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TO:    Colorado Water Conservation Board Members  
 
FROM:   Kate McIntire, Outreach, Education and Public Engagement 
   Water Supply Planning 
 
DATE:    November 7, 2014 
 
AGENDA ITEM:  15. Colorado’s Water Plan – Review of Public Input and Presentations 
 
 
Staff recommendation: This is an informational item only.  No Board action is required. 
 
Background 
The Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB) maintains an Outreach and Communications 
Plan in order to provide a cohesive strategy and structure for all communications and 
outreach activities related to Colorado’s Water Plan.  At each CWCB Board meeting since 
September, 2013 there has been a public input agenda item regarding Colorado's Water 
Plan.  At the November 2013 Board meeting, staff gave a presentation on statewide opinion-
editorials, launch of the Colorado’s Water Plan website, and a review of public input received 
to date.  In January, 2014 staff provided a summary of current and planned outreach efforts 
within each basin statewide and reviewed public input received to date.  At the March, 2014 
Board meeting, staff provided an overview of public input received between January 16 and 
March 3, 2014 and took comments from the Board regarding the process for incorporating 
those comments.  Additionally, over one hour, the CWCB Board heard three separate public 
input presentations from stakeholder groups interested in commenting on Colorado’s Water 
Plan.  At the May, 2014 Board meeting, staff provided an overview of public input received 
between March 4 and May 2, 2014 and took comments from the Board regarding the process 
for incorporating those comments.  The CWCB Board also heard eight separate public input 
presentations from stakeholder groups.  At the July 2014 Board meeting, staff provided an 
overview of the public input received between May 2 and June 20, 2014 and took comments 
from the Board on incorporating the input. The Board also heard three public input 
presentations from stakeholder groups.  At the September 2014 Board meeting, staff provided 
an overview of the public input received between June 20 and August 20, 2014 and took 
comments from the Board on incorporating the input. The Board also heard 15 public input 
presentations from stakeholder groups. 
 
Discussion 
Staff will lead a discussion with the Board on the following outreach items: 
 
1.  Summary of Input Received Between August 20 and October 10, 2014 
In the past comment period, CWCB received and reviewed over 2,000 comments. Three 
summary spreadsheets are attached including the staff responses. An attachment to the 
Board packet includes all of the documents submitted.  Included were 51 unique 
email submissions, 28 webforms through the Colorado’s Water Plan website, 121 handwritten 
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comments, 322 typed letters containing input related to the development of Colorado’s Water 
Plan, and 1,333 form letters sent by email.  Through the SB115 process, the Water Resources 
Review Committee submitted to the CWCB an additional 164 comments to be considered in 
Colorado's Water Plan.  Along with the input submitted were 97 documents totaling over 
1,500 pages, all of which were reviewed and included in the CWCB Board packet. 
 
2. Summary of All Input Received To Date 
Since work on the first draft of Colorado's Water Plan commenced in September 2013 and 
through October 10, 2014 the CWCB received over 13,000 unique comments to be considered 
in development of the 2014 draft version of the plan.  Those comments included over 780 
unique email submissions, 120 webforms through the Colorado’s Water Plan website, 121 
handwritten comments, and 322 typed letters containing input related to the development of 
Colorado’s Water Plan.  Through the Senate Bill 115 process, the Water Resources Review 
Committee submitted to the CWCB 164 comments from the general public.  Over 180 
documents were reviewed and included in the CWCB Board packets. In addition, over 11,800 
pages of form letters were reviewed and also included in the  Board packets. To date, CWCB 
staff has met with over 100 organizations, agencies, and other partners statewide regarding 
their involvement in the development of Colorado’s Water Plan.  All of the comments were 
reviewed in detail and a staff response for each comment regarding if and how the draft plan 
was altered as a result of the comments was published and available online 
at www.coloradowaterplan.com. 
 
3. Public Input Presentations 
This agenda item will continue to provide an expanded opportunity for public input regarding 
Colorado's Water Plan.  Groups that do not participate in this agenda item at the November 
meeting are invited to participate in similar agenda item offered at the January 2015 Board 
meeting.  Preference will be given to groups that submit formal written input and send to 
cowaterplan@state.co.us.  At least two weeks before each CWCB Board meeting, interested 
individuals or groups must email cowaterplan@state.co.us with confirmation of who the 
speaker(s) will be, affiliation, general presentation topics, and any documents related to 
specific input.  At the November 2014 Board meeting, the following groups will provide public 
input for this agenda item: 
 
Presentation 1 
Group: State Representative 
Speaker: Rep. Randy Fischer 
 
Presentation 2 
Group: Trout Unlimited  
Speaker: Richard Van Gytenbeek 
 
Presentation 3 
Group: New Belgium Brewing Company 
Speaker: Molly Mugglestone  
 (or representative) 
 
Presentation 4 
Group: Protect the Flows / CO Business 
Community 
Speaker: Craig Mackey (or other rep)  
Presentation 5 

Group: National Sportsmen / National Wildlife 
Federation 
Speaker: John Gale 
 
Presentation 6 
Group: Western Resource Advocates 
Speaker: Drew Beckwith 
 
Presentation 7 
Group: Associated Governments of Northern 
Colorado  
Speaker: Aaron Diaz 
 
Presentation 8 
Group: Northwest Colorado Council of  
Governments – Quality/Quantity Group  
Speaker: Eagle or Grand County 
Commissioners 

http://www.coloradowaterplan.com/
mailto:cowaterplan@state.co.us
mailto:cowaterplan@state.co.us
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Item 
Number

Date Input Provided By Method of Input Submission Related Sections 
of CWP 
Framework

Summary of Input Documents Submitted for 
Review

Staff Responses and Recommendations

1 8/25/2014 Pikes Peak Regional Water Authority Webform 9.4 Letter from Pikes Peak Regional Water Authority regarding Colorado's Water Plan Section 9.4. Letter The comments were largely incorporated into the new draft of Section 9.4. CWCB will continue to  work on this 
issue in 2015.

2 8/26/2014 Bureau of Reclamation Eastern 
Colorado Area Office in consultation 
with the Western Colorado Area 
Office and Albuquerque Area Office 
via James VanShaar

Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us 1, 7.1, 7.2 Comments from the Bureau of Reclamation including a transmittal letter and comments for the Framework 
Documents draft of Chapter 1 and Sections 5.1 and 5.2.

Transmittal letter and 
document

Regarding comments related to the draft of Chapter 1, that chapter was completely revised and re-released in the 
November CWCB Board packet. Regarding your comments related to Section 7.1 Watershed Health and 
Management, no further incorporation is needed because your comment has already been considered or 
addressed. Regarding the comments related to Section 7.2 Natural Disasters, the comments were addressed 
where appropriate in the revised draft chapter. 

3 8/26/2014 HDR via Sean Cronin Email to Sean Cronin, forwarded to 
cowaterplan@co.state.us.

9.5 Letter from HDR, consultant for the South Platte and Metro Basin Roundtables, regarding Section 9.5. Word Document including 
Redline of Section

HDR's comments helped CWCB further refine Section 9.5. Organizations were named with a caveat that others 
are doing great work as well. CWCB will seek to add specifics for how to fund education and outreach. Additional 
concepts are explored in Section 9.2.

4 9/2/2014 Henry Rivera, General Public Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us 7.1 CO Water Plan-Forest suggestion:  A simple way to increase the amount of available water is to improve forest 
watershed health.  A mature pine tree transpires 50-100 gallons of water a day over the course of a summer 
season.  Proper thinning and maintenance could allow for this water to become more available for groundwater 
and surface water use.  It would also decrease the potential of fire and improve overall forest health.

N/A Thank you for your comments, however the ideas presented are not always true.  There are practical limitations 
and some forests are water short and new growth associated with understory and seedlings will consumptively 
used the new available water.

5 9/5/2014 Dale Widner Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us 6.5 New off-stream water storage concept:  This is being sent out to all to inform you of a new off-stream water 
storage reservoir concept near the Colorado-Utah border. The "Border Lake" proposal would create a very large 
lake (surface area = 7,500 acres, storage volume up to 750,000 acre-feet) with water warm enough for swimming.  
Perhaps this concept is something that would work with your new state water plan. The water for this lake would 
come from Colorado via Government Highline Canal in Mesa County while the actual reservoir is just across the 
border into Utah.  Other conveyance options are also possible.  Both Utah and Colorado officials have been 
informed of this concept. Please open and review the attached files with a write up and map of the concept.  I am 
looking for your comments and suggestions on how to make it better and move this forward.

2 documents Regarding your comments related to Section 6.5: Thank you for your input. This first iteration of Colorado's Water 
Plan will not identify specific projects. CWCB suggests that you bring to the western slope roundtables for 
consideration and inclusion in their Basin Implementation Plans.

6 9/11/2014 Fountain Valley Authority Webform 6.3, 8, 9.4 Initial comments on Colorado's Water Plan submitted on behalf of the Fountain Valley Authority (FVA). Letter Regarding your comments related to Section 6.3 Conservation and Reuse - thank you for your comment, however 
no further incorporation is needed because your comment has already been considered or addressed . Some of 
the more technical aspects of your comments such as the wider socio-economic costs and customer costs for 
water conservation and the effects of conservation on reuse can be examined in SWSI 2016. Regarding your 
comments related to Chapter 8, these comments and others with similar sentiment have been reflected in the 
November update of this draft chapter. Regarding comments related to permitting, the comments were largely 
incorporated into the new draft of Section 9.4. CWCB will continue to  work on this issue in 2015.

7 9/14/2014 Steve Malers Webform N/A The www.coloradowaterplan.com website is nearly impossible to reference because following links does not result 
in the URL changing.   The only way to help people find something is to tell them which links to follow, which will 
get worse as more content is added.   This has become more problematic as I try to help various stakeholders 
review documents and provide input.  For suggested reading, see:  http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Permalink

N/A Thank you for your comment.  The issue is related to the capabilities currently offered by the agency that hosts 
the water plan website. We will work with them to address the issues.

8 9/15/2014 Associated Governments of 
Northwest Colorado

Letter sent to Governor's Office, 
email scan sent to 
cowaterplan@state.co.us on 9/15

8 Letter from the Associated Governments of Northwest Colorado regarding elements included in draft Chapter 8. Letter Thank you for your comments. These comments and others with similar sentiment have been reflected in the 
November update of this draft chapter. 

9 9/16/2014 Drew Beckwith, Western Resource 
Advocates

Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us 5 Written documentation of Chapter 5 comments provided by Drew Beckwith at the September 11, 2014 CWCB 
Board Meeting.

1 document Regarding your comments related to Chapter 5 - CWCB added additional conservation information and materials 
to the draft chapter and rephrased the sentence of concern noted in the comment. 
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10 9/16/2014 Steve Harris, Southwestern Water 
Conservation District

Webform 4, 4.1, 4.2, 5, 
6.2.1, 6.2.3, 6.5, 
6.6, 7.1, 9.2

Comments from the Southwestern Water Conservation District submitted by Steve Harris. 1 email document Regarding your comments related to Chapter 4 - many of these recommendations (a-c) have been addressed in 
the reorganization of Chapter 4.  Your comment "D" is addressed further in the water management section. 
Regarding comments related to Section 6.2.1 - The November 7th draft adds draft  criteria for state support in the 
permitting section.  Regarding comments related to Chapter 5 - all basins had the opportunity to participate, 
some participated more than others. Regarding Section 6.2.3. - The no and low regrets goal for low to medium 
conservation levels is a measurable minim mum goal of 170,000 acre-feet of active conservation, which can also 
be measured by the percent of utilities and population affected by specific best practices. Regarding Section 6.2.3 - 
170,000 acre-feet assumes a demand reduction that is based off medium population levels. The scenarios have 
low, medium, and high population and demand levels, and the same best practices would yield different values 
under different population estimates. This variability will be further explored in SWSI 2016, as it is not necessary 
to go into such detail for Colorado's Water Plan. Regarding Section 6.5 - Conservation goals and actions will be 
addressed in Section 6.3. Comments related to Section 6.6 were incorporated into the revised draft section.  
Regarding comments related to Section 9.2 “Economics and Funding", in the amended draft there are a number 
of funding options presented that provided a variety of different revenues streams that could assist in providing 
repayment assistance.  These funding streams could be in the form of standard grants/loans, security/repayment 
guarantees, exchange for equity, etc. With regard to funding various components of multipurpose projects as 
suggested in the comment, in the amended draft there are a number of funding options presented that provided 
a variety of different revenues streams that could be directed to funding agricultural, recreation, environmental, 
and watershed/stream management efforts.  Type of project, priority, benefit, would all be considered. With 
regard to expanding how Water & Power Authority loans can be used if repayment stream available, more 
information is needed from the commenter in order to adequately address the question.

11 9/17/2014 Eric Hecox, SMWSA Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us 6.2, 9.2 SMWSA Comments on sections 6.2 and 9.1 of Colorado's Water Plan 2 documents With regard to comments related to Sections 6.2 and 9.2 - Staff incorporated many of the comments into the 
revised draft sections.

12 9/17/2014 Eric Hecox, SMWSA Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us 6.3 SMWSA Comments on Colorado's Water Plan related to Rain Water Harvesting 1 document Regarding your comments related to Section 6.3 - Thank you for your comment, no further incorporation is 
needed because your comment has already been considered or addressed within the draft section.

13 9/19/2014 Town of Georgetown, CO Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us South Platte BIP Comment letter from the Town of Georgetown, CO on the South Platte BIP. Letter CWCB Staff will pass these comments to the South Platte Basin Roundtable.

14 9/19/2014 Request from Northglenn HS Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us 9.5 I am the STEM Coordinator at Northglenn HS and our students are given authentic problems to solve.  They need to 
present their solutions to a panel of experts.

Date: October 3, 2014
Morning Session:  7:15 - 8:15 am
Afternoon Session:  1:00 - 3:00 pm (we need 6 experts from 1:00 - 3:00 pm)
Location:  Northglenn HS STEM
Description:  Water Management - Students will present their solutions to the question, “How should Colorado deal 
with the management and use of water in the state.”  

Background: Sophomore World History students are currently studying Ancient and Classical civilizations and their 
struggles with urban planning and water solutions within their realms. The major issues that these peoples 
experienced then are similar problems with water rights, irrigation, droughts, floods and competition for water still 
exist today. Students will be researching and ultimately presenting their solutions to the following problem: How 
should Colorado deal with the management and use of water in the state?  In teams of 4, the students will assume 
the expert roles of historian, engineer, environmentalist, and politician/legal.  Panelists will be asked to evaluate 
these proposals in a cafe style venue at our STEM facility on Friday, October 3rd from 7:15 to 3:00pm. (Two sessions 
are listed above). If you or one of your colleagues might be interested, please let me know. Thank you in advance 
for your consideration!

N/A Three CWCB staff members visited Northglenn High School on October 3, 2014 to participate in this event.
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15 9/22/2014 Greg Heiden Webform General Before any study, review and recommendations all existing Colorado Water Rights should be considered as 
operating.  This is especially true for unexercised Water Rights.  Minimum stream, and, recreational flows are highly 
dependent upon water presently not being put to beneficial use.  In scenarios such as the drought continuing, it is 
well within the realm of possibility that entities might soon be making use of water that hasn't been used for years.  
Its not to say that Aurora, and, or Denver Water might not start leaning harder on East Slope supplies for internal 
consumption.  This in turn would free up West Slope water that could be allowed to flow out of State for municipal 
consumption in the Southwest.

N/A Conditional water rights far exceed the amount of flows available. This is why Colorado's Water Plan uses a 
scenario planning water demands approach.

16 9/23/2014 Steve Malers Email to Jacob Bornstein, forwarded 
to cowaterplan@state.co.us.

1, 2, 4 I'm going to be bold and directly send you some comments on the CWP (attached).  The CWP draft does not clearly 
explain how various efforts (SWSI, BIP, CWP) fit together.  Also, the introduction focuses on agencies involved with 
project permitting, but an understanding of planning from local to state level is lacking.  There is a lot of 
information, but the planning framework is not explained.  I recommend you add figures if possible.

I do not feel that there is a cohesive story in the South Platte/Metro BIP.  Actually there are lots of stories and 
information, but it is overwhelming to the point of throwing up hands and saying "so is planning ad hoc?".  I hope 
with more time that we can greatly improve the BIP, at least I'll try to do what I can working with Laurel Stadjuhar.

I must admit that when I worked through slide 5 in the attached, I had a hard time figuring out why the BIP comes 
before the CWP.  Maybe the "implementation" in BIP is throwing me off.

PowerPoint presentation Regarding comments related to Chapter 3, your concerns were addressed in the draft released at the November 
CWCB Board meeting . Regarding your comments related to Section 7.1- no further incorporation is needed 
because your comment has already been considered or addressed.

17 9/23/2014 Hannah Holm Email to Kevin Reidy, forwarded to 
cowaterplan@state.co.us.

6 · I think it would be useful to include some data tables that show per capita water use across the state, with bonus 
points for adding comparisons to cities in other dry states & countries. I know we’re not supposed to have a 
standard goal, but just showing the differences would speak volumes.
· It would also be useful to show some figures on the breakdown between indoor and outdoor water use.
· Stats on the results of some conservation measures already implemented by various localities would also help 
show the potential of these measures more concretely.
· On the issue of ag water conservation – people always bring up that reduced return flows from efficiencies could 
potentially injure downstream users, but less often mentioned is the fact that reduced diversions due to efficiencies 
can also have the benefit of keeping calls off the river, as well as leaving water in reservoirs for late-season use. 

N/A Regarding your comments related to Sections 6.3.1 and 6.3.2 - Thank you for your comment, no further 
incorporation is needed because your comment has already been considered or addressed. Staff added savings 
potential in two tables from SWSI 2010 to the narrative to help get at this as well as a pie chart of water uses in 
Chapter 5.

18 9/23/2014 Drew Beckwith, Western Resource 
Advocates

Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us 6.3.5 Please find attached an updated version of our research related to future power generation-related water 
demands in Colorado for the state plan. Basic message, thermoelectric-related water use will likely decline in the 
future.

1 document Thank you for your comments.  Energy is discussed in Section 6.3.5 and this section will continue to evolve in 
2015.

19 9/24/2014 Colorado Springs Utilities via Patrick 
Wells

Webform 6.3, 6.4, 6.6, 9.4 Please find attached Colorado Springs Utilities' initial comments on the Draft Colorado Water Plan and Basin 
Implementation Plans.

1 document Regarding comments related to Section 6.3 - Thank you for your comment, no further incorporation is needed 
because your comment has already been considered or addressed. The question of the wider socio-economic 
costs and customer costs  for water conservation will be looked at in SWSI 2016.  Regarding comments related to 
Section 6.6 - We have partially incorporated your comments into 6.6.1, 6.6.2 and 6.63. For 6.4 - we have generally 
addressed these comments, however the anti-speculation issue involves an on-going discussion that may be 
better suited at the legislative level. Regarding comments related to permitting, the comments were largely 
incorporated into the new draft of Section 9.4. CWCB will continue to  work on this issue in 2015.

20 9/26/2014 Audubon Rockies Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us General, 6.6 Audubon Rockies comments to CWCB at Rangely Meeting 1 document Thank you for your comments. CWCB added language about stream management plans in the revised draft 
Section 6.6. Regarding the other comments, no further incorporation is necessary because your comments have 
already been considered or addressed.
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21 9/29/2014 Treonna Villasenor Webform 6.3 Thank you for seeking public input and thank you for making a plan to address the extremely important and 
growing issue of water. Also thank you for making board meetings available online for interested parties that 
cannot make the meeting. I want to address a couple of issues that came up for me last meeting and add a few 
ideas. Before I moved to Glenwood Springs this past year I have lived in cities, Aurora being one of them. I 
understand that people like green lawns and golf courses, but the reality is that Colorado is a semi arid climate and 
there is not enough water to continue the way we have. This is the whole point of a water plan and this process. If 
living in an area with green lawns and golf courses is important to home owners we might suggest they buy homes 
in a more humid, wet climate where available water matches the "reasonable residential experience" and 
landscape they're looking for. In the West and in Colorado we have to insure water levels are maintained to 
support all types of life. As we know without water there is no life and without life do we need pretty lawns? I also 
would encourage a new way of thinking about agriculture and how we can grow our food using less water. Can the 
state encourage research and education in urban agriculture. Instead of a green lawn how about a green garden 
that provides food and can take some pressure off of drought affected agriculture. Can we look to people already 
practicing urban agriculture, such as the GrowHaus in Denver and give some state wide attention to these types of 
agricultural options. Can the state research and educate on permaculture, growing food with less space and less 
water. I think this is a big enough and important enough issue that we will all need to change our priorities and our 
definition of what a "healthy landscape" looks like in Colorado based on our climate. And while quality of life is 
absolutely important in mountain and urban communities, we can change what we think of as "quality" to 
something that actually matches the native vegetation and can be sustained for future generations.

N/A Xeriscape lawns are allowed statewide. Colorado water allocation and governance has always been guided by 
local users meeting local needs and Colorado’s Water Plan will not change that. Rather than diminishing local 
control or authority over water, Colorado’s Water Plan seeks to strengthen local decision-makers’ ability to 
achieve regional and statewide water solutions. To that effect, Colorado's Water Plan will work to encourage, 
rather than mandate, several of the points presented in the comments.  Agricultural water sharing and 
modernizing agricultural efficiencies are aspects of Colorado's Water Plan and included in Section 6.4 and 
Subsection 6.3.4.

22 9/30/2014 Mr. Longenbaugh Email to Sean Cronin, forwarded to 
cowaterplan@co.state.us.

4, 6.5 Comments from Mr. Longenbaugh on the South Platte Basin Implementation Plan and Colorado's Water Plan. 4 documents Regarding your comments related to Section 6.5 - Thank you for your comment, no further incorporation is 
needed because your comment has already been considered or addressed. These comments were also sent 
directly to the South Platte Basin Roundtable.

23 9/30/2014 Theresa Conley, Conservation 
Colorado

Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us 6.3, 6.4, 9.2, BIPs Comments regarding Colorado's Water Plan. These comments were made publicly at the September 17, 2014 
CWCB Board meeting; however, the commenter attached additional documents she thought CWCB may find 
helpful and in further support of her verbal comments.

1 doc Thank you for your comments, they have largely been considered or addressed in the revised draft sections.

24 10/2/2014 Bureau of Reclamation Eastern 
Colorado Area Office in consultation 
with the Western Colorado Area 
Office and Albuquerque Area Office 
via James VanShaar

Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us 3, 6.3, 6.4, 7.3, 9.4 Please see the attached documents: a transmittal letter and our comments for the Framework Documents draft of 
Chapter 2 and Sections 5.4, 5.6, 5.7 and 5.10.

2 documents The comments on Chapter 3 are mostly addressed in other sections, especially TMDs, groundwater, and wildfires.  
Collaborative partnerships are addressed in section 8.  Regarding 6.3 -Thank you for your comment, no further 
incorporation is needed because your comment has already been considered or addressed. Staff will try to 
accommodate more project examples into future drafts. For 6.4 - suggested corrections to the text were 
completed. Thank you for the helpful notes. Regarding comments related to Section 7.3, the comments were 
incorporated into the revised section. Regarding Section 9.4 permitting, the comments were largely incorporated 
into the new draft of Section 9.4. CWCB will continue to  work on this issue in 2015.

25 10/2/2014 San Juan Water Conservancy District Letter sent to Governor's Office, 
email scan sent to 
cowaterplan@state.co.us on 10/2

Southwest BIP Comment letter from the San Juan Water Conservancy District. Letter Staff is working with the CWCB Board on a potential solution to the issues presented in the comment by 
restructuring PAWSD debt and allowing the project time to evolve. CWCB will pass along the comments to the 
Southwest Basin Roundtable. 

26 10/3/2014 Joe Stibrich, Aurora Water Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us 6.4 Aurora Water Comments on Colorado's Water Plan regarding Alternative Agricultural-To-Urban Transfer Methods. 3 documents Thank you for the very helpful comments related to Section 6.4. Staff worked to incorporate examples and 
suggestions to the fullest extent possible in the draft section released in November 2014. 

27 10/3/2014 Frank Lilly, General Public Webform 6.6 I am writing to stress the importance of recreational use when planning for Colorado Water.  This includes, but is 
not limited to Whitewater boating, fishing, and boating on reservoirs.  I would like to stress the economic 
importance of recreational use, adding millions of dollars to the Colorado economy every year.  I would also like to 
stress the non consumptive nature of recreational use, allowing for water which is allotted to recreational use to be 
used for other purposes (agriculture, municipal, etc) at a later date.

N/A Meeting Colorado's nonconsumptive needs is a critical aspect of Colorado's Water Plan, and is explored in Section 
6.6.  The four values driving Colorado's Water Plan recognize the importance of recreation. Those four values are 
1) vibrant and sustainable cities, 2) viable and productive agriculture, 3) a robust recreation and tourism industry, 
and 4) a thriving environment that includes healthy watersheds, rivers, streams, and wildlife. 
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28 10/5/2014 Ralf Topper, Colorado Ground-Water 
Association

Webform 4 I am very disappointed in the superficial consideration of Colorado's groundwater resources, both tributary and 
nontributary, in the Water Plan.  Over 20% of the state's water supplies are provided by groundwater.  Tens of 
millions of acre-feet of water exist in storage throughout Colorado's varied aquifer systems (Colorado Geological 
Survey, 2004).  The constituency of the Basin Roundtables that form the basis of the Water Plan are dominated by 
surface water users, who do not fully understand or utilize the groundwater resources in their basins. The 1969 
Water Rights Determination and Administration Act stated that it is the policy of the State of Colorado to 
conjunctively utilize both ground and surface water resources to their maximum extent.  This policy has never been 
fully implemented due to the institutional bias inherited through development of Colorado's water supply and 
associated history of water rights. Colorado's energy development industry today wouldn't develop a future energy 
plan without consideration of tight sands and shale gas plays that weren't part of their portfolio twenty years ago, 
yet Colorado's Water Plan continues to rely on the same water management practices and policies in existence for 
decades without consideration of the full resource.  The same policies and practices that have not adequately 
addressed the looming gap between future supply and demands.  The lack of informed consideration, 
incorporation, and implementation of the groundwater resources in a fully functional conjunctive use strategy is a 
serious shortcoming of the Colorado Water Plan.  A plan for the future water sustainability for Colorado should 
consider all of the resources available.

1 document The CWCB and Colorado's Water Plan support water supply management strategies that will allow the state to 
better conjunctively use groundwater within currently existing legal constraints. SWSI 2010 found that 
unappropriated water in the South Platte, Arkansas, and Rio Grande Basins is extremely limited, and reliance on 
nonrenewable, nontributary groundwater as a permanent water supply creates reliability and sustainability 
concerns, particularly along the Front Range. In anticipation of HB 1278 recommendations related to groundwater 
monitoring and modeling, the CWCB is requesting $500,000 under the 2014 Projects Bill that would allow the 
CWCB to further evaluate the causes of high groundwater levels within the South Platte River Basin. The CWCB 
and DWR also maintain Decision Support Systems (DSS) tools that could serve as useful resources to be used in 
groundwater modeling in the future. The South Platte/Metro BIP states: "The South Platte Basin Roundtable is 
addressing these concerns through a Groundwater Subcommittee comprised of BRT members and other 
interested parties and, together with the Metro BRT has formally adopted a process to address these concerns 
(including potential strategies related to water rights administration) that will extend well beyond the publication 
of the draft South Platte BIP in July 2014. This process will offer opportunities to build on the work done in 
response to House Bill 1278 and help determine the degree to which this resource may be effectively, reliably and 
legally put to some greater level of use."

29 10/6/2014 Victoria Cornell, General Public Webform 6.3 Conservation should be the first consideration. We should live within our means=no more dams or containments. 
With water shortages there is a water quality issue so there must be plans to work harder on keeping the 
waterways, including small streams and creeks, clean/cleaner.  I volunteer for Denver Parks and I clean up trash in 
Sanderson Gluch. I cleaned over a ton of trash last year in about 80 hours of volunteer work. I'd volunteer to work 
on water quality issues in the watershed if asked.

N/A The Basin Implementation Plans and Colorado's Water Plan will incorporate conservation and reuse as critical 
components to helping meet future water needs, however those strategies alone are  not enough to meet 
Colorado's future water needs.  Additional balanced options need to be explored.  These topics are explored in 
Section 6.3. Colorado's Water Plan will not include any specific water projects. The CWCB would like to encourage 
multipurpose projects and full mitigation. The Water Quality Division of the Colorado Department of Public Health 
and Environment (CDPHE) regulates water quality issues of this nature in the state. Water Quality is recognized as 
critical for Colorado's water future. The CWCB is working closely with the Water Quality Control Division and the 
Basin Roundtables in order to address Colorado's Water Quality needs. This is further explored in Section 7.3.

30 10/7/2014 Ditch and Reservoir Company Alliance 
(DARCA) via John McKenzie

Webform and email to 
cowaterplan@state.co.us

6.1, 6.4, 6.3.4, 9.2 DARCA's comments related to Sections 6.1, 6.3.4, 6.4, and 9.1. Letter Regarding comments related to Section 6.1 - The thoughtful comments about doing a technical analysis across the 
state will be considered as part of the Statewide Water Supply Initiative 2016. This could be further advanced by 
the development of Colorado Decision Support System tools throughout Colorado. Completing these for the 
whole state is now one of the actions in Section 6.1. DARCA suggests two recommendations that warrant further 
discussion and consideration for the second draft of Colorado's Water Plan: Create baselines for ditch and 
reservoir companies, support ditch and reservoir company long-term planning (including how to manage for the 
potential impacts of climate change). Regarding comments related to Section 6.3.4 - The comment suggests that 
irrigation ditches help provide aesthetic and riparian values.  Section 6.3.4 of the plan acknowledges that ag 
return flows and losses can incidentally support riparian vegetation and habitat.  The comment also stresses the 
importance of vibrant ag, which the plan emphasizes throughout.  Further the comment requests both technical 
assistance to ditches to modernize infrastructure and suggests that public and private incentives be provided to 
increase ditch company efforts to conserve water.  As 6.3.4 observes in certain site specific locations ag efficiency 
changes can provide local instream benefits or salvaged water that could be made available to other uses, and 
incentives may be appropriate to encourage those efforts.  Legal and administrative costs may offset the benefits, 
and therefore careful site specific analysis must be done to ensure the potential benefits outweigh those costs. 
Regarding comments related to Section 6.4 - Additional ATM examples have been included, along with a 
discussion of HB-1248 as suggested. Remainder of ATM enhancements were generally captured in the "action 
items" section. Education issues are addressed in Section 9.5.  Additional funding options are explored in the 
revised Section 9.2.                                                                                                                                             

31 10/8/2014 WateReuse Association Webform 6.3.3, 9.3, 9.5 Comments from WaterReuse Colorado. Letter and document Regarding comments related to Section 6.3 -Thank you for your comments, no further incorporation is needed 
because your comments have already been considered or addressed. Many of your thoughts were incorporated 
into the latest version. CWCB appreciates the offer to assist with providing research and educational resources. 
Section 9.5 explores education opportunities in detail.
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32 10/8/2014 Comments from Workshop at 
Sustaining Colorado's Watersheds 
Conference

Notes from verbal comments at 
workshop

6 Notes from workshop on Colorado's Water Plan at Sustaining Colorado's Watersheds conference on 10/8/14 in 
Avon, Colorado. Notes prepared by Colorado Foundation for Water Education.

1 document Thank you to those individuals that participated in the workshop. The comments were addressed in revised draft 
sections.

33 10/8/2014 National Young Farmers Coalition Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us 6.3.4, 6.5 Attached please find comments from the National Young Farmers Coalition on the latest draft of  the Colorado 
Water Plan. The attached comments recap my testimony before the CWCB Board meeting on September 11, 2014 
and include additional comments on the latest draft. In summation, our comments reflect the following: the 
Colorado Water Plan needs to go much farther in promoting stewardship values and practices as primary and 
essential solutions to meeting our states' water needs while protecting and enhancing agriculture in the state. 
Farmers and ranchers across Colorado are saving water and enhancing their productivity by re-prioritizing the 
health of their soils. Such dynamic, integrated approaches benefit all Coloradans and can be melded with other 
multi-purpose solutions. My attached comments explain this summary in greater depth. I have also attached a copy 
of NYFC's report "Sustaining Farming in the Arid West: stories of young farmers, water and resilience," which was 
distributed to CWCB Board members, as reference.

2 documents Regarding comments related to Section 6.5 - Thank you for your comments.  The inclusion of stewardship 
practices is definitely worth discussion at the roundtable level and is further discussed in Section 6.3.4, along with 
an example.  Work on conservation easements will be appearing in the final Arkansas BIP, for one. Agricultural 
stewardship is also addressed in other sections of Colorado's Water Plan, 6.3.4   Regarding comments related to 
6.5.4 - Climate change is addressed throughout the draft Plan, but in the November draft more attention is given, 
specifically in the water supply and introduction sections.

34 10/9/2014 Tamarisk Coalition Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us 1, 2, 6.2, 6.6, 7.1, 
9.1, 9.5

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments. Our comments are mostly related to the Environment and 
Recreation sections, however, we have provided general comments as well. Please see our attached letter. 

Letter Regarding comments related to Section 6.2 - the comments were incorporated in the revised November 2014 
draft of the section. Regarding comments related to Section 6.6 - Thank you for your comments.  Staff has refined 
the numbers in the "basin at a glance" boxes to more accurately reflect the projects and methods in the BIPs. We 
will be working with the basin roundtables to make sure that the final draft of CWP reflects the most up to date 
work and helpfully informative work of the BIPs.  Also, staff has partially incorporated your comment on 6.6.3 into 
#11 of 6.6.7.   Regarding Section 7.1.4- CWCB incorporated your comments into the relevant sections/chapters. 
Thank you for your comments related to Section 9.5. CWCB will seek to add specifics for how to fund education 
and outreach. Additional concepts are explored in Section 9.2. 

35 10/9/2014 Save the Poudre Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us South Platte BIP Save The Poudre input to Legislature about South Platte BIP and Colorado Water Plan. 1 document CWCB Staff will work with the BRTs and pass these comments along to the South Platte Basin Roundtable.

36 10/9/2014 American Rivers Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us 6.6, 9.2 Attached please find additional comments on the draft Colorado Water Plan from American Rivers. 1 document Regarding comments related to Section 6.6 - Thank you for your comments. No further incorporation is needed 
because your comment has already been considered or addressed. Regarding comments related to Section 9.2, 
the points made are well taken, the revised section was expanded and additional funding options were provided.

37 10/9/2014 City of Fort Collins Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us South Platte BIP City of Fort Collins Comments regarding Colorado's Water Plan. 1 document CWCB Staff will pass these comments along to the South Platte Basin Roundtable.

38 10/9/2014 Dennis Saffell, Coldwell Banker 
Mountain Properties, Winter Park, CO

Webform 5 Comments related to Chapter 5. Letter A sentence was added to Chapter 5 to address concerns mentioned in the comments.

39 10/9/2014 John Jennings, General Public Webform 7.1 The preservation of river systems needs to be a top priority along with increasing efficiency of use. N/A The four values driving Colorado's Water Plan recognize the importance of healthy watersheds. Those four values 
are 1) vibrant and sustainable cities, 2) viable and productive agriculture, 3) a robust recreation and tourism 
industry, and 4) a thriving environment that includes healthy watersheds, rivers, streams, and wildlife. The Basin 
Implementation Plans and Colorado's Water Plan will incorporate conservation and reuse as critical components 
to helping meet future water needs, however those strategies alone might not be enough to meet Colorado's 
future water needs.  Additional balanced options need to be explored.  These topics are explored in Section 6.3.

40 10/9/2014 Rebecca Strelitz Webform 6.3.4 Restoring and protecting rivers needs to be a top priority. New projects should have minimal negative impact on 
river health and multiple benefits and local input should be required. We cannot run our rivers dry. State studies 
have shown that water providers could reduce today’s water use levels 35% by 2050. We can achieve this by 
expanding conservation
incentives, increasing indoor and outdoor efficiency, and by developing and financially supporting water recycling 
programs. The state should both support voluntary, compensated, flexible water-sharing agreements between 
agricultural producers and growing communities while respecting existing water rights, as well as incentives to 
improve agricultural infrastructure that benefit operations and healthy river flows. Trans-mountain projects that 
drain water from West Slope rivers to supply growing Front Range demands are controversial and don’t solve the 
problem affecting the health of all our rivers. Conservation and efficiency are less expensive, less contentious and 
more effective.

N/A Thank you for your comments. The Basin Implementation Plans and Colorado's Water Plan will incorporate 
conservation and reuse as critical components to helping meet future water needs, however those strategies 
alone might not be enough to meet Colorado's future water needs.  Additional balanced options need to be 
explored.  These topics are explored in Section 6.3. The current draft sections already discuss actions for 
increasing conservation such as expanding conservation incentives, increasing indoor and outdoor efficiency, and 
by developing and financially supporting water recycling programs.                                
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41 10/9/2014 Kevin Lusk Webform 6.3, 6.4, 8 Comments from Kevin Lusk, who is an employee of Colorado Springs Utilities, a voting member of South Platte 
Basin Roundtable, the Board President of Twin Lakes Reservoir and Canal Company, Colorado Canal Company, Lake 
Meredith Reservoir Company, and The Lake Henry Reservoir Company, and a member of Front Range Water 
Council.

1 document Thank you for your comments.  Regarding your comments related to conservation and reuse, no further 
incorporation is needed because they  have already been considered or addressed.  Regarding your comments 
related to agricultural to urban transfers, the CWCB has elected for now to retain the phrase "buy and dry" based 
on previous comments and common usage in the water industry. The remainder of the suggestions have been 
included to the fullest extent possible within Section 6.4.  Regarding your comments related to Chapter 8 
Interbasin Projects and Agreements, these comments and others with similar sentiment have been reflected in 
the November update of this draft chapter. 

42 10/9/2014 Steamboat Springs Chamber Resort 
Association

Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us Yampa / White / 
Green BIP

Input letter from Steamboat Springs Chamber Resort Association regarding the Yampa River Basin. Letter CWCB Staff will work with the BRTs and pass these comments along to the Yampa White Green Basin Roundtable. 
The four values driving Colorado's Water Plan are 1) vibrant and sustainable cities, 2) viable and productive 
agriculture, 3) a robust recreation and tourism industry, and 4) a thriving environment that includes healthy 
watersheds, rivers, streams, and wildlife. 

43 10/9/2014 Senator Gail Schwartz Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us 6.1, 6.6, 9.2 Letter from Senator Gail Schwartz related to Colorado's Water Plan. Letter Thank you for your comments, and for your long commitment to Colorado water. Your comments have largely 
been incorporated. Work on the IBCC Conceptual Agreement is still underway. Regarding comments related to 
Section 9.2, within the revised draft section additional emphasis was placed on multi-beneficial, shared projects to 
balance public versus private funding to meet future water needs. 

44 10/10/2014 New Belgium Brewing Company Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us 4, 4.1, 4.2, 5, 
6.2.1, 6.2.3, 6.5, 
9.1, 9.2

Letter from New Belgium Brewing Company regarding Colorado's Water Plan 1 document  The Basin Implementation Plans and Colorado's Water Plan will incorporate conservation and reuse as critical 
components to meet future water needs, however those strategies alone are not enough to meet Colorado's 
future water needs.  Additional balanced options need to be explored.  These topics are explored in Section 6.3. 
Colorado's Water Plan will not include any specific water projects. The CWCB encourages multipurpose projects 
and full mitigation. The four values driving development of Colorado's Water Plan are 1) vibrant and sustainable 
cities, 2) viable and productive agriculture, 3) a robust recreation and tourism industry, and 4) a thriving 
environment that includes healthy watersheds, rivers, streams, and wildlife. 

45 10/10/2014 Northwest Colorado Council of 
Governments Water Quality / 
Quantity Committee

Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us 4, 5, 6.2, 6.5, 6.6, 
7.1, 8, 9.1

Northwest Colorado Council of Governments Water Quality/Quantity Committee comments on the September 
2014 Draft Sections of the Colorado Water Plan.

Letter Regarding the comments related to Chapter 5 Water Demand by Sector, they were addressed within the section 
where appropriate. Regarding comments related to Section 6.2, the table showing some key differences between 
the western slope and eastern slope basin roundtables is helpful. A new table was added within Chapter 8 to 
discuss differences in BIP statements concerning compact and transmountain diversion issues. Regarding Section 
6.5, due to the different processes that each roundtable employed in identifying and prioritizing projects and 
methods, an apples to apples comparison is definitely a challenge. As the roundtables move forward to their final 
BIPs, the CWCB will work closely with the various groups to encourage more detail on identified projects and 
methods, which the CWCB hopes will lead to a better and more helpful comparison of projects across basins.  At 
this point the CWCB is providing the "At A Glance" boxes just as a quick and rough glimpse of the work of the 
roundtable, showing that project and methods with costs and benefits are being identified, and basins are in the 
process of prioritizing and fleshing out solutions to basin goals and measurable outcomes. Criteria for state 
support of projects will be upcoming in later versions of CWP, and CWCB believes that basins will begin to 
prioritize projects as they move forward in refining their lists of projects and methods. Regarding Section 6.6, the 
CWCB has incorporated most of your comments into sections 6.6.1, 6.6.2, 6.6.3 and 6.6.7.  For more information 
on watershed master plans, please see section 7.1. Regarding your comment related to Section 7.1, due to the 
complexity of your comment, the CWCB will address it in the second draft of Colorado's Water Plan in 2015. 
Regarding Chapter 8, your comments and others with similar sentiment have been reflected in the November 
update of this draft chapter. 

46 10/10/2014 Colorado River District Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us 3, 8 Comments on Colorado's Water Plan regarding Chapters 3 and 8 from the Colorado River District. Letter Thank you for your comments. Regarding comments related to Chapter 3, staff has updated the chapter with 
material from BIP executive summaries to give an overview of basin policies, concerns, and ongoing planning 
efforts.  Regarding Chapter 8, the comments and others with similar sentiment have been reflected in the 
November update of this draft chapter.

47 10/10/2014 Mesa County, Colorado Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us Colorado and 
Gunnison BIPs

Letter from Board of County Commissioners of Mesa County, Colorado regarding the Colorado and Gunnison Basin 
Implementation Plans.

Letter CWCB Staff will work with the BRTs and pass these comments along to the Colorado and Gunnison Basin 
Roundtables.

48 10/10/2014 Club 20 Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us 6.3, 8, 9.1 Letter from Club20 related to Colorado's Water Plan. Letter Thank you for your comments, the issues presented were broadly addressed within the related revised draft 
sections.
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49 10/10/2014 Conservation Colorado Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us 6.5, 6.6, 9.1, 9.4 Formal comments submitted by Conservation Colorado regarding draft chapters 6.5 and 6.6. 3 documents Regarding comments related to Section 6.5 - Thank you for your comments. At this point the projects and 
methods identification by basins is still an ongoing process.  While some basins have moved forward with 
prioritization, others are still in the process. Funding of new and emerging projects and methods will be discussed 
more in Chapter 9. Section 9.4 discussed a path forward for state endorsement and considered your criteria when 
developing the draft criteria included in the plan. Regarding comments related to Section 6.6 - Thank you for your 
comments. No further incorporation is needed because your comments have already been considered or 
addressed.

50 10/10/2014 Northern Water Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us 9.4 Letter from Northern Water related to Colorado's Water Plan. Letter The comments were largely incorporated into the new draft of Section 9.4. CWCB will continue to  work on this 
issue in 2015.

51 10/10/2014 Trout Unlimited Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us 6.3.4 1)      Cover letter-Introduction to the “Our Colorado River” program and the “Core Values”.
2)      List of “Core Value” supporters and their comments.
3)      Scanned “Core Value” signature pages presented in lieu of generic signature lines evident in the list of 
supporters.  

3 documents Thank you for your comments.  CWCB incorporated most of your comments into sections 6.6.1, 6.6.2, and 6.6.3.

52 10/10/2014 Upper CO Private Boaters Association Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us 6.3, 6.6 Comments from Upper Colorado Private Boaters Association on Colorado's Water Plan. Letter The Basin Implementation Plans and Colorado's Water Plan will incorporate conservation and reuse as critical 
components to meet future water needs, however those strategies alone are not enough to meet Colorado's 
future water needs.  Additional balanced options need to be explored.  These topics are explored in Section 6.3. 
Colorado's Water Plan will not include any specific water projects. The CWCB would like to encourage 
multipurpose projects and full mitigation. The four values driving development of Colorado's Water Plan are 1) 
vibrant and sustainable cities, 2) viable and productive agriculture, 3) a robust recreation and tourism industry, 
and 4) a thriving environment that includes healthy watersheds, rivers, streams, and wildlife.  With regard to new 
transmountain diversion projects, the IBCC provided a draft conceptual agreement which explored innovative 
ways to address this issue in a balanced manner.  Scenario planning indicates that a new transmountain diversion 
may not be needed in the future, however some futures suggest that new transmountain diversions may be a 
necessary part of Colorado's water supply portfolio. Colorado's Water Plan will not include any specific 
transmountain water project, but it will discuss how we can move forward with this option should it be needed, 
based on the IBCC's work.

53 10/10/2014 Colorado State Representative Randy 
Fischer, House District 53

Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us 6.3.1, 6.6, 9.5 Comment letter provided by Representative Randy Fischer. Letter Thank you for your comments, and for your long commitment to Colorado water.  CWCB will consider adding the 
recommendations of HB12-1278 study of the South Platte alluvial aquifer after consideration of the South Platte 
Basin roundtable, which is currently considering those recommendations in a process they have developed. The 
South Platte/Metro BIP states: "The South Platte Basin Roundtable is addressing these concerns through a 
Groundwater Subcommittee comprised of BRT members and other interested parties and, together with the 
Metro BRT has formally adopted a process to address these concerns (including potential strategies related to 
water rights administration) that will extend well beyond the publication of the draft South Platte BIP in July 2014. 
This process will offer opportunities to build on the work done in response to House Bill 1278 and help determine 
the degree to which this resource may be effectively, reliably and legally put to some greater level of use." 
Regarding comment related to Section 6.3 -Thank you for your comment, however no further incorporation is 
needed because your comment has already been considered or addressed. There is a good discussion of land use 
and water use with action items for moving the discussion forward. The 170,000 acre feet active savings by 2050 is 
based on the IBCC no and low regrets action plan. This is a minimum of what is being considered and water 
providers are not constrained to keep their own goals at that level.  Regarding comments related to Section 6.6 - 
Thank you for your comments, most of which we have addressed in Section 6.6.7.  Regarding review of the public 
comments received as part of the SB115 process, CWCB reviewed and prepared responses to each one of the 
comments received. Those responses are included in the November 2014 CWCB Board packet and also posted 
online. The development of Colorado's Water Plan has helped to raise the level of importance placed on 
education and outreach statewide related to water supply planning. The CWCB is working together with the Basin 
Roundtables (BRTS) to expand  education and outreach activities related to raising awareness and Section 9.5 
Outreach, Education, and Public Engagement  will include recommendations on continuing education on these 
topics long-term. 
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54 10/10/2014 Trout Unlimited Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us 6.2, 6.6, 8, 
Gunnison BIP, 
South Platte BIP, 
Arkansas BIP, 
Southwest BIP

Trout Unlimited’s official comments for the first draft of Colorado’s Water Plan. The comments represent Trout 
Unlimited's 28 staff, 24 chapters and 11,000+ members in Colorado. Trout Unlimited looks forward to speaking with 
CWCB staff on November 30th in more detail about Trout Unlimited’s efforts to provide comments to the water 
plan.

1 document Regarding comments relative to Section 6.2 - The strategies to address the municipal water supply gap are 
balanced. Further refinements to the gap are being considered as part of the Basin Implementation Plans, and 
may be part of SWSI 2016. CWCB will forward your basin specific comments to the appropriate basin roundtables.  
Regarding comments relating to Chapter 8, these comments and others with similar sentiment have been 
reflected in the November update of this draft chapter.

55 10/10/2014 Harris Water Engineering, Basin 
Implementation Plan Consultants for 
the Southwest Basin Roundtable

Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us 3, 6.2, 6.5, 6.6 Letter from Harris Water Engineering regarding Colorado's Water Plan. Letter Regarding comments related to Chapter 3, concerns were addressed in the revised November draft.  Regarding  
comments related to Section 6.2 - CWCB modified the draft section based on the detailed comments provided. 
Regarding comments related to 6.5 - Collaboration and multipurpose projects are encouraged and identified by 
the basins as key to the path forward. Regarding comments related to Section 6.6 - CWCB incorporated your 
comments into sections 6.6.1, 6.6.2, 6.6.3, and 6.6.5.

56 10/10/2014 Denver Water Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us 4, 6.2, 6.3.1, 
6.3.2, 6.3.3,  
6.3.4, 6.4, 6.5, 
7.1, 7.2,7.3, 8, 9.3

Comments from Denver Water on Colorado's Water Plan. 2 docs Regarding comments related to Section 6.1 - CWCB added language to the actions to encourage basin level 
scenario planning as part of the BIPs. Regarding Section 6.2 - Chapters 4 and 5 now have larger sections on climate 
change. A brief discussion of the implications of climate change to the gap is now included in Section 6.2. 
Regarding comments related to Sections 6.3.1-6.3.3, many of your comments and revisions have already been 
incorporated since the chapter was drafted.  Regarding Section 6.3.4 - Denver Water asks for more specific 
examples of ag conservation opportunities.  CWCB believes the section is sufficient as written but this comment 
can be further addressed in 2015.  For the next version of the plan CWCB suggests the use of side bars to discuss 
in detail specific questions or to provide examples without having to embed them in re-written text.      Regarding 
comments related to Section 6.5 - Collaboration and multipurpose projects are encouraged and identified by the 
basins as key to the path forward. For 6.4 - ATM  suggestions have been incorporated either as a new sub-section 
or as suggested action items. Legal impediments have been mentioned as a general topic without specific issues 
being raised.  Regarding comments related to 7.1, "Source Water Protection" was added to the section. Regarding 
Chapter 8, the comments and others with similar sentiment are reflected in the November update of this draft 
chapter. Regarding comments related to permitting, the comments were largely incorporated into the new draft 
of Section 9.4. CWCB will continue to  work on this issue in 2015.

57 10/10/2014 Western Landowners Alliance Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us Various Letter from Western Landowners Alliance regarding Colorado's Water Plan. Letter Thank you for your comments, they were considered in the revised drafts of the related sections.

58 10/10/2014 Bureau of Reclamation Eastern 
Colorado Area Office in consultation 
with the Albuquerque Area Office

Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us 2.2, 4, 5, 6.2, 6.5, 
6.6, 7.1, 8, 9.2, 9.5

Please see the attached documents: a transmittal letter and our comments for the Framework Documents and 
Draft Section 2.2, Chapters 4 and 5, Sections 6.2, 6.5, 6.6, 7.1, Chapter 8, Sections 9.2, and 9.5.

1 document Regarding comments related to Chapter 2, the comments will be addressed in the 2015 draft of Colorado's Water 
Plan. Regarding comments related to Chapter 4, the comments were addressed to the extent feasible in this draft. 
Regarding comments related to Chapter 5, the comments were addressed where appropriate. Regarding Section 
6.5 - Thank you for your comment, however no further incorporation is needed because your comment has 
already been considered or addressed. Regarding Section 6.6 - Thank you for your comment, no further 
incorporation is needed because your comment has already been considered or addressed. Section 7.3 addresses 
your comments regarding water quality issues. Regarding comments related to Section 7.1 - CWCB incorporated 
your comments into the relevant sections/chapters. Regarding Chapter 8, Thank you for your comments. These 
comments and others with similar sentiment have been reflected in the November update of this draft chapter. 
Regarding comments related to Section 9.2, in terms of listing potential options, federal agencies will be better 
emphasized in the revised November 2014 draft section.  Additionally, CWCB will be refining costs and priorities 
relative to BIPs in 2015.  Regarding Section 9.5 - 1)The agency name has been corrected. 2) A personal connection 
is key to making an education tool something that engages the audience. As the CWCB develops and executes its 
action steps, it will emphasize engagement. CWCB will explore opportunities in K-12 education while evaluating 
existing state resources. 3) Great idea! CWCB will do some research on opportunities for federal funding and 
incorporate those in 2015. 4) CWCB has been using #COWaterPlan.  

59 10/10/2014 South Platte and Metro Basin 
Roundtables, via Sean Cronin and 
Mark Koleber

Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us 6.2, 6.5, 8, 9.3 Letter from Sean Kronin and Mark Koleber on behalf of the South Platte and Metro Basin Roundtables. 1 document Thank you for your comments, they were considered and addressed in the revised drafts of the related sections.
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60 10/10/2014 Delta County, CO Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us 8, Gunnison BIP Comments from Delta County, CO on Colorado's Water Plan. Letter The Prior Appropriation Doctrine and the status of water as a private property right is fundamental to Colorado 
water administration and law and Colorado’s Water Plan requires these principles to succeed. Additionally, 
Colorado's Water Plan will not include any specific water projects. The CWCB would like to encourage 
multipurpose projects and full mitigation. Delta County's letter of support was also sent directly to the Gunnison 
Basin Roundtable.

61 10/10/2014 American Whitewater Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us 6.6 Comments from American Whitewater related to Section 6.6. 1 document Regarding comments related to Section 6.6 - Thank you for your comments; no further incorporation is needed 
because your comments have already been considered or addressed.

62 10/10/2014 Aurora Water Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6.3, 
6.4, 6.5, 6.6, 7.1, 
7.2, 8, 9.2, 9.4, 9.5

Comments from Aurora Water on Colorado's Water Plan 1 document Regarding Chapter 3, the concerns are addressed in the revised November 2014 draft. Regarding Chapter 4, the 
comments are addressed to the extent feasible in the November 2014 draft.  Regarding Chapter 5, the comments 
were addressed. Regarding Section 6.3 - Thank you for your comments, no further incorporation is needed in this 
section because the comments were already considered or addressed. Regarding Section 6.3.1, the IBCC Actions 
comment was addressed in Chapter 5 Water Demands. Regarding Section 6.3.2, CWCB added language to the 
Prairie Waters description. Regarding Section 6.3.2, WISE language was added. Regarding Section 6.5, the related 
comments were addressed. TMD discussion are discussed in Chapter 8.  Regarding Section 6.4, the comments 
were incorporated into the revised draft section. Regarding Section 6.6 - the comments were reviewed and 
considered. CWCB added language to the RICD section in response to similar comments received.  Regarding the 
UCCRRIP and nonnative species control, Colorado is engaged in discussions about a must-kill policy. CWCB is 
incorporating your comments into the relevant sections/chapters - 7.1. Regarding Section 7.1 Next Steps, due to 
the complexity of your comment, CWCB will address it in the second draft of Colorado's Water Plan in 2015. 
Regarding Section 7.2, the comment was addressed where appropriate.  Regarding Chapter 8, Thank you for your 
comments. These comments and others with similar sentiment have been reflected in the November update of 
this draft chapter. Regarding comments related to funding, the general funding philosophy and conceptual 
recommendations by Aurora have been accounted for in the revised draft November 2014 section. Regarding 
comments related to permitting, the comments were largely incorporated into the new draft of Section 9.4. 
CWCB will continue to  work on this issue in 2015. Regarding Section 9.5 - We included language on Aurora 
Water's Water Conservation Program. 

63 10/10/2014 The Nature Conservancy Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us 6.3.3, 6.5, 6.6, 8, 
9.1

Comments from The Nature Conservancy on Colorado's Water Plan. 3 documents Regarding comments related to Section 6.3.2 - Thank you for your comments. Relating to the white paper 
authored by Peter Binney: The South Platte River Concept for Increasing the Reuse Potential is a very good 
concept, however may be better suited to being further developed in SWSI 2016 or the South Platte and Metro 
BIPS.  Regarding Section 6.6 - Thank you for your comments, which we have addressed in sections 6.6.3 and 6.6.7. 
Regarding Chapter 8, Thank you for your comments. These comments and others with similar sentiment have 
been reflected in the November update of this draft chapter. Regarding Section 9.2 - the section was amended to 
provide multiple funding options related to the items presented in the comments.  CWCB will pass these 
comments to the South Platte and Metro BIP teams.

64 10/10/2014 Ann Riley - letters from the General 
Public for CWCB

Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us Various Document containing 322 unique comment letters submitted by Colorado citizens. 1 document with 322 
comment letters

CWCB responded to each of the 322 comment letters. The comments and responses were included in the 
November 2014 Board packet, following this spreadsheet as an attachment.

65 10/10/2014 Tri-State Generation and Transmission 
Association, Inc.

Webform 6.3.5, 10 Tri-State Generation and Transmission Association, Inc. (Tri-State) appreciates the opportunity to provide draft 
comments on the State Water Plan. Tri-State is a not-for-profit wholesale electric power supply cooperative 
providing power to 44 member distribution systems serving customers throughout 250,000 square miles in 
Colorado, Nebraska, New Mexico and Wyoming.  Tri-State provides electricity to members based on a diverse mix 
of generation sources including coal, natural gas, hydroelectric, solar and wind power. Tri-State has water interests 
in the Arkansas, Colorado, Gunnison, South Platte, Southwest and Yampa river basins. We are active participants in 
the Yampa River Basin Roundtable and serve on the Yampa Basin Implementation Plan sub-committee.  In addition, 
we closely monitor other Basin Roundtables, IBCC and CWCB State Water Plan efforts. Our understanding is that for 
public comments to be considered for the first draft of the State Water Plan, they must be submitted by October 
10, 2014. Tri-State has anticipated the release of a complete Chapter 6.3.5 (Self-Supplied Industrial Conservation 
and Reuse) and Chapter 10 (Legislative Recommendations).  Unfortunately, these will not be available for review 
until past the first public comment deadline. We look forward to providing the CWCB with comments on the State 
Water Plan once a complete Chapter 6.3.5 and Chapter 10 Policy are provided to the public.

N/A CWCB received the comments from Tri-State in 2015 and the comments were incorporated into the November 
2014 draft.
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66 10/10/2014 Keneth Parsons, General Public Webform 6.3, 8 Interbasin transfers should only be considered for limited volumes and truly critical demands.  Such transfers, 
especially during times of climate change, exacerbate the upset of established ecological and environmental 
equilibrium within the basins.  Transfers to promote and support population growth are not critical uses. Colorado 
needs to modernize and develop water storage within its basins to maximize its ability to preserve the character 
and ecology of each basin while providing for efficient and effective use of water for human benefit within each 
basin.  Municipal reuse and conservation must be promoted and required as a key element of this efficient and 
effective use.

N/A With regard to new transmountain diversion projects, the IBCC provided a draft conceptual agreement which 
explored innovative ways to address this issue in a balanced manner.  Scenario planning indicates that a new 
transmountain diversion may not be needed in the future, however some futures suggest that new 
transmountain diversions may be a necessary part of Colorado's water supply portfolio. Colorado's Water Plan 
will not include any specific transmountain water project, but it will discuss how we can move forward with this 
option should it be needed, based on the IBCC's work. With regard to population growth, Colorado's Water Plan 
and the technical work that supports it includes three growth scenarios: growth scenarios: low-growth, mid-
growth, high-growth. As water planners, Colorado must prepare for any of these future possibilities as we do not 
have control over the state's economy and how many people are born or choose to move here. While some 
communities choose to limit growth, doing so on a broad statewide scale is untenable and unconstitutional. The 
CWCB is working with each basin on their Basin Implementation Plan and will continue to encourage all interested 
parties to do the same. The Basin Implementation Plans and Colorado's Water Plan will incorporate conservation 
and reuse as critical components to helping meet future water needs, however those strategies alone might not 
be enough to meet Colorado's future water needs.  Additional balanced options need to be explored.  These 
topics are explored in Section 6.3.

67 10/10/2014 Andrew Morris, General Public Webform 6.6, 8 Please keep maximum flows in the colorado river. Please no more trans mountain diversions. Recreation is as 
valuable asset to our economy as anything else. Please maintain the flows as nature intended.

N/A CWCB maintains and operates In Stream Flow and Natural Lake Level programs, both of which are highly regarded 
as some of the most successful programs of their kind in the Western US. Nonconsumptive needs are critically 
important aspects of the Basin Implementation Plans and Colorado's Water Plan. Although not fully tested, 
instream flows can be designed to directly benefit riparian areas, and the CWCB Stream and Lake Protection 
Section has been working with the BLM to design an approach to in-stream flows by providing a  flood flow 
component in the spring. With regard to new transmountain diversion projects, the IBCC provided a draft 
conceptual agreement which explored innovative ways to address this issue in a balanced manner.  Scenario 
planning indicates that a new transmountain diversion may not be needed in the future, however some futures 
suggest that new transmountain diversions may be a necessary part of Colorado's water supply portfolio. 
Colorado's Water Plan will not include any specific transmountain water project, but it will discuss how we can 
move forward with this option should it be needed, based on the IBCC's work.

68 10/10/2014 Jennifer Barrow, General Public Webform 6.3 As you can see from the majority of citizen comments on the Colorado SWP, conservation is of utmost concern 
among Coloradans.  The CWCB has said that it is addressing conservation in the SWP, but I’m left wondering if it 
goes far enough.  When we compare ourselves to other regions of the world that are dealing with challenging 
water issues, such as the high culture of conservation in the Murray-Darling Basin of Australia or Israel’s 
technological achievements in Ag irrigation, we fall short.  I believe we must first exhaust all conservation 
strategies, whether in Ag or in M&I, before we consider new supply and storage projects.  Many utilities are 
concerned about increased conservation and I understand that utilities must be able to function as well, but tiered 
water rates could solve problems utilities have with increased conservation. Rate increases due to conservation are 
actually much smaller than rate increases necessary to account for population growth without conservation. I am a 
resident of the Front Range.  My basin is expecting the highest population growth and uses the most water.  I think 
we should set an example for future residents of the Front Range of Colorado.  Are we going to stick with the status 
quo or are we going to realize that with population growth and climate change, conservation needs to be a bigger 
part of the conversation and a huge part of the SWP’s strategy.

N/A The current course Colorado is heading down leads to several of the results that the  commenter mentions. For 
instance, without action, up to 35% of Colorado's farms in the South  Platte could be dried up. This is one impetus 
for why Colorado is pursuing the development of a  water plan. Colorado's Water Plan will yield better results 
through support of conservation, reuse,  sharing agreements between farmers and municipalities, incentive-based 
of water-smart land use,  and the development of multi-purpose projects and methods. The Basin 
Implementation Plans and Colorado's Water Plan will incorporate conservation and reuse as critical components 
to helping meet future water needs, however those strategies alone might not be enough to meet Colorado's 
future water needs.  Additional balanced options need to be explored.  These topics are explored in Section 6.3. 
With regard to tiered rate structures, the vast majority of water providers currently operate with tiered water 
rates.

69 10/10/2014 Several Conservation Organizations 
via Bart Miller

Webform All Over-arching comment letter, signed by (and submitted on behalf of) several conservation organizations. Letter Thank you for your comments. 

70 10/10/2014 Western Resource Advocates Webform 6.6, 9.1, 9.4 Please see the attached comment letter from WRA on "Economics and Funding" 1 document These comments were largely incorporated into the funding section and Section 6.6. In addition, comments were 
taken into account when adding criteria into the permitting section, 9.4. CWCB will work with the basin 
roundtables to refine and prioritize projects from which funding options developed will be investigated and 
directed towards appropriate needs such as those mentioned in the comments.

71 10/10/2014 Western Resource Advocates Webform 9.3 Please see the attached comment on "State Water Rights & Alignment" 1 document Thank you for your comments. CWCB incorporated a variation of the second bullet presented in the document 
into the revised November 2014 version of Section 9.3. The third bullet presented in the document will be 
considered in 2015. 
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72 10/10/2014 Western Resource Advocates Webform 6.3.4, 6.4 Comments on agricultural water use, signed by (and submitted on behalf of) Environmental Defense Fund, The 
Nature Conservancy, and Western Resource Advocates.

1 document Regarding comments related to Section 6.3.4 - Thank you for your comments.  Your points regarding agricultural 
conservation are consistent with the section as written. Regarding Section 6.4 - Most of the topics have been 
generally addressed in the latest revision of the section. The idea of direct payments will need a more 
comprehensive evaluation and may be included as the final document is developed in 2015. 

73 10/10/2014 Western Resource Advocates Webform 6.3.2 Comments from Western Resource Advocates on Re-Use. 1 document Regarding comments related to Section 6.3.3 - Thank you for your comments. The concept of a Reuse Planning 
Process is a very good one. At present, the draft chapter contains all elements that Western Resource Advocates 
identifies as those that would be contained in the planning process. Staff suggests that as reuse is discussed over 
the next year of water plan development and is studied in the SWSI 2016 process, we could revisit this concept.

74 10/10/2014 Western Resource Advocates Webform 6.3.5 Please see the attached document from WRA on water use by the energy generation sector state-wide, created for 
Colorado's Water Plan and Basin Implementation Plans.

1 document These comments were taken into account when developing Section 6.3.5.

75 10/10/2014 Western Resource Advocates Webform 6.3, 6.3.3, 6.4,7.3, 
9.2, 9.3, 9.4 

Please see the attached comment from WRA -- a Response to comments submitted by the Front Range Water 
Council in August

1 document Regarding comments related to Section 6.3, thank you for your comments. For 6.3.1, each BRT has set its own 
goals within its BIP as this is a grassroots effort. Chapter 6.3.1. has a goal of 170,000 acre feet active savings by 
2050. This is a minimum that should be achieved but there is nothing that stops water providers from achieving 
higher. The actions indicated in this chapter aim to increase water conservation statewide. Regarding Section 
6.3.2, the section lays out several actions that will investigate reuse potential, promote reuse options through 
education, incentives and partnerships. For 6.4, CWCB included a new section to discuss barriers to ATM success. 
Some specific action items are also included at the end of this section. Further work on proposed resolutions is on-
going and could be addressed for the final document in 2015. Other comments regarding WRA's concerns are 
largely addressed in the revised draft sections/chapters.

76 10/10/2014 Colorado Department of Public Health 
and Environment - Water Quality 
Control Division

Webform 6.6, 7.1 Comments from CDPHE - WQCD on Sections 6.6 and 7.1. 1 document Regarding comments related to Section 6.6 - Thank you for your comment.  More information on source water 
protection plans, and how those may be included in BIPs has been added to section 7.3. Regarding comments 
related to Section 7.1 - Due to the complexity of your comment, we will address it in the second draft of 
Colorado's Water Plan in 2015.          

77 10/10/2014 City of Thornton Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us 6.3.1, 6.4, 9.3, 9.5 Comments from the City of Thornton on Colorado's Water Plan. 1 document Regarding comments related to Section 6.3.1-Thank you for your comments. Many of your suggestions have 
already been addressed or incorporated into the draft. ALCC was added to green industry partners. Best Practice 
language was modified to read better. CWCB changed reclaimed water language to reuse where appropriate.  
Regarding Section 9.2 - CWCB added the suggested language regarding the State Engineer/Div. of Water 
Resources.  Regarding Section 9.5 - Review of existing surveys will be included in the Water Education Task Force 
Report update. 

78 10/10/2014 Colorado Water Innovation Cluster Email to James Eklund, forwarded 
to cowaterplan@state.co.us

9.2 The Colorado Water Innovation Cluster (CWIC) would like to submit this response to both Senate Bill 115 Hearings 
Concerning the Colorado Water Plan as well as the requests for public input.  Attached is the CWIC response to the 
Colorado State Water Plan for your review. We appreciate the opportunity to provide input and hope that CWIC 
can be more involved in both the planning and execution of this important plan. Please let me know how CWIC can 
partner with CWCB.

Letter CWCB appreciates the comments from Colorado Water Innovation Cluster.  CWCB has worked with over 100 
organizations over the past year on water issues related to Colorado's Water Plan. Funding opportunities are 
discussed in Section 9.2 of the revised draft for November 2014. CWCB would be happy to meet with CWIC in 
2015.

79 10/10/2014 Joe Frank Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us 4, 6.3.2, 6.4 Comments from Joe Frank on Colorado's Water Plan. 1 document Regarding comments related to Chapter 4 - the comments were addressed as appropriate within the revised 
November 2014 chapter.  The first comment related to Section 6.4 ATMs was addressed within the revised draft 
November 2014 section so that the wording is now consistent with the M&I conservation section. Regarding the 
second comment on the ATM section, Section 6.4, the comment was addressed within the revised draft section.

80 10/10/2014 Rio Grande Basin Roundtable Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us 6.2, 6.5, 6.6, 7.1 Attached are preliminary comments on Sections 6.2, 6.5, 6.6 and 7.2. The RGBRT will have additional comments as 
it proceeds with the next phase its Basin Plan. Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments.

4 documents CWCB incorporated your comments into the relevant sections/chapters.

81 10/10/2014 Senate Bill 115 Comments Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us All Preliminary report submitted on October 9, 2014, which summarizes the public comments received during our SB 
14-115 outreach efforts; and final report summarizing the Committee’s activities around the State pursuant to 
Senate Bill 14-115, on behalf of the members of the 2014 Interim Water Resources Review Committee (Committee) 
and its staff.

3 documents Staff responses to each public comment received as part of the Senate Bill 115 process are included in a separate 
spreadsheet attachment within the November CWCB Board packet and also posted online at 
www.coloradowaterplan.com.  Staff appreciates the efforts of the Interim Water Resources Review Committee in 
further involving the public in the development of Colorado's Water Plan.
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82 Conservation Colorado - 121 
Handwritten Comments - Issue #1

121 handwritten comment pages, 
separated out by 5 key bullet points 
in their cover letter

6.6 Conservation Colorado submitted 121 handwritten, unique, personal comments regarding Colorado's Water Plan. 
The following key occurring point appeared in 52 of those comments: The CWCB must provide funding for stream 
restoration, mitigation and quantitative understanding of the flows needed to preserve environmental and 
recreation attributes.

121 handwritten comment 
pages, separated out by 5 
key bullet points in their 
cover letter

The CWCB and the Basin Roundtables will be working to support conservation, environment, and recreation in the 
Basin Implementation Plans and draft of Colorado's Water Plan. Meeting Colorado's nonconsumptive needs is a 
critical aspect of Colorado's Water Plan. 

83 Conservation Colorado - 121 
Handwritten Comments - Issue #2

121 handwritten comment pages, 
separated out by 5 key bullet points 
in their cover letter

6.3 Conservation Colorado submitted 121 handwritten, unique, personal comments regarding Colorado's Water Plan. 
The following key occurring point appeared in 81 of those comments: We need to establish and commit to a 
statewide high conservation goal of a 1% reduction per year to be met by all Basins. By setting a goal and not a 
method, we still promote local solutions to achieving necessary reductions in water use.

121 handwritten comment 
pages, separated out by 5 
key bullet points in their 
cover letter

The Basin Implementation Plans and Colorado's Water Plan will incorporate conservation and reuse as critical 
components to helping meet future water needs, however those strategies alone might not be enough to meet 
Colorado's future water needs.  Additional balanced options need to be explored.  These topics are explored in 
Section 6.3.

84 Conservation Colorado - 121 
Handwritten Comments - Issue #3

121 handwritten comment pages, 
separated out by 5 key bullet points 
in their cover letter

6.5 Conservation Colorado submitted 121 handwritten, unique, personal comments regarding Colorado's Water Plan. 
The following key occurring point appeared in 27 of those comments: "New Supply" via transmountain diversions is 
not a long-term solution to meeting our water demands and is detrimental to Colorado's rivers. Maintaining 
healthy rivers is tantamount to protecting the high quality of life valued by Coloradans across the state.

121 handwritten comment 
pages, separated out by 5 
key bullet points in their 
cover letter

With regard to new transmountain diversion projects, the IBCC provided a draft conceptual agreement which 
explored innovative ways to address this issue in a balanced manner.  Scenario planning indicates that a new 
transmountain diversion may not be needed in the future, however some futures suggest that new 
transmountain diversions may be a necessary part of Colorado's water supply portfolio. Colorado's Water Plan 
will not include any specific transmountain water project, but it will discuss how we can move forward with this 
option should it be needed, based on the IBCC's work.

85 Conservation Colorado - 121 
Handwritten Comments - Issue #4

121 handwritten comment pages, 
separated out by 5 key bullet points 
in their cover letter

6.3 Conservation Colorado submitted 121 handwritten, unique, personal comments regarding Colorado's Water Plan. 
The following key occurring point appeared in 27 of those comments: Desire to see a stronger commitment to / 
expansion of reuse and recycled water.

121 handwritten comment 
pages, separated out by 5 
key bullet points in their 
cover letter

The Basin Implementation Plans and Colorado's Water Plan will incorporate conservation and reuse as critical 
components to helping meet future water needs, however those strategies alone might not be enough to meet 
Colorado's future water needs.  Additional balanced options need to be explored.  These topics are explored in 
Section 6.3.

86 Conservation Colorado - 121 
Handwritten Comments - Issue #5

121 handwritten comment pages, 
separated out by 5 key bullet points 
in their cover letter

Conservation Colorado submitted 121 handwritten, unique, personal comments regarding Colorado's Water Plan. 
The following key occurring point appeared in 16 of those comments: The agricultural economy should be 
preserved and we should stop the unfettered ag buy and dry. Want to see increased ag efficiency and short term 
sharing with other users.

121 handwritten comment 
pages, separated out by 5 
key bullet points in their 
cover letter

Agricultural water sharing and modernizing agricultural efficiencies are aspects of Colorado's Water Plan and 
included in Section 6.4 and Subsection 6.3.4

87 10/10/2014 Save the River Campaign 407 Printed Postcards, hand 
delivered to CWCB Office

6.3 All 407 postcards read: "You have said that "every conversation about water should begin with conservation," and I 
could not agree more. I urge you and the Colorado Water Conservation Board to protect Colorado's future and 
safeguard our rivers by increasing conservation. Colorado's Water Plan must require urban water providers to meet 
high conservation targets. By increasing water conservation in our cities and towns we can avoid costly and 
unnecessary diversions that drain our Western Rivers. I am counting on your leadership to pretect Colorado's 
rivers."

407 printed pages, signed by 
supporters

The Basin Implementation Plans and Colorado's Water Plan will incorporate conservation and reuse as critical 
components to helping meet future water needs, however those strategies alone might not be enough to meet 
Colorado's future water needs.  Additional balanced options need to be explored.  These topics are explored in 
Section 6.3.

88 8/20/14 - 
10/10/2014

Form Letters: Support conservation, 
not dams and diversion, in the 
Colorado Water Plan

22 Form letters sent by email 6.3, 6.5, 7.1 Dear Governor Hickenlooper,

In your State of the State address, you have said that "every discussion about water should start with 
conservation."  I could not agree more -- now it's time to put your words into action! Many of Colorado's rivers -- 
including the Colorado River itself, which flows from Colorado to Los Angeles and Mexico -- are already drained and 
depleted.  Further, climate change is a new and bigger threat that will likely decrease the water flowing in our 
rivers.  Despite this, some Colorado cities are trying to build more dams and diversions to take even more water out 
of our rivers.  This is the wrong path forward!  We need to protect and restore the rivers in Colorado so that people 
in the Southwest can have safe, clean, drinking water and healthy rivers flowing throughout our region of the U.S. 
As you and your staff formulate Colorado’s Water Plan, please provide leadership in three key areas:

1. Push for water conservation, reuse, and recycling as key steps in securing our future water needs.

2. Do not support new dams and diversions from Colorado's rivers.

3. Start focusing on river restoration.

I urge you and Colorado’s Water Conservation Board to protect Colorado’s future by safeguarding our rivers for 
future generations.

N/A The Basin Implementation Plans and Colorado's Water Plan incorporate conservation and reuse as critical 
components to helping meet future water needs, however those strategies alone are not enough to meet 
Colorado's future water needs.  Additional balanced options need to be explored.  These topics are explored in 
Section 6.3.  Colorado's Water Plan will not include any specific water projects. The CWCB would like to encourage 
multipurpose projects and full mitigation. With regard to new transmountain diversion projects, the IBCC 
provided a draft conceptual agreement which explored innovative ways to address this issue in a balanced 
manner.  Scenario planning indicates that a new transmountain diversion may not be needed in the future, 
however some futures suggest that new transmountain diversions may be a necessary part of Colorado's water 
supply portfolio. Colorado's Water Plan will not include any specific transmountain water project, but it will 
discuss how we can move forward with this option should it be needed, based on the IBCC's work. The four values 
driving Colorado's Water Plan recognize the importance of watershed health. Those four values are 1) vibrant and 
sustainable cities, 2) viable and productive agriculture, 3) a robust recreation and tourism industry, and 4) a 
thriving environment that includes healthy watersheds, rivers, streams, and wildlife. 
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89 8/20/14 - 
10/10/2014

Form Letters: Protect Colorado's 
Rivers

565 Form letters sent by email 6.3, 6.6, 7.1 Colorado Water Conservation Board: Gov. Hickenlooper has said that "every discussion about water should begin 
with conservation," and I could not agree more. Water is our most precious natural resource and we must take 
steps now to protect and preserve it in a way that will benefit Colorado's rivers, wildlife, recreation, agriculture, 
businesses and residents. As you oversee the creation of a plan to meet our future water needs, I urge you to 
prioritize the following goals: 1. Keep Colorado's rivers healthy and flowing. Colorado's rivers are an integral part of 
our unique heritage and way of life. Rivers support our wildlife, agriculture, and a multi-billion dollar tourism 
industry. Protecting and restoring our rivers must be a top priority. 2. Increase and prioritize efficiency and 
conservation. Finding ways to reduce our water usage is crucial to our ability to meet our growing water needs. 
State studies have shown that water providers will need to reduce current water use by 35% by 2050 in order to 
meet our future demands. Expand conservation incentives, increase indoor and outdoor efficiency and support 
recycling programs. 3. Modernize agricultural and water sharing practices. The state should support voluntary, 
compensated, and flexible water-sharing agreements between agricultural producers and growing communities 
while respecting their water rights, as well as incentives to improve agricultural infrastructure that benefits 
operations and rivers. 4. Avoid new, large, trans-mountain water diversion projects. Trans-mountain diversion 
projects that drain water from West Slope rivers to supply growing Front Range demands are controversial, costly 
and damaging. Prioritize conservation and reuse so we can make every drop count and avoid the need for these 
projects. Thank you for helping to keep these four goals at the forefront of Colorado's water plan drafting process.

N/A The Basin Implementation Plans and Colorado's Water Plan will incorporate conservation and reuse as critical 
components to helping meet future water needs, however those strategies alone might not be enough to meet 
Colorado's future water needs. The four values driving Colorado's Water Plan recognize the importance of 
watershed health. Those four values are 1) vibrant and sustainable cities, 2) viable and productive agriculture, 3) a 
robust recreation and tourism industry, and 4) a thriving environment that includes healthy watersheds, rivers, 
streams, and wildlife.  Agricultural water sharing and modernizing agricultural efficiencies are aspects of 
Colorado's Water Plan and included in Section 6.4 and Subsection 6.3.4.  Additional balanced options need to be 
explored.  These topics are explored in Section 6.3.  Colorado's Water Plan will not include any specific water 
projects. The CWCB encourages multipurpose projects and full mitigation. With regard to new transmountain 
diversion projects, the IBCC provided a draft conceptual agreement which explored innovative ways to address 
this issue in a balanced manner.  Scenario planning indicates that a new transmountain diversion may not be 
needed in the future, however some futures suggest that new transmountain diversions may be a necessary part 
of Colorado's water supply portfolio. Colorado's Water Plan will not include any specific transmountain water 
project, but it will discuss how we can move forward with this option should it be needed, based on the IBCC's 
work. 

90 9/12/2014 - 
10/10/2014

Form Letters: Input on Poudre and 
South Platte Water Plan

66 Form letters sent by email 6.3, 7.1 Dear Governor Hickenlooper,

The Colorado Water Plan process for the Poudre and South Platte Rivers is going the wrong direction because no 
river protection organizations like Save The Poudre were allowed to help write it. Your Colorado Water 
Conservation Board needs to fix this problem so that the Plan represents the diversity of Coloradans and protects 
our rivers.  Here's three things the Colorado Water Plan for the Poudre and South Platte Rivers should do:

1. The Plan should not endorse any dam/reservoir schemes, especially the billion-dollar boondoggle Northern 
Integrated Supply Project and its Glade Reservoir.

2. The Plan should focus on alternatives to new dams and reservoirs, including water conservation, efficiency, 
recycling, and water-sharing agreements with farmers.

3. The Plan should focus on restoring our rivers -- we need to put more water back in the Poudre River, not take 
more water out.

Thank you for your attention.

N/A The Basin Implementation Plans and Colorado's Water Plan will incorporate conservation and reuse as critical 
components to helping meet future water needs, however those strategies alone might not be enough to meet 
Colorado's future water needs. The four values driving Colorado's Water Plan recognize the importance of 
watershed health. Those four values are 1) vibrant and sustainable cities, 2) viable and productive agriculture, 3) a 
robust recreation and tourism industry, and 4) a thriving environment that includes healthy watersheds, rivers, 
streams, and wildlife.  Agricultural water sharing and modernizing agricultural efficiencies are aspects of 
Colorado's Water Plan and included in Section 6.4 and Subsection 6.3.4.  Additional balanced options need to be 
explored.  These topics are explored in Section 6.3.  Colorado's Water Plan will not include any specific water 
projects. The CWCB would like to encourage multipurpose projects and full mitigation. With regard to new 
transmountain diversion projects, the IBCC provided a draft conceptual agreement which explored innovative 
ways to address this issue in a balanced manner.  Scenario planning indicates that a new transmountain diversion 
may not be needed in the future, however some futures suggest that new transmountain diversions may be a 
necessary part of Colorado's water supply portfolio. Colorado's Water Plan will not include any specific 
transmountain water project, but it will discuss how we can move forward with this option should it be needed, 
based on the IBCC's work. 

91 8/20/14 - 
1010/2014

Form Letters: Put urban water 
conservation in Colorado's water plan

16 Form letters sent by email 6.3 Dear Director Colorado State Water Conservation Board, As a citizen of Colorado, I want to thank you for your 
leadership as you draft our state’s first ever water plan. And I want you to know that I support prioritizing water 
conservation in both cities and rural areas. Delay in conservation during times of growth requires that there be 
additional supplies that the state could allocate to those making political demands. There are no such supplies. 
Reallocation to some favored party requires that water be taken from a disfavored one. In an election year just who 
would that be? Is it not better to encourage every consumer to conserve and to provide both instruction and 
incentives to facilitate the effort. Some may fear that Colorado would be documented as putting less water to 
beneficial use and required to send more downstream. Since water is limited, conservation could make more 
production possible for the same water. In any case, both wildlife conservation and our recreation industry would 
benefit from additional downstream flows. Thank you for your leadership, and for protecting the future of 
Colorado’s rivers.

N/A The Basin Implementation Plans and Colorado's Water Plan will incorporate conservation and reuse as critical 
components to helping meet future water needs, however those strategies alone might not be enough to meet 
Colorado's future water needs. The four values driving Colorado's Water Plan recognize the importance of 
watershed health. Those four values are 1) vibrant and sustainable cities, 2) viable and productive agriculture, 3) a 
robust recreation and tourism industry, and 4) a thriving environment that includes healthy watersheds, rivers, 
streams, and wildlife.  Agricultural water sharing and modernizing agricultural efficiencies are aspects of 
Colorado's Water Plan and included in Section 6.4 and Subsection 6.3.4.  Additional balanced options need to be 
explored.  These topics are explored in Section 6.3.  Colorado's Water Plan will not include any specific water 
projects. The CWCB would like to encourage multipurpose projects and full mitigation. With regard to new 
transmountain diversion projects, the IBCC provided a draft conceptual agreement which explored innovative 
ways to address this issue in a balanced manner.  Scenario planning indicates that a new transmountain diversion 
may not be needed in the future, however some futures suggest that new transmountain diversions may be a 
necessary part of Colorado's water supply portfolio. Colorado's Water Plan will not include any specific 
transmountain water project, but it will discuss how we can move forward with this option should it be needed, 
based on the IBCC's work. 
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92 10/1/2014 - 
10/10/2014

Form Letters: Sportsmen want a water 
plan that preserves our sporting 
heritage

31 Form letters sent by email 6.3, 6.4, 7.1 Dear Governor Hickenlooper and Director Eklund: 

Thank you for initiating our state's first-ever water plan. As a
Coloradan and a sportsman, I ask that you include in the final plan
strong conservation values that preserve our proud hunting and fishing
heritage, a $1.3 billion economic industry each year in Colorado.

Colorado's incredible outdoor legacy has been built upon the
spectacular landscapes and clean waters that our state's fish and
wildlife call home. Any plan for the use of our precious water
resources must prioritize efforts that will keep this legacy intact for
generations. Specifically, I ask that the final water plan will:

1.      Keep Colorado's rivers healthy and flowing;
2.      Increase water efficiency and conservation in our cities and towns;
3.      Modernize agriculture and water-sharing practices; and
4.      Avoid large new trans-mountain diversion projects.

Thank you for your leadership and for protecting the future of
Colorado's waters and sporting heritage.

The Basin Implementation Plans and Colorado's Water Plan will incorporate conservation and reuse as critical 
components to helping meet future water needs, however those strategies alone might not be enough to meet 
Colorado's future water needs. The four values driving Colorado's Water Plan recognize the importance of 
watershed health. Those four values are 1) vibrant and sustainable cities, 2) viable and productive agriculture, 3) a 
robust recreation and tourism industry, and 4) a thriving environment that includes healthy watersheds, rivers, 
streams, and wildlife.  Agricultural water sharing and modernizing agricultural efficiencies are aspects of 
Colorado's Water Plan and included in Section 6.4 and Subsection 6.3.4.  Additional balanced options need to be 
explored.  These topics are explored in Section 6.3.  Colorado's Water Plan will not include any specific water 
projects. The CWCB would like to encourage multipurpose projects and full mitigation. With regard to new 
transmountain diversion projects, the IBCC provided a draft conceptual agreement which explored innovative 
ways to address this issue in a balanced manner.  Scenario planning indicates that a new transmountain diversion 
may not be needed in the future, however some futures suggest that new transmountain diversions may be a 
necessary part of Colorado's water supply portfolio. Colorado's Water Plan will not include any specific 
transmountain water project, but it will discuss how we can move forward with this option should it be needed, 
based on the IBCC's work. 

93 10/9/14 - 
10/10/14

Form Letters: Please fund Stream Flow 
Management Plans

62 Form letters sent by email 7.1 Thank you for creating the first state water plan. As we hear about water crises around the West, we know it's time 
for a plan to protect Colorado's water. I am writing to express my concern that the plan prioritize keeping our rivers 
healthy and flowing. For decades we have treated our rivers like workhorses, diverting them until they are dry. We 
must change the status quo in order to preserve our environment and river based economy for the future.

A healthy river is like a healthy circulatory system. Just as cardiovascular activity flushes out toxins; healthy flushing 
flows can move sediment, support ecosystems, and create recreational opportunities.

That's why we need stream flow management plans to quantify the flows needed to preserve the environmental 
and recreational attributes, identified by basins, within specific river stretches, and commit to stream flow 
protections going forward. These basin-level stream management plans should be a top tier priority within the 
basin plans and the state plan.

The four values driving Colorado's Water Plan recognize the importance of watershed health. Those four values 
are 1) vibrant and sustainable cities, 2) viable and productive agriculture, 3) a robust recreation and tourism 
industry, and 4) a thriving environment that includes healthy watersheds, rivers, streams, and wildlife.  

94 10/9/14 - 
10/10/14

Form Letters: Avoid Diversions, 
Protect Our Rivers

70 6.5 I am writing in support of your efforts to create Colorado's Water Plan and urge you to look to means other than 
transmountain diversions to secure our water future.

We must make the choice now, while we still can, to move away from new diversions and look to conservation, 
efficiency, and water sharing practices to meet our water needs. With the Colorado River already oversubscribed, 
we cannot use water as though Colorado's rivers still have more to give.

What's right for our rivers is right for Coloradans. We need an innovative state water plan that turns away from the 
status quo of diverting water across the state and instead looks to pragmatic solutions of the future. As said by the 
state, "our current statewide water trajectory is neither desirable nor sustainable." Keep new transmountain 
diversions out of the Colorado Water Plan, we are counting on your leadership.

With regard to new transmountain diversion projects, the IBCC provided a draft conceptual agreement which 
explored innovative ways to address this issue in a balanced manner.  Scenario planning indicates that a new 
transmountain diversion may not be needed in the future, however some futures suggest that new 
transmountain diversions may be a necessary part of Colorado's water supply portfolio. Colorado's Water Plan 
will not include any specific transmountain water project, but it will discuss how we can move forward with this 
option should it be needed, based on the IBCC's work. 

95 10/9/14 - 
10/10/14

Form Letters: Taking the Lead on 
Conservation

94 6.3 I am writing in support of your efforts to create Colorado's Water Plan and urge you to include a high statewide 
conservation goal in the Plan.

Conservation is a sure step in securing our water future without damaging rivers or diminishing agriculture. Water 
conservation is effective, cost efficient and has bipartisan support-- a recent poll shows that 78% of Coloradans 
support investment in finding new ways to use current water supplies more wisely.

Colorado is counting on your leadership to protect the resources that make our state great and maintain our 
quality of life. Conservation is a commonsense approach to smart water management. By including a statewide 
conservation goal in the plan, we have a shared commitment to using water wisely and the freedom to decide how 
to best reduce use.

Please make sure we have a state plan that turns to conservation first, our rivers, rural communities, local 
economies and concerned Coloradans will thank you for it.

The Basin Implementation Plans and Colorado's Water Plan will incorporate conservation and reuse as critical 
components to helping meet future water needs, however those strategies alone might not be enough to meet 
Colorado's future water needs. The four values driving Colorado's Water Plan recognize the importance of 
watershed health. Those four values are 1) vibrant and sustainable cities, 2) viable and productive agriculture, 3) a 
robust recreation and tourism industry, and 4) a thriving environment that includes healthy watersheds, rivers, 
streams, and wildlife.  
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EC-1320 

PRJ-13.00 

 

Via Email Only 

 

cowaterplan@state.co.us 

Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB) 

 

Subject:  Framework Documents and Draft Chapters Comments 

 

To Whom It May Concern: 

 

The Bureau of Reclamation Eastern Colorado Area Office in consultation with the Western 

Colorado Area Office and Albuquerque Area Office is pleased to provide the following 

comments to the Framework Documents and Draft Chapter 1, Sections 5.1 and 5.2 from the 

website “https://www.colorado.gov/pacific/cowaterplan/framework-documents-and-draft-

chapters”.  The reviewed text was labeled “presented in January 2014”.   

 

Please consider the comments and recommendations as high level and potentially preliminary.  

As we perceive it to be CWCB’s intention, we may revise or augment our comments as 

subsequent drafts are made available for review.  Reclamation continues to be involved in the 

State Water Plan development process through our participation in several round tables; in 

reviewing the draft documents; and communicating directly with CWCB and consultant staff. 

 

If you have any questions regarding this particular submission, please contact James VanShaar at 

970-962-4324 or jvanshaar@usbr.gov. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

Carlie A. Ronca 

Resources, Division Chief 

 

Enclosure 

 

 

 

 

 

WBR:AGILMORE: lnguyen: 07-13-14: 970-962-4362 

https://www.colorado.gov/pacific/cowaterplan/framework-documents-and-draft-chapters
https://www.colorado.gov/pacific/cowaterplan/framework-documents-and-draft-chapters
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ENCLOSURE 

SUBJECT:  Comments on Colorado’s Water Plan – January 17, 2014 Draft Sections 1, 5.1 

and 5.2 

Section 1.2 – Description of State, Local and Federal Entities that Are Involved in Water 

Administration, Study, Planning and Project Permitting.  This section focuses primarily on 

federal agencies in their permitting role, but does not capture the wider range of water-related 

services provided by and available through these federal agencies.  The Bureau of Reclamation is 

currently described as follows:  “The federal agency which built and manages several projects, 

such as Blue Mesa Reservoir and the Fry-Ark project.  The BOR is responsible for contracting 

water out of these federal projects.  In addition, the BOR could be responsible for being the 

federal agency lead for NEPA and 404 permitting.” A suggested text revision pertinent to 

Reclamation is provided below: 

“The Bureau of Reclamation manages, develops, and protects water and related resources 

in an environmentally and economically sound manner in the interest of the American 

public. Reclamation’s Colorado offices manage several multi-purpose water projects 

including 59 dams and diversion structures and 14 hydropower facilities.  A partial list of 

Reclamation projects in Colorado includes: Colorado-Big-Thompson Project, Fryingpan-

Arkansas Project, Animas-La Plata Project, San Juan-Chama Project, Colorado River 

Storage Project, Pine River Project, the San Luis Valley Project, and the San Juan-Chama 

Project.  Reclamation operates from the Eastern Colorado Area Office reporting to the 

Great Plains Region, and the Western Colorado Area Office and the Albuquerque Area 

Office reporting to the Upper Colorado Region.  The range of responsibilities includes 

water collection, diversion, storage, and delivery; operation and maintenance; water 

contracting; hydroelectric  generation; permitting use of Reclamation lands; and any 

associated environmental compliance for Reclamation actions.  Under various programs, 

Reclamation offers planning and technical assistance and federal funding and loan 

opportunities for studies and project implementation.   Reclamation participates in two 

endangered fish recovery programs and is subject to Endangered Species Act (ESA) 

requirements.”  

Reference:  http://www.usbr.gov/projects/FacilitiesByState.jsp?StateID=CO, accessed 

2/18/2014. 

This section also neglects any mention of Tribal interests in southwestern Colorado and any role 

they may have in water planning and development in that portion of the state. 

1.2-“NEPA and Section 404 Permitting” – This section could be retitled to Federal permitting 

for water projects and then discuss specific processes.  It should be clarified that NEPA only 

applies to projects with a federal nexus meaning that a federal action is required (for example 

permitting use of federal facilities, lands, or funds).  The Section 404 permits under CWA 

http://www.usbr.gov/projects/FacilitiesByState.jsp?StateID=CO


regulate specific activities, regardless of applicant affiliation.   Depending on the type of federal 

project considered, there are a fairly large number of federal permits to be considered when 

implementing a water project and this section only focuses on two programs.  The NEPA 

paragraph mentions only the NEPA compliance documents, but not the implementing agency 

decision documents (Finding of No Significant Impact, the Record of Decision).  It should be 

noted that in addition to Federal permitting, state and local entities also have requirements. 

1.2 – “Moving Forward” – The text focuses only on permitting and planning – it could include 

acknowledgement of opportunities to leverage funds acquired from non-federal sources to 

maximum benefit as cost-share towards federal funds, where applicable.   

5.2-Natural Disaster Management 

As additional after-action reports from the northern Colorado flooding event in September 2013 

become available, it may be valuable to review this section and update accordingly. 

5.2-Moving Forward 

Review of 2013 flooding after-action reports may help identify implementation strengths and 

weaknesses, including interagency coordination and short-term and long-term restoration 

funding and actions.  What were specific key lessons learned, critical programs, and areas 

needing improvement?   What are threats to future response capability – e.g.,  how would the 

lack of gaging data threatened by funding limitations affect flood response in the future? Critical 

gages are also valuable for day to day water operations. 

Building on the watershed health management and fire mitigation, response, and recovery: It 

may be useful to identify existing collaborative efforts underway throughout the state.   
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coloradowaterplan.com 

cowaterplan@state.co.us 

Direct: 303-866-3441 

Outreach creates public 
awareness of policies and 
processes, whereas education 
promotes a deeper 
understanding of these topics.   
Both are prerequisites to  
public engagement.   

__________________________________________________________ 

7.5  DRAFT Outreach, Education and Public Engagement 

 

Introduction  

 
In order to achieve a sustainable water future, Coloradans must be sophisticated water users.  

Outreach and education activities that engage the public are critical to cultivating an informed 

citizenry supportive of implementing balanced water solutions.  Colorado’s Water Plan addresses a 

number of topics that would benefit educated water consumers including increased conservation, 

reuse, preservation and enhancement of the natural environment, multi-purpose water projects, 

and other solutions.  By expanding outreach and educations efforts, Colorado’s Water Plan will 

engage Coloradans on the need to find sensible solutions among various uses to achieve current 

and future needs.  Chapter 7 focuses on the extensive work that has already occurred to help 

educate and engage local stakeholders and public in the formation 

of the Basin Implementation Plans and Colorado’s Water Plan.  

Moreover, this chapter charts a path to expand this work in the 

future.   

Coloradans’ awareness of water issues is on the rise; many are 

attentive to the limitations of Colorado’s water supply.  In a recent 

survey, more than two-thirds of those polled believed that 

Colorado does not have enough water for the next forty years (BBC Research & Consulting, 2013).    

Despite concerns, the majority are uneducated on the main uses of water in the state, and therefore 

are uncertain of how to best meet Colorado’s future water needs (BBC Research & Consulting, 

2013; Weigel, 2009; Pritchett et al., 2009).     

Furthermore, natural disasters (including over a decade of systemic drought, the catastrophic 

wildfires in 2012 and 2013, and the flooding on the Front Range in 2013) add urgency to public 

involvement on water issues.  Outreach, education, and public engagement help ensure that citizens 

in Colorado have access to accurate information and are empowered to participate in stakeholder 

processes. 

The development of Colorado’s Water Plan presents a unique opportunity to build on past efforts.  

In conjunction with statewide outreach and education by the Colorado Water Conservation Board 

(CWCB), the nine Basin Roundtables held over 125 meetings to engage the public as they developed 

their Basin Implementation Plans (BIPs).  Additionally, many water providers, watershed groups, 

schools, districts, and authorities have a number of ongoing water education activities.  Drawing 

from recent statewide, basin, and local efforts, this chapter outlines several recommendations that 

will enhance Colorado’s ability to use outreach, education and public engagement to advance basin 

and statewide water supply planning. 

 

Comment [SC1]: Is it not “sustainable” now?  I 
get that we are trying maintain a certain quality of 
life, but this implies our current way of life is not 
responsible as its not sustainable.  I think we are not 
sustainable because demands will outpace supplies, 
not because of the current use of the natural 
resources.  For example, if we stopped growing 
people and our economy right now in 2014, we 
would NOT run out of water, so in my mind that is 
sustainable.  Perhaps this would be better said, as 
“In order to continue to make available water 
supplies, sustainably into the future…” or something 
like that.   

Comment [SC2]: Is it Coloradans or 
Coloradoan’s? The former sounds slang.   

Comment [SC3]: Implies we are not 
sophisticated now.  I think there is much 
sophistication going on, I think we want to increase 
the level of sophistication.  Perhaps better stated as 
“must continue to be sophisticated and agressivlly 
increase water knowledge” or something like that.   

Comment [SC4]: So what are they 
“implementing”?  The water providers implement, 
and for the most part the customers just accept 
what the utilities tell them.  Are Coloradoans going 
to be implementing their own conservation 
measures?  Is that the expectation?   

Comment [SC5]: Seems harsh.  Could it be said 
that a majority are “under educated”?  Perhaps 
semantics, but it doesn’t insult the very people we 
are trying to outreach too.   
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7.5.1 Overview and Recommendations for Outreach, Education and Public 

Engagement Related to Water Supply Planning in Colorado 

Overview of Water Outreach, Education, and Public Engagement in Colorado 

Water education in Colorado has a long history.  As early as the 1800s, explorers shared their 

experiences in the region and warned settlers of the limited water supply (Waskom, 2013).  Now, 

more than two hundred years later, water education is evolving to meet the needs of a complex 

population whose interactions with the water supply are far less than in the past.  Currently, there 

are non-profits that are wholly dedicated to water education, and school districts that are working 

with water providers to engage younger generations in smart water use.  The recommendations in 

this section of Colorado’s Water Plan do not seek to overhaul the current structure of water 

education in Colorado; rather, they further enhance and provide additional resources for outreach, 

education, and public engagement programs. 

Previous and Ongoing Efforts and Research 

The Colorado Foundation for Water Education (CFWE) was legislatively created in 2002 to promote 

a better understanding of Colorado’s water resources and issues.  The nonpartisan, nonprofit 

organization provides, “basic water information and educational programming, but also enhances 

leadership among water professionals, creates networking opportunities, helps advance the water 

planning dialog in the state, and reaches out to those who aren’t already involved in the world of 

Colorado water” (Coleman, 2013). 

 

In 2005, the Public Education, Participation, and Outreach (PEPO) Workgroup was established by 

the state legislature, through the Colorado Water for the 21st Century Act, to support the Interbasin 

Compact Committee (IBCC) process.  The PEPO Workgroup operates by basin and informs, 

involves, and educates the public about the IBCC’s and roundtables’ activities and negotiations.  In 

addition, the workgroup is tasked with creating a mechanism for providing public input to IBCC and 

roundtable members.  PEPO workgroup members include IBCC representatives, education liaisons 

from each basin roundtable, and other key stakeholders in the water education community.  The 

CFWE has facilitated the PEPO workgroup since 2008. 

 

Under leadership and funding from the CWCB, and in partnership with the Colorado Alliance for 

Environmental Education and Colorado Watershed Network, several PEPO members joined forces 

with other water outreach specialists in 2008 to form a group called the Water Education Task 

Force (WETF).  The group sought to better understand the status of water education in Colorado, 

and published a report containing several recommendations to improve water education in 

Colorado.  Those recommendations included: 

 supporting a statewide public education initiative;  

 developing and supporting consistent messaging;  

 establishing long-term funding for intrastate and interstate collaboration opportunities;  

 coordinating efforts across state agencies; and  

 increasing coordination with the Colorado Department of Education on K-12 water 

resource content. 
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After publishing the 2008 WETF Report, the task force was primarily managed by CFWE.  CFWE 

established a partnership workshop, which carried out several recommendations through the 

Colorado Water 2012 campaign, a celebration of water - past, present, and future.  Leveraging 

hundreds of passionate volunteers, nonprofits, and other organizations, Colorado Water 2012 

worked to: raise awareness about water, increase support for management and protection of 

Colorado’s water, showcase exemplary models of cooperation and collaboration, connect 

Coloradans to their water, and motivate them to participate in planning the future of their water 

resources (CFWE, 2013).  As part of this work, the group commented on Colorado Department of 

Education’s revision of state content standards, developed a teacher training program, and set the 

stage for the Value of Water project (see below).   

 

In addition to the programs and efforts above, there are numerous ongoing efforts addressing 

public engagement in Colorado’s water supply issues.  The efforts listed below are just a portion of 

existing outreach and education programs.   

 

State Agencies:  A number of Colorado state agencies work on water resources.  These 

agencies offer funding for outreach and education efforts and have developed their own 

programs.  The Water Quality Control Division, a section of Colorado’s Department of Public 

Health and Environment, funds outreach efforts on water quality through Section 319 of the 

“Clean Water Act.” Colorado Parks and Wildlife has a number of education programs that 

focus on youth engagement in water issues.  The agency funds the Colorado River Watch 

program, which supports student volunteers who collect data on water quality and 

watershed health throughout the state.  Parks and Wildlife also supports Project WILD, 

which engages students in environmental education and conservation.  The CWCB, whose 

role is explained in greater detail below, helps fund and coordinate stakeholder outreach 

through the Basin Roundtable process.  The CWCB provides education funding through 

their Water Efficiency Grant Program and also helps to fund the CWFE.  In 2013, the CWCB 

hired an outreach, education, and public specialist to manage these efforts. 

 

Statewide NGOs:  Various non-profit organizations with a statewide reach have water 

education programs.  These groups have specific target audiences as well as distinct 

objectives related to water supply planning content.  The Colorado Foundation for Water 

Education has been mentioned above as a source of balanced water education for all 

Coloradans.  Additionally, Colorado Water Congress provides leadership on key water 

resource issues and is the principal voice of Colorado's water community.  Colorado 

Watershed Assembly collaborates with diverse stakeholders to protect and improve the 

conservation values of land, water, and other natural resources of Colorado's watersheds.  

Colorado WaterWise provides resources to stakeholders in the water efficiency and 

conservation community.  There are also a number of membership based, environmental 

non-profits, such as Conservation Colorado, Trout Unlimited, the Audubon Society, and 

Western Resource Advocates, who provide outreach and education to their members on a 

number of environmental issues.  This list is not fully inclusive. 

 

Comment [SC6]: TNC, Ag Water Alliance, I think 
listing just the few is risky, as there are others that 
are worthy of noting in a document that is going 
statewide.  I would suggest thinking through wether 
you want to list all or none.   

Comment [SC7]: Conservation? 

Comment [SC8]: See comment above.   
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There are also several institutions of higher education actively involved in water supply 

planning research, dialogue and education.  Colorado Water Institute and Colorado Climate 

Center at Colorado State University plus the One World, One Water Center at Metropolitan 

State University and the Water Center at Colorado Mesa University are all engaging 

students, faculty and the greater community in water issues.  The Water Center also 

assisted the Colorado and Gunnison Basin Roundtables in their outreach and educations 

efforts.     

  

Regional and Local:  Many of Colorado’s conservancy and conservation districts, water 

providers, and water utilities operate public outreach education programs to inform and 

educate a variety of audiences (ranging from customers to news media to elected officials) 

about water supplies, conservation, drought, regulations, rebates, capital improvement 

projects, water quality testing, and many other important local issues.  For example, Denver 

Water has developed a successful water conservation public education program that 

encourages reduction in daily water use through behavior change and permanent fixture 

and landscape retrofits.  Denver Water uses community based social marketing and media 

in addition to more traditional campaign methods like advertising.   

 

The City of Grand Junction, Ute Water Conservancy District and Clifton Water District 

collaboratively run a similar conservation-based outreach program known as the Drought 

Response Information Project.  The Rio Grande Watershed Conservation and Education 

Initiative provides conservation education to the San Luis Valley community to promote 

stewardship of natural resources.  Likewise, the Roaring Fork Conservancy brings people 

together to protect rivers through watershed action and education.  Another West Slope 

organization, the Water Information Program, is sponsored by water districts and agencies 

in the Dolores/San Juan River Basin and provides general information to the public on 

water topics.  The Water Information Program has assisted the Southwest Basin Roundtable 

in education the region about local and statewide water issues and it is the longest-standing 

program of its kind.  The Rio Grande Watershed Conservation and Education Initiative has 

assisted the Rio Grande Basin Roundtable in their engagement efforts along with a number 

of other education programs.   

 

Several K-12 programs are administered through water providers statewide.  The South 

Metro Water Supply Authority’s Water Ambassador Program trains high school students to 

teach fifth graders about watershed health.  Aurora Water reaches over 6,000 students a 

year with K-12 Education programs providing classroom presentations, assemblies and 

field trips.  In addition, Boulder and Aurora partners with the U.S.  Forest Services to train 

teachers on water education through the “Forests to Faucets” workshops.  All of these 

programs use education and outreach to help address specific water supply issues, many of 

them aimed at educating to decrease either municipal or agricultural water demand across 

the state.  Numerous other efforts through water conservancy districts reach thousands of 

students each year at children’s water festivals and special initiatives with area school 

districts. 

Comment [SC9]: See comment above, I think 
this is risky.  There are countless water providers 
doing similar efforts for their size – they just don’t 
have the budget of Denver Water.   
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7.5.1 Outreach, Education, and Public Engagement Summary and 

Recommendations 

 

Despite the immense efforts of various organizations, projects, and partnerships, there is still a 

need for improved coordination of existing programs.  Collaboration creates new opportunities for 

water education, outreach, and public engagement activities that focus on basin and statewide 

water supply needs, while targeting new and diverse audience groups statewide.  Moreover, there 

is a need to reassess existing statewide outreach and education programs that focus on state and 

basin water supply requirements and solutions.  The plan must build upon efforts such as the 

Colorado WaterWise Education Toolkit and CFWE’s ongoing Water Educator Network.    

Additionally, the Water Education Task Force Report recommendations should be updated in the 

near future, allowing the community to determine what unmet needs exist and identify the most 

effective strategies to address them.     

 

The Funding Gap 

During the development of Colorado’s Water Plan and the Basin Implementation Plans (BIPs), it 

became clear that the $2,000 of available funding to each through the PEPO Education Action Plans 

(EAPs) could not sustain educational programs.  In order to achieve each basin’s unique outreach 

and education goals, the roundtables used a creative mix of funding sources including Water Supply 

Reserve Account (WSRA) grants and billed services from their consultants.  The basins also relied 

on partnerships with the CWCB, the PEPO Education Liaisons, the Roundtable Education 

Committees, and the BIP consultant teams to plan and execute public engagement.  The following 

graph illustrates the state funds allocated to education and outreach through the PEPO Workgroup, 

the basin EAPs and related WSRA grants.  The peak in FY2012 is directly linked to increased WSRA 

grants to support the Colorado Water 2012 initiative.   

 
NOTE: The above chart does not 

include outreach and education 

by consultants for BIPs, this  

will be included in future draft 

versions.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment [SC10]: TOTALLY AGREE!!!!!! 
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On average, the costs for outreach activities have been in the range of $15,000 to $30,000 per 

roundtable over the past year; however, most roundtables have indicated that for their level of 

current BIP outreach this amount is not sufficient.  The Rio Grande Basin Roundtable, for instance, 

spent an additional $40,000 on outreach, beyond what was originally planned.  Additionally, the Rio 

Grande and Southwest Basin Roundtables include budgets up to $10,000 in their 2015 EAPs.  

Without securing this additional funding from state and local sources, implementation of the EAP 

activities will not occur.  Education and outreach cannot rely on a dedicated volunteer base alone, 

which has been the approach for many basin roundtables over the past five years.  All 17 of the 

Arkansas Basin Roundtable’s outreach meetings were organized and run by volunteers.     

 

Despite the insufficient funds, all roundtables increased their outreach activities.  In the future, the 

roundtables will not be able to rely on assistance from the BIP consultants.  Additionally, WSRA 

funds were not intended to fund many types of educational projects, and several restrictions are 

placed on exactly which types of educational programs are eligible.  Therefore, despite the 

prevalence of planned programming related to outreach, education, and public engagement, many 

potential projects do not have sufficient funding to move forward.     

 

Furthermore, the 2008 WETF report states the annual amount of revenue for water education 

across the state was $7.3 million with respondents indicating that $1.6 of that amount came from 

state sources.  Monetary and time limitations were cited as the largest barriers to implementing 

education programs – over half of respondents indicated they conduct water education for less than 

$5,000 annually.  The report states that such limited resources should provide additional incentives 

and focus for federal and state funding agencies.  Funding must go to the basin roundtable work 

and as well as other important efforts. 

 

It is important to consider, how to sustain the momentum for outreach and education activities 

once the development of the BIPs and Colorado’s Water Plan ends in 2015 and that funding for such 

activities increase as water supply solutions begin to be implemented.   

 

CWCB Role in Water Outreach, Education, and Public Engagement 

Outreach, education, and public engagement related to the state’s water supply planning efforts, 

including Colorado’s Water Plan, the BIPs, and the Statewide Water Supply Initiative (SWSI) are an 

ongoing and iterative effort.  The CWCB needs to continue the leadership it has demonstrated on 

outreach, education, and public engagement during the development of Colorado’s Water Plan by 

continuing to aid in research, coordinate efforts, and provide funding and guidance for water 

education projects statewide.     

 

CWCB, the PEPO Workgroup, and the basin roundtables will continue education and outreach 

activities on Colorado’s Water Plan and the BIPs for the remainder of 2014 and throughout 2015.  

In the long-term, the partnerships and communication channels developed by these entities over 

the past several years will be critical means in conducting outreach, educating the public on water 

supply planning and promoting their input in implementing balanced solutions.  Each BIP 

Comment [SC11]: COMPLETELY AGREE!!!! 
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articulated long-term goals and strategies for cultivating a supportive and engaged citizenry, such 

as the following selections from basins across the state:  

1. Identify milestones and changes in the CWP and BIP process in which additional media 

coverage and public participation is needed.   

2. Identify the institutional changes necessary to address decreasing water supplies and the 

related cultural and economic adaptations in Colorado life. 

3. Ensure a diverse and active basin roundtable membership and providing communication 

tools to inform their constituencies and deliver meaningful feedback to the roundtable. 

4. Maintain a steady traditional, online and social media presence in all corners of the basin.   

5. Engage respected community leaders to champion the solutions set forth in the BIPs. 

6. Work closely with organizations that specialize in the facilitation of public education and 

outreach programs to leverage existing resources within each basin and build a collective 

impact.   

7. Enhanced coordination with and financial support for watershed groups and other 

grassroots organizations to inform a broader set of the public on mechanisms for 

participation. 

8. Develop leadership programs for college students to explore water careers through 

scholarships or training opportunities in water supply planning projects and processes in 

order to better prepare for cultural and economic changes. 

9. Establish metrics to evaluate the success of statewide and basin-level communication and 

education programs and modify strategies as needed. 

 

The lack of financial support is a large barrier for implementation of effective, ongoing public 

education programs.  To maintain the momentum of Colorado’s Water Plan beyond 2015, outreach 

and education projects need a dedicated fund that supports broad-based solutions to Colorado’s 

water challenges.  The Basin Roundtables were created to serve as one of the key forums for 

conversations and planning to address water supply issues.  Creating a new fund allows a diverse 

set of stakeholders interested in water outreach, education, and public engagement to move 

important projects forward.   

Recommendations 

Based on the analysis above, the following recommendations enhance Colorado water outreach, 

education, and public engagement as an effective means to move the water supply planning process 

forward over the long term. 

1. Creation of A New Outreach, Education, and Public Engagement Grant Fund  

 A new outreach, education and public engagement grant fund should be included in the    

annual bill that appropriates money from the CWCB construction fund for specific projects, 

also referred to as the Projects Bill, and should be administered by CWCB through the Basin 

Roundtables (similar to the WSRA grant program). 

 The grant fund should be modeled on the WSRA program and be composed of a combination 

of statewide and basin funds available for eligible outreach, education, and public 

engagement projects that meet specific criteria and guidelines developed by CWCB.     

Comment [SC12]: How about putting a figure to 
this?  Lets start with $2M.  Not joking!  City of 
Greeley spends $1M a year on Water Conservation, 
surely the State of Colorado can rationalize $2M on 
Outreach and Education.   
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 Guidelines should prioritize grants that are dedicated to projects that specifically assist the 

Basin Roundtables with communication, outreach, and public education efforts related to 

issues that were addressed through the Basin Implementation Plan, Basin Roundtable Needs 

Assessments, Statewide Water Supply Initiative, Interbasin Compact Committee, and 

Colorado’s Water Plan processes and products.     

 Guidelines should stress the importance of including mechanisms to measure success, target 

specific audiences and approaches, and other education and outreach best practices that lead 

to public engagement.   

 

2. CWCB-Led Effort to Update and Reassess the Status of Statewide Outreach, Education, 

and Public Engagement Programs Related to Water Supply Planning 

 Work collaboratively to: 

o conduct a survey to update the Water Education Task Force Report that assessed 

which water education programs  exist across the state; 

o determine where there are critical gaps in water education, both geographically and 

topically, throughout the state; and  

o evaluate which recommendations set forth by recent studies have been adequately 

addressed and which need to be revisited. 

 These steps will help determine what unmet needs exist and identify the most effective 

strategies by which to meet those needs. 

 Research results will aid in creation of criteria and guidelines for the new Outreach, 

Education and Public Engagement grant fund recommended in item 1, above.   

 

3. Improving the Use of Existing State Resources 

 Incorporate education and outreach components in the WRSA Grants’ criteria and 

guidelines. 

 Improve coordination between state agencies on outreach and education activities.     

 

7.5.2.  Review of Outreach, Education and Public Engagement Activities during 

Development of Colorado’s Water Plan 

Background and Overview of Statewide Outreach, Education, and Public Engagement Activities 

Throughout the development phase of Colorado’s Water Plan public engagement, coupled with 

consistent and clear communications about Colorado’s Water Plan, was critical.  Both statewide and 

within each basin, outreach efforts distributed information within the water community, to 

interested stakeholder groups and to the general public.  These activities built upon the strong 

foundation of outreach efforts by the Basin Roundtables and CWCB through the PEPO Workgroup 

over the past 9 years.  An Outreach and Communications Plan was developed by the CWCB in 

September 2013 to provide a cohesive strategy and structure for all CWP communications and 

outreach activities.  The Outreach and Communications Plan was crafted around four clear goals, 

listed below.  Table 1 provides a review of the methods used to meet those goals.  Following the 

table, is an analysis of the input generated from these activities. 

Comment [SC13]: Should it be added that 
“staff” or technical assistance can be used with this 
fund/grant?  Put it in their now so it carrys forward 
with the CWCB Board.   

Comment [SC14]: Why not greater 
coordination with other education activities, such as 
those being provided by local water utllities and 
NGOs? 
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The Outreach and Communications Plan goals are:  

 to engage the public and to create general public awareness and dialogue about the CWP 

and its role in ensuring a secure water future for Colorado;  

 to build  support within the water community for the CWP and increase the level of 

understanding of the plan and its components;  

 to proactively identify and address issues that may create barriers to success for the CWP 

and mitigate/manage negativity; and  

 to share the responsibility of implementing and executing communications about the CWP 

across CWCB leadership and key stakeholders to achieve the impact of a collective voice. 

 

 
Table 1.    Methods Used by the CWCB to Meet Goals Outlined in Colorado’s Water 
Plan Outreach and Communications Plan 
 
Basin Roundtable 
Engagement 

In addition to regular CWCB attendance and participation at BRT 
meetings, CWCB staff worked together with the BRTs to develop 
communications material and messaging that was disseminated 
and used in their conversations about Colorado’s Water Plan in 
their communities.  Much of this work happened through the 
existing Public Education, Participation, and Outreach (PEPO) 
Workgroup.  Basin Roundtable Education Liaisons partnered with 
BIP consultant teams to create opportunities to share information 
regarding the Basin Implementation Plan development process and 
how it relates to Colorado’s Water Plan.   
 

Grassroots Stakeholder 
Group Outreach  
 

The CWCB established and used a database of key community, civic, 
and water organizations (e.g., Chambers of commerce, Colorado 
Municipal League, Water Congress, regional advocacy groups, 
others) with established communications networks (websites, 
newsletters, email updates, etc.) to partner with them for 
distribution of CWP materials.  The CWCB also engaged these 
groups in the development of the plan and to help get information 
into the hands of their constituents.  These groups provided 
important speaking opportunities. 
 

Public Input and Response 
 

Opportunities for public input were emphasized in all 
communications materials related to Colorado’s Water Plan.  A 
public comment form was built into the Colorado’s Water Plan 
website and a new email account established to receive input.  
Guides for submitting public input were created for key stakeholder 
groups and posted online.    All comments received were tracked 
and shared with the CWCB Board, Basin Roundtables, and the 
public.  All comments received via the Colorado's Water Plan 
website or by email to cowaterplan@state.co.us were included in 
the CWCB Board packets, and a CWCB response and/or 

mailto:cowaterplan@state.co.us
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recommendation regarding all input received based on Board 
feedback remains available for review online.  In addition, members 
of the public were encouraged to engage directly with their Basin 
Roundtables.   
 

Opportunities for Public 
Comment at CWCB Board 
Meetings 

At each CWCB Board meeting an opportunity for public input was 
provided to encourage comment regarding Colorado's Water Plan.    
Interested parties gave presentations to the CWCB Board at the 
March, May, July, September, and November 2014 Board meetings.    
The CWCB Board also responded to commenters during the 
meetings. 
 

Media Relations 
 

CWCB worked with the press to clearly articulate Colorado’s Water 
Plan development process and establish an initial foundation of 
knowledge and awareness in the media.    CWCB produced op-eds, 
news releases and other means, and official spokespeople were 
designated to ensure the message remained clear and consistent.   
 

DNR/CWCB/IBCC 
Leadership Presentation 
Circuit 

Meetings with DNR/CWCB/IBCC leadership went a long way in 
increasing understanding of and building support for Colorado’s 
Water Plan in the water community.    CWCB identified over 75 key 
organizations and individuals, listed in Appendix A, throughout the 
state for one-on-one meetings or group briefings regarding 
Colorado’s Water Plan.   
 

Speakers Bureau 
 

In coordination with the IBCC and the BRTs, CWCB identified 
representatives from geographically diverse areas who spoke about 
Colorado’s Water Plan in various forums across the state.  This 
included engaging key partners (i.e., agricultural and municipal 
water providers).    CWCB prepared a master calendar of events to 
capitalize on existing opportunities to reach key stakeholders.  
Efforts were made to line-up speaking assignments and prepare 
appropriate materials and training sessions for spokespeople. 

Branding 
 

CWCB developed an overarching brand (logo, templates, and 
consistent look and feel) that reflected Colorado’s Water Plan 
purpose and values.   
 

Digital Engagement 
 

CWCB developed a robust online presence for Colorado’s Water 
Plan that served as a hub for stakeholders to obtain information, 
subscribe to updates, and get involved with the process.  This 
strategy included a Colorado’s Water Plan website, social media 
channels, and targeted email campaigns tied to key milestones. 
 

Social Media Facebook and Twitter accounts were created and integrated into 
the Colorado’s Water Plan website.  The accounts were launched 
and promoted through a variety of channels, including the website 
and email campaigns.    These social media tools continue to 
provide an informal and interactive space for dialogue and 
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exchange of ideas.    The accounts are monitored and administered 
by CWCB staff who regularly post relevant information and 
participate in the conversation.  
 

Print Materials A suite of printed materials (e.g., Fact Sheets, FAQs, Brochures, 
White Papers, etc.) was developed based on communications needs 
and targeted and updated as necessary.  The materials were made 
available for download on the Colorado’s Water Plan website and 
distributed as appropriate through other channels.   
 

Key Meeting Outreach and 
Follow-Up 
 

As appropriate, staff conducted targeted pre-event outreach and 
follow-up to drive stakeholder attendance to important events and 
create opportunities for additional interaction and dialogue. 
 

 

Input Generated on Colorado’s Water Plan Between September 2013 and September 2014 

NOTE: This portion of Section 7.2 will be updated with data through the end of October 10, 2014 

for inclusion in the first draft of Colorado’s Water Plan.    For the purpose of this draft version, only 

data through June 20, 2014 is included.  For reviewers, please comment on the overall structure 

and not the relevancy of the data included in the draft.   

Between September 20, 2013 and June 20, 2014 the Colorado Water Conservation Board received 

over 692 unique email submissions and 79 webforms through the Colorado’s Water Plan website 

containing input related to the development of Colorado’s Water Plan.  A total of 62 attachments 

totaling 574 pages (not including the summary spreadsheets or cover pages) were reviewed and 

included in the CWCB Board packets.  In addition, 3,513 pages of form letters were reviewed and 

also included in the Board packets.  To date, CWCB staff has met with over 70 organizations, 

agencies, and other partners statewide regarding their involvement in the development of 

Colorado’s Water Plan.  A list of those organizations is included in Attachment 1. 

 

Pursuant to SB14-115, the Water Resource Review Committee is holding a public hearing in each 

basin for comment on Colorado’s Water Plan.  Their input will be submitted to the CWCB by 

November 1, 2014.   

 

How is public input being used in the development of Colorado’s Water Plan? 

Input submitted by email to cowaterplan@state.co.us or through the webform on Colorado’s Water 

Plan website, is read by CWCB staff.  Staff then identifies which section of Colorado’s Water Plan 

each comment addresses and authors a tailored response.  All input is catalogued and presented to 

the CWCB Board and can be found on coloradowaterplan.com under the “Get Involved” tab, on the 

“Record of Input Received to Date” page.  Public input is considered as CWCB staff continues to 

revise the draft components of Colorado’s Water Plan, including the Framework, Annotated 

Framework, the Guides for Public Input, and several draft chapters and sections of Colorado’s 

Water Plan.  Updated draft chapters and sections will be re-released in November 2014 for final 

mailto:cowaterplan@state.co.us
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review before submission of the 2014 first draft Colorado’s Water Plan to the Governor in 

December 2014.  Input will continue throughout 2015 before the final version of Colorado’s Water 

Plan is submitted to the Governor.  The CWCB will also continue to forward input related to specific 

Basin Roundtables to the Basin outreach teams. 

 

Colorado’s Water Plan Website 

Colorado’s Water Plan website launched on November 1, 2013 to provide outreach and education 

resources on Colorado’s Water Plan.  CWCB run social media, staff presentations, and publications 

related to Colorado’s Water Plan directed interested parties to the website for policy and process 

resources.  There was a steady rise in the number of people visiting the website each month.    

Through August 7, 2014 there were over 160,000 unique visitors to the website.  Between April 30, 

2013 and August 7, 2014 the website page views jumped from 10,000 to over 1.1 million. 

 

The website will continue to serve as the main access point for the public to review draft versions 

of Colorado’s Water Plan through the public comment period.  Other documents and information 

will continue to be made available on the site, such as the Basin Implementation Plans for each 

basin, all  input on Colorado’s Water Plan received directly by the CWCB, as well as the formal 

responses provided to commenters by the CWCB. 

Background and Overview of Basin Outreach, Education, and Public Engagement Activities 

This section provides an explanation and summary of Basin Roundtable and PEPO outreach efforts 

over the development phase of the BIPs and Colorado’s Water Plan.  Each basin’s Education Liaison 

and roundtable leadership have supported information-and-input opportunities as part of the BIP 

process, such as targeted technical outreach meetings between the BIP consultants and specific 

groups of stakeholders to identify specific water needs and projects as well as meetings with the 

general public to obtain responses to the BIP goals, needs assessments, and proposed projects.  The 

extent of these efforts far exceeds any other year of roundtable-driven activities and the specific 

impact of each basin’s education and outreach program on public engagement in water supply 

planning has yet to be captured, analyzed and communicated.  However, data from the BIPs has 

provided significant quantification on: 

 the number of public and technical outreach meetings held by each roundtable and by all 

roundtables cumulatively, and number of attendees; 

 the other outreach activities of each roundtable; 

 the groups and stakeholders with whom each roundtable met;  

 the type of input the roundtables received; 

 how the input was factored into the BIPs; and 

 summary of future planned outreach activities. 

The general outreach approach within the basin roundtables (BRTs) across the state during the 

first half of 2014 focused on public meetings in addition to the regular roundtable meetings.  A 

summary of these meetings by basin can been found in Appendix B.  In addition to hosting public 

meetings, the roundtables all demonstrated remarkable innovation and commitment to education 

and outreach by publishing almost 70 articles in local newspapers, participating in radio shows, 
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creating websites from which to share BIP information, producing printed materials to hand out at 

local events, giving presentations and hosting speaking engagements, surveying basin residents on 

BIP issues, soliciting public input and incorporating comments into their BIPs, and targeting and 

engaging diverse stakeholder groups and individuals basin-wide.  A total of 757 public comments 

from three reporting basins were documented and incorporated in the final BIP document, 

although many basins did not have the capacity to report on this level of detail for public input.   

 

  

  
 

In addition to assistance from the BIP consultant teams during the drafting of the BIPs, all 

roundtables used their Education Action Plans (EAPs) to guide their outreach strategies, including 

the $2,000 available in funding.  Some roundtables are using internal capacity to implement 

outreach activities while others have sub-contracted with the BIP consultants or are relying on 

external partnerships.  Some basins have also utilized Water Supply Reserve Account (WSRA) 

Grants to fund their education and outreach activities.  Regardless, all roundtables are collaborating 

with their outreach teams more than ever before and it will be imperative to consider how to 

sustain this momentum throughout 2014 and into the long-term future.  It will remain the role of 

the Public Education, Participation and Outreach (PEPO) Workgroup to assist CWCB and the 

roundtables in continuing strategic planning, implementation, and evaluation of their education 

and outreach activities.  
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DRAFT Chapter 7.5.2 Appendix A - Organizations CWCB Met with Regarding Colorado’s 

Water Plan 

NOTE: This list will be updated with additional organizations and included as an attachment in 

future drafts of Colorado’s Water Plan Chapter 7.  Outreach, Education and Public Engagement. 

1. Accelerate Colorado 
2. Action 22 
3. American Council of Engineering Companies 

of Colorado 
4. American Water Resources Association 
5. Arkansas River Compact Administration 
6. Arkansas Valley Farm/Ranch/Water 

Symposium and Trade Show 
7. Association of Home Builders 
8. Audubon Rockies 
9. City of Aurora Youth Water Festival 
10. City of Boulder YouthWater Festival 
11. Denver Metro Youth Water Festival 
12. City of Greeley Youth Water Festival 
13. City of Greeley 
14. Club 20 
15. CoBank 
16. Colorado Ag Water Alliance 
17. Colorado Association of Realtors 
18. Colorado Bar Association  
19. Colorado Cattlemen’s Association 
20. Colorado Competitive Council 
21. Colorado Counties Inc. 
22. Colorado Energy Office 
23. Colorado Foundation for Water Education 
24. Colorado General Assembly, Joint Agriculture 

Committee 
25. Colorado Ground Water Commission 
26. Colorado Mesa University 
27. Colorado Municipal League 
28. Colorado Natural Resource Group 
29. Colorado Oil & Gas Association 
30. Colorado River District 
31. Colorado River Outfitters Association 
32. Colorado Rural Electric Association  
33. Colorado State Fair 
34. Colorado State University - Osher Lifelong 

Learning Institute 
35. Colorado Water Congress 
36. Colorado Water Institute 
37. Colorado Water Quality Forum 
38. Colorado Water Trust 
39. Colorado Water Utility Council   
40. Colorado Watershed Assembly 
41. Conservation Colorado 

42. Ditch and Reservoir Company Alliance 
43. Environmental Entrepreneurs 
44. Environmental Defense Fund 
45. Family Farm Alliance 
46. Farm Bureau 
47. Front Range Water Council 
48. Future Farmers of America 
49. Metro Denver Chamber of Commerce 
50. Metro Denver Economic Development 

Corporation 
51. Metro Mayors Caucus 
52. Molson Coors 
53. National Audubon Society 
54. National Young Farmers Coalition 
55. Northern Water 
56. Northwest Colorado Council of Governments 

Water Quality/ Water Quantity Committee 
57. Pueblo Chamber of Commerce 
58. Protect the Flows 
59. Rocky Mountain Farmers Union 
60. Sierra Club Rocky Mountain Chapter 
61. South Metro Water Supply Authority  
62. Southeastern Colorado Water Conservancy 

District 
63. The Nature Conservancy 
64. The Rocky Mountain Climate Organization 
65. Trout Unlimited 
66. University of Denver, Sturm College of Law 
67. US Army Corps of Engineers  
68. US Department of Agriculture, Forest Service 
69. US Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land 

Management 
70. US Department of the Interior, Bureau of 

Reclamation 
71. US Geological Survey 
72. Ute Water Conservancy District Kid’s Water 

Festival 
73. Water Availability Task Force 
74. Western Governor’s Association 
75. Western Resource Advocates 
76. Western Slope Caucus 
77. Western State College – Colorado Water 

Workshop 
78. Western States’ Water Council 
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coloradowaterplan.com 

cowaterplan@state.co.us 

Direct: 303-866-3441 

 

Chapter 7.5.2 Appendix B – Basin Roundtable Outreach Summaries 

 

Total number of meetings hosted by the Basin Roundtables between 

February 1 and July 31, 2014: 126 (not including regular basin roundtable meetings) 

Total number of meeting attendees through July 31, 2014:  3,296  

 

Arkansas Basin Roundtable Outreach Summary  

Number of meetings: 17 

Number of attendees: N/A 

The general outreach approach has focused on internal organization such as creating a BRT 

letterhead for use on correspondence and other documents, scripts for public service 

announcements distributed to roundtable members for use in attracting participants to meetings, 

and the development of a website (www.arkansasbasin.com) for archived materials and to submit 

comments through an online form.  The Arkansas BRT hosted a total of 17 public meetings across 

the basin and has tracked online input and analyzed comments by county, type and summary of 

input.  Also of note was one full day of presentations on Colorado’s Water Plan and the Arkansas 

Basin Implementation Plan in conjunction with the Arkansas River Basin Water Forum in April 

capped by a “clicker poll” of participants to secure additional data. 

  

Colorado Basin Roundtable Outreach Summary 

Number of meetings: 45 

Number of attendees: 900 

The general approach to outreach has focused on presentations at meetings to community groups, 

local elected officials, water providers and watershed groups.  A series of more than 30 local 

newspaper articles is archived on the CMU Water Center website and the team is actively utilizing 

social media and a separate website to disseminate information, meeting notices and collect input 

forms at www.coloradobip.sgm-inc.com.  Two distinct paper and online surveys (one on “basin 

values" and another "how community water needs should be met") have been developed and 

distributed via newspaper articles and email.  Over 500 responses were received from adult 

audiences and student groups, of which the results are compiled in the Basin Implementation Plan.  

Also of note are the extensive partnerships developed with organizations to help spread the word 

and generate input through formal letters, such as Roaring Fork Conservancy, Eagle River 

Watershed, Trout Unlimited and Club 20. 

 

Gunnison Basin Roundtable Outreach Summary 

Number of meetings: 6 

Number of attendees: 300 

The general approach to outreach has focused on building roundtable capacity to hold public 

information-and-input meetings in six distinct areas for both general public and groups of decision-

makers as well as numerous BIP technical meetings with target stakeholder groups.  Promoting 

these meetings has been through distributing press releases, placing shopper publication 

http://www.arkansasbasin.com/
http://www.coloradobip.sgm-inc.com/
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advertisements, and personal contact through email, phone calls or face-to-face encounters.  

Comments from the meetings have been reviewed by the BIP Committee and incorporated into the 

BIP as appropriate.  The roundtable also prepared and distributed widely a booklet titled: The 

Gunnison River basin, A Handbook for Residents, which includes a compendium of basic information 

about water use, water law, and water organizations in the Basin.   

 

Metro/South Platte Basin Roundtable Outreach Summary 

Number of meetings: 25 

Number of attendees: 1200 

The general approach to outreach has been hosting targeted outreach meetings for BIP 

stakeholders groups, water boards and community leaders as well as developing extensive online 

content on the website (www.southplattebasin.com) including social media links, several videos of 

roundtable chairs, and an online survey for comments.  Roundtable members have also participated 

in two community radio shows.  Looking ahead, the roundtable and consultants will perform an 

analysis of public and stakeholder comments for incorporation into the joint BIP. 

 

North Platte Basin Roundtable Outreach Summary 

Number of meetings: 1 

Number of attendees: 22 

The general approach to outreach has focused on one public outreach meeting, which was 

announced with informational content in the local newspaper along with distribution of a public 

input survey.  The roundtable has also called several special BIP work sessions.   

 

Rio Grande Basin Roundtable Outreach Summary 

Number of meetings: 23 

Number of attendees: 458 

The general approach has been focused on proactive outreach through meetings delivered in 

locations across the basin by various roundtable members targeted at three distinct groups: general 

community, county commissioners and stakeholder groups.  This has resulted in increasing public 

attendance at regular roundtable meetings.  In addition, six separate BIP subcommittees have met a 

total of 21 times.  The team has also produced bi-weekly newspaper articles, monthly radio shows 

and created a website (www.riograndewaterplan.com) for archiving materials and public 

submission of comments.  The roundtable also developed a Water 101 booklet specifically for the 

Rio Grande Basin.  In the long-term, they will continue the momentum of existing outreach 

activities as well as create a forum to discuss “Multiple Use Project Implementation.” 

 

Southwest Basin Roundtable Outreach Summary 

Number of meetings: 4 

Number of attendees: 140 

The general approach has been on basic outreach such as distribution of the BIP fact sheets, a 

"talking points" PowerPoint presentation for roundtable members, seven local newspaper articles, 

67 statewide articles specifically referencing Colorado's Water Plan posted on the Water 

Information Program website and information about the IBCC/roundtable process presented at the 

http://www.southplattebasin.com/
http://www.riograndewaterplan.com/


COLORADO’S WATER PLAN /DRAFT Chapter 7 Outreach, Education and Public Engagement 

Date Updated: 8/15/2014 DRAFT Page 17 

 

annual Water 101 Seminar.  Roundtable members have delivered special presentations to water 

boards and rotary club plus the BIP consultants have met with and talked to over 100 individuals 

throughout the basin.  Of particular note is the “social hour" before each roundtable meeting for the 

public to attend and network.   

 

Yampa/White/Green Basin Roundtable Outreach Summary 

Number of meetings: 5 

Number of attendees: 267 

The general approach has been outreach meetings early in the BIP process hosted by roundtable 

members and reaching out to community groups.  These meetings have included polling to collect 

data on participant demographics and their water uses and values.  They were advertised through a 

variety of mechanisms such as newspapers, radio, postcards, flyers, email and personal contacts.  

Stakeholder groups have been encouraged to submit white papers and there is a roundtable email 

account for receiving comments.  The roundtable scheduled three special meetings to consider 

public input and continue developing the BIP.   
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Relocate 5.5 

miles of I-70 

Exit 227 

4000 Feet 

Border Lake Off-Stream Water Storage 
 

• Storage Volume – Up to 750,000 Acre-Feet 

• Surface Area – Up to 7,500 Acres  

• Max Water Elevation - 4680 

• Max Length – 9 miles 

• Max Width – 3 miles 

• Max Water Depth – 330 Feet 

• Could irrigate up to 20,000 acres or more 

• Afterbay located on Westwater Creek  

• Peak power generated between Border Lake 

and Westwater Afterbay w/ pump-back 

• No impacts to Union Pacific Railroad 

• Relocate 5.5 miles of I-70 

Water source – Colorado River  

• 3 Conveyance Options –  

 

1. Pump directly from the 

Colorado River 

2. Pump 2.5 miles in conveyance 

tunnel from far west end of 

Government Highline Canal in 

Mesa County 

3. Gravity flow 6 miles in 

conveyance tunnel from 

Highline Canal to Bitter Creek 

watershed 
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August 30, 2014 

 

Water User and Other Interested Parties 

Colorado River Basin 

 

RE:  New water storage location concept – does anybody want to use the water? 

 

I found a great location for a large off-stream water storage reservoir along I-70 at the Colorado - Utah 

border that I want all to know about.  I came across this site while looking for a place to locate a large 

scale reservoir near Grand Junction, Colorado, that would have water warm enough to play on.  A very 

large warm water lake could be a recreational and economical windfall for the area but recreation alone is 

not enough to pay the bills for a project like this.   

 

I contacted the United State Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) for their input on a slightly different 

version of this concept in October 2010.  Their response “…A number of us in Reclamation have read 

through your research efforts with interest.  We too are fascinated by the prospect.”  Reclamation’s main 

comment is that a customer is needed for the water for them to consider such a concept.  In addition, 

political support is needed to get the ball rolling.  I am circulating the Border Lake concept now in hopes 

that some group or groups will catch the vision and will want to begin the process of moving it forward.   

 

Here is the concept –  

 

Build a new large off-stream warm water reservoir at the Colorado - Utah state line along I-70 in Grand 

County, Utah.  Border Lake would be located on Bitter Creek just west of the state line, and could hold up 

to 750,000 acre-feet of water.  The surface area of the lake could cover up to 7,500 acres at water elevation 

4680 (about 80% as big as Blue Mesa Reservoir in Colorado).  Border Lake water would be warm enough 

for swimming because of the fairly low elevation.  A small afterbay would be added to the adjacent 

Westwater Creek to allow for peak power generation with pump-back between the two lakes. 

 

All it Takes is Water 

 

Water would come from the Colorado River with three conveyance options. 

 

Option 1: Pump directly from the adjacent Colorado River at the mouth of Bitter Creek during high 

flow periods.   

  

Option 2:  Pump the water from the far west end of the Government Highline Canal serving Mesa 

County, Colorado.  The 2.5 mile long conveyance tunnel would take leftover water 

normally released into Badger Creek and West Salt Creek on the Colorado side of the 

border and release it instead into the Bitter Creek watershed on the Utah side of the 

border.  

 

Option 3: Same as Option 2 but use a 6 mile long gravity flow conveyance tunnel to bring the water 

from the Government Highline Canal instead of pumping it in a shorter tunnel.  The far 

west end of the Highline Canal is at an approximate elevation of 4710, while the new lake 

would be at elevation 4680, a drop of 30 feet.   

 

See the attached concept map. 
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Is there enough water to fill Border Lake? 

 

Water rights to fill the lake would come from both Utah and Colorado.  Utah has about 420,000 acre-feet 

per year of developable water in the Colorado River drainage, according to the May 2001, Utah State 

Water Plan.  The Utah Board of Water Resources holds senior water rights for a significant portion of the 

Upper Colorado River Basin.  Those water rights are being held in trust for the benefit of the citizens of 

Utah and will be used as needed as projects are identified.  On the Colorado side, it is hard for me to 

determine what water rights remain to be developed.  My guess (hope) is that there are still some water 

rights left that can be applied to this project. 

 

The Government Highline Canal could be lined with concrete to yield more water of higher quality on 

the far west end.  Adding Border Lake could actually improve water quality by allowing the heavy 

sediment load to settle out.  Water reentering the Colorado River could in fact be cleaner and of higher 

quality.   

 

I understand that great efforts are being made to advance the Upper Colorado River Endangered Fish 

Recovery Program (Upper Colorado Recovery Program).  Ideally, this new storage location could still 

work together with those efforts.   

 

Here is what I have come up with as potential water customers:  municipal and industrial users, new or 

expanded irrigation districts, new or expanded water districts, a new recreation district, tribes from the 

region, the energy industry (oil and gas), plus power generation.  Border Lake is centrally located in the 

heart of oil shale country.  If water is needed to make that industry more viable, perhaps this project will 

help make it work.  In addition, water storage at Border Lake could be combined with storage with other 

lakes in the Colorado River basin to increase system reliability.  

 

Greening of the Utah side of Grand Valley 

 

It could be possible to irrigate up to 20,000 acres or more with gravity flow in the Grand Valley of Utah.  

Perhaps up to 10 times that amount could be irrigated by adding pumping.  Lessons learned from the 

past 100 years of irrigating on the Colorado side of the Grand Valley could be applied here.  Virtually all 

the land is currently owned by Bureau of Land Management (BLM) or the State of Utah.  The laws allow 

for the land to be sold or leased to the public for economic benefit.   

 

Soils are on the salty side and include selenium, but perhaps some combination of irrigation techniques 

and crop selection could work.  Again, lessons learned from the past could be applied here in a 21st 

century “homesteading” of Utah’s Grand Valley.  Apply all the best knowledge in community planning 

and land development here – starting with a clean slate and a new water supply.  

 

What About the Tribes?  

 

Another option for a customer for the water is for one or more of the tribes in the region to swap say 100-

200 square miles of their tribal lands for an equal amount of land here.  The tribe or tribes could then 

begin farming the lands with water from Border Lake.  In addition, BLM could sell some land for private 

ownership while still other land is used by the tribes.  Whatever works. 
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Recreation and Other Fun in the Sun! 

 

The reason I am bringing this forward is for the recreational possibilities this site brings.  A very large 

lake warm enough for swimming within 30 minutes of downtown Grand Junction would be a game 

changer in improving the livability and quality of life for the region.  Green River and Moab would only 

be 60 minutes away.  Visibility of the new lake would fantastic from I-70 with direct access from Exit 227 

at Harley Dome in Utah and Exit 2 in Colorado.  Over 350,000 people live within a two hour drive of 

Border Lake. 

 

This site would be like an oasis in the desert.  Perhaps it should be called “Oasis Lake?”  Border Lake 

would be up to 9 miles long and up to 3 miles wide covering a surface area of 7,500 acres.  There are 

many options for beaches, boat ramps, fishing, hiking, camping, and the usual water activities.  There are 

also plenty of nearby hills in the desert that could be opened up to off highway vehicles, if that is desired.  

The lake would be big enough for house boats and patio boats.  The McInnis Canyons National 

Conservation Area is directly adjacent to this site on the east side.  Hikers and other visitors would be 

able to access the side by side attractions at will.   

 

Placing the lake in the Bitter Creek drainage does not sacrifice a spectacular rock walled canyon by 

drowning it with water.  The scenery of Bitter Creek is nice, but nowhere near the quality of the McInnis 

Canyon National Conservation Area.  Adding a very large warm water lake right next door to the 

breathtaking canyons of the McInnis Canyon National Conservation Area is a perfect outdoor 

recreational pairing.  Also close by are Arches National Park and the Colorado National Monument. 

 

I-70 and Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) 

 

Border Lake was sized to maximize the storage based on the terrain at the dam site.  About 5.5 miles of I-

70 would have to be relocated to allow water to be filled to elevation 4680.  UPRR is adjacent to both the 

dams on Bitter Creek for Border Lake and Westwater Creek for the afterbay and will not be impacted in 

any way.  Having UPRR at the dam sites will greatly enhance transporting materials needed for dam 

construction. Border Lake could be downsized to about half as big and about half the volume to avoid I-

70.  The Bitter Creek off-stream location is ideal in that it provides significant storage that does not flood 

critical fish habitat, it does not flood any houses, and it does not impact the railroad.  Plus, it does not 

require pumping to be filled.   

 

Energy Gateway South Transmission Line Project and the TransWest Express Transmission Project 

 

Two different power transmission projects are proposing to construct a 500 kV and 600 kV, respectively, 

overhead power lines that would conflict with the north end of Border Lake.  Both projects would place 

transmission lines parallel to the westbound lanes of I-70 in Grand County, UT, with one of the 

alternative alignments.  However, the preferred alignment for each project does not actually go through 

Grand County.  If for some reason the transmission lines end up going through Grand County, the 

alignment would need to be rerouted about three miles further north to avoid a future Border Lake.   

 

Potential Fatal Flaws 

 

This site was picked because it could be a cost effective location for a warm water lake and it seemed like 

it would have a low chance of fatal flaws.  Some potential fatal flaws include: 
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� Can any customers be found for the water? 

� Are there enough water rights available to fill the lake? 

� Are there seismic or other structural issues? 

� Are there gas/oil rights that would not allow this to happen?  

� What are the environmental issues? 

� Huge project with a huge price tag. 

 

My Motivation - 

 

I grew up in Grand Junction, now living in Redding, California.  I am a private citizen, acting alone as a 

private citizen on my own time.  I am employed by The California Department of Transportation, as a 

civil engineer with no interests or connections of any kind to this concept other than I think it could work.  

My expertise is in highways, not in dams or water projects such as this, just a life-long fascination with 

reservoirs.   

 

So that’s my vision for a new off-stream warm water reservoir.  At best, it could take 20-30 years for this 

project to become a reality – so don’t put on your sun screen just yet.  If this off-stream reservoir is going 

to happen, small adjustments will need to happen along the way.  Such as, where should the transmission 

lines that may come through Grand County be located?   

 

Please do share this concept to any person, or group, or industry, or political supporter, or whatever who 

may be able move this idea forward.  Please start talking about it with others and see if there is an interest 

in pursuing the Border Lake concept.  Contact me at (530) 917-7949 with your questions or comments. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

DALE WIDNER, PE 

19274 Azar Lane  

Redding, CA  96003-8647 

Cell:  530-917-7949 

Email:  Dale.widner@yahoo.com 

 

Attachments:  Lake with Topo 

 

Email sent to the following:    

Grand Valley Water Users Association – office@gvwua.com 

Mesa County Irrigation District – dave.voorhees@halliburton.com 

Orchard Mesa Irrigation District – omid@asol.net, max@asol.net 

Palisade Irrigation District – palisadeirrigation@live.com 

Ute Water Conservation District – 

Colorado Department of Natural Resources – dnr.edo@state.co.us 

Colorado River Water Conservation District – ekuhn@crwcd.org 

Grand Conservation District – kara@reveg.org 

Green River Conservation District - melissa.swasey@ut.nacdnet.net 

Colorado Water Congress - info@cowatercongress.org 

Mesa County Board of Commissioners - mcbocc@mesacounty.us 

Grand County Council - council@grand.utah.gov 

Bureau of Reclamation, Grand Junction – Ewarner@usbr.gov 

Bureau of Reclamation, Grand Junction – Tdunn@usbr.gov 

Bureau of Reclamation,  Salt Lake City – Lwalkoviak@usbr.gov 

Bureau of Reclamation,  Salt Lake City – Agold@usbr.gov 

Bureau of Reclamation,  Salt Lake City – Brhees@usbr.gov 

Bureau of Land Management, Moab - bransel@blm.gov 

Bureau of Land Management, Moab - utmbmail@blm.gov 

 

 

           Dale Widner
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September 10, 2014

Colorado Water Conservation Board
1313 Sherman Street, Room 721
Denver, CO 80203

Re: Colorado Water Plan Comments

Fountain Valley Authority (FVA) is a water authority established pursuant to C.R.S. §29-1-204.2 that provides
water transmission and treatment services to the City of Fountain, Security Water District, Widefield Water and
Sanitation District, Stratmoor Hills Water and Sanitation District, and the City of Colorado Springs. FVA is a
participant in the Fryingpan-Arkansas (Fry-Ark) Project, and as a 25% beneficiary, the largest water user in the
Southeastern Colorado Water Conservancy District. On average, FVA treats and delivers between 6,000 and
10,000 acre-feet of water each year. FVA members provide municipal water service to over 512,000 people,
accounting for nearly 80% of the population of El Paso County and roughly 10% of the population of the State of
Colorado.

EVA and its member organizations are actively involved in statewide water discussions and are closely
monitoring the Colorado Water Plan process. As we have reviewed the draft chapters of the Colorado Water
Plan (Plan) and the Arkansas and Colorado Basin Implementation Plans, we have identified a number of general
themes that we would like to bring to the attention of the Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB) as it
prepares the Draft Plan for review by the Governor’s Office. FVA members understand the critical importance of
statewide water planning in addressing the current and future water supply “gap” and offer the following
comments to assist the CWCB in developing a robust and actionable Plan.

Conservation and Reuse

EVA members have demonstrated a long-standing commitment to conservation and reuse and understand the
critical importance of these “legs of the stool” in maintaining a diverse, robust water supply portfolio. Despite
their relatively small geographic area, the EVA member communities vary widely in elevation, climate, soils,
water rights decrees, and customer make up. As a result, we recognize that every community has its own
unique set of circumstances which define how, when, and to what extent conservation and reuse are possible.
We strongly agree with the premise that “one size does not fit all” when it comes to conservation and reuse and
therefore believe that prescriptive targets and metrics (e.g., statewide gpcd targets, mandated indoor/outdoor

Fountain Valley Authority• Post Office Box 1103, Mail Code 1210• Colorado Springs, CO 80947-1210









Conclusion

FVA participants value the conversation that the Colorado Water Plan has prompted. We support the efforts of
Governor Hickenlooper, the General Assembly, and Colorado Water Conservation Board to address the many
complex water challenges that face the State of Colorado. EVA and its member organizations will remain

actively involved in the statewide water discussions and will continue to offer our support and expertise as the
Colorado Water Plan continues to take shape.

Sincerely,

Tyler AIF on

Board President

Fountain Valley Authority
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September 16, 2014 

Colorado Water Conservation Board 

1313 Sherman St., Room 718 

Denver, CO 80203 

RE: Comments on Ch. 5 – Water Demand by Sector 

Members of the Board and staff, 

Please accept these comments as a supplement to oral testimony provided at the September 11th board 

meeting in Glenwood Springs. 

Water demands do not necessarily increase with population. Numerous small and large cities across the 

Southwest have lowered total water use over the past several decades, despite significant increases in 

population. See Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, Salt Lake City, Tempe, Albuquerque, 

and Ft. Collins as examples.1 Several more have maintained a flat level of water demand given significant 

population increases, including Seattle and Denver. Please delete or rephrase the line in Chapter 5 

stating, “[a]s population rises, so too will municipal water needs…” 

Western Resource Advocates’ full comments on potential energy sector demands are detailed in a June 

2014 comment letter to the Board, please use it as a reference in developing future demand estimates 

for thermoelectric power water demands. To summarize: 1) conventional coal uses three times the 

water of combined cycle gas, while renewables use virtually zero; 2) the 2010 “Clean Air-Clean Jobs Act” 

will reduce thermoelectric water demands in Colorado by at least 5,000 acre-feet, and USEPA’s 111d 

proposed rules on carbon emissions will further reduce coal-based electricity generation in our state; 

and 3) based on official documents, all major electric utilities in the state have no plans for additional 

coal plants. These three facts point to future water demands for electricity generation to remain flat (at 

most), or more likely decline in the future within Colorado. 

Water demands for oil-shale remain a significant unknown and should not be constrained in any future 

planning efforts. In a water court diligence proceeding brought by Western Resource Advocates, 

Chevron admitted their oil shale project would require 120,000 acre-feet of water per year, and they are 

but one of several large oil shale companies with active leases in western Colorado. More detailed 

information about the legal settlement and court documents can be found on our website 

(http://www.westernresourceadvocates.org/land/oilshalelitigation.php). Water demand for oil-shale 

may be zero, or in the several hundred thousand acre-feet per year range, and it is premature to select 

one of those futures over the other at this point in time. 

Please be in touch if I can offer any clarification to these comments. 

                                                           
1 Table 29. Cohen, M. 2012. Municipal Deliveries of Colorado River Basin Water. Pacific Institute. 
 

http://www.westernresourceadvocates.org/land/oilshalelitigation.php
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Sincerely, 

 
Drew Beckwith 

Water Policy Manager 

720-763-3726 

drew.beckwith@westernresources.org  

 

mailto:drew.beckwith@westernresources.org
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McIntire - DNR, Kate <kate.mcintire@state.co.us>

Form submission from: General Input for Colorado's Water Plan

cowaterplan <noreply@www.colorado.gov> Tue, Sep 16, 2014 at 10:21 AM
To: cowaterplan@state.co.us

Submitted on Tuesday, September 16, 2014 - 10:21
Submitted by anonymous user: [165.127.10.2]
Submitted values are:

First Name: Steve
Last Name: Harris
Affiliation: Southwestern Water Conservation District
Email: steve@durangowater.com
Phone (Example: 000-000-0000): 970-259-5322
Cell Phone (Example: 000-000-0000):
River Basin:  San Juan and Dolores
Constituent Group:
Comments to be considered in Colorado's Water Plan:
The following are comments on the draft chapters of the Colorado Water Plan
that were presented at the September 11 and 12 CWCB meeting in Glenwood
Springs.  The comments are on behalf of Southwestern Water Conservation
District.

Chapter 4 “Historical and Projected Water Supply”
Page 4 paragraph at bottom of page and top of page 5 – This paragraph seems
out of place in a section talking about reservoir storage and groundwater.
Move to a more appropriate location.

Page 6 dust on snow paragraph - Dust on snow belongs somewhere else doesn’t
apply to current supply.  The report should NOT include statements (last 2
sentences) that something is “uncertain” then make a definitive
conclusion.  The last 2 sentences should be removed.

Overall comment – Rather than a presentation of the “Historical and
Projected Water Supply” I found this chapter to be a cobbled together hodge
podge of topics somewhat related to the chapter title but not really on
target.  The chapter purpose is not well defined.  There are topic changes
between paragraphs rather than separate sections, for instance section 4.1
has a different topic in nearly each paragraph.  The chapter needs a more
defined purpose and a lot of work.  Some suggestions are:

a.      Section 4.1 should be entirely redone to separate the numerous slightly
related topics into individual sections or maybe moved to other chapters.
b.      Section 4.2 starts and ends describing the runoff in the state but has
dust on snow and cloud seeding in the middle which aren’t associated with
the “current supplies”.  Good information but out of place in this
section.
c.      Climate change discussion should be a new section.  Historic temperature
and precipitation information should be consistent with each other.  Why 30
years instead of 50 or 100?
d.      Reservoirs are a major CWP topic and should have its own section someplace
in the CWP, probably not this chapter.  The information on raising existing
reservoirs is interesting but needs to be coordinated with IPP’s.
Shouldn’t there also be similar information on new reservoirs?

mailto:steve@durangowater.com
tel:970-259-5322


Chapter 5 “Water Demand by Sector”
Page 5, next to last sentence – Is it true that all (or just some) of the
Basin Roundables participated in the collaborative effort to identify 33,000
miles of streams as having important attributes?

Chapter 6.2 “Meeting Colorado’s Water Gaps”
6.2.1 Overview – The statement that “The water plan does not endorse any
specific projects.” is a bit of a concern.  Many of the projects necessary
to meet the Gap will require State support with Federal agencies and even
Colorado agencies to be developed (whether structural or non-structural).
There should at least be some general criteria on how to get State support
and what that might entail.

6.2.3  The SW basin agrees with the philosophical long term goals but
suggests that CWCB also, through IBCC, establish a statewide long term
conservation goal and measureable outcome.  The key word is
“measureable”.
6.2.3  The volumes in the low/medium and high conservation scenarios is not
clear how the amounts were obtained for the State and distributed by basin.
Does each scenario assume doubling the population and the water demand from
current levels, then the amount of conservation is a reduction from doubling
the demand?

Chapter 6.5 “Municipal, industrial, and agricultural infrastructure pojects
and methods”
Looks like a good chapter to discuss conservation progress since 2000 and
develop a statewide conservation goal and measureable outcome.

Chapter 6.6 “Environmental and Recreational Projects and Methods”
No comments

Chapter 7.1 “Watershed Helath and Management”
No comments.

Chapter 9.1 “Economics and Funding”
Good inventory on funding sources most of which are loans that require
repayment with interest.  The chapter should also address options for funding
streams to repay the loans.

Address multipurpose projects that include agriculture, recreation and/or
environmental purposes none of which can repay a loan.  Is the State willing
to fund these components and with what funds?

Expand how Water & Power loans can be used if repayment stream available.

Chapter 9.2 “State Water Rights and Alignment”
It would be helpful to further identify the water rights located in the
Colorado River Basin and whether they are pre-compact.  Given the decreasing
levels in Lake Powell, the State owned water rights in the Colorado River
Basin may be able to assist in the demand management efforts being pursued by
the Colorado River entities.

Upload Input Documents:
May we contact you regarding your submission of input?  Yes

The results of this submission may be viewed at:
https://www.colorado.gov/pacific/cowaterplan/node/6311/submission/14136

https://www.colorado.gov/pacific/cowaterplan/node/6311/submission/14136
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SMWSA Comments 8/29/2014 Initial Draft Section 9.1 Economics & Funding - Colorado's 
Water Plan 

1. This section should more do a more complete job of describing the positive role 
the state has played in important water projects such as ALP, Elkhead Reservoir, 
and the Chatifield Reallocation Project.  Using CWCB funds, the state can take a 
catalyst role in bringing together multiple partners and interests to advance 
specific water projects that meet critical consumptive and nonconsumptive 
needs.  This section should highlight these successes and recommend funding 
mechanisms to encourage a continuation and expansion of this type of a role.  In 
other words, what is the next Chatfield project where the state can take a lead 
role in an important project and do we need new funding mechanisms to 
facilitate it? 

2. The statement "Environmental and recreational projects and methods are at a 
disadvantage in competitive funding programs" on page 4 is not really true of all 
program.  Revise to not be a blanket statement.  Many programs only fund 
environmental and recreational project and many only fund consumptive water 
projects.  Change the tone of the paragraph to be along the lines of: although 
there are programs that fund environmental and recreational projects, 
additional funding mechanisms will be needed to fully meet the state's 
environmental and recreational needs. 

3. In the Constructive Legislation section consider adding something to address the 
following: 

a. CWCB's construction fund and perpetual base account loan programs are 
currently prevented from funding water treatment and distribution.  This 
limit was needed in the past to target these funds towards water supply 
and prevent them from being drained by a treatment and distribution 
infrastructure funding need many orders of magnitude larger than these 
funding sources.  However, in a new era of cooperative regional water 
projects, meeting water supply needs often involves treated water as 
well as raw water.  Current examples include the Arkansas Valley Conduit 
and the WISE Partnership where these regional water supply solutions 
involve treated and raw water components.  In order to be able to 
support these types of innovative solutions, the limitation on CWCB 
funding treatment and distribution should be removed. 

4. In section 9.1.4 Next Steps consider adding something to address the following 
under long term funding opportunities: 

a. Assess whether state funds could be used to establish a loan 
guarantee program similar to the Bureau of Reclamation's federal 
loan guarantee program under the Rural Water Supply Program.  A 
similar concept is also anticipated in the recently passed Water 
Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Authority (WIFIA).  A state 
based loan guarantee program could stretch and leverage state funds 
to meet water supply needs with the same benefits as articulated in 
those federal loan guarantee programs. 



b. Assess the following potential of funding mechanisms as described in 
SMWSA  4-21-14 Input to Colorado's Water Plan.  This included: 
 
Under any funding model it is most appropriate for use rates and tap 
fees to be the primary base of funding.  This connects the customers 
with what they are paying for.  However, future collaborative multi-
purpose projects will likely also include broader public benefits that 
are more dispersed than those that accrue to the specific end users of 
the project.  Therefore broader public funding mechanisms should 
also be explored. Two funding mechanisms, a "water" mill levy and a 
Container Fee, are briefly described as examples of how some of the 
broader public components of future projects could be funded.  These 
funding mechanisms are described in order to demonstrate that 
broader funding mechanisms could be available if a package of 
projects is generally agreed to.  SMWSA is not advocating for nor 
necessarily supportive of either method; rather, they are described as 
possibilities in order to spark further discussion and demonstrate that 
broader funding mechanisms could be achieved. 
 
Finance - "Water" Mill Levy 
 A two (2) mill property tax on the nine largest front-range 

counties will generate about $107 million/year. (Adams $9m; 
Arapahoe $15.2m; Boulder $11m; Denver $20.2m; Douglas $8.6; El 
Paso $11.6; Jefferson $14.4; Larimer $7.6m; Weld $9m).  As a point 
of comparison most fire districts collect an 8+ mill. An additional 
two mills might incentivize linking land-use planning and water 
supply planning in the “Big 9.” 

 One (1) mill, or about $54 million/year could help provide water 
and economic development for the west slope.  This could be done 
through a “Development Fund” as described above or it could be 
divided between the west slope counties.  

 The other (1) mill or about $54 million/year could help fund 
construction and operation and maintenance of the multi-purpose 
project, including headwaters exchanges. 

 As a point of comparison, the 2009 General Fund Revenue for the 
following counties - Gunnison $10.388M; Montrose $10.1M; Logan 
$4.5M; Garfield $28M; Otero $1M (estimate) - approximate what 
this fund could generate. 

 
Finance – The Container Fee Ballot Initiative of 2010 
In 2010, two citizens filed a Ballot Initiative seeking a fee on beverage 
containers sold in Colorado.  Unofficially captioned “Container Fee to 
Fund Water Preservation and Protection” by legislative staff for 
tracking purposes, the initiative was heard by the Ballot Title Setting 
Board at its hearing April 21, 2010.  The minutes of that hearing 



document that the legislative staff determined such a fee would 
generate approximately $100 Million per year in revenue. 
 
The Title Board’s opinion setting the initiative title for the ballot was 
appealed to the Colorado Supreme Court. The basis of the appeal was 
that by naming the Basin Roundtables specifically (the funds were to 
be allocated in part based on roundtable approval of grants), the 
initiative was not a single subject.  The Supreme Court granted the 
appeal.  Given the timeline of the Colorado Water Plan, consideration 
could be given to a similar ballot initiative in the future.  The funds 
generated could go immediately to stream and riparian restoration 
projects with future use for compensatory offsets.  In the long run, the 
funding stream would support project development, permitting and 
eventually debt service.  
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SMWSA Comments 8/29/2014 Initial Draft Section 6.2 Meeting Colorado's Water Gaps - 
Colorado's Water Plan 

1. Three sections in this chapter (Meet Community Water Needs, Ag. Needs, 
Environmental and Rec. Needs) summarize each basin's draft BIP.  Per CWCB's 
request, HDR and Westsage should double check the sections related to the 
South Platte/Metro for accuracy. 

2. In Section 6.2.1 Overview, the second paragraph says that the plan does not 
endorse any specific projects.  It then goes on to say that a combination of 
projects in the BIP will be necessary to meet Colorado's needs.  I would suggest 
adding to that a statement that to the extent the projects and methods in the 
BIPs are not implemented, Colorado's water gaps, i.e. the unmet needs, will be 
greater. 

3. In section 6.2.2 Goals and Measurable Outcomes by Basin, the second paragraph 
and bullet list summarizes major themes reflected in the draft BIPs.  The third 
bullet says "comply with and manage the risk associated with interstate 
compacts and agreement."  Was there not a major theme that Colorado should 
develop our compact entitlements in all basins?  If so, it should be mentioned.  If 
not that is disappointing as CWCB and generations of Coloradoans have fought 
so hard to protect and maintain those compact entitlements.  Either here or in 
some other appropriate place in CO's water plan, CWCB may want to explicitly 
state Colorado has a long term need for and fully intends to develop our 
compact entitlements. 

4. Section 6.2.2 Goals and Measureable Outcomes by Basin, Meet CO's Ag Needs - 
the last sentence summarizes the South Platte and Metro's BIP on this topic by 
saying these roundtables are "more concerned about maintaining the viability of 
ag against the pressure of ag transfers and urbanization and are therefore 
exploring alternative options."  Add to the end of this sentence: including the 
successful implementation of conservation, reuse, IPPs, ATMs, and the 
development of new supplies from the Colorado River system, all of which will 
be needed to reduce the pressure of ag transfers. 

5. Section 6.2.2 Goals and Measureable Outcomes by Basin, Meet CO's 
Environmental and Rec Needs - I believe the SP/Metro discussed the need to 
better determine how agriculture supports environmental and recreational 
values so SP/Metro should be added to that sentence along with Gunnison and 
Yampa. 

6. Table 6.2-2 - Better explain what the column "Potential New AF" means.  It is 
unclear how the CO Basin can have 2050 New Needs of up to 110,000 af, but 
have Potential New AF of up 510,000-540,000.  Does the CO really have new 
projects that will meet 5 times their new needs?  Also, it is not clear what "In 
Process" means in this column. 

7. 6.2.3, each section summarizing each basin's municipal gap starts with a 
summary of when the gap could begin.  The SP/Metro's should be similar to the 
Arkansas's by saying that the basin faces an immediate municipal gap in the 
South Metro area due to the need to replace nontributary groundwater.  In the 



same section, it says that currently planned projects leave a municipal water 
supply gap within Colorado's northwest region of 203-312kaf. "northwest" might 
a typo. 

8. Section 6.2.4 Meet CO's Ag Needs - the 6th paragraph (at the bottom of p. 22) 
discusses the "agricultural gap."  It ends by saying that quantifying the 
agricultural gap is difficult, resulting in many basins choosing to reduce 
agricultural shortages.  In the case of the SP/Metro, and perhaps other basins, 
the focus was less on reducing ag shortages and more on finding other solutions 
to meet M&I and E. and Rec. needs so ag. transfers are not the default.  At the 
end of this sentence add "or promote other solutions such as conservation, 
reuse, successful implementation of IPPs, ATMs, and the development of new 
water supplies, so the transfer of agricultural water is not the default solution for 
meeting Colorado's water needs." 

9. Table 6.2-3 
a. The Metro/South Platte row shows no new ag projects.  Hopefully phase 

II will identify some.  
b. The Metro/South Platte row says that the BIP meets the Ag. Goals/Gap 

by "Partially decreasing permanent dry up with conceptual ATMs.  
Although true, the BIP attempts to partially decrease permanent dry up 
by promoting all alternative solutions (conservation, reuse, successful 
IPPs, ATMs, and new CO River supplies), not just conceptual ATMs. 

10. Section 6.2.8 Next Steps - Table 6.2-5 is somewhat vague.  It looks like a great 
start at identifying constraints and potential actions to get over the constraints.  
But many of the potential actions are one or two word statements.  Adding some 
specifics and substance to the discussion of this table could help better identify 
how CO's Water Plan is going to help implement projects and facilitate the 
implementation of the BIPs. 

11. Section 6.2.8 Next Steps - This section refers back to and seems to rely a lot on 
Section 9.3 (effective and efficient permitting).  It looks like this section is going 
to say that CO's Water Plan will help with the implementation of the BIPs by 
identifying ways to make permitting more effective and efficient.  Yet the current 
draft of the permitting section has little to no substance.  For the Next Steps 
section of this chapter to be vague and then refer to a section with little 
substance does not lead to a meaningful set of next steps to address our state's 
identified gaps.  For example, if you put the two draft sections side-by-side you 
get a recommendation to keep talking about permitting, but no ideas on what to 
actually do about it:  6.2.8 says that "Permitting and other regulatory concerns 
are also expressed in many of the Draft BIP's, and section 9.3 explores how to 
make these processes more effective and efficient."  You then look at the draft 
permitting section and it says further technical and stakeholder exploration for 
how to make the permitting process effective and efficient is needed.  So both 
sections lack any concrete steps for how to make the permitting process more 
effective and efficient; collectively they just says that in order to help implement 
the BIPs we need to keep talking about permitting.  Hopefully either the final 



version of the Permitting section and/or the final version of 6.2.8 will have some 
meaningful substance on how to help implement the BIPs and meet CO's water 
gaps. 

12. Appendix 6.2-A: How other states have worked to meet their gaps - The 
Colorado summary should better detail SWSI 1, SWSI 2, SWSI 2010, and 
associated CWCB Board Recommendations.  SWSI was always a State Water Plan 
in every way except its name.  Specific to meeting the Gaps, SWSI 2 had specific 
efforts for meeting the Gaps and CWCB Board recommendations in SWSI 2010 
were aimed at meeting Gaps. 
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McIntire - DNR, Kate <kate.mcintire@state.co.us>

Input from the Town of Georgetown regarding the State Water Plan

Georgetown Administrator <gtownadmin@earthlink.net> Fri, Sep 19, 2014 at 11:01 AM
Reply-To: gtownadmin@earthlink.net
To: cowaterplan@state.co.us
Cc: Lindsay Cox <lindsay.cox@state.co.us>, Kate McIntire <kate.mcintire@state.co.us>

Town of Georgetown Storage Projects

PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS

Overview

 

Georgetown currently supplies water to a customer base of approximately 997.384 EQRs and 591individual taps
for both residential and commercial customers with a permanent population of 1110 residents.   It diverts water
for its municipal uses from Clear Creek under the Georgetown Ditch and Reservoir right, decreed in the District
Court, City and County of Denver, in Case No. CA 41340 on October 9, 1914, with a priority date of January 10,
1866, for 1.14 cfs during the period from October 1st to May 1st, and 3.0 cfs from May 1st to October 1st in each
year.  Although fairly senior, this water right is subject to call. Georgetown therefore also has decreed storage
rights and plans for augmentation that allow it to continue to provide a legal, reliable water supply to its existing
customers when the 1866 right is out of priority.  Georgetown’s existing water rights and supplies include junior
storage rights and transmountain water that is available by contract.  Georgetown anticipates the need to bolster
and add to its existing portfolio in order to provide reliable service into the future, as development and infill
occur.   Additional storage is currently considered to be crucial to meeting future demand with sufficient legal,
reliable water supplies.

 

Currently contemplated projects include, but are not limited to, any combination of:

·       Enlargement of the existing storage capacity at Georgetown Lake;

·       Agreements, which may require construction of infrastructure,  with Clear Creek Skiing Company
regarding diversion and use of water for snowmaking during the ski season, with the water used for such
snowmaking becoming available for storage by Georgetown as it melts during the runoff season and
flows into Clear Creek or its tributaries;

·       Development of underground storage, which may require infrastructure construction;

·       Repair and/or reconstruction of the small storage component of Georgetown’s 1866 water right to
facilitate deliveries of the 1866 right at the Georgetown intake.

 

Successful completion of these projects will provide Georgetown with a permanent interest in facilities, water
rights and agreements necessary to enable Georgetown to reliably store and use water rights and water supplies
to meet the needs of its existing and future customers.

 

Project Sponsor

The Town of Georgetown, and possibly other partners, such as the Clear Creek Skiing Company, the City of



Black Hawk, or Clear Creek County.

 

Project Beneficiaries

Georgetown is investigating the feasibility of alternative storage options to meet its own needs, but anticipates
that other potential beneficiaries could include the Clear Creek Skiing Company, the City of Black Hawk, Clear
Creek County, and other water providers and environmental interests in Clear Creek County.

 

Uses

The primary purpose of obtaining additional storage is to increase the reliability of Georgetown’s municipal water
rights and supplies in order to meet existing and future demand. In addition, water stored in any of the
contemplated projects may be able to support fishing and related recreational uses (in an enlarged Georgetown
Lake), recreational uses (through agreements with Clear Creek Skiing Company), environmental uses (through
releases of stored water to protect stream flows or other habitat values), and to provide additional storage sites
that could be shared with other water providers, such as the City of Black Hawk or Clear Creek County in
particular.

 

Project Region

The storage alternatives considered by Georgetown are anticipated to be at Georgetown Lake,  on Clear Creek
and/or tributaries upstream of Georgetown Lake, and underground storage alternatives may be located
downstream of Georgetown Lake as well.

 

Project Cost

Costs for these various projects are being more thoroughly evaluated. 

 

Permitting

Different projects would require different permits.  Georgetown anticipates that it could need County 1041
Permits, Corps of Engineers 401 and 404 permits, and a State wildlife mitigation plan, depending upon which
projects are chosen.

 

 

 

Tom Hale
Town Administrator

Town of Georgetown

303/569-2555 ex 3

303/569-2705 fax

303/726-4477 mobile

 

tel:303%2F569-2555
tel:303%2F569-2705
tel:303%2F726-4477
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Input on South Platte/Metro Basin Implementation Plan

And Colorado Water Plan

Steve Malers, 2014-09-22
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Perspective for Input from Steve Malers

I am providing input from the following perspective, but not speaking for 
any particular organization:

1. Someone that has attended the South Platte Roundtable meetings for 
years, and occasional IBCC meetings

2. Someone that has worked on many projects for the CWCB, in 
particular Decision Support Systems

3. A member of the South Platte/Metro Environmental and Recreational 
BIP consulting team

4. Chair of the Fort Collins Water Board

5. A CFWE Water Leader Alumni (2014)

6. Founder of a nonprofit Open Water Foundation focusing on water and 
innovation

7. A citizen of Colorado who plans to live here as long as I can
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Who Needs the Colorado Water Plan?

Who is it written for?  Who will use it?  How will they use it?  

Consider asking the question…

As <role> I need the <Colorado Water Plan> because <benefit>

Where role is Governor, BRT member, water provider manager, 

CWCB staff, public, etc.
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How Does Planning Occur in Colorado?

State planning:  e.g., IBCC, CWCB

Basin planning:  e.g., BRT, IBCC

Regional level master planning:  e.g., front range, river corridor

Local level master planning:  e.g., Stormwater, capital improvement 

master plans, city plans

Local level visioning:  e.g., Plan Fort Collins

Industry best practices:  checklists, guidelines, standards, etc.

This needs to be explained, ideally with a figure.  Chapter 1 of the CWP 
focuses on projects and permitting, not planning.  In my attempt below, 
the planning scale is listed with most local on the bottom:



Open Water Foundation                                                                                       5

How do Various Activities Integrate?

A figure would be useful, with supporting narrative, for example:

Implementation (CWCB Programs, Local) 5 years?  Annually?

Annual plan/report?

Implementation Plan (BIP) 5 years?  Annually?

Annual plan/report?

Strategy/Plan (CWP, IBCC) 5 years?

Gap Analysis, Basin Information (SWSI) 5 years?  Annually?

Annual plan/report?

Systems (e.g., DSS) 5 years?  Opportunistically?

Data (e.g., HydroBase, DOLA) Annually

Activity                                                Update Frequency
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How do BIP and CWP Interface with Local Planning?

• CWP:
 Summarizes what?

 Adds what?

 Is done before/after what?

 Connects CWCB and other programs to local efforts how?

 Does anyone really need to follow it?

• BIP:
• Summarizes what?

• Adds what?

• Is done before/after what?

• Connects CWCB and other programs to local efforts how?

• Does anyone really need to follow it?
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Regulatory Agencies Impact Planning

• Define standards and processes

• Provide lead time to allow planning in organizations

• Result in planning for capital projects (e.g., wastewater treatment 
plan upgrades)

• Must be factored in as capital and ongoing costs

• Constrain planning and innovation how? (e.g., EIS holds up other 
efforts)
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CWCB Section Role

Section Set Policy Provide Funding Regulate/
Administer

Perform Planning Provide service 
not available at 
local level

Instream Flow and 
Lake Protection

No? Work with DWR, 
monitor for low 
flows

Plan acquisitions Yes – mandated to 
oversee ISF 
program 

etc

Can look at other State agencies and add columns.
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Suggestions for Understanding Local/Regional Planning

• Inventory all existing plans for city, county, regional groups, 
etc. (scope, year of completion, planning horizon, etc.)

• Determine overlap with key BIP/CWP areas such as water 
supply, ATMs, environment and recreation

• Address issue that IPPs are local/regional projects not State and 
therefore illustrate importance of local planning

• Indicate conceptually where State programs CAN and DO 
interface with local effort (e.g., directly related to water 
conservation, indirectly with permitting “streamlining”) –
programmatic connection

• Indicate specifically where State programs DO and MIGHT 
interface with local projects – project connection
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Highlight Integrated Resource Plans

• What are they?  What do they include and not include?

• Who is doing them (Aurora, Denver Water, Colorado Springs, 

etc.)

• How is it going?  What benefits?  What barriers?

• Should we have IRPs at the BRT level (integrated basin 

plan)?  How would it be the same/different from BIP?

• Would a IRP have any teeth?  (5 dysfunctions - commitment)
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Representing “Rivers” Appropriately in Data

• Acknowledge the nexus of land use and water by representing rivers two-
dimensionally (area)
 Urban/agriculture interfaces, conservation easements

 Floodplains, wetlands, stormwater

 Service areas, extent of local/regional programs

• and one-dimensionally (stream mile):
 Trails (trail mile for navigation and signage)

 Instream flow locations and river miles for habitat

 Structure, gage, etc. locations on river

 Floodplain cross-sections

 303d listings

 Stewardship focus, show overlapping organizations

 Emergency management

 Road systems already use stream mile
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Determine Plans for Rivers, List Linearly Upstream to Downstream

• For example, on South Platte through Denver:

 South Platte Working Group, 
http://www.arapahoegov.com/index.aspx?NID=469

 Greenway Foundation, http://thegreenwayfoundation.org/web/planning-
funding-and-design/south-platte-master-plan-rvip1/

• For Lower South Platte

 South Platte River Corridor (Colorado Open Lands), 
http://www.coloradoopenlands.org/site/ourWork/landProtection/southPlatt
eRiver/

• For Poudre River:

 Fort Collins Natural Area Poudre River Master Plan, 
http://www.fcgov.com/riverprojects/

What is the focus of each plan?  Trails?  Stream restoration? Etc.

http://www.fcgov.com/riverprojects/
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Suggestions for CWCB Programs

• Data for programs should be made accessible in computer-

friendly formats, not just PDFs (e.g., lists of ATM grants, 

lists of WSRA grants).

• Reports and data for grant programs should be made 

publicly available.

• Each program should have a strategic plan, annual plan, 

and annual report, publicly available.

• Efficacy of programs should be evaluated by tracking 

results of grants.
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Suggestions for Data Integration

• Evaluate whether SPDSS models include data linkages for 
necessary river features (e.g., environmental and 
recreational locations).

• Develop and use a “river mile” representation of rivers to 
analyze protections and needs – this allows overlapping 
various datasets in Excel (row = river mile, column = 
dataset such as environmental attribute, organization, 
project)

• Recognize and overcome issue that protections must be 
tied to streamflow data, not simply instream flows rights, 
stewardship programs, etc.
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iBackground Brief: Water Required for Energy Generation in Colorado Is Declining

Water Required for 
Energy Generation in 
Colorado Is Declining

Recent clean energy policies have reduced 
Colorado’s energy-related water demands

B a c k g r o u n d  B r i e f

Summary
New energy policies in Colorado are resulting in less water needed 
for the energy generation sector. In 2011, coal- and natural-gas-fired 
power plants in the State of Colorado consumed approximately 64,000 
acre-feet (AF) of water. With state policies promoting energy efficiency 
and renewable energy, and retiring the state’s most carbon- and water-
intensive power plants, Colorado’s energy sector likely will use even 
less water in the future. The trend in energy-related water use is an 
important consideration in evaluating Colorado’s future water demands, 
particularly for creating a new State Water Plan. Furthermore, new 
policies to promote water-efficient forms of energy generation can lead 
to additional future water savings, reducing the “gap” between future 
water demands and supplies in Colorado. 

