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Deanna Archuleta:  [first remarks not captured on tape]  …but I’m also the Chair of the 
Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Water Utility Authority—a lot of names for what we’ve just 
referred to as the Water Authority. I think I’d like to let my esteemed colleague and friend 
introduce himself and then we’ll get started. 
 
Cisco McSorley: Good afternoon. We’re the people that will help put you to sleep after lunch. 
I’m State Senator Cisco McSorley. Feel free to sleep, do whatever. 
 
Deanna Archuleta: I’m not nearly as nice. I used to teach in this room for a number of years, to a 
packed crowd right at lunch, and my students started calling me the “Late Lady” because when 
people would show up late I’d stop class and embarrass them.   
 
I thought I’d talk to you a little bit from the Water Utility viewpoint, some of the issues that 
we’re facing, what we’re looking for and [?] we’re moving forward in the future. As you all 
know, the San Juan/Chama project is coming on line. We should be testing everything at the end 
of July. We’re on time. It’s an amazingly expensive product. If you haven’t been down to our 
Visitor’s center, I highly recommend going down there. It’s a great scale model of exactly how 
the water flows down from the San Juan, the northern San Juan River. It’s a pretty amazing feat 
how it’s gotten to where it is. It’s a process that’s taken a considerable amount of time, a lot of 
the lines were in way before we even bought the water rights, they were moving the water from 
one source into one of the reservoirs years ago. One of the things we run up against, and I’ve 
been badgering my friend next to me quite a bit about this, is, as you know, we can only plan out 
about forty years, buy those rights out about forty years, which is really difficult in a growing 
community like Bernalillo County. As much as we think we all think we try to do as much as we 
can to contain the growth and to plan it out well, we run into those issues and it’s difficult, so 
what we’d really like to see is being able to plan longer out. If we could plan a hundred years, we 
could really get containment over that kind of growth, make sure that we plan well, and make 
sure that we’re looking at all our avenues. 
 
With the San Juan/Chama coming on board, we’re doing a lot of refurbishing of the aquifer 
during the winter months, when we’re not using quite as much water. We pump it up into the 
Bear Canyon Arroyo and it seeps back in. Last year we think we got about 500 acre-feet, which 
isn’t a lot but it was only a partial, couple of months. Next year we think we can get as much as 
2,500 acre-feet back into the aquifer. So it’s pretty exciting. It’s great news and we’d like to be 
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able to do that. It’s already been purified, so it gets to go through the aquifer process again, so by 
the time it gets in there and settles in, it should be really pretty pristine water, and we’re excited 
for that. 
 
One of the other issues that we face at the Water Utility Authority is that, as you know, and I 
know we’ve spoken about it earlier, we’re facing an amazing backlog of infrastructure costs. For 
a number of years in this community—and I’m not blaming the City; I hate to point fingers 
because it is what it is, and as you know, sometimes you’re elected and you get in and you get 
what you get, you just have to make the best of it and figure out how to move beyond that—one 
of the big problems is that the infrastructure was never maintained. The funds were getting taken 
out of your bills every month, they were being put into the General Fund of the City, and they 
weren’t being used for refurbishing and they should have been. There was some minor 
refurbishing going on, or renovation, but not like it should be. We had a water line, or sewer line 
collapse two weeks ago in the South Valley, on Broadway between Second and Bridge. I got a 
call yesterday from another wonderful elected official who said to me, “What’s going on? Do 
you know what’s going on because they’ve been closed for two weeks!” Normally when we do 
our work, we try to close only half of the road down, as you’ve probably seen through the San 
Juan/Chama project. We try to make sure that [during] road maintenance, there’s a passageway 
back and forth. In this case, the line was so badly damaged and so severely decayed that literally, 
the entire street was compromised. We had to shut down the road, change traffic on Broadway to 
go around, and people are upset. They don’t like having to drive around. Unfortunately, they’re 
going to have to for another week and a half. Public safety is making sure that—you know, the 
last thing I want is for a car to go in a sinkhole. And I’ll tell you, we’re just about to expand the 
lines further out into the valley for the sewer project, so people are going to be inconvenienced 
further and we’ll hear lots and lots of stuff about it. But you know, we finally get to provide 
clean sources and we’re not contaminating wells, mostly throughout the South Valley, which has 
been problematic, and we’ve had kids who have gotten sick, and so my priority is how to take 
care of public health, what do we need to do to make sure we’re maintaining our older lines and 
putting in the infrastructure.  
 
