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Appendix B. Documentation of Public Involvement 

At the beginning of the planning process, the Southwest Regional Water Planning Steering 

Committee drafted a public participation plan, outlining strategies for maximizing public 

involvement.  The purpose of the public participation plan was to provide sufficient relevant 

information for the public to understand the regional water planning efforts and to obtain public 

support for and input in the planning.  The plan outlined the public meetings to be held, 

identified the locations of the project web site, specified placement of read files in public 

libraries, and discussed the use of press releases, public service announcements, handouts and 

pamphlets, a speaker program, briefings, and community access television to ensure public 

involvement.  The public participation plan is included as Appendix B1.   

During the regional water planning process, 14 steering committee meetings, which were 

advertised and open to the public, were held; Table B-1 lists their dates and locations.  Meeting 

minutes for each of these meetings are included as Appendix B2.   

Table B-1.  Southwest Regional Water Planning  
Steering Committee Meetings 

City Date Time 

Silver City January 8, 2003 9:00 a.m. 
Bayard February 27, 2003 2:30 p.m. 
 April 24, 2003 2:30 to 4:20 p.m. 
 June 26, 2003 2:30 to 4:20 p.m. 
 September 4, 2003 2:30 p.m. 
 October 23, 2003 2:30 to 6:00 p.m. 
 November 20, 2003 10:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. 
Deming January 13, 2004 9:30 a.m. to 12:00 p.m. 
Bayard February 26, 2004 2:15 p.m. 
 April 5, 2004 9:15 a.m. 
Hurley April 22, 2004 2:00 to 5:00 p.m. 
 June 7, 2004 9:55 a.m. to 12:00 p.m. 
Deming July 26, 2004 4:00-5:20 p.m. 
Cliff March 15, 2005 1:00 p.m. 
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While all steering committee meetings were open to the public, additional meetings were held in 

multiple locations in the region to solicit comments from the public in June 2003 and October 

2004.  The June 2003 public meetings were held when the water supply and demand sections 

were completed and discussion of potential alternatives began.  The October 2004 public 

meetings were held after the alternatives were selected, but before preparation of the draft 

regional water plan.  Public comments were used in the selection and ranking of alternatives.   

Attendance at the meetings was variable.  Generally, the meetings in large communities were 

better attended, but good discussions took place at all of the meetings.   

In order to publicize meetings, press releases were issued to the Silver City Sun News, Silver 

City Daily Press, Lordsburg Liberal, Deming Headlight, and Magdalena Mountain Mail.   



Appendix B1 

Public Participation Plan 



PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PLAN 
For the 

Southwest Regional Steering Committee 
 
PURPOSE: The purpose of the Plan is to provide sufficient relevant information to (1) 
enable the public to thoroughly understand regional water planning efforts in the 
Southwest Region, (2) elicit public input for the Regional Water Plan, and (3) obtain 
public support for the Regional Water Plan. 
 
PLANNING PROCESS:  The following methods will be used to make relevant 
information available to the public: 
 

1. Public Meetings.  Ten public meetings-two each in Lordsburg, Reserve, Deming, 
Silver City, and the mining community- will be scheduled.  One of the two 
meetings will be scheduled at 7 or 7:30 on weekday evenings to allow for 
maximum public participation.  DBS&A will provide fact sheets and presentation 
materials that Steering Committee members can distribute at these public 
meetings and at other community meetings scheduled by area representatives.  
These materials will include assessments of our ground water and surface water 
supplies, current and future demands for this water and a water budget.  In 
addition to the presentation of planning information, public hearings will give the 
public an opportunity to provide ideas, concerns, and thoughts about water 
planning.  The public meetings will be organized by the following individuals: 

 
 

• Deming: Louis Jenkins and Jim Olson 
• Silver City: Robert Esqueda and Henry Torres 
• Reserve: Alex Thal and Howard Hutchinson 
• Lordsburg: Vance Lee and Jim Hill 
• Mining Community: Gilbert Grijalva, Ruben Moreno, and Eddie Sedillos 

will combine efforts for one meeting of the mining community. 
 

 
The Regional Water Planning Manager and Public Participation Committee will solicit 
volunteers to help the representatives of the soil and water conservation districts, 
Columbus, Virden, Duke, Phelps Dodge and at-large stakeholders, should they wish to 
conduct public meetings in their areas/ organizations.  
 

2. Website. The Southwest Regional Water Planning website will be accessible 
through both the City Of Deming website (http://www.cityofdeming.org) and the 
Daniel B. Stephens & Associates, Inc. (DBS&A) website 
(http://www.dbstephens.com). The website will be advertised in pamphlets and 
included in press releases.  

 
3. Read Files. Files with relevant water planning information will be assembled and 

placed initially in the public libraries in the county seats of Silver City, Deming, 



Reserve, and Lordsburg. Based upon need/demand, future locations will be 
considered. 

 
4. Press Releases/Public Service Announcements. A series of press releases will be 

developed and disseminated to the local area newspapers. The probable topics of 
the releases will include (1) the importance of water planning, (2) the components 
of the regional water plan, (3) the impact of the plan on the area and the citizenry, 
(4) the role ad composition of the Steering Committee Meeting, (5) ways on 
which the public can get involved in water planning, and (6) the time and location 
of the next Steering Committee Meeting. Likewise a series of advertisements for 
the newspaper and PSA’s for radio will be developed to put out important and 
encourage public attendance at the public hearings and Steering Committee 
Meetings. 

 
5. Handouts/Pamphlets. Written materials in the form of pamphlets and flyers will 

be developed and printed. These efforts will be coordinated by the Regional 
Water Planning Manager and the Public Participation Committee. The finished 
products will be made available to the public through the parent organizations of 
the Steering Committee membership. 

 
6. Speaker Program. Members of the Steering Committee will provide presentations 

on regional water panning for county commissions, city councils, soil and water 
conservation meetings, industries, business, chambers of commerce, service 
organizations, Steering Committee Meetings, public hearings, and elsewhere, 
Presentations will be offered to the major business in the area by letter. The 
Regional Water Planning Manager will prepare an outline for the speeches to 
include purpose and the Steering Committee will be selected to respond to pre-
pare questions. 

 
7. Community Access Television. The possible use of community access television 

(CATS) will be explored, CATS will be asked to cover informative regional water 
planning events or speakers. If possible, the Steering Committee will also develop 
programs, including initial panel discussions in which members of the Steering 
Committee will be selected to respond to pre-pared questions. 

 
8. Individual one-on-one Briefings. These briefings will be offered to out local 

legislators. 
 

9. TV. A TV Subcommittee will develop a program for and explore the 
opportunities for the use of this medium. 

 
COMMUNICATION AND COORDINATION. The Regional Water Planning 
Manager and the Public Participation Committee will coordinate the overall effort 
and insure its order is logically developed. Any member of the Steering Committee 
may become a member of the Public Participation Committee will coordinate the 
efforts of the sub-committees. 



PARTICIPATION. All members of the Steering Committee will participate in some 
aspect of the Public Participation Plan.   
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Meeting Minutes 



Notes Of 
SWNM Regional Water Planning 

Public Hearing 
Deming, NM 

October 24, 2002 
 

I.                    Call To Order: 
 

Tom Bates, Special Projects Manager for the City of Deming, called the meeting to order 
at approximately 2:40pm. 

 
II.                 Purpose Of Hearing: 

 
The purpose of this hearing was to reach consensus on the By-Lays (to take into 

consideration any changes by members), RFP Plan (also to hear any suggestions by 
members), to select a sub-committee (whom will be responsible for interviewing 

contractors who bid), and to discuss the funding of the ISC. 
 
 

III.               Introductions/ Attendees 
 

Tom first started out by having all attendees introduce themselves and briefly note 
their interest and concerns. 

 
IV.              Attendees 

 
Robert Esqueda – Town of Silver City, Gerald Donaldson – PD NM Operations, Jim 

Olson – Deming at large, George Pintar – Deming SWED, Henry Torres – Grant 
County, Frank Kenney – Grant SWED, Roberto Gutierrez – Columbus Trustee, 

Howard Hutchinson – SFSWCD, Harold Bray – Black Range RC & D, Mary Burton 
Riseley – AGWA at large, Tom Anderson – Hidalgo, Gilbert C. Grijalva – Village of 

Santa Clara, NM, Louis Jenkins – City of Deming, Tom Bates – Special Projects 
Manager/ City of Deming, Dutch Salmon – At large Silver City, Joe Hutto – Silver 
City at large, Janet Wolfe & Dominique Cartron – Daniel B Stephens & Assoc. ( 

along with guest speaker), Gerald Schultz – Black Range RC & D, Wayne Ericson – 
Engineers, Inc., Alex Thal – Catron County. 

 
V.                 Presentation / Open Discussions 

 
Mike Trujillo with the Middle Rio Grande Water Resources Board started his 

presentation which was based on his experience through his water plan for the area.  
He suggests to keep the research as simple as possible. Our goal is to research supply 
and demand, look at alternatives then implement a plan.  Mr. Trujillo then answered 

questions from attendees. 
 



Tom then started going over the By-Laws and changing what was suggested by 
attendees until consensus was reached.  The committee then went through the RFP 

Plan and made changes to it as agreed and consensus was reached on that also.  
Meeting was moved outside due to power outage, and a sub-committee was formed to 
interview and choose a contractor to do the research as needed.  The sub-committee 

consists of:  Tom Bates, TomAnderson, Howard Hutchinson, Robert Esqueda and Jim 
Olsen.  All members agreed on these five to interview and agree on the contractor(s). 

 
VI.              Meeting Adjourned: 

 
Meeting was adjourned by Tom Bates at approximately 5:30 pm due to power outage 

and cold weather, since meeting was moved outdoors. 
 



 
MINUTES OF THE SOUTHWEST REGIONAL WATER PLANNING STEERING COMMITTEE 

January 8, 2003, Silver City, New Mexico 
 

The meeting was called to order by Tom Bates, SW Regional Water Planning Manager, at 
9 am. Tom introduced Joanne Hilton from Daniel B. Stephens and Associates. He explained that 
the Selection Committee had recommended and the Deming City Council had approved the selection of 
Daniel B. Stephens and Associates to write the regional water plan pending successful contract 
negotiations. The Selection Committee had negotiated a contract and the contract was sent 
electronically to the Steering Committee for approval. DBS&A had indicated a December 31, 2003 
completion date in their Proposal, but agreed to complete Phase 1 NLT October 31, 2003. The State 
hopes to complete the State Water Plan by December 31, 2003 so the earlier completion date helps 
insure that the regional input will be considered in the State Plan. DBS&A also agreed to do 
water plans by county as much as possible. DBS&A had signed the contract January 2, 2003 and 
the City of Deming January 6, 2002. Tom presented Joanne their signed copy of the contract. 
The contractor was officially under contract, a milestone. 
 

The others in attendance introduced themselves. Members present: Robert Esqueda, 
Gilbert Grijalva, Joe Hutto, Louis Jenkins, Frank Kenney, Jim Olson, Don Rauch, Harry Browne 
alternate for Dutch Salmon, Gerald Shultz, Eddie Sedillos, Thomas Shelley, Alex Thal, Henry 
Torres, Vance Lee and Tom Bates. Alex Thal recognized the work of the Selection Committee 
and expressed his appreciation. Larry Caldwell of Deming was the only public at large 
attendee. Members absent: Grady Adams, Roberto Gutierrez, Jim Hill, Howard Hutchinson, Hal 
Keeler, Mike Matush, Tom McArthur, Ruben Moreno, Archie Payne, George Pintar, David Ramos, Jim 
Redford, Mary Burton Reisely and Lauren Dunn. 
 

The following still have not signed the Cooperative Agreement: Grady Allen, Jim 
Hill, Howard Hutchinson, Hal Keeler, Mike Matush, George Pintar, David Ramos, Dutch Salmon, and 
Mary Burton Reisely. 
 

Tom briefed steering Committee Organization and Process. Steering Committee members 
represent the four counties (Catron, Grant, Hidalgo and Luna); eight municipalities (Silver City, 
Santa Clara, Columbus, Lordsburg, Deming, Virden, Hurley and Bayard); four of the six soil 
and water conservation districts (San Francisco, Grant, Deming and Hidalgo); two industries 
(Phelps Dodge and Duke Energy) and various constituencies represented by 10 to 12 citizens at 
large. The water planning process involves a four-way partnership between ISC, Deming, the fiscal 
agent, Daniel B. Stephens and Associates, and the Steering Committee. Deming is responsible for
the deliverables to ISC, DBS&A is responsible to Deming. The main responsibility of the 
Steering Committee is to provide oversight and to review and advise Deming and DBS&A on the 
development of deliverables. Alex suggested that the Steering Committee's role was more than 
oversight. Tom agreed and the contract with DBS&A does give the Steering Committee approval 
authority, which makes the Steering Committee also responsible to Deming and ISC for deliverables. 
 

