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September 10, 1990

The Honorable Tillman Bishop

The Colorado State Senate

Chairman, Interim Committee on Water
of the Colorado Legislature

and Interim Committee Members

State Capitol Building

Denver, Colorado 80203

Dear Senator Bishop and Committee Members:

On behalf of POWER (People Opposing Water Export Raids), we
express our appreciation for the opportunity to testify before
the Interim Committee on Water at its meeting on September 12,
1990, about Gunniscon River Basin concerns relating to the
proposed Union Park Project.

We are submitting for your consideration details of our concerns
in the attached written report. We wish to emphasize:

the extent of the adverse effects which the Union Park
project would impose upon the Gunnison River Basin from its
headwaters down to its confluence with the Colorado River in
Grand Junction;

2 the speculative nature of the project and its economic
and practical unsoundness;

3. the misleading and uninformed statements made by its
proponents; and

4, on behalf of many Western Slope citizens, our annoyance
at the constant challenge of having to respond to water project

proposals such as Union Park which threaten our property and
interests.
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WRITTEN TESTIMONY TO
LEGISLATIVE INTERIM COMMITTEE ON WATER

Submitted by
- Gunnison Basin POWER, Inc.

September 12, 1990

We respectfully urge and encourage the members of the Colorado General Assembly to seek
ways, through law and/or policy:

1.

To better reflect the values of instream waters and their vital role in maintaining
Colorado’s scenic beauty, fishery, wildlife, and thus, the state’s present economic
realities, including its growing recreational tourism industry.

To encourage broader public involvement and participation in water resources
planning and decision-making at all levels, including, first of all, election of water
conservation and conservancy board members, as is appropriate since they are
funded by property tax levies and assume important public responsibilities.

To consider the interests of the people, present and future, of the river basins from
which water is exported; such protection to include, if appropriate--but not to be
limited to--provisions for compensatory storage.

To encourage (or establish, if need be), a process and criteria for evaluating effects of
water appropriations and transfers on the general welfare or public interest.

To give some priority to "conservation" of our state’s water, rather than just project

" development, in order that maximal efficiency measures of all types are encouraged

and implemented, in order to produce "new" water through better management.

In addition, we respectfully urge:

1.

Please do not amend law to prohibit the Colorado Water Conservation Board from
acting, as it deems necessary, on a case by case basis regarding project proposals
which would entail the inundation of state protected minimum instream flow segments.
(POWER testified on this matter at CWCB hearings).

Please do not act to prohibit the Colorado Water Conservation Board from accepting
appropriate contributions of conditional rights for instream flows when warranted, as,
for example, in the case of the Chevron/Nature Conservancy donation to help clear
the way for the wild and scenic designation of the Gunnison River Gorge segment as
supported by the local governments of that region.
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CONCERNS AND PROBLEMS WITH THE PROPOSED UNION PARK RESERVOIR

n u (o]

Proponents of the Unfon Park Reservoir and transmountain

" diversion project frequently exprees i{ts “"advantages and

benefits.” These and other aspects of the proposed project are
questioned below, particularly as they pertain to the Upper
Gunnison Basin. This report was researched and vwritten by
menbers of the POWER Technical Conmittee and is based on
inforsation available to it. Coamentg, criticises, and
suggestions are appreciated. References arce given to enable
further study and clarification. It Is anticipated that
additional concerns will arise as additional information about
the Union Park proposal becomes available.

A. Backpround

1. Proponents clafa: *The Upper Gunnison has only one fifth
the population of the Upper Colorado, needs econosic developaent,
and should welcome the opportunity to exploit their surplus water
to provide a lower cost water supply systea for Denver that is
environmentally sound”. (Dave Miller, letter to Governor Roy
Romer, 23 March 1987].

- our response: The proposed Union Park Reservoir
project for transmountain diversion would result In very serious
environnental and economic fmpacts. It is not welcomed. This
proposal raises critical Issues requiring further attention and
study.

B. Profect Details

1. Proponents claim: Capacity of the Unfon Park Reservoir

could be 1.1 million acre-feet [Upion Park Water Supply

Concept, 8 July 1988}, but is usually given as 300, 00O

acre-feet [Application for Water Storage Rights, Water

pivision No. 4, in Case No. 86-CW-226, 31 December 19861},

. our Response: Clarification is needed: we know Gmm;ggg:zg
Union Park Resrvoir is supposed to be very big, but i

how big?
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2. Proponents claim: An annual average diversion of 60,000
acre-feet Iis to be taken from the Upper Gunnison drainage for
storage and later sent to the Denver metropolitan area [Dave
Miller, letter POWER, 21 May 1990)}. However, by reducing
commitments to instream flow malntenance, average annual
diversions of 80,000 acre-feet can be achieved {D. B. Raitt and
A. W. watts, Union Park Plan for Optimpum Development of Tavlor
River Water Resources, July 1989: Dave Miller, letter to Willlfam
Miller et al., 16 February 1987: Arapahce County, presentation
handout, April - May 1988].

= Our Response: There is confusion about the scale of
diversions because the water right application for the project
states: “Total maximum appropriation for the entire unified and
interdependent facility is 900,000 acre-feet per year. All
points of diversion are in Gunnison County, Colorado. Reservoir
to be filled and refilled so as to achieve this maximum annual
amount." [Applicatfon for Water Storage Rights, Water Division
No. 4, Case No. 86-CW-226, 31 December 19861. The project’'s
concept is to take all water that can be made available - and
from the Gunnison Basin‘'s headwaters. This would be very
damaging to almost all present and future water users and uses,
and to Indirect beneflclarfes of water flow from the headvaters
on downgtrean,

3. Proponents claim: Bxpausion alternatives, or ultimate
phase plans, for the Union Park project range up to a project
capaclty for an annual average 210,000 acre-feet taken out of the
Upper Gunnison Basin, principally by pumping water out of Blue
Mesa Reservoir [EBASCO Services Inc.. Union Park Water Supply

Project Reconpalssance Bvaluatlon Study, October 1986, pp. 12-3
and chapters 15 - 19]).
- our response: such plans would be far motre detrimental

to the Gunnison Basin than the fnftial proposal discussed and set
forth In the application for water storape rights. They would
require sajor changes In Bureau of Reclamation policy and
practice, which in turn requires consideration of state policy
and interstate Impllications.

C. Union Park's Drought Protection
1. Proponents Claim: unfon Park is supposed to provide

drought protection to both the Western and Eastern Slopes. The
East Slope Is supposed to be willing to pay for drought
protection on the Western Slope because the project‘'s concept
offers dry year storage for the Bast Slope - possibly as a by-
product (Dave Miller, letter to Hubert Farbes, August 15, 1990:
pDave Miller, letter to Colorado River Water Conservation
pistrict. 27 April 1990: Dave Miller, Gunnison County's
Courageous Water Pollicy, 4 June 1990; Dave Miller, letter to
POWER, 21 May 1990; Dave Miller, letter to Governor Roy Romer. 16
April 19901,

b our Responses: This seens an optimistic expectation of
Bastern Slope nunicipalities.




POWER / Sepeaber 1990 (2nd. rev.):; page 3

b Beneficiarfes of such drought insurance
could not afford {t. At best, the annuallzed cost of water from
Union Park Is estimated at about $305 per acre foot [Dave Miller,
letter to Hubert Farbes, 24 July 1990). Many agricultural water
users are unwilling to pay even $10 per acre foot, when given the
value of what they produce.
b After investIng In Union Park, would the
owners want to release expensive water for drought and
environmental protection? At $305 per acre-foot, a release of
20,000 acre-feet would amount to foregoing use of $6,100,000
vworth of water.
- As a practical matter drought releases
fros Union Park could reach and benefit only a small proportion
of irrigation In the Upper Gunnison Basin. Below the land
reached lies the water storage in the Aspinall Unit reservoirs
for the benefit and protection of the Western Slope. Union Park
would hara, not help, this source of drought protectlion.

b : The Upper Gunnison Basin really does not
need the drought protection Unfon Park is supposed to provide.
Already there {s Blue Mesa Reservoir and Taylor Reservoir. Some
agricultural consumptive water shortages do exist in the Upper
Cunnison Basin [HDR Engineering Inc., Upper Gunnison-Uncompahgre
Basin Phase 1 Feas{bfility Study, May 1989]. But, these are dealt
with by water sharing and use coordination. It is less expensive
and more practical. Given the value of crops produced, it Is
also very cost effective.

2. Proponents claim: In a dry year such as 1977, the historic
release from Taylor Park Reservoir of 81,600 acre-feet could be
increased to about 100,000 acre-feet with Union Park Reservoir
{D. B. Raitt and A. W. Watts, Uniop Park Plan For Optimum
Developmept Of Tavlor River Water Resources, July 19891.

- Our Response: However, only 20,000 acre-feet appears
to be actually set aside for dry year environmental releases into
a combination of the Gunnison, South Platte and Arkansas Rivers
[Arapahoe County, presentation handout, April - May 19881. This
is only about 28 cfs on a year round basis and does little when
spread around the three river systeas.

3. Proponente claim: There Is a diminishing need for water In
the Upper Gunnison Basin. They note econoamic trends In
agriculture; they clais decreasing requirements for water, they
decry the consequences of more water lost to dovwnriver states:
and finally they perceive water owners looking for ways to
reallze a higher use and return for their water [Dave Miller,
letter to William Miller et al., 16 February 19871.

b Oour Response: All this would suggest less need for
drought protection. However, water use s not diminishing in the
Gunnison Basin. The basin's water resource i{s being used more
and more intensely, In more and more ways, out of the stream and
instream., The protection offered in the Union Park proposal is
trivial in comparison to the injuries to the Gunnison Basin from
headwater diversion of the much greater amounts for the project.
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D. Flood Protection

1. Proponents claim: Union Park would offer flood protection
to the Upper Gunnison Basin by capturing excess spring runoff and

‘£lood waters [Dave Miller, letter to Roger Morris, 29 June 1990]).

The Taylor River is sald to experience wide fluctuation in flow
because of floods and droughts [Upion Park Facts, 3 April 1990].
- Our response: This Is characteristic of Western Slope
streams. Physically and ecologically the streans have adapted
to this. However, Taylor Park Reservoir is already present to
capture flood flows at the upper end of the drainage. Already
there is the 1975 Storage Bxchange Agreement to smooth out Upper
Taylor flows and the Second Filling of Taylor Park Reservolr
application intended to also provide flow stabfilizatfon. What
more can Union Park provide?

2. Proponents clafm: Reported f£lood damage cost in 1984 was
about $500,000 for an event with a recurrence interval of 30
years and: "Based on this occurrence and more frequent smaller
floods and the fact that Taylor Park Reservoir controls only a
small proportion of the flow In reaches where damage is most
1ikely to cccur, it is evident that flood control beneffits, while
of great value to those affected on the Taylor, will not have
large monetary benefits.” [BBASCO Services Inc., Union Park Water
supply Project Reconnaissance Evaluatlon Study, October 1986, pp.
12-7 and 12-8]).

= Our response: Even Union Park could not cope with
»extra ordinary” flood events. For more frequent events
appropriate land use planning are a better way of dealing with
such threats. For example, the 1984 flood had damage costs of
only $500,000 and a frequent recurrence interval of 30 years.
while this flooding was wide spread, locations offered protection
by Union Park‘'s capability to control flood flows from the upper
part of the Taylor River drainage are small in comparison. At
present and because of topography, most developaent is
appropriately outside the danger zone where protection would
occur.

3. Proponents claim: Taylor Park Reservoir has a storage
capacity of 111,330 acre-feet. Long-term average annual inflow
into Taylor Park Reservoir is over 140,000 acre-feet, and during
the period from 1977 to 1984 the flow varied froa 62,500 acre-
feet to 233,700 acre-feet [D. B. Raitt and A. W. Watts, Unfon
Park Plan For Optimum Development Of Taylor River Water

Bepources, July 1989]).
- Our response: Since iaplementation of the Storage

Bxchange Agreement Iin 1975 a large portion of late season
irrigation flow for the Uncompahgre Valley has cone from Blue
Mesa Reservoir. This has smoothed the late season flow from
Taylor Park Reservoir and, in turn, beneflts instream and out of
streas water users.

4. Proponents claio: In a good water year such as 1984,
170,000 acre-feet of the historic release of 224,900 acre-feet
from the Taylor Park Reservoir would be puaped into Unfon Park
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Reservoir [(D. B. Rajtt and A. ¥W. Watts, Unjion Park Plan For
Optimum Developaept QOf Taylor River Water Resources, July 1989].
On an average year Unlon Park would extract less than 10% of the
Gunnison River's "wasted flood waters™ estimated on the basis of
the Gunnison River contributing a loss annually of over 900,000
acre-feet from the Colorado’'s compact entitlements [Union Park
Facts, 3 April 1990].

* Our responses: The extracted amount would be a much
greater percentage of the flow at the headwaters location where
it was withdrawn - 40% on average to the more than 75% in the
1984 year example given above. This quantity taken from the
headwaters river would cause severe hars.

b More recent junfor water rights in the
Gunnison Basin depend on floods or higher than normal flows for
satisfaction. A purpose of the Aspinall Unit and Taylor
Reservoir is flood flow storage. The Union Park proposal,
especially the possible withdrawals of 100,000 to 900,000 acre-
feet per year, would conflict with this. Flood water stored in
the Aspinall Unit of the Colorado River Storage Project goes
toward meeting interstate compact requirements, as well as
Western Slope needs.
- Flooding should not be ellafnated - just
respected, The regular relfable surges of flood waters are
esscential for mafntenance of ecological and physical systems
agsocfated with the river, especfally the highly valued and
increasingly rare riparian system. In turn these systems support
valued economic systems, especially those associated with
recreation and the second home Industry. Physical and ecological
characteristics of western streans are dependent on significant
variations of flow from season to season and year to year. With
loss of flood water, auch of economic and ecologic value would be
lost. These systems and their values are not sustained by
constant ainimus and liaited flows released from dams. For
exasnple, optimeal conditions for a naturally reproducing trout
fishery require seasonal changes in flow, tesperature, chemistry,
turbidity, and other factors required for "triggering” lifecycle
changes in the supporting food chain. As they move downstreas,
flood water provides benefits such as channel maintenance,
fertilizatfon, recreation, and aesthetics down through the Black
Canyon and on through the Lower Gunnison and the Colorado River
systems. A great proportion of these benefits would be lost.

. Withdrawal of flood water and strict
stream flow control may well be detrimental to squawfish habfitat
from Delta to Grand Junction. More importantly it may cause
environaental protection calls upon the North Fork of the
Gunnison drainage.

5. Proponents clafe: To achieve the intended capture of flood

water {n Union Park Reservoir, the Taylor Park Reservoir would

have to be operated with 31,300 acre-feet of this storage

capacity transferred into Union Park Reservoir in order to

) gro;l?stvac:tid Sapaclty exclusfve to flood control purposes [D.
. Ra an . W. Watts, Unjon Park Plapn Eor Optimum Deve e

Of Taylor River Water Resources, July 1989). % Reselopaent
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b Our Response: Storage capacity {n Taylor Park
Reservoir is 111,300 acre-feet. To transfer this quantity of
storage would reduce the reservoir by about one-third to the
detriment of recreation. “Bathtub ring” problems in Taylor Park
Reservoir would be exacerbated by rapid rises and falls of water
level in this reservoir prior to pumping water in [t up to the
Unlon Park Reservoir for storage. Also with reduced volune,
Taylor Park Reservoir would fluctuate more because of flushing
back and forth of water from NECO's proposed Rocky Point puap-
storage hydropover project and from the Unfon Park project when
it operates in a pump-storage mode. While Union Park's
proponents recognize the problems of fluctuation I{n Taylor Park
Reservoir attributed to the Collegiate Range project operations,
they appear to neglect problems their own proposal will cause
{Dave Miller, Technical Summary - Unjon Park vs Collegjate Range,
6 December 1989]).

E. Water Yield From Unjion Parck

1. Proponents claim: Union Park Reservoir offers an
“unprecedented 2 for 1 safe yield Increase” Lf used as a backup
gupply for Denver‘s water system according to a Corpse of
Engineers study, and this is sunprecedented In water engineering
history {Dave Miller, letter to Hubert Farbee, 24 July 1990: Dave
Miller, letter to POWER, 21 May 1990; sece also Dave Miller,
letter to Willfam Reflly, 17 May 1989: Dave Miller, letter to
Wwillfam Miller et al., 16 February 19871. This vwould reduce the
safe yteld cost of the project by about half (Abner Watts, letter
to the Rocky Mountain News, 19 December 19891}.

hd Our Response:? “However, since the project (Union Park]}
is envisioned as a dry year source, the time at which this supply
would be provided cannot be determined and, hence, the revenue
stream becomes too uncertain to satisfy financing requirements.
The buyer of the water must therefore contract on the basis of
anticipated average supply.® [BEBASCO Services Inc., Union Park
Water Supply Project Reconpajssance Evaluation Study, October
1986, p. 14-2]. Thus the value of the sultiplier is
questionable.

" This 2 for 1 safe yfeld "aultiplier”
effect of Union Park is Its abllity to top-up or backup a water
supply system. The significance of this depends on water
inventory management policy (BBASCO Services Inc. Unfon Park
water Supply Project Reconnajissance Bvaluation Study, October
1986, pp. 5-3 - 5-4)]. A city can chouse to spend enough to store
enouph water for a long series of dry years or choose to spend
only for storing just enough water for the average year with
conservation programs in place for dry years. Again, the value
of the mujtiplier (n the Unfon Park proposal {s questionable.

2. Proponents claim: With the claimed multiplier, the yield
from Unjon Park is expected to be 140,000 acre-feet (D. B. Raiftt
and A. W. Watts, Unjon Park Plan Eor Optimum Qcvelopaent Of
Taylor River water Resources, July 1989 and Dave Miller,
nomination for Take Pride In America Award, 1989].
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. Our response: However, the Corps of Engineer’s in the
Metropolitan Denver Water Supply BIS, volume VIII, indicated that
the safe yleld for Unfon Park varied from 63,000 to 111,000
acre-feet depending on operating assumptions and this yield range
would only be achieved if there vere no releases from Union Park
to any other users except for instream flows in Taylor River and
Lottls Creek (HDR Engineering Inc., Upper Gunnisopn: ncom

Basin Phase 1 Feasibility Study, May 1989, p. 15-28). The lower
end of this range assumes a 200 cfs flow below Taylor Dam, May
through September, agreed to by NECO as a stipulation of their
1982 water decree for Union Park {BEBASCO Services Inc., Unjon
Park Water supply Profect Reconnajissance Bvaluation Study,
October 1986, p. 4-2}. The upper end of this range requires
suamer flows below Taylor Dam be reduced to 100 cfs, as opposed
to the Colorado Water Conservation Board alnisum of 150 cfs
{Arapahoe County, public handout, April-May 1988). What are the
ylelds:; what are the plans for instream flows? Reductlion in
sinisun Instream flows is very significant throughout the
Gunnison Basin.

3. Proponents claim: To store water for many years untfl
needed Iin a dry cycle, the reservoir is sized at 900,000 acre-
feet; but in an annual mode of operatfon wherein the assumed
annual diversion of 60,000 acre-feet is transferred out each year
for use, the storage volume needed would only be about 270,000
acre-feet [BBASCO Services Inc. Union Park Water Supply Project

Reconnaissance Bvaluation Study, October 1986, pp. 5-2 - 5-31.
b Oour Responses: while the averape annual yiecld reflects

assumptlons of stream flow commitments below Taylor Reservoir,
the size of Unfon Park Reservoir reflects the mode of its
operation. This difference is significant In smany ways for the
Upper Gunnison Basin. In the dry-year mode, filling the 900,000
acre-foot reservoir would take 15 years on average but draining
it eastward could be at a rate i{n excess of 300,000 acre-feet per
year [Application for Water Storage Rights, Water Division No. 4,
Case No. 86-CW-226, 31 December 19861. Bxpressed Iin another way,
Union Park could move 1000 acre-feet per day to Denver when
required in dry periods without need for any new regulating
reservoirs on the Bastern Slope (Colorado's Union Park Water
Supply t, 8 July 1988). More consistency and
predictability in reservoir operatlion over the years would
contribute toward achieving Union Park's claimed recreational and
fishery benefits. The reservoir would be slow to £111 and quick
to empty.
. The 1982 power decrce gives Union Park
the right to f111 and refill the Union Park Reservoir during
flood periods to enhance Western Slope power, fish, and
recreational flows [Dave Miller, letter to Aurora City
Councilmenbers, 14 Septesber 1989]. Agalin, given the £1lling
capabilities of a 1000 cfs puaping system, the fluctuations in
both Union Park and Taylor Park Rescrvoirs would produce severe
“bathtub ring" problems.
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F. Water Avaflabjlity and Downstream Commjitments
1. Proponents claiam: The Gunnison River is the largest “leak"”

of Colorado’'s compact entitlements and loses almost a million
acre-feet of Colorado’'s interstate compact water to California on
average, but Union Park would put to use about 8% economically
for growth in the Denver Metropolitan area [Dave M{ller, Gunnison
County's Courageous Water Policy. 4 June 1990 and D. B. Raitt and
A. W. watts, Union Park Plap For Optimum Development Of Taylor
River Water Resources, July 1989]. Proponents point to Bureau of
Reclamation studies in the 1950's showing 450,000 acre-feet could
be exported from the Gunnison River Basin without danger to
senior water rights or the environment {Union Park Facts, 3 April
1990].

hd Oour Responses: This may have been possible on paper
then - but, there have been subsequent events and actions
limiting the avallability of water for the Union Park project.
These include adjudication of water rights for Blue Mesa,
Crystal, and Morrow Point reservoirs of the Aspinall Unit {n 1960
and 1961 {Colorado River Water Conservation District, Assignsent
Of Water Rights, 23 October 19651 and adjudication of the "Taylor
Park Pool” rights in 1974 and 1975 (HDR Bngineering Inc., Upper
Gunnison - Uncompahere Basin Phase i Feasibility Study; Fipal
Report, May 1989, p. 6-5].
- - Upper Basin and Colorado Coampact
deliveries are measured by total flow, not by date of flow.
Transmountain diversion is a totally consuaptive use of water
otherwise available to meet our coapact requirements. In 1984 or
1985 the State of Colorado estimated [t had 1.2 million acre-feet
avallable for consumptive use from all of the Colorado drainages
before compact calls could not be met. At another time the
Bureau of Reclamation estimated 500,000 acre-feet and Callifornla
water authorities estimated less than 200,000 acre-feet. What
ever the number {s it would appear that now {s the time to
inventory the resource and prioritize planned {nvestments In it -
not after the Unfon park and Collegiate Range projects take out
60,000 or 150,000 or more acre-feet.

bl Exportation of water from headwaters,
such as from Unfon Park Reservoir is damaging. Recognition of
this gave rise to demands for basin of origin compensation.

water in the cunnison River is used and reused many times over on
i1ts way downstream. Direct users and Indirect beneficiaries from
the head waters on down the stream will be severely harmed by
removal of the quantities of water from the headwaters
conteaplated in the Unfion Park proposal.

2. Proponents clajm: Colorado's water resource consumption is
out of balance because all transmountain diversions for the
Eastern Slope come from the Upper Colorado Basin (Unfon Park
Facts, 3 April 1990). They say the Gunnison has never been
tapped with a transmountain diversion project and the Colorado
River district should declare a moratoriua on all diversions from
the Upper Colorado Basin until beneficial uses of the Gunnison's
overlooked floodflows are properly evaluated (David Miller,
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letter to Colorado River Water Conservation District, 27 April
1990).

. our Resﬁonse: In fact the Gunnison Basin has been
tapped to a limited extent for transmountain diversions averaging
more than 1,300 acre-feet per year into the San Luis Valley and
the Arkansas Valley. However, the Gunnison Basin is the major
gource of storage of water for meeting {nterstate compact
obligatlions, hence the Aspinall Unit of the Colorado River
Storage Project. In addition, the mean annual diversion from the
Gunnison River through the Gunnison Tunnel {s presently about
336,000 acre-feet per year but may soon increase to between
661,000 and 726,000 acre-feet [Bureau of Reclamation, Uncompahgre
valley Reclamatlion Project - AB Lateral Hydropower Facility -
EEIS, August 1990, pp. $-5 - S-7). Again, direct users and
indirect beneficlaries from the head waters on down the stream
will be severely harmed by removal of the quantities of water
from the headwaters contemplated in the Union Park proposal.

3. Proponents claim: Colorado is the only western state that
has not inventoried {ts water resources, and developed planning
guidelines for them with the resiult of a water development
gridlock damaging the econoay and creating the highest water
developoent costs and fees in the west [Dave Miller, letter to
Governor Roy Romer, 10 April 1990].

. Oour responses: The state of Colorado has approved
and/or encouraged storage projects which hold conditional decrees
in the Greater Gunnison Basin that predate the Union Park
project. All may be adversely affected by Union Park cither
during the next 35 years before Unlon Park is bullt or when they
seck financial support. Bxasples are the Dominguez, Cactus Park,
Fruitland Mesa and Cow Creek projects. As a practical matter the
lack of dam proposals is not the cause for a planning gridlock in
water resource developsent, nor would the gridlock vanish with
the inclusion of the Union Park proposal. Unbuilt water projects
need to make sense in today's world, and Union Park does not.
Gunnison River water 1s already committed downstream and used
many times over to the benefit of the Gunnison gasin and
Colorado.
hd Regardless of the strict appropriation
method of calculating existing water resources In Colorado, the
current status of water as a resource is that various Interests
have now, by historical practice and social value awareness,
allocated all of the state's water resources. No matter what new
purposed use of water arises., It causes serious dislocation to a
sepment of the society which has coae to depend on the existing
allocated use, Complete consumptive use {s, of course, that most
difficult to reallocate and when such use occurs at the
headwaters of a major river system, the detrimental effects to
the “allocated” user are greatly magnifled. To introduce now
such a consumptive use as Unfon Park becomes nore the allocation
of harms and not water.

. withdrawal of the quantities of water
proposed by the Unfon Park would alter planning for salinity
control downstream and all other water quality considerations.
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. The Union Park project will have serious
implications to endangered species recovery programs. It would
effectively cripple use of the Gunnison River in the endangered
species recovery program unless more senior rights are condemned
downstreans.

4. Proponents claim: The Colorado Water Resources and Power
Development Authority’'s Phase 1 Study found a need for
supplenental water to meet proposed fn-stream flow requireaents
through the Black Canyon of about 60,000 acre-feet i{n the dry
year of 1977 with about 40% of thls amount possibly coaing from a
total release of 99,700 acre-feet from Taylor Park, if Unjion Park
Reservoir was in place [D. B. Raftt and A. W, Watts, Upion Park
Plan For Optimum Development Of Taylor River Water Resources,
July 19891},

b Our response: Unfon Park has already Interfered with
the ainimum stream f£low claims in the Black Canyon and would
obviously place additional non-designed and unintended storage
burdens on the power production capabilities of the Aspinall Unit
which, In turn, (s detrimental to all of the Upper Basin statces.

5. Proponents claim: Down river Btater pet Colorado’'s surplus
water at no costl because Colorado has not developed ft for lts
own usage (Unjon Park Facts, 3 April 1990},

. our response: llowever, water originating in the
Gunnison Basin does not lose Its economic productivity If
eventually it flows to Callfornia. As noted above, much of the
water originating on the Western Slope Is obligated to (low
downstream: however, first Colorado gets to use and reuse {t,
Instream and out of stream, many times before (it crosses our
stateline. .

6. Proponents claim: Consumpt ive water needs on the Western
Slope are declining and an outside Interest can challenge any
water right by technically proving underutilization or wasted
water [Dave Miller, Gunnison County’'s Couraggous Water Policy, 4
June 19901,

b our Response: While sone traditional water uses
decline In some places, there are increases in non-traditional
uses which are much larger - especially those associated with
recreation and water quality management. Use and rcuse of the
water out of stream and instream sustains a complex web of
economically beneficfal relationships. For exaaple, return flows
and deep percolation from flood Irrigation permit "subbing.* One
person's use and applfcation practices sustains another's. As a
practical matter water {s not "wasted” in flood irrigation or
lost irretrievably. Withdrawal of water at the headwaters
destroys this economically and ecologically productive system of
water use relationships.