Water Embedded in Electricity Generation 
Varies Significantly Between Conventional 
Power Plants and Clean Energy Sources 

The water required for electricity generation varies considerably, depending 

on the fuel source, generation technology, and cooling technology 

employed at a thermoelectric power plant. In Colorado, power plants 
consume approximately 64,000 AF of water today (Table 1). Most of 
the water consumed to generate electricity is used to cool and condense 
steam in a thermoelectric power plant. 
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Typical Western steam plants (such as coal and 
nuclear plants) employ wet-recirculating cooling 
systems. These systems recirculate water in a 
cooling tower, usually until it is fully consumed. 
A combined cycle gas plant often has two gas 
turbines and one steam turbine; the water intensity 
of electricity produced at a combined cycle gas 
plant is, on average, one-third as much as the water 
intensity of a conventional coal or nuclear plant. 
Newer thermal plants may use alternative cooling 
technologies; in recent years, combined cycle gas 
plants in the region have adopted dry cooling, which 
consumes 10% as much water as conventional wet 
cooling. The Comanche Unit 3, a 750-megawatt 
coal unit that began operations in 2010, adopted a 
hybrid wet-dry cooling system, which reduces water 
use at the unit by approximately 50%. 

Water use for renewable technologies varies, though 

most renewable energy in colorado uses little or no 

water. Wind and solar photovoltaic facilities use 
no water; concentrating solar power plants have 
variable levels of water use, depending on the 
generation technology and cooling technology. 
Figure 1 illustrates comparative levels of water use 
for different technologies on a life cycle basis — that 
is, the water embedded in the construction of the 
facility, fuel mining (if applicable), and electricity 
generation.*

* Figure from Meldrum, J., S. Nettles-Anderson, G. Heath, and J. Macknick. 

2013. “Life Cycle Water Use for Electricity Generation: A Review and 

Harmonization of Literature Estimates.” Environmental Research Letters 

8:(1)1–18.

Clean Energy Policies Are 
Reducing Colorado’s Energy-
Related Water Demands

Several recent policies and trends in the energy 
sector have reduced Colorado’s energy-related water 
demands and likely will continue reducing the 
sector’s water needs in the future. For example: 

colorado energy policies have retired water-intensive •	
plants. The Clean Air–Clean Jobs Act, passed by 
the Colorado Legislature in 2010, established a 
path for Xcel Energy and Black Hills Electric to 
retire several older coal-fired units and replace 
them with natural gas capacity and other cleaner 
resources. Because combined cycle gas plants are 
more water efficient than coal-fired steam plants, 
this shift will reduce total annual water needs for 
power plants in the state by over 5,000 AF by 
2018.

Major colorado utilities’ new plants will use less •	
water. Xcel Energy and Colorado’s other major 
electricity utilities have no plans to develop new, 
water-intensive coal- or nuclear-steam plants, 
according to the integrated resource plans that 
utilities file with the Colorado Public Utilities 
Commission and other entities. Xcel Energy 
serves approximately 60% of the state’s electricity 
load; the utility’s future resource plans focus on 
increasing generation from renewable energy 
sources (primarily wind) and new combined cycle 
gas plants. This is driven by numerous factors, 
including the price of natural gas and the price 
of renewable energy resources. Across the state, 
the “baseline” or “reference case” energy scenarios 
reported in the most recent publicly available 
resource plans of the major utilities indicate that 
carbon dioxide emissions in the state will decline. 
Because carbon-intensive plants are generally more 
water-intensive, the reduction in carbon dioxide 
emissions also translates into water use reductions. 

Proposed federal regulations are promoting less •	
carbon-intensive power, which translates to less 

water-intensive energy. Federal regulations may 
further reduce the amount of water used by the 
energy sector in the future. In June of 2014, 

Colorado’s energy sector likely will use even 

less water in the future, thanks to state 

energy policies promoting energy efficiency, 

renewable energy, and retiring the state’s 

most carbon- and water-intensive power 

plants.
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the Environmental Protection Agency released 
draft regulations for greenhouse gas emissions 
from existing power plants. These regulations 
will reduce greenhouse gas emissions from the 
existing fleet of power plants; the rule allows 
states significant flexibility in implementation, 
but will likely reduce future electricity generation 
at the most carbon-intensive and water-intensive 

thermoelectric power plants. Reducing electricity 
generation at a power plant would lessen the 
amount of water used at a plant, further reducing 
the state’s future water-energy needs. 

given these factors, the statewide trend for water 

demands for electricity generation in colorado will 

remain flat or decline in the future.

fiGuRE Nº. 1 WAtER uSE foR ENERGy GENERAtioN VARiES 
By fuEl SouRCE AND tEChNoloGy.

    Water used for electricity generation varies, depending on the fuel source and technology employed. The 

water used for renewable energy sources adopted in Colorado, including wind and solar photovoltaics, 

is minimal. Conventional coal, nuclear, and wet-cooled concentrating solar power use the largest 

amounts of water on a per-megawatt hour basis. The “life cycle” reflects the full lifespan of an energy 

generating facility (i.e., a power plant, wind turbine, or solar panel), including construction, fuel mining 

or drilling, and electricity generation. Figure adapted from Meldrum et al, 2013 (Figure 4).
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Most Colorado renewable energy investments 

have been in wind and solar PV.  A proposed 

concentrating solar power plant in the San 

Luis Valley would have used dry cooling.
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Ref. # Plant Basin Primary  
fuel Source

Water use 
(Af/year)

Estimated Water Savings from Clean 
Energy Policies (Af/year)

Notes

1 Craig Station Yampa coal 16,400

2 Comanche Generating Station Arkansas coal 8,200

3 Cherokee Generating Station South Platte coal 6,300 6,300* Cherokee 1, 2, and 3 will be closed by 2015; Cherokee 
4 will be fuel-switched to natural gas by 2017. 

* A portion of the water savings will be 
displaced by generation at a new combined 

cycle gas plant at the Cherokee site. 

4 Hayden Generating Station Yampa coal 5,900

5 Pawnee Generating Station South Platte coal 5,700

6 Rawhide Energy Station South Platte coal 3,700

7 Fort St. Vrain 
Generating Station

South Platte natural gas 3,000

8 Rocky Mountain Energy Center South Platte natural gas 2,900

9 Ray D. Nixon Power Plant Arkansas coal 2,800

10 Martin Drake Power Plant Arkansas coal 2,700

11 Valmont Generating Station South Platte coal 1,900 1,900 Valmont will be closed in 2017 as part 
of the Clean Air–Clean Jobs Act. 

12 Front Range Power Plant Arkansas natural gas 1,300

13 Arapahoe Plant South Platte coal 1,000 1,000 Arapahoe Units 3 and 4 were retired in 2013 
as part of the Clean Air–Clean Jobs Act.

14 Nucla Station Colorado coal 800

15 W.N. Clark Station Arkansas coal 400 400 W.N. Clark was retired in 2014 as part 
of the Clean Air–Clean Jobs Act.

16 Colorado Energy Nations South Platte coal 300

17 Lamar Power Plant Arkansas coal 200

18 J.M. Shafer Generating Station South Platte natural gas 200

19 Arapahoe Combustion Turbines South Platte natural gas 100

20 Brush Generation Facility South Platte natural gas 100

Existing Renewable Energy 5,600

total 2012 Water use and Expected 
Savings from Clean Energy Policies

63,900 15,200

Additional Water Savings from Planned New 
Renewable Energy Development (in 2030)

7,200

Additional Water Savings from Planned Energy Efficiency (in 2030) 4,200

 tABlE Nº. 1 thE WAtER uSED By PoWER PlANtS iS DECliNiNG 
DuE to ClEAN ENERGy PoliCiES.

    Power plants in Colorado consumed approximately 64,000 AF/year in 2012. Clean energy policies, 

such as in Colorado’s Clean Air–Clean Jobs Act and Renewable Energy Standard, have saved water 

in the state and will continue to reduce the energy sector’s water needs in the future. The water 

use — and water savings — are in river basins throughout the state.
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Significant opportunities for Reducing the Water used for Energy 
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fiGuRE Nº. 2 ColoRADo’S thERMoElECtRiC PoWER PlANtS 
uSE WAtER iN AlMoSt EVERy RiVER BASiN.

    Power plants in the state use water in almost every river basin, with energy from these plants serving 

customers across the state. Circles are located approximately where power plants are located; the 

size of circles corresponds to the estimated annual water use of the plant. The number in each circle 

can be used to identify the plant in the list in Table 1.

The interdependency of energy and water highlights 
additional opportunities to advance policies 
that can reduce Colorado’s future energy-related 
water demands. Policies that reduce the energy 
sector’s future water needs can “free up” water for 

other sectors in the state — including municipal, 
agricultural, recreational, and environmental needs. 
Water managers can work with energy utilities, the 
Colorado Energy Office, state legislators, and other 
decision-makers to advance clean energy policies. 



vi Background Brief: Water Required for Energy Generation in Colorado Is Declining

Smart policies that drive both water and energy 
savings include: 

Advancing energy efficiency, renewable energy, vv

and other clean energy policies that also 
reduce future water needs for energy beyond 
the reductions already likely to occur. Energy 
efficiency uses no water. Renewable energy 
in Colorado is primarily from wind and solar 
photovoltaics, and uses no water. 

Promoting small and distributed generation, vv

such as in-conduit hydropower (which can be 
installed in municipal water supply systems and 
agricultural ditch systems), to meet a portion of 
future energy needs. Such generation does not 
consume water supplies. 

Supporting cities’ adoption of new efficient vv

standards for indoor appliances and landscaping 
ordinances for new developments to reduce the 
water and energy used by customers, as well as 
the energy used “upstream” of the customer to 
pump, treat, and distribute potable supplies.

Colorado has shown strong leadership in advancing 
clean energy policies. While the air quality benefits 
of these policies have long been evident, they have 
also led to important water supply benefits. In fact, 
with the energy policies in place today, Colorado’s 
electricity sector will likely see flat or declining water 
needs in the future. Given this trend, the Colorado 
Water Plan and Basin Implementation Plans should 
accurately assess the future water use for energy 
generation, and note the water benefits of advancing 
additional clean energy and energy-efficiency 
policies. 

The amount of energy needed to provide water is also significant.

An estimated 13% of our nation’s energy use is embedded 
in water use,* a figure that may be even higher in some 
Western states where long-distance water transfers 
consume large amounts of energy. The amount of energy 
embedded in water use depends on the source and quality of 
water. For example, groundwater pumped from deep aquifers, 
surface water pumped over long distances, and lower-quality 
water (requiring more treatment) all require more significant 
amounts of energy than local, high-quality surface water. On 
the customer’s end, heating water in homes and businesses 
generally requires the most significant amounts of energy. 

Programs that increase water efficiency, such as leak detection, 
innovative financing mechanisms for water conservation (similar 
to Energy Performance Contracting and ClimateSmart loan 
programs), and agricultural efficiency programs, may provide 
valuable energy and water savings. 

* Sanders, K. and M. Webber. 2012. “Evaluating the Energy Consumed for Water Use in 

the United States.” Environmental Research Letters 7(3):1–11.
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Written Testimony of Gary Bostrom 
Chief Water Services Officer, Colorado Springs Utilities 
Water Resources Review Committee – August 29, 2014 

 
Good morning.  My name is Gary Bostrom, and I am the Chief Water Services Officer for Colorado Springs 

Utilities.  In my current role, I am responsible for managing the water and wastewater divisions of a four service 
utility that also includes electric and natural gas services.  I also serve on the Board of Directors for the 
Southeastern Colorado Water Conservancy District.  I appreciate the opportunity to speak to you today and 
provide Colorado Springs Utilities’ perspective on the Colorado Water Plan.   
 

Colorado Springs Utilities is the largest municipal water provider in the Arkansas Basin, and the second 
largest water provider in the State, serving over 450,000 customers in the Pikes Peak Region, including City 
residents and customers living in Ute Pass communities, military bases, and other suburban areas.  As one of the 
largest cities in the nation not located on or near a major water source, Colorado Springs understands the 
importance of long-term water planning to ensure safe and reliable water supplies for current and future 
generations.  It is worth noting that during a time when the State of Colorado is so actively engaged in discussions 
that will define Colorado’s water future through the Colorado Water Plan process, Colorado Springs Utilities is 
nearing completion of Phase I of the Southern Delivery System, an $841 million dollar regional water project 
which originated as a high level concept and recommendation of our 1996 Water Resource Plan.  At the same 
time, Colorado Springs Utilities is actively involved in planning and implementing a wide range of projects and 
processes to further optimize the use of our Local System, and we are continuously exploring ways to stretch our 
existing supplies further.   
 

Last year, we embarked on the next phase of planning which will establish the direction for Colorado 
Springs’ water future for decades to come through our Integrated Water Resource Plan (IWRP).  We take a holistic 
approach to water resource planning and are looking beyond the traditional metrics of supply, demand, gallons 
per capita per day, or average of firm yield.  Using a combination of complex analytical tools, subject matter 
expertise, and public involvement, we are evaluating the performance of our water system based on its 
robustness, resiliency, and reliability in light of an ever increasing list of issues and challenges.  Through our IWRP 
process, we will identify water supply solutions which not only mitigate water supply and financial risks and meet 
the future needs of our customers, but also provide benefits to our regional partners.   
 

Although the work we are performing to evaluate our future water needs is complex, and the implementation 
of future water projects is technically, politically, and financially challenging, we expect that our future water 
needs will be met through a comprehensive, diverse set of solutions that closely resembles the “legs of the stool” 
concept that we’ve all become familiar with through many years of discussions in the IBCC and Basin Roundtable 
Process.  Colorado Springs will rely on a combination of Colorado River supply development, agricultural transfer 
methods, conservation, and reuse to meet our future water supply needs.  The common linkage between each of 
these water supply options is water storage.  In the time I have left, I would like to offer a few thoughts and 
observations on water supply planning in the context of the “legs of the stool”, the Basin Implementation Plans, 
and the Colorado Water Plan. 

 
• As we have learned through these statewide water discussions each community has its own unique set of 

circumstances which will define what their future water supply portfolio will look like and what is 
reasonably achievable.  Put simply, “one size does not fit all” when it comes to water supply planning.  
This is particularly true in regards to conservation and reuse where differences in weather, climate, water 
rights portfolio, hydrology, customer make up, and other factors greatly influence how, and to what 
degree, water providers are able to implement these water solutions.   
 



• While we agree with Governor Hickenlooper’s comment that “every conversation about water should 
start with conservation,” it is important to understand that the 2050 Front Range M&I water supply gap 
cannot be solved exclusively by implementing high levels of conservation.  In fact, we believe that the 
conservation savings potential listed in previous SWSI reports has been overestimated, because the 
baseline from which savings are estimated does not properly reflect the levels of conservation that have 
been achieved since 2001.  Colorado Springs Utilities generally believes that the low to medium 
conservation portfolios described in previous statewide planning efforts are generally more reasonable 
and achievable.   
 

• While well intentioned, recent proposals that would mandate indoor to outdoor water use ratios have 
many unforeseen, negative consequences which would ultimately affect economic vitality and quality of 
life, by creating draconian controls on a water use that currently only comprises less than 4% of water use 
statewide.   
 

• Water providers throughout Colorado, and particularly along the Front Range, have gone through great 
effort to increase the efficiency of their systems and are stretching their existing water supplies further 
than ever before through conservation and reuse.  As municipal water providers become increasingly 
more efficient, we must recognize that the water supply “gap” may be satisfied on an individual basis, but 
not on a basin level, and in many cases the gap may be redistributed to others who have come to rely on 
uncaptured reusable return flows, spilled water, etc.   
 

• We must have adequate amounts of storage in the right locations, developed within reasonable time 
frames to maximize the benefits of new supply development, agricultural transfer methods, conservation 
and reuse.  Proper storage solutions will allow our water systems to operate in the most efficient manner 
and will appropriately mitigate risks such as aging infrastructure, drought, and climate change.  We should 
encourage, promote, and incentivize expansion of existing facilities and those storage projects which 
provide multi-purpose benefits such as recreation and wildlife habitat. 
 

• In any given year, Colorado Springs receives between 60 and 70% of its water supply from the Colorado 
River Basin through the first use and subsequent reuse to extinction of this valuable water supply.  As a 
result, we have a significant stake in what happens in the Colorado River Basin, and with post-1922 
transmountain water rights are keenly aware of the potential risks/impacts associated with a Compact 
Call or implementing preemptive demand management measures.  As a state, we must find an 
appropriate balance between developing our entitlements under the Colorado River Compacts and 
managing risks associated with overdevelopment.  
 

• Colorado won’t be able to meet its future water supply needs without some additional development of 
Colorado River Basin supplies.  CWCB should support the development of existing in-basin and transbasin 
IPPs which are completed in a responsible manner and encourage/incentivize cooperative East Slope-
West Slope Joint Use Projects, such as the Eagle River MOU Project, for which Colorado Springs Utilities is 
a project participant.   
 

• Colorado Springs Utilities supports alternative agricultural to urban transfer methods (ATMs) such as 
leasing/fallowing, deficit irrigation, and interruptible supply agreements.  There has been a great deal of 
discussion about the benefits of ATMs, both to the agricultural and urban communities and from a 
statewide policy perspective, and ATMs are being touted as one of the most promising solutions to closing 
the statewide M&I water gap.  Unfortunately, there remains a disconnect between statewide water policy 
and the ability to implement ATMs in a manner which provides certainty, reliability, and flexibility to 
interested parties.  



 
• ATMs involve much more than a transaction between a willing buyer and seller of water.  There are 

numerous barriers and complex steps associated with implementing transfers and delivering water to end 
users.  These steps include entering into agreements with individual farmers and ditch companies, 
quantifying consumptive use, moving water to the storage and delivery infrastructure (typically by 
exchange, and often into or through Federal facilities), maintaining return flow obligations, and ultimately 
delivering to the end user.   
 

• There is significant cost and risk associated with each step of the process, and interested parties must 
successfully navigate County 1041 permitting, Federal contracting, water court, administrative approval, 
and complex water rights administration and accounting requirements, among other issues, to implement 
a water transfer.  If it remains this difficult to obtain temporary waters, there will be limited incentive for 
willing providers and recipients to pursue ATMs, and “sell and dry” methods of permanent transfer will 
remain the “status quo.”   
 

• Colorado Springs Utilities believes that there are opportunities for streamlining legal and administrative 
processes in a manner that facilitates and incentivizes ATMs, while preventing injury to others.  As an 
example, streamlining the Federal review and analysis of water rights and water types for storage and 
conveyance contracts at Federal facilities would be of great help in implementing ATMs.   
 

• The Colorado Water Plan should provide a more detailed discussion and provide proposed actions to 
resolve: 1) the barriers historically encountered at the state and federal levels in attempts to effectuate 
transfers; 2) the costs associated to implement such programs (e.g., water court, engineering expenses, 
infrastructure costs, etc.); and 3) the risks and uncertainties of ATMs to both the provider and recipient in 
ATM arrangements.  In addition, there should be a more thorough discussion of the types of legislation 
necessary to remove administrative and legal barriers to ATMs.  We believe that the recently proposed 
FLEX Market concept is an example of potential legislation that holds promise for providing a multiple use, 
market based framework for facilitating ATMs in a manner that provides both flexibility and certainty to 
water providers and recipients.     
 

• Finally, Colorado Springs Utilities recognizes the need to examine potential impacts associated with the 
construction and operation of water projects, and the need to mitigate identified impacts to 
environmental and land use values.  Project proponents currently face significant permitting and 
regulatory requirements may that complicate, and very much hinder, the success of water supply projects 
without providing an associated environmental benefit and without focusing on real project impacts.  
While the Draft Colorado Water Plan acknowledges a need to improve the federal, state, and local 
permitting processes, it is short on specific recommendations.   
 

Once again, thank you for providing me the opportunity to speak to you today and provide my perspective on 
issues relating to water supply planning, the Arkansas Basin Implementation Plan, and the Colorado Water Plan.  
We appreciate the leadership that the Governor and General Assembly have shown in resolving Colorado’s many 
and complex water challenges and would like to commend the CWCB and their staff for their hard work and 
dedication in developing the Draft Colorado Water Plan.  Colorado Springs Utilities will continue to be actively 
involved in the IBCC and Basin Roundtable Processes, and in providing feedback as the Colorado Water Plan 
continues to take shape, and stand ready to offer our support and assistance.   
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Testimony of M. Patrick Wells, P.E.  
Managing Engineer, Colorado Springs Utilities 

Colorado Water Conservation Board Meeting – May 21, 2014 
 

Good afternoon.  My name is Patrick Wells and I am the Water Planning Supervisor for Colorado 
Springs Utilities’ Water Services Division.   Recently, I was invited by the environmental community to 
follow their presentation and offer a water provider perspective on water reuse to the CWCB as the 
Draft Colorado Water Plan begins to take shape.  The primary purpose for my presentation today is to 
highlight the many ways in which water reuse occurs in the State of Colorado and how reuse can be an 
important component of an integrated water supply portfolio for municipal and industrial water 
providers.  I would also like to offer a few thoughts and comments for the Board’s consideration on how 
reuse is characterized in the Initial Draft of the Colorado Water Plan, and how to advance the 
discussions on water reuse.    
 

Colorado Springs Utilities’ has been a leader in water reuse for over 50 years.  Like many other 
water providers with reusable supplies, we primarily reuse water in one of three ways: direct reuse 
through water reclamation, indirect reuse by exchange, and reuse through augmentation.  We first 
began reclaiming wastewater in 1961 and today reclaimed water accounts for around 5% of our total 
water use.  When combined with raw and groundwater sources, nonpotable water use accounts for 
around 13% of total system-wide water use.  We provide reclaimed water to nearly 30 sites where it is 
used for outdoor irrigation, cooling water for power generation, and industrial process water, among 
other uses.  Under most circumstances, Colorado Springs Utilities is able to reuse 100% of the reusable 
return flows that are generated.  At any given time, depending on hydrology, operations, and other 
factors, one foot of first use reusable water diverted by Colorado Springs is typically generates around 2 
acre feet of system yield, once subsequent reuse of water is accounted for.  As our experience shows, 
water reuse provides a water management tool which allows water users to fine tune their operations 
and “stretch” their water supplies to the greatest extent possible, providing for an efficient and 
responsible use of a scare resource.   
 

We must continue to advance the science and policy discussions regarding direct reuse for 
potable and nonpotable uses and determine where direct reuse makes sense from an economic, 
environmental, and operational stand point.  At the same time, we must not diminish the importance of 
indirect reuse, most notably reuse by exchange and use of reusable return flows for augmentation.  
Reuse by exchange provides a legally permissible, cost effective means for delivering water to locations 
where it can have the most benefit to a water system, while reducing or avoiding the need for significant 
capital expenditures, power for pumping, or disposal of water treatment residuals.  Once completed, 
the Southern Delivery System will, to a large extent, be a water reuse project which will allow Colorado 
Springs to more effectively exchange, store, and deliver its reusable water supplies within the Arkansas 
River Basin.    
 

While water reuse is an important water management tool for water providers and we expect 
reuse to be a key component of the Colorado Water Plan, we must also acknowledge its trade-offs and 
limitations and understand that reuse works best when applied in conjunction with other water 
solutions.  First and foremost, water reuse does not create “new water” and we do not believe that 
reuse closes the water supply gap, particularly on a basin level.  As municipal water providers become 
more efficient in conserving and reusing their non-native water, we are not closing a water supply gap, 
but simply redistributing this gap to other water users.  To put it simply, one person’s inefficiency is 
another person’s supply. This is especially true in over-appropriated basins.   



 
The primary limitation on water reuse potential will always be the amount of first use reusable 

supplies that are available.  The more reusable water supplies that are available through transbasin 
imports or changed agricultural consumptive use water, the more potential there is for reuse.  Spatial 
and temporal factors such as basin configuration, location and type of water infrastructure, river 
exchange potential, and location and timing of demands also influence the ability to reuse supplies.  
Water reuse does not affect demand or consumption patterns and increased conservation may have the 
unintended consequences of changing the timing or amount of return flows that are able to be reused.  
These factors must be given careful consideration when evaluating reuse potential and in determining 
which applications of reuse are most appropriate on a local and regional level.   
 

As an organization that has a long and successful history water reuse, we appreciate the 
opportunity to speak to the Board today and discuss the benefits of water reuse.  We believe that the 
Colorado Water Plan will provide an important framework for promoting reuse and defining the role of 
reuse in solving Colorado’s many complex water challenges.  Water reuse occurs in many different 
forms, all of which should be given adequate consideration in the Colorado Water Plan.  Moving 
forward, it is important that we understand both the opportunities and limitations of direct and indirect 
water reuse on an individual water provider, basin-wide, and statewide level.  The reuse section 
contained in the Initial Draft of the Colorado Water Plan begins to address these many complex issues 
and we look forward to being actively involved in these discussions as the CWCB, Basin Roundtables, 
IBCC, and others continue to review, refine, and provide input to the Colorado Water Plan process.   
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Colorado Water Conservation Board 
1313 Sherman Street, Room 721 
Denver, CO 80203 
 

RE:  Comments on Colorado’s Water Plan 
 

Dear Board Members:  
 
Introduction 
 
The members of the Front Range Water Council (FRWC) include Denver Water, Aurora Water, 
Colorado Springs Utilities, Northern Colorado Water Conservancy District, Pueblo Board of 
Water Works, Southeastern Colorado Water Conservancy District (SCWCD), and the Twin 
Lakes Reservoir and Canal Company.  Together, the FRWC members are responsible for 
providing a reliable water supply to over eighty percent of the State’s population, while the 
communities they serve generate over eighty percent of the state’s total economic output, 
including from both the agricultural and commercial sectors. (See: Water and the Colorado 
Economy, December, 2009).  The FRWC members have been active participants in the South 
Platte, Metro and Arkansas Basin Roundtables, and have closely monitored the activities of the 
Colorado River Basin Roundtable.  In addition, a number of the FRWC organizations employ 
staff who currently serve, or have served, on the Interbasin Compact Committee (IBCC) and the 
CWCB.  
 
Let us state up front that the members of the FRWC embrace conservation and reuse, and will 
continue to support additional efforts in these arenas.  However, conservation and reuse alone 
will not solve all future water supply shortfalls; maximizing the success of existing and yet to be 
identified IPPs, the judicious development of additional available Colorado River Compact 
entitlements, together with agricultural transfers of  some type, will also be required.  In that 
regard, the FRWC has been a consistent supporter of the “4 legs of the stool” concept, focused 
on meeting Colorado’s future water supply needs while minimizing the dry-up of productive 
irrigated agriculture.  It is within this context that the following comments are offered. 
  
As the members of the FRWC have reviewed the draft chapters of the Colorado Water Plan 
(Plan) and the individual Basin Implementation Plans (BIPs), a number of themes have emerged 
which we would like to bring to your attention.  It is our hope that the following observations 
will assist in producing a comprehensive and actionable Plan that advances, in a productive 
manner, the effort to close the state water supply gap, both consumptive and non-consumptive, 
while meeting the values described in the Governor’s Executive Order. 
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The FRWC has divided its comments into five distinct sections reflective of these themes: 
 

1. The need to further advance conservation and reuse efforts, while recognizing all that has 
been accomplished to date. 

2. The need to lower existing barriers to the implementation of alternative transfer methods 
and other water sharing opportunities. 

3. The advancement of concrete, identifiable refinements to the water project permitting 
process so as to reduce unnecessary costs and delays. 

4. The future role of the state in the financing and construction of water projects, both 
consumptive and non-consumptive.  

5. Support for the package of principles contained in the IBCC Conceptual Agreement. 

Additional detail concerning each of these five concepts is found below. 
 
Conservation and Reuse 
 
The members of the FRWC are state, and even national, leaders in water conservation and reuse 
efforts, and intend to continue to advance such initiatives in the future.  The state has recognized 
this fact in the draft Plan.  In point of fact, the FRWC members are eager to share their advances 
in the use of technology and their other successful conservation program approaches as part of a 
state-wide cooperative effort.  
 
Based on past experience, the FRWC believes that all parties must recognize the unique 
circumstances faced by each community or water supplier, including differences in weather and 
climate conditions, geology, geography, hydrology, land use patterns, economic vitality, social 
values, recreational opportunities, and a number of other factors. Encouraging efficiency for all 
water uses should be the focus of the Plan.  Each water use provides value to the user, and all 
water users should share the common value of using water efficiently.   
 
It is not appropriate to adopt a prescriptive one-size-fits-all formula to determine the 
achievement of conservation goals.  For example, a mandate on the percentage of allowed 
outdoor water use relative to indoor consumption can have unforeseen, negative consequences 
depending on the community.  A more detailed explanation of potential concerns and a 
recommendation on an alternative approach can be found in the attached memorandum to the 
Southwestern Colorado Water Conservancy District dated August 7, 2014.  A state commitment 
to maximize the efficient use of water and minimize the waste of water, regardless of where or 
for what purpose the water is used, is essential. 
 
 With reference to reuse, the Plan should recognize the practical barriers to full implementation, 
including brine disposal concerns, energy costs and greenhouse gas emissions, and water loss in 
the treatment process.  These barriers are in addition to those impacts, as noted in drafts of the 
Plan to date, to downstream entities which have become reliant on the return flows from 
municipal use, including certain non-consumptive interests. In addition, even current reuse 
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efforts face obstacles in the form of water quality regulations that treat reclaimed water used for 
nonpotable purposes in the same manner as pollution, creating disincentives for potential 
irrigators.   
 
Further, the nexus between conservation and reuse must be clearly recognized.  On a basin scale, 
reuse does not reduce water demand, nor does it create supply; it simply alters the path water 
takes from supply to demand.  Using Aurora’s Prairie Waters Project as an example, as more 
water is conserved at the point of use, fewer return flows are available for diversion downstream 
as part of a “reuse” system.  It is also important for the plan to discuss the additional risk of 
relying on the reuse of water derived from the Colorado River as long as workable programs are 
not in place to protect against a potential future Colorado River shortage condition.  Colorado 
cannot attain the desired level of reuse without honest acknowledgement of these challenges in 
the state Plan and a workable approach to addressing the challenges.  
 
 Finally, as noted in the attached correspondence, while enhanced efficiency and conservation 
practices will be pursued, one should not lose sight of the relationship between municipal use, 
with specific reference to outdoor household use, and total consumptive use. That is to say, a 
myopic focus on savings to be gained from further reductions in what amounts to less than 4% of 
the total use pie, without shining a corresponding (or even brighter) light on the remaining 96% 
of all use, is ill-advised. 
 
Barriers to “Shared” Water Use 
 
The FRWC supports alternative agriculture to urban transfer methods (ATMs), such as 
leasing/fallowing, deficit irrigation, or interruptible supply agreements that supplement water 
supplies realized through conservation, reuse and new supply development.  In fact, Aurora 
Water has been a leader in this area and is submitting additional specific comments on the ATM 
section of the Plan.  That said, the FRWC would like to see the Plan contain a more detailed 
discussion and proposed actions to resolve: (1) the barriers historically encountered, at both state 
and federal levels, in attempts to effectuate such transfers; (2) the actual results and lessons 
learned from the ATM grant initiatives funded by the CWCB to date; (3) the costs associated 
with such programs, e.g., water court expenses, engineering expenses, infrastructure costs, etc.; 
and (4) the risks and uncertainties of ATMs to both the provider and the recipient in lease 
arrangements.  Finally, a more thorough discussion of the types of legislation necessary to 
remove identified administrative and legal barriers is warranted, if only to squarely place the 
issues on the table. 
 
On a related note, though regional water sharing opportunities are not addressed in a separate 
section of the draft Plan, some additional detail on potential opportunities, and impediments to 
exploiting these opportunities, may be beneficial.  Though mentioned under a discussion of 
reuse, the WISE Partnership is a good starting point for such a discussion.  An integration of 
neighboring water systems may often times hold the promise of added water use efficiency and 
lower capital and operational costs.  This approach can also lead to the consolidation of small 
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wastewater systems, an initiative that has been advocated by the state for many years as a means 
to improve water quality.    
 
Improved Permitting Processes 
 
The FRWC recognizes the need to examine the potential impacts associated with the 
construction and operation of water projects and to mitigate, as necessary, identified adverse 
impacts to environmental and land use values.  Nevertheless, decade-long permitting processes 
are unnecessary, a poor use of resources, and of limited or no environmental value.  While the 
draft Plan acknowledges a need to improve the federal, state, and local permitting processes so as 
to gain efficiencies and reduce unnecessary time delays and costs, it is short on specific 
recommendations relative to a path forward.  Modifications should be made to the level of 
analysis required, and the nature of protection and/or mitigation expected of applicants, in order 
to effectuate real efficiencies in this area, while maintaining adequate environmental protections. 
 
Examples of potentially beneficial reforms can be found in the work plans adopted by federal 
agencies in an effort to implement Executive Order 13604 (“Improving Performance of Federal 
Permitting and Review of Infrastructure Projects-2012”).  The involved federal agencies have 
reportedly applied an expedited review process to fifty pilot projects, each project having an 
accelerated schedule with clear project review milestones and a designated lead coordinating 
agency, with project progress being tracked on a “Federal Infrastructure Permitting Dashboard.”  
The Dashboard contains an IT platform pursuant to which involved agencies can develop a 
cooperative schedule, share project documents and quickly communicate with one another as 
concerns arise.  The state should promote a sharing of the Dashboard (or a similar concept) 
between involved federal, state and local agencies.  A memorandum on processes employed by 
federal agencies in the implementation of E.O. 13604 is attached for use by CWCB staff. 
 
The South Metro Water Supply Authority (SMWSA) has also submitted some fairly detailed 
recommendations on improvements to the permitting process, including suggestions related to 
the use of programmatic EISs, sequencing, the joint review process, scoping MOAs, and earlier 
and integrated state processes.  These concepts warrant further exploration. The state should also 
be supportive of federal initiatives designed to expedite the NEPA review process, such as those 
found in the recent Water Resources Development Act (WRDA), PL 113-121, Section 105; PL 
113-24, Section 2 (hydropower); and PL 112-141 (highway transit).  
 
Project proponents currently face significant permitting and regulatory requirements that very 
much complicate, and in some cases prevent, the success of water supply projects.  These 
requirements pose a real challenge to Colorado’s ability to effectively and efficiently meet its 
future water supply needs. The state should facilitate continuing dialogue between potential 
project sponsors and federal, state, and local regulatory agencies.  The purpose of the continuing 
dialogue would to examine and address existing and future permitting and regulatory processes 
and issues with the goal of finding mutually acceptable solutions that would address these 
challenges and improve the effectiveness and efficiencies of all permitting and regulatory 
processes. 
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 Finally, under the “permitting” umbrella, the state should further explore how it integrates, or 
fails to integrate, the water quality and water quantity programs.  For example, are decisions 
relative to the adoption and implementation of water quality standards being made in isolation 
without regard to the impacts on water supply opportunities?  Conversely, are water supply 
projects failing to adequately account for water quality impacts at the early planning stages?  Can 
the implementation of stormwater controls be successfully integrated with water supply decision 
making, or are State Engineer and Attorney General decisions and legal interpretations making 
this overly difficult?  To what extent would the utilization of a watershed approach, including a 
balancing of Clean Water Act and Safe Drinking Water Act mandates, assist in meeting overall 
water supply and water quality goals?  The FRWC does not have definitive answers to these 
questions, but believes it is incumbent upon the state to flag these concerns for future discussion 
and resolution as the Plan evolves. 
 
State’s Future Role 
 
As evidenced by statements in various portions of the Plan, the state and stakeholders accept the 
fact that the state has an ongoing role with respect to certain aspects of water project planning 
and implementation, such as the enforcement of water quality regulations, the administration of 
water rights, and the issuance of permits or approvals.  State government can also play a role, 
albeit limited, in fashioning identified legislative reforms designed to facilitate water sharing 
opportunities and to maximize the use of existing supplies. 
 
The FRWC believes that the state may have a much larger future role in the actual financing and 
construction of needed multi-purpose/multi-party water projects designed to meet both 
consumptive and non-consumptive needs.  This is so for a number of reasons.  First, the costs 
associated with such projects, including the legal analysis, design, land acquisition, permitting, 
construction and operation can be great, possibly reaching billions of dollars.  Many of the 
supply gaps are found to exist in smaller communities, or clusters of communities, where rate 
base is limited and bonding capacity is constrained.  Second, the positive impacts may be greater, 
and the negative consequences less, if one or two larger projects are implemented, as compared 
to a host of smaller undertakings.  This has certainly proven to be the case in the wastewater 
arena, where central, regional treatment facilities are oftentimes the preferred solution.  Finally, 
with state involvement in project planning, design, financing and implementation, a significant 
portion of the yield of such projects may be dedicated to non-consumptive uses, such as 
recreation and aquatic life, including fisheries.  Such identified and incorporated “public 
benefits” justify public investment.  A choice by the state not to take a leadership role means a 
much higher likelihood of the use of an agricultural based “buy and dry” solution. 
 
 In fact, when one examines the “Plans” being assembled by other Western states with significant 
looming water shortages, such as Texas and California, one finds a significant state role in 
advancing new water supply projects.  That is not to say that the model employed by others 
needs to be adopted in Colorado.  Certainly the manner in which Colorado chooses to raise 
project capital and how it proceeds with the approval and construction of projects can, and 
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should, be molded to meet its unique requirements, while studiously avoiding any additional 
approval process constraints.  The point is simply that Colorado may have reached a point in its 
water development history where without greater state involvement, or at least public/private or 
public/public partnerships, the state will be unable to efficiently and effectively do more than just 
nibble around the edges of a much greater problem. 
 
At the very least, the Colorado Water Plan should identify a greater state role in project 
financing, design and construction as a significant question which requires an immediate public 
dialogue. 
 
IBCC Conceptual Agreement on New Supplies 
 
As noted in the Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB) staff’s memorandum of July 16, 
2014, the IBCC has submitted for consideration by the Roundtables and others a Conceptual 
Agreement.  The Agreement reflects seven overarching principles.  The FRWC is supportive of 
these principles, assuming that they constitute, and are treated, as an integrated package of 
concepts which facilitate the future development of additional Colorado River water or, as some 
have referenced it, “new supplies”. In other words, parties cannot be allowed to pick and choose 
among the principles, inequitably weight the principles, or sequence the principles, so as to 
support a parochial position. These principles reflect a series of compromises on the part of many 
parties, including FRWC members, in an effort to advance what is considered to be a proposal 
that would benefit the state as a whole.  
 
That said, the details surrounding the nature of the triggers governing a new trans-mountain 
diversion (TMD); the nature of, and process associated with, the use of East Slope back-up water 
supplies; the defined steps needed to insure against an involuntary curtailment; the exact size of 
an “increment for future development” on the West Slope; the determination  of “benefits to the 
West Slope” to be accommodated as part of a new TMD; the nature and extent of future 
conservation and reuse improvements; and the nature and cost of non-consumptive use projects 
paid for by TMD proponents, must be fully vetted before agreement on  the new supply issues 
can be reached. This fact should be noted in the initial draft of the Plan, with the Plan providing a 
framework for the identification and resolution of these concepts.  
 
In addition, it will be up to the CWCB and its staff to ensure that:  (1) if the principles become 
the foundation for future new supply development, the individual BIPs must accommodate their 
implementation; and (2) the principles must not be incorporated into the Plan process in such a 
manner as to become yet another costly and time consuming permitting hurdle.  Finally, it should 
be noted that the principles must be interpreted in a flexible manner so as to allow project 
development to proceed in the near future, incorporating the concepts of contingency planning 
and adaptive management to adequately accommodate the myriad of scenarios that will be 
encountered.   
 
 
 



Colorado Water Conservation Board 
August 8, 2014 
Page 7 of 7  
 
 
Conclusion 
 
The FRWC hopes that the above set of comments will prove of value in finalizing the initial 
draft of the Plan.  As indicated previously, individual members of the Coalition will be 
supplementing these comments. The FRWC members stand ready to meet with CWCB staff and 
the Board should they have any questions or desire to further pursue the issues raised in this 
correspondence. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
FRONT RANGE WATER COUNCIL 
 Aurora Water 
 Colorado Springs Utilities 
 Denver Water 
 Northern Colorado Water Conservancy District 
 Pueblo Board of Water Works 
 Southeastern Colorado Water Conservancy District 
 Twin Lakes Reservoir and Canal Company 
 
cc: James Eklund, CWCB 

Becky Mitchell, CWCB 
 



1 
 

TO:   Bruce Whitehead and Steve Harris 

FROM:   Wayne Vanderschuere 

DATE: August 7, 2014 

RE:   Municipal Water Conservation Goal and Measureable Outcomes 

My staff and I have reviewed the recent conservation proposals developed by the Southwest Basins 
Roundtable (SWBRT) as part of the ongoing discussions regarding statewide water planning and the Colorado 
Water Plan.  Most recently, we reviewed the Southwest Basins Roundtable Municipal Water Goal and 
Measureable Outcome proposal (SWBRT Proposal) submitted for consideration to the Interbasin Compact 
Committee (IBCC) at their March 25, 2014 meeting.  I believe that these proposals have encouraged productive 
dialogue regarding conservation and applaud the time and effort that has gone into their development. In 
reviewing that proposal, I appreciated the simplicity of the proposed approach and the attempt to provide 
flexibility to communities in meeting conservation goals according to what works best on a local level.  I am 
hoping to further advance the discussion by offering feedback on key elements of the March SWBRT proposal, 
highlighting considerations related to the potential implementation and achievability of the proposed approach, 
and offering recommendations for further action.  As the headings below indicate, the following response has 
been crafted to address each element of the proposal.      

Introduction 

In the introductory paragraph, the SWBRT affirms its support for conservation measures consistent with the 
medium to high conservation scenario described in SWSI 2010.  Colorado Springs Utilities (Utilities), along with 
many others in the Colorado water community, have significant doubts about the ability of the State to achieve 
conservation levels consistent with the high scenario without draconian water use regulations and a societal 
shift in expectations regarding quality of life.   We believe it is more realistic to achieve conservation savings 
consistent with the low to medium scenarios, as generally described in the Updated Metro Roundtable 
Conservation Strategy (2011).  Many Municipal and Industrial (M&I) water providers view achievement of high 
scenario levels of conservation as difficult for two reasons.  First, the baseline assumptions regarding current 
landscape irrigation usage included in previous CWCB planning studies were not realistic and are excessively 
high.   These baseline estimates do not reflect the dramatic changes in outdoor watering practices that have 
occurred since 2002.  As a result, the projected potential savings that could be achieved by further reductions in 
outdoor watering have been overestimated.  Second, it may be impossible to achieve the high levels of indoor 
commercial & industrial savings assumed in the high conservation scenario without end users shifting to less 
water intensive businesses or processes, i.e. fundamentally changing their business models, which is obviously 
outside the purview of water providers to influence. 

The SWBRT states that approximately 50% of the treated water supply delivered for municipal and domestic 
purposes is used outdoors, primarily for irrigation.  While 50% outdoor use may generally be true for water 
delivered to single family residences, this ratio varies among customer classes and between communities based 
on the makeup of the customer base, local climate, and other factors.  As a general comment, the SWBRT 
Proposal seems to impose system-wide limits for municipal water systems based on goals and assumptions only 
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applicable to the single family residence customer class. This assumption of homogeneity across a broad range 
of M&I customer classes and water uses may be convenient for conceptual analysis, but it does not provide a 
suitable basis for developing solutions.  In short, the one-size-fits-all nature of the proposal simply is not 
appropriate given the realities of actual municipal water use. 

We agree that water providers such as Las Vegas have been aggressive in conservation; however, we must 
be cautious in drawing too many comparisons between different regions, states, or even between two 
communities within the same river basin in Colorado.  As an example, the net annual evaporation rate in Las 
Vegas is around 85 inches per year, roughly triple the net evaporation rate through most of Colorado, making 
lawn limitations and turf removal incentives in Las Vegas much more effective at achieving high levels of cost 
effective, outdoor water savings than can be achieved for most Colorado communities.     

The SWBRT Proposal fails to recognize that water providers have fixed costs relating to their water system 
infrastructure.  As conservation levels increase, demands harden, and water sales decrease, a higher proportion 
of revenue must be allocated to cover fixed costs.  This creates a wide range of financial and operational impacts 
for water providers and their customers which in many cases can be addressed only by increasing rates.  
Increasing rates, of course, triggers its own set of socio-economic issues. 

Goal No. 1 – Change the Ratio of Indoor to Outdoor Use by 2030  

The first goal of the SWBRT Proposal is to change the ratio of indoor to outdoor use by 2030.  The SWBRT is 
correct that numerous conservation measures and programs have already been implemented and many 
communities are well on their way to achieving a 60/40 ratio of indoor to outdoor use.  As we discussed above, 
the Proposal makes the faulty assumption of homogenous water use across different customer classes and 
regions, rendering uniform fixed ratios of indoor and outdoor water use inappropriate.  A further analysis of the 
underlying concept reveals other shortcomings.  Since the 2002 drought, the ratio of indoor to outdoor use in 
many Front Range communities has shifted as reductions in outdoor usage have outstripped reductions in 
indoor usage.  This shift has resulted from implementation of tiered rate structures, increasing water rates, 
consumer education and outreach, changing economic conditions, and a heightened awareness of the scarcity 
of water as a result of two significant periods of drought, among other factors.   

In order to shift water use enough to meet the 60/40 indoor/outdoor use ratio by 2030 specified for Goal 
No. 1 (assuming we accept for the sake of the question a starting ratio of 50/50), outdoor water use would have 
to be reduced by at least 33%1.  This estimated reduction assumes no new “active” indoor conservation 
measures are implemented, no measureable impacts on average usage are caused by weather and climate 
change, and no significant recovery of lost residential landscapes occurs (e.g., replanting of turf lost to drought, 
housing turnover, etc.).   Further, even with aggressive education, regulation, and enforcement programs, the 
permanency of these savings cannot be assured, assuming they can be achieved in the first instance.   

                                                           
1 For estimation purposes, it is assumed under Goal No. 1 that 50 units of water each would be allocated to indoor and outdoor uses, for 
a total of 100 units.  To accomplish a 60/40 ratio with no change in indoor use, outdoor use has to reduce to 33 units, which translates to 
a 17 unit or 33% reduction.  This assumes no additional indoor savings.  If indoor uses were, for instance, to decrease by 10% to 45 units, 
then outdoor use would have to decrease to 30 units to meet Goal No. 1 targets.  This would require a decrease in outdoor watering of 
40%.  These reductions become significantly greater when the target is 70/30 (Goal No. 2).   
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Another challenge to implementing firm targets is that the indoor/outdoor water usage ratio will naturally 
fluctuate over time as savings are gained (or lost) due to changes in technology, customer usage patterns, 
weather and climate, and other factors.  As an example, implementation of the WaterSense fixture legislation 
will accelerate the rate of indoor passive conservation savings, which will naturally accelerate indoor savings 
thereby increasing the ratio of outdoor water use for many communities.  In order to decrease the ratio of 
outdoor use, a substantial investment by water providers and their customers would be required, along with a 
much more aggressive conservation oriented rate design for commercial irrigators, where the remaining 
potential for water savings is generally much higher than for outdoor residential water use.   

Goal No. 2 – Water Providers Use Ag Dry Up and/or TMDs 

The second water conservation goal proposed by the SWBRT would require a more aggressive target (i.e., 
70/30 indoor to outdoor ratio) for water providers relying on water from agricultural transfers or a new 
transmountain diversion to meet future demands.   This goal would include all of the measures listed in Goal No. 
1, plus additional limitations on lawn size for new residential lots, turf limitations in common spaces, and 
removal of turf on residential lots through turf removal programs for existing residential lots, among other 
requirements.  

Utilities has numerous issues and concerns with both the technical details and philosophical basis underlying 
Goal No. 2.   

• Utilities questions the value of imposing regulations on outdoor watering in Front Range urban areas if 
outdoor M&I water use currently accounts for less than 3.5% of total water use statewide2.     The result 
of reducing outdoor use to 30% would be a serious negative impact to the quality of life of individuals 
and communities with no corresponding benefit to water supply and water availability state wide.   

• The SWBRT Proposal is focused on residential outdoor water use; however, recent analysis completed 
by CWCB and others indicates that the greatest current and future savings potential exists in other 
water use categories (e.g., commercial outdoor watering).   

• It seems unreasonable to significantly alter the character of Front Range urban communities where 80% 
of Colorado’s citizens live, work, and play by implementing draconian restrictions on outdoor water use 
to meet the arbitrary targets defined for this Goal, particularly when the other 20% of the populations 
would be exempt from such mandates simply by virtue of where they live.  Parks, open spaces, golf 
courses, playing fields, backyards and landscaping are an essential part of the community fabric, 
deserving of protection rather than forced limitations. 

• This goal singles out turf irrigation with treated water supplies.  We believe that this provides a loophole 
for many municipalities and developments, especially on the Western Slope, which employ untreated 
raw water supplies from converted (or unconverted) agricultural rights for turf irrigation.  To be 
intellectually honest and consistent and to achieve the stated goal of saving water, this loophole would 

                                                           
2 Currently over 85% of water in Colorado is used for agriculture, while municipal and domestic constitutes around 7% of water used 
statewide.  Assuming that 50% of municipal/domestic water use occurs outdoors, then roughly 3.5% of water use statewide is 
attributable to outdoor municipal and domestic uses.  As discussed above, the actual percent is most likely lower because the 50-50 split 
applies only to single family residential water use. 
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need to be closed by expanding the scope of any proposal to include all turf irrigation from any supply in 
any basin statewide.    

• If the goals of this proposal are, in part, to reduce the impacts of agricultural transfers, maintain healthy 
rivers and streams, and reduce Colorado River Compact related risks, then wouldn’t applying targets to 
reduce outdoor consumptive use of water and provide disincentives to converting agricultural water and 
land to other uses be just as relevant to the Animas or the Roaring Fork Valleys as to the Front Range?  
Any outdoor water conservation legislation proposed should apply equally to all parts of the State.  

• If Goal No. 2 were to become a requirement, Colorado Springs Utilities estimates that it would need to 
reduce outdoor water use by approximately 50% from currently forecasted conditions to meet a 70/30 
indoor to outdoor use ratio, assuming a starting ratio of 50/50.   

• There are numerous and far reaching negative effects associated with reducing irrigation in urban 
environments.  These impacts include reduced tree canopy, increased “heat island” effects, increased 
stormwater runoff, reductions in property values, and reduced enjoyment of outdoor spaces, among 
others.  Many Front Range communities are already experiencing significant die off of turf and tree 
canopy and other adverse impacts as a result of irrigating at deficit rates for several consecutive years.  
The outdoor water use reductions necessary to meet the 70/30 ratio will exacerbate what is already an 
unsustainable condition for “urban ecosystems” along the Front Range.  The financial and socio-
economic costs of these impacts and potential mitigation needed should be much better understood 
before severe measures are imposed.  The benefits of outdoor water use, both quantifiable and 
intangible, must be acknowledged and considered as part of any statewide conservation program. 

In addition to the over-arching issues and concerns with the SWBRT Proposal described above, we also have 
the following specific comments and concerns with elements of Goal No. 2: 

Conservation Measures and Support for New TMD 

• The SWBRT Proposal should go farther than simply “considering” support of a new Transmountain 
Diversion (TMD) if water providers achieve high levels of conservation by 2030. 

• The SWBRT Proposal assumes that all new supply projects would be used exclusively for M&I purposes.   
The Proposal does not specify whether any restrictions or requirements would be placed on new supply 
used for other beneficial uses such as agricultural, self supplied industrial, augmentation, 
nonconsumptive uses, etc. 

• The only goal of implementing a residential turf removal program appears to be lowering the 
indoor/outdoor water use ratio.  The SWBRT Proposal should provide additional incentives or benefits 
to the water provider (e.g., increased support or assistance for storage development to offset demand 
hardening).  

Agricultural Transfers 

• The SWBRT should clarify whether they intend Goal No. 2 to apply to those communities for which 
transferred agricultural water already comprises a portion of their water supply portfolio, as some 
iterations of the proposal do not distinguish between current and future agricultural transfers. 
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• It appears that water providers who would use agricultural water on a temporary basis through a 
leasing-fallowing program would be subject to these requirements should a lessee and lessor seek a 
water rights change case to facilitate this type of temporary transaction.  This is counter-productive to 
the direction of the ATM program.  Also, it is unclear how this proposal would work with or against the 
pending flex water right concept.   

• The SWBRT Proposal does not adequately address the impact or applicability of changes in water 
allocation between agricultural and M&I interests under Federal water projects such as the transfer of 
shares in the case of the Colorado-Big Thompson Project, or through changes in project allocations in 
the case of the Fryingpan-Arkansas Project.     

• The SWBRT Proposal does not account for, nor provide credit for, water sharing arrangements that exist 
between cities and agricultural interests such as sale/lease of surplus water, use of excess return flows, 
etc.  In many cases, increased conservation and efficiency by M&I entities results in a widening of the 
water supply “gap” for downstream agricultural interests.  

• It is important to note that under Colorado Water Law only the historic consumptive use of agricultural 
water can be changed, so there is no “net decrease” in total water use or increase in depletions when 
agricultural water is transferred.  In many cases, urban return flows from this consumptive use water 
adds water to the stream and stretches M&I water supplies since it can be used and successively reused 
to extinction.   

• The Proposal  would have a “chilling effect” on creative and innovative solutions to difficult water supply 
problems, in that many options now on the table may be deemed too risky under the rules imposed by 
the SWBRT Proposal.  The limitations imposed by these goals may actually serve to drive water providers 
to seek more TMDs or permanent agricultural transfers, particularly if the more difficult and uncertain 
cooperative and innovative options carry the same restrictions, limitations, or consequences. In 
addition, the measures proposed in Goal No. 2 would likely decrease the value of agricultural water, 
impacting farmer’s net worth and borrowing power, and hindering the ability of agricultural interests to 
obtain a fair market value for water they are seeking to lease or sell.   

Final Observations and Recommendations for Future Action 

Utilities recognizes that healthy rivers and ecosystems, a robust recreation-based economy, and other 
environmental and recreational values frequently identified as “musts” by Western Slope Roundtables are 
important for maintaining Colorado’s economy and quality of life.  Equally as important to Colorado’s economy 
and quality of life is maintaining urban environments with sufficient open areas, healthy landscapes and places 
to find solitude or make a connection with the outdoors.  People have the same need and reasonable 
expectation to connect with nature and enjoy a healthy landscape whether they live in an urban area on the 
Front Range or a pristine mountain valley on the Western Slope.  It will be difficult to convince future 
generations of Front Range citizens of the need for healthy rivers or sustainable agriculture if they spend the 
vast majority of their lives indoors or playing on concrete.  While the SWBRT Proposal may be well intentioned, 
we do not believe it fully considers the direct and indirect social and economic impacts that would occur on a 
local, regional, and statewide level should such drastic changes be forced upon urban and suburban landscapes.   
In many ways, the SWBRT Proposal is inconsistent with societal values and expectations of community, personal 
choice, and home ownership, and raises the specter of social engineering.    Such proposals can impose 
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conditions that create societal “winners” and “losers” as thus may need to be scrutinized through the lens of 
social justice. 

Utilities proposes an alternative approach in which the focus should be on determining what constitutes a 
“reasonable residential experience,” or perhaps developing a consensus on what might be “unreasonable” 
municipal outdoor water use.  This discussion should involve at least the stakeholders mentioned in SB14-017, 
local governments, water suppliers, homeowners, real estate developers and landscaping contractors. The 
outcomes of this discussion should apply statewide, while recognizing the considerations unique to each 
community, region, and basin.  We understand that achieving greater levels of conservation is important to our 
Western Slope partners in crafting a viable solution for meeting the identified water supply gap.  While many 
aspects of the SWBRT Proposal are intriguing and advance the statewide discussions regarding conservation, we 
believe that establishing indoor to outdoor usage ratios that target a specific geographic area, category of water 
use, or segment of Colorado’s population will not result in sound water policy, nor is it likely to be successful in 
achieving its desired results.  

 
Achieving the desired outcomes embedded in the SWBRT through increased conservation can be 

accomplished, in large part, by implementing many of the “Best Management Practices” (BMPs) identified in the 
Guidebook of Best Practices for Municipal Water Conservation in Colorado (Colorado Water Wise, 2010).  These 
BMPs include, but are not limited to the following: 

• Conservation-oriented rates and tap fees; 
• Increased levels of public education and outreach; 
• Implementation of water waste ordinances; 
• Landscape water budgets, coupled with real-time water use feedback to customers (e.g., the online 

MyUsage Tool implemented by Utilities); 
• Rules for landscape design and installation (e.g., soil amendment requirements); 
• Certification of landscape professionals; and 
• Irrigation efficiency evaluations. 

In addition, Utilities believes that it is important to continue aggressive pursuit of the recommendations 
contained in the Updated Metro Roundtable Conservation Strategy, which include the following: 

• Continue educational, marketing and advertising programs to ensure recent savings become permanent 
and address the impact of lower use on revenues and rates; 

• Enact statewide legislation requiring the sale of only high-efficient indoor water fixtures; 
• Provide audits and incentives to residential, commercial, industrial and institutional customers to 

replace inefficient fixtures and improve processes; 
• Provide targeted audits for inefficient use, both indoors and out; 
• Capitalize on, and assist with customers’ willingness to change landscapes; 
• Prepare financially for the future investment by water utilities and their customers to maintain 

distribution systems and hold water loss rates down as much as practically possible; and 
• Continually monitor and evaluate conservation programs and pursue new conservation opportunities. 
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It should be noted that over the last decade, significantly more progress has been made in reducing 
municipal water demands than was anticipated without significant legislative mandates.  In other words, the 
existing voluntary conservation efforts of education, free market incentives, and minor legislation have been 
extremely successful.  For example, indoor water use has been reduced through the introduction and promotion 
of water efficient fixtures and outdoor water use has been significantly reduced in part through conservation 
rates and irrigation efficiency measures.  In addition, natural market forces have resulted in the reduction of 
average lot size and average irrigated turf area per new home.  It is likely that these efforts and market forces 
will continue to push municipal water use down to reasonable and sustainable levels.    

Thank you for your willingness to consider feedback.  We appreciate the efforts of the SWBRT to advance 
the discussions regarding conservation and explore ways to address the water supply gap in a manner that is 
mutually agreeable to a broad range of interests.  I hope that you find this input of value in your discussions and 
request that you consider our comments and concerns in fashioning any next steps.  My staff and I would be 
glad to discuss the issues raised in this memo in greater detail upon your request.   
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September 10, 2014

Colorado Water Conservation Board
1313 Sherman Street, Room 721
Denver, CO 80203

Re: Colorado Water Plan Comments

Fountain Valley Authority (FVA) is a water authority established pursuant to C.R.S. §29-1-204.2 that provides
water transmission and treatment services to the City of Fountain, Security Water District, Widefield Water and
Sanitation District, Stratmoor Hills Water and Sanitation District, and the City of Colorado Springs. FVA is a
participant in the Fryingpan-Arkansas (Fry-Ark) Project, and as a 25% beneficiary, the largest water user in the
Southeastern Colorado Water Conservancy District. On average, FVA treats and delivers between 6,000 and
10,000 acre-feet of water each year. FVA members provide municipal water service to over 512,000 people,
accounting for nearly 80% of the population of El Paso County and roughly 10% of the population of the State of
Colorado.

EVA and its member organizations are actively involved in statewide water discussions and are closely
monitoring the Colorado Water Plan process. As we have reviewed the draft chapters of the Colorado Water
Plan (Plan) and the Arkansas and Colorado Basin Implementation Plans, we have identified a number of general
themes that we would like to bring to the attention of the Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB) as it
prepares the Draft Plan for review by the Governor’s Office. FVA members understand the critical importance of
statewide water planning in addressing the current and future water supply “gap” and offer the following
comments to assist the CWCB in developing a robust and actionable Plan.

Conservation and Reuse

EVA members have demonstrated a long-standing commitment to conservation and reuse and understand the
critical importance of these “legs of the stool” in maintaining a diverse, robust water supply portfolio. Despite
their relatively small geographic area, the EVA member communities vary widely in elevation, climate, soils,
water rights decrees, and customer make up. As a result, we recognize that every community has its own
unique set of circumstances which define how, when, and to what extent conservation and reuse are possible.
We strongly agree with the premise that “one size does not fit all” when it comes to conservation and reuse and
therefore believe that prescriptive targets and metrics (e.g., statewide gpcd targets, mandated indoor/outdoor

Fountain Valley Authority• Post Office Box 1103, Mail Code 1210• Colorado Springs, CO 80947-1210









Conclusion

FVA participants value the conversation that the Colorado Water Plan has prompted. We support the efforts of
Governor Hickenlooper, the General Assembly, and Colorado Water Conservation Board to address the many
complex water challenges that face the State of Colorado. EVA and its member organizations will remain

actively involved in the statewide water discussions and will continue to offer our support and expertise as the
Colorado Water Plan continues to take shape.

Sincerely,

Tyler AIF on

Board President

Fountain Valley Authority
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 Thank you 

Thank you all for your remarkable efforts in creating the inaugural Colorado Water Plan. Your time and 

efforts and those of all basin roundtable members are sincerely appreciated.    

 

 Why Audubon Invested in Rivers 

Most do not automatically associate Audubon with rivers. After all, Audubon are the bird people right? 

Well, you would be correct in that conclusion however, we are much more. We look at conservation 

through the lens of birds. Audubon Rockies is the regional office of the National Audubon Society in the 

Central Flyway and supports the National Audubon vision. Our goal is to connect people with nature 

through education and conservation programs, and to protect wildlife and wild lands. 

Audubon Rockies mission is to be a strong, unified voice for an ethic of conservation in the Rocky 

Mountains, focusing on birds, other wildlife and their habitats, for the benefit of present and future 

generations 

 Introduction: WRAN 

Audubon invested in river conservation in 2013 with the creation of the Western Rivers Initiative.  

Riparian areas and rivers make up less than 5% of our total land area, but they are the most complex 

and important habitat we have. 51% of all breeding avian species in the southwest United States are 

completely dependent upon riparian vegetation. Over 90% of Colorado bird species rely on riparian 

zones for part of their annual life cycle (for nesting, hunting roosting, and/or resting during migration).  

Since riparian areas are so crucial to bird and other wildlife survival, National Audubon created the 

Western Rivers Action Network (WRAN) in response to riparian and river conservation needs in the 

Colorado River basin. In Colorado we are in our second year of growth and have approximately 10,000 

members in WRAN. This number surpasses Audubon chapter membership. Colorado WRAN primarily 

focuses on: state policy, water plan development, chapter support, education and outreach, and coming 

in 2015 riparian habitat restoration projects.  

 Action Alerts 

We have a very active and educated statewide constituency.  Since January of this year Audubon has 

generated over 1300 comments specifically about the Colorado Water Plan through two action alerts to 

our WRAN members. The first action alert in February generated 671 comments and our second action 

alert generated 639 comments as of 7/1 – this alert is still active.  You have the form email from our 

February alert in your packets, and I would like to share some the highlighted responses:  

“I raised my children here in southwest Colorado near the Dolores River. They learned to fish, ride 

horses long distances and enjoy the wildlife living in the river drainage area.  That beginning raised 

strong compassionate adults who value our wilderness and wild life.  We all strongly support wise and 

adequate water planning in Colorado.  Not planning to extort rural water for wasteful urban use, but 

WISE planning that will leave our streams and rivers healthy and supportive of wild life.  Work to 



Audubon/WRAN CWCB Rangely  2014

 

2 
 

protect the health of our rivers and our quality of life for generations to come. It's your job.” ~Amanda 

McNeill, Cortez CO 

“Thank you for recognizing the importance of water planning in our state.  Short term planning and 

narrow interests obliging are no longer appropriate. The proposed state water plan identifies and 

details a needs list for more water for our communities, which is certainly important, but is only half 

of the picture. We also must consider our environment: we are already taking a great deal of water 

out of our streams. The state water plan must recognize, specify, and quantify water to restore and 

maintain our rivers, riparian areas, and the birds, wildlife and ecosystems that depend on them. After 

all, rivers are the life blood of entire ecosystems and a huge part of the quality of life we enjoy in 

Colorado. ….The water plan needs to recognize the critical role of riparian habitats, not simply pave 

the way for new dams and trans-basin diversions.  ” ~Ron Harrden, Loveland CO 

“Water is not only needed for humans, but for the entire ecosystem. Please do not be short-sighted in 

your water plans. Take into account our rivers and the birds and animals that depend on that water.  

We all must significantly reduce the river water already pouring from our faucets. The state should 

incentivize water savings and more efficiency by all users: agriculture, municipal, industrial, and 

domestic. Please work to protect the health of our rivers and our quality of life for generations to 

come.”  ~Tracy Abell, Lakewood 

“The species and ecosystems that depend on a healthy flow of water in the rivers and streams are 

depending on us to help keep the water where it belongs.” Dale Ball, Boulder  

“I can't begin to tell you how important it is to protect and maintain streams and stream flow, rivers, 

and riparian areas of Colorado habitats for birds, wildlife and ecosystems functioning.  Please do 

everything possible to accomplish this as it helps to maintain our quality of life in this state and 

elsewhere.   (No system operates in isolation.   What we do in Colorado affects adjoining states).” 

~Rosemary Beck, Lakewood 

“I have fished, hiked, bird watched and biked around Colorado Rivers and Streams for over 35 years 

and have watched them deteriorate due to low water.” ~ Jeffery Metzger, Boulder 

 WRAN Focal Concerns with Colorado Water Plan: Riparian Vegetation 

Riparian vegetation is a key element of riverine ecosystems, providing many ecological, 

aesthetic and economic benefits, including terrestrial wildlife habitat structure, food resources, 

stabilizing geomorphic properties along banks and floodplains, and energy supports to aquatic 

and terrestrial ecosystems. Riparian vegetation composition, structure and abundance are governed to a 

large degree by river flow regime. Stream flow regime exerts selective pressures on riparian vegetation, 

resulting in adaptations to specific flow attributes, and riverine species have evolved life history 

strategies primarily in direct response to natural flow patterns.  

 

As noted in the Yampa‐White Basin Roundtable Watershed Flow Evaluation Tool Study (funded by the 

CWCB) widespread modification of flow regimes by humans has resulted in extensive alteration of 
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riparian vegetation communities. In addition, recent studies have shown that diverting more than 20% 

of a stream’s native flow can cause damage, and many streams in Colorado have far more water than 

that removed. 

 

WRAN is advocating for ecological flow assessment and application within the CWP. Ecological (or 

environmental) flows are concerned with access to and distribution of water to sustain the services 

provided by aquatic and riparian ecosystems. They refer to the quality, quantity, timing, and shape of 

flow regimes that support ecosystem functions, processes and resilience.  Ecological (or environmental) 

flow assessment is concerned with determining the flow regime required (or the acceptable departure 

from the original flow regime) to maintain specified, valued features of the ecosystem. Consideration of 

a single, minimum threshold flow, to the exclusion of other ecologically relevant flows, has been 

considered for some time to be an unacceptable approach to instream flow management. Because of 

the important functions of extreme flows and flow variation through time, maintaining a single constant 

flow year after year is a management strategy that has also fallen from favor (CRSS). 

 

Most Colorado rivers have no prescribed minimum flows, and a healthy riparian zone needs more than 

that. When we take disproportionate water out of a stream – the stream changes, the riparian habitat 

changes. We would like you to consider using cottonwood grove health and distribution as an indicator 

metric of river flow adequacy.  

 

RIPARIAN VEGETATION METHODS FOR THE WATERSHED FLOW EVALUATION TOOL 

A report to the Non-Consumptive Needs Committee of the Colorado Basin Roundtable 

December 2010, Thomas K. Wilding Colorado State University, John Sanderson The Nature Conservancy.  

“While quantitative riparian flow-ecology relationships are available only for cottonwood, basic 

ecological principles suggest that the flow regime necessary to sustain cottonwood and willow 

is also expected to sustain the physical biological processes that support the broader riparian 

ecosystem, including processes of disturbance, nutrient cycling, and water flows. Cottonwood 

are therefore offered as an indicator of flow adequacy for riparian ecosystem as they are 

pervasive in the Colorado River basin and good data exist to describe the flow-ecology 

relationship.”(page 8) 

 

Fremont cottonwood (Populus fremontii) is one of the most common native pioneer species dominating 

riparian woodlands throughout much of the semiarid western United States. This large, fast growing 

tree is a foundational species for terrestrial and near-stream riparian ecosystems. Healthy cottonwood 

stands are an indicator of healthy riparian systems, including the many species that depend on them 

owing to their size and structural complexity. Cottonwood initiation (first season –seedlings that are 

alive throughout summer and fall) and recruitment of new cottonwoods (that is, establishing new trees 

that will reach adulthood) is important for maintaining cottonwood stands as older trees die. This 

recruitment process is most sensitive during seedling establishment -the first two to three years. After 

establishment, growth is rapid, with trees reaching maturity at heights of 10-15 m in 5-10 years. The 

structure of native riparian woodlands supports broad ecosystem benefits, including providing habitat 

for a range of riparian obligate bird species (CRSS). 



Audubon/WRAN CWCB Rangely  2014

 

4 
 

One major population limitation for riparian trees is seedling desiccation during the dry season that 

follows annual spring floods. In these regions, seedling recruitment is dependent on floods and the 

availability of moist, open seedbed surfaces, combined with an appropriate river flow recession that 

enables growing seedling roots to maintain contact with an adequate amount of soil moisture (CRSS). 

While tolerable recession values vary greatly with soil type and local groundwater dynamics, abrupt 

drops in river stage (≥ 6 cm/day | ≥ 2.362 inches/day) that are sustained over several weeks without a 

rise in water levels (re-wetting) are normally lethal to cottonwood (Stella et al. 2010). Research indicates 

that good survival rates require even slower rates of recession; with 2.5 cm/day (1 inch/day)(CRSS). 

 

Research suggests that a 1 in 5-year event is associated with successful recruitment in the Rocky 

Mountain region (Mahoney and Rood 1998). This peak flow should also properly coincide with seed 

dispersal (late May through early July in most of the western United States) and reach a stage high 

enough to wet the elevation at which cottonwoods grow. For the Basin Study metric in the Integrated 

Water Management in the Colorado River Basin Evaluation of Decision Support Platforms and Tools 

Final Report December 2013, cottonwood stands were assumed to typically establish about 2 to 5 feet 

above the base flow stage elevation of the stream.  Further research has stated that for improved 

cottonwood establishment the river stage must reach at least four (4) feet above the average base flow 

stage elevation.  

 Conclusion 

Ecological (or environmental) flow regimes support beneficial river morphology, riparian vegetation, 

bird and other wildlife habitat, boatable whitewater, and fishing needs.  We encourage the widespread 

usage of WFETs and CDSS. We need additional flow data for focal reaches and rivers across Colorado. 

Adequate river flows support both environmental needs and a strong recreational economy.  Without 

better understanding and application of ecological river flow needs for our Colorado rivers, we only have 

half a water plan. Thank you for considering and incorporating new data and refining our water plan. 

Please consider Audubon Rockies and WRAN a resource for future avian and riparian habitat needs.   

Audubon's Mission: To conserve and restore natural ecosystems, focusing on birds, other wildlife, and 

their habitats for the benefit of humanity and the earth's biological diversity. 

References:  

 Yampa‐White Basin Roundtable Watershed Flow Evaluation Tool Study, June 2012 
Prepared for: The Nature Conservancy 

Funded by: Colorado Water Conservation Board Water Supply Reserve Account Grant 

Prepared by: John Sanderson, Ph.D. The Nature Conservancy, Brian Bledsoe, Ph.D., P.E. N. LeRoy Poff, Ph.D. Thomas Wilding 

Colorado State University, Nathan Fey American Whitewater 

 

 Integrated Water Management in the Colorado River Basin Evaluation of Decision Support 

Platforms and Tools Final Report. December 6, 2013 (“CRSS”) TNC Contract No. CR 10-17-2013 /Reclamation 

Agreement No. R12AP80910  
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October 1, 2014 
 
Submitted Via Email to WaterResources@state.co.us 
Water Resources Review Committee  
C/O David Beaujon  
Legislative Council Staff 
Room 029, 200 E. Colfax Ave., Denver, CO 80203 
 
RE:  Comments on Colorado’s Water Plan, 9/17/14 SB 115 Hearing  
 
Dear Water Resources Review Committee: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft So Platte/Metro Basin Implementation Plan 
as well as the developing Colorado Water Plan. Thank you as well for your interest in the state plan 
and the desire to have an increased role in its creation. I would also like to acknowledge all of the 
hard work of the CWCB and the Basin Roundtables in creating the drafts Basin Implementation 
Plans (BIPs) and Colorado’s Water Plan (CWP). 
 
As Sean Cronin noted during the meeting, the BIPs and CWP are framework documents. While a lot 
of work has been done, there is still a lot to do. My comments are suggestions for next steps and 
points to consider as the legislature moves forward in the CWP process. 
 
During the meeting, there was a lot of discussion about drying up of agricultural land and the 
development of more Colorado River water through a trans-mountain diversion (TMDs) to meet 
Front Range supply needs. Focusing on these two supply methods – “buy and dry” of agricultural 
land and TMDs – is selling ourselves short. The CWCB and the Governor’s Executive Order that 
initiated the plan have called for a break from the status quo. The E.O. expressly states that the 
current rate of buy and dry is unacceptable and that we need a water plan which reflects our values, 
including a strong environment with healthy watersheds, rivers, streams and wildlife.  
 
During the public comment at the 9/17 meeting, innovation was stressed as a key part in breaking 
away from our old water policies that no longer fit our practices and our modern world. Common 
sense water policies include: 
 

1. Focus on demand management first, before exploring “new supply” and developing 
additional Colorado River Water. This starts with increasing indoor and outdoor 
conservation as well as increasing the use of recycled water.  We have a lot of options here – 
from legislative measures to land use planning to innovative business practices.  

 
a. SB 14-103 (phase-out of the sale of certain low efficiency plumbing fixtures) and HB 

13-1044 (authorizing the use of graywater) are two recent bills that have sought 

mailto:WaterResources@state.co.us


b. innovative ways to decrease the demands we put on fresh, potable water by 
increasing the efficiency of bathroom fixtures without impacting their effectiveness 
and exploring ways to use graywater, such as in our toilets or lawns. These are 
relatively easy changes that result in a significant impact.  
 

c. We can and should connect land use planning and water planning. We know the 
population of Colorado is growing with an additional four million people expected 
by 2050. A lot of our future water needs are within this new population group. 
Colorado should partner with counties, land use planners, and water utilities to 
embrace integrated planning that will lower the water footprint of new urban 
development. While education and training is an important first step, we will need 
additional measures.  

 
d. Innovation – on average, it takes 5 gallons of water to make 1 gallon of beer. Several 

breweries are looking to change the 5:1 ratio. New Belgium Brewing (NBB), based in 
Ft. Collins, has been working to decrease their 3.9:1 ratio even further to 3.5. But 
there are lots of ways to save water in the brewing process – reusing water from 
interior bottle rinse for the exterior bottle rinse, capturing heat and hot water in the 
sanitation process to be reused in subsequent cleaning cycle, and looking outside 
the brewing process and using xeriscaping outside reducing water consumption on 
their grounds.  We need to continue the legacy of innovation that Colorado was 
founded on and find new ways to work smarter, build better, and use less water in 
the process.  

 

2. Increased flexibility in water sharing. Creative water-sharing agreements (Alternative 
Transfer Mechanisms (ATMs)) can support agriculture, meet growing communities’ needs, 
and protect Colorado’s rivers. Currently buying and then drying up agricultural land is the 
easiest way to get water from agriculture. It was repeated several times at my table during 
small group discussion - that we need more sharing opportunities and more flexibility in 
our water rights system (not an entire overhaul). The State should support water sharing 
agreements—ones that are voluntary, compensated, temporary, and flexible—to help meet 
future municipal and healthy flow needs while making agriculture more profitable. Of 
course, water rights need to be respected but farmers and irrigators should be rewarded for 
conservation practices, efficiency improvements, and sharing and not penalized.  

 
3. Cross-basin comparison - For your review, I have attached a Matrix comparing the Basin 

Implementation Plans to each other on certain aspects – conservation, reuse, trans-
mountain diversions, environmental and recreation methods and projects and agriculture 
(Basin Implementation Plans Matrix) as well as the several elements coming out of the BIPs 
that are noteworthy (Shareable BIP Elements). Another good comparison would be to 
examine how the Basin Implementation Plans (BIPs) match up to the Interbasin Compact 
Committee’s (IBCC) No/Low Regrets Action Plan. Some basins meet the goals laid out by the 
IBCC’s action plan while others do not. I call your attention to conservation levels, projects 
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or methods designed for meeting environmental goals and success rates of identified 
projects and processes (IPPs).  

 
4. Funding & Research. We need funding for and stream management plans. These plans 

quantify the flows needed to preserve environmental and recreational attributes, identified 
by the basins, within specific river reaches. These basin-level stream management plans 
should be a top tier priority within the BIPs and the CWP. Of note, while watershed 
management plans are important, stream management plans (SMPs) specifically evaluate 
the flows and are needed independent of any larger watershed plan.  SMPs allow local 
stakeholders to better assess river resources that need protecting. 

 
Thank you again for the opportunity to discuss the plan. I can be reached for further comment and 
discussion at Theresa@conservationco.org. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Theresa M. Conley 
Water Advocate 
Conservation Colorado 

CC: 
Representative Randy Fischer 
Representative Diane Mitsch Bush 
Senator Gail Schwartz 
Senator Ellen Roberts 
Senator Matt Jones 
cowaterplan@state.co.us 
 
Attachments: 
Basin Implementation Plans Matrix Aug 2014 
Shareable BIP Elements Aug 2014 

mailto:Theresa@conservationco.org
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WRA Preliminary Assessment of July 2014 Draft Basin Implementation Plans  

 

BIP Conservation Re-use Trans-mtn Diversions (TMDs) Envt & Rec Agriculture 

Colorado High for  
in-basin & Fr Range 
 
Real integration of land 
use w/ water policy 

Exhaust in-basin supplies 
(incl reuse) before 
TMDs.  
 
Improve water law to 
increase efficiency & 
reuse. 

No TMDs (no water to give) 
 
CWP solutions should exhaust 
in-basin supplies, etc. [p. 9]  
 
NWCCOG’s West Slope 
principles 

*Sub-basin stream 
management plans (SMP); 
*Good maps;  
specific projects (some with 
wet water),  
*Projects not prioritized;  
*Goals/outcomes not specific 

Questions ability to make 
more water available 
through ag efficiency;  
 
Suggests state task force 
to explore 

So.Platte/
Metro 

Low  
(Metro residential/indoor 
at medium)  
 
Lists many excuses for 
not doing more  

“maintain leadership in 
and enhance levels of” 
reuse  
 
Claims opportunities are 
limited 
 
Raises hurdles.  

Can’t meet gap (inflated by 
low implementation of other 
options) w/o new 150KAF 
TMD 
 
Calls for state $$ to build TMD 
 
Acknowledges but does not 
discuss W Slope impacts of 
TMDs to in-basin E&R 

2 lists of IPPs in App. D: from 
2010 & new.   
*Majority are completed or 
on-going.   
*Include fish passage, 
restoration, studies & a few 
flow improvement strategies.  
*Explicitly no ISFs or 
“stewardship” 

~20,000 AF of ATMs. 
 
Lists many reasons why 
ATMs not a good source of 
M&I water. 
 
Touts ag benefits to state 
economy. 

Gunnison Medium at least, in-basin 
and on Fr Range 
 
Good land use integration 

Reuse all to maximum 
extent prior to TMDs 

No TMDs unless  

 Fr R meets high level of 
conservation & other min 
criteria; 

 Sponsor identified  

 Fr R assumes shortage 
risk  

State must adopt risk mngt 
criteria 

Stream Mngt Plans for all 
sub-basins  
 
No immediate projects; 
 
Refused to use AW’s 
recreational reach info 

Focus of BIP is keeping ag 
water in ag. 

Yampa/Whi
te/ Green 

No in-basin target 
 
FR should exhaust all 
other options 

Call on FR to exhaust 
other options (including 
re-use) 

No TMDs unless FR 1
st

 max’s 
conservation, etc. 
 
No TMD w/o protection for 
Yampa development 
 
No state $$ for a new TMD 

* Good goals  
* Good quantification (WFET) 
* Few new E&R projects  
* Notes lack of info but 
doesn’t seek SMPs 
* “Cross walk” quantifies 
effects to flows of 
consumptive projects & 
climate change  

Focus of BIP is to maintain, 
if not grow, irrigated 
acreage. 
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Arkansas Should play a role, but no 
one size fits all, and no 
goal 

Better management of 
existing supplies, incl 
reuse to the max 
potential w/ 
consideration of new 
TMD 

Not having a TMD would be 
detrimental to Ark basin 

 Seeks major 
breakthroughs for 
fallowing programs – 
which Basin sees as THE 
way to save its ag. 

Rio Grande Very small urban 
demands in the basin 

List IBCC TMD 
framework including 
CO’s commitment to 
increasing cons and 
reuse. 

 Lots of data on E/R needs  

N Platte Equitable statewide 
application (unclear what 
that means) 

Nothing mentioned in 
BIP 

   

South-west High conservation for 
muni’s wanting a new 
TMD 
 
Reduce in house water 
use so that average home 
use is 60% inside, 40 % 
outside (from 50/50 
today) 

Implement 3 water 
reuse educational 
events by 2050. 

New TMD could trigger CO 
River Compact call or other 
supply issues & complicate 
their own development. 
Adopts 7 criteria to satisfy 
before any TMD 

IPPs of generic & some 
watershed specific 
investigations of E&R gap and 
collaborative processes to 
work towards solutions.  None 
funded.  
Proposes 60 E&R IPPs, few 
funded, not all real E&R, 
mostly habitat improvement 
w/ 1 or 2 wet water. 
Target: 80% protection of E&R 
values by 2050. 

Maintaining Ag is 
important theme. 
IPP list includes specific & 
generic ditch lining, 
infrastructure upgrade & 
ag efficiency projects. 
On one hand, they assume 
modest loss of irrigated 
acreage by 2050; on the 
other they ID a 200KAF ag 
shortage. 

 

E&R: for first time, something is there. Most BIPs indicate need for more research.   
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MEMORANDUM 
 
To:  Becky Mitchell, Jacob Bornstein, Kevin Reidy, CWCB Staff 
From:  Bart Miller, Drew Beckwith, and Laura Belanger (WRA), Theresa Conley (Conservation Colorado), 

Melinda Kassen (WaterJamin Legal & Policy Consulting) 
Date: August 19, 2014 
Re: Basin Implementation Plan (BIP) elements for utilization in Colorado Water Plan 
 
We have read the recently-released draft BIPs and wanted to provide you with some preliminary ideas 

on specific BIP elements that we find useful and appropriate.  We urge you to incorporate these into the 

full Colorado Water Plan and encourage other roundtables to adopt these for their final BIPs.  

Environmental and Recreational Flows: 

 Include a commitment for the flows necessary to preserve environmental and recreational 
attributes (Colorado and other BIPs) 

 Sub-basin stream management plans should be a 1st tier IPP—1st tier being funded/done in time for 
SWSI 2016 (Gunnison, Colorado, & Southwest BIPs). 

 Quantification of flow needs (Colorado and Yampa/White/Green BIPs); the supermajority of BIPs 
recognize the need for additional data collection to further assess non-consumptive needs. 

 Systematic approach of determining (quantifying) effects on E&R attributes from both climate 
change and proposed new consumptive IPPs (Yampa/White/Green BIP). 

 Maps depicting consumptive, E&R, and other features (Colorado BIP, Chapter 6). 
 
Conservation 

 Statewide commitment to [SWSI 2010] “high” municipal conservation (Colorado & Southwest BIPs). 

 “Push the practical limits on conservation and reuse,” including serious consideration of Direct 
Potable Reuse (S. Platte/Metro BIP).  

 Integrating water and land use planning, including specific recommendations and actions (Colorado 
& Gunnison BIPs). 

 
IPPs 

 At least 80% IPP success (IBCC No/Low Regrets; all BIPs except S. Platte/Metro). 
 
New Supply 

 A river basin desiring to import additional water from another basin must first maximize or “push 
the practical limits on” use of its own water supplies first—including conservation and reuse—
before seeking/getting new imports (IBCC New Supply conceptual agreement; Colorado, 
Yampa/White/Green, Southwest, & Gunnison BIPs; quoted language from S. Platte/Metro BIP, 
similar intent in Arkansas BIP). 

 Risk management criteria (Gunnison BIP). 

 No state funding for a new TMD (Gunnison & Yampa/White/Green BIPs, implicit in Colorado BIP). 

 Availability of additional water from Colorado River is in doubt (Colorado BIP, p. 4), so use IBCC 
Framework to preserve the option for a new TMD in the future (Rio Grande BIP). 
 

Alternative Agricultural Water Transfer Methods (ATMs) 

 State must make ATMs easier (Arkansas BIP).  
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SUBJECT:  Comments on Colorado’s Water Plan:  

March-May, 2014 Draft Sections 2, 5.4, 5.6, 5.7, and 5.10 

Section 2 – Overview of Each Basin:  Consider discussing the Colorado River Basin first, then 

proceeding to discuss the other river basins.  This would better set the stage for water management in the 

various basins that include transmountain diversions. 

Section 2.1-Introduction, Paragraph 1, Line 1:  Remove the words “and vineyards” as they are not a 

landscape element. 

Paragraph 2, last line:  Replace “know” with “have” 

Paragraph 3,   Illustrating Colorado’s importance as a headwaters state, it would be helpful for readers of 

the Colorado State Water Plan to include a map of the river basins and major transmountain diversions in 

the state.  Such a map is readily available from the Office of the State Engineer.   

As enumerated in section-specific comments below, identification of the major transbasin projects 

affecting each basin (sections 2.2 through 2.5) would offer a more complete picture of the basins’ water 

supplies and associated issues. 

Section 2.2 – Arkansas River Basin:  While describing the Arkansas River basin, there is no mention of 

the various transmountain diversion projects and associated facilities that supplement from 15 to 20 

percent of the native Arkansas River flow while providing water for M&I and agricultural uses.  These 

transmountain diversion projects include:  Hoosier Pass Tunnel; Columbine, Ewing, Wurtz and Larkspur 

Ditches; the Homestake Project, the Fryingpan-Arkansas Project (Boustead Tunnel), the Independence 

Pass Transmountain Diversion System (Twin Lakes Tunnel), and the Busk Ivanhoe Project.  

Additionally, the Mt. Elbert Powerplant is a unique reverse pumped storage hydropower plant in the 

Arkansas Basin – further hydropower development opportunities at Pueblo Dam are in the planning 

stages.  

Consider augmenting the bullet list of concerns and challenges.  Note that the second one was taken from 

the local Basin Implementation Plan (BIP):   

 The recent wildfire burn scars (Waldo Canyon, Black Forest, and Royal Gorge fires) are affecting 

watershed runoff by exacerbating storm water flows and affecting water quality along Fountain 

Creek and the Arkansas basin.    

 

 Groundwater mining is also occurring as municipalities grow – designated basin aquifer supplies 

are approaching their limits and will require future replacement.   

Please consider adding these additional bullets: 

 Collaborative partnerships:  the award-winning Voluntary Flow Management Program in the 

Arkansas Headwaters Recreation Area and the recent Colorado Parks and Wildlife Commission 

designation of a 102-mile gold medal trout fishery along the Arkansas River from the confluence 

of Lake Fork Creek to Parkdale.   

 

 Opportunities for water rights holders to fully develop decreed trans-mountain diversions and 

assist Colorado in fully utilizing its Upper Basin Colorado River consumptive use allocation.   



 Opportunities to capitalize on existing infrastructure investments by adding hydropower 

capability.  Hydropower can help satisfy increasing energy demands and provide future revenue 

streams that could be used to support other water development and mitigation needs.  The 

recently enacted Hydropower Regulatory Efficiency Act (HR 267) and the Bureau of 

Reclamation Small Conduit Hydropower Development and Rural Jobs Act (HR 678) authorize 

the development of small (<10 megawatt) and conduit hydropower capability at Reclamation 

facilities and assist in streamlining the regulatory process for hydropower projects.  Colorado 

recently enacted HB14-1030 to streamline state environmental review for small hydroelectric 

projects. 

Page 3, 1
st
 bullet:  Perhaps individual projects should not be identified as key projects at this stage of 

planning.  If they should, consider including the Fryingpan-Arkansas Project since none of these major 

projects would be possible without it.  Neither the transbasin diversion project nor its facilities are 

mentioned in the Arkansas section. 

Section 2.3-Colorado River Basin, page 4, last bullet:  Consider revising to clarify that the concern with 

compact shortages and sustained drought also impacts entities operating trans-mountain diversion projects 

that are junior to the compact.  This concern encompasses entities across Colorado on both sides of the 

continental divide.  Effects of compact shortages and drought will also affect hydropower generation and 

not just water supply concerns. 

Gunnison River Basin – Page 5:  It would be useful to at least mention the major diversion projects in 

each basin (for example the Pine River and Uncompaghre Projects and  the Navajo and Aspinall Units of 

the Colorado River Storage Project) as well as transbasin diversions to offer a more complete picture of 

the basin water supply and associated issues. 

South Platte River Basin – Page 9:  The Colorado-Big Thompson Project should be mentioned as one of 

the significant transbasin diversion projects in this river basin.  The significant hydropower resources 

supplied by this project are also not mentioned. 

Rio Grande Basin:  Please consider incorporating the following additional information into the section:  

The Rio Grande basin delivers native Rio Grande water to New Mexico’s Middle Rio Grande Project as 

governed by the Rio Grande Compact and exports Colorado River water to New Mexico using the 

transmountain diversions of the San Juan-Chama Project.  The Closed Basin Project in the San Luis 

Valley extracts groundwater from the shallow aquifer and delivers it through a network of wells, pipelines 

and a canal to the Rio Grande, supplementing Colorado’s water deliveries under the Rio Grande 

Compact.  It also supports the Alamosa National Wildlife Refuge, the Blanca Wildlife Habitat Area and 

San Luis Lake. 

Section 2.6:  In addition to discussing our statewide connectivity, it may be useful to acknowledge that, as 

a headwaters state, Colorado water deliveries across state lines affect many other states in the Colorado 

River, Missouri River, and Arkansas River basins.  Colorado water deliveries also affect river basins that 

have international treaties with Mexico.  Suggest this section acknowledge Colorado’s role in trans-

boundary issues associated with water delivery subject to interstate compacts and international treaties.  

Section 5.4 – Water Quality (May 2014 draft):  not available via direct weblink - used CWCB 

presentation draft with Attachment 2- Version 3. 



Paragraph 1 – This paragraph could be reworked to explicitly state upfront that there are regulatory 

mandates for water quality designed to protect public health and the environment.  The public health 

aspect appears buried lower in the paragraph and could be construed as being of lesser importance.  

Paragraph 2, third sentence:  should also list industrial use. 

Section 5.4.1 – While this section is titled water quality and quantity relationships, the water quantity side 

of governance in Colorado is not explained.  CO DWR, CWCB, CPW and other state agencies managing 

water supply and quality should be identified and their current interactions with CDPHE explained.  

Highlighting the current differences in water rights management and administration from water quality 

management would be beneficial.  An organization chart for the state agencies and their interactions 

would be a useful visual aid for this section.  Developing such a chart may also reveal additional 

opportunities for interagency coordination and process improvement. 

Section 5.4.1.1, page 3, 3rd bullet in list:  Changing discharge limits requiring upgrades can also affect 

water quantity available for beneficial use by increasing the percentage of water lost to processing (i.e., 

backwash, reject water, etc.) that requires further management or disposal. 

Section 5.4.1.1, page 3, 4th bullet in list: suggest expanding the 3
rd

 sentence as follows:  “These water 

rights are administered within the state’s water right priority system by the Colorado Division of Water 

Resources.” 

Section 5.4.1.3 – An organization chart would be useful to identify the various agencies along with key 

responsibilities.  It could also show how the various state agencies interact including the intersections for 

interagency coordination.  Such coordination can be illustrated by considering its need in addressing the 

following possible questions / issues:  How would potentially higher degrees of treatment to achieve 

water quality suitable for downstream water rights users be considered during the review of substitute 

water supply and/or augmentation plans?  What new processes or procedures might be required to provide 

the interagency coordination needed to conjunctively administer water quantity and quality in Colorado? 

Page 7, 1
st
 paragraph after initial bullet list; Section 5.4.2.1 Page 8, Paragraph 2, Sentence 2:  industrial 

uses are not listed (this seems to occur throughout the section when users/uses are identified). 

Section 5.4.2.1 –Most of the discussion focuses on projects related to economic or social development.  

However, water markets among existing users also are changing historic water usage.  How is the state 

antidegradation policy considered during the review of water rights applications for new or changed uses, 

substitute water supply plans, augmentation plans, etc.?  Is there a map of major Colorado River basins 

showing the most common water quality impairments and the areas lacking data? 

Section 5.4.2, Page 10, Bullet 1:  Because they are not pertinent to a Colorado water plan, consider 

deletion of the reference to streamflow volume increases along the east and southeast coasts. 

Section 5.4.4.1 – Are modeling tools being developed that could be integrated into the various basin 

Decision Support Systems to evaluate changes in water quality at a watershed or tributary level that could 

assist with administering discharges and implementing TMDLs? 

Section 5.4.4.2 – Consider another bullet: “Providing a roadmap for increased interagency coordination 

among functions that traditionally kept water quality separate from water quantity.”  For example – how 

is water quality review incorporated into water rights applications for substitute water supply and 

augmentation plans?  How is such an interagency review accomplished and documented in a time frame 



acceptable to water court deadlines?  For discharge permits relying on dilution flows provided by others, 

what measures are in place to ensure such flows are reliably available?  What are the mitigation measures 

or operational changes that are required should flows not be available?  What water quality impacts are 

anticipated with increased hydropower and energy development across Colorado? 

Section 5.4.4.3 – The focus of funding appears to be state-based.  There are also opportunities for federal 

funding support in most of the areas mentioned.   

Section 5.4.4.4 – Please consider another bullet: “Develop the process requirements for interagency 

coordination and communicating to the public how water quality and quantity integration is practically 

accomplished.”  This would assist stakeholders who are planning and permitting projects, applying for a 

water rights, requesting augmentation supplies, and managing water to more clearly identify the 

individual state agencies that should be included in the review and/or coordination process.   

Section 5.6-Conservation and Reuse 

Section 5.6.1 – Please consider framing the amount of water saved in terms of additional percent of water 

conserved from current levels of use. 

Section 5.6.1, Benefits of Water Conservation section:  Please consider expanding this section to include 

some of the consequences / costs associated with conservation to provide a more balanced presentation.  

For example, some of the benefits listed in the bulleted lists also have water rights consequences:  The 

reduction of wastewater discharges and irrigation runoff may affect downstream water rights that rely on 

historic return flows.  Efficiency improvements in some basins already require augmentation to ensure 

that historic return flow obligations are met. 

Table 1:  Perhaps incorporating water conservation planning into new infrastructure projects would be a 

useful addition to potential future actions.  It may fit best in Item 5.  As an example, in the Arkansas 

Basin, new Federally-funded water infrastructure projects, such as the Arkansas Valley Conduit, require 

water conservation planning as part of environmental compliance activities.  Bureau of Reclamation 

contracts for long-term excess capacity reservoir storage typically include provisions for water 

conservation planning as required by the Reclamation Reform Act of 1982 and 1998 Water Conservation 

Rules and Regulations.   

Page 9, Water Conservation Recommendations, 2
nd

 Paragraph, 2
nd

 sentence:  correct as follows: “…water 

conservation as well as focus on….” (eliminate “the” in “as the focus on”) 

Page 10, Incentives for outdoor water conservation measures:  This bullet could also address potentially 

expanding the use of rainwater harvesting resulting in energy savings in the cost of treated potable water 

used to address outdoor irrigation needs.   

Page 11, Multi-Scale Regulation:  Consider including in this bullet the concept of a mandatory water 

conservation component associated with water infrastructure permitting at the federal, state, and local 

scales.  If a water conservation plan is already in place, an update on the effectiveness of that plan could 

be included in the permitting process. 

Page 11 and 12, Partnerships:  This section does not currently consider the benefits of federal-state 

partnerships in water conservation and reuse, nor the existing nexus between conservation and planning 

for larger water infrastructure projects and federal water excess capacity contracts. 



Page 12, Funding:  Opportunities for partnering with applicable federal programs is not discussed. 

Section 5.6.2, Page 15, 2
nd

 Paragraph, 3
rd

 sentence:  Rephrase:  “To achieve the goal of protecting public 

health and the environment….” 

Page 15, Exemplary Examples of Reuse:  Suggest deleting “exemplary” from the section title.  It is 

redundant. 

Page 16, Colorado Springs Utilities, 2
nd

 sentence:  Suggest rewording as follows:  “Reuse water is 

provided to irrigate golf courses, parks, campuses and other properties and is used for the cooling towers 

at the Drake Power Plant.” 

Page 17, Research and development of additional reuse options:  Suggest this be split into two sections.  

For research, there are opportunities at the federal scale to research reclaimed water use at the pilot and 

demonstration scales through grant funding available from Reclamation’s WaterSMART Program.   

WaterSMART focuses on improving water conservation and helping water and resource managers make 

wise decisions.  The program provides grant opportunities funding scientific studies and technical 

assistance in the areas of water and energy efficiency, advanced water treatment, climate analysis, basin 

studies, landscape conservation cooperatives, water reclamation and reuse, cooperative watershed 

management, and water conservation field services. 

Consider including a description of Reclamation’s Brackish Groundwater National Desalination Research 

Facility at Alamogordo, New Mexico that is funding research on treating brackish and impaired 

groundwater found in the inland states.  The unique facility focuses its research on brackish groundwater 

desalination, small-scale rural water systems, renewable energy integration, concentrate management, oil 

and gas produced waters, and agricultural uses.  The facility is funded by various grant opportunities, 

Federal, state, university, and private sector researchers working collaboratively to address a broad range 

of water purification needs. 

Bullet “Explore incentives and funding”: You may also wish to expand the reference to Reclamation 

programs to describe application to large-scale potable and non-potable water reuse projects, and facilities 

such as upgraded water treatment plants, non-potable water supply delivery and distribution systems, 

Ranney and horizontal well collection systems that divert surface water supplies for direct nonpotable 

use, and aquifer storage and recovery. 

5.6.4 – Agricultural Conservation, Efficiency and Reuse, Page 24, 1
st
 Paragraph:  The stated premise that 

agricultural conservation, efficiency, and reuse opportunities are limited appears to limit the incentives for 

the planning community to explore future improvements.  Consider reworking the first paragraph to 

present the challenges more objectively, without suggesting there are no benefits commensurate to the 

effort. 

Page 24, 2
nd

 paragraph, 1
st
 sentence:  rephrase “…depending on the scale and context in which 

agricultural conservation is approached.” 

Page 24, 2
nd

 paragraph – provide additional detail regarding specifically how the Arkansas Basin has 

struggled with a recent Supreme Court ruling. 

Page 25, 2
nd

 paragraph – While this paragraph describes the “injury” resulting from loss of timing and 

amount of return flows, it does not mention the water rights remedy – the substitute water supply plan or 



augmentation plan.  Water is obtained by lease or purchase to offset the loss of return flows in timing, 

location, and quality to ensure that downstream users are not injured. 

Page 25, State of Knowledge on Agricultural Reuse, 1
st
 paragraph, last sentence:  correct as follows:  

“…some basins, water….” 

Pages 25 and 26 – last and first sentences, respectively:  Consider rephrasing as follows:  “However, as 

municipalities begin to use their reusable supplies for their own municipal and industrial purposes, fully 

consumable reuse water supplies available for agricultural production may decrease.” 

Page 30, Item 7.  This phrase does not make sense:  “designed to wither use best management 

practices…”? 

Page 30, Last paragraph, 2
nd

 sentence:  rephrase:  “The scale and context of agricultural conservation 

should be considered when developing implementation measures and policy proposals. “ 

Section 5.7-Alternative Agricultural to Urban Transfers 

Page 1, Paragraph 1, 3
rd

 sentence:  correct:  “…supporting about ??? jobs in Colorado.”  How many – it 

would also be useful to include the source, date, and other reference specifics. 

Page 2, Examples of ATMs in Progress:  it would be useful to identify the specific grant program funding 

the Super Ditch work and provide additional details on the ATM effort in the South Platte. 

Page 2, Alternative ATM Grant Program Overview, 2
nd

 paragraph, 1
st
 sentence:  replace “for” with 

“from”. 

Page 2, last paragraph, 1
st
 sentence:  insert commas between “…project, as well as…” and “ATM, is 

eligible….” 

Page 3, Types of ATMs, 4
th
 bullet:  Spell out “Coop” to presumably read “Cooperative” 

Page 3, Types of ATMs, 7
th
 bullet:  Provide a more descriptive title than the designation number of a 

House Bill. 

Page 3, Fallowing-Leasing Pilot Program, 2
nd

 sentence:  simplify by rephrasing as “The pilot program 

may include up to ten separate….” 

Page 5, last paragraph, 3
rd

 sentence:  correct as follows “…three ten-year periods….” 

Section 5.10-Creating More Efficient Permitting Processes  

Page 1, NEPA Process, Paragraph 1, Last sentence:  Replace entire sentence with:  “NEPA states the 

following:” 

Page 3, 1
st
 sentence:  define EIS acronym prior to first use.  Change sentence as follows:  “…projects, an 

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) process….” 

Page 3, Clean Water Act Section 4, 3
rd

 Paragraph, 4
th
 sentence:  modify as follows: “EPA also determines 

the scope of….” 



Page 4, Last Paragraph, 8
th
 Sentence (beginning with “Grants can be made…”:  Identify the type of grant 

– i.e., program title or issuing agency. 

Page 5, Past and Existing Colorado Efforts…, first paragraph, 3
rd

 sentence:  define the DORA acronym 

prior to first use.  Also where are the references listed? 

Page 5, last paragraph, 4
th
 sentence:  correct “conversation” to read “conservation”. 

Page8, Item 3 – Improve the quality of Draft EIS documents:  State agencies seeking to improve the 

quality of Draft EIS documents could elect to participate as Cooperating Agencies in the federal NEPA 

process.  This would allow state agency staff to actively participate in framing the scope of the analyses 

and reviewing preliminary materials to ensure the Draft EIS contains information needed to satisfy State 

agency certification and mitigation requirements.  

Page 8, Item 5 – Improve coordination across state agencies:  The recommended coordination of state 

agency reviews (NEPA, permitting, or other reviews) among the various State agencies could be more 

successful if managed or led by one designated state agency. 

Page 8, Potential State of Colorado Support of a Project Moving Forward:  Please provide a statement 

explaining the value and meaning of a State endorsement, essentially answering, “How does such a 

designation help move a project forward and/or assist the proponent?” 

Page 8, Next Steps:  Coordinate verb tenses across listed bullet items.  Consider adding an item for 

improved federal and state permitting coordination to streamline NEPA and CWA permit processes  
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October 1, 2014 

 

Mr. John Stulp 

Ms. Rebecca Mitchell 

Mr. Jacob Bornstein 

Mr. Tom Browning 

Colorado Water Conservation Board 

1313 Sherman Street, Room 720 

Denver, CO 80203 

 

 

Dear John, Rebecca, and Jacob: 

 

Aurora Water is the third largest water utility in the State of Colorado, serving a population of more than  

348,000. Aurora Water’s sources originate in watersheds covering more than two million acres in portions of 

three major river basins: the South Platte, the Colorado and the Arkansas. We has been a strong supporter of 

the Colorado Water Plan effort and our staff have actively participated in the HB 1177 Roundtable process, 

with memberships and participation on the IBCC and Metro, South Platte, Arkansas, and Colorado River 

Basin roundtables since their inception.  

 

Aurora Water is a member of the Front Range Water Council, which submitted comments on the Plan to the 

CWCB on August 8, 2014. We fully support those comments, and in the section entitled Barriers to 

“Shared” Water Use, it was indicated that Aurora would be submitting additional comments on the ATM 

section of the Plan. This submittal with attachments provides our comments on the Alternative Agricultural-

To-Urban Transfer Methods Section 6.4 (formerly 5.7). Also attached is a copy of an article from the 

University of Denver Law Review entitled The Role of Temporary Changes of Water Rights in Colorado, 

authored by Ryan McLane and John Dingess of the law firm Hamre, Rodriguez, Ostrander & Dingess, P.C., 

which I have referenced in our comments and which provides many useful insights into the ATM discussion. 

 

We are also reviewing the other draft chapters of the Plan and will be offering comments and suggestions to 

the CWCB, which we believe will add clarity and focus to the document. 

 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. Aurora Water hopes that you find this input of value for your 

discussions and development of the Final Colorado Water Plan. Please contact me if you would like to 

discuss these comments in additional detail. 

 

Sincerely,  

 

 

 

Joseph S. Stibrich, P.E. 

Deputy Director Water Resources, Aurora Water 
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Section 6.4 (formerly 5.7) Alternative Agricultural-To-Urban Transfer Methods 

Aurora’s comments are provided by section, using the section titles provided by CWCB in the latest draft 

document. 

Background 

First paragraph – It appears that the number of jobs supported by agriculture state-wide is to be 

provided. This should also include the percentage of total jobs in Colorado represented by that value. 

Second paragraph – In the statement regarding losing 40 percent of today’s irrigated land, it is 

recommended that the percentage lost be defined separately by urbanization of irrigated lands (lands 

are converted from agriculture to urban development) versus actual continued buy and dry practices. 

It should be recognized that in addition to loss of irrigated lands measured as acreage lost, another 

metric to consider is the loss of economic value of the crops being irrigated. The profit margin of crops 

can vary widely, and the impact of the loss of X acres of a low net-profit crop is not the same as the 

impact of the same XX acres of a high net-profit crop. Focusing ATMs on protecting high value crops 

and/or implementing ATMs that can increase crop value could benefit the individual farmer and the 

State overall. It is recommended that this be recognized in this section and it be evaluated in the next 

SWSI iteration. This is addressed in Recommendation #1 of the IBCC Low and No Regrets Action Plan 

discussion, but should also be noted in the background discussion of acreage lost. 

Prior to the section “Examples of Alternative Transfer Methods in Progress” it would be helpful to 

further define the goals of ATM implementation, beneficiaries of ATM implementation, and 

Impediments to ATM implementation.  For instance, these subsections could be included: 

ATM Goals 

Individual ATM concepts may be able to meet a specific goal in a particular region of Colorado; however 

it is unlikely that any particular concept will be universally successful in meeting the identified needs of 

the entire State.  For example, intermittent leasing or interruptible water supply contracts could be used 

to meet a short term need and meet the goal of reducing permanent transfers of the water from 

agricultural use in the Arkansas basin to municipal use, but an alternative concept may more 

appropriately meet the goal for the South Platte basin.  Other water sharing concepts may allow for 

continued viable agricultural production while transferring a portion of the water to long term municipal 

base supply.  

Some of the concepts, discussed in following sections, have likely benefits and constraints resulting from 

implementation.  While much work still remains to evaluate and develop these concepts, a great deal 

has already been learned from pilot and demonstration projects.   

ATM Beneficiaries 

Additional evaluation is needed to identify where the benefits of ATM implementation occur.  Very little 

activity has occurred in this arena to date.  The State as a whole has been assumed to benefit through a 

reduction in buy-and-dry transfers of water from agriculture to municipal uses.  However, evaluation of 

individual location-specific benefits/costs of potential ATM implementation will further inform how 

much benefit can practically be attained and where it might occur. This would focus and prioritize 

specific ATM programs to areas where maximum benefit may occur. 
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Impediments to ATM Implementation 

To date, several potential concepts have been suggested and are currently or will be evaluated for 

implementation.  The major impediments to implementation that have been demonstrated to date are 

legal and financial.  In SWSI 2010 and summarized in McLane & Dingess (2014), the CWCB identified 

several impediments to the development of ATMs, including: 

 Lack of financial incentives to utilize an ATM in lieu of permanent water transfers 

 Expensive transaction costs to obtain water court approval 

 Lack of an administrative process for approving ATMs 

 Uncertainty regarding accounting and administration  

 Verification that no expansion of a water right will occur 

 Desire for permanence and certainty 

The implementation of concepts is hindered by the substantial economic investment required, generally 

assumed to be borne by the alternative user unless some other means are identified. Additional 

legislation may be required to provide the legal framework and flexibility needed for implementation of 

ATMs.  

 Section “Examples of Alternative Transfer Methods in Progress”: 

This information should be moved to the appropriate ATM type discussion below and provided as an 

examples.  

Section “Types of Alternative Transfer Methods”: 

This section should be expanded to provide information (and examples where appropriate) on each type 

of ATM. A detailed definition/description of each should be included.  A discussion of the benefits and 

limitations of each ATM category would also be useful. 

Aurora recommends that there be six (6) ATM categories identified. The Interruptible Supply and Water 

Conservation Easement categories should be combined under one category. We also recommend an 

additional category, “Municipal-Agricultural Water Use Sharing”, be included, with Deficit Irrigation as 

one approach of that ATM type. HB13-1248 is not an ATM, but rather a pilot study to investigate a 

potential type of ATM (see below) and should not be listed here. The six categories, including suggested 

language for three of these, are as follows: 

Interruptible Supply Agreements 

An interruptible supply is an agreement between a municipality (or other water user) and 

farmers/shareholders or a ditch company where, under defined conditions, water is temporarily 

transferred from agricultural use to municipal use.  The farmer would fallow his field(s) during a 

specified period, and the municipal user would lease the historical consumptive-use portion of the 

water.  The arrangement would be codified in a contract including provisions satisfying the legal 

requirements of statutes authorizing the arrangement. Two Interruptible Supply approaches have been 

implemented or are being considered in Colorado: 

 Farmer/Ditch Company Lease to City:  This is a direct lease arrangement between a user (City), ditch 

company, and individual shareholders. A successful example of this concept that worked in practice 

was the 2004-2005 lease of water from Rocky Ford High Line Canal farmers to the City of Aurora 
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(see McLane & Dingess, 2014 for additional details).  This particular arrangement took a long period 

of time to set up, with negotiated complex contracts between the City and individual farmers and 

the Ditch Company, and approval of a Substitute Water Supply Plan by the State Engineers Office.  

Interruptible Water Supply Agreement statutes enacted by the legislature since that time will assist 

in the implementation of these types of interruptible supply leases in the future.  The complexity 

and time requirement of meeting the legal requirements and contracting provisions remains an 

obstacle in implementing this strategy. 

Intermittent leases of this nature are used to fulfill a specific need such as drought relief or the 

recovery of reservoir levels immediately following a drought.  They could also be used as a buffer 

during periods of less-than-normal yield from a base water supply.  This type of arrangement would 

not provide a reliable future base supply.  

 Water Conservation Easement:  (A description of this ATM and the CWCB grant,  its benefits and 

limitations, and an example should be provided) 

Rotational Fallowing 

Rotational fallowing builds on the lease-fallowing concept of Interruptible Supply by utilizing a series of 

plots and fallowing one plot while keeping the others in production with irrigation, then re-irrigating the 

first while fallowing the next in the rotation.  This procedure is continued until all of the plots have been 

fallowed through the rotation.  This concept would allow a supply of leased water each year to become 

a base water supply for a municipal entity, while keeping the remainder of the plots in production. 

A potential concern is that there is always a portion of the farm which is taken out of agricultural 

production even though it is not the same plot each year.  This effectively results in a rotational buy and 

dry condition if the rotational fallowing is continued in perpetuity without the revegetation protection 

for the lands.  

Municipal-Agricultural Water Use Sharing 

The concept of municipal-agricultural use sharing can be very encompassing.  Under this concept, 

farming continues on all lands associated with the water supply, but methods are used to reduce the 

consumptive use by the crops, allowing the historical consumptive use to be shared between the 

agricultural and municipal use. Two type of this ATM are considered: 

 Continued Farming:  This is a water sharing program instituted by the City of Aurora as part of its 

Rocky Ford Ditch transfer in the lower Arkansas basin.  Under this Continued Farming program, the 

City invested in highly efficient irrigation equipment, drip or sprinkler technology, for the farmer 

who could then use a well for water supply.  Rather than using the City’s Rocky Ford Ditch water 

directly, the City provided augmentation supply from the Rocky Ford Ditch for the farmer’s new well 

supply.  By providing a portion of the consumptive use water from the Rocky Ford transfer back to 

the farmer, several farmers have been able to continue viable agricultural production by using 

augmentation supplies for depletions from the well use on their farm.  This concept is successful 

since the farmers can reduce their consumptive use by switching cropping patterns to less water-

intensive crops while still maintaining a viable agricultural operation. 

This type of operation has the potential to keep the agricultural economy viable by allowing a 

portion of the original water source to remain in agriculture as an augmentation supply, while also 

allowing a portion of the water to be transferred to municipal use off of the farm. Arrangements 
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such as this require a substantial financial commitment by the municipal entity, as well as the ability 

and commitment by the farmer and Ditch Company to demonstrate flexibility and willingness to 

modify current operations. 

 Deficit Irrigation:  (ATM grant should be described)  

Flex Water Marketing 

(Include or reference the information provided on this topic under “ATM Related Legislation”) 

Water Coop 

(A description of this ATM, its benefits and limitations, and an example should be provided) 

Water Bank 

(A description of this ATM, its benefits and limitations, and an example should be provided) 

Section “ATM Related Legislation” 

The introductory paragraph of this section could benefit from a discussion on the need for additional 

flexibility than is provided from existing legislation to implement the concepts being discussed here.  It 

has been difficult, very expensive and time consuming to implement any ATM concepts put forth to 

date.  For example, when it takes 18 months to implement a temporary lease, the need for further 

flexibility, expedited implementation approval, and further legislative relief is apparent.  Uncertainties 

for both the agricultural users (e.g., outcomes of historic consumptive use analyses) and the 

municipalities (e.g., reliance of a temporary supply to meet permanent needs) will need to be addressed 

for ATMs to be an effective alternative, and legislation may be needed to resolve such uncertainties 

(McLane & Dingess, 2014). 

In the discussion on the Inaugural Pilot Project Application (Fowler Project), the reason for withdrawal of 

the project being withdrawn should be provided. 

There is a need to recognize these new types or classifications of water uses, such as “leased” or “flex 

use” water, as legal beneficial uses within current administrative water exchanges and within 

appropriated water court decrees. 

Significant legislative steps have already been taken to assist in meeting these needs.  Additional 

concepts are currently being discussed for ATM consideration.  Legislation such as: the Fallowing-Leasing 

Pilot Program Bill (HB13-1248) and the Interruptible Water Supply Agreement Bill (HB13-1130) have 

been enacted. 

References 

We recommend adding the following excellent paper on temporary changes, including a thorough 

discussion of impediments to ATMs, interruptible water supply agreements, and legislative needs: 

McLane, Ryan & Dingess, John (2014). The Role of Temporary Changes of Water Rights in Colorado. 

University of Denver Water Law Review. Volume 17, Issue 2, Spring 2014. 
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88 WATER LAW REVIEW Volume 17 

I. INTRODUCTION 

“Buy and dry” has become a rallying cry in Colorado.
1

  For those not famil-

iar with the phrase (usually a pejorative), it references the sale and severance of 

water rights originally decreed for irrigation from previously irrigated lands, and 

the subsequent use of that water for other purposes not upon that land.
2

  Many 

of the communities and farms that malign “buy and dry” practices do so out of 

the impression that cities are out to “take” their water.
3

  Certain voices in these 

rural communities point to a long list of perceived negative effects they associate 

with changes in land use, including reductions in the total number of acres irri-

gated,
4

 reductions in population in nearby communities,
5

 and potential eco-

nomic effects resulting from reductions in irrigated acres.
6

  Despite perceived 

community downsides, individual agricultural water rights holders continue to 

voluntarily sell their water rights to municipal water users.
7

 

But, “buy and dry” is only a small part of the story.  For cities and other 

municipal water suppliers, the issue is not about trying to “take” water away from 

agricultural water users, but instead about trying to meet the expanding water 

demand of a growing population.
8

  Recent studies indicate that Colorado’s pop-

ulation will likely grow by nearly eighty percent by 2050.
9

  Statewide, municipal, 

and industrial water suppliers face an expected water deficit of 633,000 acre-

feet based upon such population growth.
10

 

To put this 633,000 acre-feet deficit into perspective, the historical average 

annual stream flows leaving the state of Colorado from the South Platte River 

Basin and the Arkansas River Basin —the basins in which almost eighty-eight 

percent of Colorado’s population reside
11

 — is about 702,000 acre-feet a year.
12

  

 

 1. See Matt Jenkins, A Colorado Newspaperman Fights for His Valley’s Water, HIGH 

COUNTRY NEWS, Mar. 19, 2012, http://www.hcn.org/issues/44.5/a-colorado-newspaperman-
fights-for-his-valleys-water. 

 2. See Megan Verlee, Thirsty Cities, Dry Farms: Part 1 - Buy and Dry, COLO. PUB. RADIO, 
July 27, 2011, http://www.cpr.org/article/Thirsty_Cities_Dry_Farms_pt_1__Buy_and_Dry; see 
also Jennifer Thorvaldson & James Pritchett, Economic Impact Analysis of Reduced Irrigated 
Acreage in Four River Basins in Colorado, 207 COLO. WATER RES. RESEARCH INST. 5 (2006). 

 3. Jenkins, supra note 1; see also Thorvaldson, supra note 2, at 5. 

 4. Bruce Finley, Colorado Farmland Goes Dry as Suburbs Secure Water Supplies, THE 
DENVER POST, Mar. 13, 2011, http://www.denverpost.com/recommended/ci_17598524. 

 5. James Pritchett, et al., Water Leasing: Opportunities and Challenges for Colorado’s 
South Platte Basin, 2008 W. AGRIC. ECON. ASSOC. 3-4, available at  http://agecon-
search.umn.edu/bitstream/37725/2/Thorvaldson_WAEA_2008_Paper.pdf. 

 6. Thorvaldson, supra note 2, at 7. 

 7. Finley, supra note 4. 

 8. See Cathy Proctor, Steady Water Supply Oils the Gears of Business, DENVER BUS. J., 
Sept. 7, 2012, http://www.bizjournals.com/denver/print-edition/2012/09/07/steady-water-supply-
oils-the-gears-of.html. 

 9. COLO. WATER CONSERVATION BD., STATEWIDE WATER SUPPLY INITIATIVE 2010, 
APPENDIX H—STATE OF COLORADO 2050 MUNICIPAL & INDUSTRIAL WATER USE PROJECTIONS 

2-11 (2010), available at http://cwcb.state.co.us/water-management/water-supply-planning/Docu-
ments/SWSI2010/Appendix%20H_State%20of%20Colorado%202050%20Municipal%20and%
20Industrial%20Water%20Use%20Projections.pdf. 

 10. COLO. WATER CONSERVATION BD., ALTERNATIVE AGRICULTURAL WATER GRANT 

PROGRAM SUMMARY 1 (2011), available at http://cwcbweblink.state.co.us/web-
link/0/doc/150555/Electronic.aspx?searchid=9918b278-0e2f-4c0e-acff-280192b81b95. 

 11. COLO. WATER CONSERVATION BD., supra note 9, at 2-11 tbl.2-2. 

 12. HYDROGRAPHIC BRANCH, COLO. DIV. OF WATER RES., COLORADO HISTORICAL 
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Put another way, the projected municipal and industrial deficits alone would 

consume ninety percent of the water naturally produced in those basins, which 

has heretofore flowed downstream to neighboring states.  Such a comparison 

illustrates the magnitude of the water deficit problem facing Colorado. 

In short, projected water needs will exceed the physical supply of water in 

these basins.  Indeed, between Colorado’s existing water uses and its compact 

commitments to downstream states, there is little unappropriated water supply 

available in Colorado.
13

  Therefore, the practical reality facing many municipal 

water suppliers is that transfers of existing water supply to new uses is the mech-

anism available to meet growing demands. 

Thus, “buy and dry” is only half the story.  The full story is that Colorado 

anticipates a growing water demand, which necessitates the continued transfer 

of existing water rights to new uses.  Considering Colorado agriculture accounts 

for eighty-six percent of the state’s consumptive water use,
14

 the overwhelming 

likelihood is that Colorado’s agricultural water supply will be a source of supply 

to municipalities in some form. 

Outright purchase is the simplest method for effectuating these transfers.  

Colorado law has long recognized the ability of water right owners to sell, sever, 

and change their water rights as an exerciseable privilege and an important stick 

in the bundle of rights constituting a Colorado water right.
15

  Under this legal 

regime, it is fanciful to believe that willing sellers and willing buyers will not do 

business, particularly where the demand for water is great.  However, that is not 

to say that “buy and dry” is the only solution — or even the best solution. 

Recently, the Colorado Water Conservation Board (“CWCB”), under the 

auspices of the 2010 Statewide Water Supply Initiative (“SWSI”), published a 

final report that outlines several alternative agricultural water transfer methods.
16

  

The report identified several reasons why there has not been significant devel-

opment of alternative agricultural water transfer methods in Colorado, includ-

ing: 

• Lack of financial incentive to seek an alternative to permanent water 

transfers 

• Expensive transaction costs to obtain water court approval, which is re-

quired for any permanent alternative water transfer 

• Lack of a viable administrative process for approving alternative water 

transfers 

• Uncertainty regarding accounting and administration of alternative water 

transfers 

• Verification that a given water right has not expanded under the auspices 

 

AVERAGE ANNUAL STREAM FLOWS (2011), http://wa-
ter.state.co.us/DWRIPub/DWR%20Maps/2011SnakeDiagram.pdf. 

 13. See COLO. WATER CONSERVATION BD., STATEWIDE WATER SUPPLY INITIATIVE 2010 

6-3 (2011), available at http://cwcb.state.co.us/water-management/water-supply-planning/Docu-
ments/SWSI2010/SWSI2010.pdf. 

 14. Colorado’s Water Needs, COLORADO WATER CONSERVATION BD., 
http://cwcb.state.co.us/water-management/water-supply-planning/Pages/ColoradosWaterSup-
plyNeeds.aspx (last visited Feb. 1, 2014). 

 15. Williams v. Midway Prop. Owners Ass’n, 938 P.2d 515, 523 (Colo.1997); Pueblo W. 
Metro. Dist. v. Se. Colo. Water Conservancy Dist., 717 P.2d 955, 959 (Colo. 1986). 

 16. COLO. WATER CONSERVATION BD., supra note 13, at 7-18 tbl.7-6. 
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of an alternative water supply transfer and 

• Desire for permanence and certainty of any alternative water supply 

transfer.
17

 

These reasons are by no means an exclusive list of the problems facing 

alternative transfer methods.  However, the list identifies an important impedi-

ment: a lack of the necessary legal framework to successfully implement alter-

native water transfers. 

One of the alternative water transfer methods suggested in the SWSI is the 

Interruptible Water Supply Agreement (“IWSA”).
18

  An IWSA is a statutorily 

recognized agreement, which, if approved by the Colorado State Engineer’s Of-

fice, allows for a temporary change of an absolute water right for a new use.
19

  

The statute does not require an adjudication of the agreement in the Colorado 

water courts, but only allows for the proposed changes to operate for three sea-

sons during a ten-year period.
20

 

Since the enactment of the IWSA statute in 2003,
21

 no one has utilized it in 

any significant fashion.
22

  Despite the failure of the IWSA statute to promote 

temporary water transfers over permanent water transfers, there is still a will, 

and a need, to make such temporary transfers a reliable mechanism for obtain-

ing temporary water supplies.  In 2007, the Colorado Assembly enacted Senate 

 

 17. Id. at 7-19. 

 18. COLO. WATER CONSERVATION BD, supra note 10, at 4-5. 

 19. COLO. REV. STAT. § 37-92-309 (2014). 

 20. §§ 37-92-309(1)(3)(c). 

 21. Act of Jun. 5, 2003, ch. 363, 2003 Colo. Sess. Laws (2003). 

 22. For example, the City of Aurora and the Rocky Ford area High Line Canal Company 
entered into a temporary lease that operated very much like an interruptible water supply agree-
ment, but the SEO approved that agreement pursuant to different legislative authority.  See Ap-
plication Letter from Duncan, Ostrander & Dingess, P.C., on behalf of the City of Aurora, to 
Hall Simpson, P.E., State Engineer, Office of the State Eng’r, Colo. Div. of Water Res. (June 30, 
2003) (on file with Water Law Review) [hereinafter “Aurora Application, Water Year 2004”]; 
Decision Letter from Office of State Eng’r to John M. Dingess, Duncan, Ostrander & Dingess, 
P.C. (Jan. 30, 2004) (on file with Water Law Review) [hereinafter “SEO Approval, Water Year 
2004”]. Also, in 2012 East Cherry Creek Valley Water and Sanitation District, the Arapahoe 
County Water and Wastewater Authority, and the United Water and Sanitation District submit-
ted two interruptible water supply agreement applications that the State Engineer’s Office ap-
proved on December 24, 2012; however, the applicants subsequently requested to cancel the 
applications on February 8, 2013. See Request for Approval Letter from William B. Tourtillott 
et al., on behalf of Arapahoe Cnty. Water & Wastewater Auth. & United Water & Sanitation 
Dist., to Joanna Williams, Office of the State Eng’r (Apr. 16, 2012) (on file with Water Law 
Review); Request for Approval Letter from William B. Tourtillott et al., on behalf E. Cherry 
Creek Valley Water & Sanitation Dist. & United Water & Sanitation Dist., to Joanna Williams, 
Office of the State Eng’r (Apr. 16, 2012) (on file with Water Law Review); Approval Letter from 
Kevin G. Rein, P.E., Deputy State Eng’r, to Tod J. Smith, on behalf United Water & Sanitation 
Dist & Arapahoe Cnty. Water & Wastewater Auth. (Dec. 24, 2012) (on file with Water Law 
Review); Approval Letter from Kevin G. Rein, P.E., Deputy State Eng’r, to Tod J. Smith, on 
behalf United Water & Sanitation Dist. & E. Cherry Creek Valley Water & Sanitation Dist. (Dec. 
24, 2012) (on file with Water Law Review);Request to Cancel Letter from Brian M. Nazarenus 
et al., to Kevin G. Rein, Office of the State Eng’r. (Feb. 8, 2013) (on file with Water Law Review). 
[hereinafter collectively “ACWWA, ECCV & United IWSA Applications.”] Finally, various 
CWCB funded Alternative Agricultural Water Transfer Method Grant Programs proposed ex-
ploring interruptible water supply agreements. See COLO. WATER CONSERVATION BD., 
ALTERNATIVE AGRICULTURAL WATER TRANSFER METHODS GRANT PROGRAM SUMMARY 11-
12 (2011), available at http://cwcbweblink.state.co.us/weblink/0/doc/150555/Elec-
tronic.aspx?searchid=9918b278-0e2f-4c0e-acff-280192b81b95. 
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Bill 07-122, which appropriated $1,500,000 for a grant program “to advance 

various agricultural transfer methods as alternatives to permanent agricultural 

dry-up in the South Platte and Arkansas river basins, including but not limited 

to, interruptible water supply agreements . . . .”
23

  In 2009, the Colorado Assem-

bly enacted Senate Bill 09-125, which appropriated an additional $1,500,000 

for the grant program and removed language limiting the program to the Ar-

kansas and South Platte River Basins.
24

  A review of the grant recipient projects 

indicates that only one more potential IWSA project will is likely to occur in 

the near future, although at least two other grant recipient projects may use 

IWSAs as a mechanism for their proposed temporary changes.
25

 

Based on these investments, the State of Colorado must consider it lauda-

ble to investigate and incentivize these alternative water transfers.  But at pre-

sent, the IWSA statute is one of the only alternative water transfer mechanisms 

available in Colorado.
26

  Consequently, there is value in developing an IWSA 

statute desirable to Colorado water users because other alternative water trans-

fer methods – such as rotational fallowing, purchase and lease-back, and water 

banking – are likely to operate similarly in form to an IWSA
27

 and face common 

legal impediments to successful implementation.  Accordingly, developing a 

workable legal framework for IWSAs may further other forms of temporary 

transfers in Colorado. 

Having a variety of means to transfer water to new uses is important, be-

cause it adds flexibility to our administration of a dynamic water resource.  Col-

orado should embrace the opportunity to implement additional transfer meth-

ods, recognizing that such methods could preserve Colorado water users’ 

individual property rights while simultaneously addressing serious water supply 

deficits.  In short, establishing alternative transfer mechanisms allows individual 

water users to make decisions about their own water rights.  However, Colorado 

must be wary of expanding the property rights of one group of water users to 

the detriment of another.  To that end, the legal frameworks Colorado estab-

lishes allowing alternative transfer mechanisms will be very important. 

Because of the unique role IWSAs currently play, and the increasing inter-

est in other alternative transfer mechanisms, this article seeks to: (I) review the 

 

 23. Act of May 31, 2007, ch. 352, sec. 18, 2007 Colo. Sess. Laws 1511, 1517-18. 

 24. Act of June 1, 2009, ch. 328, sec. 4, 2009 Colo. Sess. Laws 1745, 1746. 

 25. COLO. WATER CONSERVATION BD., supra note 10, at app. A 2-3 (showing that the Col-
orado Corn Growers Association’s DT Ranch project appears to be the only project that defi-
nitely seeks to implement a IWSA temporary transfer). 

 26. Pursuant to 2003 amendments, the Arkansas River Pilot Water Banking Act allows water 
banks in all water divisions in Colorado upon request by a water conservancy district.  Arkansas 
River Pilot Water Banking Act, COLO. REV. STAT. § 37-80.5-101 to -102 (2001).  To date, only 
the Arkansas River Basin has an approved water bank.  See 2 COLO. CODE REGS. § 402-12 (2013) 
(noting Rules Governing the Arkansas River Water Bank Pilot Program).  Similarly, the Colorado 
General Assembly has recently enacted legislation allowing a limited number of pilot projects 
effectuating temporary lease-fallowing transfers.  See Act of May 13, 2013, ch. 210, sec. 2, 2013 
Colo. Sess. Laws 878.A certain form of Substitute Water Supply Plans (“SWSP”) has allowed 
temporary transfers of water rights in the past.  See COLO. REV. STAT. § 37-92-308(5)(a) (2012). 
However, it is unclear how that authority could be used for such temporary transfers in the future, 
as the IWSA statute now exists.  Accordingly, the IWSA statute is the only practical alternative 
to “buy and dry” available statewide. COLO. REV. STAT. § 37-92-309 (2013). 

 27. See COLO. WATER CONSERVATION BD., supra note 10, at app. B 11-12 (discussing ex-
tension of IWSAs for use in the rotational fallowing projects). 
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existing IWSA statute in order to understand the current legal framework for 

temporary changes of water rights in Colorado; (II) analyze the Aurora – High 

Line Canal Lease Agreements to obtain a better understanding of how and why 

parties might utilize such temporary changes; and (III) discuss some of the ob-

servations and lessons learned from those water leases.  This article seeks to 

provide practitioners with useful tips and considerations regarding temporary 

water rights transfers, while commenting on the potential utility of temporary 

changes and how such changes may become a more useful component of Col-

orado water use. 

II. EXISTING IWSA STATUTE 

The Colorado Revised Statutes section 37-92-309 authorizes IWSAs.
28

  The 

statute contemplates approval and operation of temporary changes pursuant to 

IWSAs without water court approval.
29

  Instead, the Colorado State Engineer’s 

Office (“SEO”) reviews, approves, and administers IWSA temporary changes.
30

 

However, the SEO has limited authority.  The statute only applies to tem-

porary changes that in no event permanently change a water right.
31

  The SEO 

may only permit “temporary change[s] in the point of diversion, location of use, 

and type of use,” and such IWSA changes may only apply in the case of abso-

lute rights, not conditional rights.
32

  Moreover, the SEO must deny any pro-

posed temporary change if it will require adjudication by the court.
33

 

A. THE APPLICATION AND AGREEMENT 

The statute defines an IWSA as “an option agreement between two or 

more water right owners . . . .”
34

  Thus, the IWSA statute regulates not only the  

temporary uses of water, but also the nature of the contractual relationship be-

tween the parties.  The statute classifies the potential parties as the “owner of 

the loaned water right” and the “borrowing water right owner,” and defines any 

operation of the temporary change as an exercise of an option to lease a water 

right.
35

  Amendments to the statute in 2013 further defined “loaned water right” 

as “any identified water right, or identified portion of a water right, specifically 

described in the interruptible water supply agreement.”
36

  The parties to such 

an agreement still have wide latitude to propose contract terms unique to their 

situation, so long as the form of the transfer operates as an option to exercise a 

lease of a specific water right. 

 

 28. COLO. REV. STAT. § 37-92-309 (2013). 

 29. “The general assembly hereby finds, determines, and declares that there are certain cir-
cumstances under which administrative approval of the use of interruptible water supply agree-
ments can maximize the beneficial use of Colorado water resources without the need for an ad-
judication and without injury to vested water rights or decreed conditional water rights.”  § 37-92-
309(1).  Nonetheless, the water courts have jurisdiction to judicially review appeals of SEO deter-
minations made pursuant to the IWSA statute.  § 37-92-309(4)(a). 

 30. § 37-92-309(3). 

 31. § 37-92-309(1). 

 32. § 37-92-309(3). 

 33. Id. 

 34. § 37-92-309(2)(a). 

 35. Id. 

 36. § 37-92-309(2)(b). 
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An IWSA’s approval begins with an application.
37

  The statute does not 

expressly provide application requirements, except that an application must in-

clude a “detailed written report, prepared by a professional engineer” at the 

time of filing.
38

  The report must evaluate the water right’s historical consumptive 

use, return flows analysis, and any potential injuries to other water rights that 

may result from the exercise of the IWSA if approved. 
39

 

However, the statute also requires that the interruptible water supply agree-

ment – as opposed to the application – quantify the loaning water right’s histor-

ical consumptive use, and describe the land where the consumptive use oc-

curred.
40

  If the loaned right is an irrigation right, the agreement shall include a 

plan preventing erosion and blowing soils, and describe how the agreement will 

comply with all local county noxious weed and land use regulations.
41

 

B. NOTICE AND COMMENT 

The application process bears many similarities to the resume-notice pro-

cedures that the Colorado Water Courts use,
42

 as well as the publication proce-

dures that other western states  utilize for changes of water rights.
43

  The appli-

cant must provide written notice of the application via mail or email to all parties 

who have subscribed to a notification list for the water divisions in which the 

water right is currently located and where it is proposed to be temporarily used.
44

 

Applicant must file proof of such notice with the SEO.
45

 

Owners of water rights
46

 have thirty-five days after such notice to provide the 

SEO with comments regarding the proposed IWSA.
47

 Any claims of injury, and 

any terms and conditions that a party believes should be included in the pro-

posed IWSA in order to protect their water rights from injury must be raised in 

these comments
48

 

In 2013, the Colorado General Assembly passed amendments to the 

IWSA statute that changed the notice and comment procedures under certain 

 

 37. § 37-92-309(3)(a). 

 38. Id. 

 39. Id. 

 40. § 37-92-309(3)(b). 

 41. Id. 

 42. § 37-92-302(3)(a). 

 43. See MONT. CODE ANN. § 85-2-307 (2013); UTAH CODE ANN. § 73-5-13(4) (West 2013); 
WASH. REV. CODE § 90.03.280 (2013); WYO. STAT ANN. § 41-3-104 (2013). 

 44. COLO. REV. STAT. § 37-92-309(3)(a) (2013). 

 45. Id. 

 46. Unlike water court proceedings, in which all “persons” have standing to participate, stand-
ing to oppose an IWSA application is defined instead by ownership of, and potential injury to, 
an existing water right.  Compare Buffalo Park Dev. Co. v. Mountain Mut. Reservoir Co., 195 
P.3d 674, 687 (Colo. 2008) (discussing standing to participate in water court proceedings), with 
COLO. REV. STAT. § 37-92-309(3)(a) (2013) (establishing which parties may file comments with 
the SEO pertaining to IWSA applications).  Moreover, holders of conditional water rights may 
have limited standing to participate in IWSA proceedings as well.  See COLO. REV. STAT. § 37-
92-309(3)(a) (2013) (noting that the statute only protects decreed conditional water rights from 
injury “if such conditional rights will be exercised during operation of the interruptible water sup-
ply agreement”). 

 47. § 37-92-309(3)(a). 

 48. Id. 
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circumstances.
49

  Section III discusses those amendments in greater detail. 

C. STATE ENGINEER’S DETERMINATION 

The SEO considers the application and comments and makes a determi-

nation on the application.
50

  Although the IWSA statute does not require a for-

mal hearing or proceeding on the matter, it does allow a hearing at the SEO’s 

discretion.
51

 

Specifically, the SEO determines whether the operation and administration 

of the proposed IWSA will:  (I) “effect only a temporary change in the historical 

consumptive use of the [loaning] water right;” (II) “not cause injury to other 

water rights;” and (III) “not impair compliance with any interstate compact.”
52

  

Furthermore, the SEO need not merely approve or deny an application.
53

  In 

its discretion, the SEO may impose any terms and conditions necessary to meet 

the three statutory standards.
54

 

D. APPEAL OF SEO DETERMINATION 

After approving or denying any IWSA, the SEO must mail (or e-mail) a 

copy of its decision to all parties to the application.
55

  Any party to the application 

may appeal the decision to the water court of the applicable water division.
56

  

Parties must make such appeals within thirty-five days of the mailing of the de-

cision.
57

 

Procedurally, the water court must comply with Colorado Revised Statutes 

§ 37-92-304 and § 37-92-305, the same statutes governing court procedures in 

other water matters.
58

  The IWSA statute deems the IWSA “proponent” — pre-

sumably the IWSA applicant — as the “applicant” for purposes of Colorado 

Revised Statutes § 37- 92-304 and § 37-92-305.
59

 

Although the standards and procedures the water court uses for this matter 

do not substantially differ from other matters before the water court, an IWSA 

appeal differs in two notable ways.  First, the IWSA statute requires that the 

water judge determine such appeals under the same procedures for determining 

matters referred to the water judge by the water referee.
60

  Thus, the water judge 

hears IWSA appeals directly, and the appeal will spend no time on the water 

referee’s docket.  Second, the IWSA statute directs the water judge to expedite 

the appeal.
61

 

 

 49. Act of Jun. 4, 2013, ch. 415, 2013 Colo. Sess. Laws (2013). 

 50. COLO. REV. STAT. § 37-92-309(3)(b) (2013). 

 51. Id. 

 52. Id. 

 53. § 37-92-309(4)(a). 

 54. § 37-92-309 (3)(b). 

 55. § 37-92-309(4)(a). 

 56. Id. 

 57. Id. 

 58. Id. 

 59. Id. 

 60. Id. 

 61. Id. 
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The scope of any appeal is solely the issue of injury resulting from the op-

eration of the proposed IWSA.
62

  The water judge applies the same legal stand-

ards in that injury inquiry as in any other water matter; specifically, the water 

judge must apply the injury standards provided in Colorado Revised Statutes § 

37-92-304 and § 37-92-305.
63

  The IWSA statute provides that “[n]either the 

approval nor the denial of the agreement by the state engineer shall create any 

presumptions, shift the burden of proof, or serve as a defense in any legal action 

that may be initiated concerning the interruptible water supply agreement.”
64

  

Consequently, the applicable procedures and standards of Colorado Revised 

Statutes § 37-92-304 and § 37-92-305 require the proponent of an IWSA to 

establish a prima facie case of no-injury to existing water users without the ben-

efit of administrative deference to the prior SEO decision.
65

 

The IWSA statute goes to great lengths to ensure that an IWSA appeal will 

have no issue preclusive effect in separate legal actions: “the water judge shall 

not deem any failure to appeal all or any part of the decision of the state engi-

neer or failure to state any grounds for appeal to preclude any party from raising 

any claims of injury in a future proceeding before the water judge.”
66

 

E. OPERATION OF THE IWSA 

If the IWSA is approved, the borrowing water right owner may exercise the 

IWSA option to lease up to three times during a ten-year period.
67

  The ten-

year period begins running at the time the IWSA is approved.
68

  Each time the 

borrowing water right owner exercises the option, he or she may divert and use 

the loaned water right for its temporarily changed purpose during the next water 

year.
69

  Such operation remains subject to the priority system and the terms of 

the approval by the SEO.
70

 

However, the IWSA statute requires the borrowing water user to determine 

if he or she will exercise the option in any given year no later than March 1.
71

  If 

the borrowing water user decides to exercise the option, he or she must provide 

notice by March 1 of that year to all parties that submitted comments on the 

application.
72

 

F. RENEWED COMMENTS ON INJURY 

After the borrowing water right owner has exercised and operated the 

IWSA for the first time, any party to the original IWSA application may file 

additional comments with the SEO concerning the potential injury to its water 

 

 62. Id. 

 63. Id. 

 64. Id. 

 65. § 37-92-304(3); §§ 37-92-305(c)(II), (d); § 37-92-309(4)(a). 

 66. § 37-92-309(4)(a). 

 67. § 37-92-309(3)(c). 

 68. Id. 

 69. § 37-92-309(2)(a)(II). 

 70. Id. 

 71. § 37-92-309(3)(d). 

 72. Id. 
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rights due to the operation of the IWSA.
73

  Parties may file such comments only 

after the first time the borrowing water right owner exercises the option.  The 

parties must submit the comments no later than January 1 of the following year.
74

  

Such comments will initiate the same notice and comment, SEO determination, 

and water court appeal process as the initial application required.
75

  In essence, 

potentially injured water rights holders may renew their objections to the oper-

ation of the IWSA, presumably to address potential injury actually experienced 

during the initial operation of the IWSA. 

III. 2013 AMENDMENTS TO THE IWSA STATUTE 

In the 2013 legislative session, the Colorado General Assembly enacted an 

amendment to the IWSA legislation that created the ability to renew an IWSA 

for up to two additional ten-year periods.
76

  Prior to 2013, if the borrowing water 

right owner exercised the IWSA option at any time during the approved ten-

year period, no future IWSA could include the subject water right.
77

  If a bor-

rowing water right owner, however, never exercised the IWSA during the ten-

year period, he or she could renew that same IWSA once under the same ap-

plication process described above.
78

 

A. UP TO TWO RENEWAL APPLICATIONS PERMITTED 

The 2013 amendment now allows a limited number of renewals of previ-

ously approved IWSA plans.
79

  The amendment made no changes to the pro-

vision that allows an applicant to make one renewal application for an IWSA 

that a borrowing water right owner never exercised during the initial ten-year 

option period.
80

  However, the 2013 amendments added subsection six, which 

allows an applicant to re-apply for up to two additional renewals of an IWSA, 

irrespective of whether the borrowing water right user had exercised the 

IWSA.
81

  The ability to renew the IWSA pursuant to subsection six comes with 

additional procedural safeguards and requirements, which are listed below.
82

 

B. “RESUME NOTICE” PUBLICATION 

Renewal applications must now include a resume of the renewal application 

that applicants file with the water clerk in the water division(s) in which the 

loaned water right is located.
83

  The water clerk then publishes the resume “in 

 

 73. § 37-92-309(4)(b). 

 74. Id. 

 75. Id. 

 76. Act of Jun. 5, 2013, ch. 415, 2013 Colo. Sess. Laws (2013). 

 77. COLO. REV. STAT. § 37-92-309 (2012). 

 78. Id. 

 79. Act of Jun. 5, 2013, ch. 415, sec. 3(c), (6)(b), 2013 Colo. Sess. Laws (2013). 

 80. Compare COLO. REV. STAT. § 37-92-309(3)(c) (2012), with COLO. REV. STAT. § 37-92-
309(3)(c) (2013). 

 81. COLO. REV. STAT. § 37-92-309(6)(b) (2013). 

 82. See COLO. REV. STAT. §§ 37-92-309(6)(c)–(g) (2013); see also COLO. REV. STAT. § 37-
92-309(6)(a)(I) (2013) (establishing that all of the “substantive and procedural requirements” of 
an initial IWSA application still apply to renewal applications). 

 83. COLO. REV. STAT. § 37-92-309(6)(c)(I). 
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the manner set for in [Colorado Revised Statutes] §§ 37-92-302(3)(a) and 

(3)(b) . . . .”
84

  Colorado Revised Statutes §§ 37-92,302(3)(a) and (b), known as 

the resume notice provisions, are the same notice provisions through which the 

water courts exercise their exclusive jurisdiction over in rem water proceedings.
85

  

The statute makes clear that the water clerk has the authority to publish the 

resume notice, “notwithstanding the fact that the applications were filed with the 

state engineer.”
86

  Applicants still file renewal applications with the SEO, and 

must now provide the SEO’s office with proof of the resume’s submission to 

the water clerk.
87

 

The amended provisions specifically require renewal applicants to comply 

with the pre-amendment notice requirements previously discussed in this arti-

cle.
88

 

The deadline for providing comments on renewals is approximately eighty-

five days longer than the deadline for providing comments on an initial applica-

tion.
89

  As a result of utilizing resume notice, the statute now provides: “[o]wners 

of water rights have until the last day of the fourth month following the month 

in which the resume was submitted to the water clerk to file comments . . . .”
90

  

While an in-depth discussion of resume notice procedures is not relevant here, 

this format closely parallels the water court’s existing resume notice procedures 

pursuant to Colorado Revised Statutes § 37-92-302(3).
91

 

C. ADDITIONAL SEO CRITERIA FOR REVIEW 

1. No Renewal IWSAs May Export Transmountain Water 

The amendment prohibits the SEO from approving any renewal applica-

tion that would seek to “transfer or facilitate the transfer of water across the 

continental divide by direct diversion, exchange, or otherwise.”
92

  Colorado 

practitioners commonly refer to transfers across the Continental Divide as 

“transmountain diversions.”
93

 

2. No Reliance Upon Multiple IWSAs as a Source of Primary Water Supply 

The SEO may not approve any renewal application that would allow a “bor-

rowing water right user to rely on the exercise of multiple interruptible water 

supply agreements as its primary source of supply.”
94

  In other words, water 

users cannot obtain and operate multiple IWSAs as their “primary” water sup-

ply, as opposed to obtaining a source of long-term water supply. 

 

 84. Id.; see also COLO. REV. STAT. §§ 37-92-302(3)(a)-(b) (2012). 

 85. §§ 37-92-302(3)(a)-(b); see also S. Ute Indian Tribe v. King Consol. Ditch Co., 250 P.3d 
1226, 1241-43 (Colo. 2011) (Rice, J., dissenting) (discussing the court’s interpretation of resume 
notice procedures). 

 86. COLO. REV. STAT. § 37-92-309(6)(c)(I) (2013). 

 87. § 37-92-309(6)(c)(II). 

 88. §§ 37-92-309(3)(a), 37-92-309(6)(c)(III). 

 89. Compare § 37-92-309(3)(a), with § 37-92-309(6)(d). 

 90. § 37-92-309(6)(d). 

 91. See COLO. REV. STAT. §§ 37-92-302(3)(a)-(b) (2012). 

 92. § 37-92-309(6)(e). 

 93. See City of Florence v. Bd. of Waterworks of Pueblo, 793 P.2d 148, 153 (Colo. 1990). 

 94. § 37-92-309(6)(f)(I). 
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3. Renewal Terms and Conditions No Less Restrictive than Previously 

Imposed Terms and Conditions 

The SEO cannot approve any renewal application that includes terms and 

conditions less restrictive than the terms and conditions of a previously author-

ized IWSA.
95

  This provision assures water users who have commented on a 

previous IWSA application that a renewal will, at the very least, include all of 

the previously imposed terms and conditions.  Thus, past opposers of an IWSA 

application satisfied by the prior terms and conditions may decide not to partic-

ipate in renewal applications. 

4. No Renewal of IWSA in Which the Loaned Water Rights are Already 

Included Under a Separate IWSA, or Where the Loaned Water Rights Have 

Already Been Included in Two Prior IWSAs 

The SEO cannot approve a renewal IWSA that includes a water right al-

ready approved for temporary use under a separate, unexpired IWSA.
96

  Simi-

larly, the SEO cannot approve a renewal IWSA, regardless of the applicant, 

that includes a water right approved for temporary use in two prior IWSA re-

newals.
97

  Taken together, these provisions address concerns that applicants may 

try to use the renewal process to “stack” IWSAs, so that a water right could be 

put to temporarily changed purposes more than three times in a ten-year period 

(e.g., if a water right was exercised for temporary use in years one through three 

under “IWSA 1,” then exercised in years four through six under “IWSA 2”).  

Colorado Revised Statutes section 37-92-309(6)(f)(III) protects against the les-

sor “stacking” his loaned water among several users, while Colorado Revised 

Statutes section 37-92-309(6)(f)(IV) protects against the borrowing water user 

“stacking” any given water right. 

To avoid a situation where the SEO must deny a renewal of an IWSA 

where an applicant files a renewal application before the prior IWSA has ex-

pired, Colorado Revised Statutes section 309(6)(f)(IV) permits the SEO to grant 

a renewal that takes effect after the expiration of the prior IWSA term.
98

  Ac-

cordingly, an applicant may plan ahead and begin seeking a renewal of an 

IWSA prior to the expiration of the currently operating IWSA, so long as the 

ten-year terms of the two IWSAs do not overlap. 

D. APPEAL OF A RENEWAL IWSA 

There are no major differences between an appeal of an initial IWSA and 

an appeal of a renewal IWSA.
99

  However, there are a few clarifying provisions:  

a provision regarding court filing fees;
100

 a clarification that the judge need only 

expedite the renewal appeal “upon the request” of a party;
101

 and clarification 

that the SEO’s approval or disapproval of the IWSA renewal constitutes final 

 

 95. § 37-92-309(6)(f)(II). 

 96. § 37-92-309(6)(f)(III). 

 97. § 37-92-309(6)(f)(IV). 

 98. Id. 

 99. Compare §§ 37-92-309(6)(g)-(i), with § 37-92-309(4)(a). 

 100. § 37-92-309(6)(i). 

 101. § 37-92-309(6)(h). 
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agency action subject to appeal.
102

  In all other respects the appeal process of an 

initial IWSA still controls.
103

 

IV. AURORA – HIGH LINE CANAL COMPANY LEASE 

Colorado water users have not used IWSAs in any meaningful way since 

the enactment of the IWSA statute.
104

  This section will discuss the temporary 

lease between the City of Aurora and the High Line Canal Company (“Aurora-

High Line Canal Lease”), as that lease is the only agreement of which the au-

thors are aware in Colorado. 

Although the lease functioned as an IWSA, the SEO did not approve the 

Aurora-High Line Canal Lease pursuant to the IWSA statute.
105

  On June 30, 

2003, Aurora filed its initial application for the lease of water in 2004, including 

significant technical analyses required with the application.
106

  That application 

sought to operate the lease agreement pursuant to Colorado Revised Statutes 

Section 37-92-308(5)(a), and not the IWSA statute.  That decision was made 

because the Colorado General Assembly had only passed the IWSA statute a 

month before, on June 5, 2003.
107

  Moreover, the IWSA statute at the time tied 

the operation of an IWSA to a governor’s declaration of “drought or other 

emergency” in the loaned water right’s county of origin or county of use.
108

  

Therefore, between the timing of the passage of the IWSA statute and the un-

certainty of whether the governor would formally declare a drought under which 

the IWSA could operate, Aurora had already decided to file its application un-

der separate statutory authority.
109

 Knowing this, it may seem strange to discuss 

the Aurora-High Line Canal Lease in conjunction with the IWSA statute.  But 

in practical effect, the lease agreements operated similarly to the exercise of an 

IWSA and the review of the application followed a substantially similar process 

to that described in the IWSA statute. 

By way of background information, Aurora is a large municipality (Colo-

rado’s third largest city) located in the South Platte River Basin, just east of Den-

ver, Colorado.
110

 As of 2012, Aurora’s utilities department, known as Aurora 

Water, serves a population of about 340,000.
111

  While its service area supplies 

Aurora residents, its water collection system extends far across the state.  Ap-

proximately fifty percent of Aurora’s water supply derives from the South Platte 

 

 102. § 37-92-309(6)(g). 

 103. § 37-92-309(4)(a). 

 104. See Aurora Application, Water Year 2004, supra note 22, at 2; SEO Approval, Water 
Year 2004, supra note 22; ACWWA, ECCV &United IWSA Applications, supra note 22; COLO. 
WATER CONSERVATION BOARD, supra note 22, at 12 tbl.2. 

 105. SEO Approval, Water Year 2004, supra note 22. 

 106. See Aurora Application, Water Year 2004, supra note 22; Letter from Ross Bethel, LLC, 
Prof’l Eng’r, to John Dingess, Duncan, Ostrander & Dingess, P.C. (June 30, 2003) (on file with 
Water Law Review) (attachment to Aurora Application, Water Year 2004) [hereinafter “Bethel 
Engineering Report, Water Year 2004”]. 

 107. Act of Jun. 5, 2003, ch. 363, 2003 Colo. Sess. Laws (2003). 

 108. Id. 

 109. See Aurora Application, Water Year 2004, supra note 22. 

 110. City of Aurora Facts, DATA & DEMOGRAPHICS, https://www.auro-
ragov.org/CityHall/AboutAurora/Demographics/index.htm (last visited Feb. 23, 2014). 

 111. State and County Quick Facts: Aurora (city), Colorado, UNITED STATES CENSUS 

BUREAU, http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/08/0804000.html (last visited Feb. 23, 2014). 
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River Basin, and the rest of its water comes, nearly equally, from the Colorado 

River Basin and the Arkansas River Basin.
112

  In order to get that water to its 

service area, Aurora has an extensive water supply infrastructure.  Aurora has 

several storage accounts in reservoirs located in the headwaters of the Arkansas 

River basin, near Leadville, Colorado.
113

 Two types of sources fill the storage 

reservoirs: (I) several transmountain diversions exporting water out of the Col-

orado River basin and into these reservoirs, and (II) Arkansas River water rights 

directly stored or exchanged to these reservoirs.
114

  The reservoir system then 

releases water into the Otero pipeline, a facility Aurora and the City of Colorado 

Springs jointly own.
115

 Aurora pumps its water from the Arkansas River Basin 

into the headwaters of the South Platte River Basin, and then delivers its water 

into Spinney Mountain Reservoir.
116

 Aurora’s municipal intake connects to di-

version structures located on the mainstem of the South Platte River, through 

which Aurora eventually diverts this water into its municipal system.
117

 

A. 2002 DROUGHT 

Understanding the Aurora-High Line Canal Lease requires some back-

ground history.  In 2002, an exceptionally severe drought struck Colorado.
118

  

The drought was so severe that Colorado Governor Bill Owens proclaimed it 

to be “perhaps the worst drought in 350 years.”
119

  The winter of 2001 to 2002 

was “abnormally warm and dry,” leaving the May snowpack in the South Platte 

Basin at only twenty-three percent of normal, and twenty-eight percent of nor-

mal in the Upper Colorado Basin.
120

  For Aurora, this resulted in very low raw 

water yields throughout the summer of 2002.  Aurora received forty-four per-

cent of normal raw water yields in May 2002, twenty-seven percent of normal 

raw water yields in June, and fifteen percent of normal raw water yields in July.
121

  

By July 2002, the year-to-date raw water yield was only thirty-five percent of the 

 

 112. Memorandum from Joe Stibrich, Deputy Director of Water Resources, Projected De-
mands and Estimated Firm Yield of Aurora’s Water Supply System 2 (May 5, 2010) (on file with 
Water Law Review). 

 113. See Aurora Water Basin Supply Map, AURORA WATER, https://www.auro-
ragov.org/cs/groups/public/documents/document/002339.pdf (last visited Feb. 23, 2014). 

 114. Id. 

 115. See AURORA WATER, WATER SUPPLY FACT BOOK 18 (2010-2011), available at 
https://www.auroragov.org/cs/groups/public/documents/document/002337.pdf. 

 116. Fact Sheet – Spinney Mountain Reservoir, AURORA WATER, https://www.auro-
ragov.org/cs/groups/public/documents/document/002395.pdf (last visited Feb. 23, 2014). 

 117. Id. 

 118. JOHN HENZ ET AL., COLO. WATER CONSERVATION BD., DROUGHT & WATER SUPPLY 

ASSESSMENT, CH. 1: HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVES ON COLORADO DROUGHT 6 (2004), available at 
http://cwcb.state.co.us/technical-resources/colorado-drought-water-supply-assess-
ment/Pages/main.aspx. 

 119. Press Release, Governor Bill Owens, State of the State Message 2003 (Jan. 16, 2003), 
http://www.state.co.us/owenspress/2003stateofstate.htm. 

 120. Douglas Kenney et al., Use and Effectiveness of Municipal Water Restrictions During 
Drought in Colorado, 40 J. OF THE AM. WATER RES. ASS’N. 77, 78-79 (2004). 

 121. UTILITIES DEPARTMENT MONTHLY REPORT, MAY 2002, WATER RES. DIV. (Aurora Wa-
ter, May 2002) (on file with Water Law Review); UTILITIES DEPARTMENT MONTHLY REPORT, 
JUNE 2002, WATER RES. DIV. (Aurora Water, June 2002) (on file with Water Law Review); 
UTILITIES DEPARTMENT MONTHLY REPORT, JULY 2002, WATER RES. DIV. (Aurora Water, July 
2002) (on file with Water Law Review). 
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expected year–to-date average.
122

 

Moreover, like most Colorado front-range municipalities, Aurora relies 

heavily on storage reserves.  Thus, the 2002 drought created concern not just 

about the availability of water for use in 2002, but also the availability of water 

in future years.  If the drought significantly depleted storage reserves in 2002, 

concerns would persist well into 2003, and could subject Aurora to longer-term 

water supply issues.  In May 2002, Aurora’s total storage reserve was about 

twenty-seven percent lower than the storage reserve at the same time in 2001, 

and about forty-one percent lower than the storage reserve at the same time in 

2000.
123

  Both 2000 and 2001 were below-average water years as well.
124

  By July 

2002, Aurora’s storage had dipped to about 70,000 acre-feet, or less than sixty 

percent of the prior year’s July storage, and by that time it had become clear 

that there would be no other appreciable supply of water for the rest of the 

year.
125

 

While 70,000 acre-feet of water may seem like a lot, Aurora’s planning cur-

rent criteria recommends that storage water not drop below 40,000 acre-feet.
126

  

This amount of water is about twenty-five percent of Aurora’s storage capacity 

and roughly equivalent to Aurora’s yearly indoor water demands.
127

  Essentially, 

40,000 acre-feet represents the minimum amount of water Aurora needed at 

that time to support its population’s indoor domestic needs (i.e. toilets, sinks, 

and washing machines).  Accordingly, by the middle of 2002, Aurora feared 

that another year of drought could impose severe water management plans.
128

 

B. LEASES WITH THE HIGH LINE CANAL COMPANY 

Aurora began exploring the possibility of obtaining short-term water sup-

plies to fill their reservoirs as insurance against further drought conditions.  Such 

plans were well advised, as the drought continued throughout the 2003 water 

year.
129

  Aurora explored a lease from the Rocky Ford area High Line Canal 

Company as one option to supplement its water supply. 

The High Line Canal Company operates in the Arkansas River Basin, with 

its canal headgate sitting on the mainstem of the Arkansas River about thirty-

five miles downstream of Pueblo, Colorado.
130

  The canal roughly parallels the 

Arkansas River, and is about ninety miles long.  The maximum flow rate per-

mitted, under all of the High Line Canal Company’s priorities, is about 501 

cfs.
131

  The appropriation dates of these rights range between 1861 and 1890.
132

  

 

 122. UTILITIES DEPARTMENT MONTHLY REPORT, July 2002, supra note 121. 

 123. UTILITIES DEPARTMENT MONTHLY REPORT, MAY 2002, supra note 121. 

 124. BARRY CRESS ET AL., COLO. WATER CONSERVATION BD., DROUGHT & WATER SUPPLY 

ASSESSMENT, CH. 3: IMPACT OF THE 2000-2003 DROUGHT AND STATE RESPONSE 4-6 (2004), 
available at http://cwcb.state.co.us/technical-resources/colorado-drought-water-supply-assess-
ment/Pages/main.aspx. 

 125. UTILITIES DEPARTMENT MONTHLY REPORT, MAY 2002, supra note 121. 

 126. Stibrich, supra note 112, at 2. 

 127. Id. 

 128. See id. at 1-2. 

 129. See id. at 2. 

 130. Bethel Engineering Report, Water Year 2004, supra note 106. 

 131. Id. 

 132. Id. 
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Because of the over-appropriation of the Arkansas River for well over a hun-

dred years, an 1880s priority is often a junior right, and a late 1880s right may 

only receive water during peak runoff.
133

  The High Line Canal Company con-

sists of 2,250 shares and has historically irrigated around 22,500 acres (i.e., 

about ten acres per share).
134

  Recent cropping patterns indicated that the ma-

jority of crops grown were alfalfa (about forty-one percent), corn (about twenty-

eight percent), grass (about fourteen percent), and wheat/oats (about nine per-

cent).
135

 

From Aurora’s perspective, a lease with the High Line Canal Company was 

appealing because the necessary infrastructure to deliver water into its system 

already existed.  Moreover, because Aurora had obtained separate permanent 

transfers of water from another nearby canal company, it had past experience 

in operating a transfer of water from the Rocky Ford area to the Aurora service 

area.
136

  Thus, a water transfer from the High Line Canal Company was techni-

cally feasible. 

As early as April 2003, Aurora had begun negotiations in earnest with the 

High Line Canal and its individual shareholders for a temporary lease of water.  

Over the course of three months, the parties worked out a uniform lease they 

would circulate and offer to all High Line Canal shareholders.
137

 

1. Shares of the High Line Canal Company Subject to the Lease 

Each shareholder that desired to lease shares to Aurora would designate, 

on a uniform lease agreement, a number of shares that they were willing to lease, 

as well as the location of the land those shares historically irrigated.
138

  Each share 

of High Line Canal Company generally produced enough water to irrigate ten 

acres of land.
139

 Under the terms of the lease agreement, each shareholder was 

responsible for obtaining the High Line Canal Company’s approval of the lease, 

pursuant to the company’s bylaws.
140

 

2. Term of the Lease 

The initial term of these leases included the remainder of the 2003 water 

year, the entire 2004 water year, and the 2005 water year up through November 

14, 2005.
141

  However, either party could terminate the lease for the 2005 water 

year if they gave proper notice.
142

  In the event of SEO administrative denial, or 

 

 133. Transcript of Proceedings Volume 1 at 139, Concerning the Application of Busk-
Ivanhoe, Inc., No. 09CW142 (Colo. Dist. Ct., Water Div. 2 2013) (on file with Water Law Re-
view). 

 134. Bethel Engineering Report, Water Year 2004, supra note 106. 

 135. Id. 

 136. See Completion Order at 3, City of Aurora, No. 83CW18 (Colo. Dist. Court, Water Div. 
2 Mar. 23, 2001) (application for change of water rights). 

 137. See Agreement for Lease of Water Produced by High Line Canal Co. Stock 1 (2003) 
(on file with Water Law Review). 

 138. Id. at 1, 3. 

 139. Id. at 3. 

 140. Id. at 6. 

 141. Id. at 2. 

 142. Id. 



5 MCLANE (DO NOT DELETE) 6/22/2014  7:47 PM 

Issue 2 TEMPORARY CHANGES OF WATER RIGHTS 103 

if High Line Canal Company could not physically deliver water to Aurora, Au-

rora could terminate the lease.
143

 

3. Payments to Leasing Shareholders 

The lease mandated a required per-share annual lease payment of $5,280 

and included a minimal non-refundable portion paid to leasing shareholders 

regardless of whether Aurora exercised the lease or not.
144

  The non-refundable 

payment was due at the beginning of the water year.
145

  Aurora withheld $500 of 

the annual lease payment, a little less than ten percent, contingent upon the 

leasing shareholders implementing weed control and land stabilization 

measures.
146

  Aurora also agreed to pay an annual fee of $1,000 when the land 

was out of production.
147

  This payment served to offset any reductions in agri-

cultural yields resulting from the temporary non-irrigation of the land.
148

  This 

annual fee was due at the beginning of the following water year.
149

 

4. Dry-up, Weed Management, and Land Stabilization Requirements on 

Historically Irrigated Lands 

In exchange for the lease of water, shareholders agreed to the non-irrigation 

and the non-production of crops (i.e. “temporary dry-up”) on their historically 

irrigated land.
150

  The parties agreed that each leased share should result in ap-

proximately ten acres of dry-up, subject to actual usage.
151

  As a result of the 

temporary dry-up, the parties also agreed to certain weed control and land sta-

bilization measures.
152

  The leasing shareholder was responsible for undertaking 

such measures.
153

  As previously mentioned, however, Aurora withheld a por-

tion of the annual lease payment to ensure that these measures were followed.  

Moreover, pursuant to the terms of the lease, shareholders granted Aurora per-

mission to enter the subject temporary dry-up lands and undertake any weed 

control and land stabilization measures as required, and Aurora could defray 

the associated costs through the withholding.
154

  Notwithstanding the fact that 

such lands were actually dried up, the parties agreed that they expected such 

lands to be assessed as irrigated land, and that the leasing shareholders were 

responsible for any taxes on the property.
155

 

 

 143. Id. 

 144. Id. at 3-4. 

 145. Id. at 4. 

 146. Id. 

 147. Id. 

 148. Id. at 5. 

 149. Id. 

 150. Id. at 6. 

 151. Id. 

 152. Id. 

 153. Id. 

 154. Id. at 6-7. 

 155. Id. at 8. 
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5. Duty to Promptly Seek Administrative Approval 

Aurora agreed to promptly investigate and request any administrative ap-

provals required to temporarily transfer the leased shares to Aurora’s service 

area.
156

  The agreements stipulated that the terms of the lease would become 

effective upon Aurora successfully obtaining any such administrative approval.
157

 

6. Engineering Analysis, and Terms and Conditions to Protect Non-Leasing 

Shareholders 

In a separate agreement with the High Line Canal Company (as opposed 

to the agreements developed with individual shareholders) Aurora agreed to be 

responsible for developing the required engineering analysis, which it would 

provide to the High Line Canal Company for review.
158

  The parties specifically 

agreed to certain general objectives of such an engineering analysis, including:  

determining recent use of the High Line Canal water rights as a basis for the 

temporary change, determining the seepage and evaporation losses associated 

with such use, evaluating any effects of the leases upon the non-leasing share-

holders, and providing recommended terms and conditions necessary to pro-

tect such non-leasing shareholders.
159

  Under the agreement, Aurora also pro-

vided funds to the High Line Canal to defray potential costs the High Line 

Canal incurred in its review of the leases, the engineering analysis, and the ap-

plication for administrative approval.
160

  Finally, the agreement between Aurora, 

the High Line Canal, and the individual leases provided that High Line Canal 

could require terms and conditions to prevent injury to non-leasing sharehold-

ers.
161

 

C. ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW AND GRANTED APPROVAL 

By July 2003, Aurora had submitted an application to approve the tempo-

rary transfer for the 2004 irrigation season to the State Engineer’s Office.
162

  Af-

ter Aurora provided notice, nine different commenters submitted eight com-

ment letters.
163

  Aurora provided follow-up responses and it appears the SEO 

considered both the comments and the responses in its decision to impose cer-

tain terms and conditions in its approval of the lease. 

On January 30, 2004, the SEO granted approval of the temporary change 

pursuant to the substitute water supply plan statute: Colorado Revised Statutes 

§ 37-92-308(5).
164

  The plan approved the temporary transfer of up to 840 shares 

of the High Line Canal Company to Aurora, subject to the terms and conditions 

 

 156. Id. 

 157. Id. 

 158. Agreement between the City of Aurora, Colorado, Acting by and through its Utility En-
terprise, and The High Line Canal Company Relative to the Agreement for Lease of Company 
Stock (Aug. 26, 2003) (on file with Water Law Review) [hereinafter “Aurora – High Line Canal 
Agreement”]. 

 159. Id. 

 160. Id. 

 161. Id. 

 162. Aurora Application, Water Year 2004, supra note 22. 

 163. SEO Approval, Water Year 2004, supra note 22. 

 164. Id. 
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in the approval.
165

  The plan required that any leased shares must result in dry-

up of 9.82 acres per share (i.e. the measured average value of irrigated acreage 

per share under the High Line Canal).
166

  If Aurora leased 840 shares, it would 

result in temporary dry up of at least 8,251 acres.
167

 

The approval then established how much water the High Line Canal Com-

pany could temporarily transfer to Aurora.  Transfers could occur during the 

historical irrigation season for the High Line Canal, and included monthly max-

imum consumptive use credits.
168

  These credits were available for Aurora to 

transfer to its temporarily approved uses pursuant to the SEO approved plan.  

These maximum consumptive use credits amounted to roughly forty percent of 

the water historically available at the High Line Canal headgate, which the 

leased shares would have used.
169

  In addition, the SEO applied a maximum 

annual consumptive use credit somewhat lower than the total of the monthly 

consumptive use credits.
170

  Aurora was able to divert or exchange this consump-

tive use portion, as determined on a daily basis, into Pueblo Reservoir, Twin 

Lakes Reservoir, or Turquoise Reservoir.
171

  Operation of such diversions or 

exchanges was subject to the terms and conditions of the approved plan. 

The approval required that a portion of the leased shares continue to be 

diverted into the High Line Canal.
172

  This amount represented the ditch losses 

the leased shares historically realized when conveying the water to the historical 

places of use.  These ditch losses amounted to roughly thirty-six percent of the 

water historically available at the High Line Canal headgate, which the leased 

shares would have used.
173

  In order to replicate the historic ditch losses, this 

amount continued to be diverted through the High Line Canal in similar fash-

ion to its historic movement through the system, acting as carriage water to the 

unleased shares.
174

 

The SEO determined that return flows accounted for the remaining 

roughly twenty-four percent of the water historically available at the High Line 

Canal headgate, which the leased shares originally used.
175

  The SEO deter-

mined that ninety percent of these return flows were lagged ground water re-

turns, and ten percent were tail water surface returns.
176

  In order to replicate 

historic return flow patterns, several mechanisms were used to deliver return 

flows back to the stream, including direct releases to the stream, ground water 

recharge through High Line Canal Company ditches, and storage of return 

flows for later direct stream releases or use as recharge credits.
177

  All of these 

 

 165. Id. 

 166. Id. at 2. 

 167. Id. 

 168. SEO Approval, Water Year 2004, supra note 22. 

 169. Id at 2. 

 170. Id. 

 171. Id. at 6. 

 172. Id.at 4. 

 173. See id. 

 174. See id. 

 175. See id. 

 176. Id. at 4. 

 177. See id. at 4-5. 
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return flows were measured as generated on a daily basis.
178

 

D. NET RESULT OF THE 2004 TEMPORARY TRANSFER 

Aurora successfully leased 833.3 shares, or about thirty-seven percent, of 

the High Line Canal Company.
179

  Aurora paid about $5.3 million to the High 

Line Canal Company and its shareholders.
180

  Aurora spent additional monies 

to utilize Pueblo Reservoir.
181

  As a result, the Superintendent of the High Line 

Canal Company, Dan Henrichs, was quoted as saying: “The lease was an over-

whelming success.  It was a financial help to shareholders.  It added value to 

our water without harming ditch operations.”
182

  A board member of the High 

Line Canal was quoted as saying: “There have been a few guys saying that with-

out this, they wouldn’t be farming now.  We had a meeting the other day, talking 

about the good and bad of the lease.  You didn’t hear much bad.  It’s worked 

out well for both of us.”
183

 

The authors of this article view the lease as a success, but note the success 

was tempered by the low return of water from the lease.  Because the 2004 lease 

occurred during a low water year, Aurora only realized about 7,600 acre-feet 

from the lease.
184

  Compared with the approximately 12,000 acre-feet that Au-

rora expected to obtain from the lease during an “average” water year,
185

 the 

7,600 acre-feet was somewhat of a disappointment.  However, as a result of the 

lease, Aurora’s storage reserves in January of 2005 were slightly over half full 

and within ten percent of what Aurora expected.
186

  Accordingly, the lease was 

successful because it allowed Aurora to more quickly recover from the delete-

rious effects of the 2002 through 2004 water years.  But due to the limited 

amount of water obtained from that lease, it is difficult to characterize the lease 

as an “overwhelming” success for the City of Aurora. 

E. 2005 TEMPORARY TRANSFER 

In late January 2005, Aurora filed an application for a renewal of the High 

Line Canal leases.
187

  First, Aurora negotiated an assignment lease with Colorado 

Springs Utilities (“CS-U”), the municipal water supplier for the City of Colorado 

Springs, whereby CS-U would receive fifty percent of transferable yield of the 
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16, 2005 (on file with Water Law Review). 

 180. See id. at 6. 

 181. Id. 

 182. Id. at 3. 

 183. Id. at 6. 

 184. Id. 

 185. Letter from Austin Hamre, Esq., Duncan, Ostrander & Dingess, P.C., to Keith Vander 
Horst, Water Res. Eng’r, Office of the State Eng’r 2 (Mar. 7, 2005) (on file with Water Law 
Review) [hereinafter “Aurora Application, Water Year 2005”]. 

 186. See Woodka, supra note 179. 

 187. Letter from Austin Hamre, Esq., Duncan, Ostrander & Dingess P.C. to Hal D. Simpson, 
State Eng’r, Colo. Office of the State Eng’r, Dep’t of Natural Res., (Jan. 24, 2005) (on file with 
Water Law Review). 
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leased shares.
188

  The sublease to CS-U made sense in that CS-U’s existing in-

frastructure easily allowed deliveries of the subleased water to CS-U with mini-

mal changes to the 2005 SWPS plan.  Although Colorado Springs shares the 

same basin as the High Line Canal, the parties elected to continue treating all 

leased shares, including those received by CS-U, as fully consumable water sup-

plies.
189

  Thus, the amount of return flow obligations remained essentially the 

same. 

Second, in addition to the previously utilized structures, the plan requested 

approval to use certain nearby downstream canal and reservoir systems 

(Holbrook Canal System, including Holbrook and Dye Reservoirs, and the 

Colorado Canal System, including Lakes Meredith and Henry).
190

  The reser-

voir components of this plan would operate similarly to the role of upstream 

Pueblo Reservoir; it would store consumptive use credits for later exchange up 

into the Aurora and CS-U systems, and it would store return flows for release 

into the stream system later in the year.
191

 

On March 15, 2005, the SEO approved the plan.
192

  The SEO received two 

comment letters.
193

  The SEO granted the 2005 approval on nearly identical 

terms and conditions as the 2004 approval.
194

  The 2005 plan approved the as-

signment of half the leased water to CS-U, and approved the use of the addi-

tional structures subject to operational terms and conditions.
195

  The only other 

change worth noting was the expanded language in the condition pertaining to 

temporary dry-up, which further restricted approved methods of dry-up.
196

 

While 2005 was another below average water year, it was not as severe as 

2004.
197

  As of March 2005, Aurora was at fifty-three percent of its system-wide 

storage reserves, or under 84,000 acre-feet of total system-wide storage.
198

  

Therefore, the lease of water again made sense for Aurora.  Because 2005 stor-

age reserves looked better for Aurora than in the prior two years, Aurora as-

signed some of its lease to CS-U.  As a result, Aurora again leased 833 shares 

in 2005 under the same payment terms.
199

  Those shares produced a little over 

10,000 acre-feet of transferable yield, which Aurora and CS-U split.
200
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V. LESSONS LEARNED AND LIMITATIONS TO THE USE OF IWSAS 

A. HISTORIC CONSUMPTIVE USE ANALYSIS 

It will come as no surprise to water law practitioners that a primary concern 

in obtaining a successful IWSA is the Historic Consumptive Use (“HCU”) anal-

ysis.  An IWSA may only be a temporary transfer of water, but the transferable 

portion of the right remains that portion historically consumed.
201

 

Issues pertaining to HCU analyses are common under the prior appropri-

ation doctrine.  Accurately quantifying the portion of the water right that may 

be changed, while ensuring that the water right is not expanded is an inherently 

contentious exercise.  But, in many respects, there is little difference between 

an HCU analysis preformed for an IWSA application and one preformed in a 

permanent change application, particularly from the technical standpoint.
202

  

The major difference is that the SEO must review and approve the application 

instead of the water court, and the SEO will likely expect modifications to the 

HCU analysis before it grants approval.
203

 

HCU analyses to effectuate temporary leases, however, raise some broader 

concerns that typically do not exist in the context of permanent changes.  To 

understand these concerns, it is important to understand the purpose and effect 

of an HCU analysis under existing water law.  Colorado water rights are usu-

fructuary, limited to and measured by the historical beneficial use of the water.
204

  

The amount of water claimed in the original water right decree does not usually 

represent the actual historical beneficial use of the water, but instead represents 

the amount claimed by the water user at the time the right was decreed.
205

  As a 

result, Colorado courts require a quantification of the amount of water that the 

water user historically, beneficially used under the water right, and will limit any 

change of a water right to that quantity of water which was consumptively used 

(i.e. HCU).
206

  Unfortunately, the originally decreed amounts and the actual use 

of the water are not always the same.
207

  Therefore, water users run the real risk 

of a reduction in their water right as the result of a quantification.
208

 

1. The Potential Permanent Effects of a Temporary Change 

Because of the risk of reduction from decreed use to actual use, water users 

avoid situations that will unnecessarily result in a quantification of their water 

rights.  For agricultural users, a major concern with temporary leases is the re-

quirement to quantify the water right.  Although an IWSA seeks only a tempo-

rary change, it is difficult to provide assurances that a quantification will not have 

long-lasting effects on the underlying water right.  Although a quantification pre-

formed under an IWSA is not a binding adjudication of the underlying water 

 

 201. COLO. REV. STAT. § 37-92-309(3)(b) (2013). 
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 205. Id. at 521. 
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 208. Midway, 938 P.2d at 522. 



5 MCLANE (DO NOT DELETE) 6/22/2014  7:47 PM 

Issue 2 TEMPORARY CHANGES OF WATER RIGHTS 109 

right, other water users may utilize that quantification against the owner of the 

right as evidence in future proceedings. 
209

 

For example, the High Line Canal Company recently participated in a court 

trial concerning the change of the Busk-Ivanhoe transmountain water rights, 

which the High Line Canal Company historically used as a source of supple-

mental supply in its ditch system.
210

  The High Line Canal Company was not the 

applicant in the proceedings, having sold the Busk-Ivanhoe water rights and 

replaced them with other sources of water some years before.
211

  Nonetheless, 

the High Line Canal Company participated in the proceedings to ensure that 

any quantification of the High Line Canal Company’s use of the Busk-Ivanhoe 

water rights would not result in a binding quantification of the High Line Canal’s 

current water use.
212

  Significantly, the data and technical assumptions generated 

in the creation of the HCU analyses used in the Aurora-High Line Canal Lease 

application were used (albeit in a highly modified fashion) by certain opposers 

in the Busk-Ivanhoe change case as a basis for their HCU analysis.
213

  The results 

of a water right’s quantification have significant impacts even when performed 

outside the context of a judicial adjudication of those water rights. 

