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10/15/2012 Letter Estancia Reccomendation that code be revised to address findings 
from studies critical of planning and smart growth.

See Attachments 
2-7
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10/15/2012 Gretchen Grogan Commonweal 
Conservancy

email The South 8 I was wondering if you could answer a couple of questions 
Ted and I have about the Galisteo Basin Preserve.  On the 
draft zoning map, it seems to show that the eastern side 
of the Preserve has a hatching pattern overlaying it.  What 
does this designate?  I'm not sure if it designates that this 
area is served by SF County water services or is it a mixed 
use designation?  As you know, Trenza has received 
master plan approval as a mixed-use, mixed-income 
community and it also received Preliminary Plat approval 
for the first phase of its development.  On the Future Land 
Use Map that was part of the SGMP, Trenza's location was 
shown as a "star" that designated a Community Center.  

Also, on the Future Land Use Map the Preserve was shown 
as part of the Rural Fringe Area, but on the preliminary 
zoning map the Preserve is being shown as part of the 
"Rural" area with a zoning designation of 1 du/40 acres, 
instead of 1 du/20 acres.  Ted and I are curious about why 
this switch was made.  We would like an opportunity to 
discuss this with you, either at the open house tomorrow 
or perhaps at some other time that is convenient for you.
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10/17/2012 Karen Yank Turquoise Trail 
Preservation 
Trust

web Estancia 10 In the planning stage of the County code we all attended a 
special meeting that focused on how Sand and Gravel 
Extraction would be dealt with in the new code. 
Commissioner Stefanics attend as well. It was agreed upon 
that sand and gravel would no longer be exempt from the 
stringent regulations in the mining code and that all 
mining and related activities including sand and gravel 
extraction would be treated the same and be considered a 
DCI. This agreement is in writing in the SGMP in section 
2.2.6.2 that states: Sand and gravel mining will be 
recognized as a DCI and subject to the requirements of the 
existing mining ordinance and SLDC. Furthermore, 
because we had taken great care to reach this agreement 
in the planning stage we did not have a focus group to 
address mining in the writing of the code. 
 
  Now in the Draft SLDC it is apparent that a large oversight 
was made. In section 10.19.1 a threshold of 20 acres 
and/or use of blasting has been set for designating sand 
and gravel operations as a DCI. We know from firsthand 
experience that many quarries do not use blasting and 
that a 5-acre sand and gravel operation equates to 40 to 
50 trucks a day. A 20-acre operation could use 200 trucks 
a day, which we believe is clearly of Countywide Impact. 
Also, in section 10.19.2 of this Draft it is allowing related 
uses activities at the same site of a mining operation less 
than 20 acre with no blasting to be exempt from being 
looked at as a DCI. These related activities could include 
road materials fabrication plants, asphalt hot mix plants, 
concrete batch plants and the use of mobile equipment 
such as crushers, stackers and conveyors that would all 
definitely cause Countywide Impact. All of the County's 
Sand and Gravel Extraction operations and related 
activities need to be regulated as a DCI. We ask the county 
to remove Sand and Gravel Extraction from section 
10.19.1 and honor our previous commitment to the 
communities of Santa Fe County. Any other decision 
would negate the entire planning process and violate the 
trust built between the County and its people.
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10/17/2012 Tai Bixby email 10 In reviewing the draft SLDC, I was dismayed to see that 
you specifically left out language addressing the 
development and construction of Community Service 
Facilities.   Paragraph 10.15 on page 215 of the code just 
says “Reserved.”     Please provide your draft language for 
Community Service Facility development as soon as 
possible for public review and comment by the 
community of Santa Fe County.
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10/18/2012 Stephen Ness Estancia Basin 
Water 
Planning 
Committee

