Upstream/Downstream Meeting # 5

April 7, 2009

Natural History Museum, Albuquerque

Summary of Discussion

Facilitator/Recorder:  Lucy Moore

Update:  Susan Kelly, of the Utton Center at UNM, explained that at the last Upstream/Downstream Meeting in September 2007, the group asked her and Liz Zeiler (of the ISC) to take the lead on developing a scope of work for a contractor to evaluate the three regional water plans for consistency of terms and integration of the plans into a water budget for the basin that track amounts of water in and out of the basin. In addition, the contractor was to develop a template for implementation of the recommendations in the plans.  The ISC was able to approach the SOW using an existing work order with DB Stephens. A review group, open to all participants in Upstream/Downstream, worked with DB Stephens, Susan, Liz, Conci Bokum, Rolf Schmidt-Peterson (and others) to develop the work over the past 18 months.  Even though it has taken a lot of time, there was a continuing series of drafts, comments and meetings of the review group.  It has been a lot of work and the process has shown the complexity of the task, and suggests some next steps. 
Rolf Schmidt-Peterson added that the ISC is interested in applying the lessons learned in the Upstream/Downstream process to the State Water Plan review process, which is in its beginning stages. In his opinion, the integration of regional water plans and budgets is less a technical task, than a human one. He identified five factors that he thinks are critical in any successful collaboration among regions.
· Trust: There is an inherent and understandable distrust among regions, as each region struggles to meet its needs with scarce resources. Competition drives regions apart, not together.

· Ownership:  Participants in any effort to bring regions together must be deeply committed, and willing to undergo “trial by fire” to make it work.

· Resistance to change:  A project like Upstream/Downstream is asking strong advocates for an interest and a region to be willing to change, to broaden their perspectives.
· Core involvement: This effort requires core involvement of a few committed people who are willing and able to stick with the process. This is difficult to sustain, given the pulls on people’s time and energy.

· Experts v. Expertise:  The whole basin is too complex for any one expert to master. Each region needs its own technical experts, and then there needs to be a way for those experts to combine talents and knowledge to develop expertise on the basin.  The money available for DBSA was not adequate to do this.
The report provides a foundation for the regions to work together. It is not complete. The ISC doesn’t have the money to continue the work, but he encourages the regions to do so.
Report and Discussion:  Joann Hilton and Amy Lewis gave an overview of the report. A limited number of copies can be obtained from Elizabeth.zeiler@state.nm.us (NM Interstate Stream Commission).
A participant suggested that more recent and better data exists since the regional plans were developed.  As the RWPs are updated, common terminology should be developed.  She expressed concerns about data gaps in the report.
The report is not a finished product. Consensus was not reached on its final format and content, but the review group hopes that it will be useful as a foundation for further work. This is an interim report and there are no remaining funds at ISC to support consultants.  Question was asked:  What does ISC intend to do with the report.  A suggestion was made that the report be distributed upon request (it is a public document), but due to unresolved concerns, not be posted on the web.   

DISCUSSION OF PRIORITIES:

The group identified outstanding tasks and possible priorities. They worked from, and added to, a list prepared from past meetings and from the work of the review group. Below are the items that were discussed. 

· Standardize water budgets/addressing inconsistencies
· Making boundaries consistent with watershed boundaries
· Clarifying terms, such as “deficit” and “gap” or how gallons per person per day are calculated: There may be existing glossaries that could be a guide. A participant also asked who has the authority to define these terms, in order to save the group’s time and energy if new definitions would not be honored. 
· Clarifying methodologies: Participants asked how the “gap” could be addressed if the regions were using different methodologies to specify sources, areas, uses, etc.
· Including disaggregation levels of ground and surface water, and accurately representing conjunctive use of ground and surface water. 
· OSE definitions:  Some felt the U/D project should encourage the OSE to review its definitions of conservation and public welfare. A participant suggested using the glossary on the OSE website.
· Update DBSA Report:  Participants observed that there is more recent data available that could be incorporated in the report, and into a basin-wide water budget. There was also a suggestion to use the template to show actual inflow and outflow or ground and surface water.
· Address the gap/deficit: Some urged the group to “bite the bullet” and grapple with ways of addressing the gap in demand in supply in the regions, and in the basin. 
· Lobby for Regional Water Plan Updates:   A participant suggested that the legislature allocate money to update four plans each year for four years, and that the fifth year be for a review of the state water plan. Further, these three regions, plus another, could be funded at the same time, to help them continue to work together to make their plans compatible and consistent in terms of definitions, standards and methodologies. The group felt it was important that the legislature support water planning with consistent and adequate funding. 
· Pick the low-hanging fruit:  Some encouraged the group to take an action, even on a relatively small scale, in order to demonstrate collaboration and success. An action would need to have basin-wide support, such as promotion of low-flow toilets – incentives, funding, mechanisms, regulations, etc. 

