Workshop Report:
Arizona Water Settlements Act Planning Workshop

Background:

On October 26 and 27, 2007, the Arizona Water Settlements Act Planning Workshop was held at the Mimbres Valley Special Events Center in Deming, NM.  The purpose of the workshop was to initiate an informed, inclusive and transparent planning process supporting the 2004 Arizona Water Settlements Act. Specific workshop goals included:

1. Provide objective information on the basic science and legal issues surrounding the Arizona Water Settlements Act and water use in southwestern New Mexico;

2. Establish consensus on the key issues to be addressed by the planning process.

3. Structure the Arizona Water Settlements Act planning process for southwestern New Mexico; and

A total of 52 people participated in the workshop representing a broad range of interests in the Gila/San Francisco Basin (see Appendix A for the participant list). Below we discuss the principle outcomes of the workshop followed by recorded details from the various discussions and breakout groups. 

Outcomes:

There were several key outcomes from the workshop. One important outcome was a genuine recognition on the part of workshop participants for the need of cooperation and broad consensus throughout the planning process. This need was clearly articulated in the early presentations and was a consistent theme of discussion in all the breakout groups. Equally important was the recognition that the planning process must be timely and productive, not long and drawn out. Additionally, participants gained an appreciation that the planning effort must comply with various state and federal regulations (which in some cases may need further clarification) as well as the Governor’s policy for the Gila.  
Consensus was reached concerning the key issues that needed to be addressed by the planning process (workshop goal #2). These issues include:

· Establish an organizational structure and scope for the decision process that promotes trust.

· Conduct comprehensive base-line studies to identify current and future water supply and demand conditions. Also, determine the consequences of each.

· Identify a broad and balanced range of water planning alternatives that close the gap between supply and demand and evaluate each with a common and agreed upon set of criteria.

· Define the desired future condition (and conditions that are to be avoided) in terms of assets, supply and demand.

· Clarify the legal and regulatory framework and how it applies to water use in southwestern New Mexico.

Important progress was made toward structuring the Arizona Water Settlements Act planning process (workshop goal #3). Specifically, participants agreed that:

· The planning process needs to be expanded to include broader stakeholder participation.

· The process needs to be timely and productive.
· The process needs to be professionally facilitated.

· Lines of communication need to be explicitly defined.

· It is likely that the Gila-San Francisco Coordinating Committee could be reconstituted to meet broader stakeholder participation needs. 

However, the group struggled with how to structure the planning process to be inclusive while maintaining a manageable decision construct. Additionally, responsibilities and lines of communication still need to be defined between the new Coordinating Committee, the Gila-San Francisco Water Commission and other groups as appropriate. These demands can be met by reviewing the structure of other collaborative planning processes and bringing these alternatives to the group.

Next steps proposed by workshop participants involved convening a follow-on meeting in the December timeframe. The purpose of this meeting is to address a key component of any successful planning process; specifically, the identification of consensus goals.  This element will be worked prior to any other decisions and will build on the adopted planning issues (see above).  During this meeting participants will also adopt a planning structure that fits this basin’s needs. Finally, meeting participants must agree on a project plan for the coming year in support of the funding request to be submitted to the New Mexico Legislature.

Workshop Structure:

The workshop schedule progressed according to the following elements.
· After introductions and a statement of purpose, the participants decided on "ground rules" to guide their discussions.

· Clear

· Concise 

· Truthful

· Don't interrupt; speak when recognized

· Resist challenging other's opinions
· Be open-minded

· Put phones or pagers on silent signal; take calls at breaks

· Be hard on ideas, considerate of people

· Minimize side conversations

· Avoid attributions

· Consensus for this workshop meant that people can be heard and decisions will be fairly arrived at

· Submit a draft report of the workshop for participant input

· Next they reviewed and added to a historical "timeline" relevant to planning for the Gila River (Appendix B). 
· A series of presentations were offered to provide basic information on the science and issues surrounding the 2004 Arizona Water Settlements Act and water use in southwestern New Mexico.  Appendix C lists the presenters, topics and questions raised from workshop participants.
· Working in smaller groups, the participants went through a systematic process to identify what they believe are the critical issues the Arizona Water Settlements Act planning process should address.  By comparing the work of the two groups, they agreed that the following are the most critical issues:
· Establish an organizational structure and scope for the decision process that promotes trust.

· Conduct comprehensive base-line studies to identify current and future water supply and demand conditions. Also, determine the consequences of each.

· Identify a broad and balanced range of water planning alternatives that close the gap between supply and demand and evaluate each with a common and agreed upon set of criteria.

· Define the desired future condition (and conditions that are to be avoided) in terms of assets, supply and demand.

· Clarify the legal and regulatory framework and how it applies to water use in southwestern New Mexico.