Letter Estancia 8 The Estancia Basin Water Planning Committee (EBWPC) in 
its founding MOU has the responsibility to investigate and 
recommend water resource management policies and 
strategies for consideration by
the various governments with jurisdiction in the Estancia 
Basin.
Under the existing state water laws, a 
landowner/developer could sell or sever water rights from 
a property and then turn around and subdivide the 
property based on water being provided from individual or 
shared domestic wells for each lot. Those wells could be 
permitted under the  domestic well statutes (72-12.1.1) of 
the existing water laws. The Office ofthe State Engineer is 
required to issue such permits, and does so without 
review of their potential impairment on surrounding water 
rights holders.
The various County Commissions in the basin, under 
Subdivision authorities granted to them by state statute, 
have a mechanism by which to stop this potential for 
"double dipping" - i.e. selling water rights from a property 
and t!>en subdividing without re-assigning water rights to 
the property. However, it would require that the Estancia 
Basin "overlay" be created by each County and that for the 
"overlay" area, the existing subdivision ordinances be 
amended to prevent such a practice.
The EBWPC has prepared a resolution addressing this 
matter for your consideration (Attachment 1). In
essence the resolution, if approved by the Commission, 
would clearly state the County's policy on this matter and 
would direct County staff to prepare the required 
amendments to County codes needed to
prohibit this practice . The resolution does allow 
development of lands from which water rights are 
severed, provided that other water rights are transferred 
back on to the property, the land is to be served by a 
community system with appropriate water rights, or if an 
appropriate portion of the water rights are retained for 
the development.
If you have questions regarding this resolution or would 
like for the County's EBWPC representative to address this 
resolution before the Commission, please feel free to 
contact us.

See Attachment 1
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10/18/2012 Bill Bell Camp Oro 
Quay

comment form Estancia 8 Please allow me to give a some history and background to 
Singing Hill's "Camp Oro Quay" located in southern Santa 
Fe County. We are located in the San Pedro area on the 
North side of South Mountain on State Road 344. This 
property was developed as a campi retreat-conference 
center in 1964. For almost 50 years now this facility has 
served children, families and the people
ofNM and Santa Fe County.
We host a variety ofactivities, groups and events at this 
location. Some of these groups include NM School 
Districts, the Archdiocese of Santa Fe, Santa Fe County 
Fire, Neighborhood Meetings, NM Game and Fish Hunter's 
Education, Churches, University ofNew Mexico, Boy 
Scouts of America, Girl Scouts of America, 4-H clubs, 
sports teams, special needs children, at
risk youth and many others.
Each year we pay Santa Fe County the  required fee for 
our business licence. We have the necessary inspections 
from the State Environmental Health Department to 
operate our kitchen and swimming pool. We file our non-
profit report with the Public Regulation Commission and 
pay the fee each year. We are a non-profit organization 
under the IRS Code as a 501c3. This organization meets 
the current  requirements to operate in New Mexico.
Over the years we have all seen growth in Santa Fe 
County. Much ofthe land around our facility was rural! 
farming and now is mostly rural residential with large lots 
and few homes. It would be easy for the county to now 
classify all ofthe property in our area as "Residential" with 
a broad stroke ofthe brush. This may work for 99% of the 
properties in this area, but it will not work for our 
property or organization. Our organization does not really 
fall under the "home based" business plan. We are more 
than that, in that we have employees and a dozens of 
volunteers who serve the thousands ofguests who visit 
our campus each year.
Please consider our unique situation and the facts 
surrounding our organization as you move forward with 
the Growth Management Plan. Thank you for your 
consideration.
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10/18/2012 Karen Yank comment form South Appendi
x B

All mining on use table should be listed as a DCI.  Asphault, 
concrete, and hot mix plants are not in use table and 
should only be in industrial zones.
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10/18/2012 Ted Harrison email Thanks for your email today.

Following from my participation in the Galisteo 
community meeting yesterday afternoon, I wanted to 
thank you and your colleagues at Santa Fe County for the 
dedicated tremendous time and energy they have 
dedicated to the task of drafting the SLDC, and facilitating 
the initial round of public comments.  

Clearly, the narrative and regulatory framework of the 
SLDC has been carefully developed and thoughtfully 
constructed to facilitate an improved process of land use 
in the county.

Given the length and complexity of the document -- and 
the relatively brief amount of time that has been available 
to the public and the professional community to provide 
you and your colleagues with comprehensive comments, 
suggestions, additions and changes to the draft -- my 
colleagues and I would respectfully request that the 
County extend the deadline for written comments until 
the end of November.  With an extension, we believe that 
the county will be able to solicit a broader and more 
substantial collection of comments to advise the 
preparation of a more final draft in early January.

