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One person’s view of a park in peril

Union Park hangs

ies which put places like Pitkin, Ohio
City and Gold Creek on the map.
Eventually, the placer played out
and the ore dwindled. But cattlemen
saw the park for what was above the
ground -- grass. A cow camp was
built at the head of Union Canyon and
tion of what Taylor Park was once like ranchers in the Tomichi Valley ran
before Taylor Reservoir filled mast of their herds up to the park and sum-
IL. mered them in the sage and grass
Others close their eyes and envi- along Lottis Creck and in Taylor Park
sion water and money. to the north.
In the last 100 years, Union Park For several generations, the park
has seen a lot of changes. But the next - has been an important part of ranch-
few decades could be the most dra- ing in the Gunnison area, but things
matic for the park. The Front Range change. Nowadays, ranchers along
county of Arapahoe has purchased a Tomichi Creek have fallen on hard
plan to build a reservoir which would times and the number of cattle in
flood Union Park with one of the Union and Taylor parks has plummet-
largest bodies of water in the state. A ed

pipeline would run beneath the -Toda}'. the park plays host to a

By TOM REED
Times Editor

Different people see Union Park
different ways. |

To some, the broad expanse Is a
look into the past, perhaps a sugges-

Continental Divide, carrying Western
Slope water to lawns and toilets in the
metropolis of Denver.

In the meantime, a battle over the
park has filled the water courts of the
Western Slope with lawyers and the
lawyers' pockets with cash. It's a fight
between residents of Colorado which
promises to carry on for at least a
dozen ycars.

Late in the 1800s, Union Park was
the target of a hardy breed of man
commonly known as prospectors.
They came into the park in droves,
exploring and staking out claims by
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smattering of fishermen who cast for
trout in meandering Lottis Creek or
cast into the beaver ponds of Cameron
Creek or bushwhack to high mountain
lakes near the park. An occasional
family picnics in the park, enjoying
the broad vistas from the Continental
Divide, south to Fairview Peak. A few
hikers, horsemen and motorcyclists
try out the trails in and around the

par_k_, but for the most part, Union sits

waiting out its fate while the lawyers

get rich.,

_ What a rancher or an outdoorsman
l_'nlg_l'.ll. SCC one way, an engineer sees
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the target of a hardy breed of man
commonly known as prospcclors.
They came into the park in droves,
exploring and staking out claims by
the dozens. Old placer claims and
workings can still be seen in the
broad, grassy bottom of the park and
mines dot the hills around-it. Just to
the south of the park were the ore bod-

waiting out its fate while the lawyers
gel rich.

What a rancher or an outdoorsman
might see one way, an engineer secs
another. Lotts Creck is spawned high
on the slopes of Fairview Peak to the
south of Union Park. The creek flows
to the north out of the mountains,
slowed by the industrious becaver

before emerging ir
the stream lakes a
weslt, flowing into

Getting to Union Park l

Union Park is not hard to find and is an easy drive from Gunnison.
To reach the park, travel north on Highway 135 10 Almont. At Almont,

 —

take the Taylor Canyon Road to the cast, traveling up scenic Taylor Canyon.
Once out of the canyon and in Taylor Park, travel along the rim of Taylor
Reservoir. Where the the road bends to the north near Cranorville, take a
right before the bridge crossing Willow Creck. Follow this dirt road for
about a half mile to Forest Service road 752. This good dirt road climbs up

through a forest of lodgepole pine before dropping over into Union Park.
One can continue on this road 10 Union Park Cow Camp and Lotlis
Creek, or can follow any one of a dozen small dirt roads leading off into the
tmber. Stunning views of Fairview Peak  are to the south and the
Contingnipl Rivide is vigwez| 10 the north from
Lows Freck is filled with small brown trout, which readily take a small
fliecs or bait. Other tributaries, the most prominent of which is Cameron
Creck, offer fishing in beaver ponds for brown and brook trout.
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Union Park Cow Camp, that
Arapahoe County wants to build 1ts
dam,

The reservoir would cover the
sage and grass of the park back into
the lodgepole forests, inundating the
entire park. It would drown the cow
camp, the remnants of the park's min-
ing past, and the meandering troul-
filled stream.

In return, a vast, relatively shallow
reservoir would be born, with a
pipeline pumping water from Taylor
Reservoir to the new lake and another
nipeline pumping water. 1o the Eran

Range. Though proponents out the B

future lake as a top lake trout fishery,
it seems hard to believe that trophy
mackinaw will thrive in a lake 'so
shallow, where a pumping station dis-
turbs the thermocline (levels of differ-
ent water temperature) on a daily, or
even hourly basis. Such a disturbance
could also harm the éxisting trout
fishing in Taylor Reservoir.

During much of the year, it is
entirely possible that the reservoir
will be a mudflat, drawn down by the
thirsty Front Range during peak
demand.

But the impacts of the proposal go
beyond the flooding of a unique
Gunnison Country mountain park.
Drowned, 100, will be a way ol life.

This view of Union Park is

Park. The proposed reservolir

Ranchers are a tenacious lot and it 1S Pipeli
Peline would carry water acr

::Lrl.li.ncl;fr possible that they will once
again thrive. Union Park will play an
Important role in that return, as it
always has. Not only will Tomichi
Vu{ley ranchers need to depend on
Union Park to stay a park, but other
local ranchers would feel the impacts

of trans-mountain diversion, as pres-
Sums 1o Sﬂ'.l] Wwater rohte ars el = A




throughout the park. The area was the
1g activity In Gunnison County during
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enl water Iemperatur n a dail
even hourly basis. Such a disturbance
could also harm the ¢x

fishing in Taylor Reservoir.

During much ol the ycar, 101§
entirely possible that the reservoir
will be a mudflat, drawn down by the
thirsty Front Range during peak
demand.

But the impacts of the proposal go
beyond the flooding of a unique
Gunnison Country mountain park.
Drowned. 00, will be a way of life.
Ranchers are a tenacious lot and it is
entircly possible that they will once
again thrive. Union Park will play an
important role in that rcturn, as it
always has. Not only will Tomichi
Valley ranchers need to depend on
Union Park to stay a park, but other
local ranchers would feel the impacts
of trans-mountain diversion, as pres-
sures to sell water rights are applied.

