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Dave Miﬁé?aet'ends his U‘nion"'

Park and Rocky Point projects

by Bonnie Minshall

David Miller, president of
Natural Energy Resources Company
(NECO), claims, “you have to
consider the greatest good for the
greatest number” when deciding
whether to divert water from the
Western Slope.

Miller spoke at Western State
College on Wednesday, February 20
in the second of a four-part series

management practices,

Miller  said that future
projections of Colorado’s population
growth show that the trend to locate
on the Front Range will continue,
where most growth on the Western
Slope 15 attributed to tourism.
According to Miller, “You can try to
manipulate the population with
water, but most experts say you
can’t.”

Miller stated that we have to

"Coloradoans face a situation where one basin is
completely overburdened while the other is

forgotten."

—Dave Miller

——

addressing water politics. His
presentation was interrupted
frequently by antagonistic questions
from a concerned audience.

NECO filed for water nghts to
build the Union Park Water Diversion
Project in 1986, and later sold the
proposal to Arapahoe County; the
company stands to gain millions of
dollars if the project is built. NECO
also is the developer of the proposed
Rocky Point Pumped Storage Project
which would be built in Taylor Park
and would supply peaking power
throughout the west.

On the Union Park Project

: The Union Park Project would
divert 80,000 acre feet of water
annually from the Taylor Basin to the
Front Range, storing the water in j
new ff‘nurmuus reservoir located in
Gunnison County’s Union Park south
of Taylor Park. An acre foot is an
amnu'm of water one foot deep

look at Colorado’s water issues in a
state-wide perspective instead of
fromalocal perspective. Accordingto
Miller, the situation within the state is
essentially going to get worse because
the walter is in one place with the
people in another.

Miller explained that there are
four main drainage basins in the state:
the Upper Colorado, the Gunnison,
the Arkansas, and the South Platte.
The Upper Colorado only generates a
few more acre feet of water than the
Gunnispp and currently has 18
diversions to the Eastern Slope.
Meanwhjle the Gunnison Basin, a
Smaller put wetter basin per square
Mile, remains untapped. According to
Miller, “The basic ingredient of an
environmentalist is the balanced use
of naturg] resources and Coloradoans
face a gjpuation where one basin is
““Mpletaly overburdened while the
Other is fprgotten.”

cost therefore making it a valuable
asset to the state of Colorado.
And on Rocky Point

The Rocky Point Pumped
Storage Project would pump water
from the Taylor Reservoir up to a
smaller new reservoir at times when
electricity is cheap, such as during the
night. Then, at peak times of the day
when power is more valuable, the
water would be released back to
Taylor Reservoir, generating 1000
megawatts of electricity.

According to Miller, the Rocky
Point Pumped Storage Project wauld
reduce power costs. He commented
that the estimated 30-year savings
over fossil peaking power alternatives
is 11.3 billion (1987) dollars. The
project would cost $997 million to
build.

Miller believes the benefite ~f
this project are:

* itwould bethe world’s highest
head, most efficient peaking power
facility.

* it would contribute to national
clean energy and clean air goals.

* it would reduce future need
for additional coal-fired plants in the
west.

* it would increase 24 hour
productivity of existing fossil fuel
plants.

* it would improve local tax
base, employment and infrastructure.

* it would have minimal local
environmental impact.

Miller's protection not adequate

Attorney Richard Bratton, who
has represented the Upper Gunnison
River Water Conservancy District

since 1961, said the protection the
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project could solve

most critical water issues by:

» serving as a low cost,
environmentally sound replacement
to the vetoed Two Forks Project for
Metro Denver.

» saving Colorado’s interstate
compact waters from ultimate "use it
or lose it” realities caused by faster
growing downriver slales.

» providing drought protection
for the environments and economies
of both slopes.

e correcting the current
unbalanced use of Colorado’s surface
waters between the overdepleted
Upper Colorado Basin and the
untapped Upper Gunnison Basin

According to Miller, Colorado is
the only western state that still
adheres to a rigid doctrine that

. prohibits strategic water planning.

Miller stated, “The key thing is a
protected future,” and although the
first priority is to conserve the water
we have, there is a need for Colorado
state policy and planning to
modernize Colorado’s water
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tributaries to Arizona, California and

other downriver states.

According to Miller, the Union
Park Project would utilize Taylor
Reservoir surplus water. He stated,
“We're only talking about taking
water out in spring floods that is
usually lost to runoff.”

Miller continued, “The whole
idea is you don’t hurt Cunnison.”
There would be 60,000 acre feet
pumped into Union Park on average,
“still guaranteeing the Taylor 200 cfs
(cubic feet per second) in the summer
and 50 cfs in the winter” before any
water would be diverted east.

Miller claims that thereis a need
to protect our own state from drought
by building additional reservoirs.
Presently, the largest reservoir in the
state is the cyclical Blue Mesa
Reservoir with close to one million
acre feet. Miller said, “The proposed
Union Park Reservoir would be the
highest large reservoir in the world "

"Un‘iun Park is the ultimate in
conservation,” according to Miller,
b!._‘muse.wh”“ You hold water at a
hlgh altitude it helps everyone in
times of drought and when you let
water TUn out of the state it doesn’t
hu!p anyone. The proposed high
altitude Project, situated near the to
of the Continenta] Djyige would nu}:
lose Waler to evaporation and could
be m:milﬁl‘d to ﬂ.[‘lh‘in both di c?u
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Taylor heEas
drastically hurt Gunnison’s economy
and disturb fish habitats. The Upper
Gunnison River Water Conservancy
District on Sept. 18, 1990 set a legal
precedent when it received a decree to
store and release Taylor Reservoir
water for recreational purposes.

There is not enough existing
water in the Gunnison area, Bratton
said, for Miller to receive the water
rights he needs to complete his
project. Bratton believes that previous
existing water rights make it possible
to stop Miller’s project. According to
Bratton, the United States already has
major water rights exceeding the
Taylor River runoff which averages
150,000 acre feet.

Bratton explained that Taylor
Basin ranchers and property owners
own private instream flow rights that
the City of Aurora and Arapahoe
County have challenged. If these
rights remain wvalid, this would
effectively tie up more of the runoff
water rights.

Te ilies o sine

A concerned Cunnison citizen
attending Miller's address at WSC
said, “The dam in Union Park will put
ten ranching families out of business
that have been there for generations.”

Miller's comment to this was
“right.”

A rancher said, “We have to

defend what we've owned for
generations.”

To this Miller replied, “You
have to consider the greatest good for
the greatest number before the few:
this is the American way.” :
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Water diversion projects not easily solved

sor teaching a course on west-
ern waler politics this semes-
ter.

The proposed Union
Park project would entail
pumping water uphill from the
Taylor Reservoir into a large
storage reservoir that would be
built in Union Park. From the
Union Park location the water
would flow naturally downhill
under the Continental Divide
into the Antero Reservoir on
the Eastern slope providing
water for the Denver/Aurorn
aren.

Miller said his proposed
Union Park Water Diversion
Project could solve four prob-
lems confronting the state:

* give drought protection for
the Western and Eastern
slopes

* offer a solution for metro
Denver's water shortage

* eliminate the imbalance of
the Upper Colorado River's18
current water diversion
projects compared to none in
the Gunnison Basin

 create a use for Colorado’s
portion of the Colorado River
Compact

Currently, Miller said
there is no drought protection
for the state of Colorado and
Miller’s proposed Union Park
Reservoir would allow the
state to store water for such
purposes.

Denver would receive
the excess water flow from the
Upper Gunnison River and
Taylor Reservoir. Miller said,
“there’s a bad situation now:
water one place and people in
the other and it is essentially
going to get worse,”

The Upper Colorado
River has 18 trans-mountain
diversion projects draining
from it, whereas the Gunnison
Basin, a smaller but wetter ba-

sin per square mile, has no di-
versions. Miller argued we
have “completely overburdened

one foot deep. An acre is ap-
proximately the size of Moun-
taineer Bowl including side-
lines and endzones. The total
water flow in Colorado is esti-
mated at three million acre
feet. Much of that water flows
through tributaries and is lost
to Arizona, California and
other downriver states.

Miller said, “the whole
idea is: you don't hurt the
Gunnison.” He proposes to
take water only when there is
a surplus. According to Miller,
citizens have to start looking
at the water issue from a state-
wide/nationwide perspective
instead of from a local one,
Most prowth in the

-
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| sion operation. He said we

Western slope area is in tourist

arcas. There has been a net
decline in the Gunnison
County area over the past five
years. According to Miller, 95
percent of Gunnison's water is
used for agriculture.

There are four main
drainage basins in Colorado:
the South Platte, the Upper
Gunnison, the Upper Colorado
and the Arkansas.

Miller stated the earliest
the Union Park project could
begin is ten years. It may be 20
years before the project is
implemented.

Water development costs

population with water, but
most experts gay you can't do

it."

Other audience members
sugpested that Denver resi-
dents stop watering their
lawns and letting water run
down the curb, Conservation
and population control seemed
to be the audience's unified an-
swer. Miller did not see this as
a viable answer because the
population would keep grow-
ing, and eventually the people
of the Denver area would have
to search elsewhere for water
sources.

Miller sugpested local
residents take charge of his
proposed project. Gunnison
County could own the diver-

could “turn this thing into an
economic benefit for the Gun-

| nison area." Though the
| project would employ many

residents at first, once in efTect
only 50 employees would be
needed and they would have to
be experts on running the spe-
cial pumps used in the uphill
diversion.

Miller said his plan
would guarantee water re-
moval in wetter years and
therefore eliminate the prob-

lems associated with flood.
Unfortunately, according Lo
area residents, the area has
been in a state of drought for
nearly a decade and flood has
not been a concern.

For a state full of water,
there are few storage

areas.Blue Mesa Reservor Res-

ervoir is the largest of these
storage areas, relying heavily
on spring run-off. Miller's pro-
posed Union Park project

would continually divert excess

waler so there would be ad-
equate waler for drought stor-
age year-round. He said,
“Think in terms of generations
when you're talking about wa-
ter.” Miller suggested “we
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Miller sugpested local
residents take charge of his
proposed project. Gunnison
County could own the diver-

sion operation. He said we
could “turn this thing into an
economic benefit for the Gun-
nison area.” Though the
project would employ many
residents at first, once in effect
only 50 employees would be
needed and they would have to
be experts on running the spe-
cial pumps used in the uphill
diversion.

Miller said his plan
would guarantee water re-
moval in wetter years and
therefore eliminate the prob-

lems associated with flood.
Unfortunately, according to
aren residents, the area has
been in a glate of drought for
nearly a decade and flood has
not been a concern.

For a state full of water,
there are few storage
areas.Blue Mesa Reservor Res-
ervoir is the largest of these
storage areas, relying heavily
on spring run-off. Miller’s pro-
posed Union Park project
would continually divert excess
water so there would be ad-
equale waler for drought stor-
age year-round. He said,
“Think in terms of generations
when you're talking about wa-
ler.” Miller suggested “we

its high elevation water would
flow by gravity. Another ben-
efit of the Union Park area is
that it is an off-river site and
won't disturb free-flowing riv-
ers. It is also the one place
where four major drainage ar-
eas come together in a 30 mile
area. A small, low-cost dam is
all that is needed to begin the
water storage facility.

If the Union Park stor-
age project goes into effect, ten
families in the area would be
out of the ranching business
when the dam is put up.
Miller said anyone moved or
forced to change their opera-
tion would be compensated.
Ranchers currently in the
middle of litigation over their
water rights said they have not
been offered money or any
other compensation for their
land. They were afraid the
state would condemn their
land and force them off the
property.

One rancher at the meet-
ing asked Miller to “promise”
in writing that they would be
compensated. Miller declined.
One-third of the rancher's
summer range would disap-
pear if Union Park is buried
with water.

Miller stated a large
problem in water issues within
the state is the lack of state
planning or policy making,

Richard Bratton, attor-
ney for the Upper Gunnison
Water Conservancy District

maintain the ecosystem of the
area, but a minimum flow is
not adequate. Gunnison
County has a decree for the op-
timum flow.

Miller said the fish’
hatchery and the biological re-
search station in Gothic would
not be affected, but Bratton
said the Division of Wildlife
has proven they would be dra-
matically effected.

With current flow, the
number of brown trout has in-
creased 70 percent in a 20 year
study. Minimalizing this flow
would not provide enough wa-
ter or food for continued in-
crease. There is a belter hatch
rate with a natural flow.
Bratton put it simply: *More
water, more food, more fish.”

Though Miller guaran-
teed 200 cubic feet per second
(efs) lowing through the Tay-
lor River during the summer,
and 50 cfs in the winter,
Bratton said 100 to 150 cfs in
the winter months is needed to
maintain the economy.

Bratton agreed with
Miller that the Union Park
area was excellent for a stor-
age plant and also agreed that
the state needs to create state
water policies, but said Gunni-

son County had rights to the
optimum water flow and was
not obligated to give up any. If
the water is diverted, he said
there would “not be enough to
build the economy.”
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R. A. SANTARELLI

Attorney at Law Post Office Box 629

232 West Tomichi Avenue
Gunnison, CO 81230

February 26, 1991 303-641-0244
v <b Telefax 303-641-0351

Ralph Clarke
519 East Georgia
Gunnison, CO 81230

Dear Ralph:

At the Club 20 meeting last Saturday Paul Tauer, the mayor of Aurora, made an
interesting proposal to those in attendance. Basically he said to anyone on the western
slope, you build a water project, you decide where and what it should be and we’ll finance
it. He left it up to the western slope to determine the size, nature and location of the
project. This seems to me to be an ideal atmosphere into which we can introduce one
more time the C.A.R.P. concept. I am enclosing a copy of letter that T have sent to
Mayor Tauer on an individual basis. I am expecting a favorable response from him, so
would like to be in a position to respond back. I would appreciate it if you could
sometime share some additional time with me to fill me in on more of the details of the
C.A.R.P. concept.

My idea at this point is to form a legal entity representing the counties, municipalities and
water districts on the western slope, or at least in the Colorado River drainage. Profits
could be distributed for the benefit of the western slope. My thought is perhaps they
could be divided among broad general categories aimed at improvement of water quality
(sewage treatment, desalinization), improvement of water supply at higher altitudes
(agricultural storage reservoirs), and other generally-beneficial projects such as roads. In
my mind it would be reasonable also to figure on some type of compensation to you as
the creator of the idea.

On a related matter, I have read in the past about the cleansing action of natural
wetlands, which is what you intend to use in your plan. I do not remember, however,
what the estimated numbers are as to the area of wetlands needed to clarify a given
amount of water. I am anticipating that this will be one of the first questions someone
on the eastern slope would raise and I would like to be in a better position to respond
than I am at the present time. Any help you would be willing to give me would be
appreciated.

Very truly yours,
C22ye e b
Rikki Santarelli

cks



R. A. SANTARELLI

A
ttorney at Law Post Office Box 629

232 West Tomichi Avenue
Gunnison, CO 81230
303-641-0244

February 22, 1991 Telefax 303-641-0351

The Honorable Paul Tauer
Mayor of the City of Aurora
1470 South Havana

Aurora, CO 80012

Dear Mayor Tauer:

Your proposal at the recent Club 20 mecting was interesting and [ believe could offer the
basis for an arrangement that would satisly both sides ol the continental divide with
respect to water. Unfortunately, the press of the moment prevented me from getting an
opportunity to discuss any ideas with you at that time. Although I am one of the
members of the Board of County Commissioners of Gunnison County, I am writing this
letter strictly as an individual who is willing to try to help solve our mutual problems. I
do not speak on behalf of nor do I have the authority to speak on behalf of any
governmental or other organization.

If your proposal relates only to the City of Aurora, I do not believe there is any good way
to resolve the differences in litigation that is not only on-going, but likely in the future.
If, however, we can address the problems of the greater metropolitan area, then I believe
a plan acceptable to all can be developed.

What I am speaking of is conceptual only at this point. However, here is the concept:
If the eastern slope (e.g. the South Platte and Arkansas River drainages) would be willing
to make a firm commitment for between 200,000 and 250,000 acre feet of water per year
at around $1000 per acre foot, then I believe it would be both technically, economically
and legally feasible for the western slope to build and operate a water supply system for
the eastern slope.

The concept is not a new one, but essentially involves capturing the water somewhere west
of Grand Junction so that there would be no danger of interferring with present or future
water needs of the western slope. The water could then be piped and pumped to one or
more discharge points in the headwaters of the South Platte and the Arkansas River. The
sale would cover the cost of operation including debt service and the profits could be
utilized for the betterment of the western slope in a manner to be worked out by
participating entities on the western slope. Early estimates of the cost of this project run



The Honorable Paul Tauer
February 26, 1991
page 2

in the neighborhood of $900 million to $1 billion. However, for an estimated firm yield
of 210,000 acre feet, the cost per acre foot is extremely competitive with the projects
presently being proposed.

Frankly, we here on the western slope find it hard to understand why the eastern slope
would want to grow to the size that would require the amount of water that you
collectively seem to want. Nevertheless, if that can be done in such a way that does not
endanger the quality of life or the potential future growth of this side of the mountain, [
believe we’re willing to do what we can to help you reach your growth goals. A visiting
water lawyer once told the local P.O.W.E.R. group that until the western slope can figure
out a way for the castern slope to solve its water problems, we should continually expect
to be threatened by transmountain diversion projects. It is in that spirit that [ write this
letter. Please let me know what your gut reaction might be. Because of the individual
and conceptual nature of this letter, I would request that for the time being, its contents
and my identify not be made public. I will give the same consideration to your response.