While we appreciate that staff and the Commissioners are 
eager to advance the new SLDC to adoption, a longer 
timeframe in which written comments can be offered 
would be greatly appreciated.

Thank you for your consideration of this request.  I look 
forward to hearing your thoughts on the opportunity for 
extension in the days ahead.
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10/19/2012 Chuck; 
Marie

McAllister; 
Davis

email Estancia 10 and 
8

A second issue is the exception to zoning requirements 
currently afforded to community service entities.  
Apparently, such organizations can build anywhere in the 
state regardless of zoning. That also seems to be the 
intention of the proposed zoning code.  In addition, based 
upon Cedar Grove residents' experience with the County 
and its certification/licensing agencies, it would appear 
that the rules and restrictions which local rural-fringe 
homeowners have had to observe and adhere to would 
not have applied to the Girls and Boys Ranches of New 
Mexico's proposed development.

     If the purpose of zoning is to direct and restrict the 
types of development to conform to established as well as 
County-assigned neighborhood area standards (rural 
residential, ag/ranch, rural,mixed use, etc.) and to allow 
some degree of local determination of those standards, 
doesn't giving a carte blanche waiver to one category of 
developer obviate the entire rationale for zoning?
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10/19/2012 Chuck; 
Marie

McAllister; 
Davis

email Estancia 8      We attended the SLDC meeting on zoning in Edgewood 
last evening and want to register some comments and 
reactions.

     Most of the time was spent discussing water issues.  
Several of the people in attendance appeared to have 
considerable expertise regarding the subject and had been 
involved in monitoring the water situation in southern 
Santa Fe County and in the Moriarty area for many years.  
They provided considerable information regarding the 
geology, hydrology, and history as well as current 
anecdotal reports pertinent to this area, ie, the Estancia 
Basin.

     What quickly became apparent is that the proposed 
zoning in this area of the County is predicated upon 
twenty-five-year old data which does not reflect the 
current or future status of water availability, drawdown, 
and replenishment.
  
     So, my question is: How can anyone on the County end 
of this process think that assigning zoning based upon 
questionable data has any legitimacy?

     And yet, that seems to be the agenda.  I understand 
that the purpose of these meetings is to gather 
information and perspectives, but when faced with the 
suggestion that the County conduct surveys, speak with 
EWWA and local people who drill, install, and monitor the 
current water situation in this part of the County, and 
conduct hydrology studies to determine what the actual 
current and projected situation is, especially in view of the 
drought and its probable continuation for years to come, 
those running the meeting could offer no positive 
suggestions for what the County can do to gather 
information necessary to support any zoning decisions for 
the future. 

     Before you make decisions on zoning or any other 
matters (population density assignments, and 
infrastructure changes, for example), does it not make 
sense to ascertain valid and verifiable data upon which 
such decisions should be based?
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10/19/2012 Leslie Hancock web Central 8 "My wife and I have a comment specifically relating to 
minimum lot size (dwellings per X acres) in the Preliminary 
Draft Zoning Map of 10/4/2012, viewable online at 
http://www.santafecountynm.gov/userfiles/SLDC_2012_P
RD_/SLDCstudysessionpreliminary_draft_zoning_map_10_
4_12c.pdf.  Our property is at 50 Old San Marcos Trail, 
Tract A-1-B, in the San Marcos Pueblo Grant.  The western 
boundary of our land lies on the western boundary of the 
San Marcos Pueblo Grant.  The map coordinates of our 
house are 35Â°27'25""N, 106Â°04'45""W.  See Book 575, 
Page 006 of the Records of Santa Fe County.

One of the inducements to buying this property was the 
fact that it lies in an area currently limited to one dwelling 
per 40 acres.  It's difficult to tell from the Draft Zoning 
Map whether the proposed zoning puts us into a Rural 
zone (one dwelling per 40 acres) or a Rural Residential 
zone (one dwelling per 10 acres).  Of course we want to 
keep the original one-dwelling-per-40-acres designation.  
It would distress us to lose that by an arbitrary zoning 
change that moves the old boundary line a few thousand 
feet.

