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Hi. Like Carl said, I’m with the Interstate Stream Commission. I’m a water planner there. I’ve 
only been there for three months, so a lot of you probably haven’t met me yet. My colleague is 
Angela Bordegaray who has been there longer than I have. My background is in resource 
management and hydrology. I previously worked at Sandia doing decision support modeling as 
far as water goes in New Mexico. 
 
So today I’m going to talk about the role of state water planning in the face of all this 
uncertainty, some of the things that have been brought up today by the State Senator—you know, 
what do we do when there are all these things up in the air? 
 

State Water Plan (SWP) 

 



In 2003, the State of New Mexico made the first state water plan we’ve ever had. That was five 
years ago. It turned out to be mostly a policy document, which, like many of the things the State 
Engineer and the Interstate Stream Commission have done, has been somewhat criticized. But as 
far as being a policy document, it is a plan of what our policies are going to be and have been for 
several of the major things that have been going on. 
 

State Agencies Involved 
 

• Office of the State Engineer 
• Interstate Stream Commission 
• Department of Agriculture 
• Department of Fish & Game 
• Energy, Minerals, and Natural Resources Department 
• Environment Department 
• Department of Finance and Administration 
• New Mexico Finance Authority 

 
So in addition to the State Engineer and the Interstate Stream Commission, who were tasked with 
doing the state water plan, we have had assistance from all of these other agencies, Agriculture, 
Fish & Game, Environment, DFA, and a lot of these are now together in the Water Cabinet, 
which the Governor created. It’s a more formalized structure for us to work with the other 
agencies in updating our state water plan. 
 

Why Prepare an SWP? 
 

• Much less expensive than reacting to drought, water shortage, infrastructure failures, 
and other water issues as crises 

• To obtain constituent input on water management policies that affect the citizens of 
New Mexico 

• To educate, creating an environment for collaboration, which can prevent expensive 
litigation and promote regional cooperation 

• To provide a foundation for water management that protects water availability and 
quality, ensures the most efficient use of water, and directs funding to water 
infrastructure improvements of greatest need 

 
So why do we plan? Planning is much less expensive than reacting to all these things that could 
be crises, like drought and water shortage, and all these things that we’ve experienced and maybe 
are going to experience more, so we try to anticipate some of them. Another big reason is public 
involvement. We need to hear what the public thinks, and we need to educate the public, so it’s a 
two-way street. It’s a really good opportunity for that type of thing. And it also provides this 
policy document or these plans that are foundation for water management that can protect our 
water, ensure efficient use, and possibly direct funding toward water infrastructure 
improvements, like the Water Trust Fund that the Senator was talking about. 
 

Planning Under Uncertainty 
 

• Nothing is perfect when it comes to water 



� Data gaps 
� Uncompleted adjudications 
� Water rights promises as yet unfulfilled 
� Incomplete accounting of water rights, permits and uses 

• But there are some things we do know 
� Our water supply is finite 
� New sources of water cost a lot of money 
� We may need to find ways to live within our means 

 
So, planning under uncertainty…nothing is perfect. We have large data gaps in the state; 
adjudications are obviously not complete and they are slow-going; there are all these water right 
promises out there that maybe haven’t been fulfilled yet; and there’s incomplete accounting. 
There are a lot of questions as to if anybody really knows all the water rights that are out there. I 
don’t have an answer to that, but we do know some things: we only have so much water. New 
sources of water are out there, but as Bruce Thompson discussed, these have problems. They’re 
energy intensive, there are other issues that come with them, and they cost a lot of money so it’s 
not necessarily something that’s easy to do. So we plan to try to figure out how to live within our 
means, and to analyze some of these other issues. 
  

Planning Under Uncertainty 
 

• We cannot wait for a perfect world to begin planning our water future 

• So although we don’t know the whole story, we do know enough to act 

• Planning can improve the current situation and help make progress in turning 
uncertainty into certainty 

• Progress has been, and can continue to be, made in protecting and managing our 
water resources 

 
So we don’t know the story, but we need to act anyway, and planning has made progress. It’s 
made progress in terms of turning some of this uncertainty into certainty. A lot of things have 
been done since 2003, when the last state water plan was implemented so I’m just going to go 
through a few of those major things that have taken place since then. 
 