Very truly yours,

T
v jE’_ ,/L’( b{)’(.hz’ZcL T éé’/
R. A. Santarelli

cks
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Rocky Point Pumped Storage Project

Rocky Point and Union Park are Separate Projects

1984
1985

1987

1988

1990
1991

Union Park site envisioned for pumped storage

Study demonstrates Rocky Point much better because
of higher head; Union Park discarded as power project

Rocky Point License Application submitted with
alternative sites for project facilities

Union Park sold to Arapaho County as potential water
supply project

Rocky Point License Application accepted by FERC

EIS scoping process begun for Rocky Point project

’

NECO

EBAsco/B&V
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Rocky Point Pumped Storage Project

FERC Scoping Meetings Supported
by Electric Suppliers

« FERC's entire operating budget is supported by project
license fees

- Upon licensing, Rocky Point will begin contributing an
estimated $675,000 per year to the FERC operating budget

- Rocky Point scoping and EIS process will cost FERC an
estimated $800,000

—
NECO EBASCO/B&V
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—— Rocky Point Pumped Storage Project

Use of Taylor Park Reservoir

« NECO recognizes need for agreement to use
Taylor Park Reservoir |

- Early discussions with USBR indicated probable
agreement subject to further studies

- Discussions have been re-started with USBR to
work out details

. Discussions will be held with other three signatories
€ to 1975 Reservoir Operation and Storage Exchange
Agreement

« Operation of Rocky Point Project expected to be
compatible with other uses of Taylor Park Reservoir

—
NECO | EBAsco/B&V
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Rocky Point Pumped Storage Project

Purchase and Sale of Power

« Preliminary discussions held in 1987 with utilities
throughout Southwest

. Discussions indicated general interest but too early
to make commitments

« NECO beginning serious investigations of potential
power sellers and buyers

« Many western utilities wil! need additional capacity
by year 2000

« Possible permanent reduction in Glen Canyon
capacity by 400 MW could be supplied by Rocky Point

—
NECO EBASCO/B&V
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—— Rocky Point Pumped Storage Project

Pumped Storage Power Loss

- Additional base load plant generation for pumping
at night increases efficiency of generation plant
compared to part-load operation

« Rocky Point generation will replace power from
peaking plants, which could be relatively inefficient
combustion turbine plants

- Net increase in fuel usage will be very small

- There may be no increase in air pollution compared
to thermal plant alternative

—
NECO EBASCO/B&V
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Rocky Point Pumped Storage Project

NECO Promises to Pay Assessed
Property Taxes or Equivalent

« NECO willing to accept a license condition that will mandate
this payment

. Current estimated value beginning with project operation is
$10 million per year, with lesser amounts during construction

« $10 million is more than total Gunnison County property
taxes in 1991

€ . 20 permanent jobs plus a multiplier of 2.0 will contribute
further to Gunnison County income

. Sales revenue contributions to Gunnison County income will
be substantively greater during the construction period

“
NECO EBAsco/B&V
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—— Rocky Point Pumped Storage Project

Construction Impacts

. Project construction cost will include the cost NECO will pay
for construction impacts

« New mobile home park intended to be converted to RV park
- Apartment construction possible if needed

- Temporary school room need expected with additional
teachers

. Highway improvements and additional highway maintenance
expected

. Additional law enforcement staff needs expected

—
NECO EBASCO/B&V
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Rocky Point Pumped Storage Project

Road and Traffic Impacts

« Spring Creek, Rocky Brook Creek Road, and Dustin Gulch
access road will be paved, at least during construction, for
access to the substation alternative and upper reservoir

« Access can be gated; road will not be widened

» No spoil trucks will use this route

¢
|
NECO EBASco/B&V
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Rocky Point Pumped Storage Project

Mitigation of Transmission Line
Visual Impact

. Route alternatives established in cooperation with agencies and
to minimize visual impact (to avoid silhouetting, minimize
visibility from critical viewpoints)

. Clearcutting of corridors will not occur; vegetation will be tapered

. Type of tower obvious from critical viewpoints will be varied to
minimize visibility

—
NECO EBAsco/B&V
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Rocky Point Pumped Storage Project

Extent of Sediment Suspension
by Pumping Action

« Current data show sand at 56-58%, silt at 18—26%, and
clay at 16—26% at /O site

« NECO will further measure depth of sediment at I/O site
and in concentric rings around this location

« NECO will rip-rap or remove sediment or implement other
control measures |

—
NECO EBASCO/B&V
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Rocky Point Pumped Storage Project

Thermal Stratification
and Water Pump-Back
« Optimum temperature for lake trout is 10-12° C; they are
found between 4-8° C and survive up to 23.5°C
 Lake trout are least vulnerable to entrainment between
2230 and 0500 hours in spring, summer, and fall; highest
vulnerability in these seasons is between 0830 and 1130,
and in winter between 1500 and 1800

 Mysis actively select temperatures below 14° C

. Mysis avoid turbidity, and are near the surface at night
and near the bottom during the day

« Maximum modeled surface temperature was 16.3° C for
mid-July using very conservative assumptions

—
NECO EBAsco/B&V
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Rocky Point Pumped Storage Project

Bighorn Sheep Distribution

. Rams typically above 11,000 ft between June 10 and October 10

. Ewes with lambs typically above 10,000 ft between July and mid-
to late September

. Ewes with lambs use steeper slopes early in summer than later in
summer

. Early use of Taylor Dam area by ewe/lamb groups, spreading to
Rocky Point Slope and North and South Matchless

. Late summer use of Rocky Point area by ewe/lamb groups; also
late season use of Taylor Dam area and Rocky Point Slope

- Rams use high elevations early and stay late

—
NECO EBASsco/B&V
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Rocky Point Pumped Storage Project

Bighorn Sheep Activity
in 1986 versus 1985

« In 1986 there were
- additional people in Rocky Point vicinity
- fertilized areas on North and South Matchless Mountains
- two early fall showstorms
. Rams less regularly observed on Rocky Point area after mid-July

. Ewe/lamb groups use steeper Rocky Point Slope area rather than
flatter Rocky Point area with less visibility

. Sheep fed extensively on fertilized areas on North and South
Matchless Mountains

—
NECO EBAsco/B&YV
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CITY OF GUNNISON
FACTS RELATED TO
CITY'S WATER SUPPLY SYSTEM
(PREPARED BY WRC ENGINEERING, INC.)

EXISTING ENGINEERING STUDIES

i
A. MORCAN ENGINEERING COMPANY - REPORT OF NOVEMBER, 1974

Partial List of Recommendations:

1.

Surface water supply needed In the future to meet growing water
demands by the City.

cI.‘;;ocument historic Consumptive Use for Irrigation fights owned by
Ity.

Clarify staius of the water rights owned by the Ciy (.e.
absclute vs. conditlonal vs. no rights). Water rights for
certain wells had not been adjud!cated by the Water Court.

B. WATER RESQURCES CONSULTANTS, INC. AND COE. VAN LO
AND JASCHKE ENGINEERING, INC. - REPORT OF NOVEMBER, 19%1

1.

2.

Purposse of the Sludy:

a. Conduct a water supply system evaluation and an assessment
of alternative systems capable of meeting the Clly's
projected future water demands.

b. Update Infermatlon and cost estimates for alternatives
investigated in Morcan’s Repont.

¢. The need for the study prompted by potential rapid increasa
in Clty's population due to the proposed AMAX operation,
Pepulation figures developed by Briscoe, Maphis, Murray,
Lamont, Inc. (BMML).

Partial List of Conclusions and Recommendations:

a. Secure the legal dependability of the raw water supply
system by seeking determinaticns from the Water Court.

b.  Switch from groundwater to surface water supply.

1) City's wells pumping from low levels (bottom of the
afluvial aduifery by the end of winter and early
spring.
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3.

2) Too many wells neaded for groundwater supply.

3 Demand outstrips Supply of groundwater slyslem
capabilitles.

4)  Degradation In water quality and

N . Potential
contamination of the groundwater aquifer.

5) Increased complexity and cost of operation and
maintenance of a groundwater supply system. :

6) Secure storage rights to enhance the City's raw water
supply capabilities. :

7) Development of the area north and northwest of the

City will diminish the groundwater recharge to the
City's existing groundwater alluvial aquifer.

Projected Future Water Supply Needs (1980 - 2015 Period):

a.  Normal Growth:
Maximum Day Supply of 11.62 million gallons
Average Daily Supply of §.16 million gailons
Annual Supply = 5,780 Acre-Feet

b.  Accelerated Growth:
Maximum Day Supply of 15.75 million gallons
Average Daily supply of 7.00 million gallons
Annual Supply = 7,840 Acre-Feet

Cost (1981 S) of Different alternatives for System Improvements
to Accommodate Projected Future Water Supply Needs:

a. Altemmative 1 / Supplementing Existing Well System with
Additional Weils

Normal Growth = $6,143,900
Accelerated Growth = $8,199,100

b. Alternative 2 / Surface Water Supplies from Gunnison River
at Gunniscn

Nermal Growth =$11,595,000
Accelerated Growth = $14,904,000

c. Alternative 3 / Surface Water Supplies from Gunnison River
Upstream ef Ohio Creek Confluence

Normal Growth =$13,337,000
Accelerated Growth = $16,321,000
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d.  Alternative 4 / Surface Water Supplies from Gunnison River
near Almont

Normal Growth = $14,123,500
Accelerated Growth = $17,107,500

e.  Allernative 5 / Surface Water Supplies from Gunnison River
using Headgate of Gunnison Town Ditch

Normal Growth =$12,167,000
Accelerated Growth = $15,421,000

NOTE: All costs are Direct Capital Improvement Costs and do not

nclude amortization costs. l

Il. SURFACE RAW WATER STORAGE RESERVOIRS
A. ESTIMATED RAW WATER STORAGE REQUIREMENTS

1.

2.

Normal Growth

From: 5,780x 3 = 17,340 Acre-Feet
To: 5,780 x4 a 23,120 Acre-Feet

Accelerated Growth

From: 7,840 x 3 = 23,520 Acre-Feet
To: 7,840 x 4 = 31,360 Acre-Feet

B. WHY THE CITY FILED ON FOUR DIFFERENT SITES

1.

Minimal cost difference for flling on one site versus filing on
four sites.

Storage rights were flled on mare than one site to allow
flexibility in locating reservoir once detailed feasibility
studies could be completed. All siles would be evaluated with
time to determine which site is the most economical.

Storage rights were filed for as early as possible to obtain as
senior decrees as possible. The Cily's priority date for is
storage decrees Is senior to recent water storage rights
filings for development of water from the Upper Gunnison River
Basin.

Gunnison's Reservoir No. 1 (18,000 Acre-Feet) was sized not to
Interfere with the Roaring Judy Fish Hatchery. The proposed
Alment Reservoir (32,000 Acre-Feet) will inundate hatchery and
require its relocation.

Page 3 of 6

c.

CITY'S DECREED RESERVOIR CAPACITIES:

1. Condltional storage rights have been adjudicated by, " water

Court in Case No. 81CW306.

2.  Priority date of All Four Storage Rights is December 23, 1981.

3. Decreed Capacitles:

a.  Reservair No. 1 18,000 Acre-Feet (East River)

8,800 Acre-Feet (Taylor River - Lower
Reserveir)

b.  Reservoir No. 2

17,200 Acre-Feet (Taylor River - Upper
Reservoir)

40,000 Acre-Feet {(Antelope Creek)

¢.  Reservoir No. 3

d. Reservair No. 4

lIl. POTENTIAL WATER SUPPLY FROM EXISTING SURFACE
WATER RIGHTS

A

Gunniscn Town Pipeline - Minimal histeric and current use would limit
future diversions.

Q'Fallon Ditch - 10 cfs decreed for municipal uses with a priority
date of 10/26/1954 which is junior to most large downsiream senior
water rights (.e. Gunniscn Tunrnel has a priority date of June 1,
1901). This is a conditional water right and requires proof of
diligence every four years.

Gunnison Town Ditch - 64 cfs originally decreed for irrigation uses
with a priority date of 6/1/1880. Senior to most large downstream
senior water rights. Changed to municipal uses in Case No. 81CW308
with following limitations:

1.  Diversions for municipal use limited to lime period from May 1
to September 15.

2. Consumptive use limited to a maximum figure of 2400
Acre-Feet per year and a cumulative of 21,000 Acre-Feet for a
ten year rolling average. This consumptive use water may be
stored and released for use as needed, and thus the need lor
surface raw water storage feservair.

IV. WHY CONTINUE EFFORTS TOWARD SECURING A
DEPENDABLE WATER SUPPLY AND STORAGE SYSTEM.

A

With future growth, demand will outstrip current well supply during
the late winter months as wefl as during extended dry periods.
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Excess unappropriated water will not be available during dry years.

,-." B. Summary of the terms of the Agreement to acquire Int| (ln the
. cé& rrent  water rights with proper diligence towards perfecting Unicn Park Project:
. hditlanal rights and future raw water storage can supply expected
growth well into the future. 1. Date of the Agreement January 14, 1987
O. HRaw waler storage should be secured at the least cost 1o the City. 2. Consideration Payment Paid by the $1000.00
The Cily's water rights could be transferred 1o othes storage Clty of Gunnison
facitities through exchanges.
3. Amount of Water Purchased 1,000 Acre-Feet of the
Project Safe Yield
V. STREAMFLOW RECORDS AT SELECTED LOCATIONS IN
GUNNISON RIVER BASIN AND IRRIGATION CONSUMPTIVE a. g;(;’o":’r‘*g;cggs:""“m' $200,000.C0
USE ABOVE BLUE MESA RESERVOIR per Acre-Foo!
b. Terms/$1000.00 Paid, the balance
A. Average Annual Streamflows at selected locations (U.S. Geglogical of $199,000 payable when project
Survey Water - Data Report C0-87-2) ] compteted. i
i )
1. Tayler River below Tayler Park Reservoir: 144,800 Acre-Feet” c. Commitment Period to Purchase 21years
per Year (49 years of record)
4. Option to Purchase Additlonal Water 2,000 Acre-Feet of the
2. Taylor River at Almont: 246,300 Acre-Feet per Year (77 years of Project Safe Yield
record) :
a. One Time Purchase Price at $600,000.C0
3. East River at Almont: 248,500 Acre-Feet per Year (65 years of $300 per Acre-Foot
record)
b. Commitment Period to Exercise 21 Years
4. Gunnisen River near Gunnison: 560,800 Acre-Feet per Year (61 Option
years of record)
5. Option to Purchase Storage Space 12,000 Acre-Feet
§. Gunnison River Below Gunnison Tunnel : 1,016,000 Acrc-Feet per
Year (84 years of record) a. Ona Time Purchase Price at $600.000.00
$50 Acre-Foot
6.  Gunnison River at Delta: 1,872,000 Acre-Feet per Year (11 years
of record) b. Commitment Period to Exercise 21 Years
Option
7. Gunnisen River at Grand Junction: 1,905,000 Acre-Feet per Year
(74 years of record) 6. Gunnison’s Rights to Participate in Up to 5% of the
Future Project Expansion Additional Expansions
B. Total average irrigated area in the Gunnison River Basin upstream of
Blue Mesa Reservair is equal to 57,980° * acres . 7. Gunnison's Rights to Purchase Power As the need dictaie and
. determined by the City
C. Total estimated yearly consumption of water by irigated crops .
upstream of Blue Mesa Reservoir: a. Price Paid for Power Purchase At 50% of the cost
charged by the lowest
§7,980 Acre x 1.02° * Acre-Feet per Acre = 56,540 Acre-Feet per Year cost supplier.
VI. CITY'S INTEREST IN THE PROPOSED UNION PARK
PROJECT * Acre-Foot = Volume of water needed to cover one acre of land one foot deep.
A.  On February 27, 1980 the City Council passed a motion to withdraw " Source = Colorado Water Resources and Power Development Authority study -
from the Agreement with NECO/Arapahoe County regarding water storage May 1989, (Tables 8.7 and 8.13)
- in the proposed Unicn Park Reservair.
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CITY OF GUNNIS~N
FACTS RELATED YO 202 st
CITY’S WATER SUPPLY SYSTEM /.45
(PREPARED BY WRC ENGINEERING, INC.) ~

l.  EXISTING ENGINEERING STUDIES

A. MORCAN ENGINEERING COMPANY - REPORT OF NOVEMBER, 1974
Partial List of Recommendations:

1. Surface water supply needed in the future to meet growing water
demands by the City.

2. Document historic Consumptive Use for irrigation rights owned by
Clty.

3. Clarify status of the water rights owned by the City (.e.
absolute vs. conditional vs. no rights). Water rights for
certain wells had not been adjudicated by the Water Court.

B. WATER RESOURCES CONSULTANTS, INC. AND COE, VAN LOO
AND JASCHKE ENGINEERING, INC. - REPORT OF NOVEMBER, 1981

1.  Purpose of the Study:
a. Conduct a water supply system evaluation and an assessment
of alternative systems capable of meeting the City’s

projected future water demands.

b. Update information and cost estimates for alternatives
investigated in Morcan'’s Report.

c. The need for the study prompted by potential rapid increase
in City’s population due to the proposed AMAX operation.
Population figures developed by Briscoe, Maphis, Murray,
Lamont, Inc. (BMML). :

2. Partial List of Conclusions and Recommendations:

a. Secure the legal dependability of the raw water supply
system by seeking determinations from the Water Court.

b.  Switch from groundwater to surface water supply.
1) City's wells pumping from low levels (bottom of the

alluvial aquifer) by the end of winter and eariy
spring.
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2) Moo many wells needed for groundwatb—éupp{y.

J) Demand outstrips supply of groundwater system
capabilities.

4)  Degradation in water quality and potential
contamination of the groundwater aquifer.

5 Increased complexity and cost of operation and
maintenance of a groundwater supply system.

6) Secure storage rights to enhance the City's raw water
supply capabilities.

7 Development of the area north and northwest of the

City will diminish the groundwater recharge to the
City's existing groundwater alluvial aquifer.

