May 10, 2008  Deming AWSA Stakeholder Meeting

Presentation of Agenda Items

Review of today’s agenda.

Suggestions of modifications of agenda welcomed.

Implementation meeting met 2x and took up issues fed by this group and produced one additional item for this group.

Last time a request was made on the discussion of “projects.”

When our next meeting?  Periodicity of this meeting.

Done by 1pm

Modify agenda to include a concerned citizen’s comment.

Introduction around the room

Dara Parker from Bingaman’s office is working on answering the set of question from Carl’s email.

Look at progress that we’re making and make suggestions on how we can move forward

One citizen would like to deliver a statement on behalf of himself

Let’s revisit the process of how the technical committee got selected.

Implementation and technical committees have been held by organizations.

I have been asked twice and was shot down

As the vice president of Black Range R&C, I was told that it is not a representative organization.

I feel this unintended discrimination undermines the stakeholder process.

I do not accept the statement that my county commissioner represents me.

I was not on the implementation committee and therefore also missed a chance to miss an opportunity to be on the technical committee.

I hope to restructure the implementation committee so fully representation.

We will defer Gerald’s points at a later time, if necessary.

BOR Report Out the Type of Study Relevant for this Stakeholder Group

Because the question of the data gaps come up over and over again, BOR feels that conducting a Special study would be appropriate for this group.  It differs from Appraisal study because new information can be gathered from this type of study.

An Appraisal is limited to existing information that has already been gathered, and no new studies/data can be included in this study. Sandia has collected some of these studies when researching the model.

A feasibility is usually targeted towards a constructive project, therefore it is immature for this group at this time.

BoR would therefore recommend a Special study that can dwell on the topic areas

put forth by this group, such as a planning process, the water budgets, the comparison different studies.

Is special study similar to technical assistance?

Technical assistance falls under different program  Also it does involve studies that have federal role definition

Stakeholder/Implementation group should ask for the Special Study through ISC, which makes a formal request.

What is the product at the end?

The product is looking at all the alternatives and filter it down to something manageable.

The criteria for defining the alternatives will be put forward by the stakeholders/implementation groups

Getting a snapshot of supply and demand

Ecological and hydrological studies will be what we start with.  Let’s take an overview of what do we know and what we don’t know at this time.

Literature search was brought up and should be included.

Who will pay for this? 

Money from BoR vs money from NM State Legislature.  It is expected that the State will need to cover this, but it is unclear

The Special Study by BoR would provide a  framework where information/questions/studies can be included and laid out.  BoR still expects a fully integrated, collaborative process.  The older way of BoR conducting studies without an inclusive process is not the way these studies are done now.

How would the 800K be spent?

Having BoR study and having the state-level planning process is very confusing. 

Let’s start with a snapshot of where we are and gather the information.

At the same time that this process starts, the technical committee will be formed.

Technical expertise will be solicited and used for reviewing the information gathered for this task.

Discussions around newly-formed Technical committee

I saw on TV reply of the last Implementation meeting that Technical committee is being informally formed.

Quotes from the Implementation team description states that the initial appointed core members will pull in subject matter experts on a as-needed basis.  The public is welcome to attend any of the Implementation or Technical committee meetings.

Who decides to be on the technical subcommittee?  It was nominated by the Implementation group.

The expectation is that the technical discussions will be conducted concurrent to all the studies and not be disconnected.  In the previous format, for example, the Science Forum occurred post technical committee making a decision on the studies.  The event didn’t impact the decision on studies at all.

Communication contractor

Work of the Communication subcommittee should reach out to all stakeholders in the four-county area.  Also, get people’s input from afar.

The job definition for a Communication contractor, drafted by the Implementation Group, is copied and distributed on to the Stakeholder group.

Should this be a full-time or part-time person?  Salaried or contractual position?

How much time does this person spend on the job?  Is it a committee or an individual?

Should this role play an ombudsman position.

Or, should this person be designing information for lobbying for a certain cause?

There may be subtasks that need to be subsumed into a general framework.

There should be an outreach component.

Copies of the Implementation minutes distributed around the room.

This advertisement should include time and salary.  One should allow adjustment of workload or responsibilities after an initial period.

This person should be in the position to answer the public questions and designing lobbying strategy.

Who hires and manages the person? The Implementation committee.

Should one person within the Implementation committee have the power to fire this person and make all the HR decisions?

Most NGOs use the board to make decision.  This stakeholder group acts like a Board and should be able to make such a decision.

Two parts of communication: one is web design the other is the communication?  The first part can be separated out to contract out to other places.

