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Visions for New Mexico’s Future: Presentations by V.B. Price and Courtney White
V.B. Price: It’s a great pleasure and honor for me to be here with you today. You guys spend so much of your lives serving the public good on your own time in perhaps the most complicated and arduous arena in our community: water and water management. 
I come from an urban planning background, and I’ve been writing about urban issues in New Mexico since about 1971. I come from a world in which nobody has listened to the plans that everybody has made. That becomes daunting and discouraging for a great many people.
My little talk today won’t take long. I’m not very optimistic about the prospects for sustainability in our century of uncertainty, though I do entertain high hopes, largely because of what I see as an emerging new leadership community, with deep experience and knowledge, represented by long term efforts such as yours. This new source of leadership is our hope against the stagnant, stalemated world of conventional politics, which seems to take development, manufacturing, water quality, oil exploration and agriculture as somehow being separate, not integrated.
My remarks are about the tragedy of waste. I find myself these days especially annoyed by wasted information and wasted know-how that’s no longer privileged because of its association with seemingly antiquated technologies or non-western cultures.

Today in New Mexico we live among people whose ancestors have survived here from between 450 to 1,500 years or more, Hispanic and Puebloan town builders and agriculturalists, and Navajo agriculturalists as well. They knew how to be sustainable, and still do by and large, know how to be sustainable, and yet we rarely, if ever, pay any attention to their extraordinary expertise and staying power.
If modern Albuquerque, or any place in the arid mountain west, hopes to keep going, I think it has to learn from that past, and learn from those experts. This doesn’t mean, of course, that we all have to become Puebloans or subsistence farmers, or copy them, or idealize them. It just means that they knew, and still know, something that the powers guiding the contemporary status quo politics do not. And the status quo, as we are all aware, is running out of life.
If there was ever a time to be skeptical of the status quo, to see through its procrastinations and do-nothingness, its denial of reality and wanton disregard for the future, it is now. The growth economy of the American west, of modern America in general, is based on three things: cheap water, clean water, and cheap and plentiful gasoline. Anyone in their right mind can read the tea leaves now. We are running out of cheap water, of plentiful water, because of warming, waste, and over use, and even of clean water because of decades of hidden and denied groundwater contamination just starting to appear, and this is all happening at the same time we are running out of cheap and plentiful fuel. No matter how hard we try to adapt to this coming situation—and the powers of the status quo, I believe, are NOT trying to adapt at all—we will be left with a transition, a barren period where new technologies, new values, new laws, new politics, and a new ethic will not have caught up with our needs. And our needs are likely to be severe. That barren transition could well wreck most of us in the lower and middle financial brackets, and impoverish our towns.

This situation of unpreparedness is something that traditional farmers and water managers spanning almost two thousand year from Chaco Canyon to the Embudo Valley and Mesilla Valley would never have let happen, because if they were this unprepared, they wouldn’t have survived if they had. The centuries are the evidence. These survivor cultures never lived beyond their means. They understood what the land could afford them, and what it could not, and resisted demanding more. They engineered the landscape, to be sure, quite vigorously and thoroughly, but never worked against it. They preserved their surpluses as best they could, as they knew hard times were always just around the corner and they made sure their systems, particularly their water and food systems, had built into them redundancies, so not everything would fail and leave them helpless. Times of plenty were times to save not to spend. 
Granted they did not have to contend with the polarized atmosphere that characterizes modern American life. This has not taught me about the grand polarizations; this has taught me about everybody’s interests grinding away at one another all the time. Heaven knows, those early farmers were not Utopianists, either. They were constantly arguing, as much as we can tell, but they had no city faction trying to appropriate food-water from farmers so cities could continue to grow at outlandish and unsustainable rates. Even in the urban sprawling, overgrown mistake of the Chaco Phenomenon, there was not a competition between urbanists and agriculturalists. The distinction really didn’t exist. 