Projected Future Water Supply Needs (1980 - 2015 Period):
a. Normali Growth:
Maximum Day Supply of 11.62 million galions
Average Daily Supply of 5.16 million gallons
Annual Supply = 5,780 Acre-Feet
b. Accelerated Growth:
Maximum Day Supply of 15.75 million gallons
Average Daily supply of 7.00 million gallons
Annual Supply = 7,840 Acre-Feet

Cost (1981 $) of Different aiternatives for System Improvements
to Accommodate Projected Future Water Supply Needs:

a. Alternative 1 / Supplementing Existing Well System with
Additional Wells

Normal Growth = $6,143,900
Accelerated Growth = $8,199,100

b. Alternative 2 / Surface Water Supplies from Gﬁnnison River
at Gunnison

Normal Growth =$11,595,000
Accelerated Growth = $14,904,000

Cc. Alternative 3 / Surface Water Supplies from Gunnison River
Upstream of Ohio Creek Confluence

Normal Growth = 313,337,000
Accelerated Growth = $16,321,000
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d. A, native 4 / Surface Water Supplie, Jrom Gunnison River
near Aimont

Normal Growth =$14,123,500
Accelerated Growth =$17,107,500

e. Alternative 5 / Surface Water Supplies from Gunnison River
using Headgate of Gunnison Town Ditch :

Narmal Growth =$12,167,000
Accelerated Growth =$15,421,000

NOTE: All costs are Direct Capital Improvement Costs and do not
include amortization costs.

[l. SURFACE RAW WATER STORAGE RESERVOIRS

A. ESTIMATED RAW WATER STORAGE REQUIREMENTS
1. Normal Growth

From: 5,780x3 = 17,340 Acre-Feet
To: 5,780 x4 = 23,120 Acre-Feet

2. Accelerated Growth

From: 7,840x3 = 23,520 Acre-Feet
To: 7,840 x4 = 31,360 Acre-Feet

B. WHY THE CITY FILED ON FOUR DIFFERENT SITES

1. Minimal cost difference for filing on one site versus filing on
four sites.

2. Storage rights were filed on more than one site to allow
flexibility in  locating reservoir once  detailed feasibility
studies could be completed. All sites would be evaluated with
time to determine which site is the most economical.

3. Storage rights were filed for as early as possible to obtain as
senior decrees as possible. The City's priority date for its
storage decrees is senior to recent water storage rights
filings for development of water from the Upper Gunnison River
Basin.

4. Gunnison's Reservoir No. 1 (18,000 Acre-Feet) was sized not to
interfere with the Roaring Judy Fish Hatchery. The proposed
Almont Reservoir (92,000 Acre-Feet) will inundate hatchery and
require its relocation.
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1. Conditional storage rights have been adjudicated by the Water
Courtin Case No. 81CW306.

C. CITY’S DECQ;J:.ED RESERVOIR CAPACITIES

2.  Priority date of All Four Storage Rights is December 23, 1981. ‘wj

3. Decreed Capacities:

a. Reservoir No. 1 18,000 Acre-Feet (East River)
b. Reservoir No. 2 8,800 Acre-Feet (Taylor River - Lower
Reservair)

c. Reservoir No. 3 17,200 Acre-Feet (Taylor River - Upper
Reservair)

d. Reservair No. 4 40,000 Acre-Feet (Antelope Creek)

lll. POTENTIAL WATER SUPPLY FROM EXISTING SURFACE
WATER RIGHTS

A. Gunnison Town Pipeline - Minimal historic and current use would limit
future diversions.

B. OQ'Fallon Ditch - 10 cfs decreed for municipal uses with a  priority
date of 10/26/1954 which is junior to most large downstream senior
water rights (.e. Gunnison Tunnel has a priority date of June 1,
1901). This is a conditional water right and requires proof of
diligence every four years.

C. Gunnison Town Ditch - 64 cfs originally decreed for irrigation uses
with a priority date of 6/1/1880. Senior to most large downstream
senior water rights. Changed to municipal uses in Case No. 81CW308
with following limitations:

1. Diversions for municipal use limited to time period from May 1
to September 15.

2. Consumptive use limited to a maximum figure of 2400
Acre-Feet per year and a cumulative of 21,000 Acre-Feet for a
ten year rolling average. This consumptive use water may be
stored and released for use as needed, and thus the need for
surface raw water storage reservoir.

IV. WHY CONTINUE EFFORTS TOWARD SECURING A
DEPENDABLE WATER SUPPLY AND STORAGE SYSTEM.

A.  With future growth, demand will outstrip current well supply during
the late winter months as well as during extended dry periods.
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B. Excess unapwriated water will not be available durii,lry years.

C. Current water rights with proper diligence towards perfecting
conditional rights and future raw water storage can supply expected
growth well into the future.

D. Raw water storage should be secured at the least cost to the City.
The City's water rights could be transferred to other storage
facilities through exchanges.

V. STREAMFLOW RECORDS AT SELECTED LOCATIONS IN
GUNNISON RIVER BASIN AND IRRIGATION CONSUMPTIVE
USE ABOVE BLUE MESA RESERVOIR

A. Average Annual Streamflows at selected locations (U.S. Geological
Survey Water - Data Report CO-87-2)

1.  Tayler River below Taylor Park Reservoir: 144,900. Acre-Feet”
per Year (49 years of record)

2. Taylor River at Almont: 246,300 Acre-Feet per Year (77 years of
record)

3. East River at Almont: 248,500 Acre-Feet per Year (65 years of
record)

4. Gunnison River near Gunnison: 560,800 Acre-Feet per Year (61
years of record)

5. Gunnison River Below Gunnison Tunnel : 1,016,000 Acre-Feet per
Year (84 years of record)

6. Gunnison River at Deita: 1,872,000 Acre-Feet per Year (11 years
of record)

7. Gunnison River at Grand Junction: 1,805,000 Acre-Feet per Year
(74 years of record)

B. Total average irrigated area in the Gunnison River Basin upstream of
Blue Mesa Reservoir is equal to 57,980~ " acres .

C. Total estimated yearly consumption of water by irrigated crops
upstream of Blue Mesa Reservoir:

57,980 Acre x 1.02° ~ Acre-Feet per Acre = 56,540 Acre-Feet per Year

VI. CITY'S INTEREST IN THE PROPOSED UNION PARK
PROJECT

A. On February 27, 1980 the City Council passed a motion to withdraw
from the Agreement with NECO/Arapahoe County regarding water storage
e ' in the proposed Union Park Reservoir.
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B. Summary of the terms of the Agreement to acquire interest in the

i

Union Park Project:

1.

2.

* Acre-Foot =

** Source =

Date of the Agreement

Consideration Payment Paid by the
City of Gunnison

Amount of Water Purchased

a. One Time Purchase Price at
$200 per Acre-Foot

b. Terms/$1000.00 Paid, the balance
of $199,000 payable when project
completed.

¢. Commitment Period to Purchase

Option to Purchase Additional Water

a. One Time Purchase Price at

$300 per Acre-Foot

b. Commitment Period to Exercise
Option

Option to Purchase Storage Space

a. One Time Purchase Price at
$50 Acre-Foat

b. Commitment Period to Exercise
Option

Gunnison's Rights to Participate in
Future Project Expansion

Gunnison's Rights to Purchase Power

a. Price Paid for Power Purchase

(.

o

January 14, 1987
$1000.00

1,000 Acre-Feet of the
Project Safe Yield

$200,000.00

21 years

2,000 Acre-Feet of the
Project Safe Yield

$600,000.00
21 Years

12,000 Acre-Feet

$600,000.00
21 Years

Up to 5% of the
Additional Expansions

As the need dictate and
determined by the City

At 50% of the cost
charged by the lowest
cost supplier.

Volume of water needed to cover one acre of land one foot deep.

Colorado Water Resources and Power Development Authority study -

May 1989, (Tables 8.7 and 8.13)
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February 4, 1991
AFTER TWO FORKS -- UNION PARK OR BACA

EPA's Two Forks veto has opened the political door for two ongoing alternatives that were improperly dropped
from the $42 million environmental studies. Both of these options are now competing to determine which will
serve Metro Denver’s growth needs for the next half century.

Arapaho County’s Union Park Water Conservation Project was first conceived in 1982 by a retired Bureau of
Reclamation engineer. In years of high spring run-off, surplus Gunnison flood waters would be pumped into a
large, remote, off-river, sage covered bowi called Union Park. During the critical droughts, Union Park water
would then be released by gravity siphon to the South Platte and Gunnison Rivers.

Industry and Corps of Engineers studies have confirmed that an average 60,000 acre feet from Union Park can
increase the safe annual yield of Metro Denver's existing system by 120,000 acre feet. Because of this
unprecedented multiplier effect, Union Park’s annualized cost is only $305 per acre foot. This compares with
EPA'’s estimate of $595 for Two Forks.

The other ignored option is American Water Development, Inc.’s Baca Water Project from Southern Colorado’s
San Luis Valley. Under this proposal, ground water would be pumped from shallow and deep wells via a
pipeline to Metro Denver. AWDI’s annualized construction, pumping, and fee costs would total $700 to $900
per acre foot for the first 25,000 acre feet. These costs would increase over time, because of rising energy
costs and lowering water tables. In contrast, Union Park’s net cost would decline as energy prices increase.
This is because its reversible pump generators will provide peaking power revenue when Union Park is not
being filled during the spring floods.

In addition to Union Park’s cost advantages for Metro Denver citizens, this large conservation reservoir will
help solve Colorado’s most critical water problems. Colorado is currently losing most of its surplus Colorado
River Compact entitlements to California via the Gunnison Basin. This is a major concern for Colorado,
because of the growing “use it or lose it" reality of the arid West. If some of the Gunnison’s wasted flood waters
were held in high altitude Union Park storage, Colorado could use its water and protect its environment on both
slopes during the inevitable multi-year droughts.

The continuing over-depletion of Colorado’s Upper Colorado Basin could also be halted. This basin is
currently being dewatered with eighteen diversions to the East Slope, while the wetter, less populated,
Gunnison Basin remains untapped. Two Forks and several additional Metro Denver water proposals would
only worsen Colorado’s grossly unbalanced water usage between its Gunnison and Upper Colorado Basins.

Union Park’s unique multi-purpose capability will also substantially benefit the basin of origin with guaranteed
optimal river flows, flood control, and recreational enhancements. All elements are in place for a mutually
beneficial Gunnison -- Metro Denver water sharing partnership. Colorado can efficiently use its renewable
surface waters, while saving its limited nonrenewable ground waters as a strategic reserve.

Colorado is the only Western state that still adheres to a rigid doctrine that prohibits strategic water planning.
As a result of this "every man for himself® approach, Colorado has a highly legalistic water development
gridlock that has produced water tap fees averaging $7,000 for Metro Denver home construction. lronically,
California’s tap fees are less than $2,000, while using water that originates in Colorado.

If Colorado water strategists were free to objectively evaluate the state’s overall environmental and engineering
realities, Union Park would have been working long ago to help solve Colorado’s most critical water issues.
Unfortunately, a few influential people with powerful out-of-state clients are blocking modernization of
Colorado’s water management practices.

Dave Miller ﬂg&

Palmer Lake (719) 481-2003



January 1991

GUNNISON - - METRO DENVER WATER PARTNERSHIP

Many knowledgeable Gunnison citizens would like to. consider Arapahoe County's offer
to negotiate a water partnership that would substantially benefit the economies and
environments of both slopes. However, because of local "not one drop over the hill"
emotionalism, Gunnison moderates are inhibited from opening an objective dialogue.

Years of unnecessary, costly litigation could be avoided if both sides would decide on the
following common ground for initiating productive talks:

1) Gunnison Negotiating Team The Gunnison area should select the Upper
Gunnison River Water Conservancy District as its primary negotiating entity. The
district has the most Gunnison water expertise. It also is the Gunnison's lead
agency in the current water diversion court cases.

2) Metro Denver Negotiating Team Arapahoe County and the City of Aurora should
represent Metro Denver water interests. These entities are cooperating to develop
the wasted water potential of the Upper Gunnison Basin. The optimal Gunnison
project will likely be shared with all of Metro Denver as soon as the extraordinary
economic and environmental advantages become common knowledge.

3) Water Supply and Demand Factors Metro Denver has a projected long term need
for additional renewable surface water. Most of Denver's surface water is currently
imported from the Upper Colorado River Basin. This basin has already been
severely dewatered with 18 diversion projects to Colorado's East Slope. The
wetter, less populated Gunnison Basin has never been tapped, and it is losing an
average one million acre feet of Colorado's entitled flood flows to the rapidly
growing downriver population centers. Gunnison consumptive water needs are
declining, because of improved irrigation techniques and the gradual shift from
agriculture, mining, and forestry to tourism, retirement, recreation, and light
manufacturing. The seriously unbalanced use of Colorado's renewable surface
waters can be corrected by shifting some water development from the
overdepleted Upper Colorado Basin to the underutilized Upper Gunnison area.

4) Gunnison Benefits From Water Sharing When Metro Denver constructs the large

Union Park Reservoir on the Gunnison side of the Continental Divide, it will first be

used to provide optimal river flows and needed drought protection for the

Gunnison's water based economy. This 900,000 acre feet of storage will

guarantee flows on the Taylor River that are several times higher than the current

flows during extended droughts. [n fact, the long term river regulating capabilities

(“w of Union Park's off-river storage will be invaluable for the Upper Gunnison and the
entire Colorado River system.




7)

8)

- - -

N

Benefits for Metro Denver Union Park's unique capability will also provide back-up
drought insurance for Metro Denver's existing reservoir system. During the critical
dry periods, surplus Gunnison water will be released from Union Park's long term
storage via a high volume gravity siphon to the South Platte River and Metro
Denver. . Army Corps of Engineer computer simulations have confirmed that an
average 60,000 acre feet from Union Park can increase the safe annual yield of
Denver's existing reservoirs by about 120,000 acre feet. This unusual multiplier
phenomenon is one of the reasons Union Park's yield cost is about half that of the
vetoed Two Forks concept. Another reason is that Union Park is probably the
world's most cost-effective, environmentally sound, off-river site for a major
reservoir.

Gunnison Concerns Many Gunnison concerns with water exporting, could be
quickly resolved by dropping the relatively small Almont and Pieplant Reservoir
options. The Almont replacement reservoir is not environmentally acceptable,
because it would flood the state's fish hatchery and destroy one of Colorado's
most scenic tourist routes and ranching areas. The Pieplant diversion reservoir is
also not acceptable, because it would constantly divert surplus Gunnison water to
unknown South Platte storage, where it could not be used to augment Taylor and
Gunnison river flows during the critical multi-year droughts.

Benefits From Negotiation [f the current Gunnison water right cases were soon
resolved by negotiation instead of litigation, the taxpayer savings would be
substantial. Several years of fighting for the unreasonable "not one drop over the
hill" cause, would certainly be a high cost for the Gunnison's small population
base. This wasteful course would also be morally wrong from the state's overall
water supply and demand perspective. The recent Two Forks Dam veto surely
gives Metro Denver a strong incentive to quickly resolve its water future by realistic
negotiation. Negotiations usually work when both sides are motivated by
unemotional facts and mutual benefits.

Additional Gunnison Benefits A timely water sharing partnership could also
provide additional benefits for the Gunnison. For example, the Metro Denver
money saved by a negotiated settlement could be used to fund smaller water
facilities to enhance the Gunnison's water based economy. This payment or
royalty concept would be consistent with the Upper Gunnison River District's
recent Phase | Water Study objectives. It may also be possible for the City of
Gunnison to reinstate its 1987 agreement to participate in the Union Park Project.
Under this farsighted agreement, the city would acquire a $50 million water
storage and power value for a $200,000 investment.

Gunnison and Metro Denver leaders have a rare opportunity to forge a history making
water partnership that will substantially benefit all of Colorado. The wisdom of their
actions will be known before the end of 1991.

Dave Miller
Palmer Lake (719) 481-2003
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STIMONY DELAYS COLORADO WATER SOLUT

The most beneficial water project in Colorado’s histary is being delayed, in part, by invalid fish flow
testimony presented in Gunnison water court.

The Gunnison’s high altitude reserveir at Union Park will substantially solve Colorado’s four most
critical water issues when completed by 2000. Union Park’s unprecedented capability will: 1) serve
as a low cost, environmentally sound replacement for the vetoed Two Forks project; 2) save
Colorado’s interstate compact waters from ultimate "use it or lose it" realities caused by the faster
growing downriver states; 3) provide drought protection for the enviranments and economies of
both slopes; and 4) correct the current unbalanced use of Colorado’s surface waters between the
overdepleted Upper Colorado Basin and the untapped Upper Gunnison Basin.

Itis a travesty that a major structural solution to these critical state water issues is being delayed by
unrealistic fish flow estimates from a Montrose based Colorado Division of Wildlife expert.
Unfortunately, the court accepted the expert’s evaluation that annual water releases from Taylor
Park Dam have been and should be between 193,000 to 248,000 acre feet for "optimization” of the
Taylor River's current Gold Medal fishery. These so called optimal flows are not sustainable
because the historic average yield abova Taylor Dam is only 145,000 acre feet per year.

As a further perspective, Colorado Water Conservation Board fish experts recently set minimum
annual releases totaling 52,000 acre feet to maintain a “reasonable” Taylor River fishery. Also in
Union Park’s 1984 water decree, Gunnison water interests agreed that Union Park’s storage should
be used to help guarantee annual flows of 81,000 acre feet (200 cfs-summer, 50 cfs-winter), At this
agreed "Gold Medal" fishery volume, there would still be an average annual 64,000 acre feet to
pump into high altitude Union Park storage for Metro Denver’s future needs. Since 1975 there have
been 728 days when Taylor River flows have been less than what Union Park can guarantee under
its 1984 decree. Union Park’s regulated drought protection, flood control, and reservoir stabilization
benefits will be invaluable for the Gunnison and the entire Colorado River system.

