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Not surprisingly, the Gunnison City
Council’s decision last week to withdraw
from its agreement with NECO/Arapahoe
County regarding water storage in the
proposed Union Park Reservoir has drawn
strong criticism from NECO President Dave
Miller and Arapahoe County Commission
Chairman Tom Eggert.

“I don’t think it was a wise decision,”
Miller said. “The whole area will be giving
»|| up a lot if the council continues with its
’ decision.”

b Nevertheless, neither Miller nor Eggert
m | fe]l the project will be hurt by the city's
withdrawal.

ir| If the city gets cold feet now it might be
a set back psychologically,” Miller said.
However, he contended that the proposed
Union Park Project is the best water
proposal to come down the pike and that it
would benefit the Gunnison Valley,

‘Eggcn said he could not sense that the
City’s withdrawal would affect the project,
will adding, “we just have one more objector
th{ POW, and we have plenty of those.”
in]  He said he understood the city’s decision,
thes _
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being an elected official himself. “1 can Milles
understand ‘pressure, and Feop‘b'.l
doesn’t scem as though there was any pressurii
alternative,” he said. However, he said he the Gun

thought the citizens of the Gunnison Valley about the
are‘.‘]gc:;ing a good water storage possibility “They’
that could have existed “essentially at no the east
cost” and that citizens could have benefitted tooth and
by “sitting back and understanding the  Also cr
project more.” different r

POWER meets N

Rikki Santarelli, former Gunnison diversion p
Cnl}nly attlorney, will give a primer on the real battle
basics of Colorado water law at the next powerful fo
meeting of People Opposing Water Export POWER
Raids (POWER) in the Gunnison basin. Zanetell wil

POWER will meet Thursday, March other memb
15, at 7:30 p.m. in the county court room commitice.
in the Gunnison County Courthouse. citizen's g1

Gunnison County's challenge to fight permanent or
Front Range efforts to divert water is only Zanetell wil
just beginfing, saijd Marlene Zanetell, a already madi
member O the temporary steering transmountain
committee for the broad-based group. More vol

“POWER has already done much to encouraged.
unify theé Gunnison Country against
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decision faulty

f. “I can Miller blamed the newly formed group, Jesst Stone. Stone resigned, from his
e, and 1t reopie Opposed 10 waler Sxport Ruiﬁ»,,—ﬁun—-pwiiion iasl Tues ’ e
was any pressuring the council. He felt the citizens of council handled the ifuation i erly.

¢ said he the Gunnison Valley are not knowledgeable
on Valley about the Union Park project.

possibility  “They’re going back to the old days when
ally at no the cast slope and the West Slope fought

‘benefitted tooth and nail.”
nding the  Also critical of the city’s decision, but for
different reasons, is former council member

neets March 15

r Gunnison diversion proponents,” she said. “Now the
:mer on the real battle begins as we turn 1o face the
w at the next powerful forces outside our basin.”
Water Export POWER cn—fg}undcrs Bu_r.ch Clark a_nd
\ison basin. Zanetell will chair the meeung along \'r:lll‘l
irsday, March other members of the temporary steering
\ty courl room committee. That commitlee IS Ica(].!ng the
prithouse. citizen’s group ptj.:ndlng adoption of
llenge to fight permancnt urganlmunnal rules. Clark and
rt water is only Zanetell will give a report on actions
ene Zanetell, a already made to protect !he basin from
yrary steering ransmountain water diversion.
ased group. More volunteers are needed and
y done much 10 encouraged.

ountry against

—

“My resignation had absolutely nothing to
do with transmountain diversion or the
passing of the motion,” Stone said.

Instead, he said he felt the city should
have reviewed its water policy and allowed
for a public forum on its policy as was
requested. However, he conceded, “What
the council did may very well have been the
outcome of a public forum.”

Stone added that the city’s water
consultants had recommended a different
course of action than the one the city ook
when it withdrew from the project, and that
the city’s action was not “based on any
formal educated analysis.”

He felt the city might have caved in partly
due (o a flyer that was distributed around the
city carly last week which accused the city
of holding secret meetings and planning ©
g“"_ﬂ” water out of the upper Gunnison

asin.

wiﬂfﬁ‘"ﬂﬂ his resignation speech at last
S h't;unml meeting Stone said of the
are éivcn ;c thatmy c!nldmn's ;

gabn much weight as this piece of

Continued on page 3
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The end of the 1980s and the
emergenc: of the 1990s will long be
remembercd as one of the most
remarkablec umes in our history,
when the world was changing at an
unimaginsble fast pace.

It has hen incredibly inspiring to
witness the thousands upon thou-
sands of people across the globe,
standing in unity, espousing their

| beliefs in pursuit of their [reedom.

When the Berlin wall came
down, the message [ extracted from
the many messages inherent in the

| cvent was that in the end you can

make a difference. One by one you
can join your neighbor and your
voice willbe heard. But I thought it
seemed tronic that, while such a

mass proicst and viclory was sweep-
ing acros: Easiern Europe, here in
America e momentum behind
fightng fora cause, and cause, was
often oSt it traveled through one
political maze afier another.

We arca sirong and caring peo-
ple here " America, We also have
many S€NOus problems (hat need our
care, yel lwag b-cginning o wonder
if our SPint wae Iguing o lie dormant
LS new promising

decade. :"jd':a:a{ic I so want Lo see as
a ume whey WE embrace a similar
kind ‘f‘[j]_“f” 45 that which has
::cngzrﬁ: I:[fiuncl the world that will
umphﬂllﬂhdlg 'our country, 1o tri-
<€ the things that need

1o be chall; s
I'm u&td and changed.
spirit 1 wWing ,L_'“ report that the

e buw;\.:" about is not dor-
and well. That Spirit

A0 e ca

Dear Editor
| Unite and fight — it's only just begun

made its debut last week right here
in Gunnison. It was a sight to
behold! Some 150 concerned citi-
zens gathered at the Gunnison
County courthouse (o from a grass
roots organization aptly called
POWER - People Opposing Water
Export Raids.

So what does that mean? The
organization opposes the construc-
uon ol a tunnel through the Rocky
Mountains to pipe our stream water
to the eastern slope. POWER will
publicize our opposition (O trans-
mountain diversion of water and
help all of us to understand the
issues by deciphering what is really
going on. POWER has a diversity of
talented volunteer people (o draw
from. This tremendously varying
pool of expertise will be a strong
ally as we take on the big business
interests of Aurora and the like.

The issues are complex with
terms like “prior appropriation doc-
trine,” “in-stream flows,” and “due
diligence.” And because politics
plays such a dominant role, you can
be sure the deciphering of the lacts
will be most difficult. We need all
concerned citizens who have a lov-
ing interest in the Western Slope 10
help us spread the word.

Contrary to what the eastern
slope newspapers wou Id hII:W.'.‘. you
believe, Gunnison is NOT in sup-
port, in any fashion whatsoever, of
ransmountain diversions of its
wm;;mc people think it’s (0o late to
fight this 1Ssug. I'm here to tell you

PP

the battle is just beginning! It will be
POWER's number one goal to make
sure not one drop of our Western
Slope water is piped to Aurora or O
any other castern slope interest. Our
future here in the Rocky Mountains
is worth fighting for - However long
il Lakes.

[’'m asking you to enlist your
attention and your heart in this bat-
tle. When you see articles about the
waler issue pay atiention. Listen and
learn. Il you don’t know much about
the threat of us losing our water,
don’t get frustrated. Most people
don’t know and to make matters
worse, a lot of misinformation is cir-
culating.

Whether you are a rancher, a
fisherman, a miner, an environmen-
talist, a rafter, a camper, a bird
walcher, a photographer or a citizen,
we must all unite and become
informed and involved. We must
unite in the same name of the one
common element we all share and
upon which our survival depends,
and that folks is water!

We must not let our differences
scparate us; rather, let our common
interests bind us as one. | strongly
leel that people in numbers can
make a difference with this issue.
Join the cause!

Your future and the future of
your children can only be secured if
we stand up and wogether just say
NO to ransmountain water diver-
SION projects.

Betsy Bearden
Gunnison
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Origin of basin bill called

It is irmic Two Forks Dam and
the BerlizWall fell in the same year.
Both of tiese overdue events give
hope for sdructuring self-defeating
systems tal are not in the public’s
interest

Colordo's approach Lo waler

PN TR e
Marxist theory. The obsolele Two
Forks non-dam 18 an appropriate
monument to this system’s demise,
Hopefully, our state leaders will now
have the ¢o ¢ Lo make some
" basic nrga;ﬂur:%ﬁnm changes that
can lead 1o effective management of
Colorado’s plentiful water resources.
Colorado is blessed with high
topography that generates most of
the renewable water for
Southwestemn states. Unfortunately,
local special interest groups have
created a statewide water develop-
ment gridloek that has Coloradans
paying the highest water fees in the
Wesl. These fees are stifling our
economy,
All Western SIales, except
g Colorado, have a strong, politically
independent pOllC}' ﬂﬂd_ planning
agency lo &_uidﬂ statewide water
development. In contrast, Colorado
has several pohuca!ly oriented wajer
managemgnt ABCNCICS with weak
overlapping gharters that Purposely

o
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diligence.” And because politics

lays such a dominant role, you can
L sure the deciphering of the facts
will be most difficult. We need all
concerned citizens who have a lov-
ing interest in the Western Slope 1o
help us spread the word.

Contrary to what the castern
slope newspapers would have you
believe, Gunnison is NOT in sup-
port, in any fashion whatsoever, of
transmountain diversions of its
waler.

Some people think it's too late o
fight this issue, I'm here to tell you

avoid the notion of state water poli-
cies and planning. This is because of
Colorado’s historic visceral distrust
between basins when it comes (0
waler matters.

Some ol Colorado’s most politi-
cally powerful people are the court

' s of waldr

conservancy districts. These ¢1itis,5

boards seldom change, and they ai“
usually guided by non-technical
water attorneys who are trained
litigate instead of engineer efficicdt
water systems in the state’s overall
interest. Colorado’s beholden leaders
stand by helplessly while these tay
supported districts engage in endlegg
urf battles whenever innovative
trans-district water developmenis
considered. These byzantine districts
quickly unite, however, against
thought of state water policies an
planning that might dilute their per-
petual power base. f
A good example of obstructive

parochialism is the Basin of Ongih
Water Bill, currently being spof-
sored by Rep. Scott McInnis and
Sen. Tilman Bishop. For over 1
ycars, Colorado's Constitution
considered the state’s unallocd l
water as belonging to all the Pc”ll’ g
and its beneficial public use shall Yot
be denied, The Mclnnis-Bishop ®'!
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\mmon element we all share and |

upon which our survival depends,

and that folks fs wateff ) = SRS
We must not let our differences

separate us; rather, let our common
interests bind us as one. I strongly
feel that people in numbers can
make a difference with this issue.
Join the cause!

Your future and the future of
your children can only be secured if
we stand up and together just say
NO 10 transmountain water diver-
sSion projects.

Betsy Bearden
Gunnison

obstructive

implies that individual basins and
districts control these waters, and
that populated growth arcas must
pay for each gallon ol water trans-
ferred. This is a riparian waler con- /7
cept that has never worked in the
West. In arid arcas, waler must be
efficiently transferred between arcas
of supply and demand the least envi-
ronmental and cconomic cost. The
proposed bill makes about as much
sense as charging rural areas for

state roads that are largely built with
urban max dollars. =]

Instead of water management
dominated by legal bamers and
“politucal enginecers,” Colorado
urgently needs to elect their water
conservancy officials, and consoli-
date state agencies into a profession-
al water planning and policy func-
tion that engages waler engineering
and environmental facts. If Colorado
had an effective state agency to eval-
uale its reasonable water options, we
could have easily avoided the waste-
ful Two Forks in Colorado’s history.

Let's start managing our water
destiny, and stop blaming the feds
for our costly confusion.-

Dave Miller
NECO

: MCII”“S Seeks compensaﬁon for basins
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By ROGER MORRIS
Times General Manager

Using “Not one drop over the hill” as a
rallying cry, 100 residents of the county and
city formed a broad-based group last week
opposed to water diversion projects
proposed for Gunnison County.

Area residents, organizing themselves as
POWER — Pecople Opposed to Water
Export Raids, signed up for various
committees in preparing for what Duane
Vandenbusche called “a long struggle, a
long educational process.”

“You've probably heard the old adage,
‘Whisky 1s for drinking and water 1s for
fighting’ and that’s what we begin tonight,”
Vandenbusche said in opening remarks to
concerned residents. “We're here to tell
them it isn't going (o happen without a [ight.
We're going lo control our future.”

This isn’t the first threat faced by the
Gunnison Country, said Vandenbusche. He
listed the late 1800 silver panic, past water
proposals that failed to materialize and

.T’T‘r

vision to the fight to 1
life in Gunmison County
“My hope is unit
people looking after th
said. “While those ind
legitimate, and they &
very afraid if we go al
Or g0 our Own ways, w
fighting each other.”
He warned that A

excessive mining proposals.

“While this 15 not the first threat,” he
said, “I think thisiis the most dangerous
threat to the Gunnison Country.”

Vandenbusche urged the group to adopt
two commitments: 1} all decisions will be
made by Gunnison County regarding water;
and 2) not one drop of water leaves the
Gunnison Country.

“We don’t want to sell our future for
money,” he said. “If we don’t have water, know what they want.
it's over, our future 1§ over.” The people and go

Tyler Martineay, local representative of the county need to
the Gunnison and Uncompahgre river preservation of the pri
basins, agreed with Vandenbusche’s growth in the county &
concerns and challenged the county’s said.
residents o bring ypity, determination and “I hope we can

City council meets Tuesday

The Gunnison Cjgy Council is meeting in
a work session opn Tuesday, March 6, o
discuss their water policy.

That meeting pegins at 7:30 p.m, in
Webster Hall, 117 N. Jowa. The meeting is

open Lo the public.
The council is als

a meeting in carly Aj
to discuss the city’

diversions proposed |
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vision to the fight to maintain a quality of
life in Gunnison County.

“My hope is unity while my fear is
people looking after their own interests,” he
said. “While those individual interests are
legitimate, and they are all valuable, I'm
very afraid if we go after our own interests
or go our own ways, we will spend our time
fighting each other.”

He warned that Aurora has unity, they
know what they want..

The people and governmental entities in
the county need to develop “vision™ if
preservation of the pristine environment and
growth in the county are (o occur, Martineau
said.

“1 hope we can develop within this

Tuesday on water

open to the public.

The council is also tentatively scheduling
a meeting in early April as an “open forum”
to discuss the city's stance on the water
diversions proposed for Gunnison County.

county a vision of what we want to become
so when the Auroras and Arapahoe Counties
come, we already know what we want,” he
explained. "Determination is my hope and
resignation is my fear.

“I don't know how many times ['ve
heard people say, ‘it’s inevitable, they'll take
our water so let’s roll over and play dead.” ®

Martineau reviewed the four proposed
water projects: the Union Park project
proposed by Arapahoe County; the
Collegiate Range Aurora Project; the Taylor
Reservoir Project and the Rocky Point
Project

Both Arapahoe County and Aurora are
seeking diversion projects which will divert
from 62,000 to 108,000 acre feet of water
from the Taylor River basin.

While those projects are receiving more
publicity and attention, Martineau feels a
third project could be as dangerous to the
interests of Gunnison County.

1"1 think i:'s; [Rocky Point) the sleeper in
the group,” said Martineau. “It’s an

Continued on page 3
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i the opportunity lo educate

lssues as land use planning,
@ lo the local area. Students,
Nendy Brady and Hillary Moon,
o speciil lo the Times.

nd sale

w, the €1y has used the lot o
, gravel, asphalt, tree limbs,
erial, electrical poles and other
oward £d the clean-up on the
s und€mway and should be
y June |

recently purchased four acres of
it to B txisting city shops on
a. ThIS lind is 10 be ysed for the
onstrueling a new city shop and
ge of Mieriyls nreviously kept
jacent Wthe aimon. i

said B¢ was plegsed with the
sult, M ayrhyed the voles
o “"'=En:t}nc‘cplinns and
1ding “Munding the election.
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water diversion
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By K.T. LUND
Special 1o the Times

The Upper Gunnison Rivclr
Conservancy Board made il clear Friday: 1t
has no intention of negotiating with Aurora
and Arapahoe Couggy, Nor will the h-(}.?lfd
participate with thg Burcau of Reclamation
(BOR) in a tansgRSoalain waters diversion
study : g

another trans-motlnain water ¢ .
problem is fomenting. The BOR recently
“reversed itself 180 degrees” and may help
Aurora or Arapahoe County build their
trans-mountain projects, board attorney
Dick Bratton reported.

Bratton said the burcau has decided that
contrary to a 1975 agreement with the nver
board, all the water on the Taylor Reservoir
no longer belongs to the nver board. The
burcau suggested during depositions last
week for an upcoming water court tnal that
Arapahoe County or Aurora could apply for
any excess water in Taylor Reservoir.

The 1975 agreement gives the local
river board the nght o use the full amount
in Taylor Reservoir for maintaining
optimum fisheries downstream, Bratton
explained. And those fisheries need every
drop in Taylor Reservoir, according to
Bratton, citing a Colorado Division of
Wildlife fishery expert.

The bureau has also reversed itself on
trans-mountain water diversion, according
to Bratton. In 1962 the bureau went on
record as opposing trans-mountain diversion
from this basin, but during the recent
deposition the burcau said its opposition is
against the federal law.

Bratton hypothesized that the bureay
has reversed itself because its employees
need 10 work on water projects o keep the
bureau viable. Aurora or Arapahoe County
would offer those projects for the bureau as

well as $1 million to study the projecl.
Bratton suggested the bureau could waork on
in-basin projects in the Gunnison watershed
without having to reverse itself on a 1975
agreement with the river board.

Many of the 75 pecople present,
however, had more immediale concerns
about the burcau. Members of POWER

(Peoplg Opposing Water Export Raids;)
urged fthe beard o the burecau s

L
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i .
proposing a stud¥ of 2 |
mountain diversion project for this basin.

In the BOR's 1990 budget, $800,000

has been set aisde for “project
investigation,” which is aidentified as a
planning report or Environmental Impact
Statement. A description of that budget line
item states, “A combining of east slope
consumptive needs with the west slope
environmental and recreational needs
provides a unique opportunity for the state
to distribute capital to achieve balanced
economic development among historically
competing interests.”

Another $1.2 million is identified as
“non-federal” contribution to that study. The
“non-federal” source is not identified
although the BOR states the invesrtigation in
beingt pursued by the Colorado Water
Resources and Power Development
Authority, the Colorado River Water
Conservation District and Gunnison River
district.

POWER objects to local, state and
federal taxes funding Aurora’'s and
Arapahoe’s water development, and Dick
Johnston, a former member of the Colorado
Water Conservation Board, concurred.

“Don't use your money in a study that’s
skewered to study trans-mountain
diversion,” Johnston told the board. “Let
Aurora and Arapahoe County do their own

Continued on page 3



By KERRY MULHOLLAND
Times Stalf Writer

The Gunnison City Council voted
Tuesday night to “formally and
cxpeditiously” withdraw from its
agrecment with NECO/Arapahoe County
rcgarding the proposed Union Park
Reservoir. In addition it will severe its
rclationship with water cngineer Andy
Andrews and review its rclatonship with
waler attorney Robert Krassa.

However, the council was
momentarily silenced later in the meeting
as Councilman Jesse Stone made an
cmotional exit, resigning from the council
due 1o the motuon which was passed. He
was the only council member o vote
against the mouon.

“A grave error has been by the
council,” he said. "It was made in
response to political pressures and not
made in the best interest of the city
residents.” He added that he felt the
decision went against the advice given Lo
the city hyl prolessional consultants,
UlcErL::L:?cfr:I:::::F Don Simillion presented
‘ e rnc_chnglwhlch read:

BT e alra o o
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By ROGER MORRIS
Times General Manager

Using “Not one drop over the hill” a:
rallying cry, 100 residents of the county a
city formed a broad-based group last we
opposed to water diversion projec
proposed for Gunnison County.

Area residents, organizing themselves
POWER — People Opposed to Wat
Export Raids, signed up for variol
commitlees in preparing for what Duar
Vandenbusche called “a long struggle,
long educational process.”

“You've probably heard the old adag:
‘Whisky is for drinking and water is fc
fighung’ and that’s what we begin tonight,
Vandenbusche said in opening remarks t
concerned residents. “We're here to tel
them it 1sn’t going to happen without a fighi
We're going to control our future.”

This 1sn’t the first threat faced by th
Gunnison Country, said Vandenbusche. H
listed the late 1800 silver panic, past waits
proposals that failed to materialize an
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residents.” He added that he felt the

dccis_ion went against the advice given to
the city by professional consultants.

Councilman Don Simillion presented
the motion at the meeting which read:

“I make a motion that the city of
Gunnison formally and expeditiously
withdraw from our agreement with
NECO/Arapahoe County regarding water
storage in the proposed Union Park
Rescrvoir, and that the city-of Gunnison
hJ . . . ;

1T WL ._""""' .1 -
and, that the city of Gunnison make every
cffort 1o secure water storage of our water
rights in containers not having
transmountain diversion of Gunnison
Basin water as a component of the plan,
and, that the city of Gunnison continue to
vigorously and persistently oppose
transmountain diversion of Gunnison
Basin water by any and all parties.”
Stone stated that he felt that the city’s
motion should have been discussed in a
public forum, and that due to the way it
was handled and the decision made by the
council, he was forced to tender his
resignation, referring to the motion as a
“piece of trash.”
Mayor Bill Nesbitt pointed out toward
the close of the meeting that the motion is
something the council has been working
on for two weeks, and it’s not a product
of the council’s executive session held
prior to the meeting.

Ski reporT

as of Tuesday, Feb. 27
Crested Butte

The area has a 35-inch base with no new
snow reported. There are S0 runs open, served
by 12 lifts. Ski conditions are packed l wdle

For the latest snow reporl infnrmutir;(:l c:;lrl

Monarch

Received lwo

hip with
Irews,

inches l.:f[ fresh snow since
W owig shill Bt as o v oo

T anls

s
Raising opportur
Gunnison County rancher Bill T
Crested Butte middle school stuc
history and water issues and ho:

incuding Kevin Farmer, Jeff Jarrett
visited the Trampe ranch and the K

Voters ok

D:espilc a small voter tum-out F
the city of Gunnison was granted pern
o trade or sell a piece of City-c
property located directly north of the .
terminal. The special electi |
vote of 68-43, R

Voters of the cit

_ of Yy were asked
CILy permission to trade or sel?lhe
§huuld lhe_rc be industry or bus
interested in locating in an indust;
zoned area adjacent 1o the airport.

City Manager Dale
) : Howar '
step for the Cily is to have the ?als'l?lld ne
should there b i

¢ an ‘ :
However, he po yOone interested :

‘ : inted out that
has been no ingeres; expressed .

