
����������
�������

Citation: Robertson, A.J.;

Matherne, A.-M.; Pepin, J.D.;

Ritchie, A.B.; Sweetkind, D.S.;

Teeple, A.P.; Granados-Olivas, A.;

García-Vásquez, A.C.; Carroll, K.C.;

Fuchs, E.H.; et al.

Mesilla/Conejos-Médanos Basin:

U.S.-Mexico Transboundary Water

Resources. Water 2022, 14, 134.

https://doi.org/10.3390/w14020134

Academic Editor: Aizhong Ye

Received: 31 August 2021

Accepted: 18 December 2021

Published: 6 January 2022

Publisher’s Note: MDPI stays neutral

with regard to jurisdictional claims in

published maps and institutional affil-

iations.

Copyright: © 2022 by the authors.

Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland.

This article is an open access article

distributed under the terms and

conditions of the Creative Commons

Attribution (CC BY) license (https://

creativecommons.org/licenses/by/

4.0/).

water

Review

Mesilla/Conejos-Médanos Basin: U.S.-Mexico Transboundary
Water Resources
Andrew J. Robertson 1,* , Anne-Marie Matherne 1, Jeff D. Pepin 1 , Andre B. Ritchie 1, Donald S. Sweetkind 2 ,
Andrew P. Teeple 3 , Alfredo Granados-Olivas 4 , Ana Cristina García-Vásquez 5 , Kenneth C. Carroll 6 ,
Erek H. Fuchs 7 and Amy E. Galanter 1

1 U.S. Geological Survey, New Mexico Water Science Center, Albuquerque, NM 87113, USA;
matherne@usgs.gov (A.-M.M.); jpepin@usgs.gov (J.D.P.); abritchie@usgs.gov (A.B.R.);
agalanter@usgs.gov (A.E.G.)

2 U.S. Geological Survey, Geosciences and Environmental Change Science Center, Denver, CO 80225, USA;
dsweetkind@usgs.gov

3 U.S. Geological Survey, Oklahoma-Texas Water Science Center, Austin, TX 78754, USA; apteeple@usgs.gov
4 Instituto de Ingeniería y Tecnología, Ciudad Juárez, Universidad Autónoma de Ciudad Juárez,

Ciudad Juárez 32500, Mexico; agranados@uacj.mx
5 Water Science & Management, New Mexico State University, Las Cruces, NM 88003, USA; gava@nmsu.edu
6 Plant & Environmental Sciences Department, New Mexico State University, Las Cruces, NM 88003, USA;

kccarr@nmsu.edu
7 Elephant Butte Irrigation District, Las Cruces, NM 88005, USA; efuchs@ebid-nm.org
* Correspondence: ajrobert@usgs.gov; Tel.: +1-505-830-7975

Abstract: Synthesizing binational data to characterize shared water resources is critical to informing
binational management. This work uses binational hydrogeology and water resource data in the
Mesilla/Conejos-Médanos Basin (Basin) to describe the hydrologic conceptual model and identify
potential research that could help inform sustainable management. The Basin aquifer is primarily
composed of continuous basin-fill Santa Fe Group sediments, allowing for transboundary through-
flow. Groundwater flow, however, may be partially or fully restricted by intrabasin uplifts and limited
recharge. The shallow groundwater in the Rio Grande alluvium receives recharge from the Rio Grande
and responds to changes in water supply and demand. About 11% of Rio Grande alluvial ground-
water volume is recharged annually, an amount that is less than recent withdrawals. Potentially
recoverable fresh to slightly brackish groundwater was estimated at 82,600 cubic hectometers in the
U.S. portion of the Basin and 69,100 cubic hectometers in the Mexican portion. Alluvial groundwater
geochemistry is governed by the evaporative concentration of the Rio Grande and agricultural diver-
sions, whereas deeper groundwater geochemistry is governed by mixing and geochemical processes.
Continued refinements to storage estimates, the water budget, and deep groundwater extent and
geochemistry can improve estimates of sustainable use and inform alternative water sources.

Keywords: transboundary; water resources; Rio Grande; conceptual model; hydrogeology; geochemistry

1. Introduction

As in many arid regions, increasing water demand due to increasing population
and agricultural uses within the Mesilla/Conejos-Médanos Basin (Basin), combined with
multi-year drought conditions [1], has resulted in diminished surface-water supplies and
increased reliance on groundwater withdrawals. The Basin, which is largely defined by the
presence of basin-fill sediments and bounding uplifts, is home to a regionally important
transboundary aquifer underlying portions of Texas and New Mexico (U.S.), as well as
Chihuahua (Mexico) (Figure 1). The Rio Grande, which flows through the northeastern
portion of the Basin (Figure 1), along with groundwater, provides water for the residents
and industries of Las Cruces, New Mexico; El Paso, Texas; and Ciudad Juárez, Chihuahua,
along with numerous smaller communities. The Basin is also home to one of the largest
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agricultural producing regions in the state of New Mexico [2]. The high demands on the
water resources, coupled with decades of reduced streamflow, are resulting in reduced
groundwater supplies. The New Mexico Universities Working Group on Water Supply
Vulnerabilities (2015) reports that the groundwater resources in the Basin “ . . . may no
longer have the capacity to provide a reliable, supplemental supply during extended
drought conditions and with the current levels of intensive use of groundwater.” [3].
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Chihuahua (Mexico). Base terrain and geographic references from U.S. Geological Survey (2021) [4],
Teeple (2017) [5] and Driscoll and Sherson (2016) [6]. The geographic coordinate system is the North
American Datum of 1983.

The transboundary and interstate nature of the Basin aquifer adds to the complexity
of resolving competing demands. The research needs for a scarce conjunctive-use resource
that is managed by multiple governments benefits from not only understanding of the
physical characteristics and limits of the resource but cooperation and common objectives
of stakeholders. Surface water of the Rio Grande (known as the Rio Bravo in Mexico)
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is allocated according to a series of legal agreements, including the tri-state (Colorado,
New Mexico, and Texas) Rio Grande Compact, the federal Rio Grande Project, and the
1906 U.S.-Mexico treaty. In contrast to the complex legal structures apportioning surface
water, there are no state compacts or binational treaties to govern the apportionment of
groundwater. Pending (2022) lawsuits (State of Texas v. State of New Mexico and State of
Colorado [No. 141, Orig.] and the Rio Grande adjudication, New Mexico v. Elephant Butte
Irrigation District, et al. [No. CV 96-888]) add uncertainty to the existing legal framework
and future allocation of the limited resources, putting increased emphasis and importance
on the Basin and resource characterization to support sound management decisions.

The objective of this work is to summarize the state of the hydrologic science in the
Basin, describe the working hydrologic conceptual model and water budget, and identify
potential research that would add key information to assist sustainable binational man-
agement. The U.S. portion of the Basin is often referred to as the Mesilla Basin and will
be referred to as the Mesilla portion of the Basin in this report. The Mexican portion of
the Basin is often referred to as the Conejos-Médanos aquifer and will be referred to as
the Conejos-Médanos portion of the Basin in this report. Much of the work in the Basin
has focused on either the U.S. or Mexican portion, and interpretative study areas generally
do not extend across the international border. Most of the published work available and
cited in this article is from the U.S. side of the Basin and primarily focuses on the Mesilla
Valley (Figure 1). This work seeks to synthesize that research and describe it in the context
of the international resource. Specifically, Basin characteristics, surface water, groundwater,
and water-chemistry information are used to (1) determine the extent of the regional aquifer
and estimate the amount of groundwater exchange between Mesilla and Conejos-Médanos
portions of the aquifer; (2) evaluate prior estimates of groundwater storage in the regional
aquifer and develop a revised estimate using updated information, (3) determine the extent
and amount of present-day recharge, and (4) summarize the source and mechanisms of
salinity near Paso del Norte, where the Rio Grande and groundwater flow out of the Basin.

To bridge the disparate research and gain a more complete understanding of the
regional aquifer system, new estimates of storage and water-budget components are intro-
duced, as well as a binational water-level map. This work introduces new storage estimates
for the Mesilla portion of the Basin using a newly constructed digital hydrogeologic frame-
work [7], as well as for the Conejos-Médanos portion of the Basin, for which storage has
not been previously estimated. An international water-level map that combines groundwa-
ter elevation data from both sides of the international border was developed in order to
visualize potential groundwater flow through the Basin. Finally, a water-budget approach
is presented that includes a new estimate of groundwater flow across the international
border. Three versions of the water budget are developed under different assumptions by
using data for the period of record, a dry period, and a wet period to compare differences
resulting from surface-water availability.

This paper is organized into conventional water resource assessment sections, and the
following narrative provides a roadmap for how each these sections address the objective
and research objectives listed above. To quantify the amount of water available in the Basin,
Section 3 summarizes the hydrogeology of the Basin sediments that make up the aquifer
and bounding features, along with descriptions of faults and sub-basins that may affect
groundwater flow. Streamflow characteristics and variability are described in Section 4.1.
Estimates of the aquifer dimensions and hydrologic properties are then combined with
groundwater levels in Section 4.2 to estimate the amount of groundwater in storage in the
Basin. Using the supporting evidence of groundwater fluctuations in Section 4.2 and water
chemistry in Section 5, the extent and fraction of present-day recharge from surface water
is estimated in the water budgets presented in Section 6. Potential contributors to salinity
and their extent are introduced in Section 4 and further developed in Section 5. Uncertainty
and gaps in data and understanding are noted throughout the paper and are summarized
in Section 7.
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2. Materials and Methods

The information and research summarized in this paper were gathered from published
data and interpretations. Several previous and current federal, state, and local programs are
responsible for the large body of work contributing to our understanding of the Basin. Key
works used in this paper to estimate groundwater storage and to delineate groundwater
flow direction include previous descriptions of geologic structure, basin-fill sediments,
and bounding features by Hawley and Kennedy (2004) [8] and Sweetkind (2017) [7] for the
Mesilla portion of the Basin, as well as Jimenez and Keller (2000) [9] and Servicio Geológico
Mexicano (SGM) (2011) [10] for the Conejos-Médanos portion of the Basin. Previous stor-
age estimates are limited to the Mesilla portion of the Basin and have been reported by
Hawley and Kennedy (2004) [8], Wilson and colleagues (1981) [11], and Balleau (1999) [12].
Water-chemistry data reported by numerous authors, but primarily Witcher and colleagues
(2004) [13] and Teeple (2017) [5], were used to describe the extent of recharge and ground-
water flow, as well as salinity increases at the terminus of the Basin, near Paso del Norte
(Figure 1). To understand the extent and quantity of present-day recharge as a contribution
to the water budget, data were compiled from Wilson et al. (1981) [11], the numerical
modeling efforts of Frenzel and Kaehler (1992) [14] and S.S. Papadopulos and Associates,
Inc. (SSPA; 2007) [15], from Hanson and colleagues (2020) [16], and the associated data re-
lease by Ritchie et al. (2018) [17]. Interpretation of the present groundwater/surface-water
interactions was supported with long-term data-collection records available from the U.S.
Geological Survey (USGS; 2021) [18].

The total volume of groundwater stored in the aquifer system of the Mesilla portion
of the Basin and a small part of the Conejos-Médanos portion was estimated using the
method documented by the Texas Water Development Board (TWDB), which differentiates
between groundwater storage in unconfined and confined aquifers [19,20]. Groundwater
storage for unconfined aquifers (Su) is equal to the volume of water that would be released
by dewatering the entire saturated thickness of the aquifer and is calculated as follows:

Su = A (bs) Sy (1)

where A is the area of the saturated aquifer, bs is the saturated thickness (equal to the
groundwater elevation minus the elevation of the bottom of aquifer), and Sy is the specific
yield. Specific yield is the ratio of the volume of water that drains from a saturated rock by
gravity to the total volume of the saturated aquifer.

Groundwater storage in confined aquifers (Sc) consists of the volume of water that
would be released by dewatering the entire aquifer and the elastic properties of the aquifer
(expansion of water and deformation of aquifer solids), calculated as:

Sc =
[
A (bs) Sy] + [A (h) Ss (ba)

]
(2)

where ba is the aquifer thickness (equal to the elevation of the top of the aquifer minus
the elevation of the bottom of aquifer), h is the hydraulic head (equal to the groundwater
elevation minus the elevation of the top of the aquifer), and Ss is the specific storage. Specific
storage is the amount of water released from or taken into storage per unit volume of a porous
medium per unit change in hydraulic head. Other terms are as defined for Equation (1).

