
Elaine Hebard 
 

1) Please insert comments on the Draft New Mexico State Water Plan.
Lucia F. Sanchez 
Water Planning Program Manager 
New Mexico Interstate Stream Commission 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 

Dear Ms. Sanchez:

Attached please find my general comments to Volume 1. I do
appreciate the hard work which went into pulling this material
together but as you will see, I believe that the result does not meet
the challenges that our state faces.

Elaine Hebard
 

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? 
Data Collection
What issues related to data collection would be most interesting to
you? 
how to link system dynamic and spatial models; where should a
regional database be located?
Drought
What issues related to drought would be most interesting to you? 
Meshing Promises with Availability; Addressing climate change;
devloping an Adaptation Plan
Water Supply and Demand
What issues related to water supply and demand would be most
interesting to you? 
Including withdrawals and all uses; Meshing Promises with
Availability; water rights adjudications
Water Planning
What issues related to water planning would be most interesting to
you? 
Developing objectives, principles and a vision; Boundaries; Evaluate
Progress; Emphasize Priorities; Develop a Roadmap
Other
Are ther any other policy or issues that interest you? 
Funding
 



3) What type of event would be most useful?
a) Collaborative Workshop (meeting to generate solutions)
e) Other Type of Meeting (Please Describe) 
Short presentations by many to stimulate discussion
 

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

8) What other benefits of attending an event would be important to you?
That participants learn from each other.
 



Hebard comments - August 25, 2018 

 

Part I - General Observations 

to 

Draft 2018 New Mexico State Water Plan Part I: Policies 

Prepared by the New Mexico Interstate Stream Commission 

    

*Summarized Comments 

*Why Plan?  *Who Planned?  * Why the complete rewrite?  *Use of Administrative Water Supply 

*  Building on Earlier Efforts  *Directories are Great!  *What is this Plan?   

*Where is a Climate Change Policy? *Data Now! *  Missed Opportunities 

* Specific comments (enough!) 

*Appendices 

 

* Summarized Comments 

 

My comments do not, except as an example, point to any specific text to be modified.  Rather than 

micro-editing, my conclusion is that the document should be set aside, with the directories pulled 

out, put on line and kept updated.  The State must get serious about addressing the critical issues 

facing it, and this document does not help.   
 

Since 2003, when the last State Water Plan was written, much time, money and effort has been 

spent implementing numerous water projects, programs and plans.  So, to begin with, I looked 

forward to learning what progress had been made since then.  But the 2003 Plan is not even 

mentioned in the draft SWP.  Neither are the Framework for Public Input to a State Water Plan and 

the New Mexico Water Resource Atlas, both prepared to accompany the 2003 Plan and still found 

on the ISC's website.  As such, there was no mention of progress made since 2003.   
 

Instead, it appears that the draft SWP was written from scratch, as if it and the recently-completed 

WRPs were done in a vacuum.  Given the paucity of resources available, that seems a terrific waste.  

Although the draft repeatedly says that it was drawn from the updated RWPs, that seems suspect 

since the majority of the topics, the goals and the strategies look to be repeats from the 2003 Plan.  

Given that, reporting on the progress should have been fairly easy. 
 

A major change from the earlier Plan and its supporting documents is any sense of urgency.  

Compare the draft's "While the state as a whole has adequate supply to meet its current demands, in 

the future the demand for water may outpace the supply" with "The Key Fact About Our Water: 

Demand Exceeds Supply" in the 2002's Framework. 
 

Without a progress report, the take-away appears to be that all of our water problems were resolved 

between 2002 and 2010 (the year of the water data used in the RWPs and the draft).  The 

resounding "no" can be heard from all corners of our state.   
 

Numerous comments to the ISC document the multiple problems with using the Administrative 

Water Supply.  Certainly, developing criteria so that data sets can be meshed is necessary.  Forcing 

inadequate data sets to be used, however, results in skewed priorities and even complacency such as 

shown in the draft's quote above, which is the first sentence in Part 1 on policies.   
 

The SWP relies on the list of Projects, Programs, and Policies (PPPs) contained in each RWP.  
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Again, numerous comments to the ISC document the multiple problems with the PPPs.  If used, 

such lists should be an end product of a broadly-inclusive planning process, which did not occur.  

Nor were the PPPs evaluated using the criteria in the 2013 Updated Planning Handbook.  Until such 

an evaluation is done, the PPPs should not be utilized in the RW plans, much less be the basis for 

the SWP.  
 

The SWP compounds the faulty process, product and data in the RWPs by purportedly relying on 

them as the basis for its policies, recommendations, goals and strategies -- being a laundry list of 52 

goals and 97 strategies.  In those 97 strategies, the word "support" as the action to be taken appears 

43 times.   But what does, for instance, "Support habitat for endangered species" mean as a 

strategy?  How do the goals and strategies meet unmentioned targets and metrics to show progress? 

Where are the objectives, the principles and the vision?  
 

New Mexico is clearly experiencing what was projected due to climate change.  Nowhere is that 

more clearer than in the MRG, with water managers scrambling to stretch low river flows to meet 

the needs of the endangered species, treaty obligations to senior water rights holders and Compact 

obligations.  Stories from around the state confirm this struggle.  How does the draft SWP handle 

this?  As Drought.  Drought signifies that the climatic changes are temporary.  The Colorado River 

Basin has been in "drought" for 19 years.  Using "aridification" would at least acknowledge reality.  

And what are the key recommendations?  That "Agricultural and public water suppliers should: ...".  

What about the State?  Our water management schemes are built upon a past which no longer exists 

and is not coming back.  Why not recommend a complete overhaul? 

 

The draft SWP is more than a missed opportunity.  Providing such soothing language is 

indefensible.  2018 finds New Mexico engaged in litigation with Texas in the U.S. Supreme Court, 

our land commissioner suing our state engineer over water permits, groundwater mining draining 

aquifers throughout the state, and the climate impacts already visible in decreased snowpack and 

river flows as well as warmer temperatures.  The Albuquerque National Weather Service recently 

tweeted that "Through July 2018, New Mexico has been the warmest on record. The same is true 

for the past year, 2 years, 3 years, 4 years and 5 years!"  As of August 25, Elephant Butte Reservoir 

was 4.7% full, with just 92,587 af. 
 

These issues are real.  We cannot afford to be complacent.  We cannot afford to continue to rewrite 

polices, no matter how well-intentioned.  Sadly, it appears that the ISC still does not understand the 

value of water planning.   
 

This situation is due in part to woefully inadequate appropriations by the legislature to complete the 

water planning the Act requires and that New Mexico truly needs. It is due in part to reduced 

agency staffing and budgets overall.  When looking at what other states spend on water planning, 

NM's has been literally a drop in the bucket.  And yet, what was the budget request for FY19?  

$280,000 for contractual assistance.  And with that, the goal is to keep the regional and state water 

planning vibrant.  It's not going to happen. 
 

The directories of information and contacts contained under each of the 8 policies will be quite 

useful, but only if they are kept updated.  That is what I would keep of Volume 1.  Before 

embarking on yet another round of writing policies, why not evaluate the Implementation Strategies 

from the 2003 plan, focusing on what still needs to be addressed, when and how. 
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* Why Plan? 

 

After reading Volume I, which contains the policies (and which is likely as far as many readers will 

delve), I was left wondering, where is the plan -- where are the objectives, the principles and the 

vision?  How do the recommendations, goals and strategies meet unmentioned targets and metrics 

to show progress?   
 

The draft states that  
 

NMSWP Part I: Policies provides descriptions of proposed water resource management policies.  
 

"Proposed"?  Now's the time to spell them out.  What is the policy, say, for "1. Water 

Infrastructure"?  There are five paragraphs, two recommendations, nine goals and nine strategies, 

but no policy statement.  Is it, for instance, "to maintain and improve infrastructure over time, 

protecting ecosystemic health, and public safety and welfare"?  Then say so. 
 

"This New Mexico State Water Plan Part I: Policies serves as an educational tool and resource 

guide to provide information about established water-related programs and to help leaders 

support and advance the current policies, procedures, and programs that provide the baseline for 

creating New Mexico’s water future. 
 

This sentence makes no sense.  Policies are not a resource guide.  Their role is to provide guidance 

toward implementing strategies to achieve a mission.   (Not to mention that since the policies do not 

exist, then how could they "support and advance the current policies, procedures, and programs"?) 

 

The information about established water-related programs provided in the draft is and will be quite 

useful -- if it is kept up.  See for instance, Table 1: Directory of Organizations Crucial to Providing 

Support and Oversight of Infrastructure.  But a directory is not a plan.  
 

Neither are lists of projects, programs and policies.  And yet that was the focus of the RWPs, with 

them carrying over to the SWP. 
 

Consider how different this is: 
 

The 2017 State Water Plan tells us that our population will continue its rapid growth. The plan 

also provides a roadmap for how to address the water needs that accompany that growth by 

identifying water management strategies and their associated costs for communities all across the 

state. The information in this plan is critical to ensuring that Texas has adequate and affordable 

water supplies both now and in the future. .... 
 

Policy recommendations:  The state water plan, as formally adopted by the Board, serves as a 

guide to state water policy and includes legislative recommendations on various issues related to 

water planning and implementation. 1   
 

Our State Water Plan should provide a roadmap.  It should serve as a guide to state water policy.  It 

does not. 
 