2. Controlling How and When an HCU Analysis is Pursued 

The major lesson learned from the High Line Canal Company’s position 

in the Busk-Ivanhoe trial was that the High Line Canal wanted control of how 

and when its water rights would be quantified.
214

  That sentiment is unsurprising, 

but not always attainable.  For many agricultural water users, high expense dis-

suades them from hiring a water engineer to determine the likely outcome of a 

ditch-wide HCU.
215

  In addition, it is doubtful that agricultural water users would 

be comfortable in having potential third-party lessors conduct an HCU analysis 

on their water rights without their control or input.  That discomfort may have 

increased substantially due to the recent outcome of the Burlington case.
216

  Af-

ter the Burlington decision, it became clear that a portion of shareholders of a 

mutual ditch company participating in a change of water rights could dramati-

cally affect the rights of every shareholder and water right on the ditch.
217
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The issue of how and when HCU analyses are pursued is similarly concern-

ing to the potential lessors of water rights.  There is little interest among munic-

ipal water suppliers in paying for a quantification (or other costs associated with 

temporary changes) if it is unclear how much water it will supply.
218

  Similarly, 

even when the lease is substantially certain to provide large amounts of water, 

municipal suppliers are unlikely to be interested in paying for a quantification 

or change of water rights if they lack authority over the process.
219

 

In short, agricultural lessors have strong interests in controlling a quantifi-

cation of their water rights, but have concerns with their ability to pay for such 

quantification on their own.  Municipal lessees have the potential resources to 

pay for a quantification, but only if the potential lease is sufficiently large to 

warrant such costs and the municipal lessors have sufficient authority or input 

over that process. 

3. Potential Solutions to HCU Concerns 

Potential agricultural lessors and potential municipal lessees may agree on 

how to pursue an HCU analyses in many different ways.  This section highlights 

the one utilized in the Aurora-High Line Canal IWSA, as well as discussing 

three other proposals. 

a. Negotiated Agreement 

In the Aurora-High Line Canal IWSA, the parties entered into a negotiated 

agreement that specifically addressed many of the issues associated with an 

HCU analyses.  Under that agreement, Aurora commissioned and was respon-

sible for providing an engineering report to the High Line Canal Company con-

cerning quantification of the High Line Canal water rights.
220

  The agreement 

specified several requirements, which were concerns of the High Line Canal 

Company, such as proposed terms and conditions that would protect non-leas-

ing shareholders.
221

  In addition, Aurora made payments to the High Line Canal 

Company for engineering purposes, allowing High Line Canal Company to per-

form an independent review of the engineering report.
222

  In return, High Line 

Canal Company committed to promptly review the engineering report and 

work in good faith with Aurora and its shareholders to approve any temporary 

leases of shares.
223

  Aurora was also able to freely terminate the agreement, along 

with any resulting payments that had not yet come due, if it decided the leases 

were infeasible.
224

  Under the circumstances of this lease, a negotiated agreement 

provided sufficient assurances for the parties to proceed with an HCU analysis.  

Based on this experience, it appears that potential lessors and potential lessees 

are able to contractually resolve potential concerns over an HCU analyses, so 

long as they have the ability and the interest in doing so. 
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PROJECT COMPLETION REPORT 5-3 (2013). 

 219. Id. 

 220. Aurora – High Line Canal Agreement, supra note 158, at 3. 

 221. See id. 

 222. See id. 

 223. See id. 

 224. See id. 



5 MCLANE (DO NOT DELETE) 6/22/2014  7:47 PM 

Issue 2 TEMPORARY CHANGES OF WATER RIGHTS 111 

b. Proposed Ditch Wide HCU Legislation 

One recent proposal to the Colorado Interim Water Resources Review 

Committee
225

 was the creation of a “ditch-wide” change statute.
226

  The proposed 

statute would legislatively incentivize agricultural water users to preform ditch-

wide
227

 HCU analyses on their water rights.
228

  The underlying premise of the 

proposal is that a quantification of water rights is a key impediment to the ac-

ceptance of temporary changes of water rights.  In addition, agricultural interests 

will be more likely to risk the ramification of a ditch-wide HCU analysis if there 

are statutorily guaranteed incentives at the outset. 

The authors of this article believe the idea, in principal, has merit.  In par-

ticular, the authors agree that agricultural water users have historically avoided 

water transactions requiring ditch-wide HCU analyses.  If agricultural users ad-

equately quantify their water rights prior to entering into a temporary change 

agreement, parties will resolve one of the major hurdles facing that temporary 

change. 

The authors, however, also have concerns with certain types of incentives 

promoting ditch-wide analyses, and urge careful consideration of any potential 

incentives.  Incentives which effectively force all owners of a water right to par-

ticipate in a ditch–wide analysis, when either the ditch company or a majority 

of the shareholder’s oppose doing the analysis is not something the State of 

Colorado should endorse.  Nor should Colorado endorse incentives that allow 

ditch-wide quantifications to enlarge the underlying water right at the expense 

of other water users.  Incentives that do not operate at the expense of other 

water users surely exist, and very well could result in less angst over the outcome 

of a potential HCU analysis. 

c. Monetary or Technical Support for HCU Analyses 

Providing water users with technical or financial support in performing 

HCU analyses would incentivize HCU analyses in advance of any temporary 

change.  Theoretically, the State of Colorado does not need to tie such assis-

tance to a water court proceeding, although such a proceeding would ensure a 

greater level of certainty to the outcome.
229

 

Since 2007, the Colorado General Assembly has appropriated over 

 

 225. See COLO. REV. STAT. § 37-98-102 (2013) (authorizing this interim committee of the 
Colorado General Assembly, which generally oversees all water resource matters). 

 226. See Water Res. Review Comm., Flex Water Market Presentation (Aug. 21, 2013), 
http://www.colorado.gov/lcs/WRRC; see also Staff Summary of Meeting (Water Res. Comm.) 
Aug. 21, 2013, at 3, available at 
http://www.leg.state.co.us/CLICS/CLICS2013A/commsumm.nsf/b4a3962433b52fa787256e5f0
0670a71/3e8f1a8bb6445df287257bd200666d83 (last visited Feb. 20, 2014). 

 227. By way of explanation, “ditch-wide” quantifications involve the quantification of all rights 
and water users on a ditch. The alternative, sometimes referred to as “parcel-by-parcel” quantifi-
cation, involve each individual water right or user on the ditch quantifying their portion of the 
whole right. 

 228. See Flex Water Market Presentation, supra note 226; see also Staff Summary of Meeting, 
supra note 226, at 3. 

 229. See Midway, 938 P.2d 515, 525 (Colo. 1997) (discussing Water Court jurisdiction over 
quantification of water rights, as well as the claim and issue preclusive effects of such rulings). 
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$3,000,000 for studies incentivizing alternative transfer mechanisms.
230

  A cur-

sory review of the grant recipient projects reveals that quantification of water 

rights and quantification of dry-up are significant aspects of most projects.
231

  If 

the statewide commitment to temporary changes is that significant, perhaps the 

Colorado General Assembly can continue to make funding available for ditch-

wide HCU analyses.  Such a program could allow agricultural users to pursue 

HCU analyses without the need of a buyer or lessor of water to fund those 

efforts. 

d. Standardized HCU Analyses 

Implementing standardized HCU analyses is another potential solution for 

reducing barriers to temporary changes.  Theoretically, reducing the number of 

variables considered in HCU analyses would create more certainty in the out-

come.  Colorado has only recently attempted to develop a standardized HCU 

analyses, but only in the context of a temporary lease-fallowing pilot project.
232

 

It is unclear how well these standardized HCU assumptions will operate, as an 

application has yet to be granted under that pilot project.
233

 Nonetheless, Colo-

rado already has some experience in working with standardized HCU assump-

tions or parameters developed for purposes other than change cases, most no-

tably the H-I Model in the Arkansas River Basin.
234

 

A standardized HCU analysis raises concerns.  Such models may value sim-

plicity in the modeled analyses, and assumed uniformity of historic usage, over 

the necessity of a complex model based upon specific, accurate data.  Inaccurate 

or overly simplified models could result in inaccurate and unfair results for wa-

ter users.  Montana provides just such an example. 

Montana’s Department of Natural Resources and Conservation 

(“DNRC”), the regulatory agency governing changes of water rights,
235

 recently 

promulgated rules governing changes of water rights that included a standard-

ized HCU analyses.
236

  Under the new rules, an applicant must select values from 

a table based upon: (I) the nearest department-approved climate station to the 

place of use; (II) whether irrigation at the place of use was either ‘center pivot’ 

or ‘non-center pivot’ irrigation; and (III) the county-by-county “Management 

Factors” for the place of use.
237

 

By way of example, suppose an applicant owns one hundred acres of flood 

irrigated ranch in Cascade County, Montana.  The applicant might determine 

under the rules, based on proximity and elevation, that the “Sun River” weather 
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CONSERVATION BD., CRITERIA AND GUIDELINES FOR FALLOWING –LEASING PILOT PROJECT 
(2013), http://cwcb.state.co.us/water-management/water-projects-programs/Pages/Fallowing-
LeasingPilotProjects.aspx (last visited Feb. 21, 2014). 

 233. COLO. WATER CONSERVATION BD., supra note 232. 

 234. See Kansas v. Colorado, 543 U.S. 86, 99 (2004); Fifth and Final Report Judgment and 
Decree at 2-5, Kansas v. Colorado, 556 U.S. 98 (2008) (No. 105). 

 235. See MONT. ADMIN. R. 36.12.1902 (2014). 
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station is most representative of the place of use.
238

 The DNRC calculated the 

seasonal irrigation requirement for non-center pivot irrigation at this climate 

station to be 18.10 inches.
239

  Under the rules, the historic use Management 

Factor for Cascade County is 57.3 percent.
240

  The rules direct the applicant to 

multiply the irrigation requirement, Management Factor, and the total number 

of acres to determine the historic consumptive use volume.
241

 In this case, by 

administrative rule, the presumptive historic consumptive use for the water 

rights that irrigate this ranch is 86.4 acre-feet.  (E.g., [18.10 inches x 57.3% x 100 

acres] / 12 inches per foot = approximately 86.4 acre-feet.) 

The problem with the rules is DNRC’s Management Factors.  The purpose 

of the DNRC’s calculated Management Factors is to reduce the maximum evap-

otranspiration calculations, which are premised upon ideal management of 

crops and ideal water supply conditions.
242

  Such a reduction theoretically results 

in closer approximations of the actual irrigation water a crop consumes.
243

 

However, the method by which the DNRC calculated the Management 

Factors is suspect at best.  The DNRC established the Management Factors by 

comparing the average irrigated crop production yields (as reported to the 

USDA by farmers in each county) to a DNRC-calculated maximum irrigated 

crop production yield.
244

  This comparison, expressed as a percentage, repre-

sents how closely the average reported irrigated production in a chosen county 

matches the average expected maximum production.  The DNRC calculates a 

maximum irrigated yield on a hypothetical location for each county that would 

experience what the DNRC determined to be the ‘average’ characteristics of 

that county.
245

  Two concerns stem from this analysis.  First, it is unclear whether 

a collection of all the countywide “average” statistics, when put together into one 

analysis, would be in any way meaningful or representative for the majority of 

water users in that county.  Second, even if such a collection of averages is mean-

ingful, the resulting Management Factors for each county would represent an 

average historic crop yield for every irrigated property in that county.  Thus, 

compliance with the DNRC Management Factors limits every water right to 

only that volume of water necessary to produce an “average” irrigated crop 

yield. 

Returning to the hypothetical ranch in Cascade County, assume that the 

rancher wants to take his current flood irrigation out of production and move 

his water rights to a nearby field where he will use gated pipe.  Under the new 

rules, there is a separate Management Factor for new irrigation use, and in Cas-

cade County that factor is 78.8 percent.
246

  Accordingly, pursuant to the stand-

ardized HCU, the rancher will be limited to seventy-three acres of irrigation in 

the new location as opposed to the one hundred acres he was irrigating before.  
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(E.g.,  [86.4 acre-feet x 12 inches per foot] / [18.10 inches x 78.8%] = approxi-

mately 73 acres.)  This outcome is based solely on the DNRC premise that 

future irrigation must produce greater yields than those historically produced. 

Montana’s HCU rules are problematic because the regulations’ imposed 

uniformity is not a means for accurately determining HCU of any given water 

right.  Instead, the regulations transform every water right into a uniform “aver-

age” water right.  Thus, Montana’s HCU rules seem to operate in blissful igno-

rance of the fact that the entire prior appropriation doctrine relies upon the 

notion that in times of water scarcity some users will be fully satisfied and others 

will not.
247

  Colorado should proceed more thoughtfully than Montana if it de-

cides to standardize its HCU analyses. 

B. MUNICIPAL PROVIDERS HAVE DIFFERENT WATER DEMANDS THAN 

AGRICULTURAL USERS 

Temporary transfers are not necessarily well-designed for municipal inter-

ests, and alternative transfer mechanisms are perceived as a method of aiding 

agricultural interests.
248

  Yet, for an alternative transfer mechanism to work, mu-

nicipal and industrial water users must receive at least as much benefit under 

temporary transfers as they would obtain from permanent transfers.  These 

kinds of water transfers will depend on willing sellers and willing buyers.  Thus, 

establishing a legal framework for temporary changes that grossly favors either 

buyers or sellers will result in a lack of market participants for temporary trans-

fers. 

The authors perceive that some parties would seek to establish a temporary 

change market that favors agricultural users under the theory that municipal and 

industrial users will eventually agree to unfavorable lease terms.
249

  By way of 

example, the City of Aurora agreed to lease pricing for 10,000 acre-feet of water 

from the Arkansas Valley Super Ditch.
250

 The Super Ditch, however, later re-

jected the agreement and demanded different key terms to the lease, including 

 

 247. Kobobel v. State Dep’t of Natural Res., 249 P.3d 1127, 1134-35 (Colo. 2011) (“Given 
the demand for water, there can never be a guarantee that there will be enough water to satisfy all 
claims to this scarce resource.  Accordingly, not only is one’s property right in water uncertain in 
nature, but its primary value is in its relative priority.  Thus, adjudication and administration are 
essential to protection of water rights.”) (internal citations and quotations omitted); see also Con-
cerning Adjudication of Existing Water Rights to the use of all Water (Basin 41I)¸ 55 P.3d 396, 
399 (Mont. 2002) (“[t]he true test of appropriation of water is the successful application thereof 
to the beneficial use designed, and the method of diverting or carrying the same, or making such 
application, is immaterial” (quoting Thomas v. Guiraud, 6 Colo. 530, 533 (1883))); Atchison v. 
Peterson, 1 Mont 561, 569 (Mont. 1892). 

 248. COLO. WATER CONSERVATION BD., COLORADO’S WATER SUPPLY FUTURE, 
STATEWIDE WATER SUPPLY INITIATIVE – PHASE 2 3-13 (2007). 

 249. See Jay Winner & Mary Lou Smith, Colorado’s “Super Ditch”: Can Farmers Cooperate 
to Make Lemonade Out of Lemons, Address Before the United States Committee on Irrigation 
and Drainage (May 28-31, 2008), available at http://digitool.library.colostate.edu/R/?func=dbin-
jump-full&object_id=117054&local_base=GEN01  (“The Super Ditch model, however, allows 
for the possibility of greater bargaining power than if individual ditch companies are played against 
each other by municipalities attempting to get the best price.”). 

 250. Chris Woodka, Upping the Ante, PUEBLO CHIEFTAIN, Jan. 27, 2013, http://coy-
otegulch.files.wordpress.com/2013/01/upping-the-ante-pueblo-chieftain-woodka.pdf; Chris 
Woodka, ‘We’re Still Unified,’ Farmers Want a Better Rate for Water in Possible Aurora Lease, 
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an increase of the lease price.
251

  Representatives of the Super Ditch stated that 

regardless of prior agreements, the Super Ditch expected higher lease rates.  As 

a result, the parties were unable to reach a deal.
252

  It is unclear whether agricul-

tural interests fully understand the needs of municipal water suppliers, espe-

cially the importance of certainty for municipalities. 

To that end, the following represents needs that municipal water suppliers 

must have addressed in any water supply transaction.  This is not an exhaustive 

list, and the importance of particular interests balance differently for each mu-

nicipal water supplier. 

(1) Municipalities demand a year-round water supply, and in Colorado, the 

vast majority of yearly supply is limited to spring runoff.
253

  Although municipal-

ities can rely upon snowpack forecasting, existing storage reserves, and re-

strictions on certain outdoor uses to balance demands against annual supplies,
254

 

those tools do not change the fact that municipalities face considerable uncer-

tainty in budgeting their annual supply of water. 

(2) Municipalities need to plan the operation of its system on a multi-year 

basis.  Because a municipality’s annual supply occurs during a relatively short 

period of time, municipal water suppliers must make significant operational de-

cisions far in advance of spring runoff, largely based on predictions.
255

  The im-

pacts of incorrectly forecasting supply continue to effect municipal water sup-

pliers long after any given irrigation season, sometimes effecting municipal 

operations for years afterwards.
256

 

(3) Municipal water suppliers must provide water for a variety of uses.  

There exists some flexibility to prioritize or limit some types of use, like lawn 

irrigation.  There is, however, very little ability to curtail other uses, notably 

drinking water supply.  Moreover, because municipal water suppliers do not 

directly control the end water use (i.e. what comes out of a tap), municipal water 

suppliers face difficulties in effectuating these restrictions.
257

 

(4) Municipal suppliers face a very high expectation for reliable supply.  

Some agricultural users may argue this point, but it is difficult to dispute that 

over 320,000 people of the City of Aurora need drinking water on a daily basis 

to survive. 

(5) Municipal water demand is highly variable.  But, populations of humans 

have a tendency to use water at the same times.
258

  For this reason, domestic 

water supply is much like an interstate: you design and operate the system to 

 

PUEBLO CHIEFTAIN, Jan. 4, 2013, http://coyotegulch.files.wordpress.com/2013/01/were-still-uni-
fied-pueblo-chieftain-woodka.pdf. 

 251. Id. 

 252. Id. 

 253. Kenney, supra note 120, at 78. 

 254. Id. at 78-79. 

 255. Marc D. Waage, et al., Water Res. Eng’r, Incorporating Seasonal Stream Flow Forecasts 
into Operational Decision Making, Presented at Proceedings of the 69th Annual Western Snow 
Conference (April 2001), available at http://snobear.colorado.edu/WSC/WSC 
_2001/PDF/WSC2001WaageEtAl.PDF. 

 256. See Kenney, supra note 120, at 79. 

 257. See Bruce Finley, Colorado Rolls out More Water-Saving Tactics as Conservation Efforts 
Pay Off, DENVER POST, June 25, 2011, http://www.denverpost.com/ci_18350339. 

 258. See Rich Calder, Toilet Bowl XLVI, N.Y. POST, Feb 9, 2012, http://ny-
post.com/2012/02/09/toilet-bowl-xlvi/. 
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meet peak demands.  Municipalities have to have a sufficient supply of water to 

meet peak demands. 

(6) Many municipal and industrial water suppliers face problems associated 

with increasing demand.
259

  Understanding that municipal water suppliers must 

balance solutions to short-term and long-term water demands explains why mu-

nicipal suppliers may prefer seeking permanent transfers of water.  Municipal 

suppliers often view permanent transfers as a solution to any immediate water 

supply concerns, but also as a means for reducing the amount of water needed 

for future increased demands. 

All of these interests illustrate that municipal water suppliers will highly 

value those temporary transfers that provide the greatest reliable water supply 

able to meet anticipated future demands.  Similarly, municipal water suppliers 

will value transactions, which, to the greatest extent possible, ensure that opera-

tional predictions made months and years in advance of use will actually come 

to pass.  Certainty in the transaction and certainty in the water supply are critical 

to municipal and industrial water users. 

One commentator has remarked that a critical aspect of making temporary 

transfers succeed is finding ways for water users with disparate interests to work 

together and create trust in finding a solution.
260

  Seen in this light, the last-mi-

nute actions of the Super Ditch, to expect higher payments and change the 

terms of a lease with the City of Aurora, clearly illustrates a misunderstanding 

of what Aurora expected from such a lease.  Changing the terms of the agree-

ment in that fashion has broader implications than agricultural water users may 

have understood.  It showed potential municipal lessors that dealing with the 

Super Ditch could be very uncertain, and that deals could be subject to unex-

pected changes.  It evidences an intent to increase short-term gains over the 

potential of longer-term trust with a potential water lessor who values certainty. 

C. MUNICIPAL WATER SUPPLIERS CANNOT RELY ON TEMPORARY 

TRANSFERS AS A LARGE PORTION OF ITS “FIRM YIELD” SUPPLY 

As the Aurora-High Line Canal Lease illustrates, temporary transfers of 

water are particularly useful in providing water for drought relief and drought 

protection.  Indeed, the very premise of the IWSA statute is to allow temporary, 

short-term transfers of use.  Some water users, particularly non-municipal water 

users, believe that temporary changes of water can, however, be used as a source 

of “firm yield” for municipal interests: that municipalities will be able to perma-

nently meet future demands through collections of temporary leases.
261

  “Firm 

yield is generally defined as the amount of water that can be delivered on a 

reliable basis in all years and is typically determined by yield in dry years.”
262

  

 

 259. See COLO. WATER CONSERVATION BD., supra note 9, at 2-11. 

 260. See Mary Lou Smith, Vice President and Co-Founder of Aqua Engineering Inc., Conflict 
is not a Four-Letter Word, Presented at the South Platte Forum (October 6, 2006), available at 
http://southplatteforum.org/documents/2006/MaryLou_Smith.pdf; Winner & Smith, supra note 
249, at 163. 

 261. See W. RES. ADVOCATES, FILLING THE GAP, COMMONSENSE SOLUTIONS FOR MEETING 

FRONT RANGE WATER NEEDS 36 (2011), available at http://westernresourceadvocates.org/wa-
ter/fillingthegap/FillingTheGap.pdf; see also Winner & Smith, supra note 249 at 155–56, 160. 

 262. BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, U.S. DEP’T OF THE INTERIOR, WINDY GAP FIRMING 

PROJECT, FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 1-9 (2011), available at 
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However, reliance on temporary changes as a source of firm yield places mu-

nicipal water suppliers in a difficult position. 

When obtaining additional long-term water supplies, municipal reliance on 

firm yield is not just a desire, it is a requirement.  Colorado statutes require that 

proposed subdivisions show “adequate evidence that a water supply that is suf-

ficient in terms of quality, quantity, and dependability will be available to ensure 

an adequate supply of water for the type of subdivision proposed.”
263

  As an 

example, pursuant to the same statute, Douglas County enacted zoning regula-

tions which require a report showing “a summary of the water rights owned and 

controlled by the [proposed water supplier],” the “anticipated yield of these 

rights in both an average and dry year,” and “the amount of uncommitted firm 

supply the [proposed water supplier] has available for future commitment and 

development” in order to obtain approval of the subdivision.
264

 

Thus, increased land development and its associated increased municipal 

water demand is tied to the ability to show long-term, firm water supply.  Some 

environmental interests have advocated for increased reliance on temporary 

changes, as opposed to permanent water transfers, as a source of firm supply to 

offset future municipal and industrial water demands.
265

  If the proposal of rely-

ing on temporary water transfers as opposed to permanent transfers were strictly 

applied to new developments in Douglas County, the authors believe that fewer 

subdivisions would be able to show a permanent firm yield.  Whether intended 

or not, these proposals will affect future municipal development, and that aspect 

of the discussions should be considered. 

Accordingly, municipal reliance upon firm yield from temporary sources 

of supply would be unwise because it presents significant concerns about the 

long-term reliability of those temporary sources.  On the one hand, there is no 

reason to believe that a municipal supplier will only rely upon sources of supply 

it owns; the Aurora-High Line Canal Lease refutes that position.  It is unclear, 

however, if agricultural users will be motivated to enter into sufficiently large 

and long-term leases to allow municipalities to rely upon leased water as a 

source of firm yield.  Nearly every municipal water planner operates on at least 

a fifty-year planning horizon.
266

  Yet, agricultural users appear more interested 

in short-term leases, on the scale of perhaps five to ten years.
267

 

As an example of how an agricultural user’s interest in short-term leases will 

defeat a municipal supplier’s firm yield use of the water, one must consider 

municipal storage of water.  As previously discussed, storage of water is a critical 

aspect of a municipal water system, allowing for year-round use by the munici-

pality and protecting a municipality from drought conditions over a multi-year 

 

http://www.usbr.gov/gp/ecao/wgfp_feis/. 

 263. COLO. REV. STAT. § 30-28-133(3)(d). 

 264. DOUGLAS COUNTY, DOUGLAS COUNTY ZONING RESOLUTION, NO. 1805A.01.2, 
http://www.douglas.co.us/zoning/zoning-resolutions/section_18a_water_supply_-_overlay_dis-
trict/. 

 265. See, e.g., W. RES. ADVOCATES supra note 262, at 35–36. 

 266. See, e.g., Stibrich, supra note 113, at 1 (Discussing a fifty-year planning horizon). Such 
fifty year planning periods derive in part from legal rulings in Pagosa Area Water & Sanitation 
Dist. v. Trout Unlimited, 219 P.3d 774, 777 (Colo. 2009) (holding that a fifty year planning period 
is reasonable). 

 267. Winner & Smith, supra note 249, at 157,161. 
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timeframe.
268

  It is, however, considerably more difficult, costly, and time-con-

suming to build and permit storage reservoirs now than it has been in the past.
269

  

Municipal water suppliers will not be interested in building new reservoirs that 

will only see five to ten years of use. 

Moreover, for a municipal supplier to rely on temporarily leased water as 

firm yield, it is unlikely the mechanism for such transfers could be an IWSA.  

Under the 2012 amendments, the SEO cannot approve any renewal application 

that would allow a “borrowing water right user to rely on the exercise of multiple 

[IWSA]s as its primary source of supply.”
270

  Instead, a water court decree is 

required. 

Accordingly, while alternative transfer mechanisms may have value, and can 

probably be folded into a municipal water provider’s collection of longer-term 

water supplies, agricultural users will need to demonstrate that they are willing 

to enter into long-term agreements before municipal suppliers will start treating 

leases as a source of firm yield.  The authors believe this situation is analogous 

to the viability of wind power.  Wind power can meet energy demand at certain 

times (when the wind blows), and therefore is a useful source of energy.  How-

ever, wind power alone cannot provide reliable energy all the time; when the 

wind stops, so does the supply of energy. Similarly, water leases providing inter-

mittent supplies of water are fine as an occasional source of supply, but munic-

ipalities must rely on something else the rest of the time. 

D. NOT ALL IRRIGATED LAND IS CREATED EQUAL, AND SHOULD NOT BE 

LEASED OR PRICED EQUALLY 

Assuming that every acre of irrigated land is worthy of a temporary change 

is flawed.  Particularly in the context of IWSAs and other short-term transfers 

of water, water users must recognized that leasing the most junior water rights 

on a ditch or leasing water used on the least productive lands is a low-value 

transfer of water. 

A lessee cannot use junior water rights if they would not be in priority at 

their permanent place of use.
271

  This rule similarly applies to temporary changes 

such as IWSAs.
272

  A lease of junior water rights is not usually desirable to mu-

nicipalities, because they will need to exercise any temporary lease precisely 

when those junior rights are most likely to be legally unavailable for use.  Be-

cause junior water rights may be nearly useless in dry years, parties to such trans-

actions need to understand a dry-year lease of a senior water right may represent 

a lease of all of the water at that place of use, which may affect the lease price. 

Similarly, transfers of water from low producing acreage are less desirable 

 

 268. See supra notes 255–60 and accompanying text. 

 269. See Neil Grigg, Water Storage in Colorado: How it Developed–Toward the Future, 30 
COLO. WATER: NEWSL. OF THE WATER CTR. OF COLO. ST. U.  3, 5 (2013), available at 
http://wsnet.colostate.edu/cwis31/ColoradoWater/Images/Newsletters/2013/CW_30_6.pdf. 

 270. COLO. REV. STAT. § 37-92-309(6)(f)(I) (2013). 

 271. See Empire Lodge Homeowners’ Ass’n v. Moyer, 39 P.3d 1139, 1149 (Colo. 2001). 

 272. § 37-92-309(2)(II). 
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to potential lessors because, compared to higher producing acreages, those ar-

eas likely produce a less transferable consumptive use.
273

  As a result, municipal-

ities will not be interested in leasing water from a ditch company if the leased 

water only represents a collection of the lowest production areas on a ditch sys-

tem.  It is reasonable, however, for municipal providers to understand that when 

they enter into temporary leases with agricultural water users it may be difficult 

for the agricultural users to only lease water used on high producing ground.
274

 

Agricultural water lessors and municipal water lessees need to have realistic 

expectations of which irrigated lands are useful to lease.  As the two examples 

above illustrate, neither party to a lease can expect a “free lunch.”  Agricultural 

water users must be willing to lease the valuable portions of their water, and 

potential lessees must be willing to pay the full costs associated with the lease. 

Even when the parties are willing, however, not all irrigated lands can par-

ticipate in such temporary transfers.  Orchards and vineyards are the starkest 

example of irrigated lands that cannot participate in temporary transfers, be-

cause such crops cannot be temporarily dried-up.
275

  Other situations may also 

prohibit leases of irrigated lands, including: prohibitively high dry-up costs, high 

groundwater levels, poor soil types, necessity to utilize certain crop rotation 

practices, weed management costs, crop replacement costs, or high dry-up labor 

costs.
276

 

E. UNDERSTANDING WHAT A TEMPORARY LEASE IS PAYING FOR 

Parties to a temporary transfer need to understand what they are buying 

and selling.  Temporary transfers pay for temporary dry-up, which is not priced 

the same as an outright purchase of the water rights.  As an example, parties 

must consider the costs of temporary dry-up in the lease price, including the 

costs associated with fallowing, erosion control, weed control, and ongoing irri-

gation infrastructure costs. 

One study, surveying agricultural water users, determined that seventy-

seven percent of South Platte River Basin agricultural users would expect a tem-

porary water lease rate between $225 and $575 per acre.
277

  The article con-

cluded that such amounts fairly represented the market value of forgoing irriga-

tion for a season.
278

  But, another group (approximately ten percent of the survey 

participants) expected a lease payment of more than $1,000 per acre.
279

  The 

study noted that this amount is approximately equal to market value for recent 

permanent water sales.
280

  Thus, the study’s authors concluded: “Perhaps, then, 

 

 273. See generally COLO. REV. STAT. § 37-92-309(1) (2013); Limited Irrigation Management–
Getting the Most Crop Per Drop, AGRONOMY NEWS (Extension Unit, Dep’t of Soil & Crop Scis., 
Colo. State Univ.), April 2007, available at http://www.extsoilcrop.colostate.edu/Newsletters/doc-
uments/2007/2007_irrigation.pdf (analyzing amount of consumptive use in relation to type of 
crop grown). 

 274. See Winner & Smith, supra note 249, at 158, 160. 

 275. COLO. WATER CONSERVATION BD., supra note 248, at 3-13, 3-15. 

 276. Id. 

 277. Pritchett, et al., supra note 5, at 3-4. 

 278. Id. 
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 280. Id. 
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these farmers are calculating a market value for their water rather than a mini-

mum payment to forgo irrigation.”
281

  A potential lessee will not lease a water 

right for the same price the lessee would pay to buy the water right. 

F. INFRASTRUCTURE, INFRASTRUCTURE, INFRASTRUCTURE 

Municipalities need infrastructure to transport the leased water to its tem-

porarily changed place of use.  Although this issue is consistently discussed as 

an impediment to temporary transfers,
282

 the authors of this article believe that 

infrastructure development is a significantly underappreciated impediment to 

widespread utilization of temporary changes. 

By way of example, the City of Aurora recently constructed its Prairie Wa-

ters Project, at a price tag of over $600 million.
283

  Aurora largely funded the 

project through bonds, which will continue to require payment for many years 

to come.
284

  The project has an initial capacity of ten thousand acre-feet per 

year,
285

 and an anticipated capacity of forty-six thousand acre-feet per year.
286

  

Much of the water used in the system is the recapture and conveyance of Au-

rora’s existing fully consumable water rights.
287

  The system conveys water over 

thirty-four miles, and includes a state-of-the-art water treatment system.
288

 

The large cost of the Prairie Waters Project demonstrates why many mu-

nicipalities may feel reluctant to build costly infrastructure for a temporary 

source of supply.  The Prairie Waters Project allowed Aurora to recapture and 

treat water the city already owned and, comparatively speaking, only transports 

the water a relatively short distance.
289

  It should be no surprise that a municipal 

water supplier might balk at permanent infrastructure costs of these magnitudes, 

which would only provide temporary access to water owned by another entity 

and leave that same expensive infrastructure unused for long periods of time. 

The authors do not see any good resolutions to this issue.  It is likely that 

short-term leases will be limited in geographical scope or limited to a small 

number of participants who are able to integrate certain leased water rights into 

their infrastructure at low costs.  In the context of the Aurora High Line Canal 

Lease, Aurora was able to effectuate a short-term lease through its existing water 

conveyance structures.
290

 Many of Aurora’s neighboring municipal water suppli-
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ers, without that existing infrastructure, would have been unable to even con-

sider such a lease.  Some agricultural water users will find it much easier than 

others to temporarily transfer water, based solely upon their proximity to exist-

ing municipal water infrastructure.
291

 

All other circumstances being equal, longer-term temporary transfer agree-

ments have a better chance of convincing municipal suppliers to invest in infra-

structure, as the cost of such investments will produce a greater water supply.  

Thus, isolated agricultural water lessors should expect longer-term agreements 

than agricultural producers located near municipalities.  Moreover, if infrastruc-

ture costs are sufficiently large, municipalities will begin to favor alternative 

transfer mechanisms with greater certainty of long-term access to water, such as 

“Purchase and Leaseback.”  Purchase and Leaseback occurs when a municipal-

ity buys and owns the water rights, but temporarily leases the water back to ag-

ricultural users during wet and average years.
292

 

G. WATER COURT VERSUS SEO APPROVAL 

The discussion of this topic could be an article unto itself.  Nonetheless, as 

Colorado has established the water courts as the venue and authority for decid-

ing water matters,
293

 any transfer of authority to the SEO over certain water mat-

ters is likely to be contentious.  The authors do not believe that the SEO should 

administratively approve every temporary transfer; alternative transfer methods 

that seek to dry-up certain amounts of acreage permanently should obtain water 

court approval.  The authors also believe, however, that the SEO can effectively 

administer temporary changes, and that such temporary transfers allow flexible 

and time-sensitive management of a dynamic resource.  The key, of course, is 

gaining consensus among Colorado water users as to which changes are “tem-

porary.”  On that issue, the devil is in the details. 

VI. CONCLUSION 

As Colorado continues to explore the role of temporary changes and alter-

native transfers of water, it will have many opportunities to more effectively 

manage the State’s limited water resources.  Temporary transfers, like the exist-

ing Interruptible Water Supply Agreements, are a necessary advancement to 

the modern use and administration of water.  Legally recognizing these kinds of 

plans will allow water users to collectively share a limited and dynamic resource. 

Colorado should embrace these new opportunities and utilize the new legal 

frameworks when such temporary transfers are needed.  The experiences of 

the City of Aurora and the High Line Canal indicate that temporary transfers 

of water will be a successful tool for both municipal and agricultural water users.  

However, Colorado water users should also understand the limitations of tem-

porary changes, and not view them as a silver-bullet-solution to Colorado’s pro-

jected water deficits.  Nuanced and flexible adoption of temporary transfers will 

 

 291. See DINATALE WATER CONSULTANTS, INC., WATER PARTNERSHIPS: AN EVALUATION 
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 292. COLO. WATER CONSERVATION BD., supra note 10, at 10. 

 293. COLO. REV. STAT. § 37-92-203(1) (2013). 
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be the key to their success. 

For instance, such temporary transfers are good at resolving water demands 

associated with drought protection and drought recovery, but temporary trans-

fers will not be a useful source of water that municipalities can rely upon for 

long-term firm yield.  Much like the role of wind power in the context of energy 

supply, temporary transfers will work well as a part of a municipal water supply, 

but will not provide enough water at the right times to become a reliable base 

supply. 

While the current IWSA statute facilitates such temporary transfers, it has 

yet to be widely utilized in Colorado.  Recent amendments to that statute are 

good improvements, allowing, for example, renewals of IWSA plans. 

Impediments continue, however, to block widespread utilization of tempo-

rary changes.  From an agricultural water user’s perspective, uncertainty regard-

ing the outcome of a historic consumptive use analysis appears to discourage 

interest in temporary transfers.  From a municipal water supplier’s perspective, 

the uncertainty of whether such temporary supply will be available in twenty to 

thirty years, even on an occasional basis, appears to discourage interest in tem-

porary transfers.  On those issues, Colorado should expect further proposed 

legislation, as some water users will perceive legislative action as the best means 

to a resolution.  The authors caution that any legislative changes on these issues 

should not solve a problem for one water user at the expense of other water 

users. 

Other impediments — like the lack of necessary infrastructure, or the ina-

bility to lease water associated with junior rights or low producing irrigated lands 

— will probably hamper, or even preclude, the ability of certain water users to 

temporarily lease their water for new uses. 

What may better serve some water users is establishing good relationships 

between municipal and agricultural water users.  Such relationships will help 

both parties determine the role of a proposed temporary transfer by under-

standing what water can be leased, what water cannot be leased, what lands can 

be dried-up, what the resulting transferable yield will be, and what the temporary 

dry-up of land is monetarily worth. 

In consideration of the opportunities, and despite the impediments, it is 

likely that Colorado will see an expansion of alternative transfer mechanisms in 

the coming years.  Alternative transfer mechanisms, however, will not solve 

every water demand issue in Colorado.  Colorado should recognize the proper 

role of alternative transfer mechanisms, and tailor the legal frameworks govern-

ing those transfers accordingly.  Doing so will result in better water management 

for the state, reductions in the magnitude of projected water supply deficits, and 

continued respect for Colorado’s unique water rights system and its individual 

water users. 
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FOREWORD 
 
This report, Artificial Recharge of Ground Water in Colorado – A Statewide Assessment, was 
requested by the Executive Director of the Department of Natural Resources in June 2003 to 
assess the underground water storage options potentially available in our state. The study was a 
special assignment for the Colorado Geological Survey — information and recommendations 
were requested within six months of the study’s commencement.  
 
The urgency of the request came in response to several years of lower than average precipitation, 
culminating in the extraordinary drought conditions of 2002. The drought highlighted the need 
for additional water storage to help Colorado store available water from rivers originating in the 
state. With a growing population and substantial agricultural production, underground storage of 
water through artificial recharge could provide an important water storage option for the future 
of Colorado. 
 
Funding for this project was provided by the Colorado Geological Survey’s portion of the 
Colorado Department of Natural Resources Severance Tax Operational Fund. Severance taxes 
are derived from the production of gas, oil, coal, and minerals. 
 
Matthew A. Sares      Vincent Matthews 
Chief, Environmental Geology Section   State Geologist and Director 
        Colorado Geological Survey 
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Executive Summary 
 
Throughout the Centennial State’s history, its semi-arid climate, periodic multi-year drought 
cycles, and the needs of its growing population have all conspired to highlight the need for water 
storage.  Once again, recent drought and increasing water demands of a growing population have 
made Coloradans critically aware of the need for additional water storage.  Surface-water 
reservoirs have been the primary means of storing water to meet Colorado’s needs, but due to 
site logistics, regulatory requirements, and public opinion, building large new reservoirs has 
become more complicated, requiring years of planning and ever-increasing construction costs.  
An alternative means of increasing water storage capacity is to store water underground in 
aquifers and voids.  
 
The extreme drought conditions experienced in 2002 solidified the value of ground water as part 
of an overall water management strategy.  In 2003, the director of the Colorado Department of 
Natural Resources requested that the Colorado Geological Survey conduct a statewide 
assessment study of artificial recharge potential.  This study assessed the opportunities for using 
artificial recharge to meet water storage needs statewide, focusing primarily on the 
hydrogeologic properties of aquifers and other underground storage options.  The American 
Society of Civil Engineers has recently identified six phases of planning that are typically needed 
to develop, operate, and maintain a project for artificial recharge of ground water. This study 
parallels this process, but represents only the beginning physical data collection and technology 
assessment stages of the initial phase. 
 
Artificial recharge (AR) is defined as any engineered system designed to introduce water to, and 
store water in, underlying aquifers.  This report discusses several aspects important to the 
understanding of artificial recharge potential in Colorado, including 

 the design objectives for implementing artificial recharge; 
 the various artificial recharge technologies available; 
 the current application of artificial recharge in other states and countries; 
 the present practice of artificial recharge in Colorado; and 
 the physical suitability of various aquifers, abandoned mines, and caves to store 

water. 
 
The objectives of most AR applications fall into one, or a combination, of the following 
categories: 

• Manage water supply, including short-term water supply regulation, seasonal storage, 
long-term storage (drought mitigation), emergency supply, and conjunctive use; 

• Meet legal obligations, such as providing augmentation water, supplementing 
downstream water rights, or facilitating compliance with interstate agreements; 

• Manage/mitigate water quality through the improvement of surface- or ground-water 
quality or treated wastewater disposal; 

• Restore/protect aquifers by restoring ground-water levels, limiting aquifer compaction 
and surface subsidence resulting from excessive ground-water withdrawals, or mitigating 
saltwater intrusion; 

• Protection of the environment by maintaining wetland hydrology, enhancing endangered 
species habitat, or controlling the migration of ground-water contamination. 

 i



Artificial Recharge of Ground Water in Colorado 
A Statewide Assessment  

 

 
Artificial recharge technologies are broadly grouped according to whether water is recharged at 
the surface or underground, and then by whether water is recharged into the unsaturated zone or 
directly into the saturated zone of the aquifer. 

• Surface infiltration is the impoundment of water at the ground surface for the purpose of 
infiltration to the underlying near-surface, unconfined aquifer. 

• Subsurface infiltration is the application of water below the ground surface for 
infiltration to the underlying unconfined aquifer. 

• Direct injection differs from infiltration systems by recharging water directly into the 
saturated zone of the aquifer. 

• Aquifer storage and recovery (ASR) wells are wells through which water is injected into 
aquifer storage during times of low demand and high surface-water supply and 
subsequently recovered by pumping at a later date when demand exceeds surface supply. 

• Modification of natural recharge involves man-made changes to the land surface or 
hydrogeologic conditions to increase the amount of recharge from natural and local 
sources.   

• Underground (non-aquifer) water storage technologies apply to storage and retrieval of 
water in natural or manmade voids in the subsurface, such as abandoned mines or natural 
caverns. 

The selection of a particular technology requires detailed site investigation and depends on the 
hydrogeologic setting of the target aquifer, land availability and uses, and the project objectives. 
 
Artificial recharge is being used in at least 32 states in the U.S. and at least 26 countries 
worldwide. The methods used span the entire spectrum of known technologies, but the dominant 
methods are injection wells and infiltration basins. The larger scale projects are generally located 
in drier areas of the U.S. (i.e., the west and southwest), or areas in which the growing population 
has overtaxed the available water supply (e.g., California, Florida, New Jersey, New York). 
 
An inventory of artificial recharge projects within Colorado identified 19 active operations 
including 

• augmentation in the lower South Platte River basin, 
• seasonal storage as part of conjunctive use of ground water and surface water in the San 

Luis Valley, 
• direct injection by two water districts in the Denver Basin, and 
• regulation of water supply and water quality at several smaller municipal water systems. 

 
The occurrence and distribution of Colorado’s water resources are inherently linked to the state’s 
geography and underlying geology.  As a result of Colorado’s complex geology, a multitude of 
aquifers in various areas of the state are suitable for artificial recharge projects.  The geologic 
units containing these aquifers can be broadly classified as unconsolidated sediments, poorly 
consolidated sediments, or consolidated rock.  The amount of storage available in an aquifer is 
dependent upon the aquifer’s (1) storage coefficient (storage ability), (2) areal extent, and (3) 
freeboard (amount the water level could rise above present water level).  In general, unconfined 
aquifers have smaller areal extent, tens of feet of freeboard, and a high storage coefficient.  
Confined aquifers, on the other hand, often have a large areal extent and hundreds of feet of 
available freeboard, but a very low storage coefficient.   
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A weighted ranking system was established to evaluate the key physical properties of the state’s 
16 highest-potential unconsolidated aquifers and 29 highest-potential consolidated aquifers. 
Hydrogeologic parameters taken into account in the “aquifer ranking value” include areal extent, 
depth, saturated thickness, head freeboard, storage coefficient, and hydraulic conductivity.  In 
addition to calculating a final ranking for the aquifer, the quality of the input data was also 
assessed.  The alluvial deposits of the South Platte River, its tributary Bijou Creek, and the 
Arkansas River are the top three ranked unconsolidated aquifers.  The High Plains Aquifer, 
Dakota-Cheyenne Group of southeast Colorado, and the Denver Basin aquifers are the top three 
ranked consolidated bedrock aquifers. 
 
The evaluation of the available storage capacity in Colorado’s highest-potential aquifers was 
guided by the desire to find opportunities to develop large-scale artificial recharge projects, i.e. 
defined as having storage capacity in excess of 100,000 acre-feet.  Thirteen of the 16 primary 
unconsolidated rock aquifers have sufficient storage capacity to accommodate a large-scale 
project.  In aggregate, the lower South Platte River alluvium and the San Luis Valley alluvium 
have the capacity to store in excess of one million acre-feet.  All but two of the 26 primary 
consolidated rock aquifers have sufficient storage capacity available to meet the 100,000 acre-
feet criterion.  Because of their large areal extent and head freeboard, the majority of these 
aquifers can store millions of acre-feet of water. 
 
Three types of non-aquifer underground water storage possibilities were assessed statewide: 
abandoned coal mines, abandoned metal mines, and caves. Storage of water in abandoned 
underground coal mines is not a new concept, but has only recently been tried in Colorado, most 
notably by the City of Arvada at the former Leyden coal mine.  Overall, the estimated storage 
capacities of non-aquifer alternatives are much smaller than those of aquifers.  An estimated 
55,000 acre-feet of underground water storage is available for artificial recharge in inactive coal 
mines, statewide.  Major technical challenges to water storage projects in coal mines include 
maintaining hydraulic control of stored water, poor water quality (high salinity), and mine 
subsidence.  The potential water storage volumes for abandoned metal mines and natural cave 
systems are much smaller than for coal mines.  Metal mines and natural caves are not a viable 
option for water storage because of their limited storage capacity, water quality issues, leakage of 
stored water, and land ownership issues. 
 
Artificial recharge projects can increase the total amount of stored ground water in a very 
specific and calculated fashion. In addition, indirect or passive methods of ground-water 
recharge such as vegetation control, storm-water retention basins, and leaky ditches are non-
specific in application, but can significantly increase overall ground-water storage. Similar to 
water conservation measures, some changes in legislation and water facility design and 
engineering, combined with passive recharge structures, would benefit both ground-water and 
surface-water resources. 
 
This study assesses the best aquifers in Colorado for their artificial recharge potential of ground 
water based primarily on their hydrogeological suitability.  Implementation of an AR project 
must also consider several other factors, including (1) project objectives; (2) site-specific 
hydrogeologic conditions; (3) source water availability; (4) water law and water rights; (5) 
available land surface area and compatible land-use activities; (6) governing water-management 
districts or entities; (7) facility design criteria; (8) capital costs to construct; (9) operation and 
maintenance costs; and (10) general storage efficiency, recovery, and deliverability. 
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1.  INTRODUCTION 
 
From the input gathered by many qualified people and entities throughout the state of Colorado, the 
Statewide Water Supply Initiative efforts, the Basin and Technical Roundtables, and the Interbasin Com-
pact Committee, it is clear that much deliberation and critical thought has gone into the collection of good 
ideas and practices.  There appears to be a consensus on many issues, including a respect for the agricul-
tural heritage and the conservation of productive capacity of Colorado’s farmers and ranchers.  DARCA 
and its members value the long and hard work, including enormous volunteer effort that has gone into 
the recommendations and findings of Colorado’s Water Plan (CWP).1 
 
DARCA has been conducting its own outreach to DARCA members, ditch and reservoir companies, and 
their farmer/rancher base across Colorado. Building on DARCA’s standing committee on the CWP and 
through its outreach workshops, it respectfully submits these recommendation and comments - ones that 
are state wide and not necessarily basin specific. 
 
Collecting and synthesizing a huge amount of information into a state water plan has promoted critical 
thinking towards effective solutions.   The social process of collecting information, increasing mutual un-
derstanding among different interests, compiling engineering and legal interpretations, and drafting the 
plan, have been the natural and critical first steps in developing consensus on some fundamental values. 
As the next step, an analytical modeling approach is necessary so that this process of critical thinking 
develops into fully examined and well-reasoned sets of solutions. New discovery results from such mod-
eling using processes that may challenge settled beliefs and open doors to previously unidentified 
solutions. 
 
Now that the Basin Implementation Plans (BIPs), the Identified Plans and Procedures (IPPs), and recom-
mendations have been consolidated into the basis of the plan, a formal and scientific analysis can help 
determine the optimal courses of action.  Many options are on the table, and the Colorado water com-
munity needs to determine what combinations of alternatives will move the state to the desired goals in 
the easiest, quickest, least costly, and most efficient manner.  
 
There is a need for standardization of the methodology and terminology among basins so that apples can 
be compared with apples.  The physical, demographic, and political dimensions of water in Colorado are 
complex, requiring complex decision making approaches. Water professionals across Colorado are inno-
vative, use the latest technologies, and approach problems in a scientific, fact driven process. It will be 
advantageous if the CWP adopts a parallel modeling approach to help in the discovery of the optimal 
decisions. DARCA recommends that an ad hoc, trial by error, or political process of decision making may 
not prove to be the best way to achieve our common goals, now that they are clearly appreciated, as the 
stakes are too high for bad decisions. In short, the CWP can now incorporate a process approach, one that 
is objective, and one that does more than the identification of projects. 
 

                                                           
1 DARCA, a 501(c)(6), is dedicated to serving Colorado’s mutual ditch and reservoir companies, irrigation districts, 
and private water rights holders by being a resource for networking, information exchange, and advocacy. It is gov-
erned by a geographically diverse board of directors from across the state. 
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Given the importance of Colorado’s ditch and reservoir companies, it would be appropriate to provide 
these entities with a separate “Ditch and Reservoir Company” chapter within the plan. 

2.  DECISION SUPPORT: IMPLEMENTATION OF RECOMENDATIONS 
 
A post parallel formal decision making process needs to incorporate uncertainty and risk. 2 The physical 
attributes of weather and climate, combined with reliable and substantial amounts of data that have been 
collected over many years, are perfectly suited to modeling a state water plan under uncertainty.  The 
projected gap, a metric of quantity, is again perfectly suited to a mathematical approach. Modeling and 
decision making with the use of analytical tools is an important technology, as are other ones routinely 
used in Colorado, (GIS/GPS, automation, telemetry, modeling, forecasting, etc.).3  A framework for this 
methodical process of determining the best combinations of actions would need to include goals, decision 
variables, constraints, and most importantly, usable output. Although the modeling process is technical, 
the results are entirely practical. For example: 1) what decisions do you make? 2) what projects do you 
start? 3) what projects have a good likelihood of success? 4) what decisions give you the most bang for 
the buck? and 5) what courses of action today involve strategic planning for the future and how do you 
evaluate them today? The process is not imposing a “top-down” solution - but rather a “bottom up” ap-
proach - by investigating and analyzing what currently exists in Colorado, within the context of risk. 
Implementation of decision analysis first involves learning and collecting information which has been ac-
complished through the CWP process. 
 
The modeling approach suited for achieving the best results does not rely on few, generalized, global 
assumptions or “top down” scenarios, but rather starts from a more micro/decentralized approach, one 
where the model consists of an aggregation of smaller pieces.  This approach is less sensitive to mistakes 
and misdirection. Naturally, these smaller pieces of input can and should be existing data, conclusions, 
and the output of other models that water experts have created. 
 

2.1  Goals of the State Water Plan 
 
This parallel model for the CWP can be created to deal with not just one objective but many.  Competing 
interests around the state have their own visions of what lies ahead and what they desire in the coming 
decades.  For illustration purposes, these goals may be: 1) lessening the gap between demand and supply; 
2) reducing the amount of new transmountain diversions; 3) minimizing the loss of agricultural land; 4) 
maximizing the amount of water in ditch company portfolios; and 5) maximizing the prosperity4 of ditch 
and reservoir companies. The CWP can be developed to include decisions that minimize risk, taking into 
account climate change, demographic patterns, identified projects, and including cultural and political 
considerations; the list is long. These models will give the state the greatest chance of success by maxim-
izing the certainty of achieving a particular goal(s). 

                                                           
2 Analytical tools and techniques routinely used in business that can be applied to analyzing the implementation of 
the CWP are: Monte Carlo simulation, optimization under uncertainty, forecasting under uncertainty, decision trees, 
and real options. 
3 Examples include: Republican River Basin Groundwater Model, Arkansas River Basin H-I Model, Rio Grande Deci-
sion Support System, and other Decision Support Systems 
4 Prosperity of ditch companies can be viewed in a variety of ways including: financial stability, long term viability 
and sustainability, and the ability to maintain and upgrade ditch systems. 
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2.2  Determining the Decisions to Implement 
 
Many have studied the cognitive power of humans in the decision making process.  Humans do have the 
ability to process all of the alternative solutions to a problem as complex as one presented by the CWP 
without the use of computer assisted modeling and analytical tools.  The CWP and preceding efforts have 
effectively developed some consensus and have identified many recommendations but now we face the 
question: which courses of action and in what combinations do you choose when there are millions of 
possible combinations?  Effective modeling efforts are able to account for correlations (positive or nega-
tive feedback loops) among decisions alternatives.  
 
Complex projects can and do routinely fail throughout government, the non-profit sector, and the busi-
ness world. The reasons for unsuccessful outcomes may be a lack of relevancy, effectiveness and 
efficiency, as well as project management failures, (i.e., implementation, managerial, and organizational 
failures).  For example, almost half of the projects funded by the World Bank do not have successful out-
comes.5 That being said, it is critical that projects and practices for CWP be well implemented, but more 
importantly, selected with the utmost care.  
 

2.3  Determining Limitations and Constraints 
 
Obviously, constraints are always present in the pursuit of achieving goals.  As illustration, these could 
take the form of:  1) amount of funds available for projects; 2) likelihood of having a project adopted or 
legislation passed; 3) hydrological conditions of a basin; 4) setting a floor for the number of irrigated acres 
to remain in a particular basin; and 5) amount of new transmountain water allowed for transfer. 
 

2.4  Practical Use of Modeling Efforts 
 
Unfortunately, a complicated model is often seen as no more than an academic exercise that has little 
practical significance.  Although a model can be complex and includes many inputs, including those involv-
ing uncertainty, the output is invaluable to aid the decision making process.  A properly constructed 
“bottom up” model, put through an optimization routine will give unbiased solutions to policy makers. It 
will enable decision makers to assess the key drivers and also identify those variables that have little ef-
fect. The identification of key drivers or sensitivity analysis is critical for it shows which solutions 
contribute to the success and which ones contribute to the failure of the model’s goals. Once these drivers 
are examined, the cost and probability of implementing them are the next steps.  
 
DARCA has reviewed the DRAFT 5.1: Scenario Planning and Developing an Adaptive Water Strategy and 
believes that the process of formulating plausible scenarios has been useful. Now, scenarios and drivers 
need to be identified from the output of a model, ones that are determined after a carefully constructed 
analysis of Colorado’s water system is complete. Likewise, portfolios can be identified with great specific-
ity.  In short, scenarios are developed and drivers identified as a result of the modeling process, not as 
conclusions drawn before the model is constructed and run.  
 

                                                           
5 Lavagnon, A.I., D. Amadou, and D. Thuillier (2012), “Critical Success Factors for World Bank Projects: An Empirical 
Investigation,“ International Journal of Project Management, 30, 105-116. 



4 | DARCA’s Recommendations for Colorado’s Water Plan – Updated on 10/6/2014 
 

DARCA is advocating for a transparent and open source modeling approach involving many individuals 
and entities from around the state.  Such a modeling effort would likely predict a complicated, yet useful, 
range of solutions.  Clearly communicating these predictions will be difficult, but will be aided by a trans-
parent modeling process that allows end users to engage inputs, methods, and results at different 
levels.  A truly transparent process will provide information on input uncertainty and how understanding 
this uncertainty affects predictions and can ultimately reduce future risks.  This is consistent with methods 
applied in other CWCB work.  Some examples include: Colorado River Water Availability Study, Colorado's 
Water Supply Future Portfolio and Trade-Off Tool, and Colorado's Risk MAP Program. 6 Downscaled cli-
mate model products from the National Center for Atmospheric Research (NCAR) would be especially 
valuable as inputs to a CWP model. 

3.  BENEFITS PROVIDED BY DITCH AND RESERVOIR COMPANIES 
 
There is a need to recognize the contribution of ditch and reservoir companies to the culture and envi-
ronmental qualities of Colorado. These delivery systems include the diversion structures, the canals, the 
laterals, the reservoirs, the farms and ranches they serve, and the return flows. Ditch companies provide 
benefits to society, both directly and indirectly. Ditch companies, and their linked agricultural economies, 
support many rural cities and towns, providing them with a cultural backbone.  Farms and ranches pro-
duce food and fiber, support more than just the farm and ranch owners, but a range of employees, 
seasonal workers and associated businesses. Ditch companies are good stewards of the environment and 
their systems provide benefits in the form of riparian corridors for flora and fauna, wetlands, and reser-
voirs that lead to more livable communities and tourism dollars.  Irrigation may also provide water for late 
season return flows that extend recreational and irrigation seasons while supporting additional environ-
mental flow needs. The amenity, recreational and quality of life benefits provided by ditches are even 
higher in urbanizing areas, where they provide highly valued landscape features which are loved by mil-
lions.7  
 
Many of the benefits are hard to quantify, such as the joy and spiritual values from contact with natural 
places – and almost all of the water-related natural places in Colorado relate to ditches and reservoirs, 
now often more than a century old.  But there has been great progress in ecosystem, amenity, recreational 
and other benefit valuations, including those in water quality that result from riparian and wetland areas 
sustained by ditches and irrigation (such as denitrification, sediment capture, and flood reduction).  There 
is now a scientifically and legally sound basis for incorporating asset and stream of benefit values into 
decision-making about resource allocations and conservation. 
 

3.1  Ditch and Reservoir Companies and Agricultural Preservation  
 
Agricultural preservation and ditch and reservoir company prosperity go hand in hand, for these compa-
nies are one of the primary drivers of Colorado agriculture.  Colorado, first a destination for miners seeking 

                                                           
6 The Rand Corporation has developed a proof-of concept analysis: Robust Water Management Strategies for Cali-
fornia Water Plan Update 2013. 
(http://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/research_reports/RR100/RR182/RAND_RR182.sum.pdf) 
7 An example is the increased real estate values associated with open space and riparian areas created and sustained 
by ditches and irrigation. 
 

http://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/research_reports/RR100/RR182/RAND_RR182.sum.pdf
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gold and silver, was built on ranching and farming helping to create the exceptional quality of life that 
most of us enjoy here today.  A local and secure source of food requires that ditch companies retain their 
water delivery integrity and adequate land base.  DARCA is strongly in support of defending Colorado’s 
food system, not only by protecting individual water rights and historic uses through the existing prior 
appropriation system, but by providing adequate incentives and opportunities to help agriculture become 
more profitable. 
 

3.2  Creating Baselines for Ditch and Reservoir Companies 
 
Ditch and reservoir companies own the rights to the majority of water in Colorado. Although the state 
administers these water rights and the Division of Water Resources’ Hydrobase contains an abundance of 
water rights and diversion data, there is not a good database of ditch companies, their service areas, and 
practices.  With better knowledge of these ditch companies, baselines can be created to be used as a 
reference point in determining trends and future changes to the amount of water carried, water use, 
changes in the service area, amount of water tied to the ground, and financial viability of ditch companies. 
Ditch companies come in all shapes and sizes throughout the different basins, and a broad brush approach 
in characterizing these companies is not always appropriate. DARCA is always willing to assist in the state’s 
effort of providing ditch company data for Colorado’s Water Plan. 
 

3.3  Compensating Ditch and Reservoir Companies 
 
Ditch companies have been providing substantial benefits to society, both directly and indirectly. Despite 
this, the recipients of these benefits are usually not required to provide direct compensation for these 
positive externalities.  
 
Mechanisms for compensating ditch companies need to be explored, both monetary and non-monetary 
approaches.  Many of DARCA’s recommendations to the CWP can be considered as micro-subsidies or 
non-monetary compensation that can help ditch companies prosper.  

4.  DITCH AND RESERVOIR COMPANY PLANNING 
 
Just as the CWP is attempting to accomplish on a state level, better planning capabilities for ditch and 
reservoir companies could make it easier for those companies to adapt to changing social and environ-
mental pressures.  Unfortunately, Colorado’s ditch and reservoir companies are not well positioned to 
adequately protect their interests with the continuing and substantial pressure for their water resources.  
Urbanization issues, municipalities seeking ditch company water for urban use, and the increasing cost of 
doing business in today’s regulatory and legal environment, have vastly complicated the matter of running 
ditch companies in Colorado.   
 
Many ditch companies have not been operated in a manner that approaches the optimal use of their 
resource base.  DARCA believes that many ditch company struggles can be traced to a shortage of re-
sources for adequately dealing with problems, pressures, and opportunities. Additionally, there may be 
inherent characteristics of some company structures that seriously hinder effective planning strategies 
including limited resources for better decision making. Few ditch companies have in-house staff such as 
lawyers, engineers, and planners to help navigate today’s complex world. With less clarity in their options, 
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many companies are risk-averse to the point of not willing to explore and embrace opportunities that may 
be extremely lucrative for their companies.  
 
Ditch companies deal adequately with short term concerns but internal planning rarely incorporates the 
long term.  The directors of ditch companies, shareholders themselves, place primary emphasis on the 
continuation of water delivery on a seasonal basis. Perhaps, shareholders of the ditch companies may 
view the ditch only as an entity that allows access to their water right and not as a business entity that 
needs to prosper in the coming years. DARCA is advocating that planning activities in the medium and 
long term be strengthened.  Funds need to be set aside to help ditch companies plan for their futures; 
some ditch companies are cognizant of their needs but need additional resources.8  Grants like these 
would address the CWP’s stated objectives of avoiding the dry up of agricultural lands and keeping ag 
resilient in the face of increasing drought and climatic variability. 

5.  ALTERNATIVE TRANSFER MECHANISMS 
 
DARCA is in full support of alternative transfer mechanisms (ATM) as substitutes to buy and dry sales. 
Although, these ATMs, may only delay an inevitable separation of water from the land, nevertheless they 
need full support.  The separation of the water from the land leads to negative effects for ditch companies, 
rural economies, food security, the environment, and historical and cultural identities. DARCA supports 
the ability of water right holders to transfer and sell their water rights, but believes ATMs can be financially 
attractive to ditch companies and their farmer and rancher base. However, respect for existing water 
rights’ holders needs to be preserved. 
 
ATMs may provide greater value and options in the future for farmers and ranchers, especially considering 
the uncertainty of climate change in Colorado. They also offer farmers another potential source of reve-
nue without completely curtailing an on-going farming operation. 
 
ATMs have the potential to significantly decrease current buy and dry practices but at present there have 
not been many examples of ATM’s in practice. DARCA is suggesting ways for more vigorous adoption.  
There appears to be hesitation to adopt these water transfers both in the agricultural and M&I sectors.  
Among the reasons for the lack of adoption may be: 1) they can be complicated and parties may opt to 
undertake an outright sale instead of a ATM agreement due to a lack of understanding or clarity; 2) the 
high transaction costs involved;  3) M&I interests may prefer more certainty that a purchase of a water 
right provides; 4) market prices are almost always lacking on what willing participants should expect in-
cluding full terms of transfers and side deals, outside of a few voluntary disclosures by some cites and the 
NCWCD market; and 5) physical and engineering constraints may be present that prohibit a transfer of 
water. 
 
DARCA proposes that more educational efforts be undertaken to promote ATMs.  For ATMs to be used in 
a free market system with willing participants, the various options need to be made clear and understand-
able.  Models of financial impact to the parties need to be developed.  More activities like the Fallowing 
Leasing Pilot Program (HB 13-1248) are important but need to be enhanced and promoted.  In particular, 

                                                           
8 The state of Wyoming provides grants for preliminary project planning purposes through the Wyoming Water 
Development Commission. 
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basin models can provide data on potential injury, return flows, and transferable consumptive use. Invest-
ment in the State Engineer’s Office to improve data collection in the form of stream gauges, remote 
sensing, and piezometers may reduce uncertainty and improve system efficiency. Funding for ditch com-
pany modernization may also increase opportunities for ATMs and other flexible market structures by 
addressing current structural and engineering barriers. All of these educational, outreach, data collection, 
modeling, and infrastructure investment needs may significantly increase adoption of ATMs as an im-
portant component of Colorado’s water future. 

6.  CLIMATE CHANGE  
 
Climate change has become a known source of shifting variability in the environment; however, despite 
the research and evidence, there is still a lack of recognition by many decision makers and water rights 
owners on the impacts that climate change will have on ditch and reservoir companies. 9 For ditch com-
panies, the effects of climate change are seen in changes of the historical patterns of water availability, 
both in timing and quantity. With the increasing risks of climate change, ditch companies, and the agricul-
tural community, need to devise adaptations and plans for an uncertain future.  Using more storage, 
improved diversion and conveyance infrastructure, different crops and growing practices, and the better 
use of water are a few examples of planned adaptations.   
 
With limited knowledge of climate change, and future regional and local effects remaining hard to fore-
cast, progressive strategies may be perceived as unnecessary or unfeasible.  Regardless of the realized 
effects and their severity, climate change is best observed through long-term data analysis.  Currently, 
historical climate data may be limited in location and breadth, and much of the available data, although 
easily accessible from multiple sources, may be too generalized for site specific applications.  Individual 
ditch companies need to better monitor and begin recording their own data including flow patterns, water 
availability, temperature, ET data, and annual precipitation.  Seeing the effects of climate change through 
locally collected data that is more granular (daily, weekly, and monthly), requires years of accumulation, 
but there is great value gained in the collection of this micro data to better adapt for the future. This data 
will also be critical to analyzing how expected changes in timing and water supply will affect agricultural 
profitability and resiliency in the future. Regardless of the specific impacts, Colorado should invest in cli-
mate adaptation strategies such as a prioritizing high conservation in cities and those agricultural and 
ditch company practices listed here to help preserve Colorado’s agricultural heritage.  

7.  TRANSMOUNTAIN DIVERSIONS 
 
Trans-mountain diversions (TMD) are beneficial in transporting water to regions that regularly risk scar-
city.  Although the region receiving water might see a TMD as a valuable addition to their water resources, 
those on the other end of the pipe may see only long-term in-basin depletion.  DARCA acknowledges the 
value of existing transmountain diversions but believes that all other efforts to close the gap should be 
attempted before future TMDs are implemented.  The financial, recreational, agricultural, and environ-
mental costs for the long term as well as the present, along with an increasing concern for the Colorado 

                                                           
9 Climate Change in Colorado: A Synthesis to Support Water Resources Management and Adaptation (Lukas et al. 
2014) (http://cwcb.state.co.us/environment/climate-change/Pages/main.aspx).   
 

http://cwcb.state.co.us/environment/climate-change/Pages/main.aspx
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River Basin leads to the strong impression that additional transmountain diversions should be considered 
only after other solutions have been exhausted. 

8.  LOCAL ORDINANCES 
 
Colorado’s Water Plan needs to focus on the development and promotion of guidelines and standards 
that reduce transaction costs and risk by providing more certainty in local regulations, easement defini-
tion, stormwater regulations, property rights disputes, taxation, and lender relationships.  Guidelines and 
standards can take the form of model regulations and laws, as well as conceptual principles that may 
encourage more effective cooperation between ditch companies and local communities.10  These guide-
lines and standards will lay the groundwork for more flexible ditch companies and irrigators that are able 
to take advantage of subsidies and capital investment in return for the public benefits they provide.  In 
addition, by further demonstrating the need for and ability to access such funding, expanded investment 
in infrastructure needs may be encouraged.  As a result, local communities, downstream users, and the 
recreation and tourism economy will continue to receive the myriad benefits provided by healthy ditch 
systems and productive agriculture into the future. 
 
A better partnering with local governmental entities can compensate ditch companies for the positive 
externalities that they provide to Colorado’s citizens, often without cash expenditure.  These can be con-
sidered a type of micro-subsidy at the local level, in recognition and support of benefits and mutual goals, 
which can complement state and federal government supports, such as property tax exemptions and fed-
eral tax exemptions respectively.  

9.  INFRASTRUCTURE 
 
The Basin Implementation Plans submitted include requests for approximately $8 billion for projects that 
are mainly focused on meeting future municipal water supply gaps and firming existing M&I supply. De-
spite the fact that ditch companies handle and distribute far more water across very large and productive 
areas, the plans omit sufficient requests for the funding of ditch companies priorities and agricultural 
needs, including infrastructure (diversion, conveyance, on-farm improvements, and storage) that will help 
ditch companies and agriculture prosper and shelter them from an uncertain future of climate variability, 
a growing state population, and other pressures.  In light of the consensus that has emerged and the 
Governor’s focus on “protecting ag” and avoiding buy and dry approaches, there is still sharply insufficient 
proactive state support for enhancing the future of agriculture.  It is not sufficient to simply consider the 
virtues of slowing further decline. 
 

9.1  Alternative Financing Mechanisms 
 
Colorado’s ditch and reservoir companies are fortunate to have the benefit of attractive low interest loans 
available from the CWCB and many do avail themselves of these programs. This important funding mech-
anism from the state needs to be adequately protected from depletion by the state during times of 

                                                           
10 DARCA has compiled a report, DARCA Model Land Use Codes, that have been distributed to Colorado’s Land Use 
Departments. The report provides recommendations on how to better work with and help Colorado’s ditch compa-
nies.  (http://www.darca.org).   

http://www.darca.org/
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downturn in the economy.  However, many ditch companies feel that although improvements to their 
systems may be of benefit, the benefits do not justify the costs and risks associated with undertaking such 
a project. Other incentives should be considered such as: 1) creation of a transferable state tax credit for 
improvements much like the ones currently used for conservation easement; 2) lowering the rate of CWCB 
loans for infrastructure loans; and 3) providing or promoting mechanisms where private individuals can 
furnish funds for ag/ditch company improvements. 
 
Although there may be hesitation of ditch companies and local municipalities to work together, ownership 
stakes are held by local municipalities in many ditch companies. Ditch companies need to better partner 
by taking advantage of local governments’ ability to obtain low cost long term financing through bonding 
capabilities in support of the benefits provided by ditch companies. 

10.  PERMITTING PROCESS 
 
Storage water will play a critical role in maintaining and enhancing the water portfolio of mutual ditch and 
reservoir companies, especially with the surging population base in Colorado and the uncertainties of a 
changing climate.  The development and expansion of high mountain reservoirs, allowing more options 
for all users within the system, are promising strategies.  For instance, a reservoir close to the headwaters 
of a water source may be allowed to fill out of priority with the condition that the water may have to be 
released to senior downstream users.  Moreover, many existing reservoirs can be expanded with relatively 
minimal cost and impact to the ecosystem. 
 
Unfortunately, transaction costs (permits, required studies…) in today’s regulatory climate make it too 
costly, and therefore infeasible for limited resource ditch companies to expand, let alone build new res-
ervoirs.  Other barriers may take the form of environmental requirements such as wetland and 
endangered species issues. Limited resource ditch companies may be forced to convert historic agricul-
tural water to municipal or industrial as an easier alternative. 
 
Some seemingly simple improvements to existing reservoir have stalled as they have become bogged 
down in the federal regulatory process which has been challenging for small and medium size ditch com-
panies with limited means.  Until a more streamlined permitting process for reservoir expansion results, 
it is DARCA’s finding that few storage expansion projects will be undertaken.  DARCA’s membership is 
concerned that current interpretations and expansion of limitations on restoration, reservoir dredging 
and expansion, and other limits on resource management are hindering critical, economically sound, and 
desirable improvements.11 
 
DARCA is not endorsing changes which would further aggravate the huge power imbalance between ditch 
companies and irrigators compared to M&I interests. This imbalance results from the lack of capacity to 
access engineering, economic, technical, legal services, and planning by ditch companies.   
 

                                                           
11 DARCA is able to document ditch and reservoir company projects that have been undergoing what appears to be 
an endless review process. 
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11.  OTHER SOURCES OF WATER TO FILL THE GAP 
 
While the availability of new water sources in Colorado is limited, demand from a growing population will 
increase. Once demand overtakes the available supply, sources of water once considered unfeasible or 
improbable will need investigation. 
 
New opportunities in conservation may be the first explored. While residential water saving technologies 
have been in existence for years, higher water bills may force residents to adopt these to a much greater 
degree. Higher cost may also lead to the widespread utilization of graywater and even the reuse of do-
mestic water.   
 
However, conservation and reuse may not be sufficient.  Colorado may need to secure new sources of 
water for its growing communities. First, attention to the timely expansion and renovation of existing 
reservoirs needs to be addressed along with the addition of new storage facilities. These projects take 
decades to complete from inceptions and we need to start planning for them now. 
 
Policy makers need to think about broad spectrum projects, not just on a basin or statewide level but 
rather on a national level. Such solutions might be the increased use and new construction of desalination 
plants in California and brackish groundwater desalination plants throughout the Colorado basin. While 
the technology is energy intensive and costly, with growing demand and limited supply this may become 
an economically viable option.  The proximity of supply to demand and easy disposal of brine may be 
increasingly important advantages, especially with improvements in renewable energy resources 
 
DARCA is requesting that all options be explored and evaluated including piping water from the water-
long area of the Missouri/Mississippi River system to Colorado.  Storage could be provided in eastern 
Colorado in off stream reservoirs or stored in aquifers.  
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What’s in the draft 
Making sure you’re heard 
How to give feedback around the state 
 
Jacob introduced everyone to the Colorado’s Water Plan website and explained that we’ll go 
through some sections of the draft CWP. 
 
In attendance: 
Jacob Bornstein, CWCB 
Brent Newman, CWCB 
Lindsay Cox, CWCB 
Mara, CWCB 
Stephanie Debettito, CWCB 
Ken Neubecker, American Rivers & env rep. on Colorado Basin Roundtable 
Ted James, president of the board of Colorado Watershed Assembly 
Jessica, American Rivers 
Kathy Moran, Rio Grande Restoration 
Doug Chapman, Land Trust of the Upper Arkansas 
? 
Allison Plute, Colorado Springs Utilities and Cotton Creek watershed 
Jayla Poppleton, CFWE 
Caitlin Coleman, CFWE 
Sandra Ryan, USFS 
Tracy Cattell, CPW 
Scott Williamson, from Seattle’s Puget Sound Cooperative (?) and observing water planning in 
CO 
John Rogers, Leonard Rice Engineers 
Katy Catrock Garrett, LRE 
Kelly Close, LRE 
Sarah, Denver Water 
Jim Pokrandt, CRWCD and chair of the CO Basin Roundtable 
 
Jacob explained that we’re at a unique time, we’ve involved grassroots efforts and we face an 
unknown future… we know that Colorado is growing but we don’t know but how much. Our 
economic future is our population future. Hydrology, we don’t know what the future holds for 
hydrology. Climate change projects show different things— it might get wetter, dryer, or not 
affect us at all. Temperatures might increase, which could cause an increase in demand. 
Similarly we don’t have control over social values at the state level either— we could get more 
“green” or look towards more resource use. “The crystal ball for what the future is, we don’t 
know what that is. So we need to plan for a range of possible futures… or as a our director 
says, plan for the worst, hope for the best.”  
Jacob described he breadth of the plan including: Nothing in CWP will undermine CO’s current 
legal/compacts/appropriation system. Chapters 1-5 of CWP have no recommendations, they’re 
factually based setting the framework for what our future is and could be. the other chapters 6 
and up are the meat of the plan. In scenario planning, there are some futures where a TBD 
makes zero sense, and some futures where it does, so we need to look at that. 9.3 is permitting 
“we need to find a way to speed up the process and make it more efficient while not dictating 
the outcome… we’re not trying to make it a yes…” 9.4 outreach, education and public input 
“15,000 pages or comments— many letters”.  



 

 

Chapter 6… Do the BIPs successfully meet the needs of the future? Are the projects sufficient? 
“It helps look in general where are we missing information, where are we missing the mark and 
how can we be strategic?”  
 
Chapter 6 Feedback: 
 
Scott Williamson asked to hear the scale of example projects? Jacob responded that 
some are tiny, it could be a small boating area in a stream, in one project it was about 1/4 
mile. Some are much longer— maybe 20 miles. It depends.  
 
Ken Neubecker said that they’ve done a lot of work and most is good. He has issues with 
the env and rec gap, which has never been defined… “that’s something that in my mind 
we really need to understand that.” He doesn’t want env. and rec. projects to fall by the 
wayside as we rush into supply projects etc.  
 
Jacob responded that for ag and env it’s tricky because they’ve asked the BRTs to determine 
their vision for the future. “How do you envision recreation in your basin?… where do you want 
fishing and rafting and those types of things?… we’ve asked them to say what are your goals 
and we’ve tried to give them some guidance as to what we’re looking for… it’s really hard…” 
 
Ken responded that traditionally we have dealt with water in CO and throughout the West 
we’ve dealt with water as an engineering problem… when you throw biology in the mess 
it becomes a lot crazier and that’s what we have to get our hands around. If we want to 
save endangered species, we have to provide them functioning habitats.  
 
Jacob agreed. We haven’t been doing it from a strategic standpoint for very long. Looking at the 
stream mile approach and determining where important attributes are located seems like a good 
method. We need to get our measurable outcomes right, but as a state we don’t have that 
correct in most areas. What we’re doing here is new in that we’re going through a process of 
inclusion rather than exclusion. We’re asking people to get in the same room and come 
together. Whatever we do with those stream miles is not discussed at the water plan level but 
we hope it will at the basin level.  
 
Scott Willimson asked how we’ll know if the plan is effective and who is responsible for 
measuring the outcomes in the plan. 
 
Jacob responded that the CWCB is drafting the plan and will continue shepherding the plan. 
There will be a continuation process with time for implementation. Most will be basin by basin 
but there will be other recommendations that the state will have to track. For example, there are 
several actions that say the state of Colorado will do certain things so the CWCB will track that. 
Then others are basin specific.  
 
Tracy asked if there are specific projects then? 
 
Jacob explained that the BRTs came up with projects. The state water plan isn’t explicit about 
projects. 
 
Brent introduced 6.6 Environmental and Recreational Projects and Methods it begins by layout 
out the state’s policy and goals that relate to rec and env and he went through the various 
sections including ISF, Wild and Scenic Rivers, various mapping and data collection efforts, 
legislative activity that supported ISF and RICD and finally the projects and methods that basins 



 

 

identified. Brent said that the CWCB wants comment on this chapter because the agency 
summarized what basins wrote in their plans and they want the basins to comment and make 
sure they got it right. Although CWP doesn’t recommend projects as that is left to the basins, 
this section summarizes some of those projects that the basins identified. Then each basin has 
a ‘moving forward’ statement saying what they want to do with this process.  
 
Jim Pokrandt asked on the CO Basin at a Glance ‘total cost’ is there a typo under 
$15,332? 
 
Jacob responded that no, that’s what the CO Basin Roundtable put.  
 
Ken responded that it’s hard to put a cost when you don’t know what the extent of the 
project really is. The CO Basin Roundtable has just started to scratch the surface on 
what is needed for environmental projects. The Roundtable has identified where there 
are problems and issues but they have no idea how they’ll deal with them.  
 
Jacob says that the CWCB can send the summary to the CO Basin Roundtable. 
 
Ken says it’s hard to identify if there are real problems beyond individual anecdotal 
issues. The CO Basin Roundtable interviewed people around the basin. He suggested 
establishing funding like they did in the 30s. 
 
Tracy asked if CWCB has considered funding planning efforts? 
 
Jacob responded that the CWCB does fund many planning efforts and they are making sure 
that every watershed they’re looking at has a master plan.  That’s a funding recommendation— 
but to do all it’s $18 million. That is included in the CWP funding chapter, but the CWCB hasn’t 
yet identified a source of funding for that. We need to come up with some potential options and 
use a stakeholder process to narrow it down. Some mechanisms are great for some projects but 
env and rec projects are more difficult to fund. WSRA grant funds funded large portions of the 
ERWC plan, Grand County’s plan, and many master plans have been funded through flood 
recovery efforts. Jacob said that there is a tendency for us to study issues to death— we know 
more than we give ourselves credit for.  
 
Ken responded that like in the mapping exercise, we know that there’s a problem, but in 
order to come up with a project and get funding, especially if you’re an NGO or looking 
for funding, you can’t get that funding unless you go out and do a study.  
 
Jacob said that the CWCB hopes the information gathered state-wide will help people become 
more strategic and allow people to move toward implementation.  
 
Ken says it’s sort of a chicken and egg thing. Are we studying it death, but also how are 
we going to get the info we need to know. 
 
Allison asked how many of the watersheds have plans and have they been stamped for 
approval… or what is that step? 
 
Jacob says there are two avenues where people typically get funding for plans either a water 
quality program or one of CWCB’s programs. He says Chris Sturms feels that there are best 
practices out there— the CWCB hasn’t gone through to id which plans are using those best 
practices. They aren’t doing that but they know what works.  



 

 

 
Bill asked about the difference between a water quality and watershed health project.  
 
Brent says they took projects as the roundtables described them… and there was some 
overlap.  
 
Brent explained the ‘no and low regrets’ several are related to env and rec projects… that isn’t 
yet in the chapter but will be included in November. That Nov chapter will compare those 
identified projects with the no and low regrets projects.  
 
He then explained implementation actions moving forward.  
 
Ken asked about conservation planning abilities where the CWCB will help municipalities 
or utilities do conservation planning and implementation— did that come through 
legislation? (Yes). He asked if they wanted to do something similar, would they have to 
do that through the legislature?  
 
Jacob says that conservation plans are regulatory in nature— it’s required of those who deliver 
water to a certain amount of people. He suggests you would have to think about how to do a 
conservation plan for a watershed. We could consider putting it in the plan if the conservation 
community wishes to see that.  
 
Ken said that if we were trying to get a new funding source, part of that should be 
accessing that funding source. It’s up to NGOs to come up with funding but NGOs are 
pretty bare bones to come up with funding— the only really recognized source of funding 
for that kind of large scale conservation project right now is to piggy back with an M&I 
water supply project, and that’s what the chapter recommends. But there are a lot of env 
and rec projects that would be damaged by that kind of partnership. How can we get the 
kind of funding that we’ve had for years for M&I and ag for what many in the state see as 
just as important as ag and industrial.  
 
Jacob says the chapter isn’t trying to say you should only seek funding only for multi-purpose 
projects. 
 
Ken says, it’s not saying that, only that those partnerships are the only opportunity for 
funding.  
 
Jacob identified various single-purpose funding streams like CWCB ISF, CPW’s various 
programs— we don’t talk that much to each other so we need to work better to ID our funding 
streams so it’s easier for people to work together. We have no idea what funding we need— we 
don’t even have order of magnitude. But we’re hoping that the BIPs can be a first stab at that. 
What are the funding needs, how does that match up with the current funding sources? We just 
don’t know. Maybe if we coordinated better, there is sufficient funding. There is a lot of money 
that’s not being used out there that’s available for env and rec but a lot of people aren’t applying 
for it. 
Ken says there are some reasons for that.  
 
Jacob says, I suspect we need more funding but we don’t know the order of magnitude. 
 
Ken says he suspects that’s in the 7 or 8 figure area. 
 



 

 

Jim says there is a financial chapter but suffice it to say, the consumptive people are 
having the same issue. Even though they have ratepayers everybody needs money. 
 
Ken says what the rate payers pay doesn’t come close to covering cost. 
 
Jim says that right now money is flowing. We just $500,000 for a Grand County RICD, just 
got Phase 2 funded for 10 mile creek restoration in Summit County, $100,000 fixing the 
river with riffles and riparian repair there. Stuff is happening and stuff can happen there 
might be some bureaucratic tweaks we need to make.  
 
Jacob adds that in WSRA funding they spent $7 million. Jacob says a lot of people are saying 
that they don’t want to go in front of a roundtable because it’s so personal. 
 
Ken says people come into the roundtable and make a proposal before applying so they can 
first get feedback from the roundtable and modify the final application.  
 
Someone leading the restoration of the Little Thompson River. He found out there are 27 
agencies the river has to deal with to get things done, but there needs to be more 
roadmaps for these things that go into funding and warn you to look out for different 
things. They had their ag grants shut down because the National Historic Preservation 
Act said no more ag grants. He says there’s too much learning involved. They had to 
learn a lot very quickly.  
 
Jacob asked what would be more helpful? To know who is involved in watersheds in general?  
 
He said a coalition 101, coalition 201 etc. to know who are the major players that could 
shut you down, which agencies can step in and help. Luckily Chris Sturm stepped in and 
said you need to write a grant next, then Jeff Crane came in and help with that because 
they didn’t know what it would cost. Now they’re faced with DOLA, which is wonderful to 
get that money, but there are many tasks to get that money. 
 
Someone else suggested a mentoring program might be helpful. There are some 
watersheds that have had to go through what he has gone through so they mentally have 
that road map. You’re walking on eggshells when you first start these operations and 
there are a lot of challenges. Maybe a couple of workshops each year to get groups 
together and on the same page.  
 
Jacob mentioned text in the plan that wants to encourage and support capacity for areas that 
don’t have watershed groups and mentioned the CWA. Partnering with CWA and exploring the 
details of that might be important.  
 
Brent says that down the road there will be information in CWP on different agencies and grant 
processes that will hopefully be a great resource.  
Ken says it sounds like a great opportunity for the CWA and CWCB to work together.  
 
Ted says he was mulling over everything he heard and how he would pass it on. He liked 
the comment on ‘here’s the agencies that can shut you down’ he hadn’t thought of it like 
that.  
 
Jacob says we’ll get these notes to everyone so they have that. The group decided they’d like to 
focus on watershed health and funding rather than permitting.  



 

 

 
Jacob introduced the watershed health section, Chapter 7. Chris Sturm was the primary author 
of this chapter and he gives a primer in the science of watershed health— it’s linked to so many 
aspects. Brent explains that a lesson learned in the Rio Grande is that it’s better to have a large 
coalition of stakeholders before something happens… looking at a donut chart created by the 
Ark Basin, their message is to get people involved from the get-go. The water supply-water 
shed link is important, the watershed master plans are important, and we want to do work to ID 
existing watershed groups and plans etc. Jacob says that because we know more about where 
there are critical species, we have a responsibility to get strategic. There will always be limited 
resources compared to everything everyone wants to do, and strategy is a general theme 
throughout CWP, not just for env and rec. 
 
Ken says this is good, and he knows concerns of the Rio Grande Basin and understands 
various issues, but part of a healthy ecosystem includes fire, drought and flood and part 
of the reason the fires we’re having are so catastrophic is because of the management 
and treatment we’ve had over the last 150 years. Fire is a functioning element of a 
healthy watershed and managing it throws us back to Smoky the Bear and the problems 
we’ve had with that. Even with physical treatment— logging and thinning forests— there 
are a lot of areas that are inaccessible to mechanical treatment and it’s extraordinarily 
expensive. Right now every dollar we get from the feds is going to protect communities, 
transmission lines etc. there isn’t much left for a broader scheme of management. We 
need to let nature take its course. Wildfires are important in healthy watersheds and 
prevention of those can lead to catastrophic events. You want to do everything you can 
to protect water supplies and ag water supplies but don’t get in the idea that you can go 
manage every square inch because you can’t. 
 
Kathy says that we need to be more proactive. Maybe a new model where we do 
prescribed burns and protect the interface. Something different needs to happen, the 
way we’re doing it now is too dangerous.  
 
Jacob says, as you know the USFS and others do prescribed burns they sometimes get out of 
hand.  
 
Someone else pointed out that we have to get a little better at preparing ourselves for 
when catastrophic fires and events occur before they occur. He mentioned the Waldo 
Canyon Fire where we got lucky. There needs to be more state-wide emphasis on 
figuring out where to put in fire breaks and save stuff beforehand. We won’t do much 
with erosion. We should be more prepared for and an understanding of how to prevent 
critical infrastructure so we aren’t dealing with major problems like people having to 
evacuate from facilities etc.  
 
Jacob says yes, these chapters emphasize the need to build these partnerships before a 
catastrophic event.  
 
Tracy asked about a proposal to the USFS… someone else responded that it’s a proposal 
but it was not funded this last year. She said the discussion is good— what can the state 
do if the feds can’t?  
 
From the Little Thompson— he asked about urbanization. It’s a different story when you 
see a house floating down the river as opposed to a tree. Current planning in counties is 
based on flood plains but flood plains are only part of it. We can address some of that by 



 

 

helping people understand where they should be putting homes and buildings in relation 
to fire/water and where they’re in between. Right now, as long as you’re not in a flood 
plain you can go for it. 
 
Jacob says we have a section on land use but they don’t necessarily to get to these specific 
issues. 
 
Ken says it’s tough. One of the key issues in Eagle County was building defensible 
space— building with trees around and one of the key objectors was the building review 
board that was telling people they had to plant 50 trees around their houses so they had 
to make it voluntary. You run into cultural issues. 
 
Jacob says as much as we aren’t trying to undermine the fundamentals of Colorado’s water law 
in the plan, but we also don’t want to undermine the fact that this is a locally controlled state. As 
a state, we can’t get too deeply involved in local planning and we have to make sure, for CWP, 
we need to do a water plan look. Some issues we aren’t attacking directly because we’ve 
determined there is a line you can’t cross and it’s an issue that needs to be handled locally and 
we don’t have the jurisdiction to handle those issues. We can do guidance and some land-use 
codes but there’s a certain threshold which we cannot and should not cross.  
 
Jacob moved onto funding, chapter 9. As we discussed before, we don’t have solutions to 
funding yet. The plan talks about M&I funding needs for infrastructure— for M&I we have an 
order-of-magnitude-view of what we need by 2050 for our total needs. We also have an 
estimate for each stream mile, $18 million statewide for watershed masterplanning. CWP is 
identifying some needs but it isn’t comprehensive in nature, the CWCB is hoping the BIPs will 
help. To increase funding we need to show that investing in water infrastructure will lead to 
benefits to CO’s economy, which is mentioned in the chapter. This chapter also mentions 
funding opportunities but if you’re looking for a comprehensive list for env and rec, the non 
consumptive toolbox is a great resource for understanding the full breadth of what we know 
about env and rec needs. Then it explores a few potential funding options. Based on current 
funding levels $385 million might be available, but we don’t have an answer, is that enough? 
Some of these are explored but the state legislature holds the purse. Public private partnerships 
are a possibility as is a state referendum etc. So CO needs to assess those funding needs, 
assess the economic benefit, perhaps a common grant inquiry process for all state funds, there 
are also multi-purpose opportunities and we need to explore near-term opportunities to increase 
resources.  
 
Someone asked about prioritization. Does the CWCB have a sense of how they will 
approach the prioritization of the BIPs and if so, what will that look like?  
Jacob says that some roundtables tiered all of their goals and outcomes themselves.  
 
He says that’s challenging because you’ll get so many different organizational structures 
to the plan and implementation structures. It will be good that the CWCB has started to 
think through that and the roundtables are thinking through it.  
 
Scott Williamson said that in Washington they have a similar issue of picking winners 
and losers. They recently had them ID large capital projects that would be identified at 
the state level. At the regional level a council with state agencies and regional agencies 
ranked projects at a regional level and they ended up requesting $80 million and got $70 
million. It was successful in having projects identified, prioritized and had a successful 
case for the state legislature.  



 

 

 
From the Little Thompson— I always looked at ROIs for an opportunity for fiction writing. 
There are a lot of non-quantifiables out there so it becomes who can tell the best story as 
opposed to who is getting the best results. It’s another area where you can help 
coalitions— how do you help this ROI because it’s intimidating. 
 
Jacob says we’ve seen that not only in ROI but also economic impact— we have to be very 
careful in the economic numbers. The CWCB Board has commented that many of the economic 
impact numbers are not from a non-advocacy perspective. We don’t know the economic impact 
of particular industries and therefore what are the benefits to the state from each industry. the 
CWCB hasn’t yet found a source they’re really comfortable with.  
 
To make this successful to make this Colorado’s Water Plan written by Coloradans we need 
input. Send your comments to cowaterplan@state.co.us or go online to coloradowaterplan.com 
and submit your comments  

mailto:cowaterplan@state.co.us
http://coloradowaterplan.com/


 

 

What’s in the draft 
Making sure you’re heard 
How to give feedback around the state 
 
Jacob introduced everyone to the Colorado’s Water Plan website and explained that we’ll go 
through some sections of the draft CWP. 
 
In attendance: 
Jacob Bornstein, CWCB 
Brent Newman, CWCB 
Lindsay Cox, CWCB 
Mara, CWCB 
Stephanie Debettito, CWCB 
Ken Neubecker, American Rivers & env rep. on Colorado Basin Roundtable 
Ted James, president of the board of Colorado Watershed Assembly 
Jessica, American Rivers 
Kathy Moran, Rio Grande Restoration 
Doug Chapman, Land Trust of the Upper Arkansas 
? 
Allison Plute, Colorado Springs Utilities and Cotton Creek watershed 
Jayla Poppleton, CFWE 
Caitlin Coleman, CFWE 
Sandra Ryan, USFS 
Tracy Cattell, CPW 
Scott Williamson, from Seattle’s Puget Sound Cooperative (?) and observing water planning in 
CO 
John Rogers, Leonard Rice Engineers 
Katy Catrock Garrett, LRE 
Kelly Close, LRE 
Sarah, Denver Water 
Jim Pokrandt, CRWCD and chair of the CO Basin Roundtable 
 
Jacob explained that we’re at a unique time, we’ve involved grassroots efforts and we face an 
unknown future… we know that Colorado is growing but we don’t know but how much. Our 
economic future is our population future. Hydrology, we don’t know what the future holds for 
hydrology. Climate change projects show different things— it might get wetter, dryer, or not 
affect us at all. Temperatures might increase, which could cause an increase in demand. 
Similarly we don’t have control over social values at the state level either— we could get more 
“green” or look towards more resource use. “The crystal ball for what the future is, we don’t 
know what that is. So we need to plan for a range of possible futures… or as a our director 
says, plan for the worst, hope for the best.”  
Jacob described he breadth of the plan including: Nothing in CWP will undermine CO’s current 
legal/compacts/appropriation system. Chapters 1-5 of CWP have no recommendations, they’re 
factually based setting the framework for what our future is and could be. the other chapters 6 
and up are the meat of the plan. In scenario planning, there are some futures where a TBD 
makes zero sense, and some futures where it does, so we need to look at that. 9.3 is permitting 
“we need to find a way to speed up the process and make it more efficient while not dictating 
the outcome… we’re not trying to make it a yes…” 9.4 outreach, education and public input 
“15,000 pages or comments— many letters”.  



 

 

Chapter 6… Do the BIPs successfully meet the needs of the future? Are the projects sufficient? 
“It helps look in general where are we missing information, where are we missing the mark and 
how can we be strategic?”  
 
Chapter 6 Feedback: 
 
Scott Williamson asked to hear the scale of example projects? Jacob responded that 
some are tiny, it could be a small boating area in a stream, in one project it was about 1/4 
mile. Some are much longer— maybe 20 miles. It depends.  
 
Ken Neubecker said that they’ve done a lot of work and most is good. He has issues with 
the env and rec gap, which has never been defined… “that’s something that in my mind 
we really need to understand that.” He doesn’t want env. and rec. projects to fall by the 
wayside as we rush into supply projects etc.  
 
Jacob responded that for ag and env it’s tricky because they’ve asked the BRTs to determine 
their vision for the future. “How do you envision recreation in your basin?… where do you want 
fishing and rafting and those types of things?… we’ve asked them to say what are your goals 
and we’ve tried to give them some guidance as to what we’re looking for… it’s really hard…” 
 
Ken responded that traditionally we have dealt with water in CO and throughout the West 
we’ve dealt with water as an engineering problem… when you throw biology in the mess 
it becomes a lot crazier and that’s what we have to get our hands around. If we want to 
save endangered species, we have to provide them functioning habitats.  
 
Jacob agreed. We haven’t been doing it from a strategic standpoint for very long. Looking at the 
stream mile approach and determining where important attributes are located seems like a good 
method. We need to get our measurable outcomes right, but as a state we don’t have that 
correct in most areas. What we’re doing here is new in that we’re going through a process of 
inclusion rather than exclusion. We’re asking people to get in the same room and come 
together. Whatever we do with those stream miles is not discussed at the water plan level but 
we hope it will at the basin level.  
 
Scott Willimson asked how we’ll know if the plan is effective and who is responsible for 
measuring the outcomes in the plan. 
 
Jacob responded that the CWCB is drafting the plan and will continue shepherding the plan. 
There will be a continuation process with time for implementation. Most will be basin by basin 
but there will be other recommendations that the state will have to track. For example, there are 
several actions that say the state of Colorado will do certain things so the CWCB will track that. 
Then others are basin specific.  
 
Tracy asked if there are specific projects then? 
 
Jacob explained that the BRTs came up with projects. The state water plan isn’t explicit about 
projects. 
 
Brent introduced 6.6 Environmental and Recreational Projects and Methods it begins by layout 
out the state’s policy and goals that relate to rec and env and he went through the various 
sections including ISF, Wild and Scenic Rivers, various mapping and data collection efforts, 
legislative activity that supported ISF and RICD and finally the projects and methods that basins 



 

 

identified. Brent said that the CWCB wants comment on this chapter because the agency 
summarized what basins wrote in their plans and they want the basins to comment and make 
sure they got it right. Although CWP doesn’t recommend projects as that is left to the basins, 
this section summarizes some of those projects that the basins identified. Then each basin has 
a ‘moving forward’ statement saying what they want to do with this process.  
 
Jim Pokrandt asked on the CO Basin at a Glance ‘total cost’ is there a typo under 
$15,332? 
 
Jacob responded that no, that’s what the CO Basin Roundtable put.  
 
Ken responded that it’s hard to put a cost when you don’t know what the extent of the 
project really is. The CO Basin Roundtable has just started to scratch the surface on 
what is needed for environmental projects. The Roundtable has identified where there 
are problems and issues but they have no idea how they’ll deal with them.  
 
Jacob says that the CWCB can send the summary to the CO Basin Roundtable. 
 
Ken says it’s hard to identify if there are real problems beyond individual anecdotal 
issues. The CO Basin Roundtable interviewed people around the basin. He suggested 
establishing funding like they did in the 30s. 
 
Tracy asked if CWCB has considered funding planning efforts? 
 
Jacob responded that the CWCB does fund many planning efforts and they are making sure 
that every watershed they’re looking at has a master plan.  That’s a funding recommendation— 
but to do all it’s $18 million. That is included in the CWP funding chapter, but the CWCB hasn’t 
yet identified a source of funding for that. We need to come up with some potential options and 
use a stakeholder process to narrow it down. Some mechanisms are great for some projects but 
env and rec projects are more difficult to fund. WSRA grant funds funded large portions of the 
ERWC plan, Grand County’s plan, and many master plans have been funded through flood 
recovery efforts. Jacob said that there is a tendency for us to study issues to death— we know 
more than we give ourselves credit for.  
 
Ken responded that like in the mapping exercise, we know that there’s a problem, but in 
order to come up with a project and get funding, especially if you’re an NGO or looking 
for funding, you can’t get that funding unless you go out and do a study.  
 
Jacob said that the CWCB hopes the information gathered state-wide will help people become 
more strategic and allow people to move toward implementation.  
 
Ken says it’s sort of a chicken and egg thing. Are we studying it death, but also how are 
we going to get the info we need to know. 
 
Allison asked how many of the watersheds have plans and have they been stamped for 
approval… or what is that step? 
 
Jacob says there are two avenues where people typically get funding for plans either a water 
quality program or one of CWCB’s programs. He says Chris Sturms feels that there are best 
practices out there— the CWCB hasn’t gone through to id which plans are using those best 
practices. They aren’t doing that but they know what works.  



 

 

 
Bill asked about the difference between a water quality and watershed health project.  
 
Brent says they took projects as the roundtables described them… and there was some 
overlap.  
 
Brent explained the ‘no and low regrets’ several are related to env and rec projects… that isn’t 
yet in the chapter but will be included in November. That Nov chapter will compare those 
identified projects with the no and low regrets projects.  
 
He then explained implementation actions moving forward.  
 
Ken asked about conservation planning abilities where the CWCB will help municipalities 
or utilities do conservation planning and implementation— did that come through 
legislation? (Yes). He asked if they wanted to do something similar, would they have to 
do that through the legislature?  
 
Jacob says that conservation plans are regulatory in nature— it’s required of those who deliver 
water to a certain amount of people. He suggests you would have to think about how to do a 
conservation plan for a watershed. We could consider putting it in the plan if the conservation 
community wishes to see that.  
 
Ken said that if we were trying to get a new funding source, part of that should be 
accessing that funding source. It’s up to NGOs to come up with funding but NGOs are 
pretty bare bones to come up with funding— the only really recognized source of funding 
for that kind of large scale conservation project right now is to piggy back with an M&I 
water supply project, and that’s what the chapter recommends. But there are a lot of env 
and rec projects that would be damaged by that kind of partnership. How can we get the 
kind of funding that we’ve had for years for M&I and ag for what many in the state see as 
just as important as ag and industrial.  
 
Jacob says the chapter isn’t trying to say you should only seek funding only for multi-purpose 
projects. 
 
Ken says, it’s not saying that, only that those partnerships are the only opportunity for 
funding.  
 
Jacob identified various single-purpose funding streams like CWCB ISF, CPW’s various 
programs— we don’t talk that much to each other so we need to work better to ID our funding 
streams so it’s easier for people to work together. We have no idea what funding we need— we 
don’t even have order of magnitude. But we’re hoping that the BIPs can be a first stab at that. 
What are the funding needs, how does that match up with the current funding sources? We just 
don’t know. Maybe if we coordinated better, there is sufficient funding. There is a lot of money 
that’s not being used out there that’s available for env and rec but a lot of people aren’t applying 
for it. 
Ken says there are some reasons for that.  
 
Jacob says, I suspect we need more funding but we don’t know the order of magnitude. 
 
Ken says he suspects that’s in the 7 or 8 figure area. 
 



 

 

Jim says there is a financial chapter but suffice it to say, the consumptive people are 
having the same issue. Even though they have ratepayers everybody needs money. 
 
Ken says what the rate payers pay doesn’t come close to covering cost. 
 
Jim says that right now money is flowing. We just $500,000 for a Grand County RICD, just 
got Phase 2 funded for 10 mile creek restoration in Summit County, $100,000 fixing the 
river with riffles and riparian repair there. Stuff is happening and stuff can happen there 
might be some bureaucratic tweaks we need to make.  
 
Jacob adds that in WSRA funding they spent $7 million. Jacob says a lot of people are saying 
that they don’t want to go in front of a roundtable because it’s so personal. 
 
Ken says people come into the roundtable and make a proposal before applying so they can 
first get feedback from the roundtable and modify the final application.  
 
Someone leading the restoration of the Little Thompson River. He found out there are 27 
agencies the river has to deal with to get things done, but there needs to be more 
roadmaps for these things that go into funding and warn you to look out for different 
things. They had their ag grants shut down because the National Historic Preservation 
Act said no more ag grants. He says there’s too much learning involved. They had to 
learn a lot very quickly.  
 
Jacob asked what would be more helpful? To know who is involved in watersheds in general?  
 
He said a coalition 101, coalition 201 etc. to know who are the major players that could 
shut you down, which agencies can step in and help. Luckily Chris Sturm stepped in and 
said you need to write a grant next, then Jeff Crane came in and help with that because 
they didn’t know what it would cost. Now they’re faced with DOLA, which is wonderful to 
get that money, but there are many tasks to get that money. 
 
Someone else suggested a mentoring program might be helpful. There are some 
watersheds that have had to go through what he has gone through so they mentally have 
that road map. You’re walking on eggshells when you first start these operations and 
there are a lot of challenges. Maybe a couple of workshops each year to get groups 
together and on the same page.  
 
Jacob mentioned text in the plan that wants to encourage and support capacity for areas that 
don’t have watershed groups and mentioned the CWA. Partnering with CWA and exploring the 
details of that might be important.  
 
Brent says that down the road there will be information in CWP on different agencies and grant 
processes that will hopefully be a great resource.  
Ken says it sounds like a great opportunity for the CWA and CWCB to work together.  
 
Ted says he was mulling over everything he heard and how he would pass it on. He liked 
the comment on ‘here’s the agencies that can shut you down’ he hadn’t thought of it like 
that.  
 
Jacob says we’ll get these notes to everyone so they have that. The group decided they’d like to 
focus on watershed health and funding rather than permitting.  



 

 

 
Jacob introduced the watershed health section, Chapter 7. Chris Sturm was the primary author 
of this chapter and he gives a primer in the science of watershed health— it’s linked to so many 
aspects. Brent explains that a lesson learned in the Rio Grande is that it’s better to have a large 
coalition of stakeholders before something happens… looking at a donut chart created by the 
Ark Basin, their message is to get people involved from the get-go. The water supply-water 
shed link is important, the watershed master plans are important, and we want to do work to ID 
existing watershed groups and plans etc. Jacob says that because we know more about where 
there are critical species, we have a responsibility to get strategic. There will always be limited 
resources compared to everything everyone wants to do, and strategy is a general theme 
throughout CWP, not just for env and rec. 
 
Ken says this is good, and he knows concerns of the Rio Grande Basin and understands 
various issues, but part of a healthy ecosystem includes fire, drought and flood and part 
of the reason the fires we’re having are so catastrophic is because of the management 
and treatment we’ve had over the last 150 years. Fire is a functioning element of a 
healthy watershed and managing it throws us back to Smoky the Bear and the problems 
we’ve had with that. Even with physical treatment— logging and thinning forests— there 
are a lot of areas that are inaccessible to mechanical treatment and it’s extraordinarily 
expensive. Right now every dollar we get from the feds is going to protect communities, 
transmission lines etc. there isn’t much left for a broader scheme of management. We 
need to let nature take its course. Wildfires are important in healthy watersheds and 
prevention of those can lead to catastrophic events. You want to do everything you can 
to protect water supplies and ag water supplies but don’t get in the idea that you can go 
manage every square inch because you can’t. 
 
Kathy says that we need to be more proactive. Maybe a new model where we do 
prescribed burns and protect the interface. Something different needs to happen, the 
way we’re doing it now is too dangerous.  
 
Jacob says, as you know the USFS and others do prescribed burns they sometimes get out of 
hand.  
 
Someone else pointed out that we have to get a little better at preparing ourselves for 
when catastrophic fires and events occur before they occur. He mentioned the Waldo 
Canyon Fire where we got lucky. There needs to be more state-wide emphasis on 
figuring out where to put in fire breaks and save stuff beforehand. We won’t do much 
with erosion. We should be more prepared for and an understanding of how to prevent 
critical infrastructure so we aren’t dealing with major problems like people having to 
evacuate from facilities etc.  
 
Jacob says yes, these chapters emphasize the need to build these partnerships before a 
catastrophic event.  
 
Tracy asked about a proposal to the USFS… someone else responded that it’s a proposal 
but it was not funded this last year. She said the discussion is good— what can the state 
do if the feds can’t?  
 
From the Little Thompson— he asked about urbanization. It’s a different story when you 
see a house floating down the river as opposed to a tree. Current planning in counties is 
based on flood plains but flood plains are only part of it. We can address some of that by 



 

 

helping people understand where they should be putting homes and buildings in relation 
to fire/water and where they’re in between. Right now, as long as you’re not in a flood 
plain you can go for it. 
 
Jacob says we have a section on land use but they don’t necessarily to get to these specific 
issues. 
 
Ken says it’s tough. One of the key issues in Eagle County was building defensible 
space— building with trees around and one of the key objectors was the building review 
board that was telling people they had to plant 50 trees around their houses so they had 
to make it voluntary. You run into cultural issues. 
 
Jacob says as much as we aren’t trying to undermine the fundamentals of Colorado’s water law 
in the plan, but we also don’t want to undermine the fact that this is a locally controlled state. As 
a state, we can’t get too deeply involved in local planning and we have to make sure, for CWP, 
we need to do a water plan look. Some issues we aren’t attacking directly because we’ve 
determined there is a line you can’t cross and it’s an issue that needs to be handled locally and 
we don’t have the jurisdiction to handle those issues. We can do guidance and some land-use 
codes but there’s a certain threshold which we cannot and should not cross.  
 
Jacob moved onto funding, chapter 9. As we discussed before, we don’t have solutions to 
funding yet. The plan talks about M&I funding needs for infrastructure— for M&I we have an 
order-of-magnitude-view of what we need by 2050 for our total needs. We also have an 
estimate for each stream mile, $18 million statewide for watershed masterplanning. CWP is 
identifying some needs but it isn’t comprehensive in nature, the CWCB is hoping the BIPs will 
help. To increase funding we need to show that investing in water infrastructure will lead to 
benefits to CO’s economy, which is mentioned in the chapter. This chapter also mentions 
funding opportunities but if you’re looking for a comprehensive list for env and rec, the non 
consumptive toolbox is a great resource for understanding the full breadth of what we know 
about env and rec needs. Then it explores a few potential funding options. Based on current 
funding levels $385 million might be available, but we don’t have an answer, is that enough? 
Some of these are explored but the state legislature holds the purse. Public private partnerships 
are a possibility as is a state referendum etc. So CO needs to assess those funding needs, 
assess the economic benefit, perhaps a common grant inquiry process for all state funds, there 
are also multi-purpose opportunities and we need to explore near-term opportunities to increase 
resources.  
 
Someone asked about prioritization. Does the CWCB have a sense of how they will 
approach the prioritization of the BIPs and if so, what will that look like?  
Jacob says that some roundtables tiered all of their goals and outcomes themselves.  
 
He says that’s challenging because you’ll get so many different organizational structures 
to the plan and implementation structures. It will be good that the CWCB has started to 
think through that and the roundtables are thinking through it.  
 
Scott Williamson said that in Washington they have a similar issue of picking winners 
and losers. They recently had them ID large capital projects that would be identified at 
the state level. At the regional level a council with state agencies and regional agencies 
ranked projects at a regional level and they ended up requesting $80 million and got $70 
million. It was successful in having projects identified, prioritized and had a successful 
case for the state legislature.  



 

 

 
From the Little Thompson— I always looked at ROIs for an opportunity for fiction writing. 
There are a lot of non-quantifiables out there so it becomes who can tell the best story as 
opposed to who is getting the best results. It’s another area where you can help 
coalitions— how do you help this ROI because it’s intimidating. 
 
Jacob says we’ve seen that not only in ROI but also economic impact— we have to be very 
careful in the economic numbers. The CWCB Board has commented that many of the economic 
impact numbers are not from a non-advocacy perspective. We don’t know the economic impact 
of particular industries and therefore what are the benefits to the state from each industry. the 
CWCB hasn’t yet found a source they’re really comfortable with.  
 
To make this successful to make this Colorado’s Water Plan written by Coloradans we need 
input. Send your comments to cowaterplan@state.co.us or go online to coloradowaterplan.com 
and submit your comments  
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RE:	  Comments	  for	  Colorado	  Water	  Plan	  –	  October	  Draft	  
To:	  Colorado	  Water	  Conservation	  Board	  
From:	  Kate	  Greenberg,	  National	  Young	  Farmers	  Coalition,	  Durango,	  CO	  
Date:	  10/7/2014	  
	  
At	  the	  Thursday,	  September	  11,	  2014	  Colorado	  Water	  Conservation	  Board	  meeting	  in	  
Glenwood	  Springs,	  I	  had	  the	  honor	  to	  testify	  before	  the	  Board	  on	  the	  latest	  draft	  of	  the	  
Colorado	  Water	  Plan.	  	  
	  
This	  document	  presents	  a	  summary	  of	  that	  testimony	  in	  conjunction	  with	  a	  summary	  of	  the	  
National	  Young	  Farmers	  Coalition	  report	  “Sustaining	  Farming	  in	  the	  Arid	  West:	  Stories	  of	  
young	  farmers,	  water	  and	  resilience,”	  which	  was	  distributed	  to	  Board	  members	  during	  the	  
meeting;	  responses	  to	  Board	  member	  comments	  on	  my	  testimony	  and	  to	  Colorado	  Water	  
Plan	  staff	  response	  to	  our	  July	  comments;	  and	  new	  comments	  pertaining	  to	  Section	  6.5.	  
Municipal,	  industrial,	  and	  agricultural	  infrastructure	  projects	  and	  methods.	  	  
	  
“Sustaining	  Farming	  in	  the	  Arid	  West”	  Report	  &	  CWCB	  Testimony	  Summary	  
The	  National	  Young	  Farmers	  Coalition’s	  first	  western	  report,	  “Sustaining	  Farming	  in	  the	  
Arid	  West:	  Stories	  of	  young	  farmers,	  water	  and	  resilience,”	  tells	  the	  stories	  of	  six	  farmers	  in	  
four	  western	  states—two	  of	  whom	  operate	  successful	  farming	  businesses	  in	  the	  state	  of	  
Colorado.	  
	  
In	  the	  report,	  we	  highlight	  David	  Warren	  of	  High	  Wire	  Hops	  in	  Paonia,	  and	  Brendon	  Rockey	  
of	  Rockey	  Farm	  in	  the	  San	  Luis	  Valley.	  These	  farmers	  are	  experiencing	  both	  water	  savings	  
and	  enhanced	  productivity	  by	  integrating	  improvements	  in	  irrigation	  efficiency	  and	  soil	  
health.	  At	  the	  September	  Board	  meeting	  I	  described	  the	  success	  Brendon	  has	  created	  by	  
managing	  for	  soil	  health.	  
	  
Brendon	  is	  a	  third	  generation	  specialty	  potato	  grower	  who	  farms	  five	  hundred	  acres	  near	  
Center,	  CO.	  Seven	  years	  ago	  when	  his	  neighbors’	  wells	  were	  going	  dry,	  Brendon	  replaced	  
his	  barley	  crop—which	  he	  would	  rotate	  with	  potatoes—with	  a	  cover	  crop.	  Not	  only	  did	  the	  
diverse	  cover	  crop	  mix	  require	  almost	  four	  times	  less	  water,	  it	  also	  kept	  the	  ground	  
covered	  and	  added	  organic	  matter	  to	  the	  soil,	  thus	  reducing	  evaporation	  and	  enhancing	  soil	  
moisture	  holding	  capacity.	  This	  led	  to	  a	  reduction	  in	  the	  amount	  of	  irrigation	  water	  
Brendon	  needed	  to	  apply	  to	  his	  potato	  crop	  planted	  in	  that	  same	  field	  the	  following	  year.	  	  
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By	  this	  slight	  shift	  in	  management,	  Brendon	  is	  able	  to	  keep	  his	  saved	  water	  in	  the	  Valley’s	  
precious	  aquifer;	  rely	  on	  nutrients	  in	  his	  soil	  while	  saving	  money	  on	  costly	  external	  
nutrient	  inputs;	  work	  with	  nearby	  ranchers	  to	  integrate	  rotational	  grazing	  onto	  his	  cover	  
crop;	  and	  grow	  a	  specialty	  crop	  whose	  quality	  has	  improved	  from	  before	  this	  shift.	  In	  
addition,	  his	  healthier	  soil	  also	  increases	  the	  effectiveness	  of	  his	  center	  pivot	  irrigation	  to	  
deliver	  water	  directly	  to	  the	  crops’	  root	  zone.	  Through	  soil	  health	  management,	  Brendon	  
has	  grown	  his	  business	  through	  a	  drought	  while	  stewarding	  land	  and	  water	  resources.	  	  
	  
The	  Colorado	  Water	  Plan	  is	  an	  opportunity	  to	  encourage	  the	  adoption	  of	  these	  kinds	  of	  
stewardship	  values	  and	  practices	  throughout	  the	  state.	  Among	  these	  values	  are	  
conservation,	  productivity,	  soil	  health,	  water	  quality	  and	  ecosystem	  services	  while	  
practices	  include	  cover	  cropping,	  rotational	  grazing	  and	  conservation	  tillage.	  These	  values	  
and	  practices	  provide	  a	  multitude	  of	  benefits	  across	  sectors;	  increase	  resiliency	  in	  times	  of	  
uncertainty;	  and	  empower	  farmers	  and	  ranchers.	  Collaborations	  between	  land	  managers	  
and	  partners	  such	  as	  the	  NRCS	  can	  strengthen	  and	  incentivize	  adoption	  by	  adapting	  
stewardship	  practices	  to	  fit	  the	  nuances	  of	  each	  particular	  operation.	  As	  stated	  in	  our	  July	  
comments,	  we	  must	  not	  only	  incentivize	  upgrades	  in	  irrigation	  efficiency	  but	  also	  
stewardship	  practices	  that	  build	  and	  protect	  healthy	  farms,	  water	  and	  soil.	  	  
	  
In	  addition,	  as	  we	  grow	  as	  a	  state	  we	  must	  find	  ways	  to	  get	  more	  people	  on	  the	  land,	  not	  
fewer.	  We	  face	  extreme	  variability	  with	  climate	  change.	  Much	  of	  our	  resilience	  will	  be	  
found	  in	  an	  extensive	  network	  of	  agricultural	  stewards	  who	  have	  the	  training,	  creativity,	  
nuance	  and	  adaptability	  to	  respond	  by	  building	  healthy	  agricultural	  soils	  for	  long-‐term	  
productivity,	  food	  security	  and	  water	  savings.	  	  	  	  
	  
Responses	  to	  Board	  member	  and	  CWP	  staff	  comments	  
We	  are	  heartened	  by	  the	  positive	  response	  we	  received	  to	  my	  testimony	  at	  the	  September	  
Board	  meeting.	  	  Director	  Travis	  Smith	  of	  the	  Rio	  Grande	  Basin	  responded	  to	  my	  testimony	  
with	  positive	  remarks	  for	  the	  solutions	  presented	  by	  Brendon	  Rockey’s	  success.	  It	  is	  my	  
hope	  that	  the	  Director’s	  response	  reflects	  a	  growing	  understanding	  of	  the	  need	  to	  foster	  
agricultural	  stewards	  in	  Colorado,	  and	  that	  such	  projects	  are	  supported	  and	  retained	  in	  the	  
final	  Colorado	  Water	  Plan.	  	  
	  
CWP	  staff	  recommendations	  to	  our	  July	  comments	  stated:	  “The	  comments	  on	  land	  
stewardship	  such	  as	  soil	  health	  management,	  rotational	  grazing	  and	  conservation	  tillage	  
will	  be	  incorporated	  into	  Section	  6.3.4	  on	  agricultural	  efficiency	  and	  reuse.	  Other	  
comments	  are	  incorporated	  into	  Section	  6.3.1,	  Section	  6.3.3	  and	  Section	  6.4.	  “	  We	  
appreciate	  the	  integration	  of	  our	  comments	  into	  the	  Plan	  and	  encourage	  CWCB	  staff	  to	  
further	  amplify	  stewardship,	  which	  has	  benefits	  across	  all	  sectors,	  as	  a	  priority	  throughout	  
the	  Plan.	  	  	  
	  
Comments	  on	  Section	  6.5	  Municipal,	  industrial,	  and	  agricultural	  infrastructure	  
projects	  and	  methods	  
A	  clear	  opportunity	  in	  all	  the	  BIPs	  is	  to	  include	  incentives	  for	  on-‐farm	  stewardship	  
practices	  as	  part	  of	  multi-‐purpose	  projects	  and	  methods.	  Currently	  the	  language	  reads	  that	  
multi-‐purpose	  projects	  target	  consumptive	  and	  non-‐consumptive	  benefits,	  potentially	  
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across	  sectors.	  While	  a	  majority	  of	  proposed	  projects	  and	  methods	  are	  multi-‐purpose,	  and	  
most	  roundtables	  prioritize	  protecting	  agriculture,	  no	  BIP	  yet	  includes	  stewardship	  
practices	  as	  a	  stated	  priority.	  	  
	  
We	  strongly	  encourage	  the	  CWCB	  and	  each	  Basin	  Roundtable	  to	  consider	  how	  funds	  could	  
be	  used	  to	  incentivize	  extensive	  stewardship	  planning	  that	  increases	  resilience,	  
conservation	  opportunities	  and	  agricultural	  productivity	  in	  the	  given	  basin.	  This	  should	  
also	  come	  in	  the	  form	  of	  rigorous	  urban	  water	  conservation	  that	  helps	  support	  our	  working	  
agricultural	  lands.	  This	  language	  should	  be	  left	  broad	  enough	  to	  be	  adapted	  to	  individual	  
operations	  while	  maintaining	  core	  stewardship	  values.	  
	  
Comments	  on	  Section	  6.5.4.	  Next	  Steps	  
2)	  Incorporate	  the	  potential	  effect	  of	  climate	  change	  on	  municipal,	  industrial	  and	  agricultural	  
projects	  and	  methods.	  	  
	  
Climate	  change	  poses	  a	  real	  threat	  to	  the	  future	  of	  agriculture,	  the	  health	  of	  our	  land	  and	  
water	  supplies,	  and	  our	  communities.	  While	  drought	  and	  the	  ongoing	  realities	  of	  our	  semi-‐
arid	  climate	  are	  consistently	  addressed,	  climate	  change	  is	  currently	  mentioned	  only	  
secondarily	  in	  the	  draft	  Water	  Plan	  and	  is	  not	  even	  included	  in	  the	  introduction.	  	  
Climate	  change	  is	  one	  of	  the	  first	  and	  foremost	  challenges	  we	  face	  and	  should	  be	  addressed	  
in	  the	  Plan	  as	  such.	  	  
	  
Thank	  you	  for	  your	  hard	  work	  on	  this	  critical	  topic.	  We	  look	  forward	  to	  continuing	  to	  work	  
together	  as	  the	  Plan	  evolves.	  	  
	  
Sincerely,	  
	  
Kate	  Greenberg	  
Western	  Organizer,	  National	  Young	  Farmers	  Coalition	  
Durango,	  CO	   	  
kate@youngfarmers.org	  
	  
The	  National	  Young	  Farmers	  Coalition	  represents,	  mobilizes	  and	  engages	  young	  farmers	  to	  
ensure	  their	  success.	  We	  support	  practices	  and	  policies	  that	  will	  sustain	  young,	  independent	  
and	  prosperous	  farmers	  now	  and	  in	  the	  future.	  	  
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RE:	  Comments	  for	  Colorado	  Water	  Plan	  –	  October	  Draft	  
To:	  Colorado	  Water	  Conservation	  Board	  
From:	  Kate	  Greenberg,	  National	  Young	  Farmers	  Coalition,	  Durango,	  CO	  
Date:	  10/7/2014	  
	  
At	  the	  Thursday,	  September	  11,	  2014	  Colorado	  Water	  Conservation	  Board	  meeting	  in	  
Glenwood	  Springs,	  I	  had	  the	  honor	  to	  testify	  before	  the	  Board	  on	  the	  latest	  draft	  of	  the	  
Colorado	  Water	  Plan.	  	  
	  
This	  document	  presents	  a	  summary	  of	  that	  testimony	  in	  conjunction	  with	  a	  summary	  of	  the	  
National	  Young	  Farmers	  Coalition	  report	  “Sustaining	  Farming	  in	  the	  Arid	  West:	  Stories	  of	  
young	  farmers,	  water	  and	  resilience,”	  which	  was	  distributed	  to	  Board	  members	  during	  the	  
meeting;	  responses	  to	  Board	  member	  comments	  on	  my	  testimony	  and	  to	  Colorado	  Water	  
Plan	  staff	  response	  to	  our	  July	  comments;	  and	  new	  comments	  pertaining	  to	  Section	  6.5.	  
Municipal,	  industrial,	  and	  agricultural	  infrastructure	  projects	  and	  methods.	  	  
	  
“Sustaining	  Farming	  in	  the	  Arid	  West”	  Report	  &	  CWCB	  Testimony	  Summary	  
The	  National	  Young	  Farmers	  Coalition’s	  first	  western	  report,	  “Sustaining	  Farming	  in	  the	  
Arid	  West:	  Stories	  of	  young	  farmers,	  water	  and	  resilience,”	  tells	  the	  stories	  of	  six	  farmers	  in	  
four	  western	  states—two	  of	  whom	  operate	  successful	  farming	  businesses	  in	  the	  state	  of	  
Colorado.	  
	  
In	  the	  report,	  we	  highlight	  David	  Warren	  of	  High	  Wire	  Hops	  in	  Paonia,	  and	  Brendon	  Rockey	  
of	  Rockey	  Farm	  in	  the	  San	  Luis	  Valley.	  These	  farmers	  are	  experiencing	  both	  water	  savings	  
and	  enhanced	  productivity	  by	  integrating	  improvements	  in	  irrigation	  efficiency	  and	  soil	  
health.	  At	  the	  September	  Board	  meeting	  I	  described	  the	  success	  Brendon	  has	  created	  by	  
managing	  for	  soil	  health.	  
	  
Brendon	  is	  a	  third	  generation	  specialty	  potato	  grower	  who	  farms	  five	  hundred	  acres	  near	  
Center,	  CO.	  Seven	  years	  ago	  when	  his	  neighbors’	  wells	  were	  going	  dry,	  Brendon	  replaced	  
his	  barley	  crop—which	  he	  would	  rotate	  with	  potatoes—with	  a	  cover	  crop.	  Not	  only	  did	  the	  
diverse	  cover	  crop	  mix	  require	  almost	  four	  times	  less	  water,	  it	  also	  kept	  the	  ground	  
covered	  and	  added	  organic	  matter	  to	  the	  soil,	  thus	  reducing	  evaporation	  and	  enhancing	  soil	  
moisture	  holding	  capacity.	  This	  led	  to	  a	  reduction	  in	  the	  amount	  of	  irrigation	  water	  
Brendon	  needed	  to	  apply	  to	  his	  potato	  crop	  planted	  in	  that	  same	  field	  the	  following	  year.	  	  
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By	  this	  slight	  shift	  in	  management,	  Brendon	  is	  able	  to	  keep	  his	  saved	  water	  in	  the	  Valley’s	  
precious	  aquifer;	  rely	  on	  nutrients	  in	  his	  soil	  while	  saving	  money	  on	  costly	  external	  
nutrient	  inputs;	  work	  with	  nearby	  ranchers	  to	  integrate	  rotational	  grazing	  onto	  his	  cover	  
crop;	  and	  grow	  a	  specialty	  crop	  whose	  quality	  has	  improved	  from	  before	  this	  shift.	  In	  
addition,	  his	  healthier	  soil	  also	  increases	  the	  effectiveness	  of	  his	  center	  pivot	  irrigation	  to	  
deliver	  water	  directly	  to	  the	  crops’	  root	  zone.	  Through	  soil	  health	  management,	  Brendon	  
has	  grown	  his	  business	  through	  a	  drought	  while	  stewarding	  land	  and	  water	  resources.	  	  
	  
The	  Colorado	  Water	  Plan	  is	  an	  opportunity	  to	  encourage	  the	  adoption	  of	  these	  kinds	  of	  
stewardship	  values	  and	  practices	  throughout	  the	  state.	  Among	  these	  values	  are	  
conservation,	  productivity,	  soil	  health,	  water	  quality	  and	  ecosystem	  services	  while	  
practices	  include	  cover	  cropping,	  rotational	  grazing	  and	  conservation	  tillage.	  These	  values	  
and	  practices	  provide	  a	  multitude	  of	  benefits	  across	  sectors;	  increase	  resiliency	  in	  times	  of	  
uncertainty;	  and	  empower	  farmers	  and	  ranchers.	  Collaborations	  between	  land	  managers	  
and	  partners	  such	  as	  the	  NRCS	  can	  strengthen	  and	  incentivize	  adoption	  by	  adapting	  
stewardship	  practices	  to	  fit	  the	  nuances	  of	  each	  particular	  operation.	  As	  stated	  in	  our	  July	  
comments,	  we	  must	  not	  only	  incentivize	  upgrades	  in	  irrigation	  efficiency	  but	  also	  
stewardship	  practices	  that	  build	  and	  protect	  healthy	  farms,	  water	  and	  soil.	  	  
	  
In	  addition,	  as	  we	  grow	  as	  a	  state	  we	  must	  find	  ways	  to	  get	  more	  people	  on	  the	  land,	  not	  
fewer.	  We	  face	  extreme	  variability	  with	  climate	  change.	  Much	  of	  our	  resilience	  will	  be	  
found	  in	  an	  extensive	  network	  of	  agricultural	  stewards	  who	  have	  the	  training,	  creativity,	  
nuance	  and	  adaptability	  to	  respond	  by	  building	  healthy	  agricultural	  soils	  for	  long-‐term	  
productivity,	  food	  security	  and	  water	  savings.	  	  	  	  
	  
Responses	  to	  Board	  member	  and	  CWP	  staff	  comments	  
We	  are	  heartened	  by	  the	  positive	  response	  we	  received	  to	  my	  testimony	  at	  the	  September	  
Board	  meeting.	  	  Director	  Travis	  Smith	  of	  the	  Rio	  Grande	  Basin	  responded	  to	  my	  testimony	  
with	  positive	  remarks	  for	  the	  solutions	  presented	  by	  Brendon	  Rockey’s	  success.	  It	  is	  my	  
hope	  that	  the	  Director’s	  response	  reflects	  a	  growing	  understanding	  of	  the	  need	  to	  foster	  
agricultural	  stewards	  in	  Colorado,	  and	  that	  such	  projects	  are	  supported	  and	  retained	  in	  the	  
final	  Colorado	  Water	  Plan.	  	  
	  
CWP	  staff	  recommendations	  to	  our	  July	  comments	  stated:	  “The	  comments	  on	  land	  
stewardship	  such	  as	  soil	  health	  management,	  rotational	  grazing	  and	  conservation	  tillage	  
will	  be	  incorporated	  into	  Section	  6.3.4	  on	  agricultural	  efficiency	  and	  reuse.	  Other	  
comments	  are	  incorporated	  into	  Section	  6.3.1,	  Section	  6.3.3	  and	  Section	  6.4.	  “	  We	  
appreciate	  the	  integration	  of	  our	  comments	  into	  the	  Plan	  and	  encourage	  CWCB	  staff	  to	  
further	  amplify	  stewardship,	  which	  has	  benefits	  across	  all	  sectors,	  as	  a	  priority	  throughout	  
the	  Plan.	  	  	  
	  
Comments	  on	  Section	  6.5	  Municipal,	  industrial,	  and	  agricultural	  infrastructure	  
projects	  and	  methods	  
A	  clear	  opportunity	  in	  all	  the	  BIPs	  is	  to	  include	  incentives	  for	  on-‐farm	  stewardship	  
practices	  as	  part	  of	  multi-‐purpose	  projects	  and	  methods.	  Currently	  the	  language	  reads	  that	  
multi-‐purpose	  projects	  target	  consumptive	  and	  non-‐consumptive	  benefits,	  potentially	  
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across	  sectors.	  While	  a	  majority	  of	  proposed	  projects	  and	  methods	  are	  multi-‐purpose,	  and	  
most	  roundtables	  prioritize	  protecting	  agriculture,	  no	  BIP	  yet	  includes	  stewardship	  
practices	  as	  a	  stated	  priority.	  	  
	  
We	  strongly	  encourage	  the	  CWCB	  and	  each	  Basin	  Roundtable	  to	  consider	  how	  funds	  could	  
be	  used	  to	  incentivize	  extensive	  stewardship	  planning	  that	  increases	  resilience,	  
conservation	  opportunities	  and	  agricultural	  productivity	  in	  the	  given	  basin.	  This	  should	  
also	  come	  in	  the	  form	  of	  rigorous	  urban	  water	  conservation	  that	  helps	  support	  our	  working	  
agricultural	  lands.	  This	  language	  should	  be	  left	  broad	  enough	  to	  be	  adapted	  to	  individual	  
operations	  while	  maintaining	  core	  stewardship	  values.	  
	  
Comments	  on	  Section	  6.5.4.	  Next	  Steps	  
2)	  Incorporate	  the	  potential	  effect	  of	  climate	  change	  on	  municipal,	  industrial	  and	  agricultural	  
projects	  and	  methods.	  	  
	  
Climate	  change	  poses	  a	  real	  threat	  to	  the	  future	  of	  agriculture,	  the	  health	  of	  our	  land	  and	  
water	  supplies,	  and	  our	  communities.	  While	  drought	  and	  the	  ongoing	  realities	  of	  our	  semi-‐
arid	  climate	  are	  consistently	  addressed,	  climate	  change	  is	  currently	  mentioned	  only	  
secondarily	  in	  the	  draft	  Water	  Plan	  and	  is	  not	  even	  included	  in	  the	  introduction.	  	  
Climate	  change	  is	  one	  of	  the	  first	  and	  foremost	  challenges	  we	  face	  and	  should	  be	  addressed	  
in	  the	  Plan	  as	  such.	  	  
	  
Thank	  you	  for	  your	  hard	  work	  on	  this	  critical	  topic.	  We	  look	  forward	  to	  continuing	  to	  work	  
together	  as	  the	  Plan	  evolves.	  	  
	  
Sincerely,	  
	  
Kate	  Greenberg	  
Western	  Organizer,	  National	  Young	  Farmers	  Coalition	  
Durango,	  CO	   	  
kate@youngfarmers.org	  
	  
The	  National	  Young	  Farmers	  Coalition	  represents,	  mobilizes	  and	  engages	  young	  farmers	  to	  
ensure	  their	  success.	  We	  support	  practices	  and	  policies	  that	  will	  sustain	  young,	  independent	  
and	  prosperous	  farmers	  now	  and	  in	  the	  future.	  	  
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The West is defined by water—or lack thereof.  A continental waterline is marked by an invisible geo-
graphic boundary known as the 100th meridian. To the east of this longitude, from the Midwest to the 
Atlantic coast, annual precipitation averages above twenty inches; to the West, some of the most produc-
tive farmland in Arizona and California average a mere three. For this reason the 100th meridian also 
marks the boundary between those lands that require irrigation and those that do not.  

Hence the modern West was built on projects that channel, store, and deliver water. Take the Colorado 
River Basin, a network of rivers, tributaries and engineered diversions that marry seven western states, 
two countries and over 36 million people. Yet in practice the river spans the entire country: it irrigates 15% 
of U.S. produce and 80% of our winter vegetables, meaning wherever we live, we eat from the Colorado 
River. 

Yet we increasingly tax the capacity of this river to provide for the land. Toss extended drought, a growing 
population and climate change together and suddenly water becomes as scarce and precious as 
gold—and agriculture increasingly tenuous.

But many western producers, such as the ones whose stories are told here - who farm both within and 
beyond the Colorado River Basin - are stepping up to the plate. They adapt business models to drier 
times; build soil for healthy land and water; increase irrigation efficiencies and technology; promote habitat 
and diversity; and invest in their communities. These farmers exemplify the adaptability and creativity from 
which farming was born and from which we will find solutions for a sustainable future.

Colorado River Basin
Map courtesy of U.S. Bureau of Reclamation



Along red rock formations and the winding Colorado River, 
Jerry Harris leads a tour of a dozen young farmers through 
his orchard in Utah’s Castle Valley. It is early April, just 
approaching the start of the hot season and the peach and 
apple trees are blossomed out. The tractor trailer hauling 
the tour pulls into the packing shed where Harris sells his 
fruits and vegetables to local customers who leave their 
money in a tin can in exchange for food. This is a place 
where the honor system still works: often Harris comes out 
better from the generosity of his customers. 

In a place like Castle Valley, a landscape as beautiful and 
extreme in its climate as any in the West, farming is made 
easier with a good community. But at the heart of it all is 
water. Harris has lived in this valley a long time and counts 
water as a main concern. “Drought has been ongoing,” he 
says, a steep challenge when growing not only produce 
but grain and alfalfa for market on more than 200 acres. 
And the drought certainly doesn’t seem to be going away. 
What Harris faces is becoming the norm across the West: 
how will farmers continue to feed their communities under 
increased pressure for water?

To address this, Harris looked at how he could improve his 
on-farm irrigation to become more resilient. His previous 
irrigation system was leaky so he installed efficient drip 
irrigation on the field crops, greenhouses and orchards. 
The farm was also installed two center pivots and a wheel 
line for grain crops, technology which minimizes water 
loss. Improvements in technology have allowed Castle 
Valley to put water only where it’s needed and when it’s 
needed, resulting in greater knowledge of where water 
goes on the farm and improved application efficiency.

Harris also looked at his irrigation system off-farm to see 
where improvements could be made. In western states 
like Utah, more often than not water is transported in an 
open ditch system. These earthen canals were dug with 
the settling of the West and in many places have not 
changed since. With water crunches growing more 
frequent, lining or piping ditches is, in many places, a way 
of saving water. By reducing the amount of water that 
infiltrates or evaporates while on its way to helping a crop 
grow, irrigators are able to become more efficient with the 
water they put on their crops. 

This is what Castle Valley Farms chose to do and there 
were funds there to help them. Prior to being awarded a 
Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) grant, 
the farm was running all its irrigation through an open ditch 
along with some well irrigation. The grant allowed them to 
pipe their ditch from their main irrigation source, Castle 
and La Sal Creeks—which feed into the Colorado—to the 

CASTLE VALLEY FARM
Mixed vegetables, grain, fruit

C a s t l e  Va l l e y ,  U t a h

farm, reducing not only unusable seepage and 
evaporation but also cutting overall pumping costs due to 
the gravity-fed pipe. Harris says they received the funding 
because of the “conservation of water over that 3 mile 
ditch.” Having gained better control over his irrigation 
system, Harris now has another tool in his toolkit to face 
the challenges ahead. 

And the challenges are many. The Colorado River system, 
of which Harris is a part, is managed by a long-standing, 
complex series of legal arrangements which determine 
who gets water and how much. But as pressures increase 
on the river, including its tributaries and its snowpack, the 
challenges rush down first onto farmers. Farmers like 
Harris are first in line to deal with issues when they arise, 
and to anticipate them before they do. 

Like most farmers, Harris is not only thinking about the 
future of his farm in terms of water, but also in terms of the 
young people who will inherit the opportunities and 
responsibilities of growing food. Since 1970, Castle Valley 
Farms has worked in conjunction with Daystar Adventist 
Academy to give high school students a chance to gain an 
agricultural education. Students work on the farm pruning 
tomatoes, harvesting asparagus or laying irrigation, 
among other tasks. Harris says that farm work and 
learning about agriculture are “a part of [the students’] 
education, helping to build work ethic.” So while the farm 
is managed as a business that turns a profit, at its core it 
is about leaving something for the next generation. 

These efforts put Castle Valley Farms in a position to 
better withstand future drought challenges, while 

demonstrating a system that aims for sustainability 
through everything from smart water-use to youth 
education. As Harris notes, for the farmers willing to 
seek assistance, there are funds available to make the 
responsible shifts toward sustainability as many farmers 
around the country are doing. 

Back at the farm, the farmers hop off the tractor trailer 
and stroll into the packing shed where Harris gifts the 
group bunches of spring asparagus. Forest green and 
fresh from the field, it is clearer than ever that these 
nutritious bundles are not just made up of soil and 
nutrients; that, perhaps even more so, they are made of 
Utah’s rivers and snow. 



Castle Valley Farm
www.daystaraa.wix.com/cvfarm

Castle Valley Farms in the Colorado River 
Project 
www.youtube.com/watch?v=H3CtHLjNyuI

National Resource Conservation Service 
www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/site/national/home/
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Along red rock formations and the winding Colorado River, 
Jerry Harris leads a tour of a dozen young farmers through 
his orchard in Utah’s Castle Valley. It is early April, just 
approaching the start of the hot season and the peach and 
apple trees are blossomed out. The tractor trailer hauling 
the tour pulls into the packing shed where Harris sells his 
fruits and vegetables to local customers who leave their 
money in a tin can in exchange for food. This is a place 
where the honor system still works: often Harris comes out 
better from the generosity of his customers. 

In a place like Castle Valley, a landscape as beautiful and 
extreme in its climate as any in the West, farming is made 
easier with a good community. But at the heart of it all is 
water. Harris has lived in this valley a long time and counts 
water as a main concern. “Drought has been ongoing,” he 
says, a steep challenge when growing not only produce 
but grain and alfalfa for market on more than 200 acres. 
And the drought certainly doesn’t seem to be going away. 
What Harris faces is becoming the norm across the West: 
how will farmers continue to feed their communities under 
increased pressure for water?

To address this, Harris looked at how he could improve his 
on-farm irrigation to become more resilient. His previous 
irrigation system was leaky so he installed efficient drip 
irrigation on the field crops, greenhouses and orchards. 
The farm was also installed two center pivots and a wheel 
line for grain crops, technology which minimizes water 
loss. Improvements in technology have allowed Castle 
Valley to put water only where it’s needed and when it’s 
needed, resulting in greater knowledge of where water 
goes on the farm and improved application efficiency.

Harris also looked at his irrigation system off-farm to see 
where improvements could be made. In western states 
like Utah, more often than not water is transported in an 
open ditch system. These earthen canals were dug with 
the settling of the West and in many places have not 
changed since. With water crunches growing more 
frequent, lining or piping ditches is, in many places, a way 
of saving water. By reducing the amount of water that 
infiltrates or evaporates while on its way to helping a crop 
grow, irrigators are able to become more efficient with the 
water they put on their crops. 

This is what Castle Valley Farms chose to do and there 
were funds there to help them. Prior to being awarded a 
Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) grant, 
the farm was running all its irrigation through an open ditch 
along with some well irrigation. The grant allowed them to 
pipe their ditch from their main irrigation source, Castle 
and La Sal Creeks—which feed into the Colorado—to the 

farm, reducing not only unusable seepage and 
evaporation but also cutting overall pumping costs due to 
the gravity-fed pipe. Harris says they received the funding 
because of the “conservation of water over that 3 mile 
ditch.” Having gained better control over his irrigation 
system, Harris now has another tool in his toolkit to face 
the challenges ahead. 

And the challenges are many. The Colorado River system, 
of which Harris is a part, is managed by a long-standing, 
complex series of legal arrangements which determine 
who gets water and how much. But as pressures increase 
on the river, including its tributaries and its snowpack, the 
challenges rush down first onto farmers. Farmers like 
Harris are first in line to deal with issues when they arise, 
and to anticipate them before they do. 

Like most farmers, Harris is not only thinking about the 
future of his farm in terms of water, but also in terms of the 
young people who will inherit the opportunities and 
responsibilities of growing food. Since 1970, Castle Valley 
Farms has worked in conjunction with Daystar Adventist 
Academy to give high school students a chance to gain an 
agricultural education. Students work on the farm pruning 
tomatoes, harvesting asparagus or laying irrigation, 
among other tasks. Harris says that farm work and 
learning about agriculture are “a part of [the students’] 
education, helping to build work ethic.” So while the farm 
is managed as a business that turns a profit, at its core it 
is about leaving something for the next generation. 

These efforts put Castle Valley Farms in a position to 
better withstand future drought challenges, while 

demonstrating a system that aims for sustainability 
through everything from smart water-use to youth 
education. As Harris notes, for the farmers willing to 
seek assistance, there are funds available to make the 
responsible shifts toward sustainability as many farmers 
around the country are doing. 

Back at the farm, the farmers hop off the tractor trailer 
and stroll into the packing shed where Harris gifts the 
group bunches of spring asparagus. Forest green and 
fresh from the field, it is clearer than ever that these 
nutritious bundles are not just made up of soil and 
nutrients; that, perhaps even more so, they are made of 
Utah’s rivers and snow. 
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Mike De Smet is known for his friendly disposition, his 
inability to say no to a challenge, and a deeply ingrained 
love of dairy farming. De Smet grew up on the 125-acre 
dairy farm he now manages. But this is not his father’s 
dairy—he and his wife, Erica, have embarked on an 
ambitious and pioneering effort to build New Mexico’s first, 
and only, USDA certified organic, raw, grass fed dairy farm.

De Smet started learning the dairy trade as soon as he 
was big enough to work in the barn. Like many children of 
farming families, he was encouraged to go to college and 
seek a career off the farm. In college in Florida, Mike found 
himself skipping class to go help in the dairy barns at the 
university. He says after several times of opting out of his 
collegial responsibilities to help with artificial insemination, 
he realized just how much he loved being a dairy farmer.

Seven years ago, the 36-year-old third generation dairy 
farmer decided to return home to help his father manage 
the family farm. De Smet conducted an informal market 
survey posting a pasteurized and a raw milk label through 
his Facebook page. When the raw milk label hit over 4000 
likes and the pasteurized only several dozen, he knew 
what product to pursue. Undaunted by the paperwork or 
technical requirements he needed to navigate to become 
a USDA certified organic, raw milk producer, and despite 
skepticism of fellow dairymen and financial advisers, De 
Smet built a raw milk dairy. For insurance purposes, and just 
to be safe, he purchased a pasteurizer, which, he laughs, he 
still has never turned on.

Perhaps most important, De Smet saw raw dairy production 
as a way to develop a sustainable business that capitalized 
on generations of knowledge, kept his family land in 

production, and built healthy soil that could support farming 
for generations to come. In the first few years after his return, 
in addition to hops, De Smet grew feed crops. For the past 
decade, each year has been drier than the previous, and each 
field has yielded fewer cuttings, or no crop at all. He knew he 
needed to get creative to do more with less water.

Rather than export the water by way of cutting cash crops to 
sell to other dairies, he invested in his own herd. De Smet 
decided to produce all the feed for his dairy on his own farm. 
He prioritizes the health of his animals and the sustainability 
of his farm. He milks only once a day, and all his cows, 
including an additional dozen animals he raises for meat to 
feed family and friends, graze freely and are entirely grass fed.

Over the next five years, De Smet will grow his dairy to full 
capacity, about 100 cows. Several factors influence the future 
size of his herd and the operation—the number of cows he 
can handle and still ensure that his product is safe and clean, 
the land it takes to feed his cows, and of course, the water it 
takes to grow their food. 

DE SMET DAIRY
Grass-fed Organic Raw Dairy



Most farmers in New Mexico flood irrigate with surface water 
managed through districts along the Rio Grande. Water 
availability is increasingly erratic due to very low annual 
snowpack in the basins that feed the river, and intense 
monsoons dumping unprecedented amounts of water. At 
the beginning of 2013, central New Mexico farmers faced 
the driest season in a century. In September 2013, the 
Middle Rio Grande saw over three inches of rain—about a 
third of the area’s average rainfall—in less than a week. 
For farmers like De Smet this meant that crops went from 
dying of thirst to drowning in a matter of hours. This year 
he will try every trick in the book, and invent a few of his 
own, to anticipate both drought and floods.

The solution to less water is building healthy, resilient soil. 
Working with a forage specialist through the extension 
agency, De Smet has moved to no-till planting methods 
and has begun experimenting with cycling nutrients in his 
fields. Carefully dividing up the acreage, he plants some 
fields in cool season grasses, and others in warm season 
grasses, so the fields will be fully productive at different 
times over the course of the season, allowing him to move the 
herd to a new paddock every day. The key, he says, is making 
sure the earth is never bare. Unlike the fields he still disks, 
plows, and plants in a more conventional way, the no-till fields 
show moisture less than a half-inch below the soil’s surface.

De Smet plans to double his herd size in the next year, but he 
hesitates, “It all depends on water.” Even though his growing 
practices have increased the moisture, humus, and 

Soil Quality & Nutrient Cycling
www.soilquality.org/functions/nutrient_cycling.html

New Mexico Department of Agriculture 
Organic Program
www.nmda.nmsu.edu/marketing/organic-program

Western SARE Crop Rotation 
www.westernsare.org/Learning-Center/Books/Crop-R
otation-on-Organic-Farms

Western SARE Dairy Soil Health
www.westernsare.org/Learning-Center/Fact-Sheets/
National-SARE-Fact-Sheets/Alternative-Continuous-C
over-Dairy-Forage-System-for-Profitability-Flexibility-a
nd-Soil-Health

mycorrhizal levels of the soil, he knows there’s only so much 
forage the field will produce without water. De Smet knows 
farming carries no guarantees, like how many days of water 
the river will provide, but he faces his challenges with 
bravery, perseverance, and laughter.

RESOURCES

“We have changed our 
entire operation due to 
the lack of water. Our 

planting dates have 
changed, double 

cropping wheat and 
corn have stopped, 

and we are planting 
shorter maturity date 

varieties. We have laser 
leveled all our fields…. 
We are using no till or 

minimum till to conserve 
soil moisture and planting 

a variety of cover crops 
to retain moisture 

and cycle nutrients.”

Join the movement at youngfarmers.org



SUNIZONA FAMILY FARMS
Organic mixed vegetables

The shift to organic production propelled the farm into the 
hearts of a new customer base. Restaurants and 
supermarkets began asking for additional produce 
varieties. First, the Smiths added microgreens and salad 
mix to their product list. Then they bought a tractor and 
added a few acres of field-grown vegetables. Of Sunizona’s 
field production, Smith says, “our model is intensive, so we 
can create higher productivity in a smaller area.” 

The decision to focus on intensive production, as opposed 
to a large-scale row cropping system, has been 
consciously made out of respect for Arizona’s finite water 
and soil resources. Additionally, the Smiths have 
experimented over the years with a mix of row cropping, 
high tunnels, and raised beds, in addition to their more 
traditional greenhouses. 

Sunizona Family Farms has become recognized for having 
developed their own “veganic” method of soil-building. 
Instead of using animal manures, the Smiths compost all 
of their operational vegetable waste, including tomato 
leaves, vines, fruit, pecan shells, excess pumpkins, and 
waste from their sprouting operation. The compost 
becomes a medium for their raised beds. For soil fertility, 
they use a simple process to blend a mix of beans and 
alfalfa, creating high-nitrogen fertilizer pellets, which are 
then used to fertilize across their entire operation. The 
Smiths feel strongly that growing veganically limits their 
potential for food borne illnesses, as well as prevents 
exposing their customers to the antibiotics so routinely 
found in animal manures. 

The Smiths expect to be able to continue evolving as a 
conservation-based farm operation, but are often limited 
by a lack of capital, resources, and time. They had once 
considered applying for NRCS funding, but did not have 
enough capital to make the initial up-front investment. As 
such, the Smiths are similar to the thousands of farmers 
across the West, who are dedicated to making conservation 
improvements as time and finances allow. 

Smith says, “I see so many more opportunities to conserve 
water—to recycle the runoff from the greenhouses, to use 
less water in the field, to grow more produce in a smaller 
area. But at the same time, I’m just out there doing what 
needs to be done. My process is to see waste and say ‘I 
don’t like this waste, and we need to do something about it.’”

In 1997, Byron and Janice Smith purchased 320 acres in 
Willcox, Arizona, and began a hydroponic tomato 
operation under the name of Sunizona Family Farms. 
Though first generation farmers, Byron Smith had spent 
his boyhood in British Columbia helping his father with a 
hobby greenhouse operation. It was Smith’s love for 
plants, developed inside his father’s wooden 
greenhouses, which ultimately inspired his move to 
California to pursue a degree in agriculture.

After settling on the farm in Arizona, the Smiths focused on 
growing high-quality tomatoes, as well as carving out a 
wholesome, meaningful life for their young family. It was 
hugely important to the Smiths to find a balance between 
farming and raising their children. As such, they 
homeschooled their children, prioritized regular family 
meals, and maintained one day of rest each week. And as 
a testament to the success of their efforts, all four of their children 
have grown up to also pursue farm careers—something rare 
indeed for these times, in which farm children are leaving the 
agricultural sector at record numbers.

When the Smiths moved to Arizona, they were certainly 
aware of the unique challenges inherent in desert food 
production: summers were hot, the soil lacked necessary 
organic matter to support production, and Western water 
resources were declining rapidly. Though their water 
comes from a ground well, Sunizona Family Farms shares 
an aquifer with many other neighbors and water-intensive 
farm operations. The water table seems to have remained 
fairly stable over the years, but the family does worry that 
the aquifer might become depleted with the onset of 
hotter and drier seasons. And as a sign of potential future 
water hardships, Smith recalled that by the end of the 

2013 summer season, his well sounded like it was 
pumping air. Needless to say, for a desert farmer, this is a 
worrisome sound indeed.

Sunizona Family Farms has been in a constant evolution 
over the past seventeen years, with the Smiths learning 
how to adapt their family and their farm to the realities of 
the Arizona desert. In what Byron Smith describes as 
“radical transformation” of their business, the family chose 
to transition their tomato operation to Certified Organic. 
During the transition, they converted their hydroponic 
system to an organic soil-based greenhouse operation, 
forgoing conventional fertilizers and pesticides, and 
cutting their water usage by nearly two-thirds. 



The shift to organic production propelled the farm into the 
hearts of a new customer base. Restaurants and 
supermarkets began asking for additional produce 
varieties. First, the Smiths added microgreens and salad 
mix to their product list. Then they bought a tractor and 
added a few acres of field-grown vegetables. Of Sunizona’s 
field production, Smith says, “our model is intensive, so we 
can create higher productivity in a smaller area.” 

The decision to focus on intensive production, as opposed 
to a large-scale row cropping system, has been 
consciously made out of respect for Arizona’s finite water 
and soil resources. Additionally, the Smiths have 
experimented over the years with a mix of row cropping, 
high tunnels, and raised beds, in addition to their more 
traditional greenhouses. 

Sunizona Family Farms has become recognized for having 
developed their own “veganic” method of soil-building. 
Instead of using animal manures, the Smiths compost all 
of their operational vegetable waste, including tomato 
leaves, vines, fruit, pecan shells, excess pumpkins, and 
waste from their sprouting operation. The compost 
becomes a medium for their raised beds. For soil fertility, 
they use a simple process to blend a mix of beans and 
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then used to fertilize across their entire operation. The 
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Sunizona Family Farms
www.sunizonafamilyfarms.com

Southern Arizona Groundwater Mapping 
www.azwater.gov/AzDWR/StatewidePlanning/WaterAtla
s/EasternPlateau/PlanningAreaOverview/Hydrology.htm

The Smiths expect to be able to continue evolving as a 
conservation-based farm operation, but are often limited 
by a lack of capital, resources, and time. They had once 
considered applying for NRCS funding, but did not have 
enough capital to make the initial up-front investment. As 
such, the Smiths are similar to the thousands of farmers 
across the West, who are dedicated to making conservation 
improvements as time and finances allow. 

Smith says, “I see so many more opportunities to conserve 
water—to recycle the runoff from the greenhouses, to use 
less water in the field, to grow more produce in a smaller 
area. But at the same time, I’m just out there doing what 
needs to be done. My process is to see waste and say ‘I 
don’t like this waste, and we need to do something about it.’”
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In 1997, Byron and Janice Smith purchased 320 acres in 
Willcox, Arizona, and began a hydroponic tomato 
operation under the name of Sunizona Family Farms. 
Though first generation farmers, Byron Smith had spent 
his boyhood in British Columbia helping his father with a 
hobby greenhouse operation. It was Smith’s love for 
plants, developed inside his father’s wooden 
greenhouses, which ultimately inspired his move to 
California to pursue a degree in agriculture.

After settling on the farm in Arizona, the Smiths focused on 
growing high-quality tomatoes, as well as carving out a 
wholesome, meaningful life for their young family. It was 
hugely important to the Smiths to find a balance between 
farming and raising their children. As such, they 
homeschooled their children, prioritized regular family 
meals, and maintained one day of rest each week. And as 
a testament to the success of their efforts, all four of their children 
have grown up to also pursue farm careers—something rare 
indeed for these times, in which farm children are leaving the 
agricultural sector at record numbers.

When the Smiths moved to Arizona, they were certainly 
aware of the unique challenges inherent in desert food 
production: summers were hot, the soil lacked necessary 
organic matter to support production, and Western water 
resources were declining rapidly. Though their water 
comes from a ground well, Sunizona Family Farms shares 
an aquifer with many other neighbors and water-intensive 
farm operations. The water table seems to have remained 
fairly stable over the years, but the family does worry that 
the aquifer might become depleted with the onset of 
hotter and drier seasons. And as a sign of potential future 
water hardships, Smith recalled that by the end of the 

2013 summer season, his well sounded like it was 
pumping air. Needless to say, for a desert farmer, this is a 
worrisome sound indeed.

Sunizona Family Farms has been in a constant evolution 
over the past seventeen years, with the Smiths learning 
how to adapt their family and their farm to the realities of 
the Arizona desert. In what Byron Smith describes as 
“radical transformation” of their business, the family chose 
to transition their tomato operation to Certified Organic. 
During the transition, they converted their hydroponic 
system to an organic soil-based greenhouse operation, 
forgoing conventional fertilizers and pesticides, and 
cutting their water usage by nearly two-thirds. 
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HIGH WIRE HOPS
Organically Grown Hops 

the crops. The farm has also invested in soil moisture 
content monitors, which allow them to quantify their water 
use and savings. As Warren says, “We put the water where 
we need it.” 

Healthy soil is also crucial to High Wire’s sustainability. 
Here they use locally-sourced chicken manure compost 
and nitrogen-fixing crops to augment soil health, 
optimizing hops quality. These efforts naturally reduce 
input demands while creating an increasingly healthy, 
productive farm ecosystem for years to come. They also 
allow the farm to improve their application of irrigation 
water as the soil is better able to retain moisture and 
deliver it to the crop. 

Location is key to High Wire’s sales and product outlet. 
The North Fork is just a four hour drive from Colorado’s 
Front Range, where the bulk of Colorado craft breweries 
operate. Warren notes that High Wire can harvest, process 
and deliver its hops all in an eighteen hour window. This 
quick turn-around is crucial to wet-hop beers, an 
increasingly popular brewing option that uses fresh from 
the vine, undried hops. By establishing partnerships with 
breweries eager to land organically-grown, fresh Colorado 
hops, High Wire has established a secure niche market for 
their unique crop. 

High Wire has also established a strong relationship with 
Revolution Brewing, located just one half mile from the 
farm. Warren says Revolution’s owner and head brewer, 
Mike King, is “very passionate about supporting local 
agriculture, purchasing hops from our farm since we got 
started in 2011.” This community support for agriculture is 

the norm in Paonia. Warren notes that, “Paonia is a tight 
knit agricultural community and the majority of workers we 
employ throughout the growing season are locals.” 

By partnering with the community brewery and 
encouraging the community to become involved in hops 
cultivation, a portion of High Wire’s hops remains within a 
local system. Here, all aspects of the beer, from the water 
to the brewing, occur in a one-mile radius. In addition, 
High Wire’s commitment to sustainability is adding to their 
operations’ resilience in the face of a changing climate and 
water scarcity. Their careful water use, soil health 
management and business practices are working to 
support their triple bottom line. 

In Colorado’s North Fork Valley, orchards, farms and 
vineyards have long dominated the valley landscape. A 
new crop, hops, is now thriving in the area, climbing 
recycled rods from area gas rigs. Founded in 2011, High 
Wire Hops grows several varieties of hops in Paonia, 
Colorado. As Colorado breweries continue to boom and 
demand for locally-sourced ingredients surges, High 
Wire’s organically grown mountain hops are in high 
demand. By formulating a farm plan that prioritizes high 
quality yields, irrigation efficiency, soil health, and a 
commitment to its community, High Wire is primed for 
continued success. 

Sitting around 5,700’ in Colorado’s West Elk mountains, 
Paonia’s warm days, cool nights, mountain runoff and 
ample sunlight combine for optimal conditions for 
agriculture. This unique climate was the basis for 
2005-2008 hops growing trials by Colorado State 
University’s Dr. Ed Page and Dr. Ron Godin. The trials 
found that several varieties of hops are well suited to grow 
in the area’s uniquely high, arid and sunny climate. 

There was opportunity in hops, and there was a niche to 
be filled. With CSU’s promising research in hand, High 
Wire planted an acre of hops in 2011. With this trial 
planting, manager and farm partner David Warren says 
High Wire aimed to “track costs and assess the viability of 
providing high quality, organically grown hops to brewers 
throughout Colorado.” With encouraging growing results 
and strong market response in this trial season, High Wire 
pressed onward, continuing to expand. “We are currently 
growing 4 varieties and will have 6 acres in production for 
the 2014 season,” says Warren. They plan to plant an 
additional 2 acres this year. 

Warren and the farm’s other partners have sought to 
establish a farming system that accounts for the new set 
of challenges and opportunities with agriculture in the 
West. Hops cultivation, like every form of soil-based 
agriculture, requires water–a finite resource with 
increasing demand and waning supply. For High Wire, 
sound planning meant farming in an area where water 
could be counted on perennially, an increasingly important 
consideration as seasons grow hotter and drier. The North 
Fork of the Gunnison River, a tributary to the Colorado 
River that runs through Paonia, offered just that. 

To fully capitalize on this prime water source, High Wire 
applied for and was awarded a Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (NRCS) grant to install their irrigation 
system. Warren says, “The grant covered the majority of 
our costs and included a settling pond, irrigation pump, all 
infrastructure pipe materials and installation as well as our 
drip irrigation system.” This drip system is key to 
efficiency, as High Wire only applies the water required by 



the crops. The farm has also invested in soil moisture 
content monitors, which allow them to quantify their water 
use and savings. As Warren says, “We put the water where 
we need it.” 

Healthy soil is also crucial to High Wire’s sustainability. 
Here they use locally-sourced chicken manure compost 
and nitrogen-fixing crops to augment soil health, 
optimizing hops quality. These efforts naturally reduce 
input demands while creating an increasingly healthy, 
productive farm ecosystem for years to come. They also 
allow the farm to improve their application of irrigation 
water as the soil is better able to retain moisture and 
deliver it to the crop. 

Location is key to High Wire’s sales and product outlet. 
The North Fork is just a four hour drive from Colorado’s 
Front Range, where the bulk of Colorado craft breweries 
operate. Warren notes that High Wire can harvest, process 
and deliver its hops all in an eighteen hour window. This 
quick turn-around is crucial to wet-hop beers, an 
increasingly popular brewing option that uses fresh from 
the vine, undried hops. By establishing partnerships with 
breweries eager to land organically-grown, fresh Colorado 
hops, High Wire has established a secure niche market for 
their unique crop. 

High Wire has also established a strong relationship with 
Revolution Brewing, located just one half mile from the 
farm. Warren says Revolution’s owner and head brewer, 
Mike King, is “very passionate about supporting local 
agriculture, purchasing hops from our farm since we got 
started in 2011.” This community support for agriculture is 
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the norm in Paonia. Warren notes that, “Paonia is a tight 
knit agricultural community and the majority of workers we 
employ throughout the growing season are locals.” 

By partnering with the community brewery and 
encouraging the community to become involved in hops 
cultivation, a portion of High Wire’s hops remains within a 
local system. Here, all aspects of the beer, from the water 
to the brewing, occur in a one-mile radius. In addition, 
High Wire’s commitment to sustainability is adding to their 
operations’ resilience in the face of a changing climate and 
water scarcity. Their careful water use, soil health 
management and business practices are working to 
support their triple bottom line. 

RESOURCES

In Colorado’s North Fork Valley, orchards, farms and 
vineyards have long dominated the valley landscape. A 
new crop, hops, is now thriving in the area, climbing 
recycled rods from area gas rigs. Founded in 2011, High 
Wire Hops grows several varieties of hops in Paonia, 
Colorado. As Colorado breweries continue to boom and 
demand for locally-sourced ingredients surges, High 
Wire’s organically grown mountain hops are in high 
demand. By formulating a farm plan that prioritizes high 
quality yields, irrigation efficiency, soil health, and a 
commitment to its community, High Wire is primed for 
continued success. 

Sitting around 5,700’ in Colorado’s West Elk mountains, 
Paonia’s warm days, cool nights, mountain runoff and 
ample sunlight combine for optimal conditions for 
agriculture. This unique climate was the basis for 
2005-2008 hops growing trials by Colorado State 
University’s Dr. Ed Page and Dr. Ron Godin. The trials 
found that several varieties of hops are well suited to grow 
in the area’s uniquely high, arid and sunny climate. 

There was opportunity in hops, and there was a niche to 
be filled. With CSU’s promising research in hand, High 
Wire planted an acre of hops in 2011. With this trial 
planting, manager and farm partner David Warren says 
High Wire aimed to “track costs and assess the viability of 
providing high quality, organically grown hops to brewers 
throughout Colorado.” With encouraging growing results 
and strong market response in this trial season, High Wire 
pressed onward, continuing to expand. “We are currently 
growing 4 varieties and will have 6 acres in production for 
the 2014 season,” says Warren. They plan to plant an 
additional 2 acres this year. 

Warren and the farm’s other partners have sought to 
establish a farming system that accounts for the new set 
of challenges and opportunities with agriculture in the 
West. Hops cultivation, like every form of soil-based 
agriculture, requires water–a finite resource with 
increasing demand and waning supply. For High Wire, 
sound planning meant farming in an area where water 
could be counted on perennially, an increasingly important 
consideration as seasons grow hotter and drier. The North 
Fork of the Gunnison River, a tributary to the Colorado 
River that runs through Paonia, offered just that. 

To fully capitalize on this prime water source, High Wire 
applied for and was awarded a Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (NRCS) grant to install their irrigation 
system. Warren says, “The grant covered the majority of 
our costs and included a settling pond, irrigation pump, all 
infrastructure pipe materials and installation as well as our 
drip irrigation system.” This drip system is key to 
efficiency, as High Wire only applies the water required by 
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ROCKEY FARM
Specialty potatoes

same plot its water demands dropped, as well. The soil 
had developed enough porosity in that one season alone 
to increase the amount of water it could hold over winter, 
rather than lose it to deep seepage, evaporation or runoff. 
That water then became available to the plants, further 
reduced the need to pump more water, and helped keep 
water table levels higher. Utilizing green manure crops was 
not only saving Rockey money but upping the long-term 
resilience of his operation. 

Rockey’s go-to tool for promoting soil health—green 
manure crops—not only help save water over time but 
also suppress weeds, manage insects, and augment soil 
chemistry between potato plantings. Rockey’s 
strategically composed combination of more than ten 
green manure crop varieties includes legumes that fix 
nitrogen; taproot crops that reduce soil compaction; and 
flowering plants like buckwheat that attract predatory 
insects to control non-beneficial insect populations. 

In addition, rather than needing to incorporate liberal 
doses of harsh outside nitrogen fertilizers and pesticides 
into the soil per industry norm, Rockey has fostered an 
ecosystem wherein vivacious soil, beneficial insect 
populations and thriving plants work together to conserve 
resources while yielding high quality produce. With the 
addition of green manure crops, Rockey went from using 
three tons of fertilizers annually to altogether eliminating 

outside nitrogen inputs in 2013. His soil has become 
healthy enough to provide his crops exactly what they 
need. “I’ve got to heal the soil as much as possible,” 
between harvests, he says. “Farmers need to become 
biologists again.”

The situation in the San Luis Valley differs slightly from 
other basins where irrigation depends on surface water. 
Namely, although Rockey is building the resilience of his 
own operation by conserving water and building soil, if his 
neighbors don’t do the same the water table will continue 
to drop. Which means deeper wells, spiking pumping 
costs and scarcer reserves in times of drought. 

As Rockey continues to watch the valley’s water wither, 
making these shifts toward sustainability looks out for the 
farm’s bottom line as well as for the community of farmers 
in the San Luis Valley. It is illuminating how far removed 
many have become from the soil that only some years ago 
Rocky’s soil health efforts were seen as eccentric, extra 
work. But today others are just beginning to accept soil 
health as an innovative shift in management, valuable at 
every scale, as farmers like Rockey point the way forward.  

“The only way to look 
at long-term solutions in 

agriculture is through 
agroecology”

In agriculture, the concept of hard work trumping most 
obstacles to success is longstanding. Today, farmers are 
at a new crossroads in the West: in addition to hard work, 
farming requires new thinking to meet the reality of even 
scarcer water supplies. This is the case in Colorado’s San 
Luis Valley. For generations farmers in the valley have 
raised field crops—potatoes, barley—all relying on the 
shallow aquifer. But due to drought and over-pumping, 
aquifer water stores are now becoming worryingly depleted. 

Faced with this scenario and the drought stretching into its 
fifteenth year, Brendon Rockey, a third-generation 
specialty potato grower at his family’s Rockey Farm, has 
opted to act proactively rather than gamble that 
precipitation patterns and dipping water table levels will 
return to longstanding norms. At 36 years old, Rockey, 
who has farmed since the age of 16 and operates the farm 
with his brother Sheldon, looks at things differently: What 
began with Rockey's uncle and continues with him today 
is the understanding that the foundation of quality produce 
lies in healthy soil. In focusing first on soil quality, produce 
quantity soon follows. And so do water savings. 

In a valley with an average annual precipitation of seven 
inches, every drop counts. Most of that precipitation falls 
as snow on any of the dozens of peaks lining this valley at 
the headwaters of the Rio Grande. Spring melt sends that 
snowpack down-river, through streams and ditches, and 
underground where it replenishes the aquifer—historically, 
at least. 

But as conditions change, farmers either get pushed to the 
limit, or they get creative. Rockey is opting for the latter. In 

light of the tenuous water supply, Rockey decided to try 
something new—which is in fact something quite old: he 
planted a cover crop. Normally he would rotate his potato 
crops with a cycle of barley, keeping the land in constant 
production year-in and year-out. But seven years ago, 
when it was clear the drought was not going away, he 
removed the traditional barley rotation and instead put in a 
green manure cover crop. For starters, the green manure 
crops use significantly less water than barley yet keep the 
ground covered between potato harvests, protecting it 
from high levels of evaporation. Rockey saw immediate 
gains in reduced pumping costs from his well while saving 
the aquifer some water, too. 

This management shift was an immediate response to 
drought. But soon other things began to happen. The next 
season when Rockey planted the potato crop on that 



same plot its water demands dropped, as well. The soil 
had developed enough porosity in that one season alone 
to increase the amount of water it could hold over winter, 
rather than lose it to deep seepage, evaporation or runoff. 
That water then became available to the plants, further 
reduced the need to pump more water, and helped keep 
water table levels higher. Utilizing green manure crops was 
not only saving Rockey money but upping the long-term 
resilience of his operation. 

Rockey’s go-to tool for promoting soil health—green 
manure crops—not only help save water over time but 
also suppress weeds, manage insects, and augment soil 
chemistry between potato plantings. Rockey’s 
strategically composed combination of more than ten 
green manure crop varieties includes legumes that fix 
nitrogen; taproot crops that reduce soil compaction; and 
flowering plants like buckwheat that attract predatory 
insects to control non-beneficial insect populations. 

In addition, rather than needing to incorporate liberal 
doses of harsh outside nitrogen fertilizers and pesticides 
into the soil per industry norm, Rockey has fostered an 
ecosystem wherein vivacious soil, beneficial insect 
populations and thriving plants work together to conserve 
resources while yielding high quality produce. With the 
addition of green manure crops, Rockey went from using 
three tons of fertilizers annually to altogether eliminating 
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outside nitrogen inputs in 2013. His soil has become 
healthy enough to provide his crops exactly what they 
need. “I’ve got to heal the soil as much as possible,” 
between harvests, he says. “Farmers need to become 
biologists again.”

The situation in the San Luis Valley differs slightly from 
other basins where irrigation depends on surface water. 
Namely, although Rockey is building the resilience of his 
own operation by conserving water and building soil, if his 
neighbors don’t do the same the water table will continue 
to drop. Which means deeper wells, spiking pumping 
costs and scarcer reserves in times of drought. 

As Rockey continues to watch the valley’s water wither, 
making these shifts toward sustainability looks out for the 
farm’s bottom line as well as for the community of farmers 
in the San Luis Valley. It is illuminating how far removed 
many have become from the soil that only some years ago 
Rocky’s soil health efforts were seen as eccentric, extra 
work. But today others are just beginning to accept soil 
health as an innovative shift in management, valuable at 
every scale, as farmers like Rockey point the way forward.  

RESOURCES

In agriculture, the concept of hard work trumping most 
obstacles to success is longstanding. Today, farmers are 
at a new crossroads in the West: in addition to hard work, 
farming requires new thinking to meet the reality of even 
scarcer water supplies. This is the case in Colorado’s San 
Luis Valley. For generations farmers in the valley have 
raised field crops—potatoes, barley—all relying on the 
shallow aquifer. But due to drought and over-pumping, 
aquifer water stores are now becoming worryingly depleted. 

Faced with this scenario and the drought stretching into its 
fifteenth year, Brendon Rockey, a third-generation 
specialty potato grower at his family’s Rockey Farm, has 
opted to act proactively rather than gamble that 
precipitation patterns and dipping water table levels will 
return to longstanding norms. At 36 years old, Rockey, 
who has farmed since the age of 16 and operates the farm 
with his brother Sheldon, looks at things differently: What 
began with Rockey's uncle and continues with him today 
is the understanding that the foundation of quality produce 
lies in healthy soil. In focusing first on soil quality, produce 
quantity soon follows. And so do water savings. 

In a valley with an average annual precipitation of seven 
inches, every drop counts. Most of that precipitation falls 
as snow on any of the dozens of peaks lining this valley at 
the headwaters of the Rio Grande. Spring melt sends that 
snowpack down-river, through streams and ditches, and 
underground where it replenishes the aquifer—historically, 
at least. 

But as conditions change, farmers either get pushed to the 
limit, or they get creative. Rockey is opting for the latter. In 

light of the tenuous water supply, Rockey decided to try 
something new—which is in fact something quite old: he 
planted a cover crop. Normally he would rotate his potato 
crops with a cycle of barley, keeping the land in constant 
production year-in and year-out. But seven years ago, 
when it was clear the drought was not going away, he 
removed the traditional barley rotation and instead put in a 
green manure cover crop. For starters, the green manure 
crops use significantly less water than barley yet keep the 
ground covered between potato harvests, protecting it 
from high levels of evaporation. Rockey saw immediate 
gains in reduced pumping costs from his well while saving 
the aquifer some water, too. 

This management shift was an immediate response to 
drought. But soon other things began to happen. The next 
season when Rockey planted the potato crop on that 
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same plot its water demands dropped, as well. The soil 
had developed enough porosity in that one season alone 
to increase the amount of water it could hold over winter, 
rather than lose it to deep seepage, evaporation or runoff. 
That water then became available to the plants, further 
reduced the need to pump more water, and helped keep 
water table levels higher. Utilizing green manure crops was 
not only saving Rockey money but upping the long-term 
resilience of his operation. 

Rockey’s go-to tool for promoting soil health—green 
manure crops—not only help save water over time but 
also suppress weeds, manage insects, and augment soil 
chemistry between potato plantings. Rockey’s 
strategically composed combination of more than ten 
green manure crop varieties includes legumes that fix 
nitrogen; taproot crops that reduce soil compaction; and 
flowering plants like buckwheat that attract predatory 
insects to control non-beneficial insect populations. 

In addition, rather than needing to incorporate liberal 
doses of harsh outside nitrogen fertilizers and pesticides 
into the soil per industry norm, Rockey has fostered an 
ecosystem wherein vivacious soil, beneficial insect 
populations and thriving plants work together to conserve 
resources while yielding high quality produce. With the 
addition of green manure crops, Rockey went from using 
three tons of fertilizers annually to altogether eliminating 
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outside nitrogen inputs in 2013. His soil has become 
healthy enough to provide his crops exactly what they 
need. “I’ve got to heal the soil as much as possible,” 
between harvests, he says. “Farmers need to become 
biologists again.”

The situation in the San Luis Valley differs slightly from 
other basins where irrigation depends on surface water. 
Namely, although Rockey is building the resilience of his 
own operation by conserving water and building soil, if his 
neighbors don’t do the same the water table will continue 
to drop. Which means deeper wells, spiking pumping 
costs and scarcer reserves in times of drought. 

As Rockey continues to watch the valley’s water wither, 
making these shifts toward sustainability looks out for the 
farm’s bottom line as well as for the community of farmers 
in the San Luis Valley. It is illuminating how far removed 
many have become from the soil that only some years ago 
Rocky’s soil health efforts were seen as eccentric, extra 
work. But today others are just beginning to accept soil 
health as an innovative shift in management, valuable at 
every scale, as farmers like Rockey point the way forward.  

RESOURCES

In agriculture, the concept of hard work trumping most 
obstacles to success is longstanding. Today, farmers are 
at a new crossroads in the West: in addition to hard work, 
farming requires new thinking to meet the reality of even 
scarcer water supplies. This is the case in Colorado’s San 
Luis Valley. For generations farmers in the valley have 
raised field crops—potatoes, barley—all relying on the 
shallow aquifer. But due to drought and over-pumping, 
aquifer water stores are now becoming worryingly depleted. 

Faced with this scenario and the drought stretching into its 
fifteenth year, Brendon Rockey, a third-generation 
specialty potato grower at his family’s Rockey Farm, has 
opted to act proactively rather than gamble that 
precipitation patterns and dipping water table levels will 
return to longstanding norms. At 36 years old, Rockey, 
who has farmed since the age of 16 and operates the farm 
with his brother Sheldon, looks at things differently: What 
began with Rockey's uncle and continues with him today 
is the understanding that the foundation of quality produce 
lies in healthy soil. In focusing first on soil quality, produce 
quantity soon follows. And so do water savings. 

In a valley with an average annual precipitation of seven 
inches, every drop counts. Most of that precipitation falls 
as snow on any of the dozens of peaks lining this valley at 
the headwaters of the Rio Grande. Spring melt sends that 
snowpack down-river, through streams and ditches, and 
underground where it replenishes the aquifer—historically, 
at least. 

But as conditions change, farmers either get pushed to the 
limit, or they get creative. Rockey is opting for the latter. In 

light of the tenuous water supply, Rockey decided to try 
something new—which is in fact something quite old: he 
planted a cover crop. Normally he would rotate his potato 
crops with a cycle of barley, keeping the land in constant 
production year-in and year-out. But seven years ago, 
when it was clear the drought was not going away, he 
removed the traditional barley rotation and instead put in a 
green manure cover crop. For starters, the green manure 
crops use significantly less water than barley yet keep the 
ground covered between potato harvests, protecting it 
from high levels of evaporation. Rockey saw immediate 
gains in reduced pumping costs from his well while saving 
the aquifer some water, too. 

This management shift was an immediate response to 
drought. But soon other things began to happen. The next 
season when Rockey planted the potato crop on that 
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WALKER FARMS
Grain farmer

NRCS has also helped Walker secure funding in order to 
experiment with reduced tillage and residue management. 
For the first time this year, Walker will not till in his wheat 
fields after the harvest, instead leaving the stalks and 
stubble to prevent wind erosion, evaporation and a loss of 
valuable top-soil. Because Walker’s property lies in such 
close proximity to the I-10 freeway, Haynes considers 
reduced tillage to be a responsible and necessary air 
quality conservation practice. The practice provides a 
tangible way for farmers to reduce the level of harmful 
particulate matter in the air, as well as to do their part in the 
prevention of dangerous dust storms, which cause fatal 
traffic accidents and safety issues each year.
 
Even though this area of Arizona is historically known for 
its cotton production, Walker is intentionally shifting his 
focus away from cotton. Jason Walker’s decision to move 
away from high-input cotton comes after poor region-wide 
cotton yields in 2013. Walker attributes the lower yields to 
changing weather patterns, which have meant extreme 
temperatures, destructive winds, and an increase in pest 
problems—all of which can spell catastrophe for growers.
 
“If a hard year came through again, I could absolutely not 
stay in business,” Walker says. Though he plans to 
continue growing a small amount of cotton this year, his 
focus for 2014 is Durham Wheat, which is shipped to Italy 
for pasta production.
 
Looking towards the future, the cost and volatility of water is 
of primary concern for Walker. His fields are irrigated through 
a combination of ground wells and water from the Central 
Arizona Project, which pipes water from the Colorado River 
to feed Arizona’s cities and farms. As the Colorado River and 
its tributaries continue to recede at alarming rates, Walker 
expects less available water and an increase in irrigation 
costs. But land costs remain fixed, leaving farmers with a 
smaller opportunity to generate a profit.
 