The elevations of the top and bottom of the aquifer units were estimated by using the
three-dimensional hydrogeologic framework model developed by Sweetkind (2017) [7].
Sweetkind (2017) assigned a thickness of about 1.5 meters (m)to a hydrogeologic framework
model unit where it was absent within the stratigraphic sequence [7]; these areas were
excluded from the total volume estimates. The groundwater elevation was estimated
from the groundwater-elevation surface presented in Section 4. Equation (1) was used to
calculate the Su where the groundwater elevation was equal to or below the top of the
aquifer unit, and Equation (2) was used to calculate the Sc where the groundwater elevation
was above the top of the aquifer unit. An Sy of 0.1 and an Ss of 0.00001 per foot were
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assumed for all aquifer units. These values were chosen to be consistent with reported
values and previous storage estimates [8].

The three-dimensional hydrogeologic framework model used to estimate the vol-
ume of the Mesilla portion of the Basin represents about 45% of the total area of the
Mesilla/Conejos-Médanos Basin, as depicted in Teeple (2017) [5] (Figure 1). Thus, only a
small portion the northern part of the Conejos-Médanos portion of the Basin, roughly cor-
responding to the southernmost active extent of the Rio Grande Transboundary Integrated
Hydrologic Model [16], was included in the volume estimates for the Mesilla portion of
the Basin. In addition, areas with a high standard error from kriging the groundwater
elevations were excluded from the total volume estimates.

Different spatial resolutions were used for the three-dimensional hydrogeologic frame-
work model, a 200-m grid-cell size, and for the groundwater-elevation surface, a 23-m
grid-cell size. To combine the different spatial resolutions, the ArcGIS Zonal Statistics
tool [21] was used to calculate the mean groundwater elevation within each hydrogeologic
framework model grid.

A binational water-level map was constructed by interpolating median groundwater-
elevation data from measurements made in 2010 within the basin-fill sediments [10,18].
Measurements made in Mexico and reported in the National Geodetic American Vertical
Datum of 1929 were converted to reference the North American Vertical Datum of 1988
(NAVD88) by using the correction factors from Carrera-Hernández (2020) [22] so that
measurements within both countries were relative to a common datum. Data that were not
measured within the basin-fill sediments or that were noted as being affected by nearby
pumping, surface water, or other factors were omitted from the analysis. The final dataset
included a total of 217 measurement locations, with 108 in Mexico and 109 in the United
States [23]. Median values from these locations were contoured by using universal kriging
interpolation techniques in R (version 3.5.3), an open-source programming language [24,25].
The kriging configuration used a 2nd-order trend with an interaction term, a spherical vari-
ogram model (range = 61,134 m; sill = 592 square meters (m2); nugget = 0 m2), and a 23-m
grid-cell size. Portions of the map that were associated with relatively high interpolation
uncertainty, as determined by the kriging standard error and largely due to sparce data
coverage, were omitted from the final map [23]. Elevations referenced throughout this
paper are reported relative to the NAVD88.

3. Geologic Setting and Hydrogeology

The semiarid Mesilla/Conejos-Médanos Basin (Basin) covers 8290 square kilometers
(km2), of which about 5960 km2 are in Chihuahua, Mexico [8,10]. Physiographically, the
Mesilla portion of the Basin can be divided into the West Mesa, the incised Mesilla Valley
that contains the Rio Grande and associated sediments, and the East Bench (Figure 1).
The Conejos-Médanos portion of the Basin is divided into the lowlands and dunes of
Laguna El Barreal to the southwest and the mesa features that may be considered as the
southern extension of the West Mesa in New Mexico (Figure 1). Basin elevations range
from about 1100 m near the Paso del Norte to greater than 2700 m in the Organ Mountains
east of Las Cruces (Figure 1) [16]. Average annual precipitation in Las Cruces, New Mexico
is about 21.3 centimeters (cm) per year [26], and average annual precipitation from four
climate stations in and near the Conejos-Médanos portion of the Basin is about 16.8 cm
per year [27]. The average annual estimated reference evapotranspiration ranges from
about 187 cm/year along the Rio Grande Valley to about 79 cm/year in the surrounding
mountains [16]. The Rio Grande is an important surface-water feature flowing through the
northern Mesilla portion of the Basin, whereas ephemeral surface waters in the Conejos-
Médanos portion of the Basin are considered to be in closed basins and not connected to
the Rio Grande.



Water 2022, 14, 134 6 of 36

3.1. Geologic Setting

The Basin is located in the southern part of the Rio Grande rift, a tectonic feature
that is characterized by a series of generally north-south-trending structural extensional
basins. The still-active Rio Grande rift has been evolving for more than 25 million years
through episodic crustal extension and basin subsidence [8]. The Basin is bound by volcanic
highlands and fault-block (horst) ranges that expose tilted Paleozoic and Early Cretaceous
carbonate and siliciclastic rocks and include some Tertiary igneous intrusions [8,28–30].
The eastern margin of the Mesilla portion of the Basin is bound by the Organ and Franklin
Mountains, and the western margin by fault blocks and volcanic uplands of the East Potrillo
Mountains and West Potrillo Mountains. The Robledo and Doña Ana Mountains define the
northern end of the Basin, except in the northeast, where it transitions to the Jornada del
Muerto Basin (Figure 1) and where interbasin groundwater flow is reported to occur [5,8].
The Conejos-Médanos portion of the Basin is bound to the east by low-elevation (<1490 m)
mountains and hills, including Sierra de Juárez, Cerro El Picacho, and Sierra de Samalayuca;
to the south by the Cenozoic outcrops around Sierra La Candelaria; and to the southwest
by the hills and mountains west of Laguna El Barreal, such as Sierra El Malpais and Sierra
La Nariz [31].

Tectonic deformation and faulting within the Basin formed a series of structural sub-
basins and uplifts (Figure 2) [7,8,30,32]. These interbasin and intrabasin structures play a
major role in groundwater flow. The Mesilla portion of the Basin is divided into sub-basins
by a normal-fault bounded horst block, the Mid-Basin Uplift. The Mid-Basin Uplift does
not extend through the entire saturated thickness but may result in the division of deeper
groundwater flow [8]. To the north, the entire saturated thickness of the southern portion of
the Jornada Del Muerto Basin (Figure 2) is separated from the Basin by sub-crops resulting
from a complex series of faults [7,8]. In the Conejos-Médanos portion of the Basin, a series of
northwest—southeast trending sub-basins, Los Muertos, El Parabien, and Southcentral (or
Conejos-Médanos), are defined by mostly buried uplifts [9,33]. Previous groundwater-level
maps indicate the potential for groundwater throughout the Conejos-Médanos portion
of the Basin to flow north [10,27]; however, these buried uplifts may restrict northerly
groundwater flow to only a small portion near the international border.
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Figure 2. Major faults and structural features of the Mesilla/Conejos-Médanos Basin. Also included
are the locations of nested wells, where vertical gradients have been determined, and select deep and
shallow wells with long-term groundwater-level records. Base terrain and geographic references
are from [5,6,34]. Coordinates are the geographic coordinate system relative to the North American
Datum of 1983.

3.2. Hydrogeology

Aquifers in the Rio Grande rift, like the Basin, are made up of saturated recent valley -fill
deposits and older thick intermontane sedimentary basin-fill deposits. While climate regimes
influenced the geomorphology of the fluvial deposits in the Basin, tectonics were—and
are—the primary controls for the aggradation from the Rio Grande [35,36]. The Basin
aquifer system is made up of as much as 900 m of partially consolidated eolian, alluvial,
lacustrine, and fluvial (ancestral Rio Grande) deposits that comprise the Pliocene to Pleis-
tocene Santa Fe Group [7,8,10]. A thin layer (<25 m) of unconsolidated Quaternary alluvial
and fluvial deposits, known as the Rio Grande alluvium, overlies the Santa Fe Group [8].
The Santa Fe Group unconformably overlies a succession of older consolidated base-
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ment rocks that include, in descending order: lower-to-middle Tertiary and volcaniclastic
rocks [7]; up to 760 m of Upper Cretaceous marine and non-marine sandstone and shale;
900 m to over 1500 m of Paleozoic dolomite, limestone, and sandstone with interbedded
shale and gypsum beds [8,10]; and a complex of Proterozoic granite and metamorphic rocks.

The Santa Fe Group is often divided into three hydrostratigraphic units that roughly
correspond to the stages of basin filling: the upper Santa Fe, the middle Santa Fe, and the
lower Santa Fe hydrostratigraphic units (Figure 3), which are correlative with the Camp
Rice and Palomas, the Rincon Valley, and the Hayner Ranch formations, respectively [7,8].
Deposition of the lower Santa Fe unit occurred between 10 and 25 million years ago (Ma)
in a broad, shallow basin that predated the uplifts of the flanking mountain blocks [8].
The lower Santa Fe unit is primarily fine-grained and partly consolidated with some
calcium-sulfate and sodium-sulfate evaporites and cementation, which was deposited in a
closed basin. The middle Santa Fe unit is composed of eolian dune sequences up to 610 m
thick that intertongue with alluvial deposits near the bounding mountains and fluvial and
playa-lake deposits in the inner Basin [8]. The middle Santa Fe unit was deposited about
4 to 10 Ma, when rift tectonics were most active. Rapid aggradation in the Basin during
this time, caused by subsidence of the central basin blocks relative to the surrounding
uplifts [8], resulted in deposition of coarse clastic alluvial deposits derived from the uplift
of the ranges bounding both sides of the basin [8]. The upper Santa Fe unit is about 3 to
4 Ma and consists of fluvial deposits from a large, braided river of the ancestral Rio Grande,
with channel sands and gravels from as far north as the mountains in southern Colorado
and alluvial fan deposits derived from basin-bounding highlands (Figure 1) [8]. The fluvial
system discharged into the playa-lake plains of the eastern Hueco Bolson and the southern
Conejos-Médanos portion of the Basin.
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The Quaternary Rio Grande alluvium and upper Santa Fe unit were deposited by
the through-flowing Rio Grande [16]. The alluvial sequence was produced by multiple
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episodes of valley entrenchment during glacial stages and aggradation during interglacial
(interpluvial) stages. The Rio Grande alluvium is composed of river-channel and overbank
depositional facies ranging in texture from sand and gravel to silt and clay that are generally
15 to 38 m thick, respectively [11]. A basal-channel gravel and sand layer, up to 9 to 12 m
thick, was deposited during the interval of maximum valley incision near the end of the
late Pleistocene ice age [37].

Deposition of basin-fill sediments as a result of both tectonics and varying climate
regimes has produced the sediment fill structure that has affected groundwater conditions
through time. Prior to incision by the Rio Grande, starting about 700,000 years ago, the Basin
was a broad plain with water tables in the West Mesa portion of the Basin up to 110 m
above present-day (2022) groundwater levels [8]. The lacustrine deposits of the ancestral
Lake Palomas in the Conejos-Médanos portion of the Basin indicate lake levels were about
60 m above present-day (2022) groundwater levels [8]. Geologic evidence indicates that the
Rio Grande once flowed through what is now the Jornada del Muerto Basin and discharged
to the Hueco Bolson through Filmore Pass [35], indicating the potential for past and present
interbasin groundwater flow. The present course of the Rio Grande probably did not
become established until the middle Pliocene [35], allowing lacustrine deposits to form in
the southern portions of the Basin [8].

Groundwater in the Santa Fe Group generally occurs under leaky-confined condi-
tions as a result of interbedded clays. These clay layers result in horizontal conductivity
exceeding vertical conductivity [11]. Hydraulic conductivities generally decrease with
depth and with increasing distance from the source of sediments [8]. The fluvial sediments
of the Rio Grande alluvium and Santa Fe Group generally represent a fining-upward
sequence of sediments [16]. A broad range of aquifer-specific capacity, transmissivity,
and hydraulic-conductivity values have been estimated for this aquifer system, as sup-
ported by the observed and inferred lithofacies [8]. Specific capacities of 2 to 45 liters
per second per meter (L/s/m) are reported for the coarse-grained deposits in the upper
Santa Fe unit and Rio Grande alluvium, but specific capacity estimates of the middle Santa
Fe are usually less than 8 L/s/m and between 0.2 to 2 L/s/m for the lower Santa Fe [8].
Based on aquifer tests of about 50 wells and test holes completed in the Santa Fe Group,
the average well yield is about 95 L/s [11]. Transmissivities of the upper 300 m of the
aquifer in the West Mesa average around 0.01 square meters per second (m2/s) and range
from 0.01 to 0.04 m2/s in the Mesilla Valley [8,11] Transmissivities in the Conejos-Médanos
portion of the Basin range from about 0.002 to 0.004 m2/s [10]. Vertical hydraulic con-
ductivity measured in West Mesa wells ranged from about 10−6 to 10−5 m per second
(m/s) for the entire thickness of confining layers [14]. The storage coefficients from aquifer
tests range from 0.001 to 0.00003 [11,38]. The horizontal-to-vertical hydraulic conductiv-
ity anisotropy ratio of basin-fill aquifer systems in the Rio Grande rift may range from
200:1 to 1000:1 [8]. Horizontal hydraulic conductivities of the Rio Grande alluvium range
from about 4 × 10−4 to 1.2 × 10−3 m/s, and the average estimated specific yield is 0.2 [37],
with reported estimates ranging from 0.1 to 0.3 [39–41].

