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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 planning regions, as well as conflicts in plans, this project is funded by the McCune Foundation and the Interstate Stream Commission, with support as well from the Utton Transboundary Center. John said that, as this is the last of the three workshops, it was important to take steps that will enable the three regions to continue to "think like a basin." 

Agenda and Ground Rules: Lucy reviewed the agenda and suggested some simple ground rules that included listening with respect and learning from each other. 

Steering Committee Report:  Conci, Elaine and Peggy spoke on behalf of the Steering Committee, the group with representation from all three regions that has planned and convened the workshops. The Committee had met between meetings # 2 and # 3 and had considered how to carry forward the work begun at the workshops, understanding that the task was large, time was short and energy at a premium. They asked themselves: "What can we do as a basin?" distinguishing between projects that can and should be implemented at the regional level, and those that require a basin-wide approach. They identified the following basin-wide issues: 1) compact compliance and meeting delivery obligations, 2) conflicts between regions, and 3) the basin-wide deficit. They suggested five focus topics for this workshop and future dialogues, based upon the input from the second workshop:

· Need for a basin-wide water budget

· Need to identify conflicts among regions

· Need to stimulate, support and implement regional water plans

· Need to reconcile inconsistencies in regional water plans and make consistent use of terms, calculations, definitions among regions

· Need to address policies on water transfers and the water-transfer process 

An observer noted that it was important to maintain the identity and the authority of the 16 separate regions and their water plans. 

Reports from the Regions: 

Jemez y Sangre Region:  Conci Bokum reported that the region felt consistency in measurements and terms was critical, and that plan updates could contribute to this consistency. They also believe it is important to identify where there are data gaps. The region hosted a Weather Modification Conference recently.

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

Middle Rio Grande Region:  Reporting on activities since the second workshop relating to water planning, Elaine Hebard noted that several had recently occurred:  Environment New Mexico issued a report that calls for a 100-year water supply when planning; John Fleck, reporting for the Albuquerque Journal, mentioned the huge changes in variability of the weather and asked, ‘What’s average now?’; the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Water Authority approved acquisition of New Mexico Utilities, a private enterprise, on the grounds that will save and extend the life of the aquifer; and the MRGCD put out a newsletter on how it manages water—share and share alike, rather than recognizing priority for pre-1907 water rights. Since the water budget was issued in 1999, backed by the Phase III Study done by Papadopulos, which showed a gap between supply and demand, more demands have been placed on the resource by all sectors.  The Middle Rio Grande Water Assembly, the citizen-based arm of the planning process, remains active, with annual conferences and ongoing projects.  Bob Wessely participates with the Water Resources Board, which includes some twenty different local entities, all implementing different pieces.  The activities don't seem to recognize the regional water plan nor the gap.  How can we show that we're closing the gap, even within a region?  One way to deal with this would be to ensure that everyone reported their usage in the same components -- a basin-wide water budget with local ones integrated within it.
Socorro/Sierra County Region:  Peggy Johnson reported that parties interested in convening a regional water planning committee had met for the first time . They focused on three priorities: 1) formation of a permanent group to engage the water planning process; 2) development of regional public welfare statements; and 3) implementation, and monitoring, of the region's water plan. They were pleased to recognize that alternatives from the plan are being implemented, including riparian restoration and conservation of agricultural water. 

Zia Pueblo: Peter Pino described the Pueblo's experience with adjudication and settlement on the Rio Jemez in the Abousleman case, filed in 1983.  Zia has been working with the Rio Jemez water users on water use and management issues.  While the three Pueblos --Jemez, Zia, and Santa Ana-- have their own water plans, the State wants a consolidated proposal. That’s easier said than done, although some progress has been made.  While the Pueblos feel each should present their individual plans, the State will not negotiate separately.  The State is also telling the federal government establish a dollar amount for infrastructure and water rights settlement, which they never do.  There’s no amenable discussion of water issues—there are too many entities. There’s a federal team trying to direct the negotiation effort: Bureau of Reclamation, U.S. Fish & Wildlife, Bureau of Indian Affairs, U.S. Solicitor’s Office…and sometimes one or another of those is missing.  An outstanding issue at this point is Rio Rancho as it keeps growing toward the Pueblo boundaries. In connection with the case, a shortage sharing agreement was negotiated with Rio Jemez acequias and Zia and Jemez Pueblos which has lasted several years.  Elaine Hebard added that much of what the Rio Jemez is experiencing is a microcosm of what is happening between regions.  How can you be on the same playing field when there’s a discrepancy in data?  We can learn from what they’ve done.
Opportunities:

The group discussed the Governor's declaration of the year of water, and how the basin's agenda and the Governor's agenda might be mutually supportive. 

Presentation on the Consistency Problem, SSPA (S.S.Papadopulos):  Debbie Hathaway offered information on the extent of inconsistencies among the regions and the challenges of making the regions consistent. 

[Her presentation can be found by clicking on the SSPA Presentation link.]
Debbie added that a she is finalizing a brief narrative on the topic of water budget/consistency, which should be available on the Dialogue website soon. 