Hand outs provided included: A fact sheet on Regional Water Planning and Public Welfare, 
Packets for the October 24, 2002 Steering Committee Meeting for those who missed the meeting, the 61 
page study "Analysis of Effects of Ground Water Development to Meet Projected Demands in Regional 
Planning District 4 Southwest New Mexico, drafts of the proposed legislation on Regional Water 
Planning, and Colfax Public Involvement Plan; and Joanne provided a handout titled Public 
Participation in Regional Water Planning and led the discussion on public involvement. 
 

Based upon Joanne's presentation and discussions, the Steering Committee agreed that our 
Public Involvement Plan should contain the following: 
 

1. A web site. Gerald suggested that we publicize the fact that we have a web site. Wayne 
suggested we look to WNMU for a possible web master. 
 

2. That documents and correspondence pertaining to regional water planning and the work of 
the Steering Committee be made available to the public. Libraries rather than governmental 
offices were determined to be an appropriate location for this 



documentation. As a starting point, libraries in Silver City, Deming, Lordsburg and 
Reserve will be used. 
 

3. The availability of handouts to the public. Larry suggested that we check with the 
Interstate Stream Commission for handouts. Henry suggested we start with a press release. 
Included in the press release would be the purpose of the water plan, the purpose of the 
Steering Committee, the importance of water planning to the public, etc. The release would go to all 
papers, chambers of commerce, business and civic organizations and any other organizations that 
could help get the word out. 
 

4. A Speaker Program. Wayne suggested that the press be invited to the steering 
Committee meetings. We agreed to investigate the use of Community Access Television 
Stations? (CATS). 
 

5. Public Meetings. Our contract with DBS&A calls for their participation in four 
public meetings. Consensus was that DBS&A attendance would be most profitable after they 
have completed the three deliverables. They could present the deliverables and get the 
public input BEFORE getting Steering Committee approval. Larry and others wanted to prevent 
the perception that the presentations were a done deal. Wayne thought that the public meetings
should take place on evenings or weekends when there might be greater opportunities for 
attendance. Tom suggested that the location of the meeting be rotated within the region. Jim 
suggested that each member of the Steering Committee that represented a constituency, brief 
that Council, Commission or Board on Regional Water Planning. All agreed. Louis suggested the 
representatives from the various areas hold public meetings. This way we could maximize the 
opportunities for public input. For example, Louis, Jim and Hal could conduct the public 
hearing in Deming. Those in Reserve, Lordsburg and Silver City could do likewise. There was 
general consensus that this too was a good idea. Since the Steering Committee meetings are 
also public meetings, Engineers Inc will make presentations as well as DBS&A. Alex requested 
that Joanne provide the Steering Committee with a Gantt Chart outlining the when deliverables will 
be available, suggested dates for public meetings, etc. Tom briefed that we had conducted 
public hearings in Silver City, Deming and Reserve. The purpose of those hearings was to get 
public input and concerns and to solicit membership for the Steering Committee. We discussed in 
detail the pros and cons of doing another Scopeing round and decided not to undertake another 
round at this time, although Louis' idea of local public hearings would meet this goal. 
 

We also agreed to use as applicable the Public Involvement Plan developed by the Black Range 
RC&D. Tom and Joanne are to draft the plan for approval at the next meeting of the Steering 
Committee. The Steering Committee would like to have the draft plan several days in advance 
of the meeting. 
 

Resolution 01-03 agreeing that the organizations represented on the Steering Committee would 
provide DBS&A with documents important to their development of the Plan was approved. 
 

The next meeting will be February 27, 2003 at the Bayard Community Center. Meeting was 
adjourned. 

 



 
Minutes of the Southwest Regional Water Planning Steering Committee Meeting held on 
February 27, 2003 at 2:30pm at the Bayard Community Center. 
 
Those in attendance were as follows: Tom Bates- Planning Manager, Mary Jo Lopez, 
Recording Secretary/City of Deming, Robert Esqueda- Utilities Director for Silver City, 
Gerald Schultz - Tyrone, Ruben Moreno - City Council Town of Hurley, Vance Lee - 
Hidalgo County, Tom Shelley - Phelps Dodge, Bill Webb – SF SWCD, Alex Thal – Catron 
County, Joseph F. Arrellano- Grant County Commissioner, Ray Barton- PA Resident, Eddie 
Sedillos - City of Bayard, Jason Jacquez - City of Bayard, Mary Alice Murphy- SC Daily 
Press, Robert C. Morales, Sr.-Self, Frank Kenney- GSWCD, George Pintar- Luna Co. 
SWCD, Jim Olson- Luna Co At Large, Louis Jenkins- City of Deming, Wayne Erickson- 
Engineers, Inc., Joe Hutto- At Large, Larry Caldwell- Self, Gilbert Grijalva Jr.- Santa Clara, 
Walter R. Biebelledr- San Lorenzo, NM, Tom Schultes, Silver City Sun News 

Meeting was called to order at approximately 2:30 pm by Tom Bates. Introductions took place 
then Tom took Roll Call. Discussion on minutes approval began. Alex Thal suggested that 
Joanne should have been available for discussion on the Water Plan. George Pintar motioned to 
continue on with the agenda on approving the minutes as adjusted. Frank Kenney seconded 
motion. Minutes were approved with amendments made at approximately 2:40pm. Jim Olson 
brought to discussion that he thought additions to the minutes should include a request made by 
Larry Caldwell for Tom to distribute a letter typed by himself to the Steering Committee. Tom 
approved to have this included in the minutes. Minutes were approved unanimously. 
 
Regional Water Plan Update: Tom went over bill from Daniel B. Stephens & Associates, Inc. 
which were billings for Public Participation, Water Supply Analysis, Quality Assurance, etc. 
which totaled $ 2,454.00 and has been paid. Wayne Erickson with Engineers, Inc. took over by 
explaining the studies which are underway, and passed out handouts for examples. Wayne 
suggested to combine meetings and hold a public meeting in Reserve in which Joanne would be 
present with some materials to show progress of the water plan. DBS has used and developed 
forms to use on our project as well to be reviewed by the Steering Committee for approval. 
Wayne passed out a copy of a pamphlet developed by Tom and Joanne. Comments on the 
pamphlet should go to Tom. Tom stated that Wayne will be used as a focal point whether in 
meeting with people or by phone conferences to answer any questions he can help with. 
“Wayne suggested finding people in communities which could help with topics such as population 
and growth projection, as well as residential and industrial type subjects, this would also speed up 
the project somewhat. Tom stated that he would rely on the input of the Steering Committee 
members to find contact people who could help with the study. These contact can be sent to Tom 
then he will forward them to Joanne. Gerald stated that the committee needs to work together with 
other groups and not independently. Discussion on the Annotated Table of Contents began, 
Tom started by asking if anyone had suggestions to take back to Joanne. 



 
Suggestions on 4.1 – Alex suggested to add water rights, state publication, information up front. 
Different kinds of water rights available. Tom Shelly suggested that the various 40 year plans 
probably have descriptions of water rights which could be used by the contractor. Tom Bates 
emphasized that making your information available to the contractor was important for that 
reason. 
Suggestions on 4.1.2- Vance Lee suggested to keep and eye on ongoing legislation especially 
Senator Kyle’s bill since the Gila River goes through Hidalgo County. And three 
components to be studied: supply, demand and budget. Suggestions on 5.1 – Alex 
suggested that the plan be formatted so that the three main components (i.e. supply, demand 
and water budget) stand out. 
Tom Shelley - when I look at this table. The available dates don’t seem to match. Fort 
Bayard since 1880 and yet available dates here for Fort Bayard were from 1946 to the present. 
Tom wonders if the reason is because they’re using data that’s available electronically. 
On 5.1.3 on Evaporation and Evapotranspiration:- Louis Jenkins questioned if the study 
should include stations in Silver City, Deming, Lordsburg, Florida and the Reserve Ranger 
Station stating that he thought these locations were more relevant. Animas and Cloverdale 
were suggested as being helpful in the study. Gerald Schultz explained that those areas may 
be representative. Alex requested that Wayne check and see if data might be available on 
other areas. Wayne requested that as you think of comments that you email them to Tom or 
write them on the Table of Contents and mail them to Tom. Alex- I think we need a discussion 
on watershed management. Frank Corn has a base map that you need to get that spells out 
the various watersheds. On 5.2.1 on Streams and Rivers: should include Bill Evans which has 
high tech equipment to record data. Also mentioned was to research the flood in 1993. On 
5.2.2 Alex Thal stated that there are some ponds and tanks that are significant for emergency 
situations that should be considered in the study. 
On 5.3.1 on Groundwater Supply: Gerald Schultz suggested that there is need for better 
assessment on this ground water issue to determine the truest ground water situation in this 
area. Gerald Schultz – this is the crux of the whole report we need to have a better assessment of 
our ground water supply and this will require some field work. George on 5.1,2 & 3 – I see 
nothing about international problems caused. Jim Olson- where under 5.3 will the report tell 
us how much water we have. I agree with Gerald that this is the crux of the plan. Tom 
Shelly- I think the outline is a logical presentation of the information and your question will 
be answered by the time you get to 5.3.6. Robert Esqueda- asked if there would be any field 
testing of wells, aquifers, ground well modeling? Wayne responded that there would not. This 
is one of the limitations of the funding. Tom said that doesn’t mean that we can’t do some field 
work on our own. 5.3.2 George Pintar and Joe Hutto Questioned about international problems, 
should they be added, due to the impact on it’ll have on Mexico, being that the Mimbres Basin 
goes into Mexico. 
5.3.3 On wells providing data are working wells and are not metered, thus data is 
questionable. 
5.3.4 on Well Fields: Concerns as to the monitoring of wells not being done the same 
way with the same formulas to determine production from the wells. 



 
Question by Robert Esqueda: Is there going to be any actual testing of wells, aquifers 
etc.? Answer by Wayne. No, they’ll be all paper studies. 
5.3.5 By Joe Hutto “There should be a standard methodology to establish water column and 
depth of water on all wells.” 
Also questioned by Joe Hutto were the tree ring studies. Is this significant data in the 
research of floods or droughts? 
Gerald Schultz stated that DBS needs to be very careful in showing the minimum and 
maximum projection for 4 years. 
 
Tom moved on to the Public Participation Plan was next on agenda and discussed. Changes were 
made accordingly to suggestions made by Joann Hilton and Alex Thal. Purpose of the plan is to 
provide sufficient relevant information to enable the public to thoroughly understand the regional 
water planning efforts if the Southwest Region and to illicit public’s input for the regional plan and 
to obtain public support for the regional water plan. 

1. Public Meetings- to include eight public meetings when the working people could 
attend. DBS or Engineers Inc. would be there to make a presentation or to support a 
presentation. Also organize regionally for a meeting and give the public a chance to 
comment. The materials that will be included in the presentations are assessments of 
ground and surface water supplies and water budget information. Public meetings can be 
announced along with utility bills, by website, by flyers and advertised by media. Gerald 
Schultz suggested writing a column weekly in the newspapers with information on the 
water plan etc. 

2. Website. – agreed on. 
3. Read Files – will be placed in the public libraries in the county seats of Silver City, Deming, 

Reserve, and Lordsburg. This file includes member information such as phone numbers 
and email addresses. As well as documentation pertaining to the water plan. 

4. Press Releases- releases will be published to five local area newspapers. Gerald would 
like to add something to catch the public’s eye, such as “ongoing studies on Water Supply, 
find out about it”. Jim suggested something like “We want your water”, he also 
suggested to do radio announcements to get people concerned and anxious to participate 
in the plan. Ruben suggested including water conservation slips in the water bills. Joe 
suggested emailing announcements to CATS. Frank suggested to announce to big 
businesses so their employees will help with spreading the word on the water plan 
meetings. 

5. Handouts/Pamphlets- will be sent by email or mail for Steering Committee 
approval then be made available to the public. 

6. Speaker Program- Tom suggests getting a list of people who will speak. Jim Olson 
inquired of having the speeches scripted so that the speaker won’t emphasize something 
out of context. Gerald suggested to have materials of the speech available to keep 
focus on the important issue at hand. Tom wonders if it is important to have speeches 
scripted. George felt that the speeches should be educative to the studies. Jim- a five 
point outline for the speeches. Ruben suggested to pinpoint exactly what is wanted to 
talk about then from there on it would be the speaker’s job to break it up and speak about it 
in their own words. 