Holding, detox and
e .~
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State takes instream colllinents

. : : ' jeelc it
Water users protest considerations, environmentaliSES€€kc opposition
i f“it.-.lll'n'-] has studied the

Gunnison River basin w aterways for

i (T, Vs
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ly on this issue, body.
By ROGER MORRIS Sy ol Rl e inion was shared by SeV=
Times General Manager He admitted that the Front Range That opinion w

city's project would inundate senior eral attorneys representing Watee
Whether or not the Colorado water rights but suggested that these districts. _
Waler Conservation Board can or rights could be mitigated or settled Not surprisingly, environment-
should file opposition o proposed in other ways. alists did not agree.
water diversions, because those pro- Water districts from throughout “Calling a stream at the boll'.ﬂm
Jjects would inundate state-owned the state were represented and the of a reservoir a stream is like calling
stream rights, was argued in Denver cities of Aurora and Colorado the sand at the bottom of the ocean
on Monday. Springs aired their concemns. at beach,” said Susan Allen, director
Representatives from water user Fred Anderson, sponsor of the of the Rocky Mountain Biological
groups argued, and in subtle ways 1973 legislation that created mini- Lab in Gothic, who was speaking as
threatened, the state-wide water mum stream flows, argued that it a director of the High Country
board if they filed opposition o pro- was never his intention or the inten- Citizens Group.
posals by Aurora and Arapahoe tion of the legislature that minimum Allen asked the board to consider
County to build reservoirs in the stream flow rights be used to stop not only the environmental down-
Taylor Park area and divert from water development. side of the proposed reservoirs but
62,000 1o 108,000 acre feet across “I think in the state of Colorado also the economic welfare of the
the Continental Divide. we are pushing further and further in - Western Slope which was known for
Altomneys and former legislators this direction and I think it is dan- its stream and river fishing.
wamed that the state assembly was gerous,” Anderson said. “Nothing in Flowing streams do not exist
watching the CWCB proceedings this act should preclude the develop- underneath overlying reservoirs
carefully, ment of water projects.” said Dr. Jack Stafford of Mmh};
Aurora waler works manager He also argued that a stream is State University who specializes &
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of the instream flow 1ssue. “Other
slates, even other countries such as
South Africa, are dealing with this
ISSUE,

Impoundment of waters “vastly
aliers™ stream environment, not only
al the reservoir site but downistream
s well, he said.

"All stream character is basically
ost,” Swfford said. “The ecology of
reservorr or lake occurs at the op
vhile in a stream it occurs on the
ouom.” i

He called the shoreline ecology |
f reservoirs a “waste land” in terms §
of life because of the rising and ‘

alling water levels.
Environmental organizations,
“%.ch as the National Wildlife
ers % deration, the  Colorado
¥ viconmental Coalition, the |
olorado Mountain Club and the |



hﬂ}'— h? Sf,‘lr.. __.'I1':-h i“ WHU‘: r'.,l.’- ]
Front Range That opinion Was 5“3"’{1,“; water "
ndate senior eral attorneys represent! b ce dealing with & 113
istri . YU » he &l
ed that these  districls. L vironment” B 16 Colorado.” '\ e
ed or seutled N surprlsmgh’. s AStream flow jgsue. l 11. as
. uch *

alists did not agree- he bottom

1 throughout

4 Colorado the cand at the bolto

CIMSs

nﬂ‘;(_;r of the of the Rocky

nted and the of a reservoir a stre "t the ocean ol
ot beach,” said Susan Allen, direc'o Mpoundment of Wil + ool
Mountain Biologic?' EEERESIream environment. "oy
Lab in Gothic, who was speaking :"-‘_ E Teservoir silc but dowi=
Country SSWEILhe said. Iy

-reated mini-

rgued that it a d
' or the inten-  Citizens Group.

hat minimum

used to stop not only the environmenta

side of the proposed reserv

s of Colorado also the economic wel
and further in  Western Slope which was

sink it is dan- its stream and river fishing.

g, “Nothing in

e the develop- underncath overlying reservoirs,
- said Dr. Jack Stafford of Moniana
State University who specializes 10
dam and diversion impacis on rivers
and streams.

jal a stream is
sservoir, it sull
sm of the lake

menl.
qember Ralph
at, “Aurora and
need a certain
it however much
s devastaung o

attorney Dick
that if people in
ided “1o0 fight 10
_diversion, they
1 in water courl.

in urged the river
ra and Arapahoe

th if rans-moun-
)ens,” said Lain,
» will never be the

ed o fight to the

» night, and then
n, through electri-
rbines during the

this project would
rmous but short-
hot in the arm” for
untry but it would

meﬁr

€ven other gountrics \;‘.: (s

Wi . ﬂ " i
Calling 8 SUeZ 1s like calling fca, are dealine 4

director of the Hig B ATl siream character 15 |‘h;’l-l..~.-..:t.
081" Siafford said. “The L"‘IHIHF.IM
,'“' oir or lake occurs at e 1*
khile in a stream 1t occurs on
Xtom,” .
"He called the shoreling ecolog)
FEServoirs a "“waste jand” in €IS
life because of the rising 41
ling water levels.
Environmental organi? .
ch as the National wildhie
deration, the Colorado
nvironmental Coalinon, “f”
lorado Mountain Club and the

| al Law Socicty al ~ 1
vironmental Law Soced | | SSQURBEAUTY T
| . r N0S n . .
CB o file papers of onrosion | - SAfaye perm befor

: S Inue artici-
Gunnison County attorney, urged the ° :?nﬁ?;ﬁtn SIS, PECS
river board “to proceed carefully” 10 "F 4 e presenting arguments were s
avoid giving Aurora and Arapahoe . Rt e > = 4
- . " € fe U.S. Fish and Game and the ;
County the impression of “a split oo Division of Wildlife. e
community.” The two entitics should Qeveral arguments wWere made :* ',ﬂé-Temi{;‘hl
es and regulations, he added. L —

have to comply with county process- the board should proceed as if
Board member Bob Decker (He water rights issuc was a simple . ——
(GHEVIOIEN

o

Allen asked the board 0 consider
| down-

oirs but
fare of the
known for

om "=

Flowing strcams do not exist
qL10NS,

—_

Rikki Santarelli, [former

—-

made the motion to refuse negotia- cHESRNLR A private WA cF rights
lions. but cautioned, “T have a firm owner secking protection of their
stand against trans-mountain diver- d
sion now, but times do change.
Nothing is lorever.”

Board President Bill Trampe
told those present that the river
board wants to formulate a water
policy based on public input. The
board will meet with the public on
April 4 to hear its ideas.

ight.
" The CWCB owns in-stream
water rights on the Taylor River,
lllinois Creck, Texas Creck, Louis
Creek, Picplant Creek and the Easy
River, all involved in plans submit-
led by Aurora and Arapahoe County,
Tyler Martincau, board represen-
tative for the Gunnison and
Uncompahgre river basins, 10ld the
Times 1ast week that he expected the
anId 1o take a “middle ground"
posiLion on the 1ssue. He said he did

der. He noted that water, land and ™ '# the board stopping a water 8

the need for economic development Project nOF would the CWCB give (&N
existed in these areas. e license o dam o the water

Several people pointed out that ; s
the city of Gunnison needed 1o & m:} assistant director David [
change their position on the water ker said the board would deliber- E
issue or city council members will this issuc through several L%

be replaced. A work session with the ™ celings i
city council has been scheduld for belgsaching 8 desiscn, r
A sleering commitice. that .



Page 4 Chronicle and Pilot

Aurora, Arapahoe C

developm

by Laura Anderson

Just days before the start of a
civil lawsuit scheduled to last three
weeks in Gunnison District Court, the
two parties, the City of Aurora and
Arapahoe County, reached an out-of-
court settlement last week. Under the
terms of the agreement, if either
Aurora’s or Arapahoe County’s plan
to divert water from the Taylor River
Basin to the Front Range is approved,
the County and the City will split the
water. The first government to win
approval would allow the other gov-
ernment to purchase 30% of the wa-
ter. And if the projects are combined,
or a currently uncontemplated proj-
ect is built, the water will be split 60/
40, with the entity having the most
need getting the larger share. The
agreement was worked out between
Arapahoe County Attorney Larry
Vanaand Aurora City Attorney Char-
lie Richardson. Vana estimates that
the settlement will save the two enti-
ties about $1 million in court costs.
The settlement resolved a dis-
pute that began in October, 1988,
when Arapahoe County sued Aurora
and claimed that the city had stolen
the idea to divert water out of Gunni-
son County from the Natural Energy
Resources Company, a private water
development firm. Arapahoe County
bought NECO’s plan to build the
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Union Park Project, a separate trans-
mountain diversion proposal, also
from Gunnison County, in the sum-
mer of 1988.

Allegedly, Marvin Greer, one of

the founders of NECO, took NECO's

lan to divert water and sold it to
Aurora in 1986. Greer, or his heirs,
would geta five percent interestin the
project, valued at 614 million if
Aurora’s proposal, the Collegiate
Range Aurora Project, 1s built.

Both Arapahoe County and
Aurora want to divert approximately
70,000 acre feet yearly from Gunnison
County to the Front Range and have
filed for the rights to the water in
Water Court. Each faces the opposi-
tion of a number of other governmen-
tal entities, environmental organiza-
tions and individuals. Up until now,
they have been opposing each other
as well, but they plan to drop their
opposition to each other’s projects.

“It's real good that we were able
to reach agreement,” attorney Charlie
Richardson said on Tuesday.
“Transbasin water diversion projects
are very complex, time-consuming
and expensive propositions. If gov-
ernmental entities can cooperate, it
certainly is beneficial.”

“This settlement doesn’t
change the issues for us at all,” Gary
Sprung, president of the High Coun-
try Citizens’ Alliance, one of the op-
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posers to both Aurora and Arapahoe
County, commented Tuesday. “We
remain opposed to major transmoun-
tain diversions because they hmt
opportunities for the future of the
Western Slope. The Front Range cities
need to solve their water problems in
new ways, including conserving wa-
ter in homes and parks, and working
with agriculture for irrigation effi-
ciency improvement. A deeper issue
than the settlement is the loss of

70.000 acre feet from the Gunnison
Basin and the value of that water to us.
[t's also possible they will become
more formidable legal opponents
now that they will no longer waste
resources fighting each other

“For the first time, both appli-
cants have acknowledged that only
one pmjuct can be built,” Bruce
Driver, attomey for the High Country
Citizens” Alliance, noted. “However,
now it would be one project with a

combined service area, including
both Aurora and the restof Ar. ahoe
County. That’s a bigger servi.. area
than has been filed for before
Attorneys from Aurora and
Arapahoe County, as well as their
opponents, will be in Montrose Water
Court this week for a pretnal hearing
on the water rights applications. The
trial date for the case will be set, and is

expected to take place sometime in
the summer of 1990.

Tony Verzuh still in serious condition

Crested Butte “old-timer” sponded to the scene of the accident. no charges were filed.

Tony Verzuh is still in intensive care
in the Coronary Care/Intensive Care
Unit of Saint Mary’s Hospital in
Grand Junction. Verzuh, 77, suffered
a broken pelvis and contusions to the

" head when he walked into a moving

2
L
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vandriven by a local woman Novem-
ber 17 at approximately 7:00 pm. The
accident took place at Third St. and
Elk Ave. in Crested Butte.

Verzuh was treated for the
then suspected broken pelvis and the
head contusion by Crested Bulte
EMTs, He was then transported to
Gunnison Valley Hospital; subse-

NIPTIEFI U A e an T i o R Lo e o S o e

After investigation he found that the

Verzuh remains in serious

driver of the van was not at fault, and condition.

CBMR gives $6,780 to local
charities from opening day

Crested Butte Mountain Resort announced th
during the “Ski for Charity” opening day Wednesday, Nov. 22 and that all
!unds would be donated to a list of local charitable organizations, accord-
Ing 10 an announcement here by Edward Callaway, CBMR pmi::lent

In the past, Crested Butte's opening day was free, but last year ‘u»,.,
resort charged S5 for lift tickets, turning all proceeds over to charity ‘[‘hu,
year, the lift ticket donation was raised to $10 and 678 people bough.t da |
| E‘_‘:mj" to open the season. The funds will be donated to Gunnison coumi

at $6,780 was raisea r




October 1989
DRAFT
STATE OF COLORADO
A Bill For An Act
concerning a statutory directive for the State Engineer to

develop a state water plan, and for the dissolution of the
Colorado Water Resources and Power Development Authority.

Bill Summary

Requires the State Engineer to develop a state water plan
within certain guidelines. Requires the dissolution of the
Colorado Water Resources and Power Development Authority.
Assigns the Authority's statutory water financing function to the
Colorado Capital Finance Corporation, and its water planning,
development, and waste water functions to the State Engineer.
Establishes transition procedures and authorizes the transfer of
moneys from the Authority to the State Engineer.

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

State Water Plan Within one year from date of this act, the
State Engineer shall develop a preliminary state water plan for
consideration and approval by the executive and 1legislative
branches. The plan shall be developed under the following
guidelines:

' 1. A State Water Plan Steering Committee shall be formed to
advise the State Engineer in developing the plan.

2. The State Engineer shall serve as the committee
chairman, and eight additional Steering Committee members shall
be recommended by the chairman and approved by the governor for
an indefinite period of service.

3. One committee member shall be appointed from each of the
following areas of experience: academic, legal, natural resource
management, engineering, finance, public administration, private
sector water development, and civic organization.

4. The plan shall be developed as an advisory guide for
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public and private decision makers at the local, state, and
federal 1level who are concerned with the optimum use and
development of Colorado's water resources.

5. The preliminary state water plan shall include, as a
minimum, an inventory of the state's total water resources, a
draft state water ©policy, an identification of areas that need
further study and/or legislation to improve and update the plan.

Dissolution of Authority and Assignment of Responsibilities
and Funding

l. The Colorado Water Resources and Power Development
Authority shall be statutorily dissolved with this act.

2. The Authority's water financing function shall be
assigned to the Colorado Capital Finance Corporation, to be used
if and when the State Engineer and the Colorado Water
Conservation Board agree that state debt financing is advisable
for Colorado water development.

3. The Authority's residual water planning, development,
and waste water responsibilities shall be consolidated under the
State Engineer.

4. The Authority's existing project acquisition and
maintenance fund shall be transferred to the State Engineer.

5. The State Engineer's budget shall be revised to cover
the funds transferred and its newly expanded responsibility for
state water planning.

NOTE: Colorado has three state agencies with overlapping
responsibilities for water planning and development. Because of
Colorado's traditional political divisiveness between basins and
interest groups, all three of these agencies have avoided the
task of developing a state- water plan or policy. Although
Colorado's high topography generates much of the renewable water
for the West, it is the only Western state that does not have
statewide water planning. Colorado's exclusive reliance on its
original court based appropriation doctrine has created a
confused -- and confrontational climate where water development
costs (tap fees) and lead times are some of the highest in the
West.

Water planning legislation, similar to this draft, is
urgently required as the £key first modernizing step toward
optimizing Colorado's water management for the greater good and
least enviro-economic cost. Colorado's recent piecemeal
legislation to improve state water management is proving to be
counterproductive without the perspective of a state water plan.
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Two Realities about Two Forks

T’S TIME the supporters of damming
ITwo Forks face Two Realities, so that
we can get on with addressing our real
water needs.
" Two Forks dam is not going to be built.

President Bush and the Environmental.

Protection Agency are not going to ap-
prove a project that sacrifices the envi-
ronment, isn’t needed and has alterna-
‘tives that are less damaging to the
environment and cheaper. The people of
Denver and Colorado have said repeated-
Ty they don’t support this project — in
Jublic opinion polls, in letters and ‘by
Iheir overwhelming testimony at public
Jearings. And they will not support any
“attempt to raise their water rates or tax-
£s to subsidize an unneeded project that
“Could cost up to $1 billion of their money.

*Two Forks should not be built. It’s not
needed — the growth projections used to
“The environmental risks are too great —
ot just for the wildlife that depend on the
river, but also for the people of .the metro

“area — from more urban sprawl and- air -

Pollution. Colorado jobs and businesses
.are hurt every time a scenic canyon or a
_gold medal trout stream is sacrificed, be-
cause that chips away at why people want
. to live, work, visit or do business in Colo-
‘Tado. We need a better approach to wa-
ter

“"We need a plan for water that is jointly
developed by all of those affected by wa-
ter decisions — the Front Range where
‘most of the peoplé are, the West Slope
<. where much of the water is; and the East-

Justify it are already way off the mark. -

JiM NELMS

ern Plains where agriculture has a great
need for water. ,

It's much cheaper to use the water and
water facilities we already have in a
more efficient way — through conserva-
tion, recycling and exchanges — than it is
to build more costly dams. One place to
start is by setting strong water conserva-
tion standards for all new development in
the metro area.

Money that has been accumulated for
Two Forks would be better spent on re-
placing sprinkler systems and plumbing
fixtures that leak or waste water.

We need to make sure that the people
who decide water policy, and set the wa-
ter rates, are accountable to the voters
for the decisions they make, and not iso-
lated by appointment. *

There is something wrong when a wa-
ter board that no one elected can con-
demn land and force people from their
homes, threaten the environment with a
damaging and costly project, squander

-$40,000,000 of the people’s money trying

to justify a project the public doesn’t
want or need, and decide who will and
won't get water and what people will
have to pay for it.

With the demise of Two Forks dam, we
have the opportunity to address our fu-
ture water needs without sacrificing the
environment,\

“Jim Neims is an Adams County commissioner
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COLORADO'S WATER QUAGMIRE

Although Colorado's high topography generates most of the renewable water for
Southwestern states, Colorado's water development costs (tap fees) are the highest in
the nation. Recent Home Builder Association testimony before the Colorado
Legislative Interim Water Committee indicates Metro Denver's water and sewer tap fees
average over $7,000; while Arizona cities average $1,106; Utah $1,850; California
$2,646; New Mexico $847; and Texas $1,153. This inordinate drag on Colorado's
economy 1is largely due to the state's historic refusal to modernize its water
management practices.

Colorado is the only Western state that has never developed a state water plan
to serve as a guide for local, state, and federal decisions. It is also the only
state that still relies exclusively on a confrontational, court based system for
allocating its renewable surface water. This unplanned, highly legalistic climate
has created a Mecca for 70% of our nation's water attorneys. Without organized water
planning, the feds tell Colorado what it can't do, and the down river states reap
the benefits of our costly water development grid lock.

The Two Forks Dam debacle is the. best recent example of what can happen in a
planning vacuum. Although there are less costly water alternatives that could
actually enhance Colorado's overall environment, a small group of powerful,
non-elected, water officials were able to mislead most of the state's water
community into supporting the most expensive, environmentally damaging option. The
better engineered, less damaging alternatives were systematically screened from the
environmental studies because of political pressure and overblown "institutional
constraints”.

Colorado's Water Resources and Power Development Authority has only added to
this confusion by spending $millions of state funds on low priority, unrelated water
studies that are often "politically engineered" to suit the biases of sponsoring
water districts. To avoid political controversy, the Authority makes no attempt to
determine how various water district proposals help or hurt Colorado's overall water
development situation.

Colorado's water management is largely controlled by a close knit fraternity of
appointed water board and conservancy district officials who are united in preserving
- the confused status quo. These powerful, attorney dominated officials serve
indefinitely, as they are exempt from Colorado election laws that apply to all other
special districts.

Instead of piecemeal crutching of state water laws, basic legislative changes
are urgently required to modernize management of Colorado's water. Hopefully,
excessive water development costs and the wasteful Two Forks experience will spur
elected officials into long overdue corrective action for the people of Colorado.

Allen D. (Dave) Miller

Natural Energy Resources Company
P.0. Box 567, Palmer Lake, CO. 80133
(719)481-2003
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As an engineer with over 23 years of experience in the field of water

, resources engineering, I cannot accest that one cost estimate for @ siphon

should be more than 3.8 times ($43.9 million versus $168.8 million) another
cost estimate far essentiallv _the same nraisct comnanant T will scmane

M TWURC ENGNEERNG, pe.

October 23, 1989

Governor Roy Romer
Executive Chambers

1360 State Capitol
Denver, Colorado 80203-1792

The Honorable Jeanne Faatz, Chair

Interim Committee on Independent
Governmental Authorities

State Capitol Building

Denver, Colorado 80203

The Honorable Tilman Bishop, Chair
Interim Committee on Water
State Capitol Building

Denver, Colorado 80203 :
WRC File: 1662/14

Re: Colorado Water Resources and Power Development Authority Study

Dear Governor Romer, Representative Faatz and Senator Bishop:

On three separate occasions I provided written input to the Colorado
Water Resources and Power Development Authority regarding my concerns
related to the Authority's Upper Gunnison-Uncompahgre Basin Phase 1 -
Feasibility Study. Copies of these letters are enclosed for your files.
I received no response to my first two letters, and only a token response
(or no response) to the third. A copy of the Authority's response to my
third letter is also enclosed for your files.

After a great deal of frustration in dealing directly with the
Authority, I have decided to bring this matter to your attention as our
elected officials. On numerous occasions, the thought of dropping this
matter crossed my mind, but after serious consideration I kept reaching the
same conclusion that, as a responsible citizen, I must bring this matter to
the attention of someone if we are to maintain a responsible government.

My fundamental concern is that when a report such as the one for the
Gunnison Study is published it must contain the best factual information
available at the time of publication. Clearly the subject report did not
meet this criteria despite the fact that my concerns were brought to the
Authority's attention in a timely manner shortly after the draft copy of
the report was printed.

CONSULTING ENGINEERS

1660 SOUTH ALSION STREZT » SUITE 500 - DENVER. COLCRARQ 80222 « (303) 757-8513 « FAX (303) 758-3208

C n-\./,
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WRC File: 1662/14

Page 2

As an engineer with over 23 years of experience in the field of water
resources engineering, I cannot accept that one cost estimate for a siphon
should be more than 3.8 times ($43.9 million versus $168.8 million) another
cost estimata for essentially the same project component. I will accept
differences up to 10 or 20%, but a figure over 380% Iis totally

unacceptable.

As per provisions of CRS Title 37, Article 95, the Authority would
jssue its bonds to finance water projects. The bonds will be paid for
salely from revenues generated from the said water projects. Through such
a financing mechanism, it is assumed that the State will benefit from lower
interest rate bonds issued. As you can see these savings will disappear
rather quickly if major financial errors are made by the project proponents
and not corrected in a timely manner. Further, it would make the project
look more costly when the opposite is true, and thus make the project

financing more difficult.

The erroneous cost estimate by the Authority raises a fundamental
question about the accuracy of the work performed by the Authority.
Frankly, [ am beginning to wonder if in fact "political engineering” has
arrived in Colarado.

