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Glossary:

In these notes, af = acre-feet; af/y = acre-feet per year.

Welcome and Introductions:  John Brown welcomed the group on behalf of the New Mexico Water Dialogue.  Designed to begin the dialogue on reconciling gaps in water supply and demand among the three middle Rio Grande regions, this project is funded by the McCune Foundation and the Interstate Stream Commission, with support as well from the Utton Transboundary Center. He thanked all those for coming and bringing with them open minds and a willingness to tackle the problems facing all communities along the Rio Grande. He asked that those representing the three water planning regions speak as individuals concerned for the future of their region and other regions as well, rather than "wearing the hat of job or political office."

Agenda and Ground Rules: John introduced Lucy Moore, facilitator for the series of three workshops. This project is especially meaningful for Lucy because she and her colleague and friend Chris Garcia had "been midwives" for the New Mexico Water Dialogue 12 years ago. She said she was honored to be able to help with the dialogue process on such a critical subject. Lucy reviewed the agenda and suggested some simple ground rules that included listening with respect and learning from each other. She clarified that tribal representatives and regional representatives, selected by each regional water planning group, were seated together on three sides of the hollow square. Observers and agency staff were seated in chairs along the wall. Those at the table were the focus of the dialogue; those away from the table could speak if recognized by someone at the table or by the facilitator. There was discussion about whether or not to tape record the workshop. Some felt it would be helpful for those unable to attend and for those writing a final report on the workshops for the funders and others. Others felt it could inhibit free dialogue. Because it was important that everyone at the table be comfortable with the process, the decision was made not to record. 

Presentations: 

Jemez y Sangre Region:  Conci Bokum spoke for this region, which identified a 31,000 af/year increase in demand by the year 2060 (assuming population increase of an additional 200,000 people).
    Through a long, public process, that included a charette and white papers, the steering committee developed four alternatives to address the gap between future demand and presently available supply.  A simple chart gave citizens a chance to express their preferences for alternatives, while showing them that no single alternative could bridge the gap. All the options were controversial: conservation, growth management, transfer of agricultural rights, and utilizing San Juan Chama water. The steering committee also looked at cloud seeding and other less conventional sources for water. One of the options sought to satisfy the gap with sources outside the region:  the purchase of pre 1907 water rights from the area between Cochiti and Elephant Butte.

The Jemez y Sangre steering committee continues to meet monthly and to explore additional options for meeting the gap. 

Middle Rio Grande Region:  Elaine Hebard said this plan identified a present-day gap between supply and demand of approximately 55,000 af/year
. Groundwater levels have dropped as much as 180 feet in certain parts of the region. She described the diversity of this region, which includes 8 pueblos, MRGCD, several local governments, industry, environmental interests and acequias. Their process was community-based and included many public forums over several years. The MRG plan contains 43 recommendations to increase supply or reduce uses by 15% so as to balance water use with renewable supply.  Alternatives to reduce the shortfall which impact the neighboring planning region the most include: 1) treatment of the bosque to produce 17,500 af; and 2) purchase of agricultural rights to produce 12,500 af.  Furthermore, the plan did not consider the needs of endangered species. An alternative solution would be to cut all uses by 15%. 

The Middle Rio Grande Region recognized the distinct rural and cultural values of the communities along the Rio Jemez and Rio Puerco, and created a subregion to insure that their needs would be addressed and not overwhelmed by the dominant powers in the region. Peter Pino, administrator for Zia Pueblo, spoke of his Pueblo's perspective on water. Groundwater is only used for human consumptions. A priority system allocates surface water for human-consumed crops first, animal-consumed second, and finally for pasture, if any water remains. The place of water in their religion benefits the entire region. "Our prayers know no boundaries," he said. He asked the group to listen to the wisdom of indigenous people. We all need to change our attitudes, he suggested. "We are all drops in a single bucket." He urged the group to take a leadership role in finding a solution to the water shortage problem. 

The Middle Rio Grande Water Assembly, the citizen-based arm of the planning process, remains active, with annual conferences and ongoing projects. 

Socorro/Sierra County Region:  Peggy Johnson said that this region identified a 77,000 af gap between supply and demand
. The two counties include areas of rapid population growth, including Truth or Consequences, Elephant Butte, Socorro and some rural areas. The big challenge facing this region is the burden of reservoir evaporation loss (48.5% of the water budget). The region contemplates some potential savings from addressing riparian and irrigation evaporation. They emphasized that, contrary to the opinion of the two upstream regions, the Socorro/Sierra County region has no water to spare. All the major water users in the region signed in support of the plan. 