· The full group was divided into five smaller groups (with representatives in each of them from the various categories of participants present – Water Commission, environmentalists, agency representatives, etc.) to answer the question, "How do we bring all groups together, so there is full information, all parties are included, all alternatives are considered, and it is done in a way that is open and transparent?"  Each of the groups reported their answers to the questions and the answers were recorded on a board at the front of the room.  The groups were reorganized, so that there was a representative from each of the five groups in the new groups, and the newly reorganized groups were asked:

· What do the answers of the five groups have in common?

· What could everyone agree with, even if all the answers of all of the groups do not have it in common?

· What, if anything, can you not accept in the answers by any of the groups?

· What one thing do you as a group care most about?

The facilitator then secured whether the answers offered by the new groups met the interests of all participants.  Appendix D is a verbatim listing of all the items that meet the interests of all participants.  Appendix E is a verbatim listing of the items where the group disagreed or at least could not find a quick resolution of their different opinions.  These items need resolution by the group as it continues to develop a future platform for working together.

· The full group then explored what would be a suitable organization that reflects their agreement on how the groups can be brought together. Also discussed was the role of the Gila-San Francisco Water Commission.

· While the group could not agree on a specific organization, several guiding principles were identified. These principles were derived from the results given in Appendices D and E as well as from the general notes taken from the group discussion (Appendix F).
· The workshop convener (Vincent Tidwell) and the workshop facilitator (Carl Moore) were instructed to produce a report from the workshop (including tasks to be completed), give the workshop participants an opportunity to have input into the report, and then reconvene the group.  The participants agreed that a desirable next step would be for the group to reconvene in order to decide what financial assistance it should request from the State of NM.  The 2007 funding proposal would be a useful starting point for that discussion.
APPENDIX C: Presenters, Topics, Questions and Issues

Presentation Agenda

	Welcome and Objectives
	Vince Tidwell (Sandia National Laboratories)

	Workshop Challenge
	Estevan Lopez (NM Interstate Stream Commission)

	Workshop Structure
	Carl Moore (The Community Store)

	Timeline
	All

	Arizona Water Settlements Act
	Carol Erwin (US Bureau of Reclamation)

	Role of US Fish and Wildlife Service
	Dave Campbell (US Fish and Wildlife)

	Consumptive Use and Forbearance Act
	Tanya Trujillo (NM Interstate Stream Commission)

	History of Southwestern New Mexico Water
	Charles Jackson (NM Office of the State Engineer)

	Balancing Human and Environmental Needs
	Allyson Siwik (Gila Conservation Coalition)

	Gila-San Francisco Water Commission
	Henry Torrez (Gila-San Francisco Water Commission)

	Technical Teams and Modeling
	Vince Tidwell (Sandia National Laboratories)

	Science Forums
	Robert Glass (Sandia National Laboratories)


Questions, Issues
1. Who runs diversions?

2. What "tests" should be used?

3. How should a "NM Unit" be defined?

4. Who are "water users"?

5. What are all the options?

6. What should be the role of the Bureau of Reclamation?

7. How to identify all stakeholders?

8. Who communicates with the Bureau of Reclamation?

9. What latitude is there for drawing the line?

10. What are the roles and responsibilities of various agencies and services?

11. How to ensure early consultation re: roles and regulations?

12. How to incorporate a "no water" scenario?

13. How can inefficiencies in water administration be addressed?

14. How can shortages be addressed?

15. Standing of applicant (section 7)?

16. How can effects on people in Gila Basin be addressed?

17. Where can the water be used?

18. Who owns CAP water?  What happens after a contract?  Can CAP water be exchanged or given?  Terms and conditions of a contract?  Can places outside the Basin be a CAP entity?

19. What is the State Engineer's authority in permitting water?

20. Is San Juan/Chama a useful model for Gila?

21. Could these water rights be administered differently?  Prior appropriation?

22. Legal framework at federal and state level?

23. Gila-San Francisco Water Commission – what do you do to involve the public?

24. How can science be used?  How will it be funded?

25. How can previous studies be used?  And how much will they draw on studies?  Should there be a preferred sequence of studies?  How to decide on what to study?

26. How can the GSFWC be assisted?  And what is its role in helping the state achieve its responsibility?

27. How much impact can conservation have on meeting water needs?

28. What are the impacts of depending on ground water?

29. Can agriculture and species preservation co-exist?

30. Cost associated with surface water diversion?  Potential benefits?

31. Should we first determine the impacts on/of the CUFA?

32. What should we spend money on?

33. CUFA rules?  Relation to flood impacts?

34. Global warming and water supply?  Result in less surface and more ground water?

35. What studies are needed before we move to alternatives?  Are done?  Need to be done?

36. What is done to ensure trust in who conducts studies?

37. Will GCC participate and assist in funding studies for a collaborative process?

38. How can we increase flow?  What is the connection between watersheds and flows?

39. Is the ISC open to alternatives?

40. What does it mean to participate in good faith?

41. Define need (water demands) first?

42. Planning horizon (in years)?  10?  20?

43. What is an inclusive stakeholders group?

44. How can BLM's (and other state and federal mandates) mandated management responsibility be recognized?  And included in the process?