Faults throughout the Basin may allow upward leakage of saline water from older
Mesozoic units into the Santa Fe Group and downward or lateral leakage of fresher water
from the Rio Grande valley fill into the Santa Fe Group [34,42]. Cross faults, not mapped
in the Texas portion of the Basin, have been interpreted from geophysical investigations
and may produce sharp divides between deep and shallow basin structures in addition
to the upflow zones [43]. Differences in thickness and lithology of the Basin sediments
are observed across certain faults. For example, the Santa Fe Group on the horst near the
Robledo Mountains (Figure 2) is reported to be mainly composed of clay facies, in contrast
to alternating layers of sands, gravels, and clays in the graben to the south. The high
groundwater gradient, lithologic data, and water-yield data associated with the horst are
indicative of low transmissivity values relative to other portions of the Basin [44]. The Santa
Fe Group in this area is also thinner, with Permian bedrock units found at depths as shallow
as 350 m, whereas thickness of the Santa Fe Group to the south has been observed at over
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730 m [11]. The West Mesa (Figure 1) also contains numerous volcanic features, including a
line of cinder cones, lava flows, and a series of maars. Igneous dikes associated with these
centers are often aligned with groups of faults [7]. Several wells have encountered basaltic
rock at depth [8], with reports of varying degrees of groundwater productivity.

4. Water Availability

Water resources in the Mesilla/Conejos-Médanos Basin (Basin) occur both as surface
water and groundwater in the U.S. portion of the Basin, whereas the Mexican portion of
the Basin relies entirely on groundwater. Both comprise a substantial source of water for
the semiarid region, but drought and increasing demands are reducing water availability.

4.1. Surface Water

The Rio Grande enters the Basin through Selden Canyon (about 1210 m elevation) and
leaves through a gap known as Paso del Norte (about 1130 m elevation) that separates
the Franklin Mountains from Sierra de Juárez to the south near El Paso, Texas (Figure 1).
The Upper Rio Grande Impact Assessment [45] reports that supplies from all native water
sources to the Rio Grande are projected to decrease, on average, by one third overall by the
end of the of the 21st century. Other projections indicate increased variability in monthly
and annual flows, and climate change modeling for the region indicates earlier snowmelt
runoff and warmer average temperatures, leading to increased variability in the magnitude,
timing, and spatial distribution of streamflow [45].

4.1.1. Streamflow

Except for a few perennial seeps and springs that flow for short distances in the
surrounding mountains, the Rio Grande is the only perennial surface-water body in the
Basin. The Rio Grande’s drainage basin above Caballo Dam is about 71,700 km2 (Figure 1),
and about 60 to 75% of Rio Grande streamflow is derived from seasonal snowpack in the
high-elevation headwaters [46,47]. While surface-water availability in the Rio Grande is
largely driven by regional climate and landscape patterns and upstream water use, the local
climate can affect both supply and demand in the Basin [16].

Streamflow in the Rio Grande through the Basin is controlled by Rio Grande Project
(Project) demands. Surface water in the Rio Grande is apportioned by the 1906 international
treaty, which apportions 74.0 cubic hectometers per year (hm3/year) to Mexico, as well
as the 1938 Rio Grande Compact that divides streamflow among the states of Colorado,
New Mexico, and Texas based on measured streamflow. The Project releases water from
the upstream Elephant Butte and Caballo Reservoirs (Figure 1) during the growing season
(irrigation season) to provide water to the Elephant Butte Irrigation District (EBID) in New
Mexico, the El Paso County Water Improvement District No. 1 (EP No. 1) in Texas, and the
Juárez Valley Irrigation District 009 in Mexico. During the winter season, when no dam
releases occur (non-irrigation season), the riverbed is often dry for long stretches within
the Basin [6]. However, this is not only a recent phenomenon. Conover (1954) [39] reported
that even prior to construction of Elephant Butte Dam, the river would sometimes dry for
months at a time. Recent (2022) surface-water conditions in the Basin represent a reduced
supply that has persisted since about 2000 [16]. Average annual streamflow for 1940 to
2018 from releases out of Caballo Reservoir was approximately 791 hm3/year (standard
deviation 316 hm3/year) or about 25 m3/s (Figure 4) [16]. In contrast, the average annual
streamflow during the period of persistent drought from 2000 to 2018 was only about
663 hm3/year (standard deviation 221 hm3/year) or 21 m3/s [47]. At El Paso (the outlet of
the Basin), the average annual streamflow between 1940 and 2018 was 487 hm3/year [17].

Based on precipitation and geologic records, Rio Grande streamflow in the Pleistocene
would have been far greater than present (2022) [8,35]. Flood flows during that time likely
covered the floodplain for weeks at a time [11]. In the decades since agricultural develop-
ment in the Mesilla Valley, upstream reservoirs have greatly reduced flood flows. Following
the construction of Elephant Butte Dam in 1915 and the controlled releases beginning in
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1916, there was a substantial drop in peak streamflow [5]. For example, annual peak flows
of 280 m3/s, including several annual peak flows of more than 430 m3/s, were recorded
before 1915, but since 1915, the annual peak flow has not exceeded 260 m3/s [5]. Where the
Rio Grande leaves the Basin, a flow of 680 m3/s was measured at El Paso during a flood in
1905, but no flow over 230 m3/s has been measured since [8].
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As a primary source of recharge to the groundwater, the Rio Grande, through much
of its 100-km length in the Basin, loses water by seepage to the aquifer [49–53]. When the
river has water in it, seepage to the aquifer can maintain groundwater levels. However,
when the river is dry, the water table may drop below the riverbed. When streamflow
commences, the initial seepage rate is believed to be equal to the infiltration rate of the
riverbed. After several weeks of streamflow, the groundwater levels rebound, and the Rio
Grande hydraulically reconnects to the water table; seepage rates are then proportional
to the hydraulic conductivity of the aquifer and the hydraulic gradient between the river
(surface-water elevation) and the water table [38].

4.1.2. Irrigated Agriculture

Elephant Butte Dam was completed in 1916, and Caballo Dam was completed in 1938
in order to provide a more predictable supply of irrigation water to downstream users [16].
Elephant Butte Reservoir is the primary means of storage for the Project, and Caballo
Reservoir, located immediately downstream from Elephant Butte on the Rio Grande, serves
to regulate Project seasonal releases and electricity generation. There is about 370 km2

of farmland in the Mesilla Valley, but currently (2022) only about 300 km2 is in active
cultivation in New Mexico and about 50 km2 in Texas (out of about 450 km2 of total
valley area) [48,54]. A full annual allotment of water for EBID irrigators is about 338 hm3,
or about 0.9 hm3/km2, and was delivered each year, on a pro rata basis, between 1979 and
2002 [55]. However, drought conditions starting in the late 1990s have reduced surface-
water availability in the Rio Grande and therefore reduced irrigation deliveries in the first
two decades of the 21st century. As a conjunctively managed system, irrigators in the Basin
offset surface-water deficits with groundwater pumping, resulting in increased pumping
when surface-water supplies are limited. Starting in the early 1950s, because of drought and
reduced surface-water availability, irrigators in the Mesilla Valley began rapidly developing
the groundwater resources [11]. This was limited primarily to the shallow alluvium during
early development but has since expanded to include many wells completed in the deeper
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Santa Fe Group. Municipal, industrial, and domestic dependence on groundwater also
expanded during this time, but irrigation remains the dominant use of groundwater [56].

Water released from Project reservoirs first flows thorough the Palomas Basin, where
some water is diverted to irrigate fields. Water for irrigation in the Mesilla Valley is
diverted from the Rio Grande at Leasburg Dam near the mouth of Selden Canyon and at
the Mesilla Dam south of Las Cruces (Figure 1). The diverted water then enters a network
of irrigation canals and laterals that convey and deliver surface water to farm headgates
for irrigation use. Historically, the canals and laterals were unlined earthen structures,
but an increasing number have been lined or converted to pipe to reduce conveyance and
evaporative losses [16].

Agriculture is both the primary user of surface water and a substantial contributor to
groundwater recharge. Groundwater recharge from irrigated agriculture occurs as deep
percolation (water that infiltrates below the root zone) because of the infiltration of applied
water on crop lands and infiltration through the conveyance structures [14,15]. Historically,
about 40 to 50% of the headgate diversions made it to the fields [11], but that percentage has
increased with efficiencies in operations and canal improvements. Operational and mea-
surement errors, noted in the past, have been minimized in part because drought conditions
have sensitized the farming community to the value of water and because operational and
maintenance programs and engineering design improvements have evolved substantially.
The losses in the system can include unintended discharge back to the river following
diversion into the canal system, ditch breaks, and evaporation and transpiration. Losses
also occur as channel seepage into the groundwater [57]. In order to reduce water-table
elevations from channel seepage and deep percolation following an increase in irrigation,
drains were constructed in the 1910s and 1920s. Approximately 320 km of drains were con-
structed to maintain optimal growing conditions by preventing waterlogged soils [16,39].
The drains remove excess irrigation water from the groundwater and return it to the Rio
Grande at various locations. During surface-water shortfalls, groundwater levels may fall
below the drain elevation and reduce or eliminate flows [14]. Based on average annual
discharges in selected drains in the Mesilla Valley, Wilson and others (1981) estimated the
discharge from these drains to the Rio Grande at just under 123 hm3/year [11]. Presently
(2022), however, the average water-table elevation throughout most of the Mesilla Valley
has fallen below the design grade of the drains, rendering most of the drains dry.

4.1.3. Salinity

Water-quality impairment can lead to reduced water availability. A major source of
water-quality impairment is salinity, often expressed as the concentration of dissolved
solids (DS) [58]. Salinization of aquifers and surface water in arid regions is a growing
concern because of increasing water use resulting from population growth and increasing
agricultural demands [59]. The Rio Grande has been shown to have experienced substantial
increases in salinity as it flows from north to south, in particular at the terminuses of the
rift basins [60–66]. In the Basin, salinity increases in the Rio Grande have been documented
by numerous researchers, and the source of the salinity has been the subject of multiple
works [5,6,13,42,59,63,64,67]. Major salinity sources have been attributed to irrigation [68],
evaporite mineral dissolution [67], and shallow evaporite brines [65,66]. Some have also
suggested that topographically driven groundwater flow, a concept originally described
by Toth [69], is responsible for the higher-salinity groundwater located near the Paso del
Norte [8,13,63,64,70]. Topographically driven groundwater flow has also been shown in
other Rio Grande rift basins where terminal bedrock constrictions force deep groundwater
upward toward the surface and into the Rio Grande [64,70].

The two major sources of salinity increases in the Rio Grande are likely the leaching of
salts from soils by irrigation and a deep, higher-salinity groundwater source discharging
to the river [5]. Increased irrigation in the late 1910s resulted in more irrigation water
recharging the shallow groundwater system, causing the water table to rise and salts to
accumulate in the soils [14]. As these salts were leached from the soils by the application
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of irrigation water that seeped past the root zone, the salinity in the shallow groundwater
system increased [71]. Wilson and others (1981) and Phillips and others (2003) indicated
that increasing DS concentrations from Caballo Dam to El Paso are primarily due to evap-
otranspiration of irrigation water that percolated to the water table and is removed as
drain flow [11,70]. As added evidence, they also reported that during irrigation season,
the salinity of drain flow can be two to three times greater than salinity in the river [11,70].
Szynkiewicz and colleagues (2011) used sulfur isotopes to conclude that sulfate concen-
trations in the Rio Grande were consistent with fertilizers and not a geologic evaporite
source [59]. However, the sulfate ratios in the groundwater in the Mesilla Valley indicate
multiple sources of sulfate. Bedrock dissolution was a more likely source of sulfate in
deeper portions of the aquifer and in groundwater near Paso del Norte. In later work,
Szynkiewicz and others (2015) attributed up to 60% of the non-irrigation sulfate concentra-
tions in the Rio Grande near Paso de Norte to evaporative brines, which was reduced to
about 20% of the sulfate concentrations during the irrigation season [65,66].