There should be a point of clarification that Sandia isn’t trying to advocate positions.  It built a decision-support model.

Information Contractor

Descriptions of an information contractor being read to the Stakeholder group.

Information gathering – this responsibility should be contractual work, there are multiple mechanisms that the ISC has in place to set up a contract.

Librarian-like position.  Should have contract in place to go beyond initial record gathering task.

FWL and ISC have already developed lots of studies.

It seems easier for BoR to fund this.  Not so, BoR isn’t familiar with the information that already exists.

The information gathering is a pretty sophisticated task.

Motion: the implementation committee to seek this contractor as-directed by the stakeholders.

Wait.  I need more clarity around the tasks and skill sets to get a better sense of job descriptions.  Gathering or synthesizing?  I hear gathering but the job description states synthesizing.

I agreed as I mentioned my 3-minute speech earlier that we give the implementation group too much power.

Motion on the floor that the job description for an information contractor is available for modifications.

BoR – will advocate an integrated process as BoR has really changed on the way it carries out its 

The group is aware of that there’s no burden on the messenger who wrote the job description.

The gathered information must at least record the following information.

Data acquired

Source

Location

Produce and distribute an index of information.  Maintain and store the document in a public accessible location such as WNMU. Also make it available on the website.

Be care of the word “maintain”, we’re setting this job that will be last forever. Perhaps “deposit” is a better word.

Contrary, the maintenance is a long-term job because information is revealed all the time and be index 

The topic areas defined by this Stakeholder group should be the main categories that the information should be filed under.

Be sure of utilization of Listserv.

It seems that the data gathering and maintenance can and should be decoupled.

I have no problem w/ this, but I don’t want to commit one of my employees to do this when this doesn’t lead to a goal or an end.

We’ve heard at every meeting that what do we have, question

I agree with this argument and support fully

I don’t need to distribute this stuff to me,  if I know it is accessible

We must have a sense of how much time we need to contract Three months? Sixty-days? Six months?

The senator’s office does not want to postpone the opportunity, May is around the corner, and have to check against legislative session again soon.  The sooner the better.

30-day contract should be plenty of time.

You’re not going to get all the information initially.  This task is taking a snapshot of what is already gathered and cataloguing.

ISC can get a contractor and work order out ASAP.

Getting started soon is important.   The contractor should be asked to deliver in 30-days increments.

The information gathered should be coincidental with BoR’s Special Study knowing the urgency and overlap with our request to BoR.\

The data gathering is not to have the hands around it, just a snapshot.

That contractor needs to report out to the stakeholder group first.  2nd tier task – maintenance and protocol issues

Will we have a copy of the implementation decision?

June 2, 2-5:30pm is the next implementation team meeting.

We should cut out the implementation group if we keep bouncing comments back and forth 

Motion: implementation committee be charged with what was drafted on the chart and move forward with the job description/hiring.  With Amy’s help, Carl will draft the modified job description and pass it by Monday.

Re-cap around newly-formed Technical committee (TC)

RE-READ technical committee description – 

There seems to be discrimination against others if we don’t wear certain hats representing agencies. The core technical committee can request others to be added as needed when expertise are in need.  Its function is to have the flexibility and some continuity.

Is size of the TC an issue?

Last time I was on the TC it was a size of about 20 and I didn’t perceive that it was wrong to move forward with this size.   I wish it was better facilitated.

The democratic process from stakeholder group doesn’t seem very functional.  The democratic process is lacking.  There should be a mechanism that includes everyone.

I can see myself functioning w/o any hat.

I do not understand. What is it that you are objecting?  The public can participate on both IC and TC meetings.  The TC description does not intend to exclude anyone.

GIS and model information

Luis Nuyne will take a look at

GIS is compiled thus far  is  sponsored by SF River association and SF soil/conservation 

information.  GIS is not just a map-making tool.  Geography describes the world around us  relationships between soil and weather.  We have this tool that makes us aware of

We started w/ satellite and flyover photographs

100,000: 1 scale 

The tool allows us to take a look at the data and seek for patterns of anomaly.  It allows layers and  interoperability.  It allows you to take a look at the projects already on the ground.  It allows you to look at cumulative effects .  It allows us to look at impact of watershed.  It works in real time.  People can find out what 

It is one way of storing data.

It can build models.

There is a system that everyone can use.   

We must look into this technology and how we enter the information into what we deliver and how we educate the public.

ArcGIS also allows users that live in rural areas and 

Takes a year to complete.  This is done for the SF basin.  It is available in the Glenwood public library.  It would be great to present it to the technical committee.  For example, the Whitewater creek was flooded, and it has to been redrawn all over again.