The choices, are fairly simple: a
mud(lat and a sterile bathtub of a lake,
or a wild park. It all depends on one's
point of view.

Once Union Park is gone, it's gone
for good.
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Powers that be have ignored options to Two Forks Dam J

Denver Water Department has systematically suppressed the examination of viable water alternatives

The scandalous Two Forks Dam project
is fast becoming a major national embar-
rassment for Colorado. Unfortunately,
Colorado’s leaders seem afraid to stop the
dam’s federal permitting before our state’s

Allen
Miller

Commentary

economy and image are seriously damaged
by a major legal and PR battle with almost
every national environmental group.

Denver’s controversial Two Forks Pro-
ject is scandalous because several superior
alternatives have been purposely omitted
from the $40 million environmental study
to protect the 50-year obsession of the
Denver Water Department (DWD).

As a result, the Corps of Engineers is
about to issue a Two Forks construction
permit that will forever destroy a treasured
canyon with national environmental sig-
mﬁcancc

DWD’s latest political maneuvering for
Two Forks started in the early 1980s, when
it succeeded in convincing Gov. Lamm’s
Water Round Table Committee of the
need to dam the South Platte. The Round
Table members were mostly prominent,
non-engineering water ‘‘experts’’ with a
Two Forks bias and little choice but to
accept DWD’s technical advice. Costs and
environmental comparisons of obvious
options were never considered. As a result,
the ill-advised Round Table group obedi-

ently endorsed DWD’s dream of dammmg
the South Platte,

This endorsement was then used in 1985
to convince Colorado’s naive Legislature
to pass H.B. 1088, authorizing ‘‘a major

multipurpose water project for the benefit

of the Denver metropol:tan area on the
South Platte River.”

Because of these supposed mandates
from Colorado’s governor and Legisla-
ture, the Corps felt safe in limiting the
study to South Platte dam sntes and conser-
vation measures.

In response to the Corps’ Fmal EIS,
Gov.. Romer is now trying to carry water
on both shoulders with his June 10, 1988,
statement on Two Forks. He is inhibiting
the better options by asking the Corps to
issue a 25-year permit to construct Two
Forks as an ““insurance policy’’ for future
growth. He has also created water develop-
ment confusion by saying, ‘“Colorado
should build Two Forks only as a last
resort.”’

Meanwhile, DWD continues to intimi-
date the governor and Colorado’ s water
establishment with its threat to cut off
future water taps to the 42 dependent
metro Denver water districts if they don’t
blindly support Two Forks. Under the
guise of “‘metro cooperation,”” DWD has
made water blackmail into a fine science.

If Gov. Romer is really serious about
alternatives, he should immediately ask the
Corps to issue a supplemental environmen-
tal impact statement that considers at least
three of the major ongoing structural alter-
natives that were conveniently ‘‘over-
looked’’ in the study process.

For example, DWD already has a major
study that indicates its Green Mountain
Exchange Project is less damaging and
more efficient than Two Forks. In fact,
DWD recently filed on the Green Moun-

tain water rights as a backup to Two
Forks.

Thornton’s ongoing City-Farm Recy-
cling Project is another ignored option
that could be expanded and accelerated to
provide more water, for less cost and dam-
age, than Two Forks. If metro Denver
would use only a small portion of the irri-
gation waters currently being diverted
from the West Slope before it is recycled to
East Slope farms, the need for additional
use of the Upper Colorado headwaters
would be greatly reduced.

Arapahoe County’s ongoing project to
use a fraction of the vast surplus flood
flows of the untapped Upper Gunnison is
the third major water alternative that has
been systematically ignored. Highly
respected international engineering firms
have recently estimated that a large, off-
river conservation reservoir at Union Park
on the Gunnison side of the Continental
Divide could increase the efficiency of
Denver’s system 40 percent more than Two
Forks for about 60 percent of the cost.

Curiously, all of these major structural
alternatives are hardly mentioned in the
EIS, while being diligently pursued by
metro Denver’s largest public entities.

Colorado supports 70 percent of our
nation’s water attorneys, who pride them-
selves on how well our system works in
allocating the state’s water resources for
the public’s greater good. However, when
powerful non-elected officials can use old
water rights and economic intimidation to
demand ‘‘cooperation’’ from Colorado’s
leaders, the entire process becomes sus-
pect.

Although it takes great political courage
to challenge the Denver Water Depart-
ment, Colorado’s leaders and media
should insist on a fair comparison of all
viable options before the Corps dutifully

issues a permit that further solidifies the
relentless momentum of Two Forks. With
Colorado’s current slow growth, we cer-
tainly have the time to prevent water devel-
opment paralysis and a disastrous
environmental blunder.

Allen Miller is president of Natural
Energy Resources Co. in Palmer Lake.
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%umra loses challenge
to Arapahoe water plan

By Bill McBean
Denver Post Staff Writer

AURORA — The city has been
booted out of court by a judge who
says Aurora doesn’t have the right
to challenge the creation of an
Arapahoe County utilities depart-
ment.

In a ruling received Thursday,
District Judge George B. Lee said
the city hasn’t proven any harm
done to its citizens, so il can’t pro-
ceed with legal action to stop the
county from competing with water
and sewer services.

At the heart of the issue is which
entity will be better able to attract
office and industrial development,

Note

A recent

which supplies more tax dollars
than it uses up in municipal ser-
vices.

The city contends the county
shouldn’t build its utility with tax

money from residents who live in

cities that already have utilities.

But Lee's ruling, dated Tuesday

and received by the county Thurs-
day, says city residents have no
protection against a tax increase
thal might result from utility start-
up cosls. i

Last week, the county formed
the Arapahoe Waler and Wastewa-
ter Authority. The authority will
absorb the Arapahoe Water and
Sanitation District, a utility formed

Corps of Engineers'

computer simulation has
confirmed that an average
annual diversion of 60,000
acre feet from a large
Gunnison reservoir at Union
Park c¢an increase the safe

annual yield of Metro Denver's

existing
acre

Forks,

system Dby
feet.
increase is 20% more than
and

120,000
yield
Two
and

This

the cost

environmental damage would be

substantially

of this

multiplier

high
Reservoir

multi-year

for Dboth

previously

altitude

slopes
meeting Metro Denver's
requirements. A
dam on the South Platte

Because
unknown
massive

Park
provide

insurance
while still
growth
destructive
would

less.

effect, a

Union
can
drought

not be required.

eight 'years ago by landowners

near Centennial Airport. il
The county says it doesn't fore- |

see any tax increase. The authority

- will repay a $6.5 million loan from

the county and eventually the au-
thority will be operated solely with
user fees. -

County leaders hope the authori-
ty will be able to buy 60,000 acre-
feet of Gunnison River Basin wa-
ter. An acre-foot is about 326,000
gallons, or enough to cover one
acre at the depth of 1 foot.