The engineering profession has served the public interest very well by
developing and providing facts that are used as the basis for making sound
decisions. We must remain vigilant in seeing that these facts are not

compromised.

I would like to request that you undertake an investigation of this
seriocus matter. I would be pleasad to meet with you or with anyone
undertaking the investigation to answer any questions they might have.

Should you have any need for additional information at this time
please let me know. Thank you.

Very truly yours,

WRC ENGINEERING, INC.

WA

A. S. Andrews, P.E.
President

Enclosures
ASA/jed
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NATURAL ENERGY RESOURCES COMPANY

g )

P.O.Box 567 - Palmer Lake, Colorado 80133 « (719) 481-2003 « FAX (719)481-4013
September 27, 1989

Denver Water Board
1600 West 12th Avenue
Denver, Colorado 80254

Dear Commissioners:
Request the Denver Water Department (DWD) issue an immediate

public withdrawal of its secret sponsorship of the video: WEALTH
OF WATER IN NORTHERN COLORADO. As of this date, DWD has used

public funds ($24,230) to hire a private contractor to produce and
widely distribute this grossly mislcading video tGto 1local, §tate,
and national civic groups, leaders, and media. The public is not
being told of DWD's financial and editorial control that 1is
designed to enlist public support against EPA's Two Forks veto.

This video represents a grave disservice to the non-technical
public for the following irrefutable reasons:

1. The video's basic theme is that if Two Forks is pot
built, Northern Colorado's agricultural area will be largely dried

up to meet Metro Denver's future water needs. EPA knows there are
over 30 large and small water alternatives that were improperly
disqualified in the Metro Denver EIS, and none of these
"overlooked", ongoing, projects are a threat to Northern
agriculture.

2. The video states that Colorado's water experts subscr?be
to the "Northern Dust Theory", but Colorado State Univer81§y
officials have denied in writing that their studies support this
unrealistic worst case scenario. In fact, CSU's water gxpeFtS
generally acknowledge that improvements 1in Western irrigation
techniques are making substantially more water available for urpan
use via normal marketing practices, without adversely impacting
agriculture.

3. The video cites the City of Thornton's purchase of 110
irrigated farms as the only specific example of Denver's expected
raid on Northern water. However, the video fails to mention that
Thornton's commonly used City-Farm Recycling concept 1is designed
to return 100% of the water to these same farms after it is first
used in Northern Metro Denver cities.

4. The video improperly uses testimonies from Senator Bill
Armstrong, Representative Hank Brown and Thornton's mayor to give
credence to the above fallacies.

Instead of continuing to use public funds to mislead the
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public into supporting an outmoded concept, suggest the Denver
Water Department direct its technical staff to quickly review the
many alternatives that are progressing nicely to meet Metro
Denver's future needs. Our engineers and international
contractors would be honored to show how Arapahoe County's Union
Park Reservoir and Siphon from the overlooked Gunnison Basin can
provide drought protection for the environments on both slopes,

while satisfying Metro Denver's future needs at half the unit cost
of Two Forks.

Please advise regarding our request for termination of the

video, and our offer to assist in your evaluation of overlooked
alternatives.

Sincerely,

Allen D. (Dave) Miller
President

ADM/bm

Encl: DWD letter dated May 11, 1989; letter to White House dated
September 18, 1989.

cc: local, state, and national leaders, media, and civic
organizations.




Denver Water Department

AIGUE) WEST 12THAVEHUE @ DENVER, COLORADO 80254 @ P'hone G218 GOOO

May 11, 1989

Mr. Richard Hergert

Rural Markelting Service
P.O. Box 2052

Windsor, Colorado 80550

Dear Mr. llergert:

AtLtached is a conlracltual agrcement in the amount of $16,000 for
your scrvices and that of Rural Markeling Scervice from Lhe time of
eXculion of Lhe agrecemenl. Lo July 31, 1989, I would like lto
cmphasize the following points which you and I have discussed and
mulually agreed Lo wilh respect Lo Lhe contractual agreement:

1) As an independent contracltor, it is important that you
remember that you are not an employee, agent, or spokesperson of
Lhe Denver Board of Waler Commissioncrs. Ralher, in your
activities relating Lo Lhis educational projeclt, you should make
clear that the views you are expressing and Lhe aclivities you
undertake are those of Rural Markeling Service.

2) The objective of Lhis contractual agreement is to help
cducate governmental officials, media, cilizen organizalions,
and others in the northern and northeastern arca of Colorado
(generally in proximilty to the South Platte Valley north and
northeast of Metro Denver Lo the Colorado/Nebraska border) on
the proposed ‘Two Forks Dam projoct, and the governmental
approval process in which thal project is now involved.

3) In furtherance of thal educational project, il is expectled
that an educational video will be crcalted and approved by
representatives of Lhe Denver Water Department (Fd Pokorney) and
the Metropolitan Walter Providers (Bob Tonsing). The video will
be used in presentations and contacts with Lhe media,

governmental officials, and others in north and northeastern
Colorado.

1) As the Contractor under the agreement, il will be expected
Lhat you will inform Mr. Fd Pokorney of the Denver Water
-Department of Lhe progress of Lhis educaltional project at least
every lLwo weeks, and more Lrequently if necessary or useful.

5) As described in your proposal of May 4, 1989, it is expected
Lhat discussions will be held with officials, citizen groups,
business, farm interests, and olthers in Lhe following counlies
and cities: Larimer, Adams, Weld, Morgan, Logan, and
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Sedgwick counties; and the cities of Ft. Collins, Loveland,
Longmont, Brighton, Greely, Windsor, Ft. Lupton, Ft. Morgan,
Brush, Sterling, and Julesburg. It is expeccted that you will
also contact all radio, television, and newspaper media in the
listed counties and cities in an effort Lo gain educational
coverage of the proposed Two Forks project, including
transmitting of the video, PSAs, news conferences, etc.

6) It is expected you will make presentations to businesses,
business groups, chambers of commerce, citizen groups,
agricultural organizations, and other entities. As an example
of the kinds of groups, the following are agricultural
organizations which would be contacted: the Colorado Farm
Bureau; the Rocky Mountain Farmers' Union; the Colorado Cattle
Feeders; the Colorado Pork Producers; the Colorado Wool Growers;
the Western Dairymen Cooperative, Inc.; the Corn Growers

. Association; the Whealt Growers Associaltion; the Onion Growers

Association; the Sugar Beet Association; the Colorado Grain and
Feed Dealers; the Colorado Farm Equipment Dealers; the Colorado

Fertilizer Dealers Association; and the Colorado Seed Growers
Association.

7) It is expected that in furtherance of the educational
objective of this agreement, you will prepare the arrangements
for such public meetings as are deemed advisable, and attract
participants from various interest sectors to such pgbllc o
meetings. It is also expected that appropriate public officials
and concerned northern/northeast Colorado citizens will be
brought together to exchange views for further educating the
public on the proposed Two Forks project and permit process.

Should you have any questions about the scope, nature, or objective

of this contractual agreement, please do not hesitate to call me at
(303) 628-6506.

Sincgrely,

S

Edward E. Pokorney
Coordinator, Intergoverpmental Affairs

EEP:eze
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180 Citizen Education__ .
R Public Deliberation

Sept. 18, 1989 .?” izl Uate

" The Honorable John Sununu o
Chief of Staff T
The White House -
Washington, D.C. 20050

Dear Sir: Fite inst.

Your aide for cabinet affairs, Juanita Duggan, reviewed our video
THE WEALTH OF WATER IN NORTHERN COLORADO and responded with a

nice note ou September 12th. However, ia a phone convexrsatiovan

on September 16, she politely refused to discuss the matter saying,
"I will have to write a report, if we talk.”

Sir, we feel that not only should a report be written,
but an investigation should begin.

We support this request with the following:
The EPA report, signed by Lee Dehihns, states on page 21:
"There is not clear evidence that an agricultural dry-up
will occur....No documentation was provided which
indicated that the historical trends in irrigated agriculture
would change with, or without, TWO FORKS DAM..."

Historical facts and events documented in our video clearly show
. the serious and devestating impacts on an entire region of drying
up agricultural water - the Fourth Congressional District. The
massive body of facts, testimony and events presented in our

video were not considered.

Because the proper evidence has not been acknowledged, we
formally request establishment of a White House oversight
team to specify to you and the President the impacts on food
production in Colorado, communities, schools, soils, wildlife,
wetlands and tax structures if TWO FORKS is NOT built.

Northern Colorado is the fourth wealthiest ag production center

in the United States with hundreds of communities, 500,000 people

and one of the most unique and most productive ag irrigation

systems in the world -- yet this entire region appears to be

ignored for some reason. Thus, we request a White House investigation

and formal report.
N MM%/W
James E. Fraziéé)kﬁ_‘-—“ Richard H. Hergert
President Executive Producer

1200 Cnrouscl Drive, Suite 124, Windsor, Colorado 80550 (303) 686-5686 FAX (303) 686-5687
“Increased Coxmnumcalnon belween goverminent, cilizens and business”

Thank you.

Ccc: Senator Armstrong
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October 4, 1989

Mr. Allen D. (Dave) Miller, President
Natural Energy Resources Company

P.O. Box 567

Palmer Lake, CO 80133

Re: Video - "Wealth of Water in Northern Colorado"
Dear Mr. Miller:

I am responding on behalf of the Board of Water Commissioners to
your letter of September 27, 1989. The video which you question
was produced by an independent contractor employed by the Board,
and furnishes important information to the public for evaluating
the use of the waters of the South Platte Basin, and the
importance of proceeding with design and construction of the Two
Forks Dam and Reservoir.

This production was a proper use of funds of the Board and of
the participating water providers, and the Board has no
intention of withdrawing its sponsorship.

You assert in your letter that the Board's sponsorship of this
video is "secret," but I must inform you that the
acknowledgments at the end of the film credit the Denver Water
Board, and The American Lyceum poster (copy enclosed) is
distributed with the film and contains the following message in
bold type:

"Underwriters
Denver Water Board
Metro Water Providers."

By these means and others the Board has given full publicity to
its role in the distribution and showing of this video.

Sincerely. <

Manager
WHM/WDW:ss

Enc.
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NATURAL ENERGY RESOURCES COMPANY
PO OGO OGO

P. O.Box 567 « Palmer Lake, Colorado 80133 « (719) 481-2003 « FAX (719) 481-4013
October 12, 1989

Denver Water Board
1600 W. 12th Avenue
Denver, Colorado 80254

Re: Video - WEALTH OF WATER IN NORTHERN COLORADO
Dear Commissioners:

Your manager's October 4th refusal to stop wide distribution of subject
video is a flagrant disservice to the people of Colorado.

The Denver Water Department's (DWD) May 1lth instructions to the video
contractor clearly show intent to disguise DWD's editorial and financial
involvement, ie: "In your activities relating to this educational project, you
should make clear that the views you are expressing and the activities you
undertake are those of Rural Marketing Service....it is expected that an

educational video will be created and approved by representatives of the Denver

Water Department (Ed Pokorney) and the Metropolitan Water Providers (Bob
Tonsing)." The acknowledgement at the end of the film and the latest poster
wording surely do not give the viewer a true understanding of the extent of
DWD's sponsorship. In fact, the video's credits appear to indicate sponsorship
by The American Lyceum, Inc., a "Citizen Education - Public Deliberation"
organization with close ties to Rural Marketing Service.

The greatest travesty, however, is the video's invalid message that
Northern Colorado agriculture will dry up if Two Forks is vetoed by EPA. As
indicated in EPA's decision statement, there is no evidence to support this
notion. Nevertheless, DWD continues to promote this "red herring" in a
desperate attempt to alarm the non-technical public into supporting an outmoded
concept that had DWD's total commitment long before the environment became a
national concern.

We again ask the Denver Water Board to stop the video for the reasons
outlined in our September 27th letter. We also request a response to our
longstanding offer to provide DWD engineering assistance to objectively analyze
the ongoing alternatives that are not a threat to Colorado agriculture. These
are the superior alternatives that were improperly screened from the

environmental studies

Allen D. Mlller, Pre51dent

Thank you for your consideration.

Slncerely,

ADM/bm
Encl: DWD letter dated October 4, 1989

cc: 1local, state, and national leaders and civic organizations.

- T
Ty, o
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NATURAL ENERGY RESOURCES COMPANY
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P.O.Box 567 « Palmer Lake, Colorado 80133 « (719) 481-2003 « FAX (719) 481-4013
October 6, 1989

Senator Tilman Bishop, Chairman
Interim Committee On Water
State Capitol Building

Denver, Colorado 80203

Dear Senator Bishop:

Thank you for the opportunity to testify before your
committee yesterday.

]
Enclosed please find information on our company's board of L//
directors, per your request.

We appreciate your committee's request for the Authority,
Board, and State Engineer's written comments on the specific
points in our September 20, 1989 paper on Colorado Water
Planning and Development. This is a good way to get to the
heart of these difficult state water matters that have long
been avoided as too politically charged. When the comments are
received, we would surely appreciate a copy .

Your water committee's consideration of urgent legislation
for state water planning is also very timely, if we are to stop
the Feds and national environmental groups from dominating
Colorado's disordered water scene.

Sincepely,
J@e‘/

Allen D. (Dave) Miller
President

ADM/bm
Encl: NECO info paper Jan. 1987, Sep. 20, 1989 paper.

cc: Governor Romer, CWRPDA, CWCB, State Engineer, Legislators.

Appendix A
page 2
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January, 1987

Subject: Information, Natural Energy Resources Company (NECO)

Background: NECO was formed in 1982 by a group of water attorneys and retired U.
5. Bureau of Reclamation executives. The purpose of this private company is to
develop major water and power projects. There are currently 118 stockholders
with most of the shares owned by twenty major investors. To date, NECO has
committed approximately $1.5 million in cash-and services for the development of |
Rocky Point Pumped Storage Project and Unijon Park Water Supply Project. NECO has\
a 1986 agreement with Union Park Constructors (a joint venture between Ebasco
Services, Black and Veatch, and Harrison Western) whereby the Constructors
perform the engineering and environmental studies, arrange for financing, and \
provide accounting and management necessary to complete the preconstruction phqse \
of the projects. NECO, in return, has agreed that the Constructors will receive
turnkey contracts for construction of the projects.

President and Board Chairman: Allen D. (Dave) Miller, Palmer Lake, Colorado, 55,
married with five sons and daughters. University of Colorado, 1954, B. S.
degree, Business Administration. University of Tennessee, 1963, M. S. degree,
Business Management. Retired from U. S. Air Force 1974, with rank of Colonel.

While in Air Force served as a representative and prime mover for United States
and Department of Defense participation in the international development of

intermodal contajner distribution. Since retiring from Air Force, active in real
estate development and private investments.

Vice President and Board Member: dJack R. Orr, Greeley, Colorado, 52, married
with four children. Rancher, investor, and real estate broker specializing in
farm and ranch properties.  Past president of Colorado Cattleman's Association
and board member of National Cattleman's Association.

secretary and Board Member: Rhinie Brunner, 61, Ault, Colorado. Wife deceased,
five children. Farmer and cattle feeder.

Treasurer and Board Member: Uwe Schmidt, 47, Colorado Springs, Colorado.
Married, two sons. B. S. degree, Business, University of Hamburg, Germany.
Accountant, real estate broker, developer, private investor.

Board Member: Abner Watts, 65, Lakewood, Colorado. Married, 2 sons. B. S.
degree Electrical Engineering, Louisiana Bch University. Registered Professional
Engineer state of Colorado. Thirty-three years experience with U. S. Bureau of
Reclamation. Last position was Chief of Power Division, Lower Missouri Region,
covering 16 hydroelectric plants and 3700 miles of transmission lines.

Board Member: Dale B. Raitt, 62, Lakewood, Colorado. Married, son and daughter,
B. S: degree Civil Engineering, University of Nebraska. Registered Professional
Engineer in Colorado and Nebraska. Thirty-one years service with U. S. Bureau of
Reclamation. Last position, Assistant Regional Director, Southwest Region.

Board Member: |eonard Geringer, 35, Wheatland, Wyoming. B. S. degree,
University of Wyoming. Farmer and cattle feeder. Chairman of Board, Wheatland
Rural Electric Association.

P.0. Box 567 - Palmer Lake, Colorado 80133 . (303) 481.2003 Appendix A
page 1



STATEMENT DELIVERED BY ARAPAHOE COUNTY
COMMISSIONER THOMAS R. EGGERT
TO THE LEGISLATIVE
INTERIM COMMITTEE ON WATER
OCTOBER 5, 1989
Revised October 6, 1989

Thank you for the opportunity to bring to your attention our concerns
regarding water supply and water issues in Arapahoe County. I will also bring
to your attention suggested changes to the system which could result in better
management, increased supplies, reduced confrontation and lower costs.

Because of the uncertainties surrounding the permitting and construction
of the Two Forks Project, Arapahoe County, while supporting Two Forks, has been
extremely concerned about future availability of renewable and dependable water
supplies to serve areas in our County. This concern is shared by other water
providers in Arapahoe County who own approximately 50% of the Two Forks
Project. In recent years a number of these providers have approached the
County to explore possibilities of working together to jointly develop raw
water sources that would meet our future water requirements.

The population of unincorporated Arapahoe County is approximately o
113,000. This figure is projected to be approximately 320,000 in 2020 for a
growth rate of 2.4% per year. The total water demand resulting from the
population increase is estimated to be approximately 80,000 acre-feet per year.

Most water providers in Arapahoe County depend in part or in total on
non-renewable groundwater supplies. If these supplies continue to be the
source of water obviously additional demands will be made on the acquifers.
Nine such providers, who use groundwater exclusively, currently consume
approximately 12,000 acre-feet of water per year. A current water needs study
being done for the County projects that by the year 2010 these nine providers
will be using an additional 18,000 acre-feet of non-renewable groundwater
supplies. The County has determined that long term reliance on non-renewable
groundwater supplies is not responsible public policy.

The County has been involved in discussions with other water providers in
the County concerning how the County can assist in acquiring and ‘guaranteeing
long term sources of renewable surface water supplies. The County has formed a
Utility Advisory Board, consisting of water experts from our districts, cities
and businesses to advise the County on water issues. The County, based on the
recommendation of its Advisory Board, has undertaken a study to establish a
County water resources plan. This plan will identify water sources, demands,
distribution systems and institutional issues on a County-wide basis. With
this information as a start, water supply alternatives can be identified and
acquired.

In August, 1988 Arapahoe County acquired the proposed Union Park Project,

a head waters project, which will develop renewable water supplies in the

Gunnison River Basin as well as generate hydroelectric power under a

- conditional FERC permit. Simultaneously with the acquisition of the project,
the County entered into an agreement with the Castlewood Water District, under

which Castlewood will own 9% of the water yield. The City of Gunnison and

Appendix D
page 1



Parker Water and Sanitation each own 5%. The County might consider conveying
its share of the project to some form of a metropolitan water institution,
provided it is compensated for its costs in obtaining the project and maintains
control over how the project water is allocated and used in the Denver
Metropolitan area.

Arapahoe County in 1988 formed the Arapahoe County Water and Wastewater
Authority and signed an agreement with the Arapahoe Water and Sanitation
District to manage the District's operation. The Authority will work with
other water providers in a cooperative manner to enhance their abilities to act
together as an effective utility. The Authority's mission is two-fold: To
provide cost effective service to its customers and to implement sound planning
for effective water management.

With this background, it is easier for you to understand our request that
the Legislature provide enabling legislation to allow counties more flexibility
in dealing with these issues which directly affect the economic well being of
our communities. Arapahoe County is ready to play a key role and to
participate in any efforts aimed at securing renewable water supplies for the
Front Range urban counties.

The Legislature can do a great deal to encourage water providers to work
together and to better manage present and future water supplies. What form
might this encouragement take? Let's start by changing to an administrative
process for the issuance of a decree. Only Colorado uses the water court
system. This would reduce confrontation, process time, costs and result in
better management and service to customers.

Second, the administrative process could be used to determine the amount
of water required for the use intended, thus freeing additional amounts of
water.

Third, the administrative process -should use a return on investment
concept. What revenue stream flows to the State from the use intended?

Fourth, establish methods to set reasonable minimum stream flows to
assure extended seasonal recreation use.

Fifth, eliminate the use of 1041 as it applies to water and its use as a
mechanism for blackmail, blocking of projects and escalcating costs.
Colorado's water is owned by all the people and it should be administered for
the greater good!

Sixth, concurrently with the above, assign the Colorado Water Resources
and Power Development Authority or the Colorado Water Conservation Board the
responsibility to prepare an inventory of water resources and a water plan for
Colorado.

Seventh, enact enabling legislation giving counties the same flexibility
to deal with water and sanitation issues as cities now have.

You in the Legislature control the future of this State. In closing I'd
like you to remember the words of the Roman philosopher Platus, "Wretched
business to be digging a well, just as thirst is mastering you!"

Appendix D
page 2



WHAT SHOULD WE DO TO IMPROVE WATER MANAGEMENT WCOLORADO?

Editorial by Neil S. Grigg

{13t would you do if you were Colorado’s Water czar?
Dick MacRavey, Executive Director of the Colorado Water

Congress, invited several to speak on this topic at the CWC

August meeting. This is a summary of my contribution.

Last year I reviewed a number of water policy statements
and compiled a general list of needs such as: reduce
transactions costs in water marketing, encourage cooperation,
deal with new federal roles in decisionmaking, provide better
financing, improve water management, groundwater use,
exchanges, drought preparation, integrate quantity and quality,
provide Front Range water supplies, protect agriculture,
provide instream flows, improve water use efficiency, and
protect compact entitlements. But it’s a long way from
compiling this list to the reality of moving toward
improvements, so we have to be realistic.

I think that the highest priority is to provide a balanced and
adequate water supply, for all needs in all regions, to develop
and implement a state water supply strategy to meet these
needs. It would be a state water plan, in a manner of
speaking.
Now, how would this be done? First we need an agreed-
upon goal at the state level: develop a state water supply
strategy that meets all needs to the maximum extent possible,
guarantees regions a future, enables maximum economic
. development and provides environmental enhancement; all
. s being done while protecting individual water rights and
mpact entitlements. Specifics would be:

- Organize regional water management in the
state. Regions would be: Denver metro
area (regional raw water), Northem
Colorado, Southern Colorado, West Slope
(maybe in basins), and San Luis Valley.

- Develop cooperative, market-based pooled
approaches to water management.

- End the "use it or lose it" problem and
provide ways to really encourage water use
efficiency.

- Take an activist approach to citizen
education about water resources.

These measures are not simple, and they will require
effective policy analysis. The following studies would be
needed:

- A policy study to find options for ending
the "use it or lose it" problem.

A water management study to show what
could be dome with inter-regional
cooperation, including the possibilities for

exchange and sharing of water, the
enhancement of instream flows and
improved conjunctive use.