G. Operational Cons{deratjons
1. Proponents claim: The Bureau nf Reclamation in 1983

acknowledged benefits of Union Park {(n regulation and
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conservation of Blue Mesa complex water by capturing low value
flood waters at high altitude for later release to high value
purposes - irrigation and hydropower - and indeed the Bureau may
be interested in paying to the developers a share of the costs of
the Union Park project [Union Park Facts, 3 April 1990].

. Oour response: However, very little water actually
spills and it does so very seldos froa the Aspinall Unit.
Hydrologic modeling of the performance of the Aspinall Unit
between 1906 and 1979 shows spills average 6,500 acre-feet per
year when they occur, but up to 35 years pass between actual
spllls [BBASCO Services Inc. Union Park Water supply Project
Reconnaissapce Evaluyation Study, October 1986, pp. 3-2 - 3-3].
Besides these releases, water passes through the turbines
producing some low value non-peak power at the Aspinall Unit, but
that appears to be a function of inventory managenent policy
rather than storage capacity limitatfons. Union Park i{s not
needed. to furnish hydroelectric power.

* The annual average flow at Taylor Das I8
about 140,000 acre-feet and the annual average flow at Blue Mesa
paa is 1,081,000 acre-feet [EBASCO Services Inc., Unfon Park
water Supply Profect Reconnafssance Evaluatlion Study, Cctober
1986, pp. 3-3 - 3-4), Water stored in Blue Mesa reservoir has
the highest value on the Colorado River system for hydropower
product fon because of the cunulative head between the Blue Mesa
Reservoir water level and the power turbines at Havasu Reservoir.
The loss of an annual average of 60,000 acre-feet of water to
Union Park diversion amounts to an annual loss in excess of
$4,500,000 In pover revenues from Blue Mesa through Havasu
Reservoirs assuming the value of $.05 per kilowatt hour. And,
this may require compensation [EBASCO Services Inc., Union Park
water Supply Prolect Recopnaissance Evaluation Study, October
1986, pp. 5-5 - 5-6; for methodology see T. C. Brown and B. L.
Harding, A Preliminary Assessment of Timber and Water Production
in Subalpine Forests i{n of Subalpine Forests: Bullding
on 50 Years of Research, GTR RM-149, Rocky Mountaln Forest and
Range Experiment Station, Fort Collins, 1987, pp. 126-1371.

2. Proponents clalam: The long-tera average annual {nflow to
Taylor Park Reservoir is over 140,000 acre-feet, during the
period from 1977 to 1984 the flow varifed from 62,500 acre-feet to
233,700 acre-feet, and in the water short year of 1977 the
Uncompahpre Valley Water Users purchased 45,000 acre-feet from
the Bureau of Reclamation [D. B. Raitt and A. W. Watts, Union
Pack Plan For Opt{mum Developmept QOf Taylot River Water
Resources, July 1989). .
- Our responses: Management of water originating in the
upper basin of the Taylor River is not an issue. AS {llustrated,
the Uncompahgre Valley Water Users Assocfation has the capability
ut efficiently managing their water inventory utilizing both the
Taylor Park and Blue Mesa Reservoirs.

» In terms of average operational
conditions the Y!nion Park project Is not viable - withdrawal on
average of 60,000 acre-feet into Union Park from the average
watershed yleld of 140,000 acre-feet does not leave sufficlent
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water to satisfy the Taylor Reservoir storage decree for 111,300
acre-feet.

3. Proponents claim: Evaporation losses from the high
altitude Union Park Reservoir would be only one-fourth the amount
lost from the low altitude Two Forks concept (Colorado’'s Unjon
Park Water Supply Project, 8 July 1988}. Evaporation froa the
average 3550 acre surface of Union Park is estimated to be 10
inches per year for an average net loss of 3,000 acre-feet
{EBASCO Services Inc., Unfon Park Water Supply Project
Reconnaissance Bvaluatfon Study, October 1986, p. 3-4].

. our response: The critical consi{deration i{s the excess
of evaporation over precipitation from the reservoir surface.

The sagebrush vegetation of the basin for Union Park suggests
that during the ice free period evaporation is fairly high and
that the estimate of 10 Inches per year is too small.

Publication of more recent studies done in a comparable South
Park area for the Denver Water Board indicates that pan
evaporation rates, measurement of the amount of water lost froam a
free water surface, are 28 to 37 inches fron May to October [(I.

A. Walter, BE. G. Sfeser and others, Bva ans tion and
Agrononjic Responses In Formerly Irrigated Mountain Meadows -
South Park, Colorado, vol. 1, Denver Board of Water

Comaissioners, Denver, Colorado, March 1990, pp. 170-179.]. This
recent report suggests evaporation from the Union Park Reservoir
would conservatively be about 3 times the amount anticipated
earlier, given that the elevation and climate between sites s
generally comparable and due consideration is given for increased
evaporation caused by wave actlion {n the large reservoir.
Consequently Union Park can expect to lose about 9000 acre-feet
per year on average to evaporation vhich Is about 15% of 1{ts
average 60,000 acre-feet of Inflow by diversion. Bvaporative
loss or shrinkage of water {nventory could be severe if Union
Park is operated In the dry-cycle mode of storing water over many
years before release.

4. Proponents claia: Union Park Reservoir would provide
massive high-altltude storage of water taken from the headwaters
of a sub-basin of the Gunnison River [Dave Miller, letter to
POWER, 21 May 1990; D. B. Raitt and A. W. Watts, Unfon Pack {’lan
For Optimum Development Of Taylor River Water Resougrces, July
19891}.

- Our Response: As indicated above fn Item 2 of this
section, high altitude sub-basins are subjected to greater
variabillity in received precipitation than their parent basin as
a whole. Dependability of flow to satisfy the Taylor Park
Reservoir storage decree i{s quite high, however, the
dependability for Unfon Park's operation at the quantities
contemplated is much less. it has been suggested that the Union
Park Reservoir can and will perfors a variety of functions. The
fact that the intended combinatfon and priority among these
functions remains unclear at this time, makes review of the
proposal’s operating rules and their implications difficult -
especially under conditions of fncreasing climatic variability
commonly assocjated with the Greenhouse fffect [for discussion of
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operational rules see Bdward Kuiper, Water Resources Pevelopment:
planning Engineering and Bconomics, Butterworth and Co., London,

1965, Chapters 6 through 11].
H. Environmental and Recreatfonal Implicatlions

1. Proponents clafa: Union Park {s to guarantee flows below
Taylor Dam substantfally higher than the ainfmus flows

established by the Colorado Water Conservation Board [Unjon Park
Facts, 3 April 1990].
hd Our Responses: This appears unllikely. There is a

comnitment to a 200 cfs flov below Taylor Dasm during the summer
resulting in an average annual yield of 60,000 ace-feet [EBASCO
Services Inc., Unfon Park Water Supply Project Reconpajssance
Bvaluation Study, October 1986, p. 4-2 - 4-3}. However,
proponents appear to contemplate reducing this and the Colorado
Water Conservation Board's 150 cfs flow decree as well to produce
a larger water yield [Arapahoe County, public handout, April-May
1988). The wmaintenance, and indeed i{mproveament, of flow
conditions, below Taylor Dam are economically very iaportant to
the Gunnison Basin. Beginning fn 1975 the Upper Gunnison Water
Congervancy District has, along with the Uncompahgre valley Water
Users Associatlion and Lhe Bureau of Reclamation, controlled
releases of water from Taylor Park Reservolr with an exchange
agreement for the purpose of enhancing flsherfies, irrigation,
flood control, and Ice control. The Gunnison District has also
filled fn water court for the second f£illing of Taylor Reservolr
with purposes of environaental and econoaic enhancement.
. The monetary slgnlficance of flows below
Taylor Dam has recently been studifed. Indirect valuation studies
of the Taylor River below Taylor Das indicate that increasing the
critical winter flow by 10 cfs above the Colorado Water
Conservation Board minimum of 50 cfs produces an Increase in the
fishery and an isputed net value within this flow range to
-anglers of approximately $193.00 per cfs or $1.63 per acre foot
released [David Harpman, The Value of Instreas Flow Used To
Produce A Recreational Fishery, Ph.D. Dissertatfion, Colorado
State University, Fort Collins, Colorado, 1990, pp. 119-121].
Thie study indicated that summer releases above the present
pattern contribute lfttle additional value for the fishery, but
reports on the value of increased flows for recreational and
other purposes are still fn the process of preparation.

2. Proponents claiam: The private minimum stream flow water
rights on the Taylor River benefit only the property owners along
certain stream segments by having water pass by the property on
fts way out of the state. They say the land Is posted with no
trespassing signs and that the amount of water in the decreed
riphts is far In excese of need for rafting, flsh and plants, and
indced, that it is more than the same private owners agreed to
accept In decrees pertaining to the Unfon Park hydroelectric
pover rights [Dave Miller letter to Roger Morris - Editor of the

Gunnison Country Times, 29 June 1990},
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b OCur Response: There are pany owners of private
instrean flows on the Taylor River and in the Taylor River
drafinage. In 1973 individuals with foresight tried to protect a
part of the Gunnison Basin's heritage by obtaining water rights
to assure instream flows on the Taylor River and its tributarfies.
These rights were decreed in 1974 and 1975 for recreatlon,
wildlife protection, fish culture, heritage preservation, and
stockwater purposes [HDR Engineering Inc., Upper Gunpison-
Uncompahgre Basin Phase 1 Feasibilf{ty Study, May 1989, p. 6-5].
Residents, and vislitors have shared in the benefits of thelir
effort. In 1990, proponents of Union Park set out, along with
proponents of the Collegiate Range project, to quash these valued
rights in water court to further their own objectives.

3. Proponents claim: Union Park will enhance Gunnison’'s water
based economy by providing excellent Lake Trout fishery in an
off-river sage covered bowl and by stablilizing the current wide
fluctuation fn Taylor Park Reservoir [Dave Miller, letter to
POWER, 21 May 1990; Union Park Facts, 3 April 19901].

- Our Response: Glven the frequency and extent of
fluctuation, as noted above, that would be expected [n both
Taylor Park amd! Unfon Park Reservolre as a result of the Unlon

Park proposal, fisherfes In both regervoire would be poor, There
ir not a need for an additfonal (lat-water recreatfon resource
with larpge “bathtub rings.” The Gumniron Basin already has a

sufficlency of flat water recreation opportunities and Indeced one
of particularly outstanding quality - Taylor Park Reservolr.
withdraval of water by Union Park will be detrimental to this
resource bage. Development of a lake trout fishery in Unlon Park
appears questionable and the project’s effects in conjunction
with the Rocky Point hydroelectric project would adversely lopact
the existing high quality fishery and other recrcatjonal usage in
Taylor Park Reservoir and the Taylor River. Can the proponents
quantify the value of recreation foregone because of diversions
to Union Park?

bl Concerns for the adverse lmplications
upon wildlife were voiced at presentations of the Unlion Park and
Rocky Pofint projects [Laura Anderson - reporter, Crested Butle
chronicle and Pilot, 27 February 1987). The district wildlife
manager for the Division of Wildlife questloned the description
of the lapacts from the proposed Rocky Point and Unfon Park
projects as being “"sinor” and brought up concerns for elk
migration routes and fawning areas for bighorn sheep. A
fisheries biologist for the Division of W{ldlife raised the issue
of dralining and £111ing of Taylor reservoir making ft difficult
to keep a major fishery going. Also the impact of powerline
corridors was raised at the meeting.

. Union Park will fluctuate greatly and
more erratically than most traditional reservoirs, if it is
operated in the dry-cycle or topping-up mode. This causes
storage in Union Park to fluctuate between about 900,000 acre-
feet and 200,000 acre feet over a period of 17 years, with yearly
withdrawals of often more than 150,000 acre-feet (Dave Miller,
letter to William Miller et al., 16 February 19871. This is
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indeed detrimental to biologfical conditions above and below the
regervoir’'s water line.

I. Relatfons With The Gunnison Basin

1. Proponents claim: The Union Park project {s to benefit the
Gcunnison Basin comaunity by building a consensus rather than the
traditional nonproductive fnfighting between historically
competitive interests [Dave Miller, nomination for the Take Pride
in America Natjonal Awards, 1989].

i our response: However, proponents have undertaken to
quash a sufficient quantity of established conditional water
rights within the Upper Gunnison Basin to assure a safe yield for
their project, saving those conditional rights applied for by the
City of Gunnison in 1981 [Agreement between Natural Energy
Resources Company and the City of Gunnison, January 1987, p. 6].
This is not neighborly. More recently the proponents joined with
proponents of the Collegiate Range project to quash and
invalidate decreed private instream flow rights on the Taylor
River which were adjudicated in 1974 and 1975.

2. Proponents claim: participation {n the Union Park project
is said to provide the City of Gunnison with a value of $50
million, for a downpayment of $1000 and total cost of $200,000,
which includes needed storage, water rights, and reduced powver
fees [Unjon Park Facts, 3 April 1990}.
- However, by resolution in February of 1990, the City of
Gunnison acted to formally and expeditiously withdraw from its
agreement with NECO and Arapahoe County regarding water storage
in the proposed Union Park Reservolir and to vigorously and
persistantly oppose transsountain diversion of Gunnison Basin
water. Water and water storage space {s avaflable in Blue Mesa
Reservolr five mi{les away for purchase from the Bureau of
Reclamatfon and this would imply less cost and less comaitment to
operating expenses [HDR Engineering Inc., Upper Gupnison-
Uncompahgre Bas{n Phase i Eeagibility Study, May 1989, pp. 10-5
and 10-6; Bureau of Reclamatlon, Water Service Contractjing From
Colorado River Storage Project Storape Reservoirs, circa 1985]).
The City of Gunnison does not need
peaklng pover. “The ultimate criterfon of a pump-storage project
Is whether or not its addition to an existing power system will
lower the overall cost of the systeam as compared to the least
costly alternative addition to the system [Edward Kuiper, Water
Resources Pevelopment; Plapniog Ensineecine and Economlics,
Butterwvorth and Co., London, 1965, p. 310). Under the agreement
between the City of Gunnison and proponents of Unfon Park, the
City must pay the full cost of pumping water up into Union Park
Reservoir for later release as peaking power which the City f{s
able to purchase at half the going price. This would not lower
the overall cost of the City’s systes.
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J. te ves

1. Proponents clainm: Union Park is offered as the ideal
alternative to versfions of the Two Forks project [Dave Miller,
letter to Hubert Farbes, 24 July 1990; and Dave Miller, letter to
Willfam Reilly, 17 May 1989].

- Our responses: While the 2 for 1 multiplier {s pointed
out by proponents as a cost advantage, {ts value s questjonable.
A buyer would be expected to purchase on the basis of anticlipated
average supply - 60,000 acre-feet per year {EBASCO Services Inc.,
Unjon Park Water Supply Project Reconnaissance Evaluation Study,
October 1986, p. 14-2]. Various coaponent costs can be included
or taken out of the proposal to arrive at the unit cost per
acre-foot of annual yield which is $4200 at its lowest and $8600
at the high end [BEBASCO Services Inc., Union Park Water Supply
Project Recopnafssance Bvaluatjon Study, October 1986, pp. 11-1 -
11-4]. Costs say ultimately be on the high side because of a
buyer's inability to utilfze all the concepts packaged into the
proposal.
- Oother viable and sensible alternatives
to the Unfon Park proposal do exist and include conservation and
water sharing within the Denver metropolitan area. If
transmsountain diversion must be undertaken in Colorado, the
Colorado Aqueduct Return Project (- CARP-) offers many advantages
- including relfability, cost, and basin of origin protection -
over Unfon Park for the Gunnison Basin, the Western Slope, and
Colorado as a whole [Ralph Clark, Colorado Aqueduct Return
Project, Januvary 1989 and March 1990].

2. Expansion alternatives for the Union Park project range up
to a project capacity of an annual average 210,000 acre-feet
taken out of the Upper Gunnison Basin principally by pumeping
water out of Blue Mesa Reservoir [BEBASCO Services Inc., Unfon
Park Water Supply Project Reconnaissance Evajuation Study,
October 1986, pp. 12-3 and chapters 15 - 19 and Arapahoe County,
presentation handout, April - May 1988]).

* Our response: Such plans would be more devastating to
the Gunnison Basin than the proposal discussed above. It appears
that the initial applicatfon to Lthe water court for storage
rights Is only the beginning.




September 10, 1990

The Honorable Tillman Bishop

The Colorado State Senate

Chairman, Interim Committee on Water
of the Colorado Legislature

and Interim Committee Members

State Capitol Building

Denver, Colorado 80203

Dear Senator Bishop and Committee Members:

On behalf of POWER (People Opposing Water Export Raids), we
express our appreciation for the opportunity to testify before
the Interim Committee on Water at {ts meeting on September 12,
1990, about Gunnison River Basin concerns relating to the
proposed Union Park Project.

We are submitting for your consideration details of our concerns
in the attached written report. We wish to emphasize:

1. the extent of the adverse effects which the Union Park
project would impose upon the Gunnison River Basin from its
headwaters down to its confluence with the Colorado River in
Grand Junction;

2. the speculative nature of the project and its economic
and practical unsoundness:

3. the misleading and uninformed statements made by its
proponents: and

4. on behalf of many Western Slope citizens, our annoyance
at the constant challenge of having to respond to water project
proposals such as Union Park which threaten our property and
interests.

Respectfully:

. P.O. Box 1742
Gunnison, CO 81230

September 1990

>

CONCERNS AND PROBLEMS WITH THE PROPOSED UNION PARK RESERVOIR

Introductjon

Proponents of the Union Park Reservoir and transmountain diversion project
frequently express i{ts “"advantages and benefits.” These and other aspects of
the proposed project are questioned below, particularly as they pertain to the
Upper Gunnison Basin. This report was researched and written by nenbers of
the POWER Technical Connittee and is based on infornation available to it.
Comments, criticisms, and suggestions are appreciated. References are given
to enable further study and clarification. It is anticipated that additional
concerns will arise as additional infornation about the Union Park proposal
becones available.

A. Background
1. Proponents clain: “The Upper Gunnison has only one fifth the population

of the Upper Colorado, needs econonic development, and should welcone the
opportunity to exploit their surplus water to provide a lower cost water
supply system for Denver that {s environnentally sound”. [Dave Miller, letter
to Governor Roy Romer, 23 March 1987}.

hd our response: The proposed Union Park Reservoir project for
transnountain diversion would result in very serious environmental and
econonic impacts. It is not welconed. This proposal raises critical issues
requiring further attention and study.

B. Project Details

1, Proponents clain: Capacity of the Union Park Reservoir could be 1.1
nillion acre-feet [Union Park Water Supply Concept, 8 July 1988), but is
usually given as 900,000 acre-feet [Application for Water Storage Rights,
Water Division No. 4, in Case No. 86-CW-226, 31 Decenber 1986].

» our Response: Clarification is needed; we know Union Park Resrvoir
1s supposed to be very big, but how big?

P.O. Box 1742
Gunnison, CO 81230
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2. Proponents clain: An annual average diversion of 60,000 acre-feet {s to
be taken from the Upper Gunnison drainage for storage and later sent to the
Denver netropolitan area (Dave Miller, letter POWER, 21 May 1990]. However,
by reducing conmitments to instrean flow naintenance, average annhual
diversfons of 80,000 acre-feet can be achieved [D. B. Ralitt and A. W. Watts,
Unfon Park Plan for Optipun Development of Taylor River Water Resources, July
1989; Dave Miller, letter to William Miller et al., 16 February 1987: Arapahoe
County, presentation handout, April - May 1988].

* our Response: There is confusion about the scale of diversions
because the water right application for the project states: “Total naxinun
appropriation for the entire unified and i{nterdependent facility is 900,000
acre-feet per year. All points of diversion are in Gunnison County, Colorado.
Reservoir to be filled and refilled so as to achieve this maxinunm annual
amount." [Application for Water Storage Rights, Water Division No. 4, Case No.
86-CW-226, 31 December 1986). The project's concept is to take all water that
can be nmade available - and fron the Gunnison Basin's headwaters. This would
be very damaging to almost all present and future water users and uses, and to
indirect beneficiaries of water flow fron the headwaters on downstrean.

3. Proponents claim: Expansion alternatives, or ultimate phase plans, for
the Union Park project range up to a project capacity for an annual average
210,000 acre-feet taken out of the Upper Gunnison Basin, principally by
punping water out of Blue Mesa Reservoir [EBASCO Services Inc., Union Park
Water Supply Project Reconnaissance Evaluation Study, October 1986, pp. 12-2
and chapters 15 - 19].

* Cur response Such plans would be far nore detrimental to the
Gunnison Basin than the initial proposal discussed and set forth in the
application for water storage rights. They would require major changes in
Bureau of Reclamation policy and practice, which in turn requires
consideration of state policy and interstate inmplications.

Cc. Union Park's Drought Protection

1. Proponents Claim: Union Park is supposed to provide drought protection
to both the Western and Eastern Slopes. The East Slope is supposed to be
%illing to pay for drought protection on the Western Slope because the
project's concept offers dry year storage for the East Slope - possibly as a
by-product [Dave Miller, letter to Hubert Farbes, August 15, 1990; Dave
Miller, letter to Colorado River Water Conservation District, 27 April 1990:
bave Miller, Gunnison County‘s Courageous Water Policy, 4 June 1990; Dave
Miller, letter to POWER, 21 May 1990; Dave Miller, letter to Governor Roy
Rorer, 16 April 1990].

- Our Responses: This seens an optinistic expectation of Eastern Slope
municipalities.
hd Beneficiaries of such drought insurance could not
afford it, At best the annualized cost of safe yield from Union Park, the

_water cost {s about $305 per acre foot [Dave Miller, letter to Hubert Farbes,

“24 July 1990]. Many agricultural water users are unwilling to pay even $10
per acre foot, when given the value of what they produce.

. After investing in Union Park, would the owners want
to release expensive water for drought and environnmental protection? At $305
per acre-foot, a release of 20,000 acre-feet would amount to foregoing use of
$6,100,000 worth of water.
* As a practical matter drought releases from Union
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Park could reach and benefit only a snall proportion of irrigatfon in the
Upper Gunnison Basin. Below the land reached lies the water storage {n the
Aspinall Unit reservoirs for the benefit and protection of the Western Slope.
Unfon’ Park would harnm, not help, this source of drought protection.

* The Upper Gunnison Basin really does not need the
drought protection Unfon Park is supposed to provide. Already there is Blue
Mesa Feservoir and Taylor Reservoir. Some agricultural consumptive water
shortages do exist in the Upper Gunnison Basin [HOR Engineering Inc., Upper
Gunnison-Unconpahgre Basin Phase 1 Feasibility Study, May 1989}. But, these
are dealt with by water sharing and use coordination. It is less expensive

- and nore practical. Given the value of crops produced, it is also very cost

effective.

2. Froponents clain: In a dry year such as 1977, the historic release fron
Taylor Park Reservoir of 81,600 acre-feet could be increased to about 100,000
acre-feet with Union Park Reservoir (D. B. Raitt and A. W. Watts, Union Park
Plan For optimup Development Of Taylor River Water Resources, July 1989).

* cur Response: However, only 20,000 acre-feet appears to be actually
set aside for dry year environmental releases into a combination of the
Gunnison, South Platte and Arkansas Rivers {Arapahoe County, presentation
handout, April - tay 1988]. This is only about 28 cfs on a year round basis
and does little when spread around the three river systens.

3. Proponents clain: There is a dininishing need for water in the Upper
Gunnison Basin. They note econonic trends in agriculture; they clain
decreasing requirenents for water, they decry the consequences of nore water
lost to downriver states; and finally they perceive water owners looking for
ways to realize a higher use and return for their water (Dave Miller, letter
to Willian Miller et al., 16 February 1987).

hod our Response: All this would suggest less need for drought
protection. However, water use is not diminishing in the Gunnison Basin. The
basin's water resource is being used nore and nore intensely, in nore and nore
ways, out of the stream and instream. The protection offered in the Union
Park proposal is trivial in conparison to the injuries to the Gunnison Basin
fron headw~ater diversion of the nuch greater anounts for the project.

D. Flood Protectjon

1. roponents clain:  Union Park would offer flood protection to the Upper
Gunnison Basin by capturing excess spring runoff and flood waters [Dave
Miller. letter to Roger Morris, 29 June 1990]. The Taylor River is said to
experierce wide fluctuation in flow because of floods and dreoughts {Union Park
Facts, 2 April 1990]. * Our response: This is characteristic of Western
Slope sireans, Physically and ecologically the streans have adapted to this,
However, Taylor Park Reservoir is already present to capture flood flows at
the upper end of the drainage. Already there is the 1975 Storage Exchange
Agreerent to snooth out Upper Taylor flows and the Second Filling of Taylor
Park Reservoir application intended to also provide flow stabilization. Wwhat
nore can Union Park provide?

2. Proponents clain: Reported flood damage cost in 1984 w~as about 3500,000
for an event with a recurrence interval of 30 years and: “Based on this
occurrence and nore frequent smaller floods and the fact that Taylor Park
Reservoir controls only a small proportion of the flow in reaches where damage
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is nost likely to occur, it {s evident that flood control beneffts, while of
great value to those affected on the Taylor, will not have large monetary
benefits . [EBASCO Services Inc., Union Park Water §gpg;x g;pigct

* Our response Even Unlon Park could not cope with ”extra ordinary”
flood events. For more frequent events appropriate land use planning are a
better way of dealing with such threats. For example, the 1984 flood had
danage costs of only $500,000 and a frequent recurrence interval of 30 years.
¥while this flooding was wide spread, locations offered protection by Union
Park's capability to control flcod flows from the upper part of the Taylor
River drainage are small in comparison. At present and because of topography,
nost development {s appropriately outside the danger zone where protection
would occur.

3. Proponents clain: Taylor Park Reservoir has a storage capacity of
111,330 acre-feet. Long-term average annuval inflow into Taylor Park Reservoir
is over 140,000 acre-feet, and during the period from 1977 to 1984 the flow
varied fronm 62,500 acre-feet to 233,700 acre-feet [D. B. Raitt and A. W.
watts, Upion Park Plan For Optinun Development Of Taylor River Water
Resources, July 1989].

= our response: Since implementation of the Storage Exchange
Agreenent in 1975 a large portion of late season irrigation flow for the
Unconpahgre Valley has come from Blue Mesa Reservoir. This has snoothed the
late season flow from Taylor Park Reservoir and, in turn, benefits instreanm
and out of stream water users.

4. Proponents clain: In a good water year such as 1984, 170,000 acre-feet
of the historic release of 224,900 acre-feet fron the Taylor Park Reservoir
would be punped into Union Park Reservoir [D. B. Raitt and A. W. Watts, Union
Park Plan For Optinun Development Of Taylor River Water Resources, July 1989].
On an average year Union Park would extract less than 10% of the Gunnison
River's "wasted flood waters” estimated on the basis of the Gunnison River
contributing a loss annually of over 900,000 acre-feet from the Colorado’s
conpact entitlements {Unfon Park Facts, 3 April 1990].

* Our responses: The extracted amount would be a much greater
percentage of the flow at the headwaters location where it was withdrawn - 40%
on average to the nore than 75% in the 1984 year exanple given above. This
quantity taken from the headwaters river would cause severe harn.

More recent junior water rights in the Gunnison Basin
depend on floods or higher than norpal flows for satisfaction. A purpose of
the aspinall Unit and Taylor Reservoir is flood flow storage. The Union Park
proposal, especially the possible withdrawals of 100,000 to 900,000 acre-feet
per year, would conflict with this. Flood water stored in the Aspinall Unit
of the Colorado River Storage Project goes toward meeting interstate compact
requxrenents, as well as Western Slope needs.