Other investigations have focused on natural processes of salinity increases, such as
groundwater recharge associated with Paleozoic sedimentary rocks, the upwelling of deep
basinal waters, and geothermal outflows [13,62–64,70,71]. Based on the mass-balance mod-
eling of Mills (2003) [61] and an isotopic mixing model by Hogan and colleagues (2007) [63],
groundwater near Paso del Norte has been estimated to contribute approximately 6500
to 9750 tons of chloride per year to the Rio Grande, or between 10 to 15% of the annual
chloride load in the Rio Grande at El Paso. Helicopter frequency-domain electromagnetic
data showed a marked decrease in relative resistivity in the middle of the Mesilla Valley,
near Fillmore Pass (Figure 2) [5]. This resistivity change, along with DS concentrations from
groundwater wells, indicates a sharp increase in the spatial distribution of DS concentra-
tions in the groundwater and a potential source of salinity for the Rio Grande [5]. Hawley
and Kennedy (2004) suggested the possibility of preferential pathways for deeply circu-
lating fluids in the Paleozoic and Cretaceous carbonates that are exposed and shallowly
buried near Paso del Norte [8]. This suggestion is supported by the presence of extensive
fractures associated with fault zones and observed dissolution features in outcrops. Higher
salinity in shallow groundwater and the Rio Grande near Paso del Norte is also reported
to be caused by structurally forced upwelling of brackish and saline water from deep
groundwater and by the upflow of geothermal water from shallow bedrock structures and
bedrock boundaries [13,42]. Teeple (2017) reported lower resistivity at depth, indicating
saline water upwelling though fractures in the bedrock [5].

4.2. Groundwater

The Mesilla portion of the Mesilla/Conejos-Médanos Basin (Basin) has been reported
to host up to an estimated 80,200 hm3 of recoverable fresh and moderately brackish water
(<3000 milligrams per liter of dissolved solids) [8]. However, most of that groundwater
was recharged tens of thousands of years ago during the cooler and wetter parts of the
Pleistocene [8]. In this section, groundwater flow patterns, revised storage estimates,
and long-term groundwater levels are described to identify potential recharge sources and
to estimate the amount of groundwater potentially available.

4.2.1. Groundwater Flow

The distribution of the groundwater resources in the Basin is controlled by the location
of recharge and discharge, aquifer properties, and hydraulic gradient and may be inter-
rupted by local gradient changes and hydraulic barriers, such as faulting and subcropping
bedrock highs. Groundwater levels in the Rio Grande alluvium are shallow and uncon-
fined and generally decrease from north to south at an average gradient of about 0.8 to
1.1 m/km [38], closely following the topographic gradient. Groundwater flow directions are
influenced locally by hydraulic stresses, such as leakage to or from the Rio Grande, drains
and canals, groundwater pumping, and infiltration from heavily irrigated fields [5,37].
Groundwater elevations within the Santa Fe Group decrease from the Basin margins to the
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Basin outlet at the Paso del Norte (Figures 2 and 5). The hydraulic gradient in the Santa Fe
Group ranges from about 19 m/km in the northwestern part of the Basin (near the Robledo
Mountains) to less than 0.4 m/km near Paso del Norte [38]. Overall groundwater flow
in the Mesilla portion of the Basin is southeasterly, toward the Paso del Norte (Figure 5),
and may be partially restricted by the Mid-Basin Uplift [5]. The general groundwater flow
direction in the Conejos-Médanos portion of the Basin is north and northeast (Figure 5) [10].
Groundwater pumping locally alters groundwater flow by creating cones of depression in
the central parts of the Mesilla Basin near Las Cruces, New Mexico and Cañutillo, Texas,
as well as at the Juárez well field (which supplies water to Ciudad Juárez, Chihuahua)
near the international border [5,10] (Figure 5). Groundwater flow may also be affected
by faults in the area, but 2010 (Figure 5) and previous groundwater-elevation maps have
not indicated substantial gradient changes across mapped faults except where they are
associated with large topographic uplifts. Water-level elevations also indicate hydraulic
connection between the saturated sediments underlying the West Mesa and those in the
Mesilla Valley [8,11]. Water-level contours interpreted by SGM in 2007 [10] and those
presented here (Figure 5) indicate largely uninterrupted groundwater flow over the entire
Conejos-Médanos portion of the Basin. However, the presence of intrabasin uplifts between
structural sub-basins [9] and the lack of substantial recent recharge [8] could interrupt
groundwater flow in the Santa Fe Group between the Conejos-Médanos sub-basins.

Despite reports of groundwater mixing [5,13,72] and lack of a single direction of flow
(Figure 5), the groundwater system along the Mesilla Valley appears to be adequately
characterized by an active shallow system, up to about 30 m deep, primarily in the Rio
Grande alluvium, as well as long flow paths in the deeper Santa Fe Group. The shallow
groundwater flows occur as relatively fast flow paths (<5 years), as evidenced by sea-
sonal and annual groundwater-level fluctuations and age-dating tracers [5,14,38]. Deep
groundwater elevations do not notably change in response to seasonal or annual climate
or surface-water changes (except near production wells) [14]. Outside the Mesilla Valley,
the Basin structure and groundwater elevations indicate a groundwater system in which
recharge occurs primarily as mountain-front recharge and flows are at depth, with mixing
occurring only with other deep groundwater flow paths and geothermal upwelling. Most
groundwater naturally discharges through hydraulic upwelling to the river and shallow
groundwater system and is lost to evaporation and transpiration near Paso del Norte at the
southern end of the Mesilla Valley, where a thin alluvial veneer overlies a bedrock high [11].

Groundwater Recharge

Groundwater flow can occur when recharge at a location increases groundwater
elevations, creating a hydraulic gradient. Previous studies have identified multiple sources
of recharge; however, all conclude that the predominant source of recharge is water from
the Rio Grande. Investigations into recharge include evaluations of groundwater gradients,
seepage measurements, water-budget estimates, water chemistry (in particular the stable
isotopes of water), and seasonal groundwater fluctuations.

Many studies conclude that the Basin groundwater in the Mesilla Valley is recharged from sur-
face water associated with Rio Grande streamflow and irrigated agriculture [5,8,11,13,14,16,38,53].
Infiltration of the Rio Grande to the aquifer can exceed evapotranspiration. As a result,
recharge for the Basin primarily occurs as vertical flow from the surface-water system
(the Rio Grande, canals, laterals, drains, and irrigated cropland [11]. Previous seepage
investigations conducted during steady, low-flow conditions indicate that the Rio Grande
is often a losing stream along most of the 100-km reach in the Mesilla Valley but with
gains documented at the mouth of Selden Canyon and near the Paso del Norte [38,53].
Surface-water seepage measurements from the Rio Grande have typically been collected
in the winter and range from about 0.2 to 1.4 m3/s between Selden Canyon and Paso del
Norte [11,15,39,49–52]. Increases in streamflow in the Rio Grande are rapidly followed by
increases in groundwater elevations in the shallow subsurface near the Rio Grande, and re-
cent groundwater declines throughout the shallow aquifer are closely related to reductions
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in surface-water availability [11]. In addition to channel seepage, much of the streamflow
through the Basin is diverted for use in irrigated agriculture, and recharge results from
both the direct application of water to fields and seepage from the valley-wide irrigation
conveyance system (laterals and canals). Stable isotopes of water measured along the Rio
Grande and irrigation structures were observed to become increasingly enriched in the
heavier hydrogen and oxygen isotopes in the direction of flow, indicating the cumulative
effects of evaporation [70]. Subsequent research has shown that shallow groundwater in
much of the Rio Grande alluvium has isotopic signatures that are similar to surface water
in the Rio Grande, enriched by evaporation, indicating a large component of recent Rio
Grande recharge [5,13,42]. In contrast, the stable isotope compositions of water measured
in deeper wells in the Basin are more depleted than in the shallower wells, indicating a
large component of recharge from the Rio Grande that occurred during the cooler periods
of the Pleistocene [5,13,42].
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Despite the large surface area underlain by the Basin aquifer system, evaporation
and transpiration by desert vegetation creates large negative soil pressures that prevent
the deep percolation of precipitation beneath the root zone over most of the Basin [14].
Near-surface caliche deposits also limit the potential recharge from precipitation [10,38].
For these reasons, recharge in arid lands is often the result of focused recharge from
ephemeral streams or ponded water [73]. Estimates of recharge from precipitation on the
West Mesa range from 0 to 0.34 hm3/year [14,15] and up to 3.0 hm3/year for the Conejos-
Médanos portion of the Basin [10,14]. Although recharge from precipitation over much of
the Basin may be considered negligible [38], several models have simulated the effective
precipitation for agriculture and concluded that amount of deep percolation to be between
5 and 64 hm3/year (about 6 to 10% of the total amount of water applied) [14,15].

Higher groundwater elevations at the boundaries of the Basin indicate that mountain-
front recharge is a source of groundwater inflow (Figure 5) [11]. Based on a geochemical
analysis, Teeple (2017) identified groundwater at the margins of the Basin as having a
substantial amount of mountain-front recharge because the water-chemistry characteristics
were distinct from other groundwater types [5]. The age-dating tracers associated with
those samples indicate, however, that mountain-front recharge flows slowly along deeper
flow paths in the aquifer. Most estimates of mountain-front recharge assume that 2%
of the annual precipitation infiltrates to the aquifer over the area of the uplands [8,13].
Frenzel and Kaehler (1992) estimated that mountain-front recharge accounts for about
12 hm3/year to the Mesilla portion of the Basin [14], whereas Hanson and colleagues
(2020) estimate about half that amount using the basin characterization model [16,74].
A majority of the mountain-front recharge in the Mesilla portion of the Basin is thought
to originate from the Organ and Franklin Mountains, while a smaller portion is thought
to originate from the East and West Potrillo Mountains [14,15]. Groundwater elevations
in the Conejos-Médanos portion of the Basin also indicate recharge is occurring in the
surrounding highlands (Figure 5). The Comisión Nacional del Agua (CONAGUA) (2020)
estimates this mountain-front recharge to be about 5.2 hm3/year [27]. Stable isotopes of
water measured in Organ Mountain springs [75], high-elevation bedrock wells in the San
Andres Mountains [76], and wells in the Jornada del Muerto (Jornada) Basin [77] represent
mountain-front recharge and plot close to the Global Meteoric Water Line [78], indicating
minimal evaporation. Mountain-front recharge is also reported as the primary recharge
source of the adjacent Jornada Basin [77,79], and in work in the neighboring Hueco Bolson,
Eastoe and colleagues (2008) reported similar stable isotope compositions in a group they
characterized as the “Organ and Franklin Mountain group” [80]. With a few exceptions
near the boundaries of the Basin, however, these isotopic compositions are not evident in
groundwater samples within the Basin.

The extent of interbasin flow is unknown, but groundwater discharge into or out
of the Basin is limited by the surrounding uplifts. Interbasin flow has been estimated,
or speculated, between the Basin and the Palomas Basin to the north, the Jornada Basin
to the north and northeast, and the Hueco Bolson at Fillmore Pass and Paso Del Norte
(Figure 1). The thin alluvial sediments in Selden Canyon limit the groundwater inflow
from the Palomas Basin to the Mesilla [38]. Recharge to the Basin is also reported to occur
from the southern Jornada Basin, where remnants of the ancestral Rio Grande fluvial
plain exist [5,8]. The previously hypothesized flow paths in the Santa Fe Group sediments
overlying the bedrock high are possible [5,8], but work by Langman and Ellis (2013) [77]
and Witcher and colleagues (2004) [13] indicates that most, if not all, of the Jornada Basin
groundwater entering the Mesilla portion of the Basin travels through deeper and more
tortuous flow paths within the buried Tertiary intrusions that divide the two basins. These
deeper flow paths are present likely because of the prevalent faults in the area. In these
deeper flow paths, the composition of Jornada Basin groundwater is altered because of
the local geothermal effect [77]. Interbasin flow has also been speculated between the
Mesilla portion of the Basin and Hueco Bolson through Fillmore Pass (Figure 2). Fillmore
Pass once hosted an ancestral Rio Grande channel and has been reported to still be a
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potential route for interbasin flow. In a numerical model of the Hueco Bolson, Orr and
Risser (1992) assigned a constant flux of about 0.32 hm3/year into the Hueco Bolson from
the Basin [81]. However, hydraulic gradients between the Mesilla Basin and Hueco Bolson
provide little evidence of interbasin fluxes [8,11,14,18]. CONAGUA (2020) and SGM (2011)
report interbasin flow to the Conejos-Médanos portion of the Basin primarily from the
Laguna de Santa Maria aquifer in the south (Figure 1) and estimate inflow to be about
11 hm3/year [10,27].