The water court's unprecedented September 1990 decision to grant a second filing of Taylor Park
Reservoir was based, in part, on the state’s fish testimony. It has since been revealed that the
expert’s analysis was done in wet 1984 at 3 locations 17 miles below the dam. In that area the river
channel is substantially larger than at the court accspted reference point below the dam. This is
because of an average 90,000 acre feet of additional unregulatéd gain from several intervening
tributaries. If his calculations had been made near the dam’s gauging station, the resulting lower
fish flow estimates would eliminate arty need for the second fill that is blacking Union Park.

Instead of requiring the Colorado Supreme Court to rule on highly technical engineering and
environmental issues, Gunnison and Metro Denver leaders should negotiate a settlement based on
unemotional facts, basin compensation, and joint ownership possibilities. There is plenty of water
for a Gunnison-Metro Denver water development partnership that will substantially benefit the
Gunnison and the entire state. The current legal delays are only creating a water trust for Galifornia.

Dave Miller, Palmer Lake <28 (719) 481-2003



P.O. Box 567

Palmer Lake, Colorado 80133
(719) 481-2003

December 27, 1990

Officers, Directors and
Resolution Committee Members
Colorado Water Congress (CWC)
1390 Logan Street, Suite 312
Denver, Colorado 80203

RE: CWC RESOLUTION TO SUPPORT A 1991 STATE WATER PLANNING BILL

Although CWC has historically opposed any form of state water
planning, the Two Forks experience and its anticipated aftermath
should provide additional justification for CWC’s reconsideration.
In fact, in this age of environmental enlightenment, a state water
planning bill could be one of the most urgent needs in Colorado’s
legislative history.

The enclosed draft water planning bill failed by only one vote in
Colorado’s 1990 Legislative Water Committee. Several concerned
legislators are 1likely to sponsor a similar bill on their own
initiative during the 1991 session.

A favorable CWC resolution for state water planning could: 1) help
decrease Colorado’s growing reliance on court and federal water
development decisions, 2) help save Colorado’s entitled surplus
waters that are being permanently lost to the down river states, 3)
help reach consensus water development decisions based on
comparative engineering and environmental merit, instead of
continued emotionalism between historically competing interests, and
4) help reverse CWC’s image from reactive to proactive ~water
leadership.

The enclosed letters and articles provide additional justification
for an organized state water planning process that would supplement
and complement Colorado’s traditional water laws and doctrine.
Suggest CWC’s directors support a resolution for a state water
planning bill during the CWC general membership convention scheduled
for January 16-18, 1991.

Sincerely,

b oAl

Dave Miller

mijb
enclosures: Draft Bill, letters,
articles

Cc: Governor Romer
Colorado legislators



P.O. Box 567
Palmer Lake, CO 80133
(719) 481-2003

December 26, 1990

Mr. Thomas S. Winter, Editor
Human Events

The National Conservative Weekly
422 First Street

S.E. Washington D.C., 20003

RE: EPA Veto of Two Forks Dam
Dear Mr. Winter:

Your lengthy December 8th article against William‘Reilly's veto
of Denver’s proposed Two Forks Dam is totally off base.

EPA vetoed Two Forks because it would permanently destroy one of
our nation’s finest river environments near a major city. The
adverse impact of Two Forks is easily avoidable, because Colorado
has several lower cost, less damaging alternatives that were
illegally eliminated from the $40 million environmental studies.
Denver’s old water rights were the driving factor behind Two
Forks, instead of relative engineering and environmental merit.

Colorado is the only Western state that does not have a statewide
water planning process. This planning vacuum, plus misguided
political momentum, are the real reasons for the rise and fall of
Two Forks -- not an "extremist environmental agenda'. ‘

Our nation’s conservative causes would be better served by
carefully reporting the engineering, economic, and environmental
facts. There are only a few Western politicians who still openly
regret Reilly’s courageous Two Forks decision.

Metro Denver water providers will now be free to objectively
evaluate the better water options, instead of continuing their
wasteful fight for a flawed concept.

cerely,

Y,

Dave Miller

cc: President Bush
Congressional Members
Colorado Legislators, EPA
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Upper Gunnison River Water Conservancy District
. GUNNISON, COLORADO 81230

Hovember 21, 1999

Steering Committee

People Opposing water Export Raids
and lembers of POWER

Post Office 1742

Gunnison, Colorado 81239

Dear Chairman ang Members of POVIER:

The Board of Directors of the Upper Gunnison River water
Conservaqcy District appreciate your concern in water matters of

the Gunnison River Basinp and your efforts ip making the public
aware of water issues in the Basin., The Board has always solicit-

In your letters of May 4, 1990, and October 22, 1990, you
Lequested the answers to a number of questions from the Board.
Unfortunately, financial and time restraints, dye Mostly to pend-
ing litigation, have prevented us from answering your questions by
an earlier letter,

of the meéetings held for public discussion and some of the ques~
tions have already been answered during those meetings. However,
we will attempt to answer the questions pbresented in those

In an effort to shorten this letter, the questions will pot

be repeated in full anpg your questions wij) be referred to by
Paragraphs jp your letters,

Letter of May 4, 199q.
= 1ay 4, 1990
Paragragh L:

Arapahoe who have jointly attacked long Standing Private instream
flow decrees along the Taylor River.

Steering Committee .
People Opposing Water Export Raids
and Members of POWER

November 21, 1990
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é
: inion that public Eun’-“,
has received a legal opin it
Canncfhfm B‘?saﬁ to protect strictly .prJ.lvately owned w:"tger r1gh§n{]
The Board indicated to the Pool a willingness to consider helpit;
To. dovar SRS on 2 paskion of thes vere comsbisic
a not been willing to 11
g:cg:ets-'tothtiep?;;iti?.zt so that it would be proper to Spend pub

funds to defend the attack on them.

Paragraph 2:

e
i Plei‘gr,
¥ ure what documents you are requesting. =

specify exactly what you. nesds . The Boas vide for puei h

With the Bureau a number of years ago to P’-’O""his ok baatl m'-‘gs

exchange of water out of Blue Mesa. ‘1‘h<=fr“-’t that the releas’_

i ni sa = i s e

?gﬁe Qfthtei.llge Ai.sén??iil: demand . At such t'.l._rrl&-‘L gs ath:er:d Lﬁic the?
admir;istration of all water rights, there will be

contracts, r.r‘e

3 for e
i Board feels exists A net
gard to the options the it appeara and GoEIH t'r,bl'g

much activity imn

With re r .
Eunction or role of the subordlnatlo:::, i
is a need, there will probably no

regard.

~2tagraph 2
Paragraph 3: E’wc
he
how much water does ¢t =
I requested to know oW herec“: o
itselgeﬁgvgoﬁnderqabsolute and conditional decrees and w e

. 3 -
A ; water rights o, € ¢
AS you know, the District has twocetnjtpefsuoiigs in Taylor %59‘,_095
Upper Gunnison Project and the more re : art of e i s
The old water rights that were Sho e Unit, have
Sunnison Project, which includes the Eora b hts total =%
bpriority with the Aspinall Unit. The s 9 9

imately 110,000 acre feet and are as follows:

Reservoirs e
29,200.70 acre e
Honarch 22,757.60 acg®e fegt___
Shloiclty 15,457.00 acfe Ee=
Flying M Ranch 9,000.00 acre fe:-‘é?; =
CaBtiakon 21,733.00 acre E£=<

Banana Ranch
Upper Cochetopa

e
Direct Flow Rights T
= >
B

- The District also has appro"imatelé{ieii'gjj?recc'tfl.ys‘ff‘:"
decrees that, with one exception, are

storage rights.

12,693.00 acre



i mmittee
g;g;i;ngpggsing Water Export Raids
and Members of POWER
November 21, 1990
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All of the above decrees are conditional water rights and are
the subject of our current diligence litigation.

{tion, as you know, the pistrict obtained water rights
in coiguiiiigzowgth l¥tigation in 86-CW—293. The Court awarded a
total refill right of 106,230 acre feet with an appropriatlon_da;e
of August 28, 1975. Of this decree, 44,700 acre feet was adjudi-
cated as absolute and 61,530 acre feet as conditional. of t?i
total decree, the Court Eucthec_fouqd that 19,200 acre feet sha
have the additional use of irrlgatlon.r out of the 19,20q gccf
feet, 13,777 acre feet was absolute and 5,423 acre feet condition

al.

i cific provision in these decrees to Fransfer
or cozgiﬁz ;ieg? iﬁ;mver, %he law does allow changes provided you
can prove that there is no injury to existing water rights. We
have always planned to change thellocaFLOn of the Upper Gunnison
Project decrees to alternate locations if the facts indicated that

was appropriate.

i ; i i d quantify implica-
Wwith regard to an attempt LO identify an r 11

tions of beigw pasin demands upon upper basin water availability,
that is one of the matters we would anticipate would be §ddr§s§ed
in the future study that is being discussed and the availability

trial.

Paragraph 4:

i i i i hange in the operating
This question deals with possible c 2
guidelines qfor power production and releases from the Aspln?ll
Unit and quantification of present and future downstream claims
upon upper basin water.

i i ilability trial in
This will also be part of the water aval

June. The implications and options will be gart of the outcome of
that trial. It is also likely that this.wlll pe the subject of
additional studies that are now under consideration.

lready know, this is a very difficult and

complgierf;;de aifyiﬁdih wey do not currently have all oﬁ the

answers, or for that matter, probably a comp}ete unQeqstaqdzng of

all of the lissues. Hopefully, the coptlnued litigation and
wdies will give us a better handle on this.

§ 5:

“ion, "Will the Board provide its_ estimate as to
water use within the sub-basins of the Upper

Steering Committee

People Opposing Water Export Raids
and Members of POWER

November 21, 1990
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There is no easy answer to this. In addition to the results
of the litigation, a portion of it is included in the Water apg
Power Authority Study. Portions will be determined in the water
availability trial and the new study "GUNNISON RIVER BASIN spypyn
or "GUNNISON RIVER WATER USE/AVAILABILITY STUDY" will attempt to
answer these questions for all of us.

Paragraph 6:

In regards to negotiations with the Bureau of Reclamation op
a future study (not to be known as Phase II), the use of streap
gauging programs, and opportunities for low head hydroelectrjc
facilities, etc., the meeting of October 22, 1990, was devoted tqo
these issues and others. Subject to the limitations of time anpg
money, there will continue to be ongoing consideration of all of
these issues with broad input from the public.

Paragraph 7:

Since your letter of ttay 4, 1990, the two cases, 88-CW-202
and 88-Cw-203, have gone to Court and a favorable decision given,
Prior to the trial, we were also able to convince some of the
objectors that it was in the best interest of western slope water
users for them to withdraw their objections.

Qur attorneys, in cooperation with other opposers, are
"tracking all the objections" as they arise. We were advised that
there were 14 attorneys at the last hearing in Montrose who
represented objectors to Aurora and Arapahoe County. We are quite
sure that none will be lost by lack of appropriate attention.

The District has not directly undertaken an analysis of
population projections used to justify water demands by the City
of Aurora. However, the Colorado River District has hired consul-~
tants to do demographic analyses.

Letter of October 22, 1990:

Paragraph 1:

In regards to the District's commitment of no negotiationg
with transmountain diverters, we have taken a public stand on this
issue. No facts have been presented to the Board which would
indicate that they should reconsider this position.



Steering Committee

People Opposing water Export Raids
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paragraph 23

The Board of the UGRWCD is empowered to protect and develop
the water resources of the basin. It is the responsibility of the
Board to do whatever is necessary to accomplish these objectives,
including providing the necessary funding. The Board has a
history of keeping the mill levy as low as they possibly can.
However, it would be improper and beyond their legal ability for
the Board to agree in advance as to what it shall do in future
years. As a matter of fact, no public agencies are permitted to
bind future agencies. Those determinations have to be made on the
facts that exist at the time those decisions have to be made.

paragraph 33

$190,000.00 for legal and engineering is related strictly to
the 1litigation. $150,000.00 budgeted in 1991 for legal and
engineering is also strictly for the litigation. Nothing is
included in that for either studies or project development.

We feel that in water matters the use of engineering consul-
tants and engineering data are such an integral part of the legal
pbattle that they should be included in legal expense. In 202 and
203, the engineers’ testimony was very important to the favorable
decision. It will be even more important in the diligence trial.
1f these were separate jtems in the budget, it would be necessary
to amend the budget should these items exceed the exact amount
allocated to either. By combining the two itens, it allows more

flexibility in the budget.

We budgeted $38,603.10 for legal expense in 1989 and spent
$32,747.36. In the proposed budgets accompanying the pistrict's
Resolution, the legal expense and engineering line item is
$190,000.00 in 1990 and $150,000.00 in 1991. These differences
are due to the several court cases in 1990 and cases coming before
the Court in 1991, which did not occur in 1989. Only preparation
for the cases was involved in 1989, with relatively small amounts
spent for expert witnesses or court time. The total $190,000.00
in 1990 and $150,000.00 in 1991 is strictly for litigation
purposes. Engineering pertains to expert witnesses and consult-
ants involved in court trials. No dollars in these line items are
for studies or concrete for water projects.

We anticipate in 1991 that we will have substantial fees in
conjunction with the appeal of 86-CW-202 and 86-CW-203 as Arapahoe
County and Aurora will undoubtedly appeal these decisions. It is
possible that they, if they lose, and we, if we lose, will also
appeal the diligence decision.

Steering Committee

People Opposing Water Export Raids
and Members of POWER

November 21, 1990
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The actual attorney and engineering expense throu h this da
te
;gv;iET) 1st:171,67g.86é The estimate of $19o,000.3o was made
months ago based upon our assum tio
S eould Do p ns of what the actual

Notwithstanding the above detail of the budget, as w

at one of the public meetings, the Board has,gov;r a :ﬁ;;::tgz
years, been able to reduce the following year's budget by the
amount of any unused portion of the preceding year's budget. Any
portion not used in 1991 will be utilized to reduce the 1992
budget. Also, after the litigation is completed, we anticipate
that the budget will be reduced substantially.

We recognize the need to keep the ublic informed on wate
matters, to keep tabs on such things;)as Aurora's populatioz
projections, and to help relieve the demands on Board members’
time. It might be in the best interest of the constituents of the
District if we employed some staff, in addition to our present
Secretary. We intend to look into this in more depth in 1991.

During the October 23rd meeting, we ex lained .
as to specifics. This item was m;%e broadpfot fl;ffbﬁfﬁéiPo gg
the $99,200.00 we anticipated approximately $45,000.00 for manage-
ment expenses, i.e., staff, office space, etc. The balance was
for future study, possibly, though not likely, some development.

We put this item in the budget with a b
several reasons: g road concept, for

1. The cost of future studies is not known.

2. The cost of engineering studies involved is not
known.

3. The possibility of an office a
further developed to be specific. o and scatf must be

As for a job description of possible staff, a co of the j

ob
dgscriptiqn of the manager of the Rio Grande'WateSYCOnservagcy
District is attached. This could be a guide in preparing such a
document should the situation become possible.

Paragraph 4:

The question of financial support f
our 1itigation? JoJ ¥ rom the CRWCD in regard to



-
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People Opposing Water Export Raids
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The general agreement between the Upper Gunnison and Colorado
River District is that we have to pay all costs, both legal and
engineering, in conjunction with Cases 202 and 203 as those were
our own private water rights. The same applies to the diligence
litigation as those are our own water rights. However, in both
cases, their engineering staff has participated in trial prepara-=
tion and expert witness testimony. With regard to the Aurora and
Arapahoe County litigation, they have agreed to pay for the fees
of Andy Williams and the engineering experts, in addition to their
own staff engineers and attorney. The only expense that we will
have in this case is our own attorney.

Wwith regard to the diligence, not including the litigation,
the River District has historically given financial and staff
assistance and general leadership to all of the counties within
jts district in western Colorado and they have worked with us on
diligence since they assigned the Upper Gunnison Basin water
rights to us in 1962. As a consequence of the Carter hit list in
1977; the Reagan administration policy which required, at best,
state cost-sharing for building water projects; the general
changing role of the Bureau of Reclamation in financing water
projects; and Colorado Supreme Court decisions imposing more
strict diligence requirements, the River District, has for in
excess of ten years, followed a policy of providing more financial
and other help in diligence proceedings to couties within its
district. For example, they initiated and paid for studies by
Western Engineers in 1984, 1985 and 1987 and the latter two are
being utilized in our current diligence case.

Paragraph 5:
See Paragraph 3.

Paragraph 6:

Voter Eligibility. The following is contained in the public
notice of the election:

NOTICE IS FURTHER GIVEN that an elector of said
District for the purpose of said election is a person
registered to vote pursuant to the “Colorado Election
Code of 19807 and (1) who has been a resident of the
District For not less than thirty-two (32) days, or (2)
who, or whose spouse, owns taxable real or personal
property within the District, whether gaid person
resides within the District or not; but is registered to
vote in Colorado or a person who is obligated to pay
taxes under a contract to purchase property within the
District shall be considered an owner of taxable
property for the purposes of qualifying as an elector.

Steering Committee

People Opposing Water Export Raids
and ifembers of POWER
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NOTICE IS FPURTHER GIVEN that an elector may apply
for an absent voter's ballot to Rita HcDermott, the
Secretary of the District, at her home at 507 Horth
Spruce Street, Gunnison, Colorado, not earlier than
firty-five days before the election nor later than 4:00
p.m. on Friday, November 30, 1990, which is the Friday
immediately preceding the election.

There is an excellent article in last week’'s edition of the
Crested Butte Chronicle describing the voter eligibility which you
may want to read.

Why is the Special Election scheduled for this date?

Special Elections can only be held on specific dates, the
first Tuesday after the first Honday in October, November, Decem-
ber and February.