The plan identified the following alternatives for addressing the gap:

· Irrigation efficiencies:  Address waste from delivery systems, evaporation, and evapotranspiration.
· Watershed management:  Manage watersheds to produce greater amounts of water
· Control exotics:  Remove salt cedar and other non-natives that may consume excess water.
· Keep water rights within the region:  Encourage retention of water rights within the region.
· Require sustainable supply for new development:  Require new subdivisions and development to provide, and prove, actual, wet-water supply for a certain number of years.
The Socorro/Sierra County Steering Committee is currently inactive, but members intend to continue working on implementation and plan revisions in the future. 

Presentation on the Physical Landscape, SSPA (S.S.Papadopulos):  Debbie Hathaway and Karen MacClune presented a summary of the SSPA study on the supply and demand gap in the Middle Rio Grande region, from Otowi Gauge to Elephant Butte Reservoir. Using the probabilistic water budget described in the Middle Rio Grande Water Supply Study, Phase 3, (November 2004) for average historical climate conditions, and present development conditions, they estimate a long-term average annual surface water deficit of 40,000 acre feet, and an additional reduction of aquifer storage of 71,000 acre feet per year, for the entire reach. Because of water budget uncertainties, particularly in the demand terms (acres irrigated, agricultural consumptive use, and riparian consumptive use), sensitivity analyses were conducted to evaluate alternate assumptions; overall depletion was reduced in these cases over a range of 5 – 10%.  Taking into account this uncertainty, the study describes the overall supply/demand gap (including the aquifer impacts) to be in the range of 71,000 to, approximately, 110,000 afy  

Analyzing each regional water plan (at the end of the planning periods presented in the plans) presenters estimated additional impacts as follows:

· Middle Rio Grande preferred scenario
 would result in an additional impact to surface water of 78,000 afy and an additional impact to groundwater of 32,000 afy, in the year 2040, beyond those calculated for the baseline condition in the year 2000. 

· Socorro/Sierra County alternatives
 would result in net reduction of consumptive use.  

· Jemez y Sangre alternatives would result in 20,000 afy additional depletions,

Analyzing the plans together, and making assumptions regarding plan consistency, the 2040 condition was characterized as having an average Compact debit of 7,100 afy with 39,600 afy aquifer depletion.  Presenters and planners pointed out challenges facing the regions if these alternatives are implemented. For instance, is it feasible to remove all the water from retired agricultural land? Is it possible to restore this magnitude of riparian lands and realize the assumed reduction in riparian consumptive use?  What are the costs associated with producing desalinated water? What are Albuquerque's diversion rates going to be? What if San Juan Chama water is not fully delivered? 

Discussion:  

Boundary discrepancies:  The SSPA study is based on hydrologic boundaries associated with one of the multi-watershed areas governed by the Rio Grande Compact (Otowi to Elephant Butte), whereas the Jemez y Sangre region extends north of the gauge at Otowi.  Similarly, the Socorro-Sierra planning region extends south of Elephant Butte to the Sierra county line.  A participant pointed out that the regional planning areas are delineated by political, not hydrologic boundaries. 

Unintended consequences:  Participants considered the unintended consequences of removing water from agricultural land in certain areas. They speculated the land would be developed, or become filled with salt cedar, no longer providing recharge
, habitat, etc.  

Conservation:  Although many parts of the three regions can conserve more than the current level, those in the Rio Jemez and Rio Puerco basins are already using an average of only 40 gallons per person per day.

Presentations on the Institutional Landscape:  

John Romero, OSE, WRAP:  John explained that the OSE suffers from a serious staff shortage. The result is a backlog, particularly for transfers and permits in the seven basins declared critical by the State Engineer. In the Lower Rio Grande, for instance, there are 300 applications pending for supplemental wells. The State Engineer must approve applications for domestic wells, and issue permits accordingly, although he may reduce the permitted amount from 3 af to 1 af per year. 

Rolf Schmidt-Petersen, ISC, Rio Grande Compact:  The broad responsibilities of the ISC include regional and state water planning and compliance with the requirements of interstate compacts. This means that the agency is concerned with the management of the river system including its reservoirs, the pipelines being proposed and flood control activities, as well as ESA issues. Rolf reviewed the history of water development in the Rio Grande. In the Treaty of 1906 the US and Mexico agreed upon an apportionment of the waters of the Upper Rio Grande . There was no interstate allocation of water in New Mexico until the Compact of 1929 divided the waters among the three states.  The compact segmented the Rio Grande in NM into three sections: Colorado to Otowi, the Middle Valley, and Elephant Butte Dam to Texas.  Under the Compact, the middle valley   may deplete a maximum of 405,000 af of the natural river flow that passes the Otowi gage. Water is considered delivered to Texas when it reaches Elephant Butte Reservoir .  In addition to the portion of water passing the Otowi gage that the middle valleycan consume(a non-uniform percentage with a cap at 405,000 af),  it may consume the additional water that falls within its borders. The Compact does not affect the obligations of the United States to Indian Tribes or impair their rights.  Additionally,  San Juan-Chama Project water is not subject to Compact apportionment.