I assume that the zoning in this case follows the hydrologic 
boundaries described in ""Conceptual Hydrologic Systems 
for Santa Fe County,"" viewable at 
http://nmgs.nmt.edu/publications/guidebooks/downloads
/46/46_p0299_p0306.pdf.  Figure 1 of that document, a 
""Generalized Geologic Map of the Aquifer Systems in 
Santa Fe County,"" shows that our property lies very near 
the boundary between the North Santa Fe County and 
South Santa Fe County aquifer systems.  A comparison of 
the Preliminary Draft Zoning Map and Figure 1 of 
""Conceptual Hydrologic Systems"" suggests that your 
proposed zoning of the San Marcos Pueblo Grant follows 
that boundary.

My comment, in short, is that we should stay in the one-
dwelling-per-40-acre zone.  A visit to our land, and all the 
land nearby, will show you just how ""conceptual"" that 
dotted line is.  This property is extremely dry.  Our well is 
more than five hundred feet deep.  Denser settlement in 
the future would be extremely unwise."

Wednesday, October 24, 2012 Page 13 of 17



Date Comment First Name Last Name Organization Communication Part of County Chapter Comment/Question Additional Notes:

10/21/2012 Ruth and 
Gary

Anderson email El Centro 8 I live on the western boundary of Pinon Hills.  I understand 
new zoning rules are being considered to change the 
zoning to the west of the subdivision to SDA-1 
designation.  
 
I am very upset that this is even being considered for this 
area.  It is inappropriate for commercial and industrial 
development to be put into the middle of an established 
neighborhood such as ours.  Because we rely on septic 
systems in this area, we also need to keep the density at 
the current level.  There is a reason why many people live 
outside of the convenience of town:  less density, less 
commercial development, and NO INDUSTRIAL businesses 
in the middle of neighborhoods.  It's very quiet here -- 
that's what we love about it.  
 
We built our house here because of the zoning protection 
for single family lots.  This change seems to only benefit a 
very few to the detriment of many.  Please, please do not 
allow this to happen.  It would really affect the quality of 
our lives.  Thank you for taking into consideration the 
affect this will have on all of us out here.
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10/21/2012 Peter Hayes email El Centro 8 No SDA 1 adjacent to pinon hills, please
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10/21/2012 Trevor Burrowes web South "As climate change exacerbates drought, water shortage 
and wildfires in New Mexico, development in Santa Fe 
County has the potential to set an example of restraint, 
maximizing conservation.

Conservation can apply to the natural eco-systems of the 
county or to inputs and outputs from and to the world 
beyond our boundaries. Inputs, for example, could include 
plants for landscaping, or increased traffic and road wear 
and tear, while outputs could include being a force for 
drying out as opposed to hydration of neighboring 
ecosystems.

Since there could be no extreme too much for 
conservation in a time if environmental crisis, I wish to 
make the following suggestions for managing the county's 
landscape.

1) Line as many roadways as possible with trees. The 
median strip in Governor Miles Rd in Santa Fe city is an 
example of an impressive street tree program.

2) Prescribe that, to the maximum extent feasible, there 
be no development-related landscaping other than the 
pre-existing natural landscape.
 
- Bike, equestrian and pedestrian trails/paths would be 
aggregate or other earthlike materials.

- Separate bike, pedestrian/equestrian, and vehicular 
circulation by vegetation strips.

- Driveways would comprise the traditional dirt roads and 
left as narrow as possible.

- Major consideration would be given to maintaining the 
habitat of the county's wild creatures, including their 
means of habitual circulation.

- Discourage large private gardens that require water.

- Golf courses would receive no irrigation but be allowed 
to go brown.

- New development would be nestled into existing 
vegetation to the maximum degree feasible with minimal 
constructed footprint.
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10/21/2012 Trevor Burrowes web South
- Encourage green roofs.

- Encourage rooftop solar  systems.

- Encourage community and other pooled garden space.

- Encourage the planting of food trees that serve humans 
and animals.