As you know we get hit a lot.  I don’t know if you all saw the press conference we held on 
Thursday, but PNM just got a 20% increase in their energy bills; they can increase all of your 
bills by 20% throughout the state. Well, we’re a huge utility, we use a lot of electricity, and 
we’re looking at a $1.5 million increase in our budget in the next fiscal year. We think we have 
enough in our reserves to absorb it for one year, but that’s it. So what that means is we’ve 
guaranteed the people of this community that we will not increase rates for five years. 
Unfortunately, because of our costs, what do we do? Our hands are tied and it’s very upsetting. 
We’ve asked the PRC to re-evaluate that decision, to look again at it and make sure that they’re 
not impacting this community. We’re also having [?] with the [?], which is a federal delegation 
issue, to get those folks to bring money into the western United States to help people with their 
energy and gas bills. So far, that’s not been all that successful. So you see, even though it sounds 
like, yes, I sit as Chair of the Water Utility, but my reach is broader because we have to look at 
the whole picture of what does this mean for the community as a whole? How do we take care of 
it?  
 



 3 

Recently we had a big issue about conservation. You know, it came to us, it got deferred, it got 
pushed, it got voted down—first it was passed and it got voted down. We’ve asked our CAC to 
go back—I know Gabe Nims was here earlier and he actually sits on our CAC board—we’ve 
asked them to open it back up to the public and make sure that we’re looking at it as 
comprehensively as we can. To be honest with you, we know that conservation is our next water 
source in this community. It’s our only other water source right now. Buying water rights? 
They’re so incredibly expensive, they’re becoming cost prohibitive. With the development that is 
taking place, these large developers that are coming in, SunCal and Mesa del Sol (maybe; well, 
they’ll build anyway, whether they get the TIDD or not; they own the land, so this is the trouble 
with it) but the issue is, how do we make sure—we won’t let them buy their own water rights. 
That’s one of the things we’ve done. We buy the water rights and then we hold them in trust, and 
as they develop, we release a portion at a time. Primarily, that helps us contain growth. It also 
doesn’t create a situation where we have a competitive dynamic, where we’re trying to buy water 
rights and so are they, so is Rio Rancho, so is Sandoval County— 
 
Audience member: When you say ‘we’ are you referring to— 
 
Deanna Archuleta: The Water Utility Authority. So the Water Utility buys the water rights. So 
I’m trying to think of what else I can tell you. I’m sure there’s more and I’ll think of stuff as 
Cisco talks.  
 
Cisco McSorley: Thank you all for having me. I’m very self-conscious being here. I’ve only been 
on the Water [and Natural Resources] Committee two years, so I know many of you in here 
know far more about this than I do. I’m just getting up to speed so I’m here as much for 
questions from you and suggestions from you. But I do have some information—being on the 
committee, I get to hear a lot of information.  
 
I’m sorry I couldn’t be here earlier this morning. My daughter was in a swim meet. We swim for 
TCA, right here in the neighborhood, and we were up at Tanoan. It appears to me there’s no 
water problem. I don’t know what you all are doing here. Tanoan has that beautiful golf course, 
and it was a beautiful pool. I don’t see the problem. If you think there’s a problem, you’re 
welcome to go back to Iowa. 
 
If I short-circuit this in one respect—there’s something that I need, a figure that you may not 
have heard lately, but the figure that I think you need to hear, that we’re all grappling with now, 
that overshadows everything we’re thinking about in the legislature, and that is the money it’s 
going to take to do a whole series of things, a series of things for infrastructure, a series of things 
for doing our adjudications and how we do that, and the number is $5 billion. Now to give you a 
perspective of what $5 billion is, the entire New Mexico State Legislative budget is $6 billion. 
And although with the $5 billion, we’re talking about capital outlay for the most part, one-time 
money, if you were going to use all of the reserves that we have in New Mexico in all of our 
different funds, (which are the second largest funds in the world of public institutions, second 
only to the University of Texas,) we have about $11 billion. Fifty percent of that every year goes 
to schools, so what I’m saying is, it could easily bankrupt us just to do the things that we need to 
do now. 
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To give you an idea of how this is going to drive everything else about water, there are only ten 
states in America left in the black. If anybody here doesn’t think we’re in a recession, you just 
look at all of the state legislatures in this country that are working in deficits, and it will give you 
an idea of how critical things are for all the states. And while I tell you we’re one of the ten 
states, I think we’re one of the ten states because we’re playing with funny money right now. 
Money that’s supposed to be non-recurring we’re starting to use for recurring purposes, and oil 
and gas money, which—the latest figure I heard about oil and gas is that in terms of oil, there 
may only be eleven to twenty years of oil left in the state. Remember, that provides 25% of our 
entire budget, so if that goes away, then things get even weirder. 
 