Still, what Puebloan and Hispanic land and water managers understood deserves serious study and application. They are still here, and much of the time they lived under circumstances that were a heck of a lot harder than ours, and probably will match the kinds of circumstances that we’re going to have to face if we don’t do something. Some of the content of that application and study was perhaps alluded to or foreshadowed in our own culture in those prophetic days of the 60s and 70s when some folks saw all this coming, landscape architect and theorist Ian McHarg chief among them, in his book, Design With Nature. The sustainability of the past in New Mexico was always constructed on designing climate accommodations, and water and agricultural systems, with nature, not against it. There are important contemporary thinkers from those traditions today who have already created a map for us to follow. Juan Estevan Arellano, for instance, has much to tell us all. Ancient Agriculture: Roots and Applications of Sustainable Farming, which he co-authored, is of tremendous value. In a talk last year, he made it clear that if you don’t love a place,if you don’t respect it, it won’t help you survive or sustain yourself. It will work against you. We in sprawling, hyper-competitive urban worlds are surely starting to pay the price of our chronic disrespect of ‘what the land can afford us.’ All we really have to do is take a little drive east on the Interstate today and see what we’ve done to ourselves.

Gregory Cajete, from Santa Clara Pueblo, and author of People’s Ecology and Native Science views the landscape as mentor, and writes eloquently and in great detail about cultural and landscape ecology from a Tewa perspective. A key concept of the Pueblo world view, it seems to him, and one that could translate into many practical steps for modern leaders to take to nurture our own survivability, is what Tewa architectural historian and theorist Rina Swetzell says is at the “center of the Pueblo belief system.” At that center is the “conviction that people are not separate from nature and natural forces. This insoluble connection with nature,” she writes, “has existed from the beginning of time. The goal of human existence is to maintain wholeness or oneness with the natural universe.” Aldo Leopold summed it up when he wrote, “We abuse land because we regard it as a commodity belonging to us. When we see land as a community to which we belong, we may begin to use it with love and respect. There is no other way for land to survive the impact of mechanized man....”
From the work many essayists did in Baker Morrow’s and my book, Canyon Gardens, a map of nine preliminary but basic points can be put together about sustainability and survival strategies in New Mexico’s past, ones that have particular validity in a world of approaching scarcity—I would say our world of approaching radical scarcity.
First is avoiding disrespectful growth, growth that overbuilds, sprawls, and builds in the wrong places—we actually had a woman drown on a street in the northeast heights because we paved over an arroyo!—that builds in the wrong places and does not understand, and does not want to understand, what the land can afford us and what it cannot.
The second has to do with maximizing sunlight in every way possible, to heat, to energize, to nurture. Much is known about this, much has been written about it, but precious little accomplished. It’s safe to say that archaeological evidence of sustainable building always shows a maximum orientation to sunlight and an ingenious use of it. 
Three is site protection. When you examine the archaeological evidence, buildings, gardens, water ways were not only oriented to maximize solar efficiency, but to protect them from wind, winter shadow, and prevailing storms, from climate forces that sap our energies and undermine our works. We, of course, still insist on building anywhere.
Four has to do with redundancy. Sustainability in the past was achieved through over-preparation, meticulous planning, meticulous consensus-making, following the plans that were made and creating numerous back up situations, and what we might today call ‘practicing the precautionary principle.’ Don’t do it if there’s a possibility of harm. Don’t do things about which you are not sure of the consequences. Redundancy in agriculture meant understanding every microclimate and micro ecology in a region, and growing food in every single, suitable place to ensure against total crop failure. As the winter storm last year about this time showed us, we can’t last a week and a half without trucked-in food. Imagine when gas is about eight or ten dollars a gallon! You don’t think it will get there? I think it will.
Five has to do with clustering rather than sprawling. Archaeological evidence shows that encirclement was the cohesive building strategy. Cluster, conserve, connect, minimize waste, maximize communication and solidarity through creating a built environment that is designed to protect and nurture people rather than moving them around. 
Six is using the landscape itself as a guide. Traditional builders and farmers almost never placed built environments on land they needed to grow food. They were guided by what the land could give them. If there was a seep running along a little canyon wall, they’d plant in it. If there was a lovely arroyo that opened out, with sweet water running off the hills, they’d never stick a house in there—they’d put in corn, or beans or squash.
The seventh point, and I think it’s the most obvious one [for those of us] here, is trying to live by the dictum, ‘Waste not water.’And what do we do with the water we don’t waste? Use it to save ourselves. In marginal built environments—and I consider any human habitation in a desert to be marginal—sustaining yourself requires minimum waste and maximum reuse, requires making use of water as a productive instrument that goes into life-sustaining enterprises, and is never merely a commodity.
