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1) Please insert comments on the Draft New Mexico State Water Plan.
I've been involved in this State Water Planning effort since 2014,
beginning as a member of the Region 11 Regional Planning Steering
Committee and Chair of its Domestic Water Providers Working
Group. My basic objections to the methodology and data resources
for this "Plan" date to the initial meetings of that group. 
As the attached "Comments" indicate, I regard the New Mexico
State Water Plan in its current form is so fatally flawed as to be
utterly useless for planning purposes. Moreover, it certainly does not
meet the objectives set forth by the New Mexico Legislature
inNMSA §72-14-3.1.
Kurt Anderson 
20 August 2018
 

2) As we work to advance the state toward achieving policy goals identified in the
State Water Plan, the ISC is considering organizing and hosting some public events.
Which of the following policy topics would you be interested in participating in a
related event? 
Infrastructure
What issues related to infrastructure would be most interesting to
you? 
Desalination facilities
Data Collection
What issues related to data collection would be most interesting to
you? 
Location and characterization of saline resources
Drought
What issues related to drought would be most interesting to you? 
A realistic consideration of its long-term affects in groundwater in
stream-fed aquifers
Water Supply and Demand
What issues related to water supply and demand would be most
interesting to you? 
Reduction of evaporative losses from major reservoirs. Aquifer
storage.
Water Conservation
What issues related to water conservation would be most interesting
to you? 
Reduction of
Water Planning



Water Planning
What issues related to water planning would be most interesting to
you? 
Agricultural planning for continuing significant water shortages
Other
Are ther any other policy or issues that interest you? 
Rethinking and renovation of interstate compacts and treaties.
 

3) What type of event would be most useful?
a) Collaborative Workshop (meeting to generate solutions)
b) Presentations / Panel Discussions (event similar to a conference)
d) Combination of Options Above (Please Describe)
 

4) An important benefit of attending an event is to increase knowledge and
understanding of scientific research.
Strongly Agree
 

5) An important benefit of attending an event is collaborative problem solving.
Agree
 

6) An important benefit of attending an event is the opportunity to speak with and
listen to practitioners or professional counterparts.
Agree
 

7) An important benefit of attending an event is to gain practical information related
to daily operations.
Neutral
 

8) What other benefits of attending an event would be important to you?
Need fact - based presentations of the problem of water supply in the
21st century. A QUANTITATIVE discussion of what can be
reasonably be made available (in acre-feet per year), by region, over
the next decades.

Need offerings of practicable solutions to New Mexico's supply
demand problem, again with realistic estimates of the economic and
social costs of these "solutions."
 



9) Which organizations or individuals, if any, would you recommend to contribute
their knowledge or experience related to one or more of these policies to participate
as a leader in one of these events?
We need serious participation from major environmental groups to
address the environmental, ecological, and social issues confronting
New Mexico. It's much more than watershed management and flood
control; riparian restoration is one topic, recreational use another.
 



Comments on the New Mexico State Water Plan 	  
The New Mexico State Water Plan in its present form (the current draft) should not be used for 
planning purposes. Its methodology is fundamentally flawed, it lacks a suitable database upon 
which to assess present supplies, and it fails to properly forecast future water supply levels. 
Moreover, it does not address some critical social and environmental issues.


The Plan defines an “administrative supply” as the water withdrawal rate to be permitted in a 
given year. It uses the actual withdrawal rates (“the demand”) for CY 2010 to represent the 
physical water supply available in 2010  and uses these numbers as a starting point for 
forecasting future water supplies. With respect to groundwater, in particular, the “administrative 
supply” bears no relation to the physical supply of water that is or will be available for use. 


The use of 2010 withdrawal data as a measure of supply is particularly unfortunate. Because of 
the ongoing surface water drought the volume of surface water withdrawn in subsequent years 
(2011-2017) was very much less than it was in 2010. The drought-reduced flow of surface 
waters decreased the rate of recharge to stream-fed aquifers which, together with increased 
groundwater withdrawals, has greatly increased the depletion rate for those basins. 


Surprisingly, the current draft of the State Water Plan nowhere gives values or even estimates 
for the physical volume of water, potable or otherwise, potentially available from any of the 
basins or aquifers of New Mexico. Without such information, it is impossible to make any sort 
of a forecast for future groundwater supplies. 