Historical and modern water levels indicate that groundwater moves from the Conejos-
Médanos portion of the Basin into the Mesilla portion of the Basin as throughflow. Based
on mapped lacustrine-sediment elevations and paleo-groundwater elevations, there was
reportedly a substantial (but unquantified) amount of “paleo-groundwater flux” originat-
ing from the pluvial Lake Palomas in the Conejos-Médanos portion of the Basin, moving
north to the Mesilla portion of the Basin [8]. Present groundwater elevations (Figure 5)
provide evidence that groundwater continues this throughflow. Based on area estimates
from cross sections developed by Hawley and Kennedy (2004) [8], hydraulic conductivity
estimates by Frenzel and Kaehler (1992) [14], and groundwater hydraulic gradients devel-
oped herein (Figure 5), the median estimate of throughflow from the Conejos-Médanos
portion of the Basin to the Mesilla portion of the Basin is about 22.8 hm3/year, with a
minimum discharge estimated to be about 4.7 hm3/year and a maximum discharge of
about 82.5 hm3/year (Table 1). These estimates represent about 30%, 140%, and 520%
of the estimated total annual recharge (15.8 hm3/year) to the Conejos-Médanos portion
of the Basin, respectively [27]. This northerly groundwater flow is supported by stable
isotope compositions of water measured in groundwater samples collected from the Juárez
well field, which indicates a distinct isotopic signature from Rio Grande, mountain-front,
or geothermal waters [82] that is also present in some groundwater samples collected near
the U.S./Mexico border.

Table 1. Values used in groundwater throughflow estimates between the Conejos-Médanos portion
of the Mesilla/Conejos Médanos Basin (Basin), moving north to the Mesilla portion of the Basin.
Area estimates are determined from cross-section K-K’ by Hawley and Kennedy (2004) [8], hydraulic
conductivities are reported values from Frenzel and Kaehler (1992) [14], and hydraulic gradients
are estimated from Figure 5. [m2, square meters; m/day, meters per day; m/m, meters per meter;
m3/day, cubic meters per day; hm3/yr, cubic hectometers per year; USF, upper Santa Fe unit; MSF,
middle Santa Fe unit; LSF, lower Santa Fe unit].

Formation Area Estimates Hydraulic Conductivities (m/Day) Hydraulic Gradients (m/m)

(m2) Minimum Maximum Median Minimum Maximum Median

USF 3,252,000 13 34 21 1.89 × 10−4 9.47 × 10−4 4.73 × 10−4

MSF 7,860,000 2.7 13 6.7 1.89 × 10−4 9.47 × 10−4 4.73 × 10−4

LSF 6,190,000 0.61 4.3 1.5 1.89 × 10−4 9.47 × 10−4 4.73 × 10−4

Formation
Discharge (m3/Day) Discharge (hm3/Year)

Minimum Maximum Median Minimum Maximum Median

USF 8100 103,000 32,900 2.96 37.60 12.01

MSF 4100 98,000 25,000 1.50 35.77 9.13

LSF 700 25,000 4500 0.26 9.13 1.64

Sum 12,900 226,000 62,400 4.71 82.49 22.78

Geothermal waters that are associated with the region’s known geothermal systems
upwell from depths of greater than 1 km to recharge shallower groundwater supplies.
The brackish (1800 to more than 4800 milligrams per liter (mg/L) DS concentrations)
waters are evidence of deep groundwater circulation and ascend in the northernmost
portion of the Basin at Radium Springs, in the west near the East Potrillo Mountains,
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and along the East Bench along the eastern border zone of the Mesilla Valley [83,84].
Discharge estimates for the East Bench range from 0.01 to 19 hm3/year and between
0.5 and 1.6 hm3/year for the East Potrillo Mountains [83–85]. No estimates are available
for the Radium Springs system [83]. These inflows represent localized upflow within the
geothermal systems and tend to be focused along faults, uplifted bedrock horst blocks,
and fractured igneous intrusions [83].

Vertical Groundwater Flow

Groundwater in the Rio Grande alluvium generally occurs under unconfined condi-
tions, while groundwater in the Santa Fe Group is typically semi-confined [38]. Due to the
presence of interbedded gravels, sands, and clays in the alluvium, horizontal permeability
usually exceeds vertical permeability by several orders of magnitude [38]. The verti-
cal gradient potential is generally downward in shallower wells (<150 m) but becomes
smaller and, at some locations, reverses with depth, potentially allowing for mixing of
deep waters where clay layers may be discontinuous [11,17]. This condition is evident
in several nested wells in the Mesilla Valley and in two paired deep wells on the West
Mesa (Figure 2). Locations where upward vertical gradients are persistent and throughout
the water column [5,17] are near the U.S./Mexico border, where groundwater gradients
(Figure 5) indicate a confluence of horizontal flow directions where several faults occur
(Figure 2) [60,84]. The location of the upward gradients may also result from the thinning
aquifer (Figure 3), in contrast to farther south, where vertical gradients are neutral and the
aquifer thickness remains relatively uniform (Figure 3) [17,72]. Large production well fields,
like the one near Cañutillo, Texas (Figure 2), can also induce large changes in the vertical
gradient by locally lowering groundwater elevations in vertically adjacent aquifer units.

Groundwater Age

Age-dating tracers (tritium and carbon-14) in samples collected from groundwater
wells in the Basin generally indicate increasing age of residence with depth, from modern
waters near the surface to older waters with increasing depth. Indications of age from
carbon-14 analysis in samples from the Basin groundwater tend to be grouped into mod-
ern (near 100 percent modern carbon; pmc), moderately old (between 50 and 100 pmc),
and old (<17 pmc) [5]. Age-dating tracers also indicate that recent recharge in quantities
large enough to dilute older groundwater is occurring primarily in the Rio Grande allu-
vium [5,13]; however, Teeple (2017) identified a few locations where modern recharge may
be mixing with older waters in the Santa Fe Group [5]. Two of those locations are near
production wells that have been documented to create cones of depression, and the third
is near the terminus of the Basin, where the aquifer thins. These findings support the
conceptual model of groundwater flow in which there are locally nested flow systems in
the Mesilla Valley that overlie more extensive and deep flow paths throughout the Basin.

Groundwater Discharge

Most of the discharge from the Rio Grande alluvium occurs through pumping for
irrigation and seepage of shallow groundwater to the surface-water drain system [16,37].
Discharge from the deeper Santa Fe hydrostratigraphic units is primarily through ground-
water pumping for municipal and industrial use, a small amount of upward leakage [37],
and a small amount of groundwater discharge to the neighboring Hueco Bolson through
the Paso del Norte, as indicated by groundwater elevations (Figure 5).

Groundwater is withdrawn for agricultural, municipal, industrial, and domestic uses.
Except for the Juárez well field, located just south of the U.S./Mexico border, the majority
of irrigation and municipal pumping occurs in the Mesilla Valley. Before 1951, the number
of agricultural withdrawals from groundwater was small due to adequate surface-water
supplies [41]. However, in 1964, when there was a record low surface-water allotment
of only 0.10 hm3/km2, Richardson and others (1972) estimated that irrigation pumpage
exceeded 255 hm3/year [57]. During the wet years of the 1980s, groundwater withdrawals
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for irrigation in Doña Ana County decreased to about 70 hm3/year [16]. Drought conditions
returned during the late 1990s and early 2000s, and agricultural pumping in Doña Ana
County increased to about 120 hm3/year [16]. In recent years (2016–2019), agricultural
pumping in the Mesilla Valley has ranged from about 150 to 210 hm3/year [86–88].

The largest municipal users of groundwater in the Basin are the cities of Las Cruces,
New Mexico; El Paso, Texas; Ciudad Juárez, Chihuahua; and the Camino Real Regional
Utility Authority (CRRUA), which supplies Santa Teresa and Sunland Park, New Mexico
(Figure 2) [15]. The population of these communities has grown rapidly in the last 60 years.
For example, the population of the city of Las Cruces has grown from 12,300 in 1950 to about
104,100 in 2021, and the Ciudad Juárez/El Paso urban center has grown from a population
of about 255,000 to over 2.2 million over that same time [89]. Las Cruces Utilities began
supplying water to Las Cruces through a series of groundwater wells in the 1920s [15,90].
In recent years (2016–2019), municipal pumping for the City of Las Cruces has ranged from
about 25 to 27 hm3/year [86–88]. El Paso Water Utility operates a well field in Cañutillo,
Texas, which began production in the 1950s [15,91]. Annual groundwater pumping at the
Cañutillo well field increased steadily, starting from 3.7 hm3/year in 1952 and recently
supplying El Paso with between 31 and 43 hm3/year [16,91–93]. Developments in Santa
Teresa and Sunland Park along the New Mexico/Texas border rely on groundwater supply
from the CRRUA through a network of groundwater wells that were drilled in the early
1970s [15]. Annual groundwater withdrawal from these wells has increased steadily, from
2.5 hm3 in 1973 to more than 6.9 hm3 in 2003 [15]. In 2007, water withdrawal from the
Conejos-Médanos portion of the Basin was about 1.6 hm3, mainly for domestic and livestock
use [10]. However, in 2010, in order to meet growing demand in Ciudad Juárez and the
increasing stress on the Hueco Bolson aquifer, the city began supplementing municipal
water with about 31 hm3/year of groundwater extracted from 23 wells located near the
international border (Figure 5) [10].

4.2.2. Storage

Changes in groundwater storage can occur year to year, depending on land use,
pumping, and climatic conditions [16]. Using an integrated hydrologic model, Hanson
and colleagues (2020) showed interannual variability in depletion and replenishment of
groundwater storage within the Mesilla portion of the Basin and that the largest annual
groundwater storage depletions corresponded to increased groundwater pumping [16].
Inflows to the groundwater system, predominately recharge from the Rio Grande and
infiltration of irrigation water, resulted in groundwater storage replenishment in portions
of the aquifer in years with decreased groundwater pumping.

Previous Groundwater Storage Estimates

Previous estimates of groundwater storage are limited to parts of the Mesilla portion of
the Basin. The approximate thickness of saturated freshwater sediments ranges from 120 m
in the north and south to almost 910 m in the central portion of the Basin [8,11]. The thickest
saturated sediments containing freshwater generally coincide with the present course of the
Rio Grande. Wilson and colleagues (1981) estimated that there is approximately 24,700 hm3

of recoverable freshwater in the Rio Grande alluvium and Santa Fe Group sediments
underlying the Mesilla Valley north of Cañutillo, Texas, based on a specific yield (Sy) of
15% and assuming that 60% of the sediments are sands and gravels [11]. Wilson and
others (1981) also estimated the freshwater storage beneath the West Mesa to be about
41,900 hm3 [11]. Hawley and Kennedy (2004) estimated the “most productive” portion of
the aquifer system (the Rio Grande alluvium, upper Santa Fe unit, and middle Santa Fe
unit) to hold about 17,300 hm3 of available freshwater (<1000 mg/L DS) [8]. This estimate
was made using an average saturated thickness of 61 m over a 2600 km2 area and an Sy
of 0.1. This is similar but not spatially exclusive to the 16,000 hm3 estimated for the West
Mesa area by Balleau (1999) [12]. Hawley and Kennedy (2004) went on to estimate that
there could be as much as 61,700 hm3 of fresh to slightly brackish (1000 to 3000 mg/L
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DS) water in the deeper parts of the Basin, by assuming a thickness of about 300 m over
1940 km2 and an Sy of 0.1 [8]. There are no reported estimates of the storage beneath the
Conejos-Médanos portion of the Basin.

New Estimates of Groundwater Storage

The recent construction of a digital hydrogeologic framework [7] allows for a new
estimate of groundwater storage using a more detailed aquifer volume. From Equations (1)
and (2) (in Section 2), the estimates presented herein are derived using values of Sy and
specific storage; we will therefore refer to the estimated volume as “potentially recoverable
groundwater.” We define this term as the volume of groundwater that could potentially
be removed by pumping to completely drain the aquifer and excepting the groundwater
retained by capillary forces. The Rio Grande alluvium fills the incised Rio Grande Valley
floodplain (Figure 1), which, in places, is as much as 8-km wide. In the digital hydrogeologic
framework model for the Basin, the base of the Rio Grande alluvium was defined as 24 m
below land surface [7]. Using this assumption, the total volume of saturated sediments
in the Rio Grande alluvium (equivalent to the river-channel hydrostratigraphic unit of
Sweetkind (2017) [7]) was estimated to be 8600 hm3. Assuming an Sy of 0.1, the volume of
potentially recoverable water calculated using Equation (1) is about 860 hm3. Within the
portions of the Basin included in this analysis, the total volume of saturated sediment in the
upper Santa Fe unit was estimated to be about 333,000 hm3, the total volume of saturated
sediments in the middle Santa Fe unit was estimated to be about 456,000 hm3, and the
total volume of saturated sediments in the lower Santa Fe unit was estimated to be about
530,000 hm3. Using Equation (2) and assuming an Sy of 0.1 and an Ss of 0.00001 per foot,
the total volumes of potentially recoverable groundwater in the upper, middle, and lower
Santa Fe units were estimated to be about 33,300, 48,100, and 58,000 hm3, respectively.
The total storage estimate of 141,000 hm3 is almost double the Hawley and Kennedy (2004)
estimated volume of about 80,200 hm3 [8]. However, this estimate includes all of the lower
Santa Fe unit, whereas Hawley and Kennedy [8] used a lower cutoff depth of about 300 m,
and therefore, their estimate does not include most of the lower Santa Fe unit. Based on
reports of low yields and higher salinities of water from the lower Santa Fe unit relative to the
upper units, we believe that a more realistic estimate of recoverable groundwater is limited to
the Rio Grande alluvium and the upper and middle Santa Fe units. Removing the lower Santa
Fe unit volume yields an estimate of recoverable groundwater of 82,600 hm3.