 
Gerald suggested to not give too much information, just stimulate their thought 
process so that they will attend the other meetings. 

7. CATS- a program involving panel discussion will be developed. Joe will be 
producing the program being that he is on the CATS Board. 

8. Individual one-on-one briefings will be offered to our local legislatures. 9. 
Letters to the major businesses, radio, TV stations, etc. 

 
Communication and Coordination- the Regional Water Planning Manager and the 

Public Participation Committee will coordinate the overall public involvement. Motion to 
approve Public Participation Plan made by George Pintar seconded by Frank Kenney, 
with changes approved unanimously. 

CAP- was next on agenda and discussed. Howard, Gerald, Alex, Dutch and Tom himself 
went and got briefing. Gerald provided a limited supply of copies to the members so they could 
pass around. The briefing was recorded by Gerald, therefore anyone wanting a copy may 
contact Gerald. Gerald briefly gave input from the briefing, as did Tom. Discussion was on 
water rights, Indian’s water rights, etc. 
Reminder to the members who have not yet signed the Co-Op Agreement was made by 
Tom. 
 
Next on agenda was public input: Larry Caldwell was given 3 minutes to comment. He 
stated that he submitted letters of which contained written comments on the 18th of November 
asking that Tom lay his comments in front of the committee, which was not done. He feels that 
Tom has been censoring the mail and that he does not want public input because he withheld 
Larry’s comments from the committee. Larry wants a response in the question of the 
procedures of open public meeting act. Tom replies to Larry’s comments, Tom has replied to 
Mr. Caldwell’s letter and explained that the ISC requires that the Steering Committee prepare 
and oversee the proposals in Exhibit A Scope of Work. The Steering Committee has 
oversight but the fiscal agent which is the City of Deming has to prepare the RFP. 
Louis Jenkins came to Tom’s defense and stated that he works with Tom everyday and that he is 
a very honest and hardworking man. 
Mr. Caldwell distributed a letter saying that the Steering Committee had violated the Open 
Meetings Act by allowing the Selection Committee to select DBS & Assoc. as the contractor. 
Jim Olson stated that he disagrees with Mr. Caldwell. Mr. Olson being in the selection 
committee states that there was not anything done that should be of question referring to the 
selection of D B Stephens. Mr. Olson asked if Tom had contacted a Lawyer about this 
situation. Tom stated that all the RFP’s were all sealed when received by the fiscal agent (The 
City of Deming) and they were opened in front of the Selection Sub-Committee which included 
Mr. Olson, Tom Anderson, Howard Hutchinson and Tom Bates and a witness being either 
Mr. Jenkins or Mr. McInturff. The RFP’s were given to the selection committee and they 
were evaluated and came up with a short list. Then, the short list was invited to make public 
presentations then the subcommittee went if front of the City Council and recommended Daniel B. 
Stephens pending successful contract negotiations. The City council selected Daniel B. 
Stephens, the sub committee 



 
did some of the ground work and did not select the contractor. Upon Tom contacting a lawyer, he 
was informed that advisory committees do not come under the open meeting act, therefore there 
has been no violation. 
Jim made a motion to close public comments, Tom asked for any other public input. Closed. 
 
Next Meeting will be held on April 24, 2003 at 2:30 pm at the Bayard Community Center. 
 
Meeting was adjourned by Tom Bates. 



Southwest Regional Water Planning 
Steering Committee Meeting 

Minutes on April 24, 2003  
 

Attendees: 
Tom Bates- Planning Manager, Louis Jenkins-City of Deming, Mary Jo Lopez, 
Recording Secretary/City of Deming, Robert Esqueda- Utilities Director for Silver City, 
Gerald Schultz - Tyrone, Gilbert Grijalva- Santa Clara, Howard Hutchinson – San 
Francisco SWCD, Frank Kenney – Grant County SWCD, George Pintar- Deming 
SWCD, Don Rauch – At large, Dutch Salmon – At large, Gerald Schultz – At large, 
Eddie Sedillos- Bayard, Thomas L. Shelley- Phelps Dodge, Alex Thal- Catron County, 
Henry Torres- Grant County, Don Hartman- NRCS/Farmer, Wayne Ericson- Engineers, 
Inc., Dominique Cartron – Asst. Project Manager for DB Stephens, Vance Lee- Hidalgo 
County,  Mark Koffler-Drilling Water Service, Victor Ruiz-SWNM Council of 
Governments. 
 
Call To Order/Introductions/Roll Call: 
Meeting was called to order at approximately 2:30 pm by Tom Bates.  Introductions took 
place then Roll Call was taken by Mary Jo Lopez.  
    
Minute Approval: 
Discussion on minutes approval began.  Tom stated that any changes of minutes would 
be changed as suggested.  No suggestions were made.  Minutes were moved to be 
accepted by George Pintar, seconded by Louis Jenkins; carried unanimously. 
 
Regional Water Plan Update- by Dominique Cartron: 
Tom Bates introduced Dominique Cartron, Assistant Project Manager for Daniel B. 
Stephens, and handed the meeting over to her for her presentation.   
Dominique began by passing out handouts to be used during her presentation.  
Dominique gave updates on the progress report: laid out similar to contract.   
The deliverables is information that is delivered to the committee as part of the contract 
along with the progress that was made.  Dominique also stated that they are helping Tom 
out, along with Wayne Ericson from Engineers, INC., with public involvement, providing 
the necessary materials.  Dominique stated that Daniel B. Stephens will be attending the 
quarterly meetings of the SWRWPSC to provide information.  She stated that they are 
open on getting any input from the Steering Committee on the Annotated TOC.  
Dominique suggested that the Committee take their time looking at the TOC, make any 
suggestions and inform her of them.  Dominique informed the Committee that the TOC 
follows the ISC’s template, therefore it should not be reorganized.  However, key issues 
or areas of concern should be noted by the Steering Committee. Dominique stated that 
the August 2002 population projections from the Bureau of Business and Economic 
Research at the University of New Mexico, will be used to do the demand study until the 
BBER revisions to that document are available.  However, for the June fact sheets, 
DBS&A will rely on the August 2002 study  Dominique stated that  SW Planning and 
Marketing is researching most of the studies at this time. 



   
Wayne stated that he has met with communities within our region and is compiling the 
raw data to assist in the study.  Some data was gathered from Robert Esqueda, Louis 
Jenkins, and Lori Martinez on well information.  Rancho Grande, Lordsburg and Rodeo 
are waiting for more information from Tink Jackson and  Tom Watley on irrigation 
information and the status of the water data base.  Wayne stated that he has collected the 
40 year water plans from some areas that have them.  He plans to meet with George 
Jackson,(who’s had a long history on water information), as well as Bayard 
representatives and Tom Shelley from Phelps Dodge on the irrigation and water rights. 
The Water Budget will come after determining the supply and demand of water. 
Dominique clarified the timelines of the studies.  The fact sheets based on research 
completed to date will be provided in June to the Steering Committee.  The deliverable 
for Tasks 2 and 3 in the contract, the water supply and demand study, will be issued in 
August to the Steering Committee two months earlier than the contract schedule date of 
October.   
 
Water Budget Estimates by County- Proposal presented by DBS&A 
Dominique distributed a  proposal for develop Water Budget Estimates by Counties.   
Gerald Schultz said that there could be some problem with the public interpretation of the 
way that the "Water Supply and Demand in Example County" graph is shown. He is 
concerned that the increasing uncertainty of the future year projections will not be 
adequately addressed and presented which will create a false sense of interpretation by 
the public. Dominique stated that the demand will provide a high, a medium and a low.  
And with water supply availability, they will look at a 10, 50 and 90%  available supply 
which will take into account uncertainties.   For regional water planning, identifying gaps 
between supply and demand under drought scenarios is important.  She stated that 
DBS&A would note uncertainties in the water budget when the study is presented.. 
Dominique asked for more questions or issues.  She stated that the ISC has approved two 
other Regional Water Plans DB Stephens had been working on. 
  
Louis Jenkins asked if it was beneficial to do the water plan County by County vs. 
Regional.  Dominique stated that it was difficult to evaluate the water supply by  County 
since the hydrology in the region is complex and the data is not organized by county..  
She also stated that the water budget by county task, if funded, would be incorporated 
into the regional water plan. 
 
Gerald asked that in task 4, if the drought conditions would be included into the averages 
of the water supply.  Dominique, stated that they are focusing on when the water supply 
is not available.  Dominique will mention Gerald’s question to Joanne. 
 
Tom asked how they were going to do implementation.  He stated that this was an 
important part of the plan.  Dominique stated that after the supply and demand has been 
determined, Phase II of the regional water plan involves identification of alternatives for 
meeting future demand by the Steering Committee and stakeholders.    Generally, 
implementation of the alternatives identified in the Regional Water Plan is undertaken by 
the local governments of the Regions.  Implementation is not part of the regional water 



plan is not funded by the ISC. Phase II of the Regional Water Plan for the Southwest has 
not been funded by the ISC. 
 
Tom asked if there were any other questions for Dominique.  Howard asked when talking 
about water budgets, you’re talking about how to allocate water to the uses determined.  
Dominique stated that water budget does not determine the allocation of water.  The 
water budget determines the demand and supply of water.  The gap between the supply 
and demand is identified and alternatives to address this gap are identified in Phase II of 
the Regional Water Plan. Tom stated that the surface water is less, and the aquifer keeps 
going down.    
 
As an example of alternatives identified by other regions, Dominique also stated that in 
10 to 15 years the placement of surfactants on reservoirs could be considered limit water 
evaporation.  Educating children, over time would also help with water conservation.    
Wayne stated that he will do studies on pumped and metered wells.  He will also try to 
capture major water right holders.   
Dutch Salmon asked how the entities which own, but do not use their water rights, are 
being fit into the demand study.  Dominique stated she didn’t think this information 
would be apparent in the demand study since it looks at actual use of water. To determine 
whether individuals with paper water rights are actually using their water rights would 
require a  hydrographic survey  of the entire region which is a multi-million dollar 
process. 
Dutch also stated that by not including the water rights not in use would show a lower 
amount of water supply.  Dominique clarified that the Regional water plan shows 
physical not legal water supply.  She noted that a portion of the regional water plan 
addresses legal limitations on the water supply and that this issue can be mentioned in 
that section.  
Mary Helen Follingstad stated that the water rights which aren’t used could be targeted 
for future use in the Region.   
Gerald Schultz asked if the public law was not to identify resources and to protect the 
resources.  Once it is protected will this stop Texas from getting our water.  Dominique 
stated that the way to block a transfer was for the State to demonstrate that the water is 
needed for the region as part of the regional public welfare.  If the State of New Mexico 
can demonstrate the need for the water through the regional water plans, it could block 
water transfers out-of-state.   
Dominique asks for any other questions, then,  concluded her presentation. 
 
Public Involvement Participation Update: 
Tom gave an update on the progress of DB Stephens, which has completed 23% of the 
work.  Tom stated that they have concentrated and completed 15% of the water supply 
analysis.  And they have completed 2% of the water demand analysis.   
 
Committee Reports-Technical Review, Water Rights/Legal Public Participation: 
Tom states that there has been two new subcommittees formed.  One being the Technical 
Review Committee, including Louis Jenkins, Tom Shelley, Gerald Schultz, Howard 



Hutchinson, Wayne Ericson and Robert Esqueda.  This committee is composed of the 
technical people on the Steering Committee.  
 
The Water Rights/Legal Committee is composed of:  Howard Hutchinson, Alex Thal, 
George Pintar, Vance Lee, Tom Shelley, Sherry Tippett, and Bob Rogers. 
 
Tom stated that a draft of the plan will be issued and public meetings will be held to 
gather comments..  Tom asked if additional funding will be needed to have DB Stephens 
get involved.  Dominique stated that current budget does not included DBSA 
participation in public meetings to gather comments. Howard asked if the final plan 
deliveries would be delivered to the counties.  He states if there will be a joint county 
commission meeting or a council type of meeting to sign off on the final plan.  Howard 
states that these meetings, if held, may be open to the public to attend.   
Dominique states that one draft should be issued then gather all comments.  Then it 
would be in favor of the budget to issue the final draft including all comments.   
 
Tom stated that the legal committee has not met.  The technical committee has met.  
Howard states that everybody who is working on the committees can make it hard or easy 
for the contractors.  However, if it is made easier for the contractor it will be beneficial in 
budget and information. 
 