Even if the present water volume within an aquifer were known, to forecast the future supply 
requires a determination of the depletion rate - the difference between the average withdrawal 
and recharge rates over the time span of interest. The withdrawal rates can be estimated based 
up anticipated demand. The recharge rates for non-stream fed aquifers can be estimated from 
measures of regional precipitation and temperature using local climatological forecasting. To 
estimate the supply lifetime of these basins, however, requires values for the present water 
volume, none of which, apparently, were used in assembling the current Water Plan. The Plan 
does attempt to estimate the lifetime of some closed basins by (apparently) combining well 
depth information with observed static level changes for some existing wells. This, of course, 
just provides an estimate of well lifetime - and not a characterization of the aquifer.


For stream-fed aquifers local precipitation generally contributes little to recharge which is 
dominated by streamflow. For New Mexico, and particularly for the basins lying along the Rio 
Grande, the surface water supply is largely determined by winter snowpack and spring 
temperatures above the headwaters of the river. In the case of the Rio Grande, for example,  
the surface flows available for diversion or aquifer recharge are largely based on climatological 
conditions  in southern Colorado; the value of the local Palmer Index is largely irrelevant. Alas, 
it appears that the State Water Plan simply ignores the effect of the surface water drought 
upon groundwater supply in stream-fed aquifers. However, in some regions, e.g.,the Lower Rio 
Grande, the stream-connected aquifer is the principal source of water. Currently (2011-2017) 
the Mesilla Basin provides almost 70% of total diversions of water. About 65% of agricultural 
diversions and almost 100% of diversions for other uses are of groundwater rom the Mesilla 
Basin.


Additional  comments are included on the following pages. Page references are to the current 
draft of the New Mexico State Water Plan


Kurt S. J. Anderson

Las Cruces, New Mexico




Part I: Policies 
Introduction

p.1. 	 “… the state as a whole has an adequate supply to meet its current demands.” 

	 …but it doesn’t have a supply adequate to future needs. An important distinction: 

	 The problem is not that “ … demand for water may outpace the supply..” but that 

	  supply will not be adequate to meet demand, an important distinction.


p. 3.	 Although “riparian restoration” is included under the Watershed Management heading 

	 there is no mention of environmental restoration through, for example, maintaining 

	 year-round river flows to maintain wetlands and wildlife habitat. (The Endangered 

	 Species Act is missing from Figure 1, p. 7.)


Section 2. Data Collection and Monitoring Policy

p.12 	 Data collection: Ensure all withdrawals are monitored and measured - including 	 

	 agricultural and domestic wells. The former are the more important; domestic well 

	 production probably represented less than 1% of New Mexico diversions in 2010.


Section 5. Water Supply and demand Policy

p. 27.	 Supply & Demand: Future demand will be limited by future supply; these are not 

	 independent quantities!  Demand (withdrawals) can never exceed the supply.


Realistically, infrastructure improvements, conservation efforts, etc., are not going to 
significantly affect the long term supply/demand problem. Demand (i.e., surface and 
groundwater diversions/withdrawals) must be significantly reduced from current levels and 
fundamentally new supplies (via import and/or development of local brackish resources) must 
be developed.  

Part II: Technical Report 
Section 1.Introduction

p.3.	 The 1944 Mexican Water Treaty doesn’t really affect New Mexico;  it only deals 	 

	 with the Rio Grande below Ft. Quitman.


Section 2. Description of Regional Water Planning History and Process

p. 5.	 Note that original Planning Region 11 extended to Caballo. The current version doesn’t. 

	 Given the region’s dependence on the terms of the Rio Grande Compact and the Rio 	 

	 Grande Project, Region 11 should be extended to include both Caballo and Elephant 

	 Butte reservoirs.


p. 5.	 Reference to the  “common technical approach”. (See section 2.3, p.6). The Regional 

	 Water Planning steering committees were required to adopt this approach, accepting 

	 the flawed methodology and obsolete data. Objections were ignored or overridden.


p. 6.	 The projected physical supply in a non-stream connected aquifer is reduced to 

	 represent the declining supply in drought conditions. However, the supply in major 

	 stream-connected aquifers such as the Mesilla Basin is utterly dependent upon the  

	 drought-reduced stream flows in the Rio Grande. The Rio Grande is probably the major 

	 source of recharge for all of the “open” basins along its length. The same is probably 

	 true for the Pecos River. The large drought effects on these open basins is ignored!