Comprehensive water planning deals with more than water; it integrates state goals and policies 

                                                           
1 The 2017 State Water Plan, https://www.twdb.texas.gov/waterplanning/swp/2017/; 

https://www.twdb.texas.gov/waterplanning/swp/2017/doc/SWP17-Water-for-Texas.pdf 
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that are necessarily related to water. Water planning cannot be divorced from local land use 

decisions, urban growth policies, rural community problems, water quality goals, recreational 

needs, economic policy, environmental preservation, agricultural production, intergovernmental 

relations, and a panoply of other issues."2
 

 

Written thirty years ago, this summarizes the importance of water planning and what it can 

accomplish.  The SWP needs to be developed and written with such objectives in mind.  Plus, the 

list of issues to be integrated should be updated to include energy and climate variability.    
 

 

* Who Planned? 

 

In the Plan, Figure 2-1 in Part II shows the Steering Committee Representation by Total Numbers, 

which is depicted in the pie chart below.  Governmental entities, outlined in red, made up at least 

49% of the steering committees.  On the other hand, 14% of the participants, as outlined in purple, 

are likely the 80% who use the water for irrigation (and likely own the water rights to do so) that the 

plan mentions.  Neither EBID nor MRGCD participated in their respective RWPs.   
 

 
 

The ISC was actively engaged in choosing members of steering committees.  To provide an 

example, in the MRG, the Business Water Task Force pushed a slate of candidates, including a 

developer who owns water rights for the agriculture position.   Most of its nominations were 

accepted, while the "long established water planning group," the MRG Water Assembly, was 

                                                           
2 Getches, D.H., Water planning: Untapped opportunity for the Western States, Journal of Energy Law and Policy, 

Volume: 9:1, 1988-01-01 

Steering Committee Representation 

by Total Numbers (from Figure 2-1) 
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neither invited to nor seated at the table, contrary to the guidance from the 2013 Handbook.  Most 

of the meetings were held in a private office and were not publicized.  Most telling is that the 

Steering Committee disbanded as soon as the 2016 Plan was approved. 
 

Not only was the process of creating the Steering Committees disingenuous, but then relying on the 

decisions of these committees as the basis for the SWP undermines its validity even further. 
 

Perhaps because the importance of water planning, and what it can do, was not made clear by the 

ISC, the public were not engaged in this round of water planning.  At any rate, this process must be 

reviewed and revised before initiating a new round of planning.  Adequate funding will be critical. 
 

 

* Why the complete rewrite of the Regional Water Plans? 

 

The rationale stated in the draft SWP for having to rewrite the Regional Water Plans is not actually 

true.  Compare the 2018 language with that from 1994: 
 

SWP Part II: Technical Report "Thus, through the process of seeking funding, the water 

planning boundaries began to emerge, originating from the ground up, and not through a 

statewide analysis or comprehensive approach. Several iterations of water planning regions 

developed, but since 1996, the 16 regions shown in Figure 1-1 have remained essentially the 

same (Water Dialogue, 1996).  
 

"Over the next decade, the regions worked to develop their regional water plans, retaining 

consultants to address the components of the Regional Water Planning Handbook (the “1994 

Handbook”) (ISC, 1994). Documents related to the first phase of water plans are available on the 

ISC’s website and provide a detailed summary of the water supply issues of each region. Each 

water plan developed a different approach to assessing water supply and demand, making 

compilation of the data into a state plan very challenging. In order to address this issue, ISC 

developed the Updated Regional Water Planning Handbook: Guidelines to Preparing Updates to 

New Mexico Regional Water Plans in 2013 (the “2013 Handbook”) (ISC, 2013). The technical 

information for each of the 16 regions followed a common technical approach so that the 

information could be synthesized into a state water plan." 

  

and 

 

1994 Regional Water Planning Handbook:3 "New Mexico has taken a unique approach to 

planning to protect and preserve its water supply. The legislature recognized and directed that 

water planning is most effectively done at the local level. Regions, self-defined through 

hydrological and political common interests, have begun to study their most precious resource. 

This effort, overseen by the Interstate Stream Commission and funded through the Commission 

and local entities, now blankets the state. 
 

"Responding to a request from regional water planners, the Commission appointed a sub-

committee of Commissioner Palemon A. Martinez and Commissioner Tracy Seidman Hephner 

to direct the preparation of a Regional Water Planning Template to guide regional planners to a 

useful and uniform product. Also, the Commission appointed a volunteer work group to 

                                                           
3 1994 Regional Water Planning Handbook, New Mexico Interstate Stream Commission, December, 1994, 

http://www.ose.state.nm.us/Planning/RWP/Handbook/1994%20Regional%20Water%20Planning%20Handbook.pdf 
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participate in the preparation of the Template and this Hand Book. Co-chaired by Commissioners 

Palemon A. Martinez and Tracy Seidman Hephner, the work group was composed of fourteen 

individuals from diverse constituencies and regions, all with substantial background in water 

issues and management. The group was guided by the hands-on experience of the regional water 

planners and aided by the staffs of both the Commission and the State Engineer Office. Together, 

they have written this document, the Regional Water Planning Handbook, which has been 

formally adopted by the Interstate Stream Commission." 

 

The process to develop the two handbooks was strikingly different, with the ISC wielding a heavy 

hand in 2013.  No matter, nearly half of the original regional plans were done by the same 

consultant -- the same one which did all 16 of them this time.  (See Appendix i for full detail.) 

 

One issue, regarding water planning boundaries, has been raised time and again, with the ISC 

posting a white paper on the topic.4   Yet there are no policies, goals or strategies dealing with the 

matter. 
 

 

*  Use of Administrative Water Supply 

 

The ISC came up with a new metric, the Administrative Water Supply (AWS), to use as the basis 

for the RWP and SWP.   
 

Part II: Technical Report - 2.2 Applying The Common Technical Approach  
 

The method to estimate the available supply, referred to as the administrative water supply, is 

based on withdrawals of water as reported in the New Mexico Water Use by Categories 2010 

report (Longworth et al., 2013), which provides a measure of supply that considers both physical 

supply and legal restrictions (i.e., the water is physically available, and its use is in compliance 

with water rights policies and other legal obligations) and thus reflects the amount of water 

available for withdrawal by a region. ... 
 

The objective of applying this common technical approach was to be able to efficiently develop a 

statewide overview of the balance between water supply and demand in both normal and drought 

conditions, so that the state can move forward with planning and funding water projects and 

programs that will address the state’s pressing water issues.  ... 
 

The approach was determined necessary due to the limited budgetary constraints under which the 

regional water planning process proceeded. ... 
 

The ISC determined that demand equaled supply in 2010.   
 

The AWS is fraught with problems, many of which have been documented elsewhere.5  But it's still 

important to point out some of them to underscore the perils of relying on the results.  As an 

example consider the following table from Chapter 6 on water demand in the 2017 MRG RWP:  

 

 

 

                                                           
4 www.ose.state.nm.us/Planning/PDF/WhitePaper_Water%20Planning%20Boundaries%20May%205%202017_Final.pdf 
5 The MRG Water Assembly is on record for repeatedly requesting the use of better available data.  The response was 

that it was more important to have consistent data applied to all of the regions. 
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Table 6-1. Total Withdrawals in the Middle Rio Grande Water Planning Region in 2010 (acre-feet) a   

Water Use Category Total Percentage 

Public water supply 132,572 30.71% 

Domestic (self-supplied) 8,599 1.99% 

Irrigated agriculture 266,481 61.74% 

Livestock (self-supplied) 1,249 0.29% 

Commercial (self-supplied) 12,077 2.80% 

Industrial (self-supplied) 4,469 1.04% 

Mining (self-supplied) 543 0.13% 

Power (self-supplied) 472 0.11% 

Reservoir evaporation 5,170 1.20% 

 

  

 Total 431,633 100.00% 
Source: Longworth et al., 2013 

a Tribes and pueblos in New Mexico are not required to provide water use data to the State. 

   Therefore, tribal water use data are not necessarily reflected in this table. 

emh note:  removed Torrance County's 7 af for livestock, and added percentage column 

 

The ISC determined that demand equaled supply in 2010 while excluding huge categories of uses.  

Now look at water withdrawals and consumption for the MRG in 1995, included in the 2004 MRG 

RWP. 

 
Shomaker, 1997 using 

1995 OSE data*6 Withdrawals 
 

Consumptive 
Use Percent Amount (a-f) 

 
Percent Amount (a-f) 

 agriculture 47.28% 283,680 
 

28.00% 95,200 
 riparian vegetation 15.52% 93,120 

 
28.14% 95,676 

 public water supply 28.03% 168,180 
 

27.60% 93,840 
 open water evaporation 9.17% 55,020 

 
16.26% 55,284 

 
100.00% 600,000 

 
100.00% 340,000 

*Note:  OSE used to report consumptive uses. 

 

Roughly 45% of the MRG's consumptive uses were not included in the AWS.  Blithely asserting 

that not including on either end does not affect any gap between supply and demand does7 not solve 

the problem.  Not including major consumptive uses and/or using withdrawals rather than 

consumption skews reported usage and therefore remedies.  How can one then justify spending 

resources on a non-reported but obviously huge portion of the water budget?   
 