The eighth strategy is never to create blockages, never to build in such away as to stop the natural flows, particularly of water, causing it to back up, undercut, flow over and flood. Never denuding the soil, thereby creating erosional cycles and dust plagues, and never placing your waste in drinking water or anywhere near it. And clearly, never mining in situ uranium, or drilling for natural gas or oil in drinking water supplies, and promising that you’ve never polluted groundwater.

And the last sustainable strategy from the past might be called seamlessness, creating a seamless integration between the built, the tended, and the natural environments, so that they work to reinforce our chances of a wholesome and productive survival. Seamlessness also includes a politics of integration and inclusion, the kind you’ve worked so hard to practice here.
We need to learn much, much more from the survival experts who are the heirs of centuries of hard learned practical knowledge of how to live and keep alive in the desert. The information is there to found if, in our modern arrogance and market madness, we don’t waste the chance. Thanks.
Courtney White: I’ve been a longtime admirer of Mr. Price, and as a way of disclaimer, say that we haven’t met until today and there’s an interesting synchronicity between what he just said and what I’m going to say that wasn’t conspiratorial.
I’m going to take up Conci’s challenge of being provocative. I’m going to run through a whole bunch of stuff and a whole bunch of slides in not a lot of time, and I think it will generate some discussion at the end of it. Conci called me up and said she had read an essay I had written and published, called, “Seven Dollar Gas in the New West,” and would I come and give a talk based on that?
The idea for the essay actually came from a comment that Representative Tom Udall made to a reporter in the summer of 2006. If you remember, that was when gas prices were kind of on the rise, and Tom Udall said, “If you think this is bad, someday we’re going to be wistful about three-dollar-a-gallon gas.” I thought of that comment one day, pumping gas into my truck at $3.49 a gallon, and thought, ‘I’m already wistful about three-dollar-a-gallon gas.”
But it started my wheels turning, thinking, “Goodness, if we think three-dollar gas is bad, what would the West be like with seven-dollar gas? I’ll get into why that might be a possibility, which I think, frankly, is a likely possibility. Don’t forget that in Europe they are already dealing with higher gas prices than we’re used to.
So it got my wheels going and I wrote an essay. I’ll throw out some of those thoughts and just kind of take it from there to some ideas I have, not only about what is coming, but what we can do about it.
I think the first thing we need to think about is maybe the ‘New West’ isn’t the right term. If you know your history, there have been many ‘new wests.’ For hundreds of years, one west has been replaced by another: the Native American west, trappers and miners, and off we go. So the idea that we occupy a New West that will be around in perpetuity is probably not historically (or even archaeologically) accurate. So let’s call it the Next West, and I think seven-dollar-a-gallon gas actually takes us to the Next West. So what does this mean? These are my ideas and I’m just going to throw them out. 
· Seven dollar gas means, ‘Don’t bet the economic house on recreation in the future, especially long-distance tourism.’ You’re already starting to see a little bit of that with gas at three dollars a gallon.

· I think that the juggernaut of ex-urban and urban residential development is going to slow down, and I wrote all this before the sub-prime issues started kicking in. I think our subdivision economy is based on cheap fossil fuel, which Mr. Price mentioned, and when that fossil fuel is no longer cheap, what happens to that economic model? 
· I think that you’ll see economic hardship, and this has already started flowing upwards.
·  You read in the Wall Street Journal that we can handle hundred-dollar-a-barrel oil, which is where we’re at, a 57% rise the barrel of oil price in one year. But if you’re at the bottom end of the economic strata, what does that mean to you? 
· I think you’re going to see more oil and gas development. That’s kind of a no-brainer. 
· What else might we see? Water will become more expensive. I had a question, listening this morning. Has anybody done an analysis of the cost of fossil fuel use to deliver water, to pump it and move it? I don’t know, and what happens when the price goes up to seven dollars a gallon? These are questions I can’t answer. And I added this: what happens to conferences when people are thinking twice about traveling long distances? I’m not a fan of virtual conferences…that’s something to think about.