Janet Jarratt, ESA Collaborative Program, farmer:  Janet spoke of the mission of the ESA Collaborative Program, designed to provide necessary water to the endangered species in the basin and protect existing uses. Over the years San Juan-Chama water has provided the bulk of the 50,000 af needed annually  for the silvery minnow. As that water is put to use by other users, the situation will become even more difficult. The water for the species must be "wet water," and senior water, and all users – minnow, farmers and residents – need the water at the same time. She emphasized that it is critical that the state and local governments work with water users to identify and supply this water to avoid a takeover of the resource by the federal agencies. 

Tom Turney, former State Engineer, consultant:  Tom gave a power point presentation on over allocation and priority administration. A priority call, as happened on the Pecos, is a "real attention getter" he said, and led to a successful negotiation among water users and water rights purchase program to resolve the problem. On the middle Rio Grande, there are a variety of water-using lands: MRGCD (about 123,000 acres permitted) including the Pueblos' prior and paramount rights and other lands (over 20,000  acres) which are outside the Compact, many groundwater permits issued before the 1950's without offsets, Indian water rights claims, and "pump now, pay later" practices. Tom emphasized that the situation necessitates sharing water in times of shortage. Now, he estimated that there was a balance (37% each) between agriculture and riparian consumption. 

Discussion: 

Article 7:  This section of the Compact prevents the storage of native water in reservoirs constructed after 1929 reservoirs above Elephant Butte Reservoir(El Vado and the two Santa Fe reservoirs are the most affected currently but the restriction would also apply to all the Corps of Engineers reservoirs should native water storage be allowed) when water in the Rio Grande Project reservoirs reaches a certain low point. Article 7 is now in effect, and the basin will need a year much wetter than 2005 to pull out of the restriction. 

Local shortage-sharing agreements:  Participants observed that some basin communities have come together to negotiate shortage-sharing agreements in times of crisis. Without a final adjudication, the Rio Jemez water users have an agreement in place which has served to allocate water for several years. 

Adjudication: There was a sense of urgency about adjudicating the middle Rio Grande to provide protection and security for existing and potential users. The OSE is facing an enormous labor- and resource-intensive task. Settlements are proving to be very costly (San Juan Basin and Aamodt); part of supporting a settlement includes lobbying for funds to implement it. 

Need for cooperation:  A participant observed that it is critically important for the three regions to work together to find a solution to their mutual problem. "We can't look for solutions that will hurt each other," she added. Those exploring solutions must be aware of unintended consequences. 

Religious/ethical constraints:  Some felt it was important to put a high value on the religious and cultural uses of the water and to insure its availability for in the future. 

Challenge to the regions:  The group agreed that the challenge to those in the three regions is threefold: 1) to meet the requirements of the compact; 2) to deal with drought conditions; and 3) balance and maintain a water budget. 

Potential water savings: 

Watershed management:  Participants spoke of the potential for restoring watersheds to a healthy condition, where more water reaches the river. 

Municipal conservation:  There was discussion about the impact of reduction in municipal use. Since the percent of total use by municipalities is small, a savings of 10% say, would be negligible. Others said it would depend on how the total was calculated, whether evaporation and groundwater depletion were included, for example. 

Engineering solutions:  Some asked for engineering ideas to solve evaporation and storage problems. 

Agricultural choices:  There was discussion about the feasibility of growing crops which use less water, or bring a higher return on the water used. 

A Case Study: Pecos River Settlement:  Brent Bullock of the Pecos Valley Artesia Conservancy District (PVACD) described the experience over the past few years as a water user on the Pecos. Facing a priority call on the river, local users, including PVACD, negotiated among themselves and with the state to find a way to deliver water to Texas and maintain the urban and agricultural lifestyle along the river. The 1948 compact with Texas requires NM to pay its debt to Texas in water, not in money. Failing this, the federal government would take over management of the river. In 2001 the state responded to a crisis and formed an Ad Hoc Steering Committee made of all significant users in the basin. The result was a negotiated settlement that includes delivery of water to Texas, state purchase of water rights from willing sellers in the three irrigation districts on the river (Carlsbad, PVACD, and Fort Sumner), and augmented pumping from PVACD. The "impending doom," said Brent, was a great incentive for the steering committee. Everyone participated and there was strong legislative support as well. The settlement has cost nearly $ 100 million to date. Water users realize that the priority administration is still an option, but they see it as a "nuclear option," and feel sure they can avoid it with continued negotiation and cooperation. 