Membership Attendance Report: 
Tom skipped the membership report due to the fact that the by-laws weren’t being 
enforced.  This will be discussed at the next meeting. 
 
Request for Documents: 
Tom stated that there was a request from Larry Caldwell for information on aquifers.  
The information will be of access to Mr. Caldwell.  Dominique provided copies of 
information to Tom, which will be accessible in the two most central locations for the 
public to look over. 
 
Public and Membership Input: 
Tom asked if there was any public or membership input.  There were no further 
comments. 
 
Meeting was adjourned by Tom Bates at approximately 4:20pm, setting the next meeting 
for June 26, 2003 at the Bayard Community Center. 



Southwest Regional Water Planning 
Steering Committee Meeting 

Minutes on June 26, 2003  
 

Attendees: 
Tom Bates- Planning Manager, Mary Jo Lopez, Recording Secretary/City of Deming, 
Robert Esqueda- Utilities Director for Silver City, Gerald Schultz - Tyrone, Gilbert 
Grijalva- Santa Clara, Howard Hutchinson – San Francisco SWCD, Frank Kenney – 
Grant County SWCD, George Pintar- Deming SWCD, Don Rauch – At large, Dutch 
Salmon – At large, Gerald Schultz – At large, Eddie Sedillos- Bayard, Thomas L. 
Shelley- Phelps Dodge, Alex Thal- Catron County, Henry Torres- Grant County, Don 
Hartman- NRCS/Farmer, Wayne Ericson- Engineers, Inc., Joanne Hilton Project 
Manager for DB Stephens & Assoc., Inc., Vance Lee- Hidalgo County,  Mark Koffler-
Drilling Water Service, Victor Ruiz-SWNM Council of Governments. 
 
Call To Order/Introductions: 
Meeting was called to order at approximately 2:34 pm by Tom Bates.  Mr. Bates started 
with introductions.  
    
Minute Approval: 
Discussion on minutes approval. Tom stated that there would be one correction on the 
minutes under the Legal and Technical Committee to include Dutch Salmon. No further 
changes were suggested.  It was motioned to approve the Minutes as amended by Vance 
Lee, seconded by Dutch Salmon; carried unanimously. 
 
Regional Water Plan Update- by Joanne Hilton: 
Mr. Bates stated that the meeting in Lordsburg on June 25th organized by Vance Lee went 
as planned and there were good comments by the public as well.  Mr. Bates stated that 
the presentation which was given in Lordsburg is the same as will be given at this 
meeting and at the meeting in Reserve.   Mr. Bates stated that Ms. Hilton was very 
receptive to the input of the attendees.  Mr. Bates introduced Ms. Hilton and she started 
her presentation.  Ms. Hilton passed out handouts on her presentation and began with the 
background.  Ms. Hilton stated that the Water Plan is a statewide program with 16 
planning regions focusing on how much water is available physically and legally and the 
demand of water.  Ms. Hilton stated that the region would cover Catron, Grant, Hidalgo 
and Luna Counties, in which the City of Deming is the fiscal agent for the project.  
However, the Steering Committee is the overseer of the planning process and will review 
the draft documents.  Ms. Hilton states that the final outcome is to have a plan that will be 
approved by the Interstate Stream Commission Guidelines.  Ms. Hilton states that the 
sections to be completed during Phase I would be:  Introduction, Public Involvement, 
Background Information, Legal and Water Rights Issues, Water Supply Assessment and 
the Water Demand and Budget (being the how much supply there is and the need for it).  
Phase II would be Water Budgets by County, Alternatives for Meeting Future Demand, 
and Recommendations.  Ms. Hilton stated that the plan would eventually be implemented 
by the Counties.  Ms. Hilton stated that DBS&A and Engineers Inc. are working on the 



plan being overseen by the Steering Committee, getting input from the members as well 
as the public to help in the planning process.  Ms. Hilton stated that the Water Supply 
Assessment has four major components on climate, surface water, groundwater, and 
water quality, various climate stations were looked at and some maps will be included for 
this study.  Mr. Hutchinson stated that the use of the assumption that stream flows match 
the climates would be misleading.  Rather that  using an annual log, it should be isolated 
from the last wk of Sept. to the end of Oct. in which there is a wide rainfall event in this 
time frame.  Ms. Hilton stated that she could look at some of that data and that there will 
be some more analysis on this part.  Mr. Bates asked if there was a correlation of the 
highs all in the same year.  Ms. Hilton states that there is a correlation however it isn’t 
100 percent, there are some variability’s and some drier years.  Mr. Bates asked if the 
stream flows were measured in CFS.  Ms. Hilton stated that it is measured in CFS 
converted to acre feet.  Mr. Salmon asked what the difference was from the average to the 
medium.  Ms. Hilton stated that the medium was where half the flows are below and half 
the flows are higher.    Ms. Hilton went over the Water Supply Assessment and briefly 
explained some highlights of the plan.  Ms. Hilton showed graphs to show the water 
depletions and projected population by counties.  Ms. Hilton stated that she would 
include the documentation of projections on population.   
 Ms. Hilton stated that Daniel B. Stephens & Assoc., Inc. will try to have a draft 
report ready in August for comments to be gathered.  This report will be distributed along 
in the read files so that the public will be able to review the draft.   
 
 
 
Meting was adjourned by Tom Bates at approximately 4:20pm, setting the next meeting 
for September 04, 2003. 
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Southwest Regional Water Planning 
Steering Committee Meeting 

Minutes on September 04, 2003  
  
 Attendees: 
Tom Bates- Planning Manager, Robert Esqueda- Utilities Director for Silver City, Gerald 
Schultz - Tyrone, Gilbert Grijalva- Santa Clara, Howard Hutchinson – San Francisco 
SWCD, Frank Kenney – Grant County SWCD, George Pintar- Deming SWCD, Don 
Rauch – At large, Dutch Salmon – At large, Gerald Schultz – At large, Eddie Sedillos- 
Bayard, Thomas L. Shelley- Phelps Dodge, Alex Thal- Catron County, Henry Torres- 
Grant County, Don Hartman- NRCS/Farmer, Wayne Ericson- Engineers, Inc., Joanne 
Hilton Project Manager for DB Stephens & Assoc., Inc., Vance Lee- Hidalgo County,   
  
Call To Order/Introductions: 
Mr. Bates called the meeting to order at approximately 2:30 pm.   
  
Minute Approval: 
Mr. Bates asked for the approval of the minutes from the previous meeting.  Howard 
Hutchinson moved to approve the minutes as written, seconded by Gerald Schultz; 
carried unanimously. 
  
Regional Water Plan Update Phase I 
Mr. Bates turned the meeting over to Joanne Hilton for a summary of  Phase I, which is 
essentially a supply and demand study.  Tom stated that summary information on the 
supply and demand work was also presented at the June steering committee meeting and 
at the public meetings, in which Joanne went over the main points of the plan.   
 
Ms. Hilton stated that she is going to go over the progress report and go over the water 
budget as well as the review and comments process.   
 
Progress Report:  Ms. Hilton stated that on the public involvement, Daniel B. Stephens & 
Assoc., Inc. have participated in attending the steering committee meetings, and have 
attended several other meetings as well.  Ms. Hilton stated that they added on the public 
meetings to go to the communities and present information as to what the Regional Water 
Planning is, what the supply and demand studies are showing, and to gather public input.  
The fact sheets and brochure were also prepared by DBS & A.   
 
Ms. Hilton stated that Tom had asked for copies of the supply/demand study for each 
community, and that additional CD-Rom copies are available as well.  Mr. Bates stated 
that he would make the copies available to the Public Libraries as well for the public to 
view.  Ms. Hilton stated that the plan will also be available on their website, 
www.dbstephens.com  Ms. Hilton stated that a draft of the report would be supplied as 
part of phase I, which will be finalized when the regional water plan is produced in phase 
II.  Ms. Hilton stated that if any comments that are controversial should come up, the 
steering committee will be involved in determining the corrections.  Mr. Schultz 
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questioned the time frame on the plan’s finalization as per the State’s requirements.  Ms. 
Hilton stated that there isn’t a deadline rush as per her knowledge.  The group agreed to 
complete comments by November 15, 2003, but will revisit this deadline at the next 
meeting.  
 
Ms. Hilton stated that water budgets are sometimes talked about for ground water basins 
in regard to budgeting how much pumping can be done each year without damaging the 
aquifer, however in this situation the budget refers to the reconciliation of the regional 
water supply and the demand.  Ms. Hilton stated that the most meaningful way to view 
this budget would be by counties.  The stream flows were presented both as average 
flows and as flows that are representative of drought conditions.  On the irrigation, the 
state engineers office as well as local agricultural sources helped with this information.  
Gerald questioned the significance of the return flow to this region.  Ms. Hilton stated 
that the return flow was one of the things that can have larger error bars.   
 
Mr. Schultz asked if the reservoir evaporation is based on numbers such as net 
evaporation or if it was a gross evaporation.  Ms. Hilton stated that estimates are provided 
by the OSE based on surface area of the reservoir and an applicable evaporation rate.  Mr. 
Olson stated that there shouldn’t be any number on this.  Ms. Hilton stated that it would 
be fixed.    Ms. Hilton stated that for the past fifteen years there hadn’t been any records 
on the evaporation studies.  Mr. Schultz stated that the evaporation number is a very 
significant number for the study.  Ms. Hilton stated that Elephant Butte evaporates 
between 100,000 and 250,000 acre feet per year, in which the highest years were when 
the pool was high.  Ms. Hilton stated that if anyone had some additional information on 
reservoirs she could include it.  
 
Ms. Hilton stated that it was decided on that that the most accurate way to get numbers on 
the water budget would be to use the more downstream gauges, correcting the numbers 
for the amount of irrigated acres, in which there may still be error, working with only the 
information that could be gathered.  Mr. Schultz stated that unless there was some 
detailed reason to have a Regional Water Basin study, the gauging stations pretty well 
represents any factor that influences any water passing that gauge.   
 
Ms. Hilton stated that she will work on the technical memo including all the comments 
that have been made.  Ms. Hilton stated that to fill the data gaps the two biggest 
parameters that are most uncertain are the  riparian evapo-transpiration and the amount of 
water needed to address the fish and wild life and endangered species issues.  Ms. Hilton 
stated that this is a data gap and is important to the study.  Ms. Hilton stated that if 
anyone wanted to try to do a little more quantification on what the actual precipitation 
verses stream flow, there would be some uncertainty because we are working with old 
maps from WRRI.  If more drought year records are available, it would be helpful.   
 
Tom stated that the cost for Phase II  will be about $200,000. Once Phase II is completed 
and the public input is collected, Phases I and II, including the alternatives and the 
recommended solutions for the shortfalls, will be finalized and integrated into a complete 
regional water plan. There are 16 regions in the State; four of them have not been funded 
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for completion of phase II .  Tom provided the copies of the letters he wrote to the water 
trust board and the copy of their denial, also Joanne drafted a letter for the ISC requesting 
money.  Mary Helen Follingstad has mentioned to Mr. Bates that they do have $800,000 
allocated for planning, but she thinks the plan is to use that for the state water plan then 
once they have a pretty good idea how much that will cost they may break some of those 
funds loose for regional water planning.  Mr. Bates stated that the concern of the 
members is that they keep the effort going. 
 
There will be a meeting in October.  He stated that they will come up with some 
alternatives during this time until the next meeting, when they will be prioritized.  Mr. 
Bates stated that if the funding is granted they can start working on a regional water 
authority, which Howard is already working on. Mr. Bates states that the final task is to 
work with our Legislators, John Smith and Ben Altamirano.   
 
Mr. Bates stated that there are different ideas on volumes one and two.  Mr. Bates stated 
that one plan be given to each county then the county could make maximum utilization of 
it.  The plan would be taken to the meetings and left at the libraries when it is not in use.  
Mr. Schultz asked if everyone on the technical committee should review the reports.  Mr. 
Bates stated that the steering committee would go over the documents and make 
suggestions and comments.   
 
Mr. Bates stated that he wants the steering committee to have an opportunity to view the 
documents and they will put the documents in libraries as well. 

  
Public Input/ Membership Input 
 
Regional Water Authority- Howard 

 
Mr. Hutchinson stated that the COG will draft the letter for signatures from each one of 
the political subdivisions represented on the COG.  The letter will be sent to our 
congressional delegations emphasizing that we support the acquisition of the 18,000 acre 
feet in Southwestern NM, and also requesting that the congressional delegation protect 
NM’s interest in the 18,000 acre feet by amending the Arizona Indian’s Settlement Act 
that is currently in the Senate and in the House and the COG agreed to do that.  
 