I’m going to go into something that some folks don’t like to hear about and talk about. I’m not an expert in this, but I want to talk a little bit about ‘peak oil.’ I went to this conference in October—I’m very curious about these issues—and I grabbed this talk off the Internet. I’ve heard this man speak (Matt Simmons). He is a well-respected, very conservative businessman in Houston, and deeply involved in energy issues. He was actually part of Dick Cheney’s infamous Energy Task Force back in 2001, and I don’t think they liked what he had to say. [Simmons] has a whole presentation. He’s written and spoken a lot about this issue of ‘what’s going to happen to oil and the price of gasoline in the next, ooh, four to five years?’
We all know that we are addicted to oil. If you look down here, we’ve had steady oil demand despite rising prices, and that’s very important. The traditional economic model is that when prices rise, oil demand is crushed. That’s not happening.
This is his slide saying that the 20th Century’s most enduring economic event is the steady rise in oil. If you look down there at where we came from—eighty-four million barrels a day, globally—and we’re up to eighty-eight, they’re projecting in 2008. It’s happening everywhere, especially in India and China. If you look way over there at the side it says 88.2. That’s what they’re projecting to be the global demand. This is the basic stuff: supply and demand, and I’ll tell you right now, what I read in here is, ‘Forget everything else you’re hearing. It’s a basic supply and demand issue about oil.’ All demand forecasts show increased growth and demand for oil.
Meanwhile, what does our supply tell us? Where is this oil going to come from, which is really the main crux of it? Let me get out the laser pointer. I think this is really critically important. Here’s the global petroleum consumption, rising from 2003 to 2007. This is the overall demand, up to eighty-five, and it’s now going to be eighty-eight in 2008. Here’s the crude oil supply. Look at these three numbers: seventy-three, seventy-three, seventy-three. This is what’s really, really important: it’s plateaued. This is the supply. This is where the crude oil’s coming from. it is being made up by this gap here, which is natural gas, liquids and other things that I can’t give you a lot of details about. There is some serious talk now about whether crude supplies can ever go above seventy-three million barrels a day. In fact, many folks in this community—and this is controversial—think we may already have reached ‘peak.’
So how are we going to meet eighty-eight million barrels a day? How tight can this be pulled before this elastic situation happens? Also, we’re already in decline around the world. This is the North Sea, one of the last major oil discoveries. Globally [?] the North Sea reached peak as a unit in 1999, and all these different fields are in steep decline. This happening in other places [like the] Gulf of Mexico. Look at the dates here. These are in decline. Many countries are now in decline. It’s being made up for, a little bit, by other countries that can continue to grow, basically evening out into that seventy-three million barrels a day that we’re still at—what’s called a plateau.
Coming soon: the clash between rising demand and shrinking supply. This is what you’re already seeing in hundred-dollar-a-barrel oil. Demand will outpace supply. How fast? Here’s the point down here, and these are the crucial questions. This is his [Simmons’] opinion, that these issues (like global warming) are a small risk because peak oil—the energy-depletion crisis—is going to happen faster.
My point in all this is that seven-dollar-a-gallon gas is probably inevitable. This is a picture of global oil projections for production. This is what they think is needed to meet the rising demand, and here we are, right here, with global oil production…slumping.
This is from a report that he just published: “Peak oil is probably past tense, and there is no Plan B.” very important. There is no Plan B. Natural gas and uranium—there’s an issue about how much uranium’s out there, always lurking in the shadows. “As our global appetite for energy grew, the era of high quality hydrocarbon entered its twilight. The nub of the world’s most singular problem is whether we can sustain the 21st Century without experiencing social chaos and ultimately a widespread geopolitical conflict or war.” Now I’m not trying to depress you, but I think we have to live in the real world here, and there are some serious economic issues related to our energy dependency.
I just wanted to show you this real fast. I got this off this website, which I highly recommend for anybody who wants to know more about these issues. This is energy output from burning fossil fuels. Look at the rise. That is also the GDP—the world GDP—so if there is some kind of peak to the fossil fuel inventory, the question becomes, what happens to the global GDP? Does it go down? Then what happens? Also it tracks the other way with CO2 emissions. A pretty interesting graph, I think.