SWP Implementation 
Active Water Resource Management (AWRM) 
 

• A proactive approach, spurred by drought, for putting tools in place to manage our 
state’s limited water supplies 

• Launched in January 2004 

• Refers to a broad range of activities including 
� Permitting transfers  
� Monitoring and metering diversions 
� Limiting diversion of water to the amount authorized by existing water rights 

• Requires creating water master districts, hiring water masters, and creating district-
specific rules and regulations 

 



The first is Active Water Resource Management, which is a pro-active way to manage our state’s 
water resources. It was launched in 2004. It includes permitting transfers; monitoring and 
metering diversions, which is a big thing—lets actually do the metering and find out what’s 
really out there—and limit diversions to your water right amount. We’ve created seven water 
districts and hired watermasters for all of them, and I think in four districts, we’ve completed 
district-specific rules and regulations. The rest are ongoing. 
 

Active Water Resource Management (AWRM) 
 

Priority Basins 

• Lower Rio Grande 

• Lower Pecos 

• San Juan 

• Upper Mimbres 

• Rio Gallinas 

• Nambe-Pojoaque-Tesuque 

• Rio Chama 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This next slide is just a list of the Active Water Resource Management areas, and of course, the 
Middle Rio Grande is not one of those. It’s working well in some other places. 

 
WATERS database 

63% completed 
 



The next thing is the WATERS database, which is 63% completed, and that involves making all 
the water rights documents electronic and available on the web to anybody who can go through 
and look at those and see what’s going on, so you don’t have to come. And I have looked at all 
the files at the State Engineer’s office and it’s really hard to find anything out, so this is a really 
good product. 
 

Indian Water Rights Settlements 
 

• Navajo: April 19, 2005 
� San Juan Stream System 
� Navajo Nation 

• Aamodt: May 3, 2006 
� N-P-T Stream System 
� Nambe, Pojoaque, Tesuque, and San Ildefonseo Pueblos 

• Taos: May 31, 2006 
� Taos/Hondo Stream System 
� Taos Pueblo 

 
The next thing is Indian water rights settlements. There’ve been three major ones since 2003. We 
have the Navajo in 2005, Amodt in 2006, and also Taos. Some of these are going through the 
process of trying to get federal funding to go through these settlements. 
 
 Strategic Water Reserve 
 

• Provides options for avoiding ESA conflicts and meeting compact obligations 

• Legislature appropriations: 
� $2.8 million in 2005 
� $2.0 million in 2006 
� $500,000 in 2007 

• First water rights acquisition in 2006 

• 2008 priority basins are the Lower and Middle Rio Grande 

• Public Listening Sessions are scheduled July 8th in Albuquerque and July 9th in 
Belen 

 
So those are some big accomplishments. The next thing is the Strategic Water Reserve, and this 
is pertinent to the Middle Rio Grande specifically. It provides options for meeting Endangered 
Species Act requirements, as well as meeting compact obligations. [slide] The legislature’s 
appropriations have declined since 2005, but there’s still some money available. The first 
acquisitions were made in 2006, and every year there are priority basins that are decided on for 
the Strategic Water Reserve. This year, the Middle Rio Grande is one of those, and there will be 
public listening sessions in July—July 8th and 9th—to try to prioritize within the Middle Rio 
Grande what that’s going to be used for. I’m not going to expand on that too much because I’m 
not very familiar with it but if you’re interested, you should definitely go to those sessions. 



Completing water rights adjudications 
 
 
Color key: 
Completed 
Active 
Surface basins for future adjudications 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The next thing is adjudications. There has been some progress, there are some completed basins, 
and obviously still a lot of active ones and some that haven’t been finished yet. There has been 
some progress made in speeding some things up since 2003, and of course, there’s still more 
work to be done on that. 
 

State Water Plan Law 
(NMSA 72-14-3.1) 
 

• A.  It is the intent of the legislature that the Interstate Stream Commission, in 
collaboration with the Office of the State Engineer and the Water Trust Board, 
prepare and implement a comprehensive state water plan. 

• H. The State Water Plan shall be periodically reviewed, updated, and amended 
in response to changing conditions. At a minimum, a review shall be 
undertaken every 5 years. 

 
So as far as state water plan law goes, the legislature tasked the ISC and the Office of the State 
Engineer to prepare this plan, and it needs to be reviewed and 
updated every five years at a minimum.  
 
So in order to meet this requirement, in 2007 we started a state 
plan review.  I actually brought a handout of this. There might 
be enough for everyone. This is a draft document, so far.  
 
 
 
 
 
    State Water Plan Review 
 



 
Answer Questions 
 

• How well were legislative objectives met? 