From a financial and environmental perspective, Walker 
thinks that farmers might be forced to consider less 
water-intensive, less risky crops. Indeed, the challenges 
around water and climate change have Walker rethinking 
cotton as this region’s primary agricultural commodity.

“I’m just a guy who knows our world needs us to take care 
of it,” Jason Walker says, “But it’s absolutely our 
responsibility to conserve our finite resources. Farming 
takes everyone. We are all in this together, and we have to 
protect the opportunity for the future.”

Twenty-five miles north of Tucson, Arizona, a tractor slowly 
pulls a dirt-moving scraper, turning an 84-acre field into a 
series of level basins. From the nearby road, Jason Walker 
watches as the tractor kicks up a long plume of dust. He 
laughs and says, “Some people would say that I’m 
absolutely crazy for doing this, but I know I’m not. I’ve 
seen the water savings and the conservation benefits.”
 
At age 31, Jason Walker is certainly turning the heads of 
his neighbors. A third generation farmer, Walker now farms 
a total of 2,850 acres. Most of his acreage is leased land 
located in Marana, Arizona, and is farmed in partnership 
with his father. Walker’s approach is similar to that of many 
open-minded young farmers—a strategic blending of 
age-old farming knowledge with the aid of new research 
and technologies. Thus, he consults elder farmers for 
advice, but also uses cell phone apps to track his 
fertilizing, pest management, and crop yields by GPS.
 
Over the past four years, Walker has been cultivating a 
strong partnership with the Natural Resources 
Conservation Service. The NRCS was essential in helping 
Walker develop and fund his conservation plans, providing 
a financial assistance opportunity through the 
Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP). As a 
beginning farmer, Walker qualified for a 90% 
reimbursement rate for his implementation of approved 
conservation practices. The funding not only allowed 
Walker to replace badly-damaged concrete lined irrigation 
ditches, but also to precision level the adjoining fields. 
Through this process, Walker was able to successfully 
transition his first 175 acres to a level basin surface 
irrigation system.
 

Chris Haynes, NRCS Soil Conservationist, estimates that 
Walker’s new level basin system is 20-30% more water 
efficient than the graded surface system that preceded it. 
Additionally, Walker’s new concrete ditches are 10% more 
water efficient than the old damaged ones. 

“The water fills up each basin like in a bathtub, as opposed 
to running off, so there are huge water savings,” Haynes 
says of a level basin system, “It’s also much less labor 
intensive and produces more consistent crop yields, 
because each square foot is getting the same amount of 
water. It’s a win-win.” 
 
The partnership with the NRCS has had a huge impact on 
Walker’s overall operation. NRCS representatives visit 
Walker’s operation regularly, and have helped him to learn 
the technical and mathematical skills necessary for land 
leveling. Having seen such a huge difference in water and 
labor savings in the first year alone, Walker has set out to 
level 450 additional acres, this time on his own dime and 
without any funding through NRCS.
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"It's absolutely our 
responsibility to 

conserve our finite 
resources. Farming 

takes everyone. We are 
all in this together and 

we have to protect 
the opportunity 

for the future."

NRCS has also helped Walker secure funding in order to 
experiment with reduced tillage and residue management. 
For the first time this year, Walker will not till in his wheat 
fields after the harvest, instead leaving the stalks and 
stubble to prevent wind erosion, evaporation and a loss of 
valuable top-soil. Because Walker’s property lies in such 
close proximity to the I-10 freeway, Haynes considers 
reduced tillage to be a responsible and necessary air 
quality conservation practice. The practice provides a 
tangible way for farmers to reduce the level of harmful 
particulate matter in the air, as well as to do their part in the 
prevention of dangerous dust storms, which cause fatal 
traffic accidents and safety issues each year.
 
Even though this area of Arizona is historically known for 
its cotton production, Walker is intentionally shifting his 
focus away from cotton. Jason Walker’s decision to move 
away from high-input cotton comes after poor region-wide 
cotton yields in 2013. Walker attributes the lower yields to 
changing weather patterns, which have meant extreme 
temperatures, destructive winds, and an increase in pest 
problems—all of which can spell catastrophe for growers.
 
“If a hard year came through again, I could absolutely not 
stay in business,” Walker says. Though he plans to 
continue growing a small amount of cotton this year, his 
focus for 2014 is Durham Wheat, which is shipped to Italy 
for pasta production.
 
Looking towards the future, the cost and volatility of water is 
of primary concern for Walker. His fields are irrigated through 
a combination of ground wells and water from the Central 
Arizona Project, which pipes water from the Colorado River 
to feed Arizona’s cities and farms. As the Colorado River and 
its tributaries continue to recede at alarming rates, Walker 
expects less available water and an increase in irrigation 
costs. But land costs remain fixed, leaving farmers with a 
smaller opportunity to generate a profit.
 

Details on Irrigation Efficiency
www.cprl.ars.usda.gov/pdfs/Howell-Irrig%20Efficien
cy-Ency%20Water%20Sci.pdf

Residue and Tillage Management
www.nrcs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/ste
lprdb1245425.pdf

Cotton and Climate Change
www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=
web&cd=2&ved=0CDMQFjAB&url=http%3A%2F%2Fw
ww.intracen.org%2Fcotton-and-climate-change.pdf%2
F&ei=t3d-U5KcJOHIsATFrICoBQ&usg=AFQjCNERrAB
SIXJJilyeiXywEeog8TJaJQ&sig2=LB5aw2nUDJsxiLHW
KKDW-A&bvm=bv.67229260,d.cWc

From a financial and environmental perspective, Walker 
thinks that farmers might be forced to consider less 
water-intensive, less risky crops. Indeed, the challenges 
around water and climate change have Walker rethinking 
cotton as this region’s primary agricultural commodity.

“I’m just a guy who knows our world needs us to take care 
of it,” Jason Walker says, “But it’s absolutely our 
responsibility to conserve our finite resources. Farming 
takes everyone. We are all in this together, and we have to 
protect the opportunity for the future.”

RESOURCES

Twenty-five miles north of Tucson, Arizona, a tractor slowly 
pulls a dirt-moving scraper, turning an 84-acre field into a 
series of level basins. From the nearby road, Jason Walker 
watches as the tractor kicks up a long plume of dust. He 
laughs and says, “Some people would say that I’m 
absolutely crazy for doing this, but I know I’m not. I’ve 
seen the water savings and the conservation benefits.”
 
At age 31, Jason Walker is certainly turning the heads of 
his neighbors. A third generation farmer, Walker now farms 
a total of 2,850 acres. Most of his acreage is leased land 
located in Marana, Arizona, and is farmed in partnership 
with his father. Walker’s approach is similar to that of many 
open-minded young farmers—a strategic blending of 
age-old farming knowledge with the aid of new research 
and technologies. Thus, he consults elder farmers for 
advice, but also uses cell phone apps to track his 
fertilizing, pest management, and crop yields by GPS.
 
Over the past four years, Walker has been cultivating a 
strong partnership with the Natural Resources 
Conservation Service. The NRCS was essential in helping 
Walker develop and fund his conservation plans, providing 
a financial assistance opportunity through the 
Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP). As a 
beginning farmer, Walker qualified for a 90% 
reimbursement rate for his implementation of approved 
conservation practices. The funding not only allowed 
Walker to replace badly-damaged concrete lined irrigation 
ditches, but also to precision level the adjoining fields. 
Through this process, Walker was able to successfully 
transition his first 175 acres to a level basin surface 
irrigation system.
 

Chris Haynes, NRCS Soil Conservationist, estimates that 
Walker’s new level basin system is 20-30% more water 
efficient than the graded surface system that preceded it. 
Additionally, Walker’s new concrete ditches are 10% more 
water efficient than the old damaged ones. 

“The water fills up each basin like in a bathtub, as opposed 
to running off, so there are huge water savings,” Haynes 
says of a level basin system, “It’s also much less labor 
intensive and produces more consistent crop yields, 
because each square foot is getting the same amount of 
water. It’s a win-win.” 
 
The partnership with the NRCS has had a huge impact on 
Walker’s overall operation. NRCS representatives visit 
Walker’s operation regularly, and have helped him to learn 
the technical and mathematical skills necessary for land 
leveling. Having seen such a huge difference in water and 
labor savings in the first year alone, Walker has set out to 
level 450 additional acres, this time on his own dime and 
without any funding through NRCS.
 

WALKER FARMS

Join the movement at youngfarmers.org



NATIONAL YOUNG FARMERS COALITION
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Tamarisk Coalition. Restore. Connect. Innovate. 

Advancing the restoration of riparian lands through collaboration, education, and technical assistance. 

www.tamariskcoalition.org  
FEIN 27-0007315 

 

         October 9, 2014 

Colorado Water Conservation Board 

1313 Sherman St., Room 718 

Denver, CO 80203 

 

 

 

Re: Colorado’s Water Plan, Environment & Recreation Comments 

 

 

 

Dear Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB):  

 

Tamarisk Coalition (TC) thanks you for the opportunity to comment on Colorado’s Water Plan.  

TC is a nonprofit based in Grand Junction with a mission to advance the restoration of riparian lands 

through collaboration, education, and technical assistance. While we are based in Grand Junction, we 

work closely with many land managers throughout the state providing them support, guidance, and 

assistance in the implementation of their riparian restoration projects. Working mostly in areas impacted 

by tamarisk and Russian olive, we strive to help our partners access training, resources, information, and 

networks that can support their management of invasive riparian weeds, conduct revegetation with native 

species, monitor, maintain, and sustain healthy riparian systems into the future. We also work in a more 

regional manner to enhance frameworks and processes that will help people succeed in creating resilient 

riparian systems in the face of the many stressors on our river systems; examples of these activities 

include promoting enhancement of research, education, and funding resources.  

We see the Water Plan as an important opportunity to 1) emphasize the importance of riparian 

ecosystems for ecologic, cultural, economic, and recreational values, and 2) to ensure that riparian 

restoration is highly valued in the context of the overall state’s water management system. CWCB has 

been a leader among many agencies in western states impacted by invasive riparian vegetation as a result 

of altered flow regimes and other factors. We commend CWCB for investing in the restoration of our 

rivers and streams through its various programs such as: 1) funding initial mapping and inventory of 

tamarisk and Russian olive throughout the state since 2008; 2) approving the Invasive Phreatophyte 

Control Program; and 3) providing funding directly to watershed groups, land management agencies, 

private landowners, and others to work collaboratively to restore their lands impacted by tamarisk and 

Russian olive. We also have many partners that have benefited from the Water Supply Reserve Account 

non-consumptive use funding and the Healthy Rivers Fund. Overall, we encourage the Water Plan to 

emphasize these programs (or program types) and the State of Colorado to continue to invest in the health 

of riparian ecosystems through the development of additional funding resources.  

In order to restore and sustain riparian ecosystems affected by myriad stressors  (including but not limited 

to invasive weeds), there needs to be adequate water and supportive flow regimes that will benefit the 

recruitment of riparian vegetation and draw favor away from invasive plants such as tamarisk and Russian 

olive. We support the strengthening of programs outlined in section 6.6.2 such as the In-stream Flow 

Program and effective partnerships such as those with organizations like the Colorado Water Trust. And 

while endangered species recovery programs are underway for many species, we urge the CWCB and the 
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Basin Round Tables to take a lead in protecting existing habitat and to prevent further 

degradation and future species listings. We support the need to research how best to quantify Colorado’s 

non-consumptive needs as outlined in section 6.6.3, specifically the Colorado Basin’s recommendation to 

see more progress statewide in scientifically quantifying the amounts of water necessary to maintain or 

improve environmental attributes. Additionally, we support the Colorado Basin’s suggestion (6.2 p. 37) to 

develop a basin-wide system to further protect or restore all streams and rivers in the basin; we encourage 

this objective to be adopted state-wide. We also encourage the approach of working through partnerships 

(existing and new) to achieve watershed health as mentioned in Chapter 7, but we encourage the Water 

Plan and the BIPs to acknowledge that riparian systems are of equal importance to forest systems and that 

tamarisk and Russian olive removal can be an important method of reducing wildfire risks. 

We encourage CWCB to acknowledge that all riparian ecosystems in Colorado are at risk from 

stressors such as invasive phreatophytes (e.g.,tamarisk and Russian olive). Unless dedicated land 

management starts to curb these issues, they will be exacerbated by additional water stress on rivers and 

streams and climate change. Technical assistance, planning, capacity, funding, and long-term 

commitment to management and maintenance are essential for success. Additionally, CWCB and others 

in the state need to coordinate with invasive plant removal projects to ensure that the purchase of instream 

water rights do not inadvertently benefit tamarisk and instead support native riparian vegetation.  

 

Specific Comments:  

 

 1.1.p.3; Clarify what “updated periodically” means in terms of timing and responsibility; will there be 

public processes associated, the round table process, or just the CWCB? 

 1.1 p.3; suggest changing “Analyzing Colorado’s roles in permitting processes in order to effect 

greater efficiency and effectiveness” to “ in order to promote greater efficiency and effectiveness” 

 1.2 p 4 USFWS bullet, last sentence; missing “A” from NEPA 

 1.2 p.6 paragraph 4; define CEQ 

 1.2. p. 6.  paragraph 1; says, “federal action hat significantly” replace “hat” with “that’ 

 1.2 p.7 paragraph 2, put EPA in parentheses after Environmental Protection Agency  

 1.2.p. 9, paragraph 2; says, “…preserve the environment to a reasonable decree”. Should “decree” 

be replaced with “degree”? 

 5.2 (first one) p. 9, paragraph 2; “Fixtures bill” sentence confusing; delete last part? 

 There are two 5.2 sections 

 5.3. p. 7; list of a “few” projects seems vague and does not provide enough information (need to link 

to the project overview for those identified); maybe it would be more effective to also add a link to 

the CWCB grant reports database or similar resource to provide more information 

 6.2 p. 37, first bullet point; need ) at end of sentence 

 6.6.1 p 2. first paragraph; does the environment depend on geomorphology or is it shaped/impacted 

by it? 

 6.6.2 Big Dominguez section; ISF not previously abbreviated 

 6.6.2 “Basin at a Glance” boxes. It is helpful to see the number and type of projects identified by each 

basin, however, we recommend taking out the dollar amounts listed. Since they are only tied to a few 

projects (e.g., Colorado River Basin, $15,332 in total identified cost for 7 projects), it is confusing 

and impossible to understand what the message is. The same goes for the stream miles protected 

number, if you are trying to list impact rather than just number of projects it might be easier to 

understand if that was listed in a different place. Also, the project numbers don’t seem to add up (e.g., 

Gunnison Basin shows 61 projects but when the types of projects are added they add up to 64.) We 

are assuming this is due to the fact that some projects meet multiple goals, but that should be 

explained or another way to display should be considered 

 6.6.3. We agree with all of the next steps outlined. We would encourage you to add a sentence under 

step 9 explaining that the CWCB will include activities such as long-term monitoring, maintenance, 
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 and capacity in the authorized uses of funding streams allocated to environmental projects (to ensure 

long-term success beyond implementation).  This section would benefit from additional clarity on 

what is meant by the word “support”.  This word is used several times, which could imply either a 

passive role or an active role, such as providing technical resources or funding to enact these next 

steps.  Additionally, we encourage the exploration of sustainable (long-term and perpetual) funding 

sources as part of the CWCB’s support to the BRTs to develop new funding sources.    

 7.1. Refer to, Restoring Forest and Communities: Lessons from the Collaborative Forest Landscape 

Restoration Program by Antuma, Esch, Hall, Munn, and Sturges (2014), written for the National 

Forest Foundation, for practical lessons learned and evidence to support watershed coalition 

discussion.  

 7.1.4. Include a next step regarding the development of funding resources to ensure support of the 

critical capacity component for watershed coalition development and long-term sustainability.  

 9.1. Great to see that you referenced the previous work on sustainable funding options for 

environmental water projects done by The Nature Conservancy and TC! We continue to pursue 

options for sustainable funding mechanisms and are looking forward to support CWCB as they 

pursue the goals outlined in the Water Plan.  

 9.4. p. 4.  Under the Universities section it states “The Mesa Water Center” should it be changed to 

“The Water Center at Colorado Mesa University”? 

 9.4.  p.7.  As indicated in this section of the Water Plan, education and outreach are underfunded and 

difficult to find appropriate financial resources for.  Yet, it is stated that this component is 

“imperative” to the future.  Could number 7 of the goals and strategies be enhanced or address in a 

more comprehensive manner.  An example would be to specifically address the financial barriers of 

public education and outreach by researching or creating a new funding mechanism (e.g. building in 

more flexibility in to WSRA for educational projects)  that address this issue at an appropriate level 

for the future.   

 

We encourage the CWCB to continue their innovation and leadership and develop creative 

solutions not only to management, but to collaboration, and securing funding to support the needs 

outlined in the plan. We appreciate the opportunity to comment and would happily meet to discuss our 

comments if it is helpful to your process.  

 

Respectfully,  

 
Stacy K Beaugh 

Executive Director 
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10/9/2014 

 

Representative Randy Fischer 

200 East Colfax 

Denver, CO 80203 

 

Dear Representative Fischer and Other Members of the  

Colorado Legislature’s Interim Water Resources Review Committee, 

 

On behalf of Save The Poudre: Poudre Waterkeeper, please find our comments on the July 31, 2014 Draft 

South Platte Basin Implementation Plan (SP-BIP) by the Metro Basin Roundtable and the South Platte Basin 

Roundtable. 

 

Our comments cover a broad range of thoughts on this planning process and the specific draft we reviewed.  

Some parts of the plan were quite good, especially those dealing with non-consumptive use.  We particulalry 

liked the ideas regarding conjunctive use between surface and alluvial aquifers, if done in a manner that makes 

maximum use of our rivers as conveyances.  Other parts were not to our liking.   

 

To summarize the high-level points we wish to get across: 

 

 The Plan should NOT endorse any specific water supply projects 

 The State should NOT fund any water supply projects. 

 The process did not include key stakeholders like Save The Poudre. 

 The Plan SHOULD focus on alternatives to water diversions, not new dams/reservoirs. 

 The Plan SHOULD focus on river restoration. 

 The State should NOT fast-track permitting. 

 We suggest several areas that warrant updated information or correction. 

 We suggest several areas that are ripe for positive legislative action or further study. 

 

A. First, Do No Harm 

As this draft SP-BIP report has only partially revealed, taking water out of Colorado’s rivers has already proven 

quite harmful.  Our rivers have been greatly altered1.  Of the 38 native plains fish known to exist in Colorado in 

the late 1800s, six are extinct and another 13 are either endangered, threatened, or of special concern.  In other 

words, half of our fish species are either going or gone.  Forty three percent of Colorado’s amphibian species 

are imperiled and 70% of historical mussels have been eliminated.  At least one mayfly is extinct and others are 

rapidly dwindling.  The draft report’s Table 2-11 lists many of these resources, and others, that are of 

immediate concern in the South Platte basin. (Too bad it doesn’t list the extinct species!) 

                                                        
1 With liberties from Ellen Wohl, 2009.  Of Rocks and Rivers.  288 pp. 
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Not only have we taken water out of our rivers but we have polluted them at the same time.  Twenty five 

pesticides have been found in South Platte basin surface waters and another 15 in groundwater.  DDT can still 

be found in fish tissue and river sediments even though it was banned in 1972.  White suckers in the South 

Platte have both male and female reproductive glands.  Water in half the groundwater wells sampled by USGS 

had nitrate concentrations exceeding drinking water standards, and Fort Morgan has to import drinking water 

because their children were dying of Blue Baby syndrome.  We have literally poisoned the well – and our rivers 

– and now we don’t even have enough good river water left to dilute that pollution much of the time.  It is 

shocking to look at Figure 4-1 in Appendix E that shows the extent of impaired waters (the so-called 303d list)! 

And the real irony is that now that many of our ecosystems have been so degraded, Environmental Impact 

Statements such as the Moffat Collection System are writing them off.  The Corps of Engineers is saying, in 

effect, that the environment is in such bad shape already that additional water depletions would not cause any 

further harm2.  How can we even talk about taking more water out of our rivers when doing so is largely 

responsible for the situation we are in?   

The legislature would be well advised to not support building more large dams, and instead concentrate on how 

to sustain our population on what we have now, impose penalties on those who continue to do harm, and offer 

incentives to those who show us how to do more while taking less.  The legislature should also work to make 

sure that “beneficial” uses of water are truly beneficial across the full spectrum of our natural environment. 

The remainder of our comments directly address the content of the SP-BIP. 

 

B.  A Chicken in Every Pot 

The draft plan says that it “defines a framework for meeting the future water quantity and quality needs of 

agriculture, businesses, communities, the environment, and recreational uses in the South Platte Basin.”  But 

on a pretty thorough reading, it really isn’t at all clear that the document does that.  Instead, the draft suggests 

that the “framework” will supply all the water for projected growth while simultaneously protecting agriculture, 

recreation and the environment – even to the point of implying that a goal is to “restore ecosystems to 

sustainable and resilient levels” (p 2-20).  Frankly, it’s not until the reader digs down that he or she comes to 

understand that (1) the drafters are lobbying for every single water development proposal that is now or might 

someday be on the drawing boards; (2) that there are ideas about protecting agriculture from “buy and dry” but 

not necessarily any money to pay for that, nor sufficient legal carrots or sticks to ensure the result; and (3) 

though there are priceless environmental goods and services to protect, the fact is that we are already losing 

that war and, again, there is little to no money to pay for protection, much less restoration or rehabilitation. 

Though it would be nice to believe that the draft plan can do everything for everybody, we simply don’t believe 

it.  We are not saying that there are not some good ideas in here regarding agriculture and the environment, 

conjunctive use between surface and alluvial aquifers for one.  The “plan” appears to boil down to “trust us and 

let us build more reservoirs” and the rest of the plan will just fall into place.  We certainly hope that the 

legislature does not trust that kind of excessive optimism. 

 

                                                        
2 Letter from Glenn Casamassa, US Forest Service, to the Rena Brand, US Army Corps of Engineers, dated June 9, 2014, 

with comments on the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Moffat Collection System.  10 pp. 



3 

 

C.  Level the Playing Field among Competing Interests 

1. The draft plan maintains that it is seeking a “balanced solution”, yet in our reading, there are several 

instances that seem quite unbalanced.  For example, by and large, this draft uses the terms 

“Agricultural and Water Demands” as distinct from “Environmental and Recreational Needs”.  Though 

there are variants throughout the document, the distinction between demands and needs struck us as 

telling.  The bias is clear that people demand water whereas fish and wildlife only need it – they are in 

no position to demand it.   

2. We would like to see the evidence for the statement (p 5-3), “Beyond conservation, reuse, and modest 

expansion projects, the default is the dry-up of hundreds of thousands of acres of some of Colorado’s 

most productive agricultural land; a result that is not preferred by the South Platte Basin.”  If there is 

evidence for such a preference, is there similar evidence for the corollary, “Beyond conservation, reuse, 

and modest expansion projects, the default (build more IPPs) is extensive negative impacts to hundreds 

of miles of some of Colorado’s most beautiful rivers and streams; a result that is not preferred by the 

South Platte Basin”?  

3.  The draft report clearly expresses the projected water supply “gap” for M&I and SSI (self-supplied 

industrial).  And although the plan makes numerous allusions to the need to supply more water as 

streamflows or lake levels for the environment and recreation, we are given no quantification for those 

needs (demands).  Why not?  How large are they? 

4.  The draft report attempts to make a case that the permitting process is too slow.  It says one 

objective is to “Advocate for improvements to federal and state permitting processes, without 

decreasing environmental protections.”  Given the declining state of our environment, wouldn’t it be 

better to state “Advocate for improvements to federal and state permitting processes that also increase 

environmental protections”?  (We note that the US Forest Service and other agencies requested a 90-

day extension to review the 11,000+ page Environmental Impact Statement for Moffat but was only 

given 45 days.) 

We urge the Legislature to stand up for the recreational and environmental demands and insist that no one 

sector be assumed to be dominant -- or minimized in the equation. 

 

D.  What’s the End Game? 

One thing that has never been clear to us is, what would the next plan call for after all the remaining untapped 

water is developed (assuming that actually happens)?  In other words, let’s suppose projects like NISP and 

more trans-mountain projects all get built; what happens after 2050, especially given essentially exponential 

population growth?  We believe that rather than remove the remaining water from our rivers, turning off the 

spigot for the remaining goods and services they provide like water quality, recreation, etc., let’s do those “next 

things” now, like leap-frogging to cell phones in Africa.  Yes, some of the non-consumptive mechanisms may 

cost more up front, but if the demand from growth is truly there, then let growth pay its own way.   

The draft plan says that our South Platte basin cities are “national leaders” in sustainability.  Okay.  If that’s 

true, let’s see them really lead.  Let’s see what sustainability really means because we are up against quite an 

array of limitations.  What we seem to be “sustaining” right now is making species go extinct, removing 

wetlands at an ever more rapid pace, and poisoning our drinking water wells.  Unfortunately these are indeed 
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the “measurable outcomes” from policies we have repeatedly been told in the past were “No/Low Regret” 

options.  If we keep doing what we have been doing and expect different results, that’s just plain stupid.  We 

can do better. 

The draft plan implies that “after current IPPs are implemented” (as if they all will be, even though the full 

suite of impacts, especially cumulative impacts, has not yet been determined!), all the water that remains will 

be of lower quality and likely require advanced water treatment processes.  Regarding this, first we note that 

there are already examples of reverse osmosis working quite well in Colorado.  Second, we note that, although 

brine disposal may indeed be an issue, we should not rule out this technology solely due to cost.  Some 

beneficial technologies will be more expensive, but can be paid for with monies saved through conservation. 

E.  Factual and Evidentiary Issues 

1. Figure 3-9 is a map intended to show dry-up locations in the South Platte basin.  As best as we can tell, 

the dry-up locations on the Cache la Poudre River are not indicated on this map.  There are at least 

seven periodic dry up locations on the Poudre, depending on the specific hydrologic conditions3: (1) at 

Watson Lake during the irrigation season and winter, (2) below the Little Cache and Taylor and Gill 

Ditches during winter, (3) below the Larimer and Weld Canal during winter, (4) below the Timnath 

Reservoir Inlet during winter, (5) below the Fossil Creek Reservoir Inlet during the irrigation season 

and winter, (6) below the Greeley Ditch during the irrigation season and winter, (7) below the Ogilvy 

Ditch during the irrigation season.  We would encourage the authors to more thoroughly inventory this 

situation. 

2. The draft report states (p 5-8) that building [large] integrated projects comprised of new Colorado River 

supply, agricultural transfer and new storage help to minimize impacts.  We question the validity of this 

statement and ask for proof.  Oddly, the draft plan in the next paragraph asks that we support small 

scale supply projects, presumably in contrast to large “integrated” projects.  We are not sure what to 

make of this dichotomy, but do wish to point out that a recent report by Western Resource Advocates, A 

Better Future for the Poudre River4, lays out a small-scale strategy for meeting the water needs of 15 

towns and water districts while also preserving the Poudre River along with the communities and 

businesses that depend on a healthy river.   

We urge the legislators to familiarize themselves with this document. 

3. The draft report states (p 5-16) that “The majority of Basin water providers are relying on the 

application of conservation savings to improve overall system resiliency (i.e. demand hardening and 

drought reserves) instead of applying it towards supply for additional population and/or demand 

increases.”  Many experts in the water conservation field do not agree that demand hardening is indeed 

an issue.  Instead, they maintain that both technology and behavior remain subject to increasing 

efficiency, even in the face of prolonged drought.  It is uneconomical to require more storage than truly 

necessary because conservation remains significantly cheaper at one-quarter the price of alternative dry 

year drought measures5. In fact, the CWCB’s most recent conservation study deflated the demand 

                                                        
3 Northern Colorado Water Conservancy District, see http://www.savethepoudre.org/docs/the_dam_truth.pdf 

4 http://www.westernresourceadvocates.org/water/nisp.php 

5 e.g., http://www.westernresourceadvocates.org/water/fillingthegap/ftgcons.pdf 
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hardening argument by stating, “based on the current state of knowledge, concerns about demand 

hardening are not a sound argument against implementing long-term water conservation programs.”   

We urge the legislature to treat arguments of “demand hardening” with some skepticism and endeavor 

to learn the facts. 

4.  It is puzzling that the draft report concludes that the “realistic” level of water conservation is the SWSI 

2010 Medium level instead of the high level (p 4-15).  It should be clear from SWSI that the high level 

essentially obviates the need for most or all of the major diversionary IPPs and only amounts to a 1% 

per year reduction in gpcd – which is really business as usual. 

The legislature should insist that SWSI high conservation levels be instituted statewide, or at least in 

the S. Platte and Metro areas. 

5. We are pleased to see progress on the environmental and recreational focus area mapping (Appendix 

B).  We had been puzzled as to why the lower mainstem Poudre River (Area 23 in the previous mapping, 

Figure 1; Area 25 in the current mapping, Figure 2) was only listed as habitat for plains fishes.  The 

previous mapping had ignored the well-developed coldwater recreational fishery that is prominent in 

the uppermost ~10 miles of that reach.  We very much support the change because recent (2010) 

inventories conducted by Division of Parks and Wildlife personnel clearly show more man-hours of 

fishing effort (and fish caught per hour) in this stretch than upstream in the Cache la Poudre Canyon, a 

surprising finding6.  We hope that the recreation and environmental effort continues to evolve, but if it 

remains relegated to only a mapping effort, with no true “teeth,” then it will all have been for naught. 

6. The draft plan uses a hypothetical example by stating (p D-2) “Project X may decrease flows in Stream Y 

by 10 CFS during the period May-Sep”.  Though there is nothing wrong with this statement per se, we 

must call the legislator’s attention to the fact that if built, the Northern Integrated Supply Project 

(NISP) would, by contrast, decrease flows in the Cache la Poudre River by up to 1000 CFS during the 

period May-July.  What may seem insignificant in one example can be stunning in the real world; 

beware looking through rose-colored glasses! 

7. The legend for Figure 8 in Appendix D seems to indicate that it is showing the diversions along the 

Cache la Poudre River (in addition to the Josh Ames diversion that was removed). Perhaps we don’t 

understand the intent of the figure because there are actually something like 16 diversion structures 

along the river from the mouth of the canyon to I-25, whereas this figures seems to show only about 

five.  Also, we were not sure what the purple dots were meant to represent. This figure needs 

clarification. 

8.  Considering the “focus area mapping” described in Appendix B, it would appear that the segment-by-

segment approach is not at a fine enough scale to adequately represent the variety of resource 

amenities, not to mention water infrastructure or status (e.g., dry-up points, gages, wildlife resources, 

water quality issues).  For example, stakeholders such as Save The Poudre are not likely to find much 

solace in knowing that a resource may be found somewhere in a 40-mile segment, but not know where 

exactly that resource lies in relation to a proposed impact – or restoration – proposal.  If this kind of 

mapping is continued, careful thought should go into determining what resolution would prove 

effective.. 

                                                        
6 Kurt Davies, Colorado Division of Parks and Wildlife, personal communication, January 2012 
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F.  Towards a Positive Legislative Agenda 

For Legislative Action 

1. Fully fund and staff the various Colorado agencies that are on the front line of environmental 

protection, including Division of Parks and Wildlife, Division of Water Resources, Ground Water 

Commission, State Board of Examiners of Water Well Construction and Pump Installation Contractors, 

Water Quality Control Division, Water and Wastewater Facility Operators Certification Board. 

2. Safety Factor -- The draft plan mentions water supply safety factors in section 5.2.1.3, stating that “A 

large safety factor for conservation reduces the potential water available to meet new demand, forcing 

water providers to develop other sources of supply.”  This may be true in one sense, but sidesteps a 

more fundamental issue:  using realistic drought criteria.  Most Colorado municipalities (and some 

water districts) plan for a 1-in-50 drought.  In essence, this means that homeowners and businesses 

should, on average, expect no significant interruption or restrictions in treated water delivery 49 out of 

50 years.  In our opinion, such a stringent 1-in-50 drought criterion is not attuned to our semi-arid 

environment.  Revising the criterion to plan for a 1-in-30 drought would, we believe, far better match 

our environmental setting and be accepted by the public and most businesses.    (Appropriate contracts 

may be allowed for existing businesses with demonstrated hardships; alternately, insurance would be a 

reasonable market-based solution, just as it is for agriculture.) Importantly, the effect of such a policy 

revision would be to “require” far less storage than is called for today and would save vast quantities 

from evaporative waste. 

Therefore, the State of Colorado should mandate a drought threshold no stricter than a 1-in-30 

criterion.   

 

For Legislative Study 

1. Is it possible to have too much storage in a river basin – to be past the point of being beneficial?  At 

some point the increase in evaporative losses due to increased reservoir surface area more than offset 

any gains in firm yield associated with additional surface storage.   

A study of U.S. river basins by Hardison7 suggests that safe yield reaches a maximum when the ratio of 

storage to average annual renewable supply is in the range of 1.6 to 4.6. By this criterion, the point of 

negative returns may have already been reached in three major basins -- the Lower Colorado, the Upper 

Colorado, and the Rio Grande, where the ratios of storage to average renewable supply are now within 

this range.8 

The question becomes, is this the case for the South Platte basin?  If you consider both storage in the 

basin as well as gravity- or pump-fed trans-basin storage such as Granby and Shadow Mountain, the 

answer may well be Yes.   

                                                        
7 Hardison, C.H. 1972. Potential United States water-supply development.  J. Irrigation and Drainage Division, 

Proceedings of the Am. Soc. of Civil Eng. September, 1972, pages 479-492. 

8 http://www.gcrio.org/CONSEQUENCES/spring95/Water.html 

http://www.gcrio.org/CONSEQUENCES/spring95/Water.html
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The Legislature should commission a study of allowable yield to storage for all of Colorado’s basins with 

the objective being to define the conditions beyond which new exposed-to-the-air reservoir storage no 

longer qualifies as a beneficial use because all (or many) senior users would be injured if more reservoir 

storage were built.  Building more storage that actually reduces overall yield would certainly not be 

“beneficial use”. 

[Note that such a consideration would not apply to aquifer storage and recovery.] 

2. We often hear how efficiently we use water in the South Platte basin.  For example, the draft report 

refers more than once to the oft-stated “fact” that water is used perhaps seven times before it leaves 

Colorado.  In reality, of course, what is meant is that water is diverted perhaps seven times with large 

proportions continuing as return flows.  Though these return flows may indeed be re-diverted, and also 

help support a variety of off-stream wetlands, they also are one of the prime causes of water pollution, 

especially for nitrogen, phosphorus and selenium.  With galloping technological improvements in 

agricultural efficiency, there is a clear opportunity to divert less, keep more in the stream, and still 

support abundant agricultural and wetland productivity. 

The legislature has been working on this (witness the vetoed SB 14-023) but it can and should revisit 

the issue, and not just for the west slope.  We must continue to make progress in improving agricultural 

efficiency in ways that secure maximum beneficial use without further harming water quality or 

property rights. 

3. Though we do not know the full suite of facts regarding the Tamarack Recharge Project on the plains 

near Nebraska, we have heard that early research suggests that it may not be capable of delivering the 

South Platte water required under our interstate obligations.  This may well be a case where the 

numeric models suggested one outcome but Mother Nature is actually showing something very much 

different.  

The legislature might be wise to seek expert counsel regarding what the science suggests and have a 

backup plan in place before any new and expensive interstate litigation is initiated 

4. The draft BIP talks at length about constraints and challenges for creating new storage or related 

infrastructure, for protecting agricultural production and the economy, and protecting or enhancing 

environmental and recreational resources.  By contrast, scant attention has been given to how the 

presumed growth in municipal and industrial demand might be better managed.  Yes, the document 

mentions “smart” growth, and “more integrated land use and water supply planning,” but it largely 

ducks the issue by saying that appropriate and effective land use management levers are outside the 

authority of the water providers.    

Clearly this area is ripe for legislative investigation and action.  We have a few good precedents (such as 

HB 08-1141 that governs the need to have an adequate supply of “wet” water before a local government 

can grant a development permit) all under the general banner of CRS 29-20-103: “The general assembly 

hereby finds and declares that in order to provide for planned and orderly development within Colorado 

and a balancing of basic human needs of a changing population with legitimate environmental 

concerns, the policy of this state is to clarify and provide broad authority to local governments to plan 

for and regulate the use of land within their respective jurisdictions.”   
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What might be some avenues ripe for enlightened legislative intervention if the local governments do 

not step up to the plate?  What qualifies as matters of statewide concern and what are simply local 

issues?  Let us suggest the following areas of inquiry for the legislature: 

a. It is our understanding that not all communities are enforcing HB-1141 and some communities 

are skirting the law by identifying unsustainable groundwater sources as their “sustainable” 

supplies.  Clearly this is not what the legislature intended.  What can be done about it? 

b. If it is undesirable for municipalities and other water providers to “buy and dry”, especially 

when wetlands would be dried, then the state legislature could put limits on those water 

withdrawals.  We do have similar precedents regarding, for example, Thornton’s requirements 

to revegetate previously irrigated land for dry-land protection and production. 

c. Restrictions can be put in the way of growth literally on top of productive farm land.  More 

broadly, what are the costs of working to reduce the growth rate?  Is that in itself a no regret 

policy?  In essence, almost anything that raises the cost of supplying municipal and industrial 

water will serve to curb demand.  If we need to pay for years of environmental degradation, then 

fees and levies will be necessary.  If water providers need to pay to mitigate beyond what had 

previously been found necessary, then so be it. 

 

In conclusion, there is material in the draft report that we can build upon to craft a state water plan, but 

building large new reservoirs that further deplete our rivers and harm our flora and fauna is NOT the direction 

Colorado should go. 

Thank you for taking the time to reflect on our comments on the SP-BIP; we hope that they are taken as 

constructive input on what is a rather daunting task.  If you would like any additional input from us, please just 

let us know. 

Sincerely, 

/s/ John Bartholow 

For Save The Poudre: Poudre Waterkeeper 

cc: CWCB, SP-RT 
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October 8, 2014                                      

James Eklund, Director 
Colorado Water Conservation Board 
1313 Sherman St. 
Denver, CO 80203 
 
RE: Comments on the Draft Colorado Water Plan 
 
Dear Director Eklund, 
 
American Rivers signed on with a joint letter from several conservation 
organizations and appreciates this opportunity to make additional comments on the 
Draft Colorado Water Plan.  We greatly appreciate the work that you and your staff 
have put in on this plan, and the work you have done with the Basin Roundtables.  
While we may not agree on all aspects of the Plan and the path for providing water 
for Colorado, we do agree that trying to create a more unified plan and concept from 
a statewide perspective is worth the effort.  This letter is in addition to the joint 
letter sent by several conservation organizations to which American Rivers also 
signed on. 
 
First, American Rivers agrees with the basic premise as stated in the Colorado River 
Basin Roundtable’s White Paper, and as expressed in letters from the Grand Valley 
Water Users, Club 20 and the Associated Governments of Northwest Colorado that 
there is no more reliable water left to be developed for new transmountain 
diversions out of the Colorado River basin.  We hear often about the split between 
water and population, with 80% of the water being on the West Slope and 80% to 
90% of the population being on the Front Range.  While this may be true, it can also 
be very misleading.  Stating the 80% situation without qualification leaves an 
impression that most of that water is running wasted into Utah.  This simply is not 
true.  At this point nearly all of the water originating on the West Slope is spoken for, 
either through many existing and proposed (IPP) transmountain diversions in the 
headwaters, compact obligations, endangered species agreements and growing 
West Slope water needs, to name a few.   
 
The Colorado Basin and other West Slope basins are not only expected to fill the gap 
and needs of East Slope basin’s, but also have significant gaps of their own.  There 
simply is no longer enough water from the Colorado River system to slake the 
unending thirst of the Front Range.  Any new diversions from the Colorado River, 
including those proposed as IPP’s, will come at a cost to West Slope agriculture and 
recreation based economy.   
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The Governor, in his Executive Order, declared that one of Colorado’s essential 
water values was that of “A strong environment that includes healthy watersheds, 
rivers and streams, and wildlife”, along with a robust recreation and tourism 
economy.  This will require significant efforts to understand what the real water 
needs for environmental and recreation needs are.  The current efforts, from the 
Basin mapping work to the Watershed Flow Evaluation tool developed and adopted 
by the Colorado and Yampa/White/Green River basins are a good start, but much 
more needs to be done.  We have identified areas where needs are greatest, but 
haven’t yet committed resources to taking the closer look required if any realistic 
projects or processes are to be developed. 
 
American Rivers would also note that in matters of watershed health, fire, flood and 
drought are part of a healthy, functioning watershed.  Wildfire and floods are not 
always “natural disasters” and need to be incorporated into any truly responsive 
watershed plan.  We cannot physically or financial manage every square inch of the 
watersheds on which we depend.  We need to work with and incorporate the 
natural management tools that shaped these watersheds in the first place. 
 
American Rivers strongly supports the ideas from the Colorado Basin Roundtables 
BIP for Stream Flow Management Plans and the Water Plans proposals for 
widespread and detailed watershed planning.  To this end we must also insist that 
the Environmental and Recreational “Gaps” are not in stream miles but in water, just 
as the gaps for M&I or agricultural needs are.  To date little work has been done 
beyond Instream Flow efforts to establish what the real environmental water needs 
gap is.   
 
As mentioned at the recent Sustaining Colorado’s Watersheds Conference in Avon, 
there is a lot of catch up work that needs to be done in order to better understand 
our environmental and recreational water and flow needs.  Engineering solutions 
are important, but we need to start better incorporating biology into the complex 
mix of managing and protecting healthy, functioning stream ecosystems and 
watersheds.  We need to start seeing rivers as rivers as much as we have 
traditionally viewed them as water supply delivery systems.  Surplus water is 
something that occurs in engineered systems.  There is no such thing as “surplus 
water” in natural, well functioning river ecosystems.  We need to fully understand 
the biological and hydrologic continuum of connected river and riparian systems 
and move away from treating rivers as isolated reaches with seemingly isolated 
attributes. 
 
The Instream Flow program is a valuable and necessary tool for limited stream 
protections, but it is often not sufficient by itself.  It is an engineering solution to a 
biological problem.  Instream flows are too often the minimal amount of water 
needed, although many now that include additional flows.  Still, these instream flow 
rights are often the most junior right on the river, and hence are the first to be called 
out.  While American Rivers dos not advocate for the elimination of the Prior 
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Appropriation system, we must remember that, even with its flexibility, it is a 
system that was established to deal with shortage.  It is a system that, at its heart, is 
founded on a dry streambed.  If prior appropriation is to function well into the 
future and continue to serve Colorado’s water needs in the 21st century as it has in 
our past we will need to get creative.  This will mean redefining some key concepts 
that allow for greater efficiency in water use that will allow more water to be kept in 
streams. 
 
Greater attention is also being turned to the IBCC’s proposed structure for a 
conceptual agreement for new transmountain diversions (TMD).  Some of the seven 
points sound reasonable on their face, however American Rivers does have some 
serious concerns.  The idea that any new TMD will not expect a firm yield and 
operate only in wet years sounds good on first read.   However, this concept has the 
potential to condemn both the headwater streams to permanent state of drought 
and would create significant uncertainty for West Slope water users.  This would be 
unacceptable not only for the fish, wildlife, and people that depend on the 
headwaters but also for West Slope farmers and ranchers. 
 
Funding is another issue brought up in the Plan.  Environmental and recreational 
needs, either as studies, projects, processes or water, will not be cheap.  We cannot 
expect nor rely primarily on NGO’s or  piggyback on larger supply projects as 
funding solutions.  The Plan states that we will need, and expect to spend $385 
million over the next 35 years on environmental and recreational needs.  That is not 
as much as it sounds as river based recreation drives a multi-billion dollar annual 
economy in Colorado and thousands of jobs that cannot be outsourced .  $385 
million amounts to $11 million per year, something that could easily be absorbed by 
one or two projects.  It is also only 2% of the anticipated  $19 billion needed for M&I 
projects and infrastructure.  We need to  get creative with funding ideas and sources 
for environmental needs.  All Colorado citizens have a stake, and a responsibility to 
provide for environmental needs and protections.  Agricultural and M&I suppliers 
have over 100 years of well established management and funding sources; rate 
payers, taxpayers and fees that provide the necessary funds for their work.  
Environmental needs have no such institutional infrastructure.  Funding 
environmental needs, if we are to take seriously the Governors statement about 
critical Colorado water values, will likely require considerably more than 2% or less 
of the water needs funding pie. 
 
On a final note, American Rivers is hopeful for the Colorado Water Plan’s intent to be 
a continuous working document.  This Plan is an attempt to find solutions for 
Colorado’s water needs in 2050 when the population is expected to reach 10 
million, twice what it is today.  But population growth is exponential.  40 years ago 
the population was only 2 million.  In 2090 the population could be approaching 20 
million, and it won’t stop there.  It behooves us to start thinking long term; about 
living within the water budget we have while providing for the water values we now 
have in the 21st century.  Environmental and recreational water needs were not 
even a thought in 1876.  Unknown values and needs doubtless lie before us as the 



 4 

next century approaches.  Healthy rivers and watersheds will most likely still be 
highly valued, as they have come to be today.  It will be reprehensibly irresponsible 
for us not to start seriously looking further into the future to see if the systems and 
answers we provide today will be adequate. 
 
Thank you for this opportunity and we look forward to further participation in 
developing the Colorado Water Plan when the Draft comes out in December. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Ken Neubecker, Associate Director 
American Rivers Colorado River Basin Program 
24 S. Meadow View Ct. 
Glenwood Springs, CO 81601 
(970) 230-9300 
(970) 376-1918 cell 
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October 9, 2014 

 

Mr. John Stulp 

Ms. Rebecca Mitchell 

Mr. Jacob Bornstein 

Mr. Tom Browning 

Colorado Water Conservation Board 

1313 Sherman Street, Room 721 

Denver, CO 80203 

 

RE: Comments on the Colorado Water Plan 

 

Members of the Board, 

 

This letter contains my comments on the Colorado Water Plan (CWP).  I am submitting these on behalf 
of myself, as a member of the water supply and planning community for over two decades.   As an 
employee of Colorado Springs Utilities I perform water rights litigation and long term planning work 
related to Colorado Springs water interests in three river basins.  I represent El Paso County as a voting 
member of the South Platte River Basin Roundtable.  I serve as Board President for four mutual ditch 
companies; the Twin Lakes Reservoir and Canal Company, the Colorado Canal Company, the Lake 
Meredith Reservoir Company and The Lake Henry Reservoir Company.  And I am a member of the Front 
Range Water Council.  I believe my experience in these various roles gives me a unique perspective on 
water issues which hopefully allows me to provide comments that will be helpful to the development of 
the CWP.  These comments do not necessarily represent the official position of any of these 
organizations or companies, but are comprised of my own opinions.  I have developed a set of general 
comments organized around themes found in the CWP, as set forth below. 

Conservation 

 Conservation and efficiency are critically important as baseline assumptions in the CWP.  The 
amounts that can be realized and the degree to which these can be relied upon to meet the gap 
are extremely complicated questions that can only be answered in the context of each specific 
user’s unique system and circumstances.  No broad brush, statewide gloss of the issue is 
appropriate.  One size does not fit all, and cannot and should not be made to fit all. 

 The only type of conservation that actually produces additional water available for other uses is 
that which reduces consumption, such as lawn irrigation, crop irrigation, or evaporative cooling.  
Conservation of indoor water use reduces diversions, but also reduces return flows, making the 
net water supply benefit on a basin scale negligible.  One other fact to consider in this discussion 
is that consumptive use equates to economic and social benefits.  So there is a tradeoff.  A 
reduction in consumption generally means a reduction in financial benefit or quality of life.  

 It is abundantly clear from the work done by individual water providers, by the Roundtables in 
their BIPs, and in the draft CWP that the volume of realistically achievable conservation is not 



enough to close the gap in Colorado.  Therefore other supply options, including new supply, 
ATM’s, and even traditional agricultural transfers are absolutely necessary components of the 
CWP. 

 Conservation and efficiency efforts must be applied consistently across the state and across all 
the various water uses.  No geographic area should be asked to do any more or any less than 
any other area.  There should be no greater or lesser conservation emphasis or efficiency 
standard applied to any use or user based on their source of the water.  No type of water use 
should be excluded from serious consideration of conservation and efficiency, including 
agriculture, RICD’s, and environmental flows.  Nobody gets to waste water and nobody should 
expect to be able to use all they might want to use.   

 There needs to be a much greater emphasis on efficiency in non-consumptive uses, especially 
RICD’s.  There are engineering solutions that provide reasonable recreation experiences at 
virtually any flow level, and specifically at much lower flow levels that those that are often 
requested for RICD’s.  New RICD's need to design for the minimum amount of water necessary 
for a reasonable experience, not the maximum allowed under the statutes for the premium 
experience.  Likewise, engineered solutions for stream channels can provide healthy stream 
environments that are suited to the flows available rather than the knee-jerk solution of 
requiring more flow.  Just as municipal users are expected to adjust use, operations, and lifestyle 
expectations to use less water, often at great expense, so must non-consumptive users adjust 
their approach to adapt to lower flows.  Though these efforts will not create more water for 
consumptive use, they will minimize the “locking up” of physical water supplies at strategic 
locations, and will maximize the flexibility to move and divert water for all use types, thus 
improving efficiency.  This becomes critically important as the State explores responses to 
Colorado River Compact scenarios, such as a water bank concept, that may require junior 
exchange through RICD reaches. 

 Municipal use is relatively small in comparison to total statewide water use, but produces social 
and economic benefits to the largest number of people.  In addition, municipal turf irrigation 
represents a very small amount of water use, approximately 3% of total statewide water use, 
but seems to attract the most negative attention.  We cannot continue to go to the well of 
municipal use indefinitely for more concessions without social and economic consequences. 
Perhaps a more effective approach would be to spend more time and effort on water uses that 
have a greater impact, and consequently a greater opportunity for significant savings. 

 The general approach to municipal conservation by many is the assumption there is limitless 
ability to keep reducing use.  This is not the case.  CWCB needs to start approaching municipal 
use in a manner consistent with its approach to non-consumptive needs.  CWCB should explore 
what is the minimum amount of water needed for a “reasonable residential experience.”  Each 
person has a reasonable expectation of a certain amount of connection with a livable 
environment.  Most citizens are not allowed the luxury of living in pristine mountain valleys with 
immediate access to natural environments.  It is not reasonable to also prevent them from 
connecting to nature through the enjoyment of a green, living environment around their home.  

 It is often proposed that there be mandates for “land use planning” that include forced levels of 
density of development and mandatory turf grass limits.  However, these mandates infringe of 
the quality of life for those who happen to be municipal dwellers.  The current path of 
mandated imposition of the will of a few water activists on one of the smallest sectors of water 
use is neither reasonable nor ethical.  It places undue quality of life burdens on one distinct 
population (municipal citizens) to prop up the quality of life of other populations (i.e. 
agricultural, recreational, and/or environmental users) and may raise issues of 
social/environmental justice.  Colorado does not need or desire a socialistic water policy. 



 Experience over the last 10 years has shown that the free market approach to water 
conservation has been greatly effective, and has resulted in more water savings than were 
expected.  The free market approach includes voluntary implementation of conservation 
measures, willing participants in rebates and promotions, and conservation based water rates.  
Given the historic success of these measures, there is no need or desire for mandated solutions 
or imposed legislative “fixes” that only interfere with the system. 

 Reuse needs to be understood on a basin and statewide scale and should be communicated in 
this plan correctly.  Reuse is not conservation or additional supply.  It a good tool for local users 
to enhance their own individual supplies, but at the expense of other users. Because of the over 
appropriated nature of most of Colorado’s river systems, any un-used reusable water supplies 
are picked up and used by downstream appropriators.  Therefore, any additional reuse by one 
entity will create a shortage for another entity.  In this way reuse does not close the gap, it 
simply relocates the gap to a different user.  Reuse is still water use.  It does not create new 
water, and it does not reduce demand.  Simply put, reuse is only a different pathway to meet 
water demand with the existing water supply.  The decision to develop reuse water is therefore 
only an economic decision about how to most cost efficiently meet existing demand with 
existing supply. 

New Supply / Trans-mountain Diversions 

 Generally, there is still a lot of uncertainty around this issue.  There are lots of details and 
concepts to be worked out and come to agreement on.  One example would be that it is unclear 
how the IBCC Conceptual Agreement will mesh with the CWP.  However, the CWP will be 
inadequate if it does not address this issue head on and substantively. 

 The concepts discussed in connection to New Supply include the concept of basin or origin 
mitigation.  Any mitigation to the west slope needs to be limited to water supply related issues.  
It would be inappropriate to apply mitigation dollars to measures that would in effect be social 
engineering on the east slope or to make up budgetary shortfalls of west slope local 
governments.  To this end, any mitigation should focus if at all possible on a physical project to 
provide water supply.  If any mitigation is to come in the form of monetary payments, then the 
use of the money must be legally limited to proactive development of supply for the west slope.  
No east slope money can be used to fight the east slop in any forum - legal, permitting, 
legislative, or otherwise, nor can it be used to offset spending of other funds to allow for 
increased spending in these areas.   Additionally, if there is any monetary transfer from east 
slope to west slope, the receiving entity must agree to an extensive and comprehensive annual 
audit of their entire organization by a third party and made available to the general public to 
assure compliance with the principles espoused herein. 

 Although it is unclear how much Colorado River water is left to develop under the Compact, it is 
very likely that there is some increment left to develop.  It is reasonable to expect that any new 
trans-mountain supply developed as part of the CWP would bear the risk of shortage.  The East 
slope users have already indicated that they understand and accept this risk by communicating 
that they do don’t expect this to be a firm water supply.  This is guaranteed by the natural 
operation of the prior appropriation system.  However, it is not reasonable to expect some sort 
of insurance policy to fully protect all existing west slope uses and an increment of future west 
slope uses from shortages on the Colorado River.  It was also unclear whether such an insurance 
program would extend to existing east slope supplies.  There may be ways allow for additional 
development and provide for reasonable protection of east and  west slope uses while still 
honoring the prior appropriation system, which is one of the fundamental requirements of the 
CWP.  These methods include the concept of a state line “compact water right” with a date and 



flow rate or volume, enforceable by the State Engineer, or some sort of rolling average approach 
to state line deliveries.    These concepts should be explored in detail as a direct follow on to the 
CWP. 

 

 

Agricultural Alternative Transfer Methods (ATM’s) 

 The term "buy-and-dry” is use often throughout the plan.  This over-simplifies the complex 
dynamics and drivers of water transactions and not so subtlety imputes blame to the purchaser 
of ag water.  Just as often, it is a case of "sell-and-dry" with the initiative and drive coming from 
ag users seeking to sell their water.  Can we find more neutral terms to discuss these 
transactions in the interest of honesty?  

 For ATMs to be a viable alternative there needs to be much more flexibility in administration.  
The original Flex Water concept was a step in the right direction, but was focused only of the 
provider side of the equation.  This concept needs to be refined and expanded to provide relief 
and incentive to both the sellers (ag water owners) and the buyers (municipalities).  Specifically, 
the movement, use, and reuse of leased water in many municipal systems is hindered under 
current administrative policy and legal theory. 

 For ATMs to be a viable alternative, municipalities need it to be efficient, reliable, and 
affordable.  Under current administrative and legal trends driven by unreasonable hyper-vigilant 
protectionism, municipalities see little certainty, excessive complexity, and infeasible costs.  
These factors combine to drive them back to the relatively simple, easy, and more economically 
attractive permanent transfer of ag rights.  When it takes just as much time, effort, and money 
to lease water for one year as it takes to buy it outright forever, it is clear which path is more 
attractive. 

 For ATM's to be a viable option there needs to be a free and fungible market.  There needs to 
be a system of a willing seller and a willing buyer.  There can be no “gatekeepers” manipulating 
the market for profit, political clout, or social engineering. 

 The CWP lists examples of ATM projects.  One very glaring and frankly disappointing omission is 
The Aurora Highline lease of 2004-2005.  This lease is one of the very few successful temporary 
lease/fallow programs that have been done in the state.  This program should be called out and 
highlighted as the premier example of a successful ATM program.  It was negotiated successfully 
between a willing buyer and willing sellers, it solved all the technical and legal problems and 
challenges, it yielded significant water for the municipality at a time of need, and was relatively 
affordable. 

 The Lower Arkansas Conservation district has been developing its super ditch concept for about 
10 years, but has not yet put together a successful ATM program or pilot project.  The super 
ditch is repeatedly called out in the CWP as an example of an ATM, but so far it is only an 
example of a failed approach.  The super ditch concept vividly demonstrates that ATMs need to 
be approached as a business venture, not as a political endeavor. 

Water Administration/General Comments 

 Climate change and its impacts on both supply and demand was not given enough discussion or 
consideration throughout the plan. 

 Water administration was not given enough discussion or consideration as well.  In fact this was 
a glaring omission in Section 9, Alignment of State Resources and Policies. 



 We are now in an era of reallocation, not of new appropriation.  The original conception of the 
anti-speculation doctrine was to prevent hoarding of un-appropriated waters.  It is not 
appropriate to apply this doctrine to change cases where the right has already been 
appropriated and removed from the system.  The only valid considerations in change cases (as 
well as in analysis of ATM’s) are appropriate calculation of CU and the timing and location of 
diversions and return flows to prevent actual injury to other users.  The location and type of 
changed use is of no consequence if the CU is appropriate, and the timing and location of 
diversion and return flows is maintained.   By the same token, if water is to be moved by 
exchange, then the only appropriate considerations are the amounts (volume and rate) and the 
quality and location of the diversions and replacements.  The original source is of absolutely no 
consequence if the water is legally and physically available at the place of replacement.  
Arguments raised in such cases under the banner of “anti-speculation”  do not truly protect 
other users, but have become ways to prohibit or limit flexible use of water.  

 The only responsible approach is to maximize the flexibility and beneficial use of existing 
supplies and rights to minimize the need for more transfers and new projects. 

 We need the State administrators as well as water users to move from a mindset of legal 
technicalities and obstructionism as the standard and toward flexibility, cooperation, common 
sense, and actual practical injury as the standard.  We can do so much better than we are doing 
now. 

 The DNR seems to be following an agenda of redistribution of senior water to juniors and 
consumptive uses to non-consumptive uses through its policies and practices.  We the citizens 
of this State do not need or want water socialism. 

 Regulations, permits, policies, and plans need to stress local control (not State or Federal) and 
should reflect local values.  However, such local control should not be abused to become a 
hindrance to projects or an opportunity for third party extortion. 

 Permitting processes need to be limited in scope and time to maximize protection of resources, 
minimize unproductive waste of time and money, and to minimize third party obstructionism 
and extortion.  

 

I also reiterate and endorse the comments submitted by Colorado Springs Utilities Dated and the 
comments submitted by the Front Range Water Council. 

In conclusion, Colorado is to be applauded for undertaking to develop a more comprehensive approach 
to statewide water planning.  If you have any questions about any of my comments, I can be reached at 
klusk@csu.org or at (719)668-8719. 

Thank You. 

 

Kevin Lusk  

Cc: Pat Wells 

 Wayne Vanderschuere 

Sean Cronin, South Platte Basin Chair 

Betty Konarski, Arkansas Basin Chair 

mailto:klusk@csu.org
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October 9, 2014 
 
VIA EMAIL:  COwaterplan@state.co.us, april@aprilmconsulting.com  
Colorado Water Conservation Board 
April Montgomery, Chair 
 
Re: Northwest Colorado Council of Governments Water Quality/ Quantity Committee (QQ) 
 Comments on September 2014 Draft Sections of the Colorado Water Plan  
 
Dear Ms. Montgomery: 
 
The following are the Northwest Colorado Council of Governments Water Quality/Quantity 
Committee (QQ) comments on September 2014 draft sections of the Colorado Water Plan 
(CWP).  The draft CWP reflects an enormous amount of work by the staff, and QQ members 
appreciate the time and effort that has gone into creating this document.  Thank you for 
providing this opportunity to provide input from the grassroots level to the CWP.  Our 
comments are organized by the CWP chapters.   
 
Chapter 4 Historical and Projected Water Supply 
 
Chapter 4 is an overview of current water supply in Colorado and the primary factors affecting 
future supplies.  The chapter could benefit from a discussion of the relevant importance of the 
issues affecting water supply.  Including additional estimates for yield increases or decreases 
related to each issue would be helpful.  Additional visuals and summary charts would also aid a 
reader looking for at-a-glance summary information on the section’s topics. 
 
4.1 Description of State Waters 
The discussion of the anticipated effects of climate change on water supplies suggests that 
Colorado should prepare for the possibility of decreasing yields and altered timing of runoff, but 
provides no elaboration or summary reference indicating how the numerous plans, policies, 
projects, and methods discussed elsewhere in the CWP could or should respond to the 
anticipated effects.  An increased discussion or bulleted list of the current ways Colorado is 
preparing for and building resilience to climate change and how additional actions in the future 
may help reduce the negative impacts associated with climate change would add weight to this 
section.  In general, a discussion of climate effects to water resources is highly relevant to 
Chapter 4, but may be more appropriate in either of the next two sections, 4.2 Current Supplies 
or 4.3 Future Supplies. 

 

WATER QUALITY / QUANTITY COMMITTEE (QQ) 
 

Post Office Box 2308 ● Silverthorne, Colorado 80498 
970-468-0295 ● Fax 970-468-1208 ● email: qqwater@nwccog.com 
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4.2 Current Supplies 
In keeping with the purposes of 
Chapter 4 (background information on 
state supplies), the map presented on 
page 7 is very effective at visually 
communicating the origin of surface 
water sources.  We suggest inclusion of 
a second map to communicate 
additional key information concerning 
current supplies, depicting the location 
of all currently existing reservoirs in the 
state.  An example from Colorado 
College’s 2009 State of the Rockies 
Report Card is included to the right.1  In 
this map, reservoirs are symbolized by 
storage capacity (i.e. the diameter/size 
of the reservoir marker on the map is 
graduated based on the acre-feet 
capacity).   
 
4.3 Future Supplies 
The opening discussion of climate is 
more thorough than in previous 
sections; however, we believe that 
with many quantified estimates of 
actual changes to basin yields available 
in various federal and State studies, the reader would benefit from reference to the ranges of 
anticipated reductions to water yield on a statewide basis incurred due to climate change.  
 
Development of new storage and supply is likely the single most contentious issue in the CWP, 
with East Slope stakeholders requesting that an additional transmountain diversion (TMD) from 
the Colorado Basin be central to the CWP, and West Slope stakeholders currently pushing for 
specific conditions before a new TMD is approved.  The brief line discussion on new storage, 
with no visuals or reference to the numerous existing IPPs, followed by a much larger discussion 

                                                           
1
 Turner, S. 2009.  Wild and Scenic Rivers - The Importance of Federal River Protection in the Rockies. The 2009 

Colorado College State of the Rockies Report Card. 
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on enlargement of existing reservoirs and accompanying map again seems unbalanced.  
Additionally, some mention of other important constraints on future supply development (e.g. 
potential Colorado Compact curtailments in the Colorado Basin, etc.) is warranted here. 
 
Chapter 5 Water Demand by Sector 
 
5.2  Overview of Municipal and Industrial Needs 
Municipal Needs 
The first paragraph of this section states:  
 

As population rises, so too will municipal water needs, although these 
projections of future water needs may be adjusted as social values 
change. 
 

While this statement is true, it does not explain how water projections might be adjusted.  
“Social values” will not be the only factor that may change the projection of future water needs.  
This section acknowledges later that the State Demographer continues to downgrade future 
population projections annually; demographic shifts will change the projections of future water 
needs.  Advances in technology and policy at local, state and federal levels will also change the 
projections of future water needs.  QQ recommends changing this introductory paragraph to 
acknowledge the various ways that projections of future water needs may be affected. 
 
This introductory material then states that:  
 

The State’s population growth cannot be controlled, but the manner in 
which it grows can be influenced. 
 

While it is true that the State of Colorado and water utilities cannot control growth, local 
governments have exercised their authority to control the rate, location, timing, and quality of 
new development.  
 
Most importantly, this section should mention that local governments can condition the 
approval of development applications on whether water is available to serve the new growth.2  
In fact, local governments can deny development applications if sufficient water is not available 
for the proposed development.3   Local governments can also influence population growth 
patterns.  For example, many counties have enacted regulations that encourage rural 

                                                           
2
 C.R.S. § 29-20-303 (1). 

3
 P-W Investments, Inc. v. City of Westminster, 655 P.2d 1365 (Colo. 1982). 
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development to be clustered in a central area instead of spread out over a larger acreage to 
maximize water efficiency, to preserve agricultural land, and to promote open space and 
wildlife habitat.4  Clustered development is specifically identified in the Metro/South Platte BIP 
as a method for reducing the gap. 
 
Control over the timing of development is another way that local communities can manage 
population growth.  Municipalities and counties have the authority to require phased 
development in order to ensure adequate services will be available, such as water and sewer 
services, and to ensure that existing services will not be unduly burdened by new users.5  There 
also is ample authority to make sure that growth pays its own way.  Local governments can 
condition the issuance of a building permit on making or paying for necessary public 
improvements6 and can assess impact fees to lessen adverse impacts from development.7  
Ensuring that new development mitigates the impacts it causes is a long-standing concept in 
Colorado land use planning.8  
 
The rate of population growth can be regulated through growth management systems.9  For 
example, municipalities and counties have successfully regulated population growth by 
establishing a set number of development permits available on a competitive basis, 10 a set 
number of water and sewer taps distributed to proposed developments on an as-available 
basis,11 or a set rate of growth that limits the number of development permits issued per 
year.12  Local governments may even place a moratorium on new development while figuring 

                                                           
4
 Section 5: Land Preservation Subdivision Exemptions, Subdivision Regulations, Routt County, Colorado," Adopted 

7 Mar. 1972 Amended and Reinstated 27 Sept. 2011 <http://www.co.routt.co.us/DocumentCenter/View/144>; see 
also Zoning Regulations, Routt County, Colorado, Adopted 7 Mar. 1972 Amended and Reinstated 27 Sept. 2011 
<http://www.co.routt.co.us/DocumentCenter/View/145>. 
5
 C.R.S. § 29-20-104 (1)(f). 

6
 Bethlehem Evangelical Lutheran Church v. City of Lakewood, 626 P.2d 668, 671 (Colo. 1981). 

7
 C.R.S. § 29-20-104 et seq.; C.R.S. § 30-28-133 (4)(a)(II); Bd. of County Com'rs of Douglas County, Colo. v. 

Bainbridge, Inc., 929 P.2d 691, 698-99 (Colo. 1996).  
8
 Bainbridge, 929 P.2d at 698. 

9
 Construction Industry Associate of Sonoma v. City of Petaluma, 522 F.2d 897 (9

th
 Cir. 1975), cert. denied, 424 U.S. 

934 (1976). 
10

 Chapter 6: Growth Management Quota System (GMQS) and Transferable Development Rights (TDR), Pitkin 
County Land Use Code, July 2006 
<http://www.aspenpitkin.com/Portals/0/docs/county/countycode/chapter%2006.pdf>; Wilkinson v. Bd.of County 
Com'rs of Pitkin County, 872 P.2d 1269, 1276 (Colo.App. 1993). 
11

 Title 11 Chapter 3, Growth Management Program, Westminster Municipal Code, 1 Jan. 2011 
<http://www.ci.westminster.co.us/CityGovernment/CityCode/TitleXI/3GrowthManagementProgram.aspx#s8>; see 
also P W Investments, Inc. v. City of Westminster, 655 P.2d 1365 (Colo. 1982). 
12

 Chapter 18.70, Residential Growth Management, City of Golden Municipal Code, updated through October 2013 
<http://sitetools.cityofgolden.net/Code.asp?CodeID=728>. 

http://www.co.routt.co.us/DocumentCenter/View/144
http://www.co.routt.co.us/DocumentCenter/View/145
http://www.aspenpitkin.com/Portals/0/docs/county/countycode/chapter%2006.pdf
http://www.aspenpitkin.com/Portals/0/docs/county/countycode/chapter%2006.pdf
http://www.ci.westminster.co.us/CityGovernment/CityCode/TitleXI/3GrowthManagementProgram.aspx#s8
http://www.ci.westminster.co.us/CityGovernment/CityCode/TitleXI/3GrowthManagementProgram.aspx#s8
http://www.ci.westminster.co.us/CityGovernment/CityCode/TitleXI/3GrowthManagementProgram.aspx#s8
http://sitetools.cityofgolden.net/Code.asp?CodeID=728
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out how to regulate population densities to protect sensitive environmental areas and other 
resources before new development is approved.13 
 
Local governments also can control the intensity of development based on impacts to the 
community or surrounding lands,14 such as to prevent overcrowding or to avoid harmful 
concentrations of population, to encourage appropriate uses of land,15 or to protect wildlife 
and wildlife habitat.16    
 
Finally, this section states that:  
 

The scale of municipal water use is also important. The amount of 
municipal water use is small when compared to the amount of economic 
value that Colorado’s cities and towns provide in jobs, goods, and 
services. 
 

This statement creates an impression that municipal consumptive water use should not be 
under scrutiny because of its economic importance relative to its “scale.”  The scale of 
nonconsumptive use by cities and towns also is small, in fact, very small, when compared to the 
economic value it provides to cities and towns to provide jobs, goods and services.  QQ 
recommends omitting these statements from this section rather than setting up an implication 
that municipal water use should be privileged.  The use of water by counties also is important, 
be it for consumptive or nonconsumptive purposes. 
 
5.3 Overview of Environmental and Recreational Needs 
Generally, this section does an excellent job of capturing the importance of meeting 
environmental and recreational needs throughout the state.  However, at the top of page 7 the 
CWP states that decreed water rights for instream flows and recreational in-channel diversions 
(RICD) are “effective tools for meeting environmental and recreational needs” in Colorado.  
While QQ agrees that these are important tools for meeting environmental and recreational 
needs, they are not always effective tools.  In many ways, these tools provide the minimum for 
meeting environmental and recreational needs, and do not take into account important 
ecological functions such as flushing flows, bank flows, water quality needs, and many other 
factors in overall stream health.  Also, many instream and RICD flows regularly go unmet, 

                                                           
13

 Droste v. Bd. of County Com’rs of the County of Pitkin, 159 P.3d 601 (Colo. 2007). 
14

 C.R.S. §29-20-104 (1)(g). 
15

 Nopro Co. v. Town of Cherry Hills Village, 504 P.2d 344, 349 (Colo. 1972). 
16

 Droste v. Bd. of County Com'rs of Pitkin County, 85 P.3d 585 (Colo. App. 2003); Colo. Springs v. Eagle County Bd. 
of County Com'rs, 895 P.2d 1105 (Colo. App. 1994). 
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especially in drier years, as they hold more junior water rights in most basins.  QQ recommends 
rewording this statement.  
 
Chapter 6 Water Supply Management for the Future 
 
6.2 Meeting Colorado’s Water Gaps 
 
6.2.2 Goals and Measurable Outcomes by Basin 
The format for showing commonalities amongst the BIPs is very helpful.  To aid in a clearer 
representation of what basins are reporting, this section would benefit from a discussion of 
elements of BIPs that are in conflict with other BIPs, not just the commonalities.  Identifying 
areas in conflict may help conversations surrounding these important issues to move forward 
and cast a spotlight on the important function of the CWCB as a statewide agency charged with 
balancing the water needs of the entire state.  Following are examples of some of the conflicts 
between BIPs that the State should identify and resolve:  
 
WEST SLOPE FRONT RANGE 

1.  No water available in Colorado River for other 
Basins; TMDs should be subject to criteria. 

BOR study already concluded that water use in 
Colorado River Basin has exceeded supply. 
Colorado BIP 

Another TMD would diminish stream flows while 
impacting water temperature, coldwater fish 
health and overall water quality. Colorado BIP 

TMDs increase risk of Compact curtailment and 
direct flow sources particularly during drought 
Colorado BIP 

Full risk analysis before any TMD.  Yampa/White 
BIP 
Any new supply must have designated 
beneficiaries and meet minimum criteria.  
Gunnison BIP 

1.  More TMDs are necessary. 

 
New projects are not possible in the Arkansas, 
requires new TMD as an IBCC-approved project.  
Arkansas BIP 

Need to preserve the option for and develop a 
new TMD.  Metro/South Platte 

 
Developing Compact entitlement to Colorado River 
is beneficial.  May involve West Slope water 
supply. Metro/South Platte 
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WEST SLOPE FRONT RANGE 

2.  Agriculture on West Slope has shortfall. 

 
Colorado River basin has an annual average 
shortfall of 100,000 af.  Demands for current and 
future agriculture (even if reduced in acreage as 
assumed by SWSI) will go up due to climate change 
etc. Colorado BIP 

West slope agriculture gaps must be met so that 
agriculture can be sustained.   

New storage is needed on West Slope for up to 
100,000 af of existing agriculture shortage. 
Colorado BIP 

2.  Protecting agriculture on East Slope requires 
Colorado River water/new supply. 

Developing Colorado River water is necessary to 
reduce agricultural transfers.  Metro/South Platte 

 
 
 
A future without New Supply. . . is detrimental to 
the future of agriculture in the Arkansas Basin.  
Arkansas BIP 

 

3.  Each basin should look to its own basin before 
looking to other basins. 

Water supply should be met from within each 
basin first. Colorado BIP 

Local solutions for meeting gaps should be the first 
tools from the toolbox. Gunnison BIP 

Before new TMD, utilize all other in-basin options 
to meet gaps (conservation, reuse, etc). 
Yampa/White BIP 

Full development of existing supplies should be 
implemented to reduce demands on Colorado 
River Basin.  Southwest BIP 

3.  Basin cannot meet its own demands. 

New projects are not possible in the Arkansas, so 
must meet gap demands through full reuse of 
imported water and the consideration of a new 
TMD as an IBCC-approved project. Arkansas BIP 

Little to no water left in basin to meet the gap.  
Metro/South Platte 

Additional in-basin storage has potential to impact 
stream flow and disturb wildlife habitat.  
Metro/South Platte BIP 

4.  State should not fund new TMD. 

No State funding for new TMD. Yampa/White BIP  

State should not advocate for new TMDs.  
Colorado BIP 

4.  State should fund new TMD. 

State should be funding projects “to meet the 
Gap,” State should fund a TMD.  Arkansas BIP   

State must play a role in TMD.  Metro/South Platte 
BIP 

5.  IPPs should be factored as at least 80% success 
rate. 

5.  Applied 60% success rate to yield of “regional 
IPPs. Metro/South Platte BIP 
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WEST SLOPE FRONT RANGE 

6.  Land use planning and conservation should be 
used to reduce gap. 

Water conservation, demand management and 
land use planning should be employed statewide. 
Gunnison BIP 

Conservation and reuse should be used statewide. 
Yampa/White BIP 

Conservation strategies should be implemented to 
reduce demands on Colorado River Basin.  
Southwest BIP 

6.  Land use planning and conservation is difficult. 

Disconnect between water providers and land use 
approval process.  “One size does not fit all,” so 
makes any commitments to do better on the 
disconnect difficult.  Arkansas BIP 

Colorado cannot conserve its way out of its water 
issues but efficiency buys time to get going on new 
storage and water supply projects.  Arkansas BIP 

Statewide conservation/efficiency goal setting 
won’t work.  Arkansas BIP  

Medium conservation scenario used for demand 
projections.  Metro/South Platte 

 
Comments on specific points in Table 6.2-1: 
 
Goal A:  Meet Community Water Needs Throughout Colorado.  Should include a focus on the 
link between land use planning and water supply planning.  Please add that the Colorado, 
Arkansas, Southwest, and Metro/South Platte all have goals or projects related to land use 
planning to reduce projected water supply gaps. 
 
Goal C:  Meet Colorado’s Environmental and Recreational Water Needs.  Should include the 
need for stream management plans or similar efforts to better define environmental and 
recreational needs, especially since at least the Colorado, Gunnison, Yampa/White/Green, 
Arkansas, Metro/South Platte, and Southwest BIPs all identify the need for such efforts.  The 
CWP uses the terminology “watershed health” several different ways.  The CWP should make 
clear whether this terminology broadly includes all efforts to create or maintain healthy 
watersheds or if it focuses more narrowly on forest health and fire management.  See QQ’s 
comments on Chapter 7:  Watershed Health and Management. 
 
Goal E:  Balance All Needs and Reduce Conflict/Multipurpose Storage.  In the “modernize 
infrastructure” goal, the Colorado Basin Roundtable is not identified.  However, the Colorado 
Basin Roundtable does identify the need to create redundancy in many water systems in the 
Basin, a form of modernization of infrastructure. 
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6.2.3 Meet Community Water Needs throughout Colorado 
This chapter explains how many acre feet of water will be provided basin by basin as 
conservation, IPPs and reuse, no/low regret strategies are implemented.  This is very 
informative and an important first step in reconciling different approaches and conclusions 
from each basin’s BIP.   
 
The summary of this information might benefit from the following edits: 
 
Generally 
The summary of how much water will be provided by conservation, IPPs, and reuse should 
include the percentage of total basin need that will be satisfied by each strategy. 
 
IPPs 
A discussion of how the IPPs might affect water availability for future needs in the area from 
which water will be taken would be helpful.  For example, which IPPs to serve the Metro/South 
Platte will reduce water supplies in other basins for future needs, and by how many acre feet.  
This analysis is important to be able to check whether estimates of water availability to serve 
the needs in exporting basins take into account the IPPs.    
 
It is not clear what the 80% success rate for IPPs means or how it was derived.  Is 80% assumed 
per project, or over-all?  Some of the IPPs are well into the permitting process and the amount 
that will be yielded by these projects has been established.  This section can be updated to 
include those exact figures instead of an 80% number.  Does each BIP assume an 80% success 
rate or does it vary by basin?  The introductory material on this section should be clear that its 
focus is the No/Low Regrets goals for statewide measures as defined by the IBCC, and that 
materials that follow are each Basin’s goals from their BIPs.  The section should also note that 
the Metro/South Platte BIP applies only a 60% success rate for IPPs. 
 
Implement Reuse Strategies 
The summary could benefit from explaining in which basins additional yield will occur from 
reuse in the same way that the yield of conservation and IPPs is broken out.    
 
Plan and Preserve Options for Existing and New Supply 
The first bullet under this section sets a goal to develop 35,000 acre feet per year in new 
supplies for the West Slope.  It would be more useful if this figure were expressed in terms of 
where this water is needed/will be developed.  Also, this figure does not take into account 
recreational and environmental needs and projects. 
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The CWP proposes conceptual agreement “between” roundtables regarding how to 
preserve/not foreclose a potential future TMD from the West Slope to the East Slope.  
Agreements are negotiated between specific East Slope water providers, and specific 
governmental entities on the West Slope.  It is misleading to propose conceptual agreement 
between roundtables which do not have any decision-making authority. 
 
Questions and Comments on Sections Discussing Community Water Needs by Basin: 
 
Colorado 
Please include a discussion as to whether the Colorado Draft BIP future gap takes into account 
the additional depletions that are proposed by the East Slope from the Colorado Basin.   
Metro/South Platte/Republican. 
 
On page 13, the text states that “currently planned projects leave a municipal water supply gap 
within Colorado’s northwest region of 203,000 to 312,000 acre-feet.”  Is this a typo?  Where in 
the Metro/South Platte/Republican is the gap? 
 
The draft CWP does not indicate whether the region intends to manage growth through land 
use planning to reduce the gap and how the State Demographer’s numbers will be refined to 
reflect on-the-ground conditions in each community. 
 
The last statement in this section on page 16 says that “Additional communication during the 
finalization of the South Platte Draft BIP will be needed to reconcile the broader level work that 
went into the no and low regrets work and the South Platte BIP work.”  The draft CWP would 
benefit from a more specific plan about with whom this communication will occur, how it will 
be structured, and what it will cover.  For example, the CWP states that the draft BIP “partially 
meets the no and low regrets goals associated with conservation” and that a “significantly 
higher percentage of active conservation would need to be applied to fully meet the no low 
regrets goal . . .”  The draft CWP should identify this issue as one that needs to be addressed in 
“communication” prior to the April 2015 BIP. 
 
Likewise, the BIP for the Metro/South Platte forecasts that 80% of the statewide gap will occur 
in this region.  Considering this fact, then the Metro/South Platte gap should be estimated using 
the same level of conservation as other areas of the state that will be called upon to provide 
this area with water.  The draft CWP should recommend that these figures be revised in the 
2015 revision.  QQ notes that because 80% of the statewide gap will occur in the Metro/South 
Platte region it will be vital to the state as a whole that this region makes every possible effort 
to control its demand. 



 
Colorado Water Conservation Board 
April Montgomery, Chair 
Re: Northwest Colorado Council of Governments Water Quality/ Quantity Committee (QQ) 
 Comments on September 2014 Draft Sections of the Colorado Water Plan   
October 9, 2014 
Page 11 
 

 

 
Again, given the high percentage of statewide demand estimated to occur in the Metro/South 
Platte area, the actual yield of IPPs must be included.  The draft CWP should explain why the 
estimated success rate for the IPPs in this area is only 60% when the State no and low regrets 
draft set a goal of 80% and/or recommend specifically that between now and the 2015 revision, 
the BIP explain or revise this lower estimate. 
 
The draft CWP notes that there is “no explicit reuse from these projects” calculated in the BIP 
portfolio.  The draft CWP should propose that this should be calculated by April 2015. 
 
6.2.4 Meet Colorado’s Agricultural Needs 
The summary of the issues is excellent.  The statement of p. 22 assumes that there is a 
statewide goal to “maintain or even increase Colorado’s agricultural economy and productivity 
in the face of losing irrigated acres.”  Generally, QQ members share the perspective that the 
purpose of the CWP should not be to “save” agriculture, but rather, to offer ideas and plans for 
how water policy can provide options for those in the agriculture community who would prefer 
to continue in their business rather than selling water rights.  Many discussions to-date seem to 
create a false dichotomy that either we pursue more TMD or we dry up agriculture.   
 
6.2.5  Environmental and Recreational  
Most basins say they need more information to identify the environmental and recreational 
gaps, including Colorado, Gunnison, Yampa/White/Green, Arkansas, Metro/South Platte, and 
Southwest.  The draft CWP should propose how this information will be generated.  The draft 
also should note in the summary of this section the relationship between the lack of 
information about these needs in exporting basins and the availability of water from these 
basins to supply Metro/South Platte needs. 
 
6.5 Municipal, industrial, and agricultural infrastructure projects and methods  
 
6.5.1 Water Supply Projects and Methods 
An at-a-glance or summary chart comparing apples-to-apples for each basin (something like 
Table 6.2-1) would be extremely helpful in either the introduction of concluding portion of 
Section 6.5 to add some context to the individual narratives.  
 
Currently, the reported numbers for new development reported in the green “At a Glance” call-
out share no consistency in their treatment of the number of projects identified, the costs 
associated with identified projects, and the associated yield.  For example, the Colorado Basin 
call-out indicates 92 projects, but the identified costs only reflect ten of those, while the yield 
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reflects the outcome associated with implementing 54 projects.  It is difficult to understand 
what useful information the reader will glean from these boxes, especially when comparing 
between basins.  
 
6.5.4 Next Steps 
This section provides useful suggestions about how to move forward with fleshing-out 
municipal and industrial (M&I) IPPs.  In addition to a general list of tasks to continue developing 
M&I IPPs, specific timelines and concrete, well-defined objectives would help ground these 
conceptual steps more firmly into a tangible plan.   
 
The document still lacks a clear message from the State describing the legal and process 
specifics of how the CWP will actually be used to secure the State’s water future.  Will it be a 
decision framework for State funding?  Will it be a prioritization scheme for IPPs, and if so, by 
what criteria will they be ranked across basins?  While compiling information about water 
projects has undoubtedly been useful, without more explanation of the CWP's purpose its 
utility is not yet clear.  This ambiguity is already evident in the BIPs.  The BIP outputs to-date 
vary widely.  This trend may continue until the CWCB decides how the CWP should be used.    
 
6.6 Environmental and Recreational Projects and Methods  
 
6.6.1 Overview 
The overview section identifies the importance of environmental and recreational uses of water 
and the increasing competition for this resource that makes protection of these water based 
resources more difficult as Colorado’s population increases.  This section also identifies limited 
funding opportunities for these resources, particularly in comparison to those available to 
traditional consumptive uses.  The overview then implies that the salvation of these uses lies in 
developing partnerships for multi-use projects, that is, partnering with water storage or 
diversion projects for some environmental or recreational goal.  QQ believes that some 
responsibility for protecting environmental and recreational values other than through multi-
use water projects belongs to the State as a whole.  These uses warrant protection in their own 
right, not just as a carve out from water projects.  In particular, the State should facilitate the 
completion of stream management planning in areas where this has not been done to identify 
existing and future water shortages and critical reaches for recreational and environmental 
purposes.  
 
6.6.2 Existing Environmental Projects and Methods 
This section discusses RICDs, stating:  
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The size and magnitude of river flows called by RICD water rights have 
the potential to restrict future upstream development potential and may 
reduce the flexibility that Colorado has to manage its water resources.  
Thus, under Colorado water law, RICDs are limited to the minimum 
stream flow necessary for a reasonable recreational experience and must 
be diverted through a control structure, often a whitewater park itself. 
 

The first sentence seems to be offered as the reason why RICDs are tightly circumscribed water 
rights.  The legislative history on the RICD legislation and rules is extremely complex.  We 
recommend that this first sentence be deleted rather than trying to paraphrase the purpose of 
either the legislation or the rule. 
 
The description of the Wild and Scenic rivers process would benefit from additional discussion 
of the benefits and challenges of the alternative stakeholder process, including the motivations 
for choosing an alternative process and the outcomes from the three active stakeholder groups.  
 
6.6.3 Next Steps 
This section is very useful, and we agree with its recommendations.  As in other “Next Steps” 
sections, the CWP should identify specific goals, objectives, timelines, funding sources, and the 
names of specific actors who will carry out particular tasks at every possible opportunity.   
 
In that vein, we offer the following comments on the second recommendation, which states: 
 

2.  To support the technical work, Watershed Master Plans may be 
necessary; work toward a long term goal of developing watershed master 
plans for every large watershed area. 
 

QQ is unclear on what is meant by “Watershed Master Plans.”  The CWP should clearly state 
what is meant by “Watershed Management Plans,” as this term may be much broader that just 
an environmental and recreational flow issue.  The terminology that is typically used in those 
parts of the state where environmental and recreational flows are studied is “Stream 
Management Plans.”  Watershed Master Plans entail water supply planning and water quality 
planning. 
 
Stream management plans are an essential part of understanding environmental and 
recreational flow needs within a specific basin, and identifying challenges and opportunities to 
restore or improve conditions based on identified needs.  The Colorado and Gunnison BIPs 
state the need for comprehensive or targeted stream management plans in their Basins.  Other 
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BIPs, including Yampa/White/Green, Arkansas, Metro/South Platte, and Southwest, also state 
the need for further information about environmental and recreational flow needs and possible 
future solutions to restore or improve those conditions.  
 
The CWCB may consider using language like what is being developed in the Colorado BIP to 
describe what is meant by a "Stream Management Plan" (or "Watershed Management Plan" if 
the CWCB moves forward with this terminology, as it still requires further explanation):  
 

Well developed stream management plans are based on the complex 
interplay of hydrology, channel form, alternative water use and 
management strategies, as well as the varied flows needed to support 
both recreational uses and ecological function.  Such plans help a wide 
range of stakeholders and resource managers better understand and 
mange stream flows for the benefit of all.  These plans can also be very 
helpful in supporting the Basin Round Tables’ (BRTs) Non-consumptive 
Needs Assessment efforts. 
 
Stream management plans utilize both existing and new data to analyze 
and identify the necessary flows for habitat and water quality.  This helps 
ensure the protection of existing uses, the long-term viability and 
resilience of river ecosystems, and the maintenance of recreational uses.  
While recognizing the fundamental nature of the prior appropriation 
system, this information is vital to evaluate the allocation of water 
resources between competing environmental, recreational and 
consumptive uses where cooperative agreements are in place.  Stream 
management plans should provide data-driven flow targets that have a 
high probability of protecting environmental and recreational values on 
streams and rivers across the state.  
 
Effective stream management plans must recognize the importance of 
accommodating existing and future human use needs, while striving to 
maintain or improve the current state of aquatic ecosystem health and 
integrity.  In anticipation of stakeholder conflicts associated with future 
water planning and use, stream management plans must aim to provide a 
scientific and socially supported foundation for negotiating non-
consumptive water resource use protection issues as they arise.17   

                                                           
17

 Draft form of text for the CO BIP, partially derived from draft Grand County Stream Management Plan 
<http://www.co.grand.co.us/DocumentCenter/View/866>. 
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Chapter 7 Water Resource Management and Protection 
 
7.1 Watershed Health and Management  
 
7.1.2 Managing Partnerships for Healthy Watersheds 
This section would benefit from explicitly inventorying watershed plans that already exist, and 
highlighting basins across the state lacking such planning as targeted areas for state-led focus.  
A description of noteworthy watershed management efforts across the state could provide 
examples of best practices to be used in other regions.  This section would be more useful if it 
identified concrete steps by which the State would promote existing groups, incubate new 
ones, secure continuing and dependable financial support for their work, and support 
additional interfaces for locally-driven efforts to engage in the State policy process.   
 
Source Water Protection planning is mentioned briefly in the Southwest Basin BIP summary but 
not here.  As Source Water Assessment and Protection (SWAP) is currently promoted and 
catalogued by CDPHE WQCD, and counties and towns across the state are increasingly 
encouraged to prepare a Source Water Protection Plan, it warrants mention in this section.  
SWAP can be completed by local governments and water providers, but is especially well-suited 
to occur within watershed coalition stakeholder frameworks. 
 
Other important watershed tools are the Regional Water Quality Plans prepared under Section 
208 of the Clean Water Act.  These plans have valuable information about the relative health of 
streams and other water bodies within each 208 region.   
 
A key component to maintaining watershed health is appropriate land use planning.  Protecting 
riparian buffers and promoting low impact development will aid water quality and non-
consumptive needs, and regulating construction in the Wildland Urban Interface (WUI) in the 
same way that floodplain construction is currently regulated will protect watersheds from  
wildfire destruction.  Identifying how current municipal and county land use codes protect 
watershed health and water resources and creating a consolidated body of information to 
provide to local land use authorities on protecting watersheds would be an extremely useful 
service by the State and may be worth exploring with some discussion in this section. 
 
It would also be worth noting that one of the first and longest-running Payment-for-Watershed 
Services schemes originated in Colorado in 2010, with joint City of Denver-USFS financing put 
towards restoration thinning on 38,000 acres in specific Front Range watersheds that feed the 
City’s reservoir systems.  



 
Colorado Water Conservation Board 
April Montgomery, Chair 
Re: Northwest Colorado Council of Governments Water Quality/ Quantity Committee (QQ) 
 Comments on September 2014 Draft Sections of the Colorado Water Plan   
October 9, 2014 
Page 16 
 

 

 
7.1.3 Basin Implementation Plan Strategies 
While it is understandable that the primary focus of Section 7.1 is Watershed Health with a bias 
towards forest restoration and fire management, these issues are not the main watershed 
health issues in numerous basins throughout Colorado.  For example, urbanization, agricultural 
impacts to water resources, and legacy-mining impacts receive equal or greater attention than 
forest condition in many areas.  If the intent of the chapter is to focus solely on forest health 
issues in the state, the current title may mislead, and the discussion of overall watershed health 
and watershed groups is overly broad. 
 
In the paragraph about the Gunnison Basin, no mention is made of selenium and/or salinity, a 
major concern of both agricultural and municipal stakeholders, and the primary driver of 
stream impairment.  In headwaters counties of the Colorado, Gunnison, San Juan, and Yampa 
basins, urbanization and the continued effects of legacy hardrock mining to water supply and 
aquatic communities also rank equal or higher in concern by many stakeholders. 
 
7.1.4 Next Steps 
To establish and maintain relevancy after completion, the CWP should identify specific goals, 
objectives, timelines, funding sources, and the names of specific actors who will carry out 
particular tasks at every possible opportunity.   
 
Chapter 8 Interbasin Projects and Agreements 
 
8.1 Existing Stakeholder Agreements and Projects 
 
Colorado River Cooperative Agreement (CRCA) 
Several of our members were signatories to the CRCA.  Because the CRCA is presented in the 
CWP as an example of “how agreement can be reached” using multipurpose collaboration, it is 
important to describe it accurately so as not to mislead readers who hope to learn about this 
historic process.  All of the provisions of the CRCA took years and years to negotiate and each 
one is intertwined with the other.  A failure to explain any one adequately distorts the meaning 
of the entire document.  The CRCA also did not just involve the signatories, but required public 
support across the West Slope and in Denver Water's service area.  Mischaracterizing the 
document in this summary could raise alarm among those stakeholders who supported the 
CRCA, or confuse those who will rely on the CWP in the future to understand the agreement.  
Thus, we would like to point out some misleading statements in the Section 8.1 summary.   
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The first paragraph states that environmental groups were involved in the process; there were 
no environmental groups involved.  Also, we are unclear about why 40 stakeholders are 
mentioned.   
 
Section 8.1 describes the CRCA as an agreement among parties “reliant on supplies from the 
Colorado River . . .”  Many of the West Slope parties to the agreement rely on the Colorado 
River for recreation and environmental flows, not just water supply.  Please strike the words 
“supplies from” for a more accurate description of the parties’ interests. 
 
Similarly, the sentence “Through the financial support and by pursuing an instream flow water 
right in cooperation with Grand County and CWCB, Denver Water will be able to move forward 
with the expansion of Gross Reservoir unopposed by the other signatories” implies that the 
Gross Reservoir project was the reason for the CRCA and that money and water garnered 
support for the project.  In fact, the CRCA was far more complex and resolved long-standing 
water rights disputes between the West Slope and Denver Water regarding Denver Water’s 
service area.  The CRCA does not develop any terms or conditions for the Moffat Project and 
expressly states that it is not mitigation for the Moffat Project.  The Moffat Project was not the 
focus of the CRCA.  Although it is true that the CRCA allowed Denver Water to move forward 
with the Moffat Project, Grand County, one of the signatories, is excluded from non-opposition 
to the Moffat Project because it is a Consulting Agency in the project’s NEPA review process.  
No agreement could have been reached if Grand County had been subject to a non-opposition 
clause. 
 
Also, Learning By Doing does provide that “any new development will happen cooperatively by 
the affected stakeholders.”  It has nothing to do with new development.  LBD lays groundwork 
for cooperative efforts among Denver Water, Grand County, the Colorado River Water 
Conservation District, Middle Park Water Conservancy District and Trout Unlimited to deploy 
available resources to enhance and improve the Upper Colorado River system.  Regarding “new 
development” the CRCA expressly provides that Denver Water cannot develop any new water 
projects on the West Slope without the approval of the county and the conservancy district 
where it would be located and the Colorado River Water Conservation District. 
 
We suggest that the official summary of the CRCA would be a better description of the CRCA 
rather than a paraphrase by those not involved.  That too was negotiated and agreed to by the 
signatories.  Here is the official summary of what the CRCA accomplishes, approved by the 
signatories: 
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 For Colorado River Basin 
Ushers in a new era of cooperation by providing that any new water project by Denver 
Water in the Colorado River Basin will be developed only in cooperation with those 
entities impacted by the development. 
 
Solidifies this era of cooperation by establishing a “Learning by Doing” process by which 
Denver Water, Grand County, the Colorado River Water Conservation District, the 
Middle Park Water Conservancy District and others will use water and funding provided 
by Denver Water and others, and the flexibility in Denver Water’s system to manage 
flows for the benefit of the environment in Grand County.  
 
Provides protections for river flows and water quality along the entire reach of the main 
stem of the Colorado River. 
 
Reinforces the priority and increases the amount of conservation and reuse within 
Denver Water’s service area.  
 
Improves the health of Colorado’s rivers and streams by dedicating funds to pay for 
watershed, water treatment and aquatic habitat improvements in the Colorado River 
Basin. 
 
For Cities, Counties and Other Entities in the Colorado River Basin  
Additional water for towns, districts and ski areas in Grand and Summit counties to 
serve the needs of their residents and to improve the health of our rivers and streams.  
 
An agreement to operate key Denver Water facilities, such as Dillon Reservoir in Summit 
County, and Williams Fork Reservoir and the Moffat Collection System in Grand County, 
in a way that better addresses the needs and concerns of neighboring communities and 
enhances the river environment. 
 
Enhanced recreational opportunities by providing additional water to certain ski areas. 
 
Greater certainty in the continued availability of water in the middle and lower Colorado 
River by ensuring that when the Shoshone Power Plant in Glenwood Canyon is not 
operating, the parties will operate their facilities as if the plant was operational to help 
maintain the historic flows in the Colorado River.  
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For Denver Water  
Greater certainty in developing a secure water future for its customers by resolving 
long-standing disputes over its service territory, its ability to use West Slope water, its 
ability to develop future water supplies in the Colorado River Basin, and other legal 
issues. 
 
Additional water and enhanced system reliability for customers of Denver Water, 
representing nearly 25 percent of the state’s population, by moving forward the Moffat 
Project. 
 
Agreement by all partners to not oppose Denver’s storage of its Blue River and Moffat 
Project water on the Front Range. 
 
Clarification of the conditions under which Denver Water provides water outside its 
service territory. 
 

Windy Gap Firming Project (WGFP) 
Northwest Colorado Council of Governments (NWCCOG) is a party to the WGFP IGA and a party 
to the State's Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Plan process.  One NWCCOG member, Grand County, 
also is a party to the IGA; the local government permitting agency for the WGFP; a “consulting 
agency” under NEPA for the WGFP EIS; and a participant in the federal carriage contract 
negotiations.  For the same reasons that we are concerned about an accurate description of the 
CRCA, we also would like to comment on the Section 8.1 depiction of the WGFP process.   
 
To begin with, the description does not explain the regulatory and legal issues that brought the 
parties to the table in the first place.  For example, the description fails to explain that the 
WGFP proposes to use the federal Colorado-Big Thompson Project to convey water from the 
Colorado River to the East Slope Windy Gap Participants.  Thus, the US Bureau of Reclamation 
must approve a contract with the Municipal Subdistrict to allow the WGFP to use federal 
facilities.  The fact that the WGFP uses a federal facility frames much of the regulatory 
landscape and underpins the legal issues that the parties had to resolve before the project 
could move forward.  
 
Also, the WGFP IGA was negotiated because the parties to the agreement are bound by 
another agreement regarding the existing Windy Gap Project that settled water rights litigation.  
The WGFP IGA will be appended to the water rights for the project as was the agreement 
allowing the Windy Gap Project to go forward.  Another important missing bit of information is 
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that the Municipal Subdistrict has unique obligations to mitigate impact in the Colorado River 
basin imposed by statute under the Conservancy Act.  
 
Finally, it would be interesting to readers of the CWP who might use the WGFP process as an 
example to understand more about the 1041 Permit issued by Grand County, and the process 
that led the parties to a positive resolution of the environmental and socioeconomic impacts 
within Grand County. 
 
The omission of these significant drivers to the agreements associated with the WGFP masks 
the complexity of the issues that needed to be resolved as well as the impetus for parties to 
come to the table in the first place.  For the WGFP to be useful as an example to other parties in 
the future we urge you to revise the explanation of the process. 
 
8.2 Conceptual Intrastate Agreements 
Draft IBCC Conceptual Agreement 
The key lesson learned from the CRCA and the WGFP process is that no water projects will be 
successful unless the project proponent begins the process by working with the locally affected 
community and does not wait until the project planning is complete before meeting with local 
elected and appointed officials.   
 
Chapter 8 could be improved by acknowledging that the draft seven points of consensus are a 
good place to begin, but these points do not represent a consensus among all areas of the 
state.  As the BIPs demonstrate, local issues are unique because Colorado is a local control 
state, proud of its diverse geography and social fabric.  The relative weight assigned to local 
values resources, impacts of proposed projects on those resources, or mitigation solutions vary 
widely.   
 
Notably, the list of seven points of consensus does not include socio-economic impacts of water 
projects, nor does it include the requirement for local approval of a proposed TMD.  As the 
CRCA and WGFP show, these are key issues that must be resolved.  Point 4 is particularly 
interesting (and controversial) because it identifies “some reasonable increment for future 
development in the Colorado River system . . .”  This implies that someone other than the area 
from which the water will be taken will decide how and when that area grows and develops.  
 
In Colorado, the State has never been charged with making decisions about what development 
is “reasonable” in any part of the State.  Colorado locales jealously guard their right to design 
and influence the quality and character of their communities, and the any statewide attempts 
to master plan Colorado have failed.  Front Range growth must be compatible with, rather than 



 
Colorado Water Conservation Board 
April Montgomery, Chair 
Re: Northwest Colorado Council of Governments Water Quality/ Quantity Committee (QQ) 
 Comments on September 2014 Draft Sections of the Colorado Water Plan   
October 9, 2014 
Page 21 
 

 

limiting, West Slope values or locally adopted future land use plans.  The CWCB and other state 
agencies are better suited to the neutral role of facilitating discussions among competing 
interests, conflicts, and concerns revealed by the draft BIPs.   
 
The “Next Steps" in the next draft of Chapter 8 can be improved by adding the following step: 
The CWCB will develop consensus on the State’s role, if any, in reconciling the conflicts between 
the values and concerns identified in the basin roundtable implementation plans and the IBCC 
policies/seven points of consensus.   
 
Chapter 9 Alignment of State Resources and Policies 
 
This chapter is an essential part of the CWP not only for public infrastructure projects but also 
for environmental and recreational projects among others.  The introduction to Section 9.1 
(Economics and Funding) only discusses public infrastructure projects; QQ recommends 
discussing the difficulties funding nonconsumptive projects as well.  
 
9.1.1  Statewide Water Infrastructure Financing Need 
This section includes various water project needs including nonconsumptive.  However, the 
section concludes that the environmental and recreational needs are for “90 watershed level 
master plans” with an estimated cost of $18 million statewide.  We have several comments 
about this statement:  
 
As mentioned above, we are unclear what “watershed level master plans” would be.  QQ and 
the Colorado Basin Roundtable have advocated for a regional stream management plan.  Other 
BIPs similarly advocate for a more holistic understanding of flow and water quality needs within 
a specific basin along with an identification of challenges and opportunities to restore or 
improve conditions for environmental and recreational uses.  QQ recommends clarifying what 
is meant by this terminology.  See further discussions under Section 6.8 Environmental and 
Recreational Projects and Methods. 
 
This section implies that the biggest environmental and recreational needs are for the 
“watershed level master plans;” funding to implement the solutions identified in such planning 
is also imperative.  This section would benefit from including an estimated total cost for stream 
restoration and protection projects that may be identified in stream management plans or 
other studies of environmental and recreational flow needs. 
 
Many BIPs provided information on specific stream reaches which need rehabilitation or 
additional studies to better understand environmental and recreational flow and water quality 
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needs.18  This section would benefit from incorporating specific data from BIPs to get a more 
precise estimate of funding required for environmental and recreational projects.  
 
9.1.2 Economic Impact 
QQ agrees with the CWCB Board’s oral comments at the September 11, 2014 Board meeting on 
the confusing and potentially misleading nature of the study highlighting the economic value of 
investments in public infrastructure in Section 9.1.2.  This study is not Colorado-specific and 
does focuses solely on public infrastructure investment.  If benefits of investments in water 
projects are presented in the CWP, then each economic sector should be given equal weight in 
order to incorporate of all Colorado’s water values, as directed in the Executive Order.  QQ 
recommends eliminating this discussion as it could be seen as the CWP casting a value 
judgment on some investments in some types of water projects over others. 
 
9.1.3 State Funding Resources and Other Funding Opportunities  
This section identifies the potential need for additional State funding to:  
 

support innovative water projects, such as multi-use, alternative 
agricultural transfers, or a new TMD with a sufficient back-up supply on 
the East Slope alongside significant environmental and recreational 
support that meet the criteria of the IBCC consensus . . . 

 
QQ does not support the use of State funds for a TMD. We also discuss several points missing 
from the IBCC consensus document in our comments on Chapter 8.  Because the idea of State 
funding for a new TMD does not have consensus throughout the State, the CWP should not 
discuss the use State funds for such a project as if it is well-accepted. 
 
It is also unclear why these are the only two types of projects singled out for State financial 
support in this statement as “potential future funding opportunities.”  
 
The discussion of the Water Supply Reserve Fund would benefit from additional explanation, 
both in emphasizing the role that Basin Roundtables play in supporting projects and of the 
breadth of funding opportunities available.  This section could provide examples of the 
nonconsumptive, agricultural, energy development and public infrastructure projects funded to 
date.  
 
This section talks about the Water Supply Reserve Fund and Water Supply Reserve Account 
interchangeably.  This section would benefit from some explanation of why the different 
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 Including Colorado, Gunnison, Yampa/White/Green, Arkansas, Metro/South Platte, and Southwest BIPs. 
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terminology is employed at different times.  
 
9.1.4 Next Steps  
QQ supports the State’s dedication to creatively search for new funding sources for all types of 
water-related needs; funding must be an essential part of the CWP.  We also support the 
emphasis of the State’s role in facilitating multi-purpose projects that maximize benefits to 
multiple stakeholders.   
 
QQ continues to believe that the CWCB and other state agencies are better suited to the 
neutral role of facilitating discussions among competing interests rather than advocating for or 
against projects in permitting.  QQ supports the idea of tying State funding to a set of criteria 
for what a “good project” looks like, but does not support extending this idea to State advocacy 
of a project through the permitting phase.   
 
We also believe that additional concessions will be necessary for environmental and 
recreational projects, which are incredibly important but do not lend themselves to the multi-
purpose, multi-partner model as easily as public infrastructure projects do.   
 
Finally, we encourage the CWCB to be as specific as possible in this “Next Steps” section.  The 
CWP should identify specific goals, objectives, timelines, funding sources, and the names of 
specific actors who will carry out particular tasks at every possible opportunity.  Moving ahead 
with funding mechanisms to get on-the-ground projects moving is essential for the CWP to 
succeed. 
 
Sincerely, 
Northwest Colorado Council of Governments Water Quality/Water Quantity Committee 
 
cc: Rebecca Mitchell 
 Jacob Bornstein 
 Kate McIntire 
 Lindsay Cox 
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Colorado Water Conservation Board via email 
1313 Sherman Street, Room 721 
Denver, CO  80203 

Re: Colorado River Water Conservation District Comments on the Colorado Water Plan 

Dear Directors: 

We applaud the devotion and considerable talent and energy that has been expended by the staff 
and Board of the CWCB throughout the entire HB-1177 process now culminating in the 
development of the draft Water Plan. We are also very grateful that the Water Plan has been 
developed transparently and with tremendous opportunity for input.  

We wanted to take this opportunity to offer comments on the draft plan. Recognizing that there 
are significant aspects of the plan yet to be fully drafted and recognizing the voluminous nature of 
the draft and the limited time for review and preparation of comments, the comments we offer at 
this time are focused on general policy and conceptual matters. We anticipate submitting more 
detailed comments on subsequent drafts of the plan.  

First and foremost, the Colorado Water Plan, if it is to be true to the stated goal of being a “bottoms-
up” plan, needs to be true to the spirit and substance of all the Basin Implementation Plans (BIP). 
The draft Plan falls short of this goal, at least with respect to the West Slope basins. More needs 
to be said, particularly in Chapters 3 and 8, to express completely the critical issues facing West 
Slope basins as they have been expressed in their basin plans. That doesn’t mean that the Water 
Plan needs to accept or endorse the conclusions reached by the basins, but it needs to more fully 
articulate the issues identified in the BIPs.  In fact, it is clear from reviewing all of the draft BIPs 
that, at this stage, while they share many common goals, there are vital components that simply 
cannot be reconciled. The issue of a new transmountain diversion is of course paramount among 
those differences. We believe that the plan must plainly and accurately recognize these conflicts.   

Second, and closely related to our first comment, in large part the Water Plan is either silent or 
pays short shrift to the issues of paramount importance to the West Slope as articulated in the 
various Basin Implementation Plans, the two largest being the related issues of a potential new 
transmountain diversion from the Colorado Basin and Colorado River Compact matters. There are 
large policy implications that are at stake and should be described. For example, in Chapter 3, the 
Water Plan describes desires in the South Platte to minimize agricultural dry-up by an eventual 
new TMD. On the other hand, if a new TMD results in overdevelopment under the compact, West 
Slope agriculture will be at risk of buy and dry. Thus, in attempting to solve one problem on the 
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East Slope, the potential exists to create the same problem on the West Slope. We acknowledge 
that the Water Plan outlines the need to develop measures to address compact risk, but it is 
important to put the topic in context and fully explain what is at stake. 

Third, Chapter 8 reiterates the IBCC’s 7-Points, which addresses preconditions for a new TMD. It 
should also be stated that the 7-Points have not yet been reviewed and accepted by all of the Basin 
Roundtables. Moreover, it should be noted that West Slope Basin Implementation Plans also 
indicate several other conditions that would need to be satisfied prior to a TMD. For example, the 
Yampa/White/Green BIP states a need for more compact certainty by means of a negotiated 
intrastate compact apportionment, the Southwest seeks greater levels of water conservation, and 
the Colorado states that a new TMD is not acceptable without more complete development of 
reusable supplies, conservation, and development of native water supplies on the Front Range.  

We believe the above items should be addressed in revisions made to the draft Water Plan before 
it is acted upon by the CWCB in November. 

Lastly, there are a number of largely technical matters that bear further discussion and refinement 
in the Water Plan. For example, the River District has previously indicated concerns with demands 
developed in SWSI and whether demands are overstated because they are double counted. You 
have our previous correspondence on this subject. Obviously, there is not sufficient time to allow 
this and other topics to be more fully vetted before the draft Water Plan is released, but critical 
comments and conflicts between BIPs should at least be noted in the draft plan, together with a 
description of how those comments and conflicts will be addressed as development of the plan 
moves forward.  

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. We look forward to continuing to work with the 
CWCB on further development and refinement of the Water Plan. 

Sincerely, 

Daniel R. Birch 
Deputy General Manager 

c: Board of Directors, Colorado River Water Conservation District 
    Bruce Whitehead, Southwestern Water Conservation District 
    James Eklund 
    Becky Mitchell 
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October 9, 2014 

 

John W. Hickenlooper, Governor 

136 State Capitol 

Denver, CO 80203-1792 

 

James Eklund, Director 

Colorado Water Conservation Board 

1313 Sherman St., Room 718 

Denver, CO 80203 

 

Dear Governor Hickenlooper and Director Eklund:  

 

CLUB 20 has often been at the center of discussions regarding water in the State of Colorado, 

and our members have followed closely the current discussion regarding the development of a 

statewide water plan.   Indeed, Colorado has an authorized allocation of water, and we need to 

protect and use that allocation for the benefit of our state.   

 

Our members have grave concerns when they hear that Front Range water interests want 

“assurances” that water from the Colorado River Basin will be available for future trans-

mountain diversions as we face drought, potential reduction in river water flows in the future, the 

needs of West Slope communities, and the potential for a compact call from the lower basin 

states.  The West Slope generally believes that the hydrologic facts make new trans-mountain 

diversions to the Front Range extremely difficult and expensive and likely not feasible under the 

“can and will” test for new appropriations.     

 

While there are years when there may be un-appropriated water available in the mainstem or 

tributaries of the Colorado River, there may not be sufficient availability of water for transport to 

another basin primarily due to long-term hydrologic uncertainty and resulting legal implications.   

Availability, if any, of un-appropriated water must include an analysis of whether legal 

constraints, including compact obligations, preclude use of un-appropriated water except in 

relatively small amounts with appropriate risk conditions attached to new rights.    

 

The difference between West Slope use of water and Front Range use of water from the West 

Slope is simple; Front Range uses are 100% consumptive to the West Slope – making the return 

flows unavailable either for downstream uses, or for fulfilling compact obligations.  So, even if 

there is “excess” water available one in ten years, it may be needed to meet the ten-year running 

average of compact obligations. 

 

The Front Range tends to view West Slope concerns about trans-mountain diversions as a matter 

of the West Slope not wanting “to share.”  The fact is that water engineering studies, including 

the state’s studies, suggest that there simply is no additional, un-appropriated water available, at 
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least on a reliable and predictable basis.  If there were some water available, on a periodic basis, 

and the Front Range can prove that it “can and will” justify the infrastructure costs for water that 

has little or no reliable annual yield, the Front Range should be able to appropriate and divert the 

water for beneficial use, so long as the multi-year risks and legal constraints of compact 

obligations can be addressed and so long as there is no injury to any senior rights and appropriate 

mitigation to the basin of origin is included.   

 

We believe it is important to allow the prior appropriation doctrine and state law to work and do 

not try to use the state water planning process as a negotiation to alter either the prior 

appropriation doctrine or the Law of the (Colorado) River.  The only assurance that can be 

provided is that if there is water physically and legally available, it can be appropriated for 

beneficial use, so long as there is no injury to other water rights. 

 

CLUB 20 further suggests that economic development efforts of the state should include 

encouraging corporations and industries to locate in West Slope communities, rather than 

continue to expand the Front Range population.   Shifts of population to the West Slope allow 

return flows from any new municipal supplies of water for an increased population to remain on 

the West Slope and subsequently accrue to Colorado’s and its upper basin neighbor states’ 

benefit for compact obligations.  It would also allow for a more balanced economic vibrancy 

throughout the state. 

 

In the development of a statewide water plan, CLUB 20 asks that the state: 

 Explore all options for water management and that they be implemented and exhausted 

before further trans-mountain diversions take place; this include maximizing conservation 

and reuse, expanding existing storage facilities and creating new storage facilities.  

 Develop a clear policy statement that Colorado will manage its water use and development to 

ensure a Colorado River compact curtailment never occurs. 

 Encourage location of businesses, government facilities, etc. to take place in Western 

Colorado to allow return flows from any new development of water to remain on the West 

Slope and subsequently accrue to Colorado’s and its upper basin neighbor states’ benefit for 

compact obligations. 

 

Additionally, the CLUB 20 Board of Directors adopted a Colorado Water Planning Resolution 

(attached) that supports a water plan that:  

 

 Blueprints the investments in water education, technology, and efficiency that allow 

Colorado to meet the water demands of a growing population, while minimizing the 

impact upon our agricultural economy and our natural resources. 

 Provides an outline for meeting individual basin as well as statewide water needs. 

 Details investments necessary to maintain agricultural delivery, irrigation, and reuse that 

sustain this foundational industry and Colorado tradition. 

 Prioritizes municipal conservation, including a statewide conservation goal and 

measurable outcome, and a higher goal for water providers that are using water supplies 

of statewide concern such as permanent dry-up of agricultural land and/or need a new 

trans-mountain diversion from the Colorado River basin.   



 Recognizes that the health and viability of our rivers as natural and economic resources 

must be prioritized in water policy and management. Recognizes that determinations of 

whether water is physically and legally available for appropriation, and whether it can 

and will be put to beneficial use by an appropriator, are to be deferred to the water courts 

of the State of Colorado in appropriate proceedings as contemplated by our Constitution 

and laws. 

 That prioritizes the storage of Front Range water on the Front Range. 

 Minimizes impacts and assures full mitigation to the basin of origin for any additional 

transbasin water diversions  

It is imperative that Colorado’s Water Plan serves to secure the long-term economies on the 

West Slope by giving serious consideration to all options that may provide solutions to the 

challenges we face regarding water.  We appreciate the opportunity to provide our comments 

regarding the Colorado State Water Plan.  

 

Sincerely,  

 

Bonnie Petersen  

Executive Director   
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October 10, 2014 

 

Submitted via Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us 

James Eklund, Director 

Colorado Water Conservation Board 

1313 Sherman Street 

Denver, CO 80203 

 

RE:  Comments on Draft Chapter 6.5 Municipal, Industrial, and Agricultural Infrastructure 

Projects and Methods, Colorado’s Water Plan 

 

Dear Director Eklund: 

 

Thank you once again for the opportunity to comment on the first draft of Colorado’s Water Plan. I made 

several of the following comments on Draft Chapter 6.5 at the September 10, 2014, CWCB Board 

meeting in Glenwood Springs. Thank you for the opportunity to reiterate and expand on these points. 

 

Summary Comments  

 

These comments primarily refer to Draft Chapter 6.5 – Municipal, Industrial, and Agricultural 

Infrastructure Projects and Methods, but also reference Draft Chapter 6.2 Meeting Colorado’s Water 

Supply Gaps and Draft Chapter 6.6 Environmental and Recreational Projects and Methods. Two main 

points: 

 

1. CWCB should provide additional guidance to the Basin Roundtables (BRTs) to assist with the 

prioritization of the proposed projects and methods identified within the Basin Implementation 

Plans (BIPs). This need for additional guidance is consistent with the state’s goals and objectives 

outlined in Draft Chapters 6.2 and 6.5 and with future work to be completed by the BRTs. 

 

2. The prioritization of projects and methods could include a way to help ensure “new and emerging 

projects and methods” are prioritized and funded.  

 

 

Specific Comments 

 

CWCB’s Additional Guidance to BRTs – Prioritization of Proposed Projects & Methods 

 

Chapter 6.5 briefly outlines the 400+ projects and methods identified in the various BIPs. The projects are 

in various stages of development – some in permitting, some just conceptual, some with cost estimates, 

many without.  Not all will come to fruition. The long lists needs to be further vetted and prioritized, a 

step few basins undertook, although many expressed as a necessary next step.  
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As provided in Draft Chapter 6.2 regarding meeting the gaps, it’s the State’s policy  “to establish next 

steps for project evaluation and feasibility...”
1
  Chapter 6.2 further provides that even though significant 

efforts were used to identify and close gaps (both consumptive and non-consumptive), in many cases gaps 

remain and more work needs to be done, notwithstanding the 400 projects identified. Next step 

recommendations include supporting the evaluation, feasibility and completion of BIPs as well as 

increased consistency and technical support in the BIPs.
2
 

 

The CWCB can connect the need for "increased consistency and technical support” with the 

BRTs’ desire to prioritize, vet, or rank their projects/methods by providing "guidelines" to enable 

prioritization. Prioritizing projects is necessary because there is limited funding available to build 

more water projects and implement more methods for filling water gaps. After all, “the ultimate 

goal of developing lists of projects and methods is to meet Colorado’s future water needs” 
3
 

 

In addition, Colorado – water users and the state agencies and legislature – have a finite capacity 

to implement solutions to Colorado’s many water gaps.  Therefore, it is imperative to start with 

least cost/least controversy/highest return of investment activities.  

 

In terms of what that guidance should include, the prioritization and vetting process completed by 

the Gunnison BRT (which included identification, evaluation, ranking into tiers, and further 

analysis) could be used as a model.
4
  

 

Considerations for prioritization should include (please see attached Draft Chapter 9.3 – 

Suggested Criteria for Colorado Water Plan): 

 

 does it provide water security; 

 does it meet an identified, real gap between supply and demand, more than one; 

 does it meet Basin goals, how many; 

 does it provide multiple benefits; 

 is it multipurpose; 

 what is the overall cost effectiveness; 

 how feasible is it  in terms of the hydrological, technical and scientific practicability of the 

project; 

 is there an impact on water quality; 

 what is the timeline for completion;  

 has there been coordination and approval by affected areas and entities; 

 does it increase compact non-compliance; and 

 does this provide a benefit no other project or method targets/reaches. 

 

  

                                                 
1
 Colorado’s Water Plan, Draft Chapter 6.2, Meeting Colorado’s Water Gaps, date updated 8.28.14, page 1 of 58. 

2
 Chapter 6.2, pg 52 of 58. 

3 
Colorado’s Water Plan, Draft Chapter 6.5, Municipal, Industrial and Agricultural Infrastructure Projects and 

Methods, version 8.28.14, page 1 of 15.Chapter, 6.5, pg 1 of 15. 
4
 Chapter, 6.5, pg 7 of 15. 

 



 

3 
 

Creating this guidance for the BIPs to internally rank and prioritize their identified protects and methods 

would assist with establishing next steps for project evaluation and feasibility which helps close the water 

gaps and meet long term policy goals in addition to increasing consistency. 

Include funding “new and emerging projects and methods” in the prioritization of projects 

guidelines.   

 

In Draft Chapter 6.5, a full-page call-out box “New and Emerging Projects and Methods” discussed the 

need for “innovative and creative solutions” in order to meet our future water needs given the [limited] 

funding opportunities and limited nature of water resources.
5
  

 

Funding new and emerging projects and methods is going to be necessary if we are going to move beyond 

the status quo and create a plan that meets all our diverse water needs. Oftentimes, certain projects and 

methods are underfunded (as noted in Draft Chapter 6.6.) Therefore, the State could work to resolve this 

discrepancy by prioritizing certain projects and methods differently to increase the viability of new and 

emerging projects and methods. For example, each basin should be encouraged to prioritize projects and 

methods that present new, innovation and creative ways to meet water needs, even if there is no sponsor 

or funding yet identified. 

 

In addition to the three projects and methods listed, there are additional projects that could be weighted 

differently in the vetting process:  

 

 agricultural infrastructure projects that increase agricultural efficiency and agricultural projects or 

methods that increase water sharing. Additional tools that improve the efficiency of water use and 

allow for increased sharing can shift the paradigm and create better policies for the future.  Senate 

Bill 23 would have created new water sharing opportunities.  The Water Bank Working Group is 

exploring another way of doing so; 

 reuse and recycled water (including project that are multi-purpose); and 

 environmental and recreational projects and methods that assess flows and river heath as these 

projects have not historically or adequately funded.  

 

Next Steps 

 

There are a number of excellent next steps laid out to help continue the work.  In particular, the need to 

incorporate the impacts of climate change, strengthening and finding funding opportunities, and 

integrating how E&R projects and methods interact with consumptive projects and methods. The Basins 

should also be encouraged to ensure their projects and methods meet real gaps.  

 

 

                                                 
5 Chapter, 6.5, pg 4 of 15. 
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Summary 

 

In summary, the additional work to be completed by the CWCB and the BRTs in drafting the BIPs and 

CWP present an opportunity for consistency, clarity, and innovation through additional guidance.  

Thank you again for the opportunity to discuss the plan. I can be reached for further comment and 

discussion at Theresa@conservationco.org. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 
Theresa M. Conley 

Water Advocate 

Conservation Colorado 

 

Attachments: Draft Ch. 9.3 – Suggested Criteria for Colorado Water Plan 

 

CC:  April Montgomery, Chair 

  Lindsay Cox, CWCB Board Coordinator 

  Becky Mitchell, CWCB Section Chief, Water Supply Planning Section 
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Colorado’s Water Plan 

Chapter 9.3 – Creating More Efficient Permitting Processes 

 

Criteria Enumerated: 

 

 Provide Water Security.  Taking into account its lifetime impacts and benefits, the project or 

method: 

o Helps the proponent conform to principles of smart growth and sustainable land use that 

reduces per capita water demand, for example, with evidence of promoting new development 

around existing facilities, clustering, limited shared lawns or green belts or high density 

development,   

o Relies on renewable, local surface and ground water sources and existing reusable supplies of 

water to the maximum extent possible, 

o Avoids adverse effects to stream flows and other non-consumptive values, and if avoidance is 

not possible, minimizes and mitigates such adverse effects, in the first instance where such 

effects occur using tools including instream flow protections, water rights leasing, restoration 

projects, diversion improvements, and consumptive use efficiencies  

o Enhances non-consumptive values, where possible and relevant, 

o Avoids adverse effects to watershed health, 

o Avoids adverse effects to rural communities, 

o Avoids adverse effects to the local economy (including the economy of the basin of origin in 

the case of a transbasin diversion),  

o Conforms to local government planning and permitting where the water would be used and, if 

a transbasin diversion, in its basin of origin, and 

o Avoids adverse effects to viable and productive agricultural, including the permanent dry up 

of high value agricultural land and the habitat it provides.  

 

 Meets Real Gaps between supplies and demands.  The project or process addresses a specific, 

identified gap for: 

o M&I that exists or that will exist before 2050 based on state demographer data and the integrated 

resource plan or other appropriate planning document of the water provider(s) responsible for 

supplying water to the area, and would meet such gap;  

o And, the proponent demonstrates that there is a need for the project or process, after submitting 

written evidence that it: 

 Is meeting or has specific plans to meet the “high” conservation targets in SWSI 2010, 

 Has plans to recycle all current and future legally reusable supply, 

 Has already pursued projects or methods that firm the yield of existing sources of supply, 

 Sought out partners to maximize shared storage and delivery infrastructure, and 

 Explored and implemented all feasible sharing arrangements with agriculture 

 

o OR, if Non-Consumptive by: 

 Appropriating, acquiring and transferring water to the CWCB for dedication within its 

instream flow protection program, including for improving flows, or  

 Protecting water that currently supports non-consumptive values, e.g., agreements that 

maintain water instream for the long-term, or 

 Restoring water to a reach, through re-timing of flows, exchanges and leases, and other 

management/administration strategies that will result in an enhancement of non-consumptive 

values as presented in Basin Non-Consumptive Needs Assessments, or 

 Improving flows or habitat without dedicating new water to the streams, for example by 

removing barriers, modernizing irrigation structures, and restoring riparian corridors. 

 



 
 

October 2014 Version  2 
 

o OR, if Agricultural by: 

 Improving existing infrastructure, including e.g., dredging reservoirs that have lost capacity, 

lining or piping ditches,  modernizing existing dams and diversion structures, or  

 Improving on-farm efficiency and productivity through conversion to new irrigation 

applications or farm practices, or 

 Sharing water amongst users on a stream or within a sub-basin, or 

 Exploring expanded or new storage opportunities – preferably smaller, local, and off-channel 

– that can stretch supplies for agriculture and provide water for multiple consumptive and 

non-consumptive needs, or 

 Aid interested farmers in crop transition to low water use crops. 

 

 Cost-Effectiveness.  The proponent of the project or process demonstrates: 

o overall cost-effectiveness, taking into consideration both its expected unit cost and indirect 

impacts (including “opportunity costs”, like loss of recreational opportunities or loss of 

environmental values, such as expected fish mortality). 

o an immediate, local contribution of at least 20 % to finance the project or process, including up-

front capital, 

o financial capacity to repay any state financial assistance provided. 

o ability to leverage any state grant or loan with local and/or federal funding in a timely manner, 

and 

o Used or sought federal funding for which the project is eligible. 

 

 Feasibility.  The proponent of the project or process demonstrates: 

o availability of water supplies and water rights for the project or process, if relevant, AND 

o hydrological, technical and scientific practicability of the project, as demonstrated by professional 

engineering, biological, or other analyses.  

o It is ready to proceed upon receipt of funding and permits by showing that: 

 it has completed all preliminary planning and design work, 

 it has, by decree, lease or contract, the necessary water rights, 

 it has secured a commitment for funding necessary from other sources, and 

 it can begin implementing the process or project. 

 

 Water Quality.  The project or process does not cause or contribute to an exceedence of an 

applicable water quality standard or impair a classified use in any waterbody affected.  

 

 Public Input.  The proponent of the project or process has: 

o provided meaningful opportunities for stakeholder and public input, and 

o demonstrated it has made reasonable efforts to respond to, address, and modify the project based 

upon the concerns of those who did comment.   

 

 Coordination.  The proponent of the project or process demonstrates that the project or process:  

o was subject to consultation with, and received the necessary approvals from or the support of 

affected local governments, 

o has received the support or approval of the basin roundtables both where the water will be used 

and, if a trans-basin use is proposed, in its basin of origin, 

o does not address a gap that another project or process qualified for state support pursuant to these 

criteria is already addressing, 

o will not adversely affect levels of conservation, reuse or efficiency for other water suppliers or 

users, 
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o will not adversely affect non-consumptive values in the basin of origin beyond what can be 

avoided, minimized or mitigated, for example, as evidenced by support from local conservation 

organizations and the environmental and recreational representatives on the roundtable. 

 

 Compact Compliance. The proponent of the project or process demonstrates that its construction or 

implementation will not increase the risk of non-compliance with any inter-state compact or of 

curtailment of existing water rights. 

 

 Multipurpose.  Projects and methods that satisfy all or significant portions of multiple gaps and have 

multiple purposes will have that factor weighed in their benefit in terms of funding approval. 
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October 10, 2014 

 

Submitted Via Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us 

James Eklund, Director 

Colorado Water Conservation Board 

1313 Sherman Street 

Denver, CO 80203 

 

RE:  Comments on Draft Chapter 6.6 Environmental and Recreational Projects and 

Methods, Colorado’s Water Plan 

 

Dear Director Eklund: 

 

Thank you once again for the opportunity to comment on the pending draft of Colorado’s Water 

Plan. The following comments concern Draft Chapter 6.6 Environmental and Recreational 

Projects and Methods. 

 

“The importance of Colorado’s natural environment and recreational opportunities to its quality 

of life and to its economy cannot be overstated.” (Pg. 1). We agree. Chapter 6.6 provides an 

excellent overview of the importance of environmental and recreational values within our state 

and the challenges in protecting these attributes. The chapter also outlines the necessary steps 

forward we need to take in order to increase protections.  
 

6.6.1 Overview – Funding Challenges 

 

While E&R opportunities are vital to our economy and way of live, they are often undervalued 

and underfunded. The CWCB acknowledges at the outset of the draft chapter, noting that 

funding has been the biggest challenge for environmental and recreation projects (pg 2). We 

agree. But there are reasons for this discrepancy, as noted “Environmental and recreational needs 

have a host of non-governmental proponents; however, funding opportunities are minimal when 

compared with existing programs for municipal, industrial, or agricultural uses.”  

 

One reason for the discrepancy in funding is that the State has not funded E&R protects to the 

extent it has M/I and agricultural projects and methods. Given the values articulated in the 

Executive Order directing the Water Plan, it would not be appropriate for the CWCB to continue 

this pattern. If in fact the State is going to work to fund the estimated price tag of $19 billion for 

M&I water infrastructure projects (Chap 9.1, pg. 1) then the $18 million for watershed plans 

offered (Chap. 9.1, pg. 2) is woefully inadequate.   
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While strategic cooperation and partnerships should be encouraged and sought out, the State 

should also take some leadership and responsibility in trying to protect E&R values by coming 

up with funding, partnering options, and incentives for multi-purpose projects to protect the very 

resources and values that define Colorado and our way of life. 

 

6.6.3 State of Knowledge  

 

Within this Chapter, the CWCB also states that “Healthy watersheds, rivers and streams, and 

wildlife are vital to maintaining Colorado’s quality of life and a robust economy” (pg 1). Again, 

we could not agree more and are glad the state is recognizing this as a priority; but in order to 

protect our streams and rivers, and ensure they have healthy flows, we need to understand what 

flows are necessary to protect the E&R values and attributes identified in the BIPS. Simply 

identifying the values and attributes is not enough; the BRTs need resources and technical 

assistance to conduct stream flow management plans, especially on stream reaches with 

identified E&R attributes that are currently have insufficient or no known protections. 

Acknowledging that funding is often limited or nonexistent, identified stream reaches that are 

most at risk for future development should be prioritized.  

 

Of note, the much broader level Watershed Master Plans, do not quantify flows nor get to the 

level of detail necessary to ensure our rivers are healthy and flowing. We encourage the CWCB 

to look at the two West Slope BIPs that focus on stream management plans to protect their E&R 

values (Gunnison and Colorado Main Stem) as an example of the importance of these plans. 

 

6.6.2 (SIC) BIP Identified Environmental and Recreational Projects and Methods 

 

One of the primary goals of Colorado’s Water Plan is to close our water gaps. While the various 

BIPs have identified a number of E&R projects and methods, these fall short of closing the E&R 

gap; as evidenced most starkly by the snap shot in Figure 6.2-3 within Draft Chapter 6.2, pg. 33. 

 

The reasons for failing to adequately address the E&R gap, stems from a number of reasons.  

First, in terms of the projects and methods listed, E&R attributes cannot be fully protected by 

multipurpose projects and methods alone. Of the projects and methods identified by the BRTs, 

too few are solely for E&R needs and even fewer focus on recreation. Second, while multi-

purpose projects can provide E&R benefits, they can do have a tremendous impact and can harm 

rather than protect or preserve E&R values. Finally, several BIPs fail to meet even the threshold 

standards provided in the IBCC’s No/Low Regrets Action Plan which provides the minimum 

level of protections.  

 

In addition to addressing solutions to funding challenges, the BRTs should be encouraged to 

meet the No/Low Regrets standard. While, the minimum protection provided by the IBCC’s plan 

will not fully close the E&R gap, it provides a good platform to increase protections for our 

rivers and streams.  
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6.6.3 Next Steps 

 

While the significant time and energy spent by CWCB staff, BRTs, and other state agencies is 

evident from the draft BIPS and the draft Plan, more work and technical assistance is needed. We 

agree with the steps laid out in this chapter, and hope to see continued and increased support and 

coordination in guiding the BRTs to identify E&R projects and methods that protect the 

environmental and recreational values and gaps identified within their basins.  

 

Thank you again for the opportunity to discuss the plan. I can be reached for further comment 

and discussion at theresa@conservationco.org. 

 

Sincerely, 
 

 
Theresa M. Conley 

Water Advocate 

Conservation Colorado 

 

CC:  April Montgomery, Chair 

  Lindsay Cox, CWCB Board Coordinator 

  Becky Mitchell, CWCB Section Chief, Water Supply Planning Section 
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 Richard Van Gytenbeek 
 Colorado River Basin Outreach Coordinator 
 
October 10, 2014 
 
Colorado Water Conservation Board Members 
c/o Director James Eklund 
1313 Sherman Street, Room 718 
Denver, Colorado 80203 
 
Delivered Via Email 
 
Re:  Trout Unlimited “Core Values” Signature List 
 
 
Dear Colorado Water Conservation Board Members,  
 
As the Colorado River Basin Outreach Coordinator for Trout Unlimited, I administer a 
West Slope-centered program called “Our Colorado River.”  The program highlights 
TU’s work with agricultural producers to improve irrigation infrastructure and boost 
river flows and facilitates broad support for smart water management in western 
Colorado through a set of five values. Focused on protecting and maintaining healthy 
West Slope rivers these “Core Values” speak to cooperation, protecting farms and 
ranches, preserving open space and wildlife habitat, finding innovative water 
management techniques and opposing new, environmentally damaging trans-basin 
diversions of water from the West Slope to the Front Range. 
 
Trout Unlimited’s Core Values 
 

1) Cooperation, Not Conflict: Work together to ensure the Colorado River is able to meet 
our diverse needs, from agriculture to recreation and tourism. Cooperation is the key to 
sustaining our economy and way of life. 

2) Protect Our Quality of Life: Maintain our open spaces through a vigorous 
agricultural sector and ensure that our rivers and streams are flowing and healthy. 

3) Modernize Irrigation: Upgrade our aging irrigation infrastructure systems to make 
them more productive, economical, and habitat friendly. 

4) Innovative Management: Explore new ways to meet our water supply needs through 
innovative conservation and management practices. 

5) Keep Our Rivers at Home: Leave water in its home basins and oppose new, large-scale, 
river-damaging trans-basin diversions of water from the Colorado River to the Front 
Range. 

 
 

115 North Fifth Street, Suite 409, Grand Junction, CO 81501 
(307)690-1267  r.vangytenbeek@tu.org   www.tu.org 
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Supporter. Supporter 
action

Supporter.First 
Name

Supporter.Last Name Supporter.Email Supporter.Street Supporter.City Supporter.State Support
er.Zip

Supporter.signing as Supporter.group business organization Supporter action comment.Comment

17720559 7125697 Nick Hoover nick@nibydesigngroup.com 3903 W Temple Place Denver CO 80236 Group, Business, or Organization
18112788 9175638 Test Test nickhooverniby@gmail.com ff ff CO 80236 Individual

19602199 7284880 Sinjin Eberle sinjin.eberle@gmail.com 42 Ophir Dr Durango CO 81301 Group, Business, or Organization Copper Door Coffee Roasters

Western Slope rivers are essential to our way of life as 
residents of the Western United States. Certainly, as 
an economic driver for the region, the Colorado River 
Basin is a major player in the livelihood for all 
residents of the Southwest. But the importance of the 
Colorado spans beyond just economics. It is social, 
spiritual, and human. Our identity as westerners is 
intrinsically tied to the Colorado and it's tributaries. 
Whether you are a rancher, a rafter, or a realtor, the 
entire spirit and sustenance in our region is grounded 
in these rivers. It is critical that we protect them.

19603139 8429900 James Boak boakjm@aol.com 5837 So. Fulton Way Greenwood Village CO 80111 Individual

19603172 8430004 Barbara Luneau barbaraluneau@gmail.com 7229 E County Line Rd Longmont CO 80504 Group, Business, or Organization
St. Vrain Anglers Chapter-Trout 
Unlimited.

19604214 8452360 Charles Walker walker@acsol.net 628 Darren Way Grand Junction CO 81504 Individual
19604253 8452161 Joel Evans fishboycolo@msn.com 2754 Stellar Ct Montrose CO 81401 Individual
19604255 8429687 Barry Nehring nehring@bresnan.net 11501 62.25 Road Montrose CO 81401 Individual

19604259 7608727 Marshall Pendergrass redrocksman@gmail.com 236 So 3rd St Box 274 Montrose CO 81401 Group, Business, or Organization
Gunnison Gorge Chapter of Colorado 
Trout Unlimited.

Keep up the good work with all water users-
remember if you take care of the water from its 
source, all will benefit from many uses.

19604425 8452185 Pat and Carol Oglesby pcoglesby@bresnan.net 3095 Evanston Avenue Grand Junction CO 81504 Individual
19604425 8452260 Pat and Carol Oglesby pcoglesby@bresnan.net 3095 Evanston Avenue Grand Junction CO 81504 Individual

19605338 7608915 Cary Denison cdenison@tu.org 239 Grand Ave. Delta CO 81416 Individual

Call it conservation, call it efficiency, it matters not as 
long as we are making positive steps forward to 
address our water issues.

19605419 7812058 Drew Peternell dpeternell@tu.org 2840 Curtis St Denver CO 80205 Individual
19605423 7504548 David Piske dpsk@aol.com 5682 Ridgeway Dr Fort Collins CO 80528 Individual



19606291 7608958 Michael Rubala mikerubala@yahoo.com 1416 Rainer Lane Montrose CO 81401 Individual Gunnison Gorge Anglers Chapter CTU-Board Member.

19606625 7611693 Randy Scholfield rscholfield@tu.org 1320 Pearl St., Ste. 320 Louisville CO 80027 Individual
This is a place to fish and recreate with my family--it 
needs to be protected!

19733117 8452341 John McOnn angflyfishing@hotmail.com 209 Main St. Grand Mesa CO 81624 Individual A-N-G Outfitters.
19733117 8452351 John McOnn angflyfishing@hotmail.com 209 Main St. Grand Mesa CO 81624 Individual A-N-G Outfitters.

19733810 7611772 Brian Young brianyoungco@comcast.net 9444 Dolton Way Highlands Ranch CO 80126 Group, Business, or Organization Ouray Ranch.
Because Colorado is not Colorado without the 
Colorado River!!

19733845 7285003 Chuck Kurtz brownlbr@msn.com 123 Madison St. #101 Denver CO 80206 Individual

A healthy, natural, flow of water with a healthy dose 
of agricultural use as historically shown to be 
beneficial to the well being of the state and it's 
residents. The active use of the water for maximum 
streamflow but continued bottomlands irrigation will 
help continue Colorado as a destination and enhance 
the tie between economic health and recreation.

19734082 7284748 Michael Cassidy cassidy@wraweb.com 11 Canyon Dr Ridgeway CO 81432 Individual
Because I fish, kayak, hike along, and drink these 
waters so I am motivated to protect them.



19734168 9165152 Chet Pauls cfpauls@gmail.com 2990 Regis Dr Boulder CO 80305 Individual

A healthy river ecosystem sustains us all for the 
future. If we drain the Colorado for the sake of 
supporting uncontrolled development, we will for 
sure lose the river and all it provides while 
encouraging unsustainable population densities. We 
need to consider what we want Colorado to look like 
for our children. Will they have the opportunity to 
experience the Grand in a raft or canoe? Or will they 
only have the opportunity to experience a man-made 
channel absent natural flows and void of wildlife? Will 
they have beautiful vistas filled with diverse 
populations of plants and wildlife or a sterile 
landscape where only rooftops are visible? Nature 
imposes balance in the world and we should take a 
clue from her wisdom.

19734296 7609016 Chris Matison chrismpcinc@msn.com 605 N Wisconsin St Gunnison CO 81230 Group, Business, or Organization
Gunnison Angling Soc. Chapter. Colorado 
Trout Unlimitied.

Richard, I am signing this for the chapter as a whole. 
Protect Colorado's West Slope!!!

19734799 8552462 Dan Hall dansflyshop@lakecity.net Box 220 Lake City CO 81235 Group, Business, or Organization Dan's Fly Shop.
19735335 7608998 Dave Bogott dpbogott@bresnan.net 2144 South Canon View Dr Grand Junction CO 81502 Individual

19735457 8162765 Bill Dvorak Bill@DvorakExpeditions.com 17921 US Highway 285 Nathrop CO 81236 Group, Business, or Organization Dvorak's Raft, Kayak and Fish Expeditions

19735820 7532516 Frank Kugel fkugel@ugrwcd.org 210 W. Spencer Ave, Ste B Gunnison CO 81230 Group, Business, or Organization
Upper Gunnison River Water 
Conservancy District

The UGRWCD has a list of Values Statements that 
have very similar goals as the Core Values. Our 
Statements are summarized as follows: - Oppose 
additional transmountain diversions from the 
Gunnison basin - Adopt land use policies that protect 
water quality - Support ecological and recreational 
benefits of healthy streams - Monitor water quality in 
the Upper Gunnison basin - Consider impacts of 
climate change in future water planning - Strongly 
support irrigated agriculture for its economic, cultural 
and social values to the community



19736034 7285547 Gary Montgomery garybdnws@aol.com 1012 State Highway 135 Gunnison CO 81230 Individual
19736034 7528299 Gary Montgomery garybdnws@aol.com 1012 State Highway 135 Gunnison CO 81230 Individual
19736227 7305242 George Osborn gmosbo@tds.net 203 Poplar Way Hotchkiss CO 81419 Individual

19736292 8452462 Graham Moran graham@tenkaragrasshopper.com 4638 South Mobile Way Aurora CO 80015 Group, Business, or Organization Tenkara Grasshopper Media LLC.
19736337 7284890 Willis McCarty gregmccarty@centurytel.net 135 Eaton Dr Unit 1009 Pagosa Springs CO 81147 Individual
19737304 8452409 Jim Howell jim_howell_28@msn.com 308 N Washington St Cortez CO 81321 Individual

19738577 7570485 Tilda Evans LewTildaEvans@gmail.com 3602 G Road Grand Junction CO 81526 Group, Business, or Organization

Grand Valley Anglers, a Trout Unlimited 
Chapter and an affiliate club of the 
International Federation of Fly Fishers

The Colorado River is a valuable, limited and over 
utilized resource. We need to do everything that we 
can to protect and improve it. This needs to be a 
cooperative venture with all stakeholders. The Core 
Values of the Our Colorado River campaign emphasize 
this cooperative attitude toward protecting this great 
resource.

19738642 7198066 Liza DePinto lizadepinto@msn.com 1691 Marsh Hawk Cir Castle Rock CO 80109 Individual

Water is one of Colorado's most important resource. 
It is all our responsibility to be better stewards than 
we've been of all our water sources. As a fly fisher 
person, I'm especially concerned about the Colorado 
river.

19738702 9159291 Barbara Crossan bhearcross13@gmail.com 539 E 2nd St Salida CO 81201 Individual

19738834 7780836 Donald Maguire maguire@gunnison.com PO Box 326 Gunnison CO 81230 Individual

Water is the lifeblood of the land we live in and it is 
our responsibility to future generations to be the best 
stewards we can be in managing this resource for the 
benefit of all.

19739035 7608994 Matt Clark mclark@tu.org 12296 County Rd 33 Mancos CO 81328 Individual

19739077 8430221 Martin Jones mbjones@adams.edu 710 Diamond Drive Alamosa CO 81101 Group, Business, or Organization San Luis Valley Chapter-Trout Unlimited.
19739099 8384266 Stephen McCall mccallsr@gmail.com 204 31 Rd Grand Junction CO 81503 Individual

19739260 7428472 Michael Pukas michael@mppdesignshop.com PO Box 288 Gypsum CO 81637 Individual

We need to protect our waters from short sighted, 
narrow minded greedy development and insure our 
quality of water, life and recreation for generations to 
come.



19739898 9160258 Sherry Olson, Ph.D. olson_sherry@hotmail.com 1520 FindlayWy Boulder CO 80305

Too much west slope water is brought to the east 
through tunnels and routed away from its natural 
course. Special work has to be done to insure that the 
water that remains is healthy.

19740140 7197037 Peter Judkins pgj8890@comcast.net 2740 Iliff St Boulder CO 80305 Individual
19740886 8456525 Ron Belak ronbelak@msn.com 3072 Kerr Gulch Evergreen CO 80439 Individual
19741162 9231185 Paul Vertrees sawtooth63@hotmail.com 4510 State Highway 9 Ridgway CO 81432 Individual

19741214 7286265 Scott Garlid scott.c.garlid@intel.com 8517 S. Terrace Rd. Tempe AZ 85284 Individual

West slope rivers & streams include some of the more 
remote water and run through some of the least 
populated communities in CO (and perhaps the US). 
That is both a blessing and a curse as the waters tend 
to be very pristine and don't suffer from overuse 
(great!), but policies and management tends to be 
outdated and somewhat lax (watch out!). That means 
there is a great opportunity to conserve now, but also 
means that changes to those policies can have a 
magnified affect on the rural communities and people 
that have to live with them. My sense is that these 
rivers and streams are more fragile than most so 
poorly planned mgmt policies would also have a 
magnified affect on the health of the river ecosystem. 
By the way, check your web design--on this page 
everything comes up with yellow font on a white 
background which is almost impossible to read except 
the fields I'm typing in which have a black background. 
Thanks and I look forward to great work from TU on 
the West Slope! Scott Garlid

19741611 7309699 Stan Hayes sshayes@bresnan.net 3448 Congress Montrose CO 81401 Individual
They are a basic part of nature and we are all 
connected !

19742046 8845100 Ali Lightfoot thistrain@gmail.com Paonia CO 81428 Individual
19742625 8452455 Bill Graham wcgraham@bresnan.net 3025 Cloverdale Ct Grand Junction CO 81506 Individual



19743777 7290914 Gary Roubos glroubos@cox.net PO Box 2641 Edwards CO 81632 Individual

I enjoy fishing the White River and it's tributaries. For 
over 60 years I have fished the Colorado River basin 
and have watched it deteriorate as more and more 
water is removed. The tourism and ranching in the 
basis is clearly threatened by failure for ALL 
stakeholders to cooperate in preserving the resource. 
Loss of the resource would be a blow to all.

19744549 7285307 Shane Jordan shanej_99@yahoo.com PO Box 1143 Telluride CO 81435 Individual
19744549 7528273 Shane Jordan shanej_99@yahoo.com PO Box 1143 Telluride CO 81435 Individual
21367490 8452139 Charles Card ccard@tu.org PO Box 350 Dutch John UT 84023 Individual

22268234 8456541 Dick Jefferies djefferies@q.com 1609 Wagon Tongue Ct. Ft. Collins CO 80521 Group, Business, or Organization
Rocky Mountain Flycasters Chapter of 
Trout Unlimited.

22268234 8456555 Dick Jefferies djefferies@q.com 1609 Wagon Tongue Ct. Ft. Collins CO 80521 Group, Business, or Organization
Rocky Mountain Flycasters Chapter of 
Trout Unlimited.

22268274 7285178 kathy jameson peace247@hotmail.com 116 B Byers Ave Fraser CO 80442 Individual
22268452 8552482 Brian Felse bfelse@msn.com Lafayette CO 80026 Group, Business, or Organization BFelse Sales LLC.
22268475 7288384 ty everette tyonion@hotmail.com 712 Midland Park Pl aspen CO 81611 Individual

22268783 7198120 Dayna Klitzke ddklitzke@gmail.com 7993 E. 135th Pl. Brighton CO 80602 Individual

Responsible management of resources is one way we 
can guarantee a livable future for ourselves and our 
descendants.

22320323 7312111 Douglas Schwartz dougsvail@comcast.net PO Box 2916 Edwards CO 81632 Individual

The Colorado River helps provide a way of life for 
those of us living and working in Western CO. I want 
to raise my children enjoying a healthy CO river.

22320795 8452497 Mark Madsen mcm@bresnan.net 2484 Sage Run Ct. Grand Junction CO 81505 Individual
22320796 8552578 John Mangold j.mangold@hotmail.com 144 Curecanti Dr Gunnison CO 81230 Individual

23007741 7285371 Brandy Hoeve mountainmama8150@hotmail.com 918 Mayne St Gypsum CO 81637 Individual

23007741 7528287 Brandy Hoeve mountainmama8150@hotmail.com 918 Mayne St Gypsum CO 81637 Individual



24173199 9160895 Toby Leeson tobyleeson@gmail.com 44 E. Maple St. Steamboat Springs CO 80487 Individual

A healthy river corridor and water basin is essential to 
maintaining a healthy ecosystem and supporting a 
high quality of life.

26099159 7608679 See Attached
Core Value Signature 
Sheets. r.vangytenbeek@tu.org See Attached

Core Value Signature 
Sheets. CO 81401 Individual

See attached signature sheets for names 
of individual and business's.

Healthy rivers and streams on the West Slope support 
a healthy farms, ranches and a recreation-tourism 
based economy. These water reliant uses in turn 
support sustainable communities. As long as the 
water runs in these rivers and streams the 
communities of western Colorado will continue to 
thrive.

26099159 8551612 See Attached
Core Value Signature 
Sheets. r.vangytenbeek@tu.org See Attached

Core Value Signature 
Sheets. CO 81401 Individual

See attached signature sheets for names 
of individual and business's.

26099159 8552405 See Attached
Core Value Signature 
Sheets. r.vangytenbeek@tu.org See Attached

Core Value Signature 
Sheets. CO 81401 Individual

See attached signature sheets for names 
of individual and business's.

26099159 8552586 See Attached
Core Value Signature 
Sheets. r.vangytenbeek@tu.org See Attached

Core Value Signature 
Sheets. CO 81401 Individual

See attached signature sheets for names 
of individual and business's.

26099159 8552726 See Attached
Core Value Signature 
Sheets. r.vangytenbeek@tu.org See Attached

Core Value Signature 
Sheets. CO 81401 Individual

See attached signature sheets for names 
of individual and business's.

Maintain seasonal Spring flows. Less dams for 
agriculture only.

26099159 8552765 See Attached
Core Value Signature 
Sheets. r.vangytenbeek@tu.org See Attached

Core Value Signature 
Sheets. CO 81401 Individual

See attached signature sheets for names 
of individual and business's.

26099159 8552888 See Attached
Core Value Signature 
Sheets. r.vangytenbeek@tu.org See Attached

Core Value Signature 
Sheets. CO 81401 Individual

See attached signature sheets for names 
of individual and business's.

26099159 8553023 See Attached
Core Value Signature 
Sheets. r.vangytenbeek@tu.org See Attached

Core Value Signature 
Sheets. CO 81401 Individual

See attached signature sheets for names 
of individual and business's.

26099159 8553094 See Attached
Core Value Signature 
Sheets. r.vangytenbeek@tu.org See Attached

Core Value Signature 
Sheets. CO 81401 Individual

See attached signature sheets for names 
of individual and business's.

Require more xeriscape on major and small projects. 
Require composting toilets in all new public facilities.

26099159 8646009 See Attached
Core Value Signature 
Sheets. r.vangytenbeek@tu.org See Attached

Core Value Signature 
Sheets. CO 81401 Individual

See attached signature sheets for names 
of individual and business's.

26099159 8646018 See Attached
Core Value Signature 
Sheets. r.vangytenbeek@tu.org See Attached

Core Value Signature 
Sheets. CO 81401 Individual

See attached signature sheets for names 
of individual and business's.

26099159 8646125 See Attached
Core Value Signature 
Sheets. r.vangytenbeek@tu.org See Attached

Core Value Signature 
Sheets. CO 81401 Individual

See attached signature sheets for names 
of individual and business's.



26099159 8773274 See Attached
Core Value Signature 
Sheets. r.vangytenbeek@tu.org See Attached

Core Value Signature 
Sheets. CO 81401 Individual

See attached signature sheets for names 
of individual and business's.

26099159 8819033 See Attached
Core Value Signature 
Sheets. r.vangytenbeek@tu.org See Attached

Core Value Signature 
Sheets. CO 81401 Individual

See attached signature sheets for names 
of individual and business's.

26099159 8819038 See Attached
Core Value Signature 
Sheets. r.vangytenbeek@tu.org See Attached

Core Value Signature 
Sheets. CO 81401 Individual

See attached signature sheets for names 
of individual and business's.

26099159 8819044 See Attached
Core Value Signature 
Sheets. r.vangytenbeek@tu.org See Attached

Core Value Signature 
Sheets. CO 81401 Individual

See attached signature sheets for names 
of individual and business's.

26099159 8819066 See Attached
Core Value Signature 
Sheets. r.vangytenbeek@tu.org See Attached

Core Value Signature 
Sheets. CO 81401 Individual

See attached signature sheets for names 
of individual and business's.

26099159 8819070 See Attached
Core Value Signature 
Sheets. r.vangytenbeek@tu.org See Attached

Core Value Signature 
Sheets. CO 81401 Individual

See attached signature sheets for names 
of individual and business's.

26099159 8819072 See Attached
Core Value Signature 
Sheets. r.vangytenbeek@tu.org See Attached

Core Value Signature 
Sheets. CO 81401 Individual

See attached signature sheets for names 
of individual and business's.

26099159 8819074 See Attached
Core Value Signature 
Sheets. r.vangytenbeek@tu.org See Attached

Core Value Signature 
Sheets. CO 81401 Individual

See attached signature sheets for names 
of individual and business's.

26099159 8845089 See Attached
Core Value Signature 
Sheets. r.vangytenbeek@tu.org See Attached

Core Value Signature 
Sheets. CO 81401 Individual

See attached signature sheets for names 
of individual and business's.

26099159 8845091 See Attached
Core Value Signature 
Sheets. r.vangytenbeek@tu.org See Attached

Core Value Signature 
Sheets. CO 81401 Individual

See attached signature sheets for names 
of individual and business's.

26099159 8886508 See Attached
Core Value Signature 
Sheets. r.vangytenbeek@tu.org See Attached

Core Value Signature 
Sheets. CO 81401 Individual

See attached signature sheets for names 
of individual and business's.

26099159 9021013 See Attached
Core Value Signature 
Sheets. r.vangytenbeek@tu.org See Attached

Core Value Signature 
Sheets. CO 81401 Individual

See attached signature sheets for names 
of individual and business's.

26099159 9021088 See Attached
Core Value Signature 
Sheets. r.vangytenbeek@tu.org See Attached

Core Value Signature 
Sheets. CO 81401 Individual

See attached signature sheets for names 
of individual and business's.

26099159 9023418 See Attached
Core Value Signature 
Sheets. r.vangytenbeek@tu.org See Attached

Core Value Signature 
Sheets. CO 81401 Individual

See attached signature sheets for names 
of individual and business's.

26099159 9067725 See Attached
Core Value Signature 
Sheets. r.vangytenbeek@tu.org See Attached

Core Value Signature 
Sheets. CO 81401 Individual

See attached signature sheets for names 
of individual and business's.

26099159 9091208 See Attached
Core Value Signature 
Sheets. r.vangytenbeek@tu.org See Attached

Core Value Signature 
Sheets. CO 81401 Individual

See attached signature sheets for names 
of individual and business's.

26099159 9091251 See Attached
Core Value Signature 
Sheets. r.vangytenbeek@tu.org See Attached

Core Value Signature 
Sheets. CO 81401 Individual

See attached signature sheets for names 
of individual and business's.



26099159 9091396 See Attached
Core Value Signature 
Sheets. r.vangytenbeek@tu.org See Attached

Core Value Signature 
Sheets. CO 81401 Individual

See attached signature sheets for names 
of individual and business's.

26099159 9091729 See Attached
Core Value Signature 
Sheets. r.vangytenbeek@tu.org See Attached

Core Value Signature 
Sheets. CO 81401 Individual

See attached signature sheets for names 
of individual and business's.

26099159 9105664 See Attached
Core Value Signature 
Sheets. r.vangytenbeek@tu.org See Attached

Core Value Signature 
Sheets. CO 81401 Individual

See attached signature sheets for names 
of individual and business's.

26099159 9105805 See Attached
Core Value Signature 
Sheets. r.vangytenbeek@tu.org See Attached

Core Value Signature 
Sheets. CO 81401 Individual

See attached signature sheets for names 
of individual and business's.

26099159 9105818 See Attached
Core Value Signature 
Sheets. r.vangytenbeek@tu.org See Attached

Core Value Signature 
Sheets. CO 81401 Individual

See attached signature sheets for names 
of individual and business's.

26099159 9106211 See Attached
Core Value Signature 
Sheets. r.vangytenbeek@tu.org See Attached

Core Value Signature 
Sheets. CO 81401 Individual

See attached signature sheets for names 
of individual and business's. Thank you.

26099159 9160780 See Attached
Core Value Signature 
Sheets. r.vangytenbeek@tu.org See Attached

Core Value Signature 
Sheets. CO 81401 Individual

See attached signature sheets for names 
of individual and business's.

26099159 9160841 See Attached
Core Value Signature 
Sheets. r.vangytenbeek@tu.org See Attached

Core Value Signature 
Sheets. CO 81401 Individual

See attached signature sheets for names 
of individual and business's.

26099159 9175185 See Attached
Core Value Signature 
Sheets. r.vangytenbeek@tu.org See Attached

Core Value Signature 
Sheets. CO 81401 Individual

See attached signature sheets for names 
of individual and business's.

26099159 9176259 See Attached
Core Value Signature 
Sheets. r.vangytenbeek@tu.org See Attached

Core Value Signature 
Sheets. CO 81401 Individual

See attached signature sheets for names 
of individual and business's.

26099159 9176366 See Attached
Core Value Signature 
Sheets. r.vangytenbeek@tu.org See Attached

Core Value Signature 
Sheets. CO 81401 Individual

See attached signature sheets for names 
of individual and business's.

26099159 9229713 See Attached
Core Value Signature 
Sheets. r.vangytenbeek@tu.org See Attached

Core Value Signature 
Sheets. CO 81401 Individual

See attached signature sheets for names 
of individual and business's.

26099159 9229996 See Attached
Core Value Signature 
Sheets. r.vangytenbeek@tu.org See Attached

Core Value Signature 
Sheets. CO 81401 Individual

See attached signature sheets for names 
of individual and business's.

26099159 9331814 See Attached
Core Value Signature 
Sheets. r.vangytenbeek@tu.org See Attached

Core Value Signature 
Sheets. CO 81401 Individual

See attached signature sheets for names 
of individual and business's.

26099159 9331947 See Attached
Core Value Signature 
Sheets. r.vangytenbeek@tu.org See Attached

Core Value Signature 
Sheets. CO 81401 Individual

See attached signature sheets for names 
of individual and business's.

We should manage our water more wisely and protect 
it.

26099159 9332047 See Attached
Core Value Signature 
Sheets. r.vangytenbeek@tu.org See Attached

Core Value Signature 
Sheets. CO 81401 Individual

See attached signature sheets for names 
of individual and business's.

26099159 9332131 See Attached
Core Value Signature 
Sheets. r.vangytenbeek@tu.org See Attached

Core Value Signature 
Sheets. CO 81401 Individual

See attached signature sheets for names 
of individual and business's.



26099159 9332141 See Attached
Core Value Signature 
Sheets. r.vangytenbeek@tu.org See Attached

Core Value Signature 
Sheets. CO 81401 Individual

See attached signature sheets for names 
of individual and business's.

26099159 9336352 See Attached
Core Value Signature 
Sheets. r.vangytenbeek@tu.org See Attached

Core Value Signature 
Sheets. CO 81401 Individual

See attached signature sheets for names 
of individual and business's.

26274397 9166955 James Lusche Jlusche@gmail.com 7904 East Bayaud Ave Denver CO 80230 Individual

As a resident of Denver and fly fisherman I can 
appreciate the often conflicting needs of our limited 
water resources in Colorado. I support the core values 
as the right approach to addressing these issues.

27518318 7288781 Greg Frick frickusa1@yahoo.com 103 Red Fox Trail, Box 2194 Fraser CO 80442 Individual
It is important for my grand children to be able to fish 
this piece of history.

27631148 8429615 John Fooks johnfooks@frii.com 440 Scrub Oak Circle Monument CO 80132 Group, Business, or Organization
Cheyenne Mountain Chapter-Trout 
Unlimited.

27729486 7290554 Ken Proper kenproper@gmail.com PO Box 771377 Steamboat Springs CO 80477 Group, Business, or Organization Proper Exposure Photography

I'm a life-long resident of Colorado and the owner of a 
commercial photography business that caters 
recreation and tourism. I'm a frequent contributor to 
Southwest Fly Fishing Magazine with manuscripts and 
photos.

28125110 9023375 John Duty john@buckingrainbow.com PO Box 774832 Steamboat Springs CO 80477 Group, Business, or Organization
28128502 9106133 Dennis Murphy yhprum12@q.com 62342 Gail Ct Montrose CO 81403 Group, Business, or Organization Aqua Solutions LLC
28789291 8553121 Jeff McKenna jeffmckenna29@yahoo.com 1346 Road Ave Grand Junction CO 81503 Group, Business, or Organization Emerald Water Anglers.
28789483 7608977 Tony VanGytenbeek tonyvan@q.com 4991 S Chester St Greenwood Village CO 80111 Individual



28928076 7286168 lisa bornfriend lisa@grandcountyliving.com po box 687 winter park CO 80482 Individual

I am deeply saddened every time I go out to hike or 
recreate near water and see drastically low water 
levels, especially on the Fraser River and its tributaries 
like Jim Creek. Living in Grand County, Colorado, I see 
this situation very often as most of our water is 
diverted to the Front Range. And then I hear about 
new measures to take more water from already 
depleted rivers that are struggling to survive. It is time 
that we start acting to fix this situation, including 
fixing the archaic water laws. I love nature and that is 
one of the main reasons I choose to live here and it 
breaks my heart to see the effects of the water 
diversions.

28943914 7291881 Blaine Goddard bbuis3@gmail.com 615 Grand ave Delta CO 81416 Individual
People need to understand the full impact of taking 
water from these rivers and streams.

28962558 6701371 Stephanie Scott sscott@tu.org 1536 Wynkoop St. Denver CO 80202 Individual

I am signing as an individual who loves 
the Colorado River and can't live without 
it.

A healthy CO River is important for me so that my kids 
can play in the river 20 years from now.

28962558 7286259 Stephanie Scott sscott@tu.org 1536 Wynkoop St. Denver CO 80202 Individual

I am signing as an individual who loves 
the Colorado River and can't live without 
it.

28962558 7608585 Stephanie Scott sscott@tu.org 1536 Wynkoop St. Denver CO 80202 Individual

I am signing as an individual who loves 
the Colorado River and can't live without 
it.

Healthy streams and rivers are the lifeblood of the 
West Slope, we must protect these resources above 
all else.

28998804 7337466 John Schutz broken2bent@hotmail.com po box 3011 winterpark CO 80482 Individual
29005947 7779059 Shelley Walchak swalchak@gmail.com 4213 S. Zenobia Street Denver CO 80236 Individual
29008155 7285549 Tom Bowers tbpackmules@gmail.com 10185 hwy 131 Toponas CO 80479 Individual
29008155 7528309 Tom Bowers tbpackmules@gmail.com 10185 hwy 131 Toponas CO 80479 Individual

29018500 7285189 Wayne Flick waflick@yahoo.com 470 Balsam Rd Bayfield CO 81122 Individual

I've lived in Colorado for over 70 years and have seen 
first hand what poor water management can do. We 
need to keep our water here on the western slope!



29018500 7528238 Wayne Flick waflick@yahoo.com 470 Balsam Rd Bayfield CO 81122 Individual

These waterways are important to maintain for our 
wildlife. Also many businesses rely on the health of 
our waterways. Please save our rivers for all to enjoy.

29018778 9021402 Kent Diemer kent@mtntrips.com 106 Mesa Vista Rd Grand Junction CO 81507 Individual

29020416 7284939 Nancy Terrill ncterrill@gmail.com 5 Cognac Ct Grand Junction CO 81507 Individual

We are all dependent upon healthy ecosystems and 
the waterways are a precious and vital part of our 
lives here. All living beings delight and thrive on the 
streams and rivers in western Colorado. I have been a 
backcountry hiker and skier for over 40 years and feel 
a deep connection to these water bodies. Thank you 
for your work on this.

29023688 7285939 Tracy Leigh tleighdesign@gmail.com PO Box 561 Winter Park CO 80482 Individual
29030688 7329216 Ellen Vaughan Ellen.L.Vaughan@gmail.com 405 County Rd. 104 Carbondale CO 81623 Individual

29092662 7314839 Paul Donegan paul.t.donegan@gmail.com 106 Pitkin Street Frisco CO 80443 Individual

The Colorado River and its Western Slope tributaries 
are vital to the tourism and recreation economies of 
many communities in Western Colorado.

29148302 8429827 Michael and Jean Delaney michael.delaney@colorado.edu 5464 Raritan Pl Boulder CO 80303 Individual
29224682 8238648 Chris Herrman cherrman@tu.org 115 N. 5th Street, Suite 410 Grand Junction CO 81501 Individual

29238915 7285861 Cynthia McCoy cmccoy01@hotmail.com P.O. Box 1141 Fraser CO 80442 Individual

As a Riverstock committee member, Colorado native, 
Fraser Valley resident and animal advocate, I believe it 
is imperative we keep our Colorado headwaters safe.

29517259 9177829 Chris Jauhola lilbkepr@aol.com 2937 El Torro Road Fruita CO 81521 Group, Business, or Organization



29544476 7447625 Kate Greenberg kate@youngfarmers.org 1221 Main Ave Durango CO 81301 Group, Business, or Organization National Young Farmers Coalition

The National Young Farmers Coalition represents the 
next generation of growers working to keep both 
agriculture and ecosystems viable and vibrant well 
into the future. Keeping West Slope water in West 
Slope rivers and streams is critical to our ability to 
grow good food. Healthy farms and healthy rivers go 
hand-in-hand.

29545335 7285246 Tanja Hicks rick.tanja@gmail.com 602 Circle Drive Bayfield CO 81122 Individual

These waterways are important to maintain for our 
wildlife. Also many businesses rely on the health of 
our waterways. Please save our rivers for all to enjoy.

29545335 7528255 Tanja Hicks rick.tanja@gmail.com 602 Circle Drive Bayfield CO 81122 Individual
29892154 7609087 Robert King theflyguide@gmail.com 10732 Cr 8 Meeker CO 81641 Individual

30336068 9159336 Deborah Bendinelli ilovetundra@gmail.com PO Box 1173 Lake City CO 81235 Individual
Healthy rivers are the heart and blood of every 
healthy ecosystem, including human communities.

30336125 7611793 Carlos Diaz carlos@2hmech.com 2804 Oxford Avenue Grand Junction CO 81502 Individual
30952642 7241527 Neil Schwieterman townofpaonia@tds.net PO Box 460 Paonia CO 81428 Individual Town of Paonia Board of Trustees

31027842 7286008 Jay Creighton jaytcreighton@gmail.com Vail CO 81657 Individual

Rivers provide us with many great opportunities. My 
personal favorite is fly fishing, and I want to help 
ensure that we still have that opportunity and others 
in the future.

31028651 7286570 Forest Reichen desertfly55@hotmail.com 2709 1/2 B 3/4 Road Grand Junction CO 81503 Individual
I fly fish, and want my grand kids and their kids. To 
have that opportunity

31729089 7563880 Donald Herman donherman@volcano.net P. O. Box 1433 Pioneer CA 95666 Individual

I visit Colorado at least once a year and 
like to fly fish the rivers there, including 
the Colorado and Frasier Rivers. I am also 
interested in Colorado for its beauty and 
care about the natural flow of the water. 
I have children living in Colorado and 
have a special interest in the state 
because of their future.



31776697 7584454 Mark Waltermire VOGACO@gmail.com P.O. Box 614 Hotchkiss CO 81419 Group, Business, or Organization Valley Organic Growers Association

VOGA members rely on healthy water to produce 
healthy products, and healthy rivers and streams are 
essential to our farms.

31783791 7587890 Barbara Peterson allizbab@netscape.net PO Box 888 Paonia CO 81428 Individual
31783797 7587894 Neal Schwieterman paoniamayor@tds.net PO Box 460 Paonia CO 81428 Individual Mayor

31786404 7588613 Doug Monger dmonger@co.routt.co.us PO Box 773598 Steamboat Springs CO 80477 Group, Business, or Organization ROUTT COUNTY

Routt County feels the five core values provided in the 
Trout Unlimited brochure reflect our community's 
principles in regard to this previous resource and are 
pleased to provide our support in this program that is 
looking for cooperative ways to protect our quality of 
life through wise water applications and innovative 
practices. Working with the natural stream flows in 
beneficial ways keep our rivers healthy and profits all 
of the people of our State.

31801955 7603012 Ken Ransford kenransford@comcast.net 132 Midland #3 Basalt CO 81621 Individual Concerned citizen.

Colorado Trout Unlimited has identified a key 
component to improving Colorado rivers - entering 
into cooperative agreements with farmers and 
ranchers to improve outdated irrigation delivery 
systems, and leave more water in river stretches that 
suffer from low flows. Unfortunately, Colorado law 
dissuades ranchers from adopting efficient irrigation 
systems. They are reluctant to do so because they 
may have to incur high attorney and engineering fees 
in water court if they adopt efficient irrigation 
systems, and because they risk abandoning historic 
water rights. Colorado Trout Unlimited is one of the 
leading organizations trying to change this paradigm 
so that rivers fare better in Colorado.

31824593 7608597 Kate Lemon katherine.r.lemon@gmail.com Denver CO 80204 Individual
31824724 7608751 David Pipkin dmpipkin@tds.net Cedaredge CO 81413 Individual Member of GGA Chapter, Trout Unlimited.



31824733 7608763 Richard Arnold richard@telluridecolorado.net Telluride CO 81435 Group, Business, or Organization Arnold Studio in Telluride, Colorado.

31824733 8429767 Richard Arnold richard@telluridecolorado.net Telluride CO 81435 Group, Business, or Organization Arnold Studio in Telluride, Colorado.
31824947 7608968 Karen Favre emmafavre@hotmail.com Dillon CO 80435 Individual
31824948 7608971 Lee Gelatt leegelatt@gmail.com 320 Country Club Park Rd Grand Junction CO 81507 Individual
31824948 8746400 Lee Gelatt leegelatt@gmail.com 320 Country Club Park Rd Grand Junction CO 81507 Individual
31824966 7608991 Paul Rexach dyerrexach@msn.com Grand Junction CO 81502 Individual

31824986 7609007 Christian Hill Christianaspenfly@gmail.com Basalt CO 81621 Individual

Thanks to everyone at TU, your hard work and 
diligence is going to save the Colorado and provide 
our future generations with a lifetime of opportunity.

31827695 7611709 Gunnison County
Board of County 
Commissioners bocc@gunnisoncounty.org Gunnison CO 81230 Group, Business, or Organization

Gunnison County Board of County 
Commissioners.

31827958 7611784 J. David French jdfrench4890@q.com Grand Junction CO 81502 Individual
31827966 7611789 Tom Freeman tomlfreeman@aol.com Mesa CO 81526 Individual
31827980 7611802 Frank Beer 2beerz@gmail.com Grand Junction CO 81502 Individual
31827985 7611807 David Bowen 19cmhs97@gmail.com Montrose CO 81401 Individual

31828170 7612003 Bob Drexel gail@cityofgunnison-co.gov Gunnison CO 81230 Group, Business, or Organization Gunnison City Council.

Thank you for providing us the Our Colorado River 
program information. We would like to take this 
opportunity to further endorse this project with our 
written sentiments. The five core values provided in 
the Trout Unlimited brochure reflect our community's 
principles in regard to this precious resource.

31828228 7612081 Thomas Davidson manageradmin@co.summit.co.us Breckenridge CO 80424 Group, Business, or Organization
Summit County Board of County 
Commissioners.

We are pleased to provide our support in this 
program that is looking for cooperative ways to 
protect our quality of life through wise water 
applications and innovative practices. Working with 
the natural stream flows in beneficial ways keep our 
rivers healthy and profits all of the people of our 
state.

31854820 7636908 Trent Jones trent@mpinem.com Steamboat Springs CO 80488 Group, Business, or Organization Mountain Pine Manufacturing Inc.
31913399 9177832 Danny Wilson wdwbrew@gmail.com Po box 1229 Palisade CO 81526 Group, Business, or Organization Palisade Brewing Company.



32058452 7877101 Kevini Terry terrykev@gmail.com 405 Cherry St Del NOrte CO 81132 Individual
These critical values are essential for the future of 
Colorado and its citizens.

32330142 7857945 Danielle Ryan danielleryan1986@gmail.com Buena Vista CO 81211 Individual

32355184 8376146 Susan Brown sue@rivercampaign.org Denver CO Individual

As a newer resident of the West, I am learning how 
critical the health of the rivers are to economy, 
recreation, tourism and quality of life in the West.

32366595 7884023 Art Goodtimes bocc@sanmiguelcounty.org 333 W Colorado Ave Telluride CO 81435 Group, Business, or Organization
SAN MIGUEL COUNTY, COLORADO 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

The San Miguel County Board of Commissioners 
heartily endorses Trout Unlimitedâ€™s Our Colorado 
River core values. Our county appreciates the 
collaborative process and innovative solutions this 
program utilizes to protect our collective watersheds. 
Thank you for your progress!



32466368 7995228 Lynn Padgett lpadgett@ouraycountyco.gov PO Box C Ouray CO 81427 Group, Business, or Organization
Ouray County Board of County 
Commissioners

   y y   (  
www.OurayCountyCo.gov). cut/paste: A RESOLUTION 
OF THE OURAY COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY 
COMMISSIONERS Supporting the Core Values of the 
Our Colorado River Program WHEREAS, Richard Van 
Gytenbeek, a representative of Trout Unlimited, made 
a presentation to the Board of County Commissioners 
at their regular meeting on November 12,2013, 
explaining the goals of the Our Colorado River 
program to develop successful partnerships and 
cooperative efforts and present a united Western 
Slope on positions of commonality in the State Water 
Plan process; and WHEREAS, the Board of County 
Commissioners of Ouray County has broad powers 
and authority under the law to protect and promote 
the health, welfare and safety of the people within its 
jurisdiction, the authority to regulate land use 
planning and environmental quality and protection, 
pursuant to C,RS, 30Â·11-101 and 29-20-104; and 
WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners 
supports efforts to engage in cooperative and 
collaborative efforts to protect the water rights of all 
water users in Ouray County and to ensure that any 
State Water Plan developed in Colorado honors the 
long-held traditions and water laws of the State under 
the prior appropriation doctrine, and recognizes the 
importance of Western Slope interests and needs for 
water; and WHEREAS, the Core Values developed by 

32512639 8052838 Peter Hall halagear@gmail.com PO Box 771685 Steamboat Springs CO 80477 Group, Business, or Organization Hala Gear
A clean and flowing CO River keeps the economy and 
citizens healthy!

32533458 8087067 Duke Bradford info@CROA.org PO Box 1662 Buena Vista CO 81211 Group, Business, or Organization Colorado River Outfitters Association

The Health of Western Rivers is important to all 
Americans. We must sustain our waterways to have a 
viable Western United States.



32566379 9260276 Holly Loff loff@erwc.org PO Box 5740 Eagle CO 81631 Group, Business, or Organization Eagle River Watershed Council

The five Core Values of Our Colorado River align with 
the mission of Eagle River Watershed Council, which is 
to advocate for the health and conservation of the 
Upper Colorado and Eagle River basins through 
research, education and projects. Our rivers provide 
the water we (and our visitors) drink, but beyond that, 
they are truly the economic life-blood of our 
community. Our waterways provide snow on the ski 
slopes and a wonderful place to fish, raft, kayak, bird 
watch and more. Our rivers are at the heart of why 
many visit or live here; if they suffer, we all suffer. For 
these reasons, the board and staff of Eagle River 
Watershed Council support the Our Colorado River 
Core Values.

33666172 8162813 Bruce Lavoie brucel@oars.com
221 North 400 East or P.O. 
Box 790035 Vernal UT 84078 Group, Business, or Organization

Don Hatch River Expeditions and The 
O.A.R.S. Family of Companies.

33666192 8162866 Ron Lunsford Ron@coloradodiscoverability.org P.O. Box 1924 Grand Junction CO 81502 Group, Business, or Organization
Colordo Discover Ability-Adaptive 
Outdoor Recreation.

33666256 8162979 David Parker davidgparker@hotmail.com Basalt CO 81621 Group, Business, or Organization Happy Day Ranch in Emma, Colorado.

Please support keeping water on the Western Slope, 
protecting our water rights and supporting 
conservation. YES on SB-023!!!

33666503 8163209 Joshua Spoon josh.spoon14@gmail.com Denver CO 80202 Individual

33674739 8164216 Rob Firth rob.firth@tu.org 114 Cedar / PO Box 92 Hot Sulphur Springs CO 80451 Individual

As a citizen of the incredible state of Colorado, I most 
enjoy experiencing, showing off and sharing the 
tremendous natural resources and especially the 
wildlife and fisheries of this beautiful state and it's 
namesake River! Signing and endorsing the Core 
Values is something that shows my intent to and 
desire to protect and sustain (and perhaps ultimately 
improve!) Colorado's unique and treasured outdoor 
environment!



34730417 8240020 Ty Churchwell onetroutaholic@yahoo.com 6 Ferringway Circle, #4 Durango CO 81301 Individual Healthy watersheds equal healthy communities!
34747970 8430063 Glenn Tinnin glenntinnin@gmail.com 224 Meadowbrook Dr. Bayfield CO 81122 Group, Business, or Organization Glenn Tinnin Photography.
34820472 8241541 David Gale dgale@email.com P.O. Box 4129 Grand Junction CO 81502 Individual
34898381 8293803 Rick Rodgers rrodgers@innovestinc.com Denver CO Individual

34898394 8293850 STEVEN Markel snmarkel@gmail.com 5241 S. Race St. Greenwood Village CO 80121 Individual

I fly fish in the Colorado River. It is our responsibility 
to take care of the resources we have be given. The 
Colorado river is a gift to all of us in Colorado. We owe 
it to the community and the future generations of 
Colorado to preserve and if possible improve what we 
are given

34899316 8296885 Phil Eichhorn philip.eichhorn@comcast.net Centennial CO 80122 Individual
Water is the single most mismanaged resource we 
have on this planet.

34961021 8351517 Megan Ritter rvg@bresnan.net 252 Columbus Canyon Rd Grand Junction CO 81504 Individual
34961021 8384166 Megan Ritter rvg@bresnan.net 252 Columbus Canyon Rd Grand Junction CO 81504 Individual
34999258 8368283 Allison Rehor allison@mesalandtrust.org Grand Junction CO 81507 Individual
35034158 8384152 Dalinda Crinklaw dllucero1979@hotmail.com Grand Junction CO 81501 Individual
35034201 8384211 Ilana Moir Ilana@mesalandtrust.org Grand Junction CO 81501 Individual
35034234 8384248 Diana Cort riverdi@optimum.net Grand Junction CO 81501 Individual
35034258 8384277 Barbara Chamberlin hotmama261@bresnan.net Grand Junction CO 81507 Individual

35034305 8384314 Guy Parker domainechanard@earthlink.net Palisade CO 81526 Group, Business, or Organization Domaine Chanard LLC.

