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AZ transboundary aquifers and rivers 
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US-‐MX	  Transboundary	  Aquifer	  Assessment	  
Program	  (TAAP)	  

Colorado	  River	  Basin	  

My	  role…	  



Transferability of water 
management and policy approaches 
and lessons learned (both + and -) 
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•  US water governance is decentralized 
–  By jurisdiction (federal government versus states) 
–  By type of water 

•  MX water governance is centralized 
•  History of working two countries working together on 

surface water through the International Boundary and 
Water Commission (IBWC)  
–  Example:  Colorado River water management pursuant to the 

1944 Water Treat and Minutes (clarifications) to it 
•  Transboundary wastewater treatment plants 

–  Example:  Nogales International Wastewater Treatment Plant, 
located in AZ, 2/3 of the wastewater being treated at the plant 
originates in Sonora, MX 

•  Less history working together on transboundary 
aquifers. The US-MX Transboundary Aquifer 
Assessment Program (TAAP) began in 2007. 

US-MX Border Water Governance 
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The International Boundary and 
Water Commission (ibwc.gov) 
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WRRC,	  2010	  

MX	  Commissioner	  
Roberto	  Salmon	  

US	  Commissioner	  
Edward	  Drusina	  



Colorado River Basin 
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Map	  –	  Courtesy	  of	  the	  US	  Bureau	  
of	  ReclamaDon	  

Photo	  –	  Courtesy	  of	  YamileG	  Carillo	  



Minute 319:  Historic agreement 
signed in November 2012 to share 
Colorado River shortage and surplus 
and address Colorado River Delta 
ecosystem 
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•  Federal governments in lead role through IBWC 
•  US States advise US federal government 

–  States receive advice from organizations within their states 

•  Working groups include environmental NGOs, who 
have particular interest in the health of the Colorado 
River Delta 

•  Decisions become official upon the signature of a 
Minute by the US and MX Commissioners of the 
International Boundary and Water Commission.  
Minute 319 is the most recent. Minutes 316, 317 and 
318 also important. 

Binational Colorado River issues 
are addressed through working 
groups at multiple levels 
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What about Binational Groundwater 
Management and Governance?  
The Arizona-Sonora portion of the Transboundary 
Aquifer Assessment Program (TAAP) includes two 
transboundary aquifers 



Cooperative framework adopted by the 
IBWC in August 2009 has guided 
development of aquifer reports for the 
Santa Cruz and San Pedro aquifers 
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Photo	  taken	  19	  August	  2009	  

TAAP	  Workshop	  and	  BinaDonal	  
Advisory	  CommiGee	  meeDng	  

Development	  of	  the	  cooperaFve	  
framework	  took	  considerable	  Fme.	  



•  Major technical reports for both 
aquifers along the Arizona-
Sonora Border have been 
drafted.  This, too, is historic. 
–  Written as an integrated report, 

not side-by-side reports for the 
US and for MX  (all written in 
Spanish first and now being 
translated to English) 

–  Major collaborative mapping 
effort 

–  Reviews will be completed before 
report is finalized and accepted 
for distribution by the IBWC 

•  Funding constraints on US 
side are hampering additional 
work 

Status of the binational reports 
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www.arizona.edu/TAAP	  
Cover	  page	  for	  English	  
language	  version	  of	  one	  of	  
two	  reports.	  	  Note	  logos.	  



•  Several additional efforts, including work looking at climate 
change uncertainty and surface water-groundwater 
interactions, have been completed or are ongoing. 

•  Will the collaborative approach resulting in the preparation of 
the binational TAAP reports be helpful in managing the scarce 
groundwater resources in the border region, where there is 
less history of stakeholder engagement and joint management 
(no treaty)? 

•  Recognizing that some of the actors will differ, jurisdictions of 
different types/scales and/or addressing a different water 
sources (groundwater versus surface water) could benefit from 
the intensive and inclusive stakeholder engagement efforts 
employed for the Colorado River. 

•  Governance asymmetries make it difficult but not impossible to 
improve groundwater governance in this binational setting. 

What is on the horizon for binational 
groundwater management? 
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•  We all have complicated national water 
management situations that are more complicated 
by trans-jurisdictional boundaries.  Commitment to 
resolving issues in a collaborative approach is 
important and was not always present in the past. 

•  There have been real changes in approach. 
–  Sharing of surplus and shortage through Minute 319 on a 

trial basis (five years)  
–  The environment is receiving more attention 
–  More involvement of different stakeholders 

•  The importance of drivers and stresses 
–  April 2010 earthquake 
–  Shortage conditions along the Colorado River 

•  The importance of institutional mechanisms for 
interaction and collaboration 

Some Lessons/Conclusions 
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We would be happy to host or 
collaborate on a workshop/visit 

where we could get into these issues 
in greater detail. 

 
Thank you! 
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