Howard will be contacting Mike Connor at senator Dominici’s office; he is the chief of 
staff for the senator on the Energy Committee to discuss the details.   
 
The State of New Mexico is looking primarily at trying to prioritize the State Plan rather 
than delivering funds to regional efforts and trying to keep up with little projects in every 
Community.  They are also looking at what rises up to State Action.  
 
Discussion continued on the subject. 
 
Mr. Bates adjourned the meeting and next meeting was set for October 23, 2003 at 2:30 
p.m. in Bayard, NM. 



















Southwest Regional Water Planning 
Steering Committee Meeting 
Minutes on January 13, 2004 

  
  
Attendees:  
Vance Lee- Hidalgo County, Jerry Donaldson- NM O-PD, David Mc Sherry (for 
Don Hartman)- Luna County (Luna Co F &LB), John Burkstaller-DBS&A, Inc., 
Tom Bates- City of Deming, Wayne D. Ericson- Engineers Inc., Louis Jenkins- 
City of Deming, Gerald Schultz- Black Range RC&D, George Pintar- DSWCD, 
Rick Olson- NRCS Black Range RC&D coordinator, Bobby Creel- WRRI, Mary 
Helen Follingstad- ISC, John Sweetser- Luna County (F&LB), Walter R Biebello 
III- S.W.N.M, Robert Esqueda- Town of Silver City, Walter Biebelle Jr.- Self , 
Mary Jo Lopez- City of Deming. 
  
Call To Order/Introductions: 
 Mr. Bates called the meeting to order at approximately 9:30 am. Suspending the 
roll call to sign in sheet and introductions, due to time. 
  
Minute Approval: 
 Mr. Bates asked that everyone review the minutes for October 23rd and asked for 
any corrections and/or changes.  Mr. Lee motioned to approve the October 23rd minutes 
with the suggested corrections, seconded by Mr. Jenkins, carried unanimously.   

Mr. Bates then asked that the committee review the November 20th minutes for 
any corrections.  After some time reviewing the minutes it was motioned by Mr. Pintar to 
approve the minutes with the suggested corrections, seconded by Mr. Jenkins, carried 
unanimously. 

  
Ms. Follingstad- ISC Regional Water Planning Report   

Mr. Bates introduced Ms. Follingstad and gave her some time to speak on the 
funding and the process of the water planning process. 
Ms. Follingstad stated that the process started by the Law Suit between Texas and New 
Mexico over pumping the ground water and the wells that El Paso wanted to drill.  New 
Mexico had to plan to show that the demand for water was greater than the supply of 
water.  The State of New Mexico is looking to the regions for the plans.  Ms. Follingstad 
stated that the funding would be approved on January 21, 2004.  Ms. Follingstad stated 
that each region is an important part of the State water plan.  Ms. Follingstad stated that 
there are two components in working with the alternatives, which are management and 
conservation and determining implementation.  Ms. Follingstad stated that the importance 
of the alternative and feasibility analysis is the funding to implement the project.   

Ms. Follingstad stated that the 18,000acre ft. is very important for the state of 
New Mexico to present a unified front to try and capture the water then work on the 
allocation of it.  Mr. Jenkins asked why Ms. Follingstad thought it was questionable 



about getting the 18,000 acre ft.  Ms. Follingstad stated that if New Mexico wants the 
water we have to make our presence and be obvious that we need the water.   

Mr. Bates stated that Mr. Torres would take the lead in organizing the group who 
will contract for the 18,000 acre ft.  He also stated that the Steering Committee would 
help with that.   

Mr. Bates stated that he met with Jerry and Tom Shelley on exploring the 
possibility of using Bill Evans Lake as storage.  Mr. Bates stated that the important thing 
is that there is the lake, which has the storage capacity of 2 acre feet for the settling of the 
sediment as well as the pipeline.  The pipeline has a diversion capacity of 14,000 acre 
feet.  Mr. Bates stated that Phelps Dodge is willing to allow the region access to the 
pipelines and pumping with the understanding that their requirements come first.  There 
are still some details to work on, such as the maintenance, which is expensive, and other 
details as well.  Mr. Bates stated that Joanne feels that recharge of the aquifer is a very 
beneficial use.     

Mr. Bates stated that Mr. Roepke has made a model and accordingly to that model 
there is only 12,000 acre feet of wet water as opposed to the said 18,000 acre feet of 
water rights.  Mr. Pintar asked what the plan was to move the water to this area.  Mr. 
Bates stated that the plan for part of it was to put a little bit into Bill Evans, and recharge 
the aquifers in Grant County.  Mr. Bates stated that during flooding PD shuts down the 
pumps because of sediment and floating debris.     

Mr. Pintar asked if this would require some kind of holding damn on the Gila.  
Mr. Bates stated that only a reservoir would be able to capture the flood water.  Mr. Bates 
asked if Jerry knows the maintenance cost for the system.  Mr. Donaldson stated that he 
did not know the exact cost, however it is very costly.  Mr. Pintar questioned if the water 
that goes into the Bill Evans Lake goes into different aquifers.  Mr. Bates stated that it 
goes into two basins, the Mimbres Basin and the Gila-San Francisco Basin.   

Mr. Bates asked that Joanne make comments on the Draft Supply and Demand 
Report.   

Ms. Hilton stated that a lot of the comments she got were very helpful.  She stated 
that although they are not addressed, they will be incorporated into the plan.  Ms. Hilton 
stated that the numbers on the water rights have been changed with the help of Wayne 
Ericson from Engineers, Inc.  Mr. Ericson stated that he met with the municipalities as 
well as Phelps Dodge and asked for records to resolve these differences.  Ms. Hilton 
stated that before publishing the Report she would give the Committee a revised copy to 
review and double check before going on with it.  Ms. Hilton stated that the growth 
projections as to the comments that were made on them being too high and some stating 
that they were too low, could be changed.  Ms. Hilton stated that they need more 
clarification on is the future use of irrigated agriculture.             

Ms. Hilton stated that the committee would be having a conference call with SW 
Planning and Marketing at 11 a.m.   

Mr. Bates called a short break at 10:24- Reconvened at 10:32  
 Mr. Bates had all attendees introduce themselves.   
Phase I Review by Bobby Creel (WRRI) 

Mr. Bates turned the meeting over to Mr. Bobby Creel with WRRI.  Mr. Creel 
stated that he had served on the ISC Template Committee, and was the research faculty in 
Ag School at NMSU until he became the Associate Director of  the Water Research 



Institute.  Mr. Creel stated that there was an excellent job done on the information 
gathered by the Consultant and the team that was put together.  Mr. Creel stated that they 
noted a lot of items, in which a lot of the are minor.  Mr. Creel also stated that the 
comments were discussed with Tom and Joanne.   

Mr. Creel’s flaws as stated in the review of DRAFT were as follows:     
1. Introduction- pages 4 & 5 are misleading, as there are a number of other 

sources utilized in addition to those listed.  
Mr. Creel suggests using a more general statement concerning data sources as 
well as published reports relevant to the area. 
2. Background- Section 3.1 General Description of the Planning Region starts 

with discussion of major geologic Physiographic Provinces. 
Mr. Creel suggests beginning with Climate followed by land use, Economy, and 
then Geologic.  He states that he does not feel the necessity to discuss each county 
separately.   
3. Administrative Policies of the State Engineer- It would be appropriate to note 

that the Declared Underground Water Basins discussed here are 
administrative and their boundaries do not necessarily match the physical 
hydro-geologic basins in the planning region.  Also there are hydro-geologic  
basins that are not yet declared.   

4. Water Resources- The water resources of the region should be described 
following the physical hydro-geologic basins structure rather than the 
administrative basins.  Mr. Creel stated that the report by Hawley et al., 2000 
made estimates of extractable groundwater in storage in each of the hydro-
geologic basins along the border which could help in this area.  In figure 5-3, 
he suggests labeling the points with station name.  In figures 5-4, 5-5 & 5-6, 
he suggests providing the source reference.  In figure 5-7, the number of 
streams shown, are not labeled.  There were many changes in section 5, as 
stated in the report Mr. Creel handed out. 

5. Water Demand- Mr. Creel states that since the report is including withdrawals 
and return flows, as well as depletions in the tables and figures, he suggests 
pointing out that your use of the term “water use” means depletion.  And the 
water use projections in tables in Appendix e5 should also be changed to 
depletions. 

6. Water Budget- In the 2nd paragraph on page 166 you make the important point 
that it would be more appropriate to develop water budgets for each of the 
hydrologic basins in the region.  If this can be done it would be preferable to 
county budgets.  Mr. Creel’s recommendation for the water budget is that they 
should attempt to provide only generalized annual estimates similar to those 
that the Middle Rio Grande developed for their planning program. 

 
 
Gerald Schultz questioned if everyone understood the differences of the different kinds of 
water basins.  He stated that he was a bit confused in this area.  Mr. Pintar asked the 
difference between declared and undeclared basins.  Mr. Creel stated that the statues for 
the State Engineer to have jurisdiction must have declared basin boundaries.  Without a 



declaration there’d be no control and people can put wells etc. and may result in effecting 
an existing user.   

It was stated that there is a need to study more on the consumption of water by 
livestock.   

Mr. Lee questioned the change due to the Border Land Security Project.  Mr. 
Hilton stated that it is being considered, and it was agreed that it will have an impact in 
the supply and demand.   

 
There was a conference call with the Southwest Planning and Marketing  
Bruce and Doug with SW Planning and Marketing stated that for 1 acre, usually 

there is one well allowed.  Mr. Lee stated that the subdivisions use less water than the 
lands being farmed.   

Mr. Schultz stated that Grant county is working on a comprehensive plan, and 
questioned how recent was Luna County’s plan, in which Mr. Jenkins stated it was only 
like two (2) years old.   

 
It was motioned by Mr. Jenkins to adjourn the meeting at approximately 12:00 

noon, seconded by Mr. Pintar, carried unanimously. 
 
 
The  next meeting is set for February 26, 2004 at 2:00 p.m. in Bayard, NM at 
the Bayard Community Center. 
 



Southwest Regional Water Planning 
Steering Committee Meeting 

February 26, 2004 
Minutes 

 
 
 
Attendees: 
Tom Bates- Planning Manager, Pansy McDonald- Hidalgo Solid Water, George Pintar- 
DSWCD, Gerald Schultz- Black Range RC&D, Jerry Donaldson- PD NM Operations, 
Louis Jenkins – City of Deming, John Burkstaller- DBS&A, John Kay- DBS&A, Mary 
Alice Murphy- SC Daily Press, Vance Lee- Hidalgo County, Wayne Ericson- Engineers 
Inc., Howard Hutchinson- SFS&W, Alex Thal- Catron County, Walter R. Biebelle I- San 
Lorenzo, Walter R. Biebelle III- San Lorenzo, and Charity Teague- City of Deming   
 
Call To Order/Introductions: 
 Mr. Bates called the meeting to order at approximately 2:15 pm, and introduced 
the members of the Steering Committee. 
 
Minute Approval: 
 Mr. Bates asked for a motion to approve the minutes from the January 13th 
meeting.  It was motioned to approve the minutes by George Pintar, seconded by Louis 
Jenkins, and carried unanimously. 
 
Award of Contract for Phase II 
 Mr. Bates stated that the City of Deming had awarded Daniel B. Stephens, and 
Associates the contract for Phase II, in the amount of $200,000.   
 Mr. Bates asked the members of the committee when they would like to cutoff 
public input portion for Phase I.  Mr. Schultz stated today was a good day to cutoff.  Mr. 
Pintar agreed, mentioning that they had gotten all the comments that they were going to 
get.  It was agreed that it had been plenty of time, considering that they were going to 
give it 90 days, which was up in November.  Mr. Burkstaller said the consultants would 
now start working on addressing the comments and start preparing for brainstorming and 
alternatives.   
 
JPA Update 
 Mr. Bates gave a brief update of the three-hour meeting.  Jack Hyatt, the Grant 
County Attorney, chaired the meeting.  It was decided that four or five attorneys would 
get together to finalize the JPA, and bring it back to the local government entities to sign 
it.  They will try to have it signed as quickly as possible, to start contracting for the 
18,000 acre-feet.  This is a once in a lifetime chance.  If we don’t get the 18,000 acre-
feet, we won’t have a second opportunity.  It’s important that we show a need for it, and 
show how we can make more effective use of the 18,000 acre-feet.  Howard and Vance 
expressed the urgency to show that there will be a future need.  Howard was disappointed 
that many of the issues that the different parties had were not addressed then and there. 