Section 3. Water Supply

p. 7. 	 All regions along the Rio Grande do not “.. have groundwater resources to meet a 	 	 

	 significant portion of the water demand” through the end of the century - unless 

	 demands are much reduced. 


p. 8.	 Figure 3-1: While groundwater withdrawals were 40% of the total in 2010. However, 	 

	 for 2011-2017 they averaged 69% of the total.


p. 13.	 The Palmer Drought Severity Index is based upon local precipitation and temperature 

	 over some time interval. It does not depend upon “.. snowpack, streamflow, and other 

	 water supply indicators ..” (cf., Palmer,1965). 


p.17.	 An initial declaration of the Rio Grand Basin may have occurred in 1956 but the 

	 declaration of the Lower Rio Grande Underground Water Basin (which includes the 

	 Mesilla Bolson) did not occur until 11 September 1980. This is very important.


p.22.	 2010 may have been a “normal” precipitation year but it certainly does not represent 

	 the “new normal” conditions of subsequent years. The “administrative supply” available 

	 in 2010 does not represent present -day  supplies. Also, the WRRI water budget 

	 “model” (DWSB) is still, I believe, very much a “work in progress”.


p.22.	 Flawed methodology: The “administrative water supply” is, at best, very poorly related 

	 to the physical water supply. Treating “actual withdrawals as a measure of supply” is 	 

	 fundamentally irrational, especially with regard to groundwater. 


p.23.	 Again, the future groundwater supply in most stream-connected aquifers will depend 

	 upon the rate at which the stream provides recharge to the aquifer. In open basins 

	 seepage from streamflow is usually the principal  source of recharge. 


p.23.	 The method of estimating closed basin groundwater supplies can only provide a lower 

	 limit since it is based upon the water column in existing wells rather than the saturated 

	 thickness of the aquifer. At no point in this “Plan” do I see estimates for the actual 

	 available (mineable) volume of water in any of New Mexico’s basins, open or closed.


 p. 23.	 In terms of available surface water withdrawals for the Lower Rio Grande Region 2010 

	 was already the driest year of the 1975-2010 interval, definitely not a “..near normal to 

	 slightly wetter than normal year.” Subsequent years (2011-2017) were even drier.


p.23.  Again, the PDSI as a drought indicator may be useful for following groundwater supplies 

	 in closed basins.  However, it useless for forecasting supplies in open basins where

 	 recharge is dominated by surface flows which originate outside of the basin. (e.g., the 

	 Mesilla Basin where recharge is largely provided by the Rio Grande. )


p.24. 	 “The long-term ability of groundwater to sustain existing pumping rates has not been  
	 examined for stream-connected aquifers.” This is not true for the Lower Rio Grande 

	 Basin/Mesilla Bolson, currently the source of almost all of Region 11’s water supply. 	 

	 At current pumping and recharge rates the Mesilla Bolson will be exhausted well before 	

	 the end of the century. (This is based upon readily available data.)




Section 4. Water Demand

p.28. 	  Again, the “supply”numbers in Figure 4-1 don’t represent the actual, real or projected, 

	 water supply (Af), but, rather, withdrawal rates (Af/yr). Two other points of confusion:

	   1. Supposedly the 2010 “actuals” were to be the starting point for forecasting 	 

	        future demand. Why are there different high and low demand projections shown?

	   2. If the 2010 “administrative supply” is, by definition equal to the 2010 actual 

	       withdrawals, 3,814,945 Af, why does Figure 4-1, show an “Average Water Supply” 

	       (and a “High Demand Projection” ) of about 4,200,000 Af?


	 Finally,  a data point representing, say, the 2018 actuals inserted in this figure 

	 would show the fallacy of using “administrative supply” as a stand-in for reality.


p.29.   Statewide withdrawal numbers as presented in Figure 4-2 poorly represent the situation 

	 in some Planning Regions. In Region 11 Irrigated Agriculture withdrew 100% of the 

	 Surface Water and 87% of the total.  The 2011-2017 averages were similar.


p.29.	 There is a reason for return flows in irrigated agriculture; the use of withdrawal data 

	 does not provide a”conservative approach to the planning process” - unless other 

	 means are found to prevent salt build-up and/or bypass interstate compacts. (By the 

	 way, roughly equal parts of these withdrawals go meet the CIR, to groundwater 

	 recharge, and to return flows.)


p.30. 	 Evaporation from reservoirs represents a major loss of surface waters, especially along 

	 the Rio Grande. Riparian evapotranspiration is negligible in comparison.


p.31. 	 cf. Table 4-1. For the Lower Rio Grand the groundwater to surface water diversion ratio 

	  in 2010 was about 0.66. For 2011-2017 it was about 2.20. 


p.35. 	 Consider the possibility that both population growth (Table 4-2) and projected demand 

	 (Table 4-3, p.41) might limited by shortage of water available to sustain that growth?