The District could not make the October date, and the Feb-
ruary date was too late to certify the mill levy for the coming
year. This left a choice between the date of the General Election
and the December date. The General Election date had too many
drawbacks:

1. It would have been necessary to have a complete
difEerent set of judges.

2, It would have been necessary to have voting booths
with paper ballots (voting machines being used in the General
Election could not be used because of the difference in
eligibility of electors).

3. It could have been necessary to have different
polling places because of the lack of space at the regular
polling places.

4. The cost of judges would have been higher, and
nearly impossible to find the needed extra judges, above the
number needed for the General Election.

The December date was the latest date that could be used to
meet the date for certifying the mill levy for the coming year.

Paragraph 7:
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In planning for the future, all of our meetings are open to
the public and suggestions are always welcome. In addition, we
have held public forums, established regular monthly meetings and
have continually asked for public participation in this process.
This' process will be ongoing and will take many more hours of

input and planning.

With regard to Board makeup, the Court Order under which the
Board was formed provides:

DIRECTORS: That the eleven directors from said division
shall have the qualifications required by law, and their
terms shall be such as shall be fixed by an order of
this court appointing a Board of Directors for said

District.

Any interested person may submit a resume to the District

Judge.

We have found that we have made a procedure error and a
public notice has been published about the current openings.

We will undertake an overall reconsideration of the Board,
including a clarification of qualifications, etc. for appointment
to the Board, as well as redistricting the Board itself during the
coming year with redistricting being accomplished before the June
reorganization meeting.

In the next two weeks, we will devote our entire energy to
passing the mill levy. Should the mill levy not pass, the Board
will deal with that eventuality at the time.

The future of the Gunnison Community is contingent upon
passing of the mill levy at the Special Election.

We have tried to the best of our ability to answer the ques-
tions presented to us, as we would any citizen. Thank you for
your interest and recent decision to support the mill levy
election.

Very truly yours,

e llans 4. /W//a””a“
William S. Trampe

President

/1lms

RIO_GRANDE WATER CONSFRYATION DISTRICT
0B DFSCRIPTION
POSLIION: GENERAL MANAGFR

BOSITION SUMMARY

This 1s the single senjor management position in the District structure, report-
ing directly to the Board of Directors, As the single managerial posftion.
the incumbent must accomplish the task of the position through effective
leadership and by working together with the District staff.

This position performs as the Chief Operating/Administrative Officer responsible
fur the total delivery of services to District users and for the coordination
of District functions with all agencies to include, but not limited to, local,
county, state and federal entities.

Is accountable for carrying out and discharging the District's responsibtlity

and service requirements as prescrived in the cooperative afreement between

the District and the Federal government. These responsibtiitfes encompass

:5',33_,0"%"""0"5 ang maintenance of certain elements of the San Luls Closed Basin
ect.

Must maintain a keen awareness of financial and personnel management matters
gI‘ld be able to anticipate situations and provide solutions for Board considera-
on,

SPECIFIC RESPONSIBILITIES

Acts to ensure prooer reporting of critical issues and/or status report on
the same Lo the District Board of Directors. In this respect, the General
Manager will submit studies, reperts ang/or other documents to provide the
District Board with guidance in determining the formulation of policy and/or
Board action on matters involved.

Develops ami nrepares the overal)l ODistrict’s annual budget and presents the
same to the District Boara ant acts based on the approval of the Board to carr
gué Ltne budget 1ntent and the associated functions prescribed in the annua
udget.

Assists 1n and contriputes to the handling of legislative and/or legal issues
effecting the District.

Performs the necessary liafson with governmental entities and the District's
attorney, The General Manager must Stay on tep of legislative matters that
may impact on the District ang report on the same to the District Board to
the extent of recommending spectal meetings where urgent Board input 1S vital
to estaolish a course of action.

Accoyntable for the carrying out of the District’'s responsibilities in providing
services under the USGS cooperative agreements.

Formylales District plan activity (work schedules) to ensure the proper execu-
tion of operattons and maintenance functions that must be performed by the
District in fulfillment of the cooperative agreement with the Federal government
(Bureau of Reclamation).

Determines funding requirements to satisfy the work schedules In connection
with the cooperative agreement and submits appropriate’ funding reguests in
accordance with the contract (cooperative agreement),

Plans for accuisition of equipment needed by the District once again to satisf
the work requirements associated with the coooerative agreement with the Federa
government. in this connection, must 31,0 act to ensure proper preventative
maintenance anil the service of existing equipment.

Hatntains an cpen comnunications avenue with the media representatives by
conveying District activities and responding to irquiries.

Performs as the spokesperson for the District. Keeps members of the Board
advised of any significant issues.

Prepared--Harch 14, 1989



Job Description
General Manager
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Maintains a business and harmonious working relationship with the Upper Colorado
Region and San Luis Valley Project Closed Basin Divisien. In this regard,
within this position rests the responsibility not only for the formulation
of the budget processes, bul the controls associated with the cooperative
ggssezssn&oﬁatn the Bureau of Reclamation; more specifically, Contract No.

Manages District programs within the guidelines of the District Board and the
policies formulated and aoproved by the Beard of Directors,

Matntains an openness in management of the District Human Resources {employees).
Must pay particular attention to:

* Affirmative Action {(equa) opportunity for all).
* Equity in salary administration.

* Keeping emolo;ees tnformed as to the District plans and progress relative
to the overall District’s mission.

* Establishes an air of receptiveness regarding employee input and evaluates
inpul for possible action and/or referral to the District Board.

* ldentifies training needs and initiates development of District employees.

* Ensures safety of employees, maintaintng proper equipment and adherence
to the Occupattonal Safety Act.

Performs such other position related duties as may be assigned by the District
Board of Directors.

REQUIRED KNOWIFDGF. SKILLS AND ABILITIES

Ab111ty to plan, asstan aml girect the work of the District employees enganed
|I|l operations and maintenance, adimimistration, safety and overall water opera-
tions.

Abi1ity to understand and follow oral and written instructtons and to express
jdeas effectively, orally and in writing.

Abi)ity to establish any maintain effective working relationships with a variety
of local, county, state, federal and national organizations in matters effecting
the District ana/or in support of the District services to its users.

Knowledge of auministration to include buageting, personanel management, and
safety matters.

Must Possess (or be able to obtain) a valid U.S. Government driver's license,
as wel) as appropriate State driver's license,

UNIOUENESS

As stated at the beginning of this joh description, this s the single sentor
management position within the District. The incumbent is expected to provide
direction and ?uloance. He/she 1s not expected to be technically qualified
én a}lndlscip fnes associated with the accountabilities cutlised 1in this
escription.

The incumbent is expected to be proactive in following up and ensuring that
the functions are being oerformed and, more importantly, that the functions
are carried out in a productive and effective manner.

The fincumbent must relil on a teamwork effort in meelln:z all of the District
requirements, The position 1s expected to come forth fo the District Board
with problem tssues and solutions to those issues.

hlgg‘ossgriglilo% ting Si t Speclalist
nistrative/Accountin rt Specla
lgarcn 13. 1989 9 Support Spectalls
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Haintalns District personne) files to ensyre that all pertinent personnel
matters are documented and are a matter of record. action

Ensures that Districtl insurance premiums are paid exceditiously so that cover
is not interrupted. This 1s especially critical in the areas of medlcal.el?g
and disability insurance,

Interacts with the District’s puplic accountant in compiling and researchin
and/or reconciling District activities in regard to the annual financial audtts?

Performs such other job-related duties as may be assigned.

REQUIRED KNOWLFDGE. SKIILS AND ABIVITIES

Experience in secretarial and general administrative office functions and th
abiifty to prioritize functional work requirements. ¢

Experience and proficiency fn dictation, composing, transcription an
of letters, memorandums, rgoorts and forms. 9 P 4 tyeing

Knowledge of formats, spelling, terminology, punctuation, sentence structur
gggero‘l;t}r;er English to produce a wide variety of professional formats ang

Experience tn the operation of basic office equipmen:, to tnclude word pr -
ing and personal computer Systems. d process

Knowledge of and practical experience tn general ledg2r accounting.
Ab1lity to interact., not only internally, but externaily with other agencies.

Hust possess {or be able to obtain) a valid U.S. Government driver's license
as well as appropriate State driver’s }icense. '

Hotary,

UNJQUENFSS

This is the District's single administrative/accounting position. It requires
:gggggﬁga teexsnedrrfncel E(Ijn gefnerald aaminls%rauog ta':\d astl:t'nént{ng Dr{)cedures. It
nowledge of word processing an e ad 0
computer system. 9 ¥ to emloy a personal

The posttion is demanding in that the incumbent must have the ability to prior-
itize the tasks in order to meet critical deaglines. y prior

As previously stated in this description, the incu=mtent in this positicn is
expected to interact and be the "answer person” in administrative issues 1in
the absence of the General Manager, In this connection., a strong and favorable
oublic relatfons environment must be created by the incumbent, not_only during
the absence of the General Manager, but on an on-goln?) basis. This equally
aopifes to the internal finvolvement of the position with District starf members.
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The most beneficial wafer pro-
ject in Colorado’s history is being
delayed, in part, by invalid (ish
flow testimony presented in
Gunnison watcr court.
The Gunnison's high altitude
reservoir at Union Park will sub-
stantially solve Colorado’s four
most critical water issues when
completed by 2000. Union Park’s

as a low cost, environmentally
sound replacement for the vetoed
Two Forks projcct; save Colorado’s
interstale compact walters from ulti-
male “use it or losc it” realitics
caused by the faster growing down-
river states; provide drought protec-
tion for the environments and
economies of both slopes; and cor-
rect unbalanced use of Colorado's
surface waters between the over-
depleted Upper Colorado Basin and
the untapped Upper Gunnison
Basin.
It is a travesty that a major
structural solution to these critical
state waler issucs is being delayed
by unrealistic [ish [low estimates
from a Montrosc-based Colorado
Division of Wildlife expert.
Unfortunately, the court accepted
the expert’s evaluation that annual
waler releases from Taylor Park
Dam have been and should be
between 193,000 w0 246 000 acre
feet for “optimization” of the
Taylor river’s current Gold Medal
fishery. These so called optimal
flows arc not sustainable because
the historic average yield above
Taylor Dam is only 145,000 acre
feet per year,

As a further perspective,
Colorado Water Conservation
Board fish experts recently set min-
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unprecedented capability will: serve

N

it i D

not 1n order. Can't anyone dare to

do anything different . . . or is it

imum annual releases totaling

52,000 acre feet to maintain a “rea-
sonable” Taylor River fishery. Also

in Union Parks 1984 decree,
Gunnison water interests agreed

that Union Park’s storage should be

used to help guarantee annual flow
of 81,000 acre feet (200 cfs-sum-

mer, 50 cfs-winter). At this agreed

“Gold Medal” fishery volume, there

would still be an average annual
64,000 acre feet to pump into high
alutude Union Park storage for
Metro Denver’s future needs. Since
1975 there have been 728 days
when Taylor River flows have been
less than what Union Park can guar-
anlee under 1ts 1984 decree. Union
Park’s regulated drought protection,
flood control, and reservoir stabi-
lization benefits will be invaluable
for the Gunnison and the entire
Colorado River system.

The water court’s unprecedented
September 1990 decision to grant a
second filing of Taylor Park
Reservoir was based, in part, on the
state’s fish testimony. It has since
been revealed that the expert’s anal-
ysis was done in wet 1984 at three
locations 17 miles below the dam.
In that area the river channel is sub-
stantially larger than at the court-
accepled reference point below the
dam. This is because of an average
90,00 acre feet of additional unreg-
ulated gain from several intervening
tributaries. If his calculations had
been made near the dam's gauging
station, the resulting lower fish flow
estimates would eliminate any need

for the second fill that is blocking
Union Park,

0 we Luul 'ﬁlﬂmmi
ed to our minds, ar
the information would be at

Miller defends Union Park res

environmental issues, Gunni
Metro Denver leaders should
tiate a settlement based on ur
tional facts, basin compensat
and joint ownership possibili
There is plenty of water for a
Gunnison-Metro Denver walg
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our minds, and all

environmental issues, Gunnison and
Metro Denver leaders should nego-
tiate a settlement based on unemo-
tional facts, basin compensation,
and joint ownership possibilities.
There is plenty of water for a
Gunnison-Metro Denver water

s all INC UImE wWe necu-
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development partnership that 1!irill
substantially benefit the Gunnison
and the entire state. The current
legal delays are only creating a
walter trust for California.

Dave Miller

Palmer Lake
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Colorado is squeezed in the water vise

Bill Hornby's Jan. 15 column, favoring
less federal control of Western water, is
commendable, As The Denver Post’s se-
nior editor, Brl appreciates the value of
state and local water control in the com-
petitive arid West,

Unfortunately, in Colorado’s highly le-
galistic water-allocation system, there is
little room for our state planners and
leaders to participate in the water control
game. Colorado is the only Western state
that still relies exclusively on its original
water doctrine to control its water future.
Its leaders are currently prohibited from
developing state water policies and plans
because these guidelines might interfere
with Colorado’s increasingly inefficient
court system for making water-related
decisions.

Other Western states are winning the

battle for local water control, b ause 1
they have supplemented their tradilional
laws with effective water planninff and
policy guidelines. All water interes’s, in-
cluding environmental ones, have a voice
in these constructive, consensus-building
processes. The other states are earning
respect, cooperation and water-develop-
ment funding from federal agencies. In
contrast, Colorado is losing control of its
water future in a litigious water-develop-
ment gridlock between its historically
competing interests.

It is ironic that Colorado’s high topog-
raphy generates most of the West’s water,
while its management inefficiencies have
created some of the nation’s highest wa-
ter-development costs and tap fees.

DAVE MILLER

'/30/9| Palmer Lake
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Gunnison - Metro Denver water partnership

Metro Denver water interests. These one of the reasons Union Park’s yiel

Many knowledgeable Gunni-
son citizens would like to consider
Arapahoe County’s offer to negotiate
a water partnership that would
substantially benefit the economies
and environments of both slopes.
However, because of local “not one
drop over the hill” emotionalism,
Gunnison moderates are inhibited
from opening an objective dialogue.

Years of unnecessary, costly
litigation could be avoided if both
sides would decide on the following
common ground for initiating
productive talks:

1) Gunnison Negotiating Team
- The Gunnison area should select the
Upper Gunnison River Water
Conservancy District as its primary
negotiating entity. The district has
the most Gunnison water expertise. It
also is the Gunnison’s lead agency in

the current water diversion court
cases

2) Metro Denver Negotiating
Team - Arapahoe County and the
City of Aurora should represent

joy Great
lian Food

entities are cooperating to develop
the wasted water potential of the

Upper Gunnison Basin. The optimal

Gunnison project will likely be
shared with all of Metro Denver as
soon as the extraordinary economic
and environmental advantages
become common knowledge.

3) Water Supply and Demand
Factors - Metro Denver has a
projected long term need for addi-
tional renewable surface water.
Most of Denver’s surface water is
currently imported from the Upper
Colorado River Basin. This basin
has already been severely dewa-
tered with 18 diversion projects to
Colorado’s East Slope. The wetter,
less populated Gunnison Basin has
never been tapped, and it is losing
an average one million acre feet of
Colorado’s entitled flood flows to
the rapidly growing downriver
population centers. Gunnison
consumptive water needs are
declining, because of improved
irrigation techniques and the
gradual shift from agriculture,
mining, and forestry to tourism,
retirement, recreation, and light
manufacturing. The seriously
unbalanced use of Colorado’s
renewable surface waters can be
corrected by shifting some water
development from the over-

depleted Upper Colorado Basin to
the under-utilized UPPH CGunnison
area.

4) Cunni
Water Sharineg - The Metro Denvoer

cost is about half that of the vetoed
Two Forks concept. Another reason
is that Union Park is probably the
world’s most cost-effective, environ-
mentally sound, off-river site for a
Major reservoir.
6) Gunnison Concerns - Many
Gunnison concerns with water
exporting could be quickly resolved
by dropping the relatively small
Almont and Pieplant Reservoir
options. The Almont replacement
reservoir is not environmentally
acceptable, because it would flood
the state’s fish hatchery and destroy
one of Colorado’s most scenic tourist
routes and ranching areas. The
Pieplant diversion reservoir is also
not acceptable, because it would
constantly divert surplus Gunnison
water to unknown South Platte
storage, where it could not be used
to augment Taylor and Gunnison
river flows during the critical multi-
year drought.
7) Benefits from Negotiation -
If the current Gunnison water ri
cases were soon resolved by negotia-
tion instead of litigation, g tax-
payer savings would be substantial.
Several years of fighting for the
unreasonable “not one drop over the
hill” cause would certainly be a high
cost for the Gunnison’s small b |
population base. This wasteful
course would also be morally wrong
from the state’s overall water supply
and demand perspective. The recent
Two Forks Dam veto surely gives

W N e e e
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mining, and forestry to tourism,
retirement, recreation, and light
manufacturing. The seﬁuusl?
unbalanced use of Colorado's
renewable surface waters can be
corrected by shifting some water
development from the over-
depleted Upper Colorado Basm_tn
the under-utilized Upper Gunnison

area.
4) Gunnison Benefits from
Water Sharing - The Metro Denver
proposed large Union Park Reser-
voir on the Gunnison side of the
Continental Divide, would be the
first used to prnvide optimal river
flows and needed drought protec-
tion for the Gunnison’s water based
economy. This 900,000 acre feet of
storage would guarantee flows on
the Taylor River that are several
times higher than the current flows
during extended droughts. In fact,
the long term river regulating
capabilities of Union Park’s off-river
storage would be invaluable for the
Upper Gunnison and the entire
Colorado River system. :
5) Benefits for Metro Denver -
Union Park’s unique capability will
also provide back-up drought
insurance for Metro Denver’s
existing reservoir system. During
the critical dry periods, surplus
Gunnison water will be released
from Union Park’s long term
storage via a high volume gravity
siphon to the South Platte River and
Metro Denver. Army Corps of
Engineer computer simulations
have confirmed that an average
60,000 acre feet from Union Park
can increase the safe annual yield of
Denver’s existing reservoirs by
about 120,000 acre feet. This
unusual multiplier phenomenon is

spending
of lire !