Daniel B. Stephens 
 Mr. Bates turned it over to Daniel B. Stephens, mentioning the 18,000 acre-feet 
will have to be a priority.  Mr. Burkstaller said conservation needed to be considered as 
part of the regional planning process.  He believed the 18,000 acre-feet was out there, 
also mentioning that the argument could be made that we have lots of groundwater in 
storage, so we can mine for a number of years more.  However, we don’t have a lot of 
recharge, so that’s the source that would keep us sustainable.  Howard mentioned that 
trying to surface store the water was not the logical thing to do.  He also stated that the 
Mimbres basin has all the geologic characteristics for recharge capacity.  Tom stated that 
negotiations could possibly be made.  Rather than taking it out of surface and putting into 
the aquifer, use the surface water and leave the aquifer.  
 Mr. Burkstaller directed a question to Jerry Donaldson, asking if there would be 
quality issues.  Jerry stated historically they had used the diversion off of the Gila for 
mining purposes, and didn’t think there would be quality issues.  Howard mentioned 
Tyrone’s restoration process requires a higher amount of ground water, and subsequent 
treatment of that water, that it might be better to switch it around.  Phelps Dodge would 
take the surface water, in exchange for the municipality to take the treated water.  Tyrone 
has two major production wells in that area, so it would be up to them to look at the cost 
benefits, and the higher quality water.  Mr. Burkstaller stated those are the kind of 
alternatives that need to be looked at.  Howard mentioned additional alternatives such as 
the potential water that can be taken off peak flows on the Gila.  On the San Francisco 
side of it, right below Luna Lake, the water drops off into a steep canyon, presenting a 
good holding facility.  It would also create an opportunity to have a negotiation point 
with Arizona.  Howard also mentioned the storage gained from chains of beaver dams, 
which allows water to be released slowly over time.  Alex stated that we weren’t going to 
get anywhere if the meeting weren’t going to be organized.  He suggested agendas should 
be developed, circulated to participating entities, get it approved and stick to the agenda.  
He stated that the time was critical, and was wasted by having public comment drive and 
divert attention.   
 Tom turned it back over to Daniel B. Stephens.  Mr. Burkstaller wanted to talk 
about the scope for Phase II and clear up the areas that still had questions, and the 
meetings going forward.  He also mentioned if there was time, he had a PowerPoint 
presentation to show the committee.   Mr. Burkstaller asked for general comments.  
Howard mentioned that the water budget should be by basin by county.  Mr. Burkstaller 
stated they would do it by basin, then try to extract out balances by county as well, so that 
they have both figures.   Mr. Kay added that they would have to start with the geologic 
basins to determine the water supply, taking a look a how much of each county is within 
that basin.  A report will show the breakdown of water supply within each county, 
separated out by geologic basin. 
 George Pintar directed a question to Mr. Burkstaller, asking if breaking it out by 
county would do anything to discredit original planning.  Mr. Burkstaller stated the plan 
has to be in balance.  There is going to be an issue with what’s feasible economically, and 
what people need in that particular location.  He also mentioned that the way this region 
is split up geographically and politically, you almost have to satisfy the questions of the 
individual political entities.  He added that hopefully it wouldn’t bog them down in trying 



to split up a pie that isn’t feasible.  Mr. Burkstaller stated that they wanted to do a balance 
regionally and come up with alternatives for supply that are economically feasible. 
 George stated that he had hoped Mr. Burkstaller understood his concern, because 
if we do not address this early on, we would be bogged down for more than Phase II is 
going to get paid for.  Mr. Burkstaller agreed and said that was a good point, and stated 
that the key point is feasibility. 
 Gerald asked about the 8 alternatives, and Mr. Burkstaller answered by stating 
that they were going to go through a process of brainstorming alternatives, including 
conservation and new supply alternatives.  They also want to identify decision criteria for 
deciding how to rank the alternatives.  They will develop, in detail, 8 alternatives, with 
some of them not applying to all counties. He continued to say that they will look at 
everything, gathering the ideas that everyone has.  Mr. Burkstaller added that it will be 8 
or fewer alternatives.   
 Mr. Burkstaller asked for permission to talk to Craig about getting more budget or 
shuffling around more money for possible technical support of JPA efforts, and Tom 
agreed.  Mr. Burkstaller said it would give us flexibility.  Mr. Bates mentioned that he 
would like to talk administratively after they finished with the technical side of it.  Mr. 
Burkstaller stated that this was a good time to start talking about how to proceed with 
meetings.  It was discussed and agreed that it would be the afternoon of April 1st, and 
finish up in the morning of April 2.  It was decided at a later date that an all day session 
starting at 9:00 am on April 5, 2004, would be a better date.  The meeting will be held at 
the Bayard Community Center.  It was asked if there was an obligation to advertise the 
meeting.  Louis Jenkins stated we had to advertise it, but we weren’t obligated to have it 
open for public input.  It was discussed that a limit of 3-5 minutes can be set for public 
input. 
 Mr. Bates then let the members of the committee take a short break.  When 
everyone returned, Mr. Burkstaller presented a PowerPoint presentation about 
groundwater recharge and aquifer storage.  A printed copy of the presentation was 
handed out to everyone and will be attached to the hard copy of these minutes.   
 After the presentation, Mr. Bates informed the committee that he and Henry were 
approached by Dr. Turner of Lions Gate.  Dr. Turner would like Henry to allow him to be 
a co-applicant for the 18,000-acre ft, using it for agriculture, until the region grows to the 
point where the growth demands it.  Dr. Turner would then give it up to the 
municipalities.  Mr. Bates mentioned this to Congressman Pierce.  Congressman Pierce 
stated that if this thing smacks the politics, favoritism or profit by a non-government 
entity, it would kill the whole deal in Washington.     
 Mr. Burkstaller said they had been focused so far on supply and demand, that one 
of the things they would try to do between now and the next meeting is to look at some of 
the past feasibility studies, so they can be up to speed.   
 Mr. Bates thanked everyone for coming, especially John Burkstaller, and John 
Kay.  Meeting adjourned. 



AGENDA 
For the 

Southwest Regional Water Planning 
Steering Committee Meeting – Special Meeting 

April 05, 2004   
9:00 A.M. 

 
  

     
Location: Bayard Community Center  
 
 

I. Roll call & Handouts    

II. Approval of the minutes 
III. 9:00am – 12:00pm – Developing alternatives with John Burkstaller, P.E. 

& Joanne Hilton, Daniel B. Stephens (DBS&A) 

IV. 12:00pm – 12:30pm – Lunch on site (catered by DBS&A) 
V. 12:30pm – 3:30pm – Developing criteria for ranking alternatives with 

Michael Bitner, CEO, DBS&A 
VI. 3:30 – 5:30 – Ranking alternatives with Michael Bitner 

   VII.     Public Input 
   VIII.       Membership Input 

 
Next Meeting will be on April 22, 2004 
Public is invited to attend. 

       
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Southwest Regional Water Planning 
Steering Committee Meeting – Special Meeting 

April 5, 2004 
Minutes 

 
 



 
Attendees: 
Tom Bates- Planning Manager, Gerald Schultz- Black Range RC&D, Michael Bitner – 
DBS&A, John Burkstaller- DBS&A, John Kay- DBS&A, Joanne Hilton – DBS&A, 
Mary Helen Follingstod – NMISC, Tim Murrell – NMISC, Mary Alice Murphy- SC 
Daily Press, Vance Lee- Hidalgo County, Wayne Ericson- Engineers Inc., Howard 
Hutchinson- SFS&W, Alex Thal- Catron County, Sally Smith – GRIP, Henry Torres – 
Grant County, Mary Barton Risely – UGWA, Richard Kirby – Environmental Benefits, 
Robert M. Esqueda – Town of Silver City, M.H. Salmon – at large and Charity Teague- 
City of Deming   
 
Call To Order/Introductions: 
 Mr. Bates called the meeting to order at approximately 9:15 am, and introduced 
the members of the Steering Committee, New Mexico Interstate Stream Commission, and 
Daniel B. Stephens and Associates. 
 
Minute Approval: 
 Mr. Bates asked for a motion to approve the minutes from the February 26th 
meeting.  It was motioned to approve the minutes by Alex Thal, seconded by Gerald 
Schultz, and carried unanimously. 
 
Overview of Decision Analysis Process 
 Mr. Bitner defined the purpose and goals of the Decision Analysis Process, as 
well as how to make a decision and develop a strategy.  Alternatives were considered for 
the following OSE planning categories: 
 
¾ ID –  Infrastructure Development 
¾ WC –  Water Conservation 
¾ WQ –  Water Quality 
¾ WS –  Water Supply Development 
¾ WM –  Water Management 

 
Definitions of Preliminary Alternatives 
 

The following are proposed alternatives for meeting water resource needs of the 
Southwest New Mexico water-planning region.  The original alternatives are listed on the 
following page. Any modifications or additions mentioned from the April 5, 2004 
meeting are noted underneath each section.   
 
Water Resource Infrastructure Development 

• ID1 Gila ASR:  Divert New Mexico’s Gila/San Francisco River Entitlement for 
aquifer storage and recovery.  Divert Gila water through a pipeline, infiltration 
gallery, or small side stream reservoir to an aquifer storage and recovery project 
to store the water in underground basins. 



• ID2 Gila Surface:  Divert New Mexico’s Gila/San Francisco River Entitlement 
into main stem or side canyon reservoirs.  Divert Gila water and store it in surface 
reservoirs 

• ID3 WW Reuse:  Treat and reuse wastewater.  Recycle municipal wastewater for 
landscape irrigation. 

• ID4 Recycling:  Recycle commercial and residential on-site water for nonpotable 
uses.  Implement the use of residential gray water systems and/or recycle 
commercial or industrial water for landscaping or industrial uses. 

• ID5 Desalination:  Desalinate water in southern basins.  Pumping and treating 
brackish groundwater from the southern basins will increase the water supply in 
the areas near the desalination plants. 

• ID6 Non-Gila Surface:  Develop additional surface water.  Several projects have 
been considered in the past on rivers in the region other than the Gila.  
Stakeholders should identify specific projects that the region may wish to 
consider. 

Suggested Additions: 
¾ ID7 - Rain Harvesting 
¾ ID8 - Enhance Surface Recharge 
¾ ID9 - Large Scale Importation 
 

Water Conservation 
• WC1 Municipal:  Implement municipal water supply conservation.  Municipalities 

can identify conservation opportunities and sources of inefficiencies.  Leaks are 
often the source of significant water losses in municipal systems.  Public 
education, promotion of xeriscaping (use of low-water-use plants in landscaping), 
and/or increases in block water rate structures can be used to foster household 
conservation.  This alternative could also include requirements for water 
conservation in new subdivisions and water restrictions during drought. 

• WC2 Agricultural:  Implement agricultural conservation measures.  Conservation 
measures such as laser leveling or drip irrigation can greatly improve water use 
efficiency in the agricultural sector.  Lining ditches and encasing delivery systems 
will reduce the amount of water lost to seepage and evaporation between the 
headgate and the delivery point for crops.  The fact that water savings in this area 
will also reduce the amount of recharge to the shallow groundwater and may 
reduce return flow credits must be considered. 

Suggested Additions: 
¾ WC3  - Industrial 

 
 
 
 
Water Quality 

• WQ1 Protection:  Identify, protect and monitor groundwater and surface water 
vulnerable to contamination.  Numerous initiatives could support this alternative.  
For example, drafting and implementing source water and wellhead protection 
plans for key water supplies would define appropriate land uses near water supply 



wells, thus ensuring that nearby activities do not lead to contamination of the 
water supply.  Aquifer protection programs in particularly sensitive areas as well 
as nonpoint source pollution control projects could potentially contribute to 
protecting water quality in the region. 

• WQ2 Replace Septic:  Construct wastewater treatment systems to replace septic 
tanks.  Replacing septic tanks with community or individual liquid waste 
treatment systems may protect future water supplies by ensuring that septic 
systems do not contaminate shallow groundwater. 

 
Water Supply Development 

• WS1 Watershed Mgmt:  Manage watersheds to improve yield and reduce the risk 
of fire.  Active watershed management can in some cases increase the amount of 
water in a watershed that is available for meeting future water demand.  If done 
properly, thinning can contribute to watershed health and reduce the risk of 
catastrophic fire. 

• WS2 Cloud Seeding:  Implement cloud seeding program.   This technique is used 
in some western states to generate winter precipitation in mountainous areas.  
Silver Iodine or dry ice particles are injected or launched into an upper layer of 
clouds. 