Discussion:

There were questions about the point of delivery of water to Texas. A participant suggested charging the evaporative loss to the Lower Rio Grande Region, but the point of delivery is the release from the reservoir. It was also noted that when the change in delivery points was made, and adjustment for evaporative loss was included.  Some thought it made sense to deduct the evaporative loss, as well as the compact obligation, at Otowi, at the "top" of the basin.  Debbie explained that the deficits are not additive, that the Socorro/Sierra deficit is really the basin's deficit. 

A participant noted that many alternatives identified in the plans are impossible to monitor. Events that increase the supply, like a heavy rainfall, for instance, cannot be measured. 

There was discussion about the public welfare statement, required in each regional water plan, but not honored in state decision-making the way regions had anticipated. At transfer hearings, public welfare is rarely, if ever, invoked. In applications for municipal pumping, the state considers impacts to the compact and to MRGCD. NMOSE spokespersons admitted that compliance is weak, and that the agency needs more staff to be able to protect against impairment of existing rights. Double-dipping is a fact, and hard to enforce against in the existing system and with current resources. 

Are We Done?  Participants considered whether or not they had completed their work. There was some frustration that three workshops had not been enough time to develop relationships, get answers to tough questions, and tackle conflicts. They agreed that the threat hanging over them as a group is the prospect of not meeting compact deliveries. They acknowledged that much of their discussion in the workshops had centered on initiatives that were more appropriately handled at the regional level. If they were to continue meeting, they identified actions that are truly basin-wide and require cooperation among the regions:

· Support for implementation of regional water plans

· Use the Governor's Year of Water to gain support for the planning process 

and the Upstream/Downstream objectives.

· Tackle conflicts, identify trigger points

· Shortage sharing strategies

· Water transfer policies

· Work on a planning water budget for the basin

· Address certain policies together:

· Statewide building code to save water

· Incentives for farmers to conserve 
· Keep regions communicating with each other

In addition, the group identified two needs that fall in the arena of a contractor:  1) development of  a water balance for the basin, that tracks amounts of water in and out of the basin; and 2) identification of points of inconsistency in terms and definitions for measurement and monitoring among the regional plans, including different methodologies and conservation performance calculations, and recommendations for resolving the inconsistencies.   

Resources/Opportunities:  The regions summarized the various opportunities for continuing this effort to "think like a basin."

Governor's Year of Water: Some urged a rapid response to the Governor's call for proposals and ideas for his Year of Water package. They felt that this group has a lot to offer the Governor, and that the partnership could be mutually beneficial. They recommended taking "low hanging fruit," or initiatives that would be popular and doable, like a state-wide building code to mandate water-saving building practices.

The Utton Center:  Susan Kelly offered to work with a sub-group to develop ideas for working together as a basin.  She described her view that it will take resources to help the three regions address conflicts between the regional plans and move towards areas of potential cooperation.  A written description of the objectives may help to get the necessary resources.  She would convene two meetings with a sub-group to explore how to approach such a description of work, which would build on the information gained from the existing regional plans. The subgroup meetings would continue to develop the six topics identified above.  The regional representatives would be responsible for getting the information back to their groups for input.
Atalaya Institute Rio Grande Water Project:  Two observers, Alan Hamilton and Jai Lakshman, described a project in its infancy that might be able to coordinate with the Workshop participants and the NM Water Dialogue in a mutually beneficial way. The project has two companion parts. First the development of an agent-based model for the basin that would include behavioral as well as scientific data about the basin and its interest groups.  When complete the model can run scenarios and answer "what if" questions that deal with great complexities. Second the project anticipates bringing together representative interests from the basin to help make the model as truthful as possible, and to develop together questions for the model to answer. This process will evolve into a series of discussions among the interests and the regions about dealing with future challenges in water use and management. Some participants also recommended that any such modeling process undergo thorough technical review by qualified experts.

Army Corps of Engineers Watershed Planning:  A participant mentioned this initiative as a potential for cooperation with the regions within the basin. 

Next steps:  

Each region caucused separately to consider the question of next steps. They all agreed they were willing to continue this process, perhaps in another format, and with some caveats about the framing of issues. Although everyone felt the workshops were very valuable, and that communication among the regions should continue, there are time and energy issues for everyone. Meetings of the three regions together should be carefully organized and the agenda should focus on achievable goals. 

There was also support for forming a smaller, representative group, much like the current steering committee. This group could consist of two representatives from each region, plus one person from the Utton Center, the Interstate Stream Commission, and the New Mexico Water Dialogue. Susan Kelly of the Utton Center volunteered to convene the group (as described above) and provide some staff support (taking notes and compiling comments).Guidance for the group is:

· To make recommendations on how to move toward the goal of addressing inter-region conflicts and reducing the basin-wide water deficit

· To reconvene the larger group in about 6 months
· To oversee, work with contractor on consistency problems and accounting budget for basin

The group also agreed on a final report from these three workshops. Contents would include a history of the group and the development of the process, what was learned about the process, the main issues discussed, those issues needing further discussion, and the conflicts among the regions and how to approach them. 

In addition, the group noted that there are key interests not represented fully in these workshops, and that, although the representation in these three workshops was broad, efforts need to be made to complete the picture for the future. 

Summary prepared by Lucy Moore. Please contact her with any questions or comments:  505-820-2166, or lucymoore@nets.com
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