Section 5. Supply-Demand Gap

p.45. 	 Declining supplies in stream-connected aquifers (such as those along the Rio Grande) 	 

	 can have a very much greater effect upon the supply-demand gap than those of non-

	 stream connected aquifers. That is certainly the case for, e.g., the Mesilla Bolson.


p. 46.	 The last sentence on this page makes no sense. In any case, I am aware of no new 

	 limits on groundwater pumping being planned which would limit the groundwater 	 

	 decline in important stream-connected basis such as the Mesilla Basin.


p.47. 	 As an illustration of the fallacy in using “administrative supply” consider the following:

	 The economically recoverable potable groundwater in the Mesilla Basin in 2010 was 

	 about 13 million acre-feet. The current depletion rate in Doña Ana County (the Lower 

	 Rio Grande Region) is about 0.2 million acre-feet per year. After 50 years (i.e., in 2060) 

	 the Basin will contain about 3 million acre feet at the current depletion rate. A reduction 	

	 of 10,000,000 acre-feet is somewhat larger than the 7,000 -9,500 acre-feet forecast 	 

	 shown in Table 5-1.




Section 6. Summary of Key Water Issues:

p.54.	 “Insufficient Water Supply” is the Key Water Issue with regard to future water supplies. 

	 For most of New Mexico the concern arises almost completely from factors resulting

	 from climate change. These include decreases in snowpack at the headwaters of our 

	 rivers, and the greater evaporative losses because of increasing temperatures. We have 

	 no effective control over these, - except that it should be possible to 

	 significantly reduce evaporative losses from New Mexico’s major reservoirs.


	 Conjunctive use plans are meaningful only if “drought years” are followed by “wetter 

	 years” of sufficient frequency to provide adequate aquifer recharge. 


	 Given the best climatological forecasts is it likely that the Navajo Reservoir will ever 

	 have the capability of meeting the 353.000 Af/yr demand of the NIIP? 


p. 55.	 The greatest concern, by far, in the Lower Rio Grande Region is the Mesilla Basin, not 

	 the Jornada del Muerto. 


p. 57. 	Despite the deceptive captioning and coloration of Figure 6-1, it needs to be stressed 

	 that the snowmelt which supplies the surface water for almost all of New Mexico’s 

	 agriculture and population is predicted to occur 2 to 3 weeks earlier by 2010 - and 

	 probably more by 2060.


p. 59.	 The “Water Management Issues” of Table 6-3 are almost all basically legal issues.  

	 These cannot be addressed until the shortage of water to manage is addressed.


p. 61. 	 Is there no Critical Habitat below Elephant Butte Reservoir  (Figure 6-3)?  Why not?


p. 64.   Agriculture, particularly irrigated agriculture, is by far the dominant consumer of water in 

	 New Mexico (and the rest of the world). While there is certainly room for improvement in 

	 the capabilities of domestic water supply system such are unlikely no have significant 	 

	 impacts uponNew Mexico’s supply vs demand crises.


p. 65.	 While flooding is certainly an issue, the potential of flood infrastructure to act as 

 	 water collection and storage facilities. Evaporative losses from reservoirs behind dams 

	 are significant - and provide arguments for diversions to underground storage.


Section 7. Strategies for Addressing Key Water Issues

p.67.	 Improve System Efficiency? Increased reservoir storage means increased evaporative 

	 losses. Canal Lining means reduced recharge of groundwater. 


p.67.	 Increase Water Supply?  Desalination cannot be a significant source if declared 

	 groundwater basins are excluded.


	 The parenthetical qualification “(for non-agricultural sector)”  renders the preceding two

	 approach strategies  pretty meaningless.


References 
pp. 81 & 82. Almost half of the references cited refer to drought and/or climate change in their 

	 titles.   This is interesting, since these are topics which are not addressed in any 

	 significant way in this State Water Plan.  