The above are merely some quick suggestions that may 
soften the impact of the (IMO) massive overdevelopment 
of the county. I would be glad to discuss these suggestions 
if required. I can be reached by email at 
trevoroche@aol.com or by phone at 

Trevor Burrowes"
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Board of County Commissioners

Torrance County, New Mexico

PO Box 48
205 s"Street
Estancia, NM 87016

September 21, 2012

Mr. Robert Anaya,

County Commissioner, District 3

Santa Fe County, NM
102 Grant Avenue

Santa Fe, NM 87501

Mr. Wayne Johnson,

County Commissioner, District 5
Bernalillo County, NM
One Civic Plaza, NW

Albuquerque NM, 87102

Re: A RESOLUTION ADDRESSING THE USEOF DOMESTIC (72-12-1) WELLS FOR WATERSUPPLYFOR

SUBDIVISION OF LANDS FROM WHICH WATER RIGHTSHAVE BEENPREVIOUSLY TRANSFERRED OR

SEVERED

Dear Commissioners:

The Estancia Basin Water Planning Committee (EBWPC) in its founding MOU has the responsibility to
investigate and recommend water resource management policies and strategies for consideration by
the various governments with jurisdiction in the Estancia Basin.

Under the existing state water laws, a landowner/developer could sell or sever water rights from a
property and then turn around and subdivide the property based on water being provided from
individual or shared domestic wells for each lot. Those wells could be permitted under the domestic
well statutes (72-12.1.1) of the existing water laws. The Office ofthe State Engineer is required to issue
such permits, and does so without review of their potential impairment on surrounding water rights
holders.

The various County Commissions in the basin, under Subdivision authorities granted to them by state
statute, have a mechanism by which to stop this potential for "double dipping" - i.e. selling water rights
from a property and t!>en subdividing without re-assigning water rights to the property. However, it
would require that tfEstancia Basin "overlay" be created by each County and that for the "overlay" area,
the existing subdivision ordinances be amended to prevent such a practice.

The EBWPC has prepared a resolution addressing this matter for your consideration (Attachment 1). In
essence the resolution, if approved by the Commission, would clearly state the County's policy on this
matter and would direct County staff to prepare the required amendments to County codes needed to
prohibit this practice . The resolution does allow development of lands from which water rights are
severed, provided that other water rights are transferred back on to the property, the land is to be
served by a community system with appropriate water rights, or if an appropriate portion of the water
rights are retained for the development.

If you have questions regarding this resolution or would like for the County's EBWPC representative to
address this resolution before the Commission, please feel free to contact us.

Sincerely

Stephen Ness,
Chairperson, Estancia Basin Water Planning Committee



ATfACHMENT1
DRAFTOF PROPOSED RESOLUTION

A RESOLUTION ADDRESSING THE USE OF DOMESTIC (72-12-1) WELLS FOR WATER SUPPLY FOR

SUBDIVISION OF LANDS FROM WHICH WATERRIGHTS HAVE BEEN PREVIOUSLY TRANSFERRED OR

SEVERED / .

Whereas: The Estancia BasicWater Planning Committee (EBWPC) was formed by Memorandum of

Understanding by the Counties of Bernalillo, Santa Fe,and Torrance; and the EBWPC was assigned the

responsibility to recommend water resource management policies for consideration by the various

governments within the jurisdiction in the Estancia Basin.

Whereas: The New Mexico Office of the State Engineer (OSE) declared the Estancia Basin fully

appropriated and closed the basin to new appropriations on 4 July 2001, and the OSE recognizes nearly

three times the amount of permitted water rights than the amount of water actually pumped

throughout the basin; and the OSE currently administers the Estancia Basin under guidelines approved

in June 2002; and the OSE has not proposed, nor has any immediate plans, to adjudicate the water

rights within the basin.

Whereas: Both permitted water rights and physical pumping of water far exceed the amount of annual

recharge occurring to the basin, and whereas historic and current pumping has resulted in significant

decline in water levels, and continuing declines in water levels are an on-going concern in the basin;

Whereas: Whereas there are no provisions in State law or in the OSE Estancia Basinguidelines to

prevent redevelopment of land from which water rights have been transferred or severed, and such'

redevelopment could present a plan to the respective member Counties or other governmental entities

for utilizing the existing domestic well (NMSA 72-12-1) statutes for an intended water supply for a

proposed subdivision, and that the 72-1-1 statue currently requires thpssuance of such permits by the

OSE without further consideration of the impact or impairment cause by issuance of such permits.

