Upstream/Downstream Steering Committee Meeting 6/19/07

Attendees:


Conci Bokum – Water Dialogue/Jemez y Sangre 


John Brown – Water Dialogue


Patti Bushee – Office of the State Engineer


Elaine Hebard – MRG Planning Region


Peggy Johnson – Socorro/Sierra


Susan Kelly – Utton Center


Lucy Moore – Facilitator


Rolf Schmidt-Petersen – Interstate Stream Commission


Sig Silber – Jemez y Sangre


Liz Zeiler – Interstate Stream Commission


Torild Kristiansen - Utton Center

Agenda:

1. 
Review the goals/purpose of Up-Down workshops and the subgroup's charge - see attached notes from 3rd workshop – "Are we done yet"?

2. 
Review/comment on previous meeting notes (attached).

3. 
Develop agenda for 4th workshop (see draft agenda Susan's last email - this is the version we were working on before the ISC/OSE meeting in Santa Fe where we talked about agricultural conservation)

4. 
Review the proposed basin-wide tasks - materials to be sent to workshop participants (previous draft scope of work) 

5.
Set date for next full Up-Down meeting. 

Preliminary business:  OSE passed out some new materials, some of which are still in draft form.  Notes of the two January steering committee meetings are on the Water Dialogue website.  There were no comments on the previous meeting notes.

Lucy Moore is here to help facilitate this meeting.  Lucy will be the facilitator for the next workshop.
Lucy:  I see my role today as representing the Upstream/Downstream group and want to see that this steering committee group does what it was asked to do.  Let’s take a few minutes and all read the “Are we done?” handout (taken from summary of 3rd workshop) which was sent out with the Agenda.  Also, on the last page of the notes from the third workshop there was an agreement to come back to the full group and we can also look at that to give guidance:

-- make recommendation on how to get to the goal of addressing inter-region conflicts 

and reducing the basin-wide water deficit

-- work with a contractor on consistency problems and accounting budget for basin

-- noted that there were people representing key interests missing from the large group.

The direction was clear – to straighten out consistency; work on water budget; and see how to move forward.  

Lucy then asked for a 2 minute update from each member on how they see the issues.
Various perspectives:
Was pleased to see that the latest edition of the Decision-makers book has 4 or 5 mentions of Upstream/Downstream in it.  There are positive expectations for this project, so would hate for the group not to accomplish the tasks set out.  We made progress but stumbled at the third workshop.  We need to keep people at the table if we want to get to the hard questions.

Offered to convene two meetings of a small subgroup to develop ideas on how to work as a basin.  Starting point for bringing us together to work on something.  I thought resources were needed to help us organize this effort.  We tried to find something common to all three Regional Water Plans to approach implementation of some measures together - as a “basin.”  We wanted to start with something manageable.  We developed a list using the regional plans, pared down the list but then kept changing it.  

Agrees but thought we had pared down to conservation, consistency and accounting.  Regarding conservation, at ISC we had meeting on how difficult ag conservation is.  We also discussed urban conservation, M&I.

First, hasn’t understood why the basin is a good planning unit instead of the three regions.  Second, disappointed that we haven’t come up with 3 or 4 projects.

The initial purpose for my attendance was to convey what State is doing.  We are picking topics that are pretty impossible to get a handle on (e.g., ag conservation, municipal accounting) – the State has been having trouble getting accurate information of where we’re at.  The OSE sees a vacuum that Upstream/Downstream can fill, and that’s development issues – model policies and ordinances.

The group needs to find projects with traction.  As far as working basin-wide – the group could be more successful if the 3 regions agree on some projects that they can take to the legislature.  The OSE is starting now to work on its Executive budget request for next July.  As we saw this year, the legislature is not funding our “planning” projects.  The ISC planning request was cut from $900K to $58K.  We can’t be planning for planning’s sake.  You’ve asked us for funding but the legislature has not been provided a strong reason why it should fund regional planning given all its other priorities.  We need some work/projects you all can agree are important and will be valuable.  The Middle Valley is not like rest of the State.  (There’s not as large of proportion of ag water use as in other parts of the state: 35-37% versus 70-80 %.)  Estimates are that perhaps 150,000 a-f of water is consumed in ag in the entire Middle Valley. The municipal and industrial demand in just 40-50 years is projected to be, from summarization of the information in the relevant regional water plans, 100 – 120,000 a-f. 
That would be a good thing to write up – an explanation of why transferring water out of ag in the Middle Rio Grande Basin can’t be the major component of solving the budget gap problem. (There is not enough ag water use in the Middle Valley for a policy that focuses on moving water out of ag - by either ag conservation or transferring water out of ag - to be effective at closing the gap.)
This is an interesting discussion.  Up/Down includes elected officials and water managers of major cities.  It would be good if they could make policy statement of the importance of working as a basin.  (Instead of “If I restrain my water use and you don’t, it’s foolish for me.”)  Everybody needs to know what the others are doing, which is why consistency is so important.  I’ve written a consistency piece for the Water Dialogue.  For Up/Down to report on water management objectives and accomplishments would be useful; and they could take it to the legislature – that they are taking collective action and sharing information.  That will keep people at the table.

We need a document summarizing conflicts that we can take to our respective leaders.  The ISC articulated the large-scale region problem – water budget – that’s a Compact problem.  It’s insane to take surface water from downstream and transfer it to groundwater upstream.  In saying “think like a basin” it would be troubling if this meant we move water from one region to another (south to north).  One of my big issues is we (the group) don’t have any authority.

We want to propose an agenda that will keep people at the table and fit in with the discussion at the end of the last workshop.

Did you find things that there was commonality on?