I won’t go into all the projects, you know, the Ute Project to serve communities on the eastern 
plains; the Navajo-Gallup Project—and by the way, when I say these projects, I don’t mean to 
imply to you that if we had the money these are done deals. You all probably know better than I 
do how controversial the Gallup, the Navajo money is. You know, are we building these 
pipelines to nowhere that don’t really even serve the needs of the Navajo Nation? And if they 
don’t serve the needs of the Navajo Nation and the Chapter Houses, whose needs are they 
serving? If you really want to get into politics at its most Machiavellian level, let’s all become 
Navajos, because those folks know how to play politics. They are tremendous in the way they 
are— 
 
Michael Benson: Careful, there’s one in the audience. 
 
Cisco McSorley: Well as a politician, I’m saying that in respect. 
 
Michael Benson: New Mexico is already building that lateral on the eastern side. They showed 
that it’s needed. It’s not a concept to grab water as you have implied. 
 
Cisco McSorley: I’m saying, where is that money going for the Navajo people? I am hearing 
from Navajo Chapter Houses that it’s not serving their purposes. 
 
Michael Benson: We have a democratic system, where people can say anything they want at 
Town Hall meetings held twice a month at each of the 110 Chapters, so you’ll hear a lot of 
things. 
 
Cisco McSorley: And you should know that that’s what we’re hearing in the legislature, that 
there are a lot of Navajos wondering— 
 
Michael Benson: No, I don’t think so. We were able to lobby for $17 million because the 
legislators heard us, and you’re apparently with the minority. 
 
Cisco McSorley: No, I voted for that money— 
 
Michael Benson: Thank you. 
 
Cisco McSorley: —but I want you to know that this is not without controversy. I’ll go back to 
my major point: this is not without controversy. 
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Michael Benson: You can say that about anything. 
 
Cisco McSorley: Oh absolutely. We’re talking about water, and water is very controversial. So. 
And then all of the water rights that we’ve worked on, have we even included traditional 
communities’ water rights along with those? The question is that we are adjudicating water 
rights, and yet the number one thing in the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo is that Indian water 
rights are prior rights, and yet there are questions about whether or not those prior rights of 
Native Americans and Hispanics have actually been appropriately considered. So all of those 
questions have to be appropriately decided as we’re dealing with the adjudication issues. In the 
Taos Valley Adjudication, those Native water rights are also up in the air. In the Pojoaque 
Valley, those are up in the air. The other overlying problem with these water rights cases, and 
you’ve heard in the newspaper just the tip of the iceberg, is that traditionally, as water rights 
were determined in the west, the federal government came in and picked up a lot of the bill. 
Unless you consider that these water projects in the west are really sixty miles from Baghdad, 
there’s no money for water projects in the west anymore. If it’s not Iraq, you know, the federal 
government is itself now bankrupt, and there’s no money for the federal government to come in 
and help us out with that. So that means we’re left on our own. We can adjudicate these water 
rights all we want, but if the federal government won’t come in and step up to the plate like 
they’ve done traditionally, it just doesn’t matter. 
 
Now one of the things I want to give you is an idea of how important this is to the legislature, 
how incredibly large the whole issue is, is the fact that New Mexico voters have now voted to 
give up capital outlay money. This is money—you know, we have the budget money. That’s 
supposedly recurring every year. Then there’s capital outlay money that’s just one-time money. 
From that capital outlay we are doing everything like building schools—we’re under federal 
court orders to build certain schools in the poorest of our areas—and then on top of that, we have 
every other project that you deal with capital outlay money. And we have voted to put aside this 
year and in continuing years into the future, a percentage of that to do nothing else but water 
projects. But it comes nowhere near the entire amount of all of the capital outlay needs. Capital 
outlay money last year, and in the last couple of years, has been the biggest in history in the State 
of New Mexico, over a billion dollars. So if you figure that every year we only get a billion, and 
we’re only giving a small percentage of that to our water needs, we’re not even scratching the 
surface. And that’s why we created the Water Trust Fund, to try to put money into that to try to 
solve these problems. 
 