That water, however, also is
sought by Aurora and is the subject
of a bitter dispute between the two.
Delta Water Court will decide who
gets the water, which is enough to
supply- about 240,000 people for a
year.

County attorneys say Aurora's
effort to come up with documents
to show wrongdoing by the county
has strained relations between the
two governments.
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Feds put up, $120 OOO
toward water study

" Bureau would not contribute that
money toward phase two unless the "

by Laura Anderson

Results on the first phase of the
Upper Gunnison/Uncompahgre Ba-
sin water study aren’t even finalized
yet, but the U.S. 1989 budget contains
$120,000 toward phase two of the
study to go to the Bureau of Reclamdo
tion.

According to Brent Eulenberg,
planning coordinator for the Bureau
of Reclamation in Grand Junction, the

State agrees to fund 60%. And he says
that the State probably would not

_ contribute that 60%, which works out

t0 $180,000 this year, “unless plans for *

* transmountain diversion are ac-
* cepted by the advisory committee

and the study participants.”

Profits from selling Gunnison
County water to the Front Range
could be used to fund projects in the .
Basin which the study recommends.
The cost of doing the study would:

projects built. If the county does not
want moneymaking projects, the

_ State might not want to keep putting
i up money, since its prospects for

repayment would be small.

According to Eulenberg, the °

purpose of the study is to examine
.. present water demand in the basin*
“. and to look at future growth scenal'-
" jos. Options could include things™ "
. from plans for reservoirs to improv-
ing wildlife habitat along. rivers.,;
However, thedescription of the stud y
‘given' to ‘thefederal government:
;seems to assume a transmountain :
dwersnon component. It reads, "the
purpose of the investigations would *
be to determine the most efficient use’;
of Gunnison River Basin waters forits |
citizens and thecitizens of the Statc of *

"comes back into a stream, for ex-

4

Colorado. The Gunnison River Basm .

has significant and valuable water -
resources with substantial storage. -
held in trust by Reclamation in the °
Wayne N. Aspinall Unit reservoirs. A -

R )

combining of east slope consumptive -

needs with the west slope environ-":

mental and recreational needs pro-

vides a unique opportunity for the -
State to distribute capital to achjeve

balanced economic development

While phase one looked at de- ¢
_pletion from irrigation, municipal

.among hlstoncally competing intero
- ests.”

and industrial uses of water in the -

Gunnison and Uncompahgre basins, ;i

phase two would look at models of -
possible diversions. It would also-"
look atreturn flows - how much water

ample, after it flows over a rancher’s -
field for irrigation purposes.” "’
* . Phaseonebeganin March, 1987,

“and cost $550,000, with approxi-

I
2

a

A.Q

Js

1

mately $80,000 coming from the Bu-"
also be paid back out of any water..reau of Reclamation, $30,000 coming :

from the local water districts, and the

bulk funded by the Colorado Water -

Resource and Power Development
Authority, a State agency. Phase two’
is scheduled for 1989 to 1992,

A phase three is also possible.
The Bureau of Reclamation estimated

-

“ POYRTC 0 e

that the total cost of a three- phase ':gi
“study would be $2,300,000. -~ ¥



November 28, 1988

P.O. Box 567

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

Appointed Legislators, HJR 1001, and
Colorado Water Conservation Board
1313 Sherman Street, Suite 721
Denver, Colorado 80203

RE: Public Comment, HJR 1001 Water Policy Meeting, Nov.28, 1988

Gentlemen:

The opportunity to give public comment before your water
policy group is appreciated.

The damaging Two Forks Dam proposal is potentially the most
important and devisive water policy issue in Colorado's history.
This is why Governor Romer has challenged Colorado's residents
and Legislature "to find an alternative solution". Your current
HJR 1001 Water Policy effort was also initiated largely in
response to this Two Forks controversy.

Several superior, but overlooked alternatives could readily
Supply Metro Denver's future water without damaging Colorado's
environment and dividing its people. However, your HJR 1001
agenda is completely side stepping this politically sensitive
alternatives issue.

Instead of dodging this critical issue, suggest your study

agenda be changed to include state funding of a 90 day
comparison of Two Forks with the "overlooked" alternatives. The
three most obvious alternatives are currently being actively
pursued by Metro Denver's largest public entities. Most of the
preliminary data for such a comparison is already available.
The investigation should be conducted by a highly reputable
water consulting firm that is completely free from the politigal
pressures of the Colorado water scene. A Joint Legislative
Resolution should also ask that federal permitting of Two Forks
be withheld until the reasonable options are properly evaluated.

The following statement for the public record, ti?led ?vo
Forks Expose', provides ample justification for 1legislative
inquiry into the Two Forks alternatives. ‘

Sincerelyz2
Allen D. (Dave) Miller
ADM/bm

Encl: Two Forks Expose' statement dated November 11, 1988

e
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Reservoir Content (1000 A.F.)