- An economic study, to show how the state
can get the most return, including
environmental returns, from its water.

- An environmental study, to show where
changes are needed to enhance the
environment, with prioritization.

- An improved data base and GIS.

To move ahead on this I would organize a joint executive-
legislative study commission. It would need one year for
the organizational aspects and two years for the studies, with
recommendations at the end of year three, or sooner. It
would require effective staffing, so a budget would be
needed. To make this work it would have to involve the
state’s water managers to provide ideas and review staff
studies. The chairpersons would have to be committed and
rely heavily on a skilled and experienced staff.

What would this do for the State? In the ideal case, regions
would be guaranteed economic futures; thus there would be
an end to the area-of-origin conflict. There would be an end
to controversies like Two Forks, since consensus would be
greatly enhanced and effective planning would be in place.
The intrusion of the federal government into Colorado water
matters would be greatly reduced, and Colorado would be
seen as a leading state in the matter of state water policy,
not a state that spends $40 million on a water supply study
only to have the federal government come in and make the
decision. Urban water use would become more efficient and
expensive. Pricing would be used to manage demand.
Agricultural water use would become more efficient and
market-oriented. Leased water and opportunity water would
become more common, and opportunities to lease water to
cities would increase. Drought protection would increase.
Public trust arguments would end. Cost of decisionmaking
would go down. There would be enhanced public support
and more respect for water management in the state.

Frankly, there might be less increase in the cost of water
rights, less litigation and reduced activity in the water courts,
and a reduced need for state agency administration. There
would be more need for regional and inter-regional
management and administration. The data base and GIS
would be an important central agency function.

Obviously, these are ideals, not easy to achieve, but
worthwhile to pursue. I personally believe we can move in
this direction. Interstate compacts will .need continued
attention; this is going to be more important in the future,
especially in the Plate and Colorado basins. Other water
problems, such as water quality and flood control, will
continue to need attention also, but do not seem to be the
highest priority.

Neil Grigg is Director, Colorado Water Resources
Research Institute, Colorado State University -



NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION
MEMORANDUM

September 23, 1989

TO: Greg Asbury
Ralph Clark
Bruce Driver
Maggie Fox
David Getches
Darrell Knuffke
Kirk Koepsel
Ann Longsworth
David Masters
Gary Sprung

Paul Zogg
FROM: Chris Meyer M
RE: CRAP-UP: Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area

Attached please find a copy of Jim Martin’s letter to me
with attached letter from Arapahoe County to Senator Wirth.
Araphoe County is urging that the boundary of the Fossil Ridge
Wilderness Study Area be moved to avoid potential conflict with
the proposed Union Park project. (That’s the UP in CRAP-UP.)

What are your thoughts on how we should respond? How real
is this potential conflict? What are we giving up to move the
boundary?

Attachments: Martin letter (Sept. 20, 1989)
Araphoe County letter (June 12, 1989)

c: Dave Alberswerth
Tom Dougherty
Ed Osann

f: pcy

\CRAP-UP\CLIENTS1.MEM (9/23/89 13:09)
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Nnited States Senate b

WASHINGTON, DC 20510
September 20, 1989

Mr. Chris Meyer

National Wildlife Federation
Fleming Law Building, Box 401
University of Colorado Law school
Boulder, CO 80309

Dear Chris:

Enclosed is a copy of a letter that we recently received
from the Arapahoe County Commission. As I mentioned to you
during our telephone conversation, their concern is that the
boundary of the proposed Fossil Ridge wilderness area (as
delineated in Senator Wirth’s bill) is "extremely close to the
Union Park Project."

To be frank, I am at somewhat of a loss for a recommendation
that I could make to Tim for responding to this issue. I am
confident, however, that this issue will not go away.

I would appreciate it if you would review this correspon-

dence and consider what alternatives exist for responding to this
issue. 1In advance, let me thank you for your time.

With best wishes,

Sincerely yours,

m Martin

1129 PENNSYLVANIA STREET 1003 MAIN STREET 830 N. TEJON ST. g?:qTizDB?AN;?NBg'II’LDmG
DENVER, CO 80203 GRAND JUNCTION. CO 81501 SUITE 105 .

303/866-1900

- COLORADO SPRINGS. CO 80903 SUITE 410
303/245-804¢ 719/634-5523 PUEBLO. CO 81003
719/542-6987
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(303) 795-4630

ToIM FAX 730-7803
(L S
The Honorable Timothy Wirth wM YW [W ﬁ &5/3W ?

United States Senator ’//
380 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

-June 12, 1989

Dear Senator Wirth:

Re: Arapahoe County/Union Park-Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study
Area (WSA)

Arapahoe County owns the Union Park Water Project in Gunnison
County. This project is a combined hydro-electric and water
supply (both in-basin and trans-basin) project. Water rights
have been adjudicated for the hydro-electric aspects, and
applications for water rights for the trans-basin aspects of the
project are presently pending before the water court. An entity
formed by intergovernmental agreement, comprising the City of
Gunnison, Arapahoe County and Parker Water and Sanitation
District is the holder of a preliminary permit for the power
feature of this project issued by the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission. Arapahoe County, the City of Gunnison, Parker Water
and Sanitation District, and Castlewood Water District are
current subscribers to the water supply feature of this project.
Thus, a broad spectrum of Colorado interests is represented by
the proponents of the Union Park Project.

On May 5, 1989 the "Water Rights Negotiating Team" wrote to you,
and to Senator Wirth, proposing a wilderness package which they
are prepared to support. In this letter we are proposing a fine
tuning of present proposals in a manner which will integrate both
of these objectives in the Gunnison National Forest.

The Union Park Project is referred to at page III-54 of the final
Environmental Impact Statement for the Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre
and Gunnison National Forests.

After reviewing the map of the modified Fossil Ridge.wi1§erngss
Study recently received from your office, and comparing it with
the map of the same project in the EIS, we wish .to qall your
attention to the fact that the boundaries of this v:ulderness
study area appear extremely close to‘the Union Park Project. For
your convenience, we enclose with this letter a copy of page III-
56, Figure III-11, from the Environmental Impact Statemgnt on
which we have marked in green the changes to the boundaries as




.\‘A

4

\w -/

@MV shown on the map recently received from your office.

The base map used by the authors of the EIS, as well as the one
used in your office, do not show the topography. They do,
however, show unofficial section breakdowns in the relevant area.
These sections are "unofficial" for the reason that they have not
yet been surveyed by the BLM. The very close proximity makes us
concerned that the final description of the boundaries of the WSA
not rely on such "unofficial" sections.

We would suggest that consideration be given to pulling back the
WSA boundary in this area to a location which would be topograph-
ically logical. For your convenience, we enclose a USGS Quad
Sheet with the two proposed boundaries of which we are aware, as
well as our suggested boundary location in this area at the

nearest ridge line. We would recommend that the one mile
dis ce suqggested i the be intain between the i

water line of the reservoir and the WSA. This map also has
marked in the approximate high water line of the Union Park
Reservoir Project.

In addition, as our contribution to the spirit of the proposed
Wilderness Act, we would propose inclusion of language in the
legislative history to the effect that the designation will
ensure that no development will occur within the WSA boundary,
while multiple uses without inhibition will be permitted outside
the boundary. 1In the absence of such language, it may be wise to
pull the boundary of the WSA even farther to the southwest.

There is a considerable amount of information available concern-
ing the Union Park Project and we will, of course, be happy to
provide any information which you or your staff may request
concerning this matter.

Very truly yours,

Thomas R. Eggértr/Chairman
Arapahoe County Board of Commissioners

/3k1
Xc: Russell D. Duree, Gunnison City Attorney . .
John E. Hayes, Attorney, Parker Water & Sanitation
District

A. S. Andrews, P.E.
Gregory J. Hobbs, Jr.

Ms. Christine Kadlub
Robert F. T. Krassa, Esq.

enclosures
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September 20, 1989

Legislative Outline
for

COLORADO WATER PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

Problem: Colorado's water development is being seriously retarded
because of the state's historic resistance to statewide water
planning, and the recent diffusion of accountability between the
state agencies responsible for water planning and development.

Factors Bearing On Problem:

1. 1In this age of environmental enlightenment, federal
permitting agencies normally expect to evaluate specific water
development proposals within the context of state and regional
water planning.

2. Colorado 1is the only Western state that has never
developed any form of state water plan to serve as a guide and
overall perspective for local, state, and federal decision makers.

3. Colorado's near exclusive reliance on its original ‘“prior
appropriation doctrine" tends to create a confrontational water
development atmosphere, where protracted legal battles and
political momentum are more important than objective engineering,
environmental, and economic evaluation of alternatives.

4. Colorado's water development scene is largely dominated by
non-technical water attorneys, instead of engineers and natural
resource specialists.

5. An estimated 70% of the nation's water attorneys are
required to administer Colorado's water structure, and this group
generally adheres to the doctrine: "If it ain't broke, don't fix
it."

6. Since its inception in 1937, the Colorado Water
Conservation Board (the Board) has helped effectively plan,
evaluate, finance, and promote over 200 water projects and studies
using $159,868,437 in state funds.

7. In 1981 the Colorado Water Resources and Power Development
Authority "(the Authority) was established as a political
subdivision of the state to specifically obtain low interest bond
financing to acquire, construct, maintain, repair, and operate
water projects for the protection, preservation, conservation,
upgrading, development, and utilization of the state's water
resources.



8. Since 1its inception, the Authority has provided financing
for only one water project (short-term bridge loan for Stagecoach
Dam and Reservoir until federal funding received), and most of its
effort has been devoted to 7 unrelated, inconclusive water studies
that previously would have been handled by the Board.

9. Water studies by the Board and the Authority are only made
in response to and controlled by 1local sponsors, who are
interested in promoting their own particular project or viewpoint.

10. Both the Board and the Authority deny any responsibility
or interest in conducting studies and state planning that involve
the state's larger, controversial questions such as: balanced
water use between basins, surface vs. ground water, statewide
environmental protection for droughts, technical and legal
incentives for city and farm conservation, availability of new
water from improved irrigation techniques, alternatives for Metro
Denver, and strategic long-range planning.

11. Although the Two Forks Dam proposal is probably the most
important water issue in Colorado's history, neither the Board nor
the Authority provided any statewide evaluation for the governor
and other local, state, or federal officials.

12. Colorado's staff participation in the Two Forks matter
was limited primarily to narrowly deflned areas involving water
quality and wildlife.

13. Because of heavy local influence and past refusal by the
Board and Authority to conduct individual studies within the
context of statewide water planning, the overall quality and
usefulness of Colorado financed water studies is generally very
low.

Legislative Solution: Reconsolidate all state water planning,
financing, and development assistance (including waste water)
under the Colorado Water Conservation Board, and direct the Board
to prepare an initial advisory type state water plan by January 1,
1991. When debt financing 1is advisable for Colorado water
projects, this technical function shall be assigned by the Board
to the established Colorado Capital Finance Corporation for
administration.

Allen D. (Dave) Miller

Natural Energy Resources Company
P.0. Box 567

Palmer Lake, CO. 80133
(719)481-2003
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was limited primarily to narrowly defined areas involving water
quality and wildlife.

13. Because of heavy local influence and past refusal by the
Board and Authority to conduct individual studies within the
context of statewide water planning, the overall quality and
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Allen D. (Dave) Miller

Natural Energy Resources Company
P.0. Box 567 )
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P.O.Box 567 « Palmer Lake, Colorado 80133 « (719) 481-2003 « FAX (719) 481-4013

September 20, 1989

Senator Tilman Bishop, Chairman
Water Interim Committee
State Capitol Building
Denver, Colorado 80203

Dear Senator Bishop:

The attached paper on Colorado Water Planning and Development

outlines an wurgent need for state water legislation during the
next session.

We respectively request time at your October 5Sth cgmmittee
meeting to explain why Colorado water planning should be given the
highest priority by our legislative and executive branches.

Allen D. (Dave) Miller
President

ADM/bm

Encl: Paper titled Colorado Planning and Development

cc: Governor Romer, Legislators, Legislative Counci} _Staff,
Interim Committee On Independent Governmental Authorities



\aay’ -
NATURAL ENERGY RESOURCES COMPANY
bbb bbbt oo

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

September 14, 1989

Councilmembers and
Councilmember Candidates
City of Aurora

1470 South Havana Street
Aurora, Colorado 80013

Dear Councilmembers and Candidates:

The time seems overdue for the City of Aurora and Arapahoe
County to start cooperating on development of the vast surplus
flood waters of the untapped Gunnison Basin.

As each of you may or may not know, Aurora and Arapahoe are
actively competing in water court for the same Gunnison waters.
Our company and Arapahoe have also initiated a major civil
complaint against Aurora over the competing Union Park and
Collegiate Range development alternatives. The expected three

week trial is now set for December 4th, 1989 in Gunnison District
Court.

The cost of these major legal actions is rapidly .becomipg
astronomical, and we sincerely believe this expenditure is
completely unnecessary and not in the public's interest.

The enclosed material briefly describes the technicgl,
legal, environmental, and economic advantages of Arapahoe's Union
Park Project, which is designed to maximize benefits for all
concerned, including Metro Denver and the West Slope.

To avoid continued major waste of public resources, we
respectfully suggest Aurora and Arapahoe take the 1eaq as equal
partners in a cooperative Metro Denver effort to maximize the

environmental and economic benefits of the Gunnison for both
slopes. ‘ :

Sincerely,

el

Allen D. (Dave) Miller
President

ADM/bm
cc: Arapahoe County

Enclosures
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THE GUNNISON ALTERNATIVES

EPA's farsighted vetod “6f Two Forks Dam is certain to focus Colorado's
attention on the vast surplus flood flows of the overlooked Gunnison Basin.
Colorado is entitled to these unallocated flows under the Colorado River
Compact, but this valuable untapped water resource is currently being lost to
the down river states. The two competing Gunnison diversion alternatives for
Metro Denver are Arapahoe County's Union Park Project and Aurora's Collegiate
Range Project.

The following briefly explains why Collegiate is not feasible, while
Union Park is Colorado's water project for the 2lst Century:

1. Collegiate's constant flow diversion from above Taylor Park Reservoir
would directly conflict with the operation of Union Park's original 1982 power
decree. This decree gives Arapahoe County the right to fill and refill Union
Park Reservoir from Taylor during flood periods to enhance West Slope pover,
fish, and recreation flows during multi-year droughts.

2. Collegiate is only a partial water supply concept, as it depends on a
Two Forks type East Slope reservoir for multi-year storage necessary to
increase Aurora's safe annual yield. Even if Two Forks were built, its cyclic
storage would be fully committed to Upper Colorado and South Platte waters.

3. Collegiate's small collection reservoir and low volume siphon would
worsen South Platte flood conditions and increase Taylor Reservoir
fluctuations. This is because it must divert continuously without regard to
high and low flow conditions on either slope. In contrast, Union Park's high
volume siphon and massive storage on the Continental Divide can be flexibly
managed to lesson the impact of flooding and droughts on both slopes.

4. Collegiate's necessary replacement reservoir on the East River at
Almont would inundate a state fish hatchery, major highway, ranching area, and
winter habitat for deer and big horn sheep. The inundation impact of Union
Park's unique, off-river, remote, sage covered site can be more than offset by
its flexible capability to enhance river environments and wetlands on both
slopes during the damaging drought periods.

5. Collegiate's total cost per acre foot of safe yield (including
carryover storage) would be substantially higher than Two Forks. The Two Forks
yield cost is almost double that of Union Park.

6. Pre-trial discovery is substantiating Arapahoe County's and Natural
Energy's 38 page civil complaint that Aurora improperly purchased its
Collegiate concept from one of our company's founders.

7. Aurora was rushed by its water experts into a quick 1986 purchase of
the incomplete Collegiate concept, without evaluating its operational

feasibility, total system cost, environmental impact, and legal rights of
others.

If the Gunnison's wasted flood waters were properly utilized for urgently
needed Colorado drought insurance, the demise of Two Forks would not pose a
threat to agricultural water on either slope.

Allen D. (Dave) Miller, President
Natural Energy Resources Company
P.0. Box 567, Palmer Lake, CO. 80133
(719)481-2003, FAX (719)481-4013
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P.O.Box 567 « Palmer Lake, Colorado 80133 « (719) 481-2003 « FAX (719) 481-4013
August 28, 1989

Mr. F. Dale Robertson, Chief
USDA Forest Service

P.0. Box 96090

Washington, D. C. 20090-6090

Re: Forest Service's Request For Comments On Its Draft 1990 RPA Program
Dear Mr. Robertson:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on your draft 1opg-term
strategic planning document. The only major deficiency seems to be in the
area of Western water resource planning.

The basic problem is that parochial interests have always stymied water
planning in the West, where water is the key to most environmental and natural
resource decisions. As a result of this critical water planning vacuum, tye
Forest Service and other governmental agencies are severely handicapped in
making balanced decisions regarding water developments that impact forests,
wildlife, fish, recreation, agriculture, and economic progress.

A good example of problems caused by inadequate water planning is the
Forest Service's participation in the recent Metro Denver Two Forks Dam E;S.
Even a cursory water review or plan would show that Colorado has several major
water supply alternatives for Metro Denver's growth that were not seriously
considered in agency evaluations. As a result of this planning deficiency,
the Forest Service's regional office never questioned the fact that all of
Colorado's transmountain diversions, including Two Forks, are from the same
seriously dewatered Upper Colorado River headwater forests. Meanwhile, viable
ongoing water alternatives, such as the untapped Upper Gunnison Basin and
City-Farm Recycling remain "undiscovered". The Forest Service's disregard of
reasonable alternatives in EIS permitting decisions is inconsistent with
national environmental laws and a detriment to the region's economic and
environmental progress.

To help correct this major water resource planning deficiency, suggest
the Forest Service's 1990 RPA Program include an initiative to encourage
coordinated local/state/federal water planning as a guide for evaluating major
natural resource decisions within the context of Western laws and tradition.

Sincerely,

L) 2l

Allen D. (Dave) Miller, President
ADM/om

cc: President Bush, EPA Administrator, Secretary of Interior, Secretary of

Agriculture, Secretary of Army, council of Environmental Quality,
Governor Romer, Western governors and Legislators.



-
NATURAL ENERGY RESOURCES COMPANY
PO OIS

P.O.Box 567 « Paimer Lake, Colorado 80133 « (719) 481-2003 « FAX (719) 481-4013
August 15, 1989

Governor Roy Romer Denver Water Board Pz d (;1Aw~

State Capitol Building 1600 W. 12th Avenue U &OA:CK

Denver, CO. 80203 Denver, CO. 80254 7 /5 .
/

Arapahoe County Commissioners Metro Denver Water Providers

5334 South Prince Street 7901 E. Belleview, Suite 270

Littleton, CO. 80116-0001 Englewood, CO. 80111

Aurora City Councilmembers Upper Gunnison River Water

1470 South Havana Street Conservancy District

Aurora, 0. 80013 Gunnison, CO. 81230

Gunnison City Councilmembers Commissioner, Bureau of Reclamation

P.0O. Box 239 18th & C Street, NW

Gunnison, CO. 81230 Washington, D.C. 20240

Dear Fellow Conservationists:

An assured water supply for Metro Denver's growth is Colorado's most
pressing water conservation issue. The overlooked Gunnison Basin is by far
Colorado's largest untapped renewable water source. The Gunnison's off-river,
Union Park site is Colorado's only reservoir location that is large and high
enough to economically satisfy Metro Denver's future requirements, while also
providing needed multi-year drought protection for the environments of both
slopes. Union Park's dependable dry year supply can provide a 47% increase in
the efficiency of Denver's existing reservoirs by diverting only 10% of
Colorado's entitled water that is currently going unused to the down-river
states. Union Park's river augmentation in dry periods will also improve
water quality and quantity for Nebraska and the entire Colorado River System.

As indicated by the enclosed Bureau of Reclamation line item in the

(;’ji;;»President's FY 1990 Budget, the federal government is willing to assist with
t

he engineering and environmental studies to develop the vast potential of the
Upper Gunnison Basin.

The above key conservationists can make Western water history with a
unified local/state/federal effort to develop the Gunnison for the long-term
environmental and economic benefit of a grateful state and nation.

Sincerely,

L, Dl

Allen D. (Dave) Miller, Conservationist

ADM/bm

Encl: BOR FY 90 Budget Item

cc:  President Bush, Colorado Legislators & Congressional Delegates, Colorado
Water conservation Board, Colorado river Water Conservation District, Colorado
Water Resources and Power Development Authority, Uncompahgre Valley Water
Users Association, Marshall Kaplan.
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August 8, 1989
f’a)ﬁ (A»(" 4

. c -
Governor Roy Romer =
State Capitol Building
Denver, Colorado 80203

Dear Governor Romer:

Request a state investigation of the Upper Gunnison - Uncompahgre Basin
Study before state funds are used to make final payment to the contractor.

This water development study was recently completed for the Colorado
Water Resources and Power Development Authority (CWRPDA). The final document
contains serious technical flaws and misleading conclusions, in spite of
numerous written attempts by the City of Gunnison, Arapahoe County, and
Natural Energy Resources Company to correct these errors during the draft
stages. Our basic complaint is that the study was "politically engineered”
to favor the water development projects preferred by the Upper Gunnison
representative on the Authority's Board. This governor appointee is Chairman
of CWRPDA, while also serving as the attorney representing the Upper Gunnison
River Water Conservancy District (UGRWCD) in opposition to Arapahoe County's
competing Union Park water right filing in district court. The study's most
seriously flawed areas are as follows:

1. The study concludes Upper Gunnison Basin water consumption is
increasing, when in fact it is decreasing because of the Western trends toward
improved irrigation efficiency and retirement of marginal irrigated land.

2. The study distorts cost data to indicate the Authority's proposed
Needle Point Pumped Storage Power Project is more efficient than our company's
more advanced Rocky Point Pumped Storage Project.

3. The study grossly understates the economic, environmental, and
multipurpose advantages of a large, off-river reservoir at Union Park, for
both slopes, as compared to Aurora and UGRWCD's transmountain concepts from
the small Pie Plant or Taylor Park diversion reservoirs to Metro Denver.

A cursory check by state investigators will show that most of the study's
analysis was devoted to the water development alternatives that could possibly
be controlled by UGRWCD. This nonobjective misuse of state funds can
seriously impact pending water court proceedings and work to the detriment of
the state's long-term water development unity on both slopes.

Detailed engineering data in support of this complaint can be supplied to

state investigators at the earliest opportunity. Please advise. 0:}::
sipcopetr, pr— %
L Al o
C— C 3 -';_." (/‘- ) .ll" . é-u 4 N ﬁ o/
Allen D. (Dave) Miller, Presiden
ADM/bm ﬁﬂfjfof;}y

cc: Colorado Attorney General, State Legislators, Arapahoe County, City of
Gunnison, City of Aurora, CWRPDA.