Flooding should not be eliminated - just respected.
The regular reliable surges of flood waters are essential for maintenance of
ecological and physical systems associated with the river, especially the
highly valued and increasingly rare riparian system. In turn these systens
support valued economic systems, especially those associated with recreation
and the second home industry. Physical and ecological characteristics of
western streans are dependent on significant variations of flow from season to
season and year to year. With loss of flood water, auch of economic and
ecologic value would be lost. These systems and their values are not
sustained by constant nininum and limited flows released from dans. For
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exanple, optinal conditions for a naturally reproducing trout fishery require
seasonal changes In flow, temperature, chenistry, turbidity, and other factors
required for "triggering” lifecycle changes {n the supporting food chain. As
they nove downstream, flood water provides benefits such as channel
naintenance, fertilization, recreation, and aesthetics down through the Black
Canyon and on through the Lower Gunnison and the Colorado River systens. A
great proportion of these benefits would be lost.

withdrawal of flood water and strict strean flow
control may well be detrinental to squawfish habitat from Delta to Grand
Junction. More inportantly it may cause environnental protection calls upon
the North Fork of the Gunnison drainage.

S. Proponents clain: To achieve the intended capture of flood water in
Union Park Reservoir, the Taylor Park Reservoir would have to be operated with
31,300 acre-feet of this storage capacity transferred into Union Park
Reservoir in order to provide vacated capacity exclusive to flcod control
purposes {D. B. Raitt and A, W. Watts, Union Park Plan For Optinun Development
Of Taylor River Water Eesources, July 1989].

b Our Response: Storage capacity in Taylor Park Reservoir i{s 111,300
acre-feet., To transfer this quantity of storage would reduce the reservoir by
about one-third to the detrinent of recreation. “Bathtub ring" problens in
Taylor Park Reservoir would be exacerbated by rapid rises and falls of water
level prior td extraction of inflows for storage in Union Park. Also with
reduced volume, Taylor Park Reservoir would fluctuate nore because of flushing
back and forth of water fron NECO’s proposed focky Point punp-storage
hydropower project and fron the Union Park project when {t operates in a
punp-storage node. While Union Park’'s proponents recognize the problens of
fluctwuation in Taylor Park Reservoir attributed to the Collegiate Range
project operations, they appear to neglect problens their own proposal will
cause [Dave Miller, Technical Supnary - Union Park vs Collegiate Range, 6
Decenber 1989].

E. water Yield Fron Union Park

1. Proponents clain: Union Park Eeservoir offers an "unprecedented 2 for
1 safe yield increase” if used as a backup supply for Denver's water systen
according to a Corps of Engineers study, and this is “unprecedented in water
engineering history [Dave Miller, letter to Hubert Farbes, 24 July 1990: Dave
Miller, letter to POWER, 21 May 1990; see also Dave Miller, letter to wWillfam
Beilly, 17 May 1989; Dave Miller, letter to Willian Miller et al., 16 February
1987). This would reduce. the safe yield cost of the project by about half
[Abner watts, letter to the Rocky tountain News, 19 December 1989},

x Our Response: . -“However, since the project [Union Park] is
envisioned as a dry year source, the tine at which this supply would be
provided cannot be deternined and, hence, the revenue stream becones too
uncertain to satisfy financing requirenents. The buyer of the water nust
therefore contract on the basis of anticipated average supply."” [EBASCO
Services Inc., Unfon Park water Supply Project feconnaissance Evaluation
Study, October 1986, p. 14-2). Thus the value of the nultiplier is
questionable.

* This 2 for 1 safe y{eld "nult{plier” effect of Union
Park is {ts ability to top-up or backup a water supply system. The
significance of this depends on water inventory nanagement policy [EBASCO
Services Inc. Union Park Water supylx Project Peconnaissance Evaluation Study,
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October 1986, pp. 5-3 - 5-4]. A city can choose to spend enough to store
enough water for a long series of dry years or chcose to spend only for
storing just enough water for the average year with conservation prograns in
place for dry years. Again, the value of the nultiplier in the Union Park
proposal is questionable.

2. Proponents clain: With the claimed multiplier, the yield fron Unfon
Park is expected to be 140,000 acre-feet [D. B. Raitt and A. W. Watts, Union
Pack Plan For Optimun Development Of Taylor River Water Resources, July 1989
and Dave Miller, nonination for Take Pride in Anerica Award, 1989].

b Our response: However, the Corps of Engineer’'s In the Metropolitan
Denver Water Supply EIS, volume VIII, indicated that the safe yield for Union
Park varied fronm 63,000 to 111,000 acre-feet depending on operating
assunptions and this yield range would only be achieved if there were no
releases fron Unfon Park to any other users except for instrean flows in
Taylor River and Lottis Creek (HDR Engineering Inc., Upper. Gunnison-
Unconpahgre Basin Phase 1 Feasibility Study, May 1989, p. 15-28]. The lower
end of this range assunes a 200 cfs flow below Taylor Dam, May through
September, agreed to by NECO as a stipulation of their 1982 water decree for
Union Park [EBASCO Services Inc., Union Park Water Supply Project
Reconnaissance Evaluation Study, October 1986, p. 4-2)}. The upper end of this
range requires sunmer flows below Taylor Dam be reduced to 100 cfs, as opposed
to the Colorado Water Conservation Board nininum of 150 cfs [Arapahoe County,
public handout, April-May 1988). Wwhat are the yields; what are the plans for
instrean flows? Reduction in mininum instrean flows is very significant
throughout the Gunnison. Basin.

3. Proponents clain: To store water for nany years until needed in a dry
cycle, the reservoir is sized at 900,000 acre-feet: but in an annual mode of
operation wherein the assuned annual diversion of 60,000 acre-feet is
transferred out each year for use, the storage volume needed would only be
about 270,000 acre-feet [EBASCO Services Inc. Union Park water Supply Project
Reconnaissance Evaluation Study, October 1986, pp. 5-2 - 5-3].

* Our Responses: . while the average annual yfeld reflects assunptions
of strean flow commitnents below Taylor Reservoir, the size of Union Park
Reservoir reflects the node of its operation. This difference is significant
in nany ways for the Upper Gunnison Basin. In the dry-year node, filling the
900,000 acre-foot reservoir would take 15 years on average but draining {t
eastward could be at a rate in excess of 300,000 acre-feet per year
{application for Water Storage Rights, Water Division to. 4, Case lo. 86-CW-
226, 31 Decenber 1986]. Expressed in another way, Unifon Park could nove 1000
acre-feet per day to Denver when required in dry periods without rieed for any
new regulating reservoirs on the Eastern Slope [Colorado's Union Park Water
supply Project, 8 July 1988). More consistency and predictability in
reservoir operation over the years would contribute toward achieving Union
Park's clained recreational and fishery benefits. The reservoir would be slow
to f£i11 and quick to enmpty,
* The 1982 power decree gives Union Park the right to
£i1! and refill the Unfon Park Reservoir during flood periods to enhance
western Slope power, fish, and recreational flows [Dave Miller, letter to
Aurora City Councilmenbers, 14 September 1989}. Again, given the £illing
capabilities of a 1000 cfs pumping systen, the fluctuations in both Union Park
and Taylor Park Reservoirs would produce severe “bathtub ring™ problens.
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F. water Availability and Downstream Connitnents
1. Proponents clain: The Gunnison River is the largest “leak” of
Colorado’s conpact entitlenents and loses alnost a nillion acre-feet of
Colorado's interstate conpact water to California on average, but Union Park
would put to use about 8% econonically for growth in the Denver Metropolitan
D. B. Raitt and A. W. Watts, Union Park Plan For Optinun Developnent Of Taylor
River Water Resources, July 1989). Proponents point to Bureau of Reclamation
studies In the 1950's showing 450,000 acre-feet could be exported fron the
Gunnison River Basin without danger to senior water rights or the environment
(Union Park Facts, 3 April 1990].

* Our Responses: This nay have been possible on paper then - but,
there have been subsequent events and actions liniting the availabilfity of
water for the Union Park project. These include adjudication of water rights
for Blue Mesa, Crystal, and Morrow Point reservoirs of the Aspinall Unit in
1960 and 1961 [Colorado River water Conservation District, Assignnent Of Water
Rights, 23 October 1965] and adjudication of the “Taylor Park Pool” rights in
1974 and 1975 [HDR Engineering Inc., Upper Gunnison - Unconpahgre Basin Phase
1 Feasibility Study; Final Report, May 1989, p. 4-5].

* Upper Basin and Colorado Conpact deliveries are
neasured by total flow, not by date of flow. Transmountain diversion is a
totally consunmptive use of water otherwise available to meet our conpact
requirenents. In 1984 or 1985 the State of Colorado estimated it had 1.2
nillion acre-feet available for consunptive use from all of the Colorado
drainages before compact calls could not be met. At another tine the Bureau
of Reclanation estinated 500,000 acre-feet and California water authorities
estinated less than 200,000 acre-feet. Wwhat ever the number is it would
appear that now is the time to inventory the resource and prioritize planned

-investnents in it - not after the Union park and Collegiate Range projects

take out 60,000 or 150,000 or nore acre-feet,

* Exportation of water fron headwaters, such as from
Unfon Park Reservoir is danaging. Recogniticn of this gave rise to denands
for basin of origin conpensation. Water in the Gunnison River is used and
reused nany tines over on its way downstrean. Direct users and indirect
beneficiaries fron the head waters on down the strean will be severely harned
by rernoval of the quantities of water from the headwaters contenplated in the
Union Park proposal.

2. Proponents clain: Colorado’'s water resource consunpticn is out of
balance because all transmountain diversions for the Eastern Slope corne fron
the Upper Colorado Basin {[Union Park Facts, 3 April 1990}. They say the
Gunnison has never been tapped with a transnmountain diversion projec: and the
Colorado River district should declare a moratoriun on all diversions fron the
Upper Colorado Basin until beneficial uses of the Gunnison’s overlooked
floodflows are properly evaluated [David Miller, letter to Colorado fiver
Water Conservation District, 27 april 1990].

* Our Response: In fact the Gunnison Basin has been tapped to a
linited extent for transmountain diversions averaging 1,300 acre-feet per year
into the San Luis Valley. However, the Gunnison Basin is the najor source of
storage of water for neeting interstate compact obligations, hence the
Aspinall Unit of the Colorado River Storage Project. In addition, the nean
annual diversions from the Gunnison River through the Gunnison Tunnel are
presently about 336,000 acre-feet per year and nay increase to between 661,000
and 726,000 acre-feet [Bureau of Reclamatfion, Uncoopahgre Valley Reclanation
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Project - AB Lateral Hydropower Facility = EEIS, August 1990, pp. S-5 - S-7].
Again, direct users and indirect beneficiaries from the head waters on down
the strean will be severely harmed by renoval of the quantities of water from
the headwaters contemplated {n the Union Park proposal.

3. Proponents clain: Colorado f{s the only western state that has not
inventoried its water resources, and developed planning guidelines for then
with the result of a water development gridlock damaging the econony and
creating the highest water developnment costs and fees in the west ([Dave
Miller, letter to Governor Roy Romer, 10 April 1990].

* Our responses: The state of Colorado has approved and/or encouraged
storage projects which hold conditional decrees in the Greater Gunnison Basin
that predate the Union Park project. All may be adversely affected by Union
Park either during the next 35 years before Union Park is built or when they
seek financial support. Exanmples are the Doninguez, Cactus Park, Fruitland.
Mesa and Cow Creek projects. As a practical matter the lack of dam proposals
is not the cause for a planning gridlock in water resource development, nor
would the gridlock vanish with the inclusion of the Union Park proposal.
Unbuilt water projects need to nake sense in today's world, and Union Park
does not. Gunnison River water is already committed downstrean and used nany
tines over to the benefit of the Gunnison Basin and Colorado.

* Regardless of the strict appropriation nethod of
calculating existing water resources in Colorado, the current status of water
as a resource is that various Interests have now, by historical practice and
social value awareness, allocated all of the state’'s water resources. No
natter what new purposed use of water arises, it causes serious dislocation to
a segnent of the society which has come to depend on the existing allocated
use. Complete consumptive use is, of course, that nost difficult to
reallocate and when such use occurs at the headwaters of a najor river systea,
the detrimental effects to the “allocated” user are greatly nagnified. To
introduce now such a consumptive use as Union Park beconmes nore the allocation
of harns and not water.
* Withdrawal of the quantities of water proposed by the
Union Park would alter planning for salinity control downstrean and all other
water quality considerations.

* The Union Park project will have serious inmplications
to endangered species recovery prograns. It would effectively cripple use of
the Gunnison River in the endangered species recovery progran unless more
senior rights are condenned downstrean.

4. Proponents clain: The Colorado Water Resources and Power Developnent
Authority‘'s Phase 1 Study found a need for supplenental water to neet proposed
in-stream flow requirements through the Black Canyon of about 60,000 acre-feet
in the dry year of 1977 with about 40% of this anount possibly coning fron a
total release of 99,700 acre-feet from Taylor Park, if Union Fark Reservoir
was in place [D. B. Raitt and A. W. Watts, Unjfon Park Plan For Optinun
Developnent Of Taylor River water Resoyrces, July 1989].

* Cur response: Union Park has already interfered with the nininum
strean flow clains in the Black Canyon and would obviously place additional
non-designed and unintended storage burdens on the power production
capabilities of the Aspinall Unit which, in turn, is detrimental to all of the
Upper Basin states.

5. Proponents clain: Down river states get Colorado’s surplus water at no
cost because Colorado has not developed it for its own usage (Union Park
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Facts, 3 April 1990].

* Cur response: However, water originating in the Gunnison Basin does
not lose its econonic productivity if eventually it flows to California. As
noted above, nuch of the water originating on the Western Slope {s obligated
to flow downstrean; however, first Colorado gets to use and reuse it, instrean
and out of strean, nany tines before it crosses our stateline.

6. Proponents clain: Consunptive water needs on the Western Slope are
declining and an outside interest can challenge any water right by technically
proving underutilization or wasted water [Dave Miller, Gunnisopn County's
Courageous water Policy, 4 June 1990}.

* Our Response: while sone traditional water uses decline in some
places, there are increases in non-traditional uses which are much larger -
especially those associated with recreation and water quality nanagenment. Use
apd reuse of the water out of strean and {nstrean sustains a conplex web of
econonically beneficial relationships. For exanple, return flows and deep
percolation fron flood irrigation pernit "subbing." One person’s use and
application practices sustains another's. As a practical natter water {s not
~wasted” in flood irrigation or lost irretrievably. Withdrawal of water at
the headwaters destroys this econonically and ecologically productive system
of water use relationships.

G. operational Considerations

1. Proponents clain: The Bureau of Reclapation in 1983 acknowledged
benefits of Union Park in regulation and conservation of Blue Mesa conplex
water by capturing low value flood waters at high altitude for later release
to high value purposes - {rrigation and hydroposer - and indeed thai the
Bureau nay be interested in paying to developers a share of the costs of the
project {Unicn Park Facts, 3 April 1990].

= Qur response: However, wvery little water actually spills and it
does so very seldon fron the Aspinall Unit. Hydrologic modeling of the
perfornance of the Aspinall Unit between 1906 and 1979 shows spills average
6,500 acre-feet per year when they occur, but up to 35 years pass between
actual spills [EBASCO Services Inc. Union Park Water Supply Project
Reconnajssance Evaluation Study, Cctober 1986, pp. 3-2 - 3-3]. Besides these
releases, water passes through the turbines producing some low value non-peak
pover at the &spinall Unit, but that appears to be a function of inventory
nanagenent policy rather than storage capacity limitations. Union Park {s not
needed to furnish hydroelectric power.

" The annual average flow at Taylor Dan is aocut
140,000 acre-feet and the annual average flow at Blue Mesa Dan is 1,081,000
acre-feet {EBASCO Services Inc., Unfon Park Water Supply Project ’
Beconnaissance Evaluatfon Study, Cctober 1986, pp. 3-3 - 3-4]. Water stored
in Blue Mesa reservoir has the highest value on the Colorado River system for
hydropower production because of the cunulative head between the Blue Mesa
Reservoir water level and the power turbines at Havasu Reservoir. The loss of
an annual average of 60,000 acre-feet of water to Union Park diversion amounts
to an annual loss in excess of $4,500,000 in power revenues fron Blue Mesa
through Havasu Reservoirs assuning the value of $.05 per kilowatt hour and
this nay require conpensation [EBASCO Services Inc., Union Park Water Supply
Project Reconnaissance Evaluation Study, October 1986, pp. 5-5 - 5-5i for
nethodology see T. C. Brown and B. L. Harding, A Preliminary Assessment of
Tinber and Water Production in Subalpine Forests in Managenent of Subalpine
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Forests: Buflding On 50 Years of Research, GTR RM-149, Rocky Mountain Forest
and Range Experiment Station, Fort Collins, 1987, pp. 126-137].

2. Preponents clain: The long-tern average annual inflow to Taylor Park
Reserveir is over 140,000 acre-feet, during the period fron 1977 to 1984 the
flow varied from 62,500 acre-feet to 233,700 acre-feet, and in the water short
year of 1977 the Uncompahgre Valley Water Users purchased 45,000 acre-feet
fron the Bureau of Reclanation [D. B. Raitt and A. W. Watts, Unfon Park Plan
for Optimun Development Of Taylor River Water Resources, July 1989].
* Our responses: Managenent of water originating in the upper basin of
the Taylor River is not an {ssue. As fllistrated, the Uncompahgre Valley
Water Users Assoclation has the capability of efficiently nanaging their water
lnventory utilizing both the Taylor Park and Blue Mesa Reservoirs.

In terns of average operational conditions the Union
Park project is not viable - withdrawal on average of 60,000 acre-feet into
Unfon Park from the average watershed yield of 140,000 acre-feet does not
leave sufficient water to satisfy the Taylor Reservoir storage decree for
111,300 acre-feet.

3. Proponents clain: Evaporation losses from the high altitude Union Park
Reservoir would be only one-fourth the amount lost fronm the low altitude Two
Forks concept [Colorado’'s Unfon Park Water Supply Project, 8 July 1988].

‘Bvaporation from the average 3550 acre surface of Unfon Park is estinated to

be 10 inches per year for an average net loss of 3,000 acre-feet [EBASCO
Services Inc., Upion Park Water Supply Project Reconnaissance Evaluation
Study, October 1986, p. 3-4].

hd Our response: The critical consideration is the excess of
evaporation over precipitation fron the reservoir surface. The sagebrush
vegetation of the basin for Union Park suggests that during the {ce free
period evaporation is fairly high and that the estinate of 10 inches per year
is too small. Publication of more recent studies done in a comparable South
Park area for the Denver Water Board indicate that pan evaporation rates,
neasurenent of the amount of water lost fron a free water surface, are 28 to
37 inches fron May to October [I. A. Walter, E. G. Siener and others,
Evapotranspiration and Agrononic Responses In Formerly Irrigated Mountain
Meadows - South Park, Colorado, vol. 1, Denver Board of Water Comnissioners,
Denver, Colorado, March 1990, pp. 170-179.]. This recent report suggests
evaporation from the Union Park Reservoir would conservatively be about 3
tines the amount anticipated earlier, given that the elevation and clinate
between sites is generally conparable and due consideration is given for
increased evaporation caused by wave action {n the large reservoir.
Consequently Unfon Park can expect to lose about 9000 acre-feet per year on
average to evaporation which is about 15% of its average 60,000 acre-feet of
inflow by diversion. Evaporative loss or shrinkage of water inventory cculd
be severe if Union Park is operated in the dry-cycle mode of storing water
over nany years before release.

3. Proponents clain: Union Park Reservoir would provide massive high-
altitude storage of water taken fron the headwaters of a sub-basin of the
Gunnison River [Dave Miller, letter to POWER, 21 May 1990; D. B. Raitt and A.
W. Watts, Unjon Park Plan For Optinum Developnent Of Taylor River Water
Resources, July 1989}.

* our Response: As indicated above in Itenm 2 of this section, high
altitude sub-basins are subjected to greater varjability in received
precipitation than their parent basin as a whole. Dependability of flow to
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satisfy the Taylor Park Reservoir storage decree is quite high, however, the
dependability for Union Park's operation at the quantities contemplated is
nuch less. It has been suggested that the Unfon Park Reservoir can and will
perforn a variety of functfons. The fact that the intended conbination and
priority among these functions remains unclear at this tine, nakes review of
the proposal’s operating rules and their f{nplications difficult - especially
under conditions of increasing climatic variability comnonly associated with
the Greenhouse Effect [for discussion of operational rules see Edward Kuiper,
Water Resources Developpent: Planning Engineering and Econonics., Butterworth
and Co., London, 1965, Chapters 6 through 11].

H. Environnental and Recreational Implications

1. Proponents clain: Union Park is to guarantee flows below Taylor Dan
substantially higher than the nininun flows established by the Celorado Water
Conservation Board (finfon Park Facts, 3 April 1990].

= Our Responses: This appears unlikely. There is a conmitment to a
200 cfs flow below Taylor Dan during the sunmer resulting in an average annual
yield of 60,000 ace-feet [EBASCO Services Inc., Union Park Water Supply
Project Reconpaissance Evaluation Study, October 1986, p. 4-2 - 4-3].

However, proponents appear to contenplate reducing this and the Colorado Water
Conservation Board's 150 cfs flow decree as well to produce a larger water
yield [Arapahoe County, public handout, April-May 1988]. The naintenance,
and indeed inprovenent, of flow conditions, below Taylor Dam are econonically
very important to the Gunnison Basin. Beginning in 1975 the Upper Gunnison
water Conservancy District has, along with the Unconpahgre Valley Water Users
Association and the Bureau of Reclamation, controlled releases of water fron
Taylor Park Reservoir with an exchange agreenment for the purpose of enhancing
fisheries, irrigation, flood control, and ice control. The Gunnison District
has also filed In water court for the second filling of Taylor Reservoir with
purposes of environnental and econonic enhancepent.

The nonetary significance of flows below Taylor Dam
has recently been studied. Indirect valuation studies of the Taylor River
below Taylor Dam indicate that increasing the critical winter flow by 10 cfs
above the Colorado Water Conservation Board nininun of 50 cfs produces an
increase in the fishery and an inputed net value within this flow range to
anglers of approxinately $193.00 per cfs or $1.63 per acre foot released
[David Harpman. The Value of Instrean Flow Used To Produce A Recreatjonal
Fishery, Ph.D. Dissertation, Colorado State University, Fort Collins,
Colorado, 1990, pp. 119-121). This study indicated that summer releases above
the present pattern contribute little additional value for the fishery, but
reports on the value of increased flows for recreational and other purposes
are still in the process of preparation.

2. Proponents clain: The private nininua strean flow water rights on the
Taylor River benefit only the property owners along certain stream segnents by
having water pass by the property on its =ay out of the state, They say the
land is posted with no trespassing signs and that the anount of water (n the
decreed rights is far in excess of need for rafting, fish and plants, and
indeed, that it is rore than the sane private owners agreed to accept in
decrees pertaining to the Unifon Park hydroelectric power rights {Dave Miller
letter to Roger Morris - Editor of the Gunnison Country Times, 29 June 1990}.
* our Response: There are nany owners of private instrean flows on
the Taylor River and in the Taylor River drainage. In 1973 individuals with
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foresight tried to protect a part of the Gunnison Basin’'s heritage by
obtaining water rights to assure instrean flows on the Taylor River and its
tributaries. These rights were decreed in 1974 and 1975 for recreatfon,
wildlife protection, fish culture, heritage preservation, and stockwater
purposes [HDR Engineering Inc., Upper Gunnison-Unconpahgre Basin Phase 1
Feasjbjility Study, May 1989, p. 6-5]. Residents, and visitors have shared in
the benefits of their effort. In 1990, proponents of Union Park set out,
along with proponents of the Collegiate Range project, to quash these valued
rights in water court to further their own objectives.

3. Proponents clain: Union Park will enhance Gunnispn’s water based
econony by providing excellent Lake Trout fishery in an off-river sage covered
bowl and by stabflizing the current wide fluctuation in Taylor Park Reservoir
[Dave Miller., letter to POWER, 21 May 1990: Unicn Park Facts, 3 April 1990].

* dur Response: Given the frequency and extent of fluctuation, as
noted above, that would be expected in both Taylor Park and Union Park
Reservolirs as a result of the Union Park proposal, fisheries in both
reservoirs would be poor. There is not a need for an additional flat-water
recreation resource with large “bathtub rings.” The Gunnison Basin already
has a sufficiency of flat water recreation opportunities and indeed one of
particularly outstanding quality - Taylor Park Reservoir. Withdrawal of water
by Union Park will be detrimental to this resource base. Development of a
lake trout fishery in Union Park appears questionable and the project's
effects in conjunction with the Rocky Point hydroelectric project would
adversely inpact the existing high quality fishery and other recreational
usage in Taylor Park Reservoir and the Taylor River. Can the proponents
qLan&ify the value of recreation foregone because of diversions to Union Park?

Concerns for the adverse inplications upon wildlife
were voiced at presentations of the Union Park and Rocky Point projects [Laura
Anderson - reporter, Crested Butte Chronicle and Pilot, 27 February 1987].

The district wildlife nanager for the Division of Wildlife questioned the
description of the impacts fron the proposed Rocky Point and Union Park
projects as being “ninor” and brought up concerns for elK nigration routes and
fawning areas for bighorn sheep. A fisheries biologist for the Division of
Wildlife raised the {ssue of draining and filling of Taylor reservoir naking
it difficuit to keep a major fishery going. Also the impact of powerline
corridors =as raised at the meeting.

Union Park will fluctuate greatly and nore
erratically than nost traditional reservoirs, if it is operated in the dry-
cycle or topping-up mode. This causes storage in Union Park to fluctuate
between about 900,000 acre-feet and 200,000 acre feet over a period of 17
years, with yearly withdrawals of often nore than 150,000 acre-feet [Dave
Miller, letter to Willian Miller et al., 16 February 1987]. This is indeed
detrinental to biological conditfons above and below the reservoir's water
line.

I. 2elatfons With The Gunnison Basin

1. Proponents clain: The Union Park project is to benefit the Gunnison
Basin connunity by building a consensus rather than the traditional
nonproductive infighting between historically competitive interests [Dave
Miller, noninatien for the Take Pride in America National Axards, 1989].

d Cur response: However, proponents have undertaken to quash a
sufficient quantity of established conditional water rights within the Upper
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Gunnison Basin to assure a safe vield for their project, saving those
conditional rights applied for by <he City of Gunnison in 1981 [Agreenent
between Natural Energy Resources Zonpany and the City of Gunnison, January
1987, p. 6). This is not neighboriy. - More recently the proponents joined -
with proponents of the Collegiate -ange project to quash and invalidate
decreed private instrean flow rizhts on the Taylor River which were
adjudicated in 1974 and 1975.

2. Proponents clain: Participation in the Union Park project is said to
provide the City of Gunnison with a value of $50 pillion, for a downpaynent of
$1000 and total cost of $200,000, ~hich includes needed storage, water rights,
and reduced power fees [Union Parx Facts, 3 April 1990].
* However, by resolution in Fetruary of 1990, the City of Gunnison acted to
fornally and expeditiously withdraw fron its agreenent with NECO and Arapahoe
County regarding water storage in the proposed Union Park Reservoir and to
vigorously and persistantly opposa transnountain diversion of Gunnison Basin
water. Water and water Storage space is available in Blue Mesa Reservoir five
niles away for purchase from the Zureau of Reclamation and this would inply
less cost and less connitnent to cperating expenses [HDR Engineering Inc.,
Upper Gunnjson-Uncompahzre Basin hase 1 Feasibjility Study, May 1989, pp. 10-5
and 10-6; Bureau of Reclanation, water Service Contracting From Colorado River
Storage Project Storage Peservoirs, circa 1985].
The City of Gunnison does not need peaking power.

“The ultipate criterion of a punp-storage project (s whether or not its
addition to an existing power sys:an will lower the overall cost of the systen
as conpared to the least costly a.:ernative addition to the systen [Edward
Kuiper, Water fesources Developrers: Planning Engineering and Econonics,
Butterworth and Co., London, 1965. p. 310). Under the agreement bet.een the
City of Gunnison and proponents o: Union Park, the City nust pay the full cost
of punping water up into Union Par-< Reservoir for later release as peaking
power which the City is able to ciurchase at half the going price. This would
not lower the overall cost of the Zity’'s systen.