Arapahoe County Proposed
Union Park Water Supply Project

Denver Water Department
Modeled Reservoir Contents

Total Capacity

500

400:

300 -:

200

100

|}
9 60 65 70
Aprll (MInimum)

Water Year

74




Arapahoe Couﬁinty Proposed
Union Park Water Supply Project

Water Yield for Denver Water Dept. & State of Colorado

Min. Stream Flow Avg. Diversion

Increase in DWD
at Taylor Park Dam to Union Park

Safe Annual Yield

Cubic Feet Per Second Acre-Feeot Per Year Acre-Feet Per Year
Summer Winter
L L O EE—— SEEEeTTE———
200 50 60,000 120,000
160 60 80,000 140,000
100 50 100,000 160,000 ¥
*

or 20,000 Acre-Feet for Dry Year Releases

from Colorado Conservation Pool to Gunnison,
P@ §. Platte & Arkansas Rivers




Denver Water Department

Divertable Yields & Safe Annual Yields

Union Park Water Supply Project

435 TAF Union Park
Safe Annual Yield
(80 TAF/Y Supply)

295 TAF :
Current Safe
Annual Yleid
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Arapahoe Couﬁty Proposed

‘Union Park Water Suppiy Project

Cuplu.l Cost

Safe Annual Yield Increase
Capltal Cost / Acre-Foot
Annualized Cost / Acro-Foot

Future Expamlon

Expan. Annualized
Cost / Acre-Foot .

Environmental impact

System Comparison with
Collegiate Range Project

Union Park
$481 M
140,000 AC-FT
$3,450
a’ Jable%:-'-oc’-?a’
$305
160,000 AC-FT

$400-%$6500

Enhances Gunnison, Arkansas,
8. Platte & Upper Colorado

Collegiate Range

$650 M
73,000 AC-FT
$8,900
Rep i, 6k - 7750 %y
$750

None Planned

“.A‘

Damages Almont,
Increases Platie High Flows




Elevation
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Gunnisc;ﬁ Basin Collectign System
To Union Park Reservoir

y Taylor Park
z Reservoir

' —_—— To
-%ront Range
N Union Park

Water Yield 54,000 AF (Est.)
Construction Cost $290 M
Equivalent Pumping Cost $9 M

‘Cost Per Acre=Foot 25,500




Blue Mesa Pump Back To |
Union Park Reservoir

Blue Mesa
Reservoir

Water Yield

" Construction Cost
Equivalent Pumping Cost

Cost Per Acre-fFoot

| Taylor Park-\
Reservorr

/4

Union Park
Reservoir

/

150,000 AF (Est.)

$850 M
$S170 M

$5,700
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2.

3.

4.

5.

7.

PROPOSED
ARAPAHOE COUNTY
UNION PARK WATER SUPPLY PROJECT
(ADVANTAGE OVER COLLEGIATE RANGE PROJECT)

ABILITY TO MEET THE MINIMUM STREAMFLOW
REQUIREMENTS WITHOUT DRYING UP TAYLOR RIVER
REACH UPSTREAM OF ALMONT TO TAYLOR PARK
RESERYOIR.

DOES NOT REQUIRE REPLACEMENT RESERVOIR ON
EAST RIVER AND THUS PROTECT THE FISH
HATCHERY.

DOES NOT REQUIRE MAJOR STORAGE FACILITY ON
THE EASTERN SIDE OF THE CONTINENTAL DIVIDE
FOR REGULATION PURPOSES.

HAS REDUCED ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS (ONE
RESERVOIR SITE).

ABILITY TO DELIVER STORED WATER TO GUNNISON,
ARKANSAS, AND SOUTH PLATTE WATERSHEDS.

ITS COMMAND OF HIGHER ELEVATION CAN ENHANCE
THE YIELD OF DENVER'S EXISTING WATER SUPPLY
SYSTEM.

ENHANCEMENT OF RECREATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES IN
THE GUNNISON RIVER BASIN.
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COLORADO'S

UNION PARK WATER SUPPLY PROJECT

Governor Romer has challenged Colorado and its leaders to find
an alternative future water supply for Metro Denver that will save
the South Platte Canyon. The Upper Gunnison's overlooked Union Park
site is probably the best natural reservoir location in Colorado --
if not the country. The following is a brief summary of the
reasons why the Union Park Water Supply Project is the superior
water alternative for Colorado's future growth on both slopes:

1. Altitude Advantage The proposed Union Park Reservoir can
hold up to 1.1 million acre feet of water at 10,000 feet altitude
on the Gunnison side of the Continental Divide. This off river
location, with an ideal dam site, is a perfect fit with the basic
engineering maxim that water should be stored as high as possible
to maximize the multiple benefits for down river users.

2. Largest Untapped Water Source Colorado is entitled to
about a million acre feet of Gunnison water that is currently being
unused and lost to the down river states. Bureau of Reclamation
and other studies indicate there is as much as 600,000 acre—feet of
_surplus Upper Gunnison Basin water that could be used for East and
‘West Slope growth. The Metro Denver Water Supply EIS is fatally
flawed because it did not seriously consider this viable Gunnison
alternative from Colorado's largest untapped water source.

3. Environmental Enhancement By pumping surplus Gunnison
flood waters into Union Park with high tech reversible
pump-generators, these waters can be released by simple gravity
siphon and conduits to the Gunnison, South Platte, and Arkansas
rivers in the critical drought periods when the fragile ecosystems
are endangered. The threatened Upper Colorado River tributaries
and tourist areas can also be saved from Denver's future plans to
further dewater this important area that currently has 19
diversions to the East Slope. With Union Park, the population
growth needs of both slopes can be met as an adjunct to Union
Park's unique capability to enhance Colorado's four major river
environments.

4. Economic Efficiency Using the same estimating criteria as
the Metro Denver EIS, major international engineering firms have
confirmed that Union Park can increase Metro Denver's safe water
yield 40% more than Two Forks for 60% of the cost per unit of
yield. Union Park can also double the yield of Aurora's proposed
Collegiate Range diversion from the Gunnison for less than half the
cost. The surprising efficiency of Union Park for Metro Denver @as
been 1largely confirmed by Corps of Engineers' computer analysis.
By collecting and holding large volumes of water in high altitude
storage for release only in cyclic drought periods, Union park can
increase the operating efficiency of Denver's existing reservoirs
so they can capture more of the Upper Colorado and South Platte
flood waters that are currently spilled in wet periods. Computer
modeling shows that an average annual diversion of only 80,000 acre
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feet from Union Park can increase the safe annual yield of Denver's ' -
system by 140,000 acre feet. ivaporation losses from the high j:z‘ﬁ)
altitude Union Park Reservoir wou1§~B€-63Iy’6ﬁe-fourth the amount

lost from the low altitude Two Forks concept. Union Park's highly
flexible and responsive 42 mile siphon to the South Platte can move

1000 acre feet per day to Denver when it is needed in dry periods
without the neé@——for additional storage and/or regulating
reservoirs on the East Slope.