Appendices

Appendix A: Recommendations to the State By Category

Almost all of the Recommendations have some merit-  but almost none address the only really 
significant water issue confronting New Mexico. Real groundwater supplies are inadequate to 
meet future demands unless fundamentally new supplies are found and future demands for 
groundwater are significantly reduced from current usage. 


For surface water the only significant source of additional supply is probably the reduction of 
evaporative losses from major reservoirs (e.g., Elephant Butte) through alternative means of 
storage, ideally in existing underground aquifers.  (Importation from water-rich regions of the 
United States and Canada would probably be economically and politically too expensive.) 


For groundwater supply the only real possibility is the large-scale desalination of brackish 
sources - if these can be found and economically mined.


Significant reduction of demand can only be accomplished by addressing the agricultural 
sector. This will require major changes in crop types together with large scale fallowing of 

irrigated acreage.


Appendix B. Water Supply, Demand, and Gap Methodology

p. B-1. The “Administrative Supply Methodology” is fundamentally flawed in that it 

	 assumes that the supply is simply equal equal to demand (i.e., diversions) in 2010. This 		 

	 is like assuming one’s checking account balance today, or in the future, is the same as 

	 it was almost a decade ago. 


	 The demand (diversions) after 2010 (i.e., for  2011-2017) bear little resemblance to the 

	 2010 value used as a starting point for this plan. Groundwater (from stream-connected 

	 aquifers) has largely replaced surface water as the principal supply for irrigated 

	 agriculture in southern New Mexico. It is this supply which plummets during drought.

	 Again, It would be “interesting” to compare the forecasts in this Water Plan to the 

	 actuals for recent years.


	 The approach to forecasting future supplies is also fatally flawed. For closed (non-

	 stream connected) basins the depths of existing wells were used to define the 
	 “available water column” - which does not provide even a reasonable estimate of the 

	 potentially available supply, much less a means of estimating the lifetime of that supply.

	 The shortcomings of this approach are noted


	 Stream-connected (open) basins are not considered at all! Along the Rio Grande, in 

	 particular,  these represent the principal sources of groundwater and their recharge is 

	 dominated the flows in the river. (The same is likely true along the Pecos.) That 

	 recharge is utterly inadequate to compensate for the current levels of withdrawal.  The 

	 “mining” of open basins far exceeds that of closed basins.


p. B-2.	The PDSI is an ineffective means of forecasting water supplies in locations where the 

	 principal water supply originates elsewhere. That is the case for much of New Mexico, 

	 such as the Rio Grande Valley, where most of the water supply originates in the 

	 mountains of Colorado. This is also true for the lower Pecos. 


p. B-4.	The effects of the continuing surface water drought on open basins (e.g., the Mesilla 

	 Bolson) are effectively ignored, even when these basins are being heavily mined in 

	 response to the shortages of surface water.




p. B-5.	Almost all of the reasons for a “San Juan Basin Adjustment” could have been (and 

	 should have been) applied to the Lower Rio Grande Region (Region 11). The latter 

	 should have been extended to include Elephant Butte and Caballo Reservoirs since 


Appendix C. Addressing the Supply and Demand Gap

p. C-1.	The “savings”resulting from reducing the GPCD for public water (cf. Table C-1)use is

	 exaggerated. The numbers are dominated by domestic use in the largest metropolitan 

	 areas (Albuquerque, Las Cruces) where about a third of domestic deliveries are for 	 

	 outdoor use. Most of the remainder is already recycled via municipal sewer

	 systems.Conservation by means of low-flow systems, xeriscaping, etc., is likely to 

	 have rather minimal effects.


	 The basic problem is that public water withdrawals are small compared to agricultural 

	 demand. Reducing demand for just public use will have  relatively little effect on overfall 

	 demand. The savings of 66,004 Af/yr from Table C-3  is less than 2% of New Mexico’s 	 

	 3,815,945 Af/yr withdrawals for 2010.


p. C-5.	 Wastewater reuse already provides the greatest reduction in effective demand in areas 

	 serviced with sewer treatment systems. On the other hand, septic systems are probably  

	 more cost-effective in rural areas and return much of their content to groundwater. 


p. C-6. Two brief paragraphs on the demands of Irrigated Agriculture utterly fail to address the 

	 fact that this sector dominates both groundwater and surface water withdrawals in New 

	 Mexico. Demand depends on (a) acreage in production, (b) crop requirements, and (c) 

	 delivery methods. The first can only be addressed by reducing acreage (fallowing), 

	 and the second by changes in crop type The last is problematic since certain delivery 	 

	 methods (e.g. flood irrigation) are necessary to maintain soil health and productivity.