EBASCO SERVICES INCORPORATED Emo

143 Union Boulevard, Suite 1010, Lakewood, CO 80228-1824, (303) 988-2202
August 8, 1989

Mr. Uli Kappus, Executive Director

Colorado Water Resources and Power Development Authority
Logan Tower Building - Suite 620

1580 Logan Street

Denver, Colorado 80203

Subject: Upper Gunnison - Uncompaghre Basin Feasibility Study - Final Report
Dear Uli:

We have quickly reviewed the subject report and appreciate the extensive effort that went into the
analysis and presentation. The result is a good assembly of data and information and a
comprehensive look at the many possibilities for developing the water resources of this area.

. Because of our.current work on the Rocky Point Pumped Storage Project and past involvementin- - -
looking at out-of-basin water export possibilities, our comments will be limited to the projects
- studied for potential revenue generation.

We believe that some of the estimated costs for the Needle Point No. 3 Pumped Storage Project are
low, particularly for the waterways. Also, we believe that a multi-level outlet should be considered
as likely a requirement for Needle Point as for Rocky Point and that the different level of
development should be reflected in a higher contingency for Needle Point than for Rocky Point. -
The probable result of our suggested changes would be that Rocky Point would have a somewhat
lower cost per KW.

The report implies that the Taylor Park Project has a cost advantage over the others examined.
However, the projects are not being compared on an equal basis. There are several factors that
should be considered as follows:

1. We believe that all projects should be evaluated on the basis of the dependable additional
water supply which they can provide to a system.

2. Itis greatly desired in an arena of limited resources that the available resources be as fully
developed as possible. It is evident from all recent efforts to develop new water supply
sources for the Eastern Slope that inexpensive sources no longer exist and that any
reasonable source should be fully utilized. It is equally evident that sites for large
reservoirs which can regulate the seasonal and yearly fluctuations in Colorado's natural

" supply are rare. : : '

3. A State-sponsored study should focus on the State or regional water needs, the best long-
range plan to meet those needs and optimum development of resources. The largest and
most immediate water need is for the Denver Metropolitan area, with other Front Range
cities as potential users of the high cost imported water.

4. It seems very logical to use the Denver Metropolitan area future demand as the comerstone
of the comparisons. This demand has been well-defined by the recent Two Forks EIS and
can be expected to continue to develop as the largest municipal demand in the state. The
value of storage in supplying this demand is apparent, whether you look at the present
situation where surplus uncontrolled surface supplies are still available to be stored to
supply dry periods or the future when the only new supplies will be the early summer peak
flows of the higher-than-normal runoff years.



—

Mr. Uli Kappus, Executive Director
August 9, 1989

Page 2

The concept of the Union Park Project has been predicated upon the preceding parameters,
using a large storage volume and high capacity conduit to supply water during dry periods
only, and thus maximize the increase in dependable supply. The water available under the
Flow Regime II assumptions translates into an increase in dependable supply for the
Denver Metropolitan System of at least 140,000 acre-feet by utilizing the large Union Park
storage volume.

The Collegiate Range Project without large East Slope storage provides no increase in
dependable supply because of the long periods when no water is available. Alternatively
the cost of such storage, whether it now exists or must be built, should be included in the
Project's costs.

The Taylor Park Project provides 36,500 acre-feet of increase in dependable supply. The
East Slope storage assumed and costed provides only what is required to adjust the
constant supply to the seasonal demand pattern of a municipality. 7

Assuming that the cost estimates of the report are acceptable for comparison purposes, the
capital costs per acre foot of dependable supply increase are $5,150 for Union Park,
$8,230 for Taylor Park and infinite for Collegiate Range.

The report does not mention that a project with large storage volume, such as Union Park,
can provide additional benefits such as maintaining more constant levels in Taylor Park
Reservoir for recreation, providing more flood control for the Taylor and Gunnison Rivers
and increasing water availability downstream of the Taylor Park Reservoir during dry
periods.

We recognize that the report suggests that the purpose of the cost estimates and comparisons is to

evaluate the practicality of power or water diversion possibilities and to identify projects which
may warrant further study. With that purpose we fully agree and believe the report satisfies that
purpose very well. Nevertheless, the reader who is trying to determine where to devote future

study efforts, may, even with careful attention, be led to conclusions which are based upon
unequal comparisons and, therefore may not be valid.

We recommend that you change the final report to incorporate the draft report comments which

would better allow equal basis comparisons to be made among the projects considered.

Very truly yours,
EBASCO SERVICES INCORPORATED

PLS:mec

Z T T Gl forctesy
Peter L. Strauss Glen Rockwell
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EIN3 The Top 400 contractors

Ebasco rises as héavy work dips

Reﬂecling on 1986, many of ENR’s top 50 heavy contrac-
tors may agree with Jim L. Mann, president of Green
Holdings Inc., Irving, Texas, when he says, “It was a year
where we just didn't feel we got our fair share.” Ironically,
Green more than doubled its share of heavy business in the
U.S. last year, but few fellow contractors shared such success.
. Indced, the heavy market, excluding powerplant construc-
ton, dropped an estimated 5.5% in 1986. The Top 400
Contractors reported a domestic heavy contract volume of
nearly $15.2 biflion. down from the estimated $16 billion the
previous year. Several heavy contractors now hope the new
federal highway bill will help turn things around in 1987.

Hit hardest last year were the nation's top five heavy con-
tractors, who accounted for nearly a quarter of the industry’s
total volume in 1985. The group's combined volume dropped
20% last year, lcaving it with only a fifth of all heavy work.
The nosedive taken by Houston-based Brown & Root Inc.,
1984’s No. 1 heavy contractor, served as the best example of
the market's downturn. The Texas firm not only fell from the
top five last year, it dropped 47 slots and reported nearly $1.1
billion less in its heavy contract volume.

Balancing that departure, New York City-based Ebasco Ser-

emerged as the nation’s top heavy contractor. Diversifying
more into the public sector, Ebasco took on major hazardous-
waste jobs in the Northeast for the Environmental Protection
Agency and the Army. Traditionally more oriented toward
power and utility work, Ebasco last year began putting togeth-
er “a complete menu of services for its clients,” explains
Ronald C. Kurtz, the firm’s director of corporate relations.

Finishing second by less than a percentage point, Top 400
leader Bechtel Group Inc., San Francisco, increased its heavy
construction contracts 29%. Also looking more at hazardous-
waste projects and high-tech jobs, Bechtel allotted heavy con-
struction a greater role in its plans last year. Acknowledging
that the company had also increased its emphasis on airports,
highways and mass transit, Bechtel Information and Planning
Manager John F. Campbell notes, “It [heavy work] has be-
come more of a mainstay in our overall business.”

Battling declines that ranged from modest to drastic, other
top_contractors refused to relinquish their high rankings.
Suffering respective losses of 41 and 34% in heavy work
volume, Guy F. Atkinson Co., South San Francisco. and SJ.
Groves and Sons Co., Minneapolis, both remained in the top
10. Boise-based Morrison Knudsen Corp.moved up two slots

vices Inc. increased its volume by nearly 30% in 1986 and despite a 10% drop in heavy contracts. ]
Top 50 heavy contractors
1986 contracts in $ million
Hwy./ wtr./ Rwy./ Wtr./
Rank Firm Total br. Dam swr. Rank Firm Tota! br. Dam swr.
T Ebagey” tne, New York, N.Y. . 7600 7 77 T 24 Siattery Group Inc., Maspeth, N.Y. ... 1772 ¢ . 7
2 gech;e' G:Oﬂp Inc. 25 Austin industries Inc., Dallas, Texas ... 1726 v 7 %
an Francisco, Callf. ......eoeeeeeerreeeennne. 782.1 v v v
3 Kiewit Const. Group Inc., Omaha, Neb. 713.8 v o/ / 26 Danls Industries Corp., Dayton, Ohlo ... 169.2 ‘- ’
4 Morrison Knudsen Corp., Bolse, Idaho 4604 v v % 27 Perini Corp,, Framingham, Mass. ... 167.7 v/ . v
§ Koppers Co. Inc. (CM&S), 28 Traylor Bros. Inc., Evansville, ind. ........ 162.3 4 4 4
Pittsburgh, Pa. 390.9 v v 29 The Tanner Cos., Phoenix, Ariz. ............ 152.0 4 - -
& Granite Const. Co. Wat o 30 Eby Corp., Wichita, Kan. ....cecceccsseees 151.3 4 4 4
7 Guy F. Atkinson %:,, :, g;;;_' % - WSS 31 The Lane Const, Corp., Meriden, Conn. 1299 v ¢ v
San Francisco, Calif. ................ e 380.9 v . 32 Holloway Const. Co., Wixom, Mich. ...... 129.6 v v v
8 Brinderson Corp., Irvine, Calif. ............ 316.3 , / v 33 Natlona! Engineering & Contracting Co.,
9 S.J. Groves & Sons Co., Minneapolis, Strongsville, Ohlo 128.6 4 14 -
Minn. 286.2 v v v 34 :IL Y7agerc Cl:;nslmctlon Co. Inc,, 1250 , ,
10 Stone & W . . verside, Calif. X -
ebster Engrg. Corp. Boston 236.8 Y ’ d 35 J.D. Abrams inc., El Paso, Texas .......... 119.0 v 4 -
11 H.B. Zachry Co., San Antonio, Texas ... 227.4 4 14 1%
12 Fru-Con Const. Corp., Baldwin, Mo. ..... 2245 v o, v 36 Kasler Corp., San Bernardino, Cafif. ... 119.0 oY
13 Dick Corp., Pittsburgh, Pa. ....... 223.0 1% v / 37 Lunda Construction Co.,
14 Green Holdings Inc,, Irving, Texas ... 2205 v+ v v/ Black River Falls, Wis. 1o v v -
15 Yonkers Contracting Co. Inc., 38 1A Construction Corp., Concordville, Pa, 115.0 4 4 v
Yonkers, N.Y. 218.8 v / 39 Shook Nationa) Corp., Dayton, Ohio .... 114.4 w 7 4
40 Riede! International Inc., Portiand, Ore. 111.6 v 4 4
16 T.L. James & Co. Inc, Ruston, La. ........ 217.9 4 4 -
17 Gust K. Newberg Const. Co., 41 Clanbro Corp., Pittsfield, Maine 109.4 4 4 4
Chicago, i1l 2050 v v y 42 Hood Corp., Whittier, Catif. 1089 . . %
18 Robert E. McKee Inc., Ei Paso, Texas .. 202.1 . - . 43 Great Lakes Int'l Inc., Oak Brook, Ill. .. 105.0 - - -
19 Williams Bros. Const, Co. Inc., 44 Vecelllo & Grogan inc., Beckley, W.Va. 105.0 4 4 -
Houston, Texas 198.9 v v v 45 Mergentime Corp., Flemington, N.J. ... 101.9 4 4 4
20 Kokosing Construction Co. Inc., 46 The Walsh Grou
p, Chicago, . .............. 94.3 14 - 4
Fredericktown, OO ..o, 191.0 4 4 47 Enserch Alaska Const. Inc, Anchorage 93.6 v 4 -
21 Paschen Contractors inc., Chicago, ill. 190.3 v v 48 Brown & Root Inc., Houston, Texas ... 93.0 /7 4
22 The Hardaway Co., Columbus, Ga. ....... 184.1 v / . 49 Tutor-Saliba Corp., Slimar, Callf. 91.6 4 14 4
23 Jones Group Inc., Charlotte, NC. ... 1797 v v v 50 Horvitz Co., Clevetand, Ohio 890 v . 4

Ranked by vate of do

s, excluding ction 9

ts, for heavy and highway projects. Excludes powerpiants.
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UNION PARK PLAN FOR OPTIMIM DEVELOPMENT OF TAYLOR RIVER WATER RESOURCES

by
Dale B. Raitt, P. E. and Abner W. Watts, P. E.

Synopsis Colorado is currently 1losing almost a million acre-feet of its
entitled water to Arizona and California via the untapped, but overlookedefg
Gunnison Basin. This document briefly explains how approximately 8% of thes
lost waters can be economically used for Metro Denver's growth, while providing
balanced drought protection for Colorado's major river environments on both
slopes. The plan involves construction of a 1low cost, million acre-feet
reservoir at the hlgh altitude, off-river, Union Park site in the Upper Gunnison
Basin's Taylor river drainage. High tech reversible pump-generators will pump
surplus flood waters from the existing Taylor Park Reservoir into Union Park's
natural, sage covered bowl. During the critical dry periods, water. is released
via gravity conduit and siphon to augment the South Platte, Arkansas, and
Gunnison River flows. The Corps of Englneers has confirmed that an average
annual diversion of 80,000 acre-feet can increase the safe yield of Denver' s~
existing reservoir system by at least 140,000 acre-feet (40% more than Two
Forks). Because of this unpresented nearly 2 for 1 multiplier effect, the unit
cost of Union Park's safe yield increase will be approximately one-half that of
the proposed Two Forks Dam alternative.

The Water Supply Situation The long-term average annual inflow to the existing
Taylor Park Reservoir, located about 30 miles northeast of Gunnison, Colorado,

\§f> 's~\g¥;r 140,000 acre-feet. During the eight year period from 1977 to 1984 the
annua

inflow to the reservoir fluctuated from 62,500 acre-feet in 1977 to
- §T}/ 233,700 acre-feet in 1984. The below normal runoff in 1977 resulted in a water
‘supply shortage for the Uncompahgre Valley Water Users Association (uvwuAa). The
UVWUA purchased 45,000 acre-feet of water from the U. S. Bureau of Reclamation
(USBR) in that year. The UVWUA has one of the earliest water rights and has
adjudicated rights to about 25% of the flow of the Gunnison River at their
tunnel diversion above the Black Canyon Recreational Area. The UVWUA has a
storage right to 111,300 acre-feet in the existing Taylor Park Reservoir, but
has utilized only a portion of that right in recent years. Since theygg

implementation and operation of the "Storage Exchange Agreement" a large portion
of the UVWUA needs for late irrigation water has been met by releases from the
downstream USBR Blue Mesa Reservoir. An accounting of such quantities of water
has been made, and during the following non-irrigation months the UVWUA is
expected to repay such amounts of water by releases from Taylor Park Reservoir.
The storage exchange agreement has accomplished one of the intended objectives;
namely, to reduce and "smooth-out" the late irrigation season releases from
Taylor Park Reservoir. However, the agreement has become an obstacle to the
full use of the UVWUA storage right as well as the total development and use of
the inflow to Taylor Park Reservoir.

The Plan The previously mentioned obstacle can be largely overcome by
constructing a large new water storage reservoir adjacent to the existing Taylor
Park Reservoir and 1nterc0nnect1ng the two facilities. The potential Union Park
Reservoir with a plus or minus one million acre-feet of capacity interconnected

to the existing Taylor Park Reservoir by a 70 MW pump-generating plant and \\r
associated waterways provides an excellent solution. n—a-repetition of runoff
such as water year 1984 the historic release off 224,900 acre-feet would be K'L%
reduced to 51,800 acre-feet by pumping over 170,000 acreffeet/from Taylor Park O
Reservoir into Union Park Reservoir where the water would be stored for either
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near-term or long-term uses. In a year of below normal runoff, such as occurred
in 1977, the historic release of water, 81,600 acre-feet, could be increased to
about 100,000 acre-feet. These two examples show how the additional storage can
be used to store - for future or other uses - water in years of normal or above
normal runoff while still maintaining a supply of water in storage to supplement
the releases from Taylor Park Reservoir in years of below normal inflow. A
recent report by the Colorado Water Resources and Power Development Authority
identified a requirement for supplemental water supply to satisfy meeting
in-stream flow needs of the Gunnison River through the Black Canyon Recreational
Area. This need was about 60,000 acre-feet in the year 1977. About 40% of that
need or 23,700 acre-feet was a part of the 99,700 acre-feet release that could
be made from Taylor Park Reservoir in the year such as 1977.

Hydrologic Studies The previously mentioned amounts of water for inflow,
pumping, and releases from Taylor Park Reservoir were extracted from a
hydrologic study made for the eight year period 1977 through 1984. While this
period is shorter than desired, it is felt that it provides a reasonably
accurate projection of water supply yields and uses. The average inflow to
Taylor Park Reservoir for the period is 145,900 acre-feet which is near tpe
accepted long term average. Additional water supply amounts are summarized in
the following Table:

Average Annual Water Supply and Utilization Amounts for
Historic and Optimmm Plan Operations (1,000 AF Units)

Historic Optimm Plan
- Operations Operations

Total Water Supply

1. Inflow to Taylor Park Reservoir 145.9 145.9
2. Net Inflow to Union Park Res.(Lottis Cr.) - 7.5
3. Supply for Release to Taylor River Below

Dam or Pumping to Union Park Reservoir 145.9 153.4

Water Utilization

4. Amount Released Under Exchange Agreement 24.1 26.3

4a. Exchange Water Credits Lost (9.9) (2.0)

4b. Water Used by UVWUA (14.2) (17.3)

4c. Water Used by Other Rights - (7.0)
5. Amount Released from Storage Right 15.0 10.9
6. Amount of Irrigation Season Inflow Used 13.0 11.8
7. Other Releases for Minimum Flows, Etc. 39.9 22.2
8. Amount Released for Black Canyon Min. Flows - 8.2
9. Amount Released for Other Rights - 1.2
10. Total Amount of Water Utilization 92.0 80.6
11. Water Supply Available for Development 53.9 72.8

Hydrology Study Criteria The following summarizes the criteria used in the
previously mentioned studies:

1. Published monthly releases and reservoir contents of Taylor Park Reservoir
were used to calculate monthly reservoir inflow amounts.

2. The stream sectional gains from Taylor Park Reservoir to the UVWUA Gunnison
Tunnel diversion were calculated from published records.



3. The published Gunnison Tunnel diversions were used to be indicative of
future demands under similar inflow conditions.

4. Additions and/or reductions to UVWUA credits for water borrowed or repaid
to Blue Mesa Reservoir were made to assure compliance with the existing
water exchange agreement.

The uppermost 31,300 acre-feet of storage capacity in Taylor Park Reservoir
was assumed transferred to Union Park Reservoir to provide the vacated

capacity for exclusive flood control purposes. mﬂ:ﬁi/

6. A water conservation pool of 50,000 acre-feet was maintained in Union Park
Reservoir with separate accounting for inflow and releases.

7. Minimum releases from Taylor Reservoir were 50 c.f.s. for the months of
October through April and 100 c.f.s. for the months of May through Sept.
Monthly release rates were generally above these minimums in years during
or following periods of below normal runoff.

8. Priority of ownership of water pumped from Taylor Park to Union Park
Reservoir was: (1) filling UVWUA transferred storage right (maximum
31,300 A.F.); (2) filling and or refilling the conservation pool (maximum
50,000 A.F.); (3) water for pump-generating purposes; and (4) water for
Union Park Reservoir ownership.

9. Water to fulfill release requirements for irrigation, water exchange or
minimum flow was taken first from the 31,300 A.F. pool in Union Park
Reservoir and secondly from Taylor Park storage. This mode of operation
significantly reduces the water level fluctuation in Taylor Park Reservoir.

10. Future stream depletions from existing conditional decrees were assumed
to reduce the project water supply only during months of required
irrigation releases from Taylor Park Reservoir. The maximum amount of
future stream depletion was calculated as 10% of the historic gain from
Taylor Park to the Gunnison Tunnel.

Related Project Benefits Page 11-2 of the Black and Veatch Report entitled
"Union Park Pumped Storage Project - Feasibility Study" and dated March, 1985
discussed other benefits for the Union Park Water Supply Project. The release
of water for supplementing the Black Canyon minimum in-stream flows will benefit
the downstream environment and power generation. Transferring 31,300 acre-feet
of the UVWUA storage right to the proposed Union Park Reservoir leaves about
26,000 acre-feet of usable flood control capacity in Taylor Park Reservoir. The
potential power benefits from a pumpback storage feature are still applicable.
The 4,000 acre Union Park Reservoir also provides fishing and recreational
benefits for the Upper Gunnison area. In addition, these same benefits in the
existing Taylor Park Reservoir are enhanced by less fluctuation in water levels
and rates of water release (see following Histogram).

Water Yield for consumptive Use Purposes The above discussed data shows an
average annual input into Union park storage of 72,800 acre-feet. This
represents the amount of water that can be used by metro Denver/East Slope for
consumptive use purposes. This amount can be increased by adjusting Union
Park's percentage contribution to the anticipated Black Canyon minimum flow
requirements. Another option for supplementing the yield is to negotiate with
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the USBR the wvalue of Union Park's dry year releases to the Gunnison as an
offset against the water borrowed to meet UVWUA's water exchange agreement. A
third option is to negotiate for a portion of the above 7,000 acre-feet
allowance for future stream depletions from conditional water rights. With one
or more of these options, a total of 80,000 acre feet average annual yield is
reasonably divertable from Union Park to augment Metro Denver's existing
reservoirs during the critical drought periods. The Corps' computer simulations
have confirmed that this Cunnison drought insurance water would increase the
safe yield of Metro Denver's existing system by about 140,000 acre-feet.
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NOTE: The authors of this paper are professional engineers and retired United
States Bureau of Reclamation executives with extensive experience in Western
water matters. Since 1982 they have been working to optimize the water and
power potential of the Union Park/Taylor Park area, as consultants for the
Natural Energy Resources Company, P.0. Box 567, Palmer Lake, CO. 80133;
(719)481-2003. Arapahoe County has owned the Union Park project since August of
1988, and the City of Gunnison, Town of Parker, and Castlewood Water District
are the initial participants.



o &
/ oL
/ﬁt/ 7

ite Colorado! Awards nplication

Malil 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 RESOURCES COMPANY (NECO)

Nominee Address P. 0. 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)
U Constituent Organization KX Business/Corporation U Youth Group

Q) Civic/Citizen Organization U Educational Institution 1 Individual

(] Government

Submitted by Allen D. (Daye) 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

clearly.
Since 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 grlq.
This $995 million project at Taylor Park Reservoir in Colorado's Gunnlgon
County is projected to come on line in 1997. Detailed engineering estimates
by NECO's major engineering firms indicate that Rocky Point will be ?he
world's largest, most efficient, non-polluting, peaking power operation.
During its first 30 years the project is projected to save Western pover
users $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



TOUR - UNlON PARK . TOUR

While in Gunnison, Colorado Water Workshop experts should
take a self-guided tour of Arapahoe County's off-river Union Park
Reservoir and dam site. The senic, 2% hour round trip from
Gunnison will show where up to 1.1 million acre-feet will be
efficiently stored in a natural high altitude, sage covered bowl,
during wet years for release by gravity siphon and conduit to both
slopes during droughts. The Forest Service road from the Willow
Creek turn-off to the dam site is easily traveled by passenger
auto, unless there have been heavy rains. The much improved
Cottonwood Pass road is also a beautiful route for return to the
East Slope. For additional information on Union Park, contact
Dave Miller at the Water Workshop, or at Tomifthi Village Inn. 641-1131.
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Description Continued... \a/ 1989 Celebrat@iColorado! 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
River will also increase the safe yield of Denver's existing reservoirs Py
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.