5. Unifying Influence Although Colorado has large volumes of
renewable water for future growth, outmoded concepts, inadequate
planning, and East vs. West Slope conflicts have inhibited an
objective approach to the state's water development. Since Union
Park has major economic and environmental advantages for both
slopes, it can help create a spirit of cooperation and a climate
wvhere new water ideas can receive objective consideration based on
their merit. Governor Romer's wise call for a fresh look at
alternatives is both courageous and timely. :

For more information on Colorado's Union Park Water Supply
Project, contact Dave Miller, Natural Energy Resources Company,
P.0. Box 567, Palmer Lake, CO. 80133, (719) 481-2003.

Taylor Park S—
Crested ~ \ CREEK

Butte TUNNEL/ — —
eR @ PIPELINE
L/
Union Park

BLUE MESA

Union Park Water Supply Project
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Drying up the Upper Colorado |

24 percent of the tolal historic water flow

from Colorado’s Rlue, Fraser and Willlams
Fork rivers, and the controversial ‘Twe Forks project
is destined lo take another 17 percent. Homestake
IT's impact on the Eagle River and the planned fulure
expansions of both projects will only worsen a very
serious environmental problem for these Upper Colo-
rado River tributaries.

Ironically, because of Denver Water Depariment
and Metro Water Froviders policles, the Denver area
continues to seriously degrade its best recreational
river environments on both siopes. There are already
nine water-diversion tunnels from the Upper Colora-
do River Basin to the Iast Slope.

Meanwhile, the neighboring Upper Gunnison Basin
is just as accessible and even weller. But this basin
remains untouched hy any transmountain diversions.
A recent detailed study by a major engineering com-
pany confirms old Bureau of Reclamation sludies
that a large Upper Gunnison reservoir is a more

A ﬂlﬂ‘ﬂ(W()LlT/\N Denver already has taken
<

.cost-effective, environmentally sound water source

for the Kastern Slope and Denver. The Corps of Engi-
noors agrees thal one acre-fool of dry-year supply
from Guuiison can increase the safe yield of Den-
ver's existing reservoirs by two acre-feet.

Yet, this obvious source was completely ignored in
the five-year Metro Denver Water Supply Draft EIS
sludy that recently identified Two Forks and the
same Upper Colorado tributaries as the best waler
alternative for Denver area growth,

This gross imbalance in the strategic use of our
state’s crilical water resources would never happen
in any other Western state. Colorado is, unfortunate-
ly, the only Western stale without writlen policy
guidelines for water development. Instead, our exec-
ulive, legislatlive and judicial branches struggle with
the 100-year-old prior appropriation doctrine as our
only puiicy guideline. No wonder 70 percent of the
nation’s waler atlorneys practice in Colorado.

by ALLEN D.
MILLER

Our people are the ultimate losers, with high-cost
water syslems and a climate where myopic watet
departments can exploit the state's water policy vact
uum — 1egmdiess of cavironmental impact. The was.
ter attorneys naturally resist any change to Colora+
do's ancient water doctrine. .

Two Forks is the largest and most controversial
waler project ever proposed for Colorado. The
state's Water and Power Authority, Water Conservay
tion Board and Department of Natural Resources
all charged with managing our water resources. Cur
ously, none of these state agencies has evaluated of
even commented on the overall impact of Two Forks
on the state’s water resources environment. In spite
of the obvious shortcomings of Two Forks, no one in
stale government seems willing lo challenge the 20-
year dream of the Denver Water Department. .

In view of {his critical situation and the imminent
decisions on Two Forks, Homestake II, Rock Creeky,
straight Creek and other Upper Colorado diversions}
1 suggest adoption of an emergency state water poll?:
cy and legislation that prohibits any further dewaters
ing of the Upper Colorado River headwaters.

This emergency action should remain in effect un-
il other water sources, including the Upper Gunni-
son, are thoroughly evaluated within the context of
an overall state waler resource policy. If emergency
steps are not taken now, the slate’s water die will
soon be cast for the next 50 years.

Allen D. Miller Is president of Natura! Energy Resource Campalgn in
Paimer Lake
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NATURAL ENERGY RESOURCES COMPANY

July 15, 1987

Colonel Steven G. West

Planning Division

Omaha District, Corps of Engineers
Omaha, Nebraska 68102-4978

Subject: Metro Denver Water Suonly From The Gunnison Basin

Dear Colonel West:

Attached for your consideration are excerpts from various Bureau of Reclamation
studies conducted from the 1930's to 1950's that demonstrate the long range
transmountain water supply ootential of the Gunnison Basin for the East Slope.
These studies are well known to the Colorado water community as the Gunnison
Arkansas Project (GUNARK), and they envision as much as 650,000 acre feet of
transmountain water per year from the Gunnison.

Also attached is a well known 1972 Central Colorado Water Conservancy District
study of the Central Colorado Project that shows the potential for diverting up
to 600,000 acre feet from the Gunnison to the South Platte River ang Metro
Denver. ~ Although these GUNARK and Central Colorado studies were premature of
need, they clearly demonstrate the Gunnison Basin has long been considered a
viahle water source for the East Slope growth.

In addition, Natural Energy's (NECO) Union Park Water Supply Project and
Aurora's Collegiate Range Project have been publicly known since late 1985 and
mid 1986 respectively. Both of these ongoing a]ternatiye projects plan to
divert surplus Gunnison water to Metro Denver at an eccnomic and environmental
cost of safe yieid that is considerably less than for the proposed [wo Forks
Project. You already have Aurora's descrintion of Collegiate Range, which could
be constructed before the Two Forks 1995 completion date. A description of
Union Park was initially sent to your office April 22, 1986. You have also had
our engineering company's detailed Union Park Reconnaissance Evaluation Study
since October 1986. We have since updated this study for your EIS evaluation to
show the substantial economic and environmental advantages of the site-specific
Union Park alternative over the proposed Two Forks Project. Two Forks further
depletes the same Uooer Colorado River tributaries that are already being

seriously dewatered by Metro Denver. Uaion Parkcould also be in use before
1995,

Since the Upper Gunnison Basin has always been a viable water source for Metro
Denver, and since this supply was not considered in the EIS as a reasonable
alternative as required by the National Environmental Protection Act, NECO again
urgently recommends a Supplemental Draft EIS. As a minimum, this Supplemental
Draft should directly compare the economic and environmental factors associated
with Two Forks, Union Park, Collegiate Range, Thornton's Recycling Project, and
recent conversions of agricultural water. This evaluation should also address

@he critical need for a balanced use of Colorado's natural water resources,
instead of an unnecessary dewatering of one basin.