So what does this mean for us? Well, there’s a famous Chinese curse: May you live in interesting times. Well guess what? We are living in interesting times, and I think we all know this. We’re aware of many of the challenges confronting us. I’m not getting into the whole climate change question, and we talked about some of the water challenges confronting us here. I tend to call it the Age of Consequences. I think what we did in the 20th Century is going to ‘get us’ in the 21st Century. That’s already started to happen on a lot of levels. That’s not a judgment; it’s pretty much a statement of fact. We’re going to have to deal with all the consequences of our behavior, due principally to what that fossil fuel did to our economy and our way of life. Now that’s not bad—it’s a pretty good world we live in today; the question is, what’s coming next.
We actually have our annual conference next week here in Albuquerque. We built it around this idea of resilience. I think while we work towards taking the CO2 cap off of climate change if we can, and other things, we also have to build, at the local level, a resilient community, ecologically and economically. What does that mean?
The definition of resilience, and this comes out of the ecological community, is how you handle or recover from change. I work with ranchers, and a lot of them are good examples of a resilient social system. They’ve been around a long time and have weathered a great deal of change. What does resilience mean? This is sort of my speculation. I think principally it means reversing ecosystem service decline. This comes from a report by the United Nations in 2005. Globally we’ve got all kinds of issues related to ecosystem services—water, food, fuel, all that kind of stuff. They’re in trouble for a lot of reasons. Figuring out how to reverse that, I think, is going to be the biggest conservation challenge in the 21st Century. How do we reverse the decline, on which human well-being depends? Now these are their terms: human well-being. Globally, it’s already started some places in the world. Fisheries, for example. I think other challenges will be relocalization. I think this is a word you’re going to hear more and more in the next couple of decades. You’re already hearing about it. I’m impressed by the amount of local food and stuff that’s already happened and as gas prices rise, I think you’re going to hear more and more about how to relocalize our economies. I think you’re going to figure out how to get food and energy locally. We talked a lot about local food systems—you’re going to hear a lot more about energy security in the next decade or so. Where does our energy come from? Is it secure? Is it resilient?
farm and ranch land will become important again as farm and ranch land, and farmers and ranchers are going to become important again. There was a study that was done about a year ago. A researcher looked at historically, how much of a nation’s population should be dedicated to food production, including prehistorically. It’s about 20% historically—the amount of a nation’s population dedicated to food production. What are we at now, 2%, maybe less? Not only do we have to keep the current round of farmers and ranchers on the land, we’ve got to figure out how to add another 18-20% in this scenario.
Restoration will become an important business. We have some challenges in our ecological health on the land and I’ll get into this in just a minute. 
I think county governments are going to rise in influence. This is part of that relocalization. I got this idea from Patty Limerick [?], who is a historian at the University of Colorado. She feels very strongly that you’re going to see in the next couple of decades that the political unit that is most effective is going to be at the county level. I think you’re going to see new models of public and private partnerships on public land, and this is another lecture. 
I want to talk about ecological restoration as an example of how we build resilience into our communities and ecosystems to handle this change that I think is coming. A lot of it, for me, started with this image. I took this picture on a ranch near the New Mexico-Arizona border. It’s actually the dividing line between public and private land. The private land is on the bottom and the public land is behind it. This fence was built in 1935, and those fence posts rested on the ground. I didn’t know that. I asked the rancher and he said, “Absolutely. They built that fence when they divided the land between public and private. So in less than seventy years—now maybe many of you know this, but lots of folks who see this slide are pretty impressed by the state of degradation and the amount of soil erosion we’ve had for a lot of reasons. I’m not going to go into why, but we have this as a challenge.
Now we met a man named Bill Zeedyk, a retired Forest Service biologist who reinvented himself as a riparian restoration specialist. I’m going to show you a bunch of slides based on Bill’s work. Bill has come up with a way of treating these systems. We know there’s a problem. What do we do to fix them? How do we get these systems back to health and make them more resilient for the challenges that are coming? 
In this system here, Bill has come up with—I won’t go into all the details—a series of constructions to re-meander, called induced meandering, to re-meander the system and get it stable again. After one flood event—this is some years ago; my children are a little older than that now—but after one flood event, the creek went through here, and after one flood event he turned it. Using natural materials and hydrologic principles, you get systems to become more stable. This picture was taken a year ago. You can see what he’s done here in that system. With one structure, he’s turned that creek. He’s trying to extend the sinuosity, trying to slow water down and armor it with vegetation ultimately. He calls it ‘thinking like a creek.’
