Notes from Upstream Downstream meeting 12/1/08 
Held at the Socorro Soil and Water Conservation District

In attendance:  Rob Bowman, Peggy Johnson, Frank Titus, Angela Schackel-Bordegaray, Susan Kelly, Conci Bokum, John Brown, Gretel Follingstad, Bob Wessely, Elaine Hebard, Rolf Schmidt Petersen, Liz Zeiler and Nylene Stowe.
After introductions, we reviewed the synthesis of comments that Liz Zeiler prepared and distributed.  We decided that the topics for discussion today would be:  1) to review the comments and synthesis prepared by Liz; 2) to discuss direction to be given to DB Stephens; 3) to have an open discussion about the direction of the Upstream Downstream initiative; and 4) to determine the topics and date for the next meeting of the larger group.

Most people felt a more detailed technical analysis would only lead to the same conclusion, showing a future deficit.  
But in order to keep the Basin whole, we need to recognize the importance of actions to the individual regions, therefore to the Basin and therefore to our ability to meet the Rio Grande Compact.  And this requires better consistency in accounting methods.
We need to illustrate the future problem to politicians and developers.  

We are reminded of the “consistency” direction coming from the fourth workshop.

There are three regions with three different needs, three different plans, and they all use different sets of terminology.  However there is only one common management strategy, the Rio Grande Compact.  Until that management strategy recognizes that the regions exist and considers cross-regional transfers, it’s meaningless to discuss regional water budgets.  In order to keep the Basin whole, we need to keep the regions whole.  The problem with moving water upstream is hydrologic, drying up the lower reaches will cause us to default on the Compact.
A big problem is that there is no enforcement.  Water rights have been transferred and fields are still being irrigated.  

There is some belief that Upstream Downstream deserves agency attention and funding.  The level of effort in the MRG Basin should be comparable to the magnitude of the big settlement/projects the State supports (Navajo settlement or the Eastern New Mexico Pipeline Project, etc.).   The potential cost to the State if we default in Compact deliveries from the Middle Rio Grande is huge.
But these issues don’t resonate well with the legislature.

And, the other settlements could agree at some basic level on what needs to be done, and that’s the problem with Up-Down and why the legislature won’t listen to us.  We can’t even agree on some basic steps. 
To achieve better technical data, there was a suggestion of using the regional water planning funding as it’s currently being requested for Jemez y Sangre, Middle Rio Grande, and Socorro/ Sierra (i.e., Up-Down accounting). 

The Bureau and the Corps are changing the biologic opinion for the silvery minnow that gives the State and all the other regional entities ESA coverage.  With the B.O. going away, the Bureau and the Corps will simply protect themselves, and the decrease in flows to meet ESA compliance will end up hurting water users because these flows have helped to meet the Rio Grande Compact.  This is a critical reality facing the Basin and Upstream Downstream needs to put a cogent/impressive argument together.  
We discussed the capabilities of URGWOM and that several recent model runs show that if we had not had good monsoonal seasons in the past two summers, we would be in significant deficit under the Compact right now.  

We discussed the draft DBSA document and at what point it should go to the group.  Many felt that the comments are too substantive to send the DB Stephens document out without addressing the comments.  We need to finalize the report.  We could think about a staged process, identifying a pathway towards integration of data.  We also acknowledged that the report was in response to collective decision of the full U/D group and they should be included in understanding where we are.
We discussed the suggestion at our last meeting that we look at the project as two-pronged:  one is a technical pathway that maybe needs to be led internally by the agency to better integrate the data from the three regional plans to come up with a Basin-wide budget that they are comfortable with (with lots of public input).  The other prong could be an implementation prong of some policy actions that the regional participants could agree to work on together.  
But we need to just get to “here’s the big picture” and we need to think about who else should be involved, expanding this group.

We agreed that we need to get back to the big group and that if we wait until the DB Stephens report is at some stage of finality, that’s too long.  Let’s just do a verbal or short handout report on the status/findings.

Talked about URGWOM’s capability and offered to present a workshop on the capability of modeling.  This was widely supported.

We went around discussing everyone’s top priority actions: 

· Decreased depletions in bosque, water conservation in all sectors, imported water, and stability in existing water uses given ESA.  

· Water rights adjudication.

· An administrative tool developed with a collaborative effort.  Integrated surface water/groundwater management tool.  Developing basin-wide alternatives that are developed with regional participation.  

· Adjudication.  Mentioned concern about relying on imported water.
· Water conservation.

· Water conservation and negotiated administration of water rights.
· Conservation, adjudication, URGWOM/other tools.

· Tools.  Discussed that at the end of the fourth workshop we were looking at sharing information about measures towards sustainability and talked about the idea of the Colorado Basin roundtables as a mechanism for ongoing problem solving.

· The State needs to help with definitions before the regional water plan update.  Also supports development of tools.  

· Sees the issue as there is more perceived rights than water.  We need to provide an incentive for people to become adjudicated.  Mentioned a claims-based approach, such as a requirement to declare water rights within a three-year period; and if not declared, water right would become junior.  
· Support for modeling tool, accounting tools, uniform water reporting, and GIS linked tools.  Also mentioned governance.

We reviewed the concluding notes of the last full Up-Down meeting and that group’s desire to take some tangible actions.

We agreed on the rough agenda for the next full Up-Down meeting.  

1.  A report on the DBSA project.  Susan and Liz will work together to report on the status of that project at whatever state it’s at, when we get to the point of preparing for the full Up-Down meeting, and possibly prepare a one-page handout.  We agreed that we cannot delay the Up Down meeting until we have reached final closure on the DB Stephens project.

2.  Reports from regions.  The Socorro Soil and Water Conservation District will talk about ditch lining, tax credits, non-native control, and ESA issues.
3.  We will invite Mark Sanchez to report on the Water Utility Authority from the Middle Rio Grande Region.  There was also some mention of having Sandoval County present about brackish water.

4.  Jemez y Sangre will present regarding their completed plan update. 

5.  Next, the topics that we discussed above (mainly adjudication, water conservation and modeling/technical tools) will be fleshed out a bit to see if there is an agreed upon step that the group wishes to take together.  
Conci will send out potential dates in April for the full Up Down meeting.  We will have a small/review group meeting some time between now and then [now scheduled for March 3] to refine the “future action” for the full Up Down meeting.  The Water Dialogue has funding for facilitation and lunch for the April meeting.  
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