• What was missing in the first plan, and how can it be improved? 

• What progress has been made? 

• What conditions have changed? 
 
We did an internal review, within the agency on how well were the legislative objectives met; 
what was missing in the first plan; how can it be improved; what needs to be added; what 
progress has been made, which is some of what I’ve talked about; and what conditions have 
changed. So we went through this internally and created this draft document that I have to hand 
out. We also gave it to the Water Cabinet, which are the agencies I mentioned previously, and 
we’ve just done a new draft with their comments included. In about two weeks, or by the end of 
this fiscal year, we will have this final document out that will include the comment from all the 
agencies that are involved. And then based on this, we will start working on the update, which 
will probably not happen—I mean it probably won’t be published—until 2009. So we’re using 
the review document to meet that five-year requirement. 
 

Changed Conditions 
 

• Awareness of climate change 

• Population surpassed 2 million 

• Unregulated development of deep saline aquifers 

• Produced water 

• Inter-basin transfer proposals 

• Efforts to acquire water for instream flows 

• New and changed water laws/court decisions and adjudications 

• Completion of Regional Water Plans 
 
So one of the things in the review is ‘changed conditions,’ what has happened since 2003, and 
there are a lot of big things. Awareness of climate change is something that’s obviously been 
around since 2003 but not as strongly. There was the 2006 report on how climate change might 
affect water resources in New Mexico, and an executive order from the Governor, and a lot of 
different things that have been brought up regarding climate change that were not in 2003 
documents. The population has surpassed two million so there has been growth. We are also 
waiting—probably by the end of June we’ll have a new study by BBER that updates the 
population projections for the sixteen regional planning areas. So that will be available, 
hopefully, by the end of the month. Unregulated development of deep saline aquifers—again, 
does the State Engineer have responsibility for this? Produced water: there’s an increase in that, 
and in people wanting to figure out how to reuse that water. A lot of inter-basin transfer 
proposals; efforts to acquire water for instream flows; and of course, there’ve been a lot of 
changes in water law and court decisions, adjudications, and some of these have to do with 
acequias and conservation; and completion of regional water plans. By July, hopefully the last 
regional water plan will have been accepted, which is Taos. So right now, fifteen are done and 
we’re hoping that they’ll all be finished this year. 



 
Possible Areas to Update 
 

• Incorporation of Regional Water Plans 

• Climate change and energy/water nexus issues 

• Increased emphasis on infrastructure, water quality and conservation 

• Technical studies for water budgets 

• Report on progress of AWRM, adjudications, water settlements 

• Clarification of responsibilities and timeline for implementing the plan 
 
Okay. Possible areas to update… One is the incorporation of the regional water plans. How do 
we roll all these up into the state plan, which is part of our legislative mandate? We need help 
from people like you to figure out how to do that. Addressing climate change, as well as energy-
water nexus issues; increasing the emphasis on infrastructure, water quality and conservation, so 
one component will be working more closely with the Environment Department on tying water 
quality and water quantity together; technical studies for a variety of things including water 
budgets; reporting on progress that has been made since the last plan, and making it more of a 
plan—clarifying the responsibilities and timelines so that in addition to policy, we also have 
more of a schedule to go on. And these are just possible areas. We don’t have a huge budget so 
obviously we can’t undertake all of these things in this current update. 
 

Regional Water Planning 

 
I’m just going to go over regional water planning briefly, because I’m sure most of you are 
familiar with this. These are the sixteen planning regions, and like I said, Taos will be the last 
one to be finished.  
 

Funding Needs 
 

• $400,000 per year needed to update 4 plans a year at $100,000 each in an ongoing 
process 



• Reflect current and changed conditions 

• Enhance dialogue and create consistency between regions and their plans 

• Begin incorporation into State Water Plan 

• Update priorities by date accepted: Lea County, Estancia, Lower Rio Grande, Lower 
Pecos, Jemez y Sangre 

 
Those are the baseline plans that have been finished, but they need to be updated, so what we 
think we need is $400,000 a year, to update about four plans per year, in an ongoing process. 
There have been funding ups and downs through the years. Planning was started in 1987, so 
we’re hoping to get that recurring budget item. These [plans] need to be updated to update 
current conditions, just like the state plan; to enhance the dialogue; and to create consistency 
between the plans. One of the things going on is the Upstream/Downstream process that the 
Middle Rio Grande is involved in, and that will help us incorporate these water plans into the 
state water plan. As of now the update priorities will be by date accepted, which started in 1999 
with Lea County, the Estancia, and the Lower Rio Grande. And then also, tying regional water 
planning into state water planning, there is the Regional Water Planning Advisory Council that 
Elaine and Joe Quintana are your representatives to, which will help us do some of these things. 
 