Whereas: The provisions of NMSA 47-6-9 require the board of county commissioners to regulate

subdivisions within the county's boundaries, including requirements to quantify the maximum annual

water requirements of subdivision and to assess the water availability to meet the maximum annual

water requirements of each new subdivision or development.

Whereas: The provisions of NMSA 47-6-9 does not limit the authority of counties to adopt subdivision

regulation with requirements that are more stringent than the requirements set forth in the New

Mexico Subdivsion Act, and NMSA 4-37-1 grants to counties the same powers as granted to

municipalities which includes limited powers to regulate the drilling of domestic wells.

Be it resolved:

1, It is this policy of this County Commission that subdivision of lands within the Estancia Basin from which

water rights have been previously severed, transferred, or have any way undergone a change in place or
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purpose of use (i,e. subject lands) shall not subsequently be developed based on the use of domestic wells

issued under provisions of NMSA72)2-1, unless sufficient~fO~were reserved for such development.

~ It is the County Commissions policy that such plans are c~nsidered contrary to providing for the safety,

preserving the health, and promoting the prosperity of the county and its inhabitants.

1, It is the direction of this County Commission to the County Manager and to the EBWPC that the proposed -t.
amendments allow for development utilizing domestic wells permitted under 72-1-1 provisions only if (a) r;JtJ~
water rights were severed from the land prior to effective date of the proposed amendments, (b~
which a portion of water rights have been retained in an amount consistent with the amount that would be

assigned to the domestic well 72-1-1 permit(s) as issued by the OSE for the subdivided property at the time of

the subdivision application, and (c) for lands without prior rights assignedor declarations having been made

as of the effective date of the proposed amendments.

4. It is the direction of this County Commission to the County Manager and County staff and to the EBWPC that

redevelopment of land from which water rights have been severed must obtain water from a source other

than domestic wells, for example, from a community water system (either existing or created) that has

documented access to water rights and productive wells sufficient to meet the longevity and quality

requirements of the County code.

5. It is the direction of this County Commission that the County Manager, in consultation with the EBWPC,

develop and submit for approval proposed amendments to land use plans and Subdivision Ordinances to

implement the above stated policy. The effective date of the amendments shall be no sooner than the date

of the adoption of the amendment.
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June 2012 Data Evaluation

As part of the contract between the EastTorrance Soil and Water Conservation District (ETSWCD) and

HydroResolutions (HR), HRhas assembled and evaluated groundwater level data from wells within the

Estancia Basin that are being monitored as part of the Estancia Basin Water Planning Committee

(EBWPC) hydrogeologic monitoring program. Data were most recently downloaded on April 30 and May

1, 2012, from the 11 wells that are currently continuously monitored and seven wells that are manually

monitored.

Figure 1 shows the complete EBWPC groundwater monitoring network, including 25 wells in which only

manual water-level measurements are collected and 12 wells that have been monitored continuously

using pressure transducers. Note that continuous monitoring was discontinued in Greene-4 (Figure 1­

south end of the basin) on October 18, 2011, due to its remote location and the fact that water levels in

Greene-4 were not believed to be representative of the Estancia Basin. Figure 1 also shows the best

estimate of the long-term water-level trend (in ftjyr) at each of the continuously (past and present)

monitored well locations. Positive values indicate rising water levels and negative values indicate falling

water levels. A single combined trend is given for the Schwebach 1 and 4 wells - there is no appreciable

trend difference between the two locations.

Of the 11 currently continuously monitored wells, all but one (Schwebach 1) also include manual

measurements, allowing for verification of the transducer readings. Note that water levels in most of

the exclusively manually monitored wells have been measured only one or two times with the three

exceptions being Magnum Steel, E-6385 (Bowman), and Shaw WM. Where water levels have been

measured with sufficient frequency to determine if the effects of seasonal irrigat ion pumping can be

detected, the data indicate that 8 out of 15 wells do show the effects of irrigation pumping (Figure 2).