PO Baw RRT - Paliner Lake, Coloratin RN133 - (303) 481-2003



If the known viable alternatives are not adequately considered in a Supplemental
Draft, Metro Denver's future water supply will undoubtedly continue to be a
victim of widespread controversy, leqal battles, and delay. On the other hand,
the Corps can provide a great service to Colorado and Denver by fairly
considering all reasonable alternatives. If this is done, the various interest
grouns can then rally with confidence around the cptimum sclution(s) available.
When the best water sources and structural systems are clearly identified,
institutional matters such as permitting, water rights, exchange agreements,
financing, etc. will quickly fall into place.

Sincerely , -

L,

Allen D. (Dave) Miller
President

ADM/bm

cc: Governor Romer, Denver Water Department, Metro Water Providers, EPA, &
others.

Atchs. 1. BOR Study Excerpts
2. Central Colorado Project Study

e
e?
L} t
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NATURAL ENERGY RESOURCES COMPANY
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July 2, 1987

Mr. Robert L. Tonsing

Water For Metro Denver

1260 (larkson Street, Suite 300

Denver, CU. 80210 Subject: Two Forks Alternatives

Dear Mr. Tonsing:

Your letter of June 29, 1987 may have a point. It probably would have been more
accurate to say in our June 24, 1987 letter to Governor Romer that Two Forks is
the "most expensive and environmentally damaging" instead of "largest and most
controversial® water project in Colorado's history.

Unfortunately, you, the Denver Water Depariment, and many other proponents of
Two Forks refuse to address the basic issues repeatedly raised in our numerous
letters. i.e.

1. The Upper Gunnison water source was not considered in the Draft EIS as
a reasonable alternative for Metro Denver as required by the National
Environmental Protection Act (NEPA).

2.  Thornton's concept to recycle agricultural water, and Aurora's and
Colorado Springs' ongoing purchases of ditch water are viable alternatives
that have also been ignored in the Draft EIS.

3. Two Forks and its expansion projects will further seriously deplete the
same Upper Colorado River tributaries that have already been hard hit by
transmountain diversions. Denver continues to degrade its nearest mountain
"playgrounds" on both slopes.

4, Detailed engineering analysis shows water releases during drought

periods from Union Park Reservoir in the Upper Gunnison would be
substantially wmore cost effective for Denver and less damaging to
Colorado's environment than Two Forks.

5.  Confirmation of Union Park's superior cost, yiplda and environmental
data in the EIS could quickly create a popular and institutional concensus
facilitating construction earlier than Two Forks.

6. Water diversion from the virgin Upper Gunnison would help correct a
aross environmental dimbalance in the use of Colorado's natural water

resources. Colorado's four largest river ecosystems can be enhanced during

droughts with a major reservoir on the Continental Divide.

Each one of these fundamental points represents a potential fatal legal flaw in

the entire Metro Denver EIS effort, unless addressed and corrected in a
Supplemental Draft for public review as required by NEPA. (Our engineers will

be in Omaha July 16, 1987 to assist in the Corps of Engineers' evaluation of
Union Park) :

P.0. Box 567 - Palmer Lake, Colorado 80133 - (303} 481-2003
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As head of Water For Metro Denver one would think your prime interest would be
the development of the best water supply alternatives for the people. However,
you seem more concerned about our possible reward for a fresh concept, than
having an honest evaluation of legitimate alternatives. If Union Park is fairly
compared with the other alternatives, neither of us should fear the
consequences. To do otherwise would be a complete distortion of the EIS
concept, and our motives become suspect. ‘ :

We surely respect the wisdom of Colorado's senjor water community members.

However, we also believe this great state has room for some new thinking in the
water resource arena. Suggest we encourage fair comparisons of our competing
jdeas with good spirit, more light, and less emotion. Colorado's people will be

the ultimate winner.
Sincerelyﬁ :Z

Allen D. (Dave) Miller
' President

ADM/bm

cc: Governor Romer, Legislators, and others
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Deal to sell water angers Sumunit County officials

Associated Press

SILVERTHORNE — Summit County
officials and a Sierra Club representative
have lambasted the Colorado River Water
Censervation District for giving water to
Denver and ending up with 30 pieces of
silver in their pockets."

A recent out-of-court settlement with the

Denver Wate s Board, which will allow

cut will provics for compensation for it,
came under f.re at a river district board
meeting in Silverthorne.
The settlement has been controversial
sinee it was reached last December.
Dilion Mayor Flo Raitano sa'd the river

district’s failure to get feedback from local

nver to diver: more Western Slope water |

overnments Iirst was “‘inexcusabie.”” and
the settlement could damage summer
recreation and the county economy by
ruining the Blue River. '

She said the Green Mountain Pumpback

- would load Dillon Reservoir with

phosphorus and “totally eradicate the
summer economy."”

Dillon derives much of its summer
revenue from people who use the reservoir
for sailing, fishing and picnicking.

“If it's a green slime pond, that won't
happen. It's nice you're going to get al! this
money to put into the Kitty. but at whose
expense?’’ she asked the board.

Bill Needham, Grand County's member on,
the river board, said the district plans to
use much of the proceeds from the proposed '~

" Rock Creek reservoir to help solve problems

in Fraser River Valley, the area to be
affected. He said the river district probably
could pledge some money to offset effects

on Summit County as well.

Silvertharne Mavor Jack Archibald said
he is concerned thut diverting more water
above Dillon Dam could lessen water flows
i1 thie Blue River below the dam. He also
said the pumpback running through the
center of Siiverthorne will create asthetic
problems.

