January 29, 2007 Meeting
Attendees:


Lisa Robert – MRG/Water Dialogue/APA

Conci Bokum- Jemez and Sangre

Patti Bushee – Office of the State Engineer

Sig Silber – Jemez and Sangre

Elaine Hebard – MRG Planning Region


Liz Zeiler – Interstate Stream Commission

Susan Kelly – Utton Center

Torild Kristiansen - Utton Center
Socorro/Sierra was not represented at today’s meeting because at the last minute, neither representative could attend. 

One subgroup member revised the Draft Scope of Work because of comments from the Dialogue Panel

-  told to not replicate what others are doing.  
-  municipalities don’t report water use in the same way (water use accounting).

-  as we ask for our resource to be better administered, we need to define terms better.
OSE is working on a standard way of accounting.  We are working with certain communities, including Rio Rancho, who have invited us to work with them.  We then plan to prepare a model for use by others.

People are more willing to come to meetings if we have strong presentations on specific topics; there’s a lot of information people don’t know yet.

If our goal is to work for a standard water budget, we’ll learn about all of the issues as we go.

Regarding the Revised Scope of Work:  I changed the first word in 1.a. to “Standardize” instead of “Consolidate”.  Then added f. through i.

We’re talking about scale here.  These are two different things – water budget and accounting.
Maybe they are two different tasks.  According to S.S. Papadopulos, we have a deficit, but each entity says “not me.”

Are you saying that for each region there needs to be quantified inflow and outflow?  That’s a really huge job.  I thought we were going to standardize the language of the plans for each of our three regions so that the inconsistencies in accounting become clear and it’s easier to explain.
More folks will come if we say “let’s try to standardize data.”

What I heard said at the workshops is “Standardize what we are talking about.”

At one time we were shown a chart which says that there is a 40,000 deficit, and then later the OSE presents a chart saying we have a surplus.  I want water budgets in the three regions that we can have confidence in.  There are lots of gaps in our numbers – only some of them are definitional.

You’re talking about two different things.

I have a question – should we split number 1 of the Scope of Work into:

· standardize terminology

· look toward integration

Consistency pre-dates water budget.  We need to identify the problems.  We have learned from other groups that even the first steps are hard steps, and very time consuming.  We need to honor what we said before.  We need to leave space to identify where the system is broken.
It’s all part of thinking as a Basin.  At the beginning of the URGWOM process, everyone was defensive; it took a while for them to see how they could use it.

Since at least 1999 we’ve had a deficit.  I have a sense of urgency on this matter – there has to be forward movement.

But if we can’t get people to the table, we won’t get there.

The State won’t say “we don’t have a handle on a water budget.”
The inflow at the sub-region level is what hasn’t been attempted at the State level or in URGWOM.
We have an instance of a 90 acre development which will be triple dipping on water rights.  The OSE should be saying “You can’t do that.”

There should be a meeting of the larger Upstream/Downstream group in the spring.  We can tell them that we are going to work on standardization, but we should have a subgroup with OSE, ISC and representatives of the regions.  Then we can see where the people think we need to go from there.
Defining terminology would be helpful.  What is “water budget”? “gallons/min/day”?

On my revised SOW it’s number 1.h.

Some of your new items are very broad, such as “report on potential tools to administer.”

Maybe it’s “reporting tools."  We need a presentation by someone who knows about these tools.
How the cities report is not standardized.

The OSE should say you must report this, that and this.

There are lag times allowed in reporting – it could be 20 days before a dry river needs to be added to the averaging.

I can draft up the agenda for the next larger Upstream/Downstream group meeting –


1.  Scope of Work


2.  Ag conservation – John’s presentation


3.  What do we do about municipal conservation?
We need to define the MRGB – and call it something different – or it could be confused with MRGCD.  Spell it out.
And refer to it as “Basin”

Regarding the deficit, we need to add “threats to current supply” -- things like climate change, how guaranteed is the San Juan-Chama water, etc.  We should also drop “concern that conservation may be used to fuel growth” -- use of water is a political decision.

I think it should be kept in, because it is an issue for some. Perhaps it can be reworded.  We picked conservation because there is a balance there; it’s more neutral, and as we discussed, can provide some time to deal with the difficult growth management issues.
If you take out the concern about conservation possibly fueling growth, you are going to lose me.  Ag people feel dry years before the others.
Lots of people in the city are seeing huge growth, at the same time they are being told to conserve.
Uncontrolled growth is not a “local” problem.

Upstream/Downstream should continue to talk about it.

OSE doesn’t have the manpower/facilities to check the records county by county – it’s an organizational problem.

Can we get a commitment that the right people from ISC and OSE will come to the meeting?

On what?  They are working on state-wide definitions.

ISC indicated that they want us to come up with something that they can take to the ISC and say “the Middle Rio Grande Basin is working together on it.”
The reason for the Upstream/Downstream Workshops was that it was important for the three regions to work together.  If what we do doesn’t immediately save water, it’s still successful if the three regions have begun to work together.  These are things that we have identified as things we could talk about.

What if we came up with Basin-wide criteria for development standards – i.e., for x type and intensity of development, y types of water conservation measures should be incorporated. They could be advisory, but some of the local jurisdictions may use them if confronted with a controversial proposal. It truly is a regional issue. It would be sort of a best management practices approach, developed by the “Basin.” Is something like this already being developed at the State level?
You have to provide an incentive - a hammer or a carrot (money) or both.  It’s a problem with the implementation – In the end it’s politics.

But even if you start as “model guidelines”, if they’ve been worked on by a Basin-wide group, they might get used.
Both Santa Fe city and county require projects to buy water rights – the people are now arguing that “we’re building a project with so much conservation; we don’t need so much in water rights.”

I think that conservation of the Elephant Butte evaporative loss will bring people to the table, and I think that addresses the budget.  I also pulled out the education piece and made it a separate item.  And the last item concerns a forum.  Tribes are now more organized than they were ten years ago and the may be more able to participate.  This is something the Utton Center could sponsor – a basin-wide watershed forum.

Whatever comes from it, the information can be invaluable; and if you can attach some of the science to it, that’s even better.  Getting implementation is much harder, and unfortunately, politics does get in the way.

Sometimes when you get information it is very important and helps drive things.  And we have to do a good job, or we won’t get the larger group back to the table.  I can work on the memo to the larger group and on the Scope of Work.  We can work via email, and you can send your comments.  We have to start the Ag conservation conversation.

I think a panel discussion on Ag conservation would be better than a presentation by the OSE.  This presentation is that it’s a dead-end.
OSE should talk to the smaller group first so they can ask questions.  It would help us understand.  I don’t think he could do that with the larger group.  ISC offered to organize this meeting.
What about Elephant Butte?  Should we be dealing with Elephant Butte evaporation?

I think the OSE will say that the State is within a year of having the modeling done for the Rio Grande that will provide for this type of analysis.
We should add a “cutting edge item” to the agenda for each larger group meeting.

We should look at ways to get tribes involved.  We need to go talk to them.
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