In 1997, the scientific community concluded that the MRG had an annual deficit of at least 55 

thousand acre feet in consumptive uses.  If the open water and riparian usage from the Shomaker 

study were added to the AWS, the withdrawals are nearly the same.  If so, how can the MRG have 

closed the deficit gap and balanced our budget?   
 

 

 

                                                           
6 Historical and Current Water Use in the Middle Rio Grande Region, Prepared by John Shomaker & Associates, Inc. 

and PioneerWest, June 2000, http://www.ose.state.nm.us/Planning/RWP/Regions/12_MRG/SupportDocs/SH-4-

Historical-Shomaker.pdf. 
 

7 "Though riparian evapotranspiration is anticipated to consume a relatively large quantity of water statewide, it will not 

affect the calculation of the gap between supply and demand using the method in this report, because supply and 

demand for evapotranspiration are removed from the equation." 
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Withdrawals AWS Shomaker 

 public water supply 158,732 168,180 

 agriculture 267,730 283,680 

Subtotal 426,462 451,860 
 riparian vegetation 93,120 93,120 

 open water evaporation 49,850* 55,020 

Total 569,432 600,000 
* Deducted 5,170 af from Shomaker to account for ASW figure that was reported for open water evaporation. 

 

Agriculture, often cited to be using 70-80% of the State's water resources, represented 47% of the 

withdrawals and 28% of consumptive uses -- about the same as the public water supply users.  

Again, such numbers shift the emphasis on what strategies might be necessary to balance the water 

budget in a region.   
 

The drought adjustment is applied as a straight line and "only to the portion of the administrative 

water supply that derives from surface water, as it is assumed that groundwater supplies will be 

available during drought due to the relatively stable thicknesses of groundwater aquifers that are 

recharged through their connection to streams."  What that does not account for is that pumping will 

increase, drawing down aquifers faster.  If they are connected to a stream, the impacts will be felt 

for decades to come, also not included in the future water demand projections.8  Not to mention that 

drought is never a straight line. 
 

The 2016 MRG RWP says that "The reservoir evaporation category is included for statewide  

accounting, but has little bearing on the supply available to the region."  Not true.  Evaporation from 

Elephant Butte Reservoir is deducted from the MRG apportionment under the RG Compact, which 

is shared among three planning regions, and which apportionment is based upon consumption.  

How does the region know whether it is bumping up against the limits of the Compact's 

apportionment, which is based on consumption?  Do the total consumptive demands exceed the 

apportionment? 

 

The following graphic show the departures from making the required delivery to Elephant Butte  
 

Data Source:  ISC 

                                                           
8 ABCWUA's Water 2120 plan assumes that the utility owns the first 300 feet of the aquifer due to its permits.  No 

mention is made that currently, depletions from river flows are roughly 60 kaf -- requiring the use of all of its return 

flow credits, water rights and extra SJC water to cover. 
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Reservoir between 2000 and 2017.  While NM can be below 0 and still be in compliance, deficits 

are always difficult to make up.  Even with the dramatic snowpack of 2016-17 and huge releases 

right before the end of the year, there was a small deficit.   
 

Noting the number of times since 2010 there has been a departure deficit makes one wonder about 

the AWS's assumption that demand equals supply, or whether there still is a deficit which the region 

must address.  Reliable data showing the whole water picture is needed before making claims about 

what parts of it look like. 
 

Use of the AWS may lead our region, and the others within the MRG apportionment of the Rio 

Grande Compact, into unrealistic complacency.  Think about the Lower Rio Grande and the failure 

to rein in uses.   
 

According to the 2013 Update RWP Handbook:  
 

G. Water Demand (Prepared by the State) 

Water use information presented in the most recent NM OSE Water Use by Categories report 

will be used to define regional water use. The region may provide the state with other studies or 

data, if available, that the region believes would improve the quantification of water use. The 

region should provide an explanation as to why the new data improves or clarifies the NM OSE 

data.  Where the water use information provided in the NM OSE Water Use by Categories report 

does not match the geographical boundaries of a planning region, the state will sort the source 

data into the appropriate geographical units.   
 

The draft acknowledges that "In particular, providing a statewide or even regional summary of 

supply may mask a localized problem with meeting demand."  Given the number of issues raised, 

the AWS should not be used, especially when there is better data available.  Better data was and is 

available.  Check out the AWARDS ET Toolbox9 for specific evapotranspiration data broken down 

by river reaches.  But, when asked to include available data, the ISC's response was that having 

consistent data sets was more important.10   
 

While recognizing the need for uniform and consistent measuring, New Mexico must move into the 

Twenty-first Century.  NM is before the U.S. Supreme Court and cannot be seen as dawdling.  Not 

employing the best data available, such as for the MRG, borders on nonfeasance, which according 

to Merriam Webster, is the "failure to act; especially: failure to do what ought to be done."   
 

 

                                                           
9 https://www.usbr.gov/uc/albuq/water/ETtoolbox/riogrande.html.,  See also, ET Toolbox: Evapotranspiration Toolbox 

for the Middle Rio Grande - A Water Resources Decision Support Tool. Al Brower, April 21, 2015. 

https://www.usbr.gov/uc/albuq/water/ETtoolbox/ettoolbox.pdf 
 
10 Actually, this was no accident.  The chair of the ISC's Planning Committee, who is also CEO of the ABCWUA, had a 

senior staff member on the Steering Committee and who attended the Lessons Learned Workshop at Sevilleta on 

February 28, 2017: Question 1: What is one thing that went well during the regional water planning process?   

Katherine Yuhas: 

- "Liked the given data set. The data set may not have been perfect, but she appreciated that was created so the SC 

wouldn’t have to waste time to create it themselves – it gave the SC a good starting point. They didn’t spend a lot of 

time on supply and demand."  (Note: Ms. Yuhas did not attend the initial meetings where the Steering Committee 

determined not to use the data sets.  Instead the SC decided to review progress of the 2004 Plan and prioritize actions 

for the next 5 years.) 
 



emh 8-25-18 

*  Baselines, or Building on Earlier Efforts 

 

Repeatedly, the SWP claims to be built upon the recommendations from the recent round of 

regional plans and the December town hall, as can be seen from some excerpts: 
 

Gaining a Statewide Perspective through Analysis and Integration of Water Planning Activities, 

Including New Mexico's 16 Regional Water Plans (subtitle on the three volumes) 

 

These recommendations helped create the framework for developing the state’s water policies. 

Eight topics reoccurred in multiple forums and across multiple regions and were used to develop 

the eight policies in this New Mexico State Water Plan Part I: Policies.  
 

Multiple perspectives provided from a variety of stakeholders involved in water planning 

activities have informed these recommendations. The following policies, goals and strategies are 

presented to address water issues in New Mexico.  
 

In 2003, the New Mexico legislature passed the State Water Plan Act, NMSA §72-14-3.1. The 

purposes, goals, and strategies of this policy report come from State Water Plan Act, 

supplemented by topics identified in the 2016-2017 Regional Water Plan updates and through 

the 2017 New Mexico State Water Plan Town Hall public input process. 
 

Interestingly, there is no mention of the 2003 State Water Plan anywhere, not even in the Technical 

Volume, despite being on the ISC web site.ii 
 

Yet, comparing the table of contents of the two plans shows that there are many similarities: 

 

2017 draft 2003 Plan 

1. Water Infrastructure Policy   
C.13: Water-related infrastructure and management and 

investment needs  

2. Data Collection and Monitoring 

Policy   

D.2: Work plans and strategies for completion of a comprehensive 

database on the state’s water resources and water rights 

D.3. Work plans and strategies for measuring of surface and 

ground water uses in the state 

D.4: Work plans and strategies for taking inventory of existing 

water wells 

3. Drought Policy   C.6: Drought management plan  

4. Watershed Management Policy   C.8: River riparian and watershed restoration 

5. Water Supply and Demand 

Policy   

C.3: Inventory of the quantity and quality of the state’s water 

resources, population projections and other water resource 

demands  

6. Water Conservation Policy   C.5: Water conservation strategies and policies  

7. Water Quality Policy   C.3, above 
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8. Water Planning Policy 

C.10: Strategies and mechanisms for achieving coordination with 

all levels of government.  

C.11: Integration of regional water plans into the state water plan  

C.12: Integration of plans of water supply purveyors  

F: Input of water planners and stakeholders from diverse 

constituencies on the state water plan. 11  

 

Given that many of items are the same, it would be useful to know how each has been accomplished 

before saying basically, let's do the same thing.  What have been the successes and failures?   
 

For example, Section 2, the Data Collection and Monitoring Policy, likely reads very similarly to 

Section D.2: Work plans and strategies for completion of a comprehensive database on the state’s 

water resources and water rights.12  The Policy Statement for D.2: 
 

The State shall develop and maintain an enterprise-wide GIS framework to integrate data on the 

State’s water resources and facilitate public access to that data.  
 

Was that done?  If the plans were done, then it would be helpful to know what has happened done in 

the past 15 years to implement the policy.  Otherwise, it sounds like the state is engaged in policy 

writing being the sole purpose of water planning. 
 

The 2013 RWP Update Handbook requires the RWPs to include a section entitled "I.2 

Implementation of Strategies Identified in Previously Accepted Regional Water Plan."  Why not 

include a section in the SWP as well?  
 