The balanced Union Park Project has widespread appeal for both slopes, be-
cause it uses overlooked surplus waters to save a nationally trea§ured
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 needeq. E?A'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 infgrmed
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 widg
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.

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

- Printed on Recycled Paper -
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UNTON PARK PLAN FOR OPTIMUM DEVELOPMENT OF TAYLOR RIVER WATER RESOURCES %

by
Dale B. Raitt, P. E. and Abner W. Watts, P. E.

Synopsis Colorado is currently losing almost a million acre-feet of its
entitled water to Arizona and California via the untapped, but overlooked,
Gunnison Basin. This document briefly explains how approximately 8% of these
lost waters can be economically used for Metro Denver's growth, while providing
balanced drought protection for Colorado's major river environments on both
Slopes. The plan involves construction of a low cost, million acre-feet
reservoir at the high altitude, off-river, Union Park site in the Upper Gunnison
Basin's Taylor river drainage. High tech reversible pump-generators will pump
surplus flood waters from the existing Taylor Park Reservoir into Union Park's
natural, sage covered bowl. During the critical dry periods, water. is released
via gravity conduit and siphon to augment the South Platte, Arkansas, and
Gunnison River flows. The Corps of Engineers has confirmed that an average
annual diversion of 80,000 acre-feet can increase the safe yield of Denver's
existing reservoir system by at least 140,000 acre-feet (40% more than Two
Forks). Because of this unpresented nearly 2 for 1 multiplier effect, the unit
cost of Union Park's safe yield increase will be approximately one-half that of
the proposed Two Forks Dam alternative.

The Water Supply Situation The long-term average annual inflow to the existing
Taylor Park Reservoir, located about 30 miles northeast of Gunnison, Colorado,
is over 140,000 acre-feet. During the eight year period from 1977 to 1984 the
annual inflow to the reservoir fluctuated from 62,500 acre-feet in 1977 to
233,700 acre-feet in 1984. The below normal runoff in 1977 resulted in a water
supply shortage for the Uncompahgre Valley Water Users Association (UVWUA). The
UVWUA purchased 45,000 acre-feet of water from the U. S. Bureau of Reclamation
(USBR) in that year. The UVWUA has one of the earliest water rights and has
adjudicated rights to about 25% of the flow of the Gunnison River at their
tunnel diversion above the Black Canyon Recreational Area. The UVWUA has a
storage right to 111,300 acre-feet in the existing Taylor Park Reservoir, but
has utilized only a portion of that right in recent years. Since the
implementation and operation of the "Storage Exchange Agreement" a large portion
of the UVWUA needs for late irrigation water has been met by releases from the
downstream USBR Blue Mesa Reservoir. An accounting of such quantities of water
has been made, and during the following non-irrigation months the UVWUA is
expected to repay such amounts of water by releases from Taylor Park Reservoir.
The storage exchange agreement has accomplished one of the intended objectives;
namely, to reduce and "smooth-out" the late irrigation season releases from
Taylor Park Reservoir. However, the agreement has become an obstacle to the
full use of the UVWUA storage right as well as the total development and use of
the inflow to Taylor Park Reservoir.

The Plan The previously mentioned obstacle can be largely overcome by
constructing a large new water storage reservoir adjacent to the existing Taylor
Park Reservoir and interconnecting the two facilities. The potential Union Park
Reservoir with a plus or minus one million acre-feet of capacity interconnected
‘to the existing Taylor Park Reservoir by a 70 MW pump-generating plant and
associated waterways provides an excellent solution. In a repetition of runoff
such as water year 1984 the historic release of 224,900 acre-feet would be
reduced to 51,800 acre-feet by pumping over 170,000 acre-feet from Taylor Park
Reservoir into Union Park Reservoir where the water would be stored for either
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near-term or long-term uses. In a year of below normal runoff, such as occurred
in 1977, the historic release of water, 81,600 acre-feet, could be increased to
) about 100,000 acre-feet. These two €xamples show how the additional storage can
wa be used to store - for future or other uses - water in years of normal or above
normal runoff while stil] maintaining a supply of water in storage to Supplement
the releases from Taylor Park Reservoir in years of below normal inflow. A

identified a requirement for Supplemental water Supply to satisfy meeting
in-stream flow needs of the Gunnison River through the Black Canyon Recreational
Area. This need was about 60,000 acre-feet in the year 1977. About 40% of that
need or 23,700 acre-feet was a part of the 99,700 acre-feet release that could
be made from Taylor Park Reservoir in the year such as 1977.

logic__Studies The previously mentioned amounts of water for inflow,
pumping, and releases from Taylor Park Reservoir were extracted from a
hydrologic study made for the eight year period 1977 through 1984. While this
period is shorter than desired, it is felt that it provides a reasonably
accurate projection of water Supply yields and uscs. The average inflow to
Taylor Park Reservoir for the period is 145,900 acre-feet which is near t@e
accepted long term average. Additional water Supply amounts are summarized in
the following Table:

Average Annual Water Supply and Utilization Amountg for
Historic and Optimm Plan Operations (1,000 AF Units)

Historic =~ Optimm Plan

Operations Operations
Total Water §ggplz

1. Inflow to Taylor Park Reservoir 145.9 145.9
2. Net Inflow to Union Park Res. (Lottis Cr.) - : 7.5
3. Supply for Release to Taylor River Below

Dam or Pumping to Union Park Reservoir 145.9 153.4

Water Utilization

4. Amount Released Under Exchange Agreement 24.1 26.3

4a. Exchange Water Credits Lost (9.9) (2.0)

4b. Water Used by UVWUA (14.2) (17.3)

4c. Water Used by Other Rights - (7.0)
S. Amount Released from Storage Right 15.0 10.9
6. Amount of Irrigation Season Inflow Used 13.0 11.8
7. Other Releases for Minimum Flows, Etc. 39.9 22.2
8. Amount Released for Black Canyon Min. Flows - 8.2
9. Amount Released for Other Rights ' - 1.2
10. Total Amount of Water Utilization 92.0 80.6
11. water Supply Available for Development 53.9 72.8

Hydrology Study Criteria The following summarizes the criteria used in the
Previously mentioned studies:
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3. The published Gunnison Tunnel diversions were used to be indicative of
future demands under similar inflow conditions.

4. Additions and/or reductions to UVWUA credits for water borrowed or repaid
to Blue Mesa Reservoir were made to assure compliance with the existing
water exchange agreement.

~ 5. The uppermost 31,300 acre-feet of storage capacity in Taylor Park Reservoir

was assumed transferred to Union Park Reservoir to provide the vacated
capacity for exclusive flood control purposes.

6. A water conservation pool of 50,000 acre-feet was maintained in Union Park
Reservoir with separate accounting for inflow and releases.

7. Minimum releases from Taylor Reservoir were 50 c.f.s. for the months of

e October through April and 100 c.f.s. for the months of May through Sept.

Monthly release rates were generally above these minimums in years during
or following periods of below normal runoff.

8. Priority of ownership of water pumped from Taylor Park to Union Park
Reservoir was: (1) filling UVWUA transferred storage right (maximum
31,300 A.F.); (2) £illing and or refilling the conservation pool (maximum
50,000 A.F.); (3) water for pump-generating purposes; and (4) water for
Union Park Reservoir ownership.

9. Water to fulfill release requirements for irrigation, water exchange or
minimum flow was taken first from the 31,300 A.F. pool in Union Park
Reservoir and secondly from Taylor Park storage. This mode of operation
significantly reduces the water level fluctuation in Taylor Park Reservoir.

10. Future stream depletions from existing conditional decrees were assumed

to reduce the project water supply only during months of required

« irrigation releases from Taylor Park Reservoir. The maximum amount of

future stream depletion was calculated as 10% of the historic gain from
Taylor Park to the Gunnison Tunnel.

Related Project Benefits Page 11-2 of the Black and Veatch Report entitled
"Union Park Pumped Storage Project - Feasibility Study" and dated March, 1985
discussed other benefits for the Union Park Water Supply Project. The release
of water for supplementing the Black Canyon minimum in-stream flows will benefit
the .downstream environment and power generation. Transferring 31,300 acre-feet
of the UVWUA storage right to the proposed Union Park Reservoir 1leaves about
26,000 acre-feet of usable flood control capacity in Taylor Park Reservoir. The
potential power benefits from a pumpback storage feature are still applicable.
The 4,000 acre Union Park Reservoir also provides fishing and recreational
benefits for the Upper Gunnison area. In addition, these same benefits in the
existing Taylor Park Reservoir are enhanced by less fluctuation in water levels
and rates of water release (see following Histogram).

Water Yield for consumptive Use Purposes The above discussed data shows an

average annual input into Union park storage of 72,800 acre-feet. This
represents the amount of water that can be used by metro Denver/East Slope for
consumptive use purposes. This amount can be increased by adjusting Union
Park's percentage contribution to the anticipated Black Canyon minimum flow
requirements. Another option for supplementing the yield is to negotiate with
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the USBR the value of Union Park's dry year releases to the Gunnison as an
offset against the water borrowed to meet UVWUA'S water exchange agreement. A
third option is to negotiate for a portion of the above 7,000 acre-feet
allowance for future stream depletions from conditional water rights. With one
or more of these options, a total of 80,000 acre feet average annual yield is
reasonably divertable from Union Park to augment Metro Denver's existing
reservoirs during the critical drought periods. The Corps' computer simulations
have confirmed that this Gunnison drought insurance water would increase the
safe yield of Metro Denver's existing system by about 140,000 acre-feet.
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NOTE: The authors of this paper are professional engineers and retired United
States Bureau of Reclamation executives with extensive experience in Western
water matters. Since 1982 they have been working to optimize the water and
power potential of the Union Park/Taylor Park area, as consultants for the
Natural Energy Resources Company, P.0. Box 567, Palmer Lake, CO. 80133;
(719)481-2003. Arapahoe County has owned the Union Park project since Auqust of
1988, and the City of Gunnison, Town of Parker, and Castlewood Water District
are the initial participants. '




July 17, 1989

P.0. Box 567

Palmer Lake, CO. 80133
(719)481-2003

Senator William L. Armstrong
Hart Building, 528
Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Senator Armstrong:

Your national drive to save Denver's controversial Two Fo;ks Pam is not
in step with the Bush Administration's valiant effort to balance environmental
protection with economic development.

Two Forks is being vetoed by EPA largely because the environmental
studies were improperly influenced to protect an obsolete concept from a f?ir
comparison with several environmentally advanced alternatives. These ongolng
alternatives include Arapahoe County's high altitude, off-river, Union Pgrk
Reservoir from the untapped Gunnison Basin; and City of Thornton's innovative
City-Farm Recycling project.

Your recent nationwide statement: "If you can't build ?his Two’Forks
project, you can't build any project anywhere," is a threatening rationale
that will surely backfire against any politician who uses it.

Analysis will show Denver's record $40 million for Two Forks perpitting
was mostly for unprecedented duplicate studies, and legal maneuvering to
influence agency heads into overriding the work of their career professionals.
In fact, Senator Exon of Nebraska is gathering firsthand evidence showing
widespread intimidation of agency staffers throughout the Two Forks permitting
process.

Instead of using the unfortunate Two Forks experience as a blanket threat
against all good and bad water projects, respectfully suggest you push for
enforcement of our national environmental 1laws that require deta@led
comparison of all viable alternatives. To do otherwise would be a serious
breach of faith with future generations.

Sincerely,

YenInld

Dave Miller
ADM/bm
P. S. This letter has been coordinated with Senator Exon's office.

cc: President Bush, U.S. Congressmembers, EPA, CO. Legislators, Gov. Romer.
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TEL. (913) 339-2000

1500 MEADOW LAKE PARKWAY
MAILING ADDRESS P.O. BOX NO. 8405
KANSAS CITY, MISSOURI 64114

B&V Project 11263

B&V File 32.0206
July 3, 1989

Natural Energy Resources Company

Rgcky Point Pumped Storage Project
Licensing Status

Natural Energy Resources Company
3855 Highway 105 West
Palmer Lake, Colorado 80133

Attention: Mr. Dave Miller

Gentlemen:

Enclosed is a copy of the Commission's decision granting our appeal on the
license application. The decision essentially states that the agencies
waived the requirement that we complete various studies before filing the
license application.

Our license application has now been docketed by FERC. The FERC staff has
been directed to prepare a letter listing the issues which must be resolved
prior to the application being formally accepted. The staff has invited us
to meet with them to discuss what issues remain unresolved and our proposed
schedule for addressing such issues.

While the appeal was pending, we have completed most of the studies men-
tioned in the original FERC letter. With the docketing of the application,
we will reinitiate agency consultations on the results of these studies.

It is anticipated that the license application will be accepted this year.
Issuance of the FERC license 1s expected to take at least another 18 to 24

months because FERC will prepare an Environmental Impact Statement for the
project.

The docketing of the license application is a major licensing milestone for
the project. We will keep you informed of our endeavors to attract addi-
tional financing to the project,
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BLACK & VEA.‘E

Natural Energy Resources Company 2

B&V Project 11263
Mr. Dave Miller

July 3, 1989

If you have any questions about the FERC order or the licensing status of
the project, please call David Lefebvre at (913) 339-2164.

Very truly yours,

BLACK & VEATCH

Toud M (.E:&go@.

£’3ohn R. Stack

dml
Enclosure




- ~  Colqrado

University

College of Agricultural Sciences

Office of the Dean
Fort Collins, Colorado 80523

(303) 491-6272
June 16, 1989

The Honorable Hank Brown
1424 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D. C. 2051

Dear Congressman Brown:

Dr. R. A. (Bob) Young of the Agricultural and Resource Economics
Department of Colorado State University has been cited by staff members in
some of the Colorado delegations' offices in regard to the effects of the
Two Forks dam. He has been quoted as saying that 55,000 acres (or more)
of irrigated land would be de-watered if the Two Forks permit were to be
denied. He has used the 55,000 acre figure in informal talks. However,
the matter is complex and Dr. Young tells me that the 55,000 acre figure
is a worst-case scenario.

The 55,000 acres was arrived at by assuming all water would have to come
fram agriculture at a rate of 1.75 acre feet per acre. The net figure .
would be much smaller because the 1.75 acre feet does not take into
account return flow of sewage effluent. Also, the 1.75 figure is a rough
estimate and the actual figure must be resolved by the relevant ocourt
under Colorado water law.

The Thornton exanmple is a case in point. The city of Thornton has
purchased water in northern Colorado and the city's plan calls for
building a pipeline to return effluent back to northern Colorado to be
used for irrigation purposes. In most other cases the effluent would be
available only for downstream users.

I hope this clarifies what is a very camplex issue.

Sincerely,

o /<70

Merle H. Niehaus
Dean

BXC: Mr. David Miller:’

Note to Mr. Miller: Same letter sent to Representative Joel Hefley,
Senators William Armstrong and Tim Worth




HANK BIIOWN OFIsCE ADDRESS
$1n Distaictr Cotorapo kw/ g 1424 LONGWOATH BUILOWG
coMsITIcE Oy Waswuinagton, DC 20515
(202) 225-46786

WAYS AND MEANS ’ DISTAICY OFFICES
Congress of the Wnited States 101537t cov
, GREELEY, CO 80634\ i)
Houge of Representatives (303) 352-4112
301 S. Howrs, Room 203
: v Cornns, (] 1
Wasghington, DEC 20515 o 493 3137
243 Post OFFICE BUILDING
LA Junta, CO 81050
{719) 384-73170
311 E PLaTTE Ave.
Fort Moacan, CO 80701
(303) 867-8909
May 30, 1989 ADAMS AND ARAPAHOF COUNTIES

(303) 466-3443

Allen D. Miller
President

Natural Energy Resources Company
P.O. Box 567
Palmer Lake, CO 80133

Dear Dave:

?hank you for your letter requesting a Congressional
. 1nvest1ga§1on of the Environmental Impact Statement for the Two
Forks Project. I appreciate your taking the time to come back

to Washington recently to give a presentation on alternatives to
Two Forks.

As you know, Environmental Protection Agency Administrator w@ﬁ
William Reilly has initiated a veto of the permit for Two Forks

Dam.. The Army Corps of Engineers and the Metropolitan Water

Providers now have until July 14 to consult with EPA and propose

changes in the scope of the project or increase the
environmental mitigation measures.

Administyator Reilly has indicated that during this process
alternatives to the Two Forks proposal will be investigated. It
appears that in light of the EPA’s review of the Two Forks

Project and alternative projects that a Congressional review is
unnecessary.

Again, 2§pf,you for contacting me.
Y ﬂ
ety, /7
",:4 ».v"/"‘ s

Sin é ]

June 16, 1989

L e

. . /' Hank, Many thanks for your last night's telephone
” k Brown call. Appreciated the 40 minute opportunity to

Member of Congress give a firsthand account why the Two Forks EIS is
an unlawful decision document. Also, I welcome

HB/jac your offer to encourage Colorado water experts to

take a fair look at the superior, but "overlooked",
City-Farm and Union Park (Gunnison) alternatives
being developed for Metro Denver by the City of

Thornton and Arapahoe County.
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NATURAL ENERGY RESOURCES COMPANY

P. O.Box 567 « Paimer Lake, Colorado 80133 « (719) 481-2003 « FAX (719) 481-4013
June 15, 1989

Senator Bill Armstrong, Washington, D.C. 20510
Representative Hank Brown, Washington, D.C. 20515
Representative Joel Hefley, Washington, D.C. 20515
Representative Dan Schaefer, Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Senator Armstrong and Representatives Brown, Hefley, and Schaefer:

Your public support of Denver's controversial Two Forks Dam is based
primarily on two false technical arguments:

1. Threat To Agriculture Colorado State University sources are being
misquoted when you say that 50,000 acres of Northern Colorado land will be
dried up for urban areas, if Two Forks is not built. The City of Thornton's
1986 purchase of irrigated farms is often cited as your main case in point.
However, information from Thornton and CSU confirms that this conclusion is
erroneous. Thornton's innovative City-Farm Recycling Project is being aided
by CSU water experts, because it is specifically designed to return 60,000
acre feet (100%) of irrigation water to the farms after it is first used by
Northern Metro Denver. It should be noted that Thornton's ongoing City-Farm
Project was illegally ignored by the Corps in its EIS Water Supply Analysis.
The real Western water story is that modern techniques have improved
irrigation efficiency by at least 10% in recent years. This savings more than
doubles the amount of water that could be allocated for urban use via normal
marketing forces without adversely impacting Colorado's agriculture. CSU
water engineers and economists generally agree with the above assessment.

2. Losses To Down River States You accept Denver's contention that Two
Forks is necessary to save Colorado's entitled water from being lost to down
river states. However, Two Forks and its related follow on transmountain
diversion projects are all designed to take more water from the currently
over-depleted Upper Colorado Basin tributaries. Meanwhile, the untapped, but
"overlooked”, Gunnison Basin is losing almost a million acre feet of Colorado
entitled water to Arizona and California. Arapahoe County's advanced Union
Park Reservoir alternative for Metro Denver is specifically designed to
economically help Colorado correct its serious unbalanced water usage. In
addition, Union Park's high altitude, off river Gunnison reservoir will
provide needed drought protection for Colorado's river environments on both
slopes. The Gunnison's surplus water was illegally ignored in the EIS to
protect Metro Denver's 50 year investment in its outmoded Two Forks Project.

Suggest a re-evaluation of your public position on Two Forks before these

technical errors become even more political and damaging to Colorado's
national enviro-economic image.

Sincer. ié;;g;%zkégég?
i %Z . (ﬁave) Milrer, President
ADM/bm

cc: Pres. Bush, U.S. Congressional Delegates, EPA, Colorado Legislators.



June 15, 1989

Cooperative Extension
The Honorable Hank Brown _ Colorado State University

. Fort Collins, Colorado 80523
U.S. House of Representatives

1424 Longworth Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Congressman Brown:

RE: Impacts On The Rural Sector Of Colorado If Two Forks Dam Is Postponed Or
Rejected.

It has been brought to my attention that I am cited by your staff as the source
of estimates that 55,000 acres of irrigated land would be de-watered if the Two
Forks permit were to be denied. While the estimated acreage tradeoff is a figure
I have used, when hedged with careful qualifications, I do not wish to be
associated with the further implication that market solutions to Colorado water
problems should be rejected out of hand.

The matter is, of course, complex, so the purpose of this letter is to indicate
my position more clearly.

I have not given detailed study to the Two Forks issue nor have 1 published any
specific figures on potential alternatives. However, because it appears to me
that more reliance on market forces might be beneficial to both rural and urban
interests in the west, I have studied the potential impacts of water markets over
the last several years. Because of this research, I have been called on to meet
with several interested groups regarding the impacts a Two Forks rejection during
the past few months, and have made some informal estimates of impacts.

The 55,000 acres is my worst case estimate, arrived at by assuming all water
would have to come from agriculture at a rate of 1.75 care feet per acre. (Any
such estimate can only be an educated guess, because the actual amount per acre
must be resolved by the relevant court under Colorado water law.) Because the
1.75 acre feet per acre doesn’t allow for return flows (largely sewage) from
cities, which could go back to downstream farms, the net acreage loss could be
much less than the above "worst case," even if all water came from retirement
of irrigated lands.

Secondly, 1 do not believe that irrigation water is the only alternative to Two
Forks. A number of other options exist. For example, urban conservation, Windy

Gap and further imports from the Colorado River Basin could shoulder part of
the growth in demand. :

Thirdly, market-type options exist for obtaining water from rural Colorado
without completely drying up farms. These would require some change in basic
Colorado water law and traditional management practices to encourage changing
irrigation patterns by farmers, but they seem to me to hold promise to, in Ray
Moses'’ phase, "Have our water cake and eat it too." Hence, the most optimistic
scenario could involve withdrawing water from the least economically productive

uses (forage crops) and not drying up lands other than those being taken by
growing cities.

Colorado State l‘ni\_'crsin'. l'a Department of Agriculture and Colorado countics cooperating.
Cooperative Extension programs are available to all without discrimination.



The Honorable Hank Brown
Page 2 .
June 15, 1989

Next, the third party impacts of even the worst case scenario may not be all
negative or very large. For example, I would think farmers who own water rights
would actually have an interest in opposing dams. This is because in the absence
of dams, urban demands give strong support to the market value of their water
rights, whether they are the immediate sellers or not. (Windy Gap, built much
in advance of need for its water, likely reduced the value of water rights of
irrigation companies in Northern Colorado by several hundred million dollars.
Water rights prices in the Poudre Basin, when adjusted for inflation remain below
their values of twenty years ago.) Also, in today’s post-industrial economy,
the small change in South Platte Valley farm production represented by even the
worst case alternatives to Two Forks would have a hardly discernable impact on
the local economy. Our statistical studies suggest that about 600 (six hundred)
local off-jobs would be associated with 55,000 acres but could supply water to
400,000 more urban residents.