In order to estimate the amount of groundwater in storage in the Conejos-Médanos
portion of the Basin, we assume the same Sy as Hawley and Kennedy (2004) [8] (0.1) and
calculate an aquifer volume by using 87% of the reported area, 5180 of the 5960 km2, and a
uniform saturated thickness of 133 m. The smaller area accounts for the thinning aquifer
at the margins of the Basin and several igneous intrusions that likely reduce the amount
of aquifer sediments. The saturated thickness is assumed from reported thicknesses of
fresh and slightly brackish groundwater cited in SGM (2011) [10] and interpreted from
several geoelectric units (geologic units with similar electrical properties) that were grouped
into three horizons: 20–40 m of low-permeability sediments with freshwater, 40–150 m
of slightly brackish water, and a deeper unit with higher salinity [10]. Based on these
assumptions, the amount of recoverable fresh or slightly brackish water stored in the
Conejos-Médanos portion of the Basin is estimated to be about 69,100 hm3.

4.2.3. Aquifer Dynamics

Seasonal and annual recharge and discharge in the shallow Rio Grande alluvial aquifer
and long flow paths in the deeper Santa Fe Group aquifer are recorded by changes in
groundwater levels [16]. Hydrographs from selected wells with long-term records in the
Basin are displayed in Figure 6, using winter measurements to reduce the effect of seasonal
pumping on the record. Well locations are shown in Figure 2. Data from nearby wells
with similar screen depths are included to add to, and in some cases extend, the period
of record for a given well. Figure 6a shows depths to water for Rio Grande alluvial wells.
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The full dataset is included in the background (gray shaded points and lines) to show the
seasonality in alluvial-well groundwater levels. Figure 6b shows groundwater elevations
in wells screened in the Santa Fe Group sediments to show hydrographs and groundwater
levels in relation to one another.

The shallow alluvial wells include, in downstream order, 21 (USGS Site ID 321853106504001),
130 (USGS Site ID 320403106390401) and 209 (USGS Site ID 314817106325801) (and their as-
sociated nearby wells, 279 [USGS Site ID 321859106503101], 286 [USGS Site ID 320404106385801],
and 255 [USGS Site ID 314854106340101], respectively) (Figure 2) [18]. Fluctuations in
shallow groundwater levels indicate a dynamic surface-water/groundwater interaction in
the northern portion of the Basin [6,38]. Smaller groundwater level variations near wells
209 and 255 compared to other wells for the same point in time (Figure 6a) are consistent
with previous indications of a reduction in vertical gradients near the terminus of the Basin
(Paso del Norte). Long-term groundwater-level data in wells 21, 279, 130, and 286 show
multiyear declines in the Rio Grande alluvium during the drought of the 1950s and the
current (2022) drought, starting around 2000 (Figure 6a). These declines are far less discern-
able in the more southerly wells, 209 and 255. Reductions in streamflow due to drought not
only limit the amount of surface water available for irrigation and recharge but also lead
to an increase in groundwater withdrawals [16]. The transition to groundwater pumping,
reflected in multiyear declines in the depth to water, reflects the reduced availability of
surface water in the Basin.

Annual groundwater elevations in the Santa Fe Group sediments typically vary by
less than 15 cm per year unless they are near areas of large extractions [15] (Figure 6b).
The hydrograph of well 53 (USGS Site ID 321650106451201), located in Las Cruces, New
Mexico, for example, shows the largest annual changes and a steady decline in groundwater
elevations due to groundwater pumping. The highest groundwater elevation (1174.1 m) in
well 53 was measured in 1964, and the lowest (1161.4 m) was in 2015. Well 177 (USGS Site
ID 315349106585701), located away from any large pumping areas, has varied by just over
30 cm since measurements began in 1962. Groundwater elevations in well 206 (USGS Site
ID 314810106513601), near the U.S./Mexico border, have typically varied by only about
3 to 6 cm per year between 1983 and 2010. However, a decline of almost 1.37 m occurred
between 2010 and 2020, likely resulting from the start of pumping at the Juárez well field in
2010 (Figure 6b). Groundwater elevations in the Conejos-Médanos portion of the Basin did
not change substantially between 1987 and 2007 [10], prior to pumping in the Juárez well
field. The decline in groundwater elevations in well 206 following the start of pumping
also coincides with water-level declines in alluvial wells (for example, wells 21, 279, 130,
and 286) that can be attributed to reduced surface-water availability, and therefore, care
is warranted when attributing the groundwater elevation declines. A similar decline is
observed in the central Basin at well 150 (USGS Site ID 315720106415601).
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5. Water Chemistry

Spatial patterns and relations between water chemical and isotopic data are useful for
determining recharge sources, direction of flow, and geochemical processes [5,13]. As stated
previously, much of the recharge in the Basin originates from the Rio Grande and, to a
lesser extent, local precipitation. Once the surface water has infiltrated, water-rock inter-
actions and groundwater mixing can change the chemical composition of the water [93].
The geochemistry of shallow groundwater throughout the Basin is governed primarily by
the evaporative concentration of solutes in Rio Grande streamflow and agricultural diver-
sions, while deeper groundwater geochemistry results from multiple processes, including
mixing between geothermal and nongeothermal groundwater, dissolution and mineral
precipitation reactions, and ion exchange [13].

5.1. Groundwater Chemistry

Water chemistry in the Rio Grande alluvium generally reflects the chemistry of the
surface-water system, whereas water chemistry in the Santa Fe Group depends on the
source and time of recharge and water-rock interactions along the flow path. Although
groundwater chemistry varies greatly with location, Wilson and colleagues (1981), examin-
ing specific conductance data between 1953 and 1976, reported that groundwater chemistry
changed little over time in the wells they sampled [11].

5.1.1. Dissolved Solids

Dissolved solids (DS) concentration is a measure of the mineral content of water
and is a conservative property, meaning that concentration is not expected to change as
water moves downgradient unless it mixes with water from a different source or interacts
with a different rock or sediment type [94]. Because of this property, DS can be used to
identify areas of similar water types and can provide evidence of groundwater flow and
mixing [5]. The mineral content in the Basin groundwater is extremely variable. Land (2016)
reports DS concentrations ranging from 234 to 30,800 milligrams per liter (mg/L) from
408 records in New Mexico [95], Teeple (2017) reports a range of 161 to 31,000 mg/L from
239 wells along the Texas/New Mexico border [5], and SGM (2011) reports a range of 72 to
11,370 mg/L from 91 wells in the Conejos-Médanos portion of the Basin [10]. The average
DS concentrations for these datasets are similar but reflect increasing salinity from north to
south, with average values of just over 1200 mg/L from Land (2016) [95], 1500 mg/L from
Teeple, (2017) [5], and 1700 mg/L from SGM (2011) [10]. These average values are skewed
by the presence of samples with high mineral content. This bias is reflected in median DS
concentrations of 693 mg/L [95], 857 mg/L [5], and 817 mg/L [10], which are lower than
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their respective mean concentrations. For comparison, DS concentrations in the Rio Grande
are reported to range from 400 to 1200 mg/L, with higher concentrations observed in the
downstream part of the river [96].

Water chemistry in the upper Santa Fe unit is similar to water chemistry of the shallow
Rio Grande alluvium. Wells less than 30-m deep in the Mesilla Valley that are farther
from the Rio Grande have slightly brackish water (DS concentrations 1000 to 2000 mg/L),
with predominant ions of calcium, sodium, and sulfate [11,38]. This relation is consistent
throughout the Mesilla Valley and has been attributed to the effects of surface-irrigation
practices and evapotranspiration [11]. Individual wells with high salinity or iron concentra-
tions may tap abandoned river channels or ancestral swamp or bog deposits [43]. Wells
slightly deeper (between 45 and 245 m) are typically fresh (DS concentrations < 1000 mg/L)
and are not characterized by specific dominant ions. Groundwater in the middle Santa Fe
hydrostratigraphic unit typically has lower DS concentrations than in the overlying units,
and the DS concentrations tend to be greater in groundwater samples from wells screened
in the lower Santa Fe unit. The presence of fresher water between the upper Santa Fe unit
and the lower Santa Fe unit throughout most of the Basin supports the conceptual flow
model in which the deep and shallow groundwater have limited interactions [5].

Spatial variability of water chemistry throughout the Mesilla portion of the Basin
may result from numerous factors, such as the source of recharge, groundwater mixing,
presence of evaporites, and geothermal inputs. Groundwater in the northern part of the
Basin is generally fresher, with concentrations of trace elements that are less than regulatory
water quality criteria. In contrast, water from wells on the east side of the Mesilla Valley
and near Paso del Norte often have DS concentrations greater than 1000 mg/L. The DS
concentrations in West Mesa wells become more brackish at shallower depths farther west
and south, with increases in the relative amounts of chloride and sulfate [38]. Similar major
ion concentrations indicate good connection between groundwater from wells on the west
side of the Mesilla Valley and groundwater from the West Mesa. At the southern end of the
Mesilla Valley, however, DS concentrations can exceed 10,000 mg/L [37].

Several drilling records note increased DS concentrations near the bottom of the
borehole [97], but data are too sparse to determine the extent of brackish water in the
deep lower Santa Fe unit. Similarly, there are very few reports of wells screened in the
underlying consolidated bedrock. Leggatt and others (1963) described one bedrock well
that “flowed salty water,” whereas the description from a well screened in Cretaceous rocks
is that of “moderate supply and satisfactory for industrial use” [41].

5.1.2. Temperature

The average temperature from 154 groundwater wells in the Basin was about 26 degrees
Celsius (◦C; median was also 26 ◦C) and ranged from 14 to 37 ◦C [5,10,13]. Groundwater
temperatures generally increase with depth at a rate of about 35 ◦C per km in the Basin but
can be affected by groundwater advection in places [98]. For example, temperature gradi-
ents are much higher within known geothermal areas, where waters ascend from depths of
over 1 km (e.g., East Bench, East Potrillo Mountains, and Radium Springs) (Figure 1) [83,84].
Localized groundwater upflow zones within these geothermal areas can have temperatures
exceeding 55 ◦C, and geothermal waters at Radium Springs are close to 100 ◦C [83,99].
Temperature gradients are sometimes lower or negative within the Mesilla Valley, where
surface-water recharge or horizontal groundwater flow affect temperatures [83].

5.1.3. Major Ions

The majority of the groundwater in the Mesilla portion of the Basin is sodium-cation-
dominant and a chloride-sulfate-anion type [5]. The dominant water type measured in
the Conejos-Médanos portion of the Basin is sodium-bicarbonate-sulfate, with increasing
chloride as groundwater flows north [10]. Except for calcium, all the major ions increase
as DS concentrations increase [5], indicating that general mineral dissolution and cation
exchange processes are occurring. Many studies report that there is an evolution of calcium-
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dominated water to sodium-dominated water [5,13] and a general shift from bicarbonate
recharge waters toward chloride and sulfate waters in the direction of flow in the southern
Mesilla Valley. The transition in water types occurring along a given flow path indicates
increased influence from evaporite dissolution and cation exchange on groundwater chem-
istry [42]. Evaporite minerals (halite, gypsum, and anhydrite) are present in sediments in
parts of the aquifer and contribute sodium, chloride, sulfate, and calcium into solution [67].
Isometric log plots [100] of Mesilla Valley groundwater provide supporting evidence of this
and tend toward equilibrium with evaporite minerals as the DS concentrations increase,
particularly halite in the southern Mesilla Valley [42]. However, most samples were en-
riched with sodium relative to halite dissolution, indicating additional processes, such as
the dissolution of silicate minerals, calcite dissolution, cation-exchange, or a combination
of each, are occurring [5,13,42].