Summary of Ideas and Solutions Raised during the Workshop that water planners may want to pursue:

· Consider revision of property tax code to correct disincentives to conserve water; for instance, the tax relief for green belts, which encourages wasteful watering.

· Tighten enforcement of requirement to provide proof of water rights for new subdivisions; the current "permit" system is without teeth; valid proof is not enforced.

· Give up the idea of city and county regulation of development; state level regulation is more effective and fair.

· Reconsider the valuation of water; how can water users and decision makers understand and consider the non-economic values of water?

· Understand the ratio between groundwater pumping and drawdown on the river in different areas.

· Include treated effluent and graywater re-use in future scenarios.

· Include recharge rates in future scenarios.

· Determine where the burden of reservoir evaporation should be placed?

· Explore engineering solutions to address evaporation and storage challenges.

· Explore re-injection of water into the aquifer.

· Explore ways for agriculture to maximize water use:

· different crops

· incentives for farmers

· Promote watershed restoration and health as a source for water.

· Discuss ways to curtail surface and groundwater users in a way that is fair, where the "pain is shared."

· Potential for mitigation for communities that lose water

· Limit transfers of water rights beyond a certain distance

· Prevent "double dipping" (transferring water rights off land, and continuing to use water on the land)

· Promote and learn from locally negotiated shortage sharing agreements. 

· Address the demand side of the equation.

· Explore sources and costs for "new" water:

· Oil well production water

· Desalinated water

· Cloud seeding

· Deep water extraction below 2,500 feet

· Large scale surface water capture

Need for consistency in definitions and language:  Regional water plans need to be consistent in their definitions and language relating to demand and supply of water in order to build a common understanding of the facts of the basin. Each region appointed a representative to form a small group to identify the inconsistencies and report at the next workshop. Members are Bob Wessely (Middle Rio Grande), Peggy Johnson (Socorro/Sierra) and Conci Bokum, or her delegate (Jemez y Sangre). 

Summary prepared by Lucy Moore. Please contact her with any questions or comments:  505-820-2166, or lucymoore@nets.com
� Existing San Juan contracts would only meet 40% of the additional projected demand, assuming the maximum contracted firm yield is available.  (JyS Regional Water Plan, ES-10).


� The gap of 55,000 aft is described in the MRG Regional Water Plan as the recent level of  “mining deficit” (ES-3); the water demand is predicted to increase further by 95,000 afy to support the 50-year projected growth (ES-4).


� Uncertainty was expressed by Peggy Johnson regarding the consistency of this number with calculations provided in the SSPA Middle Rio Grande Water Supply Study.   Although the number had been attributed to SSPA calculations, it may have been derived from unpublished draft numbers, or there may be some procedural inconsistencies.  Peggy Johnson recommended that the basis for this estimated supply/demand gap be reviewed.  She also noted that the S-S Region included the Elephant Butte evaporation term as part of their water demand due to its occurrence within their regional boundaries.  SSPA notes that there appears to be inconsistent handling of this term among the regional plans and that for this reason, summing of the gaps identified individually by regions will not reflect the overall supply-demand difference.   


� import desalinated water (22,500 af), retire 25% agriculture (33,000 af), retire 7,500 acres in Socorro/Sierra region (21,000 af), restore 34,500 acres bosque (34,500 af)





� control reservoir evaporation, increase agricultural efficiencies (2,768 af), remove exotics (4,000 – 20,000 af)





� SSPA notes that the major water supply and demand components affecting the three regions are occurring within the hydrologic boundaries of the study; differences attributed to components within the political boundaries of the three planning regions but outside of the hydrologic boundaries/Compact area are not critical in terms of the overall study conclusions. 


� SSPA notes that what is sometimes referred to as “recharge” from agricultural lands is more appropriately termed “return flow”, ie., the return of water applied to fields through irrigation.  Generally, this water is collected by the shallow drainage system and is returned to the river.  Although there may be some incidental local benefits to the occurrence of return flow, ie., beneficial habitat along drains (or negative impacts such as weed growth), in the context of regional water supply,  the occurrence or lack of agricultural return flow is inconsequential.  The regional water supply is only impacted by consumptive use; which is the difference between water diverted and return flow.    
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