J. Alterpatives
1. Proponents clain: Union Parx is offered as the ideal alternative to
versions of the Two Forks projec: Dave Miller, letter to Hubert Farbes, 24
July 1990; and Dave Miller, lettar to Willian Reilly, 17 May 1989).
b Qur response: while the 2 for 1 nultiplier {s pointed out by
prcponents as a cost advantage, i:s value is questionable. A buyer would be
expected to purchase on the basis >f anticipated average supply - 60,000
acre-feet per year (EBASCO Services Inc., Union Park Water Supply Project
Reconnaissance Evaluation Study, (ctober 1986, p. 14-2]. Various conponent
costs can be included or taken ou:i of the proposal to arrive at the unit cost
per acre-foot of annual yield whicn is $4200 at its lowest and $8600 at the
hich end [EBASCO services Inc., Union Park Water Supply Project Reconnaissance
Evaluatfion Study, October 1986, cs. 11-1 - ti-4]. Costs nay ultinately be on
the high side because of a buyer's inabilfty to utilize all the concepts
packaged into the proposal.

Other vianle and sensible alternatives to the Union
Park proposal do exist and include conservation and water sharing within the
Cenver netropolitan area. If transpountain diversion nust be undertaken in
Colorado, the Colorado Aqueduct fetwurn Project (- CARP-) offers nany
advantages - including reliability, cost, and basin of origin protectfon -
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over Unjon Park for the Gunnison Basin, the Western Slope, and Colorado as a
whole [Ralph Clark, Colorado Aqueduct Return Proiect, January 1989 and March
1990).

2. Expansion alternatives for the Union Park project range up to a project
capacity of an annual average 210,000 acre-feet taken out of the Upper
Gunnison Basin principally by punping water out of Blue Mesa Regservoir [EBASCO
Services Inc., Union Papk Water Supply Project Beconnaissance Evaluaticn
Study, October 1986, pp. 12-3 and chapters 15 - 19 and Arapahoe County,
presentation handout, April - May 1988}, :

* Our response: Such plans would be more devastating to the Gunnison
Basin than the proposal discussed above. It appears that the initial
application to the water court for storage rights is only the beginning.
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Date: September 10, 1990
To: Legislative Interim Committee on Water
Tilman Bishop, Chairman
From: City of Grand Junction
County of Mesa
Re: TESTIMONY before the Committee, September 12, 1990

Transmountain Diversions from Gunnison River Basin

On June 4, 1986, the City of Grand Junction filed in opposition to an application for water rights of the City of
Aurora in the Gunnison River Basin. Since 1986, the City of Grand Junction and Mesa County, along with the
Colorado River Water Conservation District, the Upper Gunnison Water Conservancy District, and other
western slope water users have participated in actions concerning Aurora’s filinge and Arapahoe County’s and
Natural Energy Resources proposed Union Park Project.

Our position has been and is unequivable opposition to any proposed {ransfers of water from the Gunnison
River Basin.

1. Is there unappropriated water available for appropriation? The City of Grand Junction has major
conditional and absolutc dccrees on the Gunnison River that could be affected by appropriation and
removal of water from the Gunnison River Basin.

2, Arc the Aurora and Natural Resources applications made for the purpose of speculation iu the sale of
this water?
3. What are the effects of appropriations and transfer of water from the Gunnison River Basin on water

quality within the Grand Valley? Water quality is a major issue within the Grand Valley. Though the
salinity control programs address water quality leaving the Valley, our concernp is the long-term decline
in water quality coming into the Grand Valley. ’

4. Finally, the issue of a rounded economic development program for Mesa County includes a strong
recreational component which is based, in part, on a vibrant recreational base within the headwater
counties, The availability of stream resources within reach of Mesa County visitors and residents is
ix:lportant. The Taylor River drainage is unique and is known world-wide for its scenic and recreational
values.

We hope the Interim Committee considers these comments in their deliberations and understands that Mesa
County and the City of Grand Junction are unitcd on this issuc.

Genova, Commissioner
sa County, Colorado

Bill McCutry, May:

for City of Grand Jynction, Colorado



WRITTEN TESTIMONY TO
LEGISLATIVE INTERIM COMMITTEE ON WATER

Submitted by
Gunnison Basin POWER, Inc.

Seplember 12, 1990

We respectfully urge and encourage the members of the Colorado General Assembly to seek
ways, through law and/or policy:

1.

To better reflect the values of instream waters and their vital role in maintaining
Colorado’s scenic beauty, fishery, wildlife, and thus, the state’s present economic
realities, including its growing recreational tourism industry.

To encourage broader public involvement and parlicipalion in water resources
planning and decision-making at all levels, including, first of all, election of water
conservation and conservancy board members, as is appropriate since they are
funded by property tax levies and assume important public responsibilities.

To consider the interests of the people, present and future, of the river basins from
which water is exported; such prolection to include, if appropriate--but not to be
limited to--provisions for compensatory storage.

To encourage (or establish, if need be), a process and criteria for evaluating effects of
water appropriations and transfers on the general welfare or public interest.

To give some priority to “conservation" of our state's water, rather than just project
development, in order that maximal efficiency measures of all types are encouraged
and implemented, in order to produce "new" water through better management.

In addition, we respectfully urge:

1.

Please do nol amend law lo prohibil the Colorado Waler Conservation Board [rom
acting, as it deems necessary, on a case by case basis regarding project proposals
which would entail the inundation of state protected minimum instream flow segmenis.
(POWER testified on this matter at CWCB hearings). ’

Please do not act to prohibit the Colorado Water Conservation Board from accepting
appropriate contributions of conditional rights for instream flows when warranted, as,
for example, in the case of the Chevron/Nature Conservancy donation to help clear
the way for the wild and scenic designation of the Gunnison River Gorge segment as
supported by the local governments of that region.
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COLORADO WATER STATUTE IS HELPING CALIFORNIA

One of the principal changes in the Colorado law of conditional water rights in
recent years was the addition of § 37-92-305 9(b). 9(b) requires, for the first time,
that a claimant for a conditional water right prove that waters “"can and will" be
diverted and that the project "can and will" be built.

Though seemingly simple on its face, the so called "can and will doctrine" has
proven to be a can of worms in the Water Courts, and in a manner which has
given water project opponents an undue advantage, which we believe was not
intended.

| will handle the simplest problem first. The “can and will" doctrine has been held
to require that the availability of unappropriated water be demonstrated. Town of
Elorence. This, in itself, is not an unusual engineering exercise. Unfortunately,
project opponents are now arguing that the Water Courts are bound to assume
that all currently decreed conditional rights will be built, and that even in our most
water-rich divisions, that no water is legally available. This argument is of great
benefit, of course, to California and to Arizona, and a net loss to Colorado.

The basis for this bizarre argument is the "can and will" test itself; project
opponents argue that because of findings previously made by the Water Courts in
each and every conditional rights case, that everyone on the river is legally bound
to assume that every project will be built in addressing their own water availability.
This, of course, has never been true, is not true now, and Colorado is suffering for
it. Historical experience has shown that only a fraction of conditionally decreed
projects are actually built. Qualified engineers assessing water availability should
not be forced to assume that every project which has a conditional decree will be
built.

The larger problem with "can and will" is that no guidance is given as to what an
applicant must prove in Court as far as future project construction. To the extent
that it means that an applicant must prove its general financial capabilities, its right
to condemn, its general ability to secure permits, etc., there is no insurmountable
obstacle. But that is not how "can and will" is being used by project opponents
and by self-styled environmentalists. They use it as a club to stop all new projects.

They maintain that an applicant must demonstrate in Water Court that it will secure
each of a list of permits and contracts which may be needed for project
construction, many of which will not be applied for for years, or even a decade or
more. They argue that condemnation actions be initiated béfore filing in Water
Court, and that other land acquisition be complete before a conditional decree can
be obtained. There is no limit to the list of items large and small which they
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maintain an applicant must prove today in Court no matter how speculative and
premature the issue is.

For example, if a pumping plant is to be installed on Federal land, how do you
prove that you will get a permit or permits when the facilty may only be
preliminarily designed, for which no permit is yet applied for, or which could not
yet be applied for, for which an Environmental Impact Study has not been
prepared, and which will not be prepared until a permit is actually applied for?

The answer by a project opponent is simple. No matter how much an applicant
has done, it is not enough, or it is the wrong thing altogether. Every municipality
with a large project must now fight charges that it is a speculator, or that it could
not build its project, 5, 10 or 20 years down the road, for any of a hundred
hypothetical reasons.

This is a complete reversal of 100 years of law. An applicant needs the certainty
of a decreed conditional water right to proceed with full engineering, permit
applications, contracts, Environmental Impact Studies, and the like. We now have
a Catch-22: the only safe way to file in Water Court is to have all your permits,
land acquisitions and contracts in place when you go to Court. FWS Land &
Cattle Co. As anyone with any experience knows, this is impossible, as a
condemnation powers and permit applications may require the existence of a
decreed water right. The completion of final engineering, which is necessary for
the permit process, requires that you know how much water you will be handling,
in other words, the decreed amount.

Project opponents now argue that the Legislature has decreed the dawning of a
new age of conservation in which noc new water supply projects will be built. This
theory is short-sighted and dangerous, and Colorado will be the big loser. We
don’t believe this is what the Legislature intended, and this damage must be
undone if our economy is tc prosper in the long-term.

John R. Henderson
Colorado Attorney




P.O.Box 567 « Palmer Lake, Colorado 80133 «+ (719) 481-2003 « FAX (719) 481-4013

September 14, 1990

Senator Tillman Bishop

Chairman, Legislative Committee on Water
c/o Legislative Council Staff

State Capitol Building

Denver, CO 80203

Dear Senator Bishop:

As a representative of the private sector with extensive water
management experience, we respectfully request that your committee
sponsor the enclosed State Water Planning Bill during the next
legislative session.

We sincerely believe a consolidated state water planning process is
long overdue, and one of the most important legislative needs in
Colorado’s history. We are also convinced that your other pending
water bills can be better staffed, formulated, and reviewed within the
framework of a formalized planning process.

The enclosed article, Colorado’s Water Management Crisis, explains the
need and urgency for state water planning.

The enclosed paper, Colorado Water Statute Is Helping California, is a
good example of how unplanned, piecemeal legislation is inadvertently
damaging Colorado’s competitive ability to conserve water for its
future environmental and economic needs.

If Colorado does not soon adopt an efficient process to resolve its
growing internal water conflicts and confusion, our vital water
resource decisions will surely be determined more and more by federal
agencies and the more unified down river states.

Thank you very much for your thoughtful consideratiqn.
'7\ 7

Allen D. (Dave) Miller

President

/tim

Encls: 1) Draft Colorado Water Planning Bill L
2) Article, Colorado’s Water Management grlsls . ]
3) Paper, Colorado Water Statute Is Helping cCalifornia

Sincerel

cc: Colorado legislators and water management agencies
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P.O.Box 567 - Paimer Lake, Colorado 80133 « (719)481-2003 - FAX (719) 481-4013

September 14, 1990

Ms. LaJuana S. Wilcher

Assistant Administrator For Water

United States Environmental Protection Agency

401 M Street

Washington D.C., 20460 RE: Two Forks Veto

Dear Ms. Wilcher:

The Metro Denver Water Provider’s slide presentation, Hidden Impacts
Of Two Forks Veto, was prepared for your recent Denver visit. The
presentation is well done, but is based on the false premise that a
Two Fork veto is a threat to Northern Colorado agriculture.

EPA files show there are several viable ongoing alternatives that were
improperly screened from the EIS. None of these alternatives are a
threat to agriculture. The City of Thornton’s City-Farm Recycling
Project is often cited as a threat, but this concept is designed to
return 100% of the water to the same diversion point. There is no
reason to dry up Northern Colorado if Two Forks is denied.

The argument that a veto will destroy Metro cooperation is also a "red
herring". Two Forks cooperation was based on a false notion that
Colorado had no other reasonable options. In fact, there are several
promising alternatives that were improperly discounted, but
potentially far less damaging. The major "overlooked" alternatives
currently being pursued include Arapahoe County’s Union Park Project,
Thornton’s City-Farm Recycling, Denver’s Green Mountain Pump Back, and
San Luis Ground Water. If all of these projects are built, the total
impact would be less than Two Forks, and the yield would triple.

Two Forks is the result of political momentum created by skillful
promotion of old water rights in a state water planning vacuum. In
Colorado’s market based water allocations system, state water
management agencies could not evaluate alternatives within the
state’s overall water supply and demand situation. Hopefully,
Colorado’s water laws will soon be supplemented with some water
planning.

We strongly recommend that EPA’s veto includes assistance to Colorgdo
in the evaluation of its water supply options. The veto will
facilitate real cooperation by opening the process to objectivity.

Sincerely,
"Allen D. (Dave) Miller, President /tim
encl. Letter on state water planning legislation, 9/14/90.

cc: Interested parties.
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Senator Tillman Bishop

Chairman, legislative Committes On Water
C/Q Legislative Council Stars

State Capitol Building

Denver, Colorado 80203

Dear Senator Bishop:

Per your request at the Cormittee's August 24th hearing, copies of our Union
Park briefing slides are enclosed for distribution to your committee members.

As pointed out in our briefing, the Union Park Water Conservation Project's

massive high altitude storage will:

1) Satisfy Metro Denver's future growth for about half the safe yleld cost

- of Two Forks.

2) Felp correct the gross imbalance in water usage between the over
depleted Upper Colorado Basin and the wetter, untapped, and under utilized

Upper Gunnison Basin.

3) Provide supplemental water for the river basins and wet lands of both

slopes during the criticsal drought cycles when local economies

environments are endangeread.

and

4) Help reverse the historic devisiveness that has Prevented Colorado from
conserving  its entitled water before it 1s permanently lost to the faster

growing states who are efficiently planning their water future.

L) Enhance the Cunnison's ranching and recreation econemies

by

guaranteeing adequate river flows, stabilized reservoirs, and additional

world class fishing during the worst drought cycles.

I would appreciate the opportunity to give our views on the urgent legislation
required to achieve state water planning, during your committee's October

hearing.
Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

4

Allen D. (Dave) Mille
President

ADM/1m
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August 16, 1990

Mr. Hubert A. Farbes, Jr.
President, Denver Water Board
1600 W. 12th Avenue

Denver, CO. 80254

Re: Union Park Alternative To Two Forks Dam
Dear Mr. Farbes:
Thank you for your telephone call today in response to my July 24th letter.

I am sorry, but I can not agree with your view that a Denver Water Department
evaluation of the Union Park Water Conservaton alternative should be deferred
until EPA rules on your smaller Two Forks counterproposal.

" Union Park is one of the major structural alternatives identified by EPA's
staff that was improperly excluded in the EIS from detailed consideration.
This alternatives oversight is one of the basic legal reasons for the pending
Two Forks veto. The continued "stonewalling" of a superior alternative in
favor of a smaller, less efficient Two Forks would only compound the earlier
travesty. Even the Corps of Engineers' belated analysis confirmed Union Park's
unprecedented 2 for 1 hydrology that gives it major yield, cost, and
environmental advantages over any size Two Forks.

Over the past several years the Metro Denver Water Providers have chosen to
follow the Denver Water Department's leadership in the single minded pursuit of
an obsolete project that has proven to be the most expensive, environmentally
damaging option. Now, instead of pursuing an even less efficient variation,
the Department bears an urgent moral responsibility to help find an economical,
environmentally sound, water alternative for Metro Denver's citizens.-

Arapahoe County and the City of Aurora are already cooperating on developing
the best water supply option from the wetter, untapped, overlooked Gunnison
Basin. The engineers who have objectively evaluated Union Park's massive, high
altitude, off-river storage, know it is the ideal answer Ffor West and East
Slope drought protection, and Metro Denver's water future. The basic reason
Arapahhoe County has not formally offered Union Park as an alternative to Two
Forks is to avoid being labeled a Metro spoiler before the veto is final.

To help with the Denver Water Department's long overdue decision to evaluate
the Union Park alternative, I would be honored to provide an informative
presentation for your board at its earliest convenience.

Allen D. (Dave) Miller

President

ADM/bm
cc: Denver City Council Members, EPA (Ms. LaJuana Wilcher), Arapahoe County.
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Cooperation is necessary
for state's water future

The front page of the July 25th
Gunnison Country Times reported
that coopcration between regions is
the key to Colorado's water luture.
This theme was expressed by most
speakers at the 15th annual
Colorado Watcr Workshop.

However, on page 2 the ghost
writcr for POWER'’s weckly Taylor
Talks column continues 10 attack
past and present city of Gunnison
officials for cooperating with the
Union Park Water Conservation
Project. Union Park’s large, high-
altitude storage concept is specifi-

cally designed (o share a small per-

cent of the Gunnison’s surplus flood
waters with dryer populated areas,
while providing needed drought pro-
tection for Gunnison’s water-based
cconomy.

POWER's founder may be well-
meaning, but her uncompromising
slogans and tactics are misleading
the public, intimidating local politi-
cal lcaders and damaging profes-
sional carecrs.

The democratic process would be
better served if POWER's leadership
would stop questioning the loyalty
of anyone who is not bound to the
selfish slogan of “not one drop over
the hill.” Instead, POWER’s leaders
should consider some of the histori-
cal and technical perspectives of
those who have more water manage-
ment experience.

For example, during the 1950s,
the Burcau of Reclamation conduct-
ed dctailed studies that identified up
10 450,000 acre-fect of surplus
Gunnison flood waters that could be
diverted out of basin without
impacting senior Gunnison water
rights. In 1974 a study by Morcan
Engineering, Inc., of Delta recom-
mended that the city of Gunnison
construct a water storage capability. .
Water Resource Consultants, Inc., of
Gunnison conducted a similar study
in 1981, and as a result, the city now
has reservoir decrees on the Taylor
and East rivers, as well as Antclope
Creek.

In 1982 the founders of Natural
Energy Resources Company
(NECO) dgc’Ti(_iﬁd/lQ,dnfnuhc trans-
mountain phase of its Union Park
Project until the demand and politics
were clearer. The climate improved
somewhat in 1984 when prominent
West and East Slope leaders formed
the Colorado Alliance to cooperate
on water storage projects to save the
state’s Colorado River Compact
entitlements before these waters
were permancntly forlcited to
Califomia and Arizona. A special
state water development sales tax
was being proposed, and the

" Alliance’s initial goal was to con-

struct a 250,000 acre-feet reservoir
on the West Slope that could be used
for recreation, and diversion of
50,000 acre-feet to the East slope.

In Jate 1985, the Gunnison repre-
sentative on the Colorado Water and
Power Authority (Dick Bratton)
encouraged NECO to sell its Union
Park Project to the Authority. The
intent was to use Union Park as a
cash gencrator Lo construct recre-
ation reservoirs for the West Slope.

Dick indicated that 50,000 acre-feet
would be consistent with the
Alliance’s objective and a politically
acceptable amount for export from
the Upper Gunnison. Although the -
Authority declined NECO's propos-
al, it did initiate the Phase I Upper
Gunnison Water Study to evaluate
alternative water and power export
projects to generate cash for enhanc-
ing the Upper Gunnison’s water-
based economy. Phase I was con-
‘ducted at the request of the Upper
Gunnison River Water Conservancy
District, the Uncompahgre Valley
Water Users Association, and the
Colorado River Water Conservancy
District. L
Unfortunately, most of the
study’s funds were politically wast-
ed on Lrying to justify a Gunnison
controlled diversion direct.from. the
existing:Taylor Park Reservoir it
was only alter the Alliarice's 7

actions, Bratton's encouragement,
and the Gunnison District's initia-
tion of Phase I that NECO decided
the time was right to apply in water
court for Union Park’s diversion
rights,

In late 1986 the city of Gunnison
council members voled to purchase
some Union Park water rights, stor-
age and power from NECO. This
purchase had a total 1986 value of
approximately $50 million, and the
cost to the city was only $2,000
down and $198,000 upon construc-
tion. In 1988 NECO sold Union

Park and its contract with the city-of o

Arapahoe. County for $2.2 million.
This was an extraordinary coup for
the city. Unfortunately, in early
1990 a new city council caved in to
disruplive political tactics from
POWER and Rep. Scott McGinnis.

WMW_‘!&LN_?wed
the city from its contract obliga-
tions.

If POWER wants (o hang some-
one for Union Park, it should look
to the players involved in these his-
torical facts. It should also blame
geography for making the Upper
Gunnison the wettest, untapped
water area in Colorado.

POWER'’s uncompromising_ . _
stance “not one drop over the hill” is
a far cry from inter-region coopera-
tion based on reasoned analysis of
Colorado’s water supply and
demand situation. Instead of inflam-
matory slogans and unfair attacks on
the loyalty and professional integri-
ty of public officials and advisors,
POWER should try to specifically

irefute Union Park’s extraordinary

echnical claims that the project will

nhance the Gunnison'’s environ-
ment and water-based economy.

. In the meantime, Gunnison's
elected officials should have the
courage to resist unreasonable polit-
ical actics from a few uninformed
activists.

Dave Miller
NECO president
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' August 27, 1990

Mr. Hubert A. Farbes, Jr., President
Denver Board of Water Commissioners
1600 W. 12th Avenue

Denver, Colorado 80254

Re: ©Union Park Alternative To Two Forks Dam
Dear Mr. Farbes:

From your August 23rd reply to my August 16th letter, it is
apparent you are being misinformed regarding the relative merits
of Two Forks and the Union Park Water Conservation Project.

Arapahoe County's 1latest industry supplied estimates indicate
Union Park's construction costs would be $334 million. Allowing
20% for contingencies, 15% for engineering and administration, $6
million for environmental mitigation, and $7 million for fees and
owner's costs, the total 1989 development cost would be $464
million.

The Corps' hydrology modeling has confirmed when Union Park is
used as drought backup storage for Denver's existing reservoirs,
an average 60,000 acre feet from the untapped Gunnison Basin can
increase Metro Denver's safe annual yield by 120,000 ac feet.
This is 20% more than Two Forks. The ’ﬁﬁﬁféEEHEﬁ?Ea——Ezgfor 1
"multiplier effect" 1is what gives Union Park an annualized yield

cost of about half that of EPA's latest $595 per acre foot
estimate for Two Forks.

Your point on the uncertainty of Union Park's water rights is not
valid. The Denver Water Department's 20 year water rights battle
for Two Forks was quickly resolved by negotiation in a few days
shortly before the Corps' release of the Draft EIS. The water
rights logjam was broken when the Department finally agreed to pay
the Colorado River Water Conservancy District for West Slope
compensatory storage. These very high mitigation costs were
inexplicitly and 1illegally excluded from all Two Forks studies.
The River District also soiled its own nest by agreeing to the
further over depletion of the Upper Colorado Basin, while its
wetter, untapped Gunnison Basin continues to lose nearly a million
acre feet of Colorado entitled water to the down river states.

Union Park's water rights are on a much sounder footing than Two
Forks for an equitable negotiated settlement based on balanced use
of Colorado's water resources. Union Park is a multipurpose West
Slope compensatory storage site that can be flexibly managed to
provide needed drought protection for the river environments and
wet lands of both slopes. For example, Union Park's massive, high
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altitude storage can guarantee the doubling of the Colorado Water
Conservation Board's minimum flows on the Taylor River during the
///.worst drought cycles, while also providing an average 60,000 acre
feet for Metro Denver. Its remote, off-river, sage covered site
is truly wunique, and far less objectionable to the environmental
community. Union Park's cyclic storage will substantially enhance
the Gunnison's water based economy by providing a world class Lake
Trout fishery, and stabilizing the drastic fluctuations in Taylor
/// Park Reservoir and the Taylor River. The innovative combining of
advanced pumped storage technology with a naturally ideal

reservoir site 1is what gives Union Park its unprecedented
advantages.

In short, Union Park is probably the most efficient,
environmentally sound, multipurpose, water conservation project
ever conceived -- especially in this new age of environmental

enlightenment. Except for a last minute token review, at our
insistence, the Metro Denver System Wide Analysis completely
overlooked the detailed government studies on the Gunnison water
source for East Slope growth. Two Forks objectors would have a
field day in court with this illegal oversight. Even if EPA were
to reverse its expected veto of your 25 year Two Forks
application, your board would still be morally and 1legally
obligated to consider the viable ongoing alternatives that were
"overlooked". The detailed EIS was effectively and improperly
limited to those options that could be controlled by the Denver
Water Department's water rights. These rights were secretly
acquired in the Upper Colorado and South Platte Basins over the
last 50 years with only one long-range concept in mind.

As Dboard members of a powerful public entity, your concerns and
allegiance should surely be with the public -- not with the
managers who have spent a lifetime promoting a single outmoded
idea that has proven to be the most costly, environmentally
damaging option.

Because of the urgent need to minimize further waste of the
state's water and the public's funds, we again request that the
Denver Water Department conduct an immediate, objective,
preliminary analysis of Union Park. We stand ready to assist with
briefings and engineering assistance.

Thank you for considering this critical Colorado water issue.

Allen D. (Dave) Miller, President

ADM/bm

cc: EPA, Denver Council Members, Metro Denver Water Providers,
Arapahoe County, Colorado officials and Legislators.
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HUBERT A. FARBES, JR., President
MALCOLM M. MURRAY, 1st Vice-President
MONTE PASCOE

DONALD L. KORTZ

MS. ROMAINE PACHECO

W. H. MILLER, Manager
August 23, 1990

Allen D. (Dave) Miller, President
Natural Energy Resources Company
P.O. Box 567

Palmer Lake, Colorado 80133

Re: Correspondence dated July 24 and August 16, 1990
Regarding Union Park Proposal

Dear Mr. Miller:

I have received your letter of August 16, 1990, and as
promised during our telephone conversation, have discussed with
other members of the Denver Water Board your request for a personal
presentation on the Union Park proposal.

First of all, let me correct your August 16 letter regarding
my alleged "view" on evaluation of your Union Park proposal. I
advised you that, consistent with the Board's April 1989 Policy
Statement, it is prepared to consider any legitimate proposals by
its contract distributors or other third parties for utilization of
Denver's system in the delivery of water supplies. However, Denver
is committed by its agreement with many other project participants
throughout the metropolitan area to pursue its 404 permit
application for and with respect to the Two Forks project. It
would be inappropriate to, and inconsistent with those agreements
that this Board undertake or promote another major water develop-
ment project at this time. You are badly mistaken in your
assumption that the Denver Water Board may, now or in the future,
"evaluate" the Union Park proposal or some other water project as
an "alternative" to the present 404 permit application. The Denver
Water Board has not made any policy determination as to whether, in
the event its existing 404 permit application is vetoed by the
United States Environmental Protection Agency, the Board will
undertake or promote any other major water storage project.

I also take strong exception to your description of the Board
and Department conduct as "stonewalling" the Union Park proposa
An objective review of the Union Park proposal by the Army Corps of
Engineers, in the context of the systemwide and site specific EIS
process, has demonstrated your proposal to be an inferior, not a
superior alternative to other projects evaluated by or recommended
for consideration (for the Denver metropolitan area) by the Corps.



Allen D. (Dave) Miller, President
August 23, 1990
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One of the more g¢bvious and apparent reasons for the Corps'
conclusion is the fact that Union Park proponents had not obtained
conditional water rights, properly decreed under Colorado law,
which entitle them to divert the waters identified by this
proposal. To my knowledge, you still have not resolved this rather
elemental impediment to development of this proposal.

The members of the Denver Water Board have reviewed your
written presentation of July 24, 1990. The Board members are also
familiar with the variety of documentation you previously pre- -
sented, during the EIS process, regarding the Union Park proposal.
At this time, the Board has concluded there is no need or good
purpose served by further presentations from you regarding this
proposal.

Hub¥®rt A. Farbes, Jr.[ President
Denver Board of Water Commissioners

HAF/hc
cc: Members of the Denver City Council
Members of the Denver Water Board
Mr. William H. Miller, Manager
Denver Water Board



/[ Testimony Before
Legislative Interim Committee On Boards And Commissions
by
Allen D. (Dave) Miller, President
Natural Energy Resources:Company
August 15, 1990

I am president of Natural Energy Resources Company testifying for
the pri#ate sector.