Board of Directors-Mesa Land Trust, currently farming 
50 acres of fruit (30 acre personal and 20 acres leased) 
in Palisade, Colorado.

35035780 8385247 Russ Walker rwalker@coloradomesa.edu Grand Junction CO 81506 Individual
35035786 8385256 Van Graham vkgraham46@gmail.com Grand Junction CO 81501 Individual
35035796 8385272 Margery Fillinger margfill8@gmail.com Grand Junction CO 81507 Individual
35035804 8385282 Bill Prakken billprakken@gmail.com Grand Junction CO 81507 Individual
35035810 8385289 Miriam Blozvich miffieb@gmail.com Grand Junction CO 81506 Individual
35035820 8385302 John Pabst jppabst@yahoo.com Grand Junction CO 81506 Individual
35047783 8400434 Jim Pokrandt jpokrandt@crwcd.org Glenwood Springs CO 81601 Group, Business, or Organization Colorado Basin Roundtable
35138770 8429054 Scott Braden scott@conservationco.org Denver CO 80204 Individual
35138782 8429062 Luke Schafer schafer.b.luke@gmail.com Craig CO 81625 Individual Protect the Yampa!!!
35138795 8429070 Tammie Thompson-Booker ttbooker@mars-llc.com Craig CO 81625 Individual



35138800 8429075 Missy Arnett marnett@mars-llc.com Craig CO 81625 Individual
35138804 8429079 Natasha Wilson wnatasha2010@hotmail.com Craig CO 81625 Individual
35138840 8429113 Megan Nelson craigvi@villageinn.com Craig CO 81625 Individual
35138844 8429120 Kelli Thompson kelliandlany@bresnan.net Grand Junction CO 81504 Individual
35138890 8429139 Brandy Hernandez bearvalleyinn@gmail.com Craig CO 81625 Group, Business, or Organization Bear Valley Inn in Craig, Colorado.
35138901 8429147 Jennifer Barlean miss.jenny2008@hotmail.com Craig CO 81625 Individual
35138905 8429149 Sasha Nelson sashanelson@yahoo.com Craig CO 81625 Individual
35138910 8429152 Shirley Simpson willowhawk27@hotmail.com Craig CO 81625 Individual

35138940 8429196 Michele Morgan mamwest@gmail.com Meeker CO 81641 Group, Business, or Organization Elk Mountain Inn in Meeker, Colorado.
35138945 8429229 Melinda Parker elkmountaininn1@gmail.com Meeker CO 81641 Individual
35138957 8429316 Cynthia Looper elkruninn@yahoo.com Craig CO 81625 Individual
35138981 8429416 Linda McBride lindagracemcbride@gmail.com Grand Junction CO 81503 Individual
35138997 8429475 Delorece Girard deegirard@hotmail.com Grand Junction CO 81507 Individual

35139203 8430116 Sharon Hanson hansoneducation@yahoo.com Trinidad CO 81082 Group, Business, or Organization Hanson's Education-Consultation, LLC
35139215 8430171 Mark Hanson anglersalchemist@yahoo.com Trinidad CO 81082 Group, Business, or Organization The Anglers Alchemist, LLC



35144250 8438557 Steven Johnson lighttrap@att.net 720 S.E. Sixth St. Newton KS 67114 Individual

I hold these truths to be self-evident: 1. Our planet is a 
closed, self-sustaining ecosystem, teeming with 
biodiversity. 2. The maintenance of healthy, 
integrated water, air, and soil systems is vitally 
important to the health of our planetâ€™s ecosystem 
and its biodiversity, which includes mankind. 3. Good 
stewardship of our planet is the moral and ethical 
imperative. 4. The industrial period of human 
civilization has produced, and continues to produce, 
significant deleterious impacts on the integrity of our 
planetâ€™s ecosystem and biodiversity as a direct 
result of short-sighted environmental manipulation 
and the production of dangerous and deadly toxins. 5. 
Education, intelligent long-range planning, vigilance, 
and innovative intercession when/where necessary is 
critical to preventing and correcting disastrous 
consequences to human actions that threaten the 
health and integrity of our planetâ€™s ecosystem and 
its biodiversity. 6. Cooperation by all parties involved 
or affected, to the extent possible, toward this 
universally advantageous end is vastly preferable to 
adversarial competition and conflict between special 
interest groups. 7. The Core Values of Trout 
Unlimitedâ€™s, â€œOur Colorado Riverâ€�, is a 
coordinated regional effort consistent with the values 
cited above.

35146785 8439676 Garrett Hanks ghanks@tu.org 1536 Wynkoop St Suite 320 Denver CO 80202 Individual
35152356 8452109 Dave Way gofishway@yahoo.com Rangely CO 81648 Individual
35152366 8452116 Amanda Eppler eppie20.ae@gmail.com Grand Junction CO 81506 Individual
35152374 8452127 Jeff Burdick jeffrey.burdick@yahoo.com Grand Junction CO 81506 Individual
35152380 8452134 Dick Bushmiaer dbnikon@msn.com Montrose CO 81403 Individual
35152389 8452153 Jerry Schaeffer jerry@westernanglers.com Grand Junction CO 81501 Group, Business, or Organization
35152407 8452170 David Graf lomahoma@msn.com Loma CO 81524 Individual



35153095 8452195 David Combs dcombs@aspennational.com Clifton CO 81520 Individual
35153106 8452208 Kenneth Puls kenneth.puls@state.co.us Fruita CO 81521 Individual
35153121 8452223 Britton Crone bcrone970@gmail.com Grand Junction CO 81505 Group, Business, or Organization Paradox Promotions LLC
35153130 8452237 Steve Wall s.wall31@yahoo.com Hotchkiss CO 81419 Individual
35153137 8452249 Al DeGrange degrangeal5@gmail.com Hotchkiss CO 81419 Group, Business, or Organization Gunnison River Expeditions.
35153150 8452272 Lamar Wareham lamarwareham@gmail.com Loma CO 81521 Individual
35153161 8452282 Jorde Matthews tacticcreative@gmail.com Fruita CO 81521 Group, Business, or Organization Lunker Tools.

35153172 8452291 Richard Post orders@tellurideangler.com Telluride CO 81435 Group, Business, or Organization Telluride Angler.
Please put more water in the lower Dolores River for 
the fish and those who fish it.

35153308 8452311 April Bauer aprilmarieble@gmail.com DeBeque CO 81630 Individual
35153312 8452315 Dennis Forster dlforster@bresnan.net Grand Junction CO 81501 Individual
35153350 8452368 Alan Workman workmansells@msn.com Grand Junction CO 81507 Individual
35153359 8452385 Carolyn Futch scfutch@bresnan.net Fruita CO 81521 Individual
35153364 8452395 Steve Futch bikingman@bresnan.net Fruita CO 81521 Individual
35153375 8452404 Kirk Rider kirk@rqlawllp.com Grand Junction CO 81505 Individual

35153389 8452416 Michael Blackburn Michaelblackburn1949@yahoo.com 2344 Knoll Circle Grand Junction CO 81506 Individual
35153417 8452439 Daniel Orr danielorr3668@gmail.com Vernal CO 84078 Individual
35153424 8452444 Bill Baker billydbaker@gmail.com Grand Junction CO 81506 Individual
35153435 8452457 Donna Baker billyanddonna@gmail.com Grand Junction CO 81506 Individual

35153734 8452471 Brad Thayer bradt58@gmail.com Glenwood Springs CO 81601 Individual
I have fished and rafted on the Colorado and Roaring 
Fork rivers for 35 years.

35153742 8452475 Wade Moulton moulwade@ustanet.com Vernal UT 84078 Individual
35153755 8452490 Cody Wagner cwagner@lacroixhandpc.com Grand Junction CO 81501 Individual

35153768 8452505 Chad Davis chadmdavis@yahoo.com Grand Junction CO 81506 Individual

Water is such a valuable resource, not only for 
agriculture, but for a lifestyle that we enjoy in the 
West. Please help preserve and manage it properly.

35158397 8456515 Mike Goldblatt mike@jamtree.com Evergreen CO 80439 Individual



35191599 8474677 Chris Muhr allmetalswelding@gwestoffice.net Grand Junction CO 81501 Group, Business, or Organization
All Metals Welding and Fabrication 
Company Inc.

All Metals Welding services the recreationists, 
agricultural community and the energy services 
sector. Maintaining our river sytems and quality of life 
is of utmost importance to all that we do and enjoy 
about living in Colorado. Chris Muhr-Owner All Metals 
Welding and Fabrication Co., Grand Junction, 
Colorado.

35191612 8474760 Wendy Gutierrez wendll@nctelecom.net Meeker CO 81641 Group, Business, or Organization Wendll's Wondrous Things.
35191619 8474789 Robert Gutierrez bobby@nctelecom.net Meeker CO 81641 Group, Business, or Organization Cuppa Joe @ Wendll's.
35191626 8474823 Amy Mead amymead72@gmail.com Craig CO 81625 Individual
35191632 8474854 Meghan Jezo mjezo13@gmail.com Hayden CO 81639 Individual
35191638 8474881 Tara Kinnamon tara_gentz@yahoo.com Meeker CO 81641 Individual
35191641 8474893 Justin Regina atomictimeclock@gmail.com Meeker CO 81641 Individual
35191648 8474932 Sonya Price sonya.prc@gmail.com Meeker CO 81641 Individual
35191661 8475002 Beckey Dowker bdowker2006@yahoo.com Meeker CO 81641 Individual
35231698 8513185 Gaby Arbuet Sean@hotmail.com Mide letÃ³n M HI
35300272 8551539 Rick Gonzalez trapperrick.rg@gmail.com Fruita CO 81521 Individual
35300282 8551545 Spencer Powell spencerpowell1@gmail.com Grand Junction CO 81501 Individual
35300286 8551548 Bill Edwards bill.edwards@optimum.net Grand Junction CO 81506 Individual
35300291 8551552 Barbara Roberts bsr58@bresnan.net Grand Junction CO 81504 Individual
35300294 8551554 Sarah Kennedy violetlotus22@gmail.com Clifton CO 81520 Individual
35300299 8551557 Evan Russell etrhome@gmail.com Grand Junction CO 81501 Individual
35300311 8551564 Michelle Perea moegirl19@yahoo.com Grand Junction CO 81504 Individual
35300316 8551567 Josh Pritchard joshpritchard18@yahoo.com Craig CO 81625 Individual Great to see people appreciate water!!!

35300323 8551571 Theresa Hammonds theresahammonds568@gmail.com Ely NV 89315 Individual
35300328 8551575 Neal Williams nwilliams187@gmail.com Grand Junction CO 81505 Individual
35300337 8551579 Dylan Stroud paoniastrouds@tds.net Paonia CO 81428 Individual
35300343 8551582 Adam Keen akeen47@gmail.com Grand Junction CO 81501 Individual
35300352 8551589 Vincent Fronczek vincent.fronczek@yahoo.com Grand Junction CO 81501 Individual
35300405 8551621 Justin Bailey bailey1554@gmail.com Fruita CO 81521 Individual
35300410 8551630 Mary Johnson m.i.johnson@gmail.com Grand Junction CO 81503 Individual



35300445 8551703 David Hansow dave@lightgivesheat.org Grand Junction CO 81507 Group, Business, or Organization

Light Gives Heat-A Non-profit 
empowering the masses through film 
and commerce.

35300456 8551730 Rebecca Cope reebs16@gmail.com Grand Junction CO 81505 Individual
35300467 8551769 Morgan Hansow morgan@chromebuffalo.com Grand Junction CO 81507 Group, Business, or Organization Chrome Buffalo.
35300470 8551778 Zach Avila zach.avila@yahoo.com Fruita CO 81521 Individual
35300565 8551788 Adam Hobbs catadjuster100@yahoo.com Grand Junction CO 81501 Individual
35301071 8552415 Miren Yanci myanci@yahoo.com Grand Junction CO 81503 Individual
35301109 8552442 Todd Schweigal masterit@bresnan.net Grand Junction CO 81507 Individual
35301109 8552446 Todd Schweigal masterit@bresnan.net Grand Junction CO 81507 Individual
35301143 8552492 Kelly Osness osnessfamily@msn.com Gunnison CO 81230 Group, Business, or Organization

35301178 8552513 Kathleen Curry kathleencurry@montrose.net Gunnison CO 81230 Group, Business, or Organization
Tomichi Creek Beef and The Local 
Market. Keep up the good work!!! Sincerely, Kathleen.

35301181 8552520 Marie Walsh marie.walsh@western.edu Gunnison CO 81230 Individual

35301201 8552541 Randy Laudick Randy@westelk.com Gunnison CO 81230 Group, Business, or Organization
Laudick-Napa Auto Parts and Gunnison 
Feed and Supply.

35301218 8552557 Jeff Branham jwookieone@hotmail.com Gunnison CO 81230 Individual
35301225 8552563 Alex Alleman alexander.alleman@western.edu Gunnison CO 81230 Individual
35301226 8552566 Stuart Schneider stuartwschneider@gmail.com Gunnison CO 81230 Individual
35301234 8552571 Zach Lovell zachlovell10@western.edu Gunnison CO 81230 Individual
35301243 8552576 Elias Goutos esgoutos@comcast.net Gunnison CO 81230 Individual
35301256 8552590 Chris Noah chrisnoah@western.edu Gunnison CO 81230 Individual
35301278 8552615 Bryce Weaver bryce.weaver@western.edu Gunnison CO 81230 Individual
35301281 8552619 Tyler Patterson tpatterson2020@gmail.com Crested Butte CO 81224 Individual

35301322 8552656 Katherine Daly k.daly@lfvc.org Lake City CO 81235 Group, Business, or Organization Lake Fork Valley Conservancy.
Thanks for spearheading this!!! I wholeheartedly 
support you!!!

35301326 8552661 Rob Childerston robchili31@yahoo.com Gunnison CO 81230 Group, Business, or Organization On The Fly.
35301333 8552664 Camille Richard c.richard@lfvc.org Lake City CO 81235 Individual
35301335 8552670 Andrew Breibart andrewbreibart@gmail.com Crested Butte CO 81224 Individual
35301341 8552674 Jennifer Bock jen@hccaonline.org Crested Butte CO 81224 Individual Protect the Gunnison!!!
35301347 8552680 Julian Herrera julian.herrera@western.edu Denver CO 80204 Individual
35301351 8552686 Kristyn Niemeyer gunnisonbookworm@gmail.com Gunnison CO 81230 Group, Business, or Organization The Bookworm.
35301354 8552694 Susan Teal srteal@hotmail.com Gunnison CO 81230 Group, Business, or Organization Tomichi Cycles Inc.
35301360 8552698 Alexis Kelley alexis.kelley@western.edu Gunnison CO 81230 Individual



35301543 8552709 Benjamin Johnson gofishingwithben@aol.com Gunnison CO 81230 Group, Business, or Organization Ben Johnson Guide Services.

35301556 8552718 Oscar Marks oscar@gunnisonriverflyshop.com Gunnison CO 81230 Group, Business, or Organization Gunnison River Fly Shop.
I especially think we all should be working together to 
solve these complicated issues.

35301612 8552741 Christopher Bacon frybacon53@gmail.com Gunnison CO 81230 Individual
35301678 8552776 Dayne Luekenga dluekeng@gmail.com Gunnison CO 81230 Individual
35303826 8552789 Chrissy Anzlovar canzlovar@gmail.com Grand Junction CO 81506 Group, Business, or Organization M.J. Thomas Photography.
35303832 8552811 Nadia Almuti nadiaalmuti@yahoo.com Grand Junction CO 81501 Individual
35303835 8552826 Kirk Richards thomaskrichards@gmail.com Grand Junction CO 81501 Individual

35303850 8552850 Greg Limza greg.limza@mesacounty.us Grand Junction CO 81502 Individual
Currently building the Mesa County Riverfront Trail 
System and removing tamarisk.

35303858 8552872 Julia Linza julia.linza@yahoo.com Grand Junction CO 81503 Individual
35303869 8552896 Krysten Lauridsen klaurids89@yahoo.com Whitewater CO 81527 Group, Business, or Organization
35303871 8552903 Matt Noel mattnoel8120@yahoo.com Grand Junction CO 81504 Individual
35303873 8552911 Steven Sharn surge2006@earthlink.net Grand Junction CO 81504 Individual
35303881 8552925 Dalton Penner firststringgj@gmail.com Grand Junction CO 81501 Group, Business, or Organization First String Embroidery.
35303888 8552942 Nick Fischer nick93fisch@gmail.com Grand Junction CO 81507 Individual
35303892 8552954 Ryan Gallegos rgallegos0414@yahoo.com Grand Junction CO 81501 Individual
35308948 8553019 Mark Francis mfrancis@familyhealthwest.org Fruita CO 81521 Individual
35308954 8553037 Kelly Hittle khittle444@gmail.com Grand Junction CO 81505 Individual
35308957 8553040 Kayln Madaris kaylnmadaris@yahoo.com Grand Junction CO 81504 Individual
35308965 8553054 Michael Carlton rcmcbc123@gmail.com Grand Junction CO 81506 Individual
35308973 8553061 Rita Churich rita@rockkmzk.com Fruita CO 81521 Individual
35308973 8553063 Rita Churich rita@rockkmzk.com Fruita CO 81521 Individual
35308975 8553071 David Ronde dronde@gjhosp.org Whitewater CO 81527 Individual
35308980 8553081 Isabel Drake isabeldzdrake@hotmail.com Glenwood Springs CO 81601 Group, Business, or Organization Blue Sky Adventures.
35308984 8553086 Patrick Drake patrick@blueskyadventures.com Glenwood Springs CO 81601 Group, Business, or Organization Blue Sky Adventures. Thank you.
35308992 8553107 Matthew James mattj27.mj@gmail.com Grand Junction CO 81505 Individual
35308998 8553127 Eric Miller millere22@yahoo.com Fruita CO 81521 Individual
35432356 8645983 Ryan Cranston ryan@rubycanyoncycles.com Grand Junction CO 81501 Group, Business, or Organization Ruby Canyon Cycles.
35432364 8646001 Beth Zanski culinarybeth@aol.com Grand Junction CO 81501 Group, Business, or Organization West Culinary Corner Inc.
35432398 8646031 Katie Christian katiebug_27@msn.com Grand Junction CO 81501 Individual
35432456 8646073 Randy Greathouse randy@ppgj.com Grand Junction CO 81501 Group, Business, or Organization Precision Printing.
35432470 8646092 Charlie Alexander charlie.t.alexander@live.com Grand Junction CO 81501 Individual
35432480 8646108 Reed Orr rorr1998@hotmail.com Grand Junction CO 81507 Individual



35432484 8646115 David Kareus dkareus@yahoo.com Grand Junction CO 81505 Individual
35432498 8646136 Joshua Wade Ray joshrace1@msn.com Grand Junction CO 81501 Individual
35432500 8646139 Nancy Carter jamesjcarter2nd@bresnan.net Grand Junction CO 81505 Individual
35432509 8646143 Jennifer Britton jbritton410@gmail.com Grand Junction CO 81505 Individual
35432519 8646149 Brent Britton b.britton@bresnan.net Grand Junction CO 81505 Individual
35452150 8683958 Justin Nauert jn10450@gmail.com Carbondale CO 81623 Group, Business, or Organization Golden Stone Anglers, LLC.
35452180 8683998 Anna Peabody apeabody481@gmail.com Carbondale CO 81623 Individual

35452225 8684071 Phoebe Larsson
phoebe@coloradowhitewaterrafting.c
om Glenwood Springs CO 81601 Group, Business, or Organization

35452293 8684153 Erik Larsson erik@coloradowhitewaterrafting.com Glenwood Springs CO 81601 Group, Business, or Organization Colorado Whitewater Rafting, LLC.
35452343 8684224 Arthur Rothman redmtnin@rof.net Glenwood Springs CO 81601 Group, Business, or Organization Red Mountain Inn.
35452380 8684270 Bethany Fountain bethanyjf@gmail.com Glenwood Springs CO 81601 Individual
35452434 8684335 Stan Fit stanleyfit@msn.com Glenwood Springs CO 81601 Individual
35452514 8684447 Kurt Johnson telluridekurt@gmail.com Ophir CO 81426 Individual
35452582 8684548 Andrea Hart andrea@tellurideenergy.com Telluride CO 81435 Group, Business, or Organization Colorado Small Hydro Assn.
35452629 8684623 Scott Schlosser scottes@vail.net Eagle CO 81631 Group, Business, or Organization Brush Creek Ranch, LLC
35452682 8684695 Tom Trowbridge tom@roaringforkanglers.com Glenwood Springs CO 81601 Group, Business, or Organization Roaring Fork Anglers.
35452797 8684851 Tim Olsen tolsen@windtechnology.com Denver CO 80210 Group, Business, or Organization Advanced Energy Systems, LLC
35452877 8684986 Larry Benway llb3architect@me.com Edwards CO 81632 Group, Business, or Organization Architect-Sole Proprietor.
35452934 8685056 Larry Benway III larry@larrybenway.com Edwards CO 81632 Individual

35509097 8742524 Lori Jones lorimaserjones@aol.com 366 Plateau Drive Grand Junction CO 81507 Individual Lori Maser-Jones - RE/MAX 4000

River's are our life line for survival in the west. To keep 
Western Colorado healthy both environmentally and 
economically, it is imperative to protect our rivers, 
agriculture, open space, etc . I also believe that it is 
vital to upgrade and maintain the infrastructure of the 
irrigation and delivery systems.

35509102 8742528 Tyler Jones skitjones@aol.com 366 Plateau Drive Grand Junction CO 81507 Individual
A finite resource that we need to protect to sustain 
our way of life on the Western Slope.

35514656 8746463 Robin Streeter rstreeter@bresnan.net 2833 Quincy Ct. #007 Grand Junction CO 81503 Our very livelihood as a community depends on it!



35518039 8749173 Jeff, "Coach" Shuldener coach@kafmradio.org 1310 Ute Ave. Grand Junction CO 81501 Group, Business, or Organization KAFM Community Radio

Water issues are of supreme importance for the 
Western Slope. KAFM`s Community Affairs program is 
committed to educating our listeners about matters 
concerning the conservation of water and the 
challenges concerning water management.

35535319 8765167 Karen Hildebrandt khildebrandt@bresnan.net Grand Junction CO 81507 Group, Business, or Organization Unique Expressions I strongly support this.....
35539813 8773262 Robert Stevens bob@sresapp.com Grand Junction CO 81501 Group, Business, or Organization Stevens Real Estate Services.
35539918 8773287 Rock Cesario rock@acsol.net Grand Junction CO 81501 Group, Business, or Organization Triple Play Records.
35539925 8773309 Jeremy Farina jfarina@coloradomesa.edu Grand Junction CO 81507 Individual
35539945 8773323 Valerie Salaz valas84@hotmail.com Grand Junction CO 81501 Individual
35539948 8773340 Sarah Johnsen cameronfreedom@hotmail.com Grand Junction CO 81501 Individual
35540405 8774106 Yvonne Barron luvlavander1@hotmail.com Grand Junction CO 81501 Group, Business, or Organization Barron Enterprises

35703640 9174587 Kelly Champion kellyannchampion@gmail.com 10559 W Warren Dr Lakewood CO 80227 Individual
The Colorado River is a vital part of life for many 
regions and I feel it is in urgent need of restoration.

35707454 8818994 Jessica Hawthorne jessica.hawthorne12@gmail.com Haxtun CO 80731 Individual
35707710 8818999 Jennifer Tippetts jennifer@coloradocattle.org Broomfield CO 80020 Individual
35707718 8819005 Brian Reed bjreed@ptsi.net Guyman OK 73942 Individual

35707723 8819010 Katherine Burse-Johnson katherine.burse-johnson@co.usda.gov Denver CO 80017 Individual
35707726 8819015 John Achziger johnaachziger@gmail.com Grand Junction CO 81507 Individual
35707730 8819019 Katharine Achziger krachziger@gmail.com Grand Junction CO 81507 Individual

35707736 8819022 Lauren Libberton failure.of.imagination@gmail.com Grand Junction CO 81501 Individual
35707764 8819057 Michael Hale mlhale@mavs.coloradomesa.edu Grand Junction CO 81501 Individual
35707929 8819064 Richard Reed rich13dick@yahoo.com Grand Junction CO 81504 Individual
35751300 8845083 Taylor Redding taylorredding@yahoo.com Hotchkiss CO 81419 Individual
35751311 8845098 Joyce Laux djlaux@tds.net Paonia CO 81428 Individual
35751475 8845163 Allison McAtigan paonia.allison@gmail.com Paonia CO 81428
35751481 8845170 Elisabeth Delehaunty eed@elisabethan.com Paonia CO 81428 Individual
35751486 8845180 Sharon Huttunen shuttunen@live.com Paonia CO 81428 Individual
35751492 8845191 Susan Coombe scoombe@comcast.net Paonia CO 81428 Group, Business, or Organization Glennie Coombe Gallery
35793549 8886482 Kacie Laughton kacielaughton@gmail.com Grand Junction CO 81503 Individual



35793557 8886489 LaNita Blackman lanitablackman@yahoo.com Fruita CO 81521 Individual
35793570 8886501 Eliathan Bode nerbode@gmail.com Grand Junction CO 81507 Individual
35793576 8886507 Vuthy Sinh vuthysinh@yahoo.com Grand Junction CO 81507 Group, Business, or Organization
35793584 8886515 John Toolen jtoolen@bresnan.net Grand Junction CO 81507 Individual

35793592 8886519 Bennett Boeschenstein boeschenstein.bennett@gmail.com Grand Junction CO 81501 Individual
35793599 8886526 Lindsay A. lindsay1031@hotmail.com Paonia CO 81428 Individual
35793608 8886532 Susan Shoemaker ssusan@sisna.com Paonia CO 81428 Individual
35794254 8886672 Ty Williams kr-williams@hotmail.com Delta CO 81416 Group, Business, or Organization Garden Center and Bistro.
35804172 8886680 Matt Saad mathew.saad@gmail.com Grand Junction CO 81507 Individual
36225923 9020964 Aimee Wride wridchnsky@aol.com Grand Junction CO 81501 Individual
36225937 9020995 Rene Haff rheanfef@yahoo.com Glenwood Springs CO 81601 Individual
36225953 9021021 Kara Broughton boarderbabe333@hotmail.com Carbondale CO 81623 Individual
36225958 9021035 Virginia Gera co89gera@comcast.com Glenwood Springs CO 81601 Individual
36225983 9021068 Cheryl Alfini calfini@garfieldre2.org Rifle CO 81605 Individual
36226010 9021113 Greg Heasley heasley@sopris.net New Castle CO 81647 Individual
36226017 9021126 Max Ortega maxoiv@yahoo.com Steamboat Springs CO 80477 Individual
36226022 9021132 Kris Allen kda.kris@gmail.com Steamboat Springs CO 80477 Individual
36226112 9021235 Holly Stanley sweneyside@yahoo.com Oak Creek CO 80467 Individual
36226163 9021303 Cameron Petet clpetet@gmail.com Steamboat Springs CO 80477 Individual
36226171 9021316 John Duty jmduty3@yahoo.com Steamboat Springs CO 80477 Individual
36226185 9021335 Jarett Duty jarett@buckingrainbow.com Steamboat Springs CO 80487 Individual
36226194 9021344 Jarrett Yager jarrett.yager@gmail.com Steamboat Springs CO 80487 Individual
36226198 9021350 Emily Hornback emily@wccongress.org Palisade CO 81526 Individual
36226210 9021361 Dave Snapp 24farmin@gmail.com Fruita CO 81521 Individual
36226218 9021392 Dave and Tina Snapp snapcopy@gmail.com Grand Junction CO 81501 Group, Business, or Organization Snap Photo.
36226218 9023413 Dave and Tina Snapp snapcopy@gmail.com Grand Junction CO 81501 Group, Business, or Organization Snap Photo.
36234817 9023379 Straightline Sports hunts@straightlinesports.com Steamboat Springs CO 80477 Group, Business, or Organization
36234828 9023386 Jennifer Wall sales@shopmoose.com Steamboat Springs CO 80477 Group, Business, or Organization
36234837 9023395 Launa Speck thesilverbead@hotmail.com Glenwood Springs CO 81601 Group, Business, or Organization The Silver Bead.
36234844 9023398 Annie Brooks info@gallery809.com Glenwood Springs CO 81601 Group, Business, or Organization Gallery 809
36234853 9023403 Kevin Horch thekhorch@gmail.com Glenwood Springs CO 81601 Group, Business, or Organization Sunlight Ski and Bike Shop.
36234867 9023410 Margery Crow margie@downtowndrug.com Glenwood Springs CO 81601 Group, Business, or Organization Downtown Drug.
36245288 9159760 Kevin Hansen kevinh80918@me.com 5526 Cody Mesa Ct Colorado Springs CO 80918 Individual



36269517 9067718 Logan Pettit logan.pettit12@gmail.com Mesa CO 81643 Individual
36269523 9067731 Logan Gross logan@grossexcavatinginc.com Mesa CO 81643 Individual
36269527 9067739 Tanner Bagett putanner7@gmail.com Molina CO 81676 Individual
36269535 9067754 Dakotah Matarazzo cowgirlkoda@hotmail.com Collbran CO 81624 Individual
36269542 9067774 Ruth Shepardson rshepardson@pvsd50.org Collbran CO 81624 Group, Business, or Organization Plateau Valley FFA.
36269547 9067783 Marion Kieck marion@bresnan.net Grand Junction CO 81506 Individual
36269550 9067786 Mark Gibbons mark@bookcliffgardens.com Grand Junction CO 81506 Individual

36269553 9067795 Dan Komlo dan@bookcliffgardens.com Grand Junction CO 81505 Group, Business, or Organization
Bookcliff Gardens Nursery and 
Landscape.

36269553 9067814 Dan Komlo dan@bookcliffgardens.com Grand Junction CO 81505 Group, Business, or Organization
Bookcliff Gardens Nursery and 
Landscape.

To provide proper stewardship of our water right, we 
as a business utilize hand watering of our container 
stock to avoid the waste of water and to help avoid 
runoff into our storm drain system.

36298849 9091166 Keith Curry keith.curry@gjpipe.com Grand Junction CO 81501 Individual

36298877 9091350 Anton Urschitz chelseanursery@aol.com Clifton CO 81520 Group, Business, or Organization Chelsea Nursery.

Co-owner Anton Urschitz: We hold water rights and 
we conserve water. We are growers of native and 
xeric plants. Water is the life source for our nursery. 
Co-owner Stacey K. Stecher: Chelsea Nursery are 
growers of native and xeric plants. Water and the 
conservation of water is our job and our life.

36298968 9091710 Alison Jenkins alijenkinsk@hotmail.com Grand Junctin CO 81605 Individual
36307318 9105683 Marcus Richardson marq.richardson@gmail.com Telluride CO 81435 Individual
36307325 9105713 Mary Dirkse bearladybugs@yahoo.com Ouray CO 81427 Individual
36307328 9105744 Charisse Spear ridgwaylodge@gamil.com Ridgway CO 81432 Individual
36307336 9105782 Judy Chamberlin judichamberlin@gmail.com Ridgway CO 81432 Individual
36307521 9106143 Mark Schroeder marks@independence.net Ridgway CO 81432 Group, Business, or Organization HPCI.
36307535 9106159 Adrian Musgrove chefadrianmusgrove@yahoo.com Ridgway CO 81432 Group, Business, or Organization Welded Elephant. Support local rivers!!!
36307538 9106173 Charisse Spear ridgwaylodge@gmail.com Ridgway CO 81432 Group, Business, or Organization Ridgway Lodge and Suites.
36307546 9106187 Carrie Folger carrieallison@yahoo.com Ridgway CO 81432 Group, Business, or Organization Panny's Pizza.

36307552 9106203 Albert Adams
albert@ridgwayoutdoorexperience.co
m Ridgway CO 81432 Group, Business, or Organization Ridgway Outdoor Experience.

36307561 9106222 John Billings grammydude@gmail.com Ridgway CO 81432 Group, Business, or Organization Billings Artworks (Grammy HQ).



36307575 9106256 Ken Lipton uwpcoordinator@gmail.com Ridgway CO 81432 Group, Business, or Organization Uncompahgre Watershed Partnership.
36362690 9160785 Bill Leo ourayleos@gmail.com Ouray CO 81427 Individual
36362703 9160792 Bill Leo ouraymountainsports@gmail.com Ouray CO 81427 Group, Business, or Organization Ouray Mountain Sports.
36362708 9160800 Mark Weaver marcopolo1207@yahoo.com DeBeque CO 81630 Individual

36362715 9160805 Tenna O'Dell tenna@thehighlonesomeranch.com Parachute CO 81635 Individual
36362720 9160815 Chris Beasley oldmountaingift@gmail.com Parachute CO 81635 Group, Business, or Organization Old Mountain Gift and Jewelry LLC.
36362732 9160827 Randy and Caren Davis andrewofgoo@juno.com Parachute CO 81635 Antler Liquor Inc.

36362744 9160836 Alan Shank alanlshank@gmail.com Parachute CO 81635 Individual Keep the water in the river on the Western Slope!!!
36362753 9160847 Tammy Patton tammypatton2@gmail.com Parachute CO 81635 Individual

36364632 9162623 Kari Sorrells Cnk1230@aol.com 586 sunny meadow ln Grand Junction CO 81507 Individual

There has to be other options, update irrigation-
something... We are already living with the minimum 
here and our drout could become worse.

36364933 9162767 Deb Bamesberger dbames@comcast.net 16 phillips hillside snowmass CO 81654 Individual

This is our water, we need it for our agriculture, our 
fish, our environment. Our rivers being healthy is very 
important and if the levels continue to go down the 
fish suffer, the surrounding suffer, our state suffers so 
we the people of the state of Colorado suffer!

36364945 9162773 Eileen Liles Eileen.Liles@gmail.com 18513 Ward Creek Road Cedaredge CO 81413 Individual

36365053 9162836 Harry Benjamin Benacres@bresnan.net 664 canyon creek dr Grand junction CO 81507 Individual Myself

We need to keep our water over here. Would like to 
see more water storage efforts. Such as removing silt 
from reservoirs, better irrigation practices, etc.

36365053 9162848 Harry Benjamin Benacres@bresnan.net 664 canyon creek dr Grand junction CO 81507 Individual Myself
36365053 9162849 Harry Benjamin Benacres@bresnan.net 664 canyon creek dr Grand junction CO 81507 Individual Myself



36365191 9162944 Steve Ekmark squeekinlv@yahoo.com Clifton CO 81520 Individual

West slope rivers and streams are not only important 
to Colorado, they are important to the millions of 
people "down stream" that use the water from the 
Colorado river. Lake Mead is at historic lows and 
California is suffering from a severe drought.

36365211 9162959 Victoria Ritz vicrtz@yahoo.com 2310 Arriba Dr. Grand Junction CO 81507 Individual

The Colorado River supplies water not only to western 
Colorado but several states downstream who are in 
dire need of that water. To divert ANY water from the 
Colorado River to the front range is unthinkable 
during this time of severe drought.

36365315 9163038 Carla Purcella Lolliemae@gmail.com 2916 Kathy Jo Ln Grand Junction CO 81503 Individual Personal

We live in western Colorado along with children and 
grandchildren and find it offensive that those in other 
areas want to take our lifestyle from us to benefit 
themselves. Find another source of water or start 
desalinization of sea water but leave our water alone!

36365316 9163039 Guy Purcella barefootguyinco@gmail.com 2916 Kathy Jo Ln Grand Junction CO 81503 Individual
36365621 9163101 Gwen Russell russell_gwen@hotmail.com whitewater CO Individual

36365876 9163155 Nick Kuhlmann nkuhlmann1@yahoo.com 1015 Grand Ave Glenwood Springs CO 81601 Individual

I believe new management practices will be required 
in the face of continued drought. I believe that 
modernization of farming techniques. I would like to 
see innovative concepts applied to management.

36365994 9163204 Catherine Medina cathiemedina@hotmail.com 1700 American Way Montrose CO 81401 Individual Self
36365996 9163206 Amber Fluegel Amber.fluegel@yahoo.com 1607 lower pasture rd Montrose CO 81401
36366606 9163439 Leah Rybak l.marie.rybak@gmail.com DIllon CO Individual

36367677 9164201 Linda Kelley Lsk@fruitawireless.com 1590 P Rd Loma CO 81524

I'm a farmer, we need the water to grow our crops. If 
the front range would quit putting in golf courses and 
build some ponds,lakes water holding facilities they 
wouldn't need our water. They need to conserve a 
little, put in landscaping like other desert places!



36368941 9165086 Brian Jordan 8bjordan8@gmail.com 462 Cougar Run Ct Clifton CO 81520 Individual

36370016 9165768 Kathryn Mutz kathryn.mutz@colorado.edu 2990 Regis Drive Boulder CO 80305 Individual

Natural resources in a modern world must be 
managed in a modern manner for the benefit of all, 
including the natural world of the West Slope. Even 
the concept of first in time, first in right should 
recognize the prior right of nature, the prior right of 
the native peoples of Colorado, and the right of future 
generations to benefit from the waters of the state in 
conjunction with those who have claimed the rights to 
waters of our state.

36371058 9166274 Emily Adams eaeadams1@gmail.com 210 Suprise Ave Placerville CO 81430 Individual

A healthy river ecosystem for plants and wildlife is 
very important in keeping Colorado a wild, natural 
place.

36400302 9175208 Rene Fisher re-fisher@hotmail.com Rifle CO 81650 Group, Business, or Organization Midland Arts Company.
36400550 9175475 David Kittle AND@rof.net Rifle CO 81650 Group, Business, or Organization A and D Pawn Inc.
36400697 9175663 Elizabeth Stinson lizardventures@gmail.com Rifle CO 81650 Individual

36400750 9175731 Tanner Fenstermacher tannerfenstermacher@yahoo.com Rifle CO 81650 Individual
36401442 9176242 Kristine Llacuna ladybugexp@hotmail.com Rifle CO 81650 Group, Business, or Organization
36401447 9176245 Kira Hunter kirahunter28@gmail.com Rifle CO 81650 Individual
36401457 9176255 Kris Euler kleuler4@live.com Rifle CO 81650 Individual
36401465 9176261 Randall Tarufelli blackbearliquors@gmail.com Rifle CO 81650 Group, Business, or Organization Black Bear Liquors.
36401524 9176302 Frank Lee thepartshouse@hotmail.com Rifle CO 81650 Group, Business, or Organization The Parts House.

36401530 9176318 Marcin Maj info@gatewaylodgerifle.com Rifle CO 81650 Group, Business, or Organization
Gateway Lodge-Northwestern 
Enterprises LLC.

36401541 9176330 Corey Beaugh corey.beaugh@state.co.us Grand Junction CO 81501 Individual
36401549 9177840 Paul Trumbo PTrumbl@hotmail.com Palisade CO 81526 Individual
36401552 9177847 Elliott Trumbo elliott.trumbo@yahoo.com Palisade CO 81526 Individual

36401659 9176360 Malcolm Chuders malcolm.chuders@gmail.com Palisade CO 81526 Group, Business, or Organization Artist-Photographer-Self Employed.
In the West, when you touch water, you touch 
everything.

36401673 9176370 Andres Aslan aaslan@coloradomesa.edu Grand Junction CO 81507 Individual
36401679 9176375 Stacy Beaugh sbeaugh@tamariskcoalition.org Grand Junction CO 81501 Group, Business, or Organization Tamarisk Coalition.
36401683 9176379 Shannon Hatch hatchsm@gmail.com Grand Junction CO 81502 Individual



36401698 9176397 Keyes Mueller keyesstahl@gmail.com Grand Junction CO 81501 Individual
36404169 9177851 Jeanette Liggett jeanetteliggett@gmail.com Grand Junction CO 81501 Individual
36491955 9228996 Kim Henderson tygar_2011@yahoo.com Palisade CO 81526 Group, Business, or Organization Lupita's Bizarre Bazarre Too.
36491974 9229069 Cass Hardy cjhardy17@gmail.com Palisade CO 81526 Individual
36491991 9229117 Kimla Carsten kimla@peachstreetdistillers.com Palisade CO 81526 Group, Business, or Organization Peach Street Distillers.
36492001 9229140 Josh Nestler josh@peachstreetdistillers.com Palisade CO 81526 Individual
36492028 9229245 Doug Randall doug@fruitacoop.com Palisade CO 81526 Group, Business, or Organization Palisade Coop.
36492039 9229281 Margaret Durrant margomae1@yahoo.com Palisade CO 81526 Individual Keep it up-water is extremely important.
36492049 9229309 Shenan Putnam shenanputnam@gmail.com Palisade CO 81526 Individual
36492057 9229343 Kathryn Jasper-Mahannah kathrynjasperblake@yahoo.com Grand Junction CO 81504 Individual
36492104 9229491 Megan Clark megan@candrfarms.com Palisade CO 81526 Group, Business, or Organization C and R Farms.
36492123 9229555 Suzanne Erickson lifeonafarm@juno.com Palisade CO 81526 Individual
36492136 9229632 Dave Helmer helmer.dave@gmail.com Greeley CO 80631 Individual
36492191 9229878 Kendra Zadrozny kendrazadrozny@yahoo.com Palisade CO 81526 Individual
36492201 9229930 Carol Zadrozny zsorchard@yahoo.com Palisade CO 81526 Group, Business, or Organization Z's Orchard.
36492407 9230610 Kate Elizabeth Van Gytenbeek rrppvvgg4@charter.net Grand Junction CO 81507 Individual

36492407 9230675 Kate Elizabeth Van Gytenbeek rrppvvgg4@charter.net Grand Junction CO 81507 Individual

I find #5-Keep Our Rivers at Home to be a stunningly 
powerful statement. It is simple and complete and 
represents logic and truth.

36492436 9230738 Elizabeth Baggett elizabethannbaggett@gmail.com Ouray CO 81427 Group, Business, or Organization St. Elmo Hotel.
36492449 9230768 Blake Baggett blakebaggett1@gmail.com Ouray CO 81427 Individual
36492458 9230804 Janet Dunham jdunham@ouraynet.com Ouray CO 81427 Group, Business, or Organization Kristopher's Culinaire.
36492458 9230848 Janet Dunham jdunham@ouraynet.com Ouray CO 81427 Group, Business, or Organization Kristopher's Culinaire.
36492477 9230905 Heather Patterson admin@fishrigs.com Ridgway CO 81432 Group, Business, or Organization RIGS Adventure Company.
36493890 9230944 Matt McCannel mmccannel@gmail.com Ridgway CO 81432 Individual
36493899 9230979 Tim Patterson info@fishrigs.com Ridgway CO 81432 Group, Business, or Organization RIGS Fly Shop.
36493902 9230998 Chance Harris chanceharris38@gmail.com Ridgway CO 81432 Individual
36500345 9231236 Brady Martin unclebrady13@yahoo.com Montrose CO 81401 Individual
36500357 9231275 Ariana Meraz ariana_19_meraz@hotmail.com Ouray CO 81427 Individual
36500374 9231331 Denise Freidhoff denisefreidhoff@yahoo.com Ouray CO 81427 Group, Business, or Organization Lauren Nicole Gifts.
36500383 9231351 Jared Bolhuis kayakrush@gmail.com Montrose CO 81401 Individual
36500396 9231389 Jackie Genuit jackiegenuit@yahoo.com Ouray CO 81427 Individual



36588660 9275096 H. Bruce Talbott bruce@talbottfarms.com 3782 F 1/4 Rd. Palisade CO 81526 Group, Business, or Organization Talbott's Mountain Gold, LLLP

We produce Peaches, Wine Grapes and Pears in 
Palisade Colorado as well as packing and processing of 
fruits. The Colorado River is the life blood of 
production agriculture here in the Grand Valley as 
well as in the Great Basin as a whole. Water quality as 
well as quantity are extremely important to us and 
our willingness to continue to reinvest in high value 
crops is dependent on our confidence that that water 
will continue to be available here.

36711450 9331728 Frank Nemanich westiecolorado@bresnan.net Grand Junction CO 81507 Individual
36711461 9331783 Roy Farber ramah81501@yahoo.com Grand Junction CO 81501 Individual
36711466 9331794 Tom Ziola tom2@gjcity.org Grand Junction CO 81506 Individual
36711472 9331805 Brian Vagell vagelbite@gamail.com Grand Junction CO 81501 Individual
36711481 9331823 James Carter james.carter@gjpipe.com Grand Junction CO 81501 Individual
36711487 9331838 Kim Pease kimsautoparts@hotmail.com Fruita CO 81521 Group, Business, or Organization Kim's Auto Parts
36711916 9331848 Kelly Brady kellyjoy08@hotmail.com Fruita CO 81521 Individual
36711922 9331860 Shauna Davis mommieluvof2@bresnan.net Fruita CO 81521 Individual
36711926 9331871 Linda Kurtz ljkurtz00@msn.com Grand Junction CO 81507 Individual
36711930 9331880 Jay Harris sudsbrothers@outlook.com Fruita CO 81521 Group, Business, or Organization Suds Brothers Brewery.
36711933 9331890 Gregory Luck bikeabout@mac.com Grand Junction CO 81501 Individual
36711937 9331904 James Surkel mtnwheeling@yahoo.com Grand Junction CO 81507 Individual
36711963 9331957 Landon Monholland illgobigger@hotmail.com Fruita CO 81521 Individual
36711980 9331990 Laura Zeuner lzeuner@yahoo.com Fruita CO 81521 Individual
36711986 9332000 Rudy Van Voorhees dobisq@gmail.com Fruita CO 81521 Individual
36711990 9332011 Don Watson cascadebicycles@gmail.com Montrose CO 81401 Group, Business, or Organization Cascade Bicycles.
36712012 9332060 Joel Bierma joel.bierma@gmail.com Montrose CO 81401 Individual
36712021 9332081 Debbie Blanchard montrosefootwear@aol.com Montrose CO 81401 Group, Business, or Organization Montrose Footwear Inc.
36712026 9332085 Margaret Johnson johnson.margaret70@yahoo.com Montrose CO 81401 Group, Business, or Organization Daily Bread Bakery and Cafe.
36712029 9332093 Melissa Alcorn melissa.alcorn@me.com Montrose CO 81401 Individual
36712036 9332108 Justin Jarvis j.c.jarvis@gmail.com Montrose CO 81403 Individual
36712040 9332115 Tammy Kulpa tmkulpa4@gmail.com Montrose CO 81401 Individual
36712050 9332124 Robert Brown brrp@aol.com Montrose CO 81401 Group, Business, or Organization Around the Corner Art Gallery.



PUBLIC INPUT 

ITEM 51 

(3 of 3) 
 





























































































PUBLIC INPUT 

ITEM 52 
 



CWCB, 
  

My Name is Annie Henderson and I am the co-founder of the Upper CO Private Boaters 

Association, based in Glenwood Springs. I am representing the local voice of the 

recreation community and would like to speak to the importance our recreation based 

economy in the Roaring Fork Valley and on the Western Slope. 

  

People from all over the state, the nation and the world; visit the Roaring Fork valley 

with many of the attractions directly correlating with our water. From our snowpack to 

our flowing and sometimes raging rivers to our renowned hot springs, we are a recreation 

destination to the very core. 

The Colorado is a mighty river, but it is being overworked to a breaking point by 

increasing municipal demands unchecked by a lack of practice in water conservation. On 

rivers like the Roaring Fork, diverting and extra 100 cfs can be the difference between a 

runnable flow and a hard hit to the local rafting and angling businesses. 

  

Of Colorado’s $34.5 billion outdoor recreation economy, Rivers on the Western Slope 

contribute 9 billion dollars annually, and provide 80,000 jobs. We must sustain this 

industry for the good of our economic vibrancy. Colorado hinges its character and image 

on our natural environment making us one of the most popular destinations in the United 

States. 

  

Business owners came out to the September 11
th

 CWCB hearing to explain the 

importance of flowing rivers in Colorado. They are just a fraction of the people who rely 

on Colorado’s rivers for their livelihoods, and represent whole communities that depend 

on recreational tourism. We can’t leave these businesses and communities high, dry and 

broke with irresponsible and wasteful water use. 

  

Here in the Roaring Fork Valley we value a healthy and active lifestyle including rivers 

that provide rafting, kayaking, gold-medal fisheries and many other outdoor recreational 

activities. 

  

What is healthy for recreation is healthy for our rivers and streams. Conservation is the 

only long-term, forward thinking solution to an impending water crisis. It solves the 

problem more quickly and costs significantly less than new, large pipelines and other 

projects that ship water from basin to basin. Additional transmountain diversions are not 

the solution to a balanced approach with Colorado Water. The illusion of “new water,” is 

an alarming fallacy.  Prior to making hasty water allocation decisions, there should be a 

statewide initiative to decrease consumption and identify and support water conservation 

goals.  Most importantly, conservation enables us to meet our water demands without 

sacrificing the health of our rivers. If we set a high conservation goal of a 1% reduction 

per person per year, we can fill the gap without turning to more costly, invasive 

measures. 



  

  

We must re-define what stipulates beneficial use. The intrinsic value of our river eco-

system is beneficial use, albeit non-consumptive. It has become increasingly imperative 

that we re-evaluate water law to reflect the projected impacts of both climate change and 

population growth as opposed to historical use data. 

  

Additionally, the current plan, does not address a common language or measurement to 

evaluate environmental and recreational flows, while there is very clear vernacular to 

describe both agricultural and municipal uses. If each use is to receive equal 

consideration within the state plan, the guidelines for how we will achieve our 

conservation goals needs to outlined as more than a noted attempt. As drought (especially 

in the lower basin states) becomes an increasingly dire situation, it would be irresponsible 

to forgo the opportunity to make conservation one of our top priorities. 

  

  

We agree with Governor Hickenlooper when he said that “all discussions about water 

should start with conservation.” We need to ensure the state’s plan will protect our rivers 

and their high economic, recreational, and environmental values. While I speak on behalf 

of our recreation community, I would like to make it clear that this issue is not about 

whether rafting is better than golf; this is about an impending water crisis. Short-sighted 

resource grabs, are counter-productive to a future of sustainable communities and 

responsible use of natural resources; water being the most vital of all. 
  

Thank you for your time and consideration. 
  

Sincerely, 
  

Annie Henderson 

Co-Founder of the Upper Colorado Private Boaters Assoc. 
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October 10, 2014 
 
Mr. James Eklund, Director 
Colorado Water Conservation Board 
Department of Natural Resources 
1313 Sherman Street 
Denver, Colorado 80203 
 

Dear Director Eklund: 

 
This letter transmits my comments concerning the draft Colorado Water Plan (CWP) for 
consideration by the Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB).   
 
Comments contained in this letter are my own individual thoughts, suggestions, and 
recommendations and do not necessarily reflect any agreement or consensus by the Interim 
Water Resources Review Committee (WRRC), of which I am chair.    As you may know, the 
WRRC declined at its September 30, 2014, meeting to submit its own Committee comment 
letter at this time.  My own personal comments have, however, been deeply informed by the 
extensive outreach efforts conducted by the WRRC and its staff during the summer and fall 
under Senate Bill 14-115.  My comments below have also been informed by my 8 years of work 
on water issues as a member of the House Committee on Agriculture, Livestock, and Natural 
Resources, which I chaired for 3 years.   
 
My comments are summarized as follows: 
 

 Based on my experience in the legislature, my greatest hope is that the CWP will 
establish strong policy directives aimed at increasing flexibility, innovation, and creative 
problem solving on Colorado water issues.  Specifically, it is imperative that the CWP 
supports innovative approaches toward conservation and toward sharing water among 
agricultural, municipal and industrial users as well as for maintaining environmental and 
recreational values.  The CPW must develop the framework for State policies that legally 
and financially support pilot and full-scale projects for implementing innovative 
practices, such as leasing/fallowing, flexible water rights, water banking, urban and 
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agricultural efficiency, conjunctive use of surface and ground waters, rainwater 
harvesting, and others.   The stakes are too high to continue to allow Colorado’s legal 
system to stifle the use of these and other progressive approaches.  The CWP must 
provide the policy and legislative direction necessary to achieve the flexibility needed to 
meet the water needs of the 21st century and beyond.   
 

 I believe Colorado citizens support strong municipal water conservation efforts.  I was 
disappointed to learn that the current working draft CWP only aims at a “medium” level 
of conservation.  A more robust commitment to municipal water conservation is needed 
in the Plan.   
 

 The link between urban development and land-use practices and front-range water 
conservation was a common theme heard at nearly all the WRRC’s SB-115 public 
meetings.   The CWP should recognize water-wise urban land-use planning and 
development standards as powerful tools for reducing the water footprint of new 
development and redevelopment in rapidly growing urban areas of the state.   Although 
land-use and development regulations are typically considered local decisions, the State 
has a role in promoting conservation-oriented development standards as part of its 
water stewardship responsibilities.  The CWP should emphasize the State’s role in 
reducing the water footprint of new development as a conservation measure that is 
strongly supported by citizens in urban and rural communities alike.   
 

 Based on public testimony received throughout the State in 2014, the people of 
Colorado clearly value healthy rivers and naturally-functioning watersheds.  People view 
the maintenance of healthy aquatic systems as a beneficial use for water and are willing 
to make the tradeoffs necessary to be able to use water for environmental and 
recreational purposes.  The CWP should recognize the statewide support among citizens 
for policies and practices that ensure adequate flows of high-quality water in Colorado’s 
rivers and streams.   
 

 Citizens support the need for assessing and meeting the segment-specific environmental 
and recreational needs of State water bodies.  The CWP should contain policy 
statements and set robust funding goals for ensuring the health of Colorado’s aquatic 
ecosystems as well as for maintaining the recreational values provided by healthy rivers, 
streams, and lakes.   Funding for environmental and recreational projects should be on 
par with other IPPs.  Similarly, funding for IPPs with environmental and recreational 
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benefits should be prioritized according to a set of guidelines and criteria which protect 
the health of aquatic systems.   
 

 I sincerely hope that the CWP will incorporate the policy goals and recommendations of 
the House Bill 12-1278 study of the South Platte alluvial aquifer.  The South Platte 
alluvium deserves recognition as a uniquely valuable resource which should be managed 
to maximize its beneficial use as a water resource and as a critically important storage 
vessel.   The CWP should recommend greater flexibility, innovation, and creativity in the 
management of this important resource.   
 

 Citizens throughout the State are concerned about water and want their concerns to be 
heard and addressed in the CWP.  That is why a public dialogue on water is so critically 
important to future decision making.   I urge the CWCB and its staff to carefully and 
thoroughly review and consider the public comments compiled by the WRRC through 
the SB-115 process which were submitted to you on October 9, 2014.  As I leave the 
legislature due to term limits, I am confident that future legislatures and WRRC 
members will remain committed to continuing the SB-115 process as the CWP evolves 
over time.  I hope the CWCB will remain equally committed to seeking public input on 
the CWP through an intentionally deliberative process.   
 

 Finally, throughout my legislative career, I have always wished to work on water issues 
in partnership with the CWCB and its staff.  I encourage you and the CWCB to recognize 
and continue to help define a robust and integral role for the General Assembly as 
partners in Colorado’s water policy planning and implementation.  I hope the General 
Assembly’s role will become a prominent element of the CWP.   

 
Thank you for considering these comments as you craft a State Water Plan that truly represents 
the values and interests of Colorado citizens.  Serving as the Chairman of the House Agriculture 
Committee and the WRRC has been a rare privilege for which I feel deeply honored.  I consider 
the opportunity to work with you, the CWCB members, and your staff among my most  
gratifying experiences.  I trust that the draft CWP you are about to create will be worthy of such 
a great state as Colorado.   
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
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Randy Fischer 
State Representative 
House District 53 
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To: Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB) 
From: Trout Unlimited 
Date: October 10, 2014 
Re: Comments on Colorado’s Water Plan 
 
Trout Unlimited appreciates the opportunity to provide input to the CWCB as you work to prepare 
the draft Colorado Water Plan.  Our comments are organized into four sections:  (1) General 
statewide principles we believe should be reflected in the Plan, (2) comments specifically 
addressing the Interbasin Compact Committee (IBCC) Conceptual Agreement for New Supply, (3) 
comments specific to draft Water Plan sections 6.2 and 6.6, and (4) Basin-specific comments. 
 

Trout Unlimited’s Statewide Colorado Water Plan Principles 
 
Colorado Trout Unlimited’s board of directors, which includes representation for 24 local chapters 
statewide, supported the following core principles as measures that should be reflected in the 
Colorado Water Plan. 
  

1. The Colorado Water Plan must include meaningful efforts to protect and restore 
healthy rivers and streams and environmental and recreation uses of water.  Just as it 
is important to address consumptive water supply “gaps”, the State must also document 
and address its environmental and recreational supply gap.  Healthy rivers are vital to 
communities, promote property values, support a strong recreation economy, and 
contribute to the quality of life that makes Colorado a great place to live.  Beyond 
identifying focus reaches with key values for protection and restoration, the Colorado 
Water Plan should lay out specific actions to assess and quantify environmental and 
recreational needs in each basin, timelines for implementation of both the needs 
assessments and projects to provide for those needs, and resources to complete them.  
By way of illustration, projects could include restoration of river and wetland habitat, 
appropriation and acquisition of instream flows to protect, enhance and restore the 
environment, management of new and existing water supply projects to enhance flows, 
and collaborations with irrigators to increase efficiency and keep more water in-stream.  
Colorado’s Water Plan should ensure that our State continues to enjoy the many 
ecological, social, and economic benefits of healthy rivers.   
 
A key element of this effort is to fill information gaps for the many basins where 
environmental and recreational needs are not well-documented or quantified.  It is 
difficult to address environmental and recreational gaps until we have a clear sense of 
what those gaps are.  A number of approaches may be fitting to address these needs 
depending on the amount and type of information available in each area of interest.  
One such tool is development of stream management plans that quantify water 
environmental and recreational water needs.  This is a concept used by Grand County in 
assessing the Upper Colorado watershed, and recommended by the Colorado Basin 
Roundtable.  This more focused and refined assessment of needs would build on the 
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general assessments that the Yampa/White and Colorado basins have done using the 
Flow Evaluation Tool, while allowing other basins that do not have Flow Evaluation Tool 
information to move forward with their quantification of environmental and 
recreational needs.    
 
The Arkansas Basin also recommends watershed planning that includes such analysis 
along with other watershed considerations (such as threats to watersheds, water 
quality, hydrology) – a concept we support, while noting that there is a need for both 
quantifying flow needs and understanding water quality and watershed risks such as 
from fire and insects.  The appropriate expertise that needs to be brought to bear for 
these elements is very different, and so they may need to be pursued as separate but 
complementary efforts.   
 
While quantification of flow needs is a key initial step, for those watersheds where solid 
information already exists projects to address their identified gaps should proceed 
concurrently with further assessment in those watersheds that lack adequate 
information.   
 
For all of these tasks, Colorado’s Water Plan should include a clear path forward 
including providing adequate resources.  

 
2. Basin implementation plans need to help refine the municipal supply “gap” at a local 

level.  Planning to meet future water demands depends on understanding what the 
needs are at a local level, so that strategies can be designed to provide water when and 
where it is actually needed. Large aggregate gaps may suggest large project solutions, 
when in reality smaller more targeted projects and methods may be more effective 
while minimizing adverse impacts.  

 
3. Filling the municipal water supply gap requires a balanced strategy emphasizing 

efficient use of Colorado’s limited water supplies. 
a. High water conservation targets should be reflected in basin implementation plans.  

Water efficiency is the cheapest, fastest, and least environmentally-damaging way to 
meet growing municipal water needs in communities across Colorado.  As technology 
improves, and with use of incentives to further promote xeric landscaping, water 
conservation can go a long way in helping fill Colorado’s future water supply gap.  State 
policies should promote such conservation efforts throughout Colorado.  Our water 
resources are limited, and maximizing the efficiency with which they are used must be a 
cornerstone of statewide water policy.  The Colorado and Southwest Basin Roundtables 
have included higher conservation targets in their draft basin plans; unfortunately, the 
basins where the greatest total increase in water demand is projected have not followed 
suit and indeed are not even suggesting levels of conservation described in the no/low 



 
TU Colorado Water Plan Comments / Scott / 10.10.2014 / Page 3 

 
 

regrets strategy.  Colorado’s Water Plan should set the bar higher for conservation 
efforts, in light of the growing demands and uncertainties facing a limited resource.  

b. Water re-use should be an increasing part of meeting future water needs.  Where 
water can legally be reused to extinction (transbasin water, already converted 
consumptive use water, non-tributary groundwater), it should be.  This is part of 
maximizing the use of existing (or new) water supplies to meet demands.  Necessary 
infrastructure for treatment and delivery of re-use water should be incentivized with 
state funding.  

c. Alternative transfer mechanisms and improved agricultural efficiency should be used 
to meet growing needs while maintaining agriculture and protecting Colorado’s 
environment Irrigated agriculture provides far-reaching benefits to the economy, 
environment and quality of life in Colorado.  The state should support water sharing 
arrangements – from water banks to rotational fallowing – that can help meet municipal 
supply needs and maintain healthy rivers while avoiding the social, economic and 
environmental impacts associated with traditional “buy and dry” transfers.  The focus 
should be on temporary transfers, not permanent fallowing of irrigated ground.  State 
support could include funding support as well as legal and policy changes to reduce the 
burdens and risks associated with such nontraditional water sharing agreements. The 
state should also support infrastructure improvements to benefit agricultural 
operations, healthy flows, recreation, and local communities. 

d. Better integration of water supply systems can help increase efficient use of 
Colorado’s water.  Collaborative efforts among water suppliers can help use strengths in 
one supply system to bolster weaknesses in another, and vice versa – which will help 
increase the overall efficiency and reliability with which water can be provided for 
present and future demands.  Partnerships such as those envisioned with the WISE 
project between Denver Water and south-metro-area suppliers can help responsibly 
meet water needs more efficiently and effectively than a “go-it-alone” approach. 

e. Structural projects to bolster water supply should avoid harmful effects to rivers and 
local communities.  Where structural projects are needed to firm water supplies, 
provide storage for managing water  yielded from other strategies like reuse, and 
otherwise assist in meeting future needs, they should be designed to avoid adverse 
impacts to environmental and community values.  Given the importance of healthy 
rivers to Colorado’s economy and quality of life, it is critical that future projects protect, 
and where possible enhance, non-consumptive water values.  Projects that can provide 
multiple benefits should be encouraged.  Partnerships – such as those under the 
Colorado River Cooperative Agreement and associated agreements – can be a key part 
of managing water supplies to provide those multiple benefits.    

f. A new large trans-basin diversion from the Colorado River is not the answer for 
meeting Front Range needs.  Local, focused projects (such as conservation, re-use, 
temporary agricultural transfers, and small-scale storage) can be tailored to address 
community-specific “gaps” in future supply in ways that large, costly transbasin 
diversions cannot.  Such diversions also create risks of over-development of Colorado’s 
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compact entitlements, cause significant environmental impacts, and threaten West 
Slope agriculture and communities.  These projects generate great controversy and 
conflict, and can result in lengthy, costly permitting processes with uncertain outcomes.  
Colorado will be better served by the other water supply strategies described above.   

 
4. Laws and policies to facilitate creative water management should be encouraged.  

Current law and policy may be an obstacle to many of the water supply strategies 
discussed above. Transaction costs and risks to existing water rights can be major 
roadblocks to creative solutions to better meet Colorado’s water needs.  Colorado 
should adopt legislation and policy to help encourage rather than discourage creative 
arrangements for efficient water supply and water sharing.  Current legislative efforts to 
encourage agricultural efficiency and protect instream values (SB 23) or to allow flexible 
marketing of water generated through changes within agricultural operations (HB 1026) 
are examples of changes that can help promote creative solutions for better meeting 
Colorado’s future water supply needs. 

 
 

Trout Unlimited’s IBCC Conceptual Agreement Comments 
 
Trout Unlimited, with 24 chapters and more than 10,000 members across Colorado, appreciates 
the opportunity to comment on the Interbasin Compact Committee (IBCC) Conceptual 
Agreement on New Supply.  We commend the IBCC for its long and thoughtful work in pursuing 
a framework for moving forward on this very challenging issue. 
 
The IBCC notes that “overdevelopment of limited Colorado River System water is a serious risk 
that could result in a Compact deficit,” and we agree.  Given the current status of Lakes Powell 
and Mead, coupled with potential impacts of climate change on basin hydrology, this is not 
simply an unlikely theoretical risk but a real issue that must be considered.  We believe it is far 
from clear that there is sufficient supply, on a frequent enough basis, to make a large 
transmountain diversion (TMD) viable even apart from the significant economic and 
environmental issues that would need to be addressed.  This is particularly true when one also 
accounts for the expected development of the several Colorado basin identified projects and 
processes (IPPs) that will further tap Colorado basin supplies – from in-basin growth in 
communities from Grand Junction to Durango to Eagle, and from transbasin projects like Windy 
Gap, Moffat Firming, and the conceptual Eagle Basin MOU project. 
 
Because of the significant uncertainties surrounding water availability for an additional large 
TMD project, the high costs of development, the likely environmental impacts, and the intense 
political controversy it would engender, we do not see another large TMD as a likely or 
desirable solution for meeting future water needs on the Front Range.  We believe it makes 
more sense to focus greater effort on other strategies that are less costly and controversial, can 
be implemented more quickly, and can be scaled more readily to address actual demands as 
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they develop.  As described in the report we jointly issued, “Filling the Gap”, we support a 
balanced portfolio of strategies including enhanced water conservation and reuse; alternative 
ag transfers that can provide water for urban needs while averting the social, economic and 
environmental impacts of traditional “buy and dry”; and development of targeted water supply 
projects using “smart supply” principles where water is used efficiently and impacts are 
mitigated on the environment and affected communities. 
 
For these reasons, we are pleased to see the Conceptual Agreement placing emphasis on 
improving conservation and reuse (#6) and calling for development of interruptible supply 
agreements, conjunctive use of aquifers, and other non-western slope supplies (#2).  These are 
strategies that will pay dividends for Colorado’s water future regardless of whether a future 
large-scale TMD project is developed and should be central to a “no regrets” strategy moving 
forward. 
 
Healthy rivers are a vital part of Colorado’s heritage, our economy, and the quality of life that 
current residents enjoy and that draws future residents and businesses to locate here.  We 
appreciate the IBCC’s recognition of this point and its call for “environmental resiliency and 
recreational needs [to] be addressed both before and conjunctively with a new TMD.” 
 
The Conceptual Agreement is, as its name indicates, conceptual – and our comments will focus 
on some of the significant challenges associated with converting those concepts into effective 
actions. 
 

(1) The East Slope is not looking for firm yield from a new TMD project and would accept 
hydrologic risk for that project. 

 
We appreciate the spirit of this pledge – to put the burden of hydrologic uncertainty under the 
Compact on the new project – but have concern about how this will work in practice.  Will 
ratepayers truly be willing to support a multi-billion project that does not provide firm water 
yield?  How can there be effective assurance given that the conjunctive development of other 
supplies and the conceptual triggers contemplated by the IBCC will be honored in the long 
term?  There will undoubtedly be significant pressure to regularly use an expensive transbasin 
project on a year-in and year-out basis once it is built, even if that means drying up western 
slope agriculture or imposing additional impacts on western slope rivers and watersheds. 
Moreover, building projects that will not produce the yield needed will not resolve the 
problem.  Contingency measures will be necessary to ensure water supply needs are met in the 
long term should the projects provide minimal yield.   Spending billions of dollars to both 
develop a project and contingency water supplies seem a terrible waste of resources and 
taxpayer money and can result in unnecessary damage to our natural resources.  
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(2) A new TMD project would be used conjunctively with East Slope interruptible supply 
agreements, Denver Basin Aquifer resources, carry-over storage, terminal storage, 
drought restriction savings, and other non-West Slope water sources. 

 
It makes great sense to pursue conjunctive use opportunities with agriculture such as 
interruptible supply agreements, drought restriction savings, and conjunctive use of Denver 
Basin aquifers, coupled with additional storage and infrastructure to effectively manage water 
supplies.  Depending on the particulars of any given activity, it may provide consistent supplies 
or serve as a backup to help “firm” supplies for Front Range communities that otherwise have 
ample supplies in normal and wet periods but need additional yield to make it through dry 
periods.  We note that the municipal supply “gap” identified through SWSI is framed as a firm 
yield gap, and that such targeted efforts to “firm” municipal supplies may enable the gap to be 
filled without developing the full acre-foot amount of the identified gap on an every-year basis. 
 
These strategies should be pursued regardless of whether a new TMD project is proposed or 
advances.  Indeed, making the investment in these approaches could significantly reduce or 
even eliminate the need for the conceptual TMD.  Rather than being “plans” that are proposed 
by entities only in parallel with their efforts to secure yield from a large TMD, these strategies 
should be applied broadly in filling the Front Range gap without waiting for the hydrological, 
economic, environmental, and political challenges facing a  TMD to be resolved. 
 

(3) In order to manage when a new TMD will be able to divert, triggers are needed. 
 
We are concerned that a reliance on contractual agreements for implementing a trigger 
approach may leave many interests unable to enforce the commitments.  For example, public 
interest groups should have access to ensure triggers designed to protect environmental or 
other public benefits – yet it is hard to contemplate how such access can be broadly provided 
simply through contractual agreements … the number of such agreements, or the extent of 
defined third-party beneficiaries, would be daunting to say the least. 
 
We do appreciate the IBCC’s approach of continuing discussion on these and related risk-
management measures while deferring finalization of the triggers until after the Interim 
Guidelines are renegotiated in 2026.  This makes sense both because of how the Interim 
Guidelines themselves must inform appropriate triggers but also because it allows more time to 
evaluate hydrologic trends in the basin and what they mean for the availability – or lack thereof 
– of additional supplies, as well as allowing time for progress to be made on the alternative 
strategies (described above) and on water conservation (described below).  Significant success 
with those efforts may reduce, eliminate, or at least further delay the need to consider a 
further TMD project.  In any case, progress on all of these fronts in addressing supply gaps and 
in better understanding our water supply situation will help make more informed decisions 
about proceeding with a TMD and if so with what types of triggers for its use. 
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(4) An insurance policy that protects against involuntary curtailment is needed for existing 
uses and some reasonable increment of future development in the Colorado River 
system, but it will not cover a new transmountain diversion. 

 
We agree with the IBCC that contingency planning to address compact compliance issues and to 
protect current and some of the expected future development (under IPPs) is critical for 
Colorado’s water future and is needed with or without a new TMD.  We also agree that any 
new TMD should not be included in this “insurance policy” but rather should be considered 
junior and needing to “self-insure”. 
 

(5) Future West Slope needs should be accommodated as part of a new TMD project. 
 
While we are unconvinced that an additional TMD project is appropriate, needed, or  feasible in 
light of available supplies, if such a project is contemplated or pursued in the future it is vital 
that it include benefits for the west slope and particularly the affected basin of origin.  Some 
clear level of agreement on how any project would help address West Slope needs should be 
achieved prior to a project moving forward.  The agreement documents note that a new TMD 
“should include West Slope consumptive or nonconsumptive projects and methods that require 
East Slope support in the form of either financial or infrastructure resources [emphasis added].”  
We are concerned about treating this as an “or” situation where both valid consumptive and 
nonconsumptive needs may not be addressed.  With or without a TMD, we support appropriate 
measures to address the needs for both healthy West Slope rivers and healthy West Slope 
communities. 
 

(6) Colorado will continue its commitment to improve conservation and reuse. 
 
Governor Hickenlooper stated that any conversation about water needed to start with 
conservation.  We wholeheartedly agree.  Indeed, we believe that continued progress – similar 
to that experienced over the past 20 years – can avert the need for another TMD when 
combined with continued progress on ag/urban water sharing efforts, reuse, and “smart 
supply” projects among the IPP list.  We appreciate the IBCC statement that “All proponents of 
new M&I water projects should meet high conservation standards.”  We also concur with those 
on the IBCC who argue that entities using water from a new TMD project should be held to an 
even higher standard for conservation.  Put simply – our water supplies are a limited and 
precious resource that must be used as efficiently as possible, especially before a project 
proponent could export the community and environmental impacts of a TMD to another basin.  
That kind of commitment is not yet reflected in the Basin Implementation Plans for the South 
Platte/Metro and Arkansas basins – the major recipients of transbasin water; currently, neither 
plan calls even for the medium conservation levels identified in the no/low regrets strategy. 
 
Unfortunately, the conceptual agreement only demonstrates consensus on the need for 
improved water conservation but has not been able to resolve differences about what that 
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improved level of conservation actually looks like.  This is an issue that clearly needs to be 
addressed before any discussions of a future TMD can be fruitful.  We offer the following 
suggestions and observations for adding clarity in what this conceptual agreement calls for in 
water conservation: 

 A great deal of the Front Range M&I gap can be filled simply by continuing current 
conservation trends.  While some have balked at a 1% per year improvement in water 
conservation, it is effectively a “status quo” strategy that simply sets the expectation 
that we continue to make progress at a similar rate to what we have seen in the past 
decade. 

 Some have objected to conservation standards as imposing “one size fits all” solutions 
on communities that can be in very different situation.  We urge the CWCB and IBCC not 
to accept that argument as a justification for inaction on conservation. 

 One way to accommodate different situations from community to community is to set 
conservation standards based on a rate of improvement rather than a defined “gallon 
per capita per day” target.  This has the benefit of both recognizing that different 
communities are starting from different baselines, and of providing flexibility for each 
community to design its own strategies from the menu of available tools (price 
structures, incentives for xeriscaping, water budgets, etc.).  Further flexibility could be 
provided by exploring options for communities achieve target levels of conservation by 
partnering with other communities (or irrigators) on conservation efforts, through a 
concept similar to the “tradable credits” strategy used in Clear Air Act regulation. 

 The IBCC document notes that “BMPs may be the simplest approach.”  We believe that 
identifying best practices can be a valuable tool in educating communities on the 
various options they can use in achieving water savings.  However, BMPs in the absence 
of a measurable standard for improvement in water conservation are simply not 
enough.  While we recognize that different communities will need to use different 
strategies that reflect their conditions and values, the end result of improved efficiency 
must be achieved.  This is especially true for communities that are looking to develop 
further TMD supplies – or for that matter, to expand their reliance on “buy and dry” 
approaches to agricultural water. 

 The Conceptual Agreement rightly notes the importance of land use practices in 
reducing water consumption.  We encourage the IBCC to move forward, as proposed, to 
initiate meaningful discussions on this issue with local governments and other 
interested stakeholders.  The water/land use connection has long been recognized, but 
more attention is needed in developing actual action steps to make progress in 
promoting water-wise land use. 

 
We also support the IBCC recommendations in pursuing agricultural conservation.  Finding ways 
to encourage investment in agricultural water infrastructure that improves efficiency – for 
example, providing financial incentives for efficiency, or easing the process for conservation 
interests to effectively partner with irrigators to secure mutual benefits. 
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(7) Environmental resiliency and recreational needs must be addressed both before and 
conjunctively with a new TMD. 

 
Environmental and recreational water needs must be addressed through Colorado’s Water Plan 
because of their importance to our state’s economy, to our quality of life (which also enhances 
our economy by making Colorado an attractive place to live and do business), and to 
maintaining priceless elements of our state’s natural heritage for future generations.  
Unfortunately, as our water supplies grow increasingly tight – and as climate change threatens 
to further exacerbate the challenge – those values are very much at risk.  Restoration projects 
and other strategies to improve environmental resiliency in the face of these challenges – 
including in the face of potential future water development projects – need to be designed, 
funded, and implemented.  These are important investments to make regardless of a future 
TMD, but would certainly be important in helping create a more resilient environment where 
there would be more capacity to mitigate impacts from future development (or other future 
threats such as climate change). 
 
For some areas, where sufficient information exists to identify priority projects, establishing 
effective means for funding and project management will be key.  Projects could run the gamut 
from channel restoration to improve habitat and resiliency under altered flow regimes (for 
example, the Colorado Parks and Wildlife “fix the river” concept for the Upper Colorado), 
acquisition of water for targeted reaches (on a permanent basis, or through mechanisms like 
dry-year leasing), and restoration of native species across larger habitats to make those species 
more resilient in the face of future impacts (for example, the native cutthroat trout restoration 
program underway in the Hermosa Creek watershed). 
 
In other areas, the vital first step will be to better understand and document environmental 
needs.  The Grand County Stream Management Plan is an outstanding example of the value of 
such information, though significant progress can be made in better characterizing 
environmental and recreational needs through more modest (and less expensive) approaches 
as well.  Funding for Basin Roundtables to complete such stream management planning on 
priority watersheds and reaches will be needed. 
 
Partners including nonprofit conservation organizations, federal land management agencies, 
and local governments can play an important role in these efforts.  However, the State has a 
vital role to play in providing leadership, resources, and expertise.  The State, through programs 
like GOCO, has generated tremendous success in land conservation – and the great success in 
leveraging partnerships and resources from outside partners through the State’s investment of 
expertise and financial and political capital.  In the same way, we should strive to find ways that 
State leadership and resources can encourage a multiplied benefit to the environmental and 
recreational values of water. 
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Comments on Draft Water Plan Sections 6.2 and 6.6 (meeting the gaps; 
environmental and recreational projects and methods) 
 
Section 6.2 (Meeting Colorado’s Water Gaps) 
 
This section discusses progress in identifying the “gaps” in municipal, industrial, agricultural, 
environmental and recreational water needs identified in the BIPs and the BRTs’ plans to meet 
them.  A “gap” is defined as the “remaining need that must be met to accomplish” the goals 
and measurable outcomes defined in each BIP, assuming a certain level of success in 
implementing “methods and processes” identified in SWSI 2010 for each basin.  The BRTs’ plans 
to meet these “gaps” are also evaluated against the goals and measurable outcomes identified 
in the “no and low regrets” document, although it is unclear whether falling short of such goals 
and measurable outcomes is also considered to be a “gap.” 
 
Trout Unlimited’s comments on this section focus primarily on the draft section’s discussion of 
environmental and recreational gaps and recommended next steps.  However, we first wish to 
express  our concern with the fact that, at this stage, the basins that rely the most on TMDs to 
meet their identified municipal and industrial gaps are the very same basins that fail to 
articulate plans to meet even the minimum “no and low regrets” goals for conservation and 
water reuse.  We truly hope this failure is only temporary and does not signal a lack of 
commitment on the part of these basins to seriously consider these critical elements of the 
CWP.  We further wish to point out that at least two BIPs (Colorado and Southwest) indicate 
that higher conservation goals than those reflected in the “no and low regrets” document 
should be attained.  This should be reflected in this section of the plan. 
 
With respect to environmental and recreational gaps (6.2.5), the draft acknowledges the need 
for additional information but fails to adequately describe the nature of the problem and 
needed information.  As a result, it fails to recommend adequate solutions.  Unlike municipal 
gaps, which are evaluated based on a quantification of acre-feet needed based on population 
projections under various scenarios, the approach taken by the CWCB to identify E&R gaps is to 
identify areas where the E&R values articulated in the BIPs have some level of protection and 
those that have none.  Presumably, areas without protection would be identified as “gaps.”  
The draft acknowledges that this tool only helps focus the analysis on priority areas, which it 
may or may not do.  However, its recommendation for moving forward is to further refine this 
methodology and add the additional projects and methods identified in the Draft BIPs.   
 
The problem with attempting a description of E&R gaps at this point is that, in most basins, we 
have very little information about the E&R water needs, including flows and/or acre-feet of 
water needed to support the E&R uses.  Trying to assess E&R gaps based on information about 
areas that have some protection is the equivalent of assessing M&I gaps by looking at which 
communities have some water, regardless of how severe the shortage.  The problem, lack of 
information needed to adequately quantify E&R needs, needs to be clearly articulated and a 
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fitting solution offered.  The recommendation in this regard should be to provide adequate 
funding and technical support to enable the development of information necessary to quantify 
E&R water needs and, therefore, accurately identify E&R gaps.  We note that some waters 
already have good data quantifying E&R needs.  For those areas today, and for other waters as 
their data is assembled, the water plan also is the ideal place for Colorado to commit that the 
State will fund necessary protection and restoration projects and methods to meet their needs. 
 
Section 6.6 (Environmental and Recreational Projects and Methods) 
 
Section 6.6.1 (Overview) – this section does an excellent job outlining the benefits of E&R to our 
economy and quality of life and pointing out that funding for E&R projects has been far short as 
compared to funding for M&I and agricultural projects.  However, the section over-states the 
role of multiple-purpose projects as a source of funding of or benefit to E&R projects.  While 
formation of partnerships and multiple-purpose projects is important, as recognized by most 
BIPs, it is not and should not be considered the sole source of funding of E&R projects.  Indeed, 
many E&R projects are needed in places where no additional M&I or agricultural use projects 
are contemplated or even needed.  State funding has been available for M&I and agricultural 
projects for many years – with or without an E&R component - and should be made available as 
a source of funding for E&R projects.  The language of this section should be modified to reflect 
these concepts. 
 
Section 6.6.3 (“State of Knowledge”) - Unlike draft section 6.2, this section comes closer to 
capturing the limitations on our ability to assess E&R gaps with the available information.  In 
this regard, section 6.6.3 describes the various tools that have been used to attempt to assess 
our E&R needs, including SWSI I, SWSI II and the Watershed Flow Evaluation Tool (WFET), but 
acknowledges the limited state of our knowledge as follows: 
 

While this body of work represents an increase in the understanding of Colorado's 
nonconsumptive needs, there is more work that needs to be done towards 
understanding and quantifying recreational and environmental needs.  Additionally, 
information is needed on whether existing nonconsumptive IPPs are sufficient to 
protect the targeted environmental and recreational attributes of the IPP. Based upon 
the above-described information, Colorado can work on developing a strategic approach 
to meeting its nonconsumptive needs to provide meaningful protection to 
environmental and recreational attributes. 
 

The description of our state of knowledge is accurate.  However, identified tools (SWSI, WFET) 
are not the only tools available to assess our E&R needs and gaps.  Basin-specific studies such as 
the “Grand County Stream Flow Management Plan” could be as or even more effective than 
WFET.  The discussion in section 6.6.3 should acknowledge the availability of such tools and a 
recommendation in section 6.6.3 [sic] (Next Steps) added to provide financial and technical 



 
TU Colorado Water Plan Comments / Scott / 10.10.2014 / Page 12 

 
 

assistance to enable the development of such tools.  This assistance will be critical to bring our 
state of knowledge of E&R closer to our knowledge of M&I and agricultural water needs. 
 
Section 6.6.2 (Existing Environmental and Recreational Processes and Methods) – The 
description of “Colorado River Instream Flow Reaches from the Blue River to the Confluence 
with the Eagle River” states that instream flow (ISF) rights for these reaches of the Colorado 
River were recommended “as an acceptable alternative to a finding of suitability for Wild and 
Scenic designation for the subject reaches.” This description is inaccurate.  The ISF rights were 
recommended as part of a comprehensive plan to manage these segments of the river as an 
alternative to Wild and Scenic designation. 
 

Basin-Specific Comments and Recommendations for the Draft Water Plan 
 
Director Eklund has regularly referred to the “bottom-up” nature of Colorado’s Water Plan and 
the desire to build it based on concepts, recommendations and projects developed through the 
basin roundtables and their Basin Implementation Plans.  Reaching out to our local chapters, 
we have collective the following basin-specific recommendations drawing from those basin 
planning efforts.  In addition, we call your renewed attention to the basin-specific comments 
previously submitted by Trout Unlimited on May 2, 2014, and ask that those be considered 
along with the additional recommendations below.  
 

Gunnison Basin 
Additional projects and methods identified in the BIP and which TU supports: 

1.  (5)Fire Mountain Canal Delivery Efficiency Project  
2. (7) North Delta Canal 
3. (14)Inventory of Irrigation Infrastructure Improvement Needs - District 40, Upper North 

Fork  

4. (33)NoChicoBrush  
5. (1) Inventory of irrigation infrastructure needs in District 59 
6. (23) Inventory of irrigation infrastructure needs in District 28 
7. (26) Water conservation planning Upper Gunnison 
8. (28) Environmental and Recreational project identification Lake Fork Region 

 
Projects and methods not identified in the BIP that TU supports 

1. Individual watershed plans and assessments (“stream management plans”) 
2. Upper Gunnison Water Shed Plan- This may involve watershed plans for each major 

tributary to the Upper Gunnison River including the Lake Fork, Tomichi Creek, Ohio 
Creek, and East River. 

3. We wish to highlight the beneficial relationship between agricultural and environmental 
and recreational water uses; more specifically, we would recommend a process to 
encourage cooperative projects and agreements that both sustain agriculture and 
provide benefit to stream flows. 
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Suggestions for added elements in BIP 
We encourage the CWCB and Roundtable to thoroughly review all aspects of IPPs and other 
future projects to determine how multiple benefits can be achieved. For example in the draft 
BIP, the North Delta Ditch and No Chico Brush projects are listed as a projects that will meet 
only three of the Basin’s stated goals. This project, like others, could be altered to meet goals 
2,3,4,6, and 7. We suggest the CWCB and roundtables encourage project applicants to 
investigate how projects can be expanded to address as many goals as possible and maximize 
efficacy of investments. 
 
While TU sees the value in the ranking used in the tiers of project we encourage the CWCB and 
Roundtable to accept other projects especially those that meet multiple goals such as 
addressing ag water shortages in a manner that can improve stream flows. 
 
How many Basin Goals a project meets should be additional criteria for project evaluation and 
priority.  Table 7 (Proposed Projects) is a good example of how this could work. If receiving 
state funding, projects that don’t meet both consumptive and nonconsumptive needs should 
modified to have a wider range of benefits.  
 
Improving efficiency and smart water management is a tool that can address water shortages 
throughout the basin. 
 
The BIP seems to be void of discussion about instream flow rights and the use of those for 
protection of critical stream reaches. 
 
Goal 9 should include education efforts for water users. 
 
Projects/Recommendations of Concern within the BIPs 
Gunnison Ohio Creek Canal Enlargement is a project that appears directed at protecting a 
conditional right that is not needed to augment uses in the Ohio Creek basin and would only be 
needed under severely dry conditions when that water is needed in the Gunnison River for a 
multitude of uses. The project will divert more water from a reach with high recreational values 
and recreational use. Investments in storage and efficiency on Ohio Creek could provide the 
same benefits and should be explored as an alternative.  
 
Executive Summary: Table 5.  TU understands the importance of mapping and assessment 
efforts related to environmental and recreation needs however we want to point out the 
potential negative impacts related to targeting only those 29 reaches identified in table 29. 
These stream reaches and bodies of water are a sum of many parts therefore the health of all 
tributaries is important to the overall health of these large segments and the health of the 
watershed as a whole. 
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To achieve basin goal #3 of improving ag water supplies the Roundtable and CWCB should 
separate legal shortages from physical shortages. Further, this effort should acknowledge those 
shortages created by errors in actual irrigated land mapping and those that occur due to water 
not being available to the diversion as a result of natural hydrology. 
 
 
 

Metro/South Platte 
Additional projects and methods identified in the BIP and which TU supports: 
 
Project ID Project Name  Project Location Project Status 
CDOW_6 Channel Restoration Big T @Narrows Should be converted to flood  

recovery     recovery & expanded to include  
      entire Big T 

282  Minimum release   Olympus Dam  Ongoing 
268  Operational changes Poudre River  Planning 
283  Minimum release Idylwilde Dam  Should be converted to channel  
        restoration because dam is gone 
CDOW_1 Greenback recovery Long Draw vicinity Delayed by lawsuit appeals 
5 
CDOW_1 Diversion bypasses  Poudre, Watson to  Planning  
9     Fossil Creek 
CDOW_2 Channel restoration  Poudre, Watson to   Planning 
3  for low flows  Ft. Collins 
CDOW_2 Min. instream flow Poudre in Ft. Collins Potential operating agreement 
0  25 cfs @ Lincoln gage 
No number Big Valley Fish Passage Big T @ 3 diversions Ongoing 
No number Poudre restoration & Ft. Collins, Shields to   Ongoing 
  Enhancement  Mulberry 
No number Eagles Nest  N. Fork Poudre   Planning 
  Restoration  near Livermore 
              
Projects and methods not identified in the BIP that TU supports 
1. TU strongly supports Cache La Poudre River post-burn and flood-recovery projects 
coordinated by the Coalition for the Poudre Watershed (CPRW). Some of these projects are in a 
formative state, but none are currently included in the Draft SP-BIP. 
 
2. Similarly, TU is a strong supporter of flood recovery and restoration projects on the Big 
Thompson River and its tributaries. A draft Master Plan in now open for comments from the 
public, and a final Master Plan will be published by the end of October.  The Master Plan will be 
followed by specific project definitions that should be included in the next iteration of the SP-
BIP. 



 
TU Colorado Water Plan Comments / Scott / 10.10.2014 / Page 15 

 
 

 
Suggestions for added elements in BIPs 
TU notes there is a general absence of the various river recovery and restoration projects that 
are resultants of the September 2013 floods on the northern Front Range watersheds. This is 
understandable because, as of the 7/31/2013 publishing date of the Draft SP-BIP, those plans 
were still being defined. We trust that those projects will be included in the next iteration of the 
SP-BIP. 
 
TU also believes the Colorado Water Plan (CWP) must include these features in addressing the 
Metro/South Platte areas: 

 Continued use and expansion of the In-Stream Flows program.  

 Protection and restoration of rivers and streams for environmental and recreational 
uses.  

 Inclusion of environmental/recreational uses in new and modified Identified Projects 
and Processes. 

 Collaborative projects that improve efficiencies in agricultural water usage and return 
flows. 

 BIPs that identify and remediate municipal gaps and are based on comprehensive local 
planning. 

 Ways to reduce the over-use of water for landscaping purposes.  

 Multiple ways the municipal water gap along the Front Range will be diminished. 

 Additional storage capacity projects that provide multiple benefits and minimize 
adverse environmental impacts by employing “best practices” design and operational 
strategies.  

 No new, large, trans-basin diversions from the Colorado River to the Front Range. 

 
Arkansas 

 

A healthy Arkansas River is vital to the communities in the basin, in that it promotes 
property values, support the strong recreational economy in the basin and contributes to 
the overall quality of life that makes Colorado a great place to live.  The Arkansas and 
Purgatoire Rivers represent major values as a recreational and tourism entity. Further 
depletion of flows due to demands for population supplies will adversely affect these 
values.  Instream flows MUST be protected in order to provide for the needs of wildlife to 
include fisheries.  It is critical to maintain aquatic and riparian habitats for Colorado wildlife 
species in order to preserve those species into the future: 95% of Colorado’s wildlife access 
5% of the land on which riparian areas still exist.  It is critical to maintain aquatic habitats for 
Colorado wildlife species in order to preserve those species into the future.  Minimum flows 
must be provided with the highest protections. 

 
Conserving and protecting fisheries on the Arkansas and protection of West Slope flows is 
critical for wildlife concerns.  We advocate more development and enhancement of 
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instream habitat following the examples set by recent habitat improvement projects in 
Canon City, Trinidad and Pueblo.  Instream flow protections must also be afforded to 
tributary streams in the basin. 
 
Adequate instream flows MUST be guaranteed in the Arkansas basin and West Slope 
waterways all year long in order to protect existing instream and riparian wildlife 
populations.  Problems related to wildlife survival have been caused by the lack of 
implementation of minimum flow regimes in late summer into autumn.  For instance, 
fisheries have been thus impacted in the Arkansas River below Pueblo Dam in past years. A 
second example:  Fountain Creek has the potential to become a sustainable fishery all the 
way to its confluence with Monument Creek in Colorado Springs, were it not dewatered 
(routinely completely so) by Colorado Springs Utilities. 

 
Growing population requirements for water along the Front Range conflict with the need to 
recognize the maintenance of river flows for tourism values, recreation, wildlife and 
agricultural interests in the Eastern Slope drainages and with the need to protect flows on 
the Western Slope of Colorado.  These issues must be addressed concerning any present 
and planned future water projects. Conservation and the reuse of water supplies must be 
given greater importance in local and statewide water planning. 

 
The principal of “use it or lose it” must be removed from the legal standing of the water 
laws. The idea that water rights would be lost when water is left in a stream is counter to 
the concepts of conservation and wise use of our resources. 

 
High water conservation targets should be reflected in the Arkansas basin 
implementation plan.  Water efficiency is the cheapest, fastest and least environmentally-
damaging way to meet growing municipal water needs in communities across Colorado.  As 
technology improves, and with use of incentives to further promote xeric landscaping, 
water conservation can go a long way in helping fill Colorado’s future water supply gap.  
Water users in SE Colorado should be held accountable to a water conservation target that 
ensures maximum human water conservation.  Besides municipalities, agricultural users 
should be held accountable to implementing maximum water conservation efforts to 
preserve instream flows in all streams of the Arkansas Basin.  

 
Water re-use should be an increasing part of meeting future water needs.   
Where water can legally be reused to extinction (transbasin water, already converted 
consumptive use water, non-tributary groundwater), it should be.  Necessary infrastructure 
for treatment and delivery of re-use water should be incentivized with state funding and 
should be applied to all sources of municipal water within the Arkansas Basin. 

 
Alternative transfer mechanisms and improved agricultural efficiency should be used to 
meet growing needs while maintaining agriculture and protecting Colorado’s 



 
TU Colorado Water Plan Comments / Scott / 10.10.2014 / Page 17 

 
 

environment.  Irrigated agriculture provides far-reaching benefits to the economy, 
environment and quality of life in Colorado, and especially in the lower Arkansas Basis from 
Pueblo County to the state line.  The flow regime for the Purgatoire River should be 
included in this discussion as well.  While flows for agricultural values are an important 
consideration, the need to protect wildlife interests on a local level also needs to be 
identified.  We feel that it is critical going forward to maintain existing agricultural water 
rights along the Arkansas and Purgatoire River, even if it means that the state purchases or 
leases water to protect those rights, rather than forfeiting the rights to water Front Range 
cities.  Those commitments to agricultural flows preserve instream flows in cold water areas 
of the state and allow for the preservation of diminishing agricultural values for our 
communities.  Improvements in agricultural irrigation methods should be incentivized to 
address loss due to evaporation during the transfer process. Irrigation practices in the urban 
setting must also be improved and implementation incentivized. 

 
The Colorado Springs Southern Delivery System hasn’t adequately addressed environmental 
concerns of its implementation along the Front Range.  How will this use for urban needs 
address recreational and wildlife needs?  Subsequent plans for water development for Front 
Range communities need to be held to a standard of preserving tourism, recreational and 
wildlife values, and not wholly dry up or severely impact stream flow.   

 

Southwest 
 
Overall, we believe the draft BIP submitted to the CWCB does a good job representing the 
water-related values of the very diverse communities within our large basin, and offers a very 
hopeful path forward to meet our water needs in a cooperative and balanced manner.   
 
Much work remains to be done.  As recognized in the draft BIP, our understanding of 
environmental and recreational water needs is very limited.  If we don’t know what we need, 
how can we be expected to adequately define where we have gaps?  If we don’t have 
information needed to set priorities, how can the roundtable invest state IPP dollars wisely?  
The SWBRT BIP offers a path forward in the form of two IPPs designed to develop this 
information.  The state’s funding of those efforts is critical.   
 
Another challenge facing our BRT and the state as a whole is the threat of a Compact call.  A 
Compact call would force us to stop diverting more junior water needed to meet some of our 
southwest municipal and agricultural needs.  It could also have a significant impact on our 
communities as the pressure to use senior irrigation rights to meet the Compact call and allow 
continued municipal use in more populated areas in the Front Range will mount.   
 
Adding to this challenge is the continued growth in the Front Range and the uncertainties of 
climate change.  Development of new Colorado River transmountain diversion projects (TMDs) 
to meet Front Range growth will exponentially increase the risk of a Compact call to the 
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detriment of west slope communities that rely on Colorado basin water to meet their own 
agricultural, municipal, and economic needs as well as their quality of life.  Currently, more than 
half of the municipal supplies taken by TMDs to the Front Range are used for outdoor irrigation.  
With due respect to Front Range residents that enjoy green lawns, from a west slope 
perspective, that enjoyment cannot come at the cost of loss livelihood and significant damage 
to our natural resources.  A discussion of TMDs should not even begin until such time as serious 
conservation measures, including switching future development to more sustainable forms of 
outdoor irrigation, are implemented by all communities that rely on the TMDs.   



PUBLIC INPUT 

ITEM 55 



Comments made by Ann Oliver and Carrie Lile; consultants for the Southwest BIP 

 

2. Initial Draft Overview of Each Basin 

Page 6, last paragraph: “What is also known as the Southwest Basin is actually a series on nine sub-

basins seven of which flow out of the State…” Comment: change seven to eight that flow out of state, 

only the Dolores and San Miguel combine prior to exiting the State.  

Page 8, second paragraph first bullet: “The Southwest basin also includes numerous instream flow 

segments.” Comment: Please quantify “numerous” in either of % of total stream miles, compared to 

other basins, etc.   

Page 9, first sentence: “There is also a need for new storage to meet ling term supply needs in the 

Pagosa Springs area.” Comment: Also a need for new storage in the Montrose County area too. Please 

add.  

6.5 Municipal, industrial, and agricultural infrastructure projects and methods 

Page 11, Process paragraph: “With these overarching themes in mind, the roundtable conducted 

outreach across the basins…” Comment: please change to: the roundtable conducted outreach across 

the nine sub-basins that make up the Southwest basin… 

Page 11, Process paragraph: “…information in the form of a questionnaire.” Comment: please add: and 

followed up each questionnaire by email, phone call or in person meeting.  

Page 11, last sentence: “The new acre-feet total above does not include an amount of new storage and 

expansion projects included in the BIP.” Comment: This sentence is hard to understand, I don’t know 

what it is trying to state.  Why wouldn’t the acre feet number in the call out box include new storage or 

expansion projects? I would recommend just deleting this sentence.  

9.1 Section 6.6  Environmental and Recreational Projects and Methods 

Page 2, last paragraph: “This sort of strategic cooperation on environmental and recreational projects 

and methods has proven to be a successful mechanism in the past, as will be examined later in this 

section.” Comment: These are not, however, the only methods.  This section should speak to the 

importance of state assistance in funding these projects whether or not they also involve a water 

development component.  

Page 9, last paragraph: “Furthermore, any water projects with a federal nexus that exist in, above or 

below a designated reach could be prohibited through the ESA Section 7 consultation process if they 

would “invade the area or unreasonably diminish the ORV.”    Comment: this is only possible if the ORV is 

listed under the Federal Endangered Species Act. 

Page 10, fist paragraph 6.6.3: “However, it is apparent that there is additional work that can be done to 

develop common metrics for environmental and recreational attributes.” Comment: Too much emphasis 

on state-wide common metrics; what we need is money and technical assistance for the roundtables to 

develop focused, basin-by-basin knowledge of environmental and recreational needs.  



Page 10, last paragraph: “This information can be used to determine where known nonconsumptive IPPs 

offer direct or indirect protection for a specific attribute,” Comment: please include a definition of 

“direct” and “indirect” protections. 

Page 10 final paragraph continues onto page 11: “For example, based upon this information, important 
riparian and wetland areas cover 18,767 stream miles statewide.xxxiii Of those miles, IPPs provide direct 
protection to 2%, a combination of direct and indirect protection to 2%, and indirect protection to 23%. 
73% of those stream miles currently have no known protection in place. “ Comment: it is very important 
to explicitly acknowledge that not all of these IPPs have been or will be completed. So the example 
analysis is of areas that may have direct or indirect protection, not that do have. 
 
Page 12, 4th paragraph: “For more information on the BIP process and how each basin collected and 
organized their environmental and recreational projects, refer to the individual BIPs, available on the 
Colorado’s Water Plan website.xlv” Suggest inserting the following language “as well as complete lists of 
those projects” 
 
Page 18, 1st paragraph:  First sentence: “The Southwest Basin Roundtable began an extensive public 
outreach process, hoping to provide a comprehensive update to the SWSI 2010 IPP list.” Comment: 
Please replace “began” with “completed,” and delete “hoping”. 
 
Page 18, 1st paragraph, second sentence: Comment: the sentence should read: “Through a series of 
public meetings, newspaper articles, and conversations with water management entities within the 
basin, the roundtable created a complete inventory of new current IPPs within the basin.”  
 
Page 18, 2nd paragraph, final 3 sentences: Comment these sentences need to also reflect that SW Basin 
IPPs include: habitat protection and restoration for trout and warm water fish, appropriation of instream 
flows, habitat assessments and fish passage projects. 
 
Page 18, final paragraph: “The Southwest Basin Roundtable, similar to the Rio Grande and Colorado, 
identifies the data gaps in environmental and recreational knowledge as a priority moving forward.” 
Comment: Please replace “knowledge” with “water needs”. 
 
Page 18, popout box: 

“183 stream miles identified for protection through 6 projects” Comment: what does protection 
mean here? 
“15 projects to protect and restore healthy streams, rivers, lakes, and riparian areas” Comment: 
what does protection mean here? Sentence should read protect or restore. 
“$60,000,000 in total identified costs for 1 project” Comment: This is misleading in the 
Environmental and Recreation section. What project is this? Should state that most IPPs did not 
include estimated costs. Also, if this is a reservoir project, it should state that (multipurpose and not 
solely environmental/recreational). 

 
Page 20, number 1: “Conduct additional technical work to better determine the levels of existing 
protections, and where additional projects and methods should be focused…” Comment: should add: 
provide financial and technical assistance to BRTs to evaluate environmental and recreational needs 
using approaches that the BRT deems most suitable.  

 
9h Section 6.7 Watershed Health and Management  



 
Page 2: Comment: delete the word “flows” in the center of the hydrograph 
 
Page 3, 2nd paragraph. Comment: Add language so that sentence reads: “These services can offset 
natural hazards by reducing floods, maintaining plant communities and reducing erosion, and reducing 
contaminants.” 
 
Page 6, 3rd paragraph, 2nd sentence. Comment: Please change final phrase to read: “and development of 
Source Water Protection Plans by 23 public water suppliers.” 
 
Page 6, 3rd paragraph, 3nd sentence. Comment: Please change sentence to read: “A Source Water 
Protection Plan inventories potential sources of drinking water contamination in a defined watershed, 
and identifies practices to be voluntarily implemented to protect those sources.” 
 

6.2 Meeting Colorado’s Water Gaps 

Page 3, paragraph 2: “Each of these major themes is reflected in Draft BIP goals…” Comment: Why isn’t 
need for conservation listed here?  
 
Page 4, last paragraph: “…such as those of the Southwest and South Platte basins, focused on 
implementing already identified projects and processes (IPPs) from SWSI 2010, while other Draft BIPs, 
such as the Colorado, identified new projects and methods.” Comment: Our IPP list has past SWSI 2010 
IPPs as well as updated IPPs and an addition of 75 new IPPs.  This statement isn’t accurate and doesn’t 
reflect the work done on the IPP list.  
 
Page 5, first paragraph: “The South Platte and Metro Basin Roundtables are more concerned about 
maintaining the viability of agriculture against the purses of agricultural transfers and urbanization, and 
are therefore exploring alternative options.” Comment: Not the only basins.  SW basin is very concerned 
about ag transfers and dry up; that’s why emphasize the importance of conservation.  
 
Page 9, table line item for Southwest: “There is some uncertainty whether identified projects can 
provide water to where it is needed most within the SW sub-basins.” Comment: This is not a quote from 
us, we have stated uncertainty in the overall implementation of IPPs (ie, life gets in the way and nothing 
happens exactly as planned) not that IPPs exist in areas of no need or no IPPs exist in areas of need.  
Delete this and/or make another note, maybe describing the need for infrastructure/water delivery more 
than water supply.   

 
Page 14, second hollow bullet: “Distribute and encourage adoption of “best management practices” as 
“guidelines”….” Comment: This is an extremely “soft” goal for conservation. No commitment to meet 
even the low/no regrets goal.  Which was thought to be a baseline for every roundtable. 
 
Page 19, first sentence: “Until such a time as there is more specificity, the Southwest Basin will be 
considered to have partially met its future municipal and industrial needs with its Draft BIP.” Comment: 
delete this sentence.  We have meet our gap for M&I based on IPPs; just because we did not quantify all 
M&I IPPs does not mean that we don’t know if our gap is met or not (especially since our gap is more 
related to infrastructure NOT a quantified water supply).  Again, in the paragraph above this (page 18, 



where “[9]” is) it is described that IPPs exist in areas of no need or to some affect.  This is simply not true.  
Remove these types of sentences.   

 
Page 31, paragraph 2: “These declines are primarily due to urbanization, although if Colorado River 
supplies are not available, some agricultural to urban transfers may be necessary “. Comment: 
Please be more specific: in the Southwest Basin “urbanization” happens through a process of farmers 
voluntarily selling or sub dividing. It has not to date happened through a process of municipal suppliers 
buying and drying.  
 
Page 31, final paragraph: “These could begin to help reduce agricultural water supply shortages, 
although there is not a measurable outcome associated with reducing shortages.” Comment: The SW 
Basin goal is not to eliminate the shortages but to "work towards meeting" our ag supply shortages. We 
have 10 IPPs aimed at ag efficiency and storage project that include irrigation supply, and these meet 
this goal.  
 
Page 31, final paragraph; “Therefore, the Draft BIP partially meets its defined agricultural gaps.” 
Comment: The draft BIP only described two known gaps; which we have IPPs to meet these.  I think the 
difference between shortages and gaps are getting confused here and used interchangeably.  
 
Page 33, 6.2.5 in general. Comment: The introductory language for this section omits one of the key 
issues surrounding a determination for environmental and recreational gaps; the lack of information to 
determine environmental and recreational water needs.  The section should clearly formulate this issue 
which is common to most basins and recommend that resources be dedicated to meet this informational 
gap.   
 
Page 33, paragraph 2: “Colorado’s environmental and recreational needs can be met through 
protection or restoration projects and methods.” Comment: In addition, assessment (of habitat, 
populations, and/or flow needs) is often a first necessary step before protection or restoration can be 
achieved. How do you plan to address this in the plan? 
 
Page 33, paragraph 2, 4th sentence: Comment: suggest that sentence be changed to read: “With support 
from the CWCB, the Basin Roundtables developed focus area maps in SWSI 2010 that indicated where 
significant species, recreational areas and other environmental attributes are located in each basin.”  It 
should be explained that these were NOT updated for the BIPs (at least not for the SWBasin.) 
 
Page 33, paragraph 2, 5th sentence: Comment: We suggest that the sentence be changed to read: “The 
CWCB then conducted a study to identify and determine the locations of the existing and planned 
projects identified by roundtables for SWSI 2010 that addressed or could address some of the 
environmental and recreational values established by the Basin Roundtables.”  Please note that there 
were no environmental or recreational goals set for SWSI 2010, so there could be no assessment of 
"meeting" values. 
 
Page 33, final paragraph, first sentence: We suggest that the sentence be changed to read: “While not 
every area that has a project or method may be sufficiently protected, and not every area within the 
focus areas need additional protection, these maps provide a good starting point for assessing the 
locations of potential environmental and recreational gap areas.” 
 



Page 33, Figure 6.2-3. Comment: The data used to make these figures is not accurate and the BIP team 
does not feel confident in this data (which we have expressed in the past during our technical work 
process).  Please change to another Basin’s data and use them as an example.  
 
Page 34, Figure 6.2-4: Comment: The source of this map should be clarified in the caption. It needs to be 
made clear that this map was not produced by the SW Basin in their BIP. 
 
Page 34, final sentence: We suggest that the sentence be changed to read: “Table 6.2-4 summarizes the 
Draft BIP work associated with meeting each Basin Roundtables’ environmental and recreational needs, 
along with perennial stream miles of the environmental and recreational focus areas.” 
 
Page 35, Table 6.2-4, Southwest Row: Comment: We do not understand this note. We do not plan to 
revise our measureable outcomes. Please explain the revision you are suggesting.  Why would you only 
mention the Lower Dolores?  We have mapping to calculate what you want to calculate. We can provide 
stream miles for our IPPs. Also, please explain 4th and 5th column headings. 
 
Page 45, paragraph 2, sentence 2: “Nearly two-thirds of these stream miles have 
some level of protection, although most of these are indirect.” Comment: This is a questionable way to 
present “level of protection for the following reasons: 
1) You must define the terms "protection," "direct" and "indirect". 
2)The existence of an IPP does not mean that anything has or will ultimately be accomplished to change 
conditions on the ground or protections. So to share this analysis, you must clarify that these are not 
necessarily existing "protections." A process may or may not result in any "protection," either "direct" or 
"indirect".  
3) Also, you must clarify that this assessment does not include the updated IPP list provided in the BIP. 
There is great potential for confusion. You should give an "as of" date for this analysis, and emphasize 
that it does not incorporate the BIP. This is not clear enough. 

 
Page 46, paragraph 1 under “Meeting the Southwest’s Environmental and Recreational Gaps”: Comment: 

This paragraph needs significant revision. We can provide stream miles for most if not all of our IPPs. Please remove 
the reference to the lower Dolores, as it is just one of many IPPs that can and have been mapped. 

 
Page 46, paragraph 1 under “Meeting the Southwest’s Environmental and Recreational Gaps”, sentence 
3: “However, an analysis of how well these projects meet the percent of stream miles that need to 
have direct protection in each subbasin has not yet been conducted.” Comment: Please remove 
reference to "direct" protection at this point. In our BIP we have chosen not to use this category, because 
it is vague and somewhat subjective. Rather we distinguish two categories: 1. stream miles with an 
attribute that have some level of protection, benefit or attention, and 2. stream miles with an attribute 
that have no level of protection, benefit or attention. 
 
Page 46, paragraph 1 under “Meeting the Southwest’s Environmental and Recreational Gaps”, sentence 
4: “Furthermore, these targets will likely be revised. The Draft BIP states, “By 2016, 
replace the following statewide outcomes with outcomes based on the current status of these 
measures in the Roundtable area” [9].” Comment: This sentence is not correct. The quoted language 
pertains ONLY to SW Basin water quality measureable outcomes. There is no planned revision for 
Environmental or Recreational measureable outcomes. Please correct this error. 
 



Page 46, paragraph 1 under “Meeting the Southwest’s Environmental and Recreational Gaps”, sentence 
5: Please correct this sentence to read: “In addition, the Draft BIP identified two efforts within the 
Southwest Basin to better identify environmental and recreational needs:” 
 
Page 46, final sentence: “Until the Basin Roundtable completes its reassessment of measurable 
outcomes, it is unclear how well the Draft BIP meets its measurable outcomes, but it is likely that it 
mostly meets its environmental and recreational gaps.” Please delete this sentence entirely. Again, we 
have no plan to reassess our measureable outcomes in the near future. That plan pertains only to our 
Water Quality outcomes. Further, the statement in the final phrase has NO basis, and should be deleted.  
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The state should include in the Plan more information addressing the effects of and the need to 

adapt to climate change.  Other western states have been more proactive in including climate 

change into their statewide planning. While some general information is provided in the Plan, the 

full breadth of the potential impacts of climate change needs to be explicitly included and 

explained.  For example: 

 The Plan focuses on municipal water demand from population growth as the key driver of 

projected water supply gaps.  However, climate change is potentially an equal or greater 

factor in the state’s future water gap, potentially resulting in shrinking supplies and 

increasing water needs.   

 Climate change will affect more than just supply and demand, extending to changes in 

water quality, timing of supply, ecological and watershed impacts, and increases in 

extreme weather events.  

 A warmer climate could greatly affect water supply and demand for agriculture as well.  

With agriculture using 85% of the state’s water, a shift in supply and demand in this area 

would have enormous impacts on the administration of water rights. At this time, 

thousands of water rights decrees, exchanges, and plans for augmentation -- and the 

administration of water use based on those decrees -- are premised on a fixed notion of 

irrigation season and historic use. For example, under current law, change of water rights 

decrees require return flows that never vary from the past.  However, climate change may 

cause wholesale changes to overall water use, water supply and return flow patterns, 

rendering these decrees and current administrative practices obsolete. The state should 

have a plan in place to address this potential. Obviously, this is an enormously complex 

issue that may necessitate legislative changes. But the state should not ignore the issue. 

 In addition to water rights administration, the state needs to move toward the concept of 

climate ready water quality and environmental regulations.  It is important for the state to 

start thinking about how its present regulations, which are based on historic data of 

parameters such as stream temperature and species distribution, will have to evolve and 

change as the results of climate change are realized.  It is unreasonable to assume that a 

climate-impacted environment can be maintained at historic conditions.    

 The recently released 2014 CWCB Climate Change in Colorado Report has a wealth of 

information that needs to be incorporated into the Plan, including a summary of the 

projected range of changes in weather, snowpack and stream flow found in chapter 5. 
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Denver Water bases our planning on a range of possible future climate scenarios.  The state, 

however, does not have a viable plan to adapt to climate change. The problem is exacerbated by 

the fact that many smaller water providers will be looking to the state for guidance because they 

lack the resources necessary to take on this matter by themselves. 

Summary of needed improvements to Chapter 5.2 

 More explicitly include climate change into municipal supply and demand projections 

and include an explanation 

 Consider climate change impacts to agriculture and the water rights system, and provide 

recommendations as to legislative, regulatory and administrative reform 

 Recognize the need to move toward climate ready regulations and provide 

recommendations as to legislative, regulatory and administrative reform 

 Provide better climate adaptation guidance for smaller water providers  

 Incorporate findings from the Climate Change in Colorado report 

2)  Colorado River Compact Call 

Denver Water receives approximately 50 percent of its total supply from the Colorado River. 

Therefore, avoiding a "Colorado River Compact call" is critical to our ability to meet our 

obligations to our customers.  All uses of Colorado River water, including pre-Compact water 

rights, would be significantly impacted by a Compact call. Indeed, the vast majority of the 

economy of the state rests upon the state's ability to meet our obligations under interstate 

compacts and decrees. 

Moreover, much of the discussion in the IBCC and basin roundtables has revolved around the 

desire for Colorado River water importers like Denver Water to fully reuse those imported water 

supplies. If Denver Water were to devote the hundreds of millions of dollars necessary to fully 

reuse our Colorado River water, and that supply was lost to a Compact call, we would greatly 

increase the impact and risk to our customers and the economy of the Denver metro area. In 

short, security of our imported Colorado River supplies is an essential prerequisite to our ability 

to totally commit to reuse and total water use efficiency. 

Although the risk of Colorado River Compact curtailment is low, the consequences are 

potentially disastrous.  It would be irresponsible to focus only on crisis response and fail to 

concentrate on avoidance. We fully support the state's efforts to proactively plan for this 

contingency, and urge a more aggressive approach to prevention. We urge the state to move 
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aggressively in conjunction with the other upper division states and the federal government to 

develop plans to maintain the elevation of Lake Powell above minimum power pool. 

Denver Water has been working with many parties in Colorado and the other Colorado River 

basin states on long-term solutions that will allow the upper basin to avoid the consequences of a 

Compact call. The Colorado River System Conservation Agreement announced in August 2014 

is a natural outgrowth of that effort.  Collaboration on this issue is vital because the threat of a 

compact call impacts our entire region.  

Summary of needed improvements to Plan 

 Recognize the need for and  identify ways to empower the state to act aggressively and 

proactively to avoid compact curtailment in the current drought as well as in the long-

term 

3)  Future Colorado River Development 

The ability to develop new supply projects, including transmoutain projects, should be protected, 

consistent with the seven summary points of agreement regarding new transmountain projects 

developed by the IBCC at its June 20, 2014 meeting. Preserving important supply options is not 

only prudent, but also necessary under the scenario planning approach adopted by the Plan. We 

owe it to future generations to leave options open to determine the best way to utilize the state's 

water resources.   The Metro Roundtable water supply paper and the Joint East Slope supply 

statement provide specific examples of ways to preserve the ability to develop transmountain 

projects, including obtaining waters rights and land for projects and requiring an allowance or 

carve-out for these new projects in relevant recreational in-channel diversion appropriations 

and Wild and Scenic River alternative protection plans involving instream flows.   

The IBCC’s seven points for developing new transmountain projects includes creating an 

“insurance policy” for existing water uses and certain amounts of new water development to 

cover those water uses against curtailment under a Colorado River compact call.  This insurance 

program is critical to the entire state, regardless of how much additional development 

occurs.  The plan should incorporate recommendations for an insurance program.   

Recreational in-channel diversions (RICDs) have the potential to deprive upstream users of any 

opportunity to appropriate water. The CWCB's review of RICDs should better integrate the 

mandates of promoting the maximum beneficial use of water and ensuring Colorado’s ability to 

fully develop its compact entitlements. As part of preserving water supply options, proposed 

water rights for RICDs should be examined more closely to make sure they provide a quality 

recreation experience while using water in an efficient manner and minimizing restrictions on 
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future water development. If RICDs unnecessarily restrict future water supply development, then 

the pressure to transfer water on the East Slope from agricultural use to municipal use will only 

increase. The Plan should recognize the need to require RICDs, like every other water use in 

Colorado, to use only the water necessary to provide a reasonable recreational experience.  

Summary of needed improvements to Plan 

 Detail a process and steps for preserving options for new transbasin development 

consistent with the seven principles outlined by the IBCC 

 Identify ways to empower the state to move jointly with other states in developing a 

compact insurance program (or drought contingency plan) as described above) 

 Revise the CWCB review process so that RICDs are required to provide a quality 

recreation experience while using only the water needed to provide a reasonable 

recreational experience   

4)  Conservation 

Denver Water is committed to ongoing, aggressive conservation and Denver metro area water 

providers will continue to be national leaders in water conservation.  This leadership in 

conservation is critical to meeting the state’s future water needs, but it is not enough.  We look to 

the state to take an aggressive role in encouraging water efficiency across all regions of the state 

and all sectors of water use.  As explained in other parts of this letter, we believe this increase in 

efficient includes new forms of municipal reuse as well as agricultural and recreational uses of 

water.    

In planning for municipal water conservation, it should be recognized that the majority of 

conservation programs will be developed at the local level to meet individual community goals. 

Rather than planning through generalized statewide goals, cities will continue to best be served 

by custom water conservation plans that meet the needs of their local communities. We 

recommend the development of best practices that allow water providers to tailor actions to fit 

their communities.   

While customization is important, we also believe there are many commonalities in water 

conservation measures and recommend continued investigations of actions or principles that 

have the potential to be used across the state.  Rather than assume some types of water use are 

inferior to others, we believe it is much better to focus on making all uses of water more efficient 

without losing the value to the user.  This applies to outdoor municipal water use where we have 

an opportunity to have a deeper, more sophisticated conversation than those we have had to date. 



Colorado Water Conservation Board 

RE:  Comments on Colorado Water Plan 

September 9, 2014 

Page 6 of 12 

 

 

 

Landscapes in Colorado have value that go beyond simple aesthetics. It is well founded that 

urban landscapes increase property values; help reduce the heat island effect; and can improve 

air and water quality. Our conservation should move to toward achieving the most efficient 

landscaping for the needed use, rather than attacking the value of urban landscaping.  For 

instance, instead of trying to prescribe general rules for a percentage reduction in the use of turf 

landscaping, it is better to discuss where turf does not make sense (such as on steep slopes, along 

medians and exposed areas) and where lower water use landscape can be substituted, while 

maintaining the same landscaping values.   

Summary of needed improvements to Chapter 5.6.1 

 Encourage water efficiency across all regions of the state and all sectors of water use 

 Focus conservation discussion on maximizing the efficient use of water, across all uses 

 Promote use of best practices that allow communities to tailor conservation programs 

 Promote a deeper, more sophisticated conversation about outdoor water use and 

landscapes throughout the State 

 Continue to investigate statewide actions and principles that are appropriate across all 

Colorado communities 

5) Reuse 

The state, the IBCC, and the basin roundtables have all encouraged reuse as an alternative to new 

supply development and agricultural-to-urban transfers. However, the Plan should recognize that 

there are many real practical and permitting barriers to reuse, including: state water quality and 

water rights regulations, brine disposal, energy costs, greenhouse gas emissions, and water loss 

in the treatment process. The state should not simultaneously encourage reuse in the Plan, and 

leave in place all the impediments to implementing reuse. The Plan should directly address these 

impediments, and outline a process to streamline the ability of municipalities to implement reuse. 

As we discuss above, the connection between secure Colorado River supplies and the ability to 

reuse must also be identified and addressed.  Denver Water and other Front Range Colorado 

River water importers cannot plan to aggressively fund and develop additional reuse solutions 

until we know the Colorado River water will be there in the future. 

Reuse is not limited to taking return flows at a water treatment plant, treating the water and 

delivering it to customers.  Communities and businesses all over the world are developing 

sustainable, zero footprint and regenerative building practices that will reduce the need for 
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municipalities to develop new supplies.  In some cases, reuse can make regional municipalities 

more resilient to climate change and other natural and manmade events. 

Rainwater capture, graywater and blackwater technologies are not only in existence, but are 

several generations into development. Yet Colorado's water rights administration system inhibits 

and often prevents the advancement of accepted technologies. Doing so will reduce the need for 

new supply development and therefore reduce municipalities’ need to rely on traditional 

approaches to supply such as transbasin diversions and agriculture-to-urban transfers. 

Implementing new types of reuse in Colorado will require review of existing laws, regulations, 

guidance and policy documents and administrative practices to consider revisions that will 

protect water rights, public health and the environment, while also providing sufficient flexibility 

for water suppliers to develop new and flexible water reuse projects across the state. 

Summary of needed improvements to Chapter 5.6.2 

 The state must identify and help remove the numerous hurdles to reuse in the current 

regulatory approach 

 The Plan needs a detailed discussion about the connection between secure Colorado 

River supplies, the availably of reusable water, and identification of potential solutions 

6)  Land Use Planning 

The work of the IBCC and basin roundtables has helped to highlight the importance of making 

water use efficiency a part of our land use planning processes.  Emerging efforts like the CWCB 

report on land use planning and the Pace University and Keystone Center efforts will help find 

ways to integrate land and water planning for greater efficiency. The CWCB, Denver Water and 

others have supported these efforts.  But much work is left to do.  We recommend that the 

CWCB partner with the Department of Local Affairs (DOLA), and organizations that represent 

local governments to focus on sustainable land use practices.   

As we look for ways to increase the efficiency of new development and redevelopment in our 

cities, we need to recognize that our goals for livable and sustainable cities should be equal to the 

desire to preserve agriculture and have a healthy environment. Part of this commitment will be 

the need to recognize the interconnection between water, energy and transportation infrastructure 

in promoting overall efficiency in the development and use of our land and natural resources. 

The values described in the Governor's executive order directing the Plan explicitly recognize 

these interconnections. Yet the current draft Plan is dramatically short in the vision necessary to 

achieve the realization of those values. 
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 Summary of needed improvements to Chapter 5.6.3 

 Establish a working group that includes the CWCB, DOLA and local government 

organizations to focus on making water use efficiency a part of  land use planning 

processes, including integration with energy and transportation infrastructure, and 

emphasis on total water efficiency using the full range of reuse technologies, including 

graywater, blackwater, storm water and rainwater 

 Provide substantial CWCB fuding for research and pilot programs to better understand 

water savings potentials and to find ways to achieve savings through integration of land 

use and water planning 

 Focus a broad statewide effort on reviewing state and local land use laws that create 

inhibitions or barriers to more efficient land use development, without creating new 

regulatory frameworks 

7)  One Water Approach 

In Colorado, the conversations regarding water quality and water quantity are often held in 

separate venues.  There are many areas in which the state could improve existing regulations and 

policies to bring the conversations together.  The Plan should recognize that Colorado's future is 

not tied simply to the water supply and demand gap, and should also recognize the entire water 

use cycle, including first use, reuse, treatment and return, and stormwater management and 

treatment.  It should take a holistic view of water planning, regulations, and management for 

Colorado.   

The above comments note some of the permitting and water law barriers to efficient 

development and water use, including barriers to rainwater budgeting, graywater use and reuse. 

These issues will be difficult, but the state must take the lead to address them head-on.  

One further example is the State Engineer’s Office position on green infrastructure for 

stormwater treatment.  Senior water rights were appropriated at a time when the state's 

population was far less; impervious surfaces, stormwater detention, management and treatment, 

roads and highways, golf courses, ski areas and other impacts to surface flow have been 

developed for more than a century.  Cities are currently subject to increasing federal regulation to 

reduce stormwater pollution. Now, the position of the State Engineer’s office appears to be that 

all green infrastructure for stormwater must acquire water rights in court.  Such an approach is 

shortsighted, unnecessary and in conflict with the goals and values expressed in the Governor's 

executive order. 
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The state water plan should explore how green infrastructure can be utilized to address the state’s 

consumptive and nonconsumptive gaps. For example, green infrastructure in the arid west can go 

beyond stormwater management activities and low impact development methods to include 

landscape-scale land use planning.  It can be designed to meet multi-faceted goals, including 

protecting and restoring water quality.  Planning for water quality and quantity impacts from 

these potential fundamental system shifts is challenging, and highlights the need to make 

measurable progress on the water quality and quantity integration goal.   

Summary of needed improvements to Chapter 5.4 

 Adopt a holistic management approach of water across the entire water use cycle in state 

water programs, regulations and policies 

 Remove regulatory barriers to efficient development and water use, including the barriers 

to rainwater budgeting, graywater use and reuse 

 Explore how green infrastructure can be utilized to address the state’s consumptive and 

nonconsumptive gaps and meet water quality goals 

8)  Permitting 

Denver Water recognizes the need to examine the potential impacts associated with the 

construction and operation of water projects and to mitigate, as necessary, identified adverse 

impacts to environmental and land use values.  However, a decade-long permitting process is 

unnecessary and a poor use of resources.  Our current effort to permit an expansion of Gross 

Reservoir has taken more than ten years; this is simply too long of a time period for any rational 

permitting process.  The state should be supportive of federal initiatives designed to expedite the 

federal review process.   

While we recognize that the Plan will not be able to improve the federal permitting process, we 

feel there is room for improvement in the way the state participates in the permitting process.  In 

our current permitting effort we have experienced a lack of coordination between state agencies 

especially as it relates to the negotiation of mitigation and environmental enhancement 

agreements.  This division between state agencies is likely to cause two different official state 

positions on aquatic impacts and mitigation for the Gross Reservoir Expansion Project.  We 

think that improved coordination across state agencies will minimize redundant review efforts by 

different state agencies and increase efficiency.  We also recognize that more than a water plan 

will be needed to fix problem. 
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Summary of needed improvements to Chapter 5.10 

 Require interested state agencies to participate as cooperating agencies in Federal 

regulatory processes from the beginning of scoping 

 Designate a single lead from the state on all interactions in the Federal regulatory 

process, including comments on scoping, the Draft EIS and the Final EIS  

 Complete the state’s process and decision between the Draft EIS and the Final EIS in a 

Federal regulatory process using information provided in the Draft EIS 

 Provide one coordinated set of comments from all state agencies and one state position on 

mitigation and enhancement for water projects   

9)  Alternative Transfer Methods  

Through the state’s leadership, important research and discussion on innovative methods for 

agricultural and municipal water users to share water resources has been conducted in an effort 

to minimize a traditional “buy and dry” of agricultural land for transfer of the water rights to 

municipal uses.  We support these alternative transfer methods (ATMs) and appreciate the broad 

interest on the East Slope for exploring water sharing opportunities.   

Although Colorado is anxious to develop ATMs and has funded research, we are not aware of 

any long-term ATM programs in practice.  Several ad hoc efforts have been aimed at 

streamlining the water court and water administration process to get more projects in practice.  

Here again, we look to the state to make a commitment of leadership in helping reduce 

regulatory impediments and barriers.   

The ATM concept of voluntary, compensated short-term reductions in agricultural water use can 

help solve potential water shortages on both the East Slope and the West Slope.  We request that 

the ATM efforts described in the Plan be complimentary to the System Conservation Agreement 

program to pilot methods for voluntary, compensated short-term reductions in consumptive 

water use as part an Upper Basin drought contingency plan. 

Summary of needed improvements to Chapter 5.7 

 Provide state leadership to reduce regulatory impediments to putting ATMs into practice 

 Provide continued CWCB funding for ATM pilot programs 
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 Reexamine the legal assumption underlying the “buy and dry” water right change cases 

with the goal to streamline the process for avoiding water right injury, especially in 

change cases that do not require dry up 

 Create an ATM program complimentary to the efforts to develop an Upper Basin drought 

contingency plan 

10)  Collaboration 

Denver Water has partnered with West Slope water interests through the Colorado River 

Cooperative Agreement to bring a new era of collaboration for planning and managing our water 

resources.  We are concerned that the parochial approach of some basin roundtables may erode 

our ability to work collaboratively.  It is imperative that the State work to restructure basin 

roundtables and their funding to focus efforts toward more regional and statewide collaboration.  

The Plan should include from Basin Implementation Plans only the strategies that are 

collaborative in nature and in the state’s best interest.  The Plan should most certainly avoid 

approving approaches that are confrontational.      

Summary of needed improvements to Plan 

 Restructure basin roundtables and their funding to focus efforts toward more regional and 

statewide collaboration 

 Include only the Basin Implementation Plan strategies that are collaborative in nature 

Conclusion 

We believe the Plan is an opportunity to help Colorado accomplish more in water use efficiency, 

collaboration and preparedness, and as a result realize the Colorado values described in the 

Governor's executive order.  We have tried to provide specific recommendations for state 

leadership to achieve:  better preparation for the challenges of climate change and Colorado 

River compact obligations, the preservation of new supply options for future generations, higher 

levels of water use efficiency, greater reuse, improved land use planning, smarter regulatory and 

permitting processes, alternatives to agricultural dry up, and basin roundtables focused on 

regional collaboration. Denver Water stands ready and able to help with these challenges.  

The recent history of conversations around Colorado's water future has been characterized by 

much discussion. What is needed -- and what is envisioned in the Governor's executive order -- 

is leadership. If we do this right, together we can manage our precious water resources in ways 
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that will secure Colorado’s future, protect the environment, and keep this state economically 

competitive and strong. Denver Water is committed to be a positive partner in this process. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

James S. Lochhead  

CEO/Manager 
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Denver Water appreciates the opportunity to comment on the development of the Colorado Water Plan 

(Plan).  In the attached September 9, 2014 letter, we provided comments on the then available portions 

drafts sections of the Plan.  This letter provides comments on revisions and new drafts that have been 

released since our September 9 letter was prepared.  This letter also provides some more detailed 

technical comment.  As suggested by CWCB staff, this letter also attempts to assign specific comments 

from our September 9 letter to the relevant portions of the Plan.  The comments from our September 9 

letter are shown in italics.   

Chapter 4 – Historic & Projected Water Supply 

Incorporation of climate change is critical for the success in this chapter.  Incorporating the IBCC 

scenarios would also improve the effectiveness of this chapter.  

The Plan focuses on municipal water demand from population growth as the key driver of projected 

water supply gaps. However, climate change is potentially an equal or greater factor in the state’s future 

water gap, potentially resulting in shrinking supplies and increasing water needs. 

Climate change will affect more than just supply and demand, extending to changes in water quality, 

timing of supply, ecological and watershed impacts, and increases in extreme weather events. 

A warmer climate could greatly affect water supply and demand for agriculture as well.  With agriculture 

using 85% of the state’s water, a shift in supply and demand in this area would have enormous impacts 

on the administration of water rights. At this time, thousands of water rights decrees, exchanges, and 

plans for augmentation -- and the administration of water use based on those decrees -- are premised on 

a fixed notion of irrigation season and historic use. For example, under current law, change of water 

rights decrees require return flows that never vary from the past. However, climate change may cause 

wholesale changes to overall water use, water supply and return flow patterns, rendering these decrees 

and current administrative practices obsolete. The state should have a plan in place to address this 

potential. Obviously, this is an enormously complex issue that may necessitate legislative changes. But 

the state should not ignore the issue. 

The 2014 Climate Change in Colorado Report has a wealth of information that needs to be incorporated 

into the Plan, including a summary of the projected range of changes in weather, snowpack and stream 

flow found in Chapter 5. 

Chapter 5 – Water Demand by Sector 

We appreciate the discussion of how climate change may affect municipal demands and the scenarios 

used to determine the water demands for municipal uses. 

A warmer climate could greatly affect water supply and demand for agriculture as well.  With agriculture 

using 85% of the state’s water, a shift in supply and demand in this area would have enormous impacts 

on the administration of water rights.  At this time, thousands of water rights decrees, exchanges, and 

plans for augmentation – and the administration of water used based on those decrees – are premised 

on a fixed notion of irrigation season and historic use.  For example, under current law, change of water 



Denver Water’s Detailed Comments on Colorado Water Plan  Page 2 of 13 

 

rights decrees require return flows that never vary from the past.  However, climate change may cause 

wholesale changes to overall water used, water supply and return flow patterns, rendering theses 

decrees and current administrative practices obsolete.  The state should have a plan in places to address 

this potential.  Obviously, this is an enormously complex issue that may necessitate legislative changes.  

But the state should not ignore the issue.   

Chapter 6.1 – Scenario planning, adaptive strategies, & no/low regrets 

We very much appreciate the state’s adoption of scenario planning techniques and were glad to provide 

technical assistance in this effort. We think the multi-outcome, low regrets concepts for long range 

planning will provide a more nimble, adaptable Plan for the uncertainties we face. 

The “CWCB adaptive water management plan through 2050” is a good instructional application of 

scenario planning into a long-term water plan.  This is important for developing proactive and 

responsive long-term concepts and high level strategies.  There are several areas where the scenario 

planning could be used to greater effect in the Plan development 

1. We would like to see more use of the narrative descriptions of the future scenarios, particularly 

where supply and demand projections are developed and where the goals and strategies are 

developed.  In many areas of the Plan, the future scenarios are boiled down to a simple number 

range of supply and demand projections.  What’s lost is the rich value of the narratives in 

understanding, imagining and planning for future conditions beyond today’s conditions.   

Preparing the best supply and conservation strategies requires consideration of the social, 

economic, climatic and other factors in a future scenario.  This is much more effective than 

simply looking at the number projections for supply and demand from a scenario.   

2. We would like to see the scenario planning information be better incorporated in the basin 

plans moving forward.  It appears that much of the basin planning is still based on a traditional 

approach of assuming little change in the future beyond current trends, with most of the change 

focused on population growth.  The concepts of planning for multiple future conditions and 

developing adaptable, low regrets strategies needs to be brought into the basin planning.    

3.  As we have commented in other areas, the climate change portion of the scenario planning falls 

short. Climate change is potentially an equal or greater factor in the state’s water gap, 

potentially resulting in shrinking supplies and increasing water need.  Yet, it is absent from much 

of the Plan.  For instance, there appears to be little consideration of climate change in the basin 

planning.    

Chapter 6.2 – Meeting Colorado’s water gaps 

We recommend a separate chapter on climate change so the reader can understand where climate 

change adaptation has and has not been incorporated in the plan.  Short of this, we would like to see an 

explanation in this section, and other areas where appropriate, of how the potential effects of climate 

change were considered in projections of the water gaps and how climate change was considered in the 

goals and measureable outcomes.  Please see our other comments on how the climate change portion 

of the planning falls short.   
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6.3.1 Municipal conservation (Previously 5.6.1) 

Denver Water is committed to ongoing, aggressive conservation and Denver metro area water providers 

will continue to be national leaders in water conservation. This leadership in conservation is critical to 

meeting the state’s future water needs, but it is not enough. We look to the state to take an aggressive 

role in encouraging water efficiency across all regions of the state and all sectors of water use. As 

explained in other parts of this letter, we believe this increase in efficient includes new forms of municipal 

reuse as well as agricultural and recreational uses of water. 

In planning for municipal water conservation, it should be recognized that the majority of conservation 

programs will be developed at the local level to meet individual community goals. Rather than planning 

through generalized statewide goals, cities will continue to best be served by custom water conservation 

plans that meet the needs of their local communities. We recommend the development of best practices 

that allow water providers to tailor actions to fit their communities. 

While customization is important, we also believe there are many commonalities in water conservation 

measures and recommend continued investigations of actions or principles that have the potential to be 

used across the state. Rather than assume some types of water use are inferior to others, we believe it is 

much better to focus on making all uses of water more efficient without losing the value to the user. This 

applies to outdoor municipal water use where we have an opportunity to have a deeper, more 

sophisticated conversation than those we have had to date. 

Landscapes in Colorado have value that go beyond simple aesthetics. It is well founded that urban 

landscapes increase property values; help reduce the heat island effect; and can improve air and water 

quality. Our conservation should move to toward achieving the most efficient landscaping for the needed 

use, rather than attacking the value of urban landscaping. For instance, instead of trying to prescribe 

general rules for a percentage reduction in the use of turf landscaping, it is better to discuss where turf 

does not make sense (such as on steep slopes, along medians and exposed areas) and where lower water 

use landscape can be substituted, while maintaining the same landscaping values. 

Summary of needed improvements to Chapter 5.6.1 

 Encourage water efficiency across all regions of the state and all sectors of water use 

 Focus conservation discussion on maximizing the efficient use of water, across all uses 

 Promote use of best practices that allow communities to tailor conservation programs 

 Promote a deeper, more sophisticated conversation about outdoor water use and landscapes 

throughout the State 

 Continue to investigate statewide actions and principles that are appropriate across all Colorado 

communities 

6.3.2 Reuse (Previously 5.6.2) 

The state, the IBCC, and the basin roundtables have all encouraged reuse as an alternative to new supply 

development and agricultural-to-urban transfers. However, the Plan should recognize that there are 
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many real practical and permitting barriers to reuse, including: state water quality and water rights 

regulations, brine disposal, energy costs, greenhouse gas emissions, and water loss in the treatment 

process. The state should not simultaneously encourage reuse in the Plan, and leave in place all the 

impediments to implementing reuse. The Plan should directly address these impediments, and outline a 

process to streamline the ability of municipalities to implement reuse. 

As we discuss above, the connection between secure Colorado River supplies and the ability to reuse 

must also be identified and addressed. Denver Water and other Front Range Colorado River water 

importers cannot plan to aggressively fund and develop additional reuse solutions until we know the 

Colorado River water will be there in the future.  

Reuse is not limited to taking return flows at a water treatment plant, treating the water and delivering 

it to customers. Communities and businesses all over the world are developing sustainable, zero footprint 

and regenerative building practices that will reduce the need for municipalities to develop new supplies. 

In some cases, reuse can make regional municipalities more resilient to climate change and other natural 

and manmade events.  

Rainwater capture, graywater and blackwater technologies are not only in existence, but are several 

generations into development. Yet Colorado's water rights administration system inhibits and often 

prevents the advancement of accepted technologies. Doing so will reduce the need for new supply 

development and therefore reduce municipalities’ need to rely on traditional approaches to supply such 

as transbasin diversions and agriculture-to-urban transfers. 

Implementing new types of reuse in Colorado will require review of existing laws, regulations, guidance 

and policy documents and administrative practices to consider revisions that will protect water rights, 

public health and the environment, while also providing sufficient flexibility for water suppliers to 

develop new and flexible water reuse projects across the state.  

Summary of needed improvements to Chapter 5.6.2 

 The state must identify and help remove the numerous hurdles to reuse in the current regulatory 

approach 

 The Plan needs a detailed discussion about the connection between secure Colorado River supplies, 

the availably of reusable water, and identification of potential solutions 

6.3.3 Land use (Previously 5.6.3) 

The work of the IBCC and basin roundtables has helped to highlight the importance of making water use 

efficiency a part of our land use planning processes. Emerging efforts like the CWCB report on land use 

planning and the Pace University and Keystone Center efforts will help find ways to integrate land and 

water planning for greater efficiency. The CWCB, Denver Water and others have supported these efforts. 

But much work is left to do. We recommend that the CWCB partner with the Department of Local Affairs 

(DOLA), and organizations that represent local governments to focus on sustainable land use practices. 
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As we look for ways to increase the efficiency of new development and redevelopment in our cities, we 

need to recognize that our goals for livable and sustainable cities should be equal to the desire to 

preserve agriculture and have a healthy environment. Part of this commitment will be the need to 

recognize the interconnection between water, energy and transportation infrastructure in promoting 

overall efficiency in the development and use of our land and natural resources. The values described in 

the Governor's executive order directing the Plan explicitly recognize these interconnections. Yet the 

current draft Plan is dramatically short in the vision necessary to achieve the realization of those values. 

Summary of needed improvements to Chapter 5.6.3 

 Establish a working group that includes the CWCB, DOLA and local government organizations to 

focus on making water use efficiency a part of land use planning processes, including integration 

with energy and transportation infrastructure, and emphasis on total water efficiency using the full 

range of reuse technologies, including graywater, blackwater, storm water and rainwater 

 Provide substantial CWCB funding for research and pilot programs to better understand water 

savings potentials and to find ways to achieve savings through integration of land use and water 

planning 

 Focus a broad statewide effort on reviewing state and local land use laws that create inhibitions or 

barriers to more efficient land use development, without creating new regulatory frameworks 

6.3.4 Agricultural Conservation, efficiency, and reuse (Previously 5.6.4) 

Page 24 – Paragraph 1 

Please provide a reference for the statement on increasing efficiencies result in increased use.  Also, 

please provide examples where this does not occur.   As stated later in the section, in the early season 

there may be sufficient water to meet demand.   

Page 24 – Figure 1 

Please consider labeling of the ‘downstream ditch’ and addition of a downstream farm or municipality 

that would help to further illustrate the concept.  

Page 24 – Paragraph 2 

Please provide an explanation of the outcome and benefits from the water saving examples.   

Page 25 – Paragraph 1 

Please consider using “return flows” as opposed to “runoff” as “runoff” may imply only surface flow 

component. 

Page 25, Paragraph 2 
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Please consider explaining that other water uses, such as M&I use that store water in the spring and 

return it year-round , also benefit low season flows and provide other retiming benefits, along with 

agriculture.  

Chapter 6.4 – Alternative Agricultural-To-Urban Transfer Methods (Previously 5.7) 

Through the state’s leadership, important research and discussion on innovative methods for agricultural 

and municipal water users to share water resources has been conducted in an effort to minimize a 

traditional “buy and dry” of agricultural land for transfer of the water rights to municipal uses. We 

support these alternative transfer methods (ATMs) and appreciate the broad interest on the East Slope 

for exploring water sharing opportunities.  

Although Colorado is anxious to develop ATMs and has funded research, we are not aware of any long-

term ATM programs in practice. Several ad hoc efforts have been aimed at streamlining the water court 

and water administration process to get more projects in practice. Here again, we look to the state to 

make a commitment of leadership in helping reduce regulatory impediments and barriers. 

The ATM concept of voluntary, compensated short-term reductions in agricultural water use can help 

solve potential water shortages on both the East Slope and the West Slope. We request that the ATM 

efforts described in the Plan be complimentary to the System Conservation Agreement program to pilot 

methods for voluntary, compensated short-term reductions in consumptive water use as part an Upper 

Basin drought contingency plan.  

Summary of needed improvements to Chapter 5.7 

 Provide state leadership to reduce regulatory impediments to putting ATMs into practice 

 Provide continued CWCB funding for ATM pilot programs 

 Reexamine the legal assumption underlying the “buy and dry” water right change cases with the 

goal to streamline the process for avoiding water right injury, especially in change cases that do not 

require dry up 

 Create an ATM program complimentary to the efforts to develop an Upper Basin drought 

contingency plan 

Page 1 – Paragraph 1 

Please provide a reference for the “continued high pace of permanent removal” statement.   

As is done with agricultural in this section, please provide a description of the economic importance of 

each water sector (environmental, recreational, municipal, industrial, etc.) as the sectors are discussed 

in the plan.  For context, please provide a chart showing the contributions of each water sector to the 

state’s economy and jobs.     

Page 1 – Paragraph 2 

Please consider providing a range of projections rather than one projection of acreage loss.   
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Page 2 – Paragraph 4 

Please consider stating that Colorado is a leader in encouraging the study and adoptions of ATMs.   

Page 4 – Paragraph 3 

How were the shares to be used by the municipality? Should explain what type of ATM project was 

contemplated.  

Page 4 – Paragraph 4 

Why was the Fowler Pilot Project application withdrawn? This information might provide useful insight 

into the hurdles of the ATMs.  

Page 7 - Next Steps 

Please consider monitoring the barriers and obstacles to successful ATMs.   

Chapter 6.5 – Municipal, industrial, & agricultural infrastructure projects & methods 

We support the CWCB’s effort to incorporate the effects of climate change on municipal, industrial, and 

agricultural projects and methods. 

Denver Water has partnered with West Slope water interests through the Colorado River Cooperative 

Agreement to bring a new era of collaboration for planning and managing our water resources. We are 

concerned that the parochial approach of some basin roundtables may erode our ability to work 

collaboratively. It is imperative that the State work to restructure basin roundtables and their funding to 

focus efforts toward more regional and statewide collaboration. 

The Plan should include from Basin Implementation Plans only the strategies that are collaborative in 

nature and in the state’s best interest. The Plan should most certainly avoid approving approaches that 

are confrontational.  

Summary of needed improvements to Plan 

 Restructure basin roundtables and their funding to focus efforts toward more regional and statewide 

collaboration 

 Include only the Basin Implementation Plan strategies that are collaborative in nature 

Chapter 6.6 – Environmental & recreational projects & methods 

Recreational in-channel diversions (RICDs) have the potential to deprive upstream users of any 

opportunities to appropriate water.  The CWCB’s review of RICDs should better integrate the mandates 

of promoting the maximum beneficial use of water and ensuring Colorado’s ability to fully develop its 

compact entitlements.  As part of preserving water supply options, proposed water rights for RICDs 

should be examined more closely to make sure they provide a quality recreation experience while using 

water in an efficient manner and minimizing restrictions on future water development.  If RICDs 
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unnecessarily restrict future water supply development, then the pressure to transfer water on the East 

Slope from agricultural use to municipal use will only increase.  The Plan should recognize the need to 

require RICDs to use only the water necessary to provide a reasonable recreational experience. 

Summary of needed improvements to Plan 

 Revise the CWCB review process so that RICDs are required to provide a quality recreation experience 

while using only the water needed to provide a reasonable recreational experience 

Chapter 7.1 – Watershed health & management  

The state should coordinate watershed planning efforts more broadly and should include Source Water 

Protection into its first recommended action in Section 7.14.1. 

Chapter 7.2 – Natural disaster management (Previously 5.2) 

Climate change is a critically important issue and it deserves its own section of the report.  The state 

should include in the Plan more information addressing the effects of and the need to adapt to climate 

change.  Other western states have been more proactive in including climate change into their 

statewide planning.  While some general information is provided in the Plan, the full breadth of the 

potential impacts of climate change needs to be explicitly included and explained.  

The recent 2014 CWCB Climate Change in Colorado Report has a wealth of information that needs to be 

incorporated into the Plan, including a summary of the projected range of changes in weather, snowpack 

and stream flow found in chapter 5.   

Denver Water bases our planning on a range of possible future climate scenarios. The state, however, 

does not have a viable plan to adapt to climate change. The problem is exacerbated by the fact that 

many smaller water providers will be looking to the state for guidance because they lack the resources 

necessary to take on this matter by themselves. 

Summary of needed improvements to Chapter 5.2 

 More explicitly include climate change into municipal supply and demand projections and include 

an explanation 

 Consider climate change impacts to agriculture and the water rights system, and provide 

recommendations as to legislative, regulatory and administrative reform 

 Recognize the need to move toward climate ready regulations and provide recommendations as 

to legislative, regulatory and administrative reform 

 Provide better climate adaptation guidance for smaller water providers 

 Incorporate findings from the Climate Change in Colorado report 
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Correction to Paragraph 2 

Denver Water, which was heavily affected by the Buffalo Creek and Hayman fires, has spent close to $28 

million in wildfire related maintenance costs at Cheesman Reservoir and dredging and maintenance at 

their Strontia Springs Reservoir.   

Page 2 – Additional information on municipal drought response plans 

A municipal drought response plan is designed to maximize available water supplies and reduce water 

use.  Guidelines in a drought plan are designed to maintain the health, safety and economic vitality of 

the community; to avoid adverse impacts to public activity and quality of life for the community; and to 

consider individual customer needs as much as possible.  Because each drought is different, it is not 

practical to develop a set of hard-and-fast rules to apply to all droughts.  Rather, guidelines are intended 

to provide a framework for timely drought response while maintaining flexibility to respond to unique 

drought conditions.    

Chapter 7.3 – Water Quality (Previously 5.4) 

In Colorado, the conversations regarding water quality and water quantity are often held in separate 

venues. There are many areas in which the state could improve existing regulations and policies to bring 

the conversations together. The Plan should recognize that Colorado's future is not tied simply to the 

water supply and demand gap, and should also recognize the entire water use cycle, including first use, 

reuse, treatment and return, and stormwater management and treatment. It should take a holistic view 

of water planning, regulations, and management for Colorado. 

The above comments note some of the permitting and water law barriers to efficient development and 

water use, including barriers to rainwater budgeting, graywater use and reuse. These issues will be 

difficult, but the state must take the lead to address them head-on.  

One further example is the State Engineer’s Office position on green infrastructure for stormwater 

treatment. Senior water rights were appropriated at a time when the state's population was far less; 

impervious surfaces, stormwater detention, management and treatment, roads and highways, golf 

courses, ski areas and other impacts to surface flow have been developed for more than a century. Cities 

are currently subject to increasing federal regulation to reduce stormwater pollution. Now, the position 

of the State Engineer’s office appears to be that all green infrastructure for stormwater must acquire 

water rights in court. Such an approach is shortsighted, unnecessary and in conflict with the goals and 

values expressed in the Governor's executive order. 

The state water plan should explore how green infrastructure can be utilized to address the state’s 

consumptive and nonconsumptive gaps. For example, green infrastructure in the arid west can go 

beyond stormwater management activities and low impact development methods to include landscape-

scale land use planning. It can be designed to meet multi-faceted goals, including protecting and 

restoring water quality. Planning for water quality and quantity impacts from these potential 
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fundamental system shifts is challenging, and highlights the need to make measurable progress on the 

water quality and quantity integration goal. 

Summary of needed improvements to Chapter 5.4 

 Adopt a holistic management approach of water across the entire water use cycle in state water 

programs, regulations and policies 

 Remove regulatory barriers to efficient development and water use, including the barriers to 

rainwater budgeting, graywater use and reuse 

 Explore how green infrastructure can be utilized to address the state’s consumptive and 

nonconsumptive gaps and meet water quality goals 

5.4.1.2 – Paragraph 3 

Suggestions for improvement in the permitting section of the Plan should be cross-referenced in this 

section. 

5.4.2 

Any state guidance or policy documents related to 401 certification should be developed only through a 

robust stakeholder process. 

The Division and Commission should examine their policies to identify where water quality policies 

create an unnecessary burden on water supply projects.  This examination should be conducted through 

a stakeholder process representing a broad array of interests. 

5.4.2.1 

Antidegradation represents great uncertainty and cost to water suppliers, and needs to be closely 

examined.  It is unclear whether the “important economic or social development” standard has been 

applied, and what the criteria might be.   

5.4.2.2 

Please explain how the Division and Commission participate to help ease the integration of water quality 

and water quantity.  Both quantity and quality need to be examined and be subject to modification to 

accommodate changes in climate. 

5.4.4 

The Plan must recognize the barriers to green infrastructure created by the State Engineer’s Office and 

the Attorney General.  Water rights administration must be examined in light of the need for green 

infrastructure.   
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5.4.4.2 

The Division and the Commission must identify and modify the numerous regulatory hurdles to reuse in 

the current regulatory approach.  Identifying opportunities for reuse will be meaningless unless water 

can actually be reused.  The Division treats recycled water as pollution, and requires extensive and 

wasteful permits for recycled water to be used.  Where the division can exercise discretion on 

interpreting a regulation, it should choose the interpretation most favorable to reuse, and avoid falling 

back on bureaucratic inflexibility. 

 

 

Chapter 8 – Interbasin Projects and Agreements 

Denver Water receives approximately 50 percent of its total supply from the Colorado River.  Therefore, 

avoiding a "Colorado River Compact call" is critical to our ability to meet our obligations to our 

customers. All uses of Colorado River water, including pre-Compact water rights, would be significantly 

impacted by a Compact call. Indeed, the vast majority of the economy of the state rests upon the state's 

ability to meet our obligations under interstate compacts and decrees. 

Moreover, much of the discussion in the IBCC and basin roundtables has revolved around the desire for 

Colorado River water importers like Denver Water to fully reuse those imported water supplies. If Denver 

Water were to devote the hundreds of millions of dollars necessary to fully reuse our Colorado River 

water, and that supply was lost to a Compact call, we would greatly increase the impact and risk to our 

customers and the economy of the Denver metro area. In short, security of our imported Colorado River 

supplies is an essential prerequisite to our ability to totally commit to reuse and total water use 

efficiency. 

Although the risk of Colorado River Compact curtailment is low, the consequences are potentially 

disastrous. It would be irresponsible to focus only on crisis response and fail to concentrate on avoidance. 

We fully support the state's efforts to proactively plan for this contingency, and urge a more aggressive 

approach to prevention. We urge the state to move aggressively in conjunction with the other upper 

division states and the federal government to develop plans to maintain the elevation of Lake Powell 

above minimum power pool. 

Denver Water has been working with many parties in Colorado and the other Colorado River basin states 

on long-term solutions that will allow the upper basin to avoid the consequences of a Compact call. The 

Colorado River System Conservation Agreement announced in August 2014 is a natural outgrowth of 

that effort. Collaboration on this issue is vital because the threat of a compact call impacts our entire 

region.  

Summary of needed improvements to Plan 

 Recognize the need for and identify ways to empower the state to act aggressively and proactively to 

avoid compact curtailment in the current drought as well as in the long-term 
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The ability to develop new supply projects, including transmountain projects, should be protected, 

consistent with the seven summary points of agreement regarding new transmountain projects 

developed by the IBCC.  Preserving important supply options is not only prudent, but also necessary 

under the scenario planning approach adopted by the Plan.  We owe it to future generation to leave 

options open to determine the best way to utilize the state’s water resources.  The Metro Roundtable 

water supply paper and the Joint East Slope supply statement provide specific examples of ways to 

preserve the ability to develop transmountain projects, including obtaining water rights and land for 

projects and requiring an allowance or carve-out for these new projects in relevant RICD appropriation 

and Wild and Scenic River alternative protection plans involving instream flows.   

The IBCC’s seven points for developing new transmountain projects includes creating an “insurance 

policy” for existing water uses and certain amounts of new water development to cover those water uses 

against curtailment under a Colorado River compact call.  This insurance program in critical to the entire 

state, regardless of how much additional development occurs.  The Plan should incorporate 

recommendations for an insurance program.   

Summary of needed improvements to Plan 

 Detail a process and steps for preserving options for new transbasin development consistent with the 

seven principles outlined by the IBCC 

 Identify ways to empower the state to move jointly with other states in developing a compact 

insurance program (or drought contingency plan) as described above) 

Chapter 9.3 – Creating More Efficient Permitting Processes (Previously 5.10) 

Denver Water recognizes the need to examine the potential impacts associated with the construction 

and operation of water projects and to mitigate, as necessary, identified adverse impacts to 

environmental and land use values. However, a decade-long permitting process is unnecessary and a 

poor use of resources. Our current effort to permit an expansion of Gross Reservoir has taken more than 

ten years; this is simply too long of a time period for any rational permitting process. The state should be 

supportive of federal initiatives designed to expedite the federal review process. 

While we recognize that the Plan will not be able to improve the federal permitting process, we feel there 

is room for improvement in the way the state participates in the permitting process. In our current 

permitting effort we have experienced a lack of coordination between state agencies especially as it 

relates to the negotiation of mitigation and environmental enhancement agreements. This division 

between state agencies is likely to cause two different official state positions on aquatic impacts and 

mitigation for the Gross Reservoir Expansion Project. We think that improved coordination across state 

agencies will minimize redundant review efforts by different state agencies and increase efficiency. We 

also recognize that more than a water plan will be needed to fix problem. 

Summary of needed improvements to Chapter 5.10 



Denver Water’s Detailed Comments on Colorado Water Plan  Page 13 of 13 

 

 Require interested state agencies to participate as cooperating agencies in Federal regulatory 

processes from the beginning of scoping 

 Designate a single lead from the state on all interactions in the Federal regulatory process, including 

comments on scoping, the Draft EIS and the Final EIS 

 Complete the state’s process and decision between the Draft EIS and the Final EIS in a Federal 

regulatory process using information provided in the Draft EIS 

 Provide one coordinated set of comments from all state agencies and one state position on 

mitigation and enhancement for water projects 
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!

October!10,!2014!
!
!
Colorado!Water!!Conservation!Board!
1313!Sherman!St.,!Room!718!
Denver,!CO!80203!
RE:$WLA$Comments$on$Draft$State$Water$Plan$
!
Dear!Board!Members:!
!
The!Western!Landowners!Alliance!advances!policies!and!practices!that!
sustain!working!lands,!connected!landscapes!,!and!native!species.!Our!
members!represent!ownership!and!management!of!over!a!half!million!acres!
of!agricultural!production!land!that!also!provides!critical!watershed,!
wildlife,!open!space,!and!recreation!values!to!Colorado's!rural!economies!
and!state.!!
!
WLA!adopted!the!following!Principles!for!State!Water!Planning!for!all!state!
water!planning!occurring!across!the!West,!and!respectfully!encourages!the!
Colorado!State!Plan!to!ensure!it!incorporates!the!following:!
!
Planning!should!foster!water$right$transfer$mechanisms!that!help!meet!
other!water!resource!objectives,!maintain!consistency!with!the!Prior!
Appropriation!Doctrine,!avoid!adverse!effect!to!other!water!users,!and!
minimize!incentives!for!water!hoarding!or!speculation.!
!
!
$
(body)!
!!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!

• Planning!should!be!accomplished!on!a!basin$basis$(e.g.,!6Tdigit!
Hydrologic!Unit!Code),!with!basin!stakeholders!responsible!for!selfT
determination!of!their!water!supply!and!demand!futures.!TransTbasin!
diversions!exist,!but!their!water!should!be!used!to!extinction!before!
others!are!considered.!!
!

• Planning!should!ensure!the!availability!of!effective!landowner$water$
conservation$tools$and$incentives!that!contribute!to!vibrant!
communities,!productive!agricultural!sectors,!sustainable!aquifers,!and!
healthy!rivers.!Tools!should!ensure!landowner!flexibility!to!leave!water!
instream!(without!water!right!diminishment),!practice!adaptive!
management,!and!manage!for!multiple!objectives!and!revenue!streams.!
!

• Planning!should!encourage!prioritization!and!availability!of!water$
delivery$infrastructure$improvement$funds!where!beneficial!to!
aquifers,!resources,!and!water!supply.!
!

• Planning!processes!must!incorporate!development!of!natural!flow!
hydrographs!and!documentation!of!related!fish$and$wildlife$species'$
dependence!on!specific!flow!elements,!current!flowTrelated!habitat!
impairments,!and!opportunities!for!restoration.!



!

!

• Planning!must!generate!policies!and!programs!that!acknowledge!and!foster$public$and$
private$landowner$stewardship!to!protect!and!restore!stream!flows,!riparian!areas,!and!
watershed!health,!as!well!as!foster!collaborative!water!management!and!drought!
response.!
!

• Water$quality!issues!must!be!integrated!with!quantity!issues!T!both!must!be!solved.!!
!

• Planning!should!foster!water$right$transfer$mechanisms!that!help!meet!other!water!
resource!objectives,!maintain!consistency!with!the!Prior!Appropriation!Doctrine,!avoid!
adverse!effect!to!other!water!users,!and!minimize!incentives!for!water!hoarding!or!
speculation.!
!

• Changes!in!water$administration!should!be!evaluated!before!additional!physical!supply!
is!planned;!states!must!have!the!means!to!determine!who!owns!what!right!to!water,!and!
take!action!to!stem!illegal!use.!
!

• Planning!and!related!data!analysis!must!recognize!and!address!hydrogeologic$
connections!between!surface!water!and!groundwater.!Where!they!are!lacking,!laws!and!
policies!should!be!updated!to!recognize!these!connections!and!address!related!issues.!
!

• Water!use!must!capitalize!on!reCuse,$conservation,$and$lowCuse$planning!to!minimize!
impacts!to!other!sectors,!and!public!investments!should!foster!related!technological!
innovation!(e.g.,!desalination,!process!water!treatment,!etc.).!
!

• Where!aquifers!or!surface!supplies!are!overCallocated,!planning!must!develop!tools!and!
approaches!to!reverse!shortages.!Planning!should!recognize!that!overTallocating!water!
resources!is!more!expensive!to!correct!than!not!overTallocating!in!the!first!place,!and!
ensure!the!more!practical!course!is!taken.!
!

• Any!discussions!of!additional!storage!should!include!comparisons!of!water!storage!that!
could!be!accomplished!through!healthy!watersheds!and!riparian!areas,!evaluate!proposals!
for!losses!due!to!evaporation,!ensure!fish!passage!issues!are!addressed,!and!provide!
release!regimes!that!foster!channel!stability,!flushing!flows,!and!needed!habitat.!
Reoperation,!maintenance,!and!upgrade!of!existing!facilities!should!be!considered!prior!to!
new!supply!construction.!
!

• Modeling!and!projections!should!include!various!scenarios!T!high!and!low!projected!
growth,!climate!change/variability,!and!other!elements!to!illustrate!the!range!of!futures!
possible!in!the!basin!and!to!help!contribute!to!practical!approaches,!reasonable!likelihood!
of!incorporating!relevant!technology,!adaptive!management!opportunities,!and!to!reduce!
risk!of!overbuilding.!
!

• Planning!should!ensure!that!state!agencies!work!collaboratively!with!landowners!and!
federal!agencies!on!recovery$and$restoration!of!atTrisk!waterTdependent!wildlife!
species,!and!that!state!water!policies!foster!rather!than!hinder!species!recovery.!



!

!

• Planning!should!be!transparent,!grassrootsTinitiated,!and!represent!the!full!spectrum!of!
interests,!with!effective!participation$and$communication!networks!and!mechanisms.!
!!

• Planning!and!its!products!should!evidence!a!commitment!to!data!collection,!analysis,!
modeling!and!monitoring!that!is!useful,!costTeffective,!longTterm,!understandable!and!
accessible!to!stakeholders,!and!that!fosters!improved!management!of!water!resources.!

In!addition!to!the!WestTwide!principles!above,!we!have!the!following!ColoradoTspecific!
comments.!!

• Updates!of!the!SWSI!and!related!demand!projections!should!incorporate!the!findings!of!a!
recent!American!Planning!Association!paper!that!discussed!reductions!in!municipal!water!
use!in!the!West.!The!Draft!Plan!refers!to!the!potential!for!such!reductions,!but!has!a!citation!
older!than!the!APA!article.!Related!projections!and!calculations!should!be!updated!based!on!
more!recent!information.!Article citation: Frost, Douglas, 2013. "The Water Demand Revolution", IN 

Planning, August/September 2013. American Planning Association, Chicago, IL.!!
!

• At!a!recent!WRRC!meeting,!a!participant!commented!that!when!Denver!Water!Board!called!
for!water!conservation,!there!was!so!much!that!they!had!to!again!call!for!more!water!use!
because!they!couldn't!otherwise!pay!their!bills.!If!this!is!correct,!the!documents!should!be!
updated!to!show!the!strong!latent!ability!of!municipal!water!users!to!conserve.!!
!!

• Any!discussion!of!the!economic!"benefit"!of!urban!landscaping!should!be!informed!by!
whether!such!benefits!are!only!due!to!waterTthirsty!landscaping,!or!whether!attractive!
xeriscaping!also!provides!similar!economic!benefits.!Santa!Fe!and!other!cities!certainly!
have!attractive!urban!design!and!use!much!less!water!on!their!outdoor!landscapes.!
!

• Stakeholders!need!much!more!clarity!and!notification!from!the!CWCB!concerning!comment!
deadlines!and!relevance.!The!only!online!information!about!this!comment!deadline!is!that!
it!is!the!deadline!for!comments!for!the!November!CWCB!meeting.!We!urge!you!to!improve!
your!notifications!of!relevant!steps!and!deadlines!as!the!process!continues!to!unfold.!

!

Sincerely,!

!
!

Lesli!Allison,!!
Executive!Director!



PUBLIC INPUT 

ITEM 58 



United States Departtnent of the Interior 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 

I REI'L Y RI:FI:R TO· 

EC-1320 
PRJ-13.00 

Via Email Only 

cowaterplan@state.co. us 

Great Plains Region 
Eastern Colorado Area Office 
11056 West County Road 18E 

Loveland, CO 80537-9711 

OCT 1 0 2014 

Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB) 

Subject: Framework Documents and Draft Chapters Comments 

To Whom It May Concern: 

The Bureau of Reclamation, Eastern Colorado Area Office, in consultation with the Albuquerque 
Area Office is pleased to provide the following comments to the Framework Documents and 
Draft Section 2.2, Chapters 4 and 5, Sections 6.2, 6.5, 6.6, 7.1, Chapter 8, Sections 9.1, 9.2, and 
9.4 from the website "https://www.colorado.gov/pacific/cowaterplan/framework-documents-and
draft-chapters". The reviewed text was labeled "presented in September 2014". 

Please consider the comments and recommendations as high level and preliminary. As we 
perceive it to be CWCB's intention, we may revise or augment our comments as subsequent 
drafts are made available for review. Reclamation continues to be involved in the Colorado State 
Water Plan development process through our participation in several round tables; in reviewing 
the draft documents; and communicating directly with CWCB and consultant staff. 

If you have any questions regarding this particular submission, please contact James VanShaar at 
970-962-4324 or jvanshaar@usbr.gov. 

Sincerely, 

~ 

Shana Kaplan 
Acting -- Resources, Division Chief 

Enclosure 



SUBJECT: Comments on Colorado's Water Plan: 

September 2014 Draft Chapters: 2.2, 4, 5, 6.2, 6.5, 6.6, 7.1, 8, 9.1, 9.2, 9.4 

Chapter 2.2-lnterstate Compacts and Equitable Apportionment Decrees-

General Suggestions: 

• List the compacts in chronological order of being signed instead of the current ordering. 

• Incorporate the "Recent Developments" section into the individual decree sections. 

• A technical writer should review and clean up this section. A few examples and possible edits 

are included below. 

Introductory Paragraphs: 

Page 1, paragraph 1, sentence 1: Suggest enumerating "all major rivers". As it stands, it could be read 

that every major river in the world originates in Colorado. 

Page 1, paragraph 2, sentence 1: Clarify that the Supreme Court here is the "U.S. Supreme Court" as 

opposed to the "Colorado State Supreme Court". Is the word 'announced' the right one- maybe 

'described' would be better? Please consider simplifying the sentence structure, e.g. "In the 1907 case 

of Kansas v. Colorado, the U.S. Supreme Court announced the doctrine of equitable apportionment. The 

case's contention was that water users in Colorado were depriving users in Kansas their accustomed 

share of flows in the Arkansas River." 

Page 1, paragraph 4, sentences 1-2: Are we talking about the same person in both sentences? Also, the 

presentation has the chronology suggesting that he was influenced in 1913 by the 1922 Wyoming 

decision. 

Page 1, paragraph 4, sentence 3: Suggest rewording as "During the ensuing years his work as attorney 

for Colorado and negotiations with Nebraska regarding the South Platte River led him to formulate a 

theory of interstate compacts that provided guidance for the nine compacts ultimately signed by 

Colorado." 

Page 1, paragraph 5, sentences 1-2: Suggest rewording as "Carpenter became especially concerned 

about the Colorado River. California was growing rapidly and Carpenter feared that without an agreed 

apportionment California farmers and municipalities would appropriate so much of the river that none 

would be left for future development in Colorado." 

Colorado River Compact Section: 

Page 2, Colorado River Compact section, paragraph 2, 2"d to last sentence: The phrase "present perfect 

rights" could benefit from clarification as to whether Colorado is using November 24, 1922 or the date 
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when Congress ratified the compact in 1929 for the perfected rights that are not affected by the 

compact. 

Page 2, Colorado River Compact section, paragraph 2, sentence 4: Suggest rewording as 'The Lower 

Division states may increase their beneficial consumptive use by one million acre-feet per year .. .' 

Page 2, Colorado River Compact section, paragraph 2, sentence 5: Suggest the following underlined edit. 

"Anticipating a potential treaty between the United States and Mexico, the compact further specifies 

that the states are to address any obligation to deliver water to Mexico under a future treaty by using 

water surplus to the apportionments between the Upper and Lower Basins." 

Arkansas River Compact Section: 

Page 3, paragraph 1 of the section, sentence 3: It is unclear how Kansas could cause material depletions 

to the Arkansas River at the Colorado-Kansas state line. 

La Plata River Compact Section: 

Page 4, paragraph 1, sentence 5: The sentence is difficult to parse as written due to the flows at 

different gages. Perhaps "When flows are less than 100 cfs at the interstate gage station, up to one-half 

of the flow at the Hesperus gage station [downstream I upstream?], but no more than 100 cfs, must be 

delivered to New Mexico.'' 

Chapter 4.- Historical and Projected Water Supply 

Page 3, paragraph 1, last sentence: Please correct link to reference citation. 

Page 4, paragraph 2, sentence 3: Please correct link to reference citation. 

Page 5, Section 4.2, paragraph 1, 2"d to last sentence: Please correct link to reference citation- possibly 

Figure 4.2-1. 

Page 6, sentence 1: Suggest deleting the phrase " ... there is no consistency in the intervals when dry and 

wet years occur.'' A transient two-state probability transition matrix can be used to evaluate the 

likelihood that a dry year will be followed by a dry or wet year. Such a matrix was developed by 

University of New Mexico (Ward, 2008) for the Otowi gage on the Rio Grande in New Mexico suggesting 

non-random transitions do occur from dry to wet years. It is not known whether similar analyses have 

been performed for river basins in Colorado. Absent relevant analyses, suggest removing the phrase in 

quotations. 

Reference: Ward, T.J., 2008, Generation of Synthetic Flow Sequences for Ecological Modeling in the 

Middle Rio Grande, NM. Internal discussion draft report, PHVA/Hydrology Ad Hoc Work Group as 

referenced in: http://w3.spa.usace.army.mil!urgwom/documentation/AMECMemo2008.pdf 

Page 6, paragraph 3, sentence 2: It would be useful to the reader if this paragraph provided a range of 

documented and/or expected benefits in yield from weather modification related to cloud seeding in 
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Colorado. CWCB fact sheet suggests increased precipitation yields between 5 to 20 percent are 

possible. Reference: http://cwcb.state.co.us/water-management/water-projects

programs/Documents/WeatherModification/CioudSeeding.pdf 

Page 8, Section 4.3- This section would benefit from a technical edit -language is wordy without 

adding value ... e.g., " ... build a new one from scratch .... .it should be noted that in general. ... " 

Page 8, paragraph 1, sentence 1: Suggest rephrasing as follows: "Climate variability affects the water 

available for use in Colorado. Climate change has the potential to further change the quantity, timing, 

and availability of Colorado's water supplies in the coming decades." 

Page 8, paragraph 2, sentence 2: Suggest adding a sentence or two describing the "hurdles". 

Page 8, paragraph 2, last sentence: Suggest moving this sentence to be the first sentence in the 

paragraph 3. 

Page 8, paragraph 3, sentence 2: Suggest rewriting as follows: "The ability to capture excess yield, 

provide exchange opportunities within the river system, and engineering characteristics will all need to 

be assessed." 

Page 8, paragraph 4, sentence 2: Suggest rewording as follows: " ... reservoir enlargements has been .... " 

and correct the reference citation. 

Page 8, last paragraph: The first sentence does not make sense- demand management does not affect 

future supply availability- it offers ways to stretch existing stored supplies. Agricultural water rights 

transfers transfer from one use to another and do not affect availability of future supplies. Suggest 

deleting this paragraph. 

Chapter 5- Water Demand by Sector (previously Chapter 3) 

Page 1, paragraph 1, sentences 3-4: Suggest deleting these from the paragraph. 

Page 2, sentence 1: Suggest changing "rafting" to "boating" 

Page 4, Section 5.3 -Overview of Agricultural Needs: Consider modifying the content to include 

answers to the following questions: As irrigated agriculture declines is there a concern about diminishing 

local food production? How do agricultural water shortfalls contribute to declines in food security? 

Who will make up the agricultural water supply deficits and maintain or increase agricultural production 

to support a growing population? 

Page 4, last paragraph, sentence 1: Suggest revising as follows:" ... two basins expect increases in .... " 

Page 7, sentence 1: Suggest revising as follows:" ... natural environment using instream flows, and for 

recreation using recreational in-channel diversions, ... " 

Page 7, first bullet: Please correct the name as follows: "Upper Arkansas Voluntary Flow Management 

Program" 
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Chapter 6.2- Meeting Colorado's Water Gaps: The Colorado State Water Plan (and also many of the 

Roundtable Basin Implementation Plans) lacks discrete projects and methods focused on improving 

water quality. Water quality typically is only mentioned in the Roundtable BIPs (Table on Page 4, and 

Page 5). Water quantity without quality may not adequately address the supply gaps for certain users. 

For example, progressively increasing downstream salinity in river systems often renders water less 

suitable for irrigated agriculture and municipal and industrial uses. To avoid poor water quality, water 

users resort to using substitute water supplies and/or new supplies delivered by other infrastructure. 

Improving water quality as part of an explicit nexus with watershed health could be further explored. 

The role of Colorado's underlying geology and the legacy of its historic mining industry in water quality 

should also be discussed. 

Page 2 -Green color box: Suggest revising as follows: " ... projects and methods .... " 

Page 4, Table 6.2-1: The 3rd basin column is missing a header. The Arkansas BIP does emphasize the 

need to protect private property rights/water rights in accordance with the prior appropriations 

doctrine (add appropriate checkboxes in Items Band E). 

Page 5, paragraph 1, last sentence: The Arkansas Roundtable is also concerned with developing 

alternative transfer mechanisms that preserve agricultural viability while offering municipalities 

resilience during drought. 

Page 5, paragraphs 3-4: Explicit projects, processes and methods to directly address water quality are 

lacking in many of the individual BIPs. It would help if the State Water Plan offered more guidance and 

emphasis on water quality- especially with a nexus to watershed health, fire management and 

restoration, and ecosystem and recreation needs. Changes in Colorado Water Quality Control 

Commission requirements in rivers and streams are not mentioned in this Plan- e.g., new nutrient 

standards, stream standards and relationship to TMDL-setting processes, etc. 

Page 7, Implement Reuse Strategies, bullet 1, line 2: Remove duplicative use of "projects". Also, should 

other types of reuse projects also be listed such as non-potable reuse- using treated wastewater for 

turf irrigation; indirect potable reuse- using aquifer storage and recovery to supplement municipal 

supplies; etc.? 

Page 9, Section 6.2.3-Arkansas Basin bullet 1, sub-bullet 2 and bullet 3, sub-bullet 3: What is the purpose 

of reporting on these funds? 

Page 11, Section 6.2.3-Colorado Basin bullet 3, sub-bullet 2, line 1: Replace "CBasin" with "Basin". 

Page 15, Section 6.2.3-South Platte Basin Goals and Outcomes, bullet 3, sub-bullet 3, line 2: Either 

remove capitals from "Storage" and "Other Infrastructure" or expand on why these have specific 

meaning in their BIP. 

Page 15, Section 6.2.3-South Platte Basin Meeting the S. Platte's ... Gaps, bullet 1: More detail is needed 

in this section to justify why the no and low regrets goals for conservation are not workable. More 

explanation should be given for why less than half of active conservation savings has been applied. 
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Page 18, Section 6.2.3-Southwest Basin bullet 2, sub-bullet 2: What is the meaning of "1 *"? Suggest 

correcting match in verb-subject plurality. 

Page 22, Section 6.2.4-lntroduction, paragraph 4 (of page), line 3-4: Suggest rewording as "global 

increase in food demand" rather than "global increase in the number of people that need food." 

Page 24, Table 6.2-3: Suggest rewording and/or reformatting descriptive summaries for readability. 

Page 25+, Section 6.2.4-lntroduction to most basin-specific sections, paragraph 1: The inconsistent 

formatting and use of percentages detract from readability. For example, the Arkansas basin on page 25 

has "the highest percentage of shortages as a basin (45%) [13]. In addition, irrigated acres are likely to 

decline by eight to seventeen percent [13]. These declines are primarily due to agricultural transfers 

from both within the basin and from municipal interests in the South Platte. However, as many as 3,000 

(1%) ... ". 

Page 26, Section 6.2.4-Colorado Basin, Introduction: Please verify the projection that Colorado Basin will 

have on the close order of the same amount of irrigated acreage lost to urbanization (40,000-50,000 

acres) as the Front Range (47,000 to 61,000; see page 28). 

Page 33+, Section 6.2.5-lntroduction and throughout section: The use of percentage of protected stream 

miles as a measure of success seems to imply that 100% of geographical coverage of protection is both 

achievable and more important than other contributions the water community can make to 

environmental and recreational values. 

Page 33, Section 6.2.5- Figure 6.2-3: Having definitions of "direct" and "indirect" protection for streams 

would enhance the reader's understanding of this figure. Consider placing it before or within the 

caption for this Figure. 

Page 33- Section 6.2.5- Other strategies used to address environmental and recreational needs with 

physical, wet water include: recreation fees used to purchase water rights; contracts for excess capacity 

storage accounts in reservoirs; and water exchanges with others that facilitate water releases upstream 

of the target flow stream reach of interest. When environmental and recreation stakeholders have the 

means to purchase, store and release water to suit their needs, they can collectively decide how that 

water can be used to address their requirements against the backdrop of ever-changing hydrologic 

conditions. All of these strategies are used in support of the Upper Arkansas Voluntary Flow 

Management Program that sustains a robust recreational rafting industry and the riparian corridor 

including newly designated Gold Medal Trout waters. 

Page 35, Table 6.2-4: Remove extraneous "f' from caption (i.e. "Summary off How Each Basin .... ") 

Pages 36-49: It would be useful to list the threatened and endangered species at the federal and state 

levels for each basin with a focus on aquatic and riparian obligate species- this could be provided as an 

appendix to this section. 
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Page 37, Section 6.2.5-Colorado Basin, bullet 1, sub-bullet 1: Suggest fixing parenthetical phrase wording 

and punctuation. 

Page 38, Section 6.2.5-Gunnison Basin, bullet 1, sub-bullet 1-2: First use of "GBIP" in document. 

Consider using "Gunnison BIP", if that is what it means, for consistency. 

Page 39, Section 6.2.5-Gunnison Basin, Meeting ... Gaps, Introduction, paragraph 1, second sentence: 

Suggest removing "to". 

Page 44, Section 6.2.5-Rio Grande Basin, bullet 1, sub-bullet 5 and 6: First use of "SLV" in document. 

Suggest either using it consistently, or replacement. 

Page 50, Section 6.2.7-paragraph 1, sentences 3-4: These sentences add little to the section topic, 

consider their removal. 

Page 50, Section 6.2.7-paragraph 2, sentence 2: Interstate banking is a reality now in the Lower Colorado 

Basin. If this sentence is suggesting water banking across the divide between Upper and Lower Division 

States in the Colorado, please consider expounding upon this at an earlier location in the document in 

significantly greater detail. 

Page 51, Table 6.2-5: This table is a great summary of the next steps facing projects developed by the 

State Water Plan participants. The table and the text following the table should be prioritized or 

arranged in order of significance. If this is not possible, the table and text should be arranged so the 

order of elements reflects the order of the sections in the water plan. 

Appendix 6.2-A: Colorado (page 55) does not appear to belong in this Appendix "How other states have 

worked to meet their gaps". Consider placing this valuable historical information elsewhere in the 

document. 

Page 58, Appendix 6.2-A: Endnote i: Suggest changing this from endnote to a footnote or including the 

text in the originating location. 