Twoe Forks Aud STher /WM:J
diversians fron er Cufocdido
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By K.T. LUND
Times Staff Writer

Arapahoe County officials came to
Gunnison County Tuesday to talk about the
feasibility of constructing a hydroelectric
dam at Union Park.,

Arapahoe County and the cities of
Gunnison and Parker obtained a preliminary
permit from the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (FERC) in November for 2
three-year study of a dam at Union Park. The
three entities received the permit for the study
instcad of NECO and are negotiating with

Gunnison eyes trans-mco

NECO for its studies of the project.
"Our first step is to take a closer look at
the project,” Altorney Karl Kumli told the
Gunnison County commissioners at lunch.
"Every six months we have to tell FERC
what were up 10," Kumli added and told
county officials that he would like to know
their concerns about g hydroelectric dam at
Union Park,
! .Commissiuncr David Leinsdorf replied,

[U's premature for (he county to say anything
about_ IS concemns becayse we don't know
anylhmg_ about the project."

Kumli ang Engineer pill Mitzelfeld said

Tﬂﬂ cfilf'ﬂ“‘ . N a

that they had no ia yet if the Union
Project that Arapahde County and L.
of Gunnison and Paker envision wil!
big as Blue Mesa as INECO had propo:
They did say thafithey did envision bo
hydroelectric well a4 a Lrans-mcantain
sion PT'{JJCCL Arapaloe County would lik
have a joint Ieview mrocess of the project v
the Forest Service, the Division of Wilc
and Gunnison County,
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s-mountain diversion

i¢a yet if the Union Park Mitzelteld said Arapahoe County is inven- construct the dam. According to the time
ahe County and the cities  torying the impacts that a dam at Union Park  schedule, the entities would ask FERC for a
 Peker envision will be as  would have on wildlife, recreation, water license in 1990 and might receive it by 1991,

as NECO had proposed. quality as well as the socio-economic impacts ~ Construction would begin in 1993,
hatthey did envision both a  that would occur.

| & a trans-meantain diver- Kumli said that whether the proposed Two Union Park i
: : (. -
paloe County would like to  Forks Reservoir receives approval or not, the 162 Soutomest of Taylor

¥ rocess of the project with  Union Park proposal could still be buil Reservoir and is a .
Ll %/ ark proposal could sti uilt Gunni
>, -he Division of Wildlife Alter the three entities study the Union JnNiSon area ranchers as well as a recre-

i ation :
n. Park project, they can apply for a license to hike arca far fishermen, backpackers and

4. 1988




'NECO negotiations benefit the ciﬁ

B Continued from page 1

will store water in the wet years on
the west slope for use in the dry
years on the east slope. But the city
does have a stipulation in its con-
tract with NECO that Gunnison can
fight against any trans-mountain
diversion of water plans.

Duree pointed out, however, that
trans-mountain diversion is legal
under Colorado water law.

"My concern is to protect the

T et

water rights for the city," he said,
"Not to tilt at windmills."

If Union Park Reservoir had
existed in May, 1984, the Gunnison
Valley could have avoided the flood-
ing that occurred, according to
Duree, for it could have stored the
water that was spilling over Taylor
Dam and led o the lowland flood-
ing.

The City of Gunnison has always

opposed negotiating with Aurora,
hecanca tha ~itsr s

.
e e ‘ e I R

W o g——

o w0

ing to wear down the Gunnisol
ley opposition through costly +
attrition, Duree noted. Aur
wanting two full-blown water
trials as well as its continual st
on court motions leads to

money for water attorneys, he s

"Delay does nothing bu
Aurora,” he explained. And tt
why Gunnison has refused 1o a

the joint meetings between th
hitivants and A uvrmra and whv (]
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May, 1984, the Gunnison
ld have avoided the flood-
yccurred, according to
it could have stored the
was spilling over Taylor
led o the lowland flood-

y of Gunnison has always
iegotiating with Aurora,
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ing to wear down the Gunnison Val-
ley opposition through costly war of
attrition, Dureec noted. Aurora’s
wanting two full-blown water court
trials as well as its continual stalling
on court motions leads to more
money for water attorneys, he said.

"Delay does nothing but aid
Aurora,” he explained. And that is
why Gunnison has refused to attend
the joint meetings between the 42

Litivante and Anemra and why Gnnni-

son wants Aurora in water court as
soon as possible,

NECO President Allen Miller
said recently that NECO will gener-
ate power with its proposed pumped
back Rocky Point Dam, a small
reservoir above Taylor Reservoir.
Meanwhile Arapahoe County and
NECO are negotiating, according to
Miller, so that the county, Gunnison
and Parker will end up with the
Union Park Reservoir.
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NE(’Z”O“negotiatiohs benefit city, attorney claims

By K.T. LUND
Times Staff Wnter

eF b

Gunnison City residents will
have the water and electricity they
need in the future thanks to the city's
ongoing negotiations with Natural
Energy Resources Company, City
Attorney Russ Duree said 1n an
interview last week.

Water Attorney Pete Klingsmith
and other water experts have crili-
cized Gunnison for dealing with
NECO, but Durce dismissed that
criucism.

“The citizens are getung storage
for their water and getting clectnici-
ly, and they're not out one penny,” he
noted.

Gunnison signed an $3,000
agreement in 1986 with NECO for
waler storage in 1ts proposed Union
» Park Dam, south of Taylor Reser-
voir, and the east slope town of

Parker made the same agreement.

Recently, when NECO's Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission per-
mit expired, Gunnison, Parker and
Arapahoe County filed for their own
FERC permit to study the feasibility
of a Union Park Reservoir, which
would be about the size of Blue
Mesa Reservoir.

The three entitics took that action
to keep "hostile entities” from
obtaining a feasibility study permit,
Durce explained. Cities have first
choice on such permits, so NECO, a
privaie company, was at a disadvan-
tage in renewing the license and in
obtaining necessary permits for
developing the project, he added.

Arapahoe County has the money
not only to fund the multi-million
dollar feasibility study but also to
develop the Union Park hydroclec-
tric project, but it needs cities Parker
and Gunnison to help it obtain feder-

al licenses and permits. Duree main-
tains that Arapahoe County is far
different from the City of Aurora,
which thrives on growth and annex-
ation. Arapahoe County is battling
Aurora over Aurora's uncontrolled
growth policies, he noted.