On top of that, as I said, New Mexico, along with other states, is falling into budget deficits. The 
money that we’ve been putting into these things, the Water Trust Fund, capital outlay, that’s all 
been the huge benefit that we’ve had from our surpluses that we’ve enjoyed in New Mexico over 
the last couple of years. As those surpluses dwindle, then the money to do those projects 
dwindles also, because the one thing we do have is a requirement for a balanced budget in the 
State of New Mexico. 
 
Next I want to turn to this whole question of water adjudication. There are many of us in the 
legislature that feel the entire water adjudication process is broken, but we really don’t know 
how to fix it. One of the examples we’re looking at, of course, is Colorado. Now, Colorado had 
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separate water courts that they set up over a hundred years ago, and quite frankly, most people 
feel that they have worked. The question is, did they really work because they were putting their 
water rights together in a different time? A hundred years ago, or really, over a hundred years 
ago, when these were going on, there wasn’t so much over-appropriation of water, and all of the 
factors weighing on who was getting what water weren’t quite as dramatic as they are today. So 
we don’t know if that entire structure will work. But let me tell you how dramatic it’s getting. In 
the state legislature, there’s only four practicing lawyers left in the senate, and there’s only about 
five or six in the house, and in the legislature, people are starting to say, ‘Take these 
adjudications out of the State Engineer’s Office and give them to the courts and the lawyers!’ 
Now you know that if people are saying, ‘Give these to the lawyers,’ this is a serious situation! 
People would not be saying this if they didn’t think there was a problem.  
 
The way it’s being presented in the legislature is, the way we’re doing our adjudications now is 
that the State Engineer Office is a party to the case as the plaintiff. It is also the one within the 
adjudication, which is determining how much water is there, so they’re the ones doing all of the 
surveys and doing all the studies. If that isn’t enough, what’s happening is that we open these 
cases and as you all know, they go on for decades. If you do a study twenty years ago, it’s not 
[still] valid today, so trying to figure out who’s really got all the water rights when a lot of the 
surveys were done twenty years ago isn’t even valid. So on top of everything else there’s this 
question of how do we get—even if we’re going to keep all the parties the same—how do we at 
least get the timeframe of the adjudications done quickly? To give you an idea, up in northern 
New Mexico there was an adjudication where they used different procedures, and it seemed like 
it worked well, but in that adjudication on the Rio Chama, Section 8 of the Rio Chama, I believe 
there were only like 125 defendants in the whole case. Maybe it worked so well because there 
were only 125. Is that actually a method that’s going to work in the Middle Rio Grande? And it 
certainly wasn’t used in the Lower Rio Grande adjudication. Consequently, we as legislators 
aren’t quite sure where we need to go with this, but everybody agrees that the process is taking 
too long. But if you say the process is taking too long, what is it going to take to make it faster? 
It’s going to take money. So now we’re back to square one: how do we get the money that’s 
going to pay for the studies and the adjudication, to get them done in a more timely way? 
 