Some language from the 2017 Texas State Water Plan provides insight into what this could look 

like: 
 

Chapter 9:  Implementation and funding of the 2012 State Water Plan 13 

Planning groups reported on the implementation of water management strategies from the 2012 

State Water Plan in their 2016 regional water plans.  
 

Regional water planning groups reported that approximately 440 water management strategies in 

the 2012 State Water Plan were either partially or fully implemented, representing approximately 

14 percent of the total number (approximately 3,100) of recommended strategies. 
 

                                                           
11 In the Draft, under each policy are goals and strategies.  In the 2003 SWP, each C Section contains a minimum of a 

Policy Statement, Implementation Strategies, Discussion and Public Opinion.  Policies not included in the 2017 draft: 

C.1 Common priorities, goals and objectives  

C.2: Clear vision and policy direction for active management of the state’s waters.   

C.4: Water budgets for the state and for major river basins and aquifer systems   

C.7: Relationship between water availability and land-use decisions.   

C.9: Water rights transfer policies   

C.14: Collaboration with the state’s national laboratories and research institutions  

D.1. Work plans and strategies for completion of water rights adjudications  

E: Consultation with the governments of Indian nations, tribes and pueblos  
 

12 Use of AWS ignores actual ownership of water rights by assuming that "its use is in compliance with water rights 

policies and other legal obligations."  The inaction toward resolving water rights ownership may exacerbate conflict in 

the over-appropriated river. 
 

13 https://www.twdb.texas.gov/waterplanning/swp/2017/doc/SWP17-Water-for-Texas.pdf 
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Statewide implementation progress is represented by the relative count of strategies compared to 

the total number of recommended strategies (approximately 3,100) in the 2012 State Water Plan 

(Figure 9.1). Of the approximately 1,060 strategies for which the planning groups reported 

information, 41 percent reported at least some form of progress on strategy implementation. 
 

Such back and forth integrates the regional and state plans, and provides necessary continuity and a 

forum for lessons learned. 
 

 

*  Directories are Great! 

 

Draft: Each policy also includes an accompanying figure to illustrate some of the statutes, rules, 

and regulations associated with that water policy; as well as the agencies, institutions, and 

organizations currently working to implement those rules and regulations. Also, for each policy, 

a table of information is provided about the critical organizations providing regulation, guidance, 

and/or resources related to the policy topic, including hyperlinks to each agency’s website and 

specific programs or resources, and is intended to serve as a directory.  
 

The directories of information under each policy and with live links will be incredibly useful, 

particularly if the links are updated constantly.  That alone will be quite an effort.  Might they be 

handled at a water-related institute located at a higher education facility?  Might they be linked with 

the Water Matters! series14 at the Utton Center, for instance? 

 

But the directories are distracting from the substance of the policies.  (Indeed, I removed the text, 

tables and graphic from each of the eight policies in order to more easily read the recommendations, 

goals and strategies.)  I would recommend they be removed from the draft and posted on line as a 

separate item, enabling updates to be made more easily.   
 

 

*What is this "Plan"? 

 

The draft Plan says that "the approach utilized in this report results in the following conclusions:  
 

▪ All planning regions in New Mexico are projected to have less than 75% of the necessary 

supply to meet demands in 2060 under the drought scenario.  

▪ Four of those regions are projected to have less than 20% of the necessary supply under the 

drought scenario.  

▪ The Northeast NM planning region is projected to have about 26% of the supply needed 

to meet 2060 demands under average water supply conditions due to the rapid depletion of 

the Ogallala/High Plains Aquifer. " 

▪  

Water demand exceeds the available supply under the high projection during normal water 

supply conditions by 2040. Under both the high and low projections, water demand is exceeded 

throughout the projection period during drought-corrected supply conditions.  
 

To address this situation, there are 8 policies:  
 

1. Water Infrastructure Policy   

                                                           
14 http://uttoncenter.unm.edu/projects/water-matters.html 
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2. Data Collection and Monitoring Policy   

3. Drought Policy   

4. Watershed Management Policy   

5. Water Supply and Demand Policy   

6. Water Conservation Policy   

7. Water Quality Policy   

8. Water Planning Policy   
 

with 21 key recommendations, 52 goals and 97 strategies.  
 

The strategies discussed here are not an all-inclusive set of solutions to the many water 

challenges facing New Mexico. Rather, the strategies are recommendations expressed by various 

stakeholders around the state to address each goal. ... 
 

Each policy includes goals and strategies that are described broadly to encompass the range of 

scale associated with implementation. 
 

What kind of a roadmap is that?  What guidance does that give?  Where are the concrete activities, 

timeframes, and outputs and outcomes that fulfill the goals?  Where is the Plan? 

 

I'll use Policy 1 on Water Infrastructure as an example.  (Additional specific comments about the 

policies can be found on page 22.) 

 

Policy 1 says that "needs for existing and new public water and wastewater systems, agricultural 

water systems, reservoir management, levees, and stormwater comprised more than half of the 

projects, programs, and policies detailed in the 2016-2017 Regional Water Plan updates.  Estimated 

costs for 61% of the projects were provided. Those estimated costs totaled $4.2 billion."  What a 

surprise.  The regions were told to include their CIP lists so that their projects could be considered 

by the Water Trust Board.   
 

But that doesn't mean that those projects were evaluated in accordance with the 2013 Updated RWP 

Handbook. 15  
 

§I.4 Evaluations (of Strategies to Meet Future Water Demand) sets out a list of criteria that each 

PPP was to employ:  
 

• Need for the project, program, or policy  

• Technical feasibility  

• Political feasibility  

• Social and cultural impacts  

• Financial feasibility  

• Cost per acre-foot of additional water (either new supply or conserved)  

• Implementation schedule  

• Physical, hydrologic, and environmental impacts 16
 

                                                           
15 Updated Regional Water Planning Handbook: Guidelines to Preparing Updates to New Mexico Regional Water Plans, 

Dec 2013; www.ose.state.nm.us/Planning/RWP/Handbook/Revised%20RWP%20Handbook%20ISC_Dec_2013_Final.pdf 
 
16 Similar evaluations were required in the 1994 RWP Handbook.  Such evaluations were done for each alternative in 

the 2004 MRG RWP, which is one reason that the 2015 Steering Committee resisted including the CIP lists, looking 
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There was neither the time nor the funds to perform such evaluations.  Without carefully evaluating 

the PPPs, they are merely lists included to fulfill, for example, the Water Trust Board's requirement 

to be included in a RWP.  Without evaluations of costs and benefits, how can one PPP be selected 

over another?   
 

No effort was made to evaluate the PPPs at the state level either.  To bring such un-evaluated lists 

forward into the SWP simply compounds the problem, assigning PPPs more importance than 

appropriate and creating a smorgasbord of ideas but no guidance.   
 

The two key recommendations In Policy 1 are that "the state of New Mexico needs to:  
 

▪ Make the financial needs for infrastructure known at the federal level (and) 

▪ Develop priorities for funding infrastructure that considers life-cycle costs, appropriateness 

and provides sufficient funding to complete projects"  
 

That's it?  Not to mention that it appears that the second recommendation has already been 

accomplished by the Water Trust Board. iii 
 

Water Project Fund Project Management Policies  

 Revised and Restated July 6, 2016 

 

Section 3.2 Minimum Application Requirements for the Project Application  

2. The planning document must meet the terms of planning defined in the relevant Project 

Category sections of these Policies, which includes, as appropriate: a. Estimated construction, 

engineering and equipment costs; b. Detailed schedule of expected milestones and expenditures, 

including operating and maintenance costs for the project; c. Extent of people, service area, 

watershed or ecosystem benefited; d. List of all permits and licenses necessary to complete the 

project; and e. Life cycle cost of the project. 17
 

 

Or if the second recommendation was made in acknowledgement that RWPS did not properly 

evaluate the PPPs, that simply buttresses the point that they should not be used as the basis of the 

SWP.  Such criteria and priorities as now suggested be developed should have been available to the 

                                                                                                                                                                                                 
instead at the progress made on the earlier recommendations.  (Since the 2016 MRG Plan was ultimately completely 

written by consultants, the lists were ultimately inserted.)   
 
17 The 52-page Management Policies includes specific procedures and requirements for various types of projects: 
 

III. Water Storage, Conveyance and Delivery Project Policies 

IV. Water Conservation or Treatment, Recycling and Reuse Project Policies  

V. Watershed Restoration and Management Project Policies 

VI. Endangered Species Act Implementation Project Policies 

VII. Flood Prevention Project Policies 
 

and for each of those categories, the following information must be provided:  
 

A. Project Eligibility 

B. Prioritization Criteria 

C. Additional Application Requirements 

D. Closing Requirements 

E. Oversight And Compliance 
 

https://www.nmfa.net/wp-content/uploads/2012/07/Revised-WTB-Project-Management-Policies-7-6-2016-final.pdf. 
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regions before requiring projects, programs and policies to be submitted.   
 

Instead, the Plan perpetuates the failure with a fallacy which occurred during the regional water 

planning process.  In the rush to complete all 16 plans quickly, CIP lists were substituted for the 

properly-evaluated PPPs envisioned in the RWP Update Handbook.  And are now being relied upon 

by the ISC as the basis of the SWP. 
 