Union Park Reservoir will also
generale electricity by pumping the
water back and forth between Union
Park and Taylor River

The. three entities can sell the
electricity to other arcas that need it,
Duree said. "Or if Gunnison needs
it, we can purchase it at a favorable
rate,” he said.

Duree contends that the environ-
mental impacts of Union Park will
be less than those of Aurora's
Pieplant and Almont reservoirs and
can be miugated.

If Union Park Reservoir is devel-
oped in the 1990's as proposed, it
Continued on page 3
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Arapahoe sued again in water flap -

By HECTOR GUTIERREZ
Rocky Mountain News Staff Writer

AURORA — City officials have
filed a second lawsuit against
Arapahoe County to try to block
the county from operating a water
otility.

Aurora and Englewood already
have filed a lawsuit in Arapahoe
County District Court against the
county, claiming the county is us-
ing property tax money illegally to
purchase the Arapahoe Water and
Sanitation District.

The second lawsuit, filed on be-
half of Aurora and Mayor Paul
Tauer, makes the same allega-

tions, claiming the use of city
property taxes to purchase the wa-
ter utilityamounts to double tax-
ation.

City officials say commissioners
cannot transfer $6.6 million of
county money to the recently es-
tablished Arapahoe County Water
and Wastewater Authority to pur-
chase sewer taps from the sanita-
tion district. They say they will
seek a restraining order later this
week to stop the authority.

"Aurora indicated that they
were going to do everything they
could to prevent Arapahoe County
from getting into the utility busi-
ness,” said county manager Al
Thelen.

Thelen says the can use
capital im money to fi-
nance the authority.

The authority held its first meet-

ing yesterday. New directors are:
commissioner Tom Eggert, presi-
dent, Robert Thompson, an Arapa-
hoe Water and Sanitation District
board member, vice president;
commissioner Bob Brooks, trea-
surer; and John Warford, a Cherry
Creek Valley Water and Sanitation
District board member, secretary.

The district and the county
signed an agreement to establish
the authority after a judge blocked
the county from taking over the
$31 million utility.
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NATURAL ENERGY RESOURCES COMPANY
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To: Governor Romer, Colorado Legislators, Colorado Media
Subject: Impact Of Two Forks On Colorado's West Slope

Most of the concern about environmental and socioeconomic damage from Two Forks
Dam is focused on the East Slope. However, the greatest long term impact will
occur on Colorado's West Slope.

Denver already gets half of its water from tributaries of the Upper Colorado River,
and almost half of the water required to fill Two Forks will come from Summit
County. The Army Corps of Engineers' recently released Draft Environmepta] Impact
Statement (EIS) shows Two Forks will only supply enough water to satisfy eleven
years of Denver Metro growth. After Two Forks Dam, the Denver Water Department
already has water rights and plans described in the EIS to triple thg water that
is currently being diverted to Denver from the Upper Colorado. This means the
large Two Forks investment soon becomes the irresistible driving force to continue
further "dewatering" of the Upper Colorado by Denver for the next fifty years.

The West Slope has historically relied on the Colorado River Water Conservation
District to protect its water interests. Unfortunately, in a December 15th, 1986
agreement with the Denver Water Department, this District dropped its 20 year
resistance to further transmountain diversions to Denver. In fact, they agreed
not to object to Two Forks or its related future diversion plans, in exchange for
construction and leasing of several small West Slope reservoirs that are primarily
designed to facilitate Denver's thirst. The EIS contains only minimal data on the
impact of these Two Forks related expansion plans, and it is doubtful Upper
Colorado interests fully comprehend the 1long term impact on their river
environments, tourist industry, agriculture, and economic development.

The Upper Gunnison River Basin is as water prolific as the Upper Colorado. This
basin has never been tapped for transmountain diversion, although numerous studies
have shown there 1is considerable surplus water that could be used on the Front

Range. The Union Park Water Supply Project and Aurora's Collegiate Range concept
have engineering studies that show the feasibility of 42 mile gravity flow
conduits from the Upper Gunnison to Denver's Antero Reservoir on the South Platte.
These projects have always been cost effective alternatives to Two Forks, and yet
they were not considered in the Two Forks EIS, as required by the National
Environmental Protection Act.  The Upper Gunnison has only one fifth the
population of the Upper Colorado, needs. economic development, and should welcome

the opportunity to' exploit their surplus water to provide a lower cost water
supply system for Denver that is environmentally sound.

If Colorado had a water policy, Two Forks would not be off the drawing board. It
Just doesn't make sense to drain the same water source when better alternatives
are available. The Colorado Water Conservation Board or the Colorado Water
Resources and Power Development Authority should develop a state water pdlicy, and
all Coloradans should demand the Two Forks Draft EIS be revised to include all
reasonable alternatives. The Two Forks decision is too critical to Colorado to be

left to the Denver Water Department.
Sincerely /
- ," < .7,
C )%

Allen D.“(Dave) Miller
ADM/bm President

P.O. Box 567 . Palmer Lake, Colorado 80133 - (303) 481-2003
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March 19, 1987

Mr. William H. Miller
Secretary - Manager

Board of Water Commissioners
City and County of Denver
1600 West 12th Avenue
Denver, CO. 80254

Subject: Evaluation of Union Park Water Supply Project

Dear Mr. Miller:

Our engineering studies show the high altitude Union Park Reservoir and trans-
mountain diversion from the Upper Gunnison will provide the Denver water system
a 50% greater safe annual yield for about half the per acre foot cost of Two
ForFlks. We also believe Union Park will provide important benefits to both
slopes, and the net environmental impact will be substantially less than Two
Forks. Because of these claims, we understand you are now doing a brief
internal engineering evaluation of Union Park to determine if it should be
considered in the Metro Denver Draft EIS.

Although you apparently do not want our assistance in this evaluation, please be
advised our engineering firms stand ready to answer any questions you might
have. Questions involving engineering, hydrology, and costing estimates should
be directed to Mr. Glen Rockwell, Ebasco Services project engineer at (303)
988-2202. Environmental questions should be directed to Dr. Jean Tate, Manager,
Environmental Projects at the same telephone number.

In “addition to obvious cost and environmental considerations, we believe
Colorado has good strategic reasons why Denver's future transmountain water
should come