5.2. End Members

Geochemical and isotopic attributes are commonly used by researchers to classify
groundwater [5,13,94]. Several studies have identified distinct geochemical water types
in the Basin’s groundwater to answer a variety of hydrologic questions [5,13,63,64,76].
The conceptual model of the Basin characteristics, such as groundwater flow, sources of
salinity, and geochemical evolution, are supported and further developed using these
tracers [5,13,42]. Based on characterizations by Teeple (2017), we describe four ground-
water end members that have distinct geochemical and isotopic compositions that can
be attributed to different sources and water-rock interactions [5]. We acknowledge the
presence of other groundwater types and groundwater that contains a mixture of dif-
ferent end members; however, by focusing on the most prevalent types, we believe we
can adequately describe the prevailing processes that influence groundwater geochemical
attributes. The end members include (1) ancestral Rio Grande (pre-Holocene) geochemical
group, (2) modern Rio Grande geochemical group, (3) mountain-front geochemical group,
and (4) deep-groundwater upwelling geochemical group. The groups identified include
freshwater likely sourced from the ancestral Rio Grande, as well as younger groundwater
from the modern Rio Grande seepage, older groundwater near the western highlands
sourced from mountain-front recharge, and brackish to saline water from deeper sources.

5.2.1. Ancestral Rio Grande (Pre-Holocene)

Groundwater belonging to this end member is postulated to have recharged into the
system as seepage from the ancestral Rio Grande. This ancestral Rio Grande groundwater
type occurs throughout the Basin and is found primarily in the middle Santa Fe unit. Based
on overall groundwater flow patterns, groundwater of this geochemical group is moving
south and southeast, before flowing laterally east toward the Paso del Norte (Figure 5).
Modern-day flow for this paleo-recharged groundwater is likely driven by small amounts
of recharge at the Basin margins and by withdrawals at large groundwater pumping centers.
This geochemical group is characterized by low DS concentrations (average = 415 mg/L;
median = 360 mg/L), low amounts of radiocarbon, and depleted stable isotopes of water [5].
Despite the long flow path, the small gains in DS concentrations along the flow path of this
groundwater type indicate that the aquifer lacks large amounts of soluble minerals, possibly
because of the depositional environment, as well as being depleted in soluble minerals by
large volumes of groundwater flow in the past. The general geochemical evolution along
the flow path is from a calcium-sodium-bicarbonate to a sodium-sulfate-bicarbonate water
type. The low radiocarbon and depleted stable isotope composition reflect the recharge
conditions before the Holocene.

5.2.2. Modern Rio Grande (Holocene)

Groundwater belonging to this geochemical group is found primarily in the Rio
Grande alluvium and, to a smaller extent, the upper Santa Fe unit in the Mesilla Valley.
High concentrations of age-dating tracers, tritium, and carbon-14 indicate that shallow
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groundwater was recharged from the Rio Grande and agricultural infrastructure within
the past 100 years [5]. When there are ample surface-water supplies, water may enter
and leave the groundwater system within a season, as occurs with water conveyed by
the drains. Stable isotope compositions [5,13] support evaporated Rio Grande water as
the source of this groundwater group, with sample results plotting on the Rio Grande
evaporation line developed by Phillips and others (2003) [70]. Groundwater temperatures
also indicate rapid recharge of surface water, with groundwater temperatures (averaging
about 19 ◦C) near the average annual temperature in Las Cruces (11 ◦C) [5,13]. This end
member ranges from calcium-sulfate water type in the northern Mesilla Valley to sodium-
chloride-sulfate water type in the southern Mesilla Valley [5]. DS concentrations in the
shallow alluvium average about 1950 mg/L (the median is about 1600 mg/L). Evaporative
processes can lead to elevated DS concentrations (>2000 mg/L) along agricultural drains,
and recharge from these drains often leads to elevated concentrations of dissolved ions in
the shallow subsurface [13,72].

5.2.3. Mountain-Front Recharge

In mountain-front recharge areas, precipitation and high-elevation springs and wells
are characterized by low DS concentrations (<250 mg/L) and typically have dominant
ions of calcium, magnesium, and bicarbonate [13,75,76]. The stable isotope composition of
these epigenic waters plot on or near the Global Meteoric Water Line [78], unlike the stable
isotope composition of Rio Grande water. Groundwater sampled near the boundaries of the
Basin show mixing patterns between the epigenic sources and several different endogenic
sources. The lack of samples with a large epigenic component from large portions of the
Basin aquifer supports previous assertions that mountain-front recharge is presently a
minor component of recharge to the Basin aquifer [14,16]. Wells near the Basin boundaries
that are considered to have a substantial component of mountain-front recharge generally
have low concentrations of age-dating tracers, indicating that the water likely recharged
under wetter and cooler conditions than at present (2022). Water belonging to this group
is somewhat mineralized, with average DS concentrations around 780 mg/L (median of
about 710 mg/L) [5].

5.2.4. Deep Upwelling Groundwater

The presence of high-temperature groundwater, faults, and highly mineralized water
indicates that groundwater from depth is upwelling to shallower zones in portions of the
aquifer [83,101,102]. Vertical leakage from deep-seated regional groundwater flow systems,
including geothermal systems, may also be a substantial source for salinity increases in the
shallow aquifers and the Rio Grande near Paso del Norte [13,70,83]. Waters with elevated
concentrations of trace ions are observed in wells on the West Mesa, near the East Potrillo
Mountains, at Radium Springs, and on the East Bench (Figures 1 and 2) [5,13,71,94]. The
deep upwelling groundwater has been characterized as having high concentrations of chlo-
ride, arsenic, potassium, silica, aluminum, iron, and lithium and may be originating from
the Paleozoic and Cretaceous carbonate bedrock [5,42]. Szynkiewicz and colleagues (2011),
using sulfate isotopes and principal component analysis, concluded that a substantial
amount of major ion concentrations in the groundwater could be attributed to groundwater
flow from the bedrock [59]. The original source of this deep groundwater is unknown
but may include paleo-mountain-front recharge in the southern and western portions
of the Basin and interbasin flow from the Jornada Basin along the East Bench [13,14,77].
Temperature analyses indicate that geothermal waters in the Mesilla portion of the Basin
ascend from depths of at least 1 km, with geothermal waters at Radium Springs coming
from depths upwards of 2 km [83].

6. Water Budget

The water budget for the Mesilla portion of the Basin is approached by balancing
inflows and outflows between three interrelated components of water supply and use:
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surface water, groundwater, and agriculture. Only the Mesilla portion of the Basin was
selected because of the available data and the presence of the Rio Grande. This budget
relies on the throughflow estimates from the Conejos-Médanos portion of the Basin made
in Section 4.2.1. The budget terms were considered and refined by compiling the available
estimates for three periods: the entire time period for which there are reliable and publicly
available data (generally 1940 to 2014), the dry period between 1950 and 1969, and a wetter
period between 1980 and 1999. Dry periods and wetter periods were classified by Hanson
and colleagues (2020) [16].

The surface-water component of the water-budget estimate includes only the Rio
Grande and the water that flows into or is diverted from it. Between 1940 and 2014 the
flow measured entering the Basin above Leasburg Dam averaged about 759 hm3/year
(+/− 310 hm3/year; median value 772 hm3/year), and streamflow measured leaving the
Basin averaged about 491 hm3/year (+/− 279 hm3/year; median value 465 hm3/year) [17].
The difference indicates that, on average, there was about 268 hm3/year of water lost from
the Rio Grande in the Basin. As the largest of the inflows and outflows, these budget terms
agree well with other reported estimates and provide a solid starting point for adding
other budget items [11,14,15]. The largest diversions of surface water in the Basin are
made for irrigating crops. Between 1940 and 2014 the average amount of water diverted in
the Basin was 433 hm3/year (+/− 152 hm3/year; median value 461 hm3/year) or about
57% of the Rio Grande inflow at Leasburg Dam and ranged from about 60 hm3/year in
2012 to almost 680 hm3/year in 1945 [17]. These diversions are measured, and the values
considered reliable within appropriate gaging errors. The amount of water returned to the
Rio Grande from canal return flow is estimated to be about 10% of the diversions [11,17,39],
and return flow from the drains was typically about 33% of the diversions for the available
data between 1940 and 1978 [11,17]. The total return flow over that period ranged from
9% to 56% of the diversions [11,17]. Between 1940 and 1992, drain flows varied from just
under 5.6 hm3/year in 1956 to a little over 310 hm3/year in 1944 and averaged about
143 hm3/year (+/− 80 hm3/year; median value 148 hm3/year) [17]. Wastewater returns to
the Rio Grande increased from about 6.2 to 15 hm3/year between 1976 and 2014, and the
average was about 12 hm3/year [17]. Based on the average precipitation in the area
(21 cm) and the estimated surface area of the Rio Grande (7.8 km2), the average amount of
precipitation falling directly on the river is about 1.6 hm3/year. The annual evaporation
from the river surface was estimated to be 13 hm3/year by Frenzel and Kaehler (1992) [14]
and was used for this budget term. Finally, surface-water seepage measurements from
the Rio Grande have typically been collected in the winter and range from about 1.2 to
80 hm3/year [11,15,39,49–52]. A value of 31 hm3/year was selected to balance the annual
surface-water budget for the three periods and the selection of that value is supported by the
frequency of seepage measurements that were reported close to that value. For comparison
the simulated stream seepage at the end of the Frenzel and Kaehler (1992) model was about
68 hm3/year [14].

The groundwater component of the water budget consists of the entire aquifer and
does not differentiate between geologic units. The largest depletion of groundwater is by
pumping and is distinguished between municipal and industrial pumping and agricultural
pumping. Groundwater for municipal use is metered and has generally increased in the
Basin through time [15,16]. Estimates of municipal and industrial water use have ranged
from about 49 hm3/year in 1975 [11,14] to 86 hm3/year in 2005 [15]. For this water-budget
component, we assigned the low estimate of 49 hm3/year to the early (1950 to 1969) period
and the high estimate of 86 hm3/year for the later period (1980 to 1999). Hanson and
colleagues’ (2019) estimate of 67 hm3/year [16] was used for the period of record. Metered
agricultural groundwater withdrawals have only recently become available, and groundwa-
ter withdrawals for irrigated agriculture have been estimated using a variety of techniques.
Because of the conjunctive use of water for irrigation, agricultural pumping amounts vary
dramatically year to year, with annual estimates ranging from less than 12 hm3/year to
over 370 hm3/year [15,16,47]. Previously reported average agricultural pumping estimates
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cover different time periods and often include areas outside the Mesilla Valley [14–16].
For this analysis, the period of record average annual pumping rate of 110 hm3/year was
selected from estimates by Frenzel and Kaehler (1992) and SSPA (2007) [14,15]. However,
because those pumping estimates include the Palomas Basin, the estimate was reduced
by using the fraction of total irrigated lands that are farmed in the Mesilla Valley (about
84%) [48] to 94 hm3/year. In recent years (2010–2018), agricultural pumping to supple-
ment reduced surface-water deliveries has exceeded municipal and industrial pumping by
about 3:1, withdrawing over 250 hm3/year [47]. Sources of recharge include deep percola-
tion of applied irrigation water as a fraction of diversions, seepage from the Rio Grande
(31 hm3/year), and mountain-front recharge (14 hm3/year). The majority of recharge to the
aquifer since the 1940s is estimated to be from the infiltration of water through the irrigation
conveyance system and the surface application of irrigation water [8,11,38]. The amount of
groundwater recharge through deep percolation was estimated to be 13% of the total ap-
plied water (both surface water and groundwater), which is lower than the 39% of applied
water estimated by SSPA (2007) and 24% by Hanson and colleagues (2020) [15,16]. This
discrepancy is because the models route this groundwater to both groundwater recharge
and drain flow, while this estimate assumes all deep percolation goes to recharge and
the drain flow is a separate function of the applied water. Mountain-front recharge was
estimated to be about 14 hm3/year based on previous estimates, which have ranged from
about 1.2 to 17 hm3/year [14,15,17]. Groundwater flow from the Conejos-Médanos Basin
towards the Basin outlet was estimated in the previous section to be about 23 hm3/year.
Finally, Slichter (1905) estimated groundwater flow from the Mesilla portion of the Basin to
the Hueco Bolson at Paso del Norte to be about 3 L/s, or about 0.1 hm3/year [103].

The agricultural component of the water budget includes the diversions, conveyance
structures, fields, and drains of the EBID in New Mexico, as well as EP No. 1 in Texas.
The primary inflow to agriculture is the surface water diverted from the Rio Grande. As
reported above, the average amount of water diverted in the Basin was about 433 hm3/year.
The effective precipitation falling on agricultural lands in the Basin has been estimated to
be between 50% [15] and 90% [14]. For this budget estimate, 50% of the average annual
precipitation (21 cm) was applied over 330 km2 of irrigated lands to yield about 36 hm3/year
of precipitation available for agriculture. Water leaving the system includes return flow
through canals and drains, which are estimated as a percentage of surface-water diversions
(about 10% and 33%, respectively). Evapotranspiration from irrigated fields in the Basin
has been estimated to be about 10 m3 per km2 for lower water-use crops, such as cotton,
and about 20 m3 per km2 for higher water-use crops, such as pecans. While more acreage
is being converted to higher water-use crops [15,16], for this estimate, 15 m3/km2 over
330 km2 of irrigated lands was used to estimate the water use by crops at 308 hm3/year,
which is similar to previous estimates of about 302 hm3/year by Frenzel and Kaehler (1992)
and 305 hm3/year by SSPA (2007) [14,15]. Groundwater pumping generally increases with
reductions in surface-water deliveries, although historical pumping records are sparse.
Estimated groundwater pumping for agricultural use is described above.