NS CALL 349-5257
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n

drought. : .
4] 7) Benefits .
[f the current Gunnison water l'lEhf
cases were Soon resolvedt:}; negotia-
tion instead of litigation, ax-
P:yw savings would be substantial.

Several years of fighting for the z
unreasonable “not one drop over|
hill” cause would certainly be a high
cost for the Gunnisr{n's small
population base. This wasteful

course would also be morally wrong
from the state’s overall water supply

and demand perspective. ﬂ:e‘racent
Two Forks Dam veto surely gwes
Metro Denver a strong incentive to
quickly resolve its water fu'rur:e by
realistic negotiation. Negotiations
usually work when both sides are
motivated by unemotional facts and

mutual benefits.

8) Additional Gunnison
Benefits - A timely water sharing
partnership could also prﬂ\"idﬁ
additional benefits for the Gunnison.
For example, the Metro Denver
money saved by a negotiated
settlement could be used to fund
smaller water facilities to enhance
the Gunnison’s water based econ-
omy. This payment or royalty
concept would be consistent with the
Upper Gunnison River District’s
recent Phase | Water Study objec-
tives. [t may also be possible for the
City of Gunnison to reinstate its 1987
agreement to participate in the
Union Park Project. Under this
farsighted agreement, the city would
acquire a $50 million water storage
and power value for a $200,000
investment.

Gunnison and Metro Denver
leaders have a rare opportunity to
forge a history making water
partnership that will substantially
benefit all of Colorado. The wisdom

of their actions will be known before
the end of 1991.

—Dave Miller
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Many knowledgeable Gunnison
citizens would like to consider
Arapahoe County's offer to negou-
ate a water partnership that would
~ substantially benefit the economies
and environments of both slopes.

" However, because of local “not one
drop over the hill” emotionalism,

; Gunnison modcrates arc inhibited

" from opening an objective dialogue.

: Years of unnecessary, costly liti-

- gauon could be avoided if both sides

would decide on the following com-

mon ground for initiatng productve

Lalks:

1) Gunnison negotiating tcam:
The Gunnison arca should sclect the
Upper Gunnison River Waler
Conservancy District as ils primary
negotiating entity. The district has
the most Gunnison walter experlise.
It also is the Gunnison's lead agency
in the current water diversion court
cases.

2) Metro Denver negotliating
team: Arapahoe County and the City
of Aurora should represent Mctro
Denver waltcr interests. These enti-
ties are cooperating (o develop the
wasted walter potential of the Upper
Gunnison Basin, The optimal
Gunnison project will likely be
shared with all of Mctro Denver as
soon as the extraordinary economic

LG Gavotuas arwusess o =

and environmental advantages
become common knowledge.

3) The wetter, less populated
Gunnison Basin has never been
tapped, and it is losing an average
one million acre feet of Colorado’s
entitled flood flows to the rapidly
growing down river population cen-
ters. Gunnison consumptive waler
needs are declining, because of
improved irrigation techniques and
the gradual shift from agriculture,
mining and forestry (o tourism,
retirement, recreation and light man-
ufacturing.

4) Gunnison benefits from water
sharing: When Metro Denver con-
structs the large Union Park
Reservoir on the Gunnison side of
the Continental Divide, it will first
be used to provide optimal river
lows and needed drought protection
for the Gunnison's water based
cconomy, The 900,000 acre feet of
storage will guarantee flows on the
Taylor River that are several imes
higher than the current flows during
cxtended droughts. In fact, the long
lerm river regulating capabilities of
Union Park’s off-river storage will
be invaluable for the Upper
Gunnison and the entire Colorado
river system.

5) Benefits for Metro Denver:
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Gunnison concerns with walter
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by dropping the relatively small
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Union Park’s unique r.:apablhly will
also provide back-up drought insur-
ance for Metro Denver's existing
reservoir system. During the critical
dry periods, surplus Gunnison water
will be released from Union Park’s
long-term storage via a high volume
gravity siphon to the South Plaue
River and Mctro Denver. Army
Corps of Engincer compulter simula-
tions have conlirmed that an average
60,000 acre [cet from Union Park
can increase the sale annual yield of
Denver's existing reservoirs by
about 120,000 acre feet. This unusu-
al multiplier phenomenon is one of
the reasons Union Park’s yicld cost
is about half that of the vetoed Two
Forks concept.

6) Gunnison concemns: Many
Gunnison concerns with waler
exporting could be quickly resolved
by dropping the relatively small
Almont and Picplant Reservoir
options. The Almont replacement
reservoir is not environmentally
acceptable, because it would con-
stantly divert surplus Gunnison
waler (o unknown South Platle stor-
age, where it could not be used Lo
augment Taylor and Gunnison River
flows during the critical multi-ycar
droughts.

7) Benefits from negotiation: If
the current Gunnison walter rights
cases were soon resolved by negoli-

ation instead of litigation, the tax-
payer savings would be substantial.
Several years of fighting for the
unreasonable “not one drop over the
hill” cause would certainly be a high
cost for the Gunnison’s small popu-
lation base. This wasteful course
would also be morally wrong from
the state’s overall water supply and
demand perspective. Negotiations
usually work when both sides are
motivated by unemotional facts and
mulual benefits.

8) Additional Gunnison benefits:
A timely water sharing partnership
could also provide additional bene-
fits for the Gunnison. For example, .
the Metro Denver money saved by a -
negotiated settlement could be used
to fund smaller water facilitiesto -
enhance the Gunnison’s waler-based .
economy. This payment or royalty
concept would be consistent with the
Upper Gunnison River District’s
recent Phase I Water Study objec-
uves. It may also be possible for the -
City of Gunnison 1o reinstate its &
1987 agreement to participate in the
Union Park Project. Under this far-
sighted agreement, the city would
acquire a S50 million water storage

I'l"-ﬂlaﬂ- I‘ﬂa—--——

and power value for a $200,000
invesument. =5 . o
Dave Miller
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Gunnison Water Goof

Dear editor,

The Upper Gunnison's December 4th vote against water s

haring is a classic
example of how old fears can be exploited to the public's detriment. This

uninformed vote also makes an excellent case for some long overdue state

water planning. Gunnison and Colorado folks will eventually learn to
appreciate the following basic Colorado water facts:

1) The untapped Gunnison Basin is currently losing a million acre feet of jts

spring run-off to the massive Arizona and California water diversion Systems

These Colorado entitled flood flows are, by far, the largest renewable water
resource for Colorado’s future growth.

2) The Gunnison’'s wasted water surplus is steadily growing because of
world-wide improvements in irrigation efficiency and retirement of ¢

land caused by over-irrigation. Every 10% increase in irrigation efficjea;f:y farm
double the amount of water available for city use. Y can
3) The West Slope's Upper Colorado Basin has been excessively de

with 18 diversions to the East Slope. The wetter Upper Gunniscn B

Watered
: : : q
none. This seriously unbalanced use of Colorado's renewable surf

Sin hag
€ Watersis™
4) Arapahoe County's high altitude Union Park water storage prq

substantially enhance the Gunnison's drought protection and wa Is;rg;ian
also providing a lower cost, environmentally sound water alternay; 1fe, while
Metro Denver's future growth. The benefits for both slopes are u

Ve for
5) Under Colorado ittt g NPreced
) Under Colorado's constitution unallocated surplus flows belo
Coloradans - not just the origin area.

ente
"gtoay
6) The Upper Gunnison and Colorado River Water Conservancy
expensive legal battle against Gunnison water sh

lawyers, Arizona, and California. West Slop
saddled with a wastefully immoral and losi
7) The West Slope's water conservancy
Opposing Water Export Raids) are selfi
refusing to address these basic water fa

a basic reason for EPA's rejection of Two Forks Dam.

e iStricts’
aring is only bene tricts
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e tax payers meanWhjle ;lng their
ng cause. TS

districts and POWER (Peop .

: : P |
shl;‘rI misleading their taXpayq by |
e cts. In Colorado's unique sy |
conservancy district officials are appointed tem, |
on their decisions. Ppointed by the same locsl §urts that ryle
Dave Miller i -
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Landslide victory

Gunnison watershed voters probably made election his-
tory Tuesday when, by an incredible 86% margin, they voted to
increase their property taxes lo conbinue to finance the court
batthe against Arapahoe County and the City of Aurora. Ara-
pahoe County and the City of Aurora want to divert massive
amounts of district water to the Front Range.

ifically, voters approved a mill levy hike from 446
mills to 3.10 mills. The Upper Gunnison River Water Conser-
vancy District will use the funds, approximately $412,000, to pay
off 1990 legal bills and finance antigpated 1991 Water Count
battles. The vote falls on the heels of a major court victory by the
district this fall.

The mill levy increase will cost a property owner of a
residential home with a market value of §75,000 approximately
530 additional dollars cach year.

2002 voters turned out for this special election. We under-
stand that in Guanison, the wait to vote approached 45 minutes
at time.

Lead attorney for the district, Dick Bratton said, I feel
slated with such support.” Referring to the resolve to resist the
Front Range water grab, Bratton concluded, “If this isn’t sending
2 message 1o the Front Range, you're not going to send one.”
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Water mill levy increase election results
Districtwide: total votes 2002 Parlin;

Yes 1721 Bh'te Yes 97 71%

No 281 14% No 138 29%

Yes 1017 B6% Yes 445 BE%

No 160 14% No 58 12%
insdale: Abscntee;

Yes 107 89% Yes 61 B4%

No 13 11% No 12 16%

/oters reject
1J issue
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UNION PARK COLLECTION SYSTEM
Proposed by Arapahoe County
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Dear Editor: .
It is a simple truth that the value of wat

available for beneficial 11se. : y y . :
e For example, the Upper Gunnison’s Ea_s.t River is nuﬁt a superior recll:leat:gm f;‘r;:
irrigation resource because it loses most of its water during the spring foods. :
hc'iy:hl‘*nring Taylor River generates about the same amount of water. Hﬂweﬁ;ii;s
fishery, rafting, and agricultural values are much h}gher I?ecause of the nw‘:‘r-r?;me fn?'
capabilities of Taylor Park Reservoir. The '.l'aylnr.Rwer will ha:.re eve_':"l IEITE? er e ol
the Upper Gunnison when Union Park's high altitude storage 15 available to pr i !
environments and economies of both slopes during the inevitable multi-year droughts.

In 1984, Gunnison water interests did not oppose Union Park's power and river
regulating decree because its cyclical carryover storage cau_ld guarantee optimal summer
Mows at Tavler Park Dam of 200 cubic feet per second. This additional storage will be a
major benefit for Upper Gunnison water users because there are times during extended
droughts when summer flows have been less than 50 cfs at Taylor Park ‘Dam‘. -

" Numerous engineering sludies have confirmed that Union Park's facilities can ai?n
economically supply an average 60,000 acre feet of surplus water to Metro Denver while
still maintaining the optimal 200 cfs flows at Taylor Dam. In fact, the prime purpose of the
Upper Gunnison River Waler Conservancy District's Phase I study was to determine how
the Taylor's surplus flows could be exported to finance small recreation reservoirs for
stimulating the Gunnison’s water-based economy. The district, however, has temporarily
backed away from this logical approach - primarily because of intimidating scare tactics
from POWER's misguided environmental leadership. The Upper Gunnison is now S0
emotionally charged against water sharing that it would take great political courage for
local leaders or the media to call for reasoned consideration of the engineering and
environmental facts.

Because of this perceived public pressure, the river district has now swung totally
against any water sharing. The district is spending megadollars on every legal tactic. For
example, during the first of many trials, the district was able to convince the local court
that 300 to 500 cfs should be the optimal summer flows at Taylor Park Dam. Nevermind
the fact that the Taylor has never sustained flows of this magnitude or that there is
ineufficient water. Nevermind that fish, fishermen, and river banks would be in jeopardy
with these volumes and velocilies.

The river district's strategy reversal is certain to be counter-productive for the
Gunnison and a gross waste of local tax monies. Colorado's Supreme Court is not about to
confirm the permanent loss of the Gunnison's reversible surplus waters to the thirsty
downriver slates. Colorado is currently wasting almost a million acre feet of its entitled
flood waters via the untapped Gunnison River. The Gunnisan's overlooked surplus Is also
growing at a substantial rale because of world-wide irrigation improvements and
retirement of salty land that has been over-irrigated.

. ‘Thc Upper Gunnison River District will surely lose its current negotiating leverage
with East Slope entities if it forfeits its basic decisions to Colorado’s Supreme Court.
Gunnison folks can save their financial resources and enhance their water-based way of

life with a December 4th vote against the district’s misguided strategy and ten-fold tax
INcrease.

er depends on when and where it is

Dave Miller
Palmer Lake

{‘/T, v (719) 481-2003
@ 3&’#'; “?f’ Paid for by NECO




:
:

;i"l
8
:
2

/

~ Water Truth

Dear Editor:

Gerald Lain's recent letter to the editor is an excellent example

of why Gunnison's media should cover both sides of the water
diversion issue.

Lain uses P.O.W.E.R.'s emotional scare tactic that any diversion

will destroy the Gunnison's way of life. However, irrefutable

engineering and environmental facts speak the real truth.

If Gunnison folks had Union Park's high altitude conservation

storage, the Taylor River could have guaranteed summer and fall
flows of 200 cubic feet per second at Taylor Dam after several
years of consecutive drought flows of less than 50 cfs. The

Gunnison's growing water surplus is only benefitting California
- not Gunnison and Colorado interests.

Instead of destroying the Gunnison's water-based way of life,
Union Park will substantially enhance it.

Gunnison folks can negotiate a much better deal now, instead of
wasting their tax money on counter-productive legal battles
through the Supreme Court.

Gunnison's media is providing a valuable service to its readers

by allowing a few printed words of truth in an emotional wave
of misinformation.

Dave Miller
Palmer Lake, Colorado
(719) 481-2003
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still look upon your arca as one of
the finest parts of Colorado. For the
past 13 years my family, which now
reaches from Indiana 1o California,
1o Washington to Florida, has had a
family reunion in Gunnison each
July. Needless to say that is the
highlight activity of the year.

I read with some interest the
ongoing conflict of water diversion
from the Gunnison River and iLs
wributaries. Hang in there and don’t
et the life-blood of the Gunnison
area be siphoned off to satisfy the
wants, not necessarily the needs, of
those residing in Arapahoe County.

Just a word about the proposed
“Jodging” tax. Any Ume a [ax is

Major decisions made
by the Supreme Court |

The Water Court for the
Gunnison Basin has initially ruled
in favor of the Upper Gunnison
River Water District's opposiuon 10
out-of-basin diversion proposals.
This decision is not surprising,
because Colorado is the only west-
ern state where water district offi-
cials are appointed by the courts.

Colorado's public on both
slopes are certain (o have serious
misgivings, when the questions
raised by this landmark case
become clear. For example:

1, Why should the water-rich
Upper Gunnison Basin give Ils sur-
plus waters 10 California, while the
over-depleted Upper Colorado
Basin continues to divert more and
more water for east slope growth?

2. Why should the Upper
Gunnison be allowed to drain its
headwaters at a faster rate (o pre-
vent the beneficial use of its surplus
water by Colorado's growth arcas?

3. Why should Taylor River

munity and in
true; however, the admin
the revenue ' 5
key 1o how much Ly
benelits. I‘n:m nﬂ; i ‘M "
dw : ng |

Ep,nt;‘:i.l read wheremy good |
friend Lynn Reed stated he feltit
was not a fair tax (o levy against us
wourists on lodging only. I must
agree with the editorial of a few
weeks ago relating 10 keeping
Gunnison as Gunnison and don’t
convert it to a brass plated attrac-
tion as several other communities
have done.

Dan Hayes

Elkhart, Indiana

. ¢ .ﬁ.? T
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|
h
¢
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i |

flows and water velocities be '
increasing to the point where fish,
fishermen, rafters and riverbanks
are endangered? _

4. Why should Upper Gunnison
stop construction of a free off-river,
high-altitude storage that con-
serve its water for critically :
drought protection on both s

5. Why should the Upper
Gunnison endanger ils environment
and water-based economy, by giv-

ing up a storage capability that \

could help it cope with pending

guaranteed federal flows through |

the Black Canyon during severe
droughts?

After these questions are fully
considered, the Gunnison ranchers,
business persons and tourists will
appreciate the fact that important
Colorado water decisions are usual-

ly decided by the State

o y Supreme
Dave Miller
Palmer Lake
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k“Thl.u'scic-i‘_,«', December 13, 1980 )

State long overdue for master water planning

The Upper Gunnison’s Dec.-4th vote against

waler sharing is a classic example of how old

fears can be exploited (o the public’s detriment.
This uninfofimed vote also makes an excellent

case for some long overdue state water planning.

Gunnison and Colorado folks will eventually

learn to appretiate the following basic Colorado
water facts; ..