The goals and strategies themselves are also a buffet.  Policy 1 on Water Infrastructure has nine 

goals and nine strategies: 
 

Water Infrastructure Goals  

▪ Maintain and operate water systems  

▪ Maintain and operate wastewater systems  

▪ Increase capacity of water and wastewater systems  

▪ Replace use of potable water for non-potable use with alternative sources (such as desalination 

of brackish water) when possible  

▪ Protect communities from floods  

▪ Protect water quality  

▪ Protect human health  

▪ Reduce costs of infrastructure management  

▪ Improve system efficiency  
 

Water Infrastructure Strategies  

1. Promote water efficiency for new water infrastructure projects  

2. Fund for water treatment systems  

3. Fund water conveyance systems and storage systems (i.e. tanks and lift stations)  

4. Support reuse of wastewater where appropriate  

5. Fund wastewater treatment systems 

6. Provide support for regionalized or expanded water systems where appropriate to combine 

small water systems or domestic wells  

7. Support agricultural infrastructure that reduces water loss  

8. Provide staff and funding to support dam repairs and inspections  

9. Fund planning and design to improve resilience of stormwater systems   
 

Gosh, who could be against any of those?  Will success be declared if we "maintain and operate 

water systems"?  Roadmap?   
 

This is not a plan.   
 

 

* Where is a climate change policy? 

 

Notice the striking change in emphasis between earlier plans from the ISC and now. 
 

draft Introduction: The state of New Mexico is actively planning for its water future. While the 

state as a whole has adequate supply to meet its current demands, in the future the demand for 

water may outpace the supply. The state is preparing to address these future water management 

challenges that result from changing demographic, climatic, and economic conditions.  
 

Now read what was written in 2002: 
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Framework For Public Input To A State Water Plan 

Prepared by the New Mexico Office of the State Engineer and the Interstate Stream Commission, 

December 2002, http://www.seo.state.nm.us. 
 

THE KEY FACT ABOUT OUR WATER: DEMAND EXCEEDS SUPPLY 

 

New Mexico’s water supply is limited. Demand, needs, and rights to use water exceed the water 

supply available in most years. Many of New Mexico’s difficult water dilemmas arise from these 

facts.  
 

During drought conditions, the imbalance becomes acute. After decades of promoting water use, 

New Mexico lacks both the physical facilities and the administrative infrastructure to ensure 

available water is delivered on the basis of water rights priorities to senior water-rights holders. 

The other side of the coin is that in most places we lack the means to limit water uses by junior 

water rights holders whose demands cannot be met from the available supply. Nor have water 

users been adequately informed about the serious nature of problems sparked by unauthorized 

use. 
 

Sixteen years ago, demand exceeded supply but by 2010 (the year the SWP used as the data source), 

that deficit was all gone?  Really?  Conservation has been extensive, true, but, at least along the Rio 

Grande, surface water supplies have also declined.   Check out the steady declines in river flows 

across the Otowi Gage, as an example. 
 

USGS 08313000 RIO GRANDE AT OTOWI BRIDGE, NM 
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  Source data:  https://waterdata.usgs.gov/nm/nwis/monthly/ 
 

As can be seen in the graphics showing the historical Otowi gage discharge, the Rio Grande in 2018 

as of May 1 was far below average.  The forecasted flows are 20 percent of average. As of June 30, 

2018, 27 miles of the river had already dried and over 100 more miles could dry before October. In 

the last month, the plight of the Rio Grande was featured on the front pages of the New York Times 

and Denver Post.  MRGCD Water Bank users have been curtailed and all irrigators may be if the 

summer monsoon is not sufficient, with the reservoirs drained.    
 

Where are such issues addressed in the draft State Water Plan?  As part of the Drought Policy?    
 

The 2003 SWP called for a C.6: Drought management plan.  What's been accomplished?   
 

Because drought is a regular event, most of the 2016-2017 Regional Water Plan updates 

identified drought mitigation as a project, program, or policy of concern. 
 

Does this mean that those earlier plans have not been effective?   
 

Drought signifies that the climatic changes are temporary.  The Colorado River Basin has been in 

"drought" for 19 years.   
 

When Is Drought Not A Drought? Drought, Aridification, and the “New Normal ”18  
 

Words are important. In current Colorado River water management, perhaps no word is used 

(and misused) more than drought. To most people, the word drought contains two concepts. The 

first is the lack of available water, primarily a function of below normal precipitation, but often 

exacerbated by management and water‐use practices. Second is the notion that the condition is 

temporary—a deviation from a norm that is expected to eventually return. Aridity, in contrast, 

refers to a dryness that is permanent, and is a function of natural (and presumably stable) 

climatic conditions. While it is fair to say that the Colorado River Basin is in a period of drought 

(in that recent precipitation has lagged slightly below the long‐term averages), and that much of 

the basin is arid (or semi‐arid), neither term is adequate to accurately describe emerging 

conditions in the Colorado River Basin. For that, perhaps the best available term is aridification, 

which describes a period of transition to an increasingly water scarce environment—an evolving 

                                                           
18 March, 2018, https://www.coloradoriverresearchgroup.org/uploads/4/2/3/6/42362959/crrg_aridity_report.pdf 
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new baseline around which future extreme events (droughts and floods) will occur. Aridification, 

not drought, is the contingency that should guide the refinement of Colorado River management 

practices. 
 

The "Drought Adjusted" amounts do not represent reality.  What is needed is an acknowledgement 

that climate is impacting us, and tools to help us become more resilient.   
 

Suggesting that a Drought Policy is sufficient is misleading.  Using "aridification" would at least 

acknowledge reality.   
 

And what are the key recommendations of the Drought Policy?  That "Agricultural and public water 

suppliers should: ...".  What about the State?  Our water management schemes are built upon a past 

which no longer exists and is not coming back.  Why not recommend a complete overhaul? 

 

The drought goals --such as to forecast drought conditions--  do not directly address drought 

mitigation, which is what the Plan says that the regions wanted.  But, mitigation itself is no longer a 

sufficient response any more.  The State and regions need to be moving on to adaptation.   
 

The Colorado Climate Preparedness Project Final Report, released in 2011, contains 72 discrete 

goals related to climate change adaptation. These goals address impacts to the agriculture, 

biodiversity, forestry, infrastructure, water, electricity, and outdoor recreation sectors. Sixty-

seven of the goals are focused on planning and capacity building, with four involving changes to 

law or policy, and one related to post-implementation monitoring.19
 

 

Colorado has already revised its Climate Plan on how best to address climate change at the state 

level. 
 

Governor updates state’s climate plan as Colorado communities come together for climate 

symposium  
 

Some of the plan’s recommendations include: 
 

Water: Incorporate climate variability and change into long-term, statewide water planning 

efforts; and promote and encourage water efficiency and drought preparedness; and identify 

climate change risks related to integrated water quality and water quantity management. 20 

 

New Mexico needs to be helping the regions to adapt, but took a back seat, again. 
 

As a strategy under the Drought Policy, the draft SWP calls for the 2006 New Mexico Drought Plan 

to be periodically reviewed, updated, and amended "in response to changing conditions."  The 2006 

Plan is mentioned in the draft Technical Volume. 
 

"To assess climate trends in New Mexico, the OSE and ISC conducted a study in 2006 of 

observed climate conditions over the past century and found that observed wintertime average 

temperatures had increased statewide by about 1.5 degrees Fahrenheit (°F) since the 1950s.  ...  
 

                                                           
19 http://www.georgetownclimate.org/adaptation/state-information/colorado/adaptation-plan-status.html.  For Plan, see 

https://www.colorado.gov/pacific/sites/default/files/021518_REF_ColoradoClimatePlan.PDF 
 

20 Denver — Wednesday, Jan. 31, 2018, https://www.colorado.gov/governor/news/governor-updates-

state%E2%80%99s-climate-plan-colorado-communities-come-together-climate-symposium 

http://www.georgetownclimate.org/resources/colorado-climate-preparedness-project-final-report
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The draft SWP then rewrote the findings from the 2006 study.21
 

 

Based on these studies, the effects of climate change that are likely to occur in New Mexico and 

the planning regions include (OSE/ISC, 2006):  

 

2006 2018 

▪   temperatures have already risen in New Mexico and 

are predicted to continue to increase;  

▪   Temperature is expected to continue to rise.  

▪   changes in snowpack elevations and water 

equivalency;  

▪   Stream flows in major rivers across the Southwest US, 

including New Mexico, are projected to decrease 

substantially during this century (e.g., Christensen et al., 

2004; Hurd and Coonrod, 2008; USBOR, 2011, 2013) 

due to a combination of diminished cold season 

snowpack in headwaters regions and higher evapo-

transpiration in the warm season. The seasonal 

distribution of streamflow is projected to change as well: 

flows could be somewhat higher than at present in late 

winter, but peak runoff will occur earlier and be 

diminished. Late spring/early summer flows are 

projected to be much lower than at present, given the 

combined effects of less snow, earlier melting, and 

higher evaporation rates after snowmelt.  