Water Plan Funding 
How New Mexico Compares 
 

• Texas - $21 million for water planning; $15 million for State Water Plan 

• Colorado - $1 million annually for its Compact Committee Support and Basin-Wide 
Needs Assessment; allocates $10 million for water supply funding 

• Wyoming and Utah – each employ 5 planning staff and annually fund their planning 
programs $300,000 and $500,000 respectively 

• New Mexico – received $55,000 in 2007 for regional planning and $300,000 in 2008 
for the State Water Plan Update and employs 2 water planners 

 
So just in general, how does New Mexico compare? Texas gets $21 million for water planning, 
and $15 million for their state water plan, so $36 million. Colorado has $1 million annually for 
needs assessment and $10 million for water supply funding. Wyoming and Utah have five 
planning staff, and recurring $300,000 or $500,000 per year. And here in New Mexico? Last 
year we received $55,000; this year we got $300,000 to update the state water plan; we got no 
additional money for regional water planning this year, there are two of us [on staff], and I’m 
new. So it’s hard for us to do some of the things the other states do because we don’t quite have 
the funds needed, and we have to figure out how to work within our budget.  
 

Summary 
 

• Creating the 2003 State Water Plan (the state’s first) was a big challenge 

• The result was a policy document that has led to much of the progress noted above 

• We are now about to update the State Water Plan based on what we learned in the 
Review 



• We will continue working with regional planners to integrate regional plans into the 
state plan, making water planning in New Mexico more meaningful and providing 
more pathways for implementation 

• Public meetings regarding the State Water Plan Update will begin this Fall 
 
So creating the state water plan was a big challenge; it was, like I said, a policy document and 
we’re now going to update this, so we’re trying to figure out what we learned in the review that 
will be best implemented. We’re working with you to incorporate the regional plans into the state 
plan and we anticipate this being a large part of our update effort. We will be doing public 
meetings regarding the state water plan update, which will probably begin either late fall or early 
spring. And that is it. 
 
Questions: 

 

Michael Jensen: During the incredibly contentious Taos Regional Water Plan discussions, the 
way it finally was resolved was to separate the implementation plan from the goals and the 
representative of the Interstate Stream Commission was quoted in the Taos paper as saying that 
that was really ideal since implementation wasn’t necessary. I was kind of wondering what the 
point of a plan was if it’s not going to be implemented, and how separating implementation from 
what you’re going to implement is a desirable resolution of the controversy? It did resolve the 
controversy, but to what end? 
 
Alison Williams: I can’t speak for the Commission itself but as part of the planning group and 
part of the discussion, we do feel like implementation is part of that and figuring out how these 
strategies that are in the regional water plans tie into what’s coming on board with the uniform 
funding application, where all water projects will have to meet certain requirements to be 
funded—these are things we’re looking at, so, I’m not sure exactly what that quote was, but as 
far as our staff, that is something that we’re trying to work with the planners and roll into our 
update. 
 
Audience member: One of the slides you had showed interbasin transfers. Can you list them for 
us? 
 
Alison Williams: I can’t. 
 
Audience member: Can you list any of them? 
 
Alison Williams: It was just a changed condition, that people are proposing interbasin transfers. I 
know that one of the big ones is the San Augustin Plain, which had 400 protestants— 
 
Audience member: Four hundred and eighty 
 
Alison Williams: —and the proposal by Santa Fe to transfer water out of Estancia. There’s a lot 
of things that have been talked about and that’s just something that we want to make sure people 
are aware of and figure out how to handle those transfers. Our Advisory Council just finished a 



white paper on water transfers that they’re going to present to the Commission, so that’s just 
some changes that have been going on. 
 
Audience member: [?] and how do we get a copy? 
 
Alison Williams: Of the white paper? Elaine? 
 
Elaine Hebard: I am the representative from the Water Assembly on the Regional Water 
Planning Advisory Council. Bob is also on that. We share that with Joe Quintana from the 
Council of Governments, so we are the representatives for this region, and you’ll see that we are 
going to be asking for recurrent funding from the state for regional water plans. 
  
 
 