I look at SC and GSF water commission requested lists and they are very well aligned with what GIS is capable of doing.

Sandia has also collected GIS information in support of a research that quantifies ungauged tributaries in the Gila.  Thus far, this work and the modeling work for decision-support tool has prompted numerous GIS databases.

Pros and Cons of How the Stakeholder Group is Progressing

ISC made a good point.  We are always behaving like a dog chasing its tail.  Progress is negligible.  Something has got to change.

I think you need to look in the context of GSF Water commission the last 6years/

we are making more progress now than before.  We’re looking at federal support and legislature move forward this year while vetoing last year.  In that context, we have made a lot of progress.

What progress have we made?

800K from the state with the support of the stakeholder group.

500K from BOR

Common framework to move forward

Framing of the analysis

Identification of interests from everyone in the region.

Confirm the AWSA.

Expand all water supply/demand from GSF to all 4-county area

These are issues that all have been resolved with everyone’s open-input in the process.

The governor has vetoed and we went backward.  Now we do have a forum to put everyone on the table 

We should have a list of “this is what we want to do”.

Should we start moving?

What do you think how we are progressing?

I think this group is moving faster than what I have worked on before.

We need to have a schedule.  We can use the schedule as an agenda.

I would like us to move forward with schedule. 

Timeline and budget are part of the schedule.

We should start talking about a framework rather than a BOR study.  I like to see a schedule moving forward.

Somewhere in the process that we’re not moving fast enough.  I don’t have a problem with the structure.  I do have a problem of the group not getting things done.

Every meeting the facilitator and Sandia have to guess what the agenda is going to be.  Do we need to revisit this again?  Is it about the trust?

That is a very good point – trust on the table needs to be addressed.

ISC was subject of lots of attributions, and we need to clear things up.  We’ve been asked by the governor about the studies moving forward and he was told “not yet”.  I hope we can move forward w/o attributions.

The American River designation is the latest evidence of that mistrust.

On the areas we can agree on, we use this as a forum to move forward with whatever interest areas and the respect we have with each other.

The bottom line is there is water available.  If the governor has already vetoed this possibility, why am I here?

The conversation is almost verbatim of the first two-day meeting.  There was agreement from that meeting that we are working towards a set of goals.  I hope we can separate the parts of diversion or no-diversion from the other issues where we have agreed on.  This is a great opportunity for people of this region, and you have created a framework to work together.

Acknowledgement of good will.

What to do with this water 

Governor has not made explicit to the ISC that there will be no diversion.

That statement of no diversion is not accurate.  There are diversions and have been diversions up and down the river for years.

Are we going to use that water, how, and what?  Repeat of the goal in the Stakeholder Group fact sheet.

We rate the alternatives to rank the options.

Use of the AWSA-CUFA water is only part of this discussion.  There are more things to move forward.  Restore habitat, need to let the river function better hydrologically 

Implementation meeting June 2 @ Grant County .

Like quarterly meeting and thank the implementation group for working on behalf of the Stakeholder group.

Everyone in this room deserves a thank-you.  The fact that the people are still showing up is reflective of a hard-working stakeholder group that wants results.

The BoR study and communication pieces form impetus for people to work together.

Another meeting in June before quaterly so we can decide in June the ACTIONS that the Stakeholder group must commit to.

We must have agenda items with deadlines and action items attached.

Planning for June Stakeholder Group meeting

The group will meet again in June and build an agenda in September.

Tentatively June 21st? 8:30-1pm in Silver @ Grant County Admin Center.

Tentative agenda

1) Review of Mary’s work w/ Implementation committee comments

2) Technical committee are meeting following Implementation committee

3) Report of Implementation committee meeting other than BOR issue.

4) Information contractor and communication contractor status

5) Progress w/ job description

6) Breakdown of project plan of work and work breakdown structure.  Identify the work that needs to be done and the  Use the one-pager as a starting point.  Identify the objects of work and put some dates on them.  BOR does not want to initiate this study if other groups are moving forward.  That is not the intent.  The work must be in synch with BOR’s scoping.

7) Report from the technical committees

8) communication contacts

9) Report on the funding.

Information from the implementation group minutes should be published.

BOR put forward an initial guidelines.  Minutes on the website and email list.

Issue of implementation or technical committees.

4 items on the agenda and agreed upon

Facilitator is not required.

Public announcement: OSE is asking me to task that 5-year plan be updated.  Any public comments about the type of study should be directed to OSE.

Meeting adjourned.