I want to get off-track just for a second, and then I’ll come back to adjudications. The other 
question that is being dealt with now, both in and outside the legislature, is this whole question 
of domestic wells. We have tried for a couple of years to settle this question of domestic wells: 
who has the responsibility, the authority—if anybody—and how to deal with the question. At the 
very least, if nobody has authority over it yet, then maybe we need to do something, or maybe 
we’re not trying to put the authority in the right place. I can’t tell for sure, but the whole idea is, 
the legislature has been unable to pass a domestic well bill, which is one [part] of the problem. 
The second thing that happened, though, was the State Engineer Office determined that it had the 
authority to determine domestic well policy without statutory authority. That may be true, and 
the State Engineer is already making determinations, but that is also now being appealed in the 
courts, so I don’t know where that’s going to go. But if we don’t solve this problem about 
domestic wells—there are actually already problems existing in some communities where the 
question is who has priority to water when domestic wells are totally unregulated—then how do 
we solve the bigger problem if we can’t get to the smaller problem? 
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Is my time up? Well, I’m on page six of about eleven, so…do you want me to go on? Okay. 
Looming over all of this is what you are here for today, the Middle Rio Grande question, and 
how are we going to deal with adjudication of the Middle Rio Grande? Judge Valentine, whom I 
respect—99% of the time whatever Judge Valentine tells me to do, that’s the way my vote’s 
going to come out. When somebody will do that kind of yeoman’s work in the State of New 
Mexico, then I will respect him. He’s been in the front lines, doing this for a long time, and I’ll 
generally do what he thinks we ought to do. He has, though, generally stayed away from the in-
your-face question as it relates to adjudication. The in-your-face question of the day is, ‘Should 
the State Engineer Office even be a party to the suit?’ Maybe they just need to be the outside 
expert that comes in and provides information to both sides, or maybe they need to stay in. But I 
haven’t yet heard Judge Valentine speak to that specific issue. We all agree that the money needs 
to move in a way that we get this information. In fact, this is another thing that I know is a little 
insider baseball that maybe you all aren’t quite interested in, but the $5 million that we just 
appropriated to adjudications last year, there was a raging debate on whether it should go to the 
Attorney General’s Office, or whether it should go to the State Engineer Office. The fact of the 
matter is, in this last legislative budget, it went to the State Engineer Office. Just by virtue of 
where the money goes, it determines how the adjudication comes along later. So that in and of 
itself was either an indication of paralysis or, or an indication of where we actually want this 
adjudication to come down. 
 
To give you an idea of how this Middle Rio Grande question is being posed to us, the State 
Engineer is claiming that when we open this adjudication, he believes there could be over 
125,000 defendants in the case. There are other people that are telling us that in reality, there are 
only 18,000. How do we make legitimate, valid decisions when we have that kind of disparity 
[about] what it’s going to take to solve it? If there are 18,000 defendants in this case, that almost 
seems like it’s doable. If there are over 125,000, that’s so mind-boggling, we might as well 
hunker down for the long haul and determine that’s going to be another forty-year case. 
 
Now let me just say one other piece of information about this adjudication and the other 
adjudications that give all of us in the legislature heartburn. We were told that twenty-five years 
ago, as we tried to settle the water adjudication case with the State of Texas on the Pecos River, 
that one of the things we went in and tried to convince the judge was, ‘My God, Your Honor, 
don’t nail us to this cross quite yet because we can work this out with Texas,’ and Texas—
rightfully so in this instance—(and please don’t ever say I said Texas was right about anything 
related to water), but in this case, they came in and said, ‘Wait a minute, Your Honor, how can 
you delay their negotiating with us over water rights when they haven’t even adjudicated their 
own rights within the state?’ And if that’s the case, and if we have a Middle Rio Grande water 
adjudication case that goes on for forty years, we are opening ourselves up to be taken to the 
cleaners by Texas on the Rio Grande waters. This is a recipe for disaster.  
 
Now, as it also relates to water adjudications, there is another technical legal question here that 
needs to be considered, and that is, under common law going back a thousand years, which the 
United States has adopted, you are not allowed to change the procedures of a case once it’s been 
started. So unless the state legislature decides it’s going to do something, and do something 
quickly if it needs to be done to get the adjudication right in the Middle Rio Grande, we have to 
do it before it starts. The problem with that is, we’ve also been told that we are at the mercy of 
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any person that wants to come in and start that case. So if it looks like we’re actually going to do 
something, Lord forbid, it could be stopped by just one person starting the procedure, and then 
it’s too late. Possibly. I don’t know. 
 
So those are the big questions that right now we’re grappling with, and these water adjudication 
questions boil down to pure misery for everybody, but yet if we don’t do it—like for instance, 
the legislature created the Water Authority, but let me tell you, there are a lot of legislators that 
would like to re-visit that whole question. This is an elected official that’s here before you, but 
how many people on that board are elected to do anything, and the question becomes, ‘Have we 
given away the store?’ because they’re making decisions that are going to affect at least the 
Middle Rio Grande area for decades to come. Rightfully or wrongfully, I’m not trying to take a 
side here, I’m just saying this is the fact of the matter. Decisions are being made today by the 
Water Authority that are going to affect us all for decades to come. Then you have a developer—
and I sat in a meeting and I listened to a certain developer who will go nameless, ‘cause I don’t 
want to be picking on SunCal, but they told us when they were asked, ‘Where are you going to 
get the water?’, “Well, we’ll get it from the Water Authority.” But the Water Authority doesn’t 
have the water yet, so the next question is, ‘Where are they going to get the water from?’ and 
they said two places: saline water that Sandoval County is going after (I’m just telling you what 
was said to the legislature), and you know the second place they’re going to get it? The Estancia 
basin. Well good luck. If you think the water wars have started yet, this is going to be 
unbelievable if this comes—and I don’t even know if it’s true. This is just what we’re—you 
know, we’re sitting in committee. I’m repeating to you what we were told. 
 