Section 6.5-Municipal, Industrial and Agricultural Infrastructure, Projects and Methods: 

General: With the inconsistencies in developing and presenting cost information associated with 

projects in the various basins, reporting costs does not appear particularly useful. It may be better to 

leave out cost information and merely report on the number, type, and expected yield of the various 

projects. 

General: Overall, the relationship between all the projects identified in the chapter and the IPPs so 

frequently referred to in the water supply gap discussions is unclear. Suggest clearly describing the 

relationship between IPPs and the projects listed by the various BIPs. 

Page 3, last paragraph, sentence 1: Suggest removing the word "associated" 

6 



Page 4, blue box, paragraph 2, sentence 2: Suggest rewording as follows: " ... into the underlying 

aquifer .... " 

Page 4, blue box, paragraph 2, last sentence: Suggest revising as follows: "Aquifer storage and recovery 

(ASR) uses aquifer recharge to store water in the aquifer during times of low demand and high surface 

water supply and later recovers that water by pumping when demand exceeds surface supply." 

Page 4, blue box, paragraph 3, sentence 2: Consider correcting as follows: " ... bedrock aquifers and they 

are not .... " 

Page 4, blue box, paragraph 4, sentence 2: Consider deleting "purpose of' 

Page 4, blue box, paragraph 4: Suggest using consistency in capitalizing Designated Basins- in one 

instance it is capitalized, in the next it is not. 

Page 4, blue box, paragraph 5: Suggest revising Arkansas River Voluntary Flow Agreement to read the 

Upper Arkansas Voluntary Flow Management Program as there are various voluntary flow agreements 

along the Arkansas River in Colorado. 

Page 5, Arkansas Basin general comment: It should be noted that the Arkansas basin is one of the few 

basins in Colorado without a decision support system available to guide future analyses of hydrologic 

variability and assist in understanding the impact and effectiveness of proposed projects and methods. 

With Arkansas Basin Roundtable affirmation, developing the Arkansas Basin Decision Support System 

could also be listed as a priority project for this basin. 

Page 5, paragraph 1, sentence 2: Suggest modifying to read:" ... environmental and recreational uses .... " 

Page 5, Arkansas Basin green box: The value of project costs seems low as the dollar figure does not 

appear to include local matching funds for building large infrastructure projects such as the Arkansas 

Valley Conduit or proposed physical modifications to existing dams as considered in the Preferred 

Storage Options Plan. 

Use of numbers: Associated Press and Chicago style guides suggest writing out the word when starting a 

sentence with a number. Associated Press allows exceptions for starting sentences with years. A global 

check in the document would be useful. In this section, the following sentences are affected: 

Page 9, paragraph 3, last sentence: Suggest replacing "16" with "Sixteen (16)". 

Page 9, paragraph 4, sentence 1: Suggest replacing "29" with "Twenty-nine (29)" 

Page 11, paragraph 2, sentence 2: Suggest replacing "21" with "Twenty-one (21)" 

Page 12, paragraph 1 (Section 6.5-Yampa/White/Green Basin-Primary Message), sentences 4-5: These 

seem to be discussing statewide issues, i.e. "Roundtables" instead of fulfilling the purpose of the 

"Primary Message" section. This valuable information should be captured elsewhere. 

Page 12, paragraph 2, 2"d to last sentence: Suggest replacing "21" with ''Twenty-one (21)" 
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Page 13, Section 6.5.4 -Is the State also looking at opportunities to regionalize projects (inter-basin and 

intra-basin) and blend projects to serve multiple purposes? Is the State also seeking to leverage local 

funds with federal funding opportunities? Along with streamlining permitting, is the State also looking 

to ensure that water quantity and water quality are both protected for the intended use(s) and 

consistent with the local environmental and recreational values? 

Section 6.6- Environmental and Recreational Projects and Methods 

Page 1, paragraph 1: The statement that wildlife viewing contributes almost as much to Colorado's 

economy as fishing and hunting combined is surprising to the reader. While the document quotes the 

reference correctly, the phrase "wildlife watching" could benefit from some clarification as to what was 

categorized as "wildlife watching" to strengthen the credibility of the statement. 

Page 2, paragraph 1, sentence 4: Suggest changing "in stream" to "instream". Further, search for and 

apply the change elsewhere in the document. 

Pages 12-19: The basin summaries could be consolidated into a single table that reflects major goals, 

number of projects, stream miles protected, costs, and project focus by basin. The verbiage related to 

each basin could be deleted without loss of meaningful content. 

Page 19, Next Steps, sentence 1: Suggest correcting to read: " ... environment that includes ... " and delete 

"next". 

Page 20, List of steps: Streamlined permitting at the state level would also be useful when it comes to 

implementing projects involving physical structures. Infrastructure projects with actions in managed 

river systems may also require coordination with water managers during construction activities. 

Coordination of water quality issues is not mentioned- how will the State be involved in the water 

quantity and water quality nexus surrounding environmental and recreational projects and methods? 

How will State decision support system tools be used and/or enhanced to assist in environmental and 

recreational project planning and impact assessment? 

Section 7.1- Watershed Health and Management 

General: Partnering with the land management agencies responsible for forest and ecosystem health is 

critical- this could include the US Forest Service, National Park Service, Bureau of Land Management, 

and other federal agencies, as well as state agencies and private landowners. Federal funds are often 

available through the US Departments of the Interior and Agriculture, Department of Defense- U.S. 

Army Corps of Engineers, and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. All of these federal agencies 

have potential resources that could assist in leveraging state dollars to build capacity and fund projects 

that improve and restore watersheds. 

Page 2, paragraph 2, sentence 5: Suggest deleting "which". 

Page 3, Section 7.1.2 Managing Partnerships for Healthy Watersheds: To provide a more useful context 

for the Colorado State Water Plan, it would be useful if this section recognized that headwater regions 
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(mountainous, forested areas) with attendant management issues cross Basin Roundtable boundaries. 

Further, watershed projects are natural"inter-basin" efforts that have a strong nexus to transmountain 

diversion projects. Watershed projects could assist collaboration and help mitigate east slope vs. west 

slope concerns about water supply and quality. 

Page 3, last paragraph, sentence 5: Suggest rewording as follows: "This is an example where concerned 

stakeholders are engaging in collaborative dialogues to address very real watershed health concerns." 

Page 3, last paragraph, last sentence: Suggest punctuating as follows: "Collaboration, before a 

threshold crossing disturbance takes place, sets the stage for faster and more resilient recovery 

measures." 

Page 4, paragraph 1, sentence 2: Suggest revising "interest" to "interests". 

Page 5- Arkansas Basin: The Arkansas Basin Roundtable helped fund mitigation efforts related to the 

Royal Gorge Fire including sediment control structures, hydroaxe mulching, reseeding, and planting tree 

seedlings. Their success in reaching out to a broad coalition of stakeholders and volunteers resulted in 

funds returned to CWCB for use on future projects. It would be useful to provide examples of the types 

of on-the-ground projects contemplated or implemented by each basin. 

Page 7, Next Steps: State roles could also include leveraging state and local resources with federal 

funding opportunities. The State could also help in streamlining permitting across various state 

agencies, and developing tools to model and measure success. 

Section 8- lnterbasin Projects and Agreements: This section is missing a reference section. 

Pages 1-2: The Arkansas River Voluntary Flow Agreement section should be revised to remove the 

Bureau of Reclamation as a party to the agreement- Reclamation is not a signatory. Instead, text 

relative to Reclamation's role is as follows: "In conjunction with the Southeastern Colorado Water 

Conservancy District, Reclamation assists in reviewing flow recommendations and implements 

operations by managing releases through Fryingpan-Arkansas Project facilities above Pueblo Reservoir." 

Also, Chaffee County is a signatory to the agreement and should be added to the list of parties. 

Page 3- Windy Gap Firming Project, paragraph 1, Please add after sentence 2: "The Windy Gap Project 

diverts Colorado River water _and pumps it to Lake Granby. From there, Colorado-Big Thompson Project 

facilities transport the water to the east slope for delivery to northeastern Colorado cities and 

businesses." 

Page 3, Windy Gap Firming Project, paragraph 2- Please reword the last sentence as follows: 

"Implementation of this project requires physical connection to Colorado-Big Thompson Project facilities 

thereby requiring Reclamation prepare an Environmental Impact Statement. Reclamation incorporated 

the fish and wildlife mitigation plan into the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FES 11-29, released 

November 2011}. A Record of Decision and further contract actions are pending." 

Page 4, paragraph 2, sentence 1: Please revise as follows: " ... entities and state and federal agencies .... " 
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Pages 4-5- State Funding for Collaborative Projects: It appears that this section could also benefit from 

discussing ways to leverage state and local funding with appropriate federal funds for multi-purpose 

projects with regional benefits and/or a nexus to federal facilities. How is the State working to maximize 

leveraging of state funds spent on water projects- supporting the IBCC idea of "marshaling ever-scarcer 

government resources"? There are many federal funding opportunities available from different 

agencies to support water supply enhancements in the areas of capacity building, planning and 

construction; however, many of these programs require a local cost-share contribution or in-kind match. 

Page 6, text box: Please correct "satus" to "status" 

Page 8, 151 bullet: Suggest correcting as follows: "Colorado will protect the ability to use and develop .... " 

Page 8, 2"d bullet: Should this bullet be more inclusive to add state-federal partnerships related to 

compacts? Many intra-state agreements have some level of federal involvement and, in some cases, 

international treaty considerations. Collaborative efforts among all parties could assist in identifying 

opportunities to mitigate risk and enhance management and use of entitlements. 

Section 9.1- Economics & Funding: Federal funding opportunities are not well represented by the brief 

discussion on page 5, paragraph 3. There are multiple federal agencies that can fund various types of 

water planning and/or projects including: U.S. Department of Agriculture; U.S. Department of Interior; 

Environmental Protection Agency; Department of Defense-Department of the Army, Corps of Engineers; 

Department of Commerce and others. The Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance (www.cfda.gov) 

offers search capability by keywords to identify federal grant and funding opportunities pertinent to the 

request. 

The breadth of funding opportunities offered by Reclamation's WaterSMART program is also not well 

described. The WaterSMART Program is a Department of Interior initiative that implements the SECURE 

Water Act (Title IX, Subtitle F of Public Law 111-11) and assists local communities in stretching water 

supplies. WaterSMART activities occur across all Department of Interior agencies including 

Reclamation. WaterSMART at Reclamation is not limited to science and research, but includes funding 

opportunities for: basin studies; climate risk assessment; cooperative watershed management; water 

conservation field services program; Title XVI water reclamation and reuse; water and energy efficiency 

grants; system optimization and review grants; advanced water treatment grants; and grants to develop 

climate analysis tools. Landscape Conservation Cooperatives (LCCs) are another aspect of WaterSMART 

managed by Reclamation and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service that focus on developing applied 

conservation partnerships among multiple agencies and stakeholders. The LCCs offer opportunities to 

fund science and research projects related to strategic habitat conservation that often include a water 

nexus. 

Section 9.1.4, Next Steps: A commitment to better leveraging non-federal dollars with federal dollars by 

pursuing appropriate funding opportunities could also be a goal stated in the next steps process. 

Creating partnerships that assist in stretching Colorado dollars for planning and infrastructure will assist 

in implementing the projects identified by the Basin Roundtables. Implementation would involve 

working in partnership with local federal agencies with appropriate water project funding authority. 
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In earlier sections of the document, it was mentioned that IPP cost information provided by the Basin 

Roundtables was not uniformly presented. It would seem that the State could request more conformity 

with developing cost estimates around Tier I projects (near-term; planning/permitting nearing 

completion) and develop better ranges of estimates for Tier II and Tier Ill projects. This effort would 

help identify types of policy and funding support needed. Next steps would then entail seeking 

additional partners and funding opportunities that are a match for the identified projects. 

Section 9.2- State Water Rights & Alignment 

Page 2, paragraph 2, sentences 1-2: The use of the term "reasonable degree" could be confusing. 

Suggest rewording these sentences. 

Page 2, paragraph 3, sentence 1: Suggest rephrasing: "An example of a multi-purpose project.. .. " 

Page 3, Colorado Parks and Wildlife- CPW also holds excess capacity storage contracts in federally

owned reservoirs to store and release water in support of ecosystem and recreational needs. For 

example, the CPW excess capacity storage contract at Pueblo Reservoir is managed to make water 

available for exchange with other stakeholders' water stored in upstream reservoirs to support the 

Upper Arkansas River Voluntary Flow Management Program. Water acquisitions and/or leases are 

partially funded by user fees on whitewater rafting and other activities in the Arkansas Headwaters 

Recreation Area. 

Page 4, List of water-related projects: It would also be useful to list the formal federal-state 

partnerships supporting restoration and recovery of species of concern in which the State of Colorado is 

a participant (e.g., the San Juan, Colorado, Platte, and other river systems). Recent examples of specific 

initiatives implemented through these partnerships also involve state and private water rights. For 

example, the 10,825 Program was designed to create a discrete pool of water dedicated to Upper 

Colorado Endangered Fish Recovery Program uses. East slope and west slope water providers have 

worked jointly to create this permanent supply of water in all years, including drought years, dedicated 

to Recovery Program Uses. The 10,825 water is stored and released from west slope reservoirs to 

augment late summer and fall baseflows supporting endangered fish in the "15-Mile Reach" of the 

Colorado River near Grand Junction. 

Page 7, Next Steps: To support optimizing state water right use to further benefit the State, please 

consider working with the local water management agencies (federal, state, and private) charged with 

storing and releasing water from local reservoirs and the entities holding storage rights in the areas of 

interest. Increasing the understanding regarding the quantity, magnitude, timing, duration, and quality 

of the water demands often leads to better ideas about conjunctively managing the water resource. For 

example, when supporting non-consumptive uses, identifying exchange opportunities between 

reservoirs, rather than direct releases from an upstream reservoir, results in stretching stored water 

supplies. The storage account is often charged only for the transit losses incurred and not the entire 

amount of water released between reservoirs. The exchange allows for multiple cycles of water flow 

rather than a single release. 
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Section 9.4- Outreach, Education and Public Engagement 

Page 5, bullet 3: Please correct the agency's name to "U.S. Forest Service" from "U.S. Forest Services". 

Page 7, Recommendations- General comment: In public outreach, education, and public engagement 

programs, more effort could be made to personalize issues of water scarcity, adaptation, assistance, and 

resilience. Personalizing the impacts of water in its scarcity and abundance for various peoples through 

time could also increase future engagement. Linking water education with conservation devices, tips 

and tools could also make a difference in managing future demand. Tours of the local watershed from 

forest to well or faucet as currently performed by CFWE and various municipal water providers could 

also reap rewards in increasing public valuation of the natural resources that contribute to a safe and 

resilient water supply. 

Increased focus on educating the next generation of emerging leaders and children will assist in 

providing the foundational basis for tomorrow's water solutions. Curricular guidelines for ongoing K-12 

water education could incorporate various aspects of water in studies related to science, sociology, 

economics, history, and other subjects. 

Investment in ongoing science-based information presented in conjunction with teaching about the 

ways people value water in their community are needed to build interest in and the capacity for 

collaborative engagement on water issues. 

Page 8, item 3: Opportunities to leverage state investments in education with federal funding for 

education could also be considered. 

Page 11, Social Media block: Consider including the hashtag used on Twitter for the State Wide plan. 
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PUBLIC INPUT 

ITEM 59 



 

 

Dear Craig and Jacob, 

On behalf of the South Platte and Metro Roundtables, we appreciate the opportunity to provide comments 

on the draft sections of Colorado’s Water Plan.  We understand that the State’s timeline requires 

responses to be submitted by October 10, 2014.   We are currently having our consulting teams, lead by 

HDR and West Sage Water Consultants, assist the BRTs with reviews of these sections.  As you know, 

HDR has completed an initial review of the sections related to consumptive water uses and the West 

Sage team will be reviewing the environmental and recreational aspects after the their contract for 

continuing services is executed.   

To date, our reviews have focused on the manner and extent to which the South Platte BIP is being 

incorporated in the CWP and how the CWP content differs from that in the South Platte BIP.   HDR’s 

initial review found that the South Platte BIP was appropriately referenced and incorporated.  The majority 

of the content that differs from the South Platte BIP is in subsections that summarize the other BIPs.   

We have not had the opportunity to review any detailed comments with the full membership of our BRTs, 

therefore, we would like to continue a dialogue with the CWCB on potential refinements to these ten CWP 

sections.  In particular, we think discussions of the following draft sections would be especially useful:  

 Section 5.10 – Creating More Efficient Permitting Processes 

 Section 6.2 – Meeting Colorado’s Water Gaps 

 Section 6.5 – Municipal, Industrial and Agricultural Infrastructure Projects and Methods 

 Section 8.0 – Interbasin Projects and Agreements would be especially useful. 

We look forward to continued interaction with the State and the great support being provided to us by the 

CWCB team. 

 

Mark and Sean 
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Nathan T. Fey, Director 
Colorado River Program 
1601 Longs Peak Ave.  
Longmont, Colorado 80501 
nathan@americanwhitewater.org 

 
 
 
October 8, 2014 
  
James Eklund, Director 
Colorado Water Conservation Board 
1313 Sherman Street 
Denver, CO 80203 
Sent via email (cowaterplan@state.co.us) 
 
RE: Comments on Colorado’s Water Plan 
 
Dear Director Eklund: 
 
American Whitewater (AW) appreciates the opportunity to submit comments on the draft 
Colorado Water Plan (Plan), and the CWCB’s efforts in compiling this resource.  The Board and 
staff of the CWCB have made an extraordinary effort to develop a plan that shifts Colorado’s 
current water trajectory. Recognizing the high likelihood that Colorado’s water supply will continue 
to decline while both demand and population increase, we agree that commitments to protecting 
the values listed in the May 2013 Executive Order are critical, and that a plan for how to do so is 
both timely and valuable. We request that CWCB consider our brief comments in finalizing the 
Plan. In doing so, we hope that the Plan can balance both consumptive uses and 
nonconsumptive needs in a manner that reflects all of Colorado’s water values. 
 
Interest of American Whitewater 
American Whitewater is a national non-profit 501(c)(3) river conservation organization founded in 
1954. Through our individual members and local affiliate clubs, American Whitewater represents 
the tens of thousands of river enthusiasts across the nation that believe it is important to conserve 
and restore our whitewater resources and to enhance opportunities to enjoy them safely. Our 
membership, staff and board have a keen interest in management of streamflows throughout 
Colorado, conserving their natural character and health, and sustaining the outstanding 
recreational opportunities these flows provide. The highest percentage of American Whitewater’s 
members reside in Colorado - in every basin across the state - and actively participate in human-
powered whitewater paddling opportunities. In addition, our members from across the country 
and world regularly visit Colorado’s rivers for the quantity and diversity of paddling and natural-
immersion opportunities that make our state a world-class paddling destination. We agree that 
the importance of Colorado’s natural environment and recreational opportunities to its quality of 
life and to its economy cannot be overstated. Further, adequate streamflow is a crucial element in 
maintaining the environmental and recreational values important to Coloradoans. 
 
Streamflow protection and nonconsumptive water needs have historically been left out of the 
water-demand equation, or only contemplated after other uses are fulfilled. As the demands on 
our limited water supply increase, so does public concern. As reported by the State of the 
Rockies poll, 33% of Colorado voters viewed water supply as an extremely or very serious 
problemi, but in just one year that number has increased to 51%. Further, the overwhelming 
majority of Coloradans say that low levels of water in rivers is a serious problem. 90% of voters 
say it is an extremely or very important priority to keep Colorado’s rivers and stream healthy and 
flowing.ii We believe this creates an imperative for the statewide water planning efforts to 
advance a comprehensive approach to understanding and quantifying Colorado’s streamflow-
dependant values, based on sound science. 
 
 
 



 
Comments 
Given the significance of Colorado’s river-based recreation economy and the vulnerability of 
riparian and hydrologic systems in Colorado, safeguarding streamflows that support recreational 
and environmental attributes throughout the state is critical. Most river-based recreational 
resources in Colorado are affected by variations in instream flows both directly and in-directly.  
Directly, changes to the river’s flow can influence hydraulic conditions (eg. depth, velocity, and 
width) and determine the type and quantity of river-recreation opportunities. Over time, changes 
in streamflows can influence geomorphology and riparian vegetation in the system.  For example, 
reservoir operations can reduce or increase instream flows downstream from storage facilities, 
and determine whether a river reach is boatable, fishable or swimmable. In the long-term, 
reservoir releases may have effects on the density of streamside vegetation, and the condition of 
whitewater rapids and other channel features - both of which are critical to various types of river 
recreation. American Whitewater believes that state action is required to guide all roundtables to 
implement a common, science-based approach for identifying streamflows that support the full 
range of river-based recreational uses, including rafting, kayaking, and angling. In addition, it is 
recomended that the State and Basin Roundtables quantify “boatable days” as a baseline metric 
for understanding the current condition of recreational uses and opportunities, and the potential 
for projects to affect these opportunities. 
 
American Whitewater actively participates in the development and implementation of several of 
the Environmental and Recreational Projects and Methods listed in draft Section 6.6.2 of the 
Plan. As one of the initial entities that formed the Upper Colorado River Wild and Scenic 
Stakeholders Group, we appreciate that this particular effort has been included in the draft Plan 
as an example of successful partnerships in achieving long-term protection of critical streamflows.  
However, the characterization of the CWCB Instream Flow water rights appropriated on the 
Colorado River as “an acceptable alternative to a finding of suitability for Wild and Scenic 
designation” is not consistent with the Stakeholder Plan which does not describe the ISF rights as 
a stand-alone alternative to Suitability. We ask that page 4 of Chapter 6, be corrected to state: 
“These reaches, which appropriated between 500 and 900 cfs at various times of the year, were 
recommended by the Upper Colorado River Wild and Scenic Stakeholders Group as part of a 
suite of protective measures that provide an acceptable alternative to a finding of suitability for 
Wild and Scenic designation for the subject reaches”. 
 
American Whitewater encourages the CWCB to support partnerships, such as Flow Management 
Agreements, and the integration of coordinated studies that advance a consistent means of 
understanding recreational water needs across the stateiii.  The CWCB should provide additional 
guidance to roundtables to refine and add to the final BIPs so that a common set of recreational 
flow data and management guidelines can be developed and utilized to evaluate resource trade-
offs attributable to a project. Such guidance is necessary statewide to ensure that existing E&R 
Projects and Methods, and new BIPs do not vary widely in meeting the goals of the Plan, 
including protecting our recreational values. We believe this can be accomplished by providing 
clear guidance to BRTs to use existing resources for defining streamflow-influenced recreational 
needs, including the States Nonconsumptive Toolbox.  
 
The State’s Nonconsumptive Toolbox identifies American Whitewater’s flow studies as a way to 
assess acceptable and optimal recreational streamflow needs. American Whitewater has 
conducted several flow studies to help inform the Colorado Basin Supply and Demand Studyiv, 
over 80 Federal Energy Regulatory Commission Hydropower relicensing proceedingsv, and 
serves as one of the listed bases for assessment on the National Park Service’s Hydropower 
Relicensing Programvi. Given the range of past applications, including those in several Non-
consumptive Needs Assesments, we contend that the study method we have been using is the 
best available tool for summarizing the relationship between streamflows and recreation-quality, 
and can help address components of the Plan that are incomplete.  
 



In Section 6.2.5 of the Plan, each basin’s recreational goals are outlined, and each draft BIP 
indicates that additional work is necessary to complete E&R components. We agree, and are 
particularly concerned with several inconsistencies across Basin Implementation Plans.  Whereas 
the Colorado BIP states the importance of protecting recreational stream reaches with 
appropriate flows, other basins such as the Arkansas or North Platte have not yet established a 
goal of protecting river-based recreation.  The Arkansas River is the most popular whitewater 
river in the nation and a significant economic driver for communities of Leadville, Buena Vista, 
Salida, and Canon City. Commercial rafting alone contributes over $52M in direct economic input 
to these communities.vii Recognizing that each Basin has mapped recreational attributes under 
SWSI, and identified priority reaches for recreational values, we hope that the CWCB will 
advance final BIPs that consistently establish goals to preserve high quality recreational 
streamflows for recreation. 
 
American Whitewater is also concerned that “user-days” and “stream miles” are being 
contemplated as metrics to describe recreational values and goals under the Plan.  While user-
days can be an adequate means to estimate the number of people visiting a particular resource, it 
is not a stand-alone metric to describe or protect river-based recreation.  It is important to note 
that user-days can be easily influence by other factors such as weather, traffic, other socio-
economic trends, and public access. While we applaud the South Platte BIP’s stated goal of 
protecting and enhancing economic value of recreational water use, we do not agree that 
maintaining or increasing stream miles or public access is sufficient unto itself to protect river-
based recreation. Streamflow is the most important determinant of recreational quality and 
opportunity, and improving access to a dry river does not support our recreational economy. We 
suggest that all Roundtables define acceptable and optimal flows on priority reaches for river-
based recreation, and integrate “boatable days” as an evaluative metric to understand how 
agriculture and M&I can have an impact on recreational uses. 
 
Colorado needs a Water Plan that speaks directly to the importance of streamflows to protecting 
our recreational opportunities – not just stream miles.  We believe that the final BIPs and State 
Plan should integrate the results of recreational flow-studies into evaluating the effect, positive or 
negative, on recreation from single-purpose and multiple purpose projects, and that preserving 
stream miles without consideration of streamflows associated with E&R values falls short.  
 
 
Conclusion 
Overall, the State of Colorado has done a commendable job in compiling a draft Statewide Water 
Plan. In American Whitewater’s view, the draft Colorado Water Plan demonstrates an evolution in 
our conversations about water in the State. The evolution is evident in the State’s policy to meet 
Recreational and Environmental needs, in the CWCB’s long-term goals of enhancing the viability 
of our recreation economies, and is reflected in each basin implementation plan’s discussion 
about the importance of recreation to local economies. 
 
We appreciate that more work is necessary to meet our goals for recreation and we applaud the 
recognition that partnerships are necessary if we are to have a successful path forward. This path 
forward should also be informed by understanding the effect of streamflows on our river 
economies and recreational opportunities. Integrating a common approach to assessing and 
evaluating the effects on streamflows from IPPs, new supply projects or other water management 
actions, is critical if the State Water Plan is to consistently and comprehensively evaluate the 
trade-offs among our state’s water values.  
 
While we recognize the Plan rests upon the foundation of Basin Roundtable work and 
incorporates the grassroots Basin Implementation Plans, the draft Plan has not clearly and 
systematically established recreational & environmental goals and measurable outcomes for each 
BIP, or quantified these needs. As such, our comments identify areas where additional guidance 
and technical assistance could help provide this clarity, while also suggesting language to 
contextualize the merits of the flow study methodology we’ve applied to inform numerous water 



planning efforts in Colorado and beyond. Lastly, we strongly support and encourage the State in 
its ability to decree water for the natural environment and recreation, and believe that these tools 
will be a critical component of protecting state and federal values across Colorado. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. Please contact us with requests for additional information or 
clarification. 
 
In cooperation, 

 
Nathan T. Fey, Director      
Colorado River Stewardship Programs     
American Whitewater      
 
 
CC: 
April Montgomery, CWCB Chair 
Lindsay Cox, CWCB Staff 
 
 
 
 
                                                
i	  Colorado	  College	  (2012).	  State	  of	  the	  Rockies,	  Water	  Report	  
http://www.coloradocollege.edu//other/stateoftherockies/conservationinthewest/topicreports/WaterReport.
pdf	  
ii	  Chris	  Keating	  (Keating	  Research)	  and	  Lori	  Weigel	  (Public	  Opinion	  Strategies),	  2014	  Colorado	  
Statewide	  Water	  Poll	  Key	  Findings,	  found	  at	  http://waterforcolorado.org/resources/	  
iii	  National	  Park	  Service	  (2006).	  Flows	  and	  Recreation:	  A	  Guide	  to	  Studies	  for	  River	  Professionals.	  
Retrieved	  from:	  http://www.nps.gov/ncrc/programs/hydro/flowrec.htm	  
iv	  Bureau	  of	  Reclamation	  (2012).	  Colorado	  River	  Basin	  Water	  Supply	  &	  Demand	  Study,	  Technical	  
Report	  D	  –	  System	  Reliability	  Metrics	  p.	  D.2	  1	  –	  D.2	  6.	  Retrieved	  from:	  
http://www.usbr.gov/lc/region/programs/crbstudy/finalreport/Technical%20Report%20D%20-‐
%20System%20Reliability%20Metrics/TR-‐D_Appendix2_FINAL_Dec2012.pdf	  
v	  American	  Whitewater	  (2012).	  DRAFT	  Report	  Stream-‐flow	  Evaluations	  for	  the	  Colorado	  River	  Basin	  
Study	  p.A.23	  –	  A.24.	  Retrieved	  from:	  
http://www.usbr.gov/lc/region/programs/crbstudy/finalreport/Technical%20Report%20D%20-‐
%20System%20Reliability%20Metrics/TR-‐D_Appendix2_FINAL_Dec2012.pdf	  
vi	  National	  Park	  Service	  (2006).	  Flows	  and	  Recreation:	  A	  Guide	  to	  Studies	  for	  River	  Professionals.	  
Retrieved	  from:	  http://www.nps.gov/ncrc/programs/hydro/flowrec.htm	  
vii	  Colorado	  River	  Outfitters	  Association	  (2012)	  Annual	  Economic	  Impact	  Report	  	  
Retrieved	  from	  www.croa.org	  
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October 10, 2014 

Mr. John Stulp 

Ms. Rebecca Mitchell 

Mr. Jacob Bornstein 

Colorado Water Conservation Board 

313 Sherman Street, Room 720 

Denver, CO 80203 

Dear John, Rebecca, and Jacob: 

Aurora Water is the third largest water utility in the State of Colorado, serving a population of more than 

348,000. Our mission is to enhance and protect the quality of life for Aurora citizens by providing safe, 

dependable and sustainable water, sewer, and storm water services, today and into the future. We have been a 

strong supporter of the Colorado Water Plan (Plan) effort and our staff have actively participated in the HB 

1177 Roundtable process, with memberships and participation on the IBCC and Metro, South Platte, Arkansas, 

and Colorado River Basin roundtables since their inception. 

Aurora Water is a member of the Front Range Water Council, which submitted comments on the Plan to the 

CWCB on August 8, 2014, and we fully support those comments. On October 3, 2014, we submitted Aurora’s 

comments on the ATM section of the Plan to supplement the FRWC submittal. Below are Aurora Water’s 

additional comments on the overall Plan and on specific draft chapters of the Plan. It is our sincere hope that 

these comments will add clarity and focus to the Plan. 

General Comments 

The foundation of Colorado’s Water Plan must be built around the four legs of the stool – water conservation, 

identified projects and processes (IPPs), agricultural transfers/ATMs, and new supply – in order to meet the 

identified gaps between supply and projected demands. All of these legs need to be given balanced treatment 

and we fully expect all four to be part of any long-term solution. The Metro Basin Roundtable firmly holds to 

that view, as expressed in the South Platte BIP. Aurora Water’s planning also includes all of these as viable 

alternatives that together are projected to meet our long-term needs. 

To address the projected gaps between supply and demand for the municipal and industrial (M&I), agricultural, 

recreational, and environmental sectors, compromise and concessions have been and will continue to be part of 

the discussion. Frankly, everyone can’t have everything they want and some tough choices will have to be 

made. These may include future measures that limit water use related to growth, the sacrifice of some 

agriculture, the recognition that we must identify and prioritize minimum needs to maintain the environment 

and recreational opportunities, and allowance for some new supply development. Challenges such as 

unreasonable timelines for the federal and state permitting of water projects and local controls such as 1041 

permitting must also be addressed. 
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Conservation always seems to appear first in the list of the four legs, and it is the first approach addressed in the 

Plan. That’s not a coincidence, nor should it be. Conservation has been a fundamental component of the IBCC 

discussion since it was established in 2005. Prudent water supply planning begins with effective conservation. 

From a municipal water provider perspective, conservation is often the most economical measure we can 

implement. Water conservation efforts by water providers in Colorado have yielded extraordinary results. As an 

example, Aurora’s population increased by 33% from 1997 to 2011; however, total water use increased by only 

2% during this same period! This has resulted in our per capita water use rate dropping by 23% from 163 to 126 

gpcd. Other providers could give you similar stories. Accomplishments in water conservation such as these 

should be fully recognized in the Plan. 

The IBCC Consensus Agreement was developed over the last year and submitted to the CWCB Board for 

inclusion in the Water Plan at the July Board meeting. Though specific to new supply, the Agreement 

incorporates components of water conservation that are consistent with other aspects of Colorado’s Water Plan. 

One of these components is a commitment to working towards enhanced conservation goals, with measurable 

outcomes. 

Measurable outcomes do not have to include setting limits on outdoor watering, indoor/outdoor ratios, or gallon 

per capita per day targets. Defining “one size fits all” conservation goals does not work in Colorado as the 

ability to reach higher levels of conservation is dependent on many factors, including weather, climate, water 

rights, hydrology, type of use, and conservation measures already in place. All of these factors can make the 

comparison of water use targets between users irrelevant. This need to be fully recognized in the Plan. 

However, there was consensus by the IBCC that implementation of best management practices such as those 

identified in CWCB guidance could be defined as goals with measurable outcomes. 

Aurora Water recognizes that healthy rivers and ecosystems, a robust recreation-based economy, and other 

environmental and recreational values are important for maintaining Colorado’s economy and quality of life. 

Equally as important is maintaining urban environments with sufficient open areas and healthy landscapes. The 

financial and socio-economic benefits associated with urban environments needs to be considered when valuing 

urban irrigation and comparing that use of water to other uses, including the tree canopy and urban vegetation 

limiting “heat island” effects and controlling stormwater runoff and water quality degradation, property values 

sustained by landscaping, reducing air pollution, and aesthetics and community benefits such as improved 

quality of life. It will be difficult to convince future generations of Colorado citizens of the need for healthy 

rivers or sustainable agriculture if they spend the vast majority of their lives indoors or playing on concrete 

where they live. 

During Aurora Water’s testimony before the CWCB on September 11, 2014 by Joe Stibrich (Deputy Director 

Water Resources), it was noted that similar to the concept of Recreational In-Channel Diversions (RICDs) 

providing a “reasonable recreational experience” as the basis for the beneficial use of an RICD water right, the 

CWCB should consider valuing the use of water to sustain urban environments, with a tongue-in-cheek 

suggestion that this be a focus on a “reasonable residential experience.” The Board questioned how this could 

be quantified (no specific suggestions were offered at that time). While we would not expect to see this term 

appear in the Plan, certainly the benefits of urban environments noted above have been well documented and 

could be applied to Colorado communities. When using the economic benefits of agricultural and recreational 

uses as a basis for prioritizing those needs, the economic benefits of urban environments – for example property 

values and tax revenues funding local, county, and state services and education; local landscaping businesses, 

products, and jobs; tourism dollars related to sporting events at urban sports parks, etc. – should be similarly 

considered. Before targets are set for such goals as percentage conservation reductions, gallons per capita per 

day (gpcd) reductions, or indoor/outdoor usage targets, the urban environment discussion should move forward. 

Finally, note that the conservation discussion has and still does focus primarily on the M&I sector, with 

agricultural conservation just recently being part of the discussion. We believe that recreational and 
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environmental needs and projects should be subject to the same conservation focus. It is the charge of all in the 

State to put Colorado’s precious water supplies to beneficial use in the most efficient manner possible. M&I use 

has long been held to a high standard in achieving that goal, with no allowance for water waste or allowance of 

any impact to other water rights. We all should expect that the same level of scrutiny and conservation 

requirements be put to all uses, whether for consumptive M&I, agriculture, or nonconsumptive uses such as 

RICDs. 

Aurora Water’s Planning 

Aurora Water’s sources originate in watersheds covering more than two million acres in portions of three major 

river basins: the South Platte, the Colorado and the Arkansas. Ninety five percent of our system depends upon 

the ability to capture, store, and convey renewable surface water sources from all three basins, with the 

remaining five percent pumped from Denver Basin groundwater wells. Our system has been recently 

augmented with the construction of Prairie Waters, utilizing fully reusable supplies to meet up to twenty percent 

of our needs during drought conditions. Our highly effective water conservation program has allowed us to 

stretch our existing supplies by managing demand growth and reduced use during drought conditions, and will 

continue to be used to manage demands in the City’s future. However, conservation alone is not enough. 

Additional supplies for our growing residential population and industrial/commercial uses are currently planned 

from firming of our existing supplies, IPPs (identified project and processes), and agricultural conversions 

including ATMs (alternative transfer mechanisms). 

Firming our supplies include full utilization of our existing rights, including reuse; and increased storage on the 

eastern slope. Also included is growth into our existing supplies, as demand “catches up” to the current system 

firm yield. 

IPPs include projects such as expansion of our Prairie Waters system with additional river bank filtration wells, 

pumps, and treatment; development of Box Creek Reservoir, and development of our Homestake II water rights 

under the Eagle River MOU, which involves a partnership between Aurora, Colorado Springs, and Colorado 

River entities that will allow for additional transmountain diversions in coordination with increased yields to the 

western slope. 

Aurora developed two of the few successful ATMs in Colorado with our 2004-2005 temporary lease of Rocky 

Ford Highline Canal water and our Continued Farming program (see Aurora’s comments submitted on October 

3, 2014 for additional details). Aurora has purchased agricultural water that is offered for sale and will continue 

to do so in the future; however, the continued achievements with our conservation program, success of IPPs, 

utilization of ATMs, and potential new supply projects will help minimize such acquisitions. 

New supply is generally understand in the IBCC discussions to refer to new transmountain diversions from the 

Colorado River basin to Front Range municipalities; however, new supply does not include IPPs such as 

Aurora’s Eagle River MOU. While new supply is not a component of Aurora’s current plans, we do recognize 

that as the City continues to grow and demands increase with that growth, Aurora may need to look towards 

future participation in a new supply project. 

Aurora Water recently commenced a comprehensive $2 million, two-year planning effort – the Integrated Water 

Master Plan (IWMP) – that will take a holistic approach to the coordinated planning of our demand forecasting, 

water resources, watershed management, non-potable irrigation, water treatment, and distribution systems under 

one Master Plan. As part of the IWMP, all of the above concepts and projects will be revisited and updated as 

necessary. 
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Colorado Water Plan Section Comments 

The remainder of this submittal provides Aurora Water’s comments on individual sections of the draft Colorado 

Water Plan. We have attempted to stay with the revised chapter and section numbering that was implemented 

with the latest drafts, although that was not consistently employed in developing the drafts. Hopefully, using 

both the numbers and text titles will make it clear which sections relate to the comments provided.  

As noted earlier, we fully support the comments submitted by the Front Range Water Council, and comments 

submitted therein are not repeated unless additional information or emphasis is warranted to further explain our 

positions, concerns, or questions. If additional draft language is provided by the CWCB at a later date, and as 

the draft Plan is revised over the next year, we will review any new information and comment as appropriate. 

DRAFT Chapter 1 Introduction & Background (January 2014) 

1.1 Summary of Colorado Water and Summary of Plan 

Aurora Water supports Colorado’s water values as identified: 

 A productive economy that supports 

o Vibrant and sustainable cities,  

o Viable and productive agriculture, and  

o A robust skiing, recreation, and tourism industry 

 Efficient and effective water infrastructure that promotes cooperation, conservation, reuse, and smart 

land use 

 A strong environment that includes healthy watersheds, rivers and streams, and wildlife 

1.2 Description of State, Local, and Federal Entities that Are Involved in Water Administration, Study, Planning 
and Project Permitting 

Introduction 
We recommend that the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) be added to the last as a federal agency that may 

be responsible for being the lead federal lead for NEPA or a cooperating agency. 

In the discussion in this section, it could be inferred that the State, IBCC, and Roundtables will have a role in 

both planning and permitting. We believe the intent is to discuss role of the CWCB, IBCC, and Basin 

Roundtables in planning, but it appears that a role is also being considered in the permitting process. This 

should be clarified. 

DRAFT Chapter 3 (previously Chapter 2) Overview of Each Basin (March 2014) 

3.2 (formerly 2.2) Arkansas Basin 

In the fourth bullet on the second page regarding RICDs, there is a misleading statement – “…those 

recreational flows could be threatened unless there is thoughtful collaboration on water resources.” The 

Arkansas River Flow Program, Citizens Advisory Task Force, and Arkansas Headwater Recreation Area 

evolved over decades of collaboration and is a working model today. Perhaps add the word continued so it reads 

“…continued, thoughtful collaboration…” or explain how it could be threatened. 
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DRAFT Chapter 4 Historical & Projected Water Supply (September 2014) 

4.1 Description of State Waters 

In the paragraph before Figure 4.1-2, the statement is made that “…both construction and storage have 

remained relatively stable over the last 30 years.” This seems to imply that construction of new water projects 

has been occurring at a relatively stable pace. We suggest this be changed to “…both construction of new 

infrastructure and storage have been relatively static over the last 30 years.” 

4.3 Future Supplies 

Aurora Water concurs with the statements made in Denver Water’s Colorado Water Plan comments (September 

9, 2014) where it was stated that the climate change portion of the discussion falls short. Regardless of the 

arguments about climate change and potential effects, paleontological records clearly indicate that more 

extreme variability should be expected beyond the historical record observed from the last 50-100 years, which 

most water planning is still predominantly based upon. The effect of future climate variability on demand and 

water supplies, water rights administration, and agriculture need to be more fully explored and options defined 

in the Plan. 

Additionally, we concur with Denver Water’s comments on a Colorado River Compact call. Aurora Water 

produces 25% of its raw water supplies from the Colorado River basin, and a curtailment under the Compact 

could have grave consequences to our system. 

We do not expect the Plan to solve the issues of climate change and Compact calls, but it should recognize that 

such variables could significantly affect the State’s water planning and require significant modifications to the 

approaches proposed in the current Plan. It will be necessary for the Plan to adapt to such changes as more 

information is developed and impacts are defined and observed. 

DRAFT Chapter 5 (previously chapter 3) Water Demand by Sector (September 2014) 

5.2 Overview of Municipal and Industrial Needs 

Municipal Needs 
The last sentence of the 4th paragraph appears to be incomplete. If the comparison is economic jobs produced to 

water consumed, the sentence could end with “…, compared to 8 percent of the total water consumption in 

Colorado.” 

DRAFT Section 6.1 (previously Section 5.1) Scenario Planning and Developing an Adaptive Water 
Strategy (January 2014) 

Aurora Water concurs with the State’s approach utilizing scenario planning to develop a Plan that can adapt to 

multiple, equally likely futures. We are using this approach in our currently underway IWMP (discussed above). 

At the end of this section, it would be appropriate to include a Next Steps subsection as provided in the other 

chapters outlining the State’s approach and timeline for testing the scenarios and progress on no and low 

regrets, and expected iterations of the Plan as these changes are incorporated into future revisions. 

DRAFT Section 6.3 (previously Section 5.6) Conservation and Reuse (May 2014) 

Introduction 

Conservation has been a fundamental component of the IBCC discussion since it was established in 2005. 

Prudent water supply planning begins with effective conservation. From a municipal water provider 

perspective, conservation is often the most economical measure we can implement. 
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However, the conservation should not end with M&I water use. From Figure 5.1-1 in this Plan, M&I use 

statewide constitutes 3% of the total natural flows produced in Colorado, and represents less than 8% of the 

total consumptive use in the State. Agricultural use, representing 34% of the total natural flows of the State and 

89% of the total consumptive use, must naturally be looked at for conservation potential, and in fact, has 

become part of the conservation discussion. With such a large percentage of the State’s consumptive use, even a 

minor change due to water conservation could have a dramatic effect on the gap. However, there are known 

limitations of the potential for agricultural conservation, as discussed later in this chapter. Many of the 

limitations are legal in nature, defining how a water right can be put to beneficial use and the right to use any 

water savings due to conservation or efficiencies. But agricultural conservation, along with statutory changes to 

address legal limitations, should continue to be examined. 

Likewise, we believe that recreational and environmental needs and projects should be subject to the same 

conservation focus and should be discussed in this section. It is the charge of all in the State to put Colorado’s 

precious water supplies to beneficial use in the most efficient manner possible. Municipal water providers have 

long been held to a high standard in achieving that goal, with no allowance for water waste or allowance of any 

impact to other water rights. We all should expect that the same level of scrutiny and conservation requirements 

be put to all uses, whether for consumptive M&I, agriculture, or nonconsumptive uses such as RICDs (this is 

discussed further in the comments for Section 6.6). 

Aurora Water recognizes that healthy rivers and ecosystems, a robust recreation-based economy, and other 

environmental and recreational values are important for maintaining Colorado’s economy and quality of life. 

Equally as important is maintaining urban environments with sufficient open areas and healthy landscapes. The 

financial and socio-economic benefits associated with urban environments needs to be considered when valuing 

urban irrigation and comparing that use of water to other uses, including the tree canopy and urban vegetation 

limiting “heat island” effects and controlling stormwater runoff and water quality degradation, property values 

sustained by landscaping, reducing air pollution, and aesthetics and community benefits such as improved 

quality of life. It will be difficult to convince future generations of Colorado citizens of the need for healthy 

rivers or sustainable agriculture if they spend the vast majority of their lives indoors or playing on concrete 

where they live. 

6.3.1 (formerly 5.6.1) M&I Water Conservation 
Examples of Exemplary Water Conservation 

Water conservation efforts by water providers in Colorado have yielded extraordinary results. The current text 

documents various conservation programs in place, but it should also quantify the reductions that have been 

realized to date. As an example, Aurora’s population increased by 33% from 1997 to 2011; however, total water 

use increased by only 2% during this same period! This has resulted in our per capita water use rate dropping by 

23% from 163 to 126 gpcd. Accomplishments in water conservation such as these should be fully recognized in 

the Plan. 

Interbasin Compact Committee (IBCC) Actions 

This section should also include a discussion of the recommendations from the IBCC Conceptual Agreement, 

which included a conservation component. Though specific to new supply, the Agreement incorporates 

components of water conservation that are consistent with the discussion in this section of the Water Plan. As 

such, the overarching statement in the Agreement regarding conservation is that “Colorado will continue its 

commitment to improve conservation and reuse.” One of the recommendations was that conservation goals 

should have measurable outcomes. While there was not a consensus on what measurable goals should be 

regarding gpcd targets or indoor to outdoor use ratios, there was consensus by the IBCC that implementation of 

best management practices (BMPs) could be defined goals with measurable outcomes. Achieving the desired 

outcomes through increased conservation can be accomplished, in large part, by implementing many of the 

BMPs identified in CWCB guidance and the Guidebook of Best Practices for Municipal Water Conservation in 

Colorado by Colorado Water Wise. These BMPs include, but are not limited to the following: 
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 Conservation-oriented rates and tap fees; 

 Increased levels of public education and outreach; 

 Implementation of water waste ordinances; 

 Landscape water budgets, coupled with real-time water use feedback to customers; 

 Rules for landscape design and installation (e.g., soil amendment requirements); 

 Certification of landscape professionals; and 

 Irrigation efficiency evaluations. 

BMP goals and implementation plans could be incorporated into water conservation plans submitted to the 

CWCB for approval. 

Recent Legislative Actions 

Note that in the discussion on SB 14-017, the Water Resources Review Committee took testimony at a full-day 

hearing from a number of stakeholders interested in this discussion. Joe Stibrich (Deputy Director Water 

Resources for Aurora Water) testified regarding the concept of defining indoor to outdoor water use ratios 

allowable for developments that use water rights changed from agricultural use. The setting of arbitrary indoor 

to outdoor water use ratios is problematic. While simplistic in concept, the reality is that the necessary changes 

to accomplish such targets are much greater than what might be expected. Examples are shown in the following 

table. If the water use ratio in an area is currently 50/50, and no reduction in indoor water use occurs, achieving 

a 60/40 ratio will actually require a reduction in outdoor water use of 33%, not 10%. If indoor use decreases as 

customers replace appliances with high-efficiency water use appliances, say by 10%, the decrease necessary in 

outdoor use is now 40% to achieve the 60/40 ratio! This disparity increases with a 70/30 ratio, which was 

suggested in the original proposal as an ultimate goal. 

 

Some changes have been seen over the last decade as a response to market conditions and not any legislated 

change. For instance, Aurora’s current use is at about 58/42, with outdoor use declining at a faster rate than 

indoor use, but the sustainability of such a decline is unknown, and mandating such targets may be 

unachievable and we recommend they not be considered. Rather, it was the recommendation of the IBCC in the 

IBCC Conceptual Agreement that implementation of best management practices (BMPs) could be defined goals 

with measurable outcomes, as discussed previously under “Interbasin Compact Committee (IBCC) Actions.” 

References 

The Updated Metro Roundtable Conservation Strategy (November 14, 2011) white paper should be added as a 

reference. It documents progress to date on a Metro Basin-wide basis and offers reasonable recommendations 

based on the experience of water providers with aggressive conservation programs in place. 

Units % Units % Units %

Baseline

50 50% 50 50% 100 100%

No change in indoor use, 60/40 target

50 60% 33 40% 83 100%

Change 0 0% -17 -33% -17 -17%

10% reduction in indoor use, 60/40 target

45 60% 30 40% 75 100%

Change -5 -10% -20 -40% -25 -25%

10% reduction in indoor use, 70/30 target

45 70% 19 30% 64 100%

Change -5 -10% -31 -61% -36 -36%

Indoor Use Outdoor Use Total Use
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6.3.2 (formerly 5.6.2) Reuse 
Exemplary Examples of Reuse 

In the discussion of Aurora Water’s Prairie Waters Project, suggest replacing the language with the following: 

“This project is indirect potable reuse where Aurora’s fully reusable water is extracted from the South Platte 

River near Brighton through river bank filtration wells, into aquifer recharge and recovery basins, and then 

pumped back through 34 miles of pipeline and three pumping stations providing nearly 1000 feet of lift to the 

Peter D. Binney Water Purification Facility near Aurora Reservoir. The water is partially treated through natural 

filtration in the RBF wells and ARR basins, and then fully treated at the Binney facility before mixing with 

existing water resources and distributing to our customers. The current capacity of the system is approximately 

10 MGD, expandable to 50 MGD.” 

Reuse Recommendations 

In the first bullet discussion of WISE, it should be noted that WISE agreements have been executed and 

deliveries will begin in 2016 and reach a full delivery of 10,000 ac-ft/yr (on average) by 2021. The project 

utilizes available reusable supplies from Aurora Water and Denver Water, diverted and delivered through 

Aurora’s Prairie Waters collection and treatment system.  

DRAFT Section 6.4 (previously Section 5.7) Alternative Agriculture to Urban Transfers (May 2014) 

Aurora Water’s comments on this section were submitted to the CWCB on October 3, 2014. 

DRAFT Section 6.5 Municipal, industrial, & agricultural infrastructure projects & methods (September 
2014) 

6.5.1 Water Supply Projects and Methods 
In the table of Collaborative Management, the WISE Partnership should be added to the list. You might also 

consider titling this as “Collaborative Management Solutions and Partnerships.” 

There is little to no mention of new supply or transmountain diversions (TMD) in this section. Note that TMD’s 

are listed in the bullet list on page 3 and then again in the South Platte BIP discussion, but it seems the option 

should be at least acknowledged upfront in this section. Since this is one of the four legs of the stool, it 

shouldn’t be reduced to a single bullet. A short discussion would be appropriate that at least some of the basins 

believe new supply will still be a viable option, and then Chapter 8 (or a new chapter on New Supply as 

recommended later in these comments) can be referred to for further information. 

DRAFT Section 6.6 Environmental & recreational projects & methods (September 2014) 

6.6.2 Existing Environmental and Recreational Projects and Methods 
Recreational In-Channel Diversions 

Aurora Water recognizes that healthy rivers and ecosystems, a robust recreation-based economy, and other 

environmental and recreational values are important for maintaining Colorado’s economy and quality of life. 

RICDs provide one of those opportunists to ensure that recreational values are provided and preserved in the 

state. It is the charge of all in the State to put Colorado’s precious water supplies to beneficial use in the most 

efficient manner possible. M&I use has long been held to a high standard in achieving that goal, with no 

allowance for water waste or allowance of any impact to other water rights. We all should expect that the same 

level of scrutiny and conservation requirements be put to all uses, whether for consumptive M&I, agriculture, or 

nonconsumptive uses such as RICDs. 

As noted in the draft text of this section, the CWCB is tasked with determining if an RICD application meets 

protective criteria. RICDs are also limited to the minimum streamflows necessary for a reasonable recreational 

experience. However, we believe that not all RICDs adequately address the protective criteria and are not held 
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to the same standard that other consumptive water rights applications are held – namely that the right is for the 

minimum amount of water needed for the intended beneficial use.  

The CWCB would benefit if more specific criteria were defined for their review. Engineering can be performed 

by the applicant to demonstrate that the design being proposed is the most efficient to provide the expected 

experience at the minimum flow needed. A specific definition of a “reasonable recreational experience” could 

be developed, including identifying the projected number of user days by classes of difficulty that the RICD is 

expected to produce, and the economic benefit the RICD is expected to bring to the applicant. If such metrics 

were used, the RICD could also be evaluated in the future to determine if it the projected beneficial use is being 

realized.  

RICDs can represent very significant water rights in terms of the total volume of flow requested. Given that one 

of the criteria is an evaluation of Colorado’s ability to fully develop and use its compact entitlements, a 

calculation of the total annual volume of flow should be provided to use in a comparison against the state’s 

allocation and to compare against other upstream beneficial uses that the RICD would control. 

Upper Colorado River Recovery Implementation Program (UCRRIP) 

As noted in this section, the UCRRIP provides ESA compliance that is critical to the continued operation of 

existing water use as well as new development. This program protects all users of water in the Colorado River 

basin, and garners the unique and united support of water interests on both the west and east slopes, including 

the State. Aurora receives about 25% of its raw water supplies from the Colorado River basin, and is both a 

contributor to funding and a beneficiary of the UCRRIP. 

Control of nonnative fish that threaten the recovery of endangered fish species has always been a key element of 

the UCCRIP. The USFWS, in its annual Sufficient Progress Assessment, has consistently found that the 

UCCRIP has made significant progress in enhancing the status of the endangered species. However, in recent 

assessments the USFWS has identified the threat of nonnative predators requiring greater attention and more 

directed efforts. In their 2013 assessment, they stated that “…despite the Recovery Program’s ongoing 

commitment to control the nonnative threat, the current approach is simply not working.” 

Nonnative species control has become a critical element in assuring the UCCRIP continues to show progress 

and remains in place to protect the existing and new projects in the Colorado River basin. Without this program, 

many projects will be at risk and the water supply gaps that this Plan is addressing could grow dramatically. The 

State and Colorado River basin stakeholders have been discussing various options to provide more directed 

efforts at this control. One option to be considered is a must-kill policy to attempt to significantly reduce the 

nonnative populations in critical areas throughout the basin. The Gunnison Roundtable BIP recommends that 

Colorado explore a must-kill policy for nonnative control. Aurora Water supports this recommendation, and 

further recommends the policy be explored basinwide. 

DRAFT Section 7.1 Watershed health & management (September 2014) 

7.1.1 Watershed Health Science 
The second paragraph reads “Species diversity comprises structure”. This gives the impression that species 

diversity is the only factor defining structure. Geology and climate as well as other factors should be listed to 

fully and properly define what the Plan means by ecosystem structure. 

The third paragraph starts with “Forest watersheds support...” The word “Forest” could be deleted as the 

paragraph could equally be describing grassland watersheds, etc. 

7.1.3 Next Steps 
We agree with many of the recommendations and suggest the recommendations are further detailed or executed 

within this current version of the Plan: 
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 The CWCB could today identify and map watersheds critical to water supply as part of the first 

Colorado Water Plan 

 We support the CWCB in developing Watershed Master Plans, and suggest that the CWCB provide the 

outline and structure for collaboration and development of these plans by and through the Roundtables. 

CDPHE supports the development of Source Water Protection Plans which are not mentioned in this 

Section, but should be used to facilitate and compliment any Watershed Master Plan development. 

 The CWCB could today identify and list existing watershed groups, existing watershed plans, and 

watershed assessments as part of the Draft Colorado Water Plan. 

 The last two Next Steps refer to “encourage and support” and “tools and resources”. What is specifically 

meant? These actions should be described further to provide meaningful Plan visions and future 

directions. 

DRAFT Section 7.2 (previously Section 5.2) Natural Disaster Management (January 2014) 

The focus of the section should be on historic natural disasters. We suggest that the each type of natural disaster 

be discussed in its own subsection, and climate change discussion be given its own subsection. If the State is 

prepared to respond to the historic extremes of droughts, fires, and floods, that will provide a sound basis to 

prepare for what may come next. Real changes to climate and Colorado’s landscape can be incorporated into 

subsequent Colorado Water Plan revisions as they occur to better document actual climate change impacts.  

For this section of the plan to provide meaningful assistance in planning for or obtaining assistance or support 

for natural disasters, resources locations and contact information could be included for any planning, response, 

and mitigation program or support that are available. 

DRAFT Chapter 8 Interstate and Intrastate Agreements and Projects (September 2014) 

This chapter is essentially the only one that address the new supply discussion. As new supply is one of the four 

legs of the stool, it should be clear in the beginning of this chapter that this “leg” is being addressed in this 

section. 

8.1 Existing Stakeholder Agreements and Projects 

WISE Partnership 
See comments above for Section 5.6.1 for both Prairie Waters and WISE that can also be included in this 

section. It should also be noted that WISE is unique in that it will provide the WISE Authority members with a 

permanent, though interruptible supply. This is different from most municipal projects where a municipal 

provider normally only looks for non-interruptible water as a supply must be guaranteed “at the tap” in order to 

charge development or tap fees. In this case, the concept works for the WISE members as they have a base 

groundwater supply and also intend to store the WISE deliveries in order to provide a firm water supply to their 

customers. The concept may not work for other providers, but it demonstrates that considering “out of the box” 

concepts can lead to successful water supply solutions. 

Draft IBCC Conceptual Agreement 
The Agreement addresses an approach developed by the IBCC to carry forward the concept of a new supply 

project. This is an important component of the Colorado Water Plan, and as noted at the beginning of this 

comment letter, the Metro Basin Roundtable and Aurora Water firmly believe that new supply will be a 

component of the State’s water future. To have this important discussion relegated to the back of the Plan as a 

sub-subsection of a chapter does not do it fair justice. To the casual reader of the Plan, it would appear that this 

concept is of little importance. We recommend that this discussion be moved to its own chapter on new supply, 

as has been provided for the other “legs” of the stool.  
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8.3 Next Steps 

There are a number of Action Items in the IBCC Agreement that were recommended if this concept is to move 

forward. Addressing these actions items through the IBCC or another process should be included as part of the 

next steps discussion. 

DRAFT Section 9.1 Economics & funding (September 2014) 

The solutions to solving the supply versus demand gaps in Colorado will be expensive. Funding is going to be 

the key in whether a solution can be implemented or will be relegated to being “kept on the shelf.” Multi-

purpose, regional projects will generally prove to be the most cost effective and provide the greatest overall 

benefits to all factions of water users. Major water supply projects in Colorado have traditionally been funded 

by the major water providers. We expect that will continue for providers such as Aurora Water, but the smaller 

entities will have difficulty participating in large projects without an umbrella agency or group to develop and 

manage the project for a group of participants. We do not believe the state should rely upon the major water 

providers to be the umbrella organization – that role would most reasonably fall to the State. The concept of a 

State Water Project has been discussed at IBCC and Roundtable meetings, but it has not progressed 

significantly. Such a project would have the State developing and constructing the project, selling shares or 

ownership in the project to individual water providers, and then either managing the operation of the project or 

(more likely the case) delegating the operations over to a new organization set up to manage and operate the 

project on behalf of the shareholders. Similar actions by the State have occurred, as pointed out in this section 

(Chatfield Reallocation Project for example). Of course, any such project will require significant upfront 

funding at the State level, even if the costs are ultimately repaid by the shareholders. This will require new 

funding mechanisms be put in place.  

DRAFT Section 9.3 (previously Section 5.10) Framework on more efficient water project permitting 
processes (May 2014) 

NEPA Process 

This discussion of NEPA should also cover the definition of Major Federal Actions as the trigger for the NEPA 

actions, which can range from a categorical exclusion, to an Environmental Assessment, to a full blown 

Environmental Impact Statement. A federal agency is required to determine the environmental impacts of a 

major federal decision before the decision is made. Besides the NEPA triggers of the 404 Permit and FERC 

licenses, USFS or BLM land use decisions or Special Use Permits may trigger a review. Also, the possible 

involvement of the USFWS if threatened or endangered species are involved may also give rise to NEPA 

actions. 

Clean Water Act Section 404 

Some discussion of EPA’s proposed rule-making on Waters of the US should be included. While that is a 

moving target, with the latest comments deadline now being November 14, 2014, it can have significant 

impacts on the permitting of any type of water resources project affecting a wide range of water users 

throughout Colorado. 

1041 Local Permits 

A substantive discussion should also be included in the draft Plan on the HB 1041 process and how it could be 

improved. Although not the intent of the statute, many local governments use the 1041 process to effectively 

stall or veto projects. These conditions may push the cost of a proposed project passed the point of economic 

feasibility. Aurora Water is not advocating exemptions for water projects – local impacts of the construction of 

water supply infrastructure projects should be appropriately addressed. However, there are a very limited 

number of provisions in HB 1041 that identify specific legislative criteria designed to guide the County 
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regulation of the location and construction of water supply projects. If such projects rise to the level of “matters 

of statewide concern,” legitimate local impacts should be addressed in the proper regulatory context, but such 

local issues cannot supersede or redefine state interests. For a project of statewide concern, the multitude of 

stakeholders and large geography and populations should be recognized and the authority to approve the project 

placed at the State level, or at least the State could be allowed to modify or overrule overly burdensome 

requirements. The Plan should acknowledge this issue and, at the very least, call for the establishment of a 

process pursuant to which stakeholders can thoughtfully examine concerns and offer constructive solutions. 

Past and Existing Colorado Efforts to Make the Permitting Process More Effective and Efficient 

The discussion of the Colorado Joint Review Process (CJRP) is not entirely accurate. The CJRP was designed 

to assist in the development of Natural Resource and Energy Development Projects. There were many more 

than nine projects that utilized the CJRP’s expertise including mining, oil shale, and ski area development and 

expansion. The CJRP also coordinated the State’s combined responses to major projects such as the review of 

the proposed Denver International Airport, the Two Forks veto, and Colorado’s bid for the Super Conducting 

Super Collider. Many projects failed to proceed based on failed economics. The process had many fans, and 

some like the USFS, adopted the process for their own after the CRJP was disbanded. The CRJP was not 

reauthorized at its sunset date--due to pressure from some influential members of the Colorado Bar who argued 

that the CJRP was providing a service that should be provided by the private sector. However, it remains a 

viable lesson in permit streamlining. Additional information on the CJRP from the Colorado Permit Directory 

for Natural Resources Management and Development (1986) is attached to these comments as Exhibit A. 

DRAFT Section 9.4 Outreach, education, & public engagement (September 2014) 

9.4.1 Overview of Outreach, Education and Public Engagement Related to Water Supply Planning in Colorado 

Previous and Ongoing Efforts and Research 
Recommend adding to Regional and Local examples: 

“Aurora Water’s Water Conservation Program is a highly successful program that provides numerous 

educational opportunities to its customers, ranging from web-based instructional material to offering in-person 

classes in xeriscape landscaping, irrigation systems, landscape maintenance, alternatives to turf grass, and 

vegetable gardening. Several demonstration xeriscape gardens were developed and are maintained by Aurora 

Water to provide citizens and class participants the opportunity for hands-on learning. 

 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. Aurora Water hopes that you find this input of value for your 

discussions and development of the Final Colorado Water Plan. Please contact me if you would like to discuss 

these comments in additional detail. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Joseph S. Stibrich, P.E. 

Deputy Director Water Resources, Aurora Water 
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October 10, 2014 
 
James Eklund, Director 
Colorado Water Conservation Board 
1313 Sherman Street 
Denver, CO 80203 
 
Re: The Nature Conservancy comments on Colorado’s Water Plan 
 
Dear Mr. Eklund: 
 
The Nature Conservancy (the Conservancy) long has valued its close working relationship with 
the Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB), the Basin Roundtables, and the Inter-basin 
Compact Commission (IBCC).  As you know, the Conservancy’s staff members have supported 
the State Water Supply Initiative (SWSI) process for several years under contract to the CWCB 
and continue to provide technical assistance to your staff regarding the maintenance, 
restoration, and protection of environmental and recreational values in Colorado. In addition, 
Conservancy staff members long have occupied membership positions on the IBCC and three of 
the Basin Roundtables (South Platte, Yampa/White/Green, and Southwest Basins) while also 
serving in the capacity as a liaison between the South Platte and Metro Roundtables.  The 
Conservancy’s engagement on statewide water planning and management has been sustained, 
cross-disciplinary, and evident at numerous levels. 
 
It is from this perspective that the following comments are offered on the draft Colorado’s 
Water Plan (the Plan).  As an overall observation, the  Plan should be consistent with Colorado’s 
water values, as expressed well by Governor Hickenlooper’s Executive Order D2013-005, and 
should form the touchstone from which the State exercises leadership, examines trade-offs and 
articulates necessary policies and water management strategies—culled from the SWSI, BIPs 
and other sources—for Colorado’s future.  More specifically, the Plan should strive to facilitate 
or achieve, from within in the overall context of Executive Order D2013-005, four overarching 
outcomes described more fully in the remainder of this letter.  While our comments are 
generally not keyed to particular passages or pages in the draft Plan, we have referred to 
specific sections when possible to help illustrate our points.  
 
Outcome #1:  Endangered species as an overarching goal 
The Plan should be quite clear that recovery of species listed under the federal Endangered 
Species Act (ESA) is an overarching goal of the State of Colorado, on par with the imperative of 
meeting the state’s future consumptive water supply needs.   Avoiding future ESA listings and 
attendant regulations, and recovering currently listed species, are important both because 
Coloradans value nature and because such measures will contribute to the resilience and 
security of our water supplies in the future.  Put simply, a healthy environment devoid of 
imperiled species is vital to long-term water supply reliability.  Accordingly, all State decisions 
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and resulting actions that involve water management and future water development in the 
State should support this goal.    
 
While the Plan’s Introduction and Background acknowledge that Colorado has “a growing list of 
imperiled species and habits,” the importance of addressing this challenge needs stronger 
emphasis throughout the entire document. This is not to say that the emphasis in the draft Plan 
on addressing water-related environmental and recreational is not evident, but rather to note 
that there should be added emphasis on the importance of addressing rate, imperiled and 
declining species.  The Plan should be quite clear that State decisions and actions should not 
further diminish the numbers and distribution of populations of species in decline but not yet 
listed, or compromise the habitat of such species, so as to make these species candidates for 
ESA listing in the future.  And when species have declined to the point they’ve been afforded 
the emergency protections against extinction of the ESA, the Plan should clearly describe 
recovery of such species as a high priority.  Finally, the Plan should provide a framework in 
which the health and resilience of Colorado’s water-dependent species and the habitats tht 
support them are improved as a direct result of targeted protection and restoration actions, as 
well as in connection with actions to manage and further develop the State’s water resources. 
 
Outcome #2:  A clear plan for investment in freshwater conservation 
The Plan should offer a roadmap as to how the State plans to develop the capacity within the 
next two years for significant and meaningful investment in the health and resilience of the 
State’s freshwater ecosystems, including rivers, streams, wetlands, and associated riparian 
habitats.  More specifically, starting in 2015, the Plan should sanction a careful analysis of 
possible funding mechanisms to support such a public investment (see attachment 1 for a 
description of some possible funding mechanisms).  The Plan should further direct State 
government to convene water and civic leaders, both governmental and non-governmental, 
from throughout Colorado to evaluate these mechanisms and the associated actions and 
processes by which they might be brought into being.  To the extent that such actions may 
require voter approval, determinations should be made with respect to how such approvals 
could be obtained in concert with related approvals for public investment in water supply 
infrastructure.  For example, one funding mechanism requiring approval by the voters of 
Colorado could be a source of investment in both capital water supply infrastructure and in the 
environmental health and resilience of rivers and streams.   
 
Outcome #3:  Endorsement of the IBCC conceptual agreement regarding new transbasin 
diversions 
The Plan should ensure that the conceptual agreement regarding new transbasin diversions 
recently developed by the IBCC will guide all subsequent actions by the State of Colorado 
concerning new transbasin diversions.  While the conceptual agreement speaks for itself, it is 
worth noting that the Conservancy believes in the value of continued structured discussions 
about whether and how additional Colorado River water may be developed for the benefit of 
Colorado residents and in a manner that does not further diminish and even enhances 
Colorado’s water-dependent environmental and recreational values. The Plan should also 
ensure the financial and human resources needed to implement the conceptual agreement are 
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available at the appropriate time.  This agreement is the product of considerable effort and 
even risk-taking by members of the IBCC.  It should continue to be a high State priority in the 
coming years as reflected in the sufficiency of resources devoted to its implementation.   
 
Outcome #4:  Innovative water management solutions  
The Plan should ensure that water management/water development measures undertaken 
throughout the State of Colorado are exemplary in their embrace of 21st century water supply 
solutions and thinking.   
 
This means, more specifically, that investment in conventional water storage and distribution 
projects ought to transcend, where possible, single-user approaches that too often have 
characterized water development projects in the past.  Projects like the WISE Project, the 
Arkansas Valley Conduit, and the Southern Delivery System exemplify this multi-party 
approach. 
 
The embrace of 21st century thinking also means that the Plan should aggressively promote 
multi-purpose projects, and this should be framed as an expectation not merely an added 
benefit. The Plan captures Basin sentiment this way: “Every Basin stressed interest in multi-
purpose projects,” (p.5/58).  While laudable, the Conservancy believes the Plan should go 
further to reinforce this expectation. Specific water development projects need to be designed 
from the outset to achieve multiple consumptive and non-consumptive outcomes, and the Plan 
needs to aggressively set forth this principal.   
 
Yields achievable from existing and new projects should be complemented by parallel adoption of and 

investment in state-of-the-art conservation methods and reuse technologies.  Governor Hickenlooper 
has been outspoken about the importance of water conservation as a critical component of 
Colorado’s approach to meeting future needs.  The Conservancy agrees that development of 
existing and new infrastructure and storage must proceed hand in hand with clear, measurable, 
and aggressive conservation goals.  Colorado’s Water Plan should be clear in charting a course 
toward aggressive statewide reductions in per capita consumption over time.  The Plan should 
also emphasize implementation of expanded water reuse.  In fact, water reuse holds such 
potential for meeting the needs of the State’s growing population without diminishing 
agricultural productivity and environmental and recreational heritage that the Conservancy 
sought the expertise of one of Colorado’s leading water reuse experts, Mr. Peter Binney, to 
offer a more detailed analysis of water reuse potential in the South Platte Basin where the 
majority of future demand will occur.  This analysis is attached to this letter as attachment 2, 
and the Conservancy commends it to the CWCB staff and others for serious consideration.   
 
Twenty-first Century thinking also should apply to water management in the agricultural sector.  
The Plan should chart a course that establishes the State as a constructive partner to irrigators 
seeking resources to invest in and upgrade infrastructure and other on-farm improvements. 
Policy development should keep pace with this modernization investment in order to broaden 
the beneficial uses to which water derived from such investments can be placed.  For example, 
but for impediments created by existing Colorado water law, water-dependent environmental 
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attributes could be substantially improved through the investment in efficiency with which 
irrigation water is diverted and conveyed without injuring other water right holders or 
affectively the historic consumptive use and economic productivity of the original water right.    
The first-ever Colorado Water Plan is a significant and historic undertaking.  The CWCB and its 
staff are to be lauded for accepting the challenge set forth by Governor Hickenlooper in the 
2013 Executive Order, and for so ably developing a Draft Plan that is the focus of the current 
comment period.  The Nature Conservancy believes that, before submitting the Plan to the 
Governor for his review, CWCB staff should take the time and make the additional effort to 
build upon this foundational to ensure the Plan addresses the outcomes enumerated in this 
letter.  The Plan can and should say more about how Colorado’s water-dependent recreational 
and environmental values will be provided for over the coming decades.  As ever, The Nature 
Conservancy stands ready and able to assist CWCB staff in ensuring this is done in a 
scientifically defensible, practical way.  
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Doug Robotham 
Colorado Water Projects Director 
 
 
2 attachments 
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Sustainable Funding to Protect, Restore, and Maintain Water-related Environmental and Recreational 

Values Associated with Colorado’s rivers, streams, wetlands, lakes and ponds 

 

Colorado’s landmark Water for the 21st Century Act, passed in 2005, and the ongoing Statewide Water 

Supply Investigations (SWSI) being conducted by the Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB), 

recognize water-related environmental and recreational values as important contributors to the health 

and vitality of Colorado’s economy, ecosystems, and overall quality of life.  These values – often referred 

to as “nonconsumptive needs” – have been assessed at various scales and with several different 

methods, and are becoming increasingly better understood as a consequence of the combined efforts of 

Basin Roundtables, the Inter-basin Compact Commission (IBCC), staff working at the Colorado Water 

Conservation Board (CWCB), non-governmental organizations, and consultants.  This understanding will 

continue to develop and be refined with the passage of time as work proceeds among people whose 

backgrounds reflect a variety of perspectives and professional disciplines.  As such, work to characterize 

and better understand water-related environmental and recreational values in Colorado complements 

and runs parallel to work to characterize and provide for future consumptive water demands generated 

by Colorado’s urban and agricultural populations and economies.  

In anticipation of future efforts in each major Colorado river basin to develop both structural non-

structural projects and methods to protect, restore, and maintain Colorado’s water-related 

environmental and recreational values, the IBCC has acknowledged the importance of securing long-

term sustainable funding that would offset the costs of such projects and methods.  Following is an 

annotated list of some funding sources that the Non-consumptive Needs Subcommittee could consider 

as it prepares its recommendations on this matter for review by the full IBCC.  The list below is by no 

means exhaustive, and each item listed has potential advantages and disadvantages.  Therefore, the 

reader should regard this list as a tool intended to provoke further thinking and dialogue within the Non-

consumptive Needs Subcommittee, and nothing more. 

Examples of Sources of Sustainable Funding for Non-consumptive Projects and Methods 

1) Statewide Sales Tax:  Colorado’s current state sales tax is 2.9%, the lowest non-zero state-level 

sales tax rate in the nation according to data assembled by the Tax Foundation.  A modest 

increase in this rate, designated into a cash fund (as opposed to the General Fund) for use for 

both consumptive and non-consumptive water projects and methods could generate several 

tens of millions of dollars without making Colorado less competitive relative to other states. 

2) Statewide User Fee:  Water delivery organizations abound throughout Colorado.  Incentives, 

such as State of Colorado-subsidized borrowing rates to pay of infrastructure (paid for by – and 

therefore leveraging – other revenue sources such as severance taxes), could be made available 

to those organization agreeing to collect a modest use fee from customers.   

3) Statewide Property Tax:  Though Colorado has not has a statewide property tax since 1964, and 

the TABOR amendment to the State Constitution currently prohibits imposition of a statewide 

property tax, the General Assembly could refer a measure to the electorate that would repeal 



that portion of TABOR prohibiting statewide property taxes.  Subsequently, in order to remain 

compliant with TABOR’s single-subject constitutional amendment provision, the General 

Assembly could refer another measure to the voters to approve a statewide sales tax that would 

generate revenue into a cash fund (as opposed to the General Fund) for consumptive and non-

consumptive water projects and methods.  

4) Creation of regional districts with regional property taxing authority (e.g., forest protection 

districts, water conservancy sub-districts):  Authorities already exist in Colorado statute to 

submit to certain identified electors ballot questions to create regional governmental structures 

in the form of special districts or sub-districts of existing governmental structures such as 

conservancy districts or water conservation districts.  Based on careful statewide prioritization 

of water-related environmental and recreational projects and methods, the IBCC and the 

Governor’s office could work with these existing governmental structures and other 

stakeholders to establish these special districts or sub-districts for purposes of collecting 

revenue to support consumptive and non-consumptive projects and methods.   

5) Statewide Tax on Internet-based Transactions: Currently, internet-based transactions are not 

taxed and Colorado foregoes a substantial amount of potential tax revenue as a result.  With the 

U.S. Congress making substantial headway on the Marketplace Fairness Act, which would create 

a nationally uniform Internet-based transaction taxing environment, Colorado’s General 

Assembly likely will enact such taxes to benefit the State.  A fraction of the revenue stream that 

would be collected from this source could be designated into a cash fund for purposes of 

supporting consumptive and non-consumptive water projects and methods. 

6) Severance Tax:  Long a source of support for the Construction Fund and the Permanent Fund at 

CWCB, severance taxes paid on the extraction of certain mineral resources currently are 

reduced annually in accordance with the application of a somewhat complex formula of credits 

linked to payment of local taxes.  Such credits could be reduced or eliminated to increase annual 

severance tax collections, with some share of the increase being designated for both 

consumptive and non-consumptive water-related projects and methods.  

7) Debt Financing (debt backed by existing or newly created revenue source):  Though Colorado 

law currently prohibits the state from entering into multi-year obligations (e.g., repayment of 

bonds), many acceptable and legal mechanisms have been employed that function similar to 

more traditional issuance of state revenue or general obligation bonds.  These mechanisms (or 

variants) could be employed in conjunction with one or more of the revenue sources identified 

above to capitalize a non-consumptive projects and methods fund that could be used in the 

near-term while consumptive projects go through requisite planning and permitting processes.  .         
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Principal Author: Peter Binney, P.E. ENV-SP, Vice President, Sustainable Infrastructure, Merrick & Co. 

Expanding the Reuse Portfolio as a 

Water Management Strategy in the 

Colorado Water Plan 

Introduction 

The Nature Conservancy (TNC) has expressed an interest in evolving the discussion on the role 

and potential for identifying how reuse as a water management strategies could be applied to, 

in part, address the identified municipal and industrial water gap in the Colorado Water Plan. 

 Colorado’s population is forecasted to grow to 10 million people by Year 2050 and previous 

studies have identified a major gap between forecasted water needs and available municipal 

and industrial water supplies. The Colorado State Demographer has identified the South Platte 

River Basin as being the focal area of the State that will experience the majority of that 

population growth. The Arkansas River basin will also experience a significant percentage of 

that forecasted population growth. Absolute population growth rates in Colorado’s other river 

basins, while being less than along the Front Range, are expected to show greater rates of 

growth and will also be faced with a municipal and industrial water gap that has to be filled if 

economic sustainability and viability in Colorado are to be adequately supported.  

Along with that population increase will be an expansion of urban-based economies that will 

continue to be the major contributor to the overall well-being of the State. That densification of 

urban areas is typical of what is forecasted across the United States but comes with the 

consequence of the needs for urban infrastructure – transportation, energy and adequate 

water services.  

Uniformly, the public also expresses a strong commitment to preserving ecosystems and 

limiting adverse effects on rural communities even while the cities become larger and have a 

greater need for water resources. In the development of draft Basin Implementation Plans, 

drafters have identified many of the complexities of water planning by describing the 

concurrent needs for agricultural water, recreational needs, ecosystem sustenance and 

sustainability. They have also identified the role of non-consumptive uses in protecting quality 

of life and the social and environmental values that are strongly associated with Colorado’s 

unique and valued setting. 

This paper is focused on the needs of the municipal water provider who is challenged with 

supporting those urban based economies and population centers and in particular with the 

opportunities that could be developed through an expanded vision of the role of reuse in a 

water management portfolio. Because of the magnitude of the gap found in the Metro Basin 

and the conjoined South Platte River Basin, the paper describes that setting and configurations 

of reuse within that river basin setting.    



Merrick & Co. has prepared this White Paper, under contract to The Nature Conservancy. It is 

intended as a visioning approach to stimulate the thinking of various stakeholders about the 

potential for addressing the identified water gap using enhanced efficiency approaches to 

utilizing previously developed water resources. Peter Binney, P.E. was the primary author.  

It is noted that these comments are not intended, nor should be used, as practicable 

alternatives to projects currently under regulatory review. There are multiple reasons 

requiring additional steps before concepts are developed to the point where they could be 

considered as practicable alternatives but with further evaluation may become so in the 

future. 

Executive Summary 

Draft Basin Implementation Plans reflect a major focus of water planning that will require high 

levels of urban water conservation, control of “buy and dry” approaches to agricultural water 

transfers to urban water supplies, expansion of reservoir storage, limited trans-mountain 

diversions and some additional non-tributary groundwater development. Reuse of certain 

municipal water resources is also recognized as a viable element to a series of IPP’s that have 

been proposed or are in the development cycle as approaches to responding to the significant 

gap in available municipal and industrial water supplies. Even with the presumption that a 

majority of those IPP’s will be successfully constructed and operated within a required 

schedule, there is still a major shortage in available municipal water supply and infrastructure. 

With this drafting of this first State Water Plan, there has by design, been an identification of 

water management strategies that reflects the diversity of opinions and preferences voiced by 

the separate basin roundtables. As the planning process advances, there will be a need for a 

more rigorous element to the planning of individual projects that reflects the economic impacts 

of project development on the municipal customer bases. This element will be instructive to 

the policy and public discussion phase because many of the IPPs being discussed at the moment 

will not be developable without major governmental subsidies. A cost-of-service municipal 

water provider will not be able to underwrite major new capital investments using its revenue 

streams from sales of water and tap connections unless the local economy and public are 

prepared to pay for that cost structure. These economic realities have been observed as 

recently developed IPP’s are absorbed into the cost of service in Colorado Springs, Aurora and 

much of the South Metro communities. The acceptance of future water management strategies 

will therefore require a very rigorous planning approach than is currently used to prioritize the 

approaches that will be implemented. 

Demand management strategies will constitute a Best Management Strategy by municipal 

water providers to increase the efficiency and productivity of their capital asset base. New 

water supply projects will require major increases in their rate structures so gaining efficiency 

reflects a commitment to the public as a cost management and environmental protection 

pledge. Reuse will be considered as part of that strategy. 



While planned non-potable water reuse has been practiced in Colorado for at least the last 

forty years, the concept can be expanded to planned indirect potable reuse and eventually to 

planned direct potable reuse as viable approaches to closing the Water Gap. The drought of 

2002 led to a number of major planned indirect potable reuse projects including Aurora’s 

Prairie Waters Project and, in some respects, Colorado Springs’ Southern Delivery System. 

These projects use the recapture or exchange of reusable water resources to supplement 

municipal water supplies without developing new trans-mountain projects or transfer of 

agricultural water sources. Denver Water’s use of exchanges to enable additional diversions at 

traditional intakes are a valued and productive method for more efficiently operating their 

water system. Previous research by US Environmental Protection Agency and Denver Water 

identified the technical adequacy of treatment technologies and processes to be able to protect 

public health and that could allow direct introduction of highly treated reuse waters into a 

municipal water drinking system. The successive use and reuse of waters delivered by Northern 

Water in the Colorado Big Thompson system is considered to be a highly effective method for 

managing and increasing the utility of trans-mountain water. It is reported that those waters 

are used by up to seven discrete users before waters leave the State. For water utilities such as 

Aurora, the capacity to capture – use - recapture successive by diversion or exchange can more 

than double the delivery of first use water without the need to develop new source water. 

These water management strategies hold high potential for municipal water managers as they 

develop strategies to meet future unsatisfied water demands. It is expected that more rigorous 

Integrated Resource Planning (IRP) approaches that are conventionally used by municipal water 

providers will identify these strategies. To fully develop these strategies, planners will consider 

a number of key issues. These include: 

1. The form and function of the proposed reuse strategy; 

2. The comparative economic feasibility of reuse strategies; 

3. The integration of future water management strategies within their current 

infrastructure and operating systems. Draft Basin Implementation Plans negatively 

portray many reuse projects because of the significant capital and operating costs that 

would be required – these characterizations are unfounded until comparisons are made 

against viable alternatives and should be excised from the State adopted Plan; 

4. Public awareness and acceptance of the proposed reuse strategy (at this time there are 

few comparisons that can be made by the public as to why this would be a more 

acceptable approach than traditional water source development. There is considered to 

be a low awareness factor in the general public on water matters). 

5. Policy makers at the local and State level should be a key element of the potential for 

enhanced reuse strategies as methods for minimizing permanent “buy and dry” 

approaches, to protecting environmental values and to ensuring that State economic 

viability not be constrained through lack of implemented water solutions. This should 

include effective messaging the addresses public angst over proposed water strategies 



that could eventually include advanced planned indirect potable water projects and 

direct potable water reclamation and interconnection with municipal water systems. 

6. Recognition of water reuse strategies by State and federal regulatory agencies including 

support for the environmental, social and economic benefits associated with those 

projects when compared to first source water development. 

7. Institutional governance of water management should be reviewed to establish whether 

single source water provider approaches are capable or preferable when considering 

future water management approaches. Denver Water and Northern Water are models 

for regional water management that have served parts of the State at a higher level 

than would be achieved by individual cities operating their own water systems. The 

WISE program provides economic and governance scale to developing a regional water 

solution. It is likely that a similar arrangement would provide a preferable model if 

South Platte River operations such as those described later in this paper were to be 

implemented. 

A South Platte River Concept for increasing the Reuse 

Potential including an agricultural element is described. 

This concept could be developed in parallel with the IBCC 

Conceptual Agreement on Trans Mountain Diversions 

(TMDs) (July 16, 2014).  The TMD document describes 

commitments for West Slope water utilities to incorporate 

high levels of both water conservation and reuse into their 

future planning. Both the Colorado River Cooperative 

Agreement and the Windy Gap firming agreements 

describe commitments to reuse as a water planning 

strategy. West Slope Roundtables have expressed concerns 

that current approaches do not fully use available fully 

consumable water supplies. While the Metro Reuse paper 

has identified that the reuse potential by exchange on the 

South Platte River has been nearly exhausted, the Concept 

paper describes how the framework for expanded 

utilization of South Platte water resources could be 

developed to at least in part address the identified 

Municipal Water Supply Gap. 

 

I.0 – The Developing Gap Between Projected Water Demands and Availability of Water 

Supplies 

The State of Colorado’s planning studies (SWSI 2010 and others) have identified a significant 

Municipal and Industrial Water Supply Gap with the focal area lying in the South Platte River 

basin and to a lesser extent, in the Arkansas River Basin. The West Slope has identified the 

It is emphasized that this South 

Platte River Concept  describes an 

expanded reuse concept that 

should be developed further to 

establish the various structural 

components, operational strategies 

and relative feasibility when 

compared to other water 

management strategies available 

to a single or regional approach.  It 

is not a practicable alternative to 

current projects being reviewed by 

regulatory agencies until those 

assessments confirm feasibility. 

There are many institutional and 

water management constraints 

that will be addressed in that 

assessment.   

 



greatest rate of increase in their Municipal and Industrial Gap. There are also gaps identified in 

the agricultural sector and in meeting the non-consumptive needs of ecosystems and the 

recreational/ tourism industries.   

This current assessment addresses the needs singularly of the municipal and industrial water 

gap and with particular emphasis on the South Platte River basin. The reader with interests in 

the related areas is referred to companion documents being prepared under the guidance of 

the Colorado Water Conservation Board as a part of the Colorado Water Plan. 

Further, this assessment is specifically considering the potential for reuse projects and 

processes that could contribute to filling the Water Gap. Other Identified Projects and 

Processes (IPP’s) are being addressed in Basin Implementation Plans. Hydrologic uncertainty is 

not factored into this review although the reliability of return flow management programs is an 

enhancement in many municipal water systems under drought and limited trans-mountain 

water conditions. The impacts of a potential curtailment of Colorado River water supplies 

should be considered when assessing the viability and reliability of future water management 

strategies. 

1.1 Colorado’s Growing Needs for Water Supplies is Driven In Large Part by Population and 

Urban Development 

By 2050, the Water Gap is projected to be between 200,000 and 600,000 acre-feet per year 

depending on the success achieved in developing identified projects and processes (IPPs). 

Colorado’s M&I Gap could range between 31% and 64% of new demands not being met by 

current water supply systems.  

 

Table 1 - Population Projections by River Basin (Source, SWSI 2010) 



 

Figure 1 - State of Colorado Year 2050 Population Projections (Source, SWSI 2010) 

Colorado’s projected population growth is expected to be primarily concentrated within the 

South Platte Basin and secondarily in the Arkansas River basin. The ten Front Range Counties 

incorporate approximately 80 % of the State’s current and projected population and a similar 

proportion of the State of Colorado state’s economic capacity and tax productivity. The 

flywheel of the State’s future lies in those eleven Front Range Counties and a solution to the 

water management needs along the Front Range should be considered as the imperative of the 

State Water Planning Process. That realization does not discount the absolute and necessary 

need to meet the water needs of the other 54 counties, the agricultural sector or the non-

consumptive users (recreation and ecosystem needs). Rather, the effectiveness by which the 

urban-centric water needs of the eleven Front Range Counties can be effectively met will be a 

major determinant in allowing the other water needs around Colorado to be adequately met 

and hydrologically disconnected from the intensity and costly solutions that must be 

successfully implemented for those Front Range Counties. 

1.2 Colorado Urban Economies and Dependence on Reliable Water Availability 



A recent study of the linkages between the State’s economic framework and the dependencies 

on reliable availability of water was commissioned by the Front Range Water Council in 

December 2009. Among the many findings, some of the key issues related to the South Platte 

and Arkansas River basins include the following (these selective findings are described to 

establish the importance for statewide water managers to facilitate water solutions for the 

Front Range-derived economic drivers that benefit all Coloradoans and our quality of life 

desires): 

1. Most of the population increase by years 2035 and beyond are forecasted to occur 

along the Front Range with an additional 2 million people by 2035 and a further 1 

million people by 2050. (2/3 of the growth will occur in the metropolitan area while 1/3 

will occur in the South Platte River basin north and northeast of the Denver 

metropolitan area). The West Slope counties are forecasted to see the highest urban 

growth rates in Colorado although the absolute increases in population are less than 

anticipated among Front Range urban communities. 

2. By 2050, total municipal and industrial water demands are expected to double from 

current levels with shortages occurring within the next 3-5 years (depending on 

hydrologic conditions) and growing to around 1,000,000 acre-feet by year 2050 

although that shortage would increase significantly if current development projects and 

processes (IPPs) are delayed or curtailed.  

3. Front Range average annual water withdrawals are currently around 2.9 million acre-

feet (19.4% of state total) or which 962,000 acre-feet (6.4% of state total) is for 

municipal and industrial water sues and 1.9 million acre-feet (13% of State total) is for 

agriculture.  

4. Front Range Counties generate 80% - 86% of the State’s economy and tax revenue. 

5. Front Range agriculture represents 33.4% of the State’s agricultural output and 13.7% of 

the State’s agricultural water withdrawals. 

6. Colorado’s economy generated $450 billion in sales of goods and services (2007) with 

Front Range counties contributing $386.8 billion. The Front Range generates $132,000 / 

acre foot in sales of goods and services while Front Range agricultural sector is the most 

productive agricultural sector in the State generating $1,240 / per acre foot of water 

withdrawal.  

7. The report acknowledges the multi-sectoral dependencies between the environmental, 

social and cultural values that are so important to the State of Colorado. It does not 

indicate nor advocate that water management decisions should be dependent on 

economic considerations alone. Rather, a review of the report does establish the 

imperative for delivering effective water solutions to Front Range communities and 

adjacent agricultural water users and being directly related to the future economic 

vitality and sustainability of the State. Without adequate water management programs, 

the State’s ability to respond to the multiple demands on tax revenues (education, social 

services, transportation and other State-supported programs) would be compromised. 



8. The report describes the economic interdependences between different parts of the 

State with “export trade” from the West Slope to the Front Range Counties of $5 billion 

per year (27.6% with 68.5% being exported to other states)and “import trade” from the 

Front Range of $7.4 billion per year. The San Luis Valley exports $180 million (7% of its 

output) to the Front Range and 43.8% to other States. The Eastern Plains exports around 

25% or $1.5 billion to Front Range counties and 73.6 % to other states while importing 

$3 billion from Front Range counties. The State’s economy exists through co-

dependency and wealth transfers in bi-lateral directions.  

9. Agriculture and recreation/tourism produce $7.2 billion and $21.5 billion respectively in 

Colorado sales out of a total of $450 billion. The Front Range Counties represent 32.5 % 

of the State’s total agricultural sales and 73.2% of the State’s recreational/ tourism 

sales. When considering the South Platte River basin as a whole, nearly 75% of the 

State’s total agricultural sales are produced within those counties. Seven of the top ten 

counties in terms of agricultural sales are in the South Platte River basin and include 

Weld, Yuma, Morgan, Logan, Kit Carson, Washington and Phillips Counties. There is a 

close inter-dependency between the urban and rural areas in the South Platte River 

basin so water management programs will be interconnected. Economic factors alone 

do not take into account the social and environmental values of the multiple water uses 

in the State including food supply preferences and stability as well as the numerous 

ecosystem and open space and human values.  

While Colorado is predominantly described as an urban services economy that is driven by 

retail trade, heath care and other urban activities (Bureau of Economic Analysis) in towns and 

cities, the important contributions made by agriculture and the recreation/ tourism industries 



are illustrated in the following figure.

 

Figure 2 – Relative Economic Sector Size by Major Economic Regions 

The future sustainability and viability of the State’s economic well-being will be directly 

dependent on the adequacy of water services to the Front Range counties and primarily its 

urban communities. The inter-related nature of communities from the urban and peri-urban 

areas that are strongly influenced by agriculture and open spaces will drive many strategies for 

maintaining a desirable balance between those urban and nearby agricultural water users.  

2.0 Water Supply Development for the South Platte River Basin Metro Basin Roundtable 

Within the South Platte River basin, there is little to no unappropriated waters available in the 

average year. Urban water managers are identifying alternative strategies to fulfilling their 

obligations to urban populations and businesses within their service areas. Ranges of 

alternative projects and programs have been identified including traditional approaches such as 

water conservation, trans-mountain diversions,  groundwater development, re-operation and 

integration of existing systems, agricultural transfers (both permanent and periodic or 

interruptible ) as well as various forms of water reuse strategies. The author considers storage 

needs (peaking, carryover, drought, water operations enhancements) to be substantially under-

estimated in the Basin Implementation Plans currently being prepared.  



A project or singular approach is unlikely to successfully address future water gaps but the 

colloquial “All of the Above” approaches should be considered. This paper specifically addresses 

opportunities and frameworks in which the successive reuse of previously developed water 

sources can be leveraged to play a significant role in filling the gap. 

 

Figure 3 Projected Municipal, Industrial and Self Supplied Industrial Water Demands (Source 

SWSI 2010)  

3.1 Water Availability – South Platte River 

The water resources of the South Platte River basin are, to all extents and purposes, fully 

allocated and the identified growing municipal and industrial water demands must be met 

through conservation, increased efficiencies of previously developed water supplies, 

development of non-tributary groundwater resources, enlarged or new surface reservoir 

storage, trans-basin diversions or reuse in some form. These approaches are generally 

described in Basin Implementation Plans but that process will be updated with more detail for 

IPPs in SWSI 2016. 

Median flow availability is illustrated in figure 3 and indicates the practical sources of water that 

may be considered for future water development. Those areas are primarily downstream of the 



confluence of the St Vrain and Cache La Poudre Rivers with the main stem of the South Platte 

River.   

 

Estimated Median Flow Availability (Source: South Platte Basin Needs Assessment, CDM, SWSI 

2010) 

There are less than 15,000 total irrigated acres in Water Districts 7, 8, 9, 23, and 80 upstream 
and within the Denver Metro area. As a result, many Metro and South Platte M&I providers are 
actively negotiating with owners of irrigation water rights along the South Platte in Water 
Districts 1, 2, and 64 and many of its tributaries for the purchase of agricultural water rights. 
This places water providers in the Metro Basin in direct competition with water providers in the 
South Platte Basin. Potential water transfers from the South Platte Basin to the Metro area are 
further complicated by the use of CBT return flows by agricultural users in Water Districts 1 and 
64. These CBT return flows can only be used within the boundaries of Northern Water.  
 

Pipelines are being considered to pump back to the Metro area consumptive use water from 
converted irrigation water rights from the Brighton to Sterling reach of the South Platte River in 
Water Districts 1, 2, and 64 as well as some of the tributaries. In addition to the costs of 
purchasing and transferring the water rights, the need for firming and regulatory storage, long 
pipeline distances, pumping elevation, and high water treatment costs to deliver this water 
from the lower reaches of the South Platte will significantly increase the cost of agricultural 
water acquisitions and result in rising water costs for the M&I providers. This points to the 
economic consequences of developing further water supplies for the metropolitan area. 



In the lower portion of the basin, where unappropriated water is available in some years, 
extensive efforts are already underway to develop and use that water. Many municipal water 
providers already have conditional water rights that are being developed. Many agricultural 
water users have developed significant recharge projects within the past 10 to 20 years to 
replace well depletions from irrigation wells. The South Platte Roundtable believes that what 
water is available for development will be developed as part of existing projects either well 
along in planning or underway.  
 
Recent changes in river administration in the lower South Platte River have tightened and 
decreased the availability of water from both existing water rights and the development of 
junior conditional water rights. Since the end of three decades of above average precipitation, 
the frequency and duration of river calls on the mainstem of the Platte River has increased 
significantly. The mainstem call season has expanded from primarily the direct flow irrigation 
season to year round calls that include both storage and direct flow water rights. Increasing 
levels of water conservation in the Front Range municipalities, combined with projects to reuse 
transmountain water return flows, will decrease the physical water supply that has been 
available along the mainstem for the past several decades. Increasing use of sprinkler irrigation 
in irrigated agriculture is decreasing the amount of return flows available to satisfy downstream 
water rights. When Front Range municipalities are developing more programs to reuse and fully 
consume wholly consumable return flows that were previously allowed to flow downstream for 
use by other water rights. 
 
2.1 Filling the Municipal and Industrial Water Gap 
 
As the first Colorado Water Plan is considered and reviewed on the schedule described in 
Governor Hickenlooper’s Executive Order (May 14, 2013), TNC will participate and inform 
stakeholders of the potential contribution that various reuse projects can contribute to filling 
the identified municipal and industrial water supply gap. Figure 4 identifies a qualitative opinion 
from State water planning on the various IPP’s and their contribution to meeting the projected 
water needs by year 2035. That illustration assumes a 70% success rate for bringing those 
projects into commissioning and operation. 
 



 

Figure 4 - Identified Projects and Processes (IPPs) 

The remainder of this report describes a series of projects and 

programs that could enhance the availability of reuse approaches. 

3.0 Current Practices for Nonpotable Reuse 

3.1 Consumable Return Flow Reuse  

Many M&I Front Range water utilities have existing consumable 
return flows that, in the future, they will reuse to the maximum extent practicable. Consumable 
return flows are created when a water user does not consume their decreed amount of 
consumptive use water in a single use. Successive reuse has a multiplier effect of more than 
doubling the volume of water available to the utility from that source although various 
limitations as noted below may affect the actual availability of that water resource.  

Conventionally, up to 95% of water delivered for indoor water consumption can be available as 
a reusable resource while lawn irrigation return flows can contribute between 15 – 20%.  

The most typical sources of fully consumable supplies are transmountain water, which can be 
used to extinction (except for CBT and Denver Moffat tunnel diversions which both have 
contractual limitations), the historical consumptive use portion of water from a transferred 
agricultural water right (after historical return flows are made), and nontributary groundwater. 

“Using water to 

extinction” 

An appropriator who lawfully 

introduces foreign water into a 

stream system from an 

unconnected stream system 

may make a succession of uses 

of such waiter to the extent 

that its volume can be 

distinguished from the volume 

of the streams into which it is 

introduced. 

Colorado Revised Statutes 148-

2-6 (1963). 



Water reuse may include either the capture and treatment of effluent for direct reuse or the 
use of an effluent supply to meet return flow obligations or augmentation requirements. Direct 
reuse typically involves diversion from the wastewater treatment plant and conveyance to 
storage or distribution as nonpotable reuse for irrigation of parks, golf courses, and 
landscaping. Water reuse allows a portion of outdoor water uses to be met without using raw 
water treated to drinking water standards (potable water).Excel and the Platte River Power 
Authority rely on reuse water to meet the cooling needs of the Cherokee Power Plant and 
Rawhide Energy Station. Because consumptive use is less in the winter, reusable water is often 
captured and stored for summer irrigation. For some, effluent is reused to meet downstream 
augmentation or return flow obligations. Reuse for these purposes does not directly affect 
nonpotable demands and helps to meet other legal or contractual needs for the Participant. 

Many M&I providers have already purchased and constructed, or are planning to acquire and 
construct lined gravel lake storage to capture return flows along the South Platte and the Cache 
la Poudre. Estimates of existing storage capacity in gravel pits (200X) between the outfall of 
metro Wastewater Reclamation District’s outfall and the Cache la Poudre are 71,950 acre-feet 
with an additional 83,500 ac re-feet of gravel pit storage being planned. 

 

The following are recent or planned direct and indirect uses of fully consumable supplies:  

1. Denver Water Nonpotable Reuse Plant (currently 30 million gallons per day planned to 
45 million gallons per day). A further description of this plant is reported later.  

2. Municipal recapture and reuse projects by Broomfield, Aurora, Denver, Westminster, Thornton, 
and nearly all of the SMWSA members including Arapahoe County Water and Sanitation District, 



Centennial, Castle Rock, Castle Pine Metro, Castle Pines North Metro, East Cherry Creek 
Valley, Inverness, The Pinery, Stonegate, and many other providers in the basins.  

3. Pump installation in Chatfield Reservoir to recover environmental releases from Strontia 
Springs Reservoir (30 to 60 cfs)  

4. Claims by several Denver Metro water providers and others to exchange or use reusable 
lawn returns (>15 cfs)  

5. New lined gravel pit storage downstream of Denver to pick up reusable supplies to 
exchange or use directly (estimated at over 100,000 AF within next 10 years)  

6. Calpine (Rocky Mountain Energy Center) 3,000 AFY for treatment plant (average 4 cfs)  

 
 Historically, not all of the consumable return flows have been utilized by water 
providers. Costs of treating water to nonpotable reuse standards and installation of a secondary 
nonpotable distribution system have been limiting factors in reusing these waters. However, 
with rising scarcity and costs of developing new water supplies, reuse is becoming more 
feasible and practical. Figure 5 shows the proportion of reusable Denver Water effluent that 
was reused at the Metro and Bi-City wastewater plants between 1995 and 2007. The figure 
shows reuse rates climbing since 1999 and especially with the completion of several new lined 
gravel pits downstream of the Metro discharge. 
 
 

  
 
Figure 5 – Denver Water Use of Reusable Effluent 
 
Figure 6 illustrates the growth of Denver Water’s non-potable reuse system as it expands to 
nearly 17,000 acre-feet per year by the middle of the next decade. 



 
 
 
The treatment technologies and processes employed by Denver Water are illustrated in Figure 7 and 
demonstrate the practical approaches that are available to the water utility at this time. Since February 
2004, Xcel Energy has been using about 960 m3/hour to cool its Cherokee Power Plant and has not 
encountered any operational problems since the introduction of recycled water. Their cooling towers 
typically run between 4 to 5 cycles of concentration. Other users of the recycled water include Denver 
parks, the Denver Zoo, playgrounds at Denver Schools, and landscaping at area golf courses.   Denver 
Water estimates recycling for industrial and municipal clients will save enough water to supply 40,000 
households, or more than one-fifth of its residential customers.  

.  



 

Figure 7 – Denver Water Non-potable Reclamation Plant 

Aurora Water has been operating a similar non-potable water reclamation facility at Sand Creek 
to serve parks and open space areas in north central Aurora. The plant first started 
operating in the new biological nutrient removal plant was built in 2001 and delivers non-
potable water through 16 miles of piping to 12 sites and is trucked to various greenbelts 
around the City. The plant was expanded to a capacity of 5 million gallons per day in 2004. 



 

Figure 8 – City of Aurora’s Sand Creek Water Reclamation Plant 

Aurora Prairie Waters Project 

A preferred and implemented approach by the City of Aurora to severe drought conditions in 2002 and 
2003 led to the planning and construction of the Prairie Waters project. This approach recaptured the 
first increment of its unused reusable effluent portfolio as a major augmentation and drought hardening 
of the City’s water supply program. Initially, 10,000 acre-feet of reusable water was developed although 
later phases of the project could add a further 30,000 acre-feet per year of supply. Those phases would 
require the addition of several new lined gravel pits along the South Platte River, wellfields, pipelines to 
below the Cache La Poudre confluence, regulatory storage near Aurora Reservoir and expansion of 

water purification plant. By using these reusable effluent property rights, the City achieved a 
number of key sustainability goals: 

1. No new water sources had to be developed with consequent impacts on the environment 
or watersheds of origin; 

2. The City did not impose its growth-related needs onto other areas of the State; 

3. By multiple uses of an existing developed water source, the City effectively doubled the 
utility of previously developed water sources. 



4. The planned infrastructure to introduce those source waters could be expanded to 
additional agricultural areas that could participate in rotational fallowing and drought 
protection programs and therefore enhance the viability of continued farming operations 
without a freehold sale of their water and lifestyles. 

5. Cost of service; to construct the project, the City increased its base water cost from 
$2/1000 gallons to over $4.50/ 1000 gallons and a water tap increased in cost from $6800 
to over $20,000 per single family equivalent tap; 

6. The project required pumping water over 34 miles with a dynamic lift of 1200 feet through 
three pump stations so the energy intensity for water deliveries was significant; 

7. The new source water was significantly degraded by runoff from a metropolitan area of 
over 2 million people and discharges from an advanced secondary wastewater treatment 
plant that constituted almost all river flows during winter months. Energy and chemical 
intensive treatment processes were required to produce a finished water quality non-
discernible from snowmelt runoff and this was achieved with capital investment and an 
ongoing operational improvement program. 

 

 

Figure 9 – Aurora’s Indirect Potable Water Purification Process: Source: Denver Post, 2010 



Potable Water Reclamation 

Many municipal water utilities are including either indirect potable reuse projects as a water 
resource or operating river exchanges to recapture consumable return flows. One of the early 
adopters was Denver Water. Direct potable reclamation has been recommended as a better 
alternative to Indirect Potable Reclamation due to its efficiency (recycling the water where 
needed in the amounts needed), cost (avoiding storage, pumping and retreatment costs), and 
purity (piping highly treated wastewater effluent directly into enhanced drinking water 
treatment trains avoids potential contamination of highly purified water in the environment (An 
Analysis of Direct Potable Water Reuse Acceptance in the United States: Obstacles and 
Opportunities, Charla Cain,  Johns Hopkins Bloomberg School of Public Health, 2011).  
 
In the 1960s the Denver Water Department realized a water crisis was imminent. Population 
increases, insufficient surface water and non-sustainable trans-mountain diversions of water 
identified the need for a sustainable water source. To use highly treated sewage effluent for 
direct potable water reclamation as drinking water, Denver Water prioritized research and 
development to prove that it was able to produce water of similar or better quality than 
Denver’s current drinking water. A 1970 Advanced Water Treatment pilot plant was 
constructed to draw secondary effluent from the Metro Wastewater Plant. That served as the 
research and design template for the Denver Potable Water Demonstration Project of 1985. 
The plant-scale 5-year demonstration project was operated prior to full-scale implementation 
to assure safety, reliability and quality standards while assessing cost. Research and design data 
were amassed through 1979 along with economic, legal, and marketing feasibility studies 
including U.S. Environmental Protection Agency participation, analytical quality testing, and 
health effects research. A study of public opinion showed that 84% of Denver customers would 
accept DPR if water quality met or exceeded their current drinking water parameters and if 
safety was certain. Real-time monitoring, rigorous sampling and analyses were done 
throughout to monitor and ensure water quality. For almost every constituent of concern the 
final effluent met or exceeded U.S. EPA Drinking Water Standards for physical, general mineral, 
microbiological, organic, metals and others. A two year health effects study was an integral 
component and multiple chronic toxicology studies showed no adverse health effects detected 
using exposure to reclaimed water supplies. This project has not been implemented but has 



demonstrated the viability of the approach. 

 
 
Figure 10 – Denver Water Potable Reclamation Project 
 
Public acceptance of Direct Potable Water use is illustrated by a number of factors shown in the 
follwing figure. 
 



  
 
Figure 11 – Potable Water Reuse Acceptance Influences 
 

A Vision of Enhanced Development of Reuse Opportunities Through River Basin 

Management as Applied to the South Platte River 

The obvious question is whether there are enhanced opportunities beyond point source reuse 

programs within individual water agencies. Further, would this apply to our planning for Water 

Management in the South Platte River and if so, how it could be of assistance to water 

managers being guided by the Colorado Water Plan process. As previously noted, there are 

currently limitations to increasing the amount of successive reuse of available reusable flows 

including: 

o river flow conditions,  

o water rights administration,  

o the timing of availability of reusable return flows, 

o the sequencing of that resource availability with demands, 

o capacity to exchange, 

o Capacity limitations on the physical ability to deliver water through re-operating 

storage and pump/ pipe/ treatment systems outside of the river system, 

o The scheduling, financial and economic attractiveness of reuse opportunities 

when compared to alternative demand management strategies and new source 

water development, 



o The institutional and governance capacity of the water agency to plan, construct 

and operate reuse projects within a river basin water management program, 

o Public, political and regulatory acceptance and endorsement of the further 

development of reuse projects up to, and including, direct potable reuse. 

The most direct structural opportunity for increasing the efficiency and capacity of a river basin 

reusable water management program is to construct and operate a new structural water 

project that is parallel to the Platte River hydrologic system and administration (see Figure 12). 

This addresses the limited exchange potential that remains in the lower South Platte River. 

The first elements of such a system are represented by the current infrastructure within 

Aurora’s Prairie Waters Project (see description above) as well as gravel pit/ river exchange 

operations used by Aurora Water. Denver Water, and the City of Thornton, among others, also 

operate a series of gravel pits to maximize the exchange opportunities against South Platte 

River flows. Figure 5 illustrates that Denver Water is close to maximizing the recapture of their 

available reusable flows with current facilities and the exchange potential of the river.  

As originally conceived, the later phases of expansion of Prairie Waters would require the 

extension of a water conveyance pipeline from the Brighton well field to two additional 

diversion points in the Middle South Platte River. The first extension would be for a new 

pipeline from the existing Brighton riverbank well field to a point downstream of the St Vrain 

River confluence with the South Platte River. A second and later expansion could include 

another northern pipeline and new diversion below the confluence of the Cache La Poudre 

River with the South Platte River near Greeley. These later pipeline phases would also require 

expansions of the capacity of the initial and previously constructed first phase of Prairie Waters 

facilities. That would include the construction of a second pipeline from Brighton to the Binney 

Water Purification Plant and a doubling of the treatment capacity at Aurora Reservoir to 100 

million gallons per day. All rights of way and ability to expand pump stations and pipelines from 

Brighton and the treatment plant were included in the initial project planning of Prairie Waters 

so these later phases were possible in a reasonable manner. A limiting factor could be the 

management of the higher salinity (total dissolved solids content) of the source water in the 

lower South Platte. That treatment need is currently managed by blending with Aurora Water 

sources delivered from the Rampart System (as opposed to brine management systems which 

have constraining disposal issues). Several concepts for eliminating the need for brine disposal 

had been considered by Aurora Water including the wet year storage of low salinity water at 

Reuter Hess Reservoir or a new regional reservoir for both water supply and blending purposes. 

Aurora Water does have the capability to capture more than 10,000 acre feet of additional 

reusable return flows in the first phase of Prairie Waters with the expansion of the river bank 

filtration system as well as pumping and treatment capacity. The overall efficiency of that 

reusable water system is further increased with the addition of reservoir storage at the south 

end of the City’s water system and those expansions can add to the yields that can be 

incorporated into the WISE program of the South Metro Water Supply Authority.   



 

Figure 12 – South Platte River Basin Conceptual Reuse Program 

 

 

Integration with Agricultural Water Uses 

The Colorado Water Plan expresses a desire to limit permanent buy and dry approaches to 

using agricultural water as a major element of urban water agency approaches to addressing 

the Water Gap.  

These proposed physical facilities for expanding reuse programs could also create the potential 

for an effective urban-agricultural water management system linking the metropolitan area 

with agricultural water users in Adams, Weld and Morgan Counties. Return flows from CBT 

water were not and cannot be considered as a part of this proposal because of contract and 

authorization limitations. Irrigated acreages in the South Platte Basin are shown in Figure 13 

and do include lands served by Colorado Big Thompson flows as well as native south Platte 

flows.  

With the structural elements of the Conceptual Reuse Program (Figure 12) in place, there would 

also be the opportunity for a full range of ATM’s that could periodically use urban water 

markets as both a supply option as well as an alternate revenue source. The municipal water 

agencies (or the ad hoc governance body) could hold interruptible service contracts with ditch 

companies or individual shareholders to periodically deliver from a portfolio of interruptible 



supplies or during drought periods. Gravel pit operations could contribute to ecosystem 

management along the South Platte River, serve as an augmentation supply for alluvial well 

operation or a periodic firming supply for downstream agricultural operations. They would also 

increase the firm yield for municipal operations.  

 

Figure 13 – Irrigated acreages in South Platte River Basin (Source SWSI 2010) 

These concepts should be considered in greater detail as part of a regional or basinwide water 
management strategy in subsequent review of the  IPP’s.  
 
Potential Limitations on Reuse that Should be Considered  
 
The Platte River Recovery Implementation Program (PRRIP) purpose is to provide Endangered 
Species Act (ESA) compliance for existing and new water related activities in the Platte River 
Basin. This means that the PRRIP can serve as a reasonable and prudent alternative to offset 
the effects of water-related activities that are likely to cause jeopardy for one or more of the 
endangered species protected by the PRRIP. If a new project on the lower South Platte River 
cannot utilize the protection of the program, then it would have to seek to meet ESA 
compliance with its own plan and this may be difficult to accomplish if not impossible since the 



Fish and Wildlife Service has required one-for-one replacement of new depletions for projects 
permitted prior to the PRRIP. 
 
The PRRIP provides for some additional development in the South Platte River Basin after June 
30, 1997 and the conditions for this new development are set forth in Section 9. New water-
related activities would not be covered once wastewater exchange/reuse and new native South 
Platte diversions exceed 98,010 AF in the February to July period (Section 1.H.1). With the 
anticipated exchange of reusable effluent from gravel lakes for new demands of the cities, it 
appears that there is a limited amount of unappropriated water that could be developed in the 
lower South Platte River Basin to meet the needs of a growing Front Range population through 
a pump back pipeline from this reach of the river. Section 1.H.2 also provides that Colorado will 
not construct a reservoir larger than 2,000 AF on the mainstem of the South Platte River 
anywhere below Denver. 
 
The program will not cover new water activities once the average water supply to serve 
Colorado’s population increase from wastewater exchange/ reuse and native South Platte flows 
exceeds 98,010 acre-feet of gross water deliveries during the February – July period.  
Direct Non-potanble Reuse 
 
Use of Colorado Big Thompson imported water is limited to the Northern Water boundaries 
located entirely within the South Platte Basin. Over 60 percent of CBT water is currently directly 
owned by municipal, industrial, and domestic users, including:  

 Boulder  
 Broomfield  
 Central Weld County Water District  
 Erie  
 Greeley  
 Fort Collins  
 Fort Lupton  
 Fort Morgan  
 Loveland  
 Longmont  
 Tri-Districts (Fort Collins Loveland, North Weld County and East Larimer County Water 
Districts)  
 Xcel Energy  
  
References: 

SWSI 2010 South Platte Basin Report Basinwide Consumptive and Non consumptive Water 

Supply Needs Assessment  

Water and the Colorado Economy, Front Range Water Council, Prepared by Summit Economics 

and the Adams Group, December 2009 



Filling the East Slope Municipal Water Supply Gap – A Joint Statement of the South Platte, 

Arkansas and Metro Roundtables; Draft for Review by Roundtable members, 7/23/2013 

Selection of a Reuse Factor for the Portfolio Tool Planning Exercise, Metro Roundtable 
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October 10, 2014 

 

James Eklund, Director 

Colorado Water Conservation Board 

1313 Sherman Street 

Denver, CO 80203 

 

Re: Comments on Colorado’s Water Plan 

  

 

Dear Director Eklund: 

 

The undersigned organizations appreciate the opportunity to provide additional comments on the 

Draft of Colorado’s Water Plan.  

 

Based on draft chapters of the Plan released over the past nine months, it’s clear you and your 

staff, in collaboration with sister agencies like Colorado Parks and Wildlife, have been hard at 

work. We want to recognize that work and also point to several places where the Plan needs 

additional work to become as useful as it can be for guiding the future of water in Colorado. 

 

The May 2013 Executive Order articulated well the values that should be incorporated into the 

Plan: 

 A productive economy that supports vibrant and sustainable cities, viable and productive 

agriculture, and a robust skiing, recreation and tourism industry; 

 Efficient and effective water infrastructure promoting smart land use; and  

 A strong environment that includes healthy watersheds, rivers and streams, and wildlife. 

 

In recent public statements you’ve said the State needs a “paradigm shift” on water. And on the 

Colorado Water Plan website the CWCB states “our current statewide water trajectory is neither 

desirable nor sustainable.”
1
 According to a recent poll

2
, a 2/3 majority of Colorado voters believe 

we need a change in how we use and manage water in Colorado. We agree; it is time for change. 

The Executive Order, your statements, and citizens across the state set a high bar. The Plan needs 

to chart a new path forward with priorities beyond those responsible for water management since 

Colorado’s statehood. 

 

Several of the undersigned groups have submitted detailed comment letters on specific draft 

chapters released for the September board meeting.  Below, we address broader issues, relating 

to the need for the Plan to go beyond being just a synthesis of information to articulate the 

strategies necessary to protect Colorado’s water values, and to provide further guidance for the 

Roundtables as they finalize their Basin Implementation Plans. 

                                                           
1
 See Question #1 -- Why is the state of Colorado creating Colorado’s Water Plan now? – under Frequently Asked 

Questions at www.coloradwaterplan.com. 
2 Chris Keating (Keating Research) and Lori Weigel (Public Opinion Strategies), Colorado Statewide Water Poll Key 

Findings (2014), found at http://waterforcolorado.org/resources/. 
 

http://www.coloradwaterplan.com/
http://waterforcolorado.org/resources/
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Colorado’s Water Plan Should Point Forward 

 

It’s our understanding that the key purposes of the Plan are to provide a blueprint for the future, 

aid decisions of where best to allocate human and financial resources, and set the stage for policy, 

statutory, and other reforms that will enable us to meet our future water needs and Colorado’s 

water values. Thus far, most draft chapters provide a synthesis of information harvested from 

other sources, including the State Water Supply Investigation (SWSI) and the draft Basin 

Implementation Plans (BIPs), leaving the draft Plan thin on describing the path forward.   

 

To create a state Plan consistent with Colorado’s water values, the CWCB must exercise 

leadership, examine trade-offs and then articulate the necessary policies and water management 

strategies—culled from the SWSI, BIPs and several other sources—for the future. The CWCB 

must articulate and then work to implement positive changes for our state’s rivers and water 

future through the water Plan, policy changes, and in coordination with the legislature.  

 

For example, the BIPs differ widely in terms of the commitments and requirements they make 

vis-à-vis urban water conservation.  The Governor has been clear: the conversation starts with 

conservation.  The final Plan should therefore recommend targeting high conservation levels 

from SWSI 2010, by setting a statewide goal to reduce per capita water use 10% by 2020 and 

20% by 2030 (starting from 2010 levels). This achievable goal would play an important role in 

meeting Colorado’s water gap and, at the same time, leave each basin and water provider the 

flexibility to chart its own path for implementation over the next several years based on their 

specific circumstances. Colorado voters overwhelmingly agree (88%) with the idea of setting a 

statewide goal of reducing the amount of water used in our cities and towns by 10% by the year 

2020; results from a recent poll reveal this goal is supported by strong majorities across all 

political persuasions and in all geographic areas of the state.
3
  

 

The Plan must acknowledge and act upon widespread public support for protecting and restoring 

Colorado’s rivers. In the same recent statewide poll, 90% of voters say it is an extremely or very 

important priority to keep Colorado’s rivers and stream healthy and flowing.
4
 This requires state 

action to maintain healthy Environmental and Recreational (E&R) flows. The Executive Order 

(e.g., third value, noted above) is a great start, as was the recognition—in all BIPs—that 

protecting E&R values is essential.  

 

The CWCB can move forward by working with the legislature to provide state funding and 

technical assistance for basins to conduct comprehensive stream flow management plans now 

(e.g., in places where there are identified E&R attributes and insufficient known protections) as 

well as funding E&R projects identified in BIPs, and then funding those E&R projects in the 

future as they come out of the stream flow management plans.  Achieving E&R flow protection 

also requires keen attention to all other elements of Colorado’s Water Plan. 

 

The Plan’s draft chapter on the costs of implementation estimates that building the water 

infrastructure projects outlined in the BIPs will cost almost $20 billion, and this figure does not 

                                                           
3
 Id. 

4
 Id. 
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include most costs for maintaining healthy river flows to support healthy watersheds, rivers, fish, 

wildlife and our recreation economy (most draft BIPs did not yet provide details on E&R project 

costs).  The enormity of this investment points to the need for criteria to determine which 

projects or processes merit state support.  The Executive Order called for the Plan to include 

such criteria.
5
  It is imperative that the CWCB provide such criteria to the public for review and 

comment and then to the roundtables before they finalize their BIPs.  

 

Further Guidance to roundtables on BIPs 

In December 2013, the CWCB provided guidance to the basin roundtables on what they should 

include in their BIPs – “Basin Implementation Plan Guidance.” Now that the draft BIPs have 

been submitted, the CWCB should provide additional guidance on what the roundtables need to 

refine and add to the final BIPs, as well as how BIP information will be utilized in the state-wide 

Plan.
6
 Such guidance is necessary to ensure that the BIPs meet the policy goals for a new Plan, 

including threshold No/Low Regrets Actions.  In addition, guidance would help narrow the gulf 

between BIP approaches to some elements of future water supplies, from urban conservation to 

the need for large new trans-mountain diversions from the already imperiled Colorado River 

Basin to support Front Range growth. 

 

Specifically, the CWCB should instruct the roundtables to have final BIPs that: 

 

1. Prioritize Projects and Methods to meet gaps. Many draft BIPs include a laundry list of 

projects and methods, without any indication of which consumptive projects should receive 

top priority and which non-consumptive needs should be addressed first. We live in a world 

of limited financial, human, and natural resources, so we must—as a matter of necessity—set 

priorities. To spend state funds responsibly, we suggest “criteria” for selection, an emphasis 

on the impact/results of funds spent, and avoiding redundant efforts.  

 

2. Meet the No/Low Regrets Action Plan -- as a Minimum. Some BIPs fail to meet basic 

standards set out in the No/Low Regrets Action Plan; meeting these must be a bare minimum 

in final BIPs. In addition, CWCB guidance should encourage roundtables to have their final 

BIPs go beyond (even well beyond) the No/Low regrets actions. This latter point is essential 

because even if each BIP meets No/Low Regrets, it won’t solve the state-wide issues. 

 

3. Clearly Identify, Plan, and Fund E&R Projects. All BIPs recognized E&R values should 

be protected.  Many BIPs acknowledged that they had inadequate information to list all the 

necessary E&R projects and methods to fill their E&R gaps and proposed doing further 

assessments, often in the form of stream flow management plans.  Still, most fell short on 

identifying, let alone committing to implement, projects and methods that would provide the 

flows necessary to protect and restore their E&R values. The CWCB should require the final 

BIPs to (1) identify Environmental and Recreational attributes; (2) conduct stream flow 

                                                           
5
 In March 2014, several conservation NGOs suggested a list of criteria by which to judge whether projects warrant 

state support – for funding or other action – that the CWCB could use in the Plan. 
6
 Several conservation NGOs provided input on what might be called “the best of the BIPs” [dated August 19, 

2014—attached at end]. The comments submitted October 10, 2014, build upon—but do not replace—that input. 

http://cwcbweblink.state.co.us/WebLink/ElectronicFile.aspx?docid=174116&searchid=34075f7a-d226-4d7f-a025-245f4ff84608&dbid=0
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management plans (in places where there are identified E&R attributes but insufficient 

known protections); and (3) commit to protect those E&R attributes.  

 

4. Cost-out E&R Projects Just Like for Structural Projects. The draft Economics and 

Funding chapter of the Plan suggests spending $18 million on “watershed assessments” for 

Colorado’s 90 watersheds.  However, we urge the CWCB to focus on stream reaches with 

identified priority E&R values – and commit to spending enough on these areas to 

understand what is necessary for the protection of E&R values. This should take the form of 

stream flow management plans, noted immediately above. The Fraser River provides an 

example; there, many stakeholders generated a stream flow management plan that helped 

guide decision-making. Because such plans can be expensive, the state should approach this 

effort in phases, focusing first on segments where the current situation presents opportunities 

to provide meaningful protection to a river, or where a river is under current significant 

development pressure. 

 

5. Utilize State-owned Water Rights to Meet E&R Gaps. Draft chapter 9.2 – Alignment of 

State Resources and Policies -- took the necessary first step of listing water rights owned by 

the state. The next step, essential for the final Plan and final BIPs, is to set out a path to better 

utilize those resources to meet E&R gaps.  

 

6. Prioritize Conservation. Not only has the Governor stated repeatedly that water 

conservation must be prioritized, poll after poll shows that the public supports conservation 

as the first line response to water security.  Along with addressing E&R needs, the State and 

BIPs should now take action in support of the Governor’s statement, by prioritizing funding 

for, and implementation of, conservation. In the urban sector, that should come in the form of 

a planning goal of reducing per-capita use 10% by 2020 and 20% by 2030 (from 2010 levels), 

equivalent to a commitment to a “high” level of conservation articulated by two West Slope 

BIPs.   

 

7. Maximize Re-use. For the roundtables with municipal utilities that can legally re-use water, 

BIPs must include a clear picture of the opportunities for re-use. The CWCB should commit 

to fund (and help find other funding sources) to implement greater re-use over the next 

several decades. 

 

8. Assist Alternative Agriculture Water Transfer Methods (ATMs). The CWCB can help 

irrigators seize control of their own destinies as well as assist municipal water providers and 

improve river flows by developing incentives to improve agricultural infrastructure and 

accelerate the use of ATMs. 

 

9. Articulate Limits and Risks related to New Supply. Whether or not the Front Range 

should be able to divert more water from the Colorado River Basin is perhaps the single most 

contentious element of the Plan.  In June, the IBCC voted unanimously to support a 

Conceptual Agreement regarding New Supply that – consistent with the IBCC’s 2010 letter 

to the Governors – preserves the option for a new trans-mountain diversion, without 

committing to one. The IBCC Agreement is contingent on seven factors, including Colorado 

having achieved ecologic resiliency, high conservation levels on the Front Range as well as 
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an acceptable risk management framework, which can be determined only after 2026 when 

the Colorado River Basin States re-negotiate a Shortage Agreement. In short, endorsement of 

the need for a large new transmountain diversion has no place in the draft Plan.  

 

10. Support the Conceptual Agreement. The CWCB included the Conceptual Agreement in 

the draft Plan.  Yet, while West Slope draft BIPs clearly state that river basins seeking to 

import additional water must maximize or “push the practical limits” use of their own water 

supply first—consistent with one of the elements of the Conceptual Agreement—the two 

Front Range BIPs state a “need” for a new supply project, which directly contradicts the 

basis of the Agreement (that Colorado must wait a decade to see whether there is even water 

available for a new transmountain diversion project under an appropriate risk management 

framework with triggers).  Guidance for final plans should ensure that BIPs not include 

assertions that are inconsistent with the Conceptual Agreement.   

 

11. Build Upon 2014 to Enable and Encourage Public Input. The BIPs and Plan are 

unprecedented in the range of their influence for water planning across the state, so it is 

essential to gather input from a wide range of stakeholders, including those new to water 

discussions. The CWCB received over 18,000 public comments generated by conservation 

and sportsmen organizations and submitted on elements of the Draft Plan—e.g., increasing 

conservation, protecting streams, and avoiding large new transmountain diversions. That so 

many citizens acted reveals a depth of interest in a 21
st
 century water management paradigm. 

CWCB board meetings and roundtable meetings should be welcoming to these new 

stakeholders because these meetings can be intimidating to newcomers. And, throughout 

2015, the CWCB should continue to make available additional opportunities to include a 

broad range of public input on this very important Plan. 

 

We look forward to meeting with you to discuss the points above. 

 

Sincerely,  

 

American Rivers 

 

American Whitewater 

 

Conservation Colorado 

 

High Country Conservation Advocates 

 

San Juan Citizens’ Alliance 

 

Western Resource Advocates 

 

CC:   April Montgomery, CWCB Board chair 

Attachment: Copy of August letter on BIP elements for Colorado Water Plan 
 

To:  Becky Mitchell, Jacob Bornstein, Kevin Reidy 
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From:  Conservation NGOs, including Bart Miller, Drew Beckwith, and Laura Belanger (WRA), 

Theresa Conley (Conservation Colorado), Melinda Kassen (WaterJamin’ Legal & Policy 

Consulting) 

Date: August 19, 2014 

Re: Basin Implementation Plan (BIP) elements for utilization in Colorado Water Plan 

 

Though just recently released, we read the BIPs closely and wanted to provide you with our analysis 

and thoughts on specific BIP elements that are useful and appropriate for incorporation into the full 

Colorado Water Plan. In sum, these include: 

 

 A river basin desiring to import additional water from another basin must first maximize or “push the 

practical limits on” use of its own water supplies first—including conservation and reuse—before 

seeking/getting new imports (found in IBCC New Supply framework and Colorado, 

Yampa/White/Green, Southwest, and Gunnison BIPs; quoted language from S. Platte/Metro BIP, 

similar intent in Arkansas BIP). 

 Sub-basin stream management plans should be a 1st tier IPP—1st tier being funded/done in time for 
SWSI 2016 (found in Gunnison, Colorado, and Southwest BIPs). 

 Quantification of flow needs (found in Colorado and Yampa/White/Green BIPs); the supermajority 

of BIPs recognize the need for additional data collection to further assess non-consumptive needs. 

 Systematic approach of determining (quantifying) effects on E&R attributes from both climate 
change and proposed new consumptive IPPs (found in Yampa/White/Green BIP). 

 Maps depicting consumptive, E&R, and other features, like those found in Ch. 6 of Colorado BIP. 

 Statewide commitment to “high” municipal conservation (found in Colorado and Southwest BIPs). 

 “Push the practical limits on conservation and reuse,” including serious consideration of Direct 
Potable Reuse (found in S. Platte/Metro BIP).  

 Integrating water and land use planning, including specific recommendations and actions (found in 
Colorado and Gunnison BIPs). 

 Risk management criteria (found in Gunnison BIP). 

 At least 80% IPP success (found in IBCC No/Low Regrets, and all BIPs except S. Platte/Metro). 

 No state funding for a new TMD (found in Gunnison and Yampa/White/Green BIPs, implicit in 
Colorado BIP). 

 Availability of additional water from Colorado River is in doubt (key questions noted in Colorado 

BIP at page 4), so use IBCC Framework to preserve the option for a new TMD (found in Rio Grande 

BIP). 

 State must make ATMs easier (found in Arkansas BIP).  
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October 10, 2014 
 
James Eklund, Director 
Colorado Water Conservation Board 
1313 Sherman Street 
Denver, CO 80203 
 

Re: Comments on Draft Colorado Water Plan – Economics and Funding 
(presented as chapter 9.1 in advance of September CWCB board meeting) 

 
 
Dear Director Eklund: 
 
We appreciate the work done by the Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB) staff to research 
and write Chapter 9.1 –  “Economics and Funding”  for Colorado’s Water Plan (September 2014 
draft), including the fact it focuses on both consumptive and non-consumptive projects. 
 
We agree that financing “large projects can create community apprehension, political controversy, 
and significant financial uncertainty” (p. 1). We also agree that “[e]nvironmental and recreational 
projects and methods are at a disadvantage in competitive funding programs” (p. 4). Below, we 
highlight aspects of each element and suggest additions to proposed Next Steps (pp. 6-7). 
 
Meeting Consumptive Needs 
 
Draft Chapter 9.1 suggests a potential need for as much as $19 billion for municipal and industrial 
water infrastructure projects by 2050 (p. 1).  Tallying data from the BIPs may result in an even 
larger number.1 Moreover, history suggests large structural projects often run over-budget and are 
delayed by many years. In the late 1990s Colorado’s Springs Utilities’ Southern Delivery System was 
projected to cost $400-500 million; the final price tag for Phase I is now $840 million (excluding 
financing costs).  There are many other examples, from the Animas La Plata project and the 
Arkansas Valley Conduit, to projects elsewhere in the West, such as the Tarrant (TX) Regional 
Water District integrated pipeline now projected to cost at least $700 million more than it’s initial 
$1.6 billion price tag, and the estimated $7 billion cost to Southern Nevada Water Authority for its 
proposed northern pipeline, which has nearly doubled over the past few years.  
 
The CWCB does not have billions to spend on water projects. Indeed, the state has no history of high 
levels of state involvement in water projects and no previous voter acceptance of large state water 
bonds. A decade ago, after the drought of 2002, Colorado voters soundly rejected a state bond 
proposal for $2 billion to finance unspecified water projects. 
 
The State role has been primarily to make modest funding contributions, via the Water Project Loan 
Program, Water Supply Reserve Fund, and grant programs as explained in the draft chapter. 
Whether or not state funding for consumptive projects grows, before future expenditures, the May 

                                                 
1
 It is unclear whether the data-set from the Water Information Network, underlying Figure 9.1.1-1, is connected to 

the BIP analysis. One could expect the BIPs to be the most refined laundry list of potential projects. 
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2013 Executive Order states the CWCB must set out criteria to prioritize which projects best 
qualify to receive funding or support. Late last year, we joined several groups in suggesting such 
criteria; see the attached. These and other criteria can help the state be as efficient as possible 
through emphasizing the impact/results of funds spent and avoiding redundant efforts. 
 
Meeting Non-consumptive Needs 
 
We agree with the draft chapter’s statement that “Environmental and Recreational projects and 
methods are at a disadvantage in competitive funding programs” (p. 4). But this is, to a large extent, 
a consequence of policy decisions made decades ago with the result that, with the exception of the 
Water Supply Reserved Account program, money set aside in the endangered species trust fund and 
a new program to fund leases of water for instream flows, non-consumptive projects usually are not 
eligible for CWCB’s larger sources of funds. Colorado’s Water Plan offers an excellent opportunity to 
chart a new path. 

Non-governmental conservation organizations are not the only ones who support greater state 
support and funding for environmental and recreational (E&R) projects. The values in the Executive 
Order, CWCB board and staff, BIPs, local governments, and thousands of citizens from all over the 
state agree that securing E&R values are essential to the Plan. It’s time to match these values with 
funding resources. 

The draft chapter notes that federal funding sources can assist meeting E&R needs (p. 5). 
Ultimately, though, Colorado’s Water Plan can have the most influence guiding state policy and 
resources. There are opportunities for having consumptive uses benefit river flows (e.g., shifting a 
consumptive use downstream to benefit intervening stream miles). But meeting E&R values will 
need to involve dedicating non-reimbursable funding that focuses just on securing E&R values (e.g., 
for stream restoration, water purchases, and sharing agreements). 

For basins that have not yet fully identified or prioritized the E&R values to be protected, the State 
should accelerate the financial and technical assistance it provides. The draft chapter suggests 90 
“watershed level master plans” may be needed, at an estimated cost of $18 million (p. 2). However, 
these cannot be a substitute for streamflow management plans, like the one created by a group of 
stakeholders for the Fraser River. In contrast to “watershed” planning, which is likely to include a 
host of land use planning issues, streamflow management plans focus on flows.2  

As Colorado’s Water Plan allocates funding to secure E&R values, it needs to begin to rectify 
decades of under-funding. Even if the $18 million noted immediately above were directed toward 
streamflow management plans, it would be just one-tenth of 1% of what has been identified for 
potential water project infrastructure—$18 Billion. To match state-wide values, E&R funding may 
need to be 5-10% or more of water-related state funding. Because stream flow management plans 

                                                 
2
 A useful definition is: “An evaluation of flow and water quality needs to support environmental and recreational 

uses within a specific basin together coupled with identification of challenges and opportunities to protect, improve, 

or restore conditions for those uses.” 
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can be expensive, the state should approach this effort in phases, focusing first on segments 

where rivers may be under the most pressure by development.  

As noted in the draft chapter (p. 5), some excellent research on potential sustainable funding 
mechanisms has been done by The Nature Conservancy and the Tamarisk Coalition. TNC also listed 
several potential funding mechanisms in a short paper it delivered to the IBCC’s Non-consumptive 
Needs sub-committee in 2013; TNC was careful to note each has advantages and disadvantages and 
that most would require some legislative action. Ideas included state-wide user fees, state-wide 
taxes (on retail sales, property or internet-based transactions), and a new allocation of severance 
tax funding. We agree with the draft chapter’s statement that solutions should be “approached with 
care and consideration” (p. 6), but we feel the Executive Order, BIPs and state-wide Plan can 
provide a clear statement of need to select a path and move forward on it. 

Next Steps 
 
The draft chapter on Economics and Funding suggests “next steps” include assessing “funding needs 
across multiple sectors” using BIPs and other resources as a guide (p. 6). Just like structural 
projects, E&R projects need to have clearly articulated costs, to be included in this assessment. 
Currently, in most BIPs, cost estimates for E&R projects are incomplete.  

While we support the view that multi-purpose and multi-partner projects may elevate their 
consideration for state funding (p. 6), it’s important to note that a flow-related project that benefits 
recreational and environmental needs qualifies as multi-purpose. 

Thank you for your attention to these comments.  

We would be happy to provide further details and discuss at your convenience. 

Sincerely,  

 

Bart Miller 
Water Program Director 
On behalf of the team at Western Resource Advocates 
 
Cc: 
Becky Mitchell 
Jacob Bornstein 
Kate McIntire 
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Attachment: (previously submitted to the CWCB) 
 

Proposed Criteria for State-Supported Projects in Colorado’s Water Plan 
 
According to the November 7, 2013, Draft Annotated Framework, Colorado’s Water Plan will: 
  

Provide a path to state support of those water supply and water management proposals 
that stress conservation, innovation, collaboration and other criteria such as promoting 
smart land use, healthy watersheds for Colorado’s rivers and streams, and smart water 
conservation practices that utilize demand-management. State support will also recognize 
that multipurpose projects will be preferred[.]  

 
Section 5.7 of the Framework further describes the need for both incentive-based criteria 
to make projects that “may be lacking” into projects “worthy of state support,” and the need 
for “criteria and a rubric for CWCB financing,” consistent with the three values from the 
May 2013 Executive Order and its directive to align state funding and other programs, 
which the Draft Framework covers in Section 6.     
 

With this direction in mind, the CWCB should consider adopting the following criteria 
as part of the Plan to ensure that each water project or method: 
 

1. Provides water security 
2. Meets a real gap(s) 
3. Is cost effective 
4. Is feasible 
5. Does not impair water quality 
6. Has sought public input 
7. Coordinated with local government entities and affected basins on impacts 
8. Does not interfere with compact compliance 
9. Meets multiple purposes  
 
Criteria Enumerated: 

 
 Provide Water Security.  Taking into account its lifetime impacts and benefits, the 

project or method: 
o Helps the proponent conform to principles of smart growth and sustainable land 

use that reduces per capita water demand, for example, with evidence of 
promoting new development around existing facilities, clustering, limited shared 
lawns or green belts or high density development,   

o Relies on renewable, local surface and ground water sources and existing 
reusable supplies of water to the maximum extent possible, 
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o Avoids adverse effects to stream flows and other non-consumptive values, and if 
avoidance is not possible, minimizes and mitigates such adverse effects, in the 
first instance where such effects occur using tools including instream flow 
protections, water rights leasing, restoration projects, diversion improvements, 
and consumptive use efficiencies  

o Enhances non-consumptive values, where possible and relevant, 
o Avoids adverse effects to watershed health, 
o Avoids adverse effects to rural communities, 
o Avoids adverse effects to the local economy (including the economy of the basin 

of origin in the case of a transbasin diversion),  
o Conforms to local government planning and permitting where the water would 

be used and, if a transbasin diversion, in its basin of origin, and 
o Avoids adverse effects to viable and productive agricultural, including the 

permanent dry up of high value agricultural land and the habitat it provides.  
 

 Meets Real Gaps between supplies and demands.  The project or process addresses a 
specific, identified gap for: 
o M&I that exists or that will exist before 2050 based on state demographer data and 

the integrated resource plan or other appropriate planning document of the water 
provider(s) responsible for supplying water to the area, and would meet such gap;  

o And, the proponent demonstrates that there is a need for the project or process, 
after submitting written evidence that it: 
 Is meeting or has specific plans to meet the “high” conservation targets in SWSI 

2010, 
 Has plans to recycle all current and future legally reusable supply, 
 Has already pursued projects or methods that firm the yield of existing sources 

of supply, 
 Sought out partners to maximize shared storage and delivery infrastructure, and 
 Explored and implemented all feasible sharing arrangements with agriculture 

 
o OR, if Non-Consumptive by: 

 Appropriating, acquiring and transferring water to the CWCB for dedication 
within its instream flow protection program, including for improving flows, or  

 Protecting water that currently supports non-consumptive values, e.g., 
agreements that maintain water instream for the long-term, or 

 Restoring water to a reach, through re-timing of flows, exchanges and leases, and 
other management/administration strategies that will result in an enhancement 
of non-consumptive values as presented in Basin Non-Consumptive Needs 
Assessments, or 

 Improving flows or habitat without dedicating new water to the streams, for 
example by removing barriers, modernizing irrigation structures, and restoring 
riparian corridors. 
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o OR, if Agricultural by: 

 Improving existing infrastructure, including e.g., dredging reservoirs that have 
lost capacity, lining or piping ditches,  modernizing existing dams and diversion 
structures, or  

 Improving on-farm efficiency and productivity through conversion to new 
irrigation applications or farm practices, or 

 Sharing water amongst users on a stream or within a sub-basin, or 
 Exploring expanded or new storage opportunities – preferably smaller, local, 

and off-channel – that can stretch supplies for agriculture and provide water for 
multiple consumptive and non-consumptive needs, or 

 Aid interested farmers in crop transition to low water use crops. 
 

 Cost-Effectiveness.  The proponent of the project or process demonstrates: 
o overall cost-effectiveness, taking into consideration both its expected unit cost and 

indirect impacts (including “opportunity costs”, like loss of recreational 
opportunities or loss of environmental values, such as expected fish mortality). 

o an immediate, local contribution of at least 20 % to finance the project or process, 
including up-front capital, 

o financial capacity to repay any state financial assistance provided. 
o ability to leverage any state grant or loan with local and/or federal funding in a 

timely manner, and 
o Used or sought federal funding for which the project is eligible. 
 

 Feasibility.  The proponent of the project or process demonstrates: 
o availability of water supplies and water rights for the project or process, if relevant, 

AND 
o hydrological, technical and scientific practicability of the project, as demonstrated 

by professional engineering, biological, or other analyses.  
o It is ready to proceed upon receipt of funding and permits by showing that: 

 it has completed all preliminary planning and design work, 
 it has, by decree, lease or contract, the necessary water rights, 
 it has secured a commitment for funding necessary from other sources, and 
 it can begin implementing the process or project. 

 
 Water Quality.  The project or process does not cause or contribute to an exceedence 

of an applicable water quality standard or impair a classified use in any waterbody 
affected.  

 
 Public Input.  The proponent of the project or process has: 

o provided meaningful opportunities for stakeholder and public input, and 
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o demonstrated it has made reasonable efforts to respond to, address, and modify the 
project based upon the concerns of those who did comment.   
 

 Coordination.  The proponent of the project or process demonstrates that the project 
or process:  
o was subject to consultation with, and received the necessary approvals from or the 

support of affected local governments, 
o has received the support or approval of the basin roundtables both where the water 

will be used and, if a trans-basin use is proposed, in its basin of origin, 
o does not address a gap that another project or process qualified for state support 

pursuant to these criteria is already addressing, 
o will not adversely affect levels of conservation, reuse or efficiency for other water 

suppliers or users, 
o will not adversely affect non-consumptive values in the basin of origin beyond what 

can be avoided, minimized or mitigated, for example, as evidenced by support from 
local conservation organizations and the environmental and recreational 
representatives on the roundtable. 
 

 Compact Compliance. The proponent of the project or process demonstrates that its 
construction or implementation will not increase the risk of non-compliance with any 
inter-state compact or of curtailment of existing water rights. 

 
 Multipurpose.  Projects and methods that satisfy all or significant portions of multiple 

gaps and have multiple purposes will have that factor weighed in their benefit in terms 
of funding approval. 
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October 10, 2014 
 
James Eklund, Director 
Colorado Water Conservation Board 
1313 Sherman Street 
Denver, CO 80203 
 

Re: Comments on Colorado’s Water Plan – State Water Rights and Alignment  
(presented as chapter 9.2 in advance of September CWCB board meeting) 

 
Dear Director Eklund: 
 
We want to praise the extraordinary amount of work by the staff of the Colorado Water 
Conservation Board (CWCB) and Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW) that rests behind the draft 
chapter State Water Rights and Alignment for Colorado’s Water Plan (September 2014 draft).  
 
The chapter provides a summary inventory of the water rights held by the CWCB and CPW, as well 
as the State Land Board—together, a snapshot of where these state agencies are today (pp. 2-6). It 
reflects a long history of past efforts, including the four decades in which the CWCB’s instream flow 
program has appropriated water rights in rivers across the state. As the draft chapter points out, 
the inventory still needs other state agencies to do their own inventories (p. 6). 
 
Even more critical for the final Plan to be completed next year is articulating a plan going forward 
on how these water rights (plus administrative and legal tools, and any additional ones that may be 
necessary) can assist filling Environmental and Recreational gaps identified by basin roundtables, 
CWCB staff, and others (e.g., Trout Unlimited’s summary of flow needs in several basins). You 
emphasized this point yourself at the September board meeting in Glenwood Springs, when 
commenting on this chapter you said the state should “make the most” of these assets. 
 
An analogy to structural water project planning is useful. A water provider treats the inventory of 
its current water supply as important background—a snapshot of where things stand today. The 
more critical element is planning forward, i.e., finding ways to meet existing or anticipated gaps. 
 
In light of the extremely talented staff at state agencies, the “next steps” (p.7) can afford to be a lot 
more detailed and ambitious. For instance, next steps over the coming year could include: 

o Having the CWCB and CPW leading a group of stakeholders to prioritize selection of the first 
phase of stream management plans (already requested by several BIPs, but needed for each 
basin). 
 

o Using the analyses done elsewhere for BIPs and in chapter 6 of Colorado’s Water Plan to 
determine where CPW water rights upstream might be available for either a primary or 
secondary use to fill an E&R flow gap, as a first step toward identifying potential 
agreements to “achieve additional benefits” for Colorado’s rivers (p. 7). 
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o A longer list of examples like the one in the draft chapter about CPW loaning water from 
Lake Avery to CWCB for instream flow uses on the White River (p. 5). 
 

o In the past, lack of a good inventory sometimes resulted in abandonment of CPW water 
rights.  With the new inventory in hand, especially once supplemented with the inventories 
from all other state agencies holding water rights, the State can assess the entire portfolio of 
state water rights to ensure that it exercises them to maximize beneficial uses, especially for 
the environment and recreation.  

Opportunities are out there, and the same resourceful staff that conducted the inventory of state 
water rights can take these and other next steps to use that inventory to protect and improve flows 
across the state. 

Thank you for your attention to our comments. We would be happy to discuss at your convenience. 

 

Sincerely,  

 

Bart Miller 
Water Program Director 
On behalf of the team at Western Resource Advocates 
 

 

 

Cc: 

Linda Bassi 

Alex Davis 

Kate McIntire 
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October 10, 2014 

 

James Eklund, Director 

Colorado Water Conservation Board 

1313 Sherman Street 

Denver, CO 80203 

 

Re: Colorado’s Water Plan –  

Addressing Agricultural Water Use and Alternative Agricultural Transfer Methods 

 

The Gap 

Colorado faces a challenge in determining how to meet the future water demands of a rapidly growing 

population. Many stakeholders, with assistance from the State, have expended significant time and 

thought on how to solve this challenge – this work remains ongoing. State studies have shown that by 

2050 we face an increasing gap between our projected water supply and demand, in all sectors. Meeting 

our State’s municipal “gap” in 2050 is placing stress on agriculture and the environment.  

A Goal 

A healthy agricultural industry is vital for rural communities and Colorado’s overall economic health.  

From the cornfields of Olathe to the peaches of Palisade to cattle ranches in mountain valleys and on 

the plains, Colorado has a rich farming and ranching heritage which remains strong today. 

With over 85% of water Colorado water use in agriculture, urban water providers have often turned to 

drying up agricultural land to meet growing municipal needs. Decreasing the incidence of permanent 

“buy and dry” of Colorado’s farm and ranch land is one of the pillars of Colorado’s Water Plan effort. The 

State is focused instead on the application of a wide range of alternative transfer methods (“ATMs”) to 

compensate agriculture for participation in water sharing activities with other users that do not require 

permanent dry-up of irrigated land and loss of associated agricultural income and the communities it 

supports.  This is laudable.   

The State should support water-sharing agreements—often between agricultural producers and 

growing, largely urban and suburban communities—that are voluntary, compensated, and flexible.  The 

State should also support improvements to modeling and data availability to reduce uncertainty and 

needed adjustments to law and policy that can facilitate agreements that produce benefits to both 

irrigators and the environment.  

Incentives and funding “match” programs should be expanded to increase investment in improving 

irrigation infrastructure that can provide benefits to agriculture, non-consumptive needs, and various 

water supply gaps that will be driven predominantly by urban, suburban, and exurban growth. More 

specifically, incentives should be created to reward farmers and ranchers who conserve water, while 

respecting their water rights.  
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How to Achieve the Goal 

1. Infrastructure Improvements and Efficiency Savings 

Investments in infrastructure improvements that increase diversion, conveyance, and irrigation 

efficiencies should be encouraged and incentivized in the Water Plan. Activities such as increased 

automation of delivery and application systems, piping or lining of ditches, conversion to more efficient 

water application systems such as sprinklers, and improved irrigation water scheduling should all be 

investigated further and expanded as appropriate. These improvements and activities may generate 

reduced consumptive use to help fill municipal and agricultural gaps.  Perhaps as importantly, they may 

also generate reduced diversions that in turn can help improve agricultural profitability, drought 

resiliency, and provide nonconsumptive environmental and recreational benefits. Moreover, in certain 

circumstances, when paired with upstream storage, these benefits may be enhanced.1 

A better understanding of the potential to generate both consumptive and nonconsumptive savings 

from infrastructure improvements and “smart irrigation” practices is needed. South Platte and Arkansas 

Basin agriculture has moved to more efficient irrigation systems at a faster rate than the rest of the state 

due to increased demand pressure and, in many cases, higher value crops. Greater savings are likely 

available from these improvements on the West Slope. An increased investment – by the State, NGOs, 

or private interests - in infrastructure and efficiency improvements is needed to help meet the 

nonconsumptive objectives that the Governor prioritized in his May 2013 Executive Order.  

Infrastructure and Efficiency Improvement Recommendations: 

 The State should place a greater emphasis and increased funding on research related to 
infrastructure and efficiency improvements through the existing ATM grant program. 

 Complete studies to develop tools that can streamline the quantification of consumptive and 
nonconsumptive savings potential from a range of infrastructure and efficiency improvement 
projects. 

 Provide new incentives and funding match programs to increase investment in improvement of 

agricultural infrastructure that can provide benefits to agriculture, nonconsumptive needs, and 

help close various projected water supply gaps. 

2. Alternative Transfer Methods 

Decreasing the incidence of permanent “buy and dry” is a pillar of the Water Plan. The State is focused 

instead on the application of a wide range of ATMs that may help facilitate a wide range of programs 

that can maximize benefits to growing M&I demands and nonconsumptive values while ensuring that 

agriculture remains resilient and profitable. In order to encourage broader adoption of ATMs, the State 

will have to appropriately incentivize and subsidize ATMs that provide for the continuation of a healthy 

agricultural economy and the protection and enhancement of healthy, working rivers. These subsidies 

                                                           
1
Appropriately sized, located, and scalable infrastructure should be considered to the extent they can facilitate the 

temporary transfer of water via ATMs. In many cases, storage of this kind can complement demand management 
objectives and be used to help meet future nonconsumptive, consumptive, and compact-related water demands. 
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may take the form of direct payments to properly compensate agricultural water rights holders who 

participate, risk management programs for cities, and a streamlined process to reduce transaction 

costs.2   

Without incentives to do otherwise, sellers and buyers of agricultural water are likely to implement the 

buy and dry transactions that decrease the presence of agricultural lands in the state.  In many ways, 

ATMs currently present hurdles for both agricultural water users and potential buyers. Permanent buy 

and dry transactions are generally faster to execute, more convenient, and more appropriately priced 

over the long-term to entice agricultural and municipal participation. Permanent transactions have 

lower transaction costs, less risk for both parties, and are far easier to complete.  

Colorado as a whole clearly benefits significantly from the continued existence of a profitable, resilient 

agricultural community. Agricultural production provides an economic driver for rural Colorado and 

supports important cultural values including preservation of the state’s heritage and open space. In 

addition, by keeping some water with the land, Colorado can create opportunities to maintain and 

improve the economic values derived from healthy, working rivers, such as a robust tourism economy, 

abundant wildlife and ample river-based recreation opportunities.  

The Colorado Water Conservation Board’s (CWCB) 2012 Alternative Agricultural Water Transfer 

Methods Grant Program Summary and Status Update provides a helpful analysis of many of the options 

being considered to achieve transferable water conservation savings by compensating agriculture for 

temporary and/or partial reductions in consumptive use. Opportunities for agricultural water users to 

temporarily reduce their consumptive use vary between basin, elevations, and crop types. The common 

theme among the various basins in which ATMs are being explored is that we must take regional, local, 

and ditch-scale differences into consideration when we attempt to implement ATMs to help close the 

projected water supply gap in Colorado. That said, there are a number of program types that may play a 

role across the state. 

To date, ATM projects have focused on addressing the technical, legal, institutional, and economic 

barriers to implementation.  As a next step, we recommend a closer look at the social barriers to 

participation in ATM programs as well as quantification of the potential volume of water these programs 

could make available to fill the municipal, agricultural, and nonconsumptive gaps in Colorado by 2050. 

a. Fallowing and Split-Season Irrigation  

Fallowing and split-season irrigation on a temporary basis are likely to yield the most transferable water 

savings. These practices are preferable to permanent buy and dry, but they still require production to be 

temporarily reduced or land idled for a period of time in order to reduce consumptive use. In fact, 

“idling” is likely a more appropriate term for this class of practices than “fallowing” for the alfalfa and 

grass crops that make up the vast majority of irrigated acreage in Colorado because grass crops either 

continue to grow at a reduced rate or go dormant in the absence of supplemental irrigation – thus 

“idling” – in contrast to the common fallowing practice of leaving land entirely unseeded during a 

                                                           
2
 For ideas to collect better data to reduce transaction and litigation costs, see Hobbs, River Basin Computational 

Models, Predictive Tools, and Model Data Transparency, found in 2008 Water Court report, section VII (pp. 43-46). 
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growing season.  Impacts to irrigators, surrounding communities, and environmental resources need to 

be carefully considered when water is transferred from agriculture to other uses – even temporarily.  

The State of Colorado is already partnering with water providers, irrigators, and NGOs to better 

understand practices that will maximize water supply benefits and minimize negative impacts to 

irrigators.  Colorado State University (CSU) is currently investigating approaches to idling and split-

season irrigation on perennial grass, alfalfa fields, and row crops. This research and associated 

demonstration projects should continue and be expanded to better determine actual transferable 

reductions in consumptive use possible with partial irrigation applications. Research into cost effective 

quantification methodologies – such as the use of remote sensing to determine crop evapotranspiration 

– should also be a priority. 

Opportunities to conserve water through rotational idling and split season irrigation vary by basin, 

elevation, crop type, and a variety of other factors. It is very unlikely that irrigators will reduce their 

consumptive use unless they are properly compensated, so price paid for conserved water will also be 

an important factor to consider. It is difficult to predict the number of irrigators in any particular basin 

who will decide to participate in a rotational idling, deficit or split season irrigation program. 

Through rotational idling, fallowing, or regulated deficit irrigation, in conjunction with other methods of 

reducing consumptive use through changes in irrigation methods, some assumptions about transferable 

ATM water can be made. Assuming participation of 25% of irrigators in, for example the South Platte 

Basin—the state’s most populous basin and where buy and dry pressures are arguably felt the greatest--

it would be theoretically feasible to generate as much as 150,000 AF of water annually. With a more 

conservative estimate of 10% participation, irrigators in the South Platte Basin may be able to generate 

in the neighborhood of 60,000 AF annually.   

On Colorado’s West Slope, the average year supply-limited consumptive use for agriculture is 

approximately 1.18 MAF, of which 1,101,684 AF is used to irrigate alfalfa or grass pasture.  Estimating 

the amount of water available from idling, deficit, and split-season irrigation requires making 

assumptions about both the number of participating agricultural water users and whether they 

participate in full or partial season fallowing.  If 25% of all agricultural lands were fully fallowed, it would 

be theoretically feasible to generate over 275,000 acre-feet annually. As a more conservative estimate, 

if 10% of agricultural lands participated in a mix of idling and split-season irrigation it would be feasible 

to generate 110,000 AF annually. However, tradeoffs must always be considered as irrigated agriculture 

provides an economic and cultural backbone for our rural communities as well as environmental 

benefits of water remaining in place. 

A true quantification of the potential water savings that can be generated from ATMs across the state is 

needed. This analysis should include impacts to rural communities, nonconsumptive values, and 

agricultural operations. In addition, the willingness of agricultural producers and municipal interests to 

participate will depend largely on price, process, and certainty. These factors need to be addressed to 

determine the potential for ATMs to fill a significant portion of all of Colorado’s water gaps. 
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Rotational Fallowing and Split-Season Irrigation Recommendations: 

 Complete studies to develop a set of tools to simplify the engineering and reduce the costs 
related to quantification and application of full or partial season fallowing in an ATM program. If 
and when completed, support the promulgation of rules to determine how basin models and 
lease-fallowing tools can be applied in administrative approvals and/or water court cases;  

 Continue the study by CSU and others on the suitability of pasture grass for fallowing;  

 Support studies to assess the regional economic and environmental impacts of temporary water 
transfers from fallowing and split-season irrigation; and analyze the potential water that can be 
generated from ATMs to fill not just Colorado’s municipal gap, but agricultural, and 
nonconsumptive gaps, as well. 

b. Example ATM Programs 

i. Water Banks 

Water banks provide a mechanism that can bring buyers and sellers of water rights together to 

maximize benefits to all parties. They help coordinate water transfers to reduce transaction costs and 

provide broader, longer time benefits to all parties involved. In addition, they may allow for temporary 

and rotational programs to be combined for long-term water supply benefits for buyers or lessors. At 

least three water bank forms are being explored in Colorado: the South Platte Basin Water Bank and 

infrastructure sharing project, Arkansas Valley Super Ditch and the Colorado River Compact Water Bank.   

Water Bank Recommendations: 

 The South Platte Basin Roundtable and interests could also address other important issues such 
as the development of a South Platte Basin water bank and infrastructure sharing. As part of 
South Platte Basin planning, an infrastructure evaluation would need to take into account the 
Aurora Water Prairie Waters Project pipeline, the United Water infrastructure, the East Cherry 
Creek Valley (ECCV) pipeline, the proposed pipeline from the Poudre River basin to Thornton, 
and other infrastructure needs. There may be possible ways to share pipelines, storage, and 
pumping plants that could result in some benefits and cost savings.  

 Advance the Super Ditch's efforts to implement pilot projects to lease water using a temporary 
approval by the State Engineer under 37-92-308 (5). The authority to approve these under this 
statute has been challenged in water court.  

 Advance the Colorado River Compact Water Banking study and its focus on rotational fallowing 
by integrating the results from the Aspinall Water Bank study and Yampa ATM study.  

ii. Yampa ATM Study 

The Yampa ATM study evaluated potential voluntary ATMs that may allow agricultural water to be used 

to meet both irrigation shortages and environmental needs without permanently drying up currently 

irrigated land under the following scenario: Water would be leased from an upstream irrigator, 

delivered through a stream reach that has an identified environmental need for higher flows, and then 

delivered to a downstream irrigator whose agricultural water right is short. 

However, that scenario is difficult to fully analyze because of the timing of water availability and 

shortages as well as water rights administration challenges.  A simpler scenario would be to lease from 
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the irrigator to an in stream flow and this additional water in stream would then improve water 

availability for water users downstream. 

Based on the average annual supply-limited consumptive use for the Yampa-White Basin, the Final 

Yampa ATM Report estimated a potential of 30,468 AF for transfer instream, or for transfer instream 

and then to either a downstream agricultural water right that is short, or to the water bank.  This 

estimate was based on the assumption that 10% of all grass pasture and alfalfa in the Basin would be 

fully fallowed and another 15% of irrigated pasture below 7,000 feet would not be irrigated after July 1 

(split-season irrigation).  

Yampa ATM Recommendations: 

 Continue the Yampa ATM study to determine the acceptability by ranchers of an ATM and the 
concurrent benefits to fish habitat.  

 

Other ATM Recommendations: 

 Continue to work with individuals who want to temporarily lease water for environmental 
benefit to streamline transactions and reduce the cost and time involved. 

 Develop appropriate incentive and subsidy programs to make ATMs more attractive for all 
parties than permanent buy and dry transactions. 

 Continue to create technical and legal innovations that increase the options of water right 
holders, including: 

o Rules to effectively implement water efficiency savings legislation that provide a new 
incentive for interested irrigators to improve infrastructure in a way that benefits 
nonconsumptive needs.  

o Further development of flexible water market programs that increase opportunities for 
responsive, multi-sector water sharing and reduce cost of temporary transfers 

o Continued support of the water bank and other projects that can facilitate water sharing 
among different uses. 

 The CWCB should continue its support of coupling conservation easements with interruptible 
supply agreements, which has the potential to provide a reliable source of water and preserve 
agricultural productivity in perpetuity. This strategy should be examined in more detail including 
an analysis of which lands and/or ditches are most amenable to this approach, the identification 
of funding partners (e.g., Great Outdoors Colorado, Colorado Department of Revenue/Tax 
Credits, etc.), and terms of the conservation easement deeds and interruptible supply 
agreements.  

 Support the Basin Roundtable and CWCB efforts in basin planning; analysis of varying 
hydrologies; native and imported water; future municipal, agricultural, and nonconsumptive 
needs; and existing, planned, and needed demand management, reuse and other conservation 
efforts to help meet future water supply needs. 

 

Thank you for considering these comments. We would be happy to meet to discuss. 
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Sincerely, 

 

Aaron Citron 
Environmental Defense Fund 
 
 
Doug Robotham 
The Nature Conservancy 
 
 
Bart Miller 
Western Resource Advocates 
 

 

Cc: 

John Stulp 
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October 10, 2014 

 

James Eklund, Director 

Colorado Water Conservation Board 

1313 Sherman Street 

Denver, CO 80203 

 

Re: Comments on Colorado’s Water Plan – Re-Use 

 
 

The Gap  
Colorado faces a challenge in determining how to meet the future water demands of a rapidly 

growing population. Many stakeholders, with assistance from the State, have expended 

significant time and thought into how to solve this challenge – work remains ongoing and will 

continue into the future. Meeting our State’s urban “gap” will require water providers to decrease 

demands, increase supply
1
, and use supplies more effectively.  

 

Our inability to control the climate, precipitation, or the decisions of all water actors should 

result in an immediate and long-term focus on fully optimizing supplies through reuse as allowed 

under Colorado law. In addition to reuse through exchanges, reuse projects in which water is 

physically captured and returned to distribution systems are rapidly becoming a preferable and 

viable option and are representative of the type of solution that is needed to manage our urban 

water supplies in an uncertain future.  

 

The Colorado State Water Plan should acknowledge reuse as an attractive and viable alternative 

to be considered by all water users as strategies are compared. Incentives to promote the full and 

effective utilization of reusable water supplies should be accompanied with regulatory and 

financial support. 

 

The Goal 
The Governor and the Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB) can provide critical 

leadership in Colorado’s Water Plan by setting a goal of promoting the full and effective reuse 

of municipal supplies and by initiating a reuse planning process to determine the most 

effective way to achieve that goal. Reuse by individual communities is important, but regional 

and intergovernmental opportunities on a watershed basis are likely to provide the greatest value 

as partnerships share costs and infrastructure and increase flexibility in making water available 

when and where it’s needed.  

 

                                                 
1
 Healthy, flowing rivers and streams are integral to sustaining the Colorado we all value. New supplies must be 

developed in ways that don’t harm, and may enhance, streamflows.  
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Evaluating reuse opportunities will be a complex undertaking. Given the importance of 

understanding and comparing supply alternatives for their ability to help meet the M&I “gap,” 

developing a Colorado reuse plan should be a priority and targeted for completion by December 

2015. This will require the state to quickly prioritize the development of a reuse plan, dedicating 

sufficient financial and staff resources, and acquiring consultant assistance. At the same time, 

Basin Implementation Plans should include an evaluation of reuse opportunities associated with 

all existing and potential supplies and projects (for example, for the IPPs in   



 

 

  

 
 

 
 

 

Table 2). 

 

Other states’ planning processes can provide useful examples to aid Colorado in moving 

forward. As the May 16
th

 draft of Chapter 5.6.2 of the Colorado Water Plan notes, significant 

headway on reuse is being made in California as a result of statewide reuse goals and legislation. 

Oklahoma’s Water for 2060 legislation sets a goal of no additional fresh water use statewide in 

2060 than in 2012 with that goal being achieved through conservation, efficiency and reuse. An 

Advisory Council is charged with recommending programs and incentives toward meeting those 

goals to the Governor and Legislature by late 2015. In Arizona the Governor appointed a Blue 

Ribbon Panel on water sustainability to improve the long term sustainability of Arizona’s water 

supplies through increased conservation and recycling. The Panel initially focused on increasing 

reuse through detailed examinations of water quality, regulatory, infrastructure and public 

acceptance challenges. 

 

Basin Plans Support Maximizing Re-Use—Speaks to Need for State-wide Effort 
The important role reuse will play in meeting Colorado’s future demands comes across clearly in 

the July 2014 draft Basin Implementation Plans (BIPs), apparent from the excerpts below: 

South Platte/Metro - "Efficient use of the basin’s resources, through water reuse and 

conservation, is a critical component of meeting future water needs”, “Metro utilities plan to 

push the practical limit of conservation and reuse.” 

Arkansas - "The unmet demands for both municipal and agriculture future demands will have 

to be met from better management of existing supplies including reuse …to the maximum 

potential…“ 

Gunnison - "Entities must first reuse all legally available reusable water supplies to the 

maximum extent possible prior to further development of Colorado River System water.“ 

Colorado - “the CBRT advocates that TMDs should be the last “tool” considered as a water 

supply solution, once the many and complex questions are addressed over hydrology, Compact 

curtailment rules, risk to existing water users, impacts to the environment and more - and once 

everything that can be done to conserve and reuse water has been undertaken." 

Yampa/White - “Prior to undertaking development of a new trans-mountain diversion, the 

Front Range must first integrate all other water supply solutions including conservation, 

reuse…" 

 

Reusable Supplies and Means of Reuse 
Colorado’s Appropriation Doctrine allows for specific water sources to be reused, though 

successive reuse of many return flows by downstream water users occurs regularly. Reusable 
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supplies typically include most transbasin imports, the consumptive use portion of transferred 

water rights
2
 (usually from agriculture), non-tributary groundwater, and native supplies with 

reuse decreed (typically newer rights).  

 

Reuse may occur in a variety of ways. The exchange of reusable return flows with downstream 

water users is common and historically has been an effective means of reuse. However, as 

streamflows become fully appropriated, the ability to develop new exchanges is greatly limited. 

Lack of integrated delivery infrastructure also limits exchange opportunities. Direct reuse occurs 

when utilities capture reusable returns flows and return them to their water system for 

appropriate treatment and distribution, as in Denver Water’s non-potable reclaimed water 

system
3
, for example. Indirect reuse occurs when return flows are routed through an 

“environmental barrier” (a stream or river) before being recaptured, treated appropriately, often 

blended with other supplies, and distributed. Recycled water can be used for potable uses or non-

potable uses, such as irrigation and industrial processes. Colorado has potable indirect reuse 

projects in place with Aurora’s Prairie Waters Project
4
 being perhaps the best known example of 

this. All direct use projects in the state are currently for non-potable uses only. However, indirect 

potable reuse is common, with municipalities throughout the state diverting upstream water 

providers’ return flows. With proper treatment and monitoring – especially looking to the future 

– direct potable reuse is a highly likely approach to addressing the gap.  

 

How to Achieve the Goal 
Fully optimizing reuse of municipal supplies will require a reuse plan, with at least three sub-

elements that: (1) quantify opportunities; (2) evaluate all reuse options; and (3) chart a path 

forward. Public education and awareness will be critically important to gaining further support 

especially when compared to other strategies. 

Develop a State Reuse Plan  
Our water supplies are an extremely precious resource and we need to ensure we are efficient 

and effective in our use of them. Maximizing reuse potential will require creative, collaborative 

approaches that utilize shared infrastructure and foster institutional change. This effort will 

necessitate close coordination and a transparent partnership between state agencies, water 

providers, the reuse community, and the general public. The media will play a critical role in 

delivering appropriate messages and characterizations of all future water projects and programs, 

especially with the larger scale for reuse potential that will be considered going forward. A state 

planning process focused on developing a comprehensive understanding of reuse potential, 

obstacles, as well as the means to overcome those will move us towards our goal. Basin 

Implementation Plans can begin laying the groundwork by clearly identifying reusable supplies 

associated with existing and planned and potential supplies and projects. 

                                                 
2
Only the portion of a transferred water right that was historically consumed can be reused to ensure that 

historical return flows are maintained and that other water users are not injured. 
3
 http://www.denverwater.org/WaterQuality/RecycledWater/ 

4
 https://www.auroragov.org/LivingHere/Water/WaterSystem/PrairieWaters/index.htm 

http://www.denverwater.org/WaterQuality/RecycledWater/
https://www.auroragov.org/LivingHere/Water/WaterSystem/PrairieWaters/index.htm
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Reuse opportunities should be evaluated alongside other potential supplies to identify coincident 

benefits as well as tradeoffs, costs, reliability, public concerns, and other issues. We should also 

evaluate how the state can facilitate and incentivize progress, for example, exploring various 

funding sources and regulatory reform to support reuse projects and education and 

communication necessary to achieve public acceptance.  

Evaluate All Reuse Options  
All means of reuse need to be considered and potable reuse needs to grow as a viable option, 

especially looking towards the future. Non-potable reuse is important in stretching supplies but 

insufficient demand, especially in the non-irrigation season, can constrain the development 

potential for outdoor water programs. Non-potable uses also require separate delivery 

infrastructure because water isn’t treated to drinking water quality. This can be very expensive 

and is severely limited for application to existing developments where new infrastructure is 

required. When water is treated to potable quality, a tremendous benefit is that it can be delivered 

through one set of delivery infrastructure to all customers in all seasons and managed as one with 

other supplies. Whether direct or indirect potable reuse, such an approach requires intensive and 

effective monitoring to ensure public safety of drinking water supplies.  

 

Regional reuse projects may provide the greatest value. Such projects could take many forms. A 

Colorado Reuse Plan could consider partnerships, such as WISE, or even the feasibility of a 

regional water supply institution. Shared infrastructure to maximize reuse yields should be 

evaluated, possibly including, but not limited to gravel pit regulating storage, reservoir peak 

carryover storage, regional pump back systems, and water treatment and distribution systems.  

Accurately Quantify Opportunities 
It’s critical that reasonable and realistic projections be developed when quantifying the “gap” 

and potential reuse water supply project yields. A key element is that when water is reused to 

extinction through successive reuse one acre-foot of reusable supply has the potential to be 

extended to include an addition acre-foot of reuse.
5
 Additionally a long list of supplies may be 

reusable: new water from growth into existing re-usable supplies, transferred agricultural 

consumptive use from purchases and dedications of agricultural supplies (including the 

urbanization of agricultural lands), alternative agriculture transfers (ATMs), new transbasin 

diversions, non-tributary groundwater, and native supplies with decreed reuse. The CWCB 

Portfolio Tool, developed as part of the 2010 Statewide Water Supply Initiative (SWSI), 

identifies a variety of reuse Identified Projects and Processes (IPPs, Table 1, below). The 

Portfolio Tool also includes numerous others IPPs that would have additional reuse potential (  

                                                 
5
 Colorado Springs Utilities and the Pueblo Board of Water Works are examples of water providers that successfully 

realize one acre-foot of reuse for every acre-foot of reusable supply, doubling the effectiveness of these supplies.  



 

 

  

 
 

 
 

 

Table 2) as each is based at least in part on reusable supplies. When we consider reuse from these 

and existing supplies, it’s clear that significant reuse opportunities exist, especially in the 

Arkansas and South Platte River Basins.  

 

Utilities’ water conservation plans, water master plans, and similar documents often provide 

useful provider-specific information, but a compilation of regional data is needed. A previous 

technical study, commissioned by the CWCB
6
, identified up to 268,000 AFY of future reusable 

return flows in the Denver Metro region, the (MWSI) estimated future reusable return flows 

totaling 268,000 AFY, with plans by communities to reuse approximately 186,000 AFY through 

exchange, direct, and indirect reuse. However, the MWSI report is more than 15 years old so 

estimates must be updated to reflect current reuse supplies, plans, and potential. A 2012 report by 

Western Resource Advocates (WRA), Trout Unlimited, and the Colorado Environmental 

Coalition
7
 estimated municipal reuse in the Arkansas basin could increase to a total of 46,500 

AFY and additional projects are currently being evaluated or developed.  

 

Work needs to be done to update reuse IPPs. For example, the WISE (Water Infrastructure and 

Supply Efficiency) partnership needs to be clearly identified. This project would utilize Aurora 

Water’s Prairie Waters Project infrastructure to also deliver reusable supplies to Denver and, 

when excess supplies are available, to ten Douglas County entities to help reduce their reliance 

on nonrenewable groundwater. WISE is estimated to provide up to 60,000 AFY on average at 

build out for South Metro entities and about 15,000 AFY of dry year supplies for Denver Water 

upon project completion.
8
 Similarly, the Colorado River Cooperative Agreement (CRCA), 

signed in the fall of 2013, states that “Denver Water will fully construct its recycled water 

system with the capacity to provide 17,500 acre-feet annually...” The CRCA includes 10,000 

AFY of additional reuse or conservation by Denver Water and estimates that Denver Water’s 

exchanges will increase by 21,700 AFY on average.  

Facilitate Progress 
The mention of water reuse often prompts a list of reasons why such projects are difficult to 

implement, but all new water supplies come with complex challenges. Rather than being deterred 

by such hurdles, we should instead determine what needs to be done to overcome them. Funding, 

technical assistance, political support and public acceptance will be essential.  

                                                 
6
 Hydrosphere Resource Consultants, 1999. Metropolitan Water Supply Investigation Final Report. To the Colorado 

Water Conservation Board. January, 1999. 
7
 Western Resource Advocates, et al., 2012. Filling the Gap: Meeting Future Urban Water Needs in the Arkansas 

Basin, March 2012. http://westernresourceadvocates.org/water/fillingthegap/FillingTheGapArkansas-Final.pdf  
8
 http://www.denverwater.org/SupplyPlanning/WaterSupplyProjects/WISE/ accessed on April 17, 2014. 

http://westernresourceadvocates.org/water/fillingthegap/FillingTheGapArkansas-Final.pdf
http://www.denverwater.org/SupplyPlanning/WaterSupplyProjects/WISE/
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A wealth of resources exists to aid in making progress. In Colorado we have WaterReuse 

Colorado and the RMSAWWA/RMWEA Joint Reuse Committee (Rocky Mountain Section 

American Water Works Association/Rocky Mountain Water Environment Association. These 

include reuse professionals (utilities, consultants, researchers, and others), many of whom 

already have reuse programs in place. These same organizations also have national associations 

focused on increasing the viability and acceptability of water reuse. Tremendous resources are 

being invested in research in treatment technologies (much focused on potable reuse), energy 

use, cost benefit analyses, social research, and much more.  

 

The State can help incentivize reuse projects by exploring funding options from the Water 

Supply Reserve Account, other CWCB funds, and/or the Colorado Water Resources and Power 

Development Authority to incorporate grant/loan combinations or lower interest rates for reuse 

projects. Bureau of Reclamation Title XVI and other reuse specific funding opportunities should 

also be investigated.  

 

We can increase education and outreach to water providers, planners, the public, and others 

about the important role that reuse can and does play in meeting water needs in our state. 

Educating people about the hydrologic cycle, the strict regulatory environment in which recycled 

water treatment and use occurs, and the incidental potable reuse that takes place every day, will 

go a long way towards increasing acceptance of reuse, especially direct potable reuse.  

 

In Conclusion 
Strong leadership and state initiated reuse-specific planning is necessary to meet the goal of fully 

optimizing reuse potential. We must better understand reuse opportunities, develop political 

support, and pursue collaborative, creating thinking. Reuse is a valuable supply alternative, 

increasing yields from new and existing supplies, and is one of the most resilient water resources 

available to us, even under uncertain climate and hydrologic conditions.  

We recommended more descriptive reuse projects and programs be identified by the Basin 

Roundtables and stakeholder groups so the concepts introduced in this White Paper can be 

considered by legislators and the public. Those concepts should be developed to a level where 

the primary infrastructure and operating conditions are represented along with an initial 

assessment of the environmental, social and economic attributes so that reuse proposals can be 

compared against other water supply approaches. 

 
Thank you for your attention to these comments. We would be happy to discuss. 
 
