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The meeting commenced with introductions of members, alternates and observers 
present. Five regions were absent: Lower Rio Grande, Colfax, Mora-San Miguel-
Guadelupe, Southwest New Mexico and Rio Chama.  
 
The Ad Hoc Committee (Committee) reviewed notes from the March 20, 2006 meeting 
for suggested clarifications.  Only one change was made relating to guessing about 
hydrology in the process of expediting decisions. 
 
In preparation for the “role play” activity on a hypothetical water transfer the committee 
decided that the “from region” a.k.a Region F or the region of origin would be a 
municipality that needs water to provide for growth and that the “to region” a.k.a Region 
T or the region requesting the transfer of water would be water from an long established 
family farm with old water rights feasible to transfer based on existing Office of the State 
Engineer (OSE) criteria. 
 
The committee members were assigned to either Region F or Region T.  The two 
“regions” caucused to determine strategy for a “debate” of the transfer.   
 
1.  Region T and Region F Exchange Facts 
 
Region T is requesting 15,000 acre feet of water.  The region’s municipality has a good 
record of conserving water (170 gpcpd) and agricultural users in the region have 
established 80% efficiency.  Region T is very concerned about mining any more their 
ground water.  Region T is offering financial assistance for any impact to the farmer as a 
result of the transfer and will also pay all the costs of expediting the transfer.  And, 
Region T will help Region F with benefits to their education and health services and with 
new economic development. 
 
Region F asserted that based on projected water needs in their regional plan, only 2000 
acre feet of water was actually available for transfer.  Preservation of the rural quality of 
life, the agricultural economy and the existing environment are important public welfare 
values and so stated in their regional water plan.  An additional concern is erosion of the 
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tax base if the region changed from agriculture to a different type of economy.   Statistics 
indicate that they would actually lose twice as much water if they let the proposed 
transfer happen. 
 
2.  Region T and Region F Rebuttals 
 
Region T asked Region F if they were aware of all the services that are being provided by 
Region T:  medical services, transportation facilities, shopping, universities, and diverse 
employment.  And, was Region F aware that if they would achieve as little as 10% 
additional efficiency in agricultural practice – including changing crops from alfalfa and 
pecans, to cotton, chili and onions, the water saved could be transferred to the city and 
they would not have to dry up any of the farms. 
 
Region F responded that they needed to retain their excess water because if they 
sustained a drought they would need the water rights in place in the region to negotiate a 
shortage sharing.   An additional efficiency of 10% meant a reduction in their farm 
income.  Region F is also concerned they might need their excess water for compact 
obligations or flows for endangered species.  Furthermore, there is not enough detail in 
the hydrologic data to assure there would not be impairment. They would also like to 
develop employment related to agriculture and might need the water for that.  In addition, 
the projected surplus is minimal relative to the requested transfer.   
 
3.  Further Arguments 
 
Region T 
 
We don’t agree that agriculture efficiency will affect compact deliveries. 
You have enough water for 40 years ….to 2046. 
The seller is willing. 
The pueblo in the region is also willing to lease us water.  
We need the water to provide for growth.   
Your citizens have other jobs and farming is really just a hobby.  
 
Region F 
 
Water is the resource that underpins our wealth.   
If we become more efficient return flows are compromised.  Conserved water goes back 
into the system to meet downstream obligations. 
We should be the beneficiaries of the saved water, if any. 
Our pueblo told us they would not lease the water. 
Our local economy will suffer.    We have an economic plan and will have new spin off 
industry soon.   
We want to have our children live here.   
 
4.  Resolution 
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The committee determined that public welfare is indeed specific to a regional profile and 
that conservation is a complicated matter.  Conserved water is not really available to any 
of the parties.   
 
The “water transfer role play” was illustrative of the pending impasse regarding transfer 
of water from agriculture to municipal and industrial use or from one region to another 
without creating negative impacts of one kind or another.  This is especially true if the 
scale of the transfer is large or if, over time, cumulative transfers change the character of 
a region.  Wide scale transfers could balkanize the state’s water resources.  Another issue 
is how public welfare can change in 5, 10 and 20 years  (an idea critical to regional plan 
update analyses).  And, the regions have already determined how they see their future 
through their water plans as the way to protect regions from out of state transfers of 
water. 
 
The discussion turned to adequate notice of transfer activities.  Should third parties have 
more notice?  If so, what should the notice include?   
 
A list of criteria could include the following: 
 
-detailed hydrologic study for both regions, 
-conservation for both regions 
-time period for planning purposes (sustainability) 
-an economic evaluation (per-capita) 
-an agreement for beneficial use (i.e. golf courses)  
-use of salvaged water 
-offset the actual cost to region F 
-eliminate any mining beyond a prescribed number that would decline to sustainability. 
-do a detailed growth plan, economic development plan, environmental impact (update 
regional water plans) 
-both sides must have done a clear notification process 
 
The committee agreed that sustainability of supply should be the goal for all regions.   
 
Members also asserted again that making these decisions in the regions or between two 
regions is better than having the state do it.  One idea is to have regional committees that 
look at the pros and cons of a transfer, before it is referred to the Office of the State 
Engineer.   Taos Region has a model for this that could be useful to the committee to 
review.   
 
Another idea was to have the state impose mitigation measures proposed by the willing 
buyer.  But there was also concern expressed that what is recommended should not 
become a tool to stop transfers.  
 
The next meeting was set for Wednesday May 17, 2006 at 10:00 AM in Albuquerque.   
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