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Cases Take Less Time to Resolve Statewide 
 
Water cases filed statewide after the new rules took effect resolve six months sooner than 
those filed before the rule changes.   

• Cases filed in the three fiscal years before the rule changes took almost 1.5 years to 
resolve on average 

• Cases filed after the rule changes resolve in about a year 
 

The tables on the following page provide additional information on time needed to resolve 
water cases before and after the rule changes. 
 

      Before Water Rule Changes--Time to 
Disposition 
By fiscal year in which a case was filed   
Includes all Water Divisions   

Fiscal Year 
Case Filed 

Average Age at 
Disposition (in days)

Percentage of Cases 
Filed that are Closed 

FY 2007 564 98% 
FY 2008 550 96% 
FY 2009 515 97% 
All Years 542 97% 
   

 
 

After Water Rule Changes--Time to Disposition 
By fiscal year in which a case was filed   
Includes all Water Divisions   

Fiscal Year 
Case Filed 

Average Age at 
Disposition (in days)

Percentage of Cases 
Filed that are Closed 

FY 2010 416 96% 
FY 2011 380 93% 
FY 2012 312 89% 
FY 2013 228 75% 
All Years 347 89% 

Disposition data through May 2013 
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The New Rules Frontload the Work by Attorneys and Engineers 
Consistent with the fact that cases filed statewide after the new rules took effect resolve six 
months sooner than those filed before the rule changes, one would expect that the lawyers 
and engineers must be working on the cases earlier. Data collected by the Colorado Water 
Conservation Board on In-stream Flow cases shows this dramatically. 
 

• Prior to the new rules, cases were coming in faster than they were being resolved. 
• After the rule changes, cases have closed at a rate greater than new filings. 
• Lawyers (and by inference, engineers) are working harder early in the cases. 
• There are cost savings for the parties and the courts in these changes. 

 
 

 
Note:  “Instantaneous Case Demand” represents the immediate workload for attorneys (i.e. 
motions, deadlines for briefs, writing of terms for proposed decrees), and by inference 
engineers, at a given moment.  There are fewer cases but more work being done earlier in the 
cases.   

 
 

In summary, water cases are moving through the judicial process sooner, but further 
improvement is subject to resource limitations such as the availability of public and 
private engineering, along with the required field work, analysis, and reports.   
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