I want to show you a project we’ve been involved with, with the Forest Service and a bunch of fishing organizations up on Comanche Creek in the Via Vidal Unit of the Carson National Forest, which has been in the news—not our project, but Via Vidal. I’m going to show you how we put these principles into play, how we reverse ecosystem service decline in a tiny little way. This is an example of the kinds of projects I think can be done on a larger scale, and I’d be interested to hear from the Dialogue how this kind of work intersects with what you’re interested in doing.
Via Vidal was transferred to the Forest Service in 1982. It had had a long history or hard years. I won’t go into that too much. There were logging roads, and a large cattle operation that pretty much over-grazed it. It was also home to the native Rio Grande cutthroat trout, so it’s got some endangered species issues, or species of concern. I was approached by a fishing organization—let’s get in there, let’s do some work and try to get this up to snuff. EPA was concerned about TMDLs and 319 paid for some of this stuff. We went in and did some mapping. The Forest Service and Bill had already taken the step of building some exclosures around willows to try and protect them from grazing animals, both elk and cattle. The cattle operation’s pretty good up there. 
These are some other examples of Bill’s ideas if you’re not familiar with them. These are vanes. He’s trying to protect the outer banks of meanders from biting into the slope there. I’ll show you one example of a system here where Bill went in and determined one meander was over-long and was eating into—we got into this condition through all those hard years, the grazing and other things that happened, including roads that are really a mess. So Bill and some volunteers built this structure called a vane. It’s about six or seven logs—that’s all it is. You build a pillow of water right here and you turn the creek without using any diesel or cement or rock or any other stuff. I took this picture this summer and you can already see how this system is starting to recover. What’s fabulous about it is that you get volunteers. People love to do this work. People want to give back to nature. They want to help heal and redeem this long history of hard use of nature. So this is an example. Bill identified roads. The role that roads play in damaging watersheds, even micro-watersheds, is really important. You can see what’s happened here—the culvert under the road kicked out that plume of dirt. If you’re a native Rio Grande cutthroat trout, much less worried about water quality and quantity down the road, that’s not a good thing. I took this picture this summer and you can see how the system is already starting to recover. These things will recover if you give them a chance. There’s a vane in here that Bill has structured, and you can see how the system is coming back. Again, think about reversing ecosystem service decline. How do we do it? Here’s an example.
Other ideas are based on Native American technology from the prehistoric period, [such as] one-rock dams. Bill feels very strongly: never build anything taller than one rock, because over time the pressure will knock it over and water erosion [?] whatever is behind it…[?] let the water infiltrate, let the vegetation grow. Rock baffles: I think most folks are familiar with headcuts, usually created by a culvert or something that’s damaged a meadow. You can see some of the riparian restoration. Roads: we’ve fixed many, many, many miles of roads up in the Via Vidal. These are Bill’s ideas, and here’s Bill, educating us.
We have tremendous challenges. We have systems like this that are in trouble. They’re struggling. Fortunately, through people like Bill, there are things we can do. We know how to go about this in a humble and scientifically proper [way]. Bill does this all based on hydrological principles and mathematics, which I can’t follow, [to determine] where to put these structures. And we end up with things like this. I took this picture in July. Here you have one of those exclosures that volunteers—at-risk youth from Taos—helped us build, and you can see that already the vegetation has jumped out of it. Here’s one of Bill’s vanes. To me, a conservationist and an environmentalist, this is a very heart-warming image. We’re getting the system back into health. The fish is responding. That’s another kind of story.