I would suggest that the appropriate policy for the state to pursue is to update
its water law so that market forces can better operate, while giving whatever
-attention is necessary to protecting interested third parties in the potentially
affected rural communities. In such a framework, dams can be built when they
are the least-cost source of water, and markets relied on in other cases.

Yours—~Sincerely,

. G

R.A. Youn
Professor

RAY/mep
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NATURAL ENERGY RESOURCES COMPANY
POV OO

P.O.Box 567 + Palmer Lake, Colorado 80133 « (719) 481-2003 » FAX (719) 481-4013
June 15, 1989

Senator Bill Armstrong, Washington, D.C. 20510
Representative Hank Brown, Washington, D.C. 20515
Representative Joel Hefley, Washington, D.C. 20515
Representative Dan Schaefer, Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Senator Armstrong and Representatives Brown, Hefley, and Schaefer:

Your public support of Denver's controversial Two Forks Dam is based
primarily on two false technical arguments:

1. Threat To Agriculture Colorado State University sources are being
misquoted when you say that 50,000 acres of Northern Colorado land will be
dried up for urban areas, if Two Forks is not built. The City of Thornton's
1986 purchase of irrigated farms is often cited as your main case in point.
However, information from Thornton and CSU confirms that this conclusion is
erroneous. Thornton's innovative City-Farm Recycling Project is being aided
by CSU water experts, because it is specifically designed to return 60,000
acre feet (100%) of irrigation water to the farms after it is first used by
Northern Metro Denver. It should be noted that Thornton's ongoing City-Farm
Project was illegally ignored by the Corps in its EIS Water Supply Analysis.
The real Western water story is that modern techniques have improved
irrigation efficiency by at least 10% in recent years. This savings more than
doubles the amount of water that could be allocated for urban use via normal
marketing forces without adversely impacting Colorado's agriculture. CSU
water engineers and economists generally agree with the above assessment.

2. Losses To Down River States You accept Denver's contention that Two
borks is necessary to save Colorado's entitled water from being lost to down
river states. However, Two Forks and its related follow on transmountain
diversion projects are all designed to take more water from the currently
over-depleted Upper Colorado Basin tributaries. Meanwhile, the untapped, but
"overlooked", Gunnison Basin is losing almost a million acre feet of Colorado
entitled water to Arizona and California. Arapahoe County's advanced Union
Park Reservoir alternative for Metro Denver is specifically designed to
economically help Colorado correct its serious unbalanced water usage. In
addition, Union Park's high altitude, off river Gunnison reservoir will
provide needed drought protection for Colorado's river environments on both
slopes. The Gunnison's surplus water was illegally ignored in the EIS to
protect Metro Denver's 50 year investment in its outmoded Two Forks Project.

Suggest a re-evaluation of your publlc position on Two Forks before these
technical errors become even more political and damaging to Colorado's
national enviro-economic image.

Sinc reM
%D. (f)ave) MilYer, President
ADM/bm

cc: Pres. Bush, U.S. Congressional Delegates, EPA, Colorado Legislators.
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Bush wants 2 Forks alternative

By PAM MAPLES
Rocky Mountain News Staff Writer

President George Bush indicated

this week he'd like to find an alter-

native to the Two Forks water pro-
ject, Nebraska Gov. Kay Orr said.

“He is hopeful that there is some
other way to meet the water needs
of Denver,” Republican Gov. Kay
Orr said after discussing her oppo-
sition to Two Forks with Bush dur-
ing b wisit to Lincoln on Tuesday.
“It ‘n uncomfortable position
for the president.” =

Bush was in Nebraska to_pro-
mote his clean-air proposals®Orr,
one of his political allies, told re-
porters she didn’t ask for, or re-
ceive, a commitment from Bush. .

Orr said Bush “feels in the mid-
dle” of the fight between Colorado
and Nebraska officials over the
project to dam the South Platte

But Nebraska
governor says
president didn’t
commit himself
[coatios memsitr e o AR SRR P T 5]

River, which joins the North Platte
River in Nebraska to form the
Platte River that flows eastward
through the state. :
Meanwhile, officials of Colorado
political and water groups contin-
ued lobbying for the $500 million

project, which would flood Chees-

man Canyon southwest of Denver.

GOP Reps. Dan Schaefer, Hank
Brown and Joel Hefley met for
more than a half-hour yesterday
morning with White House chief of
staff John Sununu to brief him on
Two Forks. Sununu also attended

Bush’s discussion with Orr.

Also, two Denver Water Board
officials flew to Lincoln yesterday
to give their side of the Two Forks
issue to Nebraska water officials.

The project has bipartisan sup-
port in Colorado, but bipartisan op-
position in Nebraska.

It received initial approval of
regional Environmental Protec-
tion Agency officials and other fed-
eral agencies while President Rea-
gan was in office.

But Bush’s EPA administration

William Reilly indicated he was
starting the process to veto Two
Forks. That touched off lobbying
by Colorado to get Bush to reverse
Reilly’s decision and-to counter
Nebraska’s lobbying efforts. e
Colorado supporters downplayed
Bush’s remarks as reflected by Orr
and said they remain optimistic
the dam will be approved.
- “Here’s a guy (Bush) passing

pE—

through town, riding around in a
limousine -with the governor of
that state and talking about this.
That's not a decision,” said Sen.
Bill Armstrong, R-Colo., a leader
of Colorado Republicans’ efforts to
lobby the White House. “We don’t
know what he said, or how he said
it, or what he meant.”

A White House spokesman said
“the president’s remarks (to Orr)
stand. We are not in a position to
amplify at this point.”

Orr was traveling and could not
be reached for comment. Her
spokesman, Doug Parrott, said the
governor talked to Bush about
three or four issues during his vis-
it, including Two Forks.

“It wasn’t like an hour-long dis-
cussion of this, but she felt very
good about it,” Parrott said.

Orr also told Bush about a re-
cent Rocky Mountain News poll
that showed Denver residents op-

pose the project. She said it sur-
prised him and seemed to have
“made quite an impression.” -

Sununu asked the Colorado dele-
gation about the News poll, which
showed 47% of city voteis opposed
Two Forks, 32% supported it and
21% were undecided, the congress-
men said. Schaefer and Hefley said
they told him the poll reflects the
mood during a time of adequate
water supplies*but does not take
into account growing demand or
the impact of droughts.

Nebraska water officials were
not swayed by the Denver water
officials’ presentation yesterday,
said hydrologist Ann Bleed. The
Denver officials requested the
meeting, she said, apparently after
Nebraska officials disputed the
conclusions of a water board docu-
ment, “Myths about Two Forks,”
that is being used by the Colorado
lobbyists.
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DENVER, Colo. — Most of the
transmountain water diversions
planned by Denver and its suburbs
would be useless if the controversial
Two Forks dam ia not built, several
water planners ngreed recently.

The Denver Water Board has long-
range plans for major diversions
from the Blue, Eaple, and Fraser
Rivers on Colorado’s Western Slope,
while the City of Aurora and Ara-
pahoe County are vying over the
rights to toke water from the Gunni-
son River bnsin. Most of these proj-
ects need n large holding pond on the
Enstern Slope.

The proposed Denver projects
would take water from the east and

NOTE: The "overlooked" Union Park alternative from the un-
tapped Gunnison Basin will increase the safe yield of Metro
Denver's existing system 40% more than Two Forks for about
half the unit cost. This massive, high altitude, off river
reservoir will also provide balanced, multi-year drought
protection for Colorado's river environments on both slopes.
Two Forks and its related future diversions would worsen the
current over—depletion of Upper Colorado Basin headwaters.
Although the Gunnison Basin currently loses almost a million
acre feet of Colorado entitled water to the down river states,
this vast surplus water source was illegally ignored in the
Metro Denver EIS. Union Park has a 1999 completion date, and
is certain to be Colorado's next major water project.

6-10-89, (719)481-2003

Denver looks to

other projects

west sides of the Gore Range, above
the towns of Vail and Dillon, and
transfer this water by- gravity to
Lake Dillon in Summit County, then
under the mountains through the
Roberts Tunnel to the South Platte
River. Denver has already spent $5.4
million to ncquire properties for the
projects, which would not be built
until the year 2030.

Ed Reutz, spokesman for the Den-
ver Water Board, confirmed the
problem but snid the converse is not
true: Two Forks does not necessarily
need the Western Slope projects. But
the additional transmountain diver-
sions would allow the giant Eastern
Slope dam to operate more efTi-
ciently.

Planners for Arnpahoe and Aurora
recently came to the same conclusion
about the Colleginte Range Aurora
Project, which would take water
from the the Taylor River, a tribu-
tary to the Gunnison.

However, one proposed project
called Union Park might work with:
‘out Two Forks. Union Park is a large
subalpine meadow at 10,000 feet in
the upper Taylor drainage. Promot-
ers of the project, including Ara-

pahoe County which bought the idela

last year, say a Jdam there could ho

up to a million acre feet, enough for
hoth Eastern and Western Slopes

usnge.




NATURAL ENERGY RESOURCES COMPANY
POV OO OGNS

P.O.Box 567 + Palmer Lake, Colorado 80133 « (719) 481-2003 « FAX (719) 481-4013
EXPRESS MAIL May 30, 1989

Senator William L. Armstrong
Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Senator Armstrong:

Your May 16, 1989 letter is appreciated. However, you .are.making a
serious environmental, economic, and political mistake by rejecting our
request for a Congressional investigation into the "overlooked" alternatives

to Denver's destructive Two Forks Dam proposal.

The $40 million Metro Denver Water Supply Final EIS is ?ot a legally
sufficient decision document under NEPA, because it purposely ignored several
ongoing alternatives that are substantially superior to the outmoded Two gbrks
concept. Unfortunately, Denver's 50 year investment in Two Forks water rights
and engineering has been used to systematically bias Colorado's Round Table
and Metro Denver's water providers into thinking Two Forks was the only viable
alternative. None Of these organizations had the vision and engineering
expertise to question Denver's relentless drive to dam the South Platte. T@ey
surely did not evaluate the advanced Gunnison and City - Farm .Recycllng
alternatives before they were misled into their heavy Two Forks commi tments.

Because of this misguided political momentum, Two Forks developed a life
of its own that effectively destroyed the objectivity of the EIS. For
example, Denver's existing water rights were used by the Corps as a~b§SIC
screening criteria for eliminating viable alternatives from detailed
consideration. This may explain why the Gunnison, Colorado's largest untapped
water source, was never considered until we finally forced the emparrassed
Corps into a very inadequate review just prior to release of its Final @IS.
Because of the lower cost and less environmental impact of a Gunnison
solution, Arapahoe County and the City of Aurora are now aggressively pursuing
this vast overlooked water source for Metro Denver. Although the City of
Thornton dropped most of its interest in Two Forks in 1986 to pursue its
innovative City - Farm Recycling Project, this 60,000 acre feet water supply
for Northern Denver was completely omitted from the Final EIS. The overlooked
Gunnison and City - Farm alternatives are scheduled to come on line long
before Two Forks, with double the safe yield for about half the unit cost. A
large, high altitude, off river, Gunnison storage reservoir at Union Park'w%ll
also help correct Colorado's seriously unbalanced water use, while providing
much needed drought protection for both slopes.

Because of the national environmental importance of this gross
alternatives oversight, we again strongly urge that you and the other Colorado
delegates immediately initiate an EIS Congressional investigation. The
investigation should include a completely independent engineering review of
the several overlooked options. This fresh review could be quickly done at a

fraction of the cost and image damage to Colorado caused by a prolonged legal
battle with our determined national environmental groups.

Sincerely,

[4
M ) Allen D. (Dave) Miller, President
¢ President Bush, U. S. Congressional Delegates, EPA, Colorado Legislators.
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Ma_Y 30 , 1989 ADAMS AND ARAPAHOE COUNTIES

(303) 466-3443

Allen D. Miller
President

Natural Energy Resources Company
P.O. Box 567

Palmer Lake, co 80133

Dear Dave:

Thank you for yYour letter requesting a Congressional
investigation of the Environmental Impact Statement for the Two
Forks Project. 1 appreciate your taking the time to come back

to Washington recently to give a bresentation on alternatives to ‘
Two Forks. w

changes in the Scope of the project or increase the

Unnecessary.
Again, tha ﬁffou for contacting me.

"‘ { .
Singéfely, .~

~
- y

June 16, 1989

Hank, Many thanks for your last night's telephone

"Ij k Brown call. Appreciated the 40 minute opportunity to
/ Member of Congress give a firsthand account why the Two Forks EIS is
an unlawful decision document. Also, I welcome
HB/jac your offer to €éncourage Colorado water experts to

take a fair look at the superior, but "overlooked",
City-Farm ang Union Park (Gunnison) alternatives
being developed for Metro Denver by the City of
Thornton and Arapahoe County.

e
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ENVER POST columnist Ed Quillen recently
Ddescribed Colorado as the “state of indeci-

-perfect example of his point.

tion Agency called it unnecessary and a potential en-
vironmental disaster.

Predictably, Two Forks promoters launched an of-
; Tensive to counter that conclusion. They steadfastly
pressed for their pet project, rather than seriously
¢ seeking logical solutions to real problems.

The Denver Water Board has built an excellent
water system. And Two Forks is a manifestation of
their vision. But Two Forks was part of a vision con-
ceived in the early 1900s, when the horse-drawn car-
riage was our major form of transporfation and in-
door plumbing was only beginni 0 iv

It is no longer viable for solving today’s water
problems, any more than Stapleton International
Airport or Currigan Hall can meet the needs of the
future.

- *Just as Denver needs a modern airport and a new
convention center, it needs a new water-manage-
ment concept for the 21st century.

Anticipating the eventual demise of the Two Forks
plan, a group of headwaters counties on the Front

Range developed an alternative which would employ
modern concepts of water supply.

Ilowever, that al-

ternative, developed over the last decade, ﬁas been
ignored by Denver and the U.S. Army Corps of Engi-
Ni€ers.
' - - The new plan is quite simple: Form a regional wa-
- ter supply authority involving headwaters counties,
‘urban cities and downstream agricultural counties.
- Legislation for the creation of such a River Basin
- Authority exists today. It can be formed by simple
-~ agreement of the counties and cities involved.

The River Basin Authority would do six things:

“,, »# Store water in existing upstream reservoirs

«yfirst. d
" . v Store South Platte River water in Chatfield

sion.” The proposed Two Forks Reservoir is a

Only a few weeks ago, the Environmental Protec- -

- Denver needs a water policy

Dever /%:7"
by JOIIN S-26 ~89F -

MUSICK

Reservoir, Cherry Creek Reservoir and a new high
plains reservoir which could be built between Colora-
do Springs and Denver at Fremont Fort. .

v Store irrigation reservoir water upstream in
Fremont Fort Reservoir by exchange. -

v Tap large groundwater reservoirs underlying
Denver during times of drought to supplement the
river water which has been stored in surface reser-
voirs.

v Deliver this raw untreated well and river water
to existing municipalities and water districts for -
treatment and delivery to their customers only in
accordance with accepted concepts of conservation
and metering.

s+ Collect all metropolitan treated wastewater
and deliver it by pipeline to the downstream storage
reservoirs for use by farmers to grow crops, purify-

ing the water through the Earth’s living filter.

Every law and regulation to accomplish this sim-
ple system is in place. It would solve all of Denver's
water supply, wastewater treatment and conserva-
tion requirements well into the 2ist century.

This simple plan would involve everyone: counties,
cities and farmers. It would inctease high plains flat

_ water recreation, improve Denver water supplies,

prevent floods, clean up the South Platte River, pro-
vide minimum stream flows for the river and pre-
serve irrigated agriculture. And it would integrate
ground and surface waters into a comprehensive
lan.

P Best of all, it codld begin immediately. And it
would represent a modern decision, a first step to-
ward Colorado’s becoming a leader in water re-
source management. And it would end Colorado’s be-
ing a State of Indecision. .

John D. Musick Jr. is a Boulder water lawyer.
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May 17, 1989

William K. Reilly, Administrator
Environmental Protection Agency
401 M Street S. W.

Washington, D. C. 20460

Dear Mr. Reilly:

Although the enclosed Denver Post article is very brief and somevhat
misleading, it does highlight the fact that Metro Denver, state, and Gunnison
interests are vigorously pursuing the beneficial use of surplus water from the
untapped Gunnison Basin. The Metro Denver EIS is not a valid decision QOcument,
because the Corps improperly screened the Gunnison from detailed consideration
to protect Denver's outmoded Two Forks concept from a superior water source.

Arapahoe County's advanced Union Park Reservoir and Siphon from the
Gunnison is certain to be the successor to the vetoed Two Forks project. The
Corps' computer analysis has recently confirmed that by pumpina an average
80,000 acre feet of surplus Gunnison flood waters into the massive, high
altitude, off river, sage covered, Union Park Reservoir site, the drought yield
of Denver's existing reservoirs can be increased by 140,000 acre feet. Because
of this unprecedented multiplier effect, Union Park's safe yield is 40% more
than Two Forks for about half the unit cost. Union Park will also un1fy the
state by enhancing its environment, agriculture, and tourist economies. This
unique project is specifically designed to provide much needed drought
protection for Colorado's major river basins on both slopes.

The City of Thornton's ongoing City - I'arm Recycling Project is another
environmentally sound water project that was improperly 1gnored by the Corps to
protect Two Forks. This innovative use of irrigation water will economically
increase Northern Metro Denver water supplies by 60,000 acre feet. Northern
Colorado farming will be Ffully protected with the 100% return of treated
affluent to the same irrigation ditches.

The beneficial use of Gunnison and recycled irrigation water will save the
nationally treasured South Platte Canyon and stop the destructive dewatering of
the overworked Upper Colorado Basin. [PA's farsighted veto of Two Forks will
open the door to a rational consensus for balanced Colorado water development.

Sincerely,

&) e,

Allen D. (Dave) Miller
President

ADM/bm
Encl: Denver Post article dated May 16, 1989.

Ccc: Mr. Lee A. DeHihns, Colorado Congressional Delegates and Legislators, local
state, and federal officials.
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Standoff
over water

may end

West Slope, suburbs

study compromise

By Bill McBean
Denver Post Staif Writer

The five-year standoff between
thirsty Denver suburbs and West
Slope water interests over Gunni-
son River water soon may end,
thanks to a compromise suggested
in a recent study. :

The study, managed by the Colo-
rado Water Resources and Power
Development Authority, is signifi-
cant because it balances West
Slope recreation and irrigation
needs with the need of metro com-
munities to develop new sources of
drinking water. .

. For five years, Arapahoe County
and Aurora have fought over the
rights to about 70,000 acre-feet of

_unappropriated Gunnison River
water.

West Slope water owners have
been girding for a prolonged battle
with both governments, fearing re-
moval of Gunnison water would
deflate the water-based recreation
Industry, hurt the environment and
damage agriculture,

., - The authority’s report suggests
Arapahoe County and Aurora use
the existing Taylor Park Reservoir
northeast of Gunnison instead of
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building new facilities.

Using an extended system of
tunnels and pipelines to get the
water over the mountains, Taylor
Park Reservoir could supply about
42,000 acre-feet a year to subur-
ban communities.

If an option to pump water out
of Blue Mesa Reservoir to Taylor
Park reservoir was added, the
yield might be 100,000 acre-feet.
The price tag: $531 million.

The report recommends subur-
ban governments buy senior water
rights now stored in Taylor Park
instead of trying to prove in Water
Court that some Gunnison River
water isn’t being used.

Revenues from those water
sales could be used to build two
West Slope reservoirs to enhance
crop ‘irrigation and bolster the re-
gion’s recreation-based economy.

Tom Griswold, Aurora utilities
director, said he’s considering the

The Denver Post / Bruce Gsut

plan as an alternative to the Colle-
giate Range project, a $340 mil-
lion transmountain diversion that
would require building two new
reservoirs.

“There needs to be a solution
over there that benelits the (Gun-
nison) basin,” Griswold said. “That
study, at least, points out some op-
portunities to do that.”

Dick Bratton, attorney for the
Upper Gunnison River Water Con-
servancy District, agreed. The
study, he said, “has the potential
for a unique kind of partnership.”

But Andy Andrews, an engineer ‘
for Arapahoe County and Gunni-
son, was critical of the plan.

The study on which the plan is
based said the transmountain di-
version favored by Gunnison and
Arapahoe — the Union Park proj-
ect — would cost roughly $200
million more than Andrews’ cur-
rent estimate of $446 million.
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IWWater equation is still unsolved in the formula for Coloradd’s future

HILE THE economic recession
\N/ of the mid-1980s hit Colorado-es-
pecially hard, there are signs that
our state is on the move again. Denver is
building a new convention center that will
attract visitors from across the country. 1
have no doubt that many of these visitors
will travel outside Denver to enjoy our ski
slopes, fishing streams and campgrounds
— ang their visits will sumulate our entire
swate’s recreation economy.

Last year, Adams County voters ap-
proved construction of a new airport 1
partnership with Denver. 1 am convinced
that the new airport will have & major
positive impact on the metropolitan area,
Colorado and the Rocky Mountain region.

The progress on the convention center
and 2 new airport is good news, not just
for the Denver metropolitan area, but for
the whole state. These and other actions,
such as the maintenance of 2 solid trans-

tation infrastructure and a first-rate

Zlcational system, will be the founda-
“dons for strong economic growth in Colo-
rado well into the next century.

One challenge remains to be addressed,
and that is the development of an ade-
quate supply of water to meet the needs

of the metropolitan area's growing com-'

munities. From my own experience with
the Foothills project — where we ulti-
mately were able to develop a solution
that ended not only a long political debate
bul also several lawsuits — I know how
difficult these issves can be. Neverthe-
I¢ss, 1 have always believed 'that we can
find 8 way to meet the water demands of
our growing Front Range communities

by TIM
WIRTH

that the entire state could support.

The Foothills Agreement is a good ex-
ample of cooperation in drafting & plan
for meeting the Front Range's water de-
mand. In 1979, conservationists, the Den-
ver Water Board and the federal govern-
ment were locked in litigation over
Denver's plans to build the Strontia
Springs Dam and the Foothills treatment
plant. The parties asked for my help in
working out a settlement and after long
and difficult negotiations, we were able to
reach a compromise that all parties
agreed was fair and reasonable. That
agreement permitted the Denver Water
Board to construct the Strontia Springs
Dam as well as the Foothills water treat-
ment plant, which have proved to be vital
parts of the Denver water supply system.