Since 1982, our company has - been . developing- two major water
projects in Colorado. Our $ billion, 1,0QO megawatt, Rocky Point
Peaking Power Project is scheduled to come on 1line in 1997. We
have recently sold our Union Park Water Conservation Project to
Arapahoe County, and this project has the potential of being a
lower cost alternative to Bwo Forks Dam. It also has substantial
drought benefits for the environments of both slopes.

My téstimony is related primarily to Colorado's organization for
managing its vital water resources.

Historically, most water development in Colorado was done by
private initiative. However, the process has become so uncertain
and complex, there are very few private companies willing to
invest in Colorado's water future. The situation is almost as
difficult for public entities. Although Cdlorado's high
toﬁbgraphy generates much of the water ) for . the West, we
paradoxically have the highest water development costs and fees in
the region. |

From our persbective, ve believe the Cﬁlorado; Legislature is
largelf responsible for the state's water development quagmire.
We also believe there is a way to cure our water paralysis, if the
Legislature is willing to take some bold correctiyé measures, i.e.

1. Too Many Agencies Colorado has a proliferation of water

S¢D R § 1990
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boards, authoritiéé, districts, and offices, with overlapping
responsibilities . for planning and managing its water. We
recommend a special legiélative task force to clearly define
specific functions and reduce the number of agencies involved in
water decisions. As a starter, the functions of the recently
formed Colorado Water Resources And Powé% Development Authority
should be returned to the Colorado Water Conservation Board and
the State Engineers Office.

2. Too Many Attorneys.. About 70% of the nation's water  attorneys

practice in Colorado'é'highly inefficient water management system.
This group dominates the state's water management agencies.
Attorneys are not trained to efficiently conceive, plan, and
dévelop water resourcés in the public interest. New legislation
should be enacted that would require more engineers and water
resource specialistsAto head and man the state's water ménagement
agencies. Water attorneys should be used more as technical
advisers for 'our agencies, instead of managers and board members.

3. Not Enough Planning Colorado is the only Western state
without some sort of state water planning and policy effort. - The
charters of all of our water agehcies reduire planning, but in
reality none do it for fear of upsetting one special interest or
another. The proposed Two Forks Dam is probably the best example
of ineffective state water planning. None of our state agencies
evaluated Two Fofks within the context of the state's overall
water resources and demand picture. As a result, we continue to
overdeplete the Upper Colorado Basin while better water sources,
such as the untapped Gunnison Basin, are not considered. Instead
of planning in the public interest, water rights are the primary
driving force in Colorado. The Legislature should ' initiate a
definitive state water planning and policy effort. This effort
should be carrigd put‘Ey a special commission of. water resource
experts, who afe ~not representing any special interest group or

region.

Thank you for your‘consideration. (719)481-2003
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DENVER OFFICE’ GLENWOOD SPR!
, NGS O
: 2490 West 26th Ave., Suite 100 A 818 Colorado Avenue FRCE
i Denver, Colorado 80211 P. O. Box 219
(303) 480-1700 Glenwood Springs, Colorado 81602
(303) 945-7755

Denver Direct Line: 893-1608
August 3, 1990

- Mr. Charles T. Reeder
. 7774 South Niagra Wa
Englewood, Colorado 80112

Re: Engineering Report Concerning Water Availability and Economic Analysis
of Bertha Gulch Tunnel Diversion _

: ‘Dear Mr. Reeder:

Enclosed please find a copy of our engineering report investigating water
- availability for the pro%osed Arapahoe County project diverting through the
proposed Bertha Guich unnel located on and near the Rainbow Services prop-
erty. Included in this report is a preliminary economic analysis concern-

ing the feasibility of the Bertha Gulch Tunnel diversion as compared to
pumping from Taylor Park Reservoir.

':‘Wr_ight Water Engineers has enjoyed preparing this report for you. We

¢ especially want to thank you for your cooperation and assistance during our
recent field visit. : ‘

If you have questions or concerns involving this report, please contact me.

Very truly yours,

9 A

LME:ard o
Attach. . oy i
891-138.000 '
(Reports.26)
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INTRODUCTION

The general purpose of this report is to investigate water availability for
diversion from Willow Creek and Shingle Creek at the proposed diversion
points for Arapahoe County’s Union Park Reservoir project diverting through
the proposed Bertha Guich Tunnel. This collection system would divert from
points on Willow Creek and its tributary Shingle Creek approximately one
mile north of Tincup, Colorado. These points of diversion are described in
the application for conditional water rights in Case No. 88CWI178. The
specific purposes of this report are:

o To analyze the estimated volumes of water which could be available
for diversion by the Arapahoe County project from these proposed
points of diversion; and

0 To determine if sufficient water is likely to be available to make
this proposed tunnel and collection system an economically feas-
ible alternative to pumping all water from the existing Taylor
Park Reservoir to the proposed Union Park Reservoir.,

WILLOW CREEK HYDROLOGY

The Willow Creek basin upstream from Taylor Reservoir has an area of ap-
proximately 60 square miles. The portion of Willow Creek basin upstream
from the proposed Arapahoe County point of diversion near Bertha Gulch is
approximately 27.6 'square miles in area as measured by Wright Water
Engineers. Measurements by George Palos (Union Park Hydroelectric Project
Hydrology For Water Right Application, Case No. 82CW340, August 1983) for
the National Energy Resources Company indicate an area of 23.7-square
miles. The Willow Creek watershed is a typical subalpine Rocky Mountain
watershed with an average elevation for the 27.6-square mile watershed of
approximately 10,900 feet.

The Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB) has an instream flow filing on
Willow Creek for the reach from West Willow Creek, near Tincup, Colorado
downstream to the confluence of Willow Creek and Cow Creek. This instream
flow filing is for 6 cfs year-round and is described in Case No. 87CW255
with a priority date of October 2, 1987. :




An instream flow water right is also held by the Colorado Water Conserva-
tion Board for the reach of Willow Creek from its confluence with Cow Creek
downstream to Taylor Park Reservoir. This filing is for 15 cfs year-round
and was decreed in Case No. 74W-2375 and has an appropriation date of Sep-
tember 19, 1974. Both of these instream flow filings are senior to the
conditional water rights filing by Arapahoe County for the proposed diver-
sion at Bertha Gulch in Case No. 88CW178.

Limited streamflow data are available for Willow Creek. The only available
streamflow gaging records are for the period from 1929 through 1934, for a
gage at Taylor Park, Colorado. This gage was located approximately two
miles upstream from the present Taylor Park Reservoir. As shown in Table
1, the prorated historical streamflow for the 27.6-square mile watershed
based on the historic gaging records at Willow Creek at Taylor Park, Colo-
rado is approximately 8,400 acre-feet per year.

TABLE 1
ESTIMATED FLOWS FOR WILLOW CREEK BASIN
ABOVE ARAPAHOE COUNTY POINT OF DIVERSION

flows for Willow
Creek above Cow
Creek for Case
No. 87CW255

Flow From
Watershed Watershed 27.6-Square
Area . Mean . Mile Willow
(Square Elevation Period of Creek Watershed
Gage Gage # Miles) (feet) Record (acre-feet/year)
Willow Creek 0910800 59.3 10,910 1929-34 8,400
at Taylor Park,
Colorado
Texas Creek at 14020001 40.2 10,940 1930-34, 19,630
Taylor Park, 1988
Colorado _
CWCB estimated -- 31.8 11,026 - 23,980



Because of the relatively short duration of the historical gaging records
available for Willow Creek, additional gaging records from Texas Creek at
Taylor Park, Colorado were obtained and streamflow data from this watershed
were also prorated to the 27.6-square mile Willow Creek watershed. These
flow records are included in Table 1.

Also included in Table 1 are estimated flows for Willow Creek above Cow
Creek prepared by the Colorado Water Conservation Board in Case 87CW255.
The CWCB prorated average flow for the 27.6-square mile watershed above the
proposed Arapahoe County point of diversion is 23,980 acre-feet per year.
The CWCB estimated flows are virgin flows and do not incorporate depletions
caused by diversion of existing water rights in the Willow Creek basin.
Consequently, the CWCB estimated flows can be expected to be higher than
the historical gage flows which do incorporate the effects of historical
depletions resulting from diversion of water rights. :

The estimated flows from the 27.6-square mile Willow Creek basin upstream
from the proposed Arapahoe County point of diversion in Table 1 demonstrate
only the physically available and not the legally available flows for
diversion. In order to determine the legally available flows that would be
available for diversion by the water rights applied for in Case No.
88CW178, it is necessary to determine the frequency and duration of periods
when the junior rights applied for in Case No. 88CW178 would be in priority
and could divert.  This determination requires extensive analysis and is
discussed below.

WATER AVAILABLE FOR DIVERSION

The Arapahoe County proposed diversion at the Bertha Gulch Tunnel would be
junior to many senior water rights on Willow Creek. A tabulation of Willow
Creek absolute and conditional water rights is presented in Appendix A.
Review of this tabulation indicates the potential for significant diversion
and depletion to Willow Creek from rights senior to the proposed Arapahoe




County diversion at Bertha Guich. Among existing senior rights, the
Churchill Ditch, Lowline Ditch, Kom Ditch, Murdie Mesa Imigation Ditch
and Harrington Shingle Ditch rights are the major irrigators on the stream.
These rights could make a priority call on the Arapahoe County Bertha Guich
Tunnel diversion and must be considered in determining the physical and
legal availability of water for diversion through the Bertha Guich Tunnel
facility.

In addition to the senior water rights on Willow Creek which could affect
the proposed diversion by Arapahoe County at the Bertha Gulch Tunnel, there
are significant senior water rights downstream in the Gunnison basin which
can influence diversion by Taylor Park Reservoir and, consequently, the
proposed diversion by Arapahoe County at the Bertha Gulch Tunnel site.
These senior water rights in the Gunnison basin are discussed elsewhere
(see  WBLA, Inc.,, 1988, Phase I Feasibility Study for Upper Gunnison-
Uncompahgre Basin, Task Memorandum No. 5, Development and Calibration of
Basin Model Comparison of Existing Supplies with Future In-Basin Demands,
and WRC Engineering, Inc., 1989, Engineering Report for the Union Park
Project Water Rights).

The effects of the CWCB instream flow rights must also be taken into ac-
count in a manner similar to any other water right. In the case of Willow
Creek, the two instream flows must be considered. Usually, the upstream
instream flow (the 6 cfs right) would be expected to be the more restric-
tive because of the availability of downstream tributary inflow to meet the
15 cfs instream flow. Calculations using the CWCB hydrology developed for
Case No. 87CW255 confirm that the 6 cfs will be the more restrictive in-
stream flow requirement on the requested Arapahoe County Bertha Guich
diversion. To estimate the effect of the CWCB instream flow available water
for diversion at the Bertha Guich Tunnel, the 6 cfs have been deducted from
the available flow for diversion. by Arapahoe County in Table 2, leaving an
estimated 4,060 to 19,640 acre-feet per year available for diversion by
Arapahoe County through the Bertha Guich Tunnel. These estimated quanti-

ties, however, do not include the effects of downstream senior water
rights.



TABLE 2
ESTIMATED FLOWS FOR WILLOW CREEK BASIN
ABOVE ARAPAHOE COUNTY POINT OF DIVERSION

Estimated Flow

in Excess of

6 cfs CWCB Flow
Gage Gage # (acre-feet/year)
Willow Creek at Taylor Park, 0910800 4,060
Colorado
Texas Creek at Taylor Park, 14020001 15,290
Colorado
CWCB estimated flows for - 19,640

Willow Creek above Cow
Creek for Case No. 87CW255 |

The usual procedure for incorporating the effect of existing water rights
in the determination of legal and physical availability of water for diver-
sion is to do a computer simulation analysis. An analysis of the expected
yields of the proposed Union Park for involving various scenarios for these
downstream senior water rights in the Gunnison basin has been completed by
WRC Engineering, Inc. for Arapahoe County (Engineering Report for the Union
Park Project Water Rights, October, 1989). Results of this analysis of
project yield are presented in Table 3 for three situations:

1. Historic operation of the river system with the CWCB instream
flows.

2. Operating conditions of WRC Engineering report Scenario 1b. This
scenario had the greatest yield of the scenarios presented in the
WRC Engineering report.



TABLE 3
UNION PARK PROJECT YIELD ANALYSIS

o 2
Proportionate Share
of Project Yield From
27.6-Square Mile

Project Yield' Willow Creek Watershed

Station (acre-feet/year) (acre-feet/year)
Historic operation of 79,750 8,000
river system with CWCB
instream flows
Operating conditions of' 104,400 10,710
WRC Engineering report
Scenario 1b
Operating conditions of 33,800 2,950

RC Engineering report
Scenario 4c

1Project ields are from: WRC Engineering, Inc., 1989, Engineering Report SM
for the Union Park Project Water Rights, p.49. '

The 27.6-531uare mile Willow Creek basin ahove the Arapahoe Count_! J)lanned -
point of diversion is approximately 11 “pércent of the total 254-square .
milé drainage basin upstream from Taylor Park Reservoir. ~ The project d/

yields estimated in the WRC Engineering report include flow from Lottis e ; 7'

Creek which is approximately 7,000 acre-feet of “Storable Lottis Creek
flow in Union Park Reservoir” (p. 28 of above referenced WRC Engineering
report).  Therefore, the proportionate share of the Union Park project
yield from the Willow Creek watershed is: P "

(0.11) x (estimated project yield from WRC Engineering report - 7,000 AF) <~

3'Approach 1, From: WRC Engineering, 1989, Engineering report for Union Park
Project Water Rights, p. 31. ‘ ~

‘Operating conditions for Scenario lb are described on page 34 of the WRC
Engineering report referenced above.  Scenario 1b produced the maximum
annual project yield.

sOperating conditions for Scenario 4c described on page 40 of the WRC Engi-
neering report referenced above. Scenario 4c produced the minimum annual
project yield.




Operating conditioné of WRC Engineering report Scenario 4c. This
scenario had the smallest yield of the scenarios presented in the
WRC Engineering report.

These project yields provide estimates of the amount of water which could
be legally and physically diverted from the basin upstream from Taylor Park
Reservoir together with Lottis Creek for the Union Park project. In Table
3, these yields have been prorated to the 27.6-square mile Willow Creek
watershed.  Results of prorating these estimated yields to the. 27.6-square
mile watershed indicate that, for historic operation of the river system
with the CWCB instream flows for downstream from Taylor Park, approximately
8,000 acre-feet could be diverted for the Union Park project. The maximum
project yield would occur with Scenario 1b which would produce approxi-
mately 10,710 acre-feet of yield from the 27.6-square mile watershed.  The
minimum yield would occur with Scenario 4c which would produce approxi-
mately 2,950 acre-feet per year.

The estimated yields calculated in the WRC Engineering report “account for
the CWCB flows downstream from Taylor Park Reservoir; however, it is un-
clear whether the yields incorporate the restrictions imposed by the CWCB
instream flows on Willow Creek. If these instream flows were not consid-
ered, the prorated yields in Table 3 would be less than the amounts indi-
cated. The reduction in yield cannot, however, be calculated by simply
subtracting the 6 cfs for one- year (4,336 acre-feet) because the yields in
Table 3 are based on the Arapahoe County water rights being in priority
only a portion of the year; bypassing the 6 cfs would not be required when
the Arapahoe County water rights are not in priority at the Bertha Guich
Tunnel point of diversion. |

These expected project yields from the 27.6-square mile watershed upstream
from the proposed Arapahoe County point of diversion provide estimates of
the available water that would be available for diversion through the

Bertha Gulch Tunnel under existing and possible future water rights con-
ditions. |



Water Available in Case Nos. 86CW202 and 86CW203

The potential effects of the exchange and "second filling” water rights
applications by the Upper Gunnison Water Conservancy District in Case Nos.
86CW202 and 86CW203 are not incorporated into the Union Park project yield
estimates presented in Table 3. Analysis of an engineering report prepared
for these cases (May 22, 1990 letter to Anthony W. Williams and L. Richard
Bratton from Duane D. Helton, subject: Water Rights Applications by the
Upper Gunnison River Water Conservancy District in Case Nos. 86CW202 and
86CW203) indicates that essentially no water would be available for diver-
sion from Taylor Park Reservoir or streams above Taylor Park Reservoir for
the Union Park project if the applications in 86CW202 and 86CW203 are
successful,

PRELIMINARY ECONOMIC ANALYSIS

The major objective of the Bertha Guich Tunnel is to provide inflows to the
Union Park Reservoir by gravity rather than by pumping all Union Park
inflows from Taylor Park Reservoir.  Therefore, it would appear that the
economic feasibility of the Bertha Guich Tunnel is dependent upon the
amount of pumping costs which would be saved by gravity diversion through
the tunnel as compared to pumping from Taylor Park Reservoir. Based on
review of the estimated diversions through Bertha Guich Tunnel (Table 3) as
compared to the 1,000 cfs Taylor Park Reservoir-Union Park Reservoir pump-

ing capacity used in the WRC Engineering report for most of the project
__Scenarios, it is doubtful that any reduction in pumping facility capital

cost can be achieved by including the Bertha Guich Tunnel facility.

The pumping costs associated with water that would otherwise enter Union
Park Reservoir through the Bertha Guich Tunnel depend on the cost of elec-
tricity. It cannot be known with precision what the cost of electricity
will be when and if the Union Park project becomes operational. However,
an indication of the cost of the needed electrical power in 1990 dollars
can be obtained from today"'s cost of power.



Attached in Appendix B is the industrial rate tariff for the Gunnison
County Electric Association. Taylor Park Reservoir and Union Park Reser-
voir sites are within the association's certificated service area and,
thus, the association would sell pumping energy under normal circumstances
to the project. |

The tariff shows that electricity may be purchased at about 32 mills per
kilowatt hour for energy. However, a demand charge also applies. Adding
18 mills of demand cost to each kilowatt hour brings the total cost of a
kilowatt hour to $.05 per kilowatt hour in 1990 dollars. This assumes a
customer load factor of about 80 percent. The demand cost equals the demand
charge ($/kilowatt of billing demand/kw) divided by the hours in a monthly
billing period multiplied by the customer load factor, or $10.48/(720 hours
x .080). Of note is the possibility that Arapahoe County may be able to
negotiate a lower rate as a large purchaser.

Pumping costs have been calculated and are provided in Table 4 for the
volume of pumping resulting from the various situations analyzed in Table
3.  For example, for the 8,000 acre-feet per year of estimated average
annual yield from the 27.6-square mile Willow Creek watershed under his-
toric operation of the river system, the annual cost would be $336,000 for
pumping the 8,000 acre-feet at a pumping cost of $0.05 per kilowatt hour
from Taylor Park Reservoir to Union Park Resergo/ig/./ ”’;‘his annual cost would
represent a present worth of approximately $3,168,000 over a period of 30
years at a discount rate of 10 percent. In a similar fashion, the annual
costs and present worth costs are tabulated in Table 4 for pumping the

: . /DI 7'0 6"5 . o 0
varous amog%ts of water produced under Scenario 1b operating conditions
,9 > < v . [
and Scenario’ 4c ‘B;S)'eratmg conditions.

When the present worths of the annual pumping costs in Table 4 are compared
with the $14.2 million cost for construction of the Bertha Guich Tunnel and
collection system estimated in the cost calculations provided by WRC Engi-
neering, Inc. in response to a request of the Andy Andrews deposition, it
is apparent that pumping the water from Taylor Park Reservoir to Union Park
Reservoir would be the least costly alternative.

o §

o7
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TABLE 4
COMPARATIVE PUMPING COSTS

Cost of Power’
For Bertha Gulch

Annual Tunnel to Break-
Pumping ' Even With Pumping
. Volume Annual Cost ;  From Taylor Park
Situation (AF/year) (Dollars) Present Worth Reservoir ($/kwh)
Historic operation 8,000 336,000 3,168,000 0.22
of river system
with CWCB instream
flows |
Scenario 1b 10,710 450,000 4,242,000 0.17
operating conditions
Scenario 4c 2,950 124,000 1,168,000 0.61

operating conditions

! Assumes: 516 ft. pumping head
pump etficiency = 70 percent
motor efficiency = 90 percent
1,000 cfs pumping rate
$0.05/kilowatt hours

2Assumes: 10 percent discount rate and 30 years

* Total capital cost for Bertha Gulch Tunnel is $14.2 million. The source

of this estimate is set of cost calculations entitled "Willow Creek Col-

lection System and Bertha Guich Tunnel Cost Estimate,” Februa? 26, 1990,
e

i provided by WRC Engineering, Inc. in response to request in deposition of.
) Andy Andrews.
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Because of the uncertainty in power costs, the unit power costs which would
make the present worth of the time stream of annual power costs equivalent
to the capital cost of the Bertha Gulch Tunnel and collection system were
calculated. These estimated power costs are presented in column 5 of Table
4. For example, power would have to cost $.22 per kwh before the present
worth of the annual power costs for pumping 8,000 acre-feet from Taylor
Park Reservoir to Union Park Reservoir would be equivalent to the $14.2
million capital cost of the Bertha Gulich Tunnel and collection system.

PRELIMINARY CONCLUSIONS
Based on the data and analyses presented herein, the following preliminary
conclusions can be made:

I.  The estimated physical availability of water at the proposed
diversion point on Willow Creek for the Bertha Guich Tunnel ranges
from 4,060 to 19,640 acre-feet per year. The 4,060 acre-feet per
year is based on actual recorded stream gage data for Willow
Creek. These estimates of physically  available water for
diversion must, however, be combined with estimates of legally
available water in order to determine the potential for diversion
at the Bertha Guich Tunnel.

2.  Estimates of legally available water for diversion at the Bertha
Gulch Tunnel must incorporate the effects on the junior Union Park
rights of priority calls from downstream senior water rights.
Estimates of legally available water for diversion to Union Park
Reservoir have been prepared by Arapahoe County. These estimates
of legally available water for diversion indicate 2,950 to 10,710
acre-feet per year could be diverted from Willow Creek at the
Bertha Gulch Tunnel site in an average year.

3. Based on these estimated diversiqgfs, power would have to cost from
$0.17 per kilowatt hour to 30.86+ per kilowatt hour before con-
struction of the $14.2 million Bertha Guich Tunnel would be econo-
mically feasible.
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§ s 5. Willow Creek .
42 4 DATE OF DATE OF AMOUNT
SE_NO. 2 NAME OF DITCH __APPROPRIATION DECREE DECREED _ BOOK & p&
"% 19126 ! Churchill Ditch £ " 0s-31-1880 - § 09-14-1506 3 0.50 cfs oA -2
t154 1158 ° Lowline Ditch : 05-31-1902 , " v * 3 875 cfa e A - 160
:529 :ét' : McCotmick-Osborne Pipeline : 08-08-1955 : 06-20-1957 : 0.10 cfs 2' D - 148
2530 v 27, Dickson Pipeline . 10-11-1955  , 06-20-1957 : 0.08 cfs :‘ D - 150
*556 lr' 32, Cranor Pipeline S 04-15-1947 | 01-27-1961 5 0.05 cfs Ne-a
:588 2152: Cranor Pipeline No." 2 : 06-05-1960 : 01-27-1961 : 0.05 cfs (cond):\ E - 166
:636J" 70: Rainbow Pipeline : 03-15-1961 : 10-28-1965 : 0.33 cfs (cond;‘ F - 149
1644 ; 75. Schammerhorn Pipeline : 09-01-1963 , 10-28-1965 : 0.023 cfs :\ P - 170
:657 i" 86: Multhup Pipeline : 07-15-1964 : wonou : 0.08 cfs (c;and):\ F - 196
N-73 657 i" 86; Multhup Pipeline g . 03-22-1971 _ ; 0.08 cfs e+ F - 197(a]
W-74 588 ? 52, . Cranor Pipeline No. 2 X 06-05-1;%0 P : 0.05 cfs VE -1
W-157 :634 @ 70: Rainbow Pipeline | : 06-29-1961 : wonon : 0.33 cfs :\ F - lSl(;
W-784 i -- EA-- : Tincup Cabins Spring & Pipeline .| : 06-01-1964 : 12-18-1972 : 0.011 cfs :V G - 5;— |
-1269  ; -- E-- * Webb Springs Pipeline ' 08-01-1966 . 05-09-1973 & .022 cfs e -
1425 | = |~ | Korn Dirch o aiars s 06-22-1973 | 5D cls (aba) dy g gq
-1559  , -= !|—- | The Andrews Well . 06-16-1958 . 10-16-1973 . 15 gpm hon - s
-l724r :588'!52 i Cranor Pipelines 1 and 2 : 10-01-1972 : 11-27+-1973 : .334 cfs (cond)" 5'1?7(°)
" $657 (86 : Multhup Pipeline Enlargement : 10-01-1972 L $ .223 cfs (cond) 8 " v
" t-- | -- % Meadow Springs Pipeline g v vom L $ 1,0 cfs (cond) 8 ' ¢
09-02-1972 05-13-1975 2.0 cfs (abs) *  G-200

-1425(74)  --

Kormn Ditch

P o——
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. TAYLOR RIVER
E = Willow Creek
a o [
) oz 2 2 X DATE OF DATE OF
“ASE NO. £ = NAME OF DITCH APPROPRIATION DECREE
: B . H 4
W-2312 s == 1 - ! Bott Well #32387 L 10-14-1967 : 02-11-1975 r :
v s 3 3 4
W-2334 : -- | -- . Lowline Ditch Enlargement : 06-01-1974 : 03-14-1975 g :
|
: H s :
W-2375 ; =~ |- ¥ Willon Creek i 09-19-1974 ;  06-19-1975 . :
W-2404 2131 ¢ (Murdie Mesa Ditch § ' z 3 P A-160
— 1154 : :_Low Line Ditch) cpod ppstrean : 05-31-1902 ¢ 09-04-1975 t -875 cfs Als0 A-14:
W-2638 fee - " Wright Spring Pipeline } 07-08-1948 P 01-27-1976 : 007 cfs : J -3
'
W-2649 -~ | -- Tin Cup Ditch R . . 02-03-1976 DENIED P-4
: i 2 -
W-2668 S -- 1 -- "Williamson No. I Well : 10-18-1967 } 02-03-1976 : .033 cfs : J- 36
¢ X :
i .
W-2729 ©-- 1-- 'Tin Cup Town Ditch ‘1916 . 07-29-1976 s 1.5 cfs a3
W-2742 . -- 1-- ‘stitt Spring Pipeline ‘1940 . 08-31-1976 033 cfs P J - a4
: : . < i z i 3 o
W- 3005 = 4= . Corrigan Spring No. 1 Aipeline . 06-01-1951 , 08-10-1977 : 10 gpm : K -1
W- 3006 ; - ] -- :Corrigan Spring No. 2 Pipeline f 06-30-1930 , n o ow " : 20 gpm : K = 2
t [ 2
81CW2 19 T :Pinkertoanutler Spring § Pipeline : 06-01-1977 ., 02-04-1982 P 011 cfs : L - 58
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APPENDIX B
GUNNISON COUNTY ELECTRIC
ASSOCIATION INDUSTRIAL

RATE TARIFF |



ounty Electric-Association, Inc.

e -]

° Colo. PUC No.
Y/ name of utlity 2nd_Revisaed .—Sheet No.__3
/ Cancels__18t Revised —  sheet No._ 3__
a .
» LARGE POWER - INDUSTRIAL
s " (General Service Classitication)
SCHEDULE LP-I e
(Rete Title or Number) Code
AVAILABILITY "
Throughout the Cooperative's service area. 12
APPLICABILITY RATE
Applicable services for all uses where a transformer
capacity of 750 kVA or more is required. .
TYPE OF SERVICE
Three-phase, 60, Hz., at Cooperative's standard voltage.
RATE-MONTHLY CODE 12
Consumer Charge: Per meter per month $60.00
Energy Charge: Per kWh per month .03189, (I)
Demand Charge: Per kW of billing demand per kw $10.48 (1)

DETERMINATION OF BILLING DEMAND
The billing demand shali be the maximum kilowatt demand
established by the consumer for any period of fifteen
consecutive minutes during the month for which the bill
is rendered, as indicated or recorded by a demand meter

and adjusted for power factor as provided below.

MINIMUM MONTHLY CHARGE

The minimum monthly charge shall be the highest one of
the following charges as determined for the consumer in
question,

l. The consumer charge.