So. Did I depress you enough? Did I enrage you enough? 
 
Questions 

 

Ed Payne: I have two questions, one for each of you. Senator, can the Water Assembly help you, 
with information or other actions? 
 
Cisco McSorley: Yes. The number one thing is, nothing will get done if it’s not number one on 
our agenda. If everybody does not come in with water issues at the top of their consciousness, 
then it’s always a poor stepchild of what else needs to be done in the budget. So yes, when you 
all push the questions of water to the forefront, that will move it to the front of our agenda. So 
absolutely in terms of public relations and public information, that will help. It’s as simple as 
finding out when the Water Interim Committee is meeting—over the next four months, we’re 
going to be meeting two or three days a month—and if you all are there, there’s always a public 
comment part, and [there are] two things you can do. One is listen to everybody really closely, 
because I have no way to evaluate whether the information I’m getting is right or wrong—like 
what you’re saying about whether there is dissent within the Navajo Nation; I don’t know how to 
gauge that. All I know is that there’s people on both sides coming in and saying both sides of the 
issue, so if you all have better information than what you hear at that meeting, you can be of 
great assistance to us. 
 
Ed Payne: The second question is for Commissioner Archuleta. The San Juan/Chama project 
water: If you look at the last thirty years, the wet water has been supplied, I think, on the order of 
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a third of the time. If we go into what I would call a further drought period, or climate change, or 
whatever, you have a water right but it’s not guaranteed. We’re going to be back pumping 
groundwater. 
 
Deanna Archuleta: Which is one of the reasons we’re trying to refill it as much as we can. 
You’re right. That’s why we have to look at the other source, which is conservation. If we don’t 
overlap all the—and by no means am I trying to indicate that it’s a perfect world, ‘cause it’s not 
by far, but we have to contain our growth, we have to make sure we’re conserving the maximum 
we can. And you’re talking about a valley that’s really pushing back on conservation, I mean, as 
many people as we have say, “Absolutely, let’s put in our rain barrels, let’s do what we need to 
do,” we have just as many people say, “I am not taking out my grass. Our response back is, 
“Okay, then you pay three times as much for your water. Every time you overextend your water, 
we charge you more.” Regulating people’s behavior, as you know, is very difficult to do, 
especially when it’s their piece of property. People are very tied to it, so you’re absolutely right. 
We’re doing the best we can to try to refill the aquifer as much as we can. Do we wish it was a 
lot more? Absolutely, because we know we’re going to have to rely on it, probably more times 
than not. You know, we’ve had a couple of good winters, we also know, historically, how bad 
our winters can get, we also realize the affects of global climate change, you know, with the 
evaporation issue we’re going to have to rely on that aquifer more and more and it’s frightening, 
it’s pretty scary. 
 
Question (Tom Hill?): I don’t have any questions for Senator McSorley, but thank you for the 
wonderful snooze. I do have a question for Commissioner Archuleta. Like most people I 
consume lots of goods and services, daily, weekly, monthly, and of all the providers of services 
and goods, to me, the Water Authority is the only one that has talked about promising not to raise 
my cost for five years. I should say thank you, but I don’t understand why the Water Authority 
would even think about, consider that. To me it would make a lot more sense for you to raise my 
rates incrementally every year to cover your costs than to wait five years and then jack it up 30 to 
40% because you ran all these deficits. 
 