Sincerely,  

 

Bart Miller 
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Water Program Director 
On behalf of the team at Western Resource Advocates 
 
PLEASE SEE ATTACHED: Table 1 and Table 2 
 

  

Table 1: Reuse IPPs from the CWCB Portfolio Tool  

Basin Project 

Yield (acre-feet/year) 

Low 
Mediu

m 
High 

Arkansas El Paso County Water Authority Reuse 2,500 2,500 2,500 

Arkansas Pueblo BWW Reuse Plan 21,000 25,000 30,000 

Colorado 

City of Aspen - Golf course reuse/West Aspen 

Reclaimed Project 540 540 540 

Metro City of Aurora - Prairie Waters  4,900 6,900 9,700 

Metro 

City of Thornton - Recapture and exchange with 

gravel lakes  1,000 1,200 1,500 

Metro City of Brighton - recapture and exchange  2,000 2,200 2,900 

Metro Town of Castle Rock - Reuse of existing firm yield  1,900 1,900 1,900 

Metro ECCV - Northern Project  3,700 3,900 4,500 

Metro City of Northglenn - Existing reuse plan 450 500 650 

South Platte Erie - Reclaimed water  3,700 3,800 4,300 

South Platte City of Longmont - Union pumpback 1,800 2,100 3,000 

TOTAL 43,490 50,540 61,490 

 

SEE NEXT PAGE 
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Table 2: IPPs with Reuse Potential from the CWCB Portfolio Tool 

Basin Project Type* Project 
Yield (acre-feet/year) 

Low Medium High 

South Platte Agricultural Transfers City of Longmont - Water rights dedication policy 3,800    3,900    4,200  

South Platte Agricultural Transfers City of Greeley - Acquisition of Poudre ag rights  9,000    9,000    9,000  

South Platte Agricultural Transfers Other South Platte Ag Transfer Projects - Northern 6,100    6,400    7,300  

South Platte Firming Transbasin Rights Various Participants - Windy Gap Firming Project  18,000  19,000  21,000  

Metro Agricultural Transfers City of Brighton - Ag transfers (well aug), SPlatte & 
Beebe Draw Project 

  2,200    2,500    3,200  

Metro Agricultural Transfers Other Metro Ag Transfer Projects - Denver Metro 12,000  14,000  19,000  

Metro Agricultural Transfers Other Metro Ag Transfer Projects - South Metro   5,100    7,100    9,600  

Metro Agricultural Transfers City of Northglenn - Clear Creek ag rights  300   350   450  

Metro Agricultural Transfers City of Arvada - Clear Creek ag rights  500   600   700  

Metro Firming Transbasin Rights City and County of Broomfield - Windy Gap Firming 
Project  

  3,500    3,800    4,800  

Metro New Transbasin Project City of Aurora - Eagle River Project    3,200    4,500    6,300  

Metro New Transbasin Project Denver Water - Total Share of Moffat Collection 
System Project 

  8,700  10,000  14,000  

Metro New Transbasin Project City of Arvada - Moffat Collection System Project    1,400    1,800    2,200  

Arkansas Agricultural Transfers Pueblo BWW acquiring shares in Bessemer Ditch.   5,000    6,200    7,200  

Arkansas Agricultural Transfers Other Arkansas Ag Transfer Projects - Upper Arkansas   3,600    3,600    3,600  

Arkansas Agricultural Transfers Other Arkansas Ag Transfer Projects -Southwestern 
Arkansas 

 620   620   620  

Arkansas Firming Transbasin Rights Eagle River Joint Use Project   5,500    5,500    5,500  

Arkansas Firming Transbasin Rights Arkansas Valley Conduit   1,800    2,500    3,400  

Arkansas Firming Transbasin Rights Other Arkansas Firming Transbasin Projects - Upper 
Arkansas 

  3,600    3,600    3,600  
*Additionally, “Firming In-Basin Rights”, “Growth Into Existing Supplies”, and “Regional In-Basin Project” project types should be evaluated to 
determine if sources include reusable water supplies.   
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Water Required for 
Energy Generation in 
Colorado Is Declining

Recent clean energy policies have reduced 
Colorado’s energy-related water demands

B a c k g r o u n d  B r i e f

Summary
New energy policies in Colorado are resulting in less water needed 
for the energy generation sector. In 2011, coal- and natural-gas-fired 
power plants in the State of Colorado consumed approximately 64,000 
acre-feet (AF) of water. With state policies promoting energy efficiency 
and renewable energy, and retiring the state’s most carbon- and water-
intensive power plants, Colorado’s energy sector likely will use even 
less water in the future. The trend in energy-related water use is an 
important consideration in evaluating Colorado’s future water demands, 
particularly for creating a new State Water Plan. Furthermore, new 
policies to promote water-efficient forms of energy generation can lead 
to additional future water savings, reducing the “gap” between future 
water demands and supplies in Colorado. 

Water Embedded in Electricity Generation 
Varies Significantly Between Conventional 
Power Plants and Clean Energy Sources 

The water required for electricity generation varies considerably, depending 

on the fuel source, generation technology, and cooling technology 

employed at a thermoelectric power plant. In Colorado, power plants 
consume approximately 64,000 AF of water today (Table 1). Most of 
the water consumed to generate electricity is used to cool and condense 
steam in a thermoelectric power plant. 
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Typical Western steam plants (such as coal and 
nuclear plants) employ wet-recirculating cooling 
systems. These systems recirculate water in a 
cooling tower, usually until it is fully consumed. 
A combined cycle gas plant often has two gas 
turbines and one steam turbine; the water intensity 
of electricity produced at a combined cycle gas 
plant is, on average, one-third as much as the water 
intensity of a conventional coal or nuclear plant. 
Newer thermal plants may use alternative cooling 
technologies; in recent years, combined cycle gas 
plants in the region have adopted dry cooling, which 
consumes 10% as much water as conventional wet 
cooling. The Comanche Unit 3, a 750-megawatt 
coal unit that began operations in 2010, adopted a 
hybrid wet-dry cooling system, which reduces water 
use at the unit by approximately 50%. 

Water use for renewable technologies varies, though 

most renewable energy in colorado uses little or no 

water. Wind and solar photovoltaic facilities use 
no water; concentrating solar power plants have 
variable levels of water use, depending on the 
generation technology and cooling technology. 
Figure 1 illustrates comparative levels of water use 
for different technologies on a life cycle basis — that 
is, the water embedded in the construction of the 
facility, fuel mining (if applicable), and electricity 
generation.*

* Figure from Meldrum, J., S. Nettles-Anderson, G. Heath, and J. Macknick. 

2013. “Life Cycle Water Use for Electricity Generation: A Review and 

Harmonization of Literature Estimates.” Environmental Research Letters 

8:(1)1–18.

Clean Energy Policies Are 
Reducing Colorado’s Energy-
Related Water Demands

Several recent policies and trends in the energy 
sector have reduced Colorado’s energy-related water 
demands and likely will continue reducing the 
sector’s water needs in the future. For example: 

colorado energy policies have retired water-intensive •	
plants. The Clean Air–Clean Jobs Act, passed by 
the Colorado Legislature in 2010, established a 
path for Xcel Energy and Black Hills Electric to 
retire several older coal-fired units and replace 
them with natural gas capacity and other cleaner 
resources. Because combined cycle gas plants are 
more water efficient than coal-fired steam plants, 
this shift will reduce total annual water needs for 
power plants in the state by over 5,000 AF by 
2018.

Major colorado utilities’ new plants will use less •	
water. Xcel Energy and Colorado’s other major 
electricity utilities have no plans to develop new, 
water-intensive coal- or nuclear-steam plants, 
according to the integrated resource plans that 
utilities file with the Colorado Public Utilities 
Commission and other entities. Xcel Energy 
serves approximately 60% of the state’s electricity 
load; the utility’s future resource plans focus on 
increasing generation from renewable energy 
sources (primarily wind) and new combined cycle 
gas plants. This is driven by numerous factors, 
including the price of natural gas and the price 
of renewable energy resources. Across the state, 
the “baseline” or “reference case” energy scenarios 
reported in the most recent publicly available 
resource plans of the major utilities indicate that 
carbon dioxide emissions in the state will decline. 
Because carbon-intensive plants are generally more 
water-intensive, the reduction in carbon dioxide 
emissions also translates into water use reductions. 

Proposed federal regulations are promoting less •	
carbon-intensive power, which translates to less 

water-intensive energy. Federal regulations may 
further reduce the amount of water used by the 
energy sector in the future. In June of 2014, 

Colorado’s energy sector likely will use even 

less water in the future, thanks to state 

energy policies promoting energy efficiency, 

renewable energy, and retiring the state’s 

most carbon- and water-intensive power 

plants.



iiiBackground Brief: Water Required for Energy Generation in Colorado Is Declining

the Environmental Protection Agency released 
draft regulations for greenhouse gas emissions 
from existing power plants. These regulations 
will reduce greenhouse gas emissions from the 
existing fleet of power plants; the rule allows 
states significant flexibility in implementation, 
but will likely reduce future electricity generation 
at the most carbon-intensive and water-intensive 

thermoelectric power plants. Reducing electricity 
generation at a power plant would lessen the 
amount of water used at a plant, further reducing 
the state’s future water-energy needs. 

given these factors, the statewide trend for water 

demands for electricity generation in colorado will 

remain flat or decline in the future.

fiGuRE Nº. 1 WAtER uSE foR ENERGy GENERAtioN VARiES 
By fuEl SouRCE AND tEChNoloGy.

    Water used for electricity generation varies, depending on the fuel source and technology employed. The 

water used for renewable energy sources adopted in Colorado, including wind and solar photovoltaics, 

is minimal. Conventional coal, nuclear, and wet-cooled concentrating solar power use the largest 

amounts of water on a per-megawatt hour basis. The “life cycle” reflects the full lifespan of an energy 

generating facility (i.e., a power plant, wind turbine, or solar panel), including construction, fuel mining 

or drilling, and electricity generation. Figure adapted from Meldrum et al, 2013 (Figure 4).
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Ref. # Plant Basin Primary  
fuel Source

Water use 
(Af/year)

Estimated Water Savings from Clean 
Energy Policies (Af/year)

Notes

1 Craig Station Yampa coal 16,400

2 Comanche Generating Station Arkansas coal 8,200

3 Cherokee Generating Station South Platte coal 6,300 6,300* Cherokee 1, 2, and 3 will be closed by 2015; Cherokee 
4 will be fuel-switched to natural gas by 2017. 

* A portion of the water savings will be 
displaced by generation at a new combined 

cycle gas plant at the Cherokee site. 

4 Hayden Generating Station Yampa coal 5,900

5 Pawnee Generating Station South Platte coal 5,700

6 Rawhide Energy Station South Platte coal 3,700

7 Fort St. Vrain 
Generating Station

South Platte natural gas 3,000

8 Rocky Mountain Energy Center South Platte natural gas 2,900

9 Ray D. Nixon Power Plant Arkansas coal 2,800

10 Martin Drake Power Plant Arkansas coal 2,700

11 Valmont Generating Station South Platte coal 1,900 1,900 Valmont will be closed in 2017 as part 
of the Clean Air–Clean Jobs Act. 

12 Front Range Power Plant Arkansas natural gas 1,300

13 Arapahoe Plant South Platte coal 1,000 1,000 Arapahoe Units 3 and 4 were retired in 2013 
as part of the Clean Air–Clean Jobs Act.

14 Nucla Station Colorado coal 800

15 W.N. Clark Station Arkansas coal 400 400 W.N. Clark was retired in 2014 as part 
of the Clean Air–Clean Jobs Act.

16 Colorado Energy Nations South Platte coal 300

17 Lamar Power Plant Arkansas coal 200

18 J.M. Shafer Generating Station South Platte natural gas 200

19 Arapahoe Combustion Turbines South Platte natural gas 100

20 Brush Generation Facility South Platte natural gas 100

Existing Renewable Energy 5,600

total 2012 Water use and Expected 
Savings from Clean Energy Policies

63,900 15,200

Additional Water Savings from Planned New 
Renewable Energy Development (in 2030)

7,200

Additional Water Savings from Planned Energy Efficiency (in 2030) 4,200

 tABlE Nº. 1 thE WAtER uSED By PoWER PlANtS iS DECliNiNG 
DuE to ClEAN ENERGy PoliCiES.

    Power plants in Colorado consumed approximately 64,000 AF/year in 2012. Clean energy policies, 

such as in Colorado’s Clean Air–Clean Jobs Act and Renewable Energy Standard, have saved water 

in the state and will continue to reduce the energy sector’s water needs in the future. The water 

use — and water savings — are in river basins throughout the state.
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Significant opportunities for Reducing the Water used for Energy 
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Advocates. 2012. A Powerful Thirst: Managing the Electricity Sector’s Water Needs and the Risk of Drought, Table 1. Boulder, Colo. 

fiGuRE Nº. 2 ColoRADo’S thERMoElECtRiC PoWER PlANtS 
uSE WAtER iN AlMoSt EVERy RiVER BASiN.

    Power plants in the state use water in almost every river basin, with energy from these plants serving 

customers across the state. Circles are located approximately where power plants are located; the 

size of circles corresponds to the estimated annual water use of the plant. The number in each circle 

can be used to identify the plant in the list in Table 1.

The interdependency of energy and water highlights 
additional opportunities to advance policies 
that can reduce Colorado’s future energy-related 
water demands. Policies that reduce the energy 
sector’s future water needs can “free up” water for 

other sectors in the state — including municipal, 
agricultural, recreational, and environmental needs. 
Water managers can work with energy utilities, the 
Colorado Energy Office, state legislators, and other 
decision-makers to advance clean energy policies. 
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Smart policies that drive both water and energy 
savings include: 

Advancing energy efficiency, renewable energy, vv

and other clean energy policies that also 
reduce future water needs for energy beyond 
the reductions already likely to occur. Energy 
efficiency uses no water. Renewable energy 
in Colorado is primarily from wind and solar 
photovoltaics, and uses no water. 

Promoting small and distributed generation, vv

such as in-conduit hydropower (which can be 
installed in municipal water supply systems and 
agricultural ditch systems), to meet a portion of 
future energy needs. Such generation does not 
consume water supplies. 

Supporting cities’ adoption of new efficient vv

standards for indoor appliances and landscaping 
ordinances for new developments to reduce the 
water and energy used by customers, as well as 
the energy used “upstream” of the customer to 
pump, treat, and distribute potable supplies.

Colorado has shown strong leadership in advancing 
clean energy policies. While the air quality benefits 
of these policies have long been evident, they have 
also led to important water supply benefits. In fact, 
with the energy policies in place today, Colorado’s 
electricity sector will likely see flat or declining water 
needs in the future. Given this trend, the Colorado 
Water Plan and Basin Implementation Plans should 
accurately assess the future water use for energy 
generation, and note the water benefits of advancing 
additional clean energy and energy-efficiency 
policies. 

The amount of energy needed to provide water is also significant.

An estimated 13% of our nation’s energy use is embedded 
in water use,* a figure that may be even higher in some 
Western states where long-distance water transfers 
consume large amounts of energy. The amount of energy 
embedded in water use depends on the source and quality of 
water. For example, groundwater pumped from deep aquifers, 
surface water pumped over long distances, and lower-quality 
water (requiring more treatment) all require more significant 
amounts of energy than local, high-quality surface water. On 
the customer’s end, heating water in homes and businesses 
generally requires the most significant amounts of energy. 

Programs that increase water efficiency, such as leak detection, 
innovative financing mechanisms for water conservation (similar 
to Energy Performance Contracting and ClimateSmart loan 
programs), and agricultural efficiency programs, may provide 
valuable energy and water savings. 

* Sanders, K. and M. Webber. 2012. “Evaluating the Energy Consumed for Water Use in 

the United States.” Environmental Research Letters 7(3):1–11.

Western Resource Advocates
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With the energy policies in place today, 

Colorado’s electricity sector will likely see 

flat or declining water needs in the future.

Western Resource Advocates’ mission  
is to protect the West’s land, air, and water.
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October 10, 2014 

 

James Eklund, Director 

Colorado Water Conservation Board 

1313 Sherman Street 

Denver, CO 80203 

 

Re: Colorado’s Water Plan –  

Responses to Front Range Water Council August 8
th

 Comment Letter  

 

 

Director Eklund: 

 

The Front Range Water Council (FRWC) sent a comment letter about Colorado’s Water Plan to 

the Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB) in August 2014.  The letter includes some 

good suggestions, but several points deserve closer scrutiny. Thus, we believe the CWCB should 

consider the following additional information as they evaluate the FRWC letter: 

 

1. Ninety Percent (90%) of Coloradans Support Healthy & Flowing Rivers  

 

Coloradans have strong beliefs about water management in the state – and their opinions often 

differ from the views of their water suppliers. For example, a recent poll reflects that 90% of 

Colorado residents agree that it is extremely or very important for Colorado’s Water Plan to 

“keep Colorado’s rivers and streams healthy and flowing.”
1
 Seventy-eight percent agree that 

“improving water conservation and recycling of water in cities and towns” is the 2
nd

 most 

important priority, with “modernizing and helping provide greater flexibility for farmers and 

ranchers in how they use water” ranked 3
rd

 at 76%.  Conversely, only 39% of citizens statewide 

support building a new water pipeline from the West Slope to the Front Range.
2
 

 

2. The Water Plan Should Include Statewide Minimum Municipal Conservation Standards 

 

Without a statewide target, Colorado may not meet the conservation savings needed to ensure 

continued water in its rivers and secure water supplies for its citizens, irrigators and industries.  

The two BIPs for the Front Range, where FRWC members are prominent members of the Basin 

Roundtables, make no firm commitments to achieve even the IBCC’s No/Low Regrets Action 

Plan minimum requirement of low or medium conservation levels.  While the largest municipal 

FRWC suppliers’ past performance is substantially higher than a 1% reduction in municipal and 

industrial water use per year for more than the past decade (which exceeds No/Low Regrets low 

                                                 
1
 See Chris Keating (Keating Research) and Lori Weigel (Public Opinion Strategies), Colorado Statewide Water Poll 

Key Findings (2014), found at http://waterforcolorado.org/resources/ 
2
 Id. 

http://waterforcolorado.org/resources/
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and medium conservation levels), the BIPs fail to set out a meaningful target or commitment of 

any kind.   

 

Meeting the No/Low Regrets Action Plan floor cannot be voluntary if Colorado is to meet its 

water challenges and, in fact, FRWC members will need to do better – and meet the CWCB’s 

“high” conservation levels.   

 

While Front Range cities consume a percentage of the water consumed by agricultural 

production, their impacts on West Slope rivers and economies are much greater, as not a drop of 

water imported for Front Range use returns to West Slope streams. As a fast-growing sector of 

Colorado’s water users, it is these cities who disproportionately add to the state’s future gap 

between water supplies and demands. Therefore, they must contribute to filling the gap, even as 

the state also finds ways to encourage water savings in other sectors, as discussed below. 

 

The FRWC claims that conservation and reuse together cannot “solve future water supply 

shortfalls,” so Colorado must also maximize the success of its identified projects and processes 

(IPPs), share water, as well as figure out ways for cities to share water better, both with each 

other and with agricultural water users. We agree. But we do not agree that yet another large 

transmountain diversion will be necessary. In fact, if Front Range water suppliers extend 

conservation savings, add a meaningful amount of reuse, complete 80% of the IPPs, and shared 

water, there would not be a need to further deplete West Slope rivers and streams.  This must be 

Colorado’s imperative, especially given the alarming signs throughout the Colorado River Basin 

that water for additional large transmountain depletions may not be available. 

 

3. The Water Plan Should Promote Reuse Solutions 

  

In a future with greater water supply challenges, Colorado must learn how to reuse all of the 

water that is available for reuse (trans-basin water, non-tributary groundwater, and the full 

consumptive use increment of water where a change of use has been decreed).  The FRWC urges 

the State to recognize both the many practical and legal barriers to full implementation of 

reusable water supplies. But Colorado’s Water Plan must go well beyond recognizing barriers, to 

analyze these barriers and recommend ways to overcome them.   

 

The FRWC suggests that water reuse creates no additional new supply of water, because 

downstream diverters, especially on the South Platte, often irrigate with water cities could reuse.  

At the same time, the Council points out that more water in the South Platte River leaves the 

state than is necessary under the South Platte River compact.  Reusing this water (much of which 

is non-native), would reduce these “excess” deliveries.  Moreover, because it is a fundamental 

precept of Colorado water law, junior water users are aware that some diversions they make 

today will no longer be in priority as senior water users, including upstream municipalities, 

perfect conditional water rights or more fully consume water to which they are legally entitled.   
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The FRWC also suggests that Colorado’s Water Plan discuss the risk of relying on reuse of 

transbasin water when there are not yet workable programs in place to protect state water users 

against a potential future Colorado River Basin shortage or compact call.   

 

We believe the state (and other Colorado River Basin states) must come to terms with the fact 

that the Colorado River Compact over-allocates the basin’s water. Starting with the 2007 

temporary shortage guidelines (and continuing through the System Conservation Pilot Program 

announced this summer by several large municipal water suppliers including Denver Water, a 

FRWC member), the basin states and major water users have begun this effort.  At the state 

level, Colorado has a Water Bank Work Group, the Colorado River Water Availability Study, 

the State Engineer’s effort to figure out how it would administer a compact call and other efforts 

that should begin to provide structure for just the kind of programs the Council wants to see.   

 

However, FRWC’s suggestion that reusing transbasin water, which is of course already 100% 

lost to the Colorado Basin, would increase the risks of a call is an odd argument from the very 

entities who want to divert even more water from the Colorado River Basin to the Front Range.  

The biggest compact threat to the State of Colorado would be a new transmountain diversion, not 

more efficient use of water that is already diverted.   

 

4. The Water Plan Should Resolve Barriers to Alternative Agricultural Transfer Methods 

and Other Water Sharing Mechanisms 

 

The FRWC calls for Colorado’s Water Plan to propose resolutions to the barriers that currently 

exist to alternative agricultural transfer methods.  We agree. We also agree that integrating 

neighboring water delivery systems can increase efficiency and lower capital and operations 

costs. Colorado’s Water Plan should not only recognize the benefits of these sharing agreements, 

but also propose means to make such sharing more widespread in the future. Senate Bill 23 

would have allowed irrigators to make efficiency improvements and share some water with the 

environment. The bill passed the state legislature earlier this year; its implementation would be 

one place to start, even before the state finalizes Colorado’s Water Plan. 

 

5. Project Permitting Processes Must Prioritize Avoiding, Minimizing, and Mitigating 

Environmental Impacts.  

 

Any dialogue between potential project sponsors and federal, state and local regulatory agencies 

must include discussion of project impacts and include a broad range of stakeholders to avoid, 

minimize and mitigate such impacts.  The FRWC asks Colorado to facilitate continuing dialogue 

between potential project sponsors and federal, state and local regulatory agencies to examine 

and address permitting and regulatory processes and to find mutually acceptable solutions to 

address existing permitting challenges and improve permitting effectiveness and efficiencies.  

That’s certainly one way to improve project permitting and we agree that the state should 

facilitate such dialogue.  But these processes must prioritize the environmental protection 

purpose of many of applicable permitting programs.  
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It is also possible, as the FRWC suggests, that expanding the federal agencies’ permitting 

“dashboard” (created to implement Executive Order 13604) to include state and local 

government entities would be a useful tool for cooperative scheduling, sharing documents and 

increasing communications between agencies, provided Colorado and its water users can find 

ways to fund the expansion. Having the State participate in the new 2013 WRDA document 

sharing process may also improve permitting, although having the State do so would directly 

contradict another proposal, floated by some FRWC members and others, that the State alone 

should be forced to finalize its regulatory actions (Clean Water Act 401 certifications) based on 

incomplete draft federal documents.   

 

Along these lines, the South Metro Water Supply Authority (SMWA) submitted a number of 

recommendations to “improve project permitting” that the FRWC says “warrant further 

exploration.”  We commented on these recommendations in a June 2014 letter that we hope the 

CWCB also takes into account, given the highly controversial nature of many of SMWA’s 

recommendations. 

 

6. The State Should Explore Mechanisms to Integrate Water Quality Protection and Water 

Quantity Administration 

 

The FRWC calls for Colorado’s Water Plan to explore how to balance Colorado’s obligations to 

implement federal Clean Water Act and Safe Drinking Water Act requirements, as well as the 

mandates of the Colorado Water Quality Control Act, with the CWCB’s role to promote 

development of the State’s waters and preservation of the natural environment.  The letter gives 

five examples of the sort of issues that arise.   

 

We agree that this discussion should occur – and fully expect that all of the stakeholders at the 

table will disagree over how to resolve these issues. Colorado’s Water Plan can start this 

conversation; perhaps there could be agreements on how to resolve the issues in time for the next 

iteration of the Plan. 

 

7. The State of Colorado does not have the Capacity nor the Citizen Support to Finance and 

Build Large New Environmentally Destructive Water Projects  

 

At a time of shrinking state financial resources, FRWC’s suggestion that Colorado can increase 

its role in financing new water projects is questionable, without a dramatic change in state 

capacity.  Unlike California, Colorado has no State Water Project, no history of that level of state 

involvement in water projects, and no previous voter acceptance of large state water bonds.  On 

the contrary, a decade ago, right on the heels of a punishing drought, Colorado voters soundly 

rejected a state bond proposal for $2 billion to finance unspecified water projects.  The draft of 

Colorado’s Water Plan suggests that it include $17-$19 billion in new water project spending – 

however, this big price tag does not include the money necessary to protect Colorado’s rivers and 
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streams, a value embedded in the Governor’s Executive Order initiating the Plan.  Voter 

approval of a bond ten times the size of one previously rejected seems extremely unlikely.   

 

The FRWC also suggests that water supply projects should be considered similar to regional 

wastewater treatment facilities, such that a few large new diversions would be preferable to a 

greater number of smaller ones.  If the only factor were cost, this might be true, but, of course, 

cost is not the only consideration.  And in fact, if the adverse impacts on the environment – and 

the costs of avoiding, minimizing and mitigating them – are included in the equation (never mind 

the risks to the system from further exacerbating the supply-demand gap), large projects are far 

more costly, and risky, than more incremental, balanced approaches.  This may be one reason 

why the majority of Coloradans oppose big new trans-mountain diversions. 

 

8. The Front Range Basin Implementation Plans Cannot Require a New Transmountain 

Diversion 

 

We agree with FRWC that the IBCC Conceptual Agreement is a package – but not that it 

assumes a transmountain diversion at the end.  The Agreement calls for the development of other 

sources of supply (point 2), achieving high levels of conservation and reuse (point 6) and 

environmental resiliency (point 7) before bringing any more Colorado River Basin water to the 

Front Range.  It requires triggers and an insurance policy (points 3 and 4), while acknowledging 

that these cannot be set until 2026, after the Basin states have renegotiated the interim shortage 

agreement.  It does not guarantee a new transmountain diversion, but it does preserve the option 

for one if the conditions are met a decade from now. Colorado’s Water Plan and Basin 

Implementation Plans should conform to the Agreement; the Front Range Basin Implementation 

Plans cannot require a new transmountain diversion. 

 

 

Thank you for your attention to these comments. We would be happy to discuss at your 

convenience. 

Sincerely,  

 

Bart Miller 

Water Program Director 

On behalf of the team at Western Resource Advocates 
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Colorado Water Plan Comments 
 

October 10, 2014 
John M. Duggan 

Colorado Water Quality Control Division 
 

 
General Comments: 
 
 
The Water Quality Control Division’s Source Water Assessment and Protection (SWAP) planning 
effort is referenced in a few different sections (Environmental and Recreation Projects and 
Methods, Watershed Health and Management, and Water Quality) of the Colorado Water Plan.  
We are pleased that references to the SWAP program are included in these sections and 
suggest that some additional background program information should be provided as follows: 
 
 
 
 
Water Quality Section (7.3) 
 
 
Please consider the following language 
 
 
Source Water Assessment and Protection (SWAP) Program Summary 
 
 
The Colorado Water Quality Control Division is actively engaged in promoting and supporting 
source water protection planning across Colorado.  The program is designed to define drinking 
water supply areas and identify potential water quality and contaminant risks to drinking 
water systems. The SWAP program, in collaboration with the Colorado Rural Water 
Association, provides technical and financial support to encourage voluntary local planning 
efforts and the implementation of best management practices (BMP’s) to minimize source 
water quality impacts.  This effort is a collaborative stakeholder process that contributes to 
protecting and restoring water quality in the state.  As the individual Basin Implementation 
Plans are developed and projects prioritized, a watershed approach and coordination with 
existing source water protection plans should be considered to leverage a multi-benefit 
strategy. The Colorado Water Quality Control Division can provide information about 
protection plans that are in progress or completed. 
 
 
Environmental and Recreation Projects and Methods Section (6.6) 
 
 
 Section 6.6.2 BIP Identified Environmental and Recreational Projects and Methods 
 
 Please consider the following language 
 
 



 
The Basin Implementation Plan (BIP) process is a stakeholder based process that incorporates 
multiple planning efforts in the various regions.  In many basins across the state, public water 
systems, municipal governments, and communities have developed source water protection 
plans with specific water quality prevention strategies that should be considered during the 
project development and prioritization stage.  The Colorado Water Quality Control Division 
can provide information about protection plans that are in progress or completed. 
 
 
 
Watershed Health and Management (7.1) 
 
 
 
Section 7.1.4  Next Steps 
 

3. Identify existing watershed groups, existing watershed plans and assessments, and 
source water protection plans completed by public water providers. 
6.  Critical Community Watershed Wildfire Protection Plans developed in the various 
basins should be leveraged to identify wildfire zones of concerns, areas requiring fire 
breaks around water storage reservoirs, and critical water infrastructure access points. 
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McIntire - DNR, Kate <kate.mcintire@state.co.us>

Water Plan Comments

Emily Hunt <Emily.Hunt@cityofthornton.net> Fri, Oct 10, 2014 at 3:58 PM
To: "cowaterplan@state.co.us" <cowaterplan@state.co.us>
Cc: Emily Hunt <Emily.Hunt@cityofthornton.net>

Good afternoon.

 

Please accept the comments below from the City of Thornton on the Draft Chapters of the Colorado Water Plan.

 

General comments:

·        It would be helpful to highlight recommendations or action plans, if there are any, at the beginning of each
chapter

·        It would be helpful if each chapter tied back to section 6.2 – Meeting the Gap – with estimates of the yield,
or percent yield, each chapter/strategy contributes to meeting the gap.

·        It would be helpful if each chapter/strategy had a specific pros/cons section. It is difficult to pull those out of
the text

 

Section 6.3: Conservation & Reuse

·        Municipal water conservation is and largely has been initiated and implemented at the local water supplier
level. The larger water suppliers have been leaders in this endeavor and have achieved notable successes; the
introductory section does not accurately convey this fact.

·        It would be helpful to add information on the benefits to parties from saving water

·        There should be a discussion of the conflict between needing more storage and infrastructure projects for
drought protection and the current climate of push-back on infrastructure projects, new storage and changing
senior storage rights

·        It was good to see the discussion of potential water rights injury involved with this strategy

·        Inconsistency - reference to minimum savings of 170,000 AF in 5.6.1 M&I Water Conservation and minimum
160,000 AF under State of Knowledge on Water Conservation.

·        State of Knowledge on Water Conservation: These best practices comprise what a water provider would
have to carry out in order to conserve water. This should be reworded – The Guidebook provides a menu of
programs that can be selected to add to water providers’ water conservation programs.

·        Examples of Exemplary Water Conservation: These should not be limited to Colorado examples. Australia,
California and other western states have exemplary programs that CO can learn from.

·        Add Associated Landscape Contractors of Colorado to Green Industry Partners.

·        Water Conservation Education and Outreach: Surveys of public attitudes have already been carried out by
multiple organizations, including CWCB. Data from these surveys should be compiled and made available for
reference for education program design. Using existing data can avoid spending budgets and resources on the



implementation of new surveys.               

·        The terms reuse and reclaim seem to be used interchangeably in some instances. Reclaim water is just one
small type of reuse, and requires specialized infrastructure and specific demands to implement. Reuse is much
broader, and can include exchanges, augmentation plans, using reusable effluent to meet return flow. Many
water providers already implement this latter type of reuse and it is a large contributor to yield. There should be
additional discussion of this, as in many instances, it is much more feasible than building reclaim infrastructure.

 

Section 6.4: Alternative Agricultural to Urban Transfers

·        This chapter should discuss that more flexibility in these plans will result in additional terms and conditions
to prevent injury, and more complex administration and accounting  to operate and account for these uses.

 

Section 9.2: State Water Rights & Alignment

·        It should be noted that the State Engineer’s Office is a neutral party, and does not advocate for State
agencies above other water users

·        It would be helpful to understand the ultimate acquisition objective and how actively water rights will be
pursued. It would also be helpful to have a map to indicate where the water rights of the various state agencies
are located and if there is a specific geographic area of interest.

 

Section 9.4: Outreach, education & public engagement:

·        Surveys of public attitudes have already been carried out by multiple organizations, including CWCB. Data
from these surveys should be compiled and made available for reference for education program design. Using
existing data can avoid spending budgets and resources on the implementation of new surveys.

 

Thank you.

Emily Hunt

 
~ * ~ * ~ * ~ * ~ * ~ * ~ * ~ * ~ * ~ * ~ * ~ * ~ * ~ * ~ * ~ * ~ * ~ * ~ * ~ * ~ * ~ * ~ * ~ * ~ * ~ * ~ * ~ * ~

 

Emily Hunt, Water Resources Manager

City of Thornton

720-977-6504

 

tel:720-977-6504


 

 

 

 

 

 

http://thorntonwater.com/
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James Eklund, Director 

Colorado Water Conservation Board 

1313 Sherman St, Room 721 

Denver, CO 80203 

October 9, 2014 

Dear Mr. Eklund, 

Innovation, invention, necessity – all words reflected in the first ten lines of the initial draft of the 

Colorado Water Plan.  The immense list of challenges facing Colorado will require innovation and 

invention in order to ensure water for the future of Colorado.  It will take innovation to tackle the 

changing water needs of our communities related to industry, agriculture, environment and recreation.    

 

The overarching vision of the Colorado Water Innovation Cluster (CWIC) is to be a global leader in water 

innovation. CWIC provides members the ability to leverage talented people and organizations interested 

in water-related innovation. CWIC is a 501 c(3) non-profit with an economic development mission, 

focused on developing high-profile initiatives and projects that showcase and grow the capabilities of 

Colorado's clean tech sector through a collaborative action-oriented platform. While CWIC as an 

organization wasn’t included in the outreach meetings, several of our members are involved in 

organizations that were contacted.  CWIC historically has utilized the “Triple Helix” model of partnership 

and collaboration (government, private industry, and academia), and now with addition of non-profits 

and social enterprises, the “Quadruple Helix.” CWIC provides support for organizations to collaborate on 

initiatives and projects, and promotes economic growth and technological innovation in the water 

sector. Through CWIC the following organizations (and new members to be added in the future) can 

leverage their organizations’ talent to collaborate and catalyze innovation in the water sector.  

 Federal Agencies: Environmental Protection Agency  

 Municipalities: City of Fort Collins and City of Fort Collins Utilities and Sustainability Services  

 Research Institutions/Teaching Institutions: Colorado State University, Metropolitan State 
University (One World, One Water Institute)  

 Non-profits: Rocky Mountain Innosphere, Open Water Foundation, Imagine H2O, Colorado 
Clean Energy Cluster  

 Businesses: Aqua Engineering, Inc., Bendelow Law Office, Regenesis Management Group, 

Riverside Technology, Hach, Schneider Electric, Rubicon, Lehi Water, Lamp, Rynearson & 

Associates, In-Situ Inc.  

 

By utilizing a helix model of bringing together government, private industry (including non-profits) and 

academia, with a full spectrum of companies from start-up to mature growth, CWIC is strongly 

committed to bringing innovation to the State plan through partnership and collaboration.   CWIC would 
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like to encourage the CWCB to consider innovation as a stronger strategy throughout the water plan.  

There are numerous areas based on the EPA’s Water Technology Innovation Blueprint around which 

CWIC could provide support, including: 

 

 Conserving and recovering energy; 

 Recovering nutrients; 

 Improving and greening water and wastewater in infrastructure; 

 Water conservation and reuse; 

 Reducing costs and improving techniques for water monitoring; 

 Improving resiliency of water infrastructure to the effects of climate change and security 

threats; 

 Improved access to safe drinking water and sanitation; 

 Improved water quality in our watersheds. 

 

CWIC with the support of the EPA, can support the state’s efforts through advocating for technological 

innovation and advancements, communicate innovations in action and through successes, support the 

assessment and delivery of proven technologies, and help facilitate financing and funding opportunities 

to improve Colorado.   CWIC is ready to promote collaboration and partnership throughout the water 

sector and support research, development and demonstration projects.   A plan is merely a plan without 

strong strategy and execution.  CWIC understands the importance of strong execution of the plan and 

has the capabilities to help support the CWCB execute a robust innovation strategy.   CWIC, through our 

model of development of projects can help solve Colorado’s most pressing problems.   

 

Because water is the financial Rubicon of the State, it is imperative that the State Water Plan addresses 

innovation as a primary strategy..   It is imperative that a triple helix approach is utilized to understand 

not only the end users of water but engage the vested interests of CWIC to create stronger strategies. 

 

In particular, we feel that the role of technology and innovation has largely been overlooked in the State 

Water Plan.  CWIC members are involved in projects and technologies related to many of the areas 

mentioned in the CWP draft sections: 

 

 water conservation and reuse 

 alternative agricultural to urban transfers 

 municipal, industrial, and agricultural infrastructure projects and methods 

 environmental and recreational projects and methods 

 watershed health and management 

 natural disaster management 

 water quality 

 economics and funding 
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We encourage the CWCB and other State agencies to foster water innovation through creation of a 

water innovation fund in concert with the Colorado Innovation Network (COIN).  This fund will leverage 

work in the areas of water treatment, recycling, net zero cities, water information systems, produced 

water agricultural efficiency, etc., in order to accelerate innovation.  Funding can be leveraged against 

other funding sources, such as EPA grant programs.  The resulting innovation will occur through existing 

companies such as CWIC members and new startups, resulting in economic development, increased 

efficiency, and addressing Colorado’s water gap.  This approach also will showcase Colorado as a leader 

in water innovation in the United States and demonstrate to our citizens that we can all play a role in 

addressing Colorado’s water needs. 

 

We thank the CWCB for their hard work in creating a cohesive strategy to ensure the future of Colorado 

water. 

 

Kind Regards,  

 

Louann DeCoursey 

Acting Director, Colorado Water Innovation Cluster 

Louann.decoursey@openwaterfoundation.org 

970-286-7439 
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Draft Colorado Water Plan Section Joe Frank (SPBRT Rep.) 

comments 
_______________________________________________  

Section 4. Historical and Projected Water Supply 

Introduction  (Page 1 of 11) Text: 

 Three of the nation’s hardest working rivers begin within 

Colorado: the Arkansas, the Colorado, and the Rio Grande. 

Combining the North Platte and South 

Platte, I would think that the Platte River 

would be in the top five of the Nation’s 

hardest working rivers.  Is this correct? 

Section 4.1. Description of State Waters  (Page 2 of 11) 

Text: Because 70% of the surface water is found west of 

the continental divide [5], and 70% of the state’s 

consumptive use is east of the divide. 

I thought this was 80% and 80% 

Section 5.6.2  Did not see any mention of the constraints of  

reuse -  most specifically that reuse can (and 

conservation) deplete current base river 

supplies in water short basins and that while 

in those basins, reuse may provide water for 

individual water suppliers, it often times 

diminishes existing base water supplies for 

others. 

Section 5.7: Alternative Agricultural-To-Urban Transfer 

Methods:  

Page 1 of 8: Text in Green Circle  

Minimum ATM  

Water Needed:  

50,000 AF  

Shouldn’t this say Potential ATM water 

50,000 AF which is how the M&I 

conservation is stated.  I know this is a no-

low regret number that will be strived for but 

what if overall yield can’t be achieved by 

willing participants?  Maybe even say 

“desired” instead of “minimum water 

needed”.  Same comment for page 2 of 8. 

Section 5.7: Alternative Agricultural-To-Urban Transfer 

Methods:  

Page 1 of 8: Text: 

Currently, agriculture is a large employer across  

Colorado's agricultural and food industry, supporting 

about may jobs in Colorado. 

Something is missing here? 
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Chapter 6: Water Supply Management for the Future 

__________________________________________________________ 

INITIAL DRAFT: 6.2 Meeting Colorado’s Water Gaps 

6.2.1 Overview  

Meeting Colorado’s water gaps is one of the most essential aspects of Colorado’s Water Plan.  

Because the water plan approach relies on grass root efforts to meet these gaps, analysis of the 

Draft Basin Implementation Plans (BIPs) is a critical component of this section.   

The water plan does not endorse any specific projects.  However a combination of projects and 

methods, as outlined in the BIPs, will be necessary to meet Colorado’s current and future municipal, 

industrial, agricultural, environmental, and recreational needs.   

In compiling their BIPs, each Basin Roundtable developed goals and measurable outcomes to assist 

in determining the types of projects and methods necessary to meet future needs.  While a water 

supply gap for municipal and industrial needs is relatively easy to quantify, the future needs of 

agriculture, the environment, recreation, watershed health, and other needs are more difficult.  The 

purpose of this section is to describe the Draft BIP goals and measurable outcomes and then 

identify any remaining needs that must be met to accomplish those objectives by basin, beyond the 

projects and methods identified for implementation.  The remaining needs are referred to as “gaps.” 

The section compares this work with previous technical work conducted in SWSI 2010, the Basin 

Needs Assessments, and the no and low regrets work and discusses next steps.   

It is the policy of the State of Colorado to encourage grassroots identification of 

projects and method and to establish next steps for project evaluation and 

feasibility to close water gaps. By doing so, Colorado will achieve its long term 

objectives to: 

1. Meet Community Water Needs throughout Colorado 
2. Meet Colorado's Agricultural Needs 
3. Meet Colorado's Environmental and Recreational Needs 

4. Meet Colorado's Water Quality Management Needs 
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6.2.2 Goals and Measurable Outcomes by Basin 

The degree to which the Draft BIP goals and measurable outcomes demonstrate concurrence across 

Colorado is remarkable.  CWCB developed several long-term themes that met the objectives 

outlined in the Governor’s executive order [1].  These included: 

1. Meet Community Water Needs throughout Colorado 
2. Meet Colorado's Agricultural Needs 
3. Meet Colorado's Environmental and Recreational Needs 
4. Meet Colorado's Water Quality Management Needs 

Each of these major themes is reflected in the Draft BIP goals and measurable outcomes.  

Additionally, the Basin Roundtables identified several other major themes that stemmed across all 

Draft BIPs.  These include: 

 Protect and Restore Watershed Health 

 Multi-Purpose Storage / Balance all Needs and Reduce Conflict  

 Comply with and Manage the Risk Associated with Interstate Compacts and Agreements 

 Continue Participation, Education, Outreach, and Communications 

Table 6.2-1 demonstrates the common themes found across the eight Draft BIPs, and also shows 

steps by which the Draft BIPs propose to specifically address these themes.   
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Table 6.2-1 Common themes across Draft BIPs (= BIP goal or measurable outcome; = BIP activity) 

Below is a brief summary of how the Draft BIPs addressed some of the themes.   

Meet Community Water Needs throughout Colorado: Several Draft BIPs, such as those of the 

Southwest and South Platte basins, focused on implementing already identified projects and 

processes (IPPs) from SWSI 2010, while other Draft BIPs, such as the Colorado, identified additional 

projects and methods.  In addition the Arkansas, Colorado, South Platte / Metro, and Southwest 

Basin Roundtables are especially focused on conservation, although all of the Draft BIPs indicate the 

importance of conservation.  Reuse is also important to the Colorado, South Platte, and Arkansas 

basins.   
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Meet Colorado's Agricultural Needs: In general, the Arkansas, Colorado, Rio Grande, and 

Southwest Basin Roundtable’s are approaching agricultural needs from an economic and 

productivity stand point.  The North Platte and Yampa/White Basin Roundtables seek to increase 

their irrigated acres, while several basins, such as the Gunnison and Colorado, seek to reduce 

agricultural shortages.  Nearly every basin is also focused on agricultural efficiencies and 

modernizing water infrastructure.  The South Platte and Metro Basin Roundtables are more 

concerned about maintaining the viability of agriculture against the pressure of agricultural 

transfers and urbanization, and are therefore exploring alternative options.   

Meet Colorado's Environmental and Recreational Needs: Every Draft BIP discusses the need to 

recover imperiled and/or endangered species, and protect recreation, wetlands and riparian areas.  

In addition, several Draft BIPs state the need to further quantify environmental and recreational 

needs and the Gunnison and Yampa/White/Green Draft BIPs discuss the need to better determine 

how agriculture supports environmental and recreational values.   

Meet Colorado's Water Quality Management Needs: Although water quality is not an issue that 

has traditionally been a topic that the Basin Roundtables have studied, every Draft BIP addresses 

Water Quality.  The summary of Draft BIP water quality efforts is provided in Section 5.4. 

Protect and Restore Watershed Health: While the Arkansas, North Platte, Rio Grande, and 

Southwest Basin Roundtables are the most focused on watershed health, every Draft BIP recognizes 

the importance of watershed health.  Many Draft BIPs link watershed health to environmental 

needs or protecting important infrastructure for municipal and agricultural needs.  The summary of 

Draft BIP watershed health efforts is provided in Section 5.3.   

Continue Participation, Education, Outreach, and Communications: Every Basin Roundtable 

has active education and outreach activities, as described in Section 7.5.   

While each of the above topics demonstrate a gap associated with the goals and measurable 

outcomes, there are also several other important themes demonstrated throughout the Draft BIPs 

that do not involve gaps.  Some of these include:  

 Protect Private Property and Water Rights: All but one Draft BIP makes it clear that 

solutions to protect agriculture and the environment need to be done in the context of 

protecting private property and water rights.  This general theme is consistent with 

Colorado’s Water Plan.   

 Comply with and Manage the Risk Associated with Interstate Compacts and 

Agreements: Every basin in Colorado must grapple with interstate compacts or 

agreements and each basin has addressed this topic explicitly in its Draft BIP. 

 Multi Purpose Storage and Projects  / Balance All Needs and Reduce Conflict: Every 

basin has stressed interest in multipurpose projects and approaches.  Some, like the 

Arkansas, Colorado, North Platte and South Platte/Metro Basin Roundtables are interested 

in how agriculture supports nonconsumptive needs.  The Arkansas, South Platte / Metro, 

Rio Grande, and Southwest Basin Roundtable’s goals also explicitly discuss the need for 

multipurpose projects.   
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6.2.3 Meet Community Water Needs throughout Colorado 

CWCB identified three statewide long-term goals to meet community water needs throughout 

Colorado [1]: 

 Use Water Efficiently to Reduce Overall Future Water Needs 

 Identify Additional Projects and Processes to Meet the Water Supply Gap for Communities 

While Balancing the Needs of Agriculture, the Environment, and Recreation Across the State 

 Meet Community Water Needs During Periods of Drought 

In addition, through the work of the Basin Roundtables and the IBCC, several no and low regrets 

goals and measurable outcomes were established, as described in section 5.1.  For municipal and 

industrial uses, example measurable outcomes that would meet these no and low regrets were 

described for developing IPPs, reuse, conservation, agricultural transfers and Colorado River 

supplies, and in many cases were broken out by basin [1]: 

 Establish Low/Medium Conservation Strategies 

o Implement strategies at the basin level to meet medium levels of conservation, and 

apply half of that to meet the M&I Gap, equivalent statewide to 67,000 acre-feet per 

year by 2030 and 167,000 acre-feet by 2050. 

o 2050 Conservation Savings by Basin:  

 Arkansas: 36,000 AF 

 Colorado: 15,000 AF  

 Gunnison: 4,300 AF  

 North Platte: 85 AF  

 Rio Grande: 3,200 AF  

 South Platte/Metro: 97,000 AF  

 Southwest: 7,500 AF 

 Yampa/White/Green: 3,700 AF

 Have a High Success Rate for IPPs 

o Implement IPPs to yield 80 percent statewide, equivalent to 70,000 AFY for the 

West Slope and 280,000 AFY for the East Slope 

o 2050 No/Low Regret IPP success by Basin:  

 Arkansas: 76,000 AF  

 Colorado: 45,000 AF  

 Gunnison: 12,000 AF 

 North Platte: 100 AF  

 Rio Grande: 6,000 AF 

 South Platte/Metro: 200,000 AF 

 Southwest: 13,000 AF 

 Yampa/White/Green: 7,000 AF
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 Implement Reuse Strategies 

o 25,000 acre-feet per year of yield resulting from new agricultural transfer and 

transmountain diversion projects projects above and beyond the IPPs in the South 

Platte and Arkansas Basins. 

 Plan and Preserve Options for Existing and New Supply 

o Develop 35,000 acre-feet per year of new supplies in the Colorado River system for 

the West Slope. 

o A conceptual agreement is developed between roundtables regarding how to 

preserve/not foreclose a potential future transbasin diversion from the West Slope 

to the East.  (The Draft Conceptual Agreement developed by the IBCC is discussed in 

Chapter 6.) 

Many of the Draft BIPs seek to accomplish these short and long-term goals, and this subsection 

reviews information by basin.  Table 6.2-2 summarizes the success of each basin in meeting the 

overall water supply gap for communities and industry.   
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Basin 

2050 

New 

Needs 

(AF) [2] 

2050 

Gap 

(AF) [2] 

Potenti

al New 

AF 

# of New 

Projects 

w/ AF Info 

Are No/Low Regrets 

Likely Met? 
Notes 

Arkansas 

110,000 

- 

170,000  

45,000 

- 

94,000 

In 

Process 
0 

Uncertain: still in process 

w/ conservation strategy 

and determining new 

projects and methods; 

express need to 

implement IPPs; will do 

reuse w/ new 

development; expresses 

similar concepts to and 

discusses conceptual 

agreement 

The Draft Ark 

BIP will develop 

additional detail 

by April 2015 [3] 

Colorado 

65,000 

- 

110,000 

26,000 

- 

48,000 

510,000 

– 

540,000 

52 

Yes: high conservation; 

some IPP success; 

identify additional 

Colorado River Basin 

supply projects; plans to 

discuss conceptual 

agreement 

The Colorado 

identified 

projects by 

region, and each 

region 

sufficiently 

meets their M&I 

gap [4] 

Gunnison 

16,000 

- 

23,000 

3,700 - 

6,100 
300 2 

Partially: accept 

conservation standards; 

some success of IPPs; 

identify limited amt of 

additional Colorado River 

Basin supply projects; 

expresses similar 

concepts to conceptual 

agreement and agree to 

further engage in future 

Draft GU BIP 

indicates M&I 

needs “are 

generally 

expected to be 

managed with 

sufficient 

existing supplies 

and/or through 

planned 

projects” [5] 

Metro / 

South 

Platte 

340,000 

- 

505,000 

203,000 

- 

312,000 

In 

Process 

6 projects 

+ Portfolios 

Partially: largely 

conceptual, some 

conservation, some IPP 

success, additional reuse 

IPPs, support conceptual 

agreement in concept 

The Draft SP BIP 

will develop 

additional detail 

by April 2015 [6] 

North 

Platte 
100-300 10 - 30 N/A 

Completed 

Project 

Yes: accept conservation 

standards; IPP success; 

does not discuss 

conceptual agreement 

The North Platte 

has met its 

municipal gap 

[7] 
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Basin 

2050 

New 

Needs 

(AF) [2] 

2050 

Gap 

(AF) [2] 

Potenti

al New 

AF 

# of New 

Projects 

w/ AF Info 

Are No/Low Regrets 

Likely Met? 
Notes 

Rio 

Grande 

7,700 - 

13,000 

2,300 - 

5,100 

None 

ID’d 
0 

Partially: little 

conservation discussion; 

some IPP success; 

support conceptual 

agreement in concept 

The Rio Grande 

did not identify 

additional acre-

feet for 

municipal 

projects, but 

described 

several 

potentials [8] 

Southwest 

20,000 

- 

31,000 

8,800 - 

16,000 
32,000 7 

Yes: conservation 

policies; high IPP 

success; develop 

additional Colorado River 

Basin supplies; support 

many aspects of 

conceptual agreement 

and indicate conceptual 

agreement is “in 

progress” 

There is some 

uncertainty 

whether 

identified 

projects can 

provide water to 

where it is 

needed most 

within the SW 

sub-basins [9] 

Yampa / 

White / 

Green 

34,000 

- 

95,000 

24,000 

- 

83,000 

211,000  6 

Mostly: some 

conservation; high IPP 

success; develop 

additional Colorado River 

Basin supplies; discusses 

some similar concepts to 

conceptual agreement 

and will continue to 

engage  

Conducted a 

thorough M&I 

shortage 

analysis, which 

shows there are 

still some M&I 

shortages of up 

to 10% with 

climate change 

[10].   

Table 6.2-2.  Summary of Draft BIPs addressing the Municipal and Industrial No and Low Regrets and 

Gaps 

 

Arkansas 

The Arkansas Basin faces an immediate municipal gap in some areas, 

especially if the need to replace nontributary groundwater in El Paso 

and Elbert counties is taken into account [3].  Future needs in the 

Arkansas are likely to increase by 110,000 to 170,000 acre-feet and 

currently planned projects leave a municipal water supply gap within 

the Arkansas of 45,000 to 94,000 acre-feet.  This assumes that identified projects and processes are 

implemented at a relatively high success rate [2].   
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Arkansas Goals and Measurable Outcomes: 

In order to address this municipal gap, the Arkansas Draft BIP has four goals related to meeting 

municipal and industrial needs [3].  These goals and the associated measurable outcomes are 

below: 

 Meet the municipal supply gap in each county within the Basin. 

o Generate a study by December, 2015, determining surpluses and deficits within 

subregions/ counties. 

o Funds provided in support of collaborative efforts reported annually 

 Support regional infrastructure development for cost-effective solutions to local water 

supply gaps.   

o Agreements to regional use of identified IPP’s such as Southern Delivery System. 

o New WSRA grant request for regional infrastructure studies. 

o Agreements for off-take of Conduit water; Funding of Conduit processes and 

construction. 

 Reduce or eliminate Denver Basin groundwater dependence for municipal users. 

o Presentations by groundwater dependent entities on solutions that have been 

implemented. 

o Presentations on interim solutions and funding requests to support those solutions. 

o Funds provided in support of collaborative efforts reported annually. 

 Develop collaborative solutions between municipal and agricultural users of water, 

particularly in drought conditions. 

o Pilot project implemented as reported annually. 

o Engineering template implemented by the Division of Water Resources to expedite 

temporary transfers at reduced cost. 

Meeting the Arkansas’ Municipal and Industrial Gaps 

The Arkansas is still in the process of exploring additional projects and methods to meet its future 

municipal needs beyond the identified projects and processes in SWSI 2010 [3].  However, the 

Arkansas supports development of the four strategies identified during SWSI 2010 [3]:  

1. Active and passive conservation; 

2. Implementation of all identified projects and processes; 

3. Alternatives to agricultural transfers; 

4. Development of Colorado River supplies; 

As the Draft BIP indicates, “Regional solutions are emerging.  A collaborative initiative began in 

2009 to define the elements of rotating fallowing of agriculture.  The Roundtable moved forward on 

three tracks simultaneously: technical studies, public policy investigations and pilot projects to test 

these strategies.  A noble effort, however, the efficacy of the outcome remains uncertain.  In the 

meantime, regional solutions in the upper basin are emerging, the lower basin is gaining greater 

understanding of its challenges and the Pikes Peak region is investigating cooperative 

infrastructure configurations” [3]. 
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Colorado 

The Colorado Basin faces a gap that could begin as early as 2030 in 

Mesa County [11].  Future needs in the Colorado are likely to increase 

by 65,000 to 110,000 acre-feet, and currently planned projects leave 

a municipal water supply gap within the Colorado Basin of 26,000 to 

48,000 acre-feet.  This assumes that identified projects and processes 

are implemented at a relatively high success rate [2].   

Colorado Goals and Measurable Outcomes: 

In order to address this municipal gap, the Colorado Draft BIP has seven goals related to meeting 

municipal and industrial needs [4].  These goals and the associated measurable outcomes are 

below: 

 Develop land use policies requiring and promoting conservation 

o Develop recommendations for city, county and state governing bodies promoting 

water awareness and efficiency in land use policy 

Develop educational material or opportunities for municipal and county elected 

officials and planning officials on water supply issues and conservation options 

Preserve agriculture and reduce the transfer of agriculture water to municipal use 

 Raise awareness of current obstacles and efforts facing water providers 

o Publish summary of state and basin water providers’ true cost of water by analyzing 

operation and maintenance costs including sustainable infrastructure replacement 

programs 

o Development of national, state or local funding assistance programs to replace aging 

infrastructure  

o All basin water providers have sustainable infrastructure replacement funding 

programs 

 Protect drinking water supplies from natural impacts such as extended droughts, forest 

fires, climate change, etc 

o Every basin water provider has a reliable redundant water supply to meet 2050 

demands 

o CBasin Roundtable or CWCB to establish a biannual basin conference on natural 

disaster planning for water providers, government officials 

 Develop water court process recommendations to encourage efficiency, conservation, and 

reuse 

o Recommendations to improve the objector process 

o Recommendations to limit vulnerability of water rights when changing existing 

water rights in water court 

o Improvements to Colorado water law to encourage agricultural water efficiency 

practices without harming water right value 

 Secure growing water demand by developing in-basin supplies and expanding raw water 

storage supply 

o All basin water providers to meet current supply needs with redundancy, drought 

plans and viable project options to meet future water needs 

o Reduced average permitting time for reservoir project to under 10 years 
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o Established regional water provider and ditch company cooperatives focused on 

improving regional relationships, water supply redundancy and flexibility, water 

quality, coordinated efforts for multi-beneficial projects and addressing 

environmental and recreational needs 

o Reduce demands by establishing water conservation goals and strategies 

 Improve Colorado Water Law to encourage efficiency, conservation, and reuse 

o Revised Colorado Water Law through legislation to allow more flexibility among 

water providers and agricultural community to promote stream health through 

conservation, bypass flows, and flexibility in diversion location 

o Reduce time of average Division 5 water court process by adding staff including 

judges, referees and supporting staff 

 Pursue continued municipal and industrial conservation 

o Achieve and sustain a high level of conservation by all basin water providers and 

industrial users 

Meeting the Colorado’s Municipal and Industrial Gaps 

The Colorado Draft BIP developed an extensive list of potential municipal and industrial projects by 

interviewing more than sixty water providers throughout the basin [4].  If all of the projects and 

methods identified were implemented, as a whole the Colorado Basin’s municipal and industrial 

gap would be more than met.  The Draft BIP identified 54 potential municipal and industrial 

projects that quantified the acre-feet.  These added up to nearly 510,000 to 540,000 acre-feet, 

which far exceeds the potential municipal and industrial gap of 48,000 acre-feet identified in SWSI 

2010 [2].  In addition, each geographic region identified in the Draft BIP could meet its future needs 

if the listed projects were implemented [4].  However, there is some uncertainty whether each 

municipality would be able to access these water supplies and also how viable these projects may 

be since many of them have not identified a project proponent. 

In addition to these projects, the Colorado Draft BIP also advocates for high conservation standards, 

as identified in SWSI 2010.  This would likely result in another 24,000 acre-feet of saved water from 

active conservation that could be applied to meet future demands.  The Draft BIP supports the 

implementation of conservation best practices and education about land use decisions to support 

accomplishing high conservation.   

In conclusion, if the Colorado River basin was able to implement high conservation and a tenth of 

the yield identified in the new projects identified, then the municipal and industrial gap should be 

fully met.  However, there is uncertainty regarding the ability for many of the projects to be 

implemented and specific commitments from water providers to rely on these projects or commit 

to high conservation levels.   

Gunnison 

The Gunnison Basin faces a gap that could begin as early as 

2035 in Delta County [11].  Future needs in the Gunnison are 

likely to increase by 16,000 to 23,000 acre-feet and currently 

planned projects leave a municipal water supply gap within the 

Gunnison Basin of 3,700 to 6,100 acre-feet.  This assumes that 
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identified projects and processes are implemented at a relatively high success rate [2].  In addition, 

the Gunnison Draft BIP states that demands in Ouray County may be higher than indicated in SWSI 

2010 [5].   

Gunnison Goals and Measurable Outcomes: 

In order to address this municipal gap, the Gunnison Draft BIP has one goal related to meeting 

municipal and industrial needs [5].  That goal and the associated measurable outcomes are below: 

 Identify and address municipal and industrial water shortages  

o Reliably meet 100 percent of essential municipal water provider system demands in 

the Basin through the year 2050 and beyond. 

o Continue the current baseline of effective water conservation programs by covered 

entities1 in the Basin, producing at least medium levels of conservation savings as 

defined in SWSI 2010 and employing relevant conservation strategies listed for both 

the low and medium levels of SWSI 2010  

In addition, the Gunnison Draft BIP has the following statewide principle related to municipal 

conservation, including implementation steps [5]: 

 Water conservation, demand management, and land use planning that incorporates water 

supply factors should be equitably employed statewide. 

o Work with other Roundtables to support conservation, demand management, and 

the incorporation of water supply factors into land use planning and development. 

o Promote programs that encourage drought tolerant vegetation and discourage lawn 

irrigation.   

Meeting the Gunnison’s Municipal and Industrial Gaps 

The Basin Roundtable identified two water conservation activities and two projects that were not 

identified in SWSI 2010 that would help meet future municipal and industrial needs.  The two 

projects would provide approximately 300 acre-feet [5].  While this volume does not fully meet the 

gap identified in SWSI 2010, the Gunnison Draft BIP states that “Municipal and Industrial needs … 

are generally expected to be managed with sufficient existing supplies and/or through planned 

projects” [5].  Given this analysis, the Gunnison Basin’s municipal and industrial gap is considered 

partially met.   

 

Metro / South Platte / Republican 

The Metro, South Platte, and Republican Basins face a municipal gap 

that could begin as early as 2020 in the Lower South Platte [11].  

The potential gap in the Lower South Platte is relatively small 

compared to the urbanized Front Range, which holds the largest gap 

in Colorado.  Future needs in the basin as a whole are likely to 

increase by 340,000 to 505,000 acre-feet.  With existing data, 

currently planned projects leave a municipal water supply gap within Colorado’s northwest region 

of 203,000 to 312,000 acre-feet.  This assumes that identified projects and processes are 

implemented at a relatively high success rate [2].   
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South Platte Goals and Measurable Outcomes: 

In order to address this municipal and industrial gap, the South Platte Draft BIP developed a long-

term goal to meet municipal and industrial needs [6]: 

Meet Community Water Needs throughout Colorado by: 1) Using water efficiently 

with high levels of participation in conservation programs; 2) Developing additional 

water throughout the state through balanced, multipurpose projects and methods; 

and 3) Assuring strong drought protection programs through broad development of 

protection plans and dedicated reserves potentially including storage, interruptible 

service agreements (ISAs), water banks, water use restrictions and non-tributary 

groundwater, etc.   

In the short term, the South Platte developed four goals and associated measurable outcomes to 

meet the large municipal and industrial water supply gap in the South Platte basin [6]: 

 Continue the South Platte River Basin’s leadership in wise water use.   

o Further quantify the successes of programs implemented in the past several years 

throughout the South Platte River Basin and establish a general baseline against 

which the success of future programs will be assessed. 

o Distribute and encourage adoption of “best management practices” as “guidelines” 

(not standards) for M&I water suppliers to consider in their “provider-controlled” 

programs recognizing the significant differences in climates, cultures and economic 

conditions throughout the South Platte River Basin.   

o Maintain and enhance current levels of municipal water reuse and consider studies 

to quantify the effects of: 1) additional municipal water conservation on water 

available for reuse; 2) additional municipal water reuse in relation to water 

available for exchanges; 3) reuse and successive uses of water downstream 

including effects on agricultural water shortages.   

o Ensure conservation, reuse and drought management plans take into consideration 

environmental and recreational focus areas and attributes. 

 Bring a high percentage of entries in the updated IPP list on-line as a key strategy consistent 

with the “no/low regrets” scenario planning approach.   

o Maximize implementation of the updated IPP list.   

o Encourage projects that also provide environmental and recreational 

considerations.   

o Foster opportunities to improve environment and recreation conditions of affected 

watersheds in association with IPPs. 

 To the extent possible, develop multipurpose storage, conveyance, system interconnections 

and other infrastructure projects to take advantage of limited remaining South Platte 

supplies and enhance water use efficiencies and supply reliability.   

o Explore opportunities to maximize yield from additional South Platte Basin strategic 

and multipurpose storage and other infrastructure including collaborative inter-

connections between water supply systems and including both above ground and 

groundwater (e.g.  ASR) storage.   
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o Encourage multipurpose projects that provide environmental and recreational 

considerations.   

o Take into consideration environmental and recreational attributes when 

considering Storage and Other Infrastructure projects and methods. 

 Develop agreements governing additional transbasin water imports that: 1) are in 

accordance with the South Platte Basin’s overarching theme that economic and 

environmental and recreational benefits should equitably accrue to both the West Slope and 

the East Slope; 2) include project(s) or project elements that provide multiple types of uses; 

3) supported with State investment and 4) provide enough certainty in conditions to 

significantly lessen current trends of traditional buy-and-dry transfers from agricultural 

uses to M&I uses.   

o Negotiate a conceptual agreement with the West Slope Basin Roundtables on 

investigating, preserving, and developing potential options so that future 

multipurpose projects benefiting both slopes can be addressed on a timely basis.   

o Encourage multipurpose projects that provide environmental and recreational 

considerations. 

Meeting the South Platte’s Municipal and Industrial Gaps 

The Draft South Platte Draft BIP developed a list of potential municipal and industrial projects, a 

conservation strategy, and some initial portfolio development to accomplish these goals and meet 

the identified municipal and industrial gaps [6].  The South Platte Draft BIP utilized similar 

categories to the No and Low Regrets work described in Section 5.1 and a comparison is below:  

 The Draft BIP partially meets the no and low regrets goals associated with conservation.  

South Platte Draft BIP applies 36% of Metro and 10% of South Platte active conservation 

savings plus all of passive savings to meet future needs in their portfolio work.  Out of a 

total of 210,000 acre-feet of quantified potential savings, 110,000 acre-feet is passive, and 

another 50,000 acre-feet of active conservation savings is applied to future needs.  A 

significantly higher percentage of active conservation would need to be applied to fully 

meet the no and low regrets goal of applying 197,000 acre-feet to meet new demands. 

 The Draft BIP partially meets the no and low regrets goals associated with having a high 

success rate for the IPPs, indicating a yield of 179,000 acre-feet compared to 199,000 acre-

feet identified in the no and low regrets.  The no and low regrets action assumed a higher 

success rate to the IPPs, which includes planned reuse, agricultural transfers, in-basin 

projects, and transmountain diversions (see below).  The South Platte Draft BIP assumes a 

60% success rate. In addition the Draft BIP identified a total of six new projects (three for 

reuse, one agricultural transfer, two in basin projects) that were not previously in SWSI 

2010.  However, the total amount of IPPs is nearly the same, due to decreases in the yields 

of other IPPs. 

 The no and low regrets indicated that 22,000 acre-feet would need to be generated from 

new agricultural diversions and any new transmountain diversion projects.  Although 

discussed in the South Platte Draft BIP, no explicit reuse from these new projects were 

calculated in the Draft BIP’s portfolio work.   
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 The no and low regrets action plan identified the need for 44,000 acre-feet of additional 

agricultural transfers was needed at a minimum, and states that these transfers should 

ideally be alternative agricultural transfers.  The Draft BIP identified 30,000 acre-feet of 

alternative agricultural transfer methods (ATMs) and indicated that with conservation 

applied to meet new demands, between 13,000 and 170,000 of additional traditional 

agricultural dry-up for portfolios B and C.  Therefore, the Draft BIP likely meets this no and 

low regrets goal.   

 Additional communication during the finalization of the South Platte Draft BIP will be needed to 

reconcile the broader level work that went into the no and low regrets work and the South Platte 

BIP work.   

 

North Platte 

The North Platte no longer has a municipal and industrial supply 

gap.  As stated in the North Platte Draft BIP, “The North Platte Basin 

has only one municipal water provider, the Town of Walden, serving 

a population of about 600.  Limitations to the town’s water supply 

were identified in the original SWSI report, and subsequently 

addressed through a CWCB-funded study and multi-alternative project, eliminating the only 

municipal water supply gap in the basin” [7]. 

North Platte Goals and Measurable Outcomes: 

Nonetheless, the Draft BIP indicated support for municipal conservation, which could help meet any 

additional needs.  This goal and associated measurable outcome are below: 

 Support the equitable statewide application of municipal water conservation.   

o Comply with future statewide municipal conservation strategies and any related 

legislation by 2020 or as appropriate.   

Meeting the North Platte’s Municipal and Industrial Gaps 

In summary, the North Platte’s future municipal and industrial needs are likely fully met by 2050.   

 

Rio Grande 

The Rio Grande Basin faces a gap that, although small, could begin as 

early as 2025 in Costilla County [11].  Future needs in the Rio Grande 

are likely to increase by 7,700 to 13,000 acre-feet and currently 

planned projects leave a municipal water supply gap within the Rio 

Grande Basin of 2,300 to 5,100 acre-feet.  This assumes that 

identified projects and processes are implemented at a relatively high success rate [2].   

Rio Grande Goals and Measurable Outcomes: 

In order to address this municipal gap, the Rio Grande Draft BIP identifies three primary goals 

related to meeting municipal and industrial needs.  These goals and the associated measurable 

outcomes are below [8]: 
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 Operate, maintain, rehabilitate and create necessary infrastructure to meet the Basin’s long-

term water needs, including storage. 

o A database of existing water infrastructure including documentation of 

infrastructure condition and mapping of all storage reservoirs and major ditch 

diversions is created. 

o Reservoirs operate at full design capacity without restrictions. 

o Diversion structures and conveyance systems function optimally. 

o Municipal potable water supplies are adequate to meet needs. 

o Water supplies and wastewater treatment systems are fully functional and meet all 

necessary standards. 

 Support the development of projects and methods that have multiple benefits for 

agricultural, municipal and industrial, and environmental and recreational water needs. 

o Opportunities for multiple use benefits have been explored and implemented where 

possible. 

o Multiple-purpose projects will have preference in the funding process. 

 Meet new demands for water, to the extent practicable, without impacting existing water 

rights and compact obligations. 

o Minimize per capita per day use to a reasonable level. 

o Inventory existing and anticipated future M&I and environmental and recreational 

water needs. 

o Add hydropower electrical generating capacity where possible. 

o Develop a M&I plan that addresses water needs, availability and a strategy for 

meeting the needs for M&I while sustaining agricultural water use and minimizing 

impacts to other uses. 

Meeting the Rio Grande’s Municipal and Industrial Gaps 

The Rio Grande identified very few municipal projects beyond the identified projects and processes 

in SWSI 2010, and none of these indicated additional acre-feet to meet these growing municipal 

needs.  The Draft BIP recognizes this by stating:  

While M&I and SSI water use will remain a small percentage of overall Basin water use, 

it is important to provide additional resources to M&I water providers to assist them in 

meeting future needs by identifying and assisting in the development of: 

  Measures to manage water demands and return flows and develop methods to 

receive augmentation credits for wastewater discharges and lawn irrigation 

return flows. 

 Water rights, storage and augmentation supplies, either directly or through the 

groundwater management subdistricts [8]. 

 
Because of this, the Rio Grande has not yet determined how it will meet its future municipal and 
industrial gap.   
 

Southwest 

The Southwest Basin faces a gap that could begin as early as 2015 in 

Montrose County [11].  Future needs in the Southwest Region are 
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likely to increase by 20,000 to 31,000 acre-feet, and currently planned projects leave a municipal 

water supply gap within the Southwest region of 8,800 to 16,000 acre-feet.  This assumes that 

identified projects and processes are implemented at a relatively high success rate [2].   

Southwest Goals and Measurable Outcomes: 

In order to address this municipal gap, the Southwest Draft BIP has four goals related to meeting 

municipal and industrial needs.  These goals and the associated measurable outcomes are below 

[8]: 

 Pursue a high success rate for identified specific and unique projects and processes to meet 

municipal gap and to address all water needs and values.   

o Complete 41 IPPs aimed at meeting municipal water needs. 

 Provide safe drinking water to Colorado’s citizens and visitors.   

o Consistently meet 100% of residential, commercial and industrial water system 

demands identified in SWSI 2010 in each sub-basin, while also encouraging 

education and conservation to reduce demand. 

o Implement at least 1* IPP that protect or enhance the ability of public water supply 

systems to access and deliver safe drinking water that meets all health- based 

standards. 

 Promote wise and efficient water use through implementation of municipal conservation 

strategies to reduce overall future water 

needs. 

o Change the ratio of in-house to outside treated water use for municipal and 

domestic water systems (referred to as water providers herein) from the current 

ratio of 50% in-house use and 50% outside use, to 60% in-house use and 40% 

outside use (60/40 ratio) for Southwest Colorado and the entire State by 2030. 

o The water providers in the state that are using dry up of agricultural land (defined 

as requiring a water court change case) and/or pursuing a new Trans Mountain 

Diversion (TMD) (as defined by IBCC to be a new west slope to east slope diversion 

project) shall have a higher standard of conservation.  The goal for these water 

providers is a 70/30 ratio by 2030.  This is a prerequisite for the Roundtable to 

consider support of a new TMD. 

 Support and implement water reuse strategies. 

o Implement 3 informational events about water reuse efforts, tools and strategies. 

Meeting the Southwest’s Municipal and Industrial Gaps 

The Southwest Draft BIP developed a list of potential municipal and industrial projects by 

interviewing providers in each sub-basin [9].  The Southwest Draft BIP identified 37 projects that 

would meet future municipal supply needs, and several others that would address other 

infrastructure needs within the basin.  Of these projects, seven quantified acre-feet, totaling nearly 

32,000 acre-feet.  However, it is not clear if each geographic region identified in the Draft BIP will 

be able to meet its future needs if the listed projects are implemented [9]. 

Although these specific projects do not necessarily provide water to the areas of need, once acre-

feet are quantified for the other projects, municipal gaps will likely be met, if the projects are 
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implemented.  Until such a time as there is more specificity, the Southwest Basin will be considered 

to have partially met its future municipal and industrial needs with its Draft BIP.   

 

Yampa / White / Green 

The Yampa / White / Green Basin faces a gap that could begin as 

early as 2015 in Rio Blanco and Moffat Counties [11].  Future needs in 

this northwest Colorado region are likely to increase by 34,000 to 

95,000 acre-feet according to SWSI 2010.  However, these needs 

likely need to be revised downward since all indications are that oil 

shale will not become commercially viable by 2050 [10].  With existing data, currently planned 

projects leave a municipal water supply gap within Colorado’s northwest region of 24,000 to 

83,000 acre-feet.  This assumes that identified projects and processes are implemented at a 

relatively high success rate [2].   

Yampa/White/Green Goals and Measurable Outcomes: 

To address this municipal and industrial gap, the Yampa/White/Green Draft BIP identified four 

goals related to meeting municipal and industrial needs.  These goals and relevant measurable 

outcomes and processes are below [8]: 

 Protect and encourage agricultural uses of water in the Yampa‐White‐Green Basin within 

the context of private property rights. 

o Encourage and support M&I projects that have components that preserve 

agricultural water uses (process). 

 Identify and address M&I water shortages. 

o Reliably meet 100% of municipal and industrial demands in the basin through the 

year 2050 and beyond through the following processes: 

 Identify specific locations in the Basin where municipal and industrial 

shortages may exist in drought scenarios, quantify the shortages in time, 

frequency, and duration. 

 Identify impacts throughout the Basin in the context of water shortages 

(drought and climate change), wildfire and compact shortage on municipal 

and industrial demands. 

 Identify projects and processes that can be used to meet M&I needs. 

 Encourage collaborative multi-use storage projects. 

 Support efforts of water providers to secure redundant supplies in the face 

of potential watershed impacts from wildfire. 

 Encourage municipal entities to meet some future municipal water needs 

through water conservation and efficiency. 

Meeting the Yampa/White/Green’s Municipal and Industrial Gaps 

The Yampa / White / Green Draft BIP conducted the most thorough analysis of how well 

implementation of future projects and methods would meet municipal and industrial needs.  In 

addition, the Draft BIP assessed these needs under a hot and dry future.  Below is an excerpt from 

the Draft BIP describing future shortage potentials: 
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Municipal Shortages: 

M&I demands are small compared to agricultural demands in the YWG Basin….  Under 

Baseline Conditions, no shortages exist to M&I demand nodes due to generally adequate 

water supply and augmentation from reservoirs. 

While M&I shortages exist under the high demand, low water supply scenarios of the Dry 

Future IPP Scenario and the Dry Future Scenario, the shortages remain below 10%.  Under 

both scenarios, District 43 Existing M&I in Rio Blanco County (Rangely Water, Meeker 

Demand) and District 58 Existing M&I in Routt County (the City of Steamboat Springs) begin 

to exhibit shortages, whereas Moffat County municipal nodes do not show M&I shortages 

under either scenario.  If IPPs are developed that include M&I use, shortages would likely 

decrease in locations with supply augmentation. 

Industrial Shortages 

Under Baseline Conditions, no shortages exist for Self-Supplied Industrial (SSI), which 

consist of thermoelectric power generation needs.  Slight shortages exist for the Hayden 

Station and units 1 and 2 of Craig Station under the Dry Future IPP Scenario and the Dry 

Future Scenario.  These scenarios meet thermoelectric demands with redundant water 

supplies from Steamboat Lake for Hayden Station and Elkhead and Stagecoach Reservoirs 

for Craig Station.  The shortages occurred for both locations in a dry month in March 1961 

but become nearly negligible (0.14% for Hayden Station and 0.12% for units 1 and 2 at Craig 

Station for both scenarios) when averaged over the 56-year period of record used in the 

P&M Study. 

However, SSI water users consider their water supply short when they must rely upon 

redundant water supplies.  For example, the years 2002, 2003, 2012 and 2013 were 

considered water supply short or borderline short by some SSI water users due to reliance 

on redundant supplies.  Further discussions will take place on the most appropriate Baseline 

Conditions and the assessment of shortages in light of drought, climate change and evolving 

power generation technologies [10]. 

Figure 6.2-1 from the Draft BIP demonstrates these shortages for all sectors in a dry future with 

projects and methods implemented.   
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Figure 6.2-1 Municipal, industrial, and agricultural shortages in a dry future with identified projects 

and processes implemented 

Overall, the Draft BIP modeled six projects and methods, including conservation in Steamboat 

Springs, which were not previously identified in SWSI 2010.  Only projects that identified a project 

proponent, a location, physical characteristics, and operations were modeled.  Most of the acre-feet 

quantified are associated with meeting the potential needs of the energy industry.  The total newly 

quantified acre-feet adds up to 211,000 acre-feet to meet municipal and industrial needs [10].  

Although the total acre-feet identified exceeds the M&I gap, when modeled, some shortages of up to 

10% exist for several communities and a few power plants.  The Basin Roundtable plans to 

complete the Draft BIP by identifying “opportunities for additional multiuse projects,” adding them 

to the model, and then reassessing the results [10].  In conclusion, the Draft BIP identified projects 

that mostly meet future municipal and industrial demands in Rangely, Meeker, and Steamboat 

Springs, and fully meet future demands in Craig. 

 

6.2.4 Meet Colorado's Agricultural Needs 

The agricultural gap is defined as the difference between what a basin indicates it wants to achieve 

with regard to agriculture, as defined in its goals and measurable outcomes, and what projects and 

methods it has determined could be implemented to meet those needs [12].  While every basin 

indicated that maintaining viable agriculture is one of the most important aspects of its Draft BIP, 

this definition allows for considerable variability between basins, which face different issues 

related to agriculture. 
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Colorado’s irrigated acres are expected to decline in almost every basin by 2050 (Figure 6.2-2), but 

these projected declines have different causes.  Similarly, every basin has agricultural shortages.  

The Draft BIPs work to address these challenges by identifying projects that could reduce 

shortages, maintain the agricultural economy, and in some cases increase irrigated acres.   

To address the challenges of shortages and declining irrigated acres, CWCB identified three 

statewide long-term goals [1]: 

 Ensure Agriculture Remains a Viable Economic Driver in Colorado, Supporting Food 

Security, Jobs, and Rural Communities While Maintaining and Protecting Private Property 

Rights 

 Meet Colorado's Agricultural Demands 

 Implement Efficiency and Conservation Measures to Maximize Beneficial Use and 

Production 

Prior to exploring how the Draft BIPs developed solutions to meet these and other local goals, it is 

important to understand some of the statewide issues related to shortages and a decline in irrigated 

acres.  Irrigated acres are expected to decline for three primary reasons [13]: 

1. Urbanization of agricultural lands, which is primarily an issue in the South Platte and 

Colorado Basins; 

2. Conversion of agricultural water rights to municipal rights to meet future municipal needs, 

which is mostly occurring in the South Platte, Colorado, and Arkansas Basins; and 

3. Voluntary reductions in water use associated with sustainable groundwater supplies and 

meeting compact obligations, which is ongoing in the Rio Grande and Republican Basins. 

Underlying many of the reasons for agricultural decline are temporary and downward state, 

national, and international agricultural economic trends.  However, by 2050 the agricultural 

economy is expected to be increasingly viable due to a global increase in the number of people who 

need food, and also those who can afford high quality and high-protein agricultural products [14].  

The importance of Colorado’s agricultural production is also vital locally.  As described in Chapter 5, 

in some counties fifty percent of jobs are related to agriculture.   

From a statewide perspective, it is important to provide options and incentives that help maintain 

or even increase Colorado’s agricultural economy and productivity in the face of losing irrigated 

acres.  The difference between the status quo, which shows a reduction in irrigated acres in almost 

every basin (see figure 6.2-2), and the strategic position Colorado and the Basins would like to be in 

from an agricultural perspective in 2050 is the “agricultural gap.” However, quantifying this 

prospective agricultural gap is difficult, resulting in many basins choosing to reduce agricultural 

shortages. 
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Figure 6.2-2 Potential changes in irrigated acres by 2050 [13] (= increase in irrigated acres; 

=decrease in irrigated acres) 

Several basins discuss reducing shortages, and it is therefore important to understand how an 

agricultural shortage is defined. As described in the Gunnison Draft BIP, agricultural shortages can 

be due to three primary factors [5]: 

Physical shortages are due to lack of physical supply.  Such shortages are often seen later in 

the irrigation season principally by irrigators on smaller tributaries.  Though irrigation 

water rights may be in priority, there is not enough supply.  Although these shortages are 

exacerbated in dry years, on many of the tributaries physical flow is not sufficient to meet 

the CIR [crop irrigation requirement] for the entire growing season even in wet years.   

Legal shortages are those due to lack of legal supply; there may be physical supply at a 

headgate, but it must be bypassed to meet downstream senior water rights.  This type of 

shortage is often seen later in the season by irrigators with junior water rights in average 

and wet years, and may be the situation for junior irrigators the entire growing season in dry 

years.   

Irrigation Practice “shortages” result from specific irrigation practices; the irrigator may 

have physically and legally available supply but chooses not to irrigate.  For example, some 

irrigators may need to reduce or cease irrigation to allow the land time to dry prior to haying 

or grazing.  In addition, an irrigator may cease diverting because there is not enough time 
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left in the growing season for an additional cutting.  Note, though this [is]a very different 

type of shortage, it is equally important to document.  Identification of shortages related to 

irrigation practices helps to quantify the difference between CIR and actual consumptive use 

in SWSI and other statewide planning efforts.  In addition, since irrigation practice shortages 

cannot be addressed by increased water supply, their identification helps to focus on the 

implementation of projects that meet physical and legal shortages. 

Due to economic viability, irrigation practice “shortages,” and other factors, an agricultural shortage 

is not necessarily an agricultural gap.  Colorado continues to have a healthy agricultural economy, 

despite shortages between seventeen and forty-five percent statewide.   

This subsection reviews information by basin, and table 6.2-3 summarizes the success of each basin 

in meeting the agricultural gaps they defined through their goals. 

Basin 
Irrigated 

Acres [13] 
Shortage 
(AFY) [13] 

Potenti
al New 

AF 

# of New 
Projects 
w/ AF 
Info 

Summary of How BIPs Met Their Ag 
Goals / Gap 

Arkansas 428,000 453,000 
In 

process 
0 

Not sustain ag $1.5B economy w/ 
actions, but establish tracking; not 

develop specific augmentation water 
projects; policies and projects support 

rotational fallowing, policies to 
support ag related rec and env.  w/ 

cons easements 

Colorado 268,000 100,000 
453,000 

– 
483,000 

41 
Yes  shortages; no specific efforts to 
develop incentives or  urbanization 

and ag to urban transfers 

Gunnison 272,000 111,000 [5] 123,000 16 
Yes  shortages, partially discourage 

transfer out of ag w/ policies 

Metro/ 
South 
Platte 

1,381,000 
(831,000 SP, 

550,000 
Republican) 

579,000 
(379,000 SP, 

200,000 
Republican) 

None 
ID’d 

0 
Partially  permanent dry up w/ 

conceptual ATMs, not  urbanization 
or shortages 

North 
Platte 

117,000 89,000 12,000 12 
 # of irrigated acres to partially 

meet 17,000 acre goal;  storage to 
partially meet 37,000 AF goal 

Rio 
Grande 

622,000 428,000 N/A N/A 
Yes, improve infrastructure; partially 

improve ag economy  

Southwest 259,000 198,000 7,600 4 

Partially  shortages; Yes,  
efficiency w/ 10 IPPs; policy to 

minimize acres transferred, no ag 
sharing IPPs 

Yampa / 
White / 
Green 

119,000 54,000 54,000 5 
 # of irrigated acres to partially 
meet 15,000 acre goal; partially  

shortages by 10% 

TOTAL 3,466,000 2,028,000 537,000 61  

Table 6.2-3 Summary of How Each Basin Met Its Agricultural Gaps 
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Arkansas 

The Arkansas Basin has the third most irrigated acres in Colorado 

and the highest percentage of shortages as a basin (45%) [13].  In 

addition, irrigated acres are likely to decline by eight to seventeen 

percent [13].  These declines are primarily due to agricultural 

transfers from both within the basin and from municipal interests in 

the South Platte.  However, as many as 3,000 (1%) irrigated acres could be urbanized as well.   

Arkansas Goals and Measurable Outcomes: 

In order to address these pressures, the Arkansas Draft BIP identified four goals related to 

sustaining agriculture [3].  These goals and the associated measurable outcomes are below: 

 Sustain an annual $1.5 Billion agricultural economy in the Basin 

o Increase in measured economic productivity by update of CSU Study in 2020. 

 Provide increasing quantities of augmentation water for increased farm efficiencies 

o Document the baseline of current augmentation available. 

o Track available storage facilities for augmentation sources. 

 Develop a viable rotating fallow and/or leasing program between agriculture and municipal 

interests to address drought and provide risk management of agriculture. 

o Report on pilot projects underway as of Dec, 2015. 

o Completion and presentation of report by Dec, 2015. 

o Survey of permanently retired acreage as of Year 2020. 

 Sustain recreation and environmental activities that depend on habitat and open space 

associated with farm and ranch land. 

o Measure the economic contribution of tourism to the basin economy within the CSU 

2020 update. 

o Change of status for “protected” attributes as measured by nonconsumptive projects 

and methods in SWSI 2016 report.   

 

Meeting the Arkansas’ Agricultural Gaps 

The primary goal is to support the $1.5 billion agricultural economy [3] in the face of agricultural 

loss.  As the Draft BIP indicates, a multi-pronged strategy is necessary: 

To maintain that level of economic productivity, projects and methods described in [the BIP] 

focus on development of rotating fallowing, conservation easements, and increased storage 

capacity to allow agricultural water to sustain agricultural productivity.  In particular, a 

three-pronged approach to understanding rotational fallowing within the Prior 

Appropriation Doctrine is underway – an administrative and accounting tool, pilot projects 

and public policy dialogue – and will continue” [3].   

However, the Arkansas is still in the process of developing specific projects and methods that would 

address these goals.  Therefore, the Arkansas does not yet meet its defined agricultural gap.   
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Colorado 

The Colorado Basin has the fifth most irrigated acres in Colorado 

and the lowest percentage of shortages as a basin (17%) [13].  In 

addition, irrigated acres are likely to decline by nineteen to twenty-

nine percent [13].  These declines are primarily due to 

urbanization, accounting for 65-80% of the loss, or 40,000 – 50,000 

acres.  The remaining agricultural loss is due to agricultural to 

municipal transfers [13].   

Colorado Goals and Measurable Outcomes: 

In order to address these pressures, the Colorado Draft BIP identified four goals related to 

sustaining agriculture [4].  These goals and the associated measurable outcomes are below: 

 Reduce agricultural water shortages 

o Identify multi-purpose storage projects and methods that address the annual 

100,000 acre-feet agricultural shortage 

o Maintain existing irrigated agricultural acreage 

o Research local agricultural shortage values in the Colorado River Basin 

o Improve Colorado water law to encourage agricultural water efficiency practices 

without harming water right value 

o Establish lease programs for excess water from existing supply projects in the 

Municipal and Industrial (M&I) sector or multi-use projects 

 Minimize potential for transfer of agricultural water rights to municipal uses 

o Identify farm improvements to develop strong sustainable farm economics 

o Develop a set of quantifiable factors of agriculture pressures that can be measured 

and evaluated in the future to incentivize production and reduce trends towards 

transfers 

o Adopt local land use codes to conserve water and reduce pressures for agricultural 

water transfers 

o Promote conservation easements with the anticipated result that they will 

be more widely considered by the agricultural community 

 Develop incentives to support agricultural production 

o Reimburse agriculture for value added to the environment including, 

water quality, wildlife, and viewscapes 

o Track effectiveness of agricultural incentives in maintaining irrigated acres 

o Minimize regulatory disincentives such as overly stringent requirements 

for reservoir construction 

o Reduce taxes for true self-sustaining agriculture 

o Develop incentives that encourage continued agricultural production 

 Promote agricultural conservation that maintains agricultural production and viability  

o Revised Colorado Water Law to allow agricultural conservation and improved 

efficiency measures without impacting water right value or risk of abandonment 
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o Strive towards a high level of conservation and efficiency within the agricultural 

industry 

Meeting the Colorado’s Agricultural Gaps 

The Colorado Draft BIP identified 41 projects with quantifications of acre-feet information that 

could reduce agricultural shortages in the basin by a total of 453,000 to 483,000 acre-feet.  These 

projects could also meet municipal and industrial demands. These projects, if implemented, could 

eliminate the 100,000 acre-feet of shortages in the basin.  However, neither a spatial nor 

hydrological analysis has been done to confirm this.  Furthermore, it is not clear how many of these 

projects are likely to be implemented as several do not have active project proponents.  With regard 

to addressing agricultural losses due to urbanization, the Draft BIP has several suggestions 

concerning land use.  These could have an effect on reducing urbanization, but that effect has not 

been quantified in the Draft BIP.  In addition, the Draft BIP states a need to promote other activities 

to minimize agricultural loss due to water rights transfers, improve agricultural efficiency, and 

support agricultural production.  More detail is likely needed to make these policies implementable.   

In summary, the Draft BIP most likely fully addresses. the basin’s agricultural shortages and 

partially addresses the other listed goals.   

 

Gunnison 

The Gunnison Basin has the fourth most irrigated acres in 

Colorado and the second lowest percentage of shortages as a 

basin (20%) [13].  In addition, irrigated acres are likely to 

decline by eight to ten percent [13].  These declines are 

primarily due to urbanization, which could take 20,000 to 

26,000 acres out of the production [13].   

Gunnison Goals and Measurable Outcomes: 

In order to address these issues, the Gunnison Draft BIP identified two goals related to sustaining 

agriculture [5].  These goals and the associated measurable outcomes are below: 

 Improve agricultural water supplies to reduce shortages 

o Reduce basin-wide agricultural shortages by developing 10 projects from the list of 

recommended solutions in the GBIP by the year 2030 

o Implement the Inventory of Irrigation Infrastructure Improvement Needs projects 

from the list of recommended solutions in the GBIP by 2020 

 Discourage the conversion of productive agricultural land to all other uses within the 

context of private property rights. 

o Preserve the current baseline of 50,000 protected acres and expand by five percent 

by 2030 

Meeting the Gunnison’s Agricultural Gaps 

The Gunnison Basin Roundtable identified sixteen projects that it expects to be implemented in the 

near-term, which if implemented would reduce shortages in the basin.  In addition, there are 
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infrastructure improvement projects which may not yield acre-feet, but will improve agricultural 

efficiencies.  The Gunnison Draft BIP also states a goal of protecting more irrigated acres.  Currently, 

out of the 272,000 irrigated acres in the basin, 50,000 are protected through conservation 

easements and other heritage protection efforts.  The Gunnison Basin Roundtable would like to see 

another 2,500 acres protected by 2030, and it is not clear if policies within the Draft BIP will enable 

this to happen.  Therefore, the Draft BIP is considered to partially meet the second goal. 

 

Metro / South Platte / Republican 

The South Platte and Republican River Basins have the most 

irrigated acres in Colorado and the percentage of shortages in the 

region as a whole is 25 percent [13].  In addition, irrigated acres are 

likely to decline by 22 to 32 percent in the South Platte and by 20 

percent in the Republican according to SWSI 2010 [13].  The South 

Platte Draft BIP reexamined potential loss of irrigated lands in the 

South Platte based on past trends, and indicated a range of 17 to 21 percent for the South Platte [6].  

In the South Platte, these declines are primarily due to agricultural to municipal transfers, but 

urbanization is expected to account for six to seven percent of the loss, equivalent to 47,000 to 

61,000 acres [13].  In the Republican, the loss of over 100,000 irrigated acres is related to factors 

associated with sustainable groundwater and compact related issues.   

South Platte Goals and Measurable Outcomes: 

In order to address these issues, the South Platte Draft BIP identified one goal related to sustaining 

agriculture [5].  This goal and the associated measurable outcomes are below: 

 Fully recognize the importance of agriculture to Colorado’s future well-being, and support 

continued success and develop new voluntary measures to sustain irrigated agriculture. 

o Support strategies that reduce traditional permanent dry-up of irrigated acreage 

through implementation of other solutions including conservation, reuse, successful 

implementation of local IPPs, successful implementation of ATMs, and development 

of new Colorado River supplies. 

o  Support strategies by municipalities and other local and state land use authorities 

that reduce urbanization on irrigated acreage. 

o Support strategies to address agricultural water shortages through IPPs, new multi- 

purpose projects and innovative measures to maximize use of available water 

supplies. 

o Develop local tools and political/community support for tools to sustain irrigated 

farmland. 

o Encourage maintenance of existing wetlands in focus areas associated  

with agricultural lands. 

o Ensure agricultural dry-up and alternatives take into consideration environmental 

and recreational focus areas and attributes. 



COLORADO’S WATER PLAN / INITIAL DRAFT Section 6.2: Meeting Colorado’s Water Gaps 

Date Updated: 8/29/2014 INITIAL DRAFT Page 29 of 58 

Meeting the South Platte’s Agricultural Gaps 

The Draft BIP discusses several strategies to reduce agricultural shortages and minimize 

permanent agricultural losses.  Conceptually, the Draft BIP indicates that 30,000 acre-feet of future 

municipal demands could be met through alternative transfer methods.  However, the Draft BIP 

also lists several barriers to accomplishing ATMs, which need to be overcome to accomplish this.  In 

addition, the Draft BIP discusses the need to preserve the option for developing additional 

transmountain diversion water, which would lessen the need for significantly more agricultural 

transfers to occur.  There are no IPPs identified that explicitly address agricultural shortages.  The 

Draft BIP indicates the Basin Roundtable would like to further investigate options surrounding land 

use, which could increase urban densities, and therefore reduce the number of agricultural acres 

that are urbanized.  The Draft BIP does not go into depth with regard to developing local political 

tools or ensuring that environmental and recreational values associated with agriculture are taken 

into account.  Therefore, the Draft BIP is considered to partially meet its goals and measurable 

outcomes.   

 

North Platte 

To address these issues, the North Platte Draft BIP identified two 

goals related to sustaining agriculture [7].  These goals and the 

associated measurable outcomes are below: 

 

North Platte Goals and Measurable Outcomes: 

In order to address these issues, the North Platte Draft BIP has two goals related to sustaining 

agriculture [7].  These, along with the associated measurable outcomes are below: 

 Maintain and maximize the consumptive use of water permitted in the Equitable 

Apportionment Decree and the baseline depletion allowance of the Three State Agreement. 

o Develop three projects from the list of recommended solutions by 2020. 

o Incrementally bring up to 17,000 additional acres under irrigation by 2050. 

o Develop 37,000 acre-feet of additional storage (doubling of current storage) by 

2050. 

 Continue to restore, maintain, and modernize critical water infrastructure to preserve 

current uses and increase efficiencies. 

o Develop three projects from the list of recommended solutions by 2020. 

Meeting the North Platte’s Agricultural Gaps 

The North Platte identified twelve projects with acre-feet, acreage, or cubic feet per second 

estimates.  Six of the projects have water volume information, and half of these do not identify the 

associated increase in acreage that they would provide.  It is estimated that approximately 12,000 

acre-feet could be generated from these projects.  Similarly, nine potential projects include 

information on the acreage that could be served, but six descriptions do not include how many 

acre-feet are associated with the projects.  All in all, over 12,000 acres were identified in the Draft 

BIP.  It is assumed that the three projects without associated acreage would add to this number, but 

given the available data, approximately seventy percent of the North Platte Draft BIPs goal to 
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increase acreage is met.  Additionally, there are several listed projects that work to restore, 

maintain, and modernize water infrastructure in the basin.  However, the goal to increase storage 

by 37,000 acre-feet is only partially met by the Draft BIP.   

 

Rio Grande 

The Rio Grande Basin has the second most irrigated acres in 

Colorado and the basin as a whole using 67 percent of its crop 

irrigation water requirement [13].  In addition, irrigated acres are 

likely to decline by thirteen to fourteen percent, or over 80,000 acres 

[13].  These declines are primarily due to groundwater sustainability 

issues that are being addressed by the formation of groundwater subdistricts [8].  The purpose of 

the subdistricting is to: 

The overall objective of this Plan is to provide a water management alternative to state-

imposed regulations that limits the use of irrigation wells within the Subdistrict, that is, a 

system of self-regulation using economic-based incentives that promote responsible 

irrigation water use and management and insure the protection of senior surface water 

rights [15]. 

Rio Grande Goals and Measurable Outcomes: 

To address these issues, the Rio Grande Draft BIP identified two goals related to sustaining 

agriculture [8].  These goals and the relevant measurable outcomes are below: 

 Operate, maintain, rehabilitate and create necessary infrastructure to meet the Basin’s long-

term water needs, including storage. 

o A database of existing water infrastructure including documentation of 

infrastructure condition and mapping of all storage reservoirs and major ditch 

diversions is created. 

o Reservoirs operate at full design capacity without restrictions. 

o Diversion structures and conveyance systems function optimally. 

 Management water use to sustain optimal agricultural economy throughout the Basin’s 

communities.   

o The cultural heritage of agricultural water use in the San Luis Valley is recognized. 

o Agriculturally supported jobs are sustained. 

o Rangeland is maintained and improved. 

o Soil health is enhanced and soil loss is minimized on both farmland and rangeland. 

o Alternative agriculture practices that improve soil health and/or reduce 

consumptive use without impacting crop yields are supported and implemented to 

the extent practicable. 

Meeting the Rio Grande’s Agricultural Gaps 

The Rio Grande is not seeking to reduce shortages or increase irrigated acreage.  Instead, it seeks to 

better manage its agricultural water resources and economy in the face of needing to reduce 

irrigated acreage.  Consequently, most of the fifteen agricultural related projects analyzed in the 

Draft Rio Grande Draft BIP do not have new acre-feet associated with them.  Instead, six of the Draft 
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BIP’s projects focus on monitoring, assessment, and planning.  The storage improvement and 

expansion projects are largely focused on improved augmentation and administration 

opportunities that would help meet irrigation as well as environmental and recreational needs.  The 

Rio Grande Basin Roundtable plans to continue to develop detail for additional projects and 

methods for its final BIP.  In summary, the Rio Grande’s draft plan partially meets its defined 

agricultural gap, and this will be reassessed once additional projects and methods are analyzed. 

 

Southwest 

The basins in the Southwest have the sixth most irrigated acres in 

Colorado and the third highest percentage of shortages as a basin 

(34%) [13].  In addition, irrigated acres are likely to decline by three 

to five percent [13].  These declines are primarily due to 

urbanization, although if Colorado River supplies are not available, 

some agricultural to urban transfers may be necessary [13].   

Southwest Goals and Measurable Outcomes: 

To address these issues, the Southwest Draft BIP identified three goals related to sustaining 

agriculture [9].  These goals and the associated measurable outcomes are below: 

 Minimize statewide and basin-wide acres transferred. 

o Implement projects (e.g.  ATMs, efficiency, etc.) in order to help preserve agriculture 

and open space values, and to help address municipal, environmental, recreational, 

and industrial needs; while respecting private property rights. 

o Implement strategies that encourage continued agricultural use and discourage 

permanent dry-up of agricultural lands. 

o The water providers in the state that are using dry- up of agricultural land (defined 

as requiring a water court change case) and/or pursuing a new TMD (as defined by 

IBCC to be a new west slope to east slope diversion project) shall have a higher 

standard of conservation.  The goal for these water providers is a ratio of 70% use 

occurs in-house while 30% use occurs outside (70/30 ratio). 

 Implement efficiency measures to maximize beneficial use and production.   

o Implement at least 10* agricultural water efficiency projects identified as IPPs (by 

sub-basin). 

 Implement IPPs that work towards meeting agricultural water supply shortages. 

Meeting the Southwest’s Agricultural Gaps 

The Southwest Draft BIP contains an extensive IPP list that includes ten agricultural water 

efficiency projects.  In addition, it identifies four projects that have new acre-feet associated with 

them.  These could begin to help reduce agricultural water supply shortages, although there is not a 

measurable outcome associated with reducing shortages.  As stated in the Draft BIP, there are no 

identified projects that support agricultural sharing or implement strategies that discourage 

permanent dry-up of agricultural lands.  Therefore, the Draft BIP partially meets its defined 

agricultural gaps. 
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Yampa / White / Green 

The Yampa, White, and Green River basins have the second fewest 

number of irrigated acres in Colorado and the third lowest 

percentage of shortages as a basin (23%) [13].  In addition, irrigated 

acres could either increase by twelve percent with adequate 

investment or decrease by 15 to 53 percent [13].  The potential loss 

of irrigated acres will be determined by whether oil shale or other energy interests grow into a 

large commercial industry and need to rely on agricultural transfers to meet their needs.  Very few 

additional declines in irrigated acres are related to urbanization of agricultural lands [13].   

Yampa/White/Green Goals and Measurable Outcomes: 

To address these issues, the Draft Yampa, White, and Green Draft BIP identified two goals related to 

sustaining agriculture [9].  These goals and the associated measurable outcomes are below: 

 Improve agricultural water supplies to increase irrigated land and reduce shortages. 

o Reduce agricultural shortages basin-wide by 10 percent by the year 2030. 

o Preserve the current baseline of 119,000 irrigated acres and expand by at least 

14,805 acres. 

 Protect and encourage agricultural uses of water in the Yampa‐White‐Green Basin within 

the context of private property rights. 

o Preserve the current baseline of approximately 119,000 protected acres and expand 

by 12.4% by 2030. 

o Encourage land use policies and community goals that enhance agriculture and 

agricultural water rights 

Meeting the Yampa/White/Green’s Agricultural Gaps 

Figure 6.2-1 indicates the modeled level of shortages that still exist within the basin after the Draft 

BIP’s planned projects are implemented in a dry future.  These projects not only include the 

agricultural projects, but also potential energy projects and some municipal projects.  The planned 

energy project would meet much of the needs of a full scale oil shale industry, and would therefore 

decrease the potential number of irrigated acres that would need to be transferred for industrial 

purposes.  However, some of these projects could cause additional shortages in the basin, although 

shortages are significantly reduced in the Yampa River between Craig and Maybell.  This area has 

some of the most significant agricultural land in the basin.  In addition, the identified projects would 

help develop some of the additional acreage planned for in the Draft BIP.  While the document 

stresses the need for land use policies that support agriculture, no specific policies are identified.  

All in all, the Draft BIP mostly meets its defined agricultural gaps, and the Basin Roundtable plans to 

continue to refine this work for the final version. 
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6.2.5 Meet Colorado's Environmental and Recreational Needs  

The environmental and recreational gap is defined as the difference between what the basin 

indicates it wants to achieve with regard to meeting its environmental and recreational needs, as 

defined in its goals and measurable outcomes, and what projects and methods it has determined 

could be implemented to meet those needs [12].  While every basin indicated that meeting its 

environmental and recreational needs is an important aspect of its Draft BIP, this definition allows 

for considerable variability between basins, which face different issues related to the environment 

and recreation. 

 Colorado’s environmental and recreational needs can be met through protection or restoration 

projects and methods.  These projects and methods could have flow, habitat, water quality, species 

connectivity, or non-native species management components.  Because of this, the nonconsumptive 

gap is often measured in stream miles.  With support from the CWCB, the Basin Roundtables 

developed focus area maps that indicated where significant species, recreational areas and other 

environmental attributes are located in each basin.  The CWCB then conducted a study to identify 

and determine the locations of existing and planned projects that met or could meet some of the 

environmental and recreational values established by the Basin Roundtables.  From this data, areas 

with no known protections can be identified, versus areas with some type of protection (Figure 6.2-

3).  This information was mapped and included in the Nonconsumptive Toolbox, and an example in 

the Southwest is shown in figure 6.2-4. 

 

Figure 6.2-3 Percent of stream miles statewide with protection for cutthroat trout species, warm 

water fish, and important riparian and wetland focus areas. 

 While not every area that has a project or method may be sufficiently protected, and not every area 

within the focus areas need protection, these maps provide a good starting point for assessing the 

locations of potential environmental and recreational gap areas.  CWCB is currently working on 

further refining this methodology and adding in the additional projects and methods identified in 

the Draft BIPs.   
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To address the challenges in meeting the needs 

of the environment and recreation, the CWCB 

identified five statewide long-term goals to 

accomplish this work [1]: 

 Promote Restoration, Recovery, and 

Sustainability of Endangered, Threatened, and 

Imperiled Aquatic and Riparian Dependent 

Species and Plant Communities 

 Protect and Enhance Economic Values to 

Local and Statewide Economies Derived from 

Environmental and Recreational Water Uses, 

Such as Fishing, Boating, Waterfowl Hunting, 

Wildlife Watching, Camping, and Hiking 

 Support the Development of Multi- 

Purpose Projects and Methods that Benefit 

Environmental and Recreational Water Needs 

as well as Water Needs for Communities or 

Agriculture 

 Protect, Maintain, and Improve 

Conditions of Streams, Lakes, Wetlands, and 

Riparian Areas to Promote Self- Sustaining 

Fisheries and Functional Riparian and Wetland 

Habitat to Promote Long-Term Sustainability 

 Maintain Watershed Health – Protect or 

Restore Watershed that Could Affect Critical 

Infrastructure and/or Environmental and 

Recreational Areas 

Each Draft BIP addressed at least four out of five 

of these long term goals.  However, a significant 

amount of future work needs to occur to better determine how many stream miles the new projects 

and methods cover and how to strategically address these long term goals.   

Table 6.2-4 summarizes the Draft BIP work associated with meeting the Basin Roundtable’s 

environmental and recreational needs, along with perenniali stream miles of the environmental and 

recreational focus areas.   

  

Figure 6.2-4 Southwest example mapping of 

areas with and without projects offering 

protection 
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Basin 

Focus 
Area 

Perennial 
Stream 
Miles 

No.  of 
Perennial 
Stream 

Miles w/ No 
Known 

Protections 

# of New 
Projects 

w/ 
Stream 

mile Info 

Potential 
Stream 
Miles w/ 

New 
Projects 

or 
Methods 

Summary of How BIPs Met Their 
Environmental and Recreational 

Goals / Gap 

Arkansas 3,124 
1,372  
(44%) 

1 3 The Arkansas is still in progress 

Colorado 1,762 
844  

(48%) 
3 32 

Partially through support of projects & 
methods; not identify new funding 
source or how establish regional 

cooperatives 

Gunnison 1,106 
270  

(24%) 
0 

None 
ID’d 

Yes, ID’d 10 projects to be 
implemented, support Cutthroat Trout 

Conservation Strategy; ID’d 5 multi-
purpose projects; explored some 

alternative funding sources 

Metro/ 
South 
Platte 

959  
325  

(34%) 
2 2.5 

The Metro/South Platte Basin 
Roundtables are still in progress 

North 
Platte 

954 
231  

(24%) 
0 

None 
ID’d 

Mostly, ID’s more than 3 env. and 2 
multi-purpose projects to be 

implemented, likely increases fishing, 
waterfowl hunting & viewing by 5% if 

implemented 

Rio 
Grande 

2,735 
397  

(15%) 
1 5 

Partially through project 
implementation, but quantification of 

how meet goals and measurable 
outcomes not performed until final 

Southwest 2,433 
1,009  
(41%) 

6 183 
Unclear until measurable outcomes 

are revised. 93% on the Lower Dolores 
for riparian restoration 

Yampa / 
White / 
Green 

485 
155  

(32%) 
0 

None 
ID’d 

Mostly, quantifies and determines a 
number of projects that would support 

the current PBO on the Yampa, new 
PBO on the White, warm water fish, 

riparian areas, and recreational 
boating; integrates consumptive and 

env. and rec. interests 

TOTAL 13,557 4,602 (34%) 13 125.5  

Table 6.2-4 Summary of f How Each Basin Meets Its Environmental and Recreational Gaps. 

NOTE: The % of streams with no known protections do not represents gaps for specific species 

or plant communities, which may be larger.  
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Arkansas 

In the 2011 needs assessment, the Arkansas Basin Roundtable 

identified 342 perennial stream miles with Arkansas darter, 371 with 

greenback cutthroat trout, and 1,811 of important riparian and 

wetland areas. Very few of the perennial stream miles with Arkansas 

darter are protected. However, two-thirds of greenback cutthroat 

trout stream miles have some level of protection, whether direct or indirect. Approximately one-

third of riparian and wetland areas identified by the Basin Roundtable have some level of 

protection, and most of those are indirect protections. In addition, 57 percent of the identified 

fishing areas and 22 percent of the identified waterfowl hunting and view areas have some level of 

protection.  

Arkansas’ Environmental and Recreational Goals: 

To address their environmental and recreational needs, the Arkansas Draft BIP established seven 

goals [3]: 

 Preclude federal endangered listing of native fish 

 Restore state imperiled fish species populations 

 Maintain, improve and increase recreational fishing opportunities 

 Maintain and restore riparian habitats 

 Maintain important avian areas associated with water 

 Maintain and restore wetlands 

 Maintain, improve, and increase flat water recreation 

Meeting the Arkansas’ Environmental and Recreational Gaps 

The Draft BIP indicates the environmental and recreational components of the plan are incomplete.  

This work will be completed by finalization of the Draft BIPs, and an assessment as to whether the 

Draft BIP meets their environmental and recreational gaps will be assessed at that junction point in 

time. 

 

Colorado 

In the 2011 needs assessment, the Colorado Basin Roundtable 

identified 676 perennial stream miles with Colorado River 

cutthroat trout, and 435 with imperiled warm water fish, including 

the endangered fish species. In addition, they identified 1,098 

perennial stream miles of important riparian and wetland areas. A 

full two-thirds of the warm water fish species stream miles have 

some level of protection, with much of it direct protection. Three-quarters of Colorado River 

cutthroat trout stream miles also have some level of protection. Similarly, approximately three-

quarters of riparian and wetland areas identified by the Basin Roundtable have some level of 

protection; however, the vast majority of these protections are indirect. In addition, over 90 percent 

of the identified fishing areas have direct protection. 
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Colorado’s Environmental and Recreational Goals: 

To address their environmental and recreational needs, the Colorado Draft BIP developed the 

theme to protect and restore healthy streams, rivers, lakes and riparian areas and identified five 

goals.  These goals and the associated measurable outcomes, are listed below [4]: 

 Protect and rehabilitate healthy rivers, streams, lakes and riparian areas 

o A map depicting high priority reaches that have insufficient or poorly timed flows 

(e.g., 15-Mile Reach, 303(d) impaired streams, instream flows, monitoring and 

evaluation reaches, ecological impacted, recreational significant, reaches with 

existing dams 

o Map or list of reaches where habitat has deteriorated as a result of non-flow related 

changes and could be restored 

o Improve habitat conditions in all identified prioritized reaches in 

exchange for harm caused by existing or additional water development 

o Reduce the number of river miles where non-native invasive fish and invasive 

riparian species have degraded aquatic and riparian communities 

o  Identify reaches where additional flows can restore degraded rivers 

 Define water quality needs and at-risk water bodies  

(further described in section 7.3 on water quality) 

 Preserve high quality recreational river and stream reaches with appropriate flows  

o  Maintain number of boater days on 28 reaches identified as recreation priorities by 

American Whitewater in cooperation with the WFET work 

o Protect access and flows levels to 28 popular recreational reaches 

o Develop more Recreational in-Channel Diversions (RICDs) structures and water 

rights on community and basin supported reaches to protect recreational flows 

 Develop a basin-wide funding system to meet basin environmental and recreational needs 

o Establish a new funding agency or existing agency for the basin or in every county in 

the basin to fund environmental and recreational management 

o Leverage existing financial resources to further protect or restore all streams, rivers 

and lakes that host prioritized recreational or natural attributes (determine source 

and scope of funding) 

o Fund the acquisition of conservation easements that retain agricultural purposes 

and current uses of water 

 Expand regional cooperation efforts to improve efficiency, provide water supply flexibility, 

and enhance environmental and recreational amenities 

o Established regional water provider, ditch company and environmental & 

recreational advocate cooperatives focused on improving regional relationships, 

water supply redundancy and flexibility, water quality, coordinated efforts for 

multi-beneficial projects and addressing environmental and recreational needs 

o Increase permanent interconnects between water providers where feasible 

Meeting the Colorado’s Environmental and Recreational Gaps 

The Draft BIP identified fifty nine projects that are explicitly environmental and recreational 

projects.  In addition another thirteen address recreational needs and an additional thirteen that 
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address water quality.  Many of these are associated with the Colorado River Cooperative 

Agreement and the Windy Gap Firming Intergovernmental Agreement.  Of these approximately two 

thirds are new projects and methods.   

The Draft BIP recognizes that in order to better determine how to move forward with necessary 

projects and strategically meet the identified needs that a basin-wide stream management plan is 

needed, and the Draft BIP indicates that it is a top priority.  The Draft BIP states, “From this effort 

projects could be identified, funded and completed across the Basin, between watersheds and 

across county lines to make lasting impacts to our streams, riparian areas and overall ecosystem.  A 

project champion needs to be determined as well as funding sources and identified metrics” [4]. 

The Draft BIP further contends that that “all basins statewide must have a number one priority of 

protecting and improving the health of our rivers and streams” [4].   

At this point in time, it is not clear if the dozens of projects identified would adequately address the 

environmental and recreational goals and measurable objectives identified, but these projects 

would at least partially meet the Draft BIPs objectives and a streamflow management plan, if 

implemented, would likely meet all of the objectives.  One of the outstanding issues identified by the 

Draft BIP is the development of a new funding source within the basin.   

 

Gunnison 

In the 2011 needs assessment, the Gunnison Basin Roundtable 

identified 142 perennial stream miles with warm water fish 

species, including federally listed species. Of these, more than 

80 percent have some level of protection, and most of these 

stream miles have one or more forms of direct protection. All of 

the identified 173 perennial stream miles with Colorado River 

cutthroat trout have some level of protection, with 

approximately two-thirds of these miles including direct protection. Nearly 90 percent of the 800 

miles of identified perennial stream miles with important riparian and wetland areas have some 

level of protection as well. However, nearly all of these methods of protection are indirect.  

Gunnison’s Environmental and Recreational Goals: 

To address its environmental and recreational needs, the Gunnison Draft BIP identified two goals, 

which are listed below, along with the associated measurable outcomes [5]: 

 Quantify and protect nonconsumptive water uses. 

o Meet identified environmental and recreational needs basin-wide by developing 10 

projects from the list of recommended solutions in the GBIP by the year 2030 

o Implement the Environmental and Recreational Project Identification and Inventory 

projects from the list of recommended solutions in the GBIP by 2020 

o Improve the current baseline of native trout and endangered fish populations in the 

Gunnison Basin through the year 2050 

 Describe and encourage the beneficial relationship between agricultural and environmental 

recreational water uses  
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o Complete at least five new multi-purpose water projects, including two storage 

projects, in the Gunnison Basin by 2025 that meet multiple needs as identified in 

this report and other studies  

o Explore and develop recommendations on alternative sources of funding from 

recreational users within the Basin to support development of those multi-purpose 

water projects  

Meeting the Gunnison’s Environmental and Recreational Gaps 

The Draft BIP reexamined their environmental and recreational needs, and added 8 focus segments.  

Within those segments, the Draft BIP explored how well existing programs to support the Colordao 

River Recovery Program for endangered fish species, Cutthroat Trout and the three imperiled 

warm water fish species, the Bluehead Sucker, Flannelmouth Sucker, and Roundtail Chub.   

The Draft BIP indicated that it support the ongoing recovery program and the reoperation of the 

Aspinal Unit to meet environmental flows for these species.  This reoperation was first tried in 

2014, and will continue to be monitored and adapt to the needs of the endangered fish species.  The 

Draft BIP highlights that nonnative fish species are the most significant cause for concern in the 

Gunnison and recommends “that Colorado explore a must-kill policy for nonnative fish control.  “ 

The Draft BIP indicated that the ongoing work associated with the Colorado River Cutthroat Trout 

Conservation Strategy adopted by Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming, was likely sufficient to meet 

cutthroat trout habitat needs.   

There is an interstate Three Species Agreement in place to protect the three warm water fish 

species, and Colorado Parks and Wildlife is in the process of developing a State Strategy.  As part of 

this work, “it is imperative that fishery managers work with water managers to continue to 

implement the actions articulated in the Three Species Agreement.  In the Gunnison, flow 

protection provided by downstream senior water rights (e.g., the Redlands Water and Power 

Company water rights) become an important means of maintaining the native fishery” [5].   

In addition to these ongoing efforts, the Draft BIP identified several additional efforts.  Out of the 38 

projects and methods assigned to tier 1, which are planned to be completed by 2020, 14 have 

nonconsumptive components that meet one or more of the Draft BIPs identified environmental and 

recreational goals.  The Draft BIP also identified seventeen important ongoing environmental and 

recreational protection and monitoring porojects that meet one or more of the goals.  Included in 

the tier 1 projects are a number of studies that would further develop additional nonconsumptive 

projects to meet each regions need.  The Draft BIP identified several types of projects that could be 

impolemented while preserving existing agricultural uses.  These include [5]: 

 Diversion infrastructure improvements that increase accuracy and reduce maintenance 

costs while preserving stream connectivity  

 Temporary and voluntary instream flow leasing arrangements that sustain flows during 

critical drought periods  

 Voluntary partial instream flow donations that maintain historical irrigation practices on a 

more limited basis  
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 Multipurpose storage projects that include operational flow agreements and/or dedicated 

environmental and recreational flow components  

In summary, if the Draft BIP is fully implemented, then the goals and measurable outcomes would 

be fully satisfied, and the Gunnison Basin would meet its environmental and recreational gaps.   

 

Metro / South Platte / Republican 

In the 2011 needs assessment, the South Platte and Metro 

Roundtables identified 628 perennial stream miles with warm 

imperiled plains fish species. Of these miles, more than 

approximately two-thirds have some level of protection. 90 percent 

of the identified 79 perennial stream miles with greenback 

cutthroat trout have some level of protection, although more than 

half of this protection is indirect. Approximately half of the 628 miles of identified perennial stream 

miles with important riparian and wetland areas have some level of protection as well, with most of 

it direct. In addition, approximately half of the important fishing areas identified and one-third of 

the waterfowl hunting and viewing stream miles have some level of protection. 

South Platte’s Environmental and Recreational Goals: 

To address its environmental and recreational needs, the South Platte Draft BIP developed a goal, 

which along with the associated measurable outcomes is listed below [6]: 

 Fully recognize the importance of, and support the development of environmental and 

recreational projects and multipurpose projects that support water availability for 

ecologically and economically important habitats and focus areas. 

o Promote Restoration, Recovery, and Sustainability of Endangered, Threatened, and 

Imperiled Aquatic, Riparian and Wetland Dependent Species and Plant 

Communities: 

i. Maintain or increase the habitat for federally and state listed threatened and 

endangered species or plant communities. 

ii. Maintain or increase habitats in the nonconsumptive focus areas with imperiled 

species or plant communities and secure the species in these reaches as much as 

they can be secured within the existing legal and water management context 

iii. Maintain or increase the wetland, lake or stream habitat used by migratory and 

breeding birds. 

o Protect and Enhance Economic Values to Local and Statewide Economies Derived 

from Environmental and Recreational Water Uses, Such as Fishing, Boating, 

Waterfowl Hunting, Wildlife Watching, Camping, and Hiking 

i. Maintain or increase the surface area, stream miles or public access for 

recreational opportunities of high economic value. 

ii. Maintain or increase the miles and general appearance of trails and greenways 

to promote aesthetic values and quality of life. 

iii. Maintain or increase public access to fishing opportunities in lakes and streams. 
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iv. Maintain or increase the total area for birding, waterfowl hunting and wildlife 

viewing. 

v. Maintain or improve the amount of river miles or flatwater surface acres 

available to river and flatwater boaters. 

o Protect, Maintain, and Improve Conditions of Streams, Lakes, Wetlands, and 

Riparian Areas to Promote Self-Sustaining Fisheries and Functional Riparian and 

Wetland Habitat to Promote Long-Term Sustainability 

i. Maintain or increase the number of stream miles or surface area of streams, 

lakes, wetlands and riparian areas for self-sustaining aquatic species 

populations, and wetland/riparian habitat. 

ii. Maintain or improve fish habitat by providing habitat enhancements, 

eliminating dry up points, and promoting connectivity. 

iii. Maintain or improve watershed health through source water protection, 

wildfire mitigation, sedimentation control and erosion control. 

iv. Encourage existing and develop innovative tools to protect instream flows 

where appropriate. 

Meeting the South Platte’s Environmental and Recreational Gaps 

Through the Basin Roundtable process, the Draft BIP identified seven additional focus area reaches 

that were added to the basin needs assessment maps.  This work expands the number of areas 

where a focus on addressing environmental and recreational needs is important.  The Draft BIP also 

assessed dry-up points within the South Platte, identifying fifteen areas that experience no flows 

during some years at some points in time.  These dry up points affect species connectivity and 

habitat.   

In order to determine the types of projects needed to address these environmental and recreational 

concerns, the Draft BIP assessed the types of projects needed in the following regions: 

1. Headwater areas (Upper Mountain area) 

2. Metro Corridor  

3. Boulder/Fort Collins (Northern Area)  

4. Plains (Lower South Platte) 

For each of these regions a suite of project types (e.g., instream flows, stewardship projects, species 

reintroduction, fish passages, modification or improvements to dry-up points or diversion 

structures that inhibit fish passage, stewardship programs, instream flow programs with water 

rights components which dedicate historic consumptive use to a downstream user while improving 

streamflows within a reach of concern) were developed and the number of miles with existing or 

planned protections was assessed.   

In order to move forward with addressing the South Platte’s environmental and recreational needs, 

the Draft BIP has several recommendations throughout the Draft BIP.  Some of these include [6]: 

 Proactively pursue projects to maintain and enhance the recreational and environmental 

attributes in the South Platte Basin.   
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 Ensure that environmental and recreational attributes are protected or potentially 

enhanced by multi-purpose and collaborative projects through cooperation with M&I and 

Agricultural users. 

 Work to meet the M&I gap, while minimizing the impacts to agricultural uses, and while also 

providing protections and enhancements to environmental and recreational attributes in 

candidate focus areas.   

 Provide reliable funding sources to assist with environmental and recreational projects, 

which is essential for projects to move forward.  Some of these funding sources include 

assisting with a portion of the funding needed for multipurpose projects so that 

environmental and recreational stakeholders can be a partner on such projects.   

 Further develop, investigate and document projects and methods and the presence and 

sufficiency of those projects and methods in enhancing and protecting environmental and 

recreational attributes. 

The South Platte and Metro Basin Roundtables have a grant to continue further developing the 

environmental and recreational components of their Draft BIP.  They plan to address several data 

gaps and further explore projects that could meet the needs of the basin.  The current draft partially 

meets the environmental and recreational gaps identified through the goals and measurable 

outcomes process. 

 

North Platte 

In the 2011 needs assessment, the North Platte Basin Roundtable 

identified 222 perennial stream miles with important fishing areas, 

the Basin Roundtable’s top priority. Approximately one-third of 

these miles have some direct protection, and the remaining stream 

miles have no known protections. There are 93 miles of perennial 

streams with waterfowl hunting and viewing, with 45% having some form of direct protection. 

Over a quarter of the 220 miles of identified perennial stream miles with important riparian and 

wetland areas have some level of protection as well.  

North Platte’s Environmental and Recreational Goals: 

To address its environmental and recreational needs, the North Platte Draft BIP identified two 

goals.  These goals and the associated measurable outcomes, are below [7]: 

 Maintain healthy rivers and wetlands through the strategic implementation of projects that 

meet prioritized nonconsumptive needs. 

o Increase fishing user days by five percent by 2020. 

o Increase waterfowl hunting and viewing days by five percent by 2020. 

o Develop three projects from the list of recommended solutions by 2020. 

 Describe and quantify the nonconsumptive benefits of agricultural use.   

o Complete at least two new multi-purpose water projects in the North Platte Basin by 

2025 that meet multiple needs as identified in this report and other studies.   
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Meeting the North Platte’s Environmental and Recreational Gaps 

To better determine where the Basin Roundtable should focus its efforts, the Draft BIP developed a 

weighted attribute map.  The map takes into account both the number of attributes and the priority 

rank given by the Basin Roundtable during the needs assessment process.  The Draft BIP states 

“This map will be used to help target projects to address identified environmental and recreational 

attributes in the basin, including both multi-purpose projects and specific environmental and 

recreational projects” [7]. 

The Draft BIP identified 49 planned environmental and recreational projects, three of which are 

multi-purpose.  Out of the list of potential projects, the Draft BIP developed project summaries for 

fourteen projects and methods.  Of these, five help maintain healthy rivers and wetlands, and four 

of these projects also demonstrate the connection between agriculture and environmental and 

recreational values.  The Draft BIP describes these projects as follows: 

The projects include reservoir improvements on to preserve a major water supply for the 

maintenance of habitat at the Arapahoe National Wildlife Refuge, the improvement of a 

major diversion structure to address fish connectivity while addressing other water user 

needs, improvement of fisheries habitat at State Wildlife Areas (public access fishing), and 

two inventory projects that could help identity other multi-purpose project opportunities 

[7].   

All in all, if implemented, the Draft BIP would address the measurable outcomes that together call 

for five projects that meet nonconsumptive needs.  It is not clear if these projects will reach the 

fishing and waterfowl hunting targets identified by the Draft BIP.  However, the Draft BIP mostly 

meets its identified environmental and recreational gaps.   

 

Rio Grande 

In the 2011 needs assessment, the Rio Grande Basin Roundtable 

identified 564 perennial stream miles with Rio Grande chub, an 

imperiled fish species. 54 percent of the stream miles have some 

level of protection, most of which is direct. Another warm water 

imperiled fish species is the Rio Grande sucker, which is listed as 

state endangered. Over 60 percent of the 346 perennial stream miles that support this species have 

some level of protection, though more than half of it is indirect. Nearly 40 percent of the identified 

748 perennial stream miles with Rio Grande cutthroat trout have some level of protection, although 

most of this protection is indirect. Similarly, just over 40 percent of the 2,138 miles of identified 

perennial stream miles with important riparian and wetland areas have some level of protection, 

with most of it direct.  

Rio Grande’s Environmental and Recreational Goals: 

To address its environmental and recreational needs, the Rio Grande Draft BIP identified four goals.  

These goals and the associated measurable outcomes are below [8]: 

 Protect, preserve and enhance terrestrial and aquatic wildlife habitats throughout the 

Basin.   
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The 2011 needs assessment identified the many stream miles  that provide habitat for imperiled fish  species such as the Rio Grande chub, the Rio Grande sucker, and the Rio Grande cutthroat trout. (As of October 2014, the USFWS determined that the Rio Grande Cutthroat trout is not warranted for listing as "endangered."  The on-going, extensive recovery efforts will continue for this species.)  Through both direct and indirect means a portion of the stream miles, which are where the imperiled fish are located, have some degree of protection.   Similarly, the previous assessment indicated that some of the identified perennial stream miles with important riparian and wetland areas have some level of protection, with most of it direct.  In addition, it has been estimated that  the San Luis Valley has approximately 200,000 acres of internationally important wetlands that provide critical habitat for endangered bird species as well as large numbers of migrating birds and water fowl.  While the State effort used the term “non consumptive” as a term inclusive of all recreational and environmental needs, the RGBRT recognizes that many environmental attributes have a significant consumptive use component. For example, many wetlands are integral elements of agricultural operations, such as wet meadows that are also hay fields and pastures, which are irrigated by water rights and have an associated consumptive use. In addition, a number of government agencies own consumptive water rights that are dedicated to environmental and recreation-based attributes in the Rio Grande Basin. As a result, the term “environmental and recreational” has been used in the Rio Grande Basin Water Plan.In the course of the BIP planning process, the Rio Grande's Environmental and Recreational Subcommittee chose to expand beyond the attributes previously identified in SWSI Phases 1 and 2 and undertake a more comprehensive approach that utilizes updated geographic information system (GIS) layers to determine where key environmental and recreation components exist, to better determine their extent and conditions, to identify where measures are in place to protect or restore those components and where action needs to be taken. Using these methods, the subcommittee has worked to identify the priority environmental and recreational attributes that are in need of additional protection, restoration or management.   For longer-term projects and methods, the Environmental and Recreational Subcommittee will continue to inventory, update and quantify environmental attributes in relation to water needs.  Through this process, the group will define and update maps of environmental and recreational focus areas in the Rio Grande Basin and develop strategies to address needs and sustain their attributes. 
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o  Species that are listed by either the federal or state government as threatened, 

endangered or candidate species are recovered or de-listed. 

o Additional species are prevented from being listed by the federal or state 

government. 

o  Economic impact studies for environmental and recreational benefits are 

considered in the decision-making process for new water supply projects. 

o  Wildlife habitat needs are considered in the decision-making process. 

o  Natural resource agencies in the SLV coordinate and cooperate with each other to 

comply with the groundwater rules and regulations and augmentation plans to 

benefit wildlife and recreation to the largest extent possible. 

o  Water needs for wildlife habitat are addressed in plans, databases and SLV-wide 

surveys of appropriate wildlife populations. 

 Conserve, restore, and maintain wetlands and riparian areas for the benefit of a healthy 

watershed.   

o Needs for properly functioning wetlands and riparian areas are 

identified. 

o Ecological function of wetlands and riparian areas are restored. 

o Projects are developed and implemented to restore, conserve and sustain 

functioning wetlands, riparian areas and associated habitats with a focus on 

incorporating connectivity for species. 

 Work to establish active river flows throughout the year in cooperation with water users 

and administrators to restore and sustain ecological function of the rivers and floodplain 

habitats within the context of existing water rights and compact obligations.   

o Active plans and cooperative agreements are negotiated that 

enhance streamflows through re-operations while ensuring full 

compliance with Colorado water law. 

 Maintain and enhance water dependent recreational activities.   

o Floatable flow levels are identified by reach. 

o Cooperative water management provides flows to extend recreational 

opportunities. 

o Recreational facilities are improved and/or added to. 

o Quality and quantity of fishing opportunities are improved. 

Fish and boat passages are installed where appropriate. 

o Conservation pools are rehabilitated, secured and/or conserved as possible. 

o Quality and quantity of hunting (waterfowl, small game and big game) opportunities 

are improved. 

o Fish hatcheries have sustainable, secure and adequate physical and legal water 

supplies. 

o Economic benefits of recreation are recognized in decision-making 

processes. 
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Meeting the Rio Grande’s Environmental and Recreational Gaps 

Out of the eighteen projects analyzed in the Rio Grande Draft BIP, twelve projects help meet the 

goals identified above.  In addition, the Draft BIP will analyze an additional eight projects that 

address environmental and recreational information gaps, which will further help clarify the 

environmental and recreational gaps.  At this point in time, the Draft BIP partially meets its 

environmental and recreational gaps.   

 

Southwest 

In the 2011 needs assessment, the Southwest Basin Roundtable 

identified 834 perennial stream miles with imperiled warm water 

fish species, including the flannelmouth sucker, bluehead sucker, 

and roundtail chub. Nearly two-thirds of these stream miles have 

some level of protection, although most of these are indirect. 

Approximately 70 percent of the identified 178 perennial stream 

miles with Colorado River cutthroat trout have some level of protection, although most of this 

protection is also indirect. Just under 60 percent of the 762 miles of identified perennial stream 

miles with important riparian and wetland areas have some level of protection, with all of it direct. 

The needs assessment report also identified various forms of recreation, such as fishing and 

waterfowl hunting and viewing. Very few stream miles have identified protections for these values.  

Southwest’s Environmental and Recreational Goals: 

To address its environmental and recreational needs, the Southwest Draft BIP identified three 

goals.  These goals and the associated measurable outcomes are below [8]: 

 Maintain, protect and enhance recreational values and economic values to local and 

statewide economies derived from recreational water uses, such as fishing, boating, 

hunting, wildlife watching, camping, and hiking. 

o Implement 10 IPPs to benefit recreational values and the economic value they 

provide. 

o At least 80% of the areas with recreational opportunities have existing or planned 

IPPs that secure these opportunities and supporting flows/lake levels within the 

contemporary legal and water management context.  Based on the map of 

recreational attributes generated for SWSI 2010 80% of each specific value equates 

to approximately 428 miles of whitewater boating, 185 miles of flat- water boating, 

4 miles of Gold medal Trout Streams, 545 miles of other fishing streams and lakes, 3 

miles of Audubon Important Bird Area, 143 miles of waterfowl hunting/viewing 

parcels, and 6 miles of Ducks Unlimited projects. 

o Address recreational data needs. 

 Encourage and support restoration, recovery, and sustainability of endangered, threatened, 

and imperiled aquatic and riparian dependent species and plant communities.   

o Implement 15 IPPs to directly restore, recover or sustain endangered, threatened, 

and sensitive aquatic and riparian dependent species and plant communities. 
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o At least 95% of the areas with federally listed water dependent species have 

existing or planned IPPs that secure the species in these reaches as much as they can 

be secured within the existing legal and water management context. 

o At least 90% of areas with identified sensitive species (other than ESA species) have 

existing or planned IPPs that provide direct protection to these values.  Based on the 

map of environmental attributes generated for SWSI 2010 90% for individual 

species equates to approximately 169 miles for Colorado River cutthroat trout, 483 

miles for roundtail chub, 794 miles for bluehead sucker, 700 miles for flannelmouth 

sucker, 724 miles for river otter, 122 miles for northern leopard frog, 921 miles for 

active bald eagle nesting areas and 229 miles for rare plants. 

 Protect, maintain, monitor and improve the condition and natural function of streams, lakes, 

wetlands, and riparian areas to promote self-sustaining fisheries, and to support native 

species and functional habitat in the long term, and adapt to changing conditions. 

o Implement 26 IPPs to benefit the condition of fisheries and riparian/wetland 

habitat. 

o At least 80% of areas with environmental values have existing or planned IPPs that 

provide direct protection to these values. 

Meeting the Southwest’s Environmental and Recreational Gaps 

The Southwest Draft BIP identified six environmental and recreational projects and methods that 

included stream mile information, which cover over 180 miles of stream.  This is a subset of the 71 

projects identified, and 93% of the stream miles are associated with riparian restoration in the 

Lower Dolores. If implemented, these projects are sufficient to meet the number of IPPs the Draft 

BIP has identified in the above categories.  However, an analysis of how well these projects meet 

the percent of stream miles that need to have direct protection in each subbasin has not yet been 

conducted.  Furthermore, these targets will likely be revised.  The Draft BIP states, “By 2016, 

replace the following statewide outcomes with outcomes based on the current status of these 

measures in the Roundtable area” [9].  In addition, the Draft BIP identified two efforts that would 

extend across the sub-basin to better identify environmental and recreational needs: 

1. Evaluation of environmental and/or recreational gaps is planned to be conducted for 

improvement of non-consumptive resources and/or in collaborative efforts with 

development of consumptive IPPs.  The evaluations may be conducted by a subgroup of the 

Roundtable or by individuals, groups, or organizations with input from the Roundtable.  The 

evaluation may utilize methodologies such as the Southwest attributes map, Flow 

Evaluation Tool, R2Cross, and any other tools that may be available. 

2. Where environmental and/or recreational gaps are identified, a collaborative effort will be 

initiated to develop innovative tools to protect water identified as necessary to address 

these gaps.   

Until the Basin Roundtable completes its reassessment of measurable outcomes, it is unclear how 

well the Draft BIP meets its measurable outcomes, but it is likely that it mostly meets its 

environmental and recreational gaps.   
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Yampa / White / Green 

In the 2011 needs assessment, the Yampa, White, and Green Basin 

Roundtable identified 218 perennial stream miles with state 

imperiled warm water fish species, and 142 miles with federally 

listed warm water fish species. Approximately 55 percent of these 

stream miles have some level of protection, with most of it direct. 

Nearly two-thirds of the identified 35 perennial stream miles with Colorado River cutthroat trout 

have some level of protection, although most of this protection is indirect. Over three-quarters of 

the 275 miles of identified perennial stream miles with important riparian and wetland areas have 

some level of protection as well, with nearly all of it direct. The needs assessment report also 

identified various forms of recreation. Very few stream miles have identified protections for these 

values.  

Yampa/White/Green’s Environmental and Recreational Goals: 

To address its environmental and recreational needs, the Yampa/White/Green Draft BIP identified 

two goals.  These goals and the relevant measurable outcomes and processes are below [8]: 

 Quantify and protect non‐consumptive water uses. 

o To the extent that non-consumptive needs can be specified and projects can be 

analyzed, there will be projects for non-consumptive attributes within the existing 

legal and water management context. 

o Multi-purpose projects and methods will be researched and designed to meet the 

other goals enumerated here. 

o The PBO and its depletion coverage for the Yampa River Basin for existing and 

future anticipated and unanticipated depletions will meet base flow targets in 

critical habitat areas and assist with endangered fish recovery. 

o A new PBO is agreed upon for the White River Basin that provides certainty for 

existing and future anticipated and unanticipated depletions and that assists with 

endangered fish recovery. 

o The flow protection and any water leasing or re-operation of projects needed for 

native warm water fish, for cottonwoods, and for recreational boating on reaches 

with greater and overlapping flow alteration risks are integrated with the flow 

protection for endangered fish recovery and with projects to meet in- basin, 

consumptive needs.  The flow needs of these non-consumptive attributes are 

otherwise met, including the avoidance or offset of the loss of minimum or optimal 

boating days that are related to multi-purpose projects and unrelated to drier or 

wetter hydrology. 

o The flow needs for all other non-consumptive attributes are quantified, integrated 

with projects to meet in-basin consumptive needs, and otherwise met through non-

consumptive IPPs.  Multipurpose projects will be researched and designed to 

improve riparian or aquatic ecology and bank stability without changing the existing 

flow regime while voluntarily modernizing irrigation diversion systems and 

reducing bedload.  Similar projects will be researched and designed to improve 



COLORADO’S WATER PLAN / INITIAL DRAFT Section 6.2: Meeting Colorado’s Water Gaps 

Date Updated: 8/29/2014 INITIAL DRAFT Page 48 of 58 

recreational boating for existing flows while voluntarily modernizing irrigation 

systems. 

o The economic values of the relatively natural flow regimes of the Yampa and White 

river systems are recognized and protected, along with the economic values of 

consumptive water use. 

o Acres of restored riparian areas, degraded streams, and wetlands to restore natural 

water storage capacity, and improve water quantity and quality for non-

consumptive needs 

o Assess and quantify impact of IPP’s on peak flows and ascertain whether further 

non-consumptive IPP’s need to be identified. 

 Develop an integrated system of water use, storage, administration and delivery to reduce 

water shortages and meet environmental and recreational needs. 

o Success in permitting and constructing in-basin storage projects 

o Reduction in consumptive shortages in drought scenarios 

o Reduction in identified non-consumptive shortages in drought scenarios 

o Administration and infrastructure improvements making decreed amounts of water 

available to  

diversion structures with less need for seasonal gravel dams in the river 

o Reduce the potential incidence of severe low flows in order for water users to 

exercise their water rights. 

Meeting the Yampa/White/Green’s Environmental and Recreational Gaps 

The previous Watershed Flow Evaluation Tool work examined whether cottonwood, warm water 

fish, or cold water fish were vulnerable due to flow conditions within the Basin Roundtable’s 

environmental and recreational focus areas.  Additional analysis within the Draft BIP assessed how 

often instream flows and recreational in channel diversions were being met throughout the basin.  

These three efforts provide significant insight into how well environmental and recreational needs 

are currently being addressed in the basin.  Furthermore, the Draft BIP overlaid potential future 

conditions within the basin to determine how future climate and development of its identified 

projects and processes would affect: 

1. The vulnerability of the species within the environmental and recreational focus areas, 

2. The instream flow shortages, and 

3. The recreational in channel diversion shortages 

For example, the Draft BIP indicates that “the modeling indicates that the implementation of the 

IPPs [in a dry future] would increase instream flow shortages by 27% on Trout Creek.  The 

development of IPPs could reduce instream flow shortages on the following reaches: Oak Creek (by 

1.4%, node 582290), Slater Creek (by 3.5%, node 542076)) and Willow Spring & Pond (by 1.8%, 

node 582162)” [10].  IPPs appear to have little affect for most locations due to vulnerability (Figure 

6.2-5), but could modestly impact endangered fish recovery flows in the Yampa River during the fall 

and winter (Figure 6.2-6).   

Overall, this work does an excellent job identifying the needs and the Draft BIP identifies seventeen 

environmental and recreational IPPs.  These IPPs are further supported by five multi-purpose 
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projects and seven consumptive projects that could provide secondary benefits to environmental 

and recreational values.  As stated in the Draft BIP, “the Basin Roundtable will continue to explore 

additional multi-purpose opportunities where they may exist through future planning efforts” [10]. 

In summary, the Draft BIP demonstrates progress towards meeting its future environmental and 

recreational needs and, if implemented, mostly meets the measurable outcomes listed above.   

 

 

 
Figure 6.2-5 Vulnerability for warm water fish, trout, and important cottonwood riparian zones in the 
Yampa /White / Green in a dry future with identified projects and methods.   
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6.2-6 Demonstration of how the Yampa PBO could be impacted by a dry future and a dry future with 
identified projects and methods implemented 

 

6.2.6 Other BIP identified gaps 

Other needs identified by the Draft BIPs include those associated with education, watershed health, 

and water quality.  These needs are further explored in section 9.4, 7.1, and 7.3 respectively.   

6.2.7 How other states have worked to meet their gaps  

The challenge of meeting future water supply needs is not unique to Colorado’s boundaries.  Other 

states across the west are facing the challenge of increased population and potentially limited 

supplies.  Colorado’s Water Plan will use the grassroots approach and input of citizens statewide to 

evaluate needs, and basin planning efforts will represent a huge step forward in meeting those 

needs.  With greater certainty and strategy for meeting the state’s needs within its borders, 

Colorado will be better prepared for working on interstate matters with neighboring states and the 

federal government.  Other neighboring states have also undertaken water planning efforts, for 

better certainty at the intra- and inter- state level.   

 

State and federal water projects make up a great amount of the ongoing efforts around the west: for 

example, California’s State Water Project, the Central Arizona Project, and the Lake Powell Pipeline 

all represent massive financial and political undertakings, with the goal of meeting future water 

supply needs. Other efforts include water banking, with efforts underway in California as well as 

multistate efforts on the drawing board.  A key issue in the west is also the settlement of water 

rights issues with tribes located throughout several states.  Settlements in New Mexico and Arizona 

provide a greater certainty to tribes and to water management agencies within the state.  Just as in 

Colorado, technical, financial, and political support are integral to the implementation of water 

supply projects and methods.  The state of Texas has invested large sums of capital into project 
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implementation, Kansas has invested in Corps of Engineers’ projects for storage, and the state of 

Utah has collaborated with the federal government on the Central Utah Project. 

For more information on neighboring states’ efforts to close water supply gaps, refer to the 

Appendix 6.2-A.  

6.2.8 Next steps 

The projects and methods in the Draft BIPs met many of the identified gaps, however in many cases 

gaps remain even with the significant efforts identified.  In order to help the Draft BIPs meet their 

needs, several next steps are needed.  The Gunnison Draft BIP summarized many of these next steps 

and potential actions, and this work has been updated in Table 6.2-5. 

Category Constraint Next Steps and Potential Actions 

Project Evaluation 

Conflict 
 Partnerships 

 Cooperative Strategies 

Perception 
 Public Education and Outreach 

 Incentive-Based Programs 

Regulations 
 Cooperative Strategies 

 Effective and Efficient Permitting 

Project Feasibility 

Cost 
 Creative Funding Mechanisms 

 Partnerships and Cooperative Strategies 

Water Availability 
 Water Availability Analyses 

 Water Administrative Strategies 

Constructability 
 Feasibility Analyses 

 Engineering Design 

Table 6.2-5 Strategies for implementation of the BIPs 

One of the primary purposes of Colorado’s Water Plan is to address the gap.  In order to accomplish 

this, several of the next steps and potential actions identified in Table 6.2-5 are discussed 

throughout the plan: 

 Partnerships and cooperative strategies are vital to overcoming conflict and building local 

consensus so that a project or method can move forward.  This approach is further 

discussed in Section 9.3 on more effective and efficient permitting.   

 Public education and outreach can also help inform people of Colorado’s water needs and 

solutions.  Section 9.4 explores avenues to better support this type of water education 

throughout Colorado.   

 Incentive based programs are mentioned throughout many sections of Colorado’s Water 

Plan.  For instance Section 6.3 explores opportunities to encourage conservation, reuse and 

water-wise land use practices.  Section 6.4 explores opportunities to encourage alternative 

agricultural transfer methods.   

 Funding is also a common theme throughout many of the Draft BIPs.  Funding options are 

further explored in Section 9.1. 

 Permitting and other regulatory concerns are also expressed in many of the Draft BIPs, and 

section 9.3 explores how to make these processes more effective and efficient.   
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Furthermore, Colorado’s water gaps must be identified and addressed.  The following 

recommendations would help accomplish this.   

 Support the evaluation, feasibility, and completion of the BIPs through WSRA grants. 

 Support increased consistency and technical support in the BIPs. 

o Provide technical support for several of the BIPs to explore municipal, agricultural, 

industrial, and environmental shortage analyses similar to those found in the 

Yampa/White/Green Draft BIP. 

o Provide technical support for several of the BIPs to explore the utilization of project 

sheets and project tiering, similar to the Rio Grande, North Platte, and Gunnison 

Draft BIPs. 

o Support the further quantification of project and methods costs, new acre-feet 

developed, new irrigated acres developed, and new stream miles protected.   

 Incorporate the BIP information into SWSI 2016 and reassess the municipal, industrial, 

environmental, recreational, and agricultural gaps 
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Appendix 6.2-A: How other states have worked to meet their gaps  

Arizona:  

Arizona Water Banking: The Arizona Water Banking Authority (AWBA; Water Bank) was 

established in 1996 to increase utilization of the state's Colorado River entitlement and develop 

long-term storage credits for the state.  The five person board is made up of the Director of the 

Arizona Department of Water Resources (ADWR), who is chair, the President of the Board of the 

CAP and three persons appointed by the Governor.  AWBA "banks" unused Colorado River water to 

use in times of shortage to firm Arizona’s water supplies.  These water supplies help to benefit 

municipal and industrial users and communities along the Colorado River, fulfill the water 

management objectives of the state, store water for use as part of water rights settlement 

agreements among Indian communities, and assist Nevada and California through interstate water 

banking.  Through these mechanisms, the AWBA aids in ensuring long-term water supplies for 

Arizona. 

Each year, the AWBA pays the delivery and storage costs to bring Colorado River water into central 

and southern Arizona through the Central Arizona Project canal (this is a federal/municipal project 

and is 336 miles long).  The water is stored underground in existing aquifers (direct recharge) or is 

used by irrigation districts in lieu of pumping groundwater (indirect or in-lieu recharge).  For each 

acre-foot stored, the AWBA accrues credit that can be redeemed in the future when Arizona's 

communities or neighboring states need this backup water supply. 

Central Arizona Project: The first State Water Plan published in the mid-1970’s noted that the 

growth of Arizona cities and industries could only be assured if groundwater pumping was offset by 

the use of CAP water.  In the late seventies, there was an impasse between the farmers and the 

municipal and mining interests regarding groundwater management.  Governor Bruce Babbitt 
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convinced the U.S.  Secretary of the Interior at that time, Cecil Andrus, to issue an ultimatum: unless 

Arizona enacted tough groundwater laws, he would refuse to approve construction of the Central 

Arizona Project. 

Soon the cities, mines and agriculture asked Babbitt to mediate the discussions regarding 

groundwater.  One of the first items of agreement was creation of the Arizona Department of Water 

Resources.  CAP was completed in 1993, costing $3.7 billion to construct.  The Arizona Department 

of Water Resources continues to financially support the project, but it is primarily run by a regional 

commission and was approved by Congress as a federal project. 

California:  

State Water Project: California has a State Water project, which provides drinking water for over 25 

million people and generates an average 6.5 million MWh of hydroelectricity annually.  It also 

provides water to 750,000 acres of irrigated land.  Construction began in the late 1950s, with major 

funding approved through a 1960’s bond measure.  Bond measures paid for the majority of the 

project, and annual operation and maintenance costs (including debt service) are primarily paid for 

by beneficiaries, although the state pays for the fish and wildlife benefits.  The state water project is 

ongoing, with additional facilities being planned.  The project started as a state-supported federal 

project.   

 Quick Facts  

 The Project includes 34 storage facilities, reservoirs and lakes; 20 pumping plants; 4 

pumping-generating plants; 5 hydroelectric power plants; and about 701 miles of open 

canals and pipelines.   

 By the end of 2001, about $5.2 billion had been spent to construct SWP facilities. 

CALFED Bay-Delta Program: In 1994 California and federal entities signed an agreement to manage 

the competing demands in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta.  There are numerous competing 

environmental and water supply needs related to the Delta.  This is a large and ongoing component 

of the State Water Project.   

In July of 2012, Governor Jerry Brown joined Secretary of the Interior Ken Salazar to announce 

plans to move a project forward that would put two tunnels under the bay to stabilize water 

deliveries, which have been reduced by court order over concerns for the endangered Delta Smelt.  

This is the latest version of the peripheral canal.  There is significant opposition to the project from 

environmentalists, salmon sports fishermen, and local farmers, although Governor Brown said the 

tunnels would be the "preferred alternative" for a plan that would ensure the "co-equal" goals of 

reliable water supplies and delta habitat restoration.  There will still be permit requirements, and 

an analysis is due next year.   

Quick Facts: 

 The project could deliver up to 7 million acre-feet. 

 The proposed system would cost about $19 billion to build, operate, and manage, along with 

$3-4 billion for habitat restoration. 
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 The habitat costs would be funded through bonds that would be paid from the state's 

general fund and would require voter approval.  Water users will pay for the cost of the 

construction and operation of the tunnels. 

Read more: http://www.sfgate.com/science/article/New-state-water-plan-tunnels-under-delta-

3735999.php 

State Water Plan: California also has a State Water Plan.  Their five year update was published in 

2013, and includes a financial plan, which is “a necessary step in implementing the strategic plan 

and many other California Water Plan recommendations.  This new financial focus will identify 

critical priorities for State investment in integrated water management activities.  It will also 

recommend innovative, stable, equitable, and fiscally responsible financial strategies and revenue 

sources should any funding gaps be identified as part of the water plan’s development.” The plan 

will also focus on regional solutions.   

Colorado:  

In addition to the technical and financial support provided by almost every state, Colorado has 

supported several projects in various ways.  These include being a participant in a project (e.g., 

Chatfield Reallocation), purchasing a block of water to be able to market to various interests in the 

future (e.g., Animas-La Plata), providing loans and/or grants to assist a project in moving forward 

(e.g.  Prairie Waters, Arkansas Valley Conduit), and the passing of a CWCB resolution in support of a 

project (e.g., Chatfield Reallocation, WISE Partnership).  Several Governors have also weighed in on 

water projects, including pressure to move permitting forward and explicit support for specific 

water projects.  The latest example can be found here: 

http://www.denverpost.com/news/ci_21314294.  Other support includes working with water 

providers who are working collaboratively with other stakeholders to find creative ways to 

administer these projects. 

New Mexico:  

Regional Water Planning: The New Mexico Legislature created the state's regional water planning 

program in 1987 and gave the Interstate Stream Commission the responsibility of funding, 

overseeing, and approving the plans of the 16 regions.  Through the program, regions are charged 

with the inventory of existing water supplies, projecting future demand, identifying supply 

inadequacies, and developing strategic alternatives to meet supply shortages.  The New Mexico 

State Water calls for the State to “support and adequately fund the completion, update, and 

implementation of regional water plans.”  

San Juan-Chama Project and Navajo Nation Water Rights Settlement: The Governor, State Engineer, 

and the Interstate Stream Commission Director testified in support of the Settlement and 

associated Project.  The State contributed nearly $50 million dollars to the project.   

 

Taos Pueblo Water Rights Settlement: The Governor, State Engineer, and Interstate Stream 

Commission Director testified in support of the Settlement.  The State, has contributed $1.5 million 

dollars while agreeing to future appropriations of $18.5 million dollars over time.   

 

http://www.sfgate.com/science/article/New-state-water-plan-tunnels-under-delta-3735999.php
http://www.sfgate.com/science/article/New-state-water-plan-tunnels-under-delta-3735999.php
http://www.denverpost.com/news/ci_21314294
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Aamodt Water Rights Settlement: The Aamodt Settlement (Pueblos of Pojoaque, Tesuque, Nambe & 

San Ildefonso) was supported by the Governor, State Engineer, and the Interstate Stream 

Commission Director.  No appropriations have been made to date, yet the State is potentially on the 

hook for up to $50 million dollars.   

 

Eastern New Mexico Water Supply Project: The Governor, State Engineer, and the Interstate Stream 

Commission Director supported the Settlement.  The State has contributed $20 million dollars 

while agreeing to fund around $75 million dollars over time. 

 

San Juan-Chama Shortage Sharing Agreement: The parties involved in the Navajo Dam and San Juan 

River operations, together with the New Mexico State Engineer’s Office and the Bureau of 

Reclamation, came to an agreement to share water losses (as opposed to traditional state water 

rights administration).  If the shortage agreement is not adhered to, the State will administer the 

system in a conventional manner.   

Texas:  

Texas has an active regional planning effort that identifies projects and then works to fund projects 

that are consistent with the plan or, for some funding sources, explicitly recommended as water 

management strategies in the regional or state plans.  They also have their own Commission on 

Environmental Quality which grants water right permits only if (some exceptions do apply) they 

are consistent with the regional water plans and the state water plan.  The plans are updated every 

5 years, and the Texas Water Development Board provides technical and administrative support.  

The legislature also designates “sites of unique value for the construction of reservoirs” as well as 

stream reaches with “unique ecological value.” There are several recommendations in the 2012 

state plan that have not yet been implemented.  These include the recommended purchase of 

reservoir sites and implementation of specific water projects and methods that go through an 

evaluation process. 

 Quick Facts  

 Municipal conservation strategies are expected to result in about 650,000 acre-feet of 

supply by 2060, with irrigation and other conservation strategies totaling another 1.5 

million acre-feet per year.   

 The planning groups recommended 26 new major reservoirs projected to generate 

approximately 1.5 million acre-feet per year by 2060.  Other surface water strategies would 

result in about 3 million acre-feet per year.   

 Recommended strategies relying on groundwater are projected to result in about 800,000 

additional acre-feet per year by 2060. 

Utah:  

Lake Powell Pipeline: Utah is planning, buying up the right of way, and has financing in place for 

construction of the Lake Powell Pipeline, to deliver water from the Colorado River (from 

Utah's unused allocation) to the St.  George area in Southwest Utah.  Utah’s Board of Water 

Resources, under the Lake Powell Pipeline Development Act passed by the Utah State Legislature in 

2006, is authorized to build the Lake Powell Pipeline.  The legislation authorizes a pipeline to take 

http://www.water.utah.gov/LakePowellPipeline/WordDoc's/LPPDevelopementAct.pdf
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water from Lake Powell, and transport it to Washington, Kane and Iron counties.  The water 

diverted into the pipeline will be a portion of Utah’s Upper Colorado River Compact allocation, and 

will consist of water rights to be held or acquired by the three water districts and the Board of 

Water Resources.  The state will build the project and the districts will repay the costs through 

water sales. 

 Quick Facts  

 The pipeline will total 177 miles from Lake Powell to Iron County 

 The project will deliver 100,000 acre-feet 

 Deliveries are planned to begin in 2020 

 The project will cost over $1B in capital costs 

West Desert Pumping Project: The Utah legislature authorized a major pumping project to protect 

the risk of flooding out of the Great Salt Lake.   

Bear River Development: Bear River is often referred to as Utah’s last untapped river.  In the Bear 

River Development Act, passed by the Legislature in 1991, the Division of Water Resources is 

directed to develop the surface waters of the Bear River and its tributaries.  The act also allocates 

water among various counties and provides for the protection of existing water rights.  The act 

allocates a total of 220,000 acre-feet of water annually.  The total cost of the project is estimated to 

be between $130- 260 million, depending upon which dam site is chosen.  Most of the required 

conveyance and treatment systems will be the responsibility of the contracting entities.  An article 

in the Utah Environmental Law Review states “According to several administrative documents, the 

state intends to make Bear water available within the next two decades, and it appears that the 

state will finally push forward to realize their 60 year old desire to tap the Bear.” This article can be 

accessed here: http://epubs.utah.edu/index.php/jlrel/article/viewArticle/103.  It is unclear in this 

initial review what the state intends to do with this project in the near future.   

Central Utah Project: The Central Utah Project (CUP) is a state supported federal project.  CUP is 

being constructed by the U.S.  Bureau of Reclamation and the Central Utah Water Conservancy 

District (CUWCD) took over construction of some of the final water distribution components.  The 

project is explicitly listed in the Utah’s State Water Plan as being necessary.  It is located in the 

central and east central part of Utah.  It is the largest water resources development program ever 

undertaken in the State.  The project provides Utah with the opportunity to beneficially use a 

sizable portion of its allotted share of the Colorado River water.  Project irrigation water will be 

provided to Utah's rural areas in the Uintah and Bonneville Basins.  Water will also be provided to 

meet the municipal and industrial requirements of the most highly developed part of the State 

along the Wasatch Front where population growth and industrial development are continuing at a 

rapid rate.  Water developed by the Central Utah Project will be used for municipal, industrial, 

irrigation, hydroelectric power, fish, wildlife, conservation, and recreation.  The project will 

improve flood control capability and assist in water quality control 

One key component of the project is the Bonneville Unit - This complex unit is currently being 

constructed and includes 10 new reservoirs, more than 200 miles of aqueducts, tunnels, and canals; 

a power plant, pumping plants, and 300 miles of drains.  Starvation Reservoir, constructed on the 

Strawberry River about 3 miles above Duchesne, has a capacity of 167,000 acre-feet and Soldier 

http://epubs.utah.edu/index.php/jlrel/article/viewArticle/103
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Creek Dam has nearly quadrupled the capacity of Strawberry Reservoir from 283,000 to 1,106,500 

acre-feet. 

Other States:  

Wyoming: The Wyoming Water Development Commission has financed many projects, including 

the State's share of the cost of raising Reclamation's Buffalo Bill Dam. 

Kansas: Kansas purchased storage in Corps reservoirs for water supply uses. 

 

                                                           
i
 Perennial streams are derived from the USGS national hydrologic database. 
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The policy of the state of Colorado is to identify and implement projects and methods to 
meet community and agricultural water needs throughout Colorado, and achieve the 
following statewide long-term goals:  
 

 Use water efficiently to reduce overall future water needs 

 Identify additional projects and processes to meet the water supply gap for communities 

while balancing the needs of agriculture, the environment, and recreation across the state 

 Meet community water needs during periods of drought 

 
 

__________________________________________________________ 

 

Chapter 6: Water Supply Management for the Future (previously Chapter 5) 

__________________________________________________________ 

6.5 Municipal, industrial, and agricultural infrastructure projects and methods 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The draft Basin Implementation Plan (BIP) process produced a compendium of projects and 

methods to meet Colorado’s future municipal, industrial, and agricultural needs. In developing their 

respective lists of projects and methods, the Basin Roundtables relied upon previously developed 

Identified Projects and Processes (IPPs), conducted interviews with water providers, and solicited 

public input to update existing IPPs and bring to light additional projects and methods. For the 

purposes of Colorado’s Water Plan, the term projects and methods includes IPPs and additional 

efforts featured in the BIPs to close the M&I gaps and reduce agricultural shortages.  

The Basin Roundtables vetted these proposed projects and methods to develop a draft list for their 

respective BIPs. Some Roundtables vetted the preliminary list through the entire roundtable, while 

others reviewed projects and methods by subcommittees. In the end, the Draft BIPs were reviewed 

or adopted by each Roundtable. In addition, many of the Roundtables tiered or prioritized their 

projects and methods to assist with future implementation. 

The ultimate goal of developing lists of projects and methods is to meet Colorado’s future water 

needs. In addition, this work will help calculate the remaining M&I water supply and demand gaps; 

determine residual agricultural shortages; estimate the costs of implementing the proposed 

projects and methods; identify the potential for intra-basin and inter-basin collaboration on 

proposed projects and methods; and identify the interrelationship and the potential for 

collaboration between consumptive and non-consumptive projects and methods. 

In sum, the BIPs propose over 400 projects and methods. Although some of the proposed projects 

and methods are designated primarily as single-purpose, many are multi-purpose. The multi-

purpose projects could benefit agricultural, municipal and industrial interests. Alternatively, these 
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projects could benefit the environment or expand recreational opportunities while meeting 

municipal or agricultural needs. Those projects and methods that intentionally target consumptive 

and non-consumptive benefits are categorized as Multi-purpose. 

While the BIPs feature projects and methods intended to either close the M&I gaps, reduce 

agricultural shortages, or both, to do so incurs financial expenditures. Many roundtables included 

implementation cost estimates, although some did not. Proposing a project or method is one 

component of implementation, while developing cost estimates and financing mechanisms are 

another. Many proposed projects and methods are very well developed and currently in the 

permitting stages; however some are conceptual in nature, with uncertain or no stated cost 

estimates. The validity of cost estimates varies greatly across proposed projects and methods and 

across BIPs. With that caveat, individual project and method implementation costs range from 

$50,000 to $211 million. It should also be noted that some proposed projects or methods are multi-

year efforts, with a wide array of implementation strategies and approaches. Summing all projects 

and methods within the respective BIPs reveals the range in which cost estimates vary. Identified 

cost estimates to implement the proposed projects and methods range from $12 million to $589 

million per BIP, with the total statewide preliminary sum in the neighborhood of $690 million. 

However, many BIPs have not yet determined costs for their projects and most have not done so on 

a consistent basis. Therefore, this number represents a minimum financial need.  

Another consideration for the identified projects and methods in the BIPs is their estimated yield, 

which affects the calculated M&I gaps and agricultural shortages. The yield is subject to some 

variability and further refinement by Basin Roundtables and through potential project permitting 

and financing. However, the estimated yield of the proposed projects and methods ranges from 18 

acre-feet per year of new supply to 90,000 acre-feet per year. Similarly, the range of yield reflects 

the level of participation of project sponsors and project beneficiaries. Some projects and methods 

have multiple sponsors, ranging in size from small localized water providers, to regional water 

providers, such as conservancy and conservation districts, or cities. Furthermore, some projects are 

sponsored by a single entity while the associated beneficiaries are many. In other cases, a proposed 

project or method is sponsored by a single entity and has only one beneficiary. Many combinations 

of project sponsors and project beneficiaries are proposed, reflecting the collaborative nature of the 

BIP process, and the anticipated results. 

The remainder of this section takes a more in-depth examination of each BIP. 

 

6.5.1. Water Supply Projects and Methods 

The types of projects and methods which could potentially be implemented are as varied as the 

needs in each basin and statewide. While projects and methods generally fall into two generic 

categories (structural and non-structural), this overview of the draft BIPs warranted a more 

specific categorization. In these summaries, projects will be tallied by type and the use by which the 

project was identified in the BIP, even though many projects may have multiple benefits. 

SWSI 2010 identified several categories of IPPs, which have been consolidated into the following: 

 Agricultural Water Transfers (including ATMs) 

Kelly
Inserted Text
are 
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 Reuse of existing fully consumable supplies 

 Growth into existing supplies 

 In-basin projects 

 New transbasin projectsi 

The majority of the projects identified in the BIPs fall into the category of “In-Basin Projects”. For 

the purposes of this summary, in-basin projects could align with the following descriptions: 

 Collaborative Management 

 Storage Improvements & Expansion 

 New Storage 

 Ditch & Diversion Improvements 

 Monitoring, Assessment, and Planning Efforts 

 Municipal Infrastructure 

 Energy 

 Aquifer Storage and Recovery 

 Water Rights and Supply 

 Multi-purpose  

In this section, the “Primary Message” of each Basin Implementation Plan is examined, summarizing 

the manner by which each basin prioritized projects and how the projects or methods identified 

match up or are assimilated with Basin Goals and Measurable Outcomes. The “Process” each basin 

used to garner public input is summarized, demonstrating how project lists were generated 

through compilations of existing lists, or through unique public input processes. Finally, there is a 

brief summary of projects and methods presented, illustrating some emphases and highlights, as 

well as identified acre-feet of development and costs when available.  

In the provided basin summaries, project costs and identified acre-feet associated are drawn from 

material provided in the BIPs. Every basin conducted outreach, assimilated projects, and evaluated 

projects in a manner unique to the respective basins. As BIPs are further refined and projects and 

methods move to implementation, project information, costs, and associated acre-feet will come 

into greater focus. Basins with less extensive project lists may further refine the available 

information or augment their lists before finalization of the draft. 

 

  

Kelly
Sticky Note
Add a bullet: Watershed and Soil Health.  (Note: this is an important component of preserving the quantity and quality of M&I and other basin water supplies)
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  New and Emerging Projects and Methods 
 
As the state of Colorado and the basin roundtables move towards implementation of Basin Implementation 
Plans and Colorado’s Water Plan, innovative and creative solutions will be necessary to meet future needs, 
given the opportunities for funding and the nature of limited water resources. Though no perfect solution 
exists, these three emerging trends add to the suite of options which the state and the basins may rely on 
upon, in preparing for the future. 

Aquifer Storage and Recovery: Aquifer Recharge is the process of infiltrating water to an aquifer through 
ponds, basins, canals, or wells  [1]. In an alluvial aquifer, recharge is accomplished by allowing water to seep 
into underlying aquifer. For confined aquifers, aquifer recharge utilizes wells to inject the water at 
pressures greater than what exists in the aquifer. Aquifer storage and recovery (ASR) utilizes aquifer 
recharge to achieve the storage of water in the aquifer during times of low demand and high surface-water 
supply and later recovered by pumping when demand exceeds surface supply [2].  

Colorado’s Denver Basin Bedrock aquifers have been utilized by several water providers for the storage of 
water over the past several decades. The Denver Basin aquifers are confined bedrock aquifers and they not 
considered tributary to the stream system. The water in these aquifers is appropriated under a separate 
legal framework based on overlying land ownership. Additionally, ASR projects utilizing these Denver Basin 
aquifers are governed by specific rules. 

Although the majority of ASR projects utilize the Denver Basin aquifers, there are also two ongoing ASR 
projects in Colorado that involve utilization of alluvial aquifers. Artificial recharge to the alluvial aquifer is 
most commonly used for purpose of streamflow augmentation, rather than for storage and recovery. A 
majority of these alluvial recharge projects for augmentation occur in the South Platte basin [1], outside of 
the Designated Basins. Permanent artificial recharge projects, outside of the designated basins, must 
ultimately receive a decree through water court and operate within confines of Colorado's prior 
appropriation system.  

Collaborative Management Solutions: These sort of projects and methods frequently cross basin 
boundaries, and consist of multiple parties working together to achieve often disparate goals. Several 
examples of these solutions are found in section 9.2, where entities representing many uses come together 
for creative water management. Examples include the Colorado River Cooperative Agreement (CRCA) and 
Arkansas River Voluntary Flow Agreement. In these solutions, a host of different needs can be met by 
creative collaboration and the involvement of many stakeholders throughout the entire agreement process.  

Alternative Agricultural Transfer Methods: For much of Colorado’s water history, the agricultural water 
user has been faced with two options: continue operations as normal, or sell water rights to an interested 
party, often a municipality seeking to firm up supply. Under potential alternatives to agricultural transfer, 
interested parties seek to provide a third option, within the boundaries of Colorado’s prior appropriation 
system.  

Though the viability of certain types of alternative transfers are still under review, this option should be a 
manner by which Colorado seeks to meet future needs, as opposed to the permanent “buy-and-dry” of 
agricultural lands. ATMs are discussed in more detail in section 6.4. 

 
 
 

Kelly
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Arkansas Basin 

Primary Message: The basin roundtable identified 

additional storage as a primary goal of the 

implementation plan. Roundtable members believe that 

traditional storage is the best avenue to meet the 

basin’s supply needs, for both consumptive uses, as 

well as environmental and recreational. Additional 

methods to meet future needs include aquifer storage 

and recovery projects, as well as alternatives to 

agricultural transfer methods (ATMs). Moving forward, 

the roundtable plans to focus efforts on a 

disaggregation of the basin gaps, to identify more localized needs, at the county level. The 

roundtable will also take a closer look at identified projects and methods, to prioritize available 

funding and resources. In project implementation, the roundtable identified compact compliance 

issues as a key challenge, with a critical gap also represented by the replacement of nonrenewable 

groundwater, and sustainability of designated basins.ii 

Process: The roundtable reviewed the SWSI 2010 IPP list, and held 17 public outreach meetings 

where over 100 Input Forms were submitted.iii These forms proposed projects, methods, and 

potential policy implementation. These input forms will be reviewed and ranked by the roundtable, 

with some proponents invited to attend roundtable meetings and present on the identified project, 

method, or suggestion. The current project list consists of projects and methods from the existing 

IPP list, or those funded via the WSRA Grant Program. Further vetting and ranking will take place 

during Phase 2 of BIP process. 

Projects and Methods Summary: The roundtable identified a total of 10 projects and methods 

meeting municipal, industrial, or agricultural needs.iv  

 3 Storage Improvements & Expansion projects, 

 3 Ditch & Diversion Improvements,  

 3 Monitoring, Assessment, or Planning efforts, and  

 6 of these projects were classified as potentially multipurpose.  

Three of the storage improvements & expansion projects provide for municipal and industrial use, 

with one providing for agricultural and nonconsumptive uses. Two of the three are reservoir 

rehabilitation projects. The projects primarily seek to improve or expand existing infrastructure, 

including reservoirs, canals, and ditches, rather than new storage.  

  

Arkansas Basin at a Glance 
 
10 projects identified 

$2,058,587 in total identified 

costs for 9 projects 

36,400 total acre-feet identified 

for 2 projects 
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Colorado Basin 

Primary Message: A particular focus of the Colorado 

Basin Roundtable is the completion of a basin-wide 

stream management plan, with a more in-depth 

analysis and understanding of the amounts of water 

necessary to maintain environmental and recreational 

attributes. Regarding future projects and methods, the 

Basin Roundtable has stressed the uncertainty 

associated with the sufficiency of current water 

supplies, to meet in-basin consumptive as well as 

environmental and recreational needs. The basin 

emphasizes the need for more in-depth studies and 

work on the effects of climate change on water supplies, and the variability of wet and dry years. 

The roundtable expresses their point of view as follows: “the most prudent planning approach… is 

to assume that there is no more water to develop for export from the Colorado Basin.”v The 

extensive public outreach undertaken by the basin, as described below, resulted in a 

comprehensive list of potential identified projects and methods, which make up a suite of options 

for the basin to meet their future needs.  

Process: The roundtable members divided into Project Leadership Teams (PLTs), which focused on 

particular subject matter areas within the BIP. The consumptive PLT worked to identify projects 

within the basin geared towards meeting future water supply needs. Water providers throughout 

the basin were interviewed, in person or through a standardized questionnaire. These information 

gathering efforts focused on existing and forecasted supply, as well as projects and methods to meet 

demands. Existing studies or reports were also analyzed for planned projects. Additional town hall 

meetings were held, and roundtable members and consultants traveled to a number of meetings, 

gathering information, such as county commissions and city councils. 

Projects and Methods Summary: The roundtable identified a total of 88 projects and methods 

meeting municipal, industrial, or agricultural needs, with associated acre-feet or costs.vi  

 17 of these projects were Storage Improvements & Expansion 

 9 projects were identified as New Storage 

 over 25 projects were identified as multipurpose, while many others could have multiple 

benefits 

Future efforts of the basin will focus on prioritization of projects and methods, with potential 

modeling, to further understand potential constraints and opportunities within the river system. 

Gunnison Basin 

Primary Message: The primary goal of the Gunnison Basin is to “Protect existing uses in the 

Gunnison Basin.”vii With that overarching goal in mind, other goals promote the continued 

importance of agriculture, the protection of environmental and recreational uses, and the 

maintenance of infrastructure within the basin. Agricultural shortages and methods to deal with 

this need are a primary focus, as projects and methods are identified and prioritized with this goal 

Colorado Basin at a Glance 
 
92 projects identified  

$10,000,000 in total identified 

costs for 10 projects 

513,005 – 543,003 total acre-feet 

of development identified for 54 

projects 
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in mind. Municipal and industrial needs, as quantified in the 

BIP, are expected to be met with currently existing supplies, 

and the implementation of currently planned projects and 

methods. Projects and potential constraints were modeled in 

the BIP, to evaluate the potential impacts to supply and water 

rights from project or method implementation. This 

modeling effort provided a cursory feasibility analysis for 

projects at a basin-wide scale, taking into account water 

availability, irrigation decrees, agricultural impacts on 

streamflows, and instream flows. Projects and methods 

identified in the basin were evaluated and put into tiers by 

the roundtable. 

Process: The roundtable members and consultants conducted a series of targeted technical 

outreach meetings throughout the basin, working with water management agencies and 

stakeholders to identify projects and methods intended to meet future needs within the basin. A list 

of current projects was created, intended to represent the state of water planning at the time of BIP 

publication. Projects identified through the outreach process were compared to the Basin Goals, 

and evaluated by their timeline for completion. With these two criteria in mind, the BIP committee 

approved three “tiers” of identified projects and methods:  

 Tier 1: implementation likely feasible by 2020; project does excellent job of meeting Basin 

Goals. 

 Tier 2: implementation likely not feasible by 2020; project would excel at meeting Basin 

Goals. Project may also have important conditional water rights and/or completed planning 

efforts. 

 Tier 3: implementation likely not feasible by 2020; project in preliminary stages of 

planning and/or may meet Basin Goals to lesser degree.viii 

 

Modeling analyses also informed the tiering process, identifying projects and methods with 

multipurpose uses, as well as the selection of agricultural projects which most effectively address 

shortages. As stated, the project list is intended to be a “snapshot” of current planning efforts, and 

future updates and additions to the BIP may affect the current prioritization or update information 

on projects and methods.ix Future studies may also affect the prioritization, as supplies, demands, 

or processes are updated and refined. 

Projects which were classified as Tier 1 were analyzed in “Project Summary Sheets” created by the 

roundtable. These sheets provide a more in-depth look at the projects and methods, with 

information such as project yield, sponsor, and a detailed look at how the project may meet basin 

goals. Projects which were classified as Tiers 2 or 3 were briefly outlined in a table, as well as 

inventory projects, which will further examine regional projects and methods. 

Projects and Methods Summary: The roundtable identified a total of 85 projects and methods 

meeting municipal, industrial, or agricultural needs. x 

 22 projects identified were Storage Improvements & Expansion 

 24 projects for Ditch & Diversion Improvements 

Gunnison Basin at a Glance 
 
85 projects identified, 38 

classified as Tier 1 

$414,205,952 in total 

identified costs for 34 Tier 1 

projects 

125,071 total acre-feet of 

development identified for 18 

Tier 1 projects 
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 11 Monitoring, Assessment, or Planning Efforts 

A great number of the Gunnison roundtable’s identified projects have an agricultural benefit, to be 

expected in this largely agricultural area. 6 projects were also identified proposing new storage.  

North Platte Basin 

Primary Message: The Basin Goals established by the North 

Platte Basin Roundtable are intended to maintain historical 

water uses within the basin, as well as provide a look forward 

at the future of development. Chief concerns in this particular 

basin are the Equitable Apportionment decree, and the 

depletion allowance of the Three State Agreement.xi 

Agricultural needs related to shortages are paramount, as 

well as infrastructural storage and water delivery concerns. A 

list of “potential basin solutions” was created, including both 

structural projects and methods for water management.  

Process: Similar to the Gunnison Basin Roundtable, the 

North Platte process was driven by identification of projects, and comparing those projects to Basin 

Goals. Targeted technical outreach was conducted by the roundtable, reaching out to water 

managers and other stakeholders. Modeling analyses were performed within the basin, to identify 

challenges to implementation, as well as to examine the effects of specific projects. As projects were 

reviewed, potential multiple use projects were highlighted, and potential water availability 

constraints were called out. With the Basin Roundtable focus on agricultural needs, a shortage 

analysis was performed to identify projects and methods which most effectively addressed 

shortages. 

The list of solutions was prioritized by conformity with the Basin Goals, as well as timeline for 

potential implementation. Some projects were selected to receive additional analysis in the form of 

a project summary sheet, for these reasons: 

 The project, and associated analysis herein, is representative of other projects on the list, 

such as the case with the Proposed Willow Creek Reservoir and the Hanson and Wattenberg 

Ditch Acreage;  

 Implementation of the project is currently being pursued, such as the case with the 

Protocols and MacFarlane Reservoir; or  

 Implementation of the project is potentially more feasible than projects on the following list 

due to limited constraints or challenges or more support from the Basin Roundtable, as with 

the Canal Maintenance and Improvements project. xii 

The project summary sheets provide a more extensive analysis of project or method information, 

such as “project constraints, implementation strategies and how well the project meets the Basin 

Goals.”xiii 27 projects and methods were identified in the Draft BIP, with 14 receiving a project 

summary sheet analysis. 

Projects and Methods Summary: The roundtable identified a total of 27 projects and methods 

meeting municipal, industrial, or agricultural needs. xiv  

North Platte Basin at a 
Glance 
 
27 projects identified, 14 

analyzed in summary sheets 

12,197 acres of new 

irrigation for 9 projects 

12,000 total acre-feet of 

development identified for 6 

projects  

 



COLORADO’S WATER PLAN / INITIAL DRAFT Section 6.5: Municipal, industrial, and agricultural 

infrastructure projects and methods 

Date Updated: 8/29/2014 INITIAL DRAFT Page 9 of 15 

 10 identified Ditch & Diversion Improvements 

 5 New Storage projects 

 5 Monitoring, Assessment, or Planning Efforts 

The majority of the projects and methods identified serve an agricultural benefit. The most 

numerous projects are agricultural improvements, and many of the new storage projects will need 

further study to refine acre-feet projections. 

Rio Grande Basin 

Primary Message: The Rio Grande Basin Roundtable 

identified 14 different goals, with central tenets of “a 

resilient agricultural economy, watershed and ecosystem 

health, sustainable groundwater resources, the 

encouragement of projects with multiple benefits, and the 

preservation of recreational activities.”xv Through public 

outreach and the work of roundtable subcommittees, 

projects were identified which met Basin Goals. Projects and 

methods which meet multiple benefits and uses were 

identified as desirable, and would stand a greater chance of 

receiving funding. In future planning efforts, the roundtable 

plans to develop project ranking criteria, and continue to 

identify projects and methods which meet Basin Goals.  

Process: Through the subcommittee and stakeholder outreach process, 18 projects were identified 

which the roundtable chose for a more in-depth analysis through project fact sheets.xvi These fact 

sheets provided more information about each project, such as sponsor, location, estimated project 

costs, and the comparison of the project outcomes with Basin Goals. A matrix was also generated 

which displayed each project, the needs met by the project, and which Basin Goals would be met 

through project implementation. 16 of these projects were site-specific, and cost estimates were 

provided through the year 2020.xvii  

29 additional projects and methods were identified by the roundtable for future consideration and 

discussion. These projects were not analyzed at the fact sheet level because of time constraints and 

available information, but the roundtable believes that they could be beneficial to meeting basin 

needs and Goals. In the future, fact sheets will be completed, and cost estimates developed, as 

available. The basin intends for this plan to remain dynamic, with projects and methods added as 

additional needs, methodologies, and focus areas are identified.  