Near the northwest boundary of the basin, water levels in E-2298 (Figure 3) are seen to be increasing at

about 2.6 ftjyr and do not show any responses related to irrigation pumping. Water levels at the

Hagerman Headquarters well located near the northeastern boundary of the basin are shown in Figure

4. About a mile to the east, the Bozlan-l well (Figure 5) was previously thought to be affected by

seasonal irrigation pumping. However, over the past year the expected irrigation recovery cycle

typically observed between September and April was not observed at this location, so it is currently

listed as not affected by irrigation (Figure 2). The long-term water-level trend shows that Bozlan-l water

levels are currently declining at about 3.5 ftfyr. Apart from Bozlan-1, there are no additional

continuously monitored wells along the eastern side of the basin.

South of E-2298 along the western edge of the basin, E-9673 (Figure 6) shows no evidence of being

affected by irrigation pumping. The data indicate that the long-term water level at E-9673 is effectively

constant. Magnum Steel (Figure 7) and E-6385 (Bowman) (Figure 8) in the north central part of the

basin clearly show the effects of irrigation pumping. Given the irregular sampling frequency, it is

Evaluat ion of Groundwater Level Data

4
Estancia Basin
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difficult to determine the magnitude of the long-term water-level changes at the Magnum Steel and E­

6385 locations.

Wells E-50-1 (Schwebach 1) (Figure 9) and E-50-4 (Schwebach 4) (Figure 10) near the center of the basin

(Figure 2) clearly show the irrigation pumping cycle with water-level changes on the order of 20 ft

between the start and end of the irrigation season. Long-term water levels in the vicinity of wells E-50-1

and E-50-4 are declining at a rate of about 5 ft/yr (Figure 1).

Well E-2034-S displays an attenuated irrigation pumping signal (Figure 11) relative to E-50-1. The long­

term water level in the vicinity of this well is declining at approximately 2.5 ft/yr (Figure 1). West of E­

2034-S, the Swenka Exploratory well near the western edge of the basin has shown an overall increase

in water levels since monitoring began in 2009 (Figure 12), with an approximate long-term increase of

1.4 ftfyr. There is no indication that the Swenka Exploratory well is being affected by irrigation

pumping.

Further south, but still on the west side of the basin, E.B. Romero WM (Figure 13) shows both short­

term windmill pumping cycles aswell as the seasonal irrigation pumping cycles. The long-term water

level the E.B. Romero WM location appears to be relatively constant. Continuing south along the west

side of the basin, Smith-l (Figure 14) clearly shows the irrigation pumping cycles and a long-term water­

level decline of approximately 0.4 ft/yr.

Cheri Lujan-l (Figure 15) does not appear to be affected by irrigation pumping and exhibits no long-term

change. However, Shaw WM just a mile south does show the irrigation pumping signal (Figure 16).

Changes in the total depth of Cheri Lujan-l between initial and subsequent measurements suggest that

the deeper part of this well collapsed. It is believed that the remaining water column in Cheri Lujan-l is

isolated from that part of the basin aquifer that is affected by irrigation pumping.

Neither Greene-l (Figure 17) nor Greene-4 (Figure 18) in the southern part of the basin (Figure 2) shows

the effects of irrigation pumping. Both Greene-l and Greene-4 are located within the topographic basin

boundary but south of the administrative basin boundary. The water level at Greene-l is rising at about

0.2 ftfyr and at Greene-4 it is decreasing at about 2.2 ft/yr (Figure 1). As noted previously, continuous

monitoring has been discontinued in Greene-4 due to its remote location and the fact that water levels

in Greene-4 are not believed to be representative of the Estancia Basin.

Manual water level readings were taken at the Ruby Shaw Windmill (Figure 19), the Hoiling Well (Figure

20) and the Jerry Shaw Headquarters Well (Figure 21) during the most recent monitoring run.

The data from the Ruby Shaw Windmill (Figure 19) suggest that the water level might be rising at that

location in contrast to the Smith-l well approximately five miles to the east where continuous water­

level readings show a long-term decrease. The current plan is to move the pressure transducer from the

Cheri Lujan-l well to the Ruby Shaw Windmill to further invest igate this possible difference.

Data from the Hoiling Well (Figure 20) suggest a 70-ft decrease in the water level over a two-year period

at that location. More frequent manual measurements at this location are planned.
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Figure 1. EBWPC groundwater monitoring network showing manually and continuously
monitored well locations and long-term water-level trends.
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Figure 3. Water levels measured in well E-2298.
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Figure 4. Water levels measured in the Hagerman Headquarters well.
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