▪   changes in available water volumes and in the timing 

of water availability;  

▪   increasing precipitation in the form of rain rather than 

snow due to increasing temperatures;  

▪   smaller spring runoff volumes and/or earlier runoff 

that will impact water availability for irrigation and for 

ecological and species needs;  

▪   milder winters and hotter summers, resulting in longer 

growing seasons and increased plant and human water 

use;  

▪   increased evaporative losses from reservoirs, 

streamflows and soils due to hotter, drier conditions;  

▪  Reservoir and other open-water evaporation is 

expected to increase. Soil evaporation is also expected to 

increase. 

▪   increased evapotranspiration by agricultural and 

riparian plants;  

▪  Higher temperatures will result in a longer and warmer 

growing season, resulting in increased water demand on 

irrigated lands and increased evapotranspiration from 

riparian and forested areas, grasslands, and forests, and 

thus less recharge to aquifers. 

▪   an increase in extreme events, including both drought 

and floods.  

▪  Precipitation is expected to be more concentrated and 

intense, leading to increased projected frequency and 

severity of flooding. 

Note:  Order of 2018 categories were switched around slightly to mesh with 2006. 

 

What's not mentioned is that the 2006 study also had a series of recommendations to be used as a 

starting point for discussion of New Mexico’s options for addressing climate change:  
 

Climate change needs to be added as “another pressure” along with population growth, changing 

demographics, existing climate variability, increasing water demand and availability challenges, 

land use, species protection and other ecosystem demands. Adaptive management strategies will 

need to be devised that are robust and flexible enough to address climate change.  ... 
 

1. Strategic planning within all water-related plans that includes climate change scenarios while 

recognizing the uncertainties inherent in these predictions and maintaining flexibility within the 

planning environment to accommodate new modeling and data as it becomes available.  
 

Good strategic planning will require:  
 

a. improved federal and state water data gathering activities to support sound decision-making;  

b. increased transdisciplinary and collaborative stakeholder participation in planning and strategy 

                                                           
21 http://www.nmdrought.state.nm.us/ClimateChangeImpact/completeREPORTfinal.pdf 
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design; and  

c. integrated regional water planning.  
 

2. Highly adaptive management capacity at the watershed scale with particular attention to 

rangelands, agricultural systems, and aquatic ecosystems.  
 

3. Assessing infrastructure vulnerabilities and capacities; improving existing infrastructure and 

management systems; expanding water supply through new technologies; and developing new 

approaches to storage.  
 

4. Enhanced demand management, conservation and efficiency measures, with special attention 

to the water/energy nexus.  
 

5. Addressing statutory, regulatory and institutional barriers.  
 

6. Addressing the role of climate change in meeting the economic, social and environmental 

goals of sustainable development.  
 

Climate change will likely have a significant impact on the availability of and demand for New 

Mexico’s water during the next century. The key to successful adaptation is a robust planning 

structure that incorporates highly certain predictions (such as temperature increases) as well as 

less certain forecasts (such as precipitation changes) into scenarios that can direct 

implementation of flexible management strategies. The State Water Plan (SWP) and the regional 

plans provide a policy framework to which climate change can be added as an additional 

pressure, albeit a potentially more threatening one. Doing so will better position the State’s water 

resource managers to meet objectives that might otherwise be compromised by changing climatic 

conditions, while waiting for improved climate predictions may compromise the State’s ability to 

anticipate and capture potential benefits and avoid potential negative impacts.  
 

Rather than rewrite the projected impacts from the 2006 Drought Plan, more relevant would be to 

report on what progress, if any, has been made on those recommendations developed 12 years ago.   

Or at least incorporate them into a new policy on Adaptation. 
 

 

* Data is Needed! 

 

Policy 2 in the draft SWP deals with a Data Collection and Monitoring Policy. 
 

Data collection and monitoring rose to the top in many of the 2016-2017 Regional Water Plan 

updates lists of projects, programs, policies, and recommendations to the state; as well as in lists 

generated during the 2017 New Mexico State Water Plan Town Hall event (NMF, 2018). 

Steering committee members raised concerns about the need for more information on water 

resources, the need to standardize data collection and storage (in databases), and the need to 

share data among stakeholders.  
 

In reading over the recommendations, goals and strategies, one could be pardoned for thinking that 

they came from the 2003 plan.22 iv  Again, rather than rewrite, report on progress, set steps to 

                                                           
22 Not to mention being in the earlier RWPS.  The MRG's 2004 Plan called for a Water Resource Database (R2-6) so as 

to measure success in reducing the deficit.  The 2015 MRG RWP Steering Committee reviewed the 2004 RWP's 

Recommendations, ranking them for progress and ongoing priority.  The first prioritized action was R2-6. 
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achieve the goals, and establish metrics so that we all can see progress. 
 

Some of the Administrative Supply Limitations were acknowledged in Part 2 (3.5.3). 

  

Groundwater declines are also occurring in some stream-connected aquifers. The long-term 

ability of groundwater to sustain existing pumping rates has not been examined for stream-

connected aquifers. Spring flow from groundwater that discharges to surface water may also be 

declining in areas with groundwater pumping, an impact that may not manifest in a river for 

many decades. Quantifying these impacts require numerical models that simulate surface and 

groundwater interaction and could be performed for future planning efforts. 
 

Given the extent to which New Mexico is so reliant on groundwater as a major if not a sole source 

of supply, the fact that this information is not existent seems unreasonable.  Again, this should be a 

major emphasis. 
 

WRRI is leading a statewide water assessment which could be a place for the regions and the state 

to have a common water database.   
 

 

*  Missed Opportunities 

 

The draft SWP not only missed the boat but it sent us backwards.  A future when "demand for water 

may outpace the supply" (emphasis added) is not likely to encourage participation, much less the in-

depth discussions, which water planning needs.  From the very first lines in the draft, the message 

seems to be to not worry.  There is no sense that the state is already experiencing water problems.  

But that's not reality.  NM has spent $15 million on attorneys' fees and costs in the litigation with 

Texas, and that's not the only water issue facing the state.  Indeed, such issues have increasingly 

become more urgent.   
 

The regions understand the urgency.  Despite the soothing words in the Introduction, as noted in 

Part II, "The number one issue, not surprisingly, is insufficient water supply, followed by 

vulnerability to climate, water management, the need for a better understanding of water resources, 

water quality, and last, but not least, water infrastructure and maintenance."  The ISC must assist the 

regions in addressing such needs.  
 

But making the "last but not least" category the overarching purpose of the RWPs and the SWP 

does not of themselves make a plan.  Developing project lists is not the sole purpose of planning!  

Plus, since there was no substantive evaluation of the Projects, Programs and Policies included as 

lists in the RWPs, to use them as the basis for the SWP compounds the fallibility of the results.  

(Compare this with Texas: Planning groups reported on the implementation of water management 

strategies from the 2012 State Water Plan in their 2016 regional water plans.) 

 

In many ways, the draft SWP policies look like a repeat of the 2003 Plan, rather than being a 

springboard with additional strategies based upon a review of the earlier ones.  But astonishingly, 

no mention was even made of the 2003 SWP, much less a report on what worked, what didn't and 

building up from there.  Instead the effort seems to have been to rewrite the document as if there 

had been no planning before this round.  We can do this forever and never progress. 
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Facing up to reality means "mainstreaming climate vulnerabilities and adaptation strategies into 

water resource management," as recommended in 2006.  "Incorporation of climate change into New 

Mexico’s water planning may require new modeling and scenarios and may lead to adjusted 

priorities and revised timelines."  Rather than tweak the 2006 Plan, why not implement it?   Make it 

the basis for the regional and state water plan to address. 
 

Data gaps are extensive, despite the AWS.   
 

Compact obligations, priority administration, riparian evapotranspiration and instream flow to 

meet Endangered Species Act needs are not explicitly represented in the administrative supply. 

While the 2010 water diversions were used to represent “average” supply, that supply was 

dependent on the amount of water in storage and the other factors that allowed the state to meet 

legal obligations. Thus, changes in the volume of water in storage to meet the 2010 water 

demands or changes in total riparian evaporation, for instance, will impact the supply, even in an 

average year. 
 

Critical information.  And assistance is long-needed.   Priority should be placed on obtaining and 

using such data in planning.  
 

Footnote 6 above lists the 2003 policies dropped from the 2018 draft, but that does not mean they 

were resolved.   Indeed, many of the dropped policies involve some of the tougher issues facing the 

State, such as water rights transfers, adjudications, tribal consultations, and the relationship between 

water availability and land-use decisions.   What are the policies for such issues? 

 

Other than it being required by statute, it's not clear why the state is developing a water plan.   

It appears that the ISC still does not know what water planning is nor does it value its benefits.  That 

does not mean that a plan is not necessary. 
 

APA Policy Guide on Water:23  The report recognizes the importance of water as a central and 

essential organizing element in healthy environments along with the importance of planning to 

ensure that land-use, environmental and infrastructure planning for water will increase resilience 

to extreme events and climate change. However, the report also acknowledges that new 

mechanisms for interdisciplinary efforts are critical to effective water management and the 

protection of the water environment. 
 

Such a case has not been made in this draft.  Water planning is critically needed, despite the "Plan."  

Rather than try to fix it, the information should be considered a catalog of current issues and 

activities in the state.  Keep the directory updated.  And restart the planning program. 
 

 

Specific comments 

 

In Policy 5, why is the Ute Pipeline pulled out for mention in the policies?   Why is it the only water 

supply project mentioned in Volume 1?  Makes it look like some had a direct pipeline to author. 
 