2. As provided by contract for new construction
consistent with the line extension Rules &
Regulations. :

3. As previously established by contract consistent
with the line extension Rules & Regulations.

PO NOTY wairs
N THas spacs

Issue Date

November 10, 1989

Signature of Issuing Olficer

Tide

General Manager Effective Date_ PeCember 10, 1989
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The front Page of ¢tha July 25th Gunnison Country Times
reported that cooperation betyeen regions is the key to Colorade's
water future. Thig theme wag expressed by most speakers at the
15th annual Colorado Water Workshop. Hovever, on page 2 the ghost
writer for POWER's weekly Taylor Talks column continues to attack
Past and prasent City of Gunnison officials for cooperating with
the Union Park Water Conservatijon Project. Union Park's large,
high altitude 8torage concept ig specifically designed to share a
small percent of the Gunnison's surpilus flood waters with dryer

POWER's founder may be well meaning, but her uncompromising
slogans and tactics are misleading the publie, intimidating 1ocal
political leaders, and damaging professional careers. The
democratic process would be better served if POWER's leadership
would stop questioning the loyalty of anyone who {8 not bound to
the salfish 8logan of '"pnot one drop over the hiiir. Instead,
POWER's leaders should consider some of the historical and

tachnical perspectives of those who have more water management
experience.

. For example, during the 1950's the Bureau of Reclamation
conducted detailed studfes that identified up to 450,000 acre feet
of surplus Gunnison £dood waters that could be diverted out of
basin without impacting senior Gunnison water rights. In 1974 2
study by Morcan Engineering, 1Inc. of Delta recommended that the
City of Gunnison construct a water storage capabllity. water
Resource Consultants, Inc. of Denver and Coe, Van Loo, & Jashke
Enginearing, Inc. of Gunnison conducted a similar study in 1981,
and as a reult, the city now has reservoir decrees on the Taylor
and East Rivers, as well as Antelope Creak.

In_1982 the founders of Natural Energy Resources Company
(NECO), decided to defer the transmountain phase of its Union Park

Project until the demand and politics were clearer. The climate
improved somewhat in 1984 when prominent west and East Slope
leaders formed the Colorado Alliance to cooperate on water storage
projects to save the state's Colorado River compact entitlements
before these waters were permanently forfeited to California and
Arizona., A special state water development saleg tax was being
proposed, and the Alliances's initial goal was to «construct a
250,000 acre -feet reservoir on the Yest Slope that could be used
for recreation, and diversion of 50,000 acre feet to the East
Slope.

‘Water and Power Authority (Dick Bratton) encouraged NECO to sell
its Union Park Project to the Authority. The intent was to use
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July 30, 1990
SHE IS ALL WET

The front Page of the July 25th Gunnison Country Times
reported that cooperation between regions is the key to Colorado's
water future. This thenme Was expressed by most speakers at the
15th annual Colorado Water Workshop. However, on page 2 the ghost
writer for POWER's wveekly Taylor Talks column continues to attack
Pa&t and present City of Gunnison officials for cooperating with
the Union Ppark Water Conservation Project. Union Park's large,
high altitude storage concept ig specifically designed to share a
Small percent of the Gunnison's surplus flood waters with dryer

bPopulated areas, while providing needed drought protection for the
Gunnison's water based economy,

POWER's founder may be well meaning, but her uncompromising
slogans and tactics are misleading the public, intimidating local
political leaders, and damaging professional careers. The
democratic Process would be better served if POWER's leadership
would stop questioning the loyalty of anyone who is not bound to
the selfish 8logan of ‘"not one drop over the hilir. Instead,
POWER's leaders should consider some of the historical and

technical perspectives of those who have more water management
experience,

. For example, during the 1950's the Bureau of Reclamation
conducted detailed studies that identified up to 450,000 acre feet
°f 'surplus Gunnison flood waters that could be diverted out of
basin without impacting senior Gunnison water rights. 1In 1974 2
study by Morcan Engineering, Inc. of Delta recommended that the
City of Gunnison construct a water storage capability. water
Resourcae Consultants, Inc. of Denver and Coe, Van Loo, & Jashke
Engineering, Inc. of Gunnison conducted a similar study in 1981,
and as a reult, the city now has reservoir decrees on the Taylor
and Last Rivers, as well as Antelope Creek.

In_1982 the founders of Natural Energy Resources Company
(NECO), decided to defer the transmountain phase of its Union Park
Froject wuntil the demand and politics vere clearer. The climate
Improved somewhat in 1984 when Prominent West and East Slope
leaders formed the Colorado Alliance to cooperate on water storage
Projects to save the State's Colorado River compact entitlements
before these waters vwere permanently forfeited to California ang
Arizona, A gpecial state water development sales tax was being
proposed, and the Alliances's initial goal was to construct a
250,000 acre feet reservoir on the jest Slope that could be used
for raecreation, and diversion of 50,000 acre feet to the East
Slope.

o In late 1985 the Gunnison's representative on the Colorado
Water and Power Authority (Dick Bratton) €ncouraged NECO to sell
its Union &Park Project to the Authority. The intent was to use
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Ualion Park as a cash generator to construct recreation reservoirs
ny tha West Slope. Dick indicated that 50,000 acre feet would be
. neistent with the Alliance's objactive, and 'a politically
azceptable amount for export from the Upper Gunnison. Although
the Authority declined NECO's proposal, it did initiate the Phase
I Upper Gunnison Water Study to evaluate alternative water and
pnwer export projects to generate cash for enhancing the Upper
Gunnison's water based economy. Phase I was conducted at the
request of tha Upper Gunnison River Water Conservancy District,
the Uncompahgre Valley Water Users Association, and the Colorado
Fiver Water Conservancy District. Unfortunately, most of the
study's funds were politically wasted on trying to justify a
Gunnison controlled diversion direct from the existing Taylor Park
Feservoir. It was only after the Alliances's actions, Bratton's
encouragement, and the Gunnison District's initiation of Phase I
that NECO decided the time was right to apply in water court for
Union Park's diversion rights.

In late 1986 the City of Gunnison council members votaed to
purchase some Union Park water rights, storage, and power from
NECO. This purchase had a total 1986 value of approximately $50
million, and the cost to the city was only $2,000 down and
$198,000 upon construction. 1In 1988 NECO sold Union Park and its
contract with the city to Arapaheo County for $2.2 million. This
was an extraordinary coup for the city. Unfortunately, in early
1590 a new City Council caved in to disruptive political tactics
cvom POWER and Representative Scott McGinnis. Arapahoe County has
(. ot raleased thae city from its contract obligations.

If POWER wants to hang someone for Union Park, it should look
to the players involved in these historical facts. It should also

hlame geography for making the Upper Gunnison the wettest,
untapped water area in Colorado.

POWER'Ss uncompromising wtance "not one drop over the hill" is
a far cry from inter region Qooperation based on reasoned analysis
of Colorado's water supply and demand situation. 1Instead of
inflammatory slogans and unfair attacks on the 1loyalty and
professional integrity of public officials and advisors, POWER
ahould try to epecifically refute Union Park's extraordinary -
technical claimgs that ¢the project will enhance the Gunnison's
environment, and water based economy. In the meantime, Gunnison's
elected officials should have the courage to resist unreasonable
political tactics from a few uninformed activists.

Dave Miller (NEco)
Palmer Lake, Colorado
(719)481-2003
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NATURAL ENERGY RESOURCES COMPANY
—lotoootototototototoie

P.O.Box 567 « Palmer Lake, Colorado 80133 « (719) 481-2003 - FAX (719) 481-4013
July 24, 1990

Mr. Hubert A. Farbes, Jr.
President, Denver Water Board
1600 West 12th Avenue

Denver, Colorado 80254

Re: Union Park Alternative To Two Forks Dam
Dear Mr. Farbes:

In lieu of a smaller Two Forks Dam and Reservoir,
respectfully request that your board seriously consider Arapahoe
County's superior Union Park Water Conservation Project.

At our insistence, Union Park was given a last minute cursory
review in the Metro Denver Final EIS. This review was legally
necessary because the Corps of Engineers had overlooked the vast
surplus flood flows of the untapped Gunnison Basin during its
system-wide analysis. Although the Corps confirmed some of the
yields, costs, and environmental advantages of Union Park, this
alternative was improperly screened from detailed consideration
because the water rights had not been fully perfected. However,
federal environmental 1laws do not require resolution of all
institutional constraints before thoroughly evaluating all
reasonable alternatives. EPA recognized this fact, and the
Gunnison oversight is a major underlying reason for the pending
Two Forks veto.

The Corp's computerized hydrology simulation did confirm,
however, Union Park's unprecedented 2 for 1 safe yield increase if
Ve it were wused as a backup drought supply for Denver's eXistihg
reservoirs. This concept would only require operational changes
for Denver's reservoirs, instead of an environmentally damaging
dam on the South Platte River. An analysis of Union Park by
Denver Water Department engineers would quickly show that Union
Park's annualized safe yield cost would be about $305 per acre *
foot compared to EPA's latest estimate of $595 for the large Two
Forks proposal. Union Park is especially attractive because its
million acre feet of high altitude, off-river storage can also be
flexibly managed to augment the river flows of both slopes during
the environmentally damaging drought cycles.

It is unfortunate the Denver Water Department has limited its
substantial West Slope water right holdings to the same Upper
Colorado River Basin that has already been seriously dewatered by
18 transmountain diversion projects. These West Slope holdings
were acquired over many years with the undisclosed use of Two
Fgrks as the primary storage facility for future additional
diversions such as Muddy Creek, Straight Creek, Eagle Piney, East




Gore, Green Mountain, etc.. This 1is the underlying reason your
staff is so concerned with the long-term loss of Two Forks. This
belated realization is also why the Colorado River Water
Conservancy District's cooperation on Two Forks is now being
questioned by many concerned West Slope interests. Why continue
the over depletion of one basin, while a wetter untapped sister
basin loses almost a million acre feet of Colorado compact water
to Arizona and California?

Arapahoe County's enthusiasm and confidence has grown
substantially with its continuing detailed analysis of Union
Park's economic and environmental benefits for both slopes.
Because of its extraordinary advantages, it is only a matter of /;:>
time until Union Park's water rights are finalized by negotiation
or judicial action.

In short, Union Park is Colorado's ideal alternative to the
devisive Two Forks concept. The Denver Water Board could provide
the catalyst for Metro Denver and West/East Slope cooperation by
objectively evaluating the Union Park option.

Enclosed is a copy of the national recognition our firm has
received for its environmentally sound water development and
planning efforts.

Thank you very much for your consideration.

Sincerely;w

Allen D. (Dave) Miller
President

ADM/bm
Encl: Take Pride In America Award
cc: Metro Denver Water Providers, Arapahoe County, Governor Roy

Romer, Mayor Pena, EPA, Secretary of Interior, Secretary of
Agriculture, Colorado Legislators.
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THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR

WASHINGTON

June 15, 1990

Dear Take Pride in America Award Winner:

On behalf of the Take Pride in America cambaigﬁ, I am pleased to inform
you that you have been selected as a National Semi-Finalist in the 1989
Take Pride in America National Awards Program.

The fourth annual Take Pride in America National Awards Ceremony will be
held in Washington, D.C., this summer at a time soon to be released.

You will be receiving an invitation to attend this ceremony as well as a
special VIP reception that will be hosted by The Nashville Network and
the American Recreation Coalition.

I vant to take this opportunity to commend you for the outstanding work
you are doing to promote wise use of our nation’s public resources.
Your involvement in this campaign helps to ensure that future
generations also can enjoy and benefit from our public resources.

A Certificate of Merit is enclosed. I hope this will express to you in
part our appreciation for your efforts and the contribution you are
making to this great nation.

Once again, congratulatlons on your selection as a semi-finalist, and we
look forward to seeing you at the awards ceremony this summer.

Sincerely,

Enclosure
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P oruel Kotrf
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Barbara Busl, Honorarg Ghairman,
Blue Ribbon Panel of Judges
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Manuel Lefan. Ir.. Secretary of tl;z‘ Fnterior and
@hgirman. Blue Bibbon Panel of Judges

MWillism . Gobey, Ir., Secretary Barrick A. Qrandall, President
North Garoling Bmaman of Environment. American Recreation Goalition
FHealth and Natural Resources @o-Chairman, Blue Ribbon Panel of Judges

@o-Chairman, Blue Ribbon Panel of Judges



Mail to: Celebrate Colorado!

. : Governor's Office
. All entries must be received by October 1, 1989 136 State Capitol Bldg.

Denver, CO 80203-1792

NOMINEE INFORMATION
(Please type or Print clearly)

Name of Individual/Group being Nominated NATURAL ENERGY RESOQURCES COMPANY (NECO)

Nominee Address P. O. BOX 567

PALMER LAKE COLORADO 80133
City State Zip Code
Name in Nominee's Organization _Allen D. (Dave) Miller Title President

Daytime Phone Number ( 719 ) 481-2003

Type of Award (Check only one, see Fact Sheet for details)
(] Constituent Organization 9 ¢ Business/Corporation O Youth Group

U Civic/Citizen Organization O Educational Institution ] Individual

U Government

Submitted by Allen D. (Daya) Miller

Signature

DESCRIPTION: Describe your environmental activity, the role you or your organization played, and how
it contributed to the goals of Celebrate Colorado!. The description should be no longer than 500 words-
additional sheets of paper may be included if the space provided is not enough. Please type or Print
demh%ince its founding in 1982, Natural Energy Resources Company has con-
ceived and aggressively pursued two major water development projects that
will have significant environmental and economic benefits for Colorado and
the Western United States.

The 1,000 megawatt Rocky Point Pumped Storage Hydroelectric Project
will provide clean, low-cost, peaking power for the Western power gri§.
This $995 million project at Taylor Park Reservoir in Colorado's Gunnison
County is projected to come on line in 1997. Detailed engineering estimates
by NECO's major engineering firms indicate that Rocky Point will be the
world's largest, most efficient, non-polluting, peaking power operation.
During its first 30 years the project is projected to save Western powver
isers $11.3 billion, as compared to the best fossil fueled alternatives.

-

NECO has also conceived the Union Park Water Supply Project, which is
designed to store surplus flood waters from the untapped Gunnison Basin in
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f)escriptidn Continued... QU 1989 Celebrduiibolorado! Awards Application

a large reservoir on the Continental Divide for drought protection of Colo-
rado's river environments on both slopes. The off-river, million acre-feet,
Union Park Reservoir and high volume gravity siphon to the South Platte “gd
“iver will also increase the safe yield of Denver's existing reservoirs by ‘
140,000 acre-feet (40% more than Two Forks). Because of Union Park's unique

2 for 1 "multiplier effect", NECO's international consultants have determined
that Union Park's annualized safe yield cost for Metro Denver will be only
305 per acre-foot. This is less than half the latest unit cost of Colo-
rado's other surface and ground water alternatives, including Two Forks.

'he balanced Union Park Project has widespread appeal for both slopes, be-
cause it uses overlooked surplus waters to save a nationally treasured

canyon and fishery near Denver, while augmenting the Taylor, Gunnison, and
Colorado River flows in critical drought periods. It will also stop further
over-depletion of the Upper Colorado headwaters, which currently supply all

of Colorado's transmountain water. Union Park's water rights were recently
purchased by Metro Denver's Arapahoe County. The City of Gunnison, Town of
Parker, and Castlewood Water District are the initial subscribers. Union

Park has excellent potential to be Colorado's primary, multipurpose, water
conservation project of the future.

In addition to these two major environment enhancing water projects,
NECO has conducted a factual information campaign over the last three years
to promote coordinated local/state/federal water planning for the arid West-
ern United States. This ongoing campaign has highlighted several "over-
looked", but superior, alternatives to the environmentally destructive Two
Forks Dam as a prime example why coordinated water planning is needed. EPA's
veto and the rapid decline of political support for Two Forks is solid evi-
dence of the campaign's impact. Further confirmation of the program's effec-
tiveness can be obtained from local, state and federal permitting officials, )
as well as from Two Forks proponents and the national environmental community.*

2. Replication: For our information only, please explain how your activity can be adapted or expanded
to other areas and locales. This information will not be rated.

Coordinated local/sate/federal water planning will facilitate environ-
ment enhancing water conservation projects in the West, based on informed
consensus building, instead of the traditional nonproductive infighting
between historically.competing interests. Although Colorado's high topog-
raphy generates most of the renewable water for the West, local state, and
federal officials are severely handicapped in evaluating specific Colorado
water developments because of the state's past resistance to any form of
state and regional water planning.

3. Suggestions: Please make any suggestions for improving the Celebrate Colorado! Awards Program.
This information will not be rated.

Suggest the Celebrate Colorado awards committee be composed of a wide

spectrum of responsible citizens who are not closely associated with special
interest groups.

*The attached August 28, 1989 letter to USFS is an example of numerous
letters promoting Western water planning.

\@J

Contact Lisa Largent or Kate Kranter at (303) 866-3311 with any further questions

- Printed on Recycled Paper -
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1989 TAKE PRIDE IN AMERICA AWARDS APPLICATION

NOMINEE INFORMATION

(Please type)

Name of [ndividual/Group Being Nominated= —NATIURAL_ENFRGY RESQURCES COMPANY (NECO)

Nominee Address P. 0. BOX 567

PALMER IAKE, COLORADO 80133
City State Zip Coae

Contact in Nominee's Organization ALLEN D. (DAVE) MILLER Title PRESIDENT

Daytime Phone Number {719 ;481-2003 _Category Name ENVIRONMENT

Type of Organization (Check Only One)

& Civic T State [T Federal 0 Military O Media T Conservation & Employment & User-Group

O Citizen 0 Youth J Fraternal = Professional Corporation I CUhniversity = Community -
O Other (Specify)

Responses must be confined to the svace provided on the application. (do not “reduce” vour answers)

1. DESCRIPTION: Describe vour activity (e.g., clean up, patrol/iwatch, communications nrogragﬂ.
Since 1982 NECO has developed two major water projects that will provide 1,000

megawatts of non-polluting peaking power for the West, and drought protection for
Metro Denver and three major Western river systems. In addition, NECO has initiated
a public awareness campaign for initiation of state and regional water planning to
optimize the use of Western water resources.

2. PURPOSE: Why did vou conduct this particular acrivity? .
These activities were conduci?eé to ce the Western states' environment,

while realizing a reasonable return for the company's investors.

. METH : i ivity ide in ? i ? 2
b M e Boci podidyqur activiey further the Take Pride in America goals? (See nage®) o o oeore

to provide the world's largest, most efficient, non-polluting peaking power operation.
The Union Park Water Supply Project is designed to store surplus flood water of the
Gunnison Basin in a large high altitude reservoir on the Continental Divide for re- .
lease to the South Platte, Arkansas, Gunnison and Colorado River systems during multi-

X.eaﬁﬁgeytgﬂt%hat effect did your activity have on public awareness of the need for wise use of public lands
and resources? :

NECO's water resource planning and development work informed the public and
federal permitting officials that Colorado had overlooked sound water supply and power
alternatives for both population growth and environmental protection. This realization
led to EPA's veto of Denver's environmentally destructive Two Forks Dam.

* If there is more than one group involved in this nomination. name the lead group on the application, then
provide the organization name, address and phone number of the other groups on a separate sheet of paper.

5
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5. RESLULT: What effect did vour activity have toward the betterment of the puoiic iands and resources”

The Union Park water supply alternative will save the nationally treasured South
Platte Canyon and fishery from being inundated by Two Forks Dam and Reservoir. It will - -
also help the Western river ecosystems during critical multi-year drought periods. The w)
Rocky Point hydroelectric peak power operation will reduce the need for polluting fossil
fuel power facilities in the West.

6. INVOLVEMENT/COMMITMENT: Answer oniy one of the foilowing (as appropriate to vour category
selection). :

A. Individual category: Expiain the extent of vour personai contribution to this aczivity.
B. Group, organization, pubiic/private partnership, business or governmental body categories: Explain
the degree of participation received from citizen groups, governmental bodies. the general pubiic

and/or other groups.
C. Media category: Expiain vour contributions to public awareness of the public iands. Videotapes,

newspaper and/or magazine cii%;gngs, etc., snould be submitted to support your explanation.
The 'Union Park Project has been purchased by Metro Denver's Arapahoe County, and

tl}e ir}itial su]?scribers are The City of Gunnison and the Castlewood and Parker water
districts. Union Park and Rocky Point are scheduled to come on line in 1997.

7. REPLICATION: For our information only, please explain how vour activity can oe adapted or
expanded to other areas and locals. This information will not be rated.

The above two projects are large enough to satisfy a large part of the West's
future growth need for both power and water.

8. SUGGESTIONS: Please make any suggestions for improvingthe Take Pride in America Awards
Program here. This information will not be rated.

NOMINATOR INFORMATION

Nominator Name Allen D. (Dave) Miller
Organization _Natural Enerqy Resources Company (NECO)

Daytime Phone Number(719)481-2003

Title President

Address P.0. Box 567

Palmer Lake, Colorado 80133
City State Zip Code

AWARDS APPLICATION PACKAGE CHECKLIST:
Required Submissions:

[ Completed Awards Application
Two-page Summary Statement
X] Compieted Activity Data Record .

Optional Submission:
Supplementary Information See application for 1989 Celebrate Colorado -

(limit - 10 pages. front and baci
pag and back) awards, and letter dated October 6, 1989 to Legislative
Water 6Committee .



June 4, 1990

GUNNISON COUNTY'S COURAGEOUS WATER POLICY

Gunnison County Commissioners are courageously developing
Colorado's first County Water Policy. This farsighted effort could
lead to modernization of the state's obsolete water management
practices. Several popular Colorado water myths are objectively
being considered in the process, i.e.,’

Future Water Needs

Contrary to common belief, West Slope

consumptive water needs are steadily declining with the gradual
shift from agriculture, mining, and timbering to a more tourist
oriented economy. Some areas are retiring marginal irrigated 1land

because of excess salt build up from traditional deep irrigation
techniques. Modern trends toward ditch lining, shallow irrigation,
and other vater conservation techniques are also reducing
consumptive needs for agriculture. Colorado's recently completed
Phase I Upper Gunnison Water Study conclusion that West Slope
consumptive needs are growing is based on invalid engineering
assumptions that are not consistent with worldwide irrigation
trends. Since over 95% of the West Slope's consumptive water is
used for agriculture, small incremental improvements in irrigation
efficiency are multiplying the amount of water available for
municipal, industrial, recreational, and environmental uses, either
in Colorado or downriver.

Underutilization of Water Many West Slope water diversions for
agriculture are substantially greater than required by crop
consumption and ditch flows. Colorado's historically wasteful "use
it or lose it® laws are one of the reasons. Under current Colorado
law, any outside interest can challenge any water right by
technically proving underutilization. Water laws in other Western
states are <changing to promote conservation instead of waste.
Colorado water strategists should quickly seek realistic ways to
hold and utilize its growing water surplus before it is permanently
lost to thirsty downriver users.

Wet vs. Dry Cycles As the state with the highest terrain, fj

Colorado has bountiful renewable water resources. On the average,
the Gunnison Basin loses almost a million acre feet of Colorado's
interstate compact entitlement as a free gift for the grateful down
river population areas. During wet cycles, this 1lost surplus can
more than double. 1In multi-year droughts, the West Slope's
environment, agriculture, and tourist economies are seriously
threatened. Colorado needs more high altitude water storage to
accumulate excess water in wet years for use on both slopes during
the critical drought cycles. The populated East Slope is willing to
pay for the West Slope's drought protection storage. Local
interests on both slopes need to recognize that objective planning
and cooperation are the keys to balancing the state's water between
the wet and dry cycles and areas of supply and demand. Surplus
water held in high altitude storage for droughts has immeasurable
environmental value compared to the wasted 60 day Fflood runoff
during wet cycles.

D
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Upper Gunnison vs. Upper
Gunnison River is by far the

Colorado Basins The overlooked
largest 1leak in Colorado's water
compact entitlements. On the other hand, the seriously dewatered
Colorado main stem tributaries provide all of Colorado's
transmountain water to the East Slope via 18 diversion projects.
The Colorado River Water Conservancy District is worsening the wWest
Slope's grossly unbalanced water usage by cooperating with the
Denver Water Department's ill-conceived Two Forks, Muddy Creek,
Straight Creek, Eagle Piney, and "Green Mountain diversion plans.
Meanwhile, this District is incongruously trying to prevent the
untapped Gunnison Basin from obtaining needed drought protection and
recreation storage by fighting Arapahoe County's multipurpose Union
Park Water Conservation Project. Union Park's massive, high
altitude, off-river reservoir can economically satisfy Metro
Denver's growth needs, while providing guaranteed drought insurance
for the Gunnison's water based environment. Union Park can also
help correct the West Slope's seriously unbalanced water usage
between basins.

Phase I Upper Gunnison Basin Water Study The Upper Gunnison
and Colorado River Districts initiated the state's Phase I Study
primarily to determine how Gunnison water exports to the East Slope
could be used to enhance the Gunnison's water based economy. This
was an excellent objective. Unfortunately, local politics
improperly influenced the study to the point where it is misleading
and largely useless as a planning tool. In fact, most of the
study's public funds were spent on a futile attempt to prove a
Gunnison Water District controlled diversion from Taylor Park
Reservoir would be more viable than other ongoing alternatives,
including Union Park. Union Park's unprecedented environmental and
economic advantages for the West and East Slopes were totally
ignored, and its construction costs were grossly exaggerated.
Because of this distorted study, Gunnison officials and the
concerned public have been left with a planning guide that is
seriously hampering the public's understanding of the Gunnison's
water situation. This void could soon be corrected with an
objectively managed Phase II Upper Gunnison Water Study. However,
the Upper Gunnison and Colorado River Districts are currently
refusing to participate in Phase II. This is a clear case of pover
politics over public interest. The public needs to know the overall
long-term value of well conceived water conservation projects for
their local environments and economies.

Gunnison County Commissioners are providing a great public
service by insisting on an objective County Water Policy that is
based on facts instead of reactionary citizen group scare slogans,
such as "not one drop over the hill”. Hopefully, the Gunnison's
courageous grassroots water policy efforts will soon inspire our
reluctant state 1leaders into formulating a coherent, long-overdue,
State Water Policy. Colorado is the only Western state that still
relies primarily on very costly, unresponsive, court determinations
for managing its water resources. Concerned Colorado citizens
should press for modern policy and planning practices for managing
Colorado's water in this new age of environmental enlightenment.

Dave Miller
Palmer Lake, Colorado 80133
(719)481-2003



ATAPAHOE COUNTY COLORADO
533 outh Prince Street =+ Littleton, Colorado 8016w
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
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(303) 795-4630
FAX 730-7903

June 29, 19290

Roger Morris, Editor
Gunnison Country Times
P.O. Box 240

Gunnison, CO 81230-240

Dear Mr. Morris:

In order to try to set the record straight I'd like to point out
that Arapahoe County's Union Park Project respects all water rights
presently decreed for use in irrigation and stock watering.

The private minimum stream flow water rights, which Arapahoe County
believes are invalid, are not decreed for irrigation or stock
watering. These rlghts benefit only the property owners along
certain stream segments by increasing the amount of water which
flows past those scenic properties on its way out of our state.
Some of these stream flow rights exist on the Taylor River below
the dam as evidenced by the prominent "No Trespassing" signs. If
I'm not mistaken these rights, known as the Vader rights, are owned
in part by Mr. Sams, publisher of the Gunnison Country Times.

These stream flow claims are far in excess of what is necessary to
support rafting, fish or plants. These claims are also far in
excess of the minimum stream flows which the same private
landowners agreed to accept in the decree for the Union Park

—

,'V‘ ,fl/:j
? (

Reservoir project's hydro power rights. -

These claimed instream flow rights are invalid because under
Colorado law only the Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB) may
own or acquire minimum stream flow decrees. There has never been
a time in Colorade when a valid instream water right could be
acquired which did not require proof of a beneficial use such as
a commercial fish hatchery. Colorado law has always barred private
instream water rights for scenic purposes.