I’ll show you one other project real fast, to kind of show you how these principles work on a smaller system. This is private land near Folsom, on the Rainbow Ranch. Same kinds of issues, a lot of hard use, a typical potpourri of challenges. The system was downgrading; they were struggling to keep their land from eroding and washing away using traditional strategies here. We went in with a grant from 319. First thing we did was get the grazing under control through electric fencing and the land owner of the next generation adopted a progressive grazing model. We went in and put structures in and you can see some of the response here. We planted willows to stabilize the stream banks and you can see what Bill’s done and see the response. We also re-meandered the system. What the landowner—the father—had done was straighten the system up, and man, it went down, fast, and he was in big trouble. The Army Corps of Engineers and everybody else was on his case. So we went in and re-meandered the system and fixed some of the other problems there, the headcuts, put these structures here in the uplands to control some of the side branches, and this is what it looked like last August. This is that vane that we built and you can see this is their ag land here. The water flows this way. You can see that by putting six sticks in the creek how it responded. This is really good.
This is one of those upland head structures here, and look at all that vegetation. This is what it looked like in 2002; this is how it looked in 2007. We dad to get the grazing under control, that’s part of it. So we can do it. We can reverse ecosystem service decline. We’re doing a tiny little bit of it in a couple of places, but I want to give you a sense of hope. We’ve got these challenges and they’re going to get worse, but we’ve got a toolbox and it works pretty well.
So I want to talk very briefly about the Quivira Coalition. We have actually changed our mission statement. We did this in November, to reflect these changes. Our mission is to build resilience by fostering ecological and economic innovation on western landscapes. This is how we fix arroyos, by the way—one of Bill’s ideas. We’ve done a lot of publications, but I think we’re looking at a new model. I think in the 21st Century, conservation organizations are going to be doing something different than they did in the 20th Century. I think the kinds of things I’ve highlighted are going to be the things we do. How do we stabilize, repair, restore the ecosystem services on which human well-being depends? In our experience, these are the things we have to work on, what we spend our time on: knowledge, information diffusion, the kind of meeting you’re having here. How do we get these ideas circulating? How do we build capacity? I’m not going to solve—I can’t solve everybody’s problems. We can build capacity at the local level. Lots of watershed groups—how to get them the resources to stay in business? I don’t know about you, but I’ve met so many watershed groups that are struggling to stay in business. There’s just so much philanthropy to go around. How do we improve land health? I’ll give you some ideas. We’re also trying to figure out how to do conservation as a business plan? How do we make this work economically, so it’s not always on government grants, always on philanthropy, always a by-product of some other kind of agricultural activity? How do we make this pay in a positive way? And then, ultimately, it’s about relationships.
We do a variety of stuff and many of you are familiar with it. I want to focus right here—we actually run a ranch ourselves, outside of Pecos, a six thousand acre ranch. In 2006 we became not ranchers but livestock producers and in particular, local food providers. This is really important. I think you’re going to see more and more conservation groups who are involved in restoration and riparian projects also being local food providers. We’re not selling a lot of food. We sold fifteen head to Santa Fe as local food from a well-managed and humanely treated livestock operation and it’s exciting. As a Sierra Club activist—and I see Gwen over here, who really gave me my start all those years ago—to be in the food business, providing food to a local community and also working on land health and riparian restoration for all these challenges that I think are coming, is actually pretty exciting.
I want to conclude by saying that I grew up in an environmental movement that taught me to tiptoe across these kinds of landscapes. “Take only pictures; leave only footprints,” that kind of thing. I think in the 21st Century we’re going to be talking about what we can actually leave behind when we leave these landscapes. I want a more intimate relationship with nature, through work, through restoration, through giving back, through healing, through fixing all these things that we’ve done to this landscape. Wes Jackson likes to ask this question (he’s an agrarian in Kansas who’s actually speaking at our conference next week,) “How do we become native to this place?” Unless you are Native American, or Hispanic and have been here 400 years, the question for most of us who have come here fairly recently is, how do we find out how to live in this landscape, within these natural limitations that Mr. Price laid out for us? This is a really good question. I took this picture outside of Cuba, New Mexico. This poor llama’s trying to figure out how to get back to Peru. But he’s asking the same question: “Where’s my next meal coming from?”
In conclusion I’m going to paraphrase John F. Kennedy and I think this represents the change that is happening between the 20th and 21st Centuries, built around these issues, these challenges that are really beginning to mount up, to ask not what the land can do for you. That has been the dominant paradigm—what can the land do for us? Provide us water. Provide us food. Take minerals, take this, and take that… I think in the 21st Century we’re going to ask instead what we can do for the land. Thank you.
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