Like with water quantity, there is little mention of the quality issues currently facing New 

Mexicans.  In looking at NMED's news releases, there were 8 “Boil Water Advisory” in 2018 plus 

issues surrounding the Gold King Mine, produced water, environmental damage at Chevron/Questa 

                                                           
23 https://www.planning.org/policy/guides/adopted/water/ 
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Site, and the KAFB Bulk Fuels Facility Spill / Kirtland Plume Cleanup. 
 

While the draft mentions three state statutes (NMSA 72-14-3.1, 72-14-43, and 72-14-44) that 

govern regional and state water planning, no mention was made of 

 

* §72-14-3.3. Interstate stream commission; additional powers; strategic water reserve. 

C.     The interstate stream commission shall develop river reach or ground water basin priorities 

for the acquisition of water or water rights and storage rights for the strategic water reserve in 

consultation with the New Mexico interstate stream compact commissioners, the office of the 

state engineer and the attorney general's office.  For each river reach or ground water basin, 

additional prioritization shall be developed in coordination with the governing bodies of the 

following organizations within the affected river reach or ground water basin 

 

or of 

 

*  §72-14-3.2. Water conservation plans; municipalities, counties and water suppliers. 

G.     After December 31, 2005, neither the water trust board nor the New Mexico finance 

authority shall accept an application from a covered entity for financial assistance in the 

construction of any water diversion, storage, conveyance, water treatment or wastewater 

treatment facility unless the covered entity includes a copy of its water conservation plan. 
 

Policy 8 - Water Planning Goals basically repeats §72-14-3.1. State water plan; purpose; contents.  
 

Enough.  Rather than continue to critique, please restart the planning process.   
 

 

                                                           

APPENDICES 
 
i  Regional Water Plans Prepared by Daniel B. Stephens & Associates, Inc. during first process  

 

1  Northeast New Mexico Regional Water Plan  

http://www.ose.state.nm.us/Planning/RWP/Regions/region_01prior.php 

Prepared for: City of Tucumcari and the Northeast New Mexico Regional Water Planning Steering Committee, March 

2007 

  

2  Jemez y Sangre Regional Water Plan Volume 1: Report 

http://www.ose.state.nm.us/Planning/RWP/Regions/region_03prior.php 

Prepared for: Jemez y Sangre Water Planning Council, March 2003 

(In association with: Amy C.  Lewis Water  Planning  Coordinator Santa Fe, New Mexico)  

 

3  Southwest New Mexico Regional Water Plan 

http://www.ose.state.nm.us/Planning/RWP/Regions/region_04prior.php 

Prepared for: Southwest New Mexico Regional Water Plan Steering Committee, May 2005  

 

4  Taos Regional Water Plan 

http://www.ose.state.nm.us/Planning/RWP/Regions/region_07prior.php 

Prepared for: Taos Regional Water Planning Steering Committee, April 2008 

 

5  Mora-San Miguel-Guadalupe Regional Water Plan 

http://www.ose.state.nm.us/Planning/RWP/Regions/region_08prior.php 

Prepared for: Tierra y Montes Soil and Water Conservation District and the Mora-San Miguel-Guadalupe Regional 

Water Planning Steering Committee, June 2005 

 

6  Colfax Regional Water Plan 

http://www.ose.state.nm.us/Planning/RWP/Regions/region_09prior.php 
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Prepared for: Colfax Soil and Water Conservation District, March 2003 

 

7  Socorro-Sierra Regional Water Plan  

http://www.ose.state.nm.us/Planning/RWP/Regions/region_15prior.php 

Prepared for: Socorro Soil and Water Conservation District, December 2003 

 

7& 1/2  Middle Rio Grande Regional Water Plan 2000-2050  

http://www.ose.state.nm.us/Planning/RWP/Regions/region_12prior.php 

especially:  Chapter 5 - Current Legal Issues and Chapter 8 - Water Plan Alternative Actions and Evaluation,  2004 

 

Regional Water Plans Prepared by others during first process: 

 

1  Tularosa Basin And Salt Basin Regional Water Plan 2000 – 2040  

http://www.ose.state.nm.us/Planning/RWP/Regions/region_05prior.php 

Prepared By South Central Mountain RC&D Council, Inc.  

In Association with Livingston Associates, P.C., Consulting Engineers and John Shomaker And Associates, Inc., Water 

Resource And Environmental Consultants, June 28, 2002  

 

2  Cibola/Mckinley Regional Water Plan 

New Mexico Water Planning Region 6, prepared by Northwest New Mexico Council Of Governments, January 2004  

 

3  Lower Pecos Valley Regional Water Plan 

Prepared by: Pecos Valley Water Users Organization Regional Water Planning Program, July  2001  

 

4  New Mexico Lower Rio Grande Regional Water Plan 

http://www.ose.state.nm.us/Planning/RWP/region_11.php 

Prepared For The Lower Rio Grande Water Users Organization 

Prepared by: Terracon, John Shomaker and Associates, Inc., Livingston Associates, LLC, Inc., Zia Engineering and 

Environmental, Inc., and Sites Southwest  

 

5  Estancia Basin Recommended Regional Water Plan (Year 2000 To Year 2040) 

http://www.ose.state.nm.us/Planning/RWP/Regions/region_13prior.php 

Estancia Basin Water Planning Coninittee, Prepared by: Corbin Consulting, Inc., January 8, 1999  

 

Estancia Basin Regional Water Plan: Year 2010 Update   

Prepared for: Boards of Commissioners and Citizens of Bernalillo County, Torrance County, Santa Fe County, Prepared 

by Estancia Basin Water Planning Committee and HydroResolutions, Inc., February 2010  

 

6  Rio Chama Regional Water Plan 

http://www.ose.state.nm.us/Planning/RWP/Regions/region_14prior.php 

Published by the Rio de Chama Acequias Association and Rio Arriba County, Accepted by the ISC in 2006 

 

7  Region 16 - Lea County Regional Water Plan 

http://www.ose.state.nm.us/Planning/RWP/Regions/region_16prior.php 

prepared for the Lea County Water Users Association ( LCWUA), Accepted by the ISC in 1999 

 

8  San Juan Regionl Water Plan 

http://www.ose.state.nm.us/Planning/RWP/Regions/region_02prior.php 

San Juan Water Users Association 

 

During the second round, "DBS&A led an effort to update all 16 of New Mexico’s regional water plans, which are 

posted on the  New Mexico Office of the State Engineer / Interstate Stream Commission website." 
http://www.dbstephens.com/publication/water-plans/ 

 

http://www.ose.state.nm.us/Planning/regional_planning.php
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z

Daniel B. Stephens & Associates, Inc.© 2018 Daniel B. Stephens & Associates, Inc.  
 
 
ii  ISC State Water Planning Website, http://www.ose.state.nm.us/Planning/state_plan.php 

 

2013 

• 2013 New Mexico State Water Plan Review 

 

2009 - State Water Plan Public Outreach 

• 2009 - State Water Plan Update Public Outreach 

• New Mexico State Water Plan: Public Input Process - Public Comment Synthesis 

State Water Plan - Updates and Progress Reports 

• 2008 - State Water Plan Review and Proposed Update - June 

• 2006 - Progress Report: New Mexico State Water Plan - June 

• 2004 - New Mexico State Water Plan Implementation Report 

 

2003 - State Water Plan 

http://www.ose.state.nm.us/Planning/RWP/region_02.php
http://www.ose.state.nm.us/Planning/RWP/region_06.php
http://www.ose.state.nm.us/Planning/RWP/region_11.php
http://www.ose.state.nm.us/Planning/RWP/region_04.php
http://www.ose.state.nm.us/Planning/RWP/region_13.php
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• State Water Plan - 2003 

• Appendices 

• Index 

• Interstate Stream Commission - New Mexico First Town Hall 

• Public Comments from 29 Public Listening Meetings 

• Framework for Public Input to a State Water Plan 

• New Mexico Water Resource Atlas 

 

Western States Water Planning 

• 2009 Overview of Water Planning in Western States 
 
iii Water Trust Board 

 

The 2001 Legislature enacted the Water Project Finance Act which created the Water Project Fund in the New Mexico 

Finance Authority (NMFA) and charged the NMFA with administration of the Fund and the Water Trust Board (WTB). 

 

The WTB is a diverse 16 member board that recommends to the Legislature projects to be funded through the Water 

Project Fund.  Per New Mexico Statute Annotated (N.M.S.A.) 72-4A-5, Board; duties, the WTB responsibilities are: 

 

“A.   adopt rules governing terms and conditions of grants or loans recommended by the board for appropriation by the 

legislature from the water project fund, giving priority to projects that have been identified as being urgent to meet the 

needs of a regional water planning area that has a completed regional water plan that has been accepted by the interstate 

stream commission; that have matching contributions from federal or local funding sources available; and that have 

obtained all requisite state and federal permits and authorizations necessary to initiate the project.” 

 

Title 19 Natural Resources And Wildlife 

Chapter 25 Administration And Use Of Water-General Provisions 

Part 10 Review And Eligibility Of Proposed Water Projects 

19.25.10.1 Issuing Agency: New Mexico Water Trust Board. 

[19.25.10.1 NMAC - Rp, 19.25.10.1 NMAC, 7/31/08]  

19.25.10.8 Eligibility: Prioritization Of Water Projects: The The board shall establish policies for prioritization of water 

projects. 