· Promote education:  A participant suggested that this might be a costly project, and that regional water plans might include education in their updates. 

· Address water development in extra-territorial areas:  A participant observed that for the most part water development in these areas is unchecked, except as covered in the Subdivision Act, and could benefit from a water supply analysis.

· Address climate-change impact to surface flows: A participant suggested that the basin needs to understand the potential for diminished San Juan Chama flows. Scenarios for climate- change impact could be important. 

· Examine population projections: There were questions about the methodology used for the new population projections in the basin.

· Pursue conservation: A participant thought it important to develop scenarios using greater conservation measures and numbers than currently contemplated.

· Examine the role of the market: Some were interested in the relationship between the market, including transfers, and conservation. If demand were reduced through conservation, what impact would there be on the market? 

· Address deep well issues:  Several were interested in pursuing the issue of deep wells. To regulate deep wells, the OSE will need more data and clarity of definitions.  

· Research water needs of “green energy”: A participant observed that solar, and other, clean energy development requires large amounts of water. There is a current enthusiasm for these green energy projects, but the source for water is not being addressed. 

· Review surplus flows accounting:  Some urged review of the accounting system for surplus waters flowing past Otowi. The state and the regions need to be better able to take advantage of the wet years, in terms of accounting.

· Build the relationship among regions:   A participant argued in favor of focusing on a shared responsibility and the equitable management of our waters among the three regions. It is not about “more and more complex tables,” he said. It is about what we are leaving future generations. He warned against making the same mistake that was made on the Pecos, letting the market drive the solution. Others suggested that a logical starting place might be to identify the goals and priorities of each region, as well as their statements on conservation and public welfare. Another added that regions could each tackle the question of what is required for sustainability. 
· Impact policies: Many supported uniting the three regions to have a major impact on policy at the state, local, and even federal levels. This would involve connecting with, and engaging decision-makers. Suggested issues were food security, priority administration of water, and ESA issues.
· Engage decision-makers:  Some were concerned that very few decision-makers have been involved in the Upstream/Downstream dialogues. Without a connection between the regional water plans and decision-makers, she feared the implementation of the plans will be minimal. 

· Gather data/collaborate with others:  It made sense to many to serve a data-gathering and collecting function. This would also involve collaborating with other entities, like USGS, URGWOM, Sandia, OSE, ISC, etc. An example of a question that would be useful to answer is: What is the impact of domestic wells on inflow to the river?
· Identify infrastructure needs: The legislature has a preference for on-the-ground projects, not more reports. U/D could help identify needed repairs to infrastructure that are resulting in the loss of water every year. The Water Trust Board gives priority to infrastructure projects that are included in a regional water plan.
REPORTS FROM THE REGIONS
[Mark Sanchez was called away before he was able to report on the WUA]
Socorro-Sierra Regional Water Plan:  Representatives from the Socorro-Sierra region spoke of their unique position and interests, located between Albuquerque and Las Cruces. The proposed San Augustine Plains massive water development plan to drill deep wells would impact Magdalena and stock wells in the area.  Priorities for the region’s water plan are irrigation efficiencies and non-native phreatophyte removal. Land-rich and cash-poor, farmers in the region would like to make their farming practices more efficient, but ditch lining and other improvements are expensive. They need cost-sharing programs, and other incentives like the state tax credit plan, a five-year program which allows 35 – 50% tax credit. With a large amount of federal land this region is “caught between the silvery minnow and southwest willow flycatcher,” and their incompatible needs. Although removal of non-native vegetation is beneficial for fuel reduction, it is unclear whether or not it produces more water in the river. The regional water planning effort has struggled in recent years to keep the core volunteer planners involved.
Jemez y Sangre Regional Water Plan:

This region is in the process of updating the plan. Phase I of the update evaluated the impact of implementation of alternatives on the gap between supply and demand.  Planners can point to success in the implementation of conservation measures as well as accessing San Juan Chama water to decrease the gap between supply and demand from the 2003 plan. They were careful to work with decision-makers prior to the press release and the public issuance of the plan. The Council is re-formatting the plan so that it is more accessible to the public and decision makers in each sub-basin. They also worked on :key findings” which include moving beyond using just  “historical average conditions” to analyze supply, seeking improved quantification of  aquifers, analyzing the uncertainty of San Juan-Chama water in times of drought, improving surface water modeling, updating the public welfare statement, and analyzing the risk of a no action alternative. The Jemez y Sangre Council includes both decision-makers and water managers, which they believe is key to effective implementation.
Pueblo participation:  

The group was very pleased to have representation from Sandia and Santa Ana pueblos. Those entities expressed appreciation for the invitation from Myron Armijo, OSE, to attend. They explained that their future participation would depend on clarity about the purpose and scope of the Upstream/Downstream group.

FUTURE OF THE UPSTREAM/DOWNSTREAM PROJECT:
Participants:  The group discussed ways of sustaining the project. Some felt it was key to include decision-makers and implementers – such as the Water Resources Board for the middle region -- in the process. Continued support of the process from the Utton Center and the Water Dialogue was mentioned as necessary to the credibility of the process. Others felt that credible, unbiased technical support was critical, and perhaps belonged at the table. Above all, validating regional water planning by including the local water planners themselves in the process was paramount. 
Energy and Commitment:  A participant suggested that the citizens needed to “get out in front so the leaders could follow.” There was a feeling that the effort needs to “attract attention and people,” by offering something concrete and useful, such as a field trip or a tangible, engaging project. 
Products and Progress:  Many felt that U/D needs to disseminate, with pride, information, products and success stories of the regions and the basin as a whole. They said that sharing lessons learned among the three regions, and then with the other regions and state would be very valuable. A participant raised a question about the report presented earlier. She didn’t understand why the report was not being disseminated. She, and others, felt the group should be proud of the report and make it available to all. Apparently the review group was not able to reach agreement on how conjunctive use of ground and surface water should be presented in the report, and for that reason the decision was made earlier in the day not to make it public. There were questions about why the disagreement was not brought to the whole group to discuss, or why the report couldn’t be issued as a draft, or interim, even with lack of consensus. 
Communication and Leadership:  The issue of the DBSA Report led to a discussion of a need for clarification on the organization of U/D.  Participants pointed to the need for clarity about decision-making, membership and leadership. 
NEXT STEPS:  The consensus was that to move forward the group needs a plan and a “strawperson” proposal that describes proposed tasks that the group can consider. This will be a challenge, given the lack of funds. To that end, the work groups below were formed by volunteers.
Three Work Groups: The group agreed to form three work groups. The lead of each group will be responsible for convening the group, soliciting more members, describing a        purpose and a scope of work for the group.
· Policy Work Group:  Bob Wessely (lead), Frank Titus, Sig Silber
There was interest in identifying and developing certain policies that would promote good water planning and sustainability in the basin. 

· Conservation Work Group:  Michael Jensen (lead), Conci Bokum

Some were interested in promoting conservation specifically, through policy work, or through concrete projects.

· Upstream/Downstream Support:  John Brown (lead)

The group agreed that the U/D structure needs definition in order to progress. This group would work on a proposed structure for the group, review the membership selection process, clarify mission, suggest a decision-making process, develop mechanisms for information exchange among the regions, and generally help the regions to “think like a basin.”
Completion of the DBSA Report: There is not funding identified for further work.  Given the comments made at the end of the meeting and the desire of the members to disseminate the report as a work product of the group, Susan and Liz agreed to try one more time to reconcile differences among the review group regarding the Report so that it could be circulated to the larger group, posted on the web and used for future work.  
Summary prepared by Lucy Moore. Please contact her with comments or questions.

505-820-2166 or lucymoore@nets.com