The only legal and practical way to assure Taylor River stream
flows in the amounts decreed by the CWCB, 100 cfs May through
September and 50 cfs at other times, w1thout drawing down the
Taylor Reservoir, as I remember about 3 feet in 1989, is to build
the Union Park Project and reach agreement on releases of water for
this purpose. Arapahoe County has always been willing to discuss
this. A 40 year USGS record of Taylor River stream flows shows
minimums in the range of no flow to 2270 cfs. Wouldn't it seem
more sensible to capture the excess spring runoff in Union Park and
release it as needed to maintain stream flows? Union Park is the
only viable way to assure in stream flows during drought periods.
Arapahoe County is not seeking to cancel any presently used decreed
irrigation or stock water rights, amounting to about 360 acre feet
between Taylor Reservoir and Almont, and has no reason to do so.
There is plenty of water for everyone if we use it wisely!

Very truly yours,
N /
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Y rIgeeeanl 208 A /

; A
Thomas R. Eggexrt( U4*s / F
Arapahoe County Commissioner / W LA
| / { ,,'-‘
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NATURAL ENERGY RESOURCES COMPANY
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P.Q.Box 567 ¢ Palmer Lake, Colorado 80133 » (719) 481-2003 « FAX (719) 481-4013
May 30, 1990

Board of County Commissioners
Gunnison County

200 East Virginia.
Gunison, Colorado 81230

Re: Gunnison County Water Policy
Dear Commissioners:

Gunnison County Commissioners should consider several popular water

misconceptions during its June 5th public work session to develop a County
Water P°11CYI i.e.,

Future Water Needs Contrary to common belief, West Slope consumptive
water needs are steadily declining with the gradual shift from agriculture,
minlng, and timbering to a more tourist oriented economy. Some areas are
retiring marginal irrigated 1and because of excess salt build up from
traditional deep irrigation techniques. Modern trends toward ditch lining,
shallow irrigation, and other water conservation techniques are also raducing
consumptive needs for agriculture. The Phase I Upper Gunnison Water Study

multiplying the amount of water available for municipal, industrial,
recreational, and environmental uses, either in or out of Colorado.

. Underutilization of Water Many West Slope irrigation diversions are
substantially higher than required by crop consunption and ditch flows.
Colorado's wasteful "use it or lose it" laws are one of the reasons. Under
current Colorado law, any outside interest can challenge any water right by
technically proving underutilization. Western water laws are also changing to
promote conservation instead of waste. Colorado water strategists should seek
realistic ways to utilize its growing water surplus before thege waters are
permanently lost to thirsty downriver users.

Wet vs. Dry Cycles As the state with the highest terrain, Colorado has
bountiful renewable water resources. On the average, the Gunnison Basin loses
almost a million acre feet of Colorado entitled water as a gift for the
grateful down river population areas. During wet cycles, this 1ost surplus
can. more than double. In multi-year droughts, the West Slope's environment,
agriculture, and tourist economies are seriously threateried. Colorado needs
wore high altitude water storage to accumilate excess water in wet years for
use on both slopes during the critical drought cycles. The populated East
Slope is willing to .pay for the West Slope's drought protection storage.
Local interests on both slopes need to recognize that objective planning and
Cooperation are the keys to balancing the state's water between the wet and
dry cycles and areas of supply and demand.

PowsR_
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Upper Gunnison vs. Upper Colorado Basins The overlooked Gunnison River
is by far the largest leak in Colorado's water compact entitlements. On the
other hand, the seriously dewatered Colorado main stem tributaries provide all
of Colorado's transmountain water to the East Slope via 18 diversion projects.
The Colorado River Water Conservancy District is worsening the West Slope's
grossly unbalanced water usage by cooperating with the Denver Water
Department's ill-conceived Two Forks, Muddy Creek, Straight Creek, Eagle
Piney, and Green Mountain diversions. Meanwhile, this District is
incongruously trying to prevent the untapped Gunnison Basin from obtaining
needed drought protection and recreation storage by fighting Arapahoe County's
multipurpose Union Park Water . Conservation Project. Union Park can
economically satisfy Metro Denver's future needs, while providing guaranteed
drought insurance for the Gunnison area. Union Park can also help correct the
West Slopa's seriously unbalanced water usage between basins.

Fhase I Upper Gunnison Basin Water Study The Upper Gunnison and Colorado
River Districts initiated Phase I primarily to determine how Gunnison water
exports to the East Slope could be used to enhance the Gunnison's water based
economy. This was an excellent objective, but unfortunately, this state
sponsored study was influenced to the point whera it is misleading and largely
useless as a planning tool. In fact, most of the Study's public funds were
( sSpant on a futile attempt to prove a Gunnison District controlled diversion
Giérom Taylor Park Reservoir would be more viable than other alternatives,
including Union Fark. Union Park's unprecedented environmental and economic
advantages for the West and East Slopes were totally ignored, and its
construction costs were grossly exaggerated. Because of this distorted study,
Gunnison officials and the concerned public have been 1left with a planning
guide that is seriously hampering the public's understanding of the Gunnison's
water situation. This vold could soon be corrected with an objectively
managed Phase II Upper Gunnison Water Study. However, the Upper Gunnison and
Colorado River Districts are currently refusing to participate in Phase II.
This is a clear case of power politics over public interest. The public needs
to gncw the long-term value of well conceived water conservation projects for
their area.

Gunnison County Commissioners can provide a great public service by
insisting on an objective County Water Policy that is based on facts instead
Oof POWER's irrational scare slogan of ™ot one drop over the hillw,
Hopefully, the Gunnison's grassroots water policy efforts will soon force our
reluctant state leaders into formulating a coherent, long-overdue, state water
policy. Colorado is the only state that still relies primarily on very
costly, unresponsive, legal determinations for managing its water. Concerned
Colorado citizens should press for modernized water management practices in
this age of environmental enlightenment.

Sincerely,

) Db,

Allen D. (Dave) Miller, President

ADM/bm

cc:  interested local, state, federal officials.
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P.O.Box 567 « Palmer Lake, Colorado 80133 « (719) 481-2003 « FAX'(719)481-4013
May 21,1990

Members

People Opposed To Water Export Raids (POWER)
P.O. Box 1742

Gunnison, Colorado 81230

Subject: POWER'S MISTAKEN WATER PURPOSE
Dear POWER Members:

People Opposed To Water Export Raids (POWER) should broaden its purpose
from: "Not One Drop Over The Hill" to an objective understanding of
Colorado's public water interests. It was a mistake for a concerned Gunnison
citizens' group to launch a media campaign against water diversion from the
untapped Gunnison Basin before investigating the technical facts. The
resulting misinformation could seriously damage Colorado's public interests on
both slopes.

Colorado's social and economic progress has historically been plagued by
counterproductive infighting between the more populated ‘East Slope and the
water rich West Slope. POWER seems determined to widen this emotional gap by
misusing the media to exploit old water fears. :

POWER could better serve the public by first acknowledging that some
water projects can be very beneficial. Each project should be thoroughly
evaluated before judging its relative merit. For the last several years, our
company's water resource experts have been evaluating the extraordinary
potential of the Gunnison's Union Park Water Conservation Project. As a
result, we have claimed many unprecedented benefits for both slopes. To date,
no one has successfully refuted any of our basic facts. Those who take the
time to objectively understand Union Park, soon become believers. This is why
Arapahoe County, City of Gunnison, Parker, and Castlewood Water Districts were
the early subscribers. Other public entities will soon follow. West Slope
interests should be the most enthusiastic, because Union Park can help correct
its seriously unbalanced water usage between basins, while providing
invaluable insurance against the damaging drought cycles. History shows that
multi-year droughts are the only uncontrollable threat to the West Slope's
environment, recreation, agriculture, and economic values.

The underlying value of Union Park's massive, high altitude, off-river,
storage is based on the fact that renewable surface flows vary drastically
between the inevitable wet and dry cycles. Union Park will store surplus
flood waters in wet years for managed release to both slopes during the
destructive dry years. On the average, the Gunnison Basin currently loses
almost a million acre feet of Colorado entitled water to the grateful down
river states. In some years this surplus is more than double the average,
while in other years there is a severe shortage -- even for senior

~ appropriators. Water has practically no value when it is flooding, but its

value during droughts is immeasurable. Union Park will augment the Gunnison,
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South Platte, and Arkansas rivers during droughts, while satisfying Metro
Denver's future growth for about half the unit cost of the discredited Two
Forks concept. Union Park will also substantially enhance the Gunnison's E:7
water based recreation economy by providing an excellent Lake Trout fishery

and stabilizing the current wide fluctuations in Taylor Park Reservoir.

POWER is unfortunately using the emotional’ transmountain feature of Union
Park as a media red herring. Several hydrology studies show Union Park can
guarantee Taylor River flows 100% above the Colorado Water Conservation Board
-minimums, while still diverting an average 60,000 acre feet to Metro Denver.
If Union Park is integrated as a -dry year backup for Denver's existing
reservoirs, this 60,000 acre feet can increase Denver's safe yield by 120,000
acre feet. We believe this 2 for 1 multiplier effect is _unprecedented in
water engineering history. 1If Union Park's annual diversion averaged ,000
acre feet, the Taylor River's guaranteed summer flows would still be 50%
higher than the CWCB minimums. Without Union Park, the record shows there
have been many drought years when the Taylor and Gunnison Rivers have been
substantially below CWCB's minimums. During these severe drought periods, the
Gunnison area's environment, agriculture, recreation, and economy are
seriously damaged.

If POWER were to adopt a constructive water purpose, a more appropriate
name might be: People's Objective Water Environmental Review.

We wish you the best as a future positive force for helping educate the
public in the factual complexities of managing Colorado's bountiful, but

uneven water resources.
Sincerely
Za )l

Allen D. (Dave) Miller
President

ADM/bm

cc: Interested local, state, and federal entities.
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has substantially increased the importance of water management
activities. The Regional Guide should fully access the value of
water conservation projects for improving the seasonal and
cyclic values for these new priorities.

5) Supply - Demand Assessment In the past, the Forest
Service's EIS evaluation of water development alternatives has
been 1limited to individual national forests or basins. As a
result, water diversions have been approved in areas that have
already been seriously dewatered, while other wetter areas were
overlooked as viable alternatives. The Forest Service should
insist that future EIS scoping includes a region-wide assessment
of supply and demand for water resources.

6) Belov Cost Timber Sale Policy Assessment Timber policy
is consuming much of the region's management resources, while
water assessment is being largely overlooked. With the public's
changing values, water policy development 1is probably more
socially and economically important than timbering for the Rocky
Mountain Region.

7) Skiing Demand Assessment The skiing industry
complements the region's year-round water based recreation
economy. Suggest the skiing assessment be handled as a
sub-section under recreation.

8) Recreation Strategies Water is the key element in
developing Rocky Mountain recreation strategies. The Forest
Service should guard against rising pressures that would
prematurely force water out of the headwater region before it
can be stored for conservation.

In summary. water is probably the most important factor ip
revising the Forest Service's Rocky Mountain Regional Guide.
Although water issues may be more controversial than timber, it
is a major area that must be addressed to have a meaningful
planning document. We sincerely believe Colorado should be
concurrently working on a similar water planning effort.
Hopefully, increased federal agency emphasis on water can help
change the state's historic attitude and legal barriers against
water resource planning.

Very truly yours.,
Allen D. (Dave) Miller
President

ADM/bm

cc: Governor Romer, Colorado Legislators, USFS, BLM, EPA.

NATURAL ENERGY RESOURCES COMPANY
[ W N S W .

P.O.Box 567 + Paimer Lake, Colotaco 80133 » (719) 481-2003 + FAX (719) 23°.5213
May 14, 1990

Mr. Gary Cargill
Regional Forester
USDA, Forest Service
P.O. Box 25127
Lakewood, CO. 80225

RE: Amendment To Forest Service's Rocky Mountain Regional Guide.
Dear Mr. Cargill:

Recommend that water resources be includeZ as a maj?z
consideration in the next revision to your Reszy Mountain
Regional Guide.

The following water related comments are prc~iZed for the
eight assessment areas listed in your Issue No. 3 request for

input to the Forest Service's Regional Guide Amend=ze=zt:

1) Forest and Range Management Assessment Sizce the Rocky
Mountain Region is the nation's headwater area fcr most rivers
west of the Mississippi, a major portion of this section should
be devoted to assessment of water resources. Some of the most
critical water management areas toc be addressed azare drought
cycle protection, balanced water usage between basizs, poirt and
non-point pollution, water conservation, and wa:ter resource
development. To assure relevancy and consistency, tze Regional
Guide should be developed within the context of wa:er resource
plans and policies of the individual states. Since Zolorado is
the only Western state without water planning and policy
guidelines, the Forest Service shotid insist on a state wvater
plan or full time participation of Colorado's wzrious water
management agencies in developing the Rocky Mountz:iz Regional
Guide.

2) Biological Diversity Assessment Considerzzle emphasis
should be given to the value of well conce:ved water
conservation developments for the long term enhzacement and
protection of fish, wildlife, and wetlands during severe drought
cycles. Drought cycles cause the greatest uncontro.lable stress
on the environment.

3) Social and Economic Assessment Water e?;ilability,
usage, and development is certainly the rezion's most
significant natural resource factor for evaluating :ze region's
social and economic values. )

4) Economic Diversity Analysis The shift of e=ghasis from
timber, grazing, and mining to tourism, recreation, 2ad wildlife
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NATURAL ENERGY RESOURCES COMPANY
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P. O.Box 567 « Paimer Lake, Colorado 80133 « (719) 481-2003 « FAX (719) 481-4013
April 27, 1990

Board of Directors

Colorado River Water Conservation District
P. 0. Box 1120

Glenwood Springs, Colorado 81602

Re: Rejection of Muddy Creek Transmountain Diversion Project

Dear Board Members:

Request the Colorado River Water Conservation District
withdraw its application to construct the Muddy Creek
Transmountain Diversion Project.

Colorado's Blue River has already lost much of its historical
flow to Metro Denver. The Muddy Creek scheme will allow diversion
of another 15,000 to 30,000 acre feet from this seriously
distressed Upper Colorado river tributary. The Muddy Creek Final
EIS is flawed because it does not include a cumulative analysis of
Denver's planned additional diversions from the Blue River, i.e.
Two Forks, Straight Creek, East Gore, Green Mountain, etc.. It
also does not include several other non-Upper Colorado
alternatives that would be less damaging to Colorado's
environment.

Instead of continuing to add to the Upper Colorado's 18
transmountain diversion projects, suggest the Colorado River
District use a portion of its $10.2 million Windy Gap mitigation
funds to help fund the Phase II Upper Gunnison Basin Study.
Although the Gunnison Basin is substantially smaller in area, it
has historically generated almost as much water as the dryer Upper
Colorado Basin. Since the Gunnison Basin has never been tapped
with a transmountain project, this basin is the main source of
Colorado's wasted water entitlements that are gratuitously flowing
to the down river states. Because of these Gunnison losses and
Colorado's seriously unbalanced water usage, the Colorado River
District should declare a moratorium, on all diversions from the
Upper Colorado Basin until the beneficial uses of the Gunnison's
overlooked flood flows are properly evaluated.

An objective Phase 1II Upper Gunnison Basin Water Study will
undoubtedly confirm the environmental and economic advantages of
the West Slope's high altitude Union Park water conservation pool
for Colorado. Preliminary studies have already shown Union Park's
900,000 acre feet of storage can provide much needed multi-year
drought protection for the Gunnison, South Platte, and Arkansas
Basin environments. In addition, Union Park can enhance the Upper
Colorado Basin by slowing Metro Denver's relentless 1legal and
financial push to further dewater this seriously threatened area.
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As a byproduct of its drought protection, Union Park can also
satisfy Metro Denver's future water needs for about half the unit
cost of Two Forks. The recreation value of Union Park's cyclic
storage would be a major boost for the West Slope's economy.

If the Colorado River District would drop its support of the
damaging Muddy Creek diversion and help evaluate the beneficial
uses of the Gunnison's wasted flood flows, the West Slope's

environment and economy would soon have needed protection for the
inevitable drought cycles.

Sincerely,

T & e,

Allen D. (Dave) Miller
President

ADM/bm

cc: Governor Romer, Colorado Legislators, Club 20, Western
Colorado Congress, Bureau of Land Management, United States

Forest Service, Bureau of Reclamation, Environmental
Protection Agency.




STAT'S OF COLORADO  ROY ROMER, Governor ﬁ

ﬁEPARTMENT OF NA.TWRAL RESOURCES ' ‘ Board ;faLen:C:mmlsslonors

Mined Land Reclamation
HAMLET J. BARRY Ill, Executive Director Division of Minos
1313 Sherman St, Room 71 8, Denver. Colorado 80203 866-3311 Oil and Gas Conservation Commission
Diviston of Parks & Outdoor Recreation
X Soil Conservation Board
Nl Water Conservation Board
¥ . Division of Water Resources
Division of Wildlife

April 24, 1990

Mr. W. Watts
7231 W. Bayaud Place
Lakewood, Colorado 80226

Dear Mr. Watts:

Governor Romer has asked me to acknowledge your eséay "Colorado

Water Perestroika." Many of the suggestions and observations you offer
are interesting ones - in fact, several have been incorporated in

legislation and introduced into the General Assembly, although without
success.

As we enter the 1990’s we will certainly need to examine how we plan
for and manage water use and development. I appreciate your taking the
time to share your ideas on this critical subject with the Governor.

Sinc re]i yours,

HAMLET J. BARRY III
Executive Director
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February 1990

( , COLORADO WATER PERESTROIKA

Public frustration with Two Forks and Colorado's confused water
scene has generated several water bills in this legislative
session. Unfortunately, the proposed bills, would worsen
Colorado's ability to manage its water resources for today's
environmental, recreational, and economic values.

Because of strong parochial differences between basins, Colorado's
Legislature has purposely structured state water management
agencies to be weak and ineffective. 1In fact, Colorado's Natural
Resources Department, State Engineers Office, Water Conservation
Board, and Water Development Authority have all been given
nebulous, overlapping legislative charters to plan, promote, and
develop Colorado's water for the public's optimum benefit.
Confusing charters enable these agencies to avoid the politically
difficult task of developing specific state water policies and
plans. The resulting policy and planning vacuum has created
management chaos and a costly water development grid lock. Our
vater tap fees are the highest in the West. Colorado's economy and
public are suffering, while the more organized down river states
and federal agencies preempt our water development decisions.

Objective state water planning became essential in the 1970s, when
the federal government started reducing its funding for Western
wvater development. However, Colorado is the only Western state
that has refused to establish a strong state water planning
function within its non-political State Engineers Office.

Colorado is also the only state that still requires costly court
action for allocating its renewable surface waters. This highly
confrontational, legalistic system supports 70 percent of our
nation's water attorneys. The public ultimately pays for their
endless infighting and delays. This non-technical group now also
dominates our state water management agencies, as well as the
politically powerful water conservancy districts. :

Water conservancy districts are the state's only governmental
bodies that have court appointed board members instead of members
elected by the people. Because of this unique closed system, it is
almost impossible to get new thinking into Colorado's traditional
water establishment.

The proposed water bills sound good on the surface. However, they
all have similar hidden agendas to preserve the status quo, while-
protecting powerful interest groups. Instead of these unproductive
water bills, Colorado needs basic legislative restructuring to
modernize its water management practices, i.e.:

1. Consolidate state vater planning under an independent,

~non-political agency such as the State Engineers Office.

2. Terminate the politically oriented Colorado Water Development
Authority, and re-assign its water development function back to the
more effective Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB).

3. Direct the State Engineer's Office, in concert with CWCB, to
formulate a state water plan to serve as a non-political water
development guide for local, state,  and federal decision makers.

4. Require at 1least half of the governor appointees to the Water
Conservation Board to be water resource specialists, instead of
non-technical representatives of special interest groups. :

5. Require the State Engineers Office to issue technical opinions
based on engineering and environmental merit before new water
development applications are automatically referred to the courts.

6. Publicly elect water conservancy district board members.
Abner Watts, P.E., Lakewood, (303)237-3449

Dale Raitt, P.E., Lakewood, (303)489-7427
Consulting Engineers & retired Bureau of Reclamation executives



“Gunnison
—ountry’
apposed to
water plans

i-ormer foes unite to fight
Aurora, Arapahoe ‘raid’
By Bill McBean 4~ (8~ TO

Denver Post Staff Writer

Initial opposition to the Two Forks dam
. . reservoir began with grumbling about
the partial destruction of an obscure but-
torfly’s habitat.

~ut early opposition to Gunnison Basin
waler projects is much less ethereal —
Jropping on would-be water developers
like a plague of locusts.

Jurora and Arapahoe County want to
o 0ve 60,000 to 100,000 acre-feet of wa-
ter a year from the Gunnison River and its
tributaries, That's enough water for an ex-
tra 400,000 people.

But opposition to the south suburbs’

‘raid” on “Gunnison Country,” as resi-
J2nts call it, has united former enemies.
Cattlemen and environmentalists, profes-
sors and state bureaucrats are linking
»  ~ against the proposals.
__en though the suburbs don’t antici-
7>+ needing the water for at least 20
v2ars, they already face substantial obsta-
~.2s in bringing the first drop over the
Continental Divide.

Aurora city records and Water Court
« =positions show:

T Bald eagle habitat is threatened by
Aurora’s proposed Almont Reservoir. The
i 2servoir would be formed by damming
i{1e East River and inundating the Roaring

dy Fish Hatchery, both of which serve
=< a source of food for the bird.

3 Brown trout in the Taylor River may
v. reduced by as much as 70 percent if
prorosed reservoirs cut stream flows.

E At least 200 acres of federally pro-
tected wetlands are endangered by Auro-
ra’s Collegiate Range project and Arapa-
hoe Park’s Union Park project.

T Winter grazing land for Rocky Moun-
.2ii: bighorn sheep, elk and deer would be
inurdated in the Almont area.

“till, the chief objection to the projects
i- =2 loss of water.

“If you divert 100,000 acre-feet to the
:..slern slope, which is what both plans
>~ntemplate, you would essentially cut in
ha'f the flow of the river. That’s where the
re:” damage would be,” said Assistant At-
torn~y General Steve Sims, who repre-
s.-': the Colorado Water Conservation
S - and the state division of wildlife,

Please see GUNNISON on 4B

Wélter projects swamped by objections

GUNNISON from Page 1B

both of which oppose the projects.

Tom Griswold, Aurora's utilities
director, says abundant water in
the Gunnison area isn't being used
and is subject to appropriation.

Although the city has taken a
preliminary look at environmental
problems, he said, solutions won't
be sought until the city prepares to
seek a federal permit.

The environmental issues are
‘“substantial” and will be ad-
dressed, he said, but it's too early
to say how.

It’s not too early, though, for Au-
rora’s environmental engineer,
Enartech Inc., to gauge the cost of
mitigation for the $320 million
Collegiate Range project.

The estimate is $36 million to
$42 million, including about $15
million to rebuild the Roaring Ju-
dy Hatchery.

Anticipating environmental
problems with Collegiate Range,
Aurora last month began talks
with the U.S. Bureau of Reclama-
tion to buy more than 100,000
acre-feet of Western Slope water
from Blue Mesa Reservoir.

But even removing water from
an existing reservoir will cause
substantial legal problems, Sims
said, because critics claim the bu-
reau’s water decree 'says water
can’t be shipped out of the basin.

Potential lawsuits over a pro-
posed Blue Mesa water sale aren't
the only court challenges antici-
pated.

In the next year, two trials are
slated in state Water Court with
more than 30 individuals, compa-
nies and governmental agencies
opposing the projects.

Aurora and Arapahoe County al-
so face challenges by the National
Wildlife Federation, which insists
that project impact on the environ-
ment should be arguable in Water
Court. )

That claim has been rejected by
the Water Court, but the federa-
tion has said it plans to appeal to
the Colorado Supreme Court.

In addition, extensive water liti-
gation ongoing in Greeley could af-
fect the amount of water available

PROPOSED UNION PARK AND COLLEGIATE
RANGE WATER PROJECTS

1. AURORA'S PROPOSED ALMONT RESERVOIR

2. AURORA’S PROPOSED PIEPLANT RESERVOIR
3. ARAPAHOE COUNTY'S PROPOSED UNION PARK RESERVOIR

to south suburban users.

The U.S. Forest Service, which
owns much of the land in the Gun-
nison Basin, has asked a Water
Court judge to certify its water
rights as a way to ensure that the
forests aren’t dried up by future
water development.

And finally, the Colorado Water
Conservation Board could fire a
broadside at the suburbs by ruling
that proposed reservoirs on the
East and Taylor rivers would
eliminate the legally mandated
minimum flows.

For Arapahoe County and Auro-
ra, the next step is a 10-day trial to
begin June 25 in Gunnison Water
Court. Several issues will be decid-
ed, including whether current
agreements between Gunnison Ba-
sin water users and the Bureau of
Reclamation are legal.

Bob Krassa, Arapahoe County
water attorney, said the proposed
Union Park Reservoir, a 900,000
acre-foot facility to be built above
10,000 feet, would have far fewer
environmental problems than the
Aurora proposals because less ani-
mal habitat would be inundated.

And Union Park’s engineer, An-

The Denver Post

dy Andrews, said the cost to miti-
gate environmental damage from
Union Park — pegged at $6 mil-
lion — is much less than the cost
for Aurora’s reservoirs.

In addition, Andrews said, Union
Park is more environmentally ac-
ceptable because it’s an “off-
stream” reservoir fed by small
creeks and springs. It wouldn't
dam a major river.

In droughts like the one now
parching the Gunnison Basin, the
carry-over supply in Union Park
could do a lot to help maintain
stream flows.

But the Union Park sales pitch
hasn't dissuaded those who insist
that “not one drop” be exported
from the basin to the Front Range.

Sims says the bottom line is that
either project permanently de-
prives the basin of its most valu-
able natural resource.

“That water will be no more,”
he said. “Once that water is pump-
ed over the hill, it never again con-
tributes to that basin. That’s the
worst impact. That in and of itself
is the single most environmentally
damaging aspect of both plans.”
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STATE OF COLORAD

EXECUTIVE CHAMBERS B%-CO
136 State Capitol o
Denver, Colorado 80203-1792
Phone (303) 866-2471

Apri] 26, 1990 Roy Romer

Governor

Allen D. "Dave" Miller, President
Natural Energy Resources Company
P.0. Box 567

Palmer Lake, CO 80133

Dear Mr. Miller:
Thank you for your April 16, 1990, letter.

The State of Colorado has not {aken a position in opposition to the
Collegiate Range or Union Park project.

Mr. Sims of the Attorney General's Office informs me that the

statement that implied otherwise in The Denver Post was based on the

fact that the Colorado HWater Conservation Board and Division of

Wildlife filed statements of opposition to the water rights \ﬂy
applications of the City of Aurora and Arapahoe County. This action

gives the state agencies standing in the water court to seek terms

and conditions to protect the senior water rights they own in the

Upper Gunnison Basin. Filing a statement of opposition is not an

unusual step for interested parties to take in a water court

proceeding.

Even though Colorado does not, at this time, support or oppose
either of these projects, there are a number of issues of concern to
the state, some of which were described in the article. These
~concerns vary to some degree depending on the project under
consideration. Assuming either of these projects moves forward, we
expect these concerns will be addressed through the normal
environmental impact statement process.

Thanks again for writing.

Sincerely,

Roy Romer

Governor )
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NATURAL ENERGY RESOURCES COMPANY
PSSO OO TW

P.O.Box 567 « Paimer Lake, Colorado 80133 « (719) 481-2003 « FAX (719) 481-4013
April 10, 1990

Governor Roy Romer
State Capitol Building
Denver, Colorado 80203

Subject: Governor's Consistency Review, Muddy Creek Transmountain Diversion
Project.

Dear Governor Romer:

Request a veto of the Final EIS decision during your consistency review
of the proposed Muddy Creek Transmontain Diversion Project.

As indicated in our enclosed March 17, 1990 letter to the U. S. Forest
Service and the Bureau of Land Management, subject EIS violates koth logic and
environmental laws requiring objective consideration of all viable
alternatives. Colorado's water usage between basins is seriously out of
balance. The Muddy Creek diversion would only worsen this untenable
situation.

Federal and state agencies are currently severely handicapped by
Colorado's EIS review process for water developments. This is because
Colorado is the only Western state that has not inventoried its water
resources and developed some planning quidelines for its future growth. The
resulting water development gridlock is sapping the state's resources,
damaging our econcmy, and creating the highest water development costs and
fees in the West.