Deanna Archuleta: Right now we’re not running any deficits. We actually have a really solid 
bond rating. We’re in relatively good fiscal shape compared to other entities in the community. 
The problem is that we have, you know, although not everyone on the board is elected. All but 
one individual is elected on that board, not for the Water Utility but for another thing, and there’s 
a lot of people who—now you’re talking to somebody who did three tax increases her first term. 
So raising rates and making sure we’re fiscally sound is not something I’m afraid of doing. Two 
health care increases, and I put the quality-of-life tax on. I’m not a favorite of many people who 
don’t like tax increases but I think to take care of the community, sometimes you have to pay. 
We’ve got to all put out. So in this case, I agree with you, Tom, it would be great to be able to do 
that but I have lots of folks who will refuse, and unfortunately, it’s a majority vote and we’ve got 
those who do not want—and push hard. Many of them are also looking at a different office 
within their own entity that they’re running for, and when you do that, you’re afraid of 
sometimes, you know, making people angry. 
 
Michael Benson: I want to make Senator McSorley comfortable about his vote to provide 
millions for what we call the Eastern Navajo Water Pipeline. The concept came out of the San 
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Juan River water rights settlement between New Mexico and the Navajo Nation. It follows the 
same route and it ties seven small water systems together, and the last part, which we hope to 
accomplish with federal funding, is to take San Juan River water out of Cutter Reservoir. The 
fact that New Mexico stepped up and funded the rationalization of those water systems shows 
that it’s needed. It’s not just something drawn on a map to grab water.  
 
We’re used to working with our neighbors. I don’t think in the future that you’ll be able to do 
things single-handedly. We have a pipeline from Farmington to Shiprock; the water’s treated at 
Farmington by the Farmington treatment system and it served Chapters all the way from 
Farmington to Shiprock. At Page, Arizona, we’re working to enlarge the intake from Lake 
Powell so that we can have water for the Navajo Chapters there as well as for Page.  Near 
Flagstaff, the Navajo Nation is working with Flagstaff and Williams on a pipeline from Lake 
Powell to serve the Navajo Chapters and those communities. All these projects that the Navajos 
propose are scrutinized, and everybody wants a piece of the action. The Hopis will stand up right 
away and say, “Hey, we want a piece of that,” and the cities do the same thing.  
 
So I hope that whoever’s telling you that there’s a large population of Navajos that oppose the 
Navajo-Gallup water supply project, which consists of two major lines, one along Highway 491 
between Shiprock and Gallup to serve all the Chapters in between there, and then the one on the 
eastern edge—whoever is telling you that there’s a large population of Navajos against that, 
they’re lying to you. Just on Friday, all the Chapters that are along that eastern Navajo Water 
Pipeline met, and they’ve been meeting about monthly. That’s how they persuaded you and other 
legislators to fund that pipeline, and they convinced you because they had the facts to show that 
it was really needed. Please give us a chance, be fair, go out there, and maybe the next time these 
Chapters get together, we’ll invite you. 
 
Cisco McSorley: Thank you. I will say that the other part of the controversy comes behind closed 
doors and whispers in your ear that, “Gee, shouldn’t some of that pipeline go all the way to 
Gallup and Grants?” So be careful. 
 
Michael Benson: It is planned to go to Gallup. There’s capacity to the pipeline to go to Gallup, 
the way the EIS is written. 
 
Cisco McSorley: But they wanted some of the money right away, to build that right away. 
 
Michael Benson: They got some of the money. There’s an interchange being built through 
Gallup to supply water from north to south, and that’s what’s happening with this Eastern Navajo 
water line as well. People that are non-Navajo will share this with us. 
 
Carl Moore: I’m going to allow one more question. I know that won’t be enough, but we have 
other topics we have to cover yet. 
 
Bob Wessely: While we have the Water Authority here, I have two questions that have been 
bothering me a lot. The first is, if I believed the data that was in the Journal, and they claim it 
came from the staff, so, they said that you’re intending to charge the developers at Mesa del Sol 
for water rights. And that data said that you were going to charge them about a third of what 
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you’d have to pay for them at today’s rates, and that didn’t sound like the right thing. When you 
picture that water rights in the valley are running $20-30,000 an acre-foot. 
 
Deanna Archuleta: That’s not true. we have to—we’ve created in our—and also by state statute 
and by our own ordinance, we will not—we have to be held harmless, which means no one else 
in the community can pay for that, it has to be completely the burden of the developer. And it’s 
not only Mesa del Sol; it’s SunCal or any other large developer within the area that wants to be 
served. It must pay full price. 
 
Bob Wessely: Okay, so the Journal’s statement of this many dollars is not right—they pay for it. 
 
Deanna Archuleta: Right. If there are any other questions, feel free to contact us. 
 
 
 