The agreement also included a very im-
portant commitment to conserving water
throughout the Denver service area — in-
cluding specific conservation goals to be
met by specific dates. If fully implement-
ed, that agreement could save Denver as
much as 80.000 acre-feet of water per
yedr, or about the same amount of water
as would be yielded by Two Forks. -

Those conservation commitments were
agreed to by the Denver Water Board in
roturn for agreement by various groups o
drop lawsuits related to Foothills and in
return for permits from various federal

agencies. There was no doubt that all par-
ties expected Denver to live up to the
commitments the city made and it was
certainly my understanding that the Den-
ver Water Board would move expeditious-
ly to complete its side of the deal.

Late last year, conservationists (many
of whom had participated in the Foothills
negotiations) wrote to me and alleged
that the conservation stipulations the
Corps of Engineers was considering for a
Two Forks permit would fall short of the
pre-existing water conservation require-
ments established by the Foothills agree-
ment. Specifically, the conservationists
argued that per capita water use in the
Denver service area is increasing rather
than decreasing, despite the conservation
commitments made by the Denver Water
Board in the Foothills agreement. The
conservationists also stated that, over
time, Denver could make available sub-
stantial quantities of water for metropoli-
tan use if the Foothills conservation com-
mitments were fully implemented.

1 forwarded the conservationists’ letter
to the Corps of Engineers and asked that
agency to evaluate the conservationists’
contentions. While the Corps did not fully
respond in writing, they did confirm one
of the conservationists’ principal con-
cerns: per-capita use of water in the Den-
ver service area is increasing rather than
decreasing. In subsequent conversations,
the Corps of Engineers also confirmed
that an aggressive water consprvation
program in Denver has the pot(ntial to
significantly reduce consumption, thereby
treeing up water for other users.

.to the Foothills agree

I have not wavered in my commitment
ment. That accord
permitted Denver to rapidly complete a
dam and water treatment plant, with only.
one condition — good faith compliance
with the agreement's conservation pro-
gram. That program still is critically im-
portant, but its implementation is uncer-
tain. 1 urged the Corps of Engineers to
include in any permit for the Two Forks
project a condition that would assure im-
plementation of the conservation goals
that all the parties agreed to in order to
resolve the Foothills controversy. The
Corps has recognized the importance and
controversy surrounding the conservation
commitments. In his record of decision on
the Two Forks proposal, Col. Steven West
wrote that “‘conservation has been made
2 major issue in the Two Forks permit
because the Denver Water Board has not
implemented conservation in accordance
with the expectations of most of the ma-
jor interests. If the Denver Water Board
bad, much of the criticism that has been
generated by this permit application could
kave been avoided.”

In reviewing the proposed permit for
the Two Forks project, EPA Administra-
tor Bill Reilly was required to evaluate
the permit conditions proposed by the
Corps and to determine whether the pro-
posed Two Forks project was consistent
with the Clean Water Act's provisions. Ap-
parently he has concluded that the Two
Forks project did not mee! Clean Water
Act guidelines for issuing permits. In de-
ciding to initiate the veto process, Reilly
siated that *‘the proposed dam and reser-

/

voir could result in very serious adverse
environmental impacts, that the adminis-
trative record does not resolve the critical
environmental issues raised by this proj-
ect and that the proposed permit condi-
tions may not provide adequate safe-

“l am not convinced,” he went on,
“that the project as proposed will avoid
environmental harm to the extent practi-
cable or that the proposed permit condi-
tions will minimize or compensate for
damage to the fisheries, wildlife habitat
and recreation areas."

Reilly’s decision initiated a new round of
consultations and reviews. At this point it is
impossible to predict the results of that
process. But regardless of how that process
is resolved, we must begn 10 heal the deep
divisions that have developed within our
state during the Two Forks debate.

I hold a commitment to strong economic
growth in Colorado, and I know the impor-
tance of providing an adequate supply of
water for the metropolitan area. I continue
to believe that an aggressive, metropolitan-
wide conservation program must be one
foundation of such a water supply plan. -

But I have always recognized that con-
servation alone will not be enough to pro-
vide water supplies for the Front Range
over the long term. That is whv 1 have
stressed the im%nance of deveiog_ngr a
com ensive { incluges not onlv
Conservation bul also_the construction o]
structura! sources of water thal hzve

broacd T: In our state, ] &m convanc- o
1 such alternauves exist. .

Tim Wit i3 C s D us. &
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WILLIAM L. ARMSTRONG [
COLORADO

Alnifed Dlafes DHenate

(@;‘, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20510

May 16, 1989

Mr. Allen Miller

President, Natural Energy Resources Company
P.0. Box 567

Palmer Lake, Colorado 80133

Dear Mr. Miller:

Thank you for your letter of May 5, 1989
requestlng a Congressional 1nvestlgat10n regarding
omissions of alternatives to the Metro Denver Water
Supply Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

I do not believe such an investigation is
warranted. The Final EIS stated that more than 100
alternative water supply sources were considered,
including groundwater, reuse and approx1mately 50
reservoir 51tes in the Platte Basin.

The City and County of Denver with the Metro
Denver Water Providers, a group of 40 metro cities,
counties and special districts, locally funded the $40
million, 8 year environmental impact study (EIS).

That study grew from a 1981 statewide water
roundtable which represented a variety of interests
from throughout the Colorado, and a system EIS. This
statewide and multi-government cooperation helped in
settlement of key water litigation among Denver,
northern Colorado agricultural interests, and
Colorado’s West Slope.

The coalition of 41 governments represents
unprecedented cooperation to responsibly provide an
adequate, stable future water supply for more than half
the state’s population.

Thank you for writing and expressing your
concerns.

Best regards. "’———————f//’

WwilNiam L. Arms¥fong éf'

WLA:ck

S Lt ey
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L of 1aws. But often the most powerful of them

. is the Law of Unintended Consequences —
-the principle which states that when government sets
out to do one thing it often unintentionally does some-
-thing quite different. Now, that law may be about to

W‘E SUPPOSEDLY live under a government

reverse 15 years of suburban growth and core city -

Stagnation in the Denver area.
- In 1974 Colorado voters approved the Poundstone
amendment to the state constitution, thus halling
Denver's annexations — largely because suburban
volers feared such annexations would drag them into
Denver's court-ordered school busing. The amend-
‘ment stopped Denver County’s growth cold — but did
nothing 1o reduce growth in the metropoli-
lan area 2s a whole. Hence it ended up by stagnating
Denver and supercharging growth in the suburbs.
. Now, in the spring of 1989, two mighty political en-
gines are charging ahead on parallel tracks. Their
combined effect may have the unintended conse-
‘quence of slowing growth in the suburbs and revitaliz-
ing the core city of Denver. The first event is Den-
ver's decision to build 2 new airport on 53.5 square
miles of land acquired from Adams County last year
in the firsi-ever voter-approved annexation under the
"Poundstone amendment. If Denver volers approve’

“Two Forks veto may redirect urban

But Denver can. Ev
has adequate supplies
present needs, supply
the redevelopment of
parts of the city.

Of course, if the metropolitan are:
bility, the consequences
n't be all bad ejther.
the greatest need for
ustria) and commercial
ese two counties are carrying by
rting the area's hu-

that project on Tuesday, they wil) free the existing
4.700 acres of Stapleton Airport for redevelopment —
2 huge area already well-served by roads, utilities
and other urban services.

Of course, just having land available to serve new
industrial, commercial and residential developers
doesn’t mean they will come to Denver. But the sec-
ond event — the EPA's veto of the proposed Two
Forks Dam — may give them no choice.

In many suburban communities, growth-oriented -
public officials are close to panic. Many believe that
without the new water supplies that Two Forks would
assure them, they can't promise developers the long-

-term water supplies they need.

growth back to Denver Coun

rebellions in recent years as voters protested against
what they perceived as runaway development.
While developers view
most enticing sites, citizens
)v are skeptica) toward development. Suburbanites
the suburbs to get away from the city in the
first place — and don't want to recreate core-city
congestion in their suburban en

en without Two Forks, Denver
of water to take care of its
the new airport, and support
Stapleton and other desirable

these three counties as the
who live in them general-

a’s future growth
is determined by water availa
won't be perfect. But they wo
Denver and Adams County
new growth, especi
tax base, because th
burdens in suppo!
man services needs. With the new airport catalyzing
in Denver and Adams County, Denver has the
to serve that growth. For its part, Adams
has the most practical alterna-
Thornton's innovative plan
m northern Colorado

the social landscape
that would result from letting water availability drive
development in metropolitan Denver may prove
more desirable to most voters than the present prac-
tice of letting the developers play local governments
against each other in bidding
ply the most intensive and le

wars as 10 who will sup-
asi-regulated develop-
County, in general,
tives to Two Forks — as
10 bring in irrigation water fro
has proved. Aurora, which also carri
share of the regional burdens,
ter sysiem and some pra
controversial — allernativ

That leaves Arapahoe,
counties — afflueni suburb:

w -
ks and in favor of the ne:

T
1 1 — TEE Verv combination that would ]
talize the core City economically While preserving

me o ‘about it, maybe the voterl
smarter than the developers give them credics.:
And maybe these consequences aren't so unintende:

jlan voters agai

has an independent wa-
— if expensive and
es to Two Forks.

Jefferson and Douglas
an enclaves with litlle
and their tax bases and little water to

AD three counties have seen citizen  Bob Ewegen is assistant editorial page edttor of The Post

support growih.
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P.O.Box 567 « Palmer Lake, Colorado 80133 « (719) 481-2003 « FAX (719) 481-4013
April 21, 1989

Colorado Congressional Delegation
Washington, D. C. 80510, 80515

Dear Senators Armstrong and Wirth; Representatives Brown,
Campbell, Hefley, Schafer, Schroeder, and Skaggs:

EPA's review of the Two Forks Dam Study irregularities
(summary attached) is certain to sustain Mr. Reilly's courageous
decision to veto the permit.

It would be a travesty for Colorado if the Republican side
of our Congressional Delegation splits with the Bush
Administration on this critical environmental issue. National
environmental groups and the media are already characterizing
Colorado as being environmentally insensitive, and the adverse
pub11c1ty can rapidly escalate. It is a growing certainty that
investment capital gravitates away from those states that appear
politically divided on important environmental issues.

In spite of the Denver Water Department's relentless 50 year
position to the contrary, Two Forks would cause serious,
unmitigable, environmental damage to nationally important natural
resources. As indicated in our April 19th Two Forks
Alternatives presentation for Colorado's Congressional
Delegation, this destruction is entirely unnecessary . There are
several advanced alternatives that are superior, but purposely
overlooked in the studies to protect an obsolete concept.

Thornton's ongoing City-Farm Recycling Project to pump
60,000 acre feet of high quality Cache La Poudre irrigation water
to Northern Denver suburbs before it is recycled back to the
farms is designed to protect Northern Colorado's environment and
agriculture. Arapahoe County's ongoing high altitude Union Park
storage and siphon project from the wuntapped Gunnison will
increase Metro Denver's safe yield by 140,000 acre feet, while
providing needed drought protection for the river environments on
both slopes. These two environmentally sound projects have twice
the yield of Two Forks for about half the unit cost.

Copies of our presentation slides are enclosed for your

further consideration.
SlncereZES)::;;zf

Allen D. (Dave) Miller, President

ADM/bm
Encls: Two Forks Irregularities; Alternatives Presentation.
cc: local, state, and federal officials.



April, 1989
TWO FORKS DAM STUDY IRRBEGULARITIES

Investigation will confirm the following Two Forks study irregularities:

1. The Two Forks site-specific study is fatally flawed, because it did
not seriously consider several superior alternatives, including the Gunnison,
Green Mountain, and City-Farm Recycling options.

2. Contrary to required study procedures, the Denver Water Department
(DWD) pressured the Corps into starting the site-specific analysis before
completing a proper system-wide review that should have identified all
reasonable alternatives for detailed study.

3. The site-specific analysis only seriously considered the South Platte
dam alternatives that fit DWD's Upper Colorado and South Platte water rights.

4. Less than 10% of the total study cost was used for evaluating the
other South Platte dam options identified in the faulted scoping process.

5. About half of the total study cost was for premature Two Forks Dam
design work and duplicate environmental studies hired by DWD to influence the
same work being done by the responsible permitting agencies.

6. EPA was the only permitting agency that did not accept reimbursement
of study expenses from Two Forks proponents.

7. Several key professional staff members of the Corps, Fish and
Wildlife, and EPA were transferred and/or directly pressured by superiors and
proponent managers when their study results and recommendations were contrary
to Two Forks.

8. About 11% of the total study cost was for management and extra legal
monitoring by DWD and the Metro Providers to influence results and control
concerned providers who relied on DWD's strategy and technical advice.

9. The EIS Water Supply Analysis did not include any of the safe annual
yields from several more efficient and 1less damaging ongoing projects,
including Thornton's City-Farm Recycling Project (60,000 af), Aurora's
Arkansas Exchange Project (17,000 af), Arapahoe County's Union Park Storage
Project from the untapped Gunnison (140,000 af), and DWD's Green Mountain
Pumpback Project (120,000 af).

10. The critical 1984 Governor's Round Table and state 1§gislative
resolutions to dam the South Platte were engineered by representatives whose
legal firm was receiving $millions from DWD's Two Forks effort.

11. The EIS cost of Two Forks does not include the construction and
environmental cost of West Slope compensatory storage that DWD hastily
promised the Colorado River District to resolve Two Forks water right
litigation just prior to the December 1986 release of the Corps' Draft EIS.

12. The participating officer of the engineering firm hired by the Cons
to write the "impartial" EIS had a serious conflict of interest as an active
board member of a water district promoting Two Forks.

In spite of efforts to control study results, the EIS found Two Forks to
be the most environmentally damaging of the limited options considered.
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_Smfate doeén’t _—

‘need Two Forks

The recent decision by Environ-
mental Protection Agency Director
William Reilly to overturn the Two
Forks dam project is, perhaps, the
single most impressive action 1

“have seen from Washington in
many years. Reilly is to be com-
mended for “bucking a stacked
deck” and doing what is right,
rather than what is expedient.

Colorado does not need this

" dam. Rather, it needs a comprehen-

sive water plan for the future,
which would recognize all of our
water resources. To continue
“dewatering the already overbur-
dened Upper Colorado River Basin
when other excellent options are
available, such as the largely un-
tapped Upper Gunnison River
Basin, simply does not make sense.
Two Forks represents what is not

“iin Colorado’s best interests, nor

those of neighboring water com-
pact states.

Reilly’s decision will force Colo-
- rado to assess all water resources,
rather than bowing to the will,
power and money of the Denver
Water Board, which continues to
try and push this project through
using political muscle. In addition,
: Reilly's action will save one of the

best trout rivers in the state, and a
canyon of inestimable scenic and
tourist-dollar value.

It appears that the issue is now
becoming a partisan political foot-
ball. With global warming, oil
spills, acid rain, cte., much in the
news, it's my opinion that ecologi-
cal and environmental platforms
will determine the next set of elec-

‘ tions, both in Colorado and nation-
ally. The smart politician should
weigh carefully the impact of
backing this controversial project
before “diving in."”

Lastly, 1 would encourage other
Coloradans to write, expressing
their appreciation and support, to
William Reilly, administrator, EPA,
401 M Street, S.W., Washington,
D.C. 20460. Send copies to your

-

as well. If the Denver Water Board
“wins, Colorado loses.

— Douglas H. Barber

Colorado Springs
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dintoncen  Lyom secl bon 1ines, mJ

applied for hevein lles consists ©
with headgntes on the stream and [ive spri
the stream, I1llinois Gulch. ’

The entire water system applled for herein lies wit
Hﬂrth, n.“bHF‘Q "; Basl , W.M.P.M., in the Suiwl i“‘[

and the NWINMY, Section 20, alsn sometimes known a .
Independent Resurvey, dated Harch 2, 1934. @Gunnison County,

Colorado.

. Diteli Headpate No, 1, 1llinois Gulch Irrigatien anﬂ Domescic
Water System: the point of diversion of this ditch 1s described as a
point on the left hank of 1llinois Guleh 125 [eet South of the North
1ine and 540 feet East of the West line of said Seccion 23.

B. Diceh leadpute MNo. 2, Illinois Guleh Irrigation and Domescic
Woter System: the point of diversion of this headgate is described as
belng at a point 2450 feet South of the North line and 260 feet Easc
of the West line of said Section 3.

C. Ditch Headgate HNo. 3, Illinols Gulch Irrigation and Domescic
Water System: Che polnt of diversion of this headgate is described as
belug at a point 1730 feet North of the Scouth line and 510 feecr Easc
of the West line of said Sececion 23.

D. Diteh Meadgate MNo. 4, Lllinois Gulch Irrigation and Domestic
Water System: the point of diversion of this headgace is described as
being at a point 860 feet North of the Scuth line and 640 feec East of
the West line of said Section 3.

E. Spring No. 1, Illinoiy Gulch ITrrdipation and Domestic Water
System: the point of diversion ol this spring 1= described as being
at a polnt 1100 Leet South of the Horeh line and 255 (eet East of the
West line of sanid Section 23.

E. Spring HNe. 2, Illinois Culeh  Irripation and Domesti

ystem: the polnt of diversion of thir spring 18 densccibed :, :;1::=::
a point 1320 Lect South of the North line and 260 feet East of ch
_Htit_llun of suid Secclon 23. St

"‘
o : A gy j
i = G. Spring HNo. 3. . Tilinols Guleh Jdrrigation and Domose
Syecant the ratnt 'of uiversion of Ciis spring 1s desceibed as
ZUVLIAMEIBOCEAL, cle Bt ILETand’ 125 e i afsurlt

S8
‘The Cou
a Count
body co

c/o Boa
Attn: |
5334 5o
Littletq

2. Names ©O
N UnN

Thi

distance of

Chaffee and |
of the South
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iha West line of said Section 23,

E. Spring No. I, Illinois Gulch Trrigation and ﬁumtptich Fltgr
System: the point of diversion of this spring is described as being

at o point 1100 Leet South of the North line and 255 teet Enst of the
West line of safd Section 23.

F. Speing No. 2, Illinois Guleh Tfrripation and w& Water
System: the point of diverstion of this spring is d*oﬂctIMerhhﬂ. l=
a point 1120 teet South of the North line and 260 feet East of the
West line of said Sccrlon 23. *

G. Spring No. 3, Illinots Guleh Irrigation and w#&ﬂ Infl-tf!

System: the poiut of diversion of this spring is described as bii‘“ﬂ 7
at a point 2390 feet South of che North line and 125 ;£iji'!:é _t“‘t of the )

West line of said Section 2Z3.

H. Spring Wo. &,

I11inois Gulch Irrigation and Domestic Water
System:

the point of diversion of this spring 15 . described as being

at a point 2419 feet North of the South line and 135 feet East of the
West line of sald Section 23,

g8 Spring Ne. 5, Illinois Gulch

Ircigation and Domestic Water The
System: the point of diversion of this headgate is described as being daylights in f
at n point 2135 f{eet North of the Souch line and 290 fFeot East of the will follow tt
West line of said Seccion 23, River Valley &
under the Arka
&, Source: (eributnry and river) 1llinoiy Guleh, a tribucary of Quartz the Town of Bu
Creek, a tributary ol Tomichi Creek, o cributary of the Gunnison traverse direc
River. the South Fork
northw
o A, Date of Initiation of appropriation: July 17, 1920 hwest of T
6. Amount claimed: 0.5 c.f.s, { X ) Absoluce relatively f£laf
0.111 c.f.8. ( X ) Conditional Reservoir.
1. Use or proposed usec: Absolute for dirrigation, scock water and A loc
wildlife preservation; and condicional for domescie purposes, Clerh
A. 1f icripation, complete the following: B. WILLC
(a/k/
Humber of acres histerically irripgaced: 10t acres:
proposed to be irrigated: L0* acres. A SYyS
tunnel carrying
Legal description of acreape: Applicanc's predecessor in rcicle
obtained an U. 3,

tributaries of

PaLtent to the land alcer proving up on July 17, Creek Tunnel in
1920, Applicant opuns the troct of land above described consisting of

) 1602 acres. The acreage irripated lies in the creek bottom a distance c. TAYLO
of one mile. The irrigated acreage 15 comprised of threes AR te At s : i :
ficat served hy Ditch | and Springs 1 and 2, che second by Ditch 2 ioa H&héﬁ
Springs 3 ur;d 4, and the third and most southerly by Ditches 3 and 4 Park Reservoir :
and, Spring 3. The .dasery : S e e

(&1 Rese r. :
applicanct's land Jles within Township 50 North, Range S ::a:t L S
N.H.P.M., dn the SWINWE and the WiSWL of Section 23, and the NWiNKE n.i, i
Section 26, sometimes known as Tracc 40 U.S.G.S. Independent Res B
dated Harch 2, 1934, Gunnison County, Colorado. i Cistata bbb
A B. 1f non-irri

ation, desordibe purpose fully,

Domestic use.

:l:: nddress of owner ol land on unh:;-f ““f" Q .ﬂg‘:'"_ 100 _and

N



BB, 746
Water
of

North
iversion
e of

e for

962,

.06
for

rat Main
ha PLoDi
face Water
(STem,.

iistance and
Tter corner;
tion 11.um'l£r g
f:EEE“—HErui;
1lon ditches

tributary to

v Township 50
t 40, U.5.G.S5.

_ounty,

and Domestcic
described as a
h of the North
23.

v and Domestic
is described as
i 260 Eeer Easc

n and Domescic
is described as
id 510 Feet East

on and Domescle
18 described as
640 feet East of

Domescic WHater
sscribed as being
leet East of che

i Domestic Mater
tibed as Lelng ar
[eet Easc of thae

d Domestic Wacer
described as being
5 feet East of the
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Handersnn, Pi?r

attorneys, John R.
Boulder, Colorado
(conditional),

- - o

80306; Application £or ﬂntﬂ‘t Stamga Right.n ZE,
Sur face Water Righta and for a Change of Water

Right as follows:

This Application ls filed in tha alternative to the
hppllcatlun of Arapahoe County preSently pending before this
Court in Case No, 86CW226, The unﬁs substantial difference
between the two Applications is the information concerning
appropriative acts set forth in p graph 5. A motion 1!
presently pending before this Coutt which presents the issue of
validity of the appropriative actd asserted in Case No. 86CW226 -
whether a private entity can, initi@te an appropriation for a

municipal water right which right s acquired by municipal user-
or users prier to the date of tri Hhﬂ&'vtfﬁﬂﬁs ruling on that

motion an eventual appeal appears certain, glven the significance
of the Union Park project, and now. that the issues have been

ralsed, Applicant will be at risk until a final decision is
renderei by the Colorado Supreme Court. The appropriative acts
claimed

in the present Application assert a different, but later,
date of appropriation creating the risk that they may be junior
to competing applications currently pending before this Court,
These are the reasons that thn present Applicatio