45. What is the carrying capacity of this region?

46. Who should be used as experts in applied science?

APPENDIX D: The following items, as grouped by the organizing questions, did meet the interests of all participants

“What do the five groups have in common?”

1. √ The process must be timely and productive 
2. √ Expansion of stakeholder participation

3. √ Consideration of all alternatives

4. √ Alleviate mistrust; work together

5. √ Some kind of reconstituted GSFCC

6. √ Need for better communication

7. √ Recognize importance of various legal aspects

8. √ Formal facilitation
“What could everyone agree with, even if all of the groups do not have it in common?”

9. √ Independent neutral facilitator

10. √ Common understanding of everything (everyone on the same page)

11. √ Stakeholders state their interests explicitly and honestly

12. √ Identify what we all agree on

13. √ What can be done under the AWSA?

14. √ Training the stakeholders so that everyone works together effectively (communication training, how we express ourselves, how to get silent folks to participate) – concurrently investing in our stakeholders through process training

15. √ Description of social, economic, and ecological conditions of future? What do we want?

16. √ Use money $66 million in New Mexico [no less than]

17. √ Be factual, agree OR agree to disagree
18. √Everyone needs to compromise for anyone to be successful

19. √ [recognize that we] can only move forward with things [if] we have common ground

20. √ Consensus on studies to be supported this year

21. √  Define communication channels regardless of whichever structure is chosen
22. √ New stakeholder group is advisory only

“What one thing do you care most about?”

23. √ Broad-based, productive, timely process

24. √ Moving forward; lay cards on the table

25. √ Independent and neutral facilitator selected [with group participation] by all participants
26. √Central, collaborative stakeholder group that advises re: funding, direction for planning process, studies that need to be done.]] [stakeholder group that is collaborative and strive for consensus and advice on funding priorities, direction for planning process, and studies to move ahead. for benefit of communities and natural resources that we depend on.] [Integrates the stakeholders fundamentally in this process]

APPENDIX E: There was not resolution of these items; at least some participants could not agree that they met their interests

“What, if anything, can you not accept in the answers by any of the groups?”
1. Everyone who wants to participate can; self-identified stakeholders (don’t want to restrict the number of participants).
2. Restricted number of participants (Not practical to involve every self-identified stakeholder)
3. Disband and wait for NEPA

4. So many people involved it is hard to get anything done, 

5. Groups that need to be represented should not be excluded

6. Rotating facilitator [prefer continuity]

7. Reorganization of the GSFWC

8. Anything inconsistent with legislation
Appendix F: Points from group discussions concerning structuring of the Arizona Water Settlements Act planning process.
· Convene a stakeholder forum that can serve as an advisory committee.

· Do not create an organizational structure; instead begin by identifying projects or activities for the group to undertake.

· The overall structure should be the Stakeholder Committee.  Within that there would be the Coordinating Committee and the Water Commission.  Some members of the Water Commission would be members of the Coordinating Committee.

· The following phrases were used to describe the role of the Gila-San Francisco Water Commission:

· Facilitating entity; facilitates contracting between water users and the Secretary of the Interior

· Single point of contact for State Engineer, Interstate Stream Commission, Secretary of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, Joint Power Agreement parties

· Forum where political subdivisions come together to agree on dispersal of money and water

· Represents four-county area re: Arizona Water Settlement Act

· Consults with Interstate Stream Commission re: withdrawals from fund

· Allocates among its members money and water from Act

· Potential organizations include: Gila-San Francisco Water Commission, Gila-San Francisco Coordinating Committee, Gila-San Francisco Stakeholder Committee, Technical Committee, Steering Committee (e.g., if there is a Coordinating Committee or a Stakeholder Committee that is likely to necessitate a Steering Committee to directs its work)

· The Gila-San Francisco Coordinating Committee would have a Technical Committee and a Stakeholder Committee

· The Gila-San Francisco Stakeholder Committee would include a Technical Committee and an executive or steering committee

· There would be the Gila-San Francisco Water Commission and a Stakeholder Committee that advised them.

· One path – whatever the organizational structure – would be: 

· Synthesize existing research and conduct additional research deemed necessary

· Identify the shared desired future (as well as what people do not want for the future) and the need based on that future

· Conduct additional research (based on the decisions about the need and the future)

· Identify full range of alternatives to achieve desired future

· Develop criteria to be met by preferred alternative

· Make a choice about what to do