We strongly recommend that state laws be changed to allow state and
federal evaluation of water development proposals within the context of
statewide water policy and planning guidelines. This would be good management
-- not socialism, as indicated by Colorado's politically powerful water
traditionalists.

The public deserves some aggressive leadership in this very important
state water management arena.

Your views on this subject would be appreciated.

Sincerejizjjz‘é

Allen D. (Dave) Miller
President

ADM/bm
Encls: TLetter dated March 17, 1990, Union Park Facts, April 3, 1990.
cc: USFS, BIM, state legislators.



NATURAL ENERGY RESOURCES COMPANY
Y WSS

P. O.Box 567 « Palmer Lake, Colorado 80133 « (719)481-2003 « FAX (719)481-4013

FAXED TO (303)844-8243) April 16, 1990

Governor Roy Romer
State Capitol Building
Denver, Colorado 80203

Dear Governor Romer:

Request an immediate Governor's statement refuting today's
Denver Post article that indicates state agencies oppose the Union
Park Water Conservation Project for environmental reasons.

Assistant Attorney General Steve Sims 1is the attorney
representing the Colorado Division of Wildlife and the Colorado
Water Conservation Board. He is advising the media these agencies
are opposing Union Park because it will cut river flows and damage
the environment.

The Sims' statements have no basis 1in fact. Union Park's
high altitude water storage is specifically designed to enhance
Colorado's environment by augmenting river flows on both slopes
during the damaging drought cycles. No Colorado agency has
evaluated the potential beneficial uses of the Gunnison's wasted
flood flows, and no state agency has evaluated Union Park as a
water conservation pool for enhancing Colorado's four major river
environments.

Union Park water rights are currently being considered in
state water court. An unsubstantitated public statement by a
state official against a proposed water development is
unprecedented in Colorado's legal history. An immediate public
refutation from your office is a necessary first step toward
correcting the prejudicial damage.

Please advise with regard to additional action contemplated.
Sincerely,

L e

Allen D. (Dave) Miller

President
ADM/bm
Enclosure: Denver Post Article, April 16, 1990.
Qg Colorado Attorney General, Division of Wildlife, Water
Conservation Board, Department of Natural Resources, State
Engineer, Arapahoe County, City of Aurora, Colorado

Legislators, Denver Post.



UNION PARK FACTS

April 3, 1990

(The Gunnison's Water Conservation Project For Colorado)

FACT NO. 1 - Surplus Water During the 1950's, the Bureau of Reclamation's
Regional Water Planning Studies identified up to 450,000 acre feet of surplus
Upper Gunnison flood waters that could be used for East Slope growth, without
adversely impacting senior water rights or the environment. Since that time,
Upper Gunnison water needs have actually been declining, because of improved
irrigation techniques and retirement of marginal land that has become salty
from over irrigation. By comparison, the Denver Water Department's safe
annual yield from its existing West and East Slope reservoirs totals 295,000
acre feet. Colorado is annually losing over 900,000 acre feet of its Colorado
River Compact entitlement via the Gunnison River. Down river states are
happily using this surplus water at no cost, because Colorado' has not been
able to develop it for its own usage.

FACT NO. 2 — Unbalanced Usage Colorado's renewable surface water consumption
is seriously out of balance. Currently, all transmountain water for East
Slope use comes from the Upper Colorado Basin via 18 diversion projects.
Although this basin has already been severely dewatered, the cumulative impact
of the planned Two Forks, Muddy Creek, Home Stake II, Straight Creek, East
Gore, Eagle Piney, Green Mountain, etc. would further damage this area's
seriously depleted headwater tributaries. Meanwhile, the wetter Upper
Gunnison area remains untapped and generally overlooked when considering the
state's overall water resources.

FACT NO. 3 — Union Park's Efficiency By pumping less than 10% of the

i~

\?

Gunnison's wasted flood waters into high altitude Union Park storage, this%)

900,000 acre feet West Slope reservoir will provide invaluable benefits for
Colorado's * four major river environments. Union Park's off-river storage can
provide needed drought cycle protection for the Gunnison, South Platte, and
Arkansas River environments, while also satisfying Metro Denver's future
growth needs. The Upper Colorado will also benefit, as it will not be
necessary to construct the near and long-term diversions planned from this
dewatered area. Corps of Engineers' computer analysis has confirmed Union
Park can increase the Denver Water Department's safe annual yield by 2 acre
feet for every acre foot actually diverted to the South Platte. Because of
this unprecedented "multiplier effect", Union Park can increase Metro Denver's
safe annual yield 40% more than Two Forks for about half the unit cost.

FACT NO. 4 - Benefits For Upper Gunnison The Union Park Water Conservation
Project will provide major environmental, recreational, and economic benefits

for the Upper Gunnison area. The Taylor Park Reservoir and Taylor River}/?

currently experience wide fluctuations from floods and droughts. During
multi-year droughts, the Taylor and Gunnison Rivers are currently reduced to
damaging low levels. Union Park can guarantee flows on these rivers at rates
substantially higher than the minimum flows recently established by the
Colorado Water Conservation Board. Union Park's 4,000 acre reservoir will
also be a world class Lake Trout fishery located in a remote, off-river, sage
covered bowl with a very low cost dam site. At 10,000 feet altitude, Union

Park will be the world's largest and highest multi-purpose water project. The¥7

non—polluting peaking power revenue from its high tech reversible pump
generators will more than pay for the cost of filling this reservoir. The
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' : nver's existing reservoirs. The
Upper Gunnison's environment and water based recreation economy will benefit
from stabilized reservoir 1levels and guaranteed river flows. Metro Denver
will welcome the privilege of paying for a project that will provide a very
low cost water supply for its future growth. Environmentally damaging
reservoirs on the scenic Gunnison and South Platte Rivers will not be
required. If the City of Gunnison retains its $1,000 option contract to
participate in Union Park, it will net a value of at 1least $50 million in
needed storage, water rights, and reduced power fees for its citizens. Union
Park will stimulate Colorado's entire economy with its superior efficiency.

FACT NO. 5 — Collegiate And Taylor Not Comparable The Collegiate Range and
Taylor Park transmountain diversion proposals from the Gunnison are not

~comparable with Union Park. Aurora's Collegiate concept would siphon
/ continuously to a Two Forks type reservoir on the South Platte from a small

collection reservoir above Taylor Park. Another small reservoir on the East
River at Almont would supposedly mitigate the constant flow diversion to the
East Slope. The Upper Gunnison River District's proposed Taylor Park
diversion is similar to Collegiate, except the Bureau's Blue Mesa Reservoir
would absorb the diversion loss. Both of these concepts would worsen the
current problem of wide fluctuations in Taylor Park Reservoir levels and
Taylor River flows. These concepts would also seriously impact major tourist
routes, and require additional carryover storage on the South Platte. In
contrast, Union Park holds many years of surplus flood flows in remote, high
altitude, West Slope storage where it can be flexibly managed to guarantee
water supply and environmental protection for both slopes during the critical
drought cycles.

FACT NO. 6 — Benefits For Bureau As early as 1983, the Bureau of Reclamation
acknowledged the benefits of Union Park's water regulating and conservation

benefits above its Blue Mesa complex. By capturing and holding low value

flood waters at high altitude, the value of these waters 1is increased many
fold when it is released to the Bureau's down river power and water supply
systems during drought cycles. Because of this very important drought
augmentation for the Colorado River, the Bureau and other down river water
users may be interested in paying a share of Union Park's construction cost.

FACT NO. 7 — State Water Planning Until the 1970's, the Bureau of Reclamation
did most Western water planning. Now that federal construction funds are
drying up, Colorado is the only Western state that has not developed a strong
water planning agency of its own. In fact, Colorado's water management
agencies are prohibited from evaluating the state's overall water development
options. This is because of historical mistrust between basins, and a
complete dependence on a highly legalistic procedure for allocating the
state's water resources. In this planning vacuum, high handed proposals 1like
Two Forks can be forced on our innocent public without due regard to the
state's overall water supply and environmental situation. None of our state's
water management agencies officially evaluated the ill-conceived Two Forks
concept. If Colorado had effective water planning, the ignored Union Park
Project would have clearly surfaced long ago as the most efficient,
environmentally sound, large water alternative ever conceived for Colorado.

(This Natural Energy Resources Company message was prepared for a special
April 3rd public meeting on water, sponsored by the City of Gunnison. Natural
Energy is a private water development firm that sold its Union Park Project to

Metro Denver's Arapahoe County in 1988 for $2.2 million.) Z

L
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1600 W. 12th Avenue Denver, CO 80254 Phone (303) 628-6000
Telecopier No. (303) 628-6509

HUBERT A. FARBES, JR., President
MALCOLM M. MURRAY, Ist Vice-President

MONTE PASCOE
DONALD L. KORTZ
MS. ROMAINE PACHECO

W. H. MILLER, Manager

March 5, 1990

Dave Miller
Palmer Lake, CO 80133

Dear Mr. Miller:

Ordinarily I read the material that you send out and ignore your
continuing attacks on Two Forks.

However, your February 1990 diatribe comparing Two Forks Dam and the
Berlin Wall is not only in bad taste, but it is insulting to the
Board of Water Commissioners and the 1100 employees here where we
are dedicated to providing a community service.

The debate on the facts of any water project - yours included - is
one thing. But your most recent comments are in bad taste and

inexcusable.

April 27, 1990
Bill:

The Two Forks debacle is a result of management's
myopic push for a ruinous concept. The 1100 dedicated
employees surely do not share the blame. Neither do
most Berliners for the Wall.

DWD's management can soon correct its mistake and
provide a community service by participating in an
objective evaluation of the superior alternatives that
were purposely ignored in the EIS.

45;&)6/
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Colorado needs to clear up muddied waters surrounding water policy _.

Editor: Colorado’s abortive Two Forks
Jam is a classic example of how public
\gencies can go wrong when allowed to
yperate in a policy and planning vacuum,

It all began more than 30 years ago
when the Denver Water Department start-
ed to secretly purchase West and East
Slope water rights for Two Forks. Surro-
gate buyers were often used to disguise
DWD’s eventual ownership.

Most of these targeted waters were
from West Slope tributaries that had al-
ready been severely dewatered by metro
Denver. DWD ignored the Bureau of Rec-
lamation’s regional studies, which identi-
fied the untapped Gunnison Basin as an
ideal alternative for East Slope growth.

DWD had its own closed agenda. Its

lawyers skillfully engineered water laws
that prevented state agencies from evalu-
ating new water developments. Because of
these laws, Colorado is the only Western
state that has never developed state water
policy and planning guidelines.

A few courageous water engineers ques-
tioned the state's unbalanced water usage.
Unfortunately, these resource profession-
als were quickly submerged under DWD's
relentless political push for Two Forks.

The demise of Two Forks has now shift-
ed the district’s priority to construction of
Muddy Creek Reservoir, as an alternative
money generator. Muddy Creek may cover
the district's substantial staff expenses,
but this new diversion project will also

worsen the Upper Colorado’s water deple-
tion problem. '

If Colorado’s laws were changed to allow
objective evaluation of the state’s water
sources, Arapahoe County’s Union Park
Water Conservation Project would stand
out as the creme de la creme of all water
projects, This 900,000-acre-feet Upper
Gunnison reservoir will soon provide ur-
gently needed drought insurance for Colo-
rado's four major river environments,

In flood times, about one-tenth of the
Gunnison's wasted flows will be pumped
into long-term, high-altitude storage for
release to the Gunnison, South Platte and
Arkansas basins during the critical multi-
year drought cycles.

The depleted Upper Colorado Basin will

Rocky Mountain News

also benefit because DWD's planned
Forks, Muddy Creek, Gfeen_Moun;:I;\iT]o
Straight Creek and Eagle-Piney reservoirs
would not be required. Colorado is entitled
to almost a million acre feet of Gunnison
flood waters that are currently lost tg
California.

Colorado’s economy is suffering from
costly water development confusion, and g
gridlock that has created the highest water
fees in the West. This cloudy water could
be cleared if Colorado would develop some
objective policy and planning guidel r
managing its water resources. '

DAVE MILLER
Natural Energy Resources Company
Palmerdale

Wed., April 25, 1990

LETTERS

Colorado well-served by water policy

Editor: Dave Miller's April 5 letter
(“‘Colorado needs to clear up muddied wa-
ters surrounding water policy”) was a con-
demnation of one of the finest water sys-
tems in the United States. Colorado’s
system of prior appropriation, which is
administered by the water courts, the state

engineer and the Colorado Water Conser-
vation Board, has served Colorado well.

It is not a new water policy that is
needed. We need to give all of Colorado
participation in all the water to which the
state is entitled no matter where it comes
from.

Dave Miller deserves support, however,
for his proposal that 900,000 acre feet of
water to which Colorado is entitled be
stored in the Upper Gunnison River Reser-
voir for use in the South Platte, Arkansas
and the Gunnison river basins.

The inter-basin exchange should also be
applied to the billions of acre feet of
groundwater storage in the San Luis Val-
ley. With additional water storage, inter-
connected to existing and proposed pro-
jects, Colorado could supply water to the
entire state in short water years.

DAVID J. MILLER
Former member, Colaradn Water Boart!

reetmny
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P.O.Box 567 + Palmer lake, Colorado 80133 « (719) 481-2003 « FAX (719) 481-4013
January 23, 1990

Ms. Stephanie Raphel

Colorado Environmental Coalition
777 Grant Street, Suite 606
Denver, Colorado 80203-3518

Dear Ms. Raphel:

Sorry for the delay in answering your November 1989 request for
information on Colorado's Union Park Water Supply Project.

The enclosed material provides a brief overview and some of the basics
of the concept. As you probably know, NECO sold the Union Park Project to
Arapahoe County in Auqust 1988.

I understand Arapahoe's engineer is sending you their latest Union Park
Engineering and Environmental Report. The yields in this report are based on
the assumption that Union Park is a stand alone project, primarily for
Arapahoe County.

The Corps of Engineers has confirmed that if Union Park is used as a dry
year backup for Metro Denver's existing reservoirs, Denver's safe annual yield
would multiply by two acre feet for every acre foot actually diverted from the
Gunnison Basin. This unprecedented multiplier effect means Union Park's cost
per acre foot of safe annual yield would be less than half that of Two Forks.
Because of the cost and environmental benefits, we are confident Union Park
will prevail as Metro Denver's and Colorado's water project of the future.

In short, the high altitude Union Park Project can use a small portion
of the Gunnison's wasted flood flows to benefit the Gunnison, South Platte,
and Arkansas environments and wet lands during the critical drought periods.
It will also indirectly help the Upper Colorado Basin by reducing the need to
continue the excessive depletions from the one area that is the source of all
current transmountain water.

For the first time, Colorado will have a cost effective water supply
system that provides balanced use of our renewable water resources.

We would be honored to provide additional information and briefings on
the Union Park concept whenever desired.

Thank you for your interest.

Sincerely,

Allen D. (Dave) Miller
President

ADM/bm

Enclosure: Union Park information.
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; 567 - Palmer Lake, Colorado 80133 « (719) 481-2003
= e January 18, 1990

Congressional Candidate Merlyn Carlson
R.R. 1, P.0O. Box 6
Lodgepole, Nebraska 69149

Dear Candidéte Carlson:

One of our rancher board members has advised that you are
interested in learning more about Colorado's Union Park Water
Supply alternative before formulating your pending Congress%onal
election position on Two Forks Dam. The enclosed material briefly
explains why the overlooked Union Park option from the untapped
Gunnison Basin is substantially superior to Two Forks, from both
an environmental and economic viewpoint.

For the past three Years our company has been aggressively
pointing out to Colorado, Nebraska, and national leaders that the
Corps' Metro Denver Water Supply EIS seriously violates the intent
Of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). This is because
the analysis burposely ignored several ongoing water projects that
are reasonable alternatives. The Bush Administration is vetoing
Two Forks largely because NEPA's basic requirement to study "all
reasonable alternatives" was buried under intense political
pressure to approve Denver's obsolete Two Forks concept.

You are correct that the Corps' EIS indicates Two Forks would
slightly increase the Platte's average flow in Nebraska. However,
water right experts know that the EIS overlooked the fact that
Denver's West Slope Blue River decrees require maximum use of
transmountain water. This means when Denver fully develops its
recycling Ccapability, the Platte's total filow in Nebraska would be
less than now. Even without recycling, a 1low altitude South
Platte dam would decrease the critical drought flows in Nebraska

to the point where dry-ups would jeopardize fish and food supply
for water birds.

An even greater threat is the fact that a major low altitude
dam on the South Platte wilil interrupt the natural flood flows in
Nebraska. The periodic Scouring effect of the floods keeps the
Platte's river banks and channels open for the internationally
lmportant migratory birds. Open areas are essential to give these
birds protection from predators. Wildlife experts who have the
freedom to conduct objective studies know that Denver's offer to

Union’ Park's massive, high altitude, off-river Storage of a
Small portion of the Gunnison's wasted flood waters will actually
enhance the Gunnison ang Platte River flows and environments
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dur;ng the critical drought periods. On the other hand, the 1low
altitude Two Forks Dam requires further depletion of the same
Upper Colorado River tributaries that have already been hard hit
with 19 transmountain diversions to the East Slope. It is well
known that Two Forks would also devastate a nationally treasured
canyon and fishery near Denver.

In short, the 70 year Two Forks idea gained a great deal of
political momentum in Colorado in the absence of a state water
plan or objective analysis of reasonable alternatives. We
sincerely believe it would be a serious mistake for a Nebraska
Republican politician to support Two Forks in opposition to the
courageous, farsighted veto decision of the Bush Administration.

We would be honored to further explain the several superior
ongoing alternatives to Two Forks whenever desired by you and/or
other Nebraska interests.

Thank you very much for your thoughtful consideration.

Allen 1B Dave) Miller
President

ADM/bm
Encls: Papers and articles on Union Park

ce: Colorado, Nebraska, and national leaders.
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s
COLORADO BASIN OF ORIGIN BILL, HB oQ-1014
(California Water Relief Act)

The following is a brief summary of this bill's impact and hidden agenta:

1. The Upper Colorado Basin has already been severely depleted with 19 trans-
mountain diversions to the East Slope. There are many undeveloped decrees
that would further deplete this same distressed basin. (1.e: Tvo Forks, Hom:
Stake II, Eagle Piney, Green Mountain, Straight Creek, Wlll%ams Fork, Eas
Gore, Muddy Creek, etc.) These old decrees wogld bg exempt from the very
broad basin protection hurdles proposed in subject bill.

2. The real impact of subject bill is to stop innovative new Wateg concepts
from other basins until East Slope entities have fully developed their decrees
from the overly depleted Upper Colorado tributaries.

3. The bill is specifically aimed at stopping the balanced. use of the
untapped Gunnison Basin's wasted flood flows. Colorado is entitled to these
nearly million acre feet that are gratuitously flowing to California.

4. The Colorado River and Northern Colorado Water Conservancy Districts
support subject bill to create an artificial market for their surplus Windy
Gap water, which is an embarrassing financial strain for the project's
participants. Also, the additional Upper Colorado diversions would produce
income to cover the substantial staff overhead expenses of these districts.

5. Under Colorado's constitution, unallocated surface waters belong to all
the people. -Colorado water laws use the same criteria for new decrees,
regardless of basin of origin. Subject bill would give basins and conservancy
districts inordinate power over the public's water. In fact, this bill would
impose overly Dbroad new protection measures for "present and future
appropriators .... in the basin of origin" that must be resolved before any
inter-basin or inter-district transfers could get to first base. This is a
sure legal formula for extortion or stoppage of new water developments that
maximize the beneficial use of water for the greater good.

6. Although Colorado generates most of the renewable water for Southwestern
States, it has by far the highest water development costs and tap fees.
Seventy percent of our nation's water attorneys are required to administer
Colorado's highly unplanned, legalistic, confrontational water management
system. This archaic system has created a very costly water development grid
lock, that has virtually stopped innovative water development for the public.
Meanwhile, the down river states that have effective water planning are
exploiting Colorado's byzantine infighting and confusion. :

T Thg bill would further worsen Colorado's parochialism and ability to
modernlge its water management practices for today's environmental,
recreational, and economic values. The public would suffer while the old
guard would be free to continue its unbalanced dewatering of a single basin.

8. Subject bill should be called the California Water Relief Act.

Andy Agdrews, P.E., Denver, (303)757-8513
Dave Miller, Palmer Lake, (719)481-2003
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“Give light and the people will find their own way”
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Colorado’s water future lies with Union Park project

Editor: Coloradans should stop worrying
about the Two Forks’ veto. For the first
time, Colorado has a water project that will
unite people on both slopes. )

The innovative Union Park Project is
quite simple. Instead of Colorado losing a = -
yearly average of a million acre-feet of its -

Gy ’son flood waters to California, a small

pumped into Union Park’s off-river, sage-
covered bowl on the Continental Divide. In
drought years, this Two Forks-sized reser-
voir will release water by-gravity conduit

and siphon to the river environments on .

both slopes. )

Union Park was first envisioned by Mar- -

vin Greer, a retired Bureau of Reclamation
engineer and father of Colorado’s Big
Thompson Project. Greer recognized how
advanced technology could be applied to
this overlooked, high-altitude "reservoir

site. In- 1982 he- helped form the Natural -

Energy Resources Co. to develop the po-

tential of Union Park. In 1986, the compa-

ny disclosed the project’s details. yvhen.it

@<n of these wasted waters will be .

-Park’s " extraordinary

filed in water court for a diversion from the
Gunnison River.
. The’ Union Park Project was sold to

farsighted Arapahoe County in 1988. Arap- .-
:ahoe County -and the City of Aurora have .

recently agréed to cooperate instéad of -
compete for the Gunnison's flood waters.
The Gunnison, Parker and Castlewood wa-"
ter districts are initial Union Park partici-
pants. The Denver Water Department and
other .metro-Denver water providers are
expected to join, when they are freed from
Two Forks enough to consider Union
! envifpnmental and
economic advantages. : ’
Union Park can unite Colorado on water,
because it satisfies toddy’s public values

economic efficiency. Environmentalists are |
not in the habit of endorsing large water

. projects;” but " thése_who have taken an -
. objective’ look- are.impressed with Union
- Park’s capability’to benefit river flows and
_ wetlands“during ‘droughts. Union Park is

.environmentally “unique, 'téo, because its

remote, off-river site can enhance Colora-
do’s treasured rivers and canyons.

* Colorado’s water community is also
starting to recognize Union Park’s surpris-
. ing advantages. Corps. of Engineer’s com-
puter modeling has confirmed that Den-
ver’s safe yield multiplies by two acre-feet
for every. acre-foot. of Gunnison water

* actually -diverted. This: “multiplier” phe-

nomenon is upsetting to many water tradi-
tionalists because it is a key reason Union
Park’s safe-yield cost is only about half that
of their Two Forks project.

If Colorado’s powerful, appointed: water
experts were to allow state water planning,
the Gunnison’s untapped flood waters

regarding the environment, recreationand ° would quickly surface as the state’s most

logical future water source. It is only a
matter of time until the Union Park Con-
servation Project becomes the public’s wa-
ter choice for all of Colorado. -

T pABNERWATTS
* ‘Retired Bureau of Reclamation en%'neer



1569

O

-

UNION PARK — THE PUBLIC'S WATER CHOICRE

Coloradans should stop worrying about the Two Forks' veto. For the first
time, Colorado has a water project that will unite its people on both slopes.

The innovative Union Park Project is quite simple. Instead of Colorado
losing a yearly average million acre feet of its entitled Gunnison flood
waters to California, a small portion of these wasted waters will be pumped
into Union Park's off-river, sage covered bowl on the Continental Divide. In
droughts, this Two Forks sized reservoir will release water by gravity conduit
and siphon to the river environments on both slopes.

Union Park was first envisioned by Marvin Greer, a retired Bureau of
Reclamation engineer and father of Colorado's Big Thompson Project. Greer
recognized how advanced pumped storage technology could ke applied to this
overlooked, high altitude reservoir site. He was 73 when he heiped form
Natural Energy Resources Company in 1982 to develop the potential of Union
Park. 1In 1986 the company disclosed the details of its multipurpose concept
when it filed in water court for a diversion from the Gunnison.

The Union Park Project was sold to farsighted Arapahoe County in 1988.
Arapahoe County and the City of Aurora have recently agreed to cooperate
instead of compete for the Gunnison's flood waters. The City of Gunnison,
Parker, and Castlewood Water Districts are initial Union Park participants.
The Denver Water Department and other Metro Denver water providers are
expected to join, when they are freed from Two Forks enough to consider Union
Park's extraordinary environmental and economic advantages.

Union Park can unite Colorado on water, because it satisfies today's
public values regarding the environment, recreation, and economic efficiency.
Environmentalists are not in the habit of endorsing large water projects. But
those who have taken an objective look, are impressed with Union Park's
capability to benefit river flows and wetlands during droughts. Union Park is
environmentally unique because its remote, off-river site can enhance
Colorado's treasured rivers and canyons.

Colorado's water community is also starting to recognize Union Park's
surprising advantages. When Union Park is used as backup drought insurance
for Metro Denver's existing reservoirs, Corps of Engineer's computer modeling
has confirmed Denver's safe yield multiplies by 2 acre feet for every acre
foot of Gunnison water actually diverted. This "multiplier" phenomenon is
upsetting for many water traditionalists, because it is a key reason Union
Park's safe yield cost is only about half that of their Two Forks Project.

?f Colorado's powerful, appointed water experts were to allow state water
planning, the Gunnison's untapped flood waters would quickly surface as the
State's most logical future water source. It is only a matter of time until

the balanced Union Park Conservation Project becomes the public's water choice
for all of Colorado.

Abner Watts P.E. Cler/

Retired Bureau of Reclamation Executive Engineer
7231 W. Bayaud Place, Denver, CO. 80226
(303)237-3449
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Technical Summary

UNION PARK VS COLLEGIATE RANGE

An independent technical evaluation of the Gunnison’s Union Park and Collegiate Range

transmountain water alternatives would quickly show Union Park can substantially

enhance the environmental, recreational, and economic values for Colorado’s West and

Easjt Slopes. Collegiate is not technically acceptable for either slope for the following
asic reasons:

1) Collegiate can not increase Metro Denver’s safe annual yield without extensive
additional East Slope storage.

2) Collegiate’s small diversion and replacement reservoirs above Taylor Park
Reservoir and Town of Aimont are environmentally unacceptable, because of the
sensitive nature of these locations and high cost of mitigation. (Aurora’s own
study indicates 34 to 42 million dollars).

3) Collegiate’s low-head, continuous-flow diversion to the East Slope would
substantially reduce the Bureau of Reclamation’s current ability to regulate Taylor
Park Reservoir levels and West Slope river flows. In contrast, periodic releases
from Union Park’s massive West Slope storage can be managed to optimize
reservoir levels, river flows and drought protection for both slopes.

4) Collegiate’s continuous-flow diversion above Taylor Park Reservoir would
exacerbate Taylor's shoreline fluctuations, which would create a direct
gnvironmental conflict with Natural Energy’s senior Rocky Point Pumped Storage
roject.

5) Collegiate does not have Union Park’s multi-year back-up storage which will give
Metro Denver the unprecedented, proven ability to multiply its safe annual yield by
2 acre feet for every acre foot actually diverted from the Gunnison Basin.

6) When Collegiate’s necessary East Slope muiti-year, carry-over storage is
included, Collegiate’s true safe yield cost would be almost triple that of Union Park
and double that of Two Forks.

Note: The transmountain comparisons in the Colorado Water Resources and Power
Development Authority’s Phase | Upper Gunnison Study should be disregarded. These
comparisons were "politically engineered” with erroneous cost estimates and unequal
evaluations of project yields, system costs, and environmental impacts and benefits.
This improper treatment drastically skewed the study results to favor the Ta*lor

~ Reservoir diversion alternative preferred by the Gunnison’s water district representative
n the Authonty’'s board:
-

Dave Miller, President

Natural Energy Resources Co.
Box 567, Palmer Lake, CO 80133
(719) 481-2003 :