Several items can be noted from these water-budget estimates (Table 2). The first is that
present-day average groundwater recharge from the Rio Grande and irrigated agriculture
accounts for about 73% of the recharge to the Mesilla portion of the Basin and 66% of the
recharge to the entire Basin (15.8 hm3/year of recharge reported for the Conejos-Médanos
portion of the Basin [27]). Additionally, present-day recharge accounts for about 11% of
Rio Grande alluvium groundwater volume annually, an amount that is lower than recent
withdrawals. Second, for the period of record, the total loss from storage is estimated to be
about 24.8 hm3/year. This estimate is substantially lower than the 53 hm3/year estimated
by Hanson and colleagues (2020), and the difference may be due to the fact that their
estimate includes both the Palomas Basin and the Mesilla portion of the Basin, as well as
different estimates of throughflow from the Conejos-Médanos portion of the Basin [16].
While the estimates presented in this report may provide an estimate of the magnitude
of the total loss over the period of record, it can be noted that much of the variability
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in the system is lost by selecting single values and percentages in order to simplify the
computations. The average values and unadjusted percentages are sure to include biases
and therefore warrant using with caution and will be increasingly less reliable for shorter
time periods.

Table 2. Water-budget components (in cubic hectometers) and the sum of inflows and outflows for
the Mesilla portion of the Basin for three time periods. Parentheses and red font used in the table for
negative numbers.

Budget Items

Average Amounts for the Period of
Record (1940 to 2014)

Average Amounts for the Dry
Period 1950 to 1969

Average Amounts for the Wet
Period 1980 to 1999

Surface
Water

Ground-
Water

Agri-
Culture

Surface
Water

Ground-
Water

Agri-
Culture

Surface
Water

Ground-
Water

Agri-
Culture

Rio Grande inflow Leasburg Dam 759 586 944
Irrigation diversions (433) 433 (384) 384 (516) 516

Precipitation 1.6 36 1.6 36 1.6 36
Return flow (canals) 43 (43) 38 (38) 52 (52)

Drain return flow 143 (143) 127 (127) 170 (170)
Deep percolation 68 (68) 66 (66) 74 (74)

Wastewater returns 12 3.7 12
Evapotranspiration (13) (308) (13) (308) (13) (308)

Agricultural pumping (94) 94 (121) 121 (53) 53
Municipal and industrial pumping (67) (49) (86)
Groundwater outflow near El Paso (0.1) (0.1) (0.1)

Rio Grande seepage (31) 31 (31) 31 (31) 31
Conejos-Médanos throughflow 23 23 23

Mountain-front recharge 14 14 14
Rio Grande outflow at El Paso (491) (319) (617)

Inflows 958 136 562 756 133 541 1179 141 604
Outflows (968) (160) (563) (748) (170) (539) (1,176) (139) (604)
Balance (9.41) (24.9) (0.79) 8.86 (37.6) 1.38 2.44 1.54 0.16

Basin surface water loss 268 266 327
Total agricultural use 527 505 569

7. Potential Future Research Directions

The research needs for a scarce conjunctive-use resource that is managed by multiple
governments would benefit from not only understanding of the physical characteristics and
limits of the resource but cooperation and common objectives of stakeholders. This discus-
sion is provided as a starting point to acknowledge the existing data gaps and to provide
strategies for how to fill gaps. Perhaps the most important concern facing managers of
any finite resource is the sustainability and resiliency of the resource and a management
strategy that reduces uncertainty. To help address this concern, several data gaps were
identified in this work that may benefit from future research, including (1) high-resolution
storage, inflow, and use estimates; and (2) expanded water-chemistry data.

7.1. High-Resolution Water Storage, Inflow, and Use Estimates

Groundwater storage estimates provide an understanding of the water available at
a given time and allow for estimates of resource capacity under different withdrawal
scenarios. Storage is estimated from the volume and capacity of the aquifer. These values
are highly variable and often generated from point data, where data density may be
reasonably high or sparingly low, particularly at depth. Continued refinement of the
underlying geology and aquifer properties of the Basin would allow for more accurate
estimates of the amount of groundwater while also providing a better understanding
of its distribution. Added drilling and geophysical data could provide better estimates
of the aquifer thicknesses under the West Mesa and in the Conejos-Médanos portion of
the Basin. Aquifer tests and geophysical methods for determining aquifer characteristics
could improve understanding, particularly in the lower Santa Fe unit and throughout
the Conejos-Médanos portion of the Basin. In addition, quantification of the changes in
hydraulic gradients with continuous monitoring between parts of the West Mesa and
the Conejos-Médanos portion of the Basin to the Mesilla Valley would provide a better
understanding of the effect that pumping in the Mesilla Valley may have on groundwater
flow and support improved resource-management decisions.
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Groundwater storage allows managers to maintain use of water resources in times of
supply shortages, but sustainable use would require that withdrawals not exceed inputs
over the long-term. Therefore, additional refinements of the inflow and use estimates
would be useful to determine withdrawal thresholds and associated effects on the inflow
and outflow balance. New agricultural groundwater metering would be valuable to get
better estimates of agricultural extractions, delivery and on-farm efficiencies, and recharge.
Analysis of the reported data trends following multiple years of collection could define
patterns and trends in water use. Continued collection of streamflow data at Leasburg
and El Paso, along with upgraded gage sites to provide a higher-quality record, would
allow managers to monitor surface-water trends within the Mesilla portion of the Basin.
Water-level contours interpreted by SGM (2011) [10] and those presented here (Figure 5)
indicate connected groundwater flow over the entire Conejos-Médanos portion of the Basin.
However, the presence of intrabasin uplifts between structural sub-basins and the lack of
substantial recent recharge indicates that groundwater flow in large areas of the Conejos-
Médanos portion of the Basin may be disconnected. Additional groundwater-elevation,
geochemical and isotopic data around the Los Muertos sub-basin, particularly near the
northern extent, would provide further evidence as to whether groundwater in the southern
Conejos-Médanos portion of the Basin is flowing northward. Additional flux estimates for
groundwater throughflow between the Conejos-Médanos portion and the Mesilla portion
of the Basin would help to refine the recharge estimates in the Conejos-Médanos portion
of the Basin, the overall water budget for groundwater in the Basin, and the quantity and
limitations of the brackish groundwater resource. This could be addressed by installation of
nested wells and perhaps flux-meter installations. Finally, by incorporating and validating
groundwater flow models with geochemical and isotopic tracers, inflow estimates (such as
mountain-front recharge and deep upwelling) could be further supported and refined.

Refinement of the Basin water budget would allow managers to quantify threshold val-
ues and make management decisions to maintain the resource for multiple uses. Actionable
limits could include maximum drawdown thresholds to prevent irreversible subsidence,
decreased well performance, water-quality degradation, or a combination of these factors.

7.2. Water Chemistry

The amount of available water is also dependent on the quality of the water. The qual-
ity of the water is important not only for determining the amount of water available for
consumption without treatment but also for the feasibility of treating brackish water to
use-specified standards. In order to understand the potential for further salinization of the
resource and, if needed, its mitigation, future research could include drilling several deeper
wells (screened in the bedrock) near the Paso del Norte to improve current understanding
of the bedrock-groundwater contribution to groundwater flow and salinity. If groundwater
was derived from these bedrock units along a regional flow path, an upwelling geothermal
signature would likely be observed in these deeper wells. Additional research may also
improve current understanding of the relation between groundwater-age signatures and
groundwater flow paths. Such research could improve our current understanding of the
relation between groundwater age and salinity in the Mesilla Valley, which appears to
be correlated in certain circumstances [5,42]. Furthermore, given that most of the drains
throughout the Mesilla Valley have not been functioning over the last decade, future re-
search could be beneficial to determine whether flushing thresholds exist at which salt
accumulations at damaging levels may be reached in farm fields.

In order to deal with a persistent lack of sufficient water, researchers have looked to the
potential of brackish groundwater as a resource. Concerns unique to inland desalination
projects include uncertainty regarding the size of the resource, issues relating to water treat-
ment for constituents in groundwater, such as silica, and disposal of brine concentrate [104].
Previous works [37,105] have suggested that substantial resources of slightly brackish
water are present in the Mesilla Basin. However, there are limited records for the deeper
portions of the Basin, with an average well depth in the Basin of only 100 m [95]. In addition
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to mapping the quantity of the brackish resource, a geochemical characterization of the
reservoir would be useful to further assess desalination favorability.

8. Summary

The Mesilla/Conejos-Médanos Basin (Basin) is located in the southern part of the
Rio Grande rift, a tectonic feature that is characterized by generally north-south-trending
structural extensional basins. The Basin’s aquifer is composed of the basin-fill sediments
of the Santa Fe Group within the Basin-bounding uplifts. Interbasin uplifts and subcrops
separating the sub-basins within the Basin likely restrict deeper flow in the Mesilla portion
of the Basin and may restrict all flow between the Los Muertos and El Parabien sub-basins
in the Conejos-Médanos portion of the Basin.

Using a newly developed hydrogeologic framework, a new international water-level
map, and previously reported aquifer property assumptions, the amount of potentially
recoverable fresh to slightly brackish groundwater in the Mesilla portion of the Basin is
estimated to be about 82,600 hm3. This new estimate is largely in agreement with previous
estimates. A new estimate of storage for the Conejos-Médanos portion of the Basin is
also presented in this work. Based on areal-extent and saturated-thickness assumptions,
the amount of recoverable fresh or slightly brackish water stored in the Conejos-Médanos
portion of the Basin is estimated to be about 69,100 hm3. The majority of groundwater stored
in the Basin is thousands to tens of thousands of years old and was recharged during cooler
and wetter parts of Quaternary glacial-pluvial cycles [8,106,107]. This water is very slowly
being displaced at the boundaries by mountain-front recharge and near pumping centers,
where vertical gradients are increased by large withdrawals from groundwater pumping.

The Rio Grande flows through the Mesilla Valley in the Mesilla portion of the Basin,
which contains recent deposits of the Rio Grande alluvium. Relatively dynamic surface-
water/groundwater interactions in the Mesilla Valley between the Rio Grande and the Rio
Grande alluvium result in groundwater levels that are responsive to annual and seasonal
changes in water supply and demand, in contrast to the deeper groundwater levels that
remain stable or show a gradual response. This concept of groundwater movement that
includes short groundwater flow paths in the shallow aquifer and groundwater flow paths
that increase in length with depth is supported by the hydrologic and water-chemistry
data presented in this report. Based on evidence presented in various sections of this
report, the Rio Grande alluvium is the only unit currently receiving substantial amounts of
recharge from the Rio Grande, and the amount of groundwater in the Rio Grande alluvium
represents a little less than 0.6% of the entire regional aquifer. Approximately 11% of
the volume of the Rio Grande alluvium is estimated to be recharged annually from Rio
Grande seepage and deep percolation of agricultural water, but that amount is often offset
by pumping.

The geochemistry of shallow groundwaters in the Mesilla Valley portion of the Basin is
governed by the evaporative concentration of Rio Grande streamflow and agricultural diver-
sions, while deeper groundwater geochemistry results from multiple processes, including
the mixing of geothermal and non-geothermal groundwater, dissolution and precipitation
reactions, and ion exchange [13]. As such, water chemistry in the Rio Grande alluvium
generally reflects the chemistry of the surface-water system, with DS concentrations rang-
ing from about 500 to over 1000 mg/L, whereas water chemistry in the Santa Fe Group
depends on the source and time of recharge and the water-rock interactions along the
flow path. Generally, groundwater in the middle Santa Fe unit has some of the lowest DS
concentrations in the Basin, perhaps indicating large groundwater recharge and fluxes in
pre-Holocene time, reducing the amount of soluble minerals in the solid matrix. DS con-
centrations are reported to increase in the lower Santa Fe unit and, in particular, at the
basement rock contact. Brackish and saline groundwater in the Mesilla portion of the
Basin are reported, where upflow areas associated with faults and bedrock features are
most common. The extent of brackish groundwater in the Conejos-Médanos portion of the
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Basin is not known, but records of lacustrine evaporites and increasing salinity with depth
indicate a substantial brackish reservoir.

Continued refinements to the storage estimates and water-budget items with well
installation, geophysics, and monitoring would allow for better estimates of sustainable use
limits. Further characterization of the deep groundwater extent and geochemistry would
inform development of alternative water sources, such as desalination.
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