• WS3 Remove Exotics:  Remove exotic vegetation and revegetate to reduce 
riparian evapotranspiration.  The presence of exotic species such as salt cedar 
can greatly increase evapotranspiration and thus reduce the water supply.  
Replacing this type of exotic vegetation with native, low-water-use vegetation 
may improve yields from the watershed. 

• WS4 Groundwater:  Develop additional groundwater.  Municipalities and other 
subdivisions of the state can reserve water for the future to guarantee that it will 
be available for the region when the need arises.  This alternative should include 
specific projects currently under consideration, such as well field relocation, 
expansion, or construction. 

Suggested Modifications: 
¾ WS2 – Change “Cloud Seeding” to “Weather Modification” 
¾ WS3 – Change “Remove Exotics” to “Restore Riparian Vegetation” 

 
Water Resources Management 
• WM1 Water Banking:  Establish a local water bank.  Some regions have 

recommended developing a local water bank to allow and manage temporary 
water transfers to meet short-term need.  The New Mexico Office of the State 
Engineer (OSE) has jurisdiction over water transfers and leases and therefore 
would be involved in the process.  Water banking may not be applicable in the 
areas where OSE administrative criteria limit transfers from one area of a basin to 
another. 

• WM2 Regional Authority:  Establish a regional water management authority.  
This entity (e.g., a water user’s association) would act as a fiscal agent for and 
provide water resource management, coordination, and distribution of the 
Gila/San Francisco River Entitlement and other regional-scale projects. 



• WM3 Border Groundwater Mgmt:  Develop a border groundwater management 
plan.  The purpose of the alternative is to protect groundwater supplies in the 
Mimbres, Playas, and Animas basins, which are located on the international 
boundary with Mexico.  This alternative would include modeling and monitoring 
to evaluate the impact that groundwater pumping in Mexico has on New Mexico 
groundwater supplies. 

• WM4 Groundwater Mgmt Plans:  Develop local groundwater management plans.  
This alternative will allow for control and management of groundwater at the 
local level.  In the basins where the OSE already has well developed 
administrative criteria, a groundwater management plan could be developed to 
recommend critical management areas if necessary.  In areas where no 
administrative criteria exist, these plans could assist in maintaining water levels 
and sustaining the groundwater supply. 

• WM5 Domestic Wells:  Restrict installation of new domestic wells and/or the 
amount of pumpage from existing domestic wells in areas outside of the Gila.  
This would allow the municipalities and counties to implement ordinances that 
identify and regulate the number of private wells located near and potentially 
impacting municipal water supplies or other senior water rights holders. 

• WM6 Declare Groundwater Basins:  Petition the OSE to declare undeclared 
groundwater basins in the region.  Once the OSE has assumed administrative 
control of these basins, water suppliers in the region could begin submitting 
applications to appropriate available water for future use.  Declaration of the 
basins would protect existing users from impairment from future users. 

• WM7 Gila In-Stream:  Set aside some of the captured New Mexico Gila/San 
Francisco River Entitlement for instream flow and environmental purposes in the 
Gila.  Gila Central Arizona Project (CAP) water would not be diverted, but would 
legally be reserved for instream use. 

• WM8 Water Availability Requirement:  Ensure that future growth optimizes us of 
water resources and protects local social and cultural values.  An example is 
local or county ordinances that require stringent proof of available supplies as a 
prerequisite to approval of new developments. 

Suggested Additions: 
¾ WM9 Water Rights Re-allocation 
¾ WM10 Water Rights Administration 



Ranking Alternatives 
 

Daniel B. Stephens and Associates assisted the Steering Committee with the 
ranking of alternatives.  Performance Criteria was established for the following 
categories: 

 
• Equity of Costs and Benefits 
• Regional Political and Stakeholder Support 
• Social and Cultural Impacts 
• Economic Vitality of Region (Economic Impact) 

 
The performance criteria and scores are outlined below. 

 
� Equity of Costs and Benefits 

1-2 Much of cost paid by those who won’t benefit 
3-4 Cost paid by many users in one area of the region or by limited users region-

wide 
5-6 Cost paid by moderate number of users in most of the region, part of the region 

does not pay 
7-8 Cost paid by moderate number of users throughout the region 
9-10 Majority of cost paid by those who benefit, insignificant cost to rest of region 
 

 ID1 9 ID8 10 WS1 9 WM4 5 
ID2 9 ID9 9 WS2 4 WM5 5 
ID3 7 WC1 6 WS3 5 WM6 10 
ID4 9 WC2 9 WS4 7 WM7 9 
ID5 6 WC3 9 WM1 9 WM8 9 
ID6 9 WQ1 9 WM2 5 WM9 8 
ID7 10 WQ2 5 WM3 5 WM10 8 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

� Regional Political and Stakeholder Support 
0-2 Limited support, high opposition 
3-4 Limited support, limited opposition 
5-6 Modest support, modest opposition or high support, high opposition 
7-8 Modest support, limited opposition 
9-10 High support, limited opposition 
 
 ID1 6 ID8 9 WS1 9 WM4 6 

ID2 5 ID9 5 WS2 6 WM5 3 
ID3 9 WC1 7 WS3 7 WM6 5 
ID4 9 WC2 9 WS4 7 WM7 5 
ID5 7 WC3 8 WM1 9 WM8 5 
ID6 5 WQ1 7 WM2 6 WM9 6 
ID7 9 WQ2 5 WM3 8 WM10 7 

 
 
 
 
 
 



� Social and Cultural Impacts 
0-2 Enhances values for few, harms values of many 
3-4 Enhances values for some, harms values for few 
5-6 Does not significantly affect social/cultural values of anyone or enhances values 

for many but also harms values of many 
7-8 Enhances values of many, harms values of some 
9-10 Enhances values of many, harms values of few 
 ID1 6 ID8 9 WS1 9 WM4 6 

ID2 5 ID9 5 WS2 6 WM5 3 
ID3 9 WC1 7 WS3 7 WM6 5 
ID4 9 WC2 9 WS4 7 WM7 5 
ID5 7 WC3 8 WM1 9 WM8 5 
ID6 5 WQ1 7 WM2 6 WM9 6 
ID7 9 WQ2 5 WM3 8 WM10 7 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

� Economic Vitality of Region 
0-2 Very harmful to economy of region: loss of jobs, property values, revenue 
3-4 Harmful: will decrease economic and job growth 
5-6 No economic impact or minor benefits/impacts that largely offset each other 
7-8 Large one-time economic benefit to region or minor long-term economic benefit 
9-10 Long-term economic benefit to region 
 ID1 9 ID8 7 WS1 9 WM4 6 

ID2 7 ID9 10 WS2 7 WM5 5 
ID3 6 WC1 7 WS3 9 WM6 5 
ID4 6 WC2 10 WS4 9 WM7 7 
ID5 7 WC3 9 WM1 8 WM8 5 
ID6 5 WQ1 8 WM2 7 WM9 9 
ID7 7 WQ2 8 WM3 6 WM10 8 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Attached is a graph charting the above results.  The results of these scores will be 
summarized at the April 22, 2004 meeting.   
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 MEMORANDUM 
 
 
TO:  Southwest Regional Water Planning Steering Committee 
 
FROM: Daniel B. Stephens & Associates, Inc. 
 
DATE:  April 30, 2004 
 
SUBJECT: Minutes from April 23, 2004 Steering Committee meeting 
 
 
The meeting was held at the Hurley City Hall Building.  It started at 2 PM and lasted untill 5 PM.  
Attendees present included Tom Anderson (Hidalgo County), Gerald Schultz (Black Range), 
Robert M. Esqueda (Town of Silver City), Henry Torres (Grant County), Gilbert C. Grijalva 
(Village of Santa Clara), Don Raunch (SWNMCOG), Harold Bray (Black Range RC&D), Jim 
Olson (Deming), Alex Thal (Catron County Rep), Dutch Salmon (At Large), Howard 
Hutchinson (SFSWCD), Frank Kenney (GSWCD), Sherry Tippett (Grant County), Jim Redford 
(Grant County), Tom Bates (Deming), John Burkstaller (DBS&A), and John Kay (DBS&A). 
 
The focus of the meeting was on the selection of alternatives that will receive additional analysis 
for inclusion in the Water Plan. 
 
DBS&A started the meeting with a presentation of the alternatives selection process to date.  
John Kay presented the decision analysis model used at the April 5, 2004 meeting of the Steering 
Committee.  He gave a brief overview of the decision analysis process, described the technical 
model development aspects, and recapped the events of the April 5 Steering Committee Meeting. 
At the April 5 meeting, the Steering Committee had reviewed DBS&A’s technical scoring of 
each alternative, and contributed quality of life scores to the objectives and performance criteria 
that were not technically oriented.  Mr. Kay then described how DBS&A incorporated comments 
received at the April 5 meeting, including the addition of new alternatives, into the model. 
 
John Burkstaller then presented the results of the decision analysis model resulting from 
incorporation of the steering committee comments and suggestions.  A graph of the relative 
scores of the alternatives was presented.  Mr. Burkstaller then indicated that it appeared there 
was a natural break in the scores, which occurred after the 12th highest scoring alternative.  The 
alternatives beneath this break scored somewhat lower.  It was proposed to the Steering 
Committee by Mr. Burkstaller that 8 of the top 12 scoring alternatives be chosen for additional 
analysis and inclusion in the Water Plan, and the remaining 4 of the top 12 alternatives be 
included in the Water Plan, but with more limited analysis.  The proposed list of alternatives was 
as follows: 
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Alternatives initially proposed by DBS&A for inclusion in the Water Plan based on 
decision analysis model scores 

 
Thorough Analysis More Limited Analysis 

WC2 Agricultural Conservation WQ1 Protection 
ID7 Rain Harvesting WM3 Border GW Management 

WS1 Watershed Management WC3 Industrial 
WM1 Water Banking WM4 Groundwater Management Plan 

WC1 Municipal Conservation  
WM7 Gila In-Stream  

ID8 Enhance Surface Recharge  
ID1 Gila ASR  

 
Steering Committee members, in particular Deming representatives and Howard Hutchinson, had 
presented results from the April 5th meeting to governing bodies and/or otherwise received input 
or commented on the criteria scores and alternatives list.  
 
The Steering Committee agreed that rather than try to resolve differences in opinion regarding 
model input (scoring, weights) that they would first see if a consensus could be reached in 
reconciling the lists of alternatives for analysis.  Discussion followed, and a list that would make 
everyone satisfied developed.  The list is as follows: 
 
 
Alternatives for inclusion in the Water Plan developed by Steering Committee during April 

23, 2004 Meeting 
 

Thorough Analysis More Limited Analysis 
WC2 Agricultural Conservation WQ1 Protection 
WS1 Watershed Management WM3 Border GW Management 

WM1 Water Banking WC3 Industrial 
WC1 Municipal Conservation WM4 Groundwater Management Plan 

WM7 Gila In-Stream ID7 Rain Harvesting 
ID8 Enhance Surface Recharge WM5 Domestic Wells 

ID1 Gila ASR  
WS4 Groundwater  

 
 
The key changes were: 
 
ID7 Rain Harvesting was moved from primary list to secondary list 
WS4 Groundwater was added to primary list 
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WM1 Water Banking and WM9 Water Rights were combined into a single alternative in the primary list 
WC1 Municipal Conservation became WC1 Municipal Conservation and Management, and will include  

discussion of policy/management factors that will promote conservation and reuse 
WM5 Domestic Wells was added to secondary list 
 
 
To verify adequate representation throughout the region, DBS&A asked representatives from each county 
or interest group to identify the two alternatives they felt would be most beneficial to their respective 
constituencies.  The results were as follows: 
 
Luna County:  WC2 Agricultural Conservation, WC1 Municipal Conservation and Management 
Hidalgo County:  WC2 Agricultural Conservation, ID1 Gila ASR 
Grant County:  WC1 Municipal Conservation and Management, ID1 Gila ASR 
Catron County:  ID8 Enhance Surface Recharge, ID1 Gila ASR 
Environmentalists:  WM7 Gila In-Stream, MW1 Water Banking/ WM9 Water Rights Reallocation 
 
In addition, all agreed that while not in the top 2, WS1 Watershed Management was important and should 
be a high priority. 
 
Deming pointed out in their review of the decision analysis output that establishing a regional water 
authority was an important issue, but we all agreed that the process underway for a regional memorandum 
of understanding was the best vehicle to pursue regional mechanisms for governing and allocating the 
exchange of the Gila River allocation for Central Arizona Project water and that the South West Regional 
Water Plan should focus on alternatives (ID1 and WM7) for beneficially using the water rather than 
researching regional authority mechanisms.   