1) The untapped Gunnison Basin is currently

losing a million acre feet of its spring run-off to
the massive Arizona and California water
diversion systems. These Colorade entitled fTood
flows are, b y far, the largest renewable water
resource for Colorado’s future growth:

2) The Gunnison’s wasted water surplus is
steadily growing because of world-wide
improvements in irrigation efficiency and
retirement of salty farm land caused by over-

irrigation. Every 10 percent increase in irrigation -
efficiency can double the amount of water
available for city use; :

3) The West Slope’s Upper Colorado Basin
has been excessively de-watered with 18
diversions to the East Slope. The wetter Upper
Gunnison Basin has none. This seriously
unbalanced use of Colorado’s renewable surface
waters is a basic reason for EPA’s rejection of
Two Forks Dam; _

4) Arapahoe County’s high altitude Union
Park water storage project can substantially
enhance the Gunnison’s drought protection and
way of life, while also providing a lower cost,
environmentally sound water alternative for
Metro Denver’s future growth. The benefits for
both slopes are unprecedenied;

5) Under Colorado’s constitution, unallocated

surplus flows belong to all Coloradans — not
just the origin area;

6) The Upper Gunnison and Colorado River
Water Conservancy Districts’ expensive legal
battle against Gunnison water sharing is only
benefiting their lawyers, Arizona and California.
West Slope taxpayers meanwhile are saddled
with a wastefully immoral and losing cause;

7) The West Slope’s water conservancy
districts and POWER ( People Opposing Water
Export Raids) are selfishly misleading their-
taxpayers by-refusing to address these basic
water facts, In Colorado’s uniqué system,
conservancy district officials are appoinied by
the same local courts that rule on their decisions,

Dave Miller
Palmer Lake
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downfall

Two Forks

Dear editor: AT s

The lack of state waler plan-
ning is the baslc reason for the
rise and fall of the obsolete Two
Forls Idea.

Unfortunalely, Colorada's water
development decislons’ are
driven mostly by old water rights
inslead of relative environmental
and engineering merit. The se-
nior water rights for Two Forks
were scerelly acquired ' over
many years from areas that had
already been severely damaged
by excessive diversions o the
Easl Slope. These old rights
plus political momentum were
then Improperly used to eliml-
nate Colorado’s better water op-
tions from the environmental
sludles. Colorado’s surplus
Gunnison flood waler are a good
example. These enlilled waters
could be cconomlcally used for

Letters to the Editor

Metro Denver growth, Inslead of
beéing permanently lost to the
wiser downriver states.

Colorado is the only Weslern
slate that refuses to plan its wa-
ter future, In spite of federal en-
vironmental laws that require
water project evaluations within
the context of state and reglonal
waler plans. The federal study
manager for Two Forks, often
lamented this fact. I

Water planning is surely one of
the most important, long over-
due, legislative needs in Col-
orado’s history. Colorado folks
should Insist on a well concelved
water planning bill during 1891
lo protect the state's future envi-
ronmental and economilic values.

Very truly yours,

Doave Miller
Palmer Lake
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Endless water battles could leave Colorado highanddry
" cdn effectively- use Colorado’s a state water plan embodied in
surplus- flows. Colorado, mean- .

Colorado’s water planning
vacuum is jeopardizing the
“state’s future in the arid West.
Every Western state, .except
Colorado, is using non-coercive
water planning to supplement
traditional water laws. This ap-
proach is resolving major water

conflicfs by involving all water

“user groups, including environ-
- mental, recreational and public
. interests. Meanwhile, Colorado
*is wasting energy, money, water
and credibility on endless turf
battles between conflicting wa-
ter interests. .

As a result, Colorado’s water

future is being determined by
the federal government and
downriver states. The outlook is

grim. Our sister states are re--

ceiving federal cooperation and
funds for well-planned water-
conservation alternatives that

while, is defaulting on its com-

‘petitive water position. because
- of its "growing preoccupation:
. with internal conflicts, -~

“Seventy - percent. of the. na-

tion’s water. lawyers are needed - .

its ‘original market-based doc-

trine and water laws.

Qtherf states also have similar
doctrine and laws, but they have

" -learned “from hard experience

that organized water. planning is

-neceésary.in this age of-environ-

for Colorado’s ‘unplanned ‘Water ~ ‘méntal enlightenment. Non-co--

system. Recent surveys show
Coloradans are ‘paying for. the
resulting water development
gridlock with, by far, the highest
water tap fees in the nation. This
inefficiency is especially galling,
considering Colorado generates
much of the water for the West.

Colorado water traditionalists:

have blocked every attempt to
initiate state water planning. Its

leaders do not trust a process: -

that includes environmental, rec-

- reational and public input. They

argue that Colo;‘a_do already hgs

ercive water planning is a better

-way than the inefficiencies creat-
‘ed by endless permitting battles

and legal actions. :
Although a well-conceived wa-
ter planning bill was narrowly
defeated this summer by the leg-
islature’s water committee,
hopefully the committee’s more
courageous thinkers will sponsor
a water-planning bill on their
own initiative during the 1991
legislative session. ~
R Dave Miller
Palmer Lake
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Pro and con on the vetoed Two Forks water project

It is a source of ongoing irony that The
“Jenver Post has been editorially opposing
Two Forks Dam and Reservoir and other
«vater storage projects that are absolute-
:+ essential to Metropolitan Denver’s fu-
iire economic health, while out of the
other side of its mouth advocating new
airports, convention centers and other
«rowth-stimulating public facilities. -

Your latest shot, headlined “Letting go
of Two Forks,” is particularly offensive
because it counsels the 43 local govern-
ments which joined in seeking a federal
project for Two Forks to abandon ship
iust because a rigged EPA review process
vesulted in the inevitable veto. A

Your labeling of the elected and career
local government officials who have been
involved in the environmental work asso-
riated with the permit application as
“die-bard proponents” is not only insult-
g but inaccurate. While they probably
are discouraged by the seemingly hope-
less fight to get an impartial examination
out of an agency — EPA — which right
now is run by, zealots, I certainly hope
they take the next, relatively inexpensive,

step and ask the federal courts to over-

turn the veto of Two Forks. .
Your argument. that “no courtroom ar-

guments can dislodge EPA’s two bedrock

conclusions” about Two Forks is specious, .

at best. If you read The Denver Post edi-

tion of Nov. 13, you will find a story about

how a water-supply project permit appli-

cation in Virginia, vetoed by EPA on

some of the same grounds as was Two
Forks, was appealed to Federal Court.

The judge not only set the veto aside

and ordered a federal permit to be issued,

but also lectured EPA for its abusive use
of environmental laws and regulations.

DON JANSEN

Highlands Ranch

ooo :

The lack of state water planning is the

basic reason for the rise and fall of the
- obsolete Two Forks idea. :

Unfortunately, Colorado’s water-devel-
opment decisions are driven mostly by
old water rights instead of relative envi-
ronmental and engineering merit. The se-
nior water rights for Two Forks were se-
cretly acquired over many years from

"

areas that had already been severely;
damaged by excessive diversions to the_
East Slope. These old rights, plus political
momentum, then were improperly used:

. to’eliminate Colorado’s better water op-.
+ tions from the environmental studies?
. Colorado’s surplus Gunnison floodwaters

are a good example. These entitled wa-.
ters could be economically used for Metra.
Denver growth, instead of being perma--
nently lost to the wiser downriver states.
Colorado is the only Western state that
refuses to plan its water future, in spite of
federal environmental laws that require.
water-project evaluations within the con-
text of state and regional water plans..
The federal study manager for Two Forlks,
often lamented this fact. oy
Water planning is. surely one of the,
most important, long-overdue legislative.
needs in Colorado’s history. Colorado:
folks should-insist on-a well-conceived,
water planning bill during 1991 to protect-
the state’s future environmental and eco-.

nomic values. g¥
DAVE MILLER;
Palmer Lake;
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Cctober 17, 1990

An Open Letter to The People of Aurora and Arapahoe County,
Colorado

THE INDIAN WARS REVISITED

In the 19th Century the many presidents, U. S. Grant
chiefly, perhaps, and the several Congresses, adyanced the
United States policy to encourage and allow the white man to
take what land and water he could grab and hold west of the
Missouri River. Many. of the native Americans, who had
theretofore lived upon the lands, were slaughtered and the
remnants of their tribes were shoved onto reservations devoid
of water, without compensation or consideration. Are we in the
1990s now seeing the 1800s revisited? The developers, and
their governmental hand maidens, the political leaders of
Aurora and Arapahce County's (A & A) methods and actions are
not unlike those carried out by the Sooners and the 49ers, and
others. Although residents of Gunnison County and their
ancestors have claimed, have decreed, and have used the waters
of the Gunnison River and its tributaries for hundreds of
years, the entities of A & A are threatening to come over the
mountains and suck dry the 1life blood of the several
communities of this valley.

A & A's actions are reminiscent of the white man's
conduct in the 19th century in that they ignore prior uses and
rights; they seek to, nullify long standing decrees and
reliances; they would change the stream flows and land usages;
and they ignore existing property values and the quality of
life now being led by the peoples of the Gunnison Valley.

In the old days the white man was able to force his ways
and his will on the Indians. Are they able to do this now to
the descendants of those Indians and others who share the
Gunnison Valley with them? We think not.

The Indians in the 1800s were at a disadvantage. They
were out-manned and out-gunned, they were disorganized, they
had no allies in the white man's camp, they were poor, they had
no paper rights, they did not speak the language and they had

ineffective weapons. Except for the first enumerated
d}sadvantage which the people of the Gunnison Valley now share
with them, the present day encroachers face manifold

difficulties in having their way. The people now living on the
land presently served with the Gunnison River waters, which
they now and have been sharing with visitors from A & A and

else where, are going to stand up to the diverters, and back
them down.



We will do it in the courts, in the political arena, in
the environmental field, in the hearts and good will of the
encroachers' own people and, as a last resort, by resistance in
the valleys, the forests, the parks and the streams of the land

itself.

The people of A & A do not need nor should they desire to
be encumbered by a debt of between $500,000,000 to a billion
dollars to build monuments to their present political leaders,
and to encourage another million people trying to escape the
disasters of Chicago and Los Angeles to move into their
communities.

Let your political leaders, like county commissioner Tom
Eggert and Mayor know that you consider their
efforts to burden you with a huge debt to divert Gunnison River
waters to be a boondogle of the first magnitude, and that you
will not stand for it.

Sincerely yours,

Pete Klingsmith
PCK: 1w
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(DRAFT)
STATE OF COLORADO

A Bill For An Act

concerning a statutory directive for implementing a state water planning process

Bill Summary

Requires the implementation of a consolidated state water planning process to
solve state-wide and basin-specific water management issues in an effective and efficient
manner.

Objectives: 1) to provide an effective means to overcome growing water conflicts
caused by turf barriers and differences in perceptions and values between various water
user groups and management agencies; 2) to involve all parties, including the public, in
clearly defining water issues and alternative solutions; 3) to pursue and implement
consensus solutions based on reasoned analysis of available facts and insights; 4) to
balance public and private values between competing uses of limited water resources;
5) to provide a reasoned baseline for making private, local, state, and federal water
management decisions; and 6) to provide a state planning document that can be
continually updated to handle new water problems, insights, and opportunities.

Be it enacted by the General Assembly of the State of Colorado:

1. A consolidated state water planning process shall be initiated to develop and
continuously update a state water plan.

2. A Colorado Water Plan Advisory Council (COWPAC) shall be created and
appointed by the Governor consisting of four legislators (two from each house
and each party), directors of Natural Resources, Health, Fish and Wildlife, State
Engineer, Water Conservation Board, and one representative from the Governor’s
office and two from the public.

3. COWPAC shall select the issues, provide guidance to the planning process, and
make water related recommendations to the legislative and executive branches



- -

and water user groups based on informed guidance provided by the state water
plan.

The Colorado Department of Natural Resources (CDNR) shall be responsible for
coordinating, developing, implementing, revising, and administering the state
water plan in accordance with the guidance provided by COWPAC.

Specific water issues within the plan sections shall be identified and selected by
priority for analysis and resolution in the planning process. An objective of 18
months shall be used to complete the planning cycle on each issue considered.

After analysis of issues by CDNR and COWPAC the draft plan sections shall be
open for public review and comment before adoption of the plan by CDNR.

Planning issues requiring legislative and executive actions shall be jointly
recommended by COWPAC and CDNR.

The manpower and funding resources currently being used for long range
planning within the various state water management agencies shall be
consolidated under CDNR to handle the new state water planning process.

This draft bill was formulated from state water planning efforts that are being
used effectively by other Western states.

(719) 481-2003
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L. RICHARD BRATTON
ATTORNEY AT LAW
232 WEST TOMICHI AVENUE
P.O. BOX 669
GUNNISON, COLORADO 81230
(303) 641-1903

October 2, 1990

Members- Board of Directors
Upper Gunnison River Water Conservancy District

Dear Gentlemen:

I am enclosing copies of two articles out of the Pueblo
Chieftain, one article from the September 27, 1990 edition and an
editorial from the September 28, 1990 edition. These articles
were published in connection with the ceremony last Friday in
Pueblo announcing the completion of the Fryingpan-Arkansas
Project. The reason I am sending you these articles is to confirm
what I have told you several times in the last few weeks, that the
Upper Gunnison Basin has long been a target for transmountain
diversion (early 1920's). Although we have met with recent
success in Taylor Park, even if we prevail in the Supreme Court,

and there is good reason to believe we will, I do not believe this
will bring an end to threats of transmountain diversion to our

basin. We must do everything possible to strengthen our position
for whatever eventualities may occur in the future.

I am also enclosing a copy of page 5 of the Staff Summary
Meeting of the Committee on Water, which was held on September 12,
1990 in Denver, as it relates to testimony by Marlene Zanetell,
Ralph Clark, and myself on behalf of the Upper Gunnison Basin and
Tom Eggert on behalf of the Arapahoe County Commissioner. I did
not enclose copies of the attachments, as you previously received
copies of these.

Very truly yours,

L Puhand bitti | b

L. Richard Bratton

LRB:kjb
encls.

cc: Ralph Clark, III
Marlene Zanetell

7



| “With the Fryingpan-Arkansas

sidering how to

- b > Y

X By O ;-
- The Puchlo Chieftain ~ .

was in flux. The country optimistically
was gedring up for industrial growth,”
“The ripples-of the post-war eco

well=
saw a major stumbling block to over-

So they began pushing heavily for a
project to bring water from the Western
Slope — with its abundant rainfall and
sparse population — to the Arkansas

and city water systems depended on a
river that often was only a trickle by the
time it reached the state line.

: 6 ~ Even in 1948, when cities from Salida

Chistain file photos 10 Lamar gathered to discuss water
urrounding the old city hall (above)

Wreated drifting sandy soil (below)

surfacing. Farmers had long recognized
the need for a dependable water supply.

The project originally envisioned a di-
version ‘irom the i?unmson River and

other tributaries of the Colorado 1ver.:

of the entire project became limited to
the first phase of the original project —
construction.of a reservoir on the
Fryingpan River near Aspen, transport-
ing it through the Continental Divide via
- tunnel and moving it into the Arkansas
basin for storage in mountain lakes and
a new reservoir near Pueblo. While the
origin: nison Project envisj
* 357.000 acre-feet e , the eventual
| Pproject would bring an average of just
1 69,100 acre-feet.

The popular shorthand for the project
became the Fryingpan-Arkansas Project.
The name took on even more signifi-
cance when backers of the project began
peddling golden fryingpans up and down
the valley. @« S e

o nd

s prompted area
out water supply

rojects in California and Arizona kept
1thusiasm high for some sort of\\'ulc_r
‘oject on the Arkansas River,

In 1953, Chieftain-Star Journai Pub-
. lisher: Frank S. Hoag Jr. told local lead-
; ers: “We have a gold mine here, but it is
The legislation which allowed forma-- up to us to develop it.”
-: g]f‘." gapscvancy dlsmf.t, i large Through the years, the Arkansas Val-
common interest designed to 1ot he .
tain and protect water rights — was €y water promoters had to fend off :
ssed by Congress in 1937, opposttion not only from the Western
e Slope, but other states as well. In"1954, a
As the area was choking on dust in the “California boycott™ was proposed in
30's, farmers in Crowley County built  the Arkansas Valley by Pueblo business-
: Twin Lakes project, which brought ©  man Damian Ducy, head of the devel-
ter from the Roaring Fork River and opment group from 1946 until 1954.

res it in Twin Lakes near Leadville. g 2 g . E
at project later become associated , Aan estimated 530,000 was FRONE R
h storage capacity under the Frying- 1954 trying to defeat the Fryingpan-
1-Arkansas Project. Arkansas project, which was authorized
by the Senate that year, but failed 1o
gain House approval, Sen, Eugene Mil-
likin was given widespread credit for
obtaining continyal support both in the
Senate and from President Eisenhower,

Charles Boustead was elected presi-
dent of the water users’ group in late

) ) 1954. At the same time, th
1t Itincorporated in 1946 under the  waslaid to form the Southiggrl:(g)?{)lf

lership of Damian Ducy of Pueblo, rado Water Conservancy District, which
— Clris Woodka now eéncompasses g nine-county area,

falk about bringing new water into
Arkansas Valley continued into the
i-1940s, when the Water Devel-

nent Association of Southeastern
lorado was formed ;

group formed in 1943 with Frank
“ww<on of Rocky Ford as its first pres-
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Project, the area can grow. Wiih-
out it, we will have to begin con-

SIS 4

HRIS WOODKA
{. Sh_oftly_ after World War 11, the nation

washed over into the Arkansas Valley as

But the community leaders of the era

come in any quest for growth — water, |

River basin, where irrigated agriculture

needs, concerns about water quality were

As it progressed over the years, the scope

mlan Ducy
waler development leader

Rep. J. Ed_gr,Chonowe:H i
led fight in Congress

The sales of golden fryingpans in the
valley were brisk. Burros were used to
carry the fryingpans to towns up and
down the valley. During Water Week in
January of 1955 groups were able to buy
small fryingpans for $5 and large ones
for $100 or more, More than $30,000
was raised by the end of the week. The
money was used to send backers of the
project to Washington, D.C.

Rep. J. Edgar Chenoweth faithfully
led the fight for the project in the House
of Representatives through the 19507,
Year after year the struggle for approval
remained the same — the project passed
the Senate, but failed in the House.