 

https://www.nmfa.net/wp-content/uploads/2012/07/Revised-WTB-Project-Management-Policies-7-6-2016-final.pdf 

 

Water Project Fund Project Management Policies  

 Revised and Restated July 6, 2016 

 

Section 1.1 Prioritization Criteria As directed by the Water Project Finance Act (the “Act”) , the Board will give 

priority to projects that:  

A. have been identified as being urgent to meet the needs of a regional water planning area that has a completed 

regional water plan that has been accepted by the interstate stream commission (“ISC”) 

B. that have matching contributions from federal and local funding sources available; and  

C. that have obtained all requisite state and federal permits and authorizations necessary to initiate the project.  

D. In addition, the Board will give priority to projects that have regional impacts, mitigate or alleviate human health 

and safety concerns, improve water quality or quantity and meet other goals of the Board, as appropriate to each 

project type and as identified in Sections III–VII of these Policies. Overall, each application will be prioritized using 

the following weighted criteria:  

1. Urgent to Meet the Needs of ISC - accepted Regional Water Plan 5%  

2. Local Contribution 15 %  

3. Readiness 1 0 %  

4. Regionalization 1 0 %  

5. Health and Safety 2 5 %  

6. Planning/Design 10 %  

7. Other (as described in Sections III - VII) 2 5 % 

 

SECTION 3 Application Procedures And Requirements This Policy provides guidance to the Board and its 

applicants on the information required to reach a determination regarding completeness of application and project 

readiness .  
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Section 3.2 Minimum Application Requirements for the Project Application  

 

2. The planning document must meet the terms of planning defined in the relevant Project Category sections of these 

Policies, which includes, as appropriate: a. Estimated construction, engineering and equipment costs ; b. Detailed 

schedule of expected milestones and expenditures , including operating and maintenance costs for the project; c. 

Extent of people, service area, watershed or ecosystem benefited; d. List of all permits and licenses necessary to 

complete the project; and e. Life cycle cost of the project. 

 

C. Other Application Elements 1. Description and analysis of o verall degree of project benefit; 2. Description of 

how the project area or alternative was selected and how planning incorporate d experiences from similar projects or 

phases of projects. 3. Description of how project addresses potential human health and safety issues . D. An 

application not meeting these thresholds may be directed to other sources of technical assistance, funded for a 

smaller planning project that helps the entity develop its planning for future applications, or directed to another 

funding source  

 

B. Prioritization Criteria 

Applications for Water Storage, Conveyance and Delivery Projects shall be prioritized  

using the ranking criteria set out in Section II (1.1a) of these Policies using the following  

definitions.  

 

Section 3 Application Procedures And Requirements 

Section 5 Project Oversight And Compliance 

III. Water Storage, Conveyance and Delivery Project Policies 

IV. Water Conservation or Treatment, Recycling and Reuse Project Policies  

V. Watershed Restoration and Management Project Policies 

VI. Endangered Species Act Implementation Project Policies 

VII. Flood Prevention Project Policies 

 

and for each of those categories, the following information must be provided:  

 

A. Project Eligibility 

B. Prioritization Criteria 

C. Additional Application Requirements 

D. Closing Requirements 

E. Oversight And Compliance 
iv  

2. Data Collection and Monitoring Policy  Section D.2: Include work plans and strategies for creation and 

completion of a comprehensive database and an electronically 

accessible information system on the state’s water resources 

and water rights, including file abstraction and imaging of 

paper files as well as information on pending adjudications  

Key Recommendations Policy Statements  

Coordinate with state and federal agencies and 

stakeholders to define data needs (i.e. precipitation, 

stream flow, water level and water quality 

monitoring)  

See Section C.10: Promote strategies and mechanisms for 

achieving coordination with all levels of government. 

 

Coordinate with state and federal agencies and 

stakeholders to improve measurement and estimates 

of water diversions, depletions, and return flows  

See Section C.13: Implementation Strategies: The OSE/ISC and 

the Water Trust Board will establish and fund metering and 

measuring programs beginning with critical areas where active 

water resource management is imperative. 

 

Coordinate with state and federal agencies and 

stakeholders to improve groundwater-surface 

models  

The State shall develop and maintain an enterprise-wide GIS 

framework to integrate data on the State’s water resources and 

facilitate public access to that data. 

  

Data Collection and Monitoring Goals  . 
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Improve management of water resources and 

protect senior water-right holders  

(C1) Protecting senior water rights 

Identify new sources of supply, including brackish 

and saline water resources and produced water  

(C1) Developing water resources to expand the available supply, ... 

  Characterizing the State’s brackish and saline ground water 

resources to determine where their development is economically 

feasible 

Improve groundwater and surface water models to 

better estimate impacts on streams and aquifers 

from groundwater pumping, water rights, compact 

deliveries, lifetime of aquifers, and water quality  

 

Protect human health and natural resources  . 

  

Data Collection and Monitoring Strategies  Implementation Strategies  

Develop means for coordination between agencies 

and productive data sharing methods  

The OSE will continue the development of the WATERS (Water 

Administration Technical Engineering Resource System) database. 

The WATERS database will be developed to be compatible with 

the data input requirements for the various ground water, surface 

water, and other models approved for use by the State Engineer for 

application to New Mexico water issues. The database will be 

readily accessible to all water rights holders and the general public, 

including Indian Tribes and Pueblos.  

Expand metering of water use in the state  The OSE will accelerate the development of the WATERS database 

by prioritizing the abstraction and imaging of paper water rights 

files, setting out projected schedules and timelines for completion, 

and allocating the necessary resources.  

Expand the capacity of NMWRRS database or other 

database systems as needed to store water right and 

water use information throughout the state  

The OSE will provide information and details on the prioritization 

and scheduling of water rights files being abstracted, imaged and 

entered into the WATERS database. (See Appendix E, which sets 

out projected schedules and timelines with priorities for WATERS 

population.)  

Create a statewide water-right owner interface for 

entering meter data  

The OSE will provide estimated completion dates for population of 

the WATERS database by basin, based on existing resources (see 

Appendix E).  

Expand aquifer mapping to better identify the extent 

of all water resources (including brackish and saline 

water) and better define aquifer boundaries for 

improved groundwater-surface water modeling  

The OSE will periodically provide Gantt charts to update the public 

on progress towards completion of the WATERS database.  

Identify areas that require increased groundwater 

level monitoring, stream flow measurements, and 

water quality assessment and seek funding to 

expand these networks  

The OSE will integrate water rights administration, water rights 

adjudication, and water quantity and quality databases and 

hydrographic survey maps and reports in a publicly accessible e-

GIS platform. 
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Support continued enhanced estimates of 

agricultural surface water use by OSE through 

stream flow monitoring, Global Information System 

(GIS) techniques, evaporation and 

evapotranspiration studies and other methods  

Section C.14: Currently identified areas where collaboration in 

research would yield benefits include: 

o effective means to produce net increases in usable water 

resources, and to increase water use efficiencies without increasing 

overall stream or aquifer depletions;  

o desalination, conservation, watershed restoration, evaporation 

reduction, water re-use, and water treatment;  

o treatment and use of produced water (water produced as a 

byproduct of petroleum production;  

o weather modification;  

o physical processes of water supply, transport, and consumption;  

o remote sensing, metering and measurement, and GIS 

technologies;  

o hydrologic budgets, modeling, and characterization, including 

water quality and contaminant transport;  

o aquifer storage, recovery, and wastewater recharge; 

o advanced watershed land-use methods, maintenance, and 

recovery including new phreatophyte-control technologies; 

o data collection/analysis, development of models and advanced 

instrumentation, metering and sensing equipment; and  

o accurate, real-time measurement of evapotranspiration. 

Update Federal Emergency Management Agency 

(FEMA) flood plain maps based on forecast climate 

conditions and identify areas, bridges and culverts 

that require more protection from projected 

increases in intensity of precipitation  

Also, check out Section D.2: Include work plans and strategies for 

creation and completion of a comprehensive database and an 

electronically accessible information system on the state’s water 

resources and water rights, including file abstraction and imaging of 

paper files as well as information on pending adjudications, 

including The OSE will integrate water rights administration, water 

rights adjudication, and water quantity and quality databases and 

hydrographic survey maps and reports in a publicly accessible e-

GIS platform. 

Support further research for quantifying the impact 

of vegetation management and wildfire on water 

resources  

Also, check out Section D.3. Include work plans and strategies for 

measuring of surface and ground water uses in the state as 

necessary for management of the state’s water resources , including 

Coordination with other State agencies and institutions in the 

integration and dissemination of water use and water supply data. 

(1st strategy in 2018) 

Assess effectiveness of New Mexico’s database 

statute (Public Records Act, NMSA 1978, Section 

14-3-15.1)  

. 

Identify gaps of standardized data collection 

protocols and procedures for NM related to water 

and prioritize efforts to address these gaps  

. 

Develop a process or agency to be responsible for 

integrating numerous existing data sources, where 

applicable.  

. 

Improve collection and communication of data for 

changes of water use to oil and gas purposes  

. 

Collect data on reusable water (municipal 

wastewater, produced water, industrial wastewater), 

to evaluate effect on savings for fresh water  

. 
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