	 

p. C-6. For the Lower Rio Grande (Doña Ana County, Region 11) evaporation from Elephant 

	 Butte and Caballo reservoirs (located in Sierra County, Region 15) is a major source of 

	 water loss, comparable to the amount annually allocated for all of irrigated agriculture. 

	 This is not even mentioned in item C.1.5 - nor could it be addressed in Region 11’s 	 	
	 Water Plan.


p. C-7. Searching for new sources of potable groundwater within New Mexico s unlikely to be 

	 productive. What is very much needed is a useful characterization if existing supplies in 	

	 known open (stream-fed) and closed (non-stream fed). Each declared basin in New 

	 Mexico should have at least an estimate of its volume (in acre-feet) of potentially 

	 obtainable potable (<1,000 ppm TDS) water. There is not a single such entry to be  
	 found in this  “New Mexico State Water Plan”.


	 Fresh water should never be used for oil and gas production when waste water, 

	 brackish water or treated produced water is available. Currently about 20% of injected 

	 water is freshwater.

p. C-9. The location and characterization of brackish water supplies should be of the highest 

	 priority, particularly given the decades-long intervals necessary for the development of 

	 well-fields and the construction of suitable desalination facilities. Short of importing 

	 water from very distant sources, this seems to be the only way of providing a long term 

	 supply of potable water to populations in southern New Mexico. Specifically, a facility 

	 comparable to El Paso’s KBH desalination plant, with accompanying well fields needs 

	 to be developed to provide domestic water to Doña Ana County.




p. C-10. There is often a failure to distinguish between the development of a  new supply and 

	 the further exploitation of known supplies. Drilling a new well into a known aquifer or 	 

	 increasing  diversions from an existing reservoir serves only to increase the depletion of 	

	 that resource. All of the projects listed in Section C.2.4. fall into this last category. 

	 Moreover, all credible climatological forecasts indicate that the water supply to these 

	 projects will suffer significant declines as a consequence of evaporative losses and 

	 reduced precipitation and declining snowpack near source headwaters.


p. C-15. The Transfer of Water Rights, Inter-Basin Transfers, and Shortage Sharing Agreements

	 do not provide additional supplies of water; they just provide water to one group of 

	 users at the expense of another. Given current and forecast conditions it seems unlikely 

	 that any of these will will find willing participants among the latter group.


Part III: Legal Landmarks 
p. 1.	  Article XVI, Section 1 of the New Mexico Constitution recognizes and confirms “All 

	 existing rights to any waters in this state.” It doesn’t distinguish between ground water 

	 and surface water.  

	 Article XVI, Section 2 declares unappropriated surface water to belong to the public.

	 Unfortunately, It says nothing about groundwater.


Given that the establishment of the Bureau of Reclamation and the funding of the Rio Grande 
Project predate the constitution, this would seem to mean that “the public” has no rights to any 
of the waters of the Rio Grande or its tributaries. It would seem that all were prior-appropriated.  

p. 2. 	 Quibble: Prior to statehood there was a Territorial Engineer, an office created by the 

	 Territorial Legislature. This office became the State	Engineer with statehood in 2012.


p. 6.  	 Given that surface and groundwater are to be managed conjunctively and that the 

	 waters of the Rio Grande  were appropriated prior to statehood, does it not follow that 

	 groundwaters recharged from the Rio Grande (e.g., those of the Mesilla Basin) were 

	 also appropriated and therefore not available municipal and domestic users?


p. 9. 	 There is no mention of any litigation under the Endangered Species Act regarding the 

	 flow (or absence thereof) of the waters of the Rio Grande below Caballo Reservoir. 


p. 10. 	 There no mention of State of Texas versus State of New Mexico and State of  
	 Colorado (2016) currently before the Supreme Court of the United States! This is 

	 certainly the biggest legal issue in over three decades regarding New Mexico’s access 

	 to Rio Grande water and groundwater!


Kurt S. J. Anderson

Las Cruces, New Mexico

20 August 2018	 