Finally, in 1962, the House passed the
Fryingpan-Arkansas Project on June 13,
The Senate approved the project on
Aug. 6: President Kennedy signed the
projectinto law on Aug. |6,

As Chenoweth noted after long- -
awaited passage of the measure in the
Senate, the approval opened a new era
for the Arkansas Valley. . '
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FRANK S HOAG, General Manager, Publisher, President «— 1606-1962
FRANK 8. HOAG, JR,, Chalrman, Publisher, President —1831-1989
 ROBEAT H. RAWLINGS, Publisher and Editor -

A vision come true
‘ANOTHER CHAPTER in the history of the Arkansas

Valley concludes today with the dedication of ‘the
' Fryingpan-Arkansas Project at Lake Pueblo. 3

~ Supporters of the project will be on hand to commem-
"orate all those whose vision and dedication shepherded a

-70-year-old dream to reality. The ceremonies begin at 10:30
* a.m. at the picnic area near the North Marina.

The Arkansas, in its natural state, was a raging torrent

. during the spring and little more than a mud floe by late

. summmer. In 1880, the first water from the Western Slope

'was diverted by ditch to augment the Arkansas’ natural
flow.

lv_1920s, visionaries came up with a more

ambitious plan: divert 3;190,0__&;1@;,;_(%1_1%: from
- Colorado’s Westéff Slope, mainly from the Gunnison Riv-
‘‘er. However, the Great Depression and World War II

“furned attentions away Irom the project. Yorid _vvar

[

. After the war, leaders from throughout the valley re-
.sumed the effort, Many took part, as noted in a special
' commemorative edition published Thursday in The Chief-

tain. Two Puebloans who devoted inexhaustible energies
_ were Damian Ducy, founder of Steel City Agencies, and
'Frank S. Hoag Jr., publisher of The Chieftain and Pueblo
Star-Journal.

The original scale of the project was cut back as a way of
"making it financially and politically feasible. Only about
. 69.000 acre-feet would be diverted, all of it from the

Fryingpan River north of Aspen. :

. Legislation to authorize the project languished in Con-
. gress. It was Hoag's never-say-die attitude that kept its pro-
- ponents from throwing in the towel.

Finally, under the sponsorship of 3rd District Congress-
*“man J. Edgar Chenoweth, the bill passed in 1962 and was
+ signed into law by President John Kennedy. But even after
. construction began on Reudi Dam near Aspen, congressio-
+ nal funding for the project was in constant peril. Some
. aspects of the project had to be scaled back.

But the project’s supporters persevered. Segment by seg-
ment, year by year, the project came together. Now the fi-
nal segment, the fish hatchery just below Pueblo Dam, has
been completed, and it will be dedicated along with the en-
tire project during teday’s ceremonics. '

We join in hailing all those whose vision and dedication

never {lagged. Their legacy is a better Arkansas Valley, a le-
gacy that will last for centuries to com=

WASHINGTON — When
John Robert Silber speaks of edu-
cation, he writes things such as:

“Universities = and  colleges,
along with high schools and
elementary schools, are left to
provide instruction once offered
by the church or the family. if
colleges and universities are loath
to provide instruction in ethics
and in the obligations of cit-
izenship and parenthood, we will
become a society of intemperaie
citizens contemptuous of law ..."

And he is right.

When he talks about his own
Democratic Party, with which he
tives on tense and uncertain terms,
he likes to say that Democrats
have become “knee-jerk liberals,
ideological purists, one-issu¢ peo-
ple” who would *rather be right
than be president.”

AND HE is right.

When he talks about teachers
having been transformed from
“respected professionals into wage
earners more concerned for tenure
.. than for education,” when he
talks about self-centered interest
groups as having paralyzed Amer-
ica, and when he talks about Jesse
Jackson being “[ull of mindless,
rhyming pieces of nonsense,” well,
he is right about those things, too.

The papers these days are full
of Dr. John Robert Silber, the

tari-tongued former pr
Boston University. In

massive voter upset to t
Democratic candidate

nor of Massachusetts,
that he so abundantly
ready have made him
plar of a new era
“alienation” (the new °
How, they ask, did
fellow, this outsider, th
of customs, do 1t?

THIS IS aiways a r
litical question, but w
me is how far we as a.s
moved away from con
and classical human v
man like John Silber sh
outrageous at all.

First, consider the ot
exactly that part of the
ic Party that Silber is «
The Democrats hke ¢
themselves as the pa
poor, as the party t
“truth” to power anc



COMMITTEE ON WATEY X
September 12, 1990

11:40 a.m.

Committee meeting recessed. -

1:35 p.m. -- Gunnison River Basin Concerns Relating to the Union Park

Project

Marlene Zanetell, Gunnison Basin Power, stated the purposes of
her organization (see Attachment C) and read into the record the
statement by Doralyn Genova, Mesa County Commissioner (see Attachment
D) which notes the opposition of that county to any proposed transfers
of water from the Gunnison River Basin. A document prepared by
Gunnison Basin Power entitled “Concerns and Problems with the Proposed
Union Park Reservoir" is available at the Legislative Council office.

1:50 p.m.

L. Richard Bratton, Attorney for Upper Gunnison River Water
Conservancy District, read a prepared statement (see Attachment E) to
the committee. He commented on the litigation now before the District
Court for Water Division 4 relating to the Union Park Project. He
stated that it 1is the position of his organization and of John
Kreidler, representing the Uncompahgre Valley Water Users Association,
that there is not unappropriated water for the Union Park Project and
the Collegiate Range Project. In response to questions by Senator
McCormick, Mr. Bratton spoke on the intent of Colorado's instream flow
statutes. He suggested that the General Assembly consider revisions
to those statutes.

2:06 p.m.

Ralph Clark III, Gunnison Basin Power, reiterated the opposition
of his organization to the Union Park Project. He noted the value to
communities in that area of the water flowing through the Gunnison
River Basin. Mr. Clark suggested the establishment of a process and
criteria for evaluating effects of water appropriations and transfers
on the general welfare or public interest.

2:15 p.m.

Tom Eggert, Arapahoe County Commissioner, enumerated (see
Attachment F) the positive aspects of the Union Park Project. he
emphasized the need for a comprehensive planning process for the
allocation of water in Colorado.

2:25 p.m. -- Discussion of Basin of Origin Issues

Christopher Meyer, National Wildlife Federation (NWF), stated
that the idea of basin of origin protection with respect to diversions

-5-



LLS NO. 91 0095/1 BILL H
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Interim Committee on Water
October 3, 1990
braft __

A BILL .FOR AN ACT
CONCERNING A STATUTORY OIRECTIVE FOR [MPLEMENTING A STATE

WATER PLANNING PROCESS.

Bill Summary

(Note: This summary applies to this bill as introduced
and does not necessarily reflect any amendments which may be
subsequently adopted.)

Requires the implementation of a consolidated state water
planning process. to solve statewide and basin-specific water
management issues in an effective and efficient manner.
Creates the Colorado water plan advisory council and specifies
the membership of said council.

Be it enactedlby the General Assembly of the State of Colorado:

SECTION 1. Title 37, Colorado Revised Statutes, 1990
Repl. Vol., is amended BY THE ADDITION OF A NEW ARTICLE to
read:

' ARTICLE 60.5
Coﬁsolidated State Water Planning Process -

Colorado Water blan Advisory Council

LS wN

A o,

37-60.5-101. oObjectives. (L) The objectives of this
article shall be:

{a) To provide an effective means to overcome growing
Qater conflicts caused by turf barriers and differences in
perceptions and values between various water-use- 4groups and
management agencies;

(b) To involve all parties, including the public, in

+ clearly defining water issues and alternative solutions;

(c) To pursue and implement consensus solut;ons based on
reasoned analysis of available facts and insights;

(d) To balance public and private values between
competing uses of limited water resources;

(e) To provide a reasoned base line for making private,
16ca1. state, and federal water management decisions; and

(f) To provide a state planning document that can be
continually updated to handle new water problems, insjghts.
and opportunities. . |

37-60.5-102. State water planning . process - Colorado

water plan_advisory council - created - membership - duties.

«i) As specified in this article, a conso11datéd state water
planning process shall be Iinitiated to develop and
continuvously update a state water plan.

(2) There is hereby created the Colorado water plan
advisory council. Such council shall be appointed by the
governor as follows: Fbur members shall be members of the

general assembly, two of which shall be members of the senate

-2-
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and two of which shall be members of the house of
representatives, and no more than one member from each house
shall be a member of the same major political party; the
executive director of the department of natural resources; the
executive director of the department of healtn: tre director
of the division of 'wildlife; the state engineer; a

representative,'of the>Colorado water conservation board; one

representative from the governor's office; and two members of

the public.

(3) (a) The Colorado water plan advisory council shall
select the 1s§ué§, provide guidance to the planning process,
and make water-related recommendations to the legislative and
execut{ve depértm;ntgbof stéte govérﬁment and to- water-user
érodps based on informed guidance provided by the state water

plan.

. (b) The department of natural resources shall be
responsible for coordinating, deve]oping, implement ing,
revising, and administering the state water plan in accordance
with the guidance provided by the Colorado water plan advisory
council.

(c) Sbecific water issues within the plan sections shall
be identified and selected by priority for analysis and
resolution 1in the planning process. An objective of eighteen
months shall be used to complete the planning cycle on each
issue considered.

(d) After analysis of issues by the department of

-3-
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natural resources and the Colorado water plan advisory
council, the draft plan sections shall be open for public
review and comment before adoption of the plan by the
department of natural resources. :

(e) Planning issues requiring legislative and executive
actions shall be jointly recommended by the Colorado water
plan advisory council and the department of natural resources.

(f) The manpower and funding resources currently being
used for long-range planning within the various state water
management agencies shall be consolidated under the department
of natural resources to handle the new state water planning
process. N

SECTION 2. Safet¥ clause. The general assembly hereby
finds, determines, and declares that this act is necessary
for the immediate preservation of the public peace, health,

and safety.

-4-



September 1990
COLORADO'S WATER MANAGEMENT CRISIS

Although Colorado generates most of the water for Southwestern states,
Coloradans suffer from the most inefficient water management in the nation.
Even worse, today's inept water management may be permanently damaging
Colorado's competitive future.

Water tap fees are one of the best measures of water management
efficiency. These fees cover water development costs, such as planning, legal
fees, engineering, public hearings, pumps, treatment plants, environmental
mitigation, dams, distribution lines, etc. . In Colorado these costs are
by far the highest in the nation. A survey by the Homebuilders Association
of Metropolitan Denver shows water tap fees for Metro area construction
average over $7,000 per home. This compares with an average $1349 for
California cities, $502 for Texas, $576 for New Mexico, $570 for Arizona, and
$674 for Utah. A partial explanation of this disparity is that other states
have had unifying water planning efforts that have resulted in federal
cooperation and assistance.

Another good barometer of mismanagement is the amount of 1legal effort
required to handle water conflicts in a state. An often quoted University of
Colorado survey estimates that Colorado needs 70% of the nation's water
attorneys to handle the endless legal battles that too often produce not one
drop of water for the environment and disillusioned public.

Engineers and. natural resource specialists are the primary water
planners and managers in other states. However, in Colorado's confused water
scene, lawyers dominate almost every water management agency in the state.
This legal dominance is self-serving and self-perpetuating. Because of the
complexities of administering Colorado's highly fragmented water laws,
attorneys are usually appointed to head the myriad of overlapping state water
management agencies. These key state leaders naturally recommend more legal
experts for appointment to their respective boards of directors. 1In reality,
most of the appointees are specialists in preserving the status quo for one
special water interest or another. Even at the local level, water district
board members are appointed by local water judges. All other special
districts in Colorado have board members elected by the people.

The wasteful Two Forks Dam debacle is probably the best recent example
of byzantine water management at its worst. Instead of our state agencies
evaluating all of the ongoing water alternatives with reasonable
environmental and engineering merit, the Two Forks studies were skillfully
orchestrated to only consider the alternatives that could be built with the
water rights the attorneys had collected over the 1last fifty years.
Colorado's water management agencies never questioned the fact that Two Forks
and its numerous expansion proposals all targeted the same Upper Colorado
tributaries that had already been substantially dewatered by 18 diversion
projects to the East Slope.
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Meanwhile, Colorado is jeopardizing its water future by ignoring the
development of its nearly 1 million acre feet of surplus Gunnison Basin water
entitlements. These waters may soon be permanently lost to the faster
growing, more organized, down river states. The President's 1990 Budget
contained federal funds to study the Gunnison's untapped basin for East Slope
growth, as well as the West slope's environmental and recreational needs.
However, these funds were lost to a lower priority Utah project, because the
Gunnison and Colorado River Districts refused to participate in a study that
could lead to sharing surplus water with the East Slope.

Colorado is the only state that still relies exclusively on 19th
Century water rights doctrine for managing its water resources. All other
Western states have supplemented their similar water laws with state water
planning to cope in this new age of environmental enlightenment. Federal laws
require formulation of environmental studies within the context of state and
regional water plans. Unfortunately, the legal profession in Colorado
continues to block every move to initiate state planning guidelines that
could solve critical statewide and basin specific water management problems
in a cost effective manner.

Colorado desperately needs a state water planning process that would
involve all water users, resource managers, and policy makers. The process
would be used to overcome jurisdictional turf barriers that are steadily
worsening Colorado's water management grid lock. A state water plan would
serve as a single focal point where all concerned, including the public, can
clearly identify problems and consider alternative solutions. The effort
would facilitate coordination and give a voice to competing water users,
including recreation and the environment. The basic planning objective and
result would be consensus solutions, instead of endless, counterproductive
legal battles.

Long range planning is not perfect. However, most major organizations
do it with provisions for continuous updating to adapt to new insights and
changing needs. But first, the process must be started.

Effective water ©planning is giving our sister states a major
competitive advantage in the management of wvital 1local, state, and federal
water resources. Instead of continued band aid legislation that is worsening
the problem, Colorado's leaders should give the highest legislative priority
to initiation of a long overdue state water planning process.

Dave Miller CZ%;“

Palmer Lake, Colorado
(719)481-2003
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£ewd South Prince Street e Littleton, Col o 80166
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

John J. Nicholl Thomas R. Eggert Jeannie Jolly
District No. 1 District No. 2

(303) 795-4630
FAX 730-7903

September 9, 1990

Honorable Tilman Bishop, Chairman
Committee on Water

c/o Colorado General Assembly
State Capitol

Denver, Colorado 80203

Dear Senator Bishop:

On August 24, 1990, the Committee on water was briefed by Mr. Allen D.
(Dave) Miller on the proposed Union Park Water Conservation Project. Mr.
Miller was acting in the capacity of president of Natural Energy Resources
Company (NECO).

On August 29, 1988, Arapahoe County entered into an agreement with NECO
and acquired the proposed Union Park Project, located in Gunnison County,
Colorado. Union Park is planned to come on line after Two Forks or some 20
years from now. Before acquiring the project, Arapahoe County's staff and
consultants conducted detailed evaluations of the project. These evaluations
considered project vyield; project cost; environmental impacts; potential
statewide benefits from the project; ability to deliver water for in-basin
opportunities  for stream enhancement: and (o mee! future  agricultural,
municipal. industrial. and recreational needs of users located on both sides of
the Continental Divide.

We believe that Arapahoe County's proposed Union Park Project offers
unique features and benefits of statewide interest. A partial listing of these
features and benefits includes:

1, Ability to store and deliver Colorada’s Compact entitied Stored Water (o
Gunnison, Arkansas, and South Platte Watersheds.

2. Ability to meet, on a vyear round basis, the decreed Colorado Water
Conservation Board minimum streamflows on Taylor River of 50 cfs in winter
and 100 cfs in summer. Additional releases could be possible to enhance
rafting and other in-basin opportunities. -

3. Does not require another on-stream replacement reservoir on the Western
Slope.

4. Ability to collect water from wet years for delivery in the critical dry
years (insurance against droughts).

B, Does not require a major storage facility on the eastern side of the
Continental Divide for reguiation purposes to produce a minimum of 60,000
acre feet of safe annual yield. The safe yield of the project represents
the total diversion from the Gunnison River Basin on an annual basis.
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6. Develop Colorado's Compact entitled water that currently flows out of
state to the benefit of the lower basin states. Published U.S. Geological
Survey Streamflow records, shows that for a period of 81 years (1897 -
1899, 1902 - 1906, 1917 - 1989) thHe average annual flow of Gunnison River
above its confluence with Colorado River is 1,887,000 acre feet.

7. Project produces pollution free hydroelectric power that could be used by
local entities.

8. Has positive environmental impacts:

- Construction of one off-stream and high altitude reservoir.

- " Reservair not located on a major flowing stream.

- An additional fishery created leading to Iincreased recreational
opportunities.

9. When integrated with the Denver Water Supply System, it can enhance the
yield of this system by approximately 46,000 acre feet per year. This
figure was verified by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and was published
in Metropolitan Denver Water Supply EIS, volume VIil, appendix 4A.

? *10. Enhancement of recreational opportunities in the Gunnison River Basin.

Mr. Ralph Clark from Gunnison has proposed for development the Colorado
Aqueduct Return Project (CARP) as an alternative to Union Park. The subject
project entails pumping water from a point near Colorado-Utah state line, a
distance of over 200 miles, and against approximately 5,000 feet of head. The
County's consulling engineer has estimated the cost of power and debt service
for this project alone to be more than $5.00 per 1,000 gallons of water

4'/, ;fg;) delivered. This figure is extremely high when compared with the current rates
4 charged by Denver Water Department (DWD) to its customers. These DWD rates are

V approximately $0.71 for city residents and $1.68 for suburban residents charged
by Denver Water Department per 1,000 gallons of water.

We would be pleased to meet with your committee, and to answer any
questions that may arise.

Thank you for the opportunity to share with you this lnformation on a
water project that has unique and statewide benefits.

- Sincerely, (o i’?“'m e

Iy RS
o o / oot

Thomas R. Eggert, Commissioner
Arapahoe County

cc: Members of the Committee on Water