Minutes from July 26, 2004 Meeting of the 

Southwest Regional Water Plan Steering Committee 
  

 The meeting was held at the Virden City Hall and began at 4:00 PM in the afternoon.  

Members present were Robert Esqueda, Gerald Schultz, Alex Thal, George Pintar, 

Howard Hutchinson, Vance Lee and Tom Bates; alternates present were Jerry Donaldson, 

Allyson Siwik and Peter Russell; consultants John Burkstaller and John Kay were also in 

attendance.  The minutes from the previous meeting were approved, and the floor turned 

over to John Burkstaller of DBSA.  

  

Mr. Burkstaller began the meeting by indicating the need to establish a schedule for 

distributing a draft water plan to the steering committee and for holding public meetings.  

It was indicated by the steering committee that it would like to see a draft version of the 

plan prior to the public meetings, so that they could have time to review the report and 

prepare.  After discussion of schedules, it was determined that DBSA should strive to 

have a draft version of the water plan ready to distribute to the steering committee by 

September 17, 2004.  The steering committee members would then have over two weeks 

to review the report and prepare comments for DBSA before the next steering committee 

meeting, to be held in Deming on October 4, 2004.  Howard reported that the Energy 

(water) and Natural Resources Interim Legislative Committee would have a tour in Grant 

County on Sunday October 3 and then meet October 4 in Deming.  He suggested that we 

make a presentation to the Committee. 

  

Discussion regarding the location and preparation for the public meetings followed.  It 

was determined by the steering committee that four public meetings should be held, one 

in each county of the region.  It was determined that it would be desirable to hold the four 

meetings within a close time frame, perhaps on four consecutive days.  There was a 

general consensus that sometime during or after the week of October 18th would be a 

good target date for holding the meetings, pending scheduling arrangements.  Tom Bates 

suggested that he contact the various municipal/county managers to check time and 

location availabilities for each meeting.  



  

Public notification of the meetings was discussed, in particular, how could we generate 

good attendance at the meetings.  A number of media options were suggested, including: 

 1) Newspaper public service announcements 

 2) Newspaper ads 

 3) Radio public service announcements 

 4) Posters put-up at public notice boards 

 5)  e-mail listserves 

 6) Personal phone calls to key people (elected officials, community leaders, etc.) 

It was agreed that people would be selected to do the phone canvas (item 6) by Tom 

Bates coordinating through the County/Municipal leaders in each County.  There were no 

specific plans or budgets for advertising made at this time. 

  

John Kay of DBSA briefly presented results of the revised water budgets.  As requested 

by the steering committee following review of the Phase I report, water budgets were 

developed for the portion of each geologic basin within each county.  Basin and County 

totals were also determined by summing the individual basin contributions.  A graph 

indicating the Mimbres, Gila, and Nutt-Hockett Basins as having the greatest depletions 

was presented.  The steering committee members were asked to review the water budgets 

and provide comment to DBSA.  Several committee members expressed concern that the 

basin scale water budgets were too large scale to indicate local detail.  It was indicated by 

DBSA that there was simply not adequate data available to enable further resolution of 

the water budgets, but that the water plan would include discussion and description of 

areas facing acute water supply issues.  Robert Esqueda noted that the ground water flow 

for the Gila Basin on Table 1 does not include Silver City data from the Franks Well 

Fields. The same is true for Table 3g.  John Burkstaller said that those corrections would 

be made and requested everyone go over the figures for their area. 

  

John Burkstaller and John Kay briefly presented progress made on the alternatives 

analysis.  Discussion centered on the results of the analysis of the groundwater 

development alternative.  Six areas within the region were identified as having the 



potential to provide a combined total of 7,600 ac-ft of sustainable groundwater resources 

for the region.  There are five areas in the southern portion of the region, and one in the 

northern portion (Catron County).  These areas are distant from likely locations where the 

water would be used (municipalities) and the pumping and distribution costs are likely to 

be prohibitively expensive at this point in time.  They may prove to be more desirable in 

the future, if current water supplies continue to decrease and water costs increase.  A 

conference call including members of the Gila ASR subcommittee was scheduled for 

August 12th at 9 am. John Burkstaller will send a conference # and code by e-mail prior 

to this call time.  

  

Howard agreed to send an initial USBOR contact name from the Phoenix Office to 

DBS&A  for follow up questions on Gila diversion feasibility studies done by the Bureau 

prior to and during the 1980’s. 

  

The meeting was adjourned at 5:20 PM. 

  

 



































Southwest New Mexico Regional Water Plan Steering Committee Meeting 
Minutes 

Key Ideas - March 15, 2005 

Cliff Meeting 
 
Approval of Minutes 
 
January 25 Key Idea Minutes were not available and approval will be delayed until the 
next Steering Committee Meeting. 
 
Introductions 
 
Process for Comment Resolution 
 
The Steering Committee Members present agreed that technical and editorial comments 
that are not conflicting or controversial will be incorporated into a final version without 
prior discussion before the steering committee.  However, all Phase II comments will also 
be included in a comment summary table or response matrix that will indicate the action 
taken to address each comment.  In addition the following issues were discussed: 
 

• Some suggestions were already considered in the plan 
• Suggestions for out of scope studies could be completed if a written amendment is 

received from ISC 
• Comments over which DBS&A thinks there might be disagreement within the 

Steering committee are to be discussed today 
 
Comments That Need Reconciliation  
 

• The Gila Conservation Coalition had asked why the Gila ASR alternative discussed 
in Section  8.6  was based on diversion of 8,000 -14,000 acre feet per year.  The 
discussion in that section was based on a maximum delivery of 8,000 acre feet per 
year and the fact that less could be diverted was discussed in the section.  The 
comments suggested that the section include some estimate of the difference in cost 
per acre foot between a 5000 acre foot per year maximum diversion system  and the 
cost estimate provided for an 8000 acre foot per year system be included.  It was 
agreed that we would add this estimate.  Another related comment from the 
Coalition indicated that the “cost estimates of $134,000,000 were completely out of 
date and should not be presented”.  DBS&A indicated that the actual construction 
cost estimated in the alternative discussion was based on updates of costs from BOR 
and other studies to 2003 equivalent costs and actually came out about $165,000,000 
for both diversion and storage and ASR facilities.  The comments mentioned that 
ISC had gone on record that the cost would be $220,000,000.  We discussed the fact 
that the cost depended on the particular elements to be used in a project, sizing of 



facilities within the elements, technique used to update and extrapolate from sources 
of cost information and many other unknowns requiring further study to resolve.  
The discussion supporting the cost estimates makes it clear that cost estimates are 
subject to drastic change with additional planning.  The estimate included, together 
with ISC and other cost information is still useful for an order of magnitude idea of 
how costly a diversion and ASR project would be.  It also gives a basis for the 
estimate of change in cost with change in sizing, mentioned above, that was 
requested in the discussion.   

• We discussed the fact that the Gila ASR alternative as well as a reference to it in the 
Executive Summary implied that an ASR project could not serve beyond the Silver 
City/Bayard area.  A commenter asked why not have Gila water go to Hidalgo, 
Luna or elsewhere?  We pointed out that the Silver City well fields near the 
Mimbres and Gila groundwater divide were a logical place to store water because of 
a capture zone from historical drawdown near the regional demand.  Definition and 
subsequent discussion of this alternative has always pointed out that it would be 
very expensive to take water on to Deming or to Lordsburg and that other regional 
demand centers might want to develop water from one or more of the other 
alternatives discussed in the plan.  In further discussion the Steering Committee 
agreed DBS&A should make it clear, in the 8.6 introduction and in the Executive 
Summary, that the ASR system storage could always be transported to other parts 
of the region if demand, cost and competing alternatives make it feasible. 

• One of the commenters had suggested that, because there are unknowns about the 
confidence level concerning the amount of water divertable under the new CUFA 
rules and bypass requirements, information on ISC and DBS&A spreadsheet 
modeling studies should be dropped from the water plan.  We discussed the fact that 
some analysis of the actual ability to divert significant water under the rules was 
very useful and that standard procedures had been used.  The Steering Committee 
agreed to keep the spread sheet analysis of available diversions in the report. 

• Two or more reviewers commented on whether the ranking scores of the 
alternatives should be included somewhere in the alternatives analysis information.  
DBS&A pointed out that the purpose of the ranking and decision analysis exercise 
was only to select alternatives to be studied from the initial list of alternatives and 
was not intended to judge their relative value beyond that selection process.  We 
also discussed that the process of selecting alternatives and implementation 
priorities was a public process and asked if the Steering Committee wanted to make 
changes the Committee agreed that the alternatives should be unranked except for 
discussion of the overarching importance of conservation.  We agreed that DBS&A 
should work with Gerald regarding language about local government responsibility 
to carry forward the implementation priorities in the plan and then run it by the 
Steering Committee. 

• The steering committee agreed that DBS&A could work with Howard Hutchinson 
on appropriate per capita values for domestic consumption for people supplied by 
individual wells and any resulting change in demand projections in Catron County 
as well as Howard’s comments in general, and circulate the results to the Steering 
Committee email list. 



• We had extensive discussion regarding staff comments from ISC recommending a 
stronger resolution by the Region as well as all the individual local governments for 
action on municipal conservation.  We talked about the lack of region wide 
government authority for enforceable conservation requirements unless the 
Southwest Water Planning group leads to a Regional JPA that chooses to take that 
on as part of it’s authority.  There was a desire by Dutch Salmon to include 
language to the degree possible in the plan indication regional conservation 
commitments.  Alec Thal and Gerald Schultz felt that conservation was a local 
government (RC&Ds for Ag and Cities and Counties for Municipal) responsibility.  
We agreed to substitute some of the ISC recommended quotes of legislative 
requirements for conservation to be eligible for Water trust board funding and 
other ISC conservation related requirements for the language already included in 
the municipal conservation alternative.   

• The Steering Committee agreed that little would be accomplished by additional 
layperson public participation but that it would be good to include a public 
participation appendix that will include October public meeting comments, Steering 
Committee meeting minutes, summary responses to comments from both Phase I 
and Phase II of the Regional Plan review and some discussion of how that public 
input influenced the alternatives discussion and implementation plans.  Tom Bates 
agreed to provide minutes, information on public notice advertisements and other 
material he can provide relative to public participation.  He also asked DBS&A to 
work up a budget estimate for putting together the appendix using a portion of the 
public participation budget allocated to Deming in the Regional Plan agreement. 

• The Steering Committee gave endorsement to work on changes to demand 
projections (v. population projections) by adding a safety factor to come up with 
revised high use estimates for a third column in the demand table.  There was 
considerable discussion of how that could be justified and we agreed that some sort 
of case by case rational, including the concept of potential lost opportunity if 
revisions can only be made based on subsequent experience, would have to be used. 

• We discussed the fact that one commenter thought more consideration should have 
been given to possible use of existing Phelps Dodge water rights on the Gila as the 
source for the Gila ASR and other alternatives requiring new water rights.  DBS&A 
did include discussion of possible use of both Phelps Dodge water rights and Phelps 
Dodge excess capacity in their existing diversion.  The impediment to more 
thorough planning around acquisition of Phelps Dodge water rights is their inability 
to promise when or in what quantity they will become available.  DBS&A agreed to 
review the existing language in the Gila ASR alternative and see if it can be 
modified to make partnering with Phelps Dodge look like a more viable part of this 
alternative. 

 
Steps Prior to ISC Review and Approval 
 

• Address comments and revise draft 
• Local government resolutions, doesn’t have to be unanimous but should be close 
• ISC staff review, probably with Tom Bates, DBS&A and any interested Steering 

Committee representatives in Santa Fe 



• Plan for any needed support for implementation 
• Acceptance by the Interstate Streams Commission 

 
Issues Mentioned in Sidebar Conversations 
 
• Catron County representatives mentioned the importance of including information on 

some contested stock tank water rights in the legal analysis part of the plan.  DBS&A 
asked that supporting information be sent and we would research the issue and look sat 
the existing legal analysis language and add to it if necessary and appropriate.   

• We pointed out the 8.6.1.9 discussion of possible ground water diversion of CUFA 
water and they agreed that was important but so was the issue in the bullet above.  

 
Next meeting 
 
The next South West Water Planning Group Meeting is scheduled for the morning of April 
19th.  DBS&A will endeavor to have the comment responses and changes to the plan 
complete by that time so that a Steering committee could be held in the afternoon to 
consider actions for local government approvals and ultimate ISC approval.  A DBS&A 
representative may attend if necessary, depending on level of issue resolution and other 
circumstances. 
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