Lucy – yes, at the workshops:



Consistency



Tackle conflicts (discrepancies)



Water shortages



Planning water budget basin-wide



Building codes – can conservation be added?



Keep region communicating



Lack of consistency overlays all of that – it’s fundamental and the group wants 

something on consistency

Whether we like it or not, the mission is “planning and dialogue”.  Finding a “concrete thing” is a tangent we go off on.

The group wants to be advocates for issues.

Are we agreed that we want to work on consistency?  But the message from OSE on some issues (gpcpd) is “we’ll take care of it”.  There are levels of consistency: which things are for the Scope of Work and which are for Up/Down dialogue?  There needs to be an education piece.  I haven’t heard agreement on what’s easy.  We need clarity on what we take to the group. 

It would be valuable to have a summary of what the problem is.  We should back off of the Scope of Work because we’re spinning our wheels - and just summarize.  That would be a vehicle showing where we are at.

I agree.  Consistency within one sector of MRG water use should not be the primary focus right now.  It’s more important to look at the “Use Pie” as a whole.   .  Summarize uses – “here’s the big picture.”… Then delve into inter-basin/individual water use sector issues, as needed and relevant.  For example, the summarized demand information from the three Regional Plans provides very useful information…it indicates that projected human water demands in 40-50 years will equal or exceed the amount of land currently being irrigated in the MRG.  Given the uncertainty over MRG rights and the difficulty and costs of transfers is it reasonable to assume that transfers of some volumes of agriculture rights will/can occur? 
Think of scale and people wanting to be treated fairly.  We don’t have statutory authority to enforce better numbers.

How about that as a piece of the problem? – Jurisdictional boundaries of water management entities that matter.  That’s who was at the table – it’s important to report to each other – we’re all working together – each entity has responsibility to help solve the problem.

Then the next step would be to chip away at the problem – each entity will need to find out what they will get out of it.

The window of opportunity for budget planning for our next Executive budget request is shrinking.

OSE should put place holders in for the budget.  Instead of “for planning purposes,” say “for consistency.”

What about at the workshop perhaps we each take our ideas, and a practical update on status, and do a presentation and then let the group decide.  They can listen and pick an idea that serves their interest.

A great outcome would be if all would sign a letter of support for the OSE for planning which could go to the legislature.  Formalize a basin group of “real players” and have them meet and share several times a year – make it ongoing.

Does that keep them at the table?  The BOR, due to their ESA requirements, is starting to protest water rights transfers.  That could make it harder for transfers to be approved.  Does the difficulty in transferring rights drive people to the table or does it drive them to pursue alternate options?  We have a need for additional water in the future and transfers are getting more difficult.

There is more mobilizing to protest water rights transfers.  The water utilities are going to take notice.

They are allowed to pump as long as they have offsets on river in place.

Take today’s discussion and coalesce it to be the summary, a “white paper” on the big picture.  Conci, Peggy, Liz and John will work on that summary.  Each one will send their piece to Conci by July 2nd.

The notes on the board reflect my thoughts.  We need to balance use with supply.  We need consistency so we all speak the same language.  And funding.

Consider updates on the following topics for the next Workshop:


Municipal use accounting – John Longworth



Ag conservation – Janet Jarrett (new legislation)


ISC funding requests – Estevan Lopez



40 year plan – John Longworth



Clarify consistency issues [Do they matter?]




Definitions, terms, measurement



Possibly Craig Roepke’s sponge demonstration on ag efficiency.

Tentative Agenda

Start with problem summary.

Then do updates

Proposal 1 – consistency/standardization

Is ISC dealing with what Up/Down’s role should be?

Up/Down can make itself available as a resource.  It’s not about just consistency and measuring – it’s about data sharing – in order to focus attention on the problem.

We should present the problem in a larger context, then do the update by OSE (i.e., what work is going on to address the problem).

First, there’s how we look at water budget today.  But it will be different in the future.  Plan a standard of how you look at all issues:  what are all the parts of a water budget, what is the impact of M&I on the basin as a whole, what about the bosque, reservoir evaporation, ag?  There are regional perspectives and Basin perspectives.

Susan offered to help on write-up of how to develop the Basin-wide budget, short description of steps that are needed.

Start off with measurements.  Then, how do you show success?
Start with big picture – then address “What does it mean for me?”  Then “give me more than one alternative.”

Don’t get hung up on little pieces before they get the big picture.

What’s the end – what do we want people to walk away with?  We should put the purpose at the top of the agenda.

We need someone with technical knowledge to present the big picture.
Presenting the water budget – we haven’t done that in other workshops.  A Basin budget is a good theme to have throughout.
Use basin water budget to show impacts on it when things change.  How do you link the pie chart with the Compact?  Keep the linkage there.

What do we mean by budget? (a budget can be anything)
What is the value of this project to ISC and the State? - This should be on the agenda.
Value is: 1) recognition by group that Compact issues are real and 2) opportunity to have group agree on projects they could implement – then move those through the legislature.  A letter should be presented to the Interim Committee.

It’s not just the value of Up/Down, but how do we work together.

Regional reports to each other – that’s been a piece of earlier workshops.  How does each region see threats to their supply (put it in the regional reports).  Include all (by inviting participation) in the regional updates.

Product at end of the day:  education, a letter, but also an okay to proceed.

Lucy – date for workshop – September 13th (later realized conflict and are looking at August 20, 21 or 22).

Susan will work on steps to create “budget.” – With help from ISC?

Conci, Peggy, Liz and John will work on white paper summary of problem.

Water Dialogue will send out a “Save the Date” email and tell them to get their teams together. Water Dialogue (John?)/Utton will work on an invite letter.

Susan/Conci/Liz will work on agenda.
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