Projects and Methods Summary: The roundtable identified a total of 47 projects and methods 

meeting municipal, industrial, or agricultural needs.xviii  

 9 Monitoring, Assessment or Planning Efforts 

 5 Storage Improvements & Expansion projects identified 

 4 Ditch & Diversion Improvements 

Rio Grande Basin at a 
Glance 
 
47 projects identified 

$40,498,900 in total 

identified costs for 16 site-

specific projects 

59,500 total affected acres 

identified in Storage 

Improvements & Expansion 

projects 
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The Rio Grande Basin Roundtable identified many projects related to Monitoring, Assessment, and 

Planning, in line with their Basin Goals related to Water Administration. The Basin Roundtable also 

puts a particular emphasis on multipurpose projects, with a majority being classified as such.  

South Platte Basin (includes Metro) 

Primary Message: The South Platte and Metro Basin 

Roundtables, worked together on a joint BIP, and sought 

for water supply solutions to be “pragmatic, balanced, and 

consistent with Colorado water law and property 

rights.”xix Multipurpose projects are emphasized, with the 

following three objectives specifically identified. “Projects 

and methods should be configured to meet multi-purpose 

objectives that balance: 

a) Consumptive with environmental and 

recreational needs;  

b) Surface and groundwater utilization and 

storage; and  

c) Current versus potential future needs and values.”xx 

This BIP specifically referenced the “Four Legs of Stool”, a result of IBCC work which identifies four 

key tactics for meeting future water supply.  

The South Platte / Metro BIP identifies three categories of water development to meet future uses 

within the basin: 1) Water use efficiency improvements and water sharing strategies including 

conservation, reuse, ATMs and system integration; 2) Supply development involving new storage 

and conveyance systems and investigating, preserving, and developing Colorado River options; and 

3) Watershed health and water quality management.xxi The BIP examines both larger scale 

concepts, such as transmountain diversions, and smaller scale projects and methods, such as 

storage and reuse projects. Project concepts identified in the joint BIP are primarily geared toward 

meeting municipal, industrial, and agricultural needs. These concepts are further divided into 

project categories such as reuse, agricultural transfers, aquifer storage and recovery, and 

transmountain diversions. 

Process: Like some other basins, the South Platte / Metro joint effort began with the IPP list 

identified through the SWSI 2010 process. Potential project sponsors (water conservancy districts, 

municipalities, counties) were interviewed via project summary sheets, gathering basin project 

information such as sponsor and estimated cost. Project summary sheets which were gathered 

through the outreach process were reviewed by the Executive Committee of the Metro roundtable, 

and the South Platte’s Rio Chato Committee. For inclusion in the BIP, projects or methods were then 

reviewed by both roundtables in full.  

Projects and Methods Summary: The Basin Roundtables identified a total of 42 projects and 

methods meeting municipal, industrial, or agricultural needs.xxii  

 10 projects identified as Storage Improvements & Expansion 

 12 Reuse projects identified 

South Platte / Metro Basins at 
a Glance: 
 
42 projects identified 

No cost estimates provided in the 

Draft BIP 

252,315 total acre-feet of 

development identified in 

planned projects and methods 
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 additional categories of projects such as Agricultural Transfers, ASR, and transmountain 

diversions 

Future efforts of the basin will focus on identification of additional projects and refining of cost 

estimates. 

Southwest Basin 

Primary Message: The Southwest Basin takes the 

approach that all needs should be viewed equally, be they 

agricultural, municipal, industrial, environmental, or 

recreational. 21 goals and 30 measurable outcomes were 

adopted by the roundtable in their BIP, with water supply 

needs as the focus.xxiii Since SWSI 2010, the roundtable has 

identified the completion of 55 projects within the basin. 

Through the basin’s outreach process, conducted in support 

of the BIP, 75 new projects were added to the list, totaling 

130 IPPs. Of these identified projects and methods, “about 

50% of the IPPs are for needs such as agricultural, municipal, and industrial”xxiv The BIP is intended 

to serve as a living guidance document for basin water supply planning, with projects, methods, and 

goals continuing to be refined as needs evolve. 

Process: Themes, goals, and measurable outcomes identified by the basin are geared towards 

identifying and meeting water supply gaps. Themes B and C directly address the matter: “B) 

Maintain Agriculture Water Needs, C) Meet Municipal and Industrial Water Needs.”xxv With these 

overarching themes in mind, the roundtable conducted outreach across the basin, contacting water 

managers and other stakeholders to identify potential new projects and methods which had arisen 

since SWSI 2010. Public workshops were also conducted by roundtable members and consultants, 

to inform the public about the BIP and Colorado’s Water Plan process, and to elicit information 

about potential projects or methods. The listing of projects in the BIP began with the SWSI 2010 

identified projects, and then roundtable members and consultants contacted potential project 

proponents, gathering project and methods information in the form of a questionnaire. Project 

questionnaires were vetted by the roundtable, and projects or methods were adopted by inclusion 

in the BIP.  

Projects and Methods Summary: The roundtable identified a total of 97 projects and methods 

meeting municipal, industrial, or agricultural needs. xxvi 

 19 projects were identified as Ditch and Diversion Improvements 

 13 projects involved Collaborative Management 

 10 Monitoring, Assessment, and Planning Efforts 

The Southwest Basin Roundtable will continue to evaluate projects and methods, and refinement of 

project information will provide more detail on cost estimates and new acre-feet. The new acre-feet 

total above does not include an amount of new storage and expansion projects included in the BIP. 

 

Southwest Basin at a Glance: 
 
97 projects identified 

$60,000,000 in total identified 

costs for 1 site-specific project 

245,687 total acre-feet of 

development identified  
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Yampa/White/Green Basin 

Primary Message: In the Yampa/White/Green Basin 

Implementation Plan, the roundtable focused on two main 

concepts, regarding implementation of projects and 

methods for municipal, industrial, and agricultural uses. 

First, the roundtable seeks to provide sufficient supply of 

“local water resources for existing uses and future 

development.”xxvii Also identified was the need for 

implementation of projects and methods which are 

“appropriately located, sized, and operated…to protect 

important water uses and the environment.”xxviii The Basin 

Roundtables also discusses the importance of the 

Colorado River Compact, and the need to keep compact 

concerns in mind when planning for the implementation of projects and methods. With these 

overarching themes in mind, the Basin Roundtables adopted eight primary basin goals, with 

meeting existing and anticipated future uses within the basin as the chief concern.  

A list of Projects and Processes was developed by the roundtable, in consultation with basin water 

managers and other stakeholders. The list is intended to remain dynamic; to be updated as basin 

needs, the understanding of river operations, and potential project proponents may be updated and 

refined. The Projects and Processes identified stem from information provided through basin 

studies, such as SWSI 2020, and the 2014 Project and Method Study funded by the roundtable. 21 

projects were identified by the roundtable as meeting basin goals, and appropriate for 

implementation. The majority of the projects identified are new storage projects, with municipal, 

industrial, and agricultural needs being met by implementation.  

Process: The roundtable undertook a public outreach process throughout the basin, to engage 

stakeholders and gather input on the BIP, as well as Colorado’s Water Plan. Projects and Processes 

identified through SWSI 2010 were updated, and the most up-to-date project information was 

identified in the 2014 Project and Method Study (P&M Study)xxix. With the basin goals in mind, the 

Basin Roundtable gathered information from project proponents and stakeholders. Surveys 

distributed throughout the basin at public information meetings or through individual contact by 

members of the BIP Committee were intended to identify projects which were not included in SWSI 

or the P&M Study.  

Projects and Methods Summary: The Draft BIPI identified a total of 21 projects and methods 

meeting municipal, industrial, or agricultural needs.xxx  

 9 projects identifying New Storage 

 2 Ditch and Diversion Improvement 

 2 Storage Improvements & Expansion 

Ongoing studies in the basin will inform additional acre-feet yield, and project costs can be fleshed 

out by project proponents during the permitting and financing stages. 

 

 

Yampa/White/Green Basin at 
a Glance: 
 
21 projects identified 

No cost estimates provided in 

the Draft BIP 

252,315 total acre-feet of 

development identified in 

projects and methods 
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6.5.3. Maintenance of Existing Projects and Methods 

New projects and methods will be critical for meeting Colorado’s water supply needs. However, 

existing infrastructure and currently operational projects and methods require maintenance and 

upkeep, which are just as important as bringing new methods online. In evaluating funding 

mechanisms for future projects, many proponents will include operations and maintenance costs 

within the proposed budget. For many federal projects, maintenance costs are included in 

repayment contracts, or are associated with power revenues. For many municipal projects, 

maintenance costs are passed on to the ratepayer. Funding mechanisms through entities such as 

the CWCB, as discussed in section 9.1, are available for the costs associated with maintenance, 

repair, and improvements.  

Every Draft BIP includes goals to modernize water infrastructure or improve agricultural 

efficiencies. Through the BIP process, many basins also identified operations, maintenance, and 

improvements as part of their plan for future needs. For example, the North Platte Basin had ten 

projects which identified ditch and diversion improvements as their primary benefit. In these 

agriculturally focused basins, improvements to conveyance systems will be of high importance 

when planning for future needs. The Gunnison Basin Roundtable identified 22 projects classified as 

storage improvements and expansion: either maintaining existing reservoirs or planning for more 

storage. The Colorado Basin similarly listed many projects associated with storage expansion, and 

also plans for improving or updating existing municipal infrastructure. In this manner, the basins 

are preparing for new projects and methods, while maintaining the existing supply systems.  

 

6.5.4 Next Steps 

In order to support projects and methods that meet future municipal, industrial, and agricultural 

needs, several next steps are necessary. 

1. Continue to support and assist the Basin Roundtables in moving forward the municipal, 

industrial, and agricultural projects and methods identified in their BIPs. 

2. Incorporate the potential effect of climate change on municipal, industrial, and agricultural 

projects and methods. 

3. Support an integrated approach to understanding how environmental and recreational 

projects and methods may interact with municipal, agricultural, and industrial projects and 

methods. 

4. Continue to track municipal, industrial, and agricultural projects and methods. 

5. Continue to support and implement state programs that contribute to implementing 

municipal, industrial, and agricultural projects and methods. These include loan and grant 

programs, as well as ongoing studies such as the Statewide Water Supply Initiative. 

6. As discussed in Section 9.1, strengthen funding opportunities for municipal, industrial, and 

agricultural projects and methods by: 

a. Coordinating current funding 

b. Assessing funding needs 

c. Exploring additional funding opportunities 

7. As discussed in 2.4, refine the permitting process to make it more effective and efficient.  
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INITIAL DRAFT 6.6: Environmental and Recreational Projects and Methods 
(previously Chapter 5.9) 

 

The importance of Colorado’s natural environment and recreational opportunities to its quality of life 

and to its economy cannot be overstated.   Outdoor recreation (including hunting, fishing, wildlife 

watching and many other types of outdoor activities) contributes nearly $34.5 billion to Colorado’s 

economy annually.
i
 Outdoor recreation directly supports 201,442 jobs in Colorado each year.

ii
 Hunting 

contributes $919 million to Colorado’s economy each year, while fishing contributes $1.92 billion and 

wildlife watching contributes $2.28 billion.
iii
 Healthy watersheds, rivers and streams, and wildlife are 

vital to maintaining Colorado’s quality of life and a robust economy. 

This section details the projects and methods by which environmental and recreational water 

needs have been safeguarded in the past, as well as how these values may be maintained in the 

future.   The benefits of such projects and methods, and existing examples, are described.   This 

section contains several subparts: 1) an overview of existing tools for expanding the 

understanding of environmental and recreational needs; 2) an account of gaps in knowledge; 3) 

an overview of environmental and recreational statutes and recent legislation; and, 4) a 

description of projects and methods contained in the eight Basin Implementation Plans. 

The policy of the state of Colorado is to identify and implement environmental and 

recreational projects to achieve the following statewide long-term goals:  

 Promote Restoration, Recovery, and Sustainability of Endangered, Threatened, and 

Imperiled Aquatic and Riparian Dependent Species and Plant Communities 

 Protect and Enhance Economic Values to Local and Statewide Economies Derived from 

Environmental and Recreational Water Uses, Such as Fishing, Boating, Waterfowl 

Hunting, Wildlife Watching, Camping, and Hiking 

 Support the Development of Multi- Purpose Projects and Methods that Benefit 

Environmental and Recreational Water Needs as well as Water Needs for Communities 

or Agriculture 

 Protect, Maintain, and Improve Conditions of Streams, Lakes, Wetlands, and Riparian 

Areas to Promote Self- Sustaining Fisheries and Functional Riparian and Wetland 

Habitat to Promote Long-Term Sustainability 

 Maintain Watershed Health – Protect or Restore Watershed that Could Affect Critical 

Infrastructure and/or Environmental and Recreational Areas 
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6.6.1   Overview 

Water is a crucial element in maintaining the environmental and recreational values important to 

Coloradans.   Without adequate streamflow, the outstanding fisheries in the upper Arkansas River will 

diminish, and rafting through Glenwood Canyon would become less attractive with every portage.   

Adequate water supply is one crucial element to maintaining habitat for the water dependent natural 

environment.   In addition the environment depends upon water quality, connectivity, in stream, and 

riparian habitats, and geomorphology.   Issues have arisen in the past fifty years regarding endangered 

species, and careful water management and dedication of significant resources allowed progress 

towards recovering these threatened and endangered species.   The importance of recreation to 

Colorado’s economy is undeniable, and much of it depends upon water supply resources.   For 

instance, ski seasons would be shorter and of less certainty without innovations in snowmaking 

technology, which are water-dependent.    

However, the demands on Colorado’s water supply are growing, as detailed in other sections of 

Colorado’s Water Plan.   Meeting environmental and recreational needs must be included as an 

important piece of comprehensive water planning, along with agricultural, municipal, and industrial 

needs.   The IBCC’s draft conceptual agreement supports this concept and states,  

Colorado’s Water Plan, BIPs, and stakeholder groups across the state should identify, secure 

funding for, and implement projects that help recover imperiled species and enhance 

ecological resiliency whether or not a new [transmountain diversion] is built.   This could 

create conditions under which future projects may be possible….   These existing 

environmental and recreational gaps should be meaningfully addressed in the near term.iv 

Projects and methods that maintain or improve Colorado’s environmental and recreational values are 

an important part of Colorado’s water future.    

The challenges faced by environmental and recreational project proponents in the future include 

making the most of limited funding opportunities.   Environmental and recreational needs have a host 

of non-governmental proponents; however, funding opportunities are minimal when compared with 

existing programs for municipal, industrial, or agricultural uses.   For this reason, strategic 

partnerships are a necessity when looking to the future of this type of project or method.   Project 

proponents seeking to fund additional storage or a new diversion may find that working with a diverse 

group of stakeholders from the beginning will make the process more successful.   For a new project or 

method, multipurpose uses have been identified by the draft BIPs as desirable, and working towards 

an environmental or recreational use to be associated with the project will garner support of a wider 

range of stakeholders.   For example, if a new storage project could identify a potential associated 

recreational opportunity, such as boating or fishing, a greater range of advocates can be counted on to 

support the project through permitting and financing.    

This sort of strategic cooperation on environmental and recreational projects and methods has proven 

to be a successful mechanism in the past, as will be examined later in this section.   In planning for this 

sort of project or method, proponents must also take into account the watershed nature of projects 

and methods, and the manner by which they influence more than just one particular reach.   With an 

eye to serving multiple purposes, proponents may also consider a project or method which meets 

multiple environmental and recreational purposes, in a reach where it has the most beneficial 

outcome.    
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With multipurpose projects in mind, it is important to note that many environmental and recreational 

needs benefit from existing uses.   Although there can be impacts to the environment and recreational 

interests from municipal or agricultural projects, these uses can also provide benefits.   A reservoir 

provides wildlife and fish habitat and recreational opportunities for visitors, and provides a 

mechanism for beneficial management of stream flows.   Agricultural water uses also provide these 

types of benefits.   The cultivation of crops around the state provides habitat and open space for many 

species, and the agricultural tourism sector has boomed in Colorado, with wineries and orchards 

around the state bringing visitors and development to agriculturally-centered communities.   These 

direct benefits are obvious, but agricultural diversions also offer some indirect benefits.   Diversions 

that occur in the irrigation season come back to the stream in the form of return flows.   These late-

season return flows that occur in early fall provide a boost to stream flows which would otherwise not 

be present.   These retimed flows benefit riparian health and provide instream habitat.    

6.6.2.   Existing Environmental and Recreational Projects and Methods 

Recognizing the value of a robust recreational economy and the obvious benefits of healthy 

ecosystems, Colorado has implemented programs and invested in projects to protect and improve 

these attributes.   Below are some examples of these programs and projects.    

Colorado’s Instream Flow and Natural Lake Level Program 

In 1973, the Colorado legislature recognized the need to “correlate the activities of mankind with some 

reasonable preservation of the natural environment” and passed Senate Bill 97, creating the State’s 

Instream Flow and Natural Lake Level Program.v This program, one of the first of its kind, vested the 

Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB) with exclusive authority to protect streamflow through a 

reach of stream rather than just at a point, and to protect levels in natural lakes.   Before this law was 

passed, all appropriations of water in Colorado were required to divert water from its natural course 

in the stream.vi SB 97 removed the diversion requirement for the CWCB and allowed the Board to 

appropriate water instream between specific points on a stream, and for levels on natural lakes.vii  

Any person or entity may recommend streams and lakes for appropriation to preserve the natural 

environment.   The CWCB also is required to request recommendations from Colorado Parks and 

Wildife, the U.S.   Dept.   of Agriculture and the U.S.   Dept.   of the Interior.viii The CWCB uses a public 

notice and comment procedure in determining whether to appropriate instream flow water rights.ix 

Before applying to water court for an instream flow water right, the CWCB must determine that: (1) 

there is a natural environment that can be preserved to a reasonable degree with the instream flow 

water right; (2) the natural environment will be preserved to a reasonable degree by the water 

available for the appropriation; and (3) such environment can exist without material injury to water 

rights.x Once decreed by the water court, instream flow water rights are administered within the 

State’s water rights priority system like any other water right in the state.   The CWCB has legal 

standing in water court to protect instream flow water rights from injury at any point within an 

instream flow reach. 

The CWCB also can acquire water, water rights and interests in water to preserve and improve the 

natural environment on a permanent or temporary basis from willing water rights owners.   The 

acquisition process includes a biological analysis by Colorado Parks and Wildlife, CWCB consideration 

of several factors related to the transaction, and opportunity for public input.xi  



COLORADO’S WATER PLAN / INITIAL DRAFT Chapter 5.9: Environmental & Recreational Projects & Methods 

 Date Updated: 8/29/2014 INITIAL DRAFT Page 4 of 22 

Since 1973, Colorado has appropriated instream flow water rights covering over 9,200 miles of stream 

and natural lake level water rights on 486 natural lakes.xii This protection represents approximately 

30% of the perennial stream miles in the state.   In addition, the CWCB has completed 26 water 

acquisition transactions, including acquisitions to protect critical habitat for endangered species on 

the Yampa River, to improve the natural environment of the Blue River downstream from Dillon 

Reservoir, and to restore native flows to a degraded stream system near Silverton, Colorado.xiii  

Following are specific examples of instream flow and natural lake level water rights that were 

appropriated or acquired to preserve, and in some cases to improve,xiv the natural environment to a 

reasonable degree. 

Black Hollow Creek 

In 2010, based upon a recommendation from Colorado Parks and Wildlife, the CWCB appropriated an 

instream flow water right on approximately 5.5 miles of Black Hollow Creek in Larimer County from 

the stream’s headwaters down to the confluence with the Cache La Poudre River.   This appropriation 

protects flows in three different seasons: 2.2 cfs from May 1 to September 30; 1.4 cfs from October 1 to 

November 15; and 0.75 cfs from November 16 to April 30.   The natural environment in this segment 

of stream consists of a healthy population of greenback cutthroat trout.    

Deadhorse Creek and Hanging Lake 

In 1996, the CWCB appropriated water rights on both Hanging Lake and Dead Horse Creek and 

determined that all of the unappropriated water in this stream and lake system was required to 

preserve the natural environment to a reasonable degree.   The CWCB took this approach based upon 

the fact that the natural environments on the lake and creek are unique, consisting of distinct 

assemblages of riparian vegetation, endemic hanging garden communities and globally imperiled 

species. 

Big Dominguez and Little Dominguez Creeks 

In 2011, the CWCB appropriated all of the unappropriated water on both Big Dominguez and Little 

Dominguez Creeks to preserve both aquatic and riparian aspects of the natural environment.   These 

ISF appropriations not only preserve distinct fish populations, but also protect amphibians, aquatic 

insects and increasingly rare and distinctive communities of cottonwood trees and other associated 

riparian vegetation.   Another important objective for these appropriations was to maintain the creeks 

in their natural pristine condition due to their location in a designated Wilderness Area.    

Colorado River Instream Flow Reaches from the Blue River to the Confluence with the Eagle River 

In 2011, the CWCB appropriated water rights on three segments of the mainstem of the Colorado 

River: (1) Blue River to the Piney River; 2) Piney River to the confluence with Cabin Creek; and 3) 

Cabin Creek to a point immediately upstream from the Eagle River.   These reaches, which 

appropriated between 500 and 900 cfs at various times throughout the year, were recommended by 

the Upper Colorado River Wild and Scenic Stakeholder Group as an acceptable alternative to a finding 

of suitability for Wild and Scenic designation for the subject reaches.    
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Acquisition to Implement Portion of the Colorado River Cooperative Agreement on the Fraser 

River and its Tributaries, Williams Fork River and its Tributaries, and the Colorado River 

Under a Water Delivery Agreement and water court decree, Denver Water will provide annually 1,000 

acre-feet of water to Grand County for instream flow use by the CWCB.   The instream flow use will 

consist of: (1) preserving the natural environment to a reasonable degree by maintaining flows in 

stream reaches where the CWCB has decreed instream flow water rights when those rights are not 

satisfied; (2) improving the natural environment to a reasonable degree by increasing flows in existing 

instream flow reaches above the CWCB’s decreed amounts up to recommended flow rates; and (3) 

improving the natural environment to a reasonable degree on streams with no existing instream flow 

water rights.    

Acquisition of Breem Ditch Water Right for Instream Flow Use on Washington Gulch and Slate 

River 

Under a Water Conservation Use Right and water court decree, CWCB may use the senior Breem Ditch 

water right that once swept the stream dry to re-water the stream.   This water will be used to 

preserve and improve the natural environment to a reasonable degree on Washington Gulch and to 

preserve the natural environment to a reasonable degree on the Slate River.   The historical 

consumptive portion of the water right may be diverted downstream of the instream flow reaches for 

municipal use by Skyland Metropolitan District, thus making multiple uses of the changed irrigation 

right for consumptive (municipal) and non-consumptive (environmental) uses. 

Three Species Agreement 

Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW), five other Colorado River Basin state wildlife agencies, the United 

States Forest Service (USFS), Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (BOR), and 

sovereign tribes are parties to a multi-state, multi-agency, range-wide conservation and strategy 

agreement that provides the framework for conservation actions designed to preserve three declining 

native fish species: roundtail chub, bluehead sucker, and flannelmouth sucker, across their historic 

rangexv.  Noting range-wide declines of these species, the Three Species Agreement addresses the 

species’ potential for listing by the U.   S.   Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) as threatened or 

endangered under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (ESA).   The USFWS relies on 

implementation of the multi-state Three Species Agreement to protect and conserve these three native 

warm-water species.  

The Three Species Agreement provides that within their jurisdictional authorities, signatories are 

responsible for taking action to conserve native fish, coordinating status assessments, developing and 

maintaining data sets on occupancy and genetics, and documenting conservation measures taken on 

behalf of the three species.   It encourages all signatories to cooperate on science, research, education 

and outreach to send a clear and consistent message about conservation of these species.   The 

agreement is predicated on the concept that collectively, local, state, and federal agencies, and other 

willing partners can work together with the communities most affected by a potential listing to 

develop and implement voluntary actions that pre-empt the need for federal listing of any of these 

species under the ESA.   Establishment of instream flow protection for streams known to provide 

habitat for the three species is identified as a priority conservation action under this agreement.   CPW 

and BLM have recommended that the CWCB appropriate instream flow water rights to preserve the 

habitat of the three species.   A recent example of such an appropriation is an instream flow water right 
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on the San Miguel River from Calamity Draw to the confluence with the Dolores River, decreed in May 

2013.    

Recreational In-Channel Diversions 

Since 2001, Colorado is one of several states that authorize the appropriation of water rights for 

recreational boating purposes within a natural stream if there are structures in the stream that create 

recreational experiences.   These water rights are known in Colorado as recreational in-channel 

diversions (RICDs).xvi These water rights allow water to be called for recreational boating purposes 

when in priority.   The size and magnitude of river flows called by RICD water rights have the potential 

to restrict future upstream development potential and may reduce the flexibility that Colorado has to 

manage its water resources.   Thus, under Colorado water law, RICDs are limited to the minimum 

stream flow necessary for a reasonable recreational experience and must be diverted through a 

control structure, often a whitewater park itself.xvii Only a local governmental entity may apply for a 

RICD.xviii The statutes require that any application to water court for a RICD must be considered by the 

CWCB after deliberation in a public meeting to determine whether the proposed RICD will:  

1. Promote the maximum beneficial use of waters of the state; 

2. impair Colorado’s ability to fully develop and use its compact entitlements; and 

3. cause material injury to CWCB instream flow water rights.xix 

The CWCB then provides its findings to the water court for consideration.   The water courts must also 

consider whether: 

1. The water right sought is the minimum necessary for a reasonable recreational experience; 

2. the RICD is accessible to the public; and 

3. the RICD includes only that stream reach that is appropriate for the intended use. 

Coloradans and visitors currently enjoy twelve existing whitewater parks with RICD water rights and 

eight existing whitewater parks that operate without a RICD.   Additionally, there are eight conditional 

and one pending RICD water rights, with whitewater parks yet to be constructed.xx Colorado’s existing 

and planned whitewater parks are illustrated in the map below (Figure 6.6-1). 
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Figure 6.6-1 Existing and Planned Whitewater Parks 

 

Endangered Species Recovery Programs 

Many of Colorado’s water projects are likely to have what is known as a “federal nexus.” A water 

project is considered to have a federal nexus if it involves federal funding, federal permitting or 

licensing, use of federal lands, or a federal program.   The existence of a federal nexus often triggers the 

need for consultation under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA).xxi The result of a Section 7 

consultation is a biological opinion (BO) that states whether a project is likely to jeopardize the 

continued existence of listed threatened or endangered species or result in the destruction or adverse 

modification of critical habitat. 

To mitigate these impacts, Colorado participates in three cooperative programs to protect and recover 

stream-dependent species in various river basins.   The Upper Colorado, San Juan and Platte River 

Recovery Programs provide organized collaboration between states, Federal agencies, local agencies, 

water users, water providers, power providers and environmental organizations.   The goal of the 

programs is to recover the endangered species while allowing water use and development to continue, 

in compliance with all applicable state and federal laws and interstate compacts.    

Funding and resources from participants are dedicated to activities to benefit the species.    

Collaboration and focus on recovery activities are intended to  

 maximize benefit to the species and the environment from the funding and resources 

expended,  
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 minimize resources spent on adversarial activities, including litigation,  

 provide Endangered Species Act (ESA) compliance for water users, 

 streamline Section 7 consultations for water users and Federal agencies 

 reduce uncertainty and delays in planning and permitting processes 

 reduce likelihood of jeopardy opinions 

Upper Colorado River Recovery Implementation Program (UCRRIP) 

The UCRIP was established in 1988 as a unique partnership of various interests in Colorado, Wyoming 

and Utah working towards recovery of four endangered fish species: humpback chub, bonytail, 

razorback sucker and Colorado pikeminnow.   These species are long-lived warm-water fish endemic 

to the Colorado River Basin.   Recovery efforts focus on creating self-sustaining populations of native 

fish through restoration and management of habitat, propagation and stocking of hatchery-raised fish, 

and management of certain deleterious non-native fish species throughout the mainstem Colorado, 

Gunnison, Yampa and White and Green River basins. 

The UCRIP provides ESA compliance for over 2,050 water projects with more than 2.5 million acre-feet 

of existing water use and over 300,000 acre-feet of new development.   No lawsuits have been filed on 

the ESA compliance of any of these water projects.   Procedures, projects and agreements have been 

established to provide streamflow protection, voluntary flow augmentation during critical spring peak 

and late summer time periods, habitat management and improved habitat access, genetic propagation, 

hatchery and stocking operations, non-native fish control efforts, and research and monitoring.   The 

cooperative nature of the program has led to multiple successes and cost-efficiency, and the program 

has become a model for other endangered species recovery programs.xxii 

San Juan River Recovery Implementation Program (SJRRIP) 

The SJRIP was established in 1992 for this major tributary to the Colorado River.   The Navajo Nation, 

Jicarilla Apache Nation, Southern Ute Indian Tribe, and Ute Mountain Ute Indian Tribe are active 

partners in this collaborative effort to recover the razorback sucker and Colorado pikeminnow within 

the San Juan River basin in Colorado and New Mexico. 

The SJRIP provides ESA compliance for over 340 water projects using over 880,000 acre-feet of water 

in the San Juan River basin.   Major accomplishments include extensive research in biology and 

geomorphology, and the establishment of procedures and agreements to provide streamflow 

augmentation and protection, habitat management and improvement, genetic propagation, hatchery 

and stocking operations, non-native fish control, and continued research and monitoring.xxiii 

Platte River Recovery Implementation Program (PRRIP) 

During the early 1990s, all Endangered Species Act Section 7 consultations conducted on Platte River 

projects received jeopardy biological opinions, which meant that these water projects could not 

proceed.   The solution to this predicament was the creation of a collaborative conservation 

partnership now known as the Platte River Recovery Implementation Program (PRRIP).xxiv 

PRRIP is now working to recover four threatened and endangered species (the whooping crane, 

interior least tern, piping plover and pallid sturgeon) in Nebraska, which in turn, allows water use and 

development to continue on the Platte River.   This program involves the states of Wyoming, Nebraska, 

and Colorado, federal agencies, and many water, power and environmental interests.   This Program 

provides ESA compliance for water projects and fully complies with the participating states’ water law 
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as well as interstate river compacts and decrees.   The program is being implemented in an 

incremental manner, with the first increment programmatic biological opinion (PBO) covering the 13-

year period from 2007 through 2019.    

PRRIP has been officially in place since 2007 and has resulted in 117 successful streamlined Section 7 

consultations using the PBO for any entity that joins the South Platte Water Related Activities Program 

(SPWRAP).   The preceding Cooperative Agreement, signed in 1997, resulted in bridge measures to 

allow for ESA compliance for approximately 120 Platte River basin consultations while negotiations 

for PRRIP were underway. 

Through 2019, South Platte water users will pay more than $13 Million and the State of Colorado will 

pay $24 Million (in 2005 dollars) for PRRIP.   However, the PRRIP is thought to be well worth the cost 

when compared to the untold cost that water users would likely face without the program, including:  

 Undergoing uncertain, individual Section 7 consultations including bearing the risk 

of receiving jeopardy biological opinions, 

 potentially being required to replace past and future depletions on a one-to-one basis, which 

will likely add additional pressure to dry up agriculture, 

 delays in the planning and permitting process, and 

 the risk of having existing programmatic biological opinions challenged in court.    

Wild and Scenic Rivers 

The National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act requires federal land agencies (including the Bureau of Land 

Management [BLM], National Park Service [NPS], and U.S.   Forest Service [USFS], U.S.   Fish and 

Wildlife Service[USFWS]) to identify and evaluate rivers that may be “eligible” and “suitable” for 

designation as a wild and scenic river, through their land and resource management planning 

processes.xxv 

To be eligible, a river, stream, or segment must be free-flowing and must possess at least one 

Outstanding Remarkable Value (ORV) including scenic, recreational, geologic, fish and wildlife, 

historic, cultural, or similar values.   Once eligibility is established, those rivers or river segments are 

then evaluated for their suitability for designation as a wild and scenic river.xxvi Many factors are 

considered in the suitability evaluation, including whether there is a demonstrated commitment to 

protect the river and its ORVs by nonfederal entities who may implement protective management. 

River segments found suitable may be recommended for designation as a wild and scenic river.   

However, designation may only be done by an act of the Secretary of the Interior (upon request by a 

Governor) or by an act of Congress.    

If a river is designated as a wild and scenic river, a federal reserved water right is created for a 

quantity of water necessary to achieve the Act’s purposes, including protecting the values for which a 

river is designated.   Furthermore, any water projects with a federal nexus that exist in, above or below 

a designated reach could be prohibited through the ESA Section 7 consultation process if they would 

“invade the area or unreasonably diminish the ORV.”xxvii Also, the Federal Energy Regulatory 

Commission (FERC) may be prohibited from issuing a new license if a project is “on or directly 

affecting” a designated river.   Additionally, the federal land agencies, to the extent of their authority, 

may also protect the free flow, water quality, the classification and ORVs for candidate (eligible and 
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suitable) Wild and Scenic Rivers.   These protections implemented by the federal land agencies may 

also impact potential water projects.    

In 2009, Colorado’s General Assembly established the Colorado Water Conservation Board Wild and 

Scenic Rivers Act Alternatives Fund (W&S Fund) to support cooperative and collaborative processes 

that are committed to exploring alternative avenues for resource protection.xxviii These processes 

typically consist of stakeholder groups aimed at protecting the ORVs associated with rivers within 

Colorado, while protecting Colorado’s ability to fully use its compact and decree entitlements through 

finding alternatives to wild and scenic designation that satisfy the federal agencies’ requirements to 

protect the ORVs. 

The Cache La Poudre River is the only river in Colorado currently designated as a wild and scenic 

river.xxix However, several river segments in Colorado are currently being evaluated for wild and scenic 

eligibility and suitability by the BLM and USFS as part of their current land and resource management 

planning processes.   Currently, there are three active stakeholder groups utilizing the W&S Fund to 

develop alternative ways of protecting the ORVs identified by these federal agencies: the Upper 

Colorado River Wild and Scenic Stakeholder Group (UCRW&S SG), the River Protection Workgroup 

(RPW) and the Dolores River Dialogue’s Lower Dolores Plan Working Group (LDPWG).   Additionally, 

the South Platte Enhancement Board (SPEB) has been active since 1997 to implement its alternative 

plan to a possible designation under the Wild & Scenic Rivers Act.xxx 

6.6.3.   State of Knowledge 

As part of the process established in 2005 by the Colorado Water for the 21st Century Act, the nine 

Basin Roundtables and the CWCB have worked to identify Colorado’s environmental and recreational 

water needs, also referred to as nonconsumptive needs.   Below is a brief description of some of the 

resources that have been developed so far.   However, it is apparent that there is additional work that can 

be done to develop common metrics for environmental and recreational attributes.    

Statewide Water Supply Initiative (SWSI) Phase 1.   Nonconsumptive Mapping (2010): As part of 

the nonconsumptive needs assessments, each basin roundtable mapped where important 

nonconsumptive attributes exist.   These reaches or watersheds are known as "focus areas." Each focus 

area is associated with one or more attributes such as imperiled fish species, important boating and 

fishing areas, important water fowl hunting areas, etc.xxxi Environmental attributes identified by the 

roundtables include federal and state threatened, endangered and imperiled species (e.g., piping 

plover, greenback cutthroat trout, boreal toad, bluehead sucker); significant riparian wetland plant 

communities; and special value waters (e.g.   CWCB instream flow water rights, eligible Wild and 

Scenic rivers).xxxii Recreational attributes identified by the roundtables include whitewater and 

flatwater boating; cold and warm water fishing; Audubon important bird areas; waterfowl hunting and 

wildlife viewing.    

SWSI Phase 2.   Nonconsumptive Projects and Methods (2010): Phase 2 determined where 

planned and existing nonconsumptive projects and methods, also known as identified projects and 

processes (IPPs), are located in relation to the focus areas developed in Phase 1.   This information can 

be used to determine where known nonconsumptive IPPs offer direct or indirect protection for a 

specific attribute, and equally as important, where there are no known protections for a given focus 

area.   For example, based upon this information, important riparian and wetland areas cover 18,767 

stream miles statewide.xxxiii Of those miles, IPPs provide direct protection to 2%, a combination of 

Kelly
Inserted Text
Insert New paragraph: In the Rio Grande Basin, the establishment by Congress of the Rio Grande Natural Area served as an alternative to a Wild and Scenic designation. The Rio Grande Natural Area was established on October 12, 2006 to conserve, restore, and protect the natural, historic, cultural, scientific, scenic, wildlife, and recreational resources of the 33-mile stretch of the Rio Grande between the southern end of the Alamosa National Wildlife Refuge and the Colorado-New Mexico state border. 
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direct and indirect protection to 2%, and indirect protection to 23%.   73% of those stream miles 

currently have no known protection in place.   The survey information was organized in a database 

along with Phase 1 information and was summarized in maps created using geographic information 

system (GIS).xxxiv The maps include a list of planned nonconsumptive projects and methods, and show: 

(1) where planned and existing projects and methods overlap with the nonconsumptive focus areas 

and (2) where there are no known projects that support those reaches. 

Watershed Flow Evaluation Tool: CWCB partnered with The Nature Conservancy (TNC) and CDM 

Smith to pilot a tool known as the Watershed Flow Evaluation Tool (WFET).   The WFET provides a 

regional framework for examining the risk of ecological change related to stream flow alteration.   The 

WFET can help identify reaches where the historical alteration of stream flow has either increased risk 

or decreased risk for a given attribute, such as cold water fishery, warm water fishery, and sustaining 

or recovering cottonwoods.   The WFET can also be used to examine ecological responses to future 

streamflow scenarios resulting from new water development projects, a compact call, or climate 

change.   The Colorado and Yampa‐White Basin Roundtables further improved the WFET and applied 

it to their basins.    

While this body of work represents an increase in the understanding of Colorado's nonconsumptive 

needs, there is more work that needs to be done towards understanding and quantifying recreational 

and environmental needs.   Additionally, information is needed on whether existing nonconsumptive 

IPPs are sufficient to protect the targeted environmental and recreational attributes of the IPP.   Based 

upon the above-described information, Colorado can work on developing a strategic approach to 

meeting its nonconsumptive needs to provide meaningful protection to environmental and 

recreational attributes.    

6.6.4.   Existing Law and Recent Legislative Activity 

Existing Environmental and Recreational Legislation 

Instream Flow Legislation 

Colorado’s General Assembly established the Instream Flow and Natural Lake Level Program in 1973, 

recognizing "the need to correlate the activities of mankind with some reasonable preservation of the 

natural environment."xxxv This legislation vested the CWCB with exclusive authority "on behalf of the 

people of the state of Colorado, to appropriate or acquire...such waters of natural streams and lakes as 

may be required to preserve the natural environment to a reasonable degree."xxxvi Over the years, the 

General Assembly has amended and clarified aspects of this legislation.   Highlights of recent 

legislation are set forth below.    

In 2002, Senate Bill 156 authorized CWCB to use acquired water rights to improve the natural 

environment to a reasonable degree.xxxvii In 2003 and 2005, the General Assembly responded to the 

2002 drought conditions by allowing temporary changes of water rights to instream flow purposes 

with State Engineer approval.xxxviii In 2007 and 2008, the General Assembly established protection for 

water rights owners who lease water to CWCB for instream flow use by providing that a lease to CWCB 

will not reduce the historical consumptive use of a water right, and eliminates the presumption of 

abandonment for water rights that have been used nonconsumptively by the CWCB.xxxix 
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In 2008, the General Assembly authorized an annual appropriation of $1,000,000 from the CWCB 

Construction Fund for costs of acquiring water for instream flow use.xl That same year, the General 

Assembly authorized an annual appropriation of $500,000 from the Species Conservation Trust Fund 

for the costs of acquiring water for instream flow use to preserve or improve the natural environment 

of species that have been listed as threatened or endangered under state or federal law, , or are 

candidate species or are likely to become candidate species.xli In 2009, the General Assembly 

established a tax credit that created a market-based incentive for voluntary donation of water rights to 

the CWCB for instream flow use.xlii  

Recreational In-Channel Diversion Legislation 

In 2001, the General Assembly established authority and procedures for local government entities to apply 

for and hold in-channel water rights for recreational uses, referred to as recreational in-channel diversions 

(RICDs).
xliii

 The legislation charged the CWCB with making findings of fact and submitting 

recommendations to the water court on RICD water court applications, and authorized the CWCB to hold 

hearings on such applications if requested by any party.   In 2006, the General Assembly updated the 

procedures for RICD water rights applications and clarified the role of the CWCB’s administrative process 

and determination of findings of fact to submit to the water court.
xliv

  

6.6.2.   BIP Identified Environmental and Recreational Projects and Methods 

As part of the Basin Implementation Plan (BIP) process, Basin Roundtables identified projects and 

methods that could assist in meeting environmental and recreational needs within their basins.   The 

process for identifying these projects and methods was unique to each basin, with roundtables 

collecting and organizing information through public outreach, input solicitation, and review by 

committees or the full roundtable.   As a result, because these processes were different in each basin, 

the manner in which these projects and methods are presented in the draft BIPs varies, with some 

basins identifying reaches of concern, and others consolidating existing compilations of project 

information.    

This section examines and summarizes the work of the Basin Roundtables, focusing on a brief 

description of the process utilized by each basin, a general overview of projects and methods 

identified, and the path forward as basins move to meet their goals and measurable outcomes.   For 

more information on the BIP process and how each basin collected and organized their environmental 

and recreational projects, refer to the individual BIPs, available on the Colorado’s Water Plan 

website.xlv  

Arkansas River Basin 

The Arkansas Basin Roundtable undertook an ambitious public outreach process, hosting meetings 

around the basin to gather input and suggestions from residents.   One of the hallmarks of this process 

was the input form designed by the roundtable, encouraging basin residents to submit ideas and 

projects for consideration by the roundtable.   The roundtable also considered the list of identified 

projects and processes (IPPs) from SWSI 2010, as well as focus areas or areas of concern identified by 

the Nonconsumptive Needs Committeexlvi.    
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The roundtable has gathered project lists from several sources, 

including SWSI 2010, The Nature Conservancy, Colorado Parks 

and Wildlife, and others.   Projects funded by the roundtable 

through the WSRA program are also identified.   Through this 

inventory of potential projects, the roundtable seeks to prioritize 

available WSRA funding, and demonstrate the type of projects 

which the roundtable believes conform to the basin goals and 

measurable outcomes. 

Sixteen projects are identified by the Nonconsumptive Needs 

Committee of the roundtable.   These projects line up with the 

basin’s environmental and recreational goals, to maintain and 

improve key attributes.   Several of the projects identified 

concentrate on the protection and restoration of key habitat, 

through diversion replacement, wetland improvement, and 

reoperation of currently existing storage rights.   Seven of the 

projects identified were associated with some aspect of instream 

habitat restoration.   Three projects identified by the Committee focus on recreational needs, through 

activities such as boat chute improvement, restoration of campsites, and reservoir renovation with 

recreational needs in mind. 

Moving forward, the Arkansas Basin Roundtable plans to delve deeper into the public input received 

through their outreach program.   The roundtable will establish tiering criteria, by which projects and 

methods can be measured against basin goals, and ranked accordingly.   Projects which meet basin 

goals may lead to a proponent being invited to a roundtable meeting to present on their project, and 

potentially work with the roundtable to meet funding needs.   The roundtable plans to take a holistic 

view of projects and methods, including concepts such as watershed health, as they move forward to 

maintain an updated inventory of activities within the basin.   GIS mapping of needs is a priority of the 

basin, supporting the BIP efforts and identifying areas of concern.   This look forward is planned to 

complement the pending update to SWSI, with projects and methods that meet the definition of an IPP 

specifically identified. 

Colorado River Basin 

The Colorado River Basin Roundtable also began with an extensive public outreach campaign, as 

consultants interviewed water providers throughout the basin, and hosted a number of town halls and 

opportunities for BIP input.   This outreach process yielded a comprehensive list of projects, organized 

by basin themes and geographical location.   Similar to the Arkansas Basin approach, the roundtable 

believed that a comprehensive inventory of projects and methods would serve the basin well, as a 

suite of options for moving forward and meeting their future water supply needs.   Projects and 

methods from existing sources such as SWSI 2010 were also compiled into this inventory. 

The Colorado Roundtable established several themes to sum up and organize the input received from 

basin stakeholders.   Theme #1 is as follows: “Protect and Restore Healthy Streams, Rivers, Lakes, and 

Riparian Areas.”xlvii In their inventory of projects, the roundtable identified a number of projects that 

complemented this basinwide theme.   Central to this theme is the roundtable’s goal of establishing a 

basinwide stream management plan.   Key issues of concern for this basin are data gaps for 

Arkansas Basin at a Glance 

16 projects identified 

3 stream miles identified for 

protection through 1 project 

10,000 acres of avian area 

identified for protection 

$445,000 in total identified 

costs for 2 projects 

7 instream habitat projects 

6 water quality projects 

10 watershed health projects 
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environmental and recreational needs: the roundtable would like to see more progress statewide in 

scientifically quantifying the amounts of water necessary to 

maintain or improve these attributes. 

In assembling this inventory of projects and methods, many 

with an environmental or recreational focus were identified.   

Keeping with the basinwide theme, the majority of the projects 

and methods identified were related to watershed health.   

Fifty-nine projects and methods were identified with an 

environmental purpose, and thirteen were specifically 

recreational.   An additional seventeen projects are related to 

river and water management, with environmental and 

recreational benefits.   The needs of endangered species in the 

Colorado basin are called out in the goals and measurable 

outcomes of the draft BIP , with species recovery as a 

measurable outcome, through habitat improvement and 

addressing invasive species.   Recreational projects and 

methods include protection of flows in twenty-eight identified 

popular reaches, the development of RICDs, and the aforementioned stream management plan. 

Moving forward, the roundtable plans to begin organizing the inventory of projects for potential 

implementation.   To prioritize the projects and methods, the roundtable will examine each through 

the lens of their basinwide themes, and identifying the projects which may serve multiple purposes, or 

meet basin goals.   Many of the projects and methods which are water management related may 

already be in the planning stages, such as some associated with the Colorado River Cooperative 

Agreement (CRCA), or projects funded by the roundtable which contemplate multiple phases.    

Gunnison River Basin 

The Gunnison Basin Roundtable identified two basin goals which addressed environmental and 

recreational water uses, then identified projects and methods within the basin which could assist in 

meeting those needs.   This inventory of projects and methods was compiled through outreach within 

the basin and participation by stakeholders in the BIP process.   The roundtable also convened a group 

of environmental and recreational advocates, including staff from state and federal agencies, to 

provide input and assist in identification of focus reaches.   As part of the BIP process, the roundtable 

approved the use of “project summary sheets,” used to break down elements of projects and methods 

such as project proponent, project cost, and effectiveness at meeting basin goals. 

In organizing their projects and methods inventory, the roundtable established three tiers of projects, 

with timeline and effectiveness of meeting basin goals as the two criteria for tiering.   The basin 

roundtable also identified twenty-nine target stream reaches within the basin, as areas where 

environmental and recreational projects and methods could be beneficial.   While identifying potential 

projects and methods, the roundtable called out a series of ongoing efforts involving environmental 

protections and monitoring, which help to maintain these attributes within the basin. 

Tier 1 of the Gunnison projects and methods inventory are those defined as “implementation likely 

feasible by 2020; project does excellent job of meeting Basin Goals.”xlviii Twelve projects classified as 

Tier 1 are identified with the goal to “quantify and protect environmental and recreational water 

Colorado Basin at a Glance 

102 projects identified 

32 stream miles identified for 

protection through 3 projects 

$15,332 in total identified costs 

for 7 projects 

59 projects to protect and 

restore healthy streams, rivers, 

lakes, and riparian areas 

20 water quality projects 

78 watershed health projects 
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uses.”xlix These projects are mostly focused on improving or restoring 

stream channels within the aforementioned target stream reaches, or 

improving native trout populations.   Many projects identified as Tier 

1 projects are multipurpose projects, with an environmental or 

recreational benefit included.   Thirteen projects were also identified 

by the roundtable as meeting another basin goal: “Describe and 

encourage the beneficial relationship between agricultural and 

environmental and recreational water uses.”l These projects are 

chiefly multipurpose projects for agricultural uses, which have 

environmental and recreational benefits identified, in line with this 

basin goal.    

The Gunnison roundtable also established some measurable 

outcomes for their environmental and recreational goal which are based in project implementation.   

Moving forward, the roundtable aspires to develop ten projects from the list of recommended 

solutions by 2030.   Additionally, a more comprehensive inventory of environmental and recreational 

projects is included as a method in the list of recommended solutions, and the roundtable hopes to see 

this “Identification and Inventory” completed by 2020. 

 North Platte River Basin 

The North Platte Basin also had two primary goals related to environmental and recreational uses and 

needs.   The BIP process was informed by the public outreach and education process that the 

roundtable had been performing up to that point, engaging 

stakeholders within the basin as well as a more technically-based 

outreach to identify specific projects and methods.   Similar to the 

Draft Gunnison BIP, the North Platte Roundtable had one goal 

associated with the maintenance of healthy rivers and wetlands, and 

one geared toward the nexus with agricultural water use.   For both of 

these goals, measurable outcomes within the BIP are project 

implementation based, with an inventory of potential projects and 

methods which serve as “recommended solutions.”li 

The projects and methods identified in the draft BIP complement the 

roundtable’s previous work, in which they prioritized environmental 

and recreational attributes within the basin.   The previous prioritizing of attributes was applied to the 

inventory of recommended solutions, and the roundtable set out a process for identifying locations 

where these needs are not being met, and finding solutions.   Measurably, the roundtable plans to 

develop three projects from the inventory of solutions by 2020.   Regarding the goal of supporting 

environmental and recreational benefits through agricultural projects, the roundtable plans to 

complete at least two multi-purpose projects by 2025. 

In the inventory of recommended solutions, the roundtable identifies forty-nine environmental and 

recreational projects.   Twenty-nine of these projects are classified as restoration of wetlands, riparian 

or stream projects.   These projects call out specific species for protection and habitat restoration.   The 

North Platte Roundtable has a particular emphasis on wetlands protection and restoration, so 

amphibians and waterfowl are called out as direct beneficiaries of implementation projects.   Ten of 

North Platte Basin at a 

Glance 

44 projects identified 

29 projects to protect and 

restore healthy streams, rivers, 

lakes, and riparian areas 

4 water quality projects 

31 watershed health projects 

 

Gunnison Basin at a Glance 

61 projects identified 

$93,602,600 in total identified 

costs for 14 projects 

29 projects to protect and 

restore healthy streams, rivers, 

lakes, and riparian areas 

4 water quality projects 

31 watershed health projects 
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the basin projects are focused on habitat restoration through projects that will improve livestock 

grazing management through fencing.   The focus in this basin, as is evident through their goals and 

implementation based outcomes, is multipurpose projects and methods.    

Through implementation of these projects and methods, the roundtable hopes to accomplish 

incremental increases in recreational activities within the basin.   Specifically, the basin calls out a 5% 

increase in waterfowl hunting and viewing days by 2020, as well as a 5% increase in fishing user days 

in the same time period.   Moving forward, the basin will utilize their existing prioritizing system to 

evaluate funding for projects and methods in this inventory of recommended solutions.    

Rio Grande River Basin 

The Rio Grande River Basin Roundtable, like others around the state, established a set of basin goals, 

and then examined potential projects with these goals in mind.   The roundtable compared their basin 

goals with basin needs and came up with a multipurpose 

focus, as thirteen out of fourteen goals had a nexus with 

environmental and recreational needs.lii   Projects and 

methods were gathered and consolidated through the 

roundtable’s public outreach process, and through the work 

of subcommittees led by the BIP Steering Committee.   The 

roundtable identified eighteen projects and methods, called 

out in detail in “Project Fact Sheets,” which were 

preliminarily evaluated by basin goals.    

The projects and methods identified in the draft BIP were 

assessed as multipurpose projects, with all eighteen 

identifying some nexus with environmental and recreational 

needs.   Additionally, the basin compiled a list of additional 

projects and methods which may merit future consideration, 

but were not considered in this iteration of the water plan because of time constraints.   This 

additional section identified twenty-seven additional projects and methods which would meet an 

environmental or recreational need, often as part of a multipurpose project.    

In keeping with the goals and measurable outcomes of this roundtable, many of the projects and 

methods identified have a focus on riparian restoration and watershed health.   Projects which fall into 

these categories include projects intended to improve fish habitat, headwaters restoration, and 

comprehensive watershed planning.   Storage projects included are viewed as potential sites for 

habitat and recreational opportunities such as angling and boating.   Other projects fall into the 

category of water management, with studies planned on hydrology within the basin, examinations of 

post-fire conditions, and potential streamflow optimization.    

Moving forward, the roundtable has estimated costs for sixteen of the eighteen identified projects 

which were examined in Project Fact Sheets.   These sixteen projects total an estimated financial need 

of $54 million through the year 2020.   As the roundtable moves forward with the basin planning 

effort, funding avenues will be explored, and the list of identified projects and methods may be refined.   

More analysis will be performed on the supplementary list of projects and methods, and as these 

potential recommendations are measured against the basin goals, some may be prioritized.   Similar to 

the Colorado Basin Roundtable, the Rio Grande Roundtable has identified the need to fill information 

Rio Grande Basin at a Glance 

29 projects identified 

5 stream miles identified for 

protection through 1 project 

$54,409,400 in total identified 

costs for 16 projects 

10 water quality projects 

29 watershed health projects 

9 natural disaster management 

projects 
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gaps regarding environmental and recreational needs: finding ways to better understand how water 

may be managed to maintain and protect these attributes.   The Water Plan provides a list of projects 

and methods which would address these information gaps, and provide guidance to the roundtable as 

it moves forward in project funding and implementation.    

South Platte River Basin / Metro Roundtable 

The joint BIP prepared by the South Platte and Metro 

Roundtables required a large amount of outreach throughout 

the basin, as the most populous area in Colorado.   The 

roundtables chose to outline a series of goals and measurable 

outcomes, specifically for environmental and recreational 

needs.   These “nonconsumptive measurable outcomes” 

outlined the roundtables’ priorities for environmental and 

recreational uses for the future.liii 

The South Platte/Metro team, similar to other basins, chose to 

create an inventory of projects and methods, to serve as a 

suite of options for fulfilling these nonconsumptive 

measurable outcomes.   A great deal of the projects listed for 

environmental and recreational projects came from the SWSI 

2010 Nonconsumptive Needs Assessment.   Beyond these 

identified projects, the roundtables also created an inventory 

of “Additional Identified Environmental and Recreational 

Projects.” These projects were identified through the public outreach process, through proponent 

submission, or were active projects in progress that the roundtables chose to identify as they were 

steps toward meeting the nonconsumptive measurable outcomes. 

Beyond the inventory of SWSI and additional environmental and recreational projects, the roundtables 

also identified specific examples of projects which they believe meet their measurable outcomes, and 

would be good models to follow in the future.   Existing multipurpose projects throughout the basin 

were specifically called out as in line with goals and measurable outcomes.   These goals have a focus 

on endangered and threatened species, the economic value of environmental and recreational uses, 

and the sustainability of water-dependent areas.   Following these goals, a great number of projects 

identified beyond the SWSI Needs Assessment were categorized as wetlands restoration, riparian 

restoration, and stream habitat projects.   Measurably, the recovery of key species of trout and native 

plains fish are identified as important.   Serving as a snapshot of the current state of affairs in the basin, 

this list identifies projects which are proposed, planned, completed, and ongoing. 

The draft BIP also includes an analysis of the benefits to environmental and recreational needs which 

multipurpose projects can provide.   Examples include the potential for installation of 

environmentally-friendly passages after flood events, coordinated reservoir operations, and recharge 

projects.   Moving forward, the roundtables will continue to identify projects and methods which 

match up with their identified measurable outcomes, and seek to identify projects which may meet 

multiple needs. 

South Platte/Metro Basin at 

a Glance 

71 projects identified 

2.5 stream miles identified for 

protection through 2 projects 

23 projects to protect and 

restore healthy streams, rivers, 

lakes, and riparian areas 

15 water quality projects 

66 watershed health projects 

1 natural disaster management 

project 
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Southwest River Basin 

The Southwest Basin Roundtable began an extensive public 

outreach process, hoping to provide a comprehensive update 

to the SWSI 2010 IPP list.   Through a series of public 

meetings, newspaper articles, and conversations with water 

management entities within the basin, the roundtable sought 

to create a complete inventory of new IPPs within the basin.   

Additionally, the roundtable identified “Conceptual IPPs,”liv 

which have no active sponsor, but are ideas for projects and 

methods within the basin which may conform to basin goals 

and measurable outcomes.   The Southwest Roundtable, 

similar to the Rio Grande, evaluates any project or method for 

potential multiple uses and benefits, so many projects 

identified have a potential environmental and recreational 

nexus. 

The goals identified by the Southwest Roundtable specifically 

identify the benefit to statewide and local economies which 

environmental and recreational values provide.   The 

maintenance, protection, and enhancement of these uses are called out as measurable outcomes, as 

well as species recovery and watershed health.   In their inventory of projects and methods, seventy-

one environmental and recreational projects were listed, with thirty of those categorized as 

multipurpose.   Fifteen of these projects and methods were related to wetland, stream, or riparian 

restoration.   Additionally, projects were identified pertaining to invasive species removal, native 

revegetation, hydroelectric projects, and natural disaster mitigation. 

The roundtable identifies some storage projects which would have an environmental or recreational 

nexus, providing a cost estimate for one off-stream water storage facility, and identifying another 

reservoir which could potentially provide water supply to valuable fisheries.   In line with the basin’s 

measurable outcomes relating to the “condition and natural function of streams, lakes, wetlands, and 

riparian areas,” riparian restoration projects are planned for a key reaches of the La Plata, the Dolores, 

the Navajo, and the San Juan.   On the Florida River, livestock fencing is identified as a means to protect 

a riparian buffer zone.    

The projects identified which specifically call out stream miles would total around 180 miles of project 

and method implementation.   Moving forward, the basin will continue to consider all proposed IPPs 

equally, and evaluate each one for potential multiple uses and benefits.   In the text of the draft BIP, the 

roundtable considers the opportunities for funding available, and explores the concept of “bundling” a 

package of proposals, and how such an approach may be a way to make the most of limited funding.   

The Southwest Basin Roundtable, similar to the Rio Grande and Colorado, identifies the data gaps in 

environmental and recreational knowledge as a priority moving forward.   Identification and 

evaluation of gaps in this body of knowledge are discussed, and by addressing these gaps, the 

roundtable believes that planning for the water supply future of the basin will be more reliable and 

project implementation can be made more efficient. 

Yampa/White/Green River Basin 

Southwest Basin at a Glance 

71 projects identified 

183 stream miles identified for 

protection through 6 projects 

$60,000,000 in total identified 

costs for 1 project 

15 projects to protect and 

restore healthy streams, rivers, 

lakes, and riparian areas 

16 water quality projects 

58 watershed health projects 

2 natural disaster management 

projects 
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The Yampa/White/Green Basin Roundtable drew from two 

different sources to compile an inventory of projects and 

methods within the basin.   First, the roundtable conducted an 

extensive outreach process, with several public meetings, 

information in local publications, and surveys.   Also, the 

roundtable had previously begun the Projects and Methods 

Study (P&M Study), which identifies projects and methods 

within the basin, as well as comparing certain IPPs against 

potential future hydrological scenarios.    

The roundtable identified two main inventories of projects 

with an environmental and recreational nexus.   Many of the 

projects and methods listed in the inventory of “Current M&I, 

SSI, Agriculture, and Multi-Purpose IPPs” have an identified 

or potential benefit for environmental and recreational needs, 

some of which were modeled.   Additionally, some of the 

projects identified have ongoing feasibility studies, which could potentially identify environmental and 

recreational benefits to be realized through project implementation.   A collection of projects with 

primarily environmental and recreational benefits was identified, drawn from interviews and 

information provided by basin stakeholders.   Most of these projects and methods are located within 

focus areas identified by the roundtable.   Seventeen projects and methods were identified in this 

collection.   Several of these projects have a completion date before 2020, with others classified as 

ongoing through 2020.    

The list of Environmental and Recreational IPPs focuses heavily on the improvement of existing river 

conditions to restore and improve environmental and recreational attributes.   Several projects 

identify specific reaches to modify for the benefit of endangered fish or for recreational access.   Other 

projects seek to restore and preserve the natural state of the river for recreational access, watershed 

health, and erosion control.   Other proposed methods would study potential solutions to identified 

challenges such as flow regimes for endangered fish or potential augmentation of instream flow 

shortages.   However, the roundtable emphasizes that the current inventory is not exhaustive, and that 

other projects and methods will be necessary to fully address the environmental and recreational 

needs located within focus segments or otherwise.   As planning efforts continue within the basin, 

projects and methods will be identified to meet these needs. 

Like other Basin Roundtables, the draft Yampa/White/Green BIP stresses the need for accurate 

information and analysis of data gaps for environmental and recreational needs.   To that end, the 

roundtable plans to utilize studies and modeling efforts already completed or underway to fully assess 

the impacts of projects and methods.   These analyses would be used to determine which type of 

project or location would be the most beneficial, regarding stream conditions and hydrologic impact. 

 

6.6.3.   Next Steps 

In order to support a strong environment includes healthy watersheds, rivers and streams, 
and wildlife as well as a robust recreation and tourism industry, several next steps are 
necessary. 

Yampa/White/Green Basin  

at a Glance 

18 projects identified 

$5,350,000 in total identified 

costs for 4 projects 

4 projects to protect and restore 

healthy streams, rivers, lakes, 

and riparian areas 

1 water quality project 

15 watershed health projects 

5 recreational projects 
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1. Conduct additional technical work to better determine the levels of existing protections, and 

where additional projects and methods should be focused.   This work needs to be done in 

partnership with the Basin Roundtables and the CWCB technical team. 

2. To support the technical work, Watershed Master Plans may be necessary; work toward a long 

term goal of developing watershed master plans for every large watershed area.    

3. Encourage and support capacity in many areas that currently do not have watershed groups or 

other groups that work with a broad set of local stakeholders. 

4. Continue to support and assist the Basin Roundtables in moving forward the environmental 

and recreational projects and methods identified in their draft BIPs. 

5. Incorporate the potential effect of climate change on environmental and recreational 

attributes. 

6. Support an integrated approach to understanding how environmental and recreational 

projects and methods may interact with municipal, agricultural, and industrial projects and 

methods. 

7. Continue to track nonconsumptive projects and methods. 

8. Continue to support and implement state programs that benefit environmental and 

recreational attributes, such as the Colorado Watershed Restoration Program, Instream Flow 

and Natural Lake Level Program, and CPW’s Wetlands for Wildlife Program. 

9. As discussed in Section 7.1, strengthen funding opportunities for environmental and 

recreational projects by: 

a. Coordinating current funding 

b. Assessing funding needs 

c. Exploring additional funding opportunities 
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INITIAL DRAFT 7.1: Watershed Health and Management (previously Chapter 5.3) 

 

Introduction 

Colorado’s mountain watersheds have a strong influence on the quality and quantity of water.  
Watershed geography includes physical science, such as climate and geology, as well as the 
relationship that humans have with the land.  Healthy watersheds provide ecosystem services that 
benefit ecological processes, local and state economies, and social stability.  Ecosystem services 
include flow regulation, flood attenuation, water purification, erosion control, and habitat 
protection.   

This section begins by defining the physical processes that influence watershed health.  We then 
recommend strategies for successful stewardship of watersheds and water supply, and summarize 
the watershed health strategies developed in the Basin Implementation Plans. 

7.1.1 Watershed Health Science 
A watershed is an area of land in which all water drains to a common point.  Watersheds exist at all 
spatial scales, from the tiniest of tributaries to the largest rivers on earth.  John Wesley Powell 
defined a watershed as “that area of land, a bounded hydrologic system, within which all living 
things are inextricably linked by their common water course and where, as humans settled, simple 
logic demanded that they become part of a community."  Four major U.S. rivers, including the 
Arkansas, Colorado, Platte, and Rio Grande originate in our headwater state of Colorado. These four 
rivers drain one-third of the lower U.S. and provide water to 18 downstream states and the country 
of Mexico.  As snowmelt and rain travels down gradient to reach these rivers it must go through 
varying terrain.  It interacts with the biology and the physical environment of the watershed.  This 
is the watershed’s ecosystem.  Water quality and quantity are intimately linked to a watershed’s 
health. 

Watershed health can be broadly defined as a measure of ecosystem structure and function.   
Species diversity comprises structure.  Function refers to productivity and hydrology.  A critical 
element of hydrologic function is flow regime.  Flow regime defines the magnitude, duration, 
frequency, rate of change, and timing of flows in stream systems.  Magnitude refers to a river’s 
discharge.  Duration describes a period of time a river experiences a given discharge.  The 
frequency at which a river experiences a given discharge and the rate at which discharges increase 
and decrease, i.e. change, also characterizes flow regime.  Finally, the timing of discharges, or 
seasonality, is influenced by a watershed’s hydrologic function. Figure 7.1-1 below represents an 

The policy of the state of Colorado:  to better understand and promote watershed 
health and to support development of watershed coalitions and watershed master 
plans that address needs from a diverse set of local stakeholders.   
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annual median flow hydrograph for a snowmelt driven stream.  It describes the different elements 
of flow regimes.  Society has adapted its water supply infrastructure to the flow regime of its 
watersheds.  Changes in ecosystem structure and function have direct and indirect impacts on a 
stream’s flow regime.   

 

Figure 7.1-1 Stream Hydrograph 

Forested watersheds support dynamic ecosystems that are subject to natural perturbations, e.g. 
fire, flood, and drought.ii Resilient ecosystems function in a state of dynamic equilibrium.   These 
watersheds experience natural disturbances with no significant impact on function.  Oftentimes the 
impacts from fire, flood, and drought are exacerbated by anthropogenic perturbations.  For 
example, watersheds which historically managed to exclude fires have changed ecosystem 
structure and productivity.  When ecosystem function thresholds are crossed, a watershed no 
longer exists in equilibrium.  The resultant changes to hydrologic function and water quality have 
direct impacts on water supply.     

Watersheds work to connect terrestrial, freshwater and coastal ecosystems, and provide ecosystem 
services, such as carbon sequestration, water supply, filtration and purification.iii Colorado 
watersheds support multi-objective uses for both consumptive and nonconsumptive water supply.  
Eighty percent of Colorado’s population relies on forested watersheds to deliver municipal water 
supplies.iv Watershed health management strategies developed to protect this domestic supply will 
also protect other uses in the watershed.  Sediment is the most concerning non-point source 
pollutant contributed from our forested lands. v An unbalanced delivery of sediment in rivers has 
negative impacts on both consumptive and nonconsumptive water uses.  Sediment is contributed to 
river systems through natural processes that connect land and water.  Increased volumes of 
sediment are contributed as a result of erosion caused by high to moderate burn severity fires, 
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forest road infrastructure with failing stormwater management infrastructure, and other processes 
in which the landscape is altered by human or natural causes. 

Forests provide ecosystem services for watersheds which help to protect, restore, and sustain 
water quality and quantity.  Healthy forested watersheds absorb rainfall and snow melt and allow it 
to runoff slowly, recharge aquifers, sustain stream flows and filter pollutants. Watersheds are 
largely protected when forest ecosystems are healthy because soil is protected; thereby preventing 
erosion, promoting soil moisture storage enhancement, and groundwater recharge.vi These services 
can offset natural hazards by reducing floods, maintaining plant communities, and reducing 
contaminants.  Present day forest health concerns are largely attributed to climate change and 
forest stand density,vii i.e. ecosystem productivity.  

7.1.2 Managing Partnerships for Healthy Watersheds 

Managing watersheds for healthy ecosystem structure and function is a unique opportunity for 

water supply stakeholders. Successful watershed management necessitates a pragmatic approach 

that includes coalition-building, data collection, planning, prioritization, implementation, and 

monitoring.  This is a cyclical process, and each phase requires continued efforts.  Watersheds exist 

across political boundaries, and watershed health management involves collaboration amongst 

many interested entities.  Natural resource management may be the driver that catalyzes a need for 

collaboration, but there are social, political, and economic interests that must be represented as 

well.   

A watershed approach is a flexible framework for managing water resource quality and quantity 

within specified drainage areas, or watersheds.  This approach includes stakeholder involvement 

and management actions supported by sound science and appropriate technology.  Coalition 

building typically starts when interested parties come together to discuss a watershed health 

concern.  For example, many watersheds in Colorado are identified as having a high post-fire 

erosion risk as well as being a critical watershed for water supply.viii (Figure 7.1-2).  This is a case of 

where concerned stakeholders are engaging in collaborative dialogues to address a very real 

watershed health concern.  Coalitions may form to address a variety of concerns including pre and 

post fire mitigation, forest mortality, water quality impairments, flood mitigation and recovery, and 

land use change.  Other groups may come together to discuss watershed protection in a well 

functioning ecosystem.   Collaboration before a threshold crossing disturbance takes place sets the 

stage for faster and more resilient recovery measures.   
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Figure 7.1-2 CSFS Erosion Risk Map 

An organizational structure is recommended whether the coalition chooses to incorporate or not.  

The coalition should be open to diverse interest within the watershed.  It should also be open to 

interests directly affected by outputs of the watershed.  Diverse stakeholder input at the beginning 

stages of coalition building increases the likelihood of actions to improve watershed health.    

Engaged community members will be more likely to participate in building political will, developing 

management options, and supporting project implementation.  Stakeholders that may be 

represented include all levels of government, special districts, private landowners, businesses, 

citizens, non-profits, educators, recreational interests, agricultural interests, grantors, and 

conservationists. A coordinator that works for the coalition improves the chances for continued 

coalition success.  The coordinator serves all coalition stakeholders equally, and they act to 

represent the interests of all coalition members.  They are the unifying body, the moderator, the 

facilitator, and the manager.  It is helpful for this person to have a background in both non-profit 

and governmental work.ix   

Watershed planning can happen at different levels depending on the coalition’s mission, objective, 
and goals.  A watershed plan is a strategy that provides assessment and management information 
for a geographically defined watershed, including the analyses, actions, participants, and resources 
related to developing and implementing the plan.  The development of a watershed plan will 
require a certain level of technical expertise and the participation of a variety of people with 
diverse skills and knowledge.  Different members of the coalition have varying skill sets that aid in 
the assemblage and assimilation of watershed information (GIS data, maps, monitoring reports, risk 
analysis, existing assessments). 

A holistic watershed planning approach will provide the most technically sound and economically 

efficient means of addressing watershed health concerns. The process is strengthened through the 
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involvement of stakeholders.  This approach will address all the beneficial uses of the water 

supplied by the watershed, the criteria needed to protect the uses, and the strategies required to 

restore or protect ecosystem productivity and function.  This approach expedites cooperative and 

integrated water supply planning, which leads to successful implementation of watershed health 

management strategies. 

7.1.3 Basin Implementation Plan Strategies 

Watershed health for the individual basins is largely focused on forest health concerns.  This was a 
recommended focus area in the Basin Implementation Plan guidance provided by the CWCB.  Forest 
health concerns are centered on wildfire, flooding, and sedimentation.  Basins were asked to 
identify projects and methods that would protect critical water supplies and the environment in the 
event of a natural disaster occurring at the watershed scale.  It was recommended that existing 
watershed assessments be assembled or developed.  It was also recommended that collaborative 
discussions on managing forests to benefit water supply begin.  Basins with water supplies 
originating in another basin were encouraged to partner with each other. 

All of the Basin Roundtables identify wildfire as a watershed health concern.  This includes 
recovery from existing fires and identifying pre-fire mitigation strategies.    The Arkansas Basin 
illustrates a process with a strong emphasis on pre-disaster preparedness through collaborative 
dialogues with potentially affected parties. Figure 7.1-3 outlines the Watershed Health and 
Emergency Event Life Cycle.    

 

Figure 7.1-3 Coalition Stakeholder Figure 
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The Rio Grande Basin’s approach to watershed health is closely in line with that of the Arkansas 
Basin, and the Rio Grande Basin participated in the Arkansas Basin’s watershed health planning 
process.  The primary goal of the Basin is to “protect, preserve and/or restore the sustainability of 
the Rio Grande Basin watershed by focusing on the watershed health and ecosystem function”.  The 
Basin developed a collaborative watershed coalition during the West Fork Fire, and they realize the 
benefits of such a group for restoration and protection of forested watersheds.  The coalition known 
as RWEACT (Rio Grande Watershed Emergency Action Coordination Team) has modeled post fire 
hydrology, improved on their ability to forecast storms and identify flood potential, and developed 
post-wildfire flood risk analysis maps.  The Basin’s watershed health actions emphasize forest 
health management and pre-disaster preparedness.  This includes forest thinning and prescribed 
burning.  They also acknowledge a need to develop markets for forest products. 

The South Platte and Metro Basins also participated in the Arkansas Basin’s watershed health 
planning process.  They propose a collaborative dialogue that focuses on post-fire mitigation across 
watershed (Basin) boundaries.  The deliverables from this process will include forest health 
manuals developed at a statewide level.  The Basin watershed health section also discusses insect 
infestations, but it concludes that this has little direct impact on water quality and quantity. 

The Southwest Basin has a history of collaborative watershed groups focusing on watershed health 
topics.  This includes forest health and resiliency planning for the San Juan watershed, water quality 
monitoring on the Animas River, watershed health assessments for the San Miguel watershed, and 
development of Source Water Protection Plans for 23 public water suppliers.  A Source Water 
Protection Plan inventories potential sources of drinking water contamination in a defined 
watershed.     

The Yampa, White, and Green Basin state that over one-third of their jobs are dependent on water 
quality influenced by watershed health.  They acknowledge that communities in the Basin are 
susceptible to water quality issues caused by severe wildfires.  The Basin references a Critical 
Community Watershed Wildfire Protection Plan entitled “Upper Yampa Phase I Watershed 
Assessment: Prioritization of Watershed Base Hazards to Water Supply”.  Watershed Wildfire 
planning is oftentimes recommended for watersheds critical to water supply.  They provide 
composite hazard rankings for wildfire hazards, flooding/debris flow risk, and soil erodibility.  This 
data is combined with Source Water Assessment and Protection data to prioritize critical 
watersheds .x   Presently the Watershed Wildfire Protection Plans are geared towards prioritizing 
forest health treatments for watersheds critical to drinking water supply, but they could be applied 
to any prioritized water use. 

The Gunnison Basin is addressing forest health concerns by partnering with the Colorado and U.S. 
Forest Services to manage forests, insects, and wildfire.  They also anticipate education and 
outreach associated with this effort.  They did not participate in the Arkansas Basin’s watershed 
health planning process, but they do plan to reference materials produced in the effort for future 
watershed health projects. 

The North Platte Basin references a study that monitors forest beetle kill, wildfire potential, and 
impacts to water quality and quantity.  The study is nearing completion.  It looks at management 
alternatives in the post beetle kill forest environment.  The basin intends to review, disseminate, 
and implement recommendations identified in the study. 

The Colorado Basin identifies 14 collaborative watershed groups actively engaged in improving 
watershed health.  Primary watershed health concerns in the Basin include wildfire risk and the 
evolving forest landscape.  Both have the potential to impair water supply.  The Basin supports 
watershed wildfire assessments.   
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7.1.4 Next Steps 
In order to better understand and promote watershed health, and to support 
development of watershed coalitions and watershed master plans that address needs 
from a diverse set of local stakeholders, several next steps are necessary. 
 

1. Identify watersheds critical to water supply. 

2. To support the technical work, Watershed Master Plans may be necessary; work toward a 

long term goal of developing watershed master plans for every large watershed area.    

3. Identify existing watershed groups and existing watershed plans and assessments. 

4. Encourage and support capacity in many areas that currently do not have watershed groups 

or other groups that work with a broad set of local stakeholders. 

5. Assist stakeholders in existing watershed groups with tools and resources to address gaps 

and build capacity in existing plans 
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October 28, 2014 

 

Mr. James Eklund, Director 

Colorado Water Conservation Board 

Department of Natural Resources 

1313 Sherman Street 

Denver, Colorado 80203 

 

Dear Director Eklund: 

 

On behalf of the members of the 2014 Interim Water Resources Review Committee (Committee) 

and its staff, I am pleased to submit to you and the Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB) 

the attached final report summarizing the Committee’s activities around the State pursuant to 

Senate Bill 14-115.  The Committee, staff, and I are submitting this final report to comply with 

SB 14-115’s November 1, 2014, reporting requirement.   

 

I am extremely grateful for and proud of the diligent efforts of the Committee and its dedicated 

staff in conducting the nine SB 14-115 public meetings throughout the summer and fall of 2014 

which are described in our report.   The Committee and I especially wish to acknowledge staff’s 

heroic efforts to arrange the travel, organize the meetings, and prepare this final report for 2014.   

 

The attached report supplements the preliminary report we submitted on October 9, 2014, which 

summarized the public comments received during our SB 14-115 outreach efforts.  Staff 

prepared and submitted our preliminary comment summary report in order to meet the CWCB’s 

October 10 deadline for accepting public comments for consideration in the writing of the draft 

Colorado Water Plan (CWP).  This current report summarizes our activities and finalizes our 

2014 compliance efforts under SB-115.   

 

As you know, SB 14-115 directed the Committee in 2014 to convene at least nine public 

meetings, one in each geographic region of the State served by a basin roundtable, to gather and 

submit public comments, and to provide its own input on the scope, fundamental approach, and 

key elements of the draft CWP.   The Committee declined at its September 30, 2014, meeting to 

submit a formal comment letter of its own pending the CWCB’s release of the Draft CWP in 

December of this year.  However, the Committee directed me, as chair, to submit a summary of 

the common themes we heard from members of public at meetings around the state during 2014.  

These common themes we heard statewide are summarized as follows: 
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 Colorado citizens support a strong and robust statewide commitment toward achieving 

increased levels of municipal, commercial, and industrial water conservation as one of 

top priorities for meeting future water demands.  People throughout Colorado expect the 

CWP to include strong recommendations to increase the conservation and efficiency of 

residential and commercial water usage and reduce urban outdoor lawn irrigation, 

especially along the urbanized front range.   
 

 Not surprisingly, citizens across the state voiced great concern that their communities 

will be dewatered for the benefit of fueling front range urban population growth.  This 

sentiment is especially prevalent among west slope residents but is true of residents in 

every basin.   People are concerned about the impacts that possible trans-basin diversions 

would have on their economies and quality of life and believe that the CWP should 

address this concern in meaningful ways.   
 

 The link between urban development and land-use practices and front-range water 

conservation was a common theme heard at nearly all the SB 14-115 public meetings.  A 

State role in reducing the water footprint of new development and redevelopment as a 

conservation measure appears to be strongly supported by citizens in urban and rural 

communities alike.   Citizens in west slope communities in particular believe that the 

front-range basin implementation plan’s commitments to conservation are not sufficiently 

rigorous to prevent future diversions of west slope water to the front range.     

 

 Based on public testimony received throughout the State in 2014, the people of Colorado 

clearly value healthy rivers and resilient, naturally functioning watersheds.  People view 

the maintenance of healthy aquatic ecosystems and riparian corridors as a beneficial use 

for water and are willing to make the tradeoffs necessary to allocate water toward 

meeting environmental and recreational needs.  Citizens recognize and support the need 

for assessing and meeting the segment-specific environmental and recreational needs of 

State water bodies.   

 

 The need for additional water storage is a universal theme expressed across Colorado.  

Additional storage as well as infrastructure improvements to increase the efficiency and 

resilience of our water supply and delivery system is deemed essential.  However, 

citizens everywhere believe that funding for environmental and recreational projects 

should be on par with water supply and delivery identified projects and processes (IPPs).  

Similarly, State support and funding for multi-benefit IPPs should be prioritized 

according to a set of guidelines and criteria which protect the health of aquatic systems 

and enhance environmental and recreational benefits.   

 

 Another theme raised statewide was the importance of maintaining agricultural 

productivity and strengthening our agricultural economy.   People everywhere recognize 

that Colorado must find alternatives to drying-up irrigated farmland to meet future 

municipal and industrial water needs and that farming and ranching remain viable 

pursuits only with sufficient water needed for food production.  Citizens statewide place a 

high value on our farming and ranching heritage and believe the CWP should emphasize 

multiple benefits of keeping agricultural water rights in the hands of the producers.   
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 Support for Colorado’s prior appropriation doctrine and our existing market-based system 

of allocating our scarce water resources is universal.  Yet, the Committee heard expressed 

the hope that the CWP will establish strong policy directives aimed at increasing 

flexibility, innovation, and creativity in the administration of Colorado water law.  

Specifically, citizens support innovative approaches toward conservation and toward 

sharing water among agricultural, municipal, and industrial users as well as for 

maintaining environmental and recreational values.  There is strong preference that the 

CWP develop the framework for State policies that legally and financially support pilot 

and full-scale projects for implementing innovative practices, such as leasing/fallowing, 

flexible water rights, water banking, urban and agricultural efficiency, conjunctive use of 

surface and ground waters, rainwater harvesting, and others.  The expectation statewide is 

that the CWP will provide the policy and legislative direction necessary to achieve the 

flexibility needed to meet the water needs of the 21
st
 century and beyond.   

 

 Citizens throughout the State are concerned about water and want their concerns to be 

heard and addressed in the CWP.  A public dialogue on water is viewed as critically 

important to future decision making.   People everywhere hope the CWCB will remain 

committed to seeking public input through a deliberative process.   

 

Thank you for your thoughtful consideration of this report.  The Committee is honored to 

have participated in the process of developing the Colorado Water Plan by engaging the citizens 

across the State as envisioned by SB 14-115.   

 

Sincerely, 

 

 
 

Randy Fischer, Chairman 

Interim Water Resources Review Committee 

State Representative 

House District 53 
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Committee Charge Pursuant to Senate Bill 14-115  

 
 Governor’s executive order concerning the Colorado Water Plan.  In 2013, 
Governor Hickenlooper issued an executive order directing the Colorado Water Conservation 
Board (CWCB) to commence work on the Colorado Water Plan. According to the executive 
order, the plan must promote a productive economy that supports vibrant and sustainable cities, 
viable and productive agriculture, and a robust skiing, recreation, and tourism industry.  It must 
also incorporate an efficient and effective water infrastructure promoting smart land use and a 
strong environment that includes healthy watersheds, rivers and streams, and wildlife.  The 
CWCB is instructed to provide a draft plan for review by the Governor's Office by December 10, 
2014, and to complete the final plan by December 10, 2015. 
 
 Senate Bill 14-115 legislative declaration.  Senate Bill 14-115 declares that the 
General Assembly is primarily responsible for guiding the development of state water policy.  It 
also declares that this law is necessary to protect the interests of the public in the state's water 
resources and that the General Assembly intends to engage the people of the state in a public 
dialogue regarding optimal state water policy.  The law also affirms the legislature’s delegation 
of policy-making authority to the CWCB, and declares that the law seeks to promote the 
policies, processes, basin roundtable plans, and Interbasin Compact negotiations conducted 
pursuant to the "Colorado Water for the 21st Century Act," and the Interbasin Compact Charter. 
 

The Water Resources Review Committee (WRRC) was created to contribute to and 
monitor the conservation, use, development, and financing of Colorado's water resources for 
the general welfare of the state (Section 37-98-102, C.R.S.).  Pursuant to SB 14-115, the 
committee is required to review statewide planning for water resources.  The law requires the 
committee to hold at least one public hearing in each geographic region associated with basin 
roundtables to collect feedback from the public on the scope, fundamental approach, and basic 
elements of the draft Colorado Water Plan.  The committee must provide a summary of the 
public's feedback, as well as its own feedback, to the CWCB by November 1, 2014.  The 
committee may recommend the introduction of legislation based on the results of the review.   
 

 
Committee Activities  
 
 Overview.  In addition to six regular meetings, the committee held nine meetings during 
the 2014 interim, one in each geographic region associated with the basin roundtables, to 
collect feedback from the public on the draft Colorado Water Plan.  Over 500 people are 
estimated to have attended the 9 SB 14-115 hearings.  The committee also received public 
comments in letters and e-mails, handwritten questionnaires, and questionnaires that were 
completed on the committee's website.  On October 9, 2014, the committee delivered a 
preliminary report to the CWCB that summarized the public feedback provided to the committee 
by October 1, 2014. The committee decided to defer providing its own feedback to the CWCB 
until after the board has released the draft plan.   
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 SB 14-115 hearing format.  At each SB 14-115 hearing, the committee received a 
briefing on the basin implementation plan (BIP), typically from the chair of the local basin 
roundtable or his or her designee.  The basin’s representative on the CWCB was also invited to 
provide an update on the Colorado Water Plan.  Attendees were encouraged to meet in small 
groups to discuss the BIPs, the draft Colorado Water Plan, and other water matters.  Following 
these discussions, a member of each group reported on that table's discussion.  The purpose of 
the small group discussions was to provide an opportunity for people who may not have been 
comfortable directly speaking to the committee to provide feedback on the Colorado Water Plan.  
Each small group typically included at least one member of the WRRC or local legislator to help 
facilitate the discussion and listen to the public’s comments. 
 

At each meeting, the committee also received public testimony from any person who 
wanted to speak directly to the committee about the draft water plan or any other issue of 
concern.  Table 1 provides information about the SB 14-115 hearings conducted during the 
2014 interim, including the date and location of the hearings, estimated attendance, number of 
people who testified, and the number of small group discussion reports. 
 

Table 1 
Summary of SB 14-115 Hearings 

 

Basin  
Location and Meeting 

Date 

Estimated 
Attendance At 
Basin Hearing 

Number of 
People Who 

Testified 

Number of Small 
Group Discussion 

Reports 

Gunnison Gunnison 
June 18, 2014 

 

65 8 8 

Colorado Glenwood Springs 
August 21, 2014 

 

50 16 9 

Southwest Durango 
August 27, 2014 

 

80 8 9 

Rio Grande Alamosa 
August 28, 2014 

 

50 7 7 

Arkansas Pueblo 
August 29, 2014 

 

45 6 5 

Yampa-White Steamboat Springs 
September 16, 2014 

 

50 10 5 

North Platte Walden 
September 16, 2014 

 

5 N/A
1
 N/A 

South Platte Fort Collins 
September 17, 2014 

 

150 24 12 

Denver Metro Denver 
October 1, 2014 

50 9 4 

TOTAL 
 

515 86 59 

                                                 
1
 Due to the small audience that attended the North Platte Basin hearing, the committee opened a dialogue with the 

attendees instead of receiving testimony and small group discussion reports. 
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Public Outreach and Process for Obtaining Public Feedback  
 
 According to SB 14-115, the General Assembly passed this law to engage the people of 
the state in a public dialogue regarding optimum state water policy.  Towards this end, the 
WRRC conducted a public outreach process that encouraged any interested person to provide 
testimony on state water policy at a public meeting or submit comments directly through the 
committee’s website or by other means.  Specifically, the chair of the WRRC drafted a letter to 
members of the General Assembly inviting them to attend the SB 14-115 hearings and notify 
their constituents about these hearings.  The chair also drafted letters to local water entities, 
local governments, agricultural organizations, environmental organizations, and other entities 
asking them to encourage their members to participate in the SB 14-115 process.  The 
committee also worked with the Colorado Foundation for Water Education and the public 
education and public outreach coordinators for each basin roundtable to provide the public with 
notice of the committee hearings and identify alternatives means of submitting feedback to the 
committee.  Notice of the hearings was also provided to local media.   
 

The committee’s website enabled the public to provide feedback on the Colorado Water 
Plan by filling out a questionnaire or by sending an e-mail to the committee.  Questionnaires 
were also distributed at each SB 14-115 hearing.  This questionnaire offered interested persons 
the opportunity to provide information about themselves, including their name, their basin of 
residence and their water constituent group, their experience with the roundtable process, and 
to indicate whether they wanted to be added to the committee's SB 14-115 interested persons 
e-mail list.  It also offered an opportunity for respondents to raise questions about the plan, 
provide comments on the plan, and comment on any other water issue of interest.  The public 
was also provided the opportunity to send a letter to the committee concerning the Colorado 
Water Plan. 
 
 

Public Feedback Provided to the Colorado Water Conservation Board  
 
 The committee’s deadline to submit feedback on the Colorado Water Plan was 
October 1, 2014.  CWCB staff requested that the WRRC deliver its summary of the public's 
feedback prior to the board’s October 10, 2014, deadline to submit public comments on the draft 
Colorado Water Plan.  On October 9, the committee delivered two tables to the CWCB Director 
that summarized public feedback provided to the committee.  These tables are also included in 
Appendix A and Appendix B of this report and are available on the committee’s website: 
www.colorado.gov/lcs/WRRC.  A summary of the contents of the tables follows. 
 
 Public feedback from questionnaires.  Appendix A includes comments from 
questionnaires that were submitted by 39 individuals at meetings, through the committee's 
website, or mailed to the committee.  The comments in this table were essentially verbatim with 
corrections for typographical errors and complete names instead of acronyms.  Several 
completed questionnaires were submitted anonymously.  The committee decided to not convey 
anonymous comments to the CWCB. 
 
 Public feedback from meetings and other sources.  Appendix B includes summaries 
of the comments provided by 86 individuals during public testimony, as well as summaries of 
e-mails and letters submitted to the committee.  The table also included a summary of the 
38 small group discussion reports from eight SB 14-115 hearings.  This table did not include 
public comments from the North Platte Basin hearing.  Due to the small audience that attended 
that meeting, the committee opened a dialogue with the attendees.  This dialogue could not be 
summarized without risk of mischaracterizing the speakers’ comments.  The audio recording of 
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the North Platte Basin meeting, as well as the recordings for all other meetings, are available on 
the General Assembly's website.  To obtain the most accurate understanding of the public 
comments, interested persons are encouraged to listen to the audio recordings of the 
SB 14-115 hearings.   
 

 Thirteen people submitted both completed questionnaires and testified at an SB 14-115 
meeting.  The October 9 report indicated whether a person provided testimony at more than one 
SB 14-115 hearing or provided copies of written testimony.   
 

 Public feedback from meeting sign-in sheets.  People attending each meeting were 
requested to sign in and complete a brief survey.   The sign-in sheets requested that attendees 
identify their name, address and who they were representing, and indicate if they had attended 
a basin roundtable meeting.  Approximately 34 percent of the people who attended a committee 
meeting had never attended a basin roundtable meeting. Table 2 summarizes feedback 
obtained from sign-in sheets.   
 

Table 2 
Summary of Feedback from Sign-In Sheets  

 

Basin 
Meeting 

Number of Attendees 
Who Signed In 

Attendees Who Also 
Attended a Roundtable 

Meeting 

Attendees Who Requested to 
Be Added to Committee 

Mailing List 

Gunnison  41 25 34 

Colorado  30 22 24 

Southwest  73 26 66 

Rio Grande  48 33 30 

Arkansas  38 29 36 

Yampa-White  42 28 36 

North Platte    3 3 2 

South Platte  115 43 80 

Denver Metro  19 15 17 

TOTAL 368 227 291 

 

 

Next Steps in the SB 14-115 Process  
 
 According to Governor Hickenlooper’s Executive Order commissioning the Colorado 
Water Plan, the CWCB must provide a draft Colorado Water Plan to the Governor's Office 
by December 10, 2014, and complete the final plan by December 10, 2015.  Pursuant to 
SB14-115, in developing the draft plan, the CWCB is required to consider the feedback from the 
WRRC submitted to the board by November 1, 2014. The CWCB is also required to submit a 
draft state water plan to the WRRC by July 1, 2015, after which the committee must hold at 
least one public hearing in each basin to collect feedback from the public.  The committee must 
provide a summary of the public's feedback as well as its own feedback to the CWCB by 
November 1, 2015.  The committee may repeat this process whenever the CWCB submits a 
significant amendment to the state water plan.  By November 1 of each year following the 
submission to the committee of a state water plan or plan amendment, any member of the 
General Assembly may request that the committee hold one or more hearings to review the plan 
or plan amendment. 
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Appendix B: Table 2.  Public Testimony on the Draft Colorado Water Plan

Public Comments Provided Outside of Committee Meetings and Not Using Questionnaire

Source of Comment Summary of Comments

Senator Larry Crowder

E-mail to committee staff (excerpts
provided in the following column).

• The Colorado Water Plan (CWP) should include reports from all municipal water providers concerning water
losses related to leaking pipes and aging infrastructure.

• It should also include a goal of limiting such losses to one percent of the water delivered by a water provider.

Kay L. Linder

E-mail to committee (excerpts provided
in the following column).

• Expressed concerned about the possible future issues with the Poudre River and felt very strongly that
(the committee) could make irreparable damage to it if (the committee) was not careful in (its) decisions.

• Objected to a reservoir that would impede the flow of water through the city of Fort Collins or harm the
Poudre River.

Public Comments from June 18, 2014 Gunnison Basin Hearing

Steve Glazer • The Joint Review Process (Article 10 of Title 34, repealed in 2003) should be reinstated so that all permits from
all state offices may be dealt with at one time.  The state should initiate a Colorado Environmental Quality Act to
help avoid future litigation. 

Marlene Zanetell • Public education materials for the basin roundtables should not identify the purchase of water rights that are
senior to the Colorado River Compact as a possible solution to enable continued Front Range diversions during
droughts.

• The state should encourage greater water conservation and reuse to reduce the pressure on West Slope water
resources.

• The CWP should also explain that Blue Mesa Reservoir and other elements of the Colorado River Storage
Project do not directly benefit Gunnison and Montrose Counties but provide benefits to the state as a whole.

Marc Catlin • There is not more water in the Gunnison basin than what is needed by the basin.   
• All tributaries should be treated equally in the CWP.
• Water efficiency does not necessarily mean lower consumption.
• Water use and reuse is important.
• Tamarisk and Russian-Olive trees are using huge amounts of water. Grant programs to remove phreatophytes

quickly are crucial to prevent land fallowing.
• Water banking is not the whole solution and needs to be examined closely. 
• The law should be amended to prohibit the use of water obtained from new transmountain diversions (TMDs) for

outdoor water consumption, such as lawn watering.

Jennifer Bock, environmental
representative on the Gunnison Basin
Roundtable, and Water Program
Director for High Country Conservation
Advocates

Also submitted a letter to the committee

• The CWP should promote funding for environmental needs assessments and increased instream flows, such as
funding to increase efficiency and purchasing or leasing of water rights for instream flows.

• The plan should also include criteria for new diversions including a requirement that conservation and reuse be
maximized prior to allowing new diversions.
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Public Comments from June 18, 2014 Gunnison Basin Hearing (Cont.)

Source of Comment Summary of Comments

Cassidy Tawse-Garcia, High Country
Conservation Advocates

• Protect the Gunnison watershed.

Garin Vorthman, Colorado Farm
Bureau

• The word "viable" should not be attached to "agriculture" in the CWP.  Instead it should be "robust" and "strong."
"Viable" implies there is a value judgement. 

• The CWP should respect the doctrine of prior appropriation. 

Donna Brosemer,  Greeley Water
Utilities

• The CWP should not prioritize water projects proposed by municipalities and other water users.  The state
should treat water users equally and not withhold state funding or permits for projects based on their priority in
the CWP.

• The CWP should respect property rights and local control.  
• Local land use planners and water providers should also work more closely together. 

J. Paul Brown, Colorado Wool Growers
Association

• The CWP should respect property rights and encourage additional storage on the Front Range to ensure that
Colorado is able to use its full entitlements under the South Platte River and Arkansas River compacts.

• The state should also coordinate federal permits for water projects.

Chris Treese, Colorado River Water
Conservation District

Submitted written comments using the
original questionnaire

• The CWP statewide goals and objectives should also include "minimize impacts; adequate compensation and
mitigation for inherent/inevitable conflicts/tradeoffs; affirmation of prior appropriation; do not overdevelop the
Colorado River Basin." 

• Priorities for addressing possible Gunnison-basin-specific issues should include "basin directed actions; first, do
no harm, protect existing uses; broaden education/participation in water matters."

• Basin-specific priorities that should also be included: "coordinated management and development of Gunnison
basin with other 3 basins of the Colorado River."

Roger Espinoza

Submitted written comments using the
original questionnaire

• Does this plan help to mediate some of the tensions between recreactionalists and private land owners?
• Seeing the differences in absoluteness between water and land rights would make this task difficult. 
• Lastly, would this be a money issue or a value issue?"

Table 1 Small Group Discussion Report • The CWP's goals should explicitly acknowledge the need to protect and preserve existing water rights and the
environment, and to encourage conservation.

• Measures to address the gap between supply and demand should not hurt agriculture.
• Water storage should be listed as a goal or as a strategy of the CWP.
• The plan should acknowledge the effect of the Endangered Species Act on Colorado's ability to complete

projects as they were originally intended.
• A goal of CWP should be to protect watershed health.
• Additional storage in the upper Gunnison basin should be emphasized.
• The plan should also explain how conservation is beneficial to the environment.
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Public Comments from June 18, 2014 Gunnison Basin Hearing (Cont.)

Source of Comment Summary of Comments

Table 2 Small Group Discussion
Report

• The goals identified in chapter 1 of the draft CWP are inherently in conflict.
• The doctrine of prior appropriation is important.
• Current uses of water both statewide and in the Gunnison basin should be retained.
• Do not over-develop statewide nor in the Gunnison Basin.
• The values identified in chapter 1 of the draft CWP concerning a productive economy that supports "viable and

productive agriculture" should instead be "robust and productive agriculture."
• Front Range water usage must be conserved to limit the need for additional transbasin diversions. 
• Compact compliance is also a concern

Table 3 Small Group Discussion Report • The CWP is brilliant idea that needs to be done and organized well.
• Concerned about outcomes and how to meet supply and demand issues, including transbasin diversions,

watershed protection, the importance of water quality.
• Public education about water is critical. The public is uninformed about water. They have little to no

understanding of our relationship to other states including CO's fixed amount of water. 
• Agriculture must not be harmed.
• Enlarging existing storage facilities should be considered, rather than building new storage facilities.
• Recreational and economic impacts of water and evaporation from storage projects are real impacts.
• Water is key to the quality of life on the Western Slope.
• Forests are our largest reservoir.  Forest health is key to healthy water. 

Table 4 Small Group Discussion Report • There may not be enough water for both agriculture needs and municipal needs.
• Agriculture is key because it sustains the environment, recreation, and groundwater recharge.  Incentives should

be provided to encourage agricultural water efficiency.
• The Front Range should conserve their water better.  The ration of indoor to outdoor water use by Front Range

residences should not be 50/50 as it is currently, and instead be closer to 70/30. 
• The goals of the CWP  must be more specific, especially related to conservation measures. 
• The pre-1922 Western Slope diversions should be prioritized. 

Table 5 Small Group Discussion Report • The values identified in chapter 1 of the draft CWP are too broad and do not all apply to the Gunnison Basin. 
• The value of "sustainable cities" should be further defined.
• Water quality should be preserved even during "boom" and "bust" cycles.
• The plan should protect existing uses.
• The meaning of "forest health" is different to people living in different areas of the state.
• There are concerns about funding for water projects to promote conservation. It is unclear where the money for

such projects will come from.
• There are concerns about the effect of compacts on the basin.
• The plan should support an equitable distribution of water, rather than distributed according to population or the

demographics of the legislature. 
• The CWP drafting process should be nonpartisan and encompassing of people from all areas of the state--not

urban vs. rural.
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Public Comments from June 18, 2014 Gunnison Basin Hearing (Cont.)

Source of Comment Summary of Comments

Table 6 Small Group Discussion Report • The Western Slope is concerned about being "bullied" into transmountain diversions.
• Conflicts exist and will continue to exist and there must be continuous cooperation to work through these

conflicts. 
• It is unclear how much water is actually available.  Efforts should be made to clarify water availability through

improved data collection.
• There must be an acceptance of a certain amount of uncertainty.
• Conservation is important.  The connection between land use and water connection should be examined. 

Table 7 Small Group Discussion Report • There are concerns about the state government playing too large of a role in statewide water planning that local
communities are better suited to planning for their needs.

• Different basins in Colorado have very different needs and a "one size fits all" CWP may not fit all basins. 
• There are concerns that the doctrine of prior appropriation is not mentioned in the CWP goals. 
• One property right should not be prioritized over another. 
• The CWP should not prioritize water supply projects and should not be used prevent individual water projects

from moving forward.
• Education about water in Colorado schools should be a priority of the CWP. 

Table 8 Small Group Discussion Report • Conservation in the CWP and in the water process must be made a priority.
• Transmountain diversions from the Western slope are a large concern.  New diversions should also address the

economic loss in the basin of origin.
• Lake Powell should not be used as a water bank to enable the East Slope to make diversions from the Colorado

River Basin. Once the water reaches Lake Powell it is no longer Colorado's water because there is no way to
return it to the state.

Public Comments from August 21, 2014 Colorado Basin Hearing

Robert Ittner, Jr. Chair, Pitkin County
Board of County Commissioners

Letter to Committee (excerpts provided
in the following column).

• Transbasin diversions (TBDs) and other projects of statewide interest which are implicated or propounded by the
CWP must be subject to robust 1041 review by local governments.

• CWP should recognize and account for the disproportionate impact that TBDs have on the state's ability to meet
its compact delivery obligations compared to in-basin diversions.

• Recreational in-channel diversion (RICDs) and Wild and Scenic designations support western slope recreation
and economies, and are tools for compact compliance.  

Rachel Richards, Pitkin County
Commissioner

Also submitted comments in a
questionnaire (included in Table 1).

• TBDs and other projects of statewide interest which are implicated or propounded by the CWP must be subject
to robust 1041 review by local governments.

• RICDs and Wild and Scenic designations support western slope recreation and economies.   CWP should
recognize the benefits of healthy rivers and recreation to the economy. 

• It should also consider how to protect agriculture without new TBDs.
• Municipal outdoor water consumption should be limited to reduce the pressure on agriculture and the waters of

the Colorado Basin.
• New residential growth should pay for new water projects, transportation, and related infrastructure needs.
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Public Comments from August 21, 2014 Colorado Basin Hearing (Cont.)

Source of Comment Summary of Comments

Steve Child, Pitkin County
Commissioner, representing himself

• CWP should take a longer range view beyond 2050 to avoid upcoming problems.
• A reservoir on the lower South Platte should be considered to provide water for upstream municipal and

industrial users, help meet interstate water delivery obligations in the South Platte and Republican River Basins,
and to recharge the Ogalala aquifer.

• Triggers should be developed based on levels in Lake Mead and Lake Powell that determine when TMDs are
allowed.

• Alternatives should be developed to replace bluegrass lawns with landscapes that use less water.  
• A pump back project on the Gunnison River would help provide water for endangered fish on the Colorado

River.
• Land use policies should be adopted that encourage conservation.

Laura Makar, Pitkin County, Pitkin
County Healthy Rivers and Streams
Advisory Board

• County 1041 review powers should be maintained for new transbasin diversions and for statewide projects.
• The CWP should recognize and account for the disproportionate impact that transbasin diversions have on the

state's ability to meet its compact delivery obligations compared to in-basin diversions.  Unlike in-basin
diversions, transbasin diversions (TBDs) provide no return flows to the basin of origin. 

• The CWP should support stream health and recognize the benefits of RICDs and instream flows in helping
Colorado meet its compact obligations. 

Andre Willie, Chairman, Pitkin County
Healthy Rivers and Streams Board

Letter to committee (excerpts provided
in the following column).

• County 1041 review powers should be maintained for new TBDs and for statewide projects. 
• The CWP should recognize and account for the disproportionate impact that TBDs have on the state's ability to

meet its compact delivery obligations compared to in-basin diversions.  
• CWP should also support stream health and recognize the benefits of RICDs and Wild and Scenic designations,

and instream flows in helping Colorado meet its compact obligations. 

Torie Jarvis, Northwest Council of
Governments Water Quality and
Quantity Committee

Public testimony and written
comments.

• New TMDs should only be allowed if they are able to address local concerns and if approved by affected local
governments and water providers.

• TMDs must provide multiple benefits and make streams and rivers healthier to the maximum extent possible. 
• Legislation should be approved to reestablish the Colorado Joint Review Process that was repealed in 2003.
• The state should not sponsor a water project until the state regulatory process has been completed and the

project has been agreed to by the impacted counties, conservancy districts, and conservation districts in the
area from which the water would be diverted.

Ken Nuebecker, American Rivers • The CWP should recognize the challenge and importance of quantifying water needs for the environment and
recreation. 

• The Colorado Basin Roundtable developed the Watershed Flow Evaluation Tool to identify the basin's
nonconsumptive water needs.  This tool may also help other basins identify environmental and recreational
water needs as well as provide a standard and widely agreed upon method for assessing these needs. 
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Public Comments from August 21, 2014 Colorado Basin Hearing (Cont.)

Source of Comment Summary of Comments

Mark Fuller, Executive Director, Ruedi
Water and Power Authority

• The CWP should identify realistic and broadly applicable metrics to measure adequate streamflows and include
implementation measures to guarantee those flows.  

• It should identify short-term leases of agricultural water rights for instream flows as a reasonable means for
meeting instream flow needs while complying with Colorado water law.  

• Unappropriated water in the Colorado River Basin should not be used to satisfy water needs in other parts of the
state.  Instead, this water should be used to ensure that Colorado meets its compact delivery obligations.  

• The value of the CWP lies in the boldness and innovations that it brings in helping to solve water issues.  A plan
that is a catalog of unresolved issues, undeveloped projects, and unchallenged policies will not make progress. 

Steve Acquafresca, Mesa County
Board of County Commissioners

Also submitted comments in a
questionnaire (included in Table 1).

• The value of the CWP depends on it being developed by the grassroots and it should be flexible enough to be
adjusted over the years.

• The legislature should not recommend changes to the CWP that overturn grassroots recommendations.

Ken Ransford, Recreational
Representative of Colorado Basin
Roundtable

Also submitted comments in a
questionnaire (included in Table 1).

• All basins should adopt the high conservation target in the BIPs.
• Colorado water law should be amended to remove disincentives to efficient irrigation practices, such as use it or

lose it.  
• The law should allow certain changes of water rights outside of water court to reduce the cost of water transfers

and to encourage more flexible water use. 

Kristin Green, Conservation Colorado • The CWP should prioritize conservation and reuse and such measures should be maximized prior to authorizing
new water diversions.

• The CWP should also include a high-level water conservation goal and should promote funding for
environmental needs assessments.

Annie Henderson, Upper Colorado
River Private Boaters Association

Also submitted comments in a
questionnaire (included in Table 1).

• Water based recreation economy benefits the environment.
• Conservation is the only way to avoid the impending water crisis.
• New water diversions should be opposed. 
• Water conservation should be maximized prior to considering new TMDs.
• Water for the environment and other nonconsumptive uses should be recognized as beneficial uses.  
• The law should be re-evaluated to ensure that it can address climate change and population growth. 

Marc Catlin, Montrose County

Also testified at June 18 Gunnison
Basin meeting

• The CWP should encourage permanent phreatophyte removal to make additional water available at the state
line and to reduce the need for agricultural water transfers. 

• Water banks that store agricultural water for other purposes will impact agricultural communities.
• Communities that receive water from fallowed agricultural lands should be required to offset the economic

impacts to the affected agricultural communities. 
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Public Comments from August 21, 2014 Colorado Basin Hearing (Cont.)

Source of Comment Summary of Comments

Roger Wilson • CWP should identify water needs for endangered species and to ensure that sufficient water is
provided to allow the removal of these species from the Endangered Species List.   

• The legislature should adopt legislation or a resolution that identifies guiding principles for the IBCC
that are derived from regional sensitivities and statewide economic interests (tourism, recreation,
agriculture, and municipal needs) with a focus on preserving the current balance of water use. 

• The price of population growth must be borne by those seeking that growth and not by current water
users.

Richard Van Gytenbeek, Trout
Unlimited

• Explained that agricultural water efficiency can benefit stream flows.
• Greater cooperation between the agricultural community and the recreation, tourism, and sportsmen's

communities should be encouraged.  
• New TMDs should be opposed because other water supply options are available. 

Bill Hoblitzell, Eagle Watershed
Council

• Expressed concern about provisions of the State Water Supply Initiative (SWSI) that identify the
Colorado Basin as a possible solution to the water supply needs of other basins.  

• SWSI should be updated to include information about the impacts of climate change, provide a greater
emphasis on conservation, and to identify new water conservation technologies.  

• Colorado instream flow law should also be updated to reflect new scientific information, such as the
benefits of flushing flows, and the CWP should consider the benefits of stream management planning
such as developed by Grand County. 

• The legislature should consider new policies to allow water-sharing agreements and flexible water use,
and to provide sufficient time for local communities to identify solutions to their water supply needs.

Rick Lofaro, Executive Director,
Roaring Fork Conservancy

Letter to the committee (excerpts
provided in the following column).

• Nonconsumptive use of water on the western slope is essential to the ecological health and economic vitality of
the state. 

• New TMDs could cause significant declines in river health.  
• The legislature should promote agricultural efficiencies.
• Water conservation should be increased statewide.

Kendall Bakich, Wildlife Biologist,
Colorado Parks and Wildlife

Letter to the committee (excerpts
provided in the following column).

• The CWP should identify priority stream reaches and characteristics to protect in the Colorado River.
• It should specify support and funding to address data gaps for nonconsumptive needs within critical reaches of

the Upper Colorado watershed to support aquatic ecosystem health and recovery of endangered fish species.
• It should provide project funding to address non-consumptive needs identified in the Upper Colorado River

Basin.
• It should encourage innovative partnerships and legal mechanisms that help augment stream flows in

cooperation with in-basin water users.
• It should emphasize water conservation, reuse, and efficiency before seeking to increase water diversion,

particularly out-of-basin diversions, and promote mitigation and monitoring against such impacts.
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Public Comments from August 21, 2014 Colorado Basin Hearing (Cont.)

Source of Comment Summary of Comments

Table 1 Small Group Discussion
Report

• Concerned about how basin implementation plans (BIPs) will be incorporated into the Colorado Water Plan
(CWP) and whether the basins will have an equal voice in the development of the CWP.   

• Concerned that the draft CWP is too project focused instead of policy focused. 
• The legislature should also listen to a broad range of opinions when it reviews the CWP, instead of just special

interests and to help ensure that land use is more closely connected to water and that there will be sufficient
water available for recreation.  

• The CWP should also encourage the state to live within its water means such as some of neighboring states.

Table 2 Small Group Discussion Report • Shoshone Hydropower plant water right should be owned by the Colorado Basin because it is critical to the
basin.

• No new transmountain diversions should be allowed for municipal outdoor purposes.  Approving authorities,
such as zoning boards,  should not approve open space planted with non-native vegetation in new subdivisions. 

• The term "new supply" is a fictitious term because its only a new supply for the persons that receive the water
and that such water is being taken from someone.  

• The state should control how water is used instead of the federal government.

Table 3 Small Group Discussion Report • Colorado needs to quantify the amount of water that the state is entitled to that is currently going downstream, to
quantify how much water is adjudicated, and to identify how any shortfall will be covered.   

• Delta and Mesa counties need more storage on the Grand Mesa and the State of Colorado should advocate for
this storage in the federal permit review process.  

• Colorado should also sustain agriculture and ensure local control, and the priority system must stay in place.  
• Water use should not predicate land use. 

Table 4 Small Group Discussion Report • It is unclear whether new TMDs are needed when existing TMDs have unused capacity. 
• Users of any TMDs must bear the risk during droughts and compact calls.  
• The burden of proof should be on those seeking new diversions to demonstrate the need for the water and

prove that existing users and streams will not be impacted. 
• The CWP should be the basis for unified state action and not a collection of competing interests. 
• The plan should also address the needs of Lake Powell and Lake Mead, and the downstream states.  
• A reservoir in the lower South Platte Reservoir should be considered because it would enable flexible water

transfers and help meet compact delivery obligations.  
• There should be a permanent and reliable source of funding to implement the plan.
• There should be a stronger connection between land use and water use in the plan.  
• CWP should encourage additional research on low-water consuming crops.

Table 5 Small Group Discussion Report • Water for agriculture and water-based recreation are important but may be in conflict at times.  
• Residents should reduce outdoor water consumption by limiting the size of lawns to help ensure that other

important needs are met and to delay the need for new projects.  
• Local communities should resolve conflicts between competing recreational water needs, such as water for golf

courses, ski areas, and fishing, through voluntary agreements.  
• CWP should also address legal barriers to conservation, such as "use it or lose it" and should enable the

tracking, protecting, and directing of saved water.  
• The Shoshone hydro power call should be protected. 
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Public Comments from August 21, 2014 Colorado Basin Hearing (Cont.)

Source of Comment Summary of Comments

Table 6 Small Group Discussion
Report

• The CWP should recognized that no water is available for new TMDs.  
• Disagree with the Interbasin Compact Committee's (IBCC) principles for new TMDs; i.e., that new TMDs only

divert during surplus or wet periods when the additional diversions would not increase the risk to existing uses
and that the diverter take hydrologic responsibility for risk associated with new TMDs.   

• High water flows are needed for in-basin for recreational and environmental purposes, and to help meet
compact delivery obligations.   

• Front Range growth should be considered.  Front Range water users should know where they get their water.
• It is unclear whether new storage to capture water in unusually wet years is practical.
• Water on the West Slope for recreation and environment benefit all residents of Colorado.  The Front Range and

West Slope need each other.
• The legislature should also consider making adjustments to the doctrine of prior appropriation to address

evolving water needs and to avoid crises.

Table 7 Small Group Discussion Report • No change should be made to the doctrine of prior appropriation and the CW P should consider adjusting
compact delivery obligations to lower basin states to account for evaporative losses in Lake Mead and delivery
obligations to Mexico.  

• CWP should promote block water rates, ensure that water users know how much water they are using, and
provide financial incentives to use less water.  

• Payments for land fallowing should be based on loss of total income, not just net income to protect agricultural
communities.  

• There are concerns about a water bank that uses West Slope agricultural water rights to help meet a compact
call.  

• Water banks should not harm the West Slope, should be voluntary, and should not be used for new supplies.
• Fairways and parks in Denver should deficit irrigate and the Front Range municipal and industrial users should

not be expected to bear a disproportionate burden of meeting Colorado's compact delivery obligations.  
• The water budget of the Sterling Ranch residential development in Douglas County should be used as a model

for new subdivisions.

Table 8 Small Group Discussion Report • Splitting comments on the draft CWP into constituent groups is not useful because persons may be multiple
types of water users.  

• Land use and water use should be linked and water conservation should be maximized.  
• County 1041 powers should be maintained to enable basins of origin to protect themselves.  
• The burden of a compact call should not fall disproportionately on the West Slope.
• TMDs limit the ability of Colorado to meet a compact call.  
• The CWP should go beyond 2050 especially when considering the needs of agriculture and the impacts of

climate change.  
• State law should also be amended to encourage conservation. 
• The public must be educated about the cost of their water use.  
• Baselines for instream flow needs should be quantified and funding should be made available to help quantify

these needs, especially for head water streams.

Table 9 Small Group Discussion Report • Additional residential outdoor water conservation should be supported.
• Water should not be taken from agriculture to supply residential growth. 
• New residential developments should be required to have an adequate water supply.
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Public Comments from August 27, 2014 Southwest Basin Hearing

Source of Comment Summary of Comments

Brad Blake, a member of the Florida
Cooperative Ditch Board, representing
himself

• The CWP should preserve and protect water rights and there should be more discussion about the plan.
• The plan should identify who is responsible for implementing, managing, and enforcing the law.  
• Expressed concern that the voices of people from the Florida River area are not being heard and that the federal

government wants to control every drop of water. 

Patti Buck • Urged the public to submit comments on the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) draft regulations
(defining the scope of waters protected under the Clean Water Act).

• Explained her family chose to buy a ranch with water rights to protect its value and ensure that water would be
available for cattle.

Wayne Buck • Expressed concern about the EPA's draft regulations (defining the scope of waters protected under the Clean
Water Act) and how they may extend to all water in the state including rain captured in buckets.

• Spoke in support of additional storage to retain Colorado's compact entitlement. 

Don Schwindt • Expressed support for legislative involvement with the CWP but cautioned the committee about unintended
consequences.

• Stressed the importance of meshing the CWP with the prior appropriation doctrine.

J. Paul Brown
(also testified at the June 18 meeting) 

• Explained that the purpose and content of the CWP is unclear.
• Recommended that it protect the doctrine of prior appropriation and consider the need for additional water

storage.
• The CWP should address the problem of obtaining federal permits for water project.
• It should also recognize the importance of return flows to downstream water users.  

Mark Catlin, Montrose County

Also testified at the June 18 and
August 21 meetings.

• Expressed concern about requiring agriculture to change consumptive uses to address municipal water needs.  
• Recommended that phreatophytes be eradicated prior to requiring agriculture to reduce its consumption through

land fallowing or other means.

Rod Proffit, President of the San Juan
Water Conservancy District, and a
member of the Southwest Basin
Roundtable

• Said that the CWP should be considered a necessary first step for legislation to implement processes and
projects for the state to move forward.

Margaret Cozine, retired librarian

Also submitted comments in a
questionnaire (included in Table 1).

• Expressed concern about water used in the basin for lawn watering and recommended that the laws be
amended to allow greater use of rainwater harvesting and the reuse of grey water.  
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Public Comments from August 27, 2014 Southwest Basin Hearing (Cont.)

Source of Comment Summary of Comments

Table 1 Small Group Discussion
Report

• The group did not reach a consensus on all issues.  
• Number one component of the CWP should be conservation and how to support agriculture.  
• Need a higher standard for conservation if an entity is buying and drying.   
• Disappointed with the Governor's veto of the water efficiency bill and questioned the need to take care of the

Front Range without "buy and dry" of agriculture.
• Expressed concern about the disproportionate impact of a compact call on certain basins.  
• Although the San Juan-Chama Project takes 90,000 acre feet per year from the San Juan basin over to the Rio

Grande basin, the San Juan basin was never compensated with any West Slope storage.  The Dry Gulch
storage project could help address that oversight.  

• Consider eliminating the "use it or lose it" from Colorado Water Law to eliminate the concern about
abandonment.  The Southwest Basin Roundtable recognizes that all uses are valid and consumptive versus
non-consumptive use is not the issue.  

• Consider a sunset on conditional water rights but noted that some projects take decades to move forward, so
there is a need for a long period of time.

• The plan should acknowledge that agricultural conservation may affect return flows that also benefit the
environment.  

• It would be helpful to have water judges who are very familiar with water law.

Table 2 Small Group Discussion Report • A compact call threatens all water users  and water for municipalities should not receive greater priority over
types of water use.  

• Expressed support of greater water conservation.  However, agriculture has no incentive to save water due to
"use it or lose it"  Partnering with people who are conserving will help protect stream flows.  

• Land planners seem disconnected from water planners but should be coordinating their efforts.   
• Expressed concern about the disproportionate impact of transmountain diversions on the basin of origin

because of the loss of return flows.  
• The East Slope needs to increase conservation.  
• Ski areas should not have to give up their water rights to renew their federal leases.
• The potential impact of climate change should be studied and adequate funding should be provided for such

studies.  

Table 3 Small Group Discussion Report • Every drop of water in Colorado starts on federal land but doesn't belong to the federal government.  Instead,
water belongs to water users in the state of Colorado.  

• Goals in the water plan need should be given equal weight.  
• The state needs to learn to live within its means in our current time.  
• Conservation is very important for the CWP but if we conserve water in the Southwest Basin, the down-basin

states will want to use the water saved in Colorado.  
• Important to protect agriculture which is being lost at a record rate.  
• Watersheds and forest management should be very important because of fires. 
• Need to keep the water in the mountains longer. 
• Need to protect the quantity of water in order to keep pollutants in check.  
• Loss of livestock allotments is a problem that is reflected in the health of the state forests and range.
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Public Comments from August 27, 2014 Southwest Basin Hearing (Cont.)

Source of Comment Summary of Comments

Table 4 Small Group Discussion
Report

• The lawn bill sponsored by Senator Roberts (SB 14-17) was a good idea and a good start but not a solution for
everything.  

• Water harvesting should be expanded but this is difficult under the prior appropriation system.  
• People want to harvest precipitation because they care about conservation and local food.   
• Municipal waste of water needs to be addressed at the local level.  
• More storage should be considered.  
• Water quality and citizens being able to access water even for indoor use, and for a call on Colorado's water, are

concerning.  
• Federal actions that have impact on local entities, such as the definition of waters that are subject to the Clean

Water Act, is concerning.  
• West Slope water should be kept on the West Slope.

Table 5 Small Group Discussion Report • Western slope should have support of the rest of the state in terms of water distribution.  
• Deficit irrigation should be used more in urban situations rather than for agriculture.  
• Priority of water rights should not be changed.  
• The Eastern Slope needs storage. 
• Needs to be better representation of agricultural users throughout the process.  
• Need to consider the economic impact of water use and stop federal double dipping.  
• Make better use of landscape plants and getting rid of Tamarisk and Russian Olive.
• Water should be used many times before it goes back into the stream, such as applying grey water to golf

courses. 

Table 6 Small Group Discussion Report • The EPA is trying to change the Clean Water Act to put all Colorado water under federal jurisdiction to take
control of state's water and land.  

• A lot of water leaves the state because of lack of storage but the Endangered Species Act and other federal
regulations hinder the building of storage.  

• Important to eliminate the "buy and dry" of agricultural water in order to keep agriculture going.  
• First in time, first in right, priority system must be adhered to in the CWP.  
• Forests need to be better managed to have more water.
• Agricultural lands should not be fallowed to meet a compact call.
• Hydropower should be considered an eligible renewable energy resource.
• Water conservation bill related to lawn water might have unintended consequences related to property rights.

Table 7 Small Group Discussion Report • Skeptical of the statewide water plan and its effect on their water rights.
• Prior appropriation doctrine must be protected.   
• Because only five percent of the state directly own water rights, it will be difficult to persuade them that their

rights will be protected under the CWP.  
• The CWP is being rushed.  More time needs to be allocated to for public comment.  It has also been too top

down and the public has not had a sufficient opportunity to develop the CWP.
• CWP must be based on opposition to federal government actions that will harm private water rights obtained on

federal land.
• Storage should be central to any water plan. 
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Public Comments from August 27, 2014 Southwest Basin Hearing (Cont.)

Source of Comment Summary of Comments

Table 8 Small Group Discussion
Report

• Support the protection of agriculture, prior appropriations in state water law, and private property rights. 
• Support the full multiple use of public lands and using water multiple times before it leaves the state.  
• Would like to see less state regulation and less expensive permitting for water storage and conservation

projects. 
• Southwest Basin has lots of smaller municipalities that need more common sense regulations for water

treatment so they can plan for the future without building plants that become obsolete in five years.   

Table 9 Small Group Discussion Report • Having a plan for storage is critical and that sufficient water flow is important for the health of environment.  
• Forest health also needs to be considered. 
• Needs and concerns of the southwestern part of the state should be given the same value as the rest of the

state.
• The southwest should not bear a disproportionate burden of helping the s tate comply with compact

requirements.
• Quality and quantity should be balanced in the CWP.
• Property rights should be protected.

Public Comments from August 28, 2014 Rio Grande Basin Hearing

Ron Brink, member of the Rio Grande
Basin Roundtable

Also submitted comments in a
questionnaire (included in Table 1).

• The CWP should maintain the doctrine of prior appropriation and reflec t each basin's unique water needs and
characteristics.

Rio de la Vista,  member of the Rio
Grande Basin Roundtable

• The CWP should recognize the importance of forest, rangeland, and soil health in ensuring an adequate water
supply and a healthy watershed.

• It should recognize that measures to improve soil health can also help store carbon and help offset impact from
climate change.

• The state should also provide adequate funding for the bas in roundtable process and for water projects
identified by the basin roundtables.

Chuck Reel

Also submitted comments in a
questionnaire 

• Opposed restrictions on in-house-only well permits that prevent him from using his well water to grow a small
garden for personal consumption without an augmentation plans.

• Opposed the law that prevents him from using rainwater that he collects from his property to irrigate his garden.
• Opposed the use of water for "fracking" in energy development.

Dale Pizel, Colorado Parks and Wildlife
Commissioner

• The CWP should be based on collaboration of water users.
• It should be of sufficient value that water planners and providers will want to use it.
• The CWP should be periodically updated to reflect new information about what works in water planning.
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Public Comments from August 28, 2014 Rio Grande Basin Hearing (Cont.)

Source of Comment Summary of Comments

Mike Gibson, Manager, San Luis Valley
Water Conservancy District, Rio
Grande Basin Roundtable Chair

• The legislature should recognize significant assistance provided by volunteers for the Rio Grande Basin
Roundtable activities and in the development of the Rio Grande Basin Roundtable Basin Implementation Plan. 

• It should also provide sufficient time for the basin roundtables and the Colorado Water Conservation Board to
develop the CWP. 

• State and federal regulations should be reviewed to identify measures to streamline the permitting process for
water projects.  

Susan Wolfrey • Spoke in support of being conscious of the needs of the Earth and urged people to work cooperatively for the
benefit of humanity.

Steve Navratil • The CWP should reflect the connection between energy use and water availability and consider climate impacts
caused by the burning and production of fossil fuels.  

• It should also encourage greater use of renewable energy, including solar energy.  
• The state should provide incentives to use land from farms that are participating in a land fallowing program in

the Rio Grande Basin for renewable energy generation.

Table 1 Small Group Discussion Report • The 3rd goal of the Rio Grande Basin BIP should be to "restore" the aquifers in the Rio Grande Basin rather than
to "sustain the confined and unconfined aquifers. . ." as it currently reads  

• Goal 5 of the BIP is to "manage water use to sustain optimal agricultural economy throughout the basin’s
communities."   "Optimal" should be changed to "diversified" to reflect the broad range of agricultural activities in
the basin including ranching and farming.  

• Goal 6 is to "support the development of projects and methods that have multiple benefits for agricultural,
municipal and industrial, and environmental and recreational water needs."   After "water needs" recommend
adding "according to the doctrine of prior appropriation" and that such projects be collaborative. 

• Concerned about additional transbasin diversions that export water from the basin.

Table 2 Small Group Discussion Report • Recommended collaboration between water users in the valley to help the basin address its water supply
challenges.

• CWP and CWCB should assist small communities in addressing their water infrastructure needs.  
• Supports the Rio Grande Basin BIP and agreed that basin roundtables should evaluate water projects based on

their consistency with BIP goals.   
• The legislature should allow sufficient time for basin roundtables to develop the CWP and not interfere with its

development.

Table 3 Small Group Discussion Report • Rio Grande Decision Support System identifies depletions caused by phreatophytes in the basin.  The BIP
should also identify the need to replace these depletions and encourage the restoration of native vegetation in
the basin  

• The legislature should consider measures to streamline the permitting process for water projects that meet BIP
goals and have broad support from the basin.  

• Unlike other basins in the state, the RGB is under regular compact calls.  Adequate funding should be provided
for SNOTEL and other water monitoring systems in the basin to help ensure that it is able to comply with the
compact. 

• Rules and regulations concerning ground water pumping in the basin should be provided sufficient time to work. 
• Exports from the basin will be strongly opposed by the basin.
• The Rio Grande Compact protects the basin and should not be amended.
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Public Comments from August 28, 2014 Rio Grande Basin Hearing (Cont.)

Source of Comment Summary of Comments

Table 4 Small Group Discussion
Report

• The process to develop the CWP has helped unify the basin.
• Supports multi-use and collaborative projects to address the basin's and the state's water supply needs.   
• Need to keep senior water rights use near the river to protect return flows to the river and the need to use water

efficiently.  
• Concerned about population growth and the possibility that other basins would look to obtain water from the Rio

Grande Basin to help meet that growth. 
• Urban areas must use water efficiently prior to looking for new supplies and urban users should be made aware

of the source of their water supply.  
• Maintain the prior appropriation doctrine while allowing flexible water use.

Table 5 Small Group Discussion Report • Sustainable water use should be encouraged and that ways to decrease water use be considered.  
• Innovative solutions should be used to satisfy new water demands including the use of water cleaning

technologies, and that greater biodiversity in agricultural lands be encouraged.  
• Supports provisions of the RGB BIP concerning soil health.
• The status quo should be maintained in terms of transbasin diversions into and out of the basin.  
• Water users should collaborate to identify win-win solutions. 
• Land use planning for outdoor water consumption should be included in CWP.

Table 6 Small Group Discussion Report • CWP should support both large-scale commercial agriculture and small-scale residential agriculture and it
should encourage the development of hydrologic modeling to improve water management decisions and guide
project funding decisions by the CWCB.  

• It is important to comply  with the Rio Grande Compact and the need for new water storage in the basin to create
more consistent stream flows in the basin and in downstream states.  

• CWP should recognize that climate change is occurring and should identify measures to offset its effects
including cloud seeding.  

• Public should also be educated about the the Water Supply Reserve Account and other sources of funding that
are available for water projects.  

• The CWP should have broad public "buy in."
• Forest health is important to watershed protection.  

Table 7 Small Group Discussion Report • Rio Grande Basin is unique from other basin.  The CWP needs to recognize the unique aspects of each basin. 
CWP should recognize property rights of water rights owners and provide alternatives to buy and dry of
agricultural water rights.  

• CWP should address impacts from land fallowing in the basin to sustain the aquifers.  
• Success of the CWP will depend on the development of new storage.  
• State should streamline its regulations for new reservoirs and improvements to existing reservoirs.  
• Process to develop the CWP has been positive because it encouraged the basin to focus on its water needs.
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Public Comments from August 21, 2014 Arkansas Basin Hearing

Source of Comment Summary of Comments

Gary Bostrom, Chief Water Services
Officer for Colorado Springs Utilities
(CSU)

• The CWP should recognize that each community is unique in terms of its customers, hydrology, climate, and
water rights portfolio and that will determine how these communities will meet future water supply needs in the
most cost-effective manner.

• High level water conservation savings will not solve the water supply gaps.  Low to medium conservation
measures are more reasonable and achievable.  SWSI overestimates the potential for water conservation and
does not adequately recognize conservation measures already undertaken by some communities.  Proposals
that mandate indoor to outdoor water use ratios have unforseen consequences and only comprise 3.5 percent of
water usage in the state.

• Water providers are implementing a number of measures to stretch their supplies through conservation and
reuse.

• Adequate amounts of storage must be located in the right location and built within reasonable time.   
• 60 to 70 percent of CSU water comes from the Colorado River, so CSU is concerned about a compact call on

that river.
• There needs to be a balance between the need to develop the state's compact entitlement with the risk of

over-development.  
• Colorado will need to develop additional supplies in the Colorado River Basin if the state is to meet its future

water supply needs.
• The CWCB should encourage the development of in-basin and TBDs projects that are developed in a

responsible manner and provide joint benefits, such as the Eagle River MOU Project.
• CSU supports leasing, fallowing, deficit irrigation, and interruptible supply agreements.  Alternative  transfer

methods (ATMs) are important to closing gaps in water needs, and the CWP needs to discuss barriers to ATMs.
• CSU understands the need to mitigate problems in water supply projects that hinder the success of the projects.
• The CWP should include specific recommendations about the regulations that should be streamlined to facilitate

water development.

Sean Chambers, President Pikes Peak
Regional Water Authority, Cherokee
Metro District GM

Also submitted a letter to the committee
(excerpts provided in the following
column).

• Some communities in El Paso County need to reduce their reliance on nonrenewable ground water supplies and
develop renewable water supplies.  

• The permitting process should be streamlined to encourage water development.
• State and local entities should rely on a single set of reports and analysis to avoid duplication of time and

expense.
• Overlapping state regulatory requirements should be eliminated.
• The state fish and wildlife mitigation plan and the water court's terms and conditions to prevent injury to water

rights should guide other state and local regulatory agencies.
• A permanent state clearinghouse should be established to assume oversight for all state permitting

requirements and to interact with federal permitting agencies.
• Large-scale ground water storage projects should be considered and obstacles to such projects should be

removed.

Bob Leach, developer • There should not be one-size-fits  all state legislation for landscaping.  Instead, such land use decisions should
be made at the local level. 
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Public Comments from August 21, 2014 Arkansas Basin Hearing (Cont.)

Source of Comment Summary of Comments

Marge Vorndam, Trout Unlimited

Also submitted comments in a
questionnaire (included in Table 1).

• Protecting water for agricultural use also supports upstream recreational users.
• The CWP needs to address limiting growth and there needs to be an analysis of how much population can be

sustained with the state's water supply.
• Non-consumptive goals need to address wildlife needs.
• Channelization related to moving water rights can harm the enviornment.
• There is a need to support tributaries and to preserve creeks for wildlife. 

Benjamin Wurster, President
Chapter 509 Trout Unlimited and
outfitter

• A formal emergency action plan should be included in the CWP and the BIP to address times when the water is
shut off to a stream.  He would like to have a phone number and action plan when an emergency is identified by
a recreational or agricultural user such as high temperature water, to increase the water temporarily to reduce
the water temperature and protect fisheries.

Kiera Hatton, Pueblo Planning
Commissioner, representing herself

• Empty gravel pits should be used store water.  
• There needs to be an interconnection between land use and water use.
• She wants a grey water system in her home but the city doesn't know how to authorize it.  Local planning

departments should be educated about the benefits of grey water use.
• Residents should be able to collect and use rainwater.  Such collection would also address storm runoff

problems. 

Table 1 Small Group Discussion Report • Important to protect current water rights and prevent injury to junior water rights in the CWP.
• Finalize the Arkansas River Decision Support System to better manage ground water.  
• Need additional storage basin wide and an information center where someone could get information on available

state and federal funding.  
• Concern over how the water plan will be implemented and reconciled with local control.  
• Need for public outreach, watershed health coordination, and rainwater harvesting in the CWP.

Table 2 Small Group Discussion Report • CWP should not be a one size fits all plan or create economic burdens.  
• Too much regulation makes it harder to get projects online and storage is very important. 
• Concerned about legislation to limit lawn size in residential developments.  
• Needs to be an incentive to increase conservation instead of "use it or lose it."
• Need to be incentives to control invasive species.  
• Future diversions should be kept away from the federal government.
• Water sharing should be encouraged. 

Table 3 Small Group Discussion Report • Don't rush the plan's development or legislation to implement the plan.
• Flexibility in water use should be extended to all user types.  
• Concern over how BIPs are going to be integrated especially for organizations located in multiple basins.
• CWP should address keeping water in agriculture rather than taking it out of agriculture.

– 17 –



Public Comments from August 21, 2014 Arkansas Basin Hearing (Cont.)

Source of Comment Summary of Comments

Table 4 Small Group Discussion
Report

• Concern with aquifer depletion in the lower Arkansas Basin.
• All storage is good.  
• Need more flexibility in the CWP and continuous improvement.
• Invasive species are water wasters and a major problem.
• Concern that there is no incentive to conserve water.
• Precipitation harvesting and grey water use should be encouraged.   
• Stream health is very important.  There needs to be a water emergency plan during droughts to provide

emergency flows to protect stream biota.
• The CWP should avoid unintended consequences.
• Water planning needs to be integrated among all responsible agencies. 

Table 5 Small Group Discussion Report • More storage is needed.  
• Need streamlined permits in water court, and for the EPA and other federal permitting agencies to get out of the

way.  
• The CWP should address phreatophytes and public education.

Public Comments from September 16, 2014 Yampa-White Basin Hearing

Jackie Brown, Routt County
Conservation District and Yampa-White
Basin Roundtable (BRT) member

• Everyone should understand that the basin roundtable and BIP represents years of roundtable members
learning and developing trust in one another. 

• She believes that the BRT did a good job and hopes that its efforts can be translated into the CWP in a way that
interprets how their community values water.

Carolina Manriquez, Forester, Colorado
State Forest Service

• Explained that there is a continued need for forest management in the district.

Ken Brenner, Upper Yampa Water
Conservancy District, Friends of the
Yampa, Yampa River Legacy Project,
Colorado Mountain College trustee,
representing himself

Also submitted comments in a
questionnaire (included in Table 1).

• Expressed concern about the possible role of the state in funding new water supply projects and requested
assurance that project sponsors will be responsible for funding such projects. 

• The Front Range has the ability to continue to improve conservation efforts, reuse water, refine water sharing
between agriculture and municipalities.  This could be simplified with legislation.

• Front Range local governments must not approve water consumptive land uses prior to proving that there is a
sustainable water supply for such development.

• The highest and best use of the Yampa River is as a consistent and reliable source of water to meet the
Colorado River Compact obligation.  

• Objects to federal intervention or extensive fallowing like what is occurring in California.  
• A negotiated equitable apportionment strategy needs to be identified before any projects move forward.  
• The Yampa River is the cornerstone of the basin's economy, and transmountain diversion (TMDs) would

damage that economy.
• Several portions of the Yampa River are suitable for wild and scenic designations from the BLM and several

endangered species depend on these waters. 
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Public Comments from September 16, 2014 Yampa-White Basin Hearing (Cont.)

Source of Comment Summary of Comments

Anthony D'Aquila

Also submitted comments in a
questionnaire (included in Table 1).

• Supports the BIP but thinks its too supply centered and needs to look more at demand management.
• Colorado needs to lead in water conservation to protect our quality of life.  He would like to see reuse, reduction,

reclaimation, and efficiency in all sectors, not just the municipal sector.
• Planners who developed the Yampa-White BIP should reconsider the water use numbers that are the basis for

projecting shortages in the basin.  He explained that these numbers are too high and recommended that these
assumptions be reduced to reflect higher conservation levels.

• Concern for water quality should be incorporated in the process. 

Jon Hill, Rio Blanco County
Commissioner and Yampa-White Basin
Roundtable member

• Considers agriculture to be most important aspect of his county and discussed the contribution to stream flows
from agricultural return flows.

• The Front Range needs to think about storage projects there in addition to increased conservation.
• The western slope has a high percentage of public land, and it's necessary to bring those agencies on board

with the CWP.

Kelly Heaney, Water Resources
Manager for the City of Steamboat
Springs, Yampa-White Basin
Roundtable member,  Colorado
Watershed Assembly, and Community
Agriculture Alliance

• Testified that the City of Steamboat Springs will continue to engage and monitor the process for the
development of CWP.

Kevin McBride, Upper Yampa Water
Conservancy District

• Explained that there is not enough water to supply all demands for water in the Colorado River Basin and that
the various demands for water need to be balanced.

• Noted that society deals with things after they occur and that its important to look at climate variability to better
prepare for the future. There will be wet and dry times in the future so we must make smart decisions and the
CWP needs to work for all the possible conditions.  

Cody Perry, college outdoor education
teacher, Friends of the Yampa,

Also submitted comments in a
questionnaire (included in Table 1).

• Explained that a diverse range of biomes depend on the Yampa River and that it is important to educate
students about the value of the river.

• Spoke in support of a sustainable future and expressed concern about water development that reduce flows in
the river and can cause irreparable impacts downstream. 

• He explained that water is the key to everything in the west and said that the CWP should be considered on
moral grounds and it should address the kind of world we want to leave for others.

Soren Jespersen, President, Friends of
the Yampa

• Noted that the tools, assessments, and models have value but they hide the value of the Yampa River.  The
Yampa River is one of the longest free flowing river in Colorado.  There have been attempts to put dams in the
river but those were rejected.  The people in the valley protect the river.

• Noted that it's important to live with resources we have and explained the river is important for hunters, anglers,
wildlife, and the basin's economy.  He also expressed concern about water projects that may impact the basin.
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Charlie Preston-Townsend
Vice President, Friends of the
Yampa
Steamboat Springs, Colorado

E-mail to the committee (excerpts
provided in the following column).

• The state of Colorado must view the Yampa River as a significant and reliable source of water to meet
Colorado River Compact obligations.

• Colorado must hold non-consumptive needs as a priority and consider the significant conservation
work that has been accomplished in the Yampa River Valley as an example for future water planning.

• The Yampa Valley and Western Slope water users must be assured that, in the event of a compact
call, negotiated equitable apportionment principles will be utilized to protect our many important junior
water rights.

• Maximum efficiencies through reduction and reuse programs shall be fully implemented before any
further trans-basin projects are undertaken in the Yampa River basin and across Colorado.

Table 1 Small Group Discussion
Report

• The Yampa-White Basin's projects and methods study examines potential scenarios with emphasis on high
demand and low hydrology, specifically looking at IPPs and how they affect the hydrology.  Projects that allow
flexibility and the ability to turn the projects on and off depending on the hydrology should be preferred and no
IPP scenarios should be excluded.

• Growth and development should adapt to what storage a basin already has.
• Basins should develop their own source of supply rather than taking water from agriculture.  Buy and dry should

not occur.
• Additional storage is needed for the White River for energy development and other purposes.  The lack of water

supply will not stop energy development.  If the water isn't available energy companies will go after water from
agriculture.  

• The United States Geological Survey and the CWCB need to add measuring devices in all the basins to
understand how water use is impacting flows in the rivers and to help identify ways to better use water.

• The Colorado River compact is a concern for the entire West Slope.  Over development elsewhere will put
Yampa-White Basin's use at risk.  Additional TMDs could create conflicts with Colorado River compact.  Climate
change creates additional challenges.

• Watershed management is not well addressed in the BIP, but environmental and recreational needs are well
addressed.  Fires in the Rio Grande, Arkansas, Cache-La Poudre watersheds demonstrate the importance of
forest health.

Table 2 Small Group Discussion Report • Explained that the Yampa-White Basin has junior water rights relative to other basins and expressed concern
about unfair administration under the compact call scenario.  There needs to be a better understanding of
basin's role in helping Colorado comply with the Colorado River Compact.

• Need additional storage and the tools to enable the basin to meet the goals of its BIP.
• Questioned whether large conditional water rights need to be extended.
• Need flexibility in water administration.
• The basin needs to come up with its own solutions to its own problems, rather than one-size-fits-all solution.
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Table 3 Small Group Discussion
Report

• Disruption of river flow disrupts the quality of life.  
• Basin's current method of agricultural irrigation is working but is inefficient and reduces flow to the river. 

Switching to sprinkler systems would not benefit wetlands to the same extent as flood irrigation.  
• Change the term "agricultural water use" to "agricultural water priority."  
• Want the release of water from storage timed so as not to diminish quality of life downstream.  
• Support sharing water through the fallowing process to provide water for instream flows.
• Concerned about how the Colorado River Compact and endangered species affect downstream water rights.
• There needs to be better land use on the Front Range before there is  more development (TMDs, for example).

The state need to learn to live within its means.

Table 4 Small Group Discussion Report • The Yampa-White Basin does not have extra water when accounting for future growth in the basin and the
state's need to comply with the Colorado River Compact.  

• Growth in the state should only occur where water is available.   
• Feeding the state and country will be hard with the loss of agricultural water.  Alternatives should be developed

to help farmers pay for their retirement with having to sell their water rights.  
• Difficult to maintain the values that bring people to Colorado while doubling the population.   
• Water quality and ecological systems need to be considered when planning for future growth.  
• Technology and science should be developed to better understand this interaction between surface and

groundwater in the basin.
• Recreation is very important to the economy and livelihood of the basin.

Table 5 Small Group Discussion Report • Want better public access to the data and assumptions underlying the tables in the Yamp-White BIP.  
• Generally supportive of the BIP and tenet of equitable apportionm ent.  
• The plan should focus less on the supply side and more attention should be given to the demand side.
• The BIP's goal of preserving historic use should be reconsidered because some current uses maybe inefficient

and could be improved upon.  
• Concerned that the BIP focuses too much on nonconsumptive needs for endangered species and not enough

on nonconsumptive needs for watershed health.  
• Concerned about maintaining the culture of the basin and preserving the manner in which the basin has

operated.

Public Comments from September 17, 2014 South Platte Basin Hearing

Glen Colton  • It is impossible to double the population of the s tate between now and 2050, and there is not enough water to
support such a large number of people.

Diane Marschke • Residential conservation efforts will not proceed until water is more expensive.
• The Northern Integrated Supply Project (NISP) threatens the Poudre River.

Kevin McCarty, Little Thompson
Watershed Restoration Coalition

Also submitted comments in a
questionnaire (included in Table 1).

• Explained that municipal conversions have not happened because available water supply is insufficient.  He
reported that, in Pinewood Springs, there are places where the river is running dry.  The gap is not in 2050, but
right now.

• Noted that the Little Thompson is not currently mentioned in the South Platte BIP.
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Richard Kommrusch, Fort Collins
Community Action Network

 • The baseline projections used to prepare the CWP overestimate the amount of water that will be available in the
future due to climate change.

Carole Hossan, artist  • While there is emphasis placed on efficiency and production in the CWP, less emphasis has been placed on the
beauty and tranquility of the river.  More consideration should be given to nature rather than to economic growth.

Theresa Conley, Conservation
Colorado

Also testified at the October 1, 2014
Metro Basin hearing and submitted a
letter with comments on the CWP
(excerpts provided under the October 1
summary). 

 • There is room for innovation in the CWP, and it should focus on demand management. 
 • There needs to be a closer connection between land use and water use.
 • There should more flexibility for water sharing.
 • There is a need for additional data on nonconsumptive needs, and funding to collect this data.

Dick Jefferies, Rocky Mountain
Flycasters

 • The CWP needs to protect and restore healthy streams, improve streamflows, include environmental and
recreational needs in the structure of water planning, and identify ways to address the disconnect that exists
between the development community and local government, and overuse of water for development purposes.

 • SB 14-023 and HB 14-1026 represent progress.
 • There should be no new large trans-basin diversions from the Colorado Basin.

Dale Karlin, Larimer County Farmers'
Union

 • Agricultural producers should work with Colorado State University to develop farming techniques that conserve
water.  They should also consider use of drip irrigation.

 • Municipalities should focus on conservation, grey water usage, and new technologies that allow for wastewater
reclamation.

 • The industrial sector, including oil and gas producers, should mitigate the effects of their industry on the water
supply.

Kevin Jones, Fort Collins Area
Chamber of Commerce

• Current shortfalls are due to past failures to plan for drought and water shortages, and the water supply in
Northern Colorado should be increased by the expansion of Halligan Reservoir and NISP.

• Reasonable demand management through conservation, water reuse, and prevention of waste should also be
pursued.

• The public should be educated about demand management.

David Smeltzer • Population limits should be discussed in the CWP, because growth in population will eventually outstrip
available supply.

• Healthy rivers and streams are important. The Upper Colorado River is an example of an over-appropriated river
that has lost insects and aquatic habitats as a result.

• Data about minimum stream flows necessary for stream health should used for water supply planning. 

Gary Wockner, Save the Poudre • A coalition of environmental organizations believe the information presented in the South Platte BIP is
controversial.

• The CWP should not endorse any water supply projects.
• Dams and reservoirs destroy rivers.
• Restoring rivers should take precedence.
• The state should not fund water projects or streamline the permitting process for projects.
• No additional water should diverted from the Poudre River.
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 Robert Longenbaugh

Also testified at the October 1, 2014,
Metro Basin hearing and submitted a
letter with comments on the CWP
(excerpts provided under the October 1
summary).

• The South Platte BIP should not claim that there is no unappropriated water in the South Platte.  Too much
water is being sent to Nebraska.  The loss of this water is a waste and could be used to help address the supply
gap.

• Phreatophytes should be controlled to make additional water available to address the supply gap.
• The beneficial use of surface water and groundwater should be maximized and these waters should

conjunctively used.

 Joseph Piesman • The goal of the CWP should be to balance the needs of agricultural, municipal, and recreational users.
• Minimum stream flows should be maintained for the benefit of anglers , birders, and anyone who walks along the

river and enjoys it.

Jim Eartman • Population growth is exponential, and that the limits on the environment's carrying capacity are significant.
• The human spirit needs natural places unaffected by humans.
• Some homeowners are over-watering their lawns and cutting them too short.

Sue Reed • Conservation alone is unable to address water shortages.  Technology and storage should also be considered.

Gina Janett • The South Platte Roundtable did not inc lude enough environmental participants, and it was dominated by water
user constituencies.

• NISP should be removed from the CWP because it would severely damage the Poudre River.
• Demand management should be maximized prior to developing new water sources.

Joe Duda, Colorado State Forest
Service 

• The management of healthy forests is important to ensure a healthy river system.

Chris Kraft 

Also submitted comments in a
questionnaire (included in Table 1).

• NISP has no intention of hurting the Poudre River.  Instead, it will enhance the river rather than damage it.  The
Fort Morgan community would also benefit from this project.

• Agricultural use is also a city use, in that farmers produce food consumed in cities along the Front Range.

Peter Bridgman • More water storage and more conservation is imperative.
• The oil and gas industry should be required to recycle the water it uses to the quality at which they bought it.

Terry Farrill, Fort Collins-Loveland
Water District

• The state needs to be a strong advocate for permits for water projects at the federal level.
• NISP will enhance the flow of the river during months when it is currently low.
• Conservation can only go so far.

Nancy York • NISP will not benefit the Poudre River.
• The challenge posed by a growing population must be met through conservation.
• Rainwater harvesting, as practiced in Arizona, could be a useful approach. 
• The state should not build massive storage, but conserve water and electricity.
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Roni Sylvester • The CWP's first priority should be to fortify existing water rights according to prior appropriation.  W ater in the
South Platte Basin is someone's property, and it has been bought and sold.

Roger Hoffman

Letter to the committee (excerpts
provided in the following column).

• There has not been enough representation of the broad public interests particularly with respect to maintenance
of adequate river flows.

• While the need for conservation is acknowledged, too little is being done in this regard and too much emphasis
is given to additional water storage.

• Much greater emphasis should be placed on water conservation, and better statewide support for water sharing.
• Due to Colorado's water law and use it or lose it, agricultural users have little incentive to implement

conservation technologies, and to this day continue to rely on dated, inefficient technologies simply because
there remain disincentives – along with lack of any contrary incentives, for conserving water.

• The state can do much more in terms of enabling water sharing that benefits both urban and rural users.
• The state has already taken some modest steps in terms of enabling “reuse” of water; more should be done.
• It’s also quite clear, from the disparity in per-capita consumption between various communities that far more can

be done to directly encourage conservation among the urban users. Providers should, for example, be required
to offer tiered water rates that reward those who use water frugally and which disincentivize wasteful practices.

• Annexation and development practices should be updated to reflect the reality of limited supplies.
• The changing climate is a game-changer.  The state must be much smarter in adapting to the emerging realities.

Andy Jones, Steve Malers, and George
Wallace, Poudre Basin Water Sharing
Working Group

Letter to the committee (excerpts
provided in the following column).

Mr. Malers also submitted comments in
a questionnaire 

• The CWP should not try to be a "one size fits all" plan.  The Water Resources Review Committee should
encourage the kind of flexibility that will be required in order meet watershed and area-specific needs and
produce the innovation necessary for meeting competing interests in water - especially between agriculture,
urban water providers, open space programs, and others.

• Though a number of water projects are being planned and discussed, the group requested multiple-purpose
storage that will serve agriculture (which has a water gap too), urban utilities, and the environment. 

• There is also opportunity for new projects but also shared storage in existing reservoirs, gravel pits, and aquifers
that is not being realized.

• The legislature should continue to provide incentives, funding, and legislative support for ATM development,
pilot projects, and evaluation.

•  The CWP should encourage new partnerships that provide an ATM element, such as the "buy and supply"
concept of purchasing farms or ranches with water, conserving those farms and then leasing or selling those
farms to producers with ATM conditions included for drought firming, emergencies, or base supply.  

Table 1 Small Group Discussion Report • An information campaign is needed to educate the public about the value of water.
• Must continue to allow historical flexibility in the use of water at the local level. 
• The CWP ought to promote and finance innovative and efficient uses of water, particularly by ending agricultural

"buy and dry."  Viable alternatives include increased efficiency of agricultural water use, and financing
alternative transfer mechanisms (ATMs).

• The permitting process is being impacted by issues that are outside of the process and has become a catch all
for other issues.

• The CWCB should continue to include a discussion of water quality concerns with respect to environmental and
recreational water uses.
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Table 2 Small Group Discussion
Report

• Opposed to transmountain diversions.
• Focus should be placed on demand management, water sharing, and water reuse strategies.
• Environmental interests are under represented on the South Platte Basin Roundtable and ought to receive

additional attention.
• Agricultural water users risk losing a portion of their water right if they implement certain water savings

measures.
• Opposed to the Northern Integrated Supply Project (NISP) because of its effects on the Poudre River.

Table 3 Small Group Discussion Report • Support the creation of additional storage capacity in multipurpose reservoirs in the South Platte Basin.
• Municipal and industrial conservation should be prioritized and should include graywater and rainwater

harvesting.
• Water and land use planning ought to take place in conjunction with one another.
• Agricultural users are also expected to conserve water, including by implementing improved irrigation systems.
• Communities should be educated about the relationship between agricultural and municipal water use.
• Total water management should address both surface and groundwater supplies.

Table 4 Small Group Discussion Report • The state should take a more active role in the federal process for water projects.
• The South Platte Basin's aquifer requires better management.  The state should allow pumping from the aquifer

to maximize beneficial use of the water we already have.
• Regulators must consider the impacts of large engineering projects on the environment.

Table 5 Small Group Discussion Report • Communities and individuals should play a larger role in the planning process.
• Healthy forests are important for a clean water supply.

Table 6 Small Group Discussion Report • Identified Projects and Processes (IPPs), conservation, new supplies, and ATMs all merit inclusion in the CWP.
• Education and transparency should also be prioritized.
• The CWP needs to account for the impacts of climate change, including effects on water supplies and forest

health.
• There ought to be a discussion of water use by energy providers, including oil and natural gas extractors.

Table 7 Small Group Discussion Report • Minimum stream flows must be determined and guaranteed as a part of the CWP and the South Platte BIP.
• Uncertain as to how compact obligations affect planning for the South Platte Basin BIP.
• Conservation should be incentivized.  This requires a revision of the current "use-it-or-lose-it" provision in

Colorado water law.

Table 8 Small Group Discussion Report • Colorado water users should fully utilize all water available under interstate compact requirements.
• Reuse and conservation is important and ought to include graywater use.
• Modifications to water law must be careful to account for effects on other water laws.
• Land use and zoning requirements should be considered to limit urban and suburban lawn sizes.
• Instream flow language should be included, with recognition that instream flows benefit from multipurpose

infrastructure.
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Table 9 Small Group Discussion
Report

• Senate Bill 14-115 meetings are difficult for the public to attend, as they require physical attendance during
normal business hours.  In the future, public meetings should accommodate testimony via videoconferencing
and take place during the evening.

• Demand should be studied at the level of individual homes and businesses.
• Minimizing outdoor municipal water use is more important than minimizing indoor use.
• The inefficiency of flood irrigation is often outweighed by the benefits provided by autumn recharge flows.
• Industrial water contamination deserves attention.

Table 10 Small Group Discussion
Report

• Table was unable to reach a consensus on several issues, including the utility of additional storage.
• Fragmentation among local decision making bodies requires the intervention of the state, even though local

control is generally preferable.
• Innovative water storage could utilize subsurface aquifers to minimize water loss.
• Lawn sizes are indicative of a need for outdoor municipal water conservation.
• Population growth should be slowed, as should issuances of building permits.
• Local food production and farming is important.

Table 11 Small Group Discussion
Report

• The value of a tiered water system ought to be studied.
• Development of CWP requires leadership from the state government.
• Land use planning should emphasize water security for both the Eastern and Western Slopes.
• Agricultural users should adopt pivot irrigation to support conservation endeavors.
• Support a more robust and accessible instream flow program.

Table 12 Small Group Discussion
Report

• Agricultural and municipal users must cooperate to address water quality concerns.
• ATMs should be evaluated with attention to their sustainability.
• Agricultural uses must be protected in order to avoid economic losses to rural community.
• Storage will help address the coming water gap, but strategies must be multipurpose.
• Water and land use planning must be integrated.

Public Comments from October 1, 2014 Metro Basin Hearing

Source of Comment Summary of Comments

Jennifer Barrow • The BIP should include a high conservation strategy.
• New supplies will not be able to address new demands alone.  Climate change may further reduce the available

supply.
• New development should include water-wise landscaping.  
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Robert Stocker 

Also submitted written testimony

• The BIP should recognize our generation's moral responsibility to future citizens and to the future of life itself. 
The CWP should be sustainable and environmentally responsible.

• Strategies to protect the environment should include: 1) establishing science-based standards for flow
characteristics required to maintain plants, fish, and wildlife dependent on our streams and rivers for propagation
and survival; 2) modifying water policies to assure that environmental standards are met before water is
extracted for other uses; 3) appreciating the prairie as an ecosystem worthy of protection; 4) requiring minimal
standards for returning industrial water to the environment, including water use for fracking; 5) and recognizing
stream health as a beneficial use and allowing non-governmental water rights to be established for maintaining
stream health.

• Conservation is by far the most cost-effective way to deal with water shortages. 
• Recommended legislation to: 1) encourage  water-responsible landscaping and outlaw covenants that require

maintaining water-hungry bluegrass lawns; 2) track losses in municipal water systems and eliminate leaks; 3)
allow homeowners to collect rainwater for later use in their yards; and 4) modify water law to discourage waste.
Our current "use it or lose it" water policy does just the opposite.  Agriculture is the largest water user in
Colorado. "Buy and dry" is not all bad. If farmers can grow the same crops with less water, they should be able
to sell or lease the excess to someone else.

• Consider subsidizing reductions in consumption by purchasing additional instream flow rights.

Julio Iturreria, Arapahoe County, Metro
and South Platte Basin Roundtable

• There is a need for balance and being proactive in water planning.

• Colorado is the last western state without a water plan.

Devon Buckels, Coordinator for the
South Platte River Urban Waters
Partnership, a partnership hosted by
the Colorado State Forest Service

Also submitted written testimony

• CWP should support the protection and restoration of the lands that support the hydrology which provide and
convey the water for our use.  

• The CWP should support the incorporation of green infrastructure and the work of regional collaborative
organizations like the Urban Waters Partnership.

• Fires and flooding affect water quality and also affect the financial cost of water provided to the metro area. 
Meanwhile, trees in the forest affect snowmelt, and trees in the urban area help to manage stormwater runoff 
reducing storm water treatment costs for local communities.  Forest management work achieved through
partnerships with forest service agencies can help protect our watersheds and water supplies.

• The CWP should support the protection and restoration of the lands that support the hydrology, including 
forests, riparian  corridors, creeks, and streams which provide and convey the water for our use.

• The plan should also support the incorporation of green infrastructure as the region addresses its aging water
infrastructure system and associated costs.

• The CWP should support the work of regional collaborative organizations like the Urban Waters Partnership,
which facilitate coordinated solutions to complex problems by bringing together water providers, government,
academic, private sector, and environmental stakeholders.  We leverage resources and prioritize actions for
greater collective impact.  Together, we can maintain the critical watershed elements that contribute to quality of
life and economic health in the region while addressing water needs for the future.

Brian Loma, President, Metropolitan
State University Water Association of
Students Stewards Urban Program

• "Use it or lose it" should be changed to encourage water conservation.
• Graywater infrastructure needs to be developed for new growth.
• Recycling of fracking water should be required.  
• The CWP should include smart sprinkler systems and requirements for additional technology.
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Nancy Stocker

Also submitted written testimony

• Efficiency as a potential source of water is underestimated in the South Platte BIP. 
• Composting saves water that would otherwise be used to flush food down the drain and should be encouraged. 

Waterless toilets can save additional water. 
• Change the law that makes farmers use all their water rights for the awarded use or lose it.  Make it so they can

lease out their water.  Somehow, the most basic human and environmental needs should be met before leasing
is allowed for other uses, particularly new uses.

• Consider all other means of getting water before making more trans-basin  diversions.  They damage the basins
from which water is taken.  They increase the likelihood of occasional severe flooding in the basin to which water
goes.  And they are expensive.

• Fracking water must be recycled over and over and over.  Both carrots and sticks should be applied.  Recycling
would reduce both fresh water demands and the problems of disposal.

John McKenzie, Executive Director
Ditch and Reservoir Company Alliance 

Also submitted 9-page memorandum
(excerpts provided in the following
column).

• Given the importance of Colorado’s ditch and reservoir companies, it would be appropriate to provide these
entities with a separate “Ditch and Reservoir Company” chapter within the CWP.

• The CWP can be developed that includes decisions that minimize risk, taking into account climate change,
demographic patterns, identified projects, and including cultural and political considerations.  The alliance has
reviewed the DRAFT 5.1: Scenario Planning and Developing an Adaptive Water Strategy and believes that the
process of formulating plausible scenarios has been useful in developing consensus to the extent possible and
orienting the next steps.  Now, scenarios and drivers need to be identified from the output of a model, ones that
are determined after a carefully constructed analysis of Colorado’s water system is complete.

• There is a need to recognize the contribution of ditch and reservoir companies to the culture and environmental
qualities of Colorado. These delivery systems include the diversion structures, the canals, the laterals, the
reservoirs, the farms and ranches they serve, and the return flows.

• Colorado’s food system should be defended by protecting individual water rights and historic uses through the
existing prior appropriation system.

• There is not a good database of ditch companies and their service areas, and practices. Baselines can be
created to be used as a reference point in determining trends and future changes to the amount of water carried,
water use, changes in the service area, amount of water tied to the ground, and financ ial viability of ditch
companies.

• Ditch companies have been providing substantial benefits to society, both directly and indirectly.  Mechanisms
for compensating ditch companies need to be explored, both monetary and non-monetary approaches.

• Better planning capabilities for ditch and reservoir companies could make it easier for those companies to adapt
to changing social and environmental pressures.  Planning activities in the medium and long-term should be
strengthened.  Funds need to be set aside to help ditch companies plan for their futures for many know what
needs to be done but need additional resources.

• More educational efforts should be undertaken to promote ATMs. For ATMs to be used in a free market system
with willing participants, the various options need to be made clear and understandable. Models of financial
impact to the parties need to be developed. More activities like the Fallowing Leasing Pilot Program
(HB 13-1248) are important but need to be enhanced and promoted.
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Ditch and Reservoir Company Alliance
(cont.)

• There is  a lack of recognition by many decision makers and water rights owners on the impacts that climate
change will have on ditch and reservoir companies.  Individual ditch companies need to better monitor and begin
recording their own data including flow patterns, water availability, temperature, evapotranspiration data, and
annual precipitation. Seeing the effects of climate change through locally collected data that is more granular.

• The financial, recreational, agricultural, and environmental costs for the long term as well as the present, along
with an increasing concern for the Colorado River Basin, leads to the strong impression that additional
transmountain diversions should be considered only after other solutions have been exhausted.

• The CWP needs to focus on the development of guidelines and standards that reduce transaction costs and risk
by providing more certainty in local regulations, easement definition, storm-water regulations, property rights
disputes, taxation, and lender relationships. Guidelines and standards can take the form of model regulations
and laws, as well as conceptual principles that may encourage more effective cooperation between ditch
companies and local communities.

• Basin implementation plans include requests for approximately $8 billion for projects that are mainly focused on
meeting future municipal water supply gaps and firming existing M&I supply.  Despite the fact that ditch
companies handle and distribute far more water across very large and productive areas, the plans omit sufficient
requests for the funding of ditch companies and agricultural needs, including infrastructure (diversion,
conveyance, on-farm improvements, and storage) that will help ditch companies and agriculture prosper and
shelter them from an uncertain future of climate variability, a growing state population, and other pressures.

• Many ditch companies feel that although improvements to their systems may be of benefit, the benefits do not
justify the costs and risks.  Other incentives should be considered such as: 1) creation of a transferable state tax
credit for improvements much like the ones currently used for conservation easement; 2) lowering the rate of
CWCB loans for infrastructure loans; and 3) providing or promoting mechanisms where private individuals can
furnish funds for ag ditch company improvements.

• Storage water will play a critical role in maintaining and enhancing the water portfolio of mutual ditch and
reservoir companies.  Transaction costs (permits, required studies) in today’s regulatory climate make it too
costly, and therefore infeasible for limited resource ditch companies to expand, let alone build, new reservoirs. 
Until a more streamlined permitting process for reservoir expansion results, few storage expansion projects will
be undertaken.

• Once water demand overtakes the available supply, sources of water once considered unfeasible or improbable
will need investigation.  Higher costs may also lead to the widespread utilization of graywater and even the
reuse of domestic water.  However, conservation and reuse may not be sufficient.  All options should be
explored including piping water from the water-long area of the Missouri/Mississippi River system to Colorado. 
Storage could be provided in eastern Colorado in off stream reservoirs or stored in aquifers.
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Robert Longenbaugh

Also testified at the
September 17, 2014 South Platte
Basin hearing and submitted a letter
on the CWP (excerpts provided in
the following column). 

• The draft SPBIP does not adequately consider the quantity of ground water now stored in the South Platte and
Republican River drainage basins.  Nowhere in the report does it recognize the 10.5 million acre feet of water
now stored in the South Platte alluvial aquifer some of which can clearly be put to beneficial use to further water
needs of Colorado, if managed properly.

• The history of how irrigation wells were drilled to supplement inadequate and undependable surface water
supplies is crucial to understand current water administration problems.

• The ground water aquifers and their use for storing excess river flows when precipitation is above normal must
be one of the top priorities in the State Water Plan.

• Both the surface and ground water must be managed to maximize the water available to meet future Colorado
citizen's needs.  The 1969 Ground Water Administration Act specifically requires the management of both the
ground and surface water while also preventing injury to vested water rights.  Current water administration only
address the prevention of injury issue.  To plan for 2050 we must return to an aggressive program of conjunctive
use.

• Prudent ground water pumping must be allowed to provide water for irrigation, municipal use and industrial
needs when there is insufficient river flows such as early spring before the snow melt, in the fall and winter
periods and especially during drought periods.  Current well pumping with augmentation does not allow the wells
to supply water during droughts.  

• For ground water management you need data on volumes pumped, volumes recharged, water table levels, and
geologic information.  Both calibrated ground and surface water models would be beneficial to better manage
Colorado 's water  resources.

• The South Platte River is now in a very dynamic state.  Both physical and hydrologic conditions are changing in
both time and space.  Conservation, reuse, and using nontributory ground water and transbasin diversions to
extinction are having major impact on river flows.  It is well documented that river calls and dry up of stream flow
reaches is occurring more frequently.   Projections for 2050 using past rates of change in this case is not good
science or technology and will result in critical errors of the projected deficiencies for all water users.

• Water administration must be changed to allow the State Engineer flexibility in how he distributes excess surface
runoff from storm events.

• There  are  significant  problems with  how state water  officials  are  administering water.   There are statutes
that  require the State  Engineer to prevent waste, maximize  beneficial use, prevent  injury, administer  water  in
the  priority  system , and  impose  retained jurisdiction in augmentation  decrees  to  correct  how those decrees 
are  administered  to  prevent  over  augmentation.   The  Division  I Engineer tells  me he does  not honor those 
statutory  requirements  because either the  Bijou Irrigation District vs . Simpson  Colorado Supreme  Court 
Case in 2002 or the legislation passed in 2002, 2003, or 2004 specifically requires him to only consider the
accounting of depletions due to pumping and accretions due to artificial recharge in the existing augmentation
decrees.  If this conflict exists, then the Legislature needs to take action to resolve this problem, clarifying the
way the State Engineer should administer the water.

• We don't now have priority administration.  All the irrigation wells that were drilled prior to 1965 have priority
dates senior to the artificial recharge structures (first decree for artificial recharge was in 1972).  Why can't
irrigation wells pump some water in their own priority?  Why do we have over 100 new well permits issued since
2005 in Weld, Morgan, Logan and Sedgwick counties which have resulted in new wells irrigating new lands
never before irrigated, while we have over 4,000 wells curtailed that have senior appropriation dates?  This
situation needs to be evaluated to measure future potential problems.
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Robert Longenbaugh (Cont)  • We are  now wasting  water  in the  South  Platte Basin:   Excess flows  (400,000 acre feet  per year  on the 
average)  go to  Nebraska;  Phreatophytes  are consuming  over 450,000  acre feet  per year  and that  number 
is increasing; Increased evaporation  from  the  soil  surface  due to the  high ground water  levels could easily 
be over  100,000 acre feet/yr.   If we could salvage just  a  portion of each of those three wastes , then the 
projected 2050  M&I deficiency  could be greatly  reduced which would  reduce or eliminate the  need to  import
water  from the  Colorado  River Basin.

 • There are references in the SPBIP that there are expected changes (problems) coming:  1)  in the fractured rock
aquifers in the foothills and mountains ; 2) the Ogallala irrigation wells in the Republican Basin; and 3) the
Denver Basin Bedrock Aquifers because of declining piezometric ground water levels.  There doesn't appear to
be specific action items listed to be implemented prior to 2050 to address these critical water issues.  Hopefully
the State Water Plan would schedule and initiate action items.

 • The SPBIP has been structured to implement the recommendations from SWASI 2010 and includes action
items:  conservation , implement IPP's, address and limit agriculture transfers , and import water from the
Colorado River Basin.  This is commonly referred to as the "four legs of the stool."  A very important issue that is
not being considered is preventing waste and implementing changes to current water administration that could
greatly increase our current supply .  Returning to conjunctive use like we had for 25 years (1974-1999) , but
carefully evaluating and making changes that will prevent injury to vested water rights that occurred during that
period must be considered and implemented.

 • Rising ground water levels in several reaches of the South Platte River must be addressed right away to prevent
permanent damage to farmland productivity.  Clearly putting ground to beneficial use in areas of high ground
water levels will prevent waste from occurring.

 • There are a number of inaccurate statements in the July 31, 2014, draft of the SPBIP that should be corrected.

Theresa Conley, Conservation
Colorado

Also testified at the September 17
South Platte Basin hearing and
submitted a letter on the CWP
(excerpts provided in the following
column).

• Focus on demand management first, before exploring “new supply” and developing additional Colorado River
Water. This starts with increasing indoor and outdoor conservation as well as increasing the use of recycled
water.  SB 14-103 (phase-out of the sale of certain low efficiency plumbing fixtures) and HB 13-1044
(authorizing the use of graywater) are two recent bills that have sought innovative ways to decrease the
demands we put on fresh, potable water by increasing the efficiency of bathroom fixtures without impacting their
effectiveness and exploring ways to use graywater, such as in our toilets or lawns. These are relatively easy
changes that result in a significant impact.

• We can and should connect land use planning and water planning. We know the population of Colorado is
growing with an additional four million people expected by 2050. A lot of our future water needs are within this
new population group. Colorado should partner with counties, land use planners, and water utilities to embrace
integrated planning that will lower the water footprint of new urban development. While education and training is
an important first step, we will need additional measures.

• We need to continue the legacy of innovation that Colorado was founded on and find new ways to work smarter,
build better, and use less water in the process. 
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Theresa Conley, Conservation
Colorado (Cont.)

• Increased flexibility in water sharing.  Creative water-sharing agreements (Alternative Transfer Mechanisms
(ATMs)) can support agriculture, meet growing communities’ needs, and protect Colorado’s rivers. Currently
buying and then drying up agricultural land is the easiest way to get water from agriculture.  It was repeated
several times at my table during small group discussion that we need more sharing opportunities and more
flexibility in our water rights system (not an entire overhaul).  The state should support water sharing
agreements—ones that are voluntary, compensated, temporary, and flexible—to help meet future municipal and
healthy flow needs while making agriculture more profitable.  Of course, water rights need to be respected but
farmers and irrigators should be rewarded for conservation practices, efficiency improvements, and sharing and
not penalized.

• Cross-basin comparison. I provided a matrix comparing the Basin Implementation Plans to each other on certain
aspects – conservation, reuse, trans-mountain diversions, environmental and recreation methods and projects
and agriculture (Basin Implementation Plans Matrix) as well as the several elements coming out of the BIPs that
are noteworthy (Shareable BIP Elements).  Another good comparison would be to examine how the Basin
Implementation Plans (BIPs) match up to the Interbasin Compact Committee’s (IBCC) No/Low Regrets Action
Plan.  Some basins meet the goals laid out by the IBCC’s action plan while others do not.  I call your attention to
conservation levels, projects or methods designed for meeting environmental goals and success rates of
identified projects and processes (IPPs).

• Funding & Research.  We need funding for and stream management plans. These plans quantify the flows
needed to preserve environmental and recreational attributes, identified by the basins, within specific river
reaches. These basin-level stream management plans should be a top tier priority within the BIPs and the CWP.
Of note, while watershed management plans are important, stream management plans (SMPs) specifically
evaluate the flows and are needed independent of any larger watershed plan. SMPs allow local stakeholders to
better assess river resources that need protecting.

Pauline P. Reetz, Conservation
Chairman, submitted written comments
on behalf of the Audubon Society of
Greater Denver (excerpts provided in
the following column).

• Water Conservation. The Plan should include a significant focus on water conservation (the cheapest, easiest
and fastest way to "create" more water), including municipal water conservation, municipal reuse, agricultural
efficiency, and water-efficient energy supplies.  These measures can save substantial amounts of water and can
help ensure that no new water diversions are needed from our already-depleted streams; they can make water
available to restore degraded stream reaches.  Some of these measures may require changes in Colorado law. 
We support conservation measures such as: 1) municipal and industrial wastewater reuse and recycling, water
metering, tiered pricing, leak detection and repair, xeriscaping incentives, limiting development near stream
banks, restoration of stream banks, and incentives for upgrades to water-saving appliances; 2) temporary water
sharing agreements between agriculture and cities when agriculture has surplus water; 3) regulations that
ensure that adequate and proven long-term water supplies are available, before new developments are
approved; and 4) significant increases in water efficiency by agricultural users.

• Quantification of Non-consumptive water  needs.  So far the documentation for the plan has focused on
quantifying the need for water for agricultural, municipal, and industrial uses - the consumptive uses of water.  
However, Colorado's economy and our Colorado lifestyle benefit from a strong tourist industry based on our
scenery, fish and wildlife resources, and these non-consumptive uses should also be quantified and added into
any consideration of future water allocation in Colorado.   Non-consumptive uses or "attributes"  have been
mapped, but much more work is needed to quantify the amounts of water required to keep our rivers healthy and
productive. Rivers need scouring flows in the spring, adequate winter flows to support aquatic life and
surnmer/fall flows to maintain invertebrate and vertebrate aquatic species and riparian vegetation.
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Pauline P. Reetz (Cont.) • River and stream restoration. Over the last 100 years we have drained, dammed and diverted our rivers and
streams to the detriment of most species and to the detriment of the rivers themselves.   As you are fully aware,
we are not starting out in this planning process with healthy rivers!   Most of Colorado's rivers are imperiled,
diminished, and sometimes drained completely dry.  Any further diversions will cause the loss of the
water-based recreation (such as rafting and fishing) and wildlife resources that add billions to Colorado's income
each year.  The State Water Plan needs to outline a strategy to restore ecological health and balance to our
rivers and streams and preserve and enhance our remaining riparian ecosystems.  Additionally, the state needs
to plan/provide resources for more detailed inventory and assessment of river ecosystem conditions and actual
water needs.

• Coordination between land use, growth, and water supply.   Until recently no developer had to consider where
the water for his development would come from, and consumers had no information about it.  This has changed
slightly since 2008, but we still have a long way to go to integrate water supply planning and land use.   While
many Coloradans oppose the "buy and dry" option because it would eliminate productive farmland, that is likely
to be our future source of water if we don't plan ahead.   Water providers claim that they cannot be responsible
for land use planning, but some of that is happening even now.   Why not integrate water and land use, rather
than depending on the helter-skelter, water-wasteful system we have now? 

• Minimum stream flows are not adequate. While they are a good idea, miuimum stream flows are not adequate
as a sole protection for environmental needs and values - they are too little, and too recent.  Streams need
spring floods to flush out sediment as well as adequate flows the rest of the year to support riparian and river
bottom ecosystems.

• Minimize construction of new dams and  reservoirs.  These store water on the surface where a large percentage
is lost to evaporation.  "Smarter" storage should be encouraged: underground, in aquifers , or in deep gravel pits
where evaporation can be minimized. The State Water Plan should be flexible enough to deal with changes
caused by the warming of our planet due to fossil fuel consumption and the ensuing increase in evaporation and
transpiration rates.   Storage in itself does not equal new water supplies.

• Rivers  and streams need to be viewed as continuous systems,  not isolated  reaches. Diversions and pollution
upstream can have severe impacts on downstream ecosystems. The state should be protecting the upper
reaches of our mountain streams, for example, even when they are intermittent, so as to ensure water quality
and quantity for downstream users and resources.

• Ground and surface water  should  be viewed as interrelated systems.  Recent controversy over the use of
ground water in the South Platte alluvium should have taught us a lesson:  often ground water and surface water
resources are closely related.  Water planning needs to take this into account and acknowledge that ground
water depletions can affect the quantity and quality of surface water in some areas.

• Transbasin diversions  should  be a last option.  The Colorado River is over- appropriated and, due to climate
change, it is unlikely that additional water will be available from that river basin.   The Front Range should not
count on augmenting our water supplies via diversions across the Continental Divide.  In addition, mitigation for
water removal from a basin cannot be satisfactorily accomplished, especially in light of degradation that has
already occurred.  Rather, we should focus on conservation and efficient use of our native water on the Front
Range.

• Audubon's mission, to advocate for the environment by connecting people with nature through education,
conservation and research, fully supports Governor Hickenlooper's Executive Order of May 13, 2013 which
states "...the Colorado Water Plan must incorporate... a strong  environment that includes healthy watersheds,
rivers and streams and wildlife".  
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Source of Comment Summary of Comments

Table 1 Small Group Discussion Report • Agricultural water efficiency or transfers can hurt downstream uses.  Municipalities should only be able to take or
transfer the consumptive use. 

• Land use planning needs to include a focus on water efficiency. 
• Growth should not be subsidized.
• Water should be used more holistically such as rainwater capture and storm water capture.  There needs to be a

study and data to determine the impacts of rainwater and storm water capture and their impacts or non-impacts
on the downstream users.

•  Alternative uses/demands need to be more accessible and cost effective.  
• People need to be educated about living in an arid state and offered incentives to xeriscape.
• Expressed opposition to the Chatfield Reservoir expansion because reservoirs are inefficient and the CWP

should look at underground storage. 
• Legislation should be considered to prevent HOAs from requiring inefficient water use.
• The state, water providers, and other users must educate people coming into the state about water efficiencies

be made aware of the state's arid environment. 

Table 2 Small Group Discussion Report • Discussed the need for conservation and whether that should be mandated or incentivized.  The table noted that
87% of water goes to agriculture and they talked about the efficiencies and roadblocks to increase agricultural
efficiencies.  This included challenges with interstate compacts and the need to store water that we're entitled to
but goes downstream. 

• Recreation, ecosystems, and environmental concerns are important to the state's economy.
• Questioned whether transbasin diversions should be part of the CWP.
• Each basin is unique and questioned haw all the BIPs can be blend together into a statewide plan.
• What impact will Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) regulations have on the state?
• Water reuse and recycling of water is important.
• Water education is important  The Colorado Foundation for Water Education Citizen's Guides are a great

resource.

Table 3 Small Group Discussion Report • The data for the models used in the BIP should be better explained in the South Platte BIP.
• Alluvial storage in the South Platte Basin deserves more attention.
• Concerned about losing the value of East Slope agriculture due to "buy and dry."
• Conservation should result in a reduction in consumptive use.
• A better understanding of the water inventory is needed to better manage the water supply.  
• The legislature's duty is to protect the public's interest in water as well as priority rights to that water.

Table 4 Small Group Discussion Report • Water used for fracking should be reused.  
• More land use and water planning is needed locally and statewide.
• Questioned whether there could be legislative support for local green infrastructure.
• Flora and fauna are important for filtering water and watershed health.
• Forest management is important.  
• Better management of storm water is needed.
• High mountain reservoirs are important.
• The Federal Environmental Impact Statement process could be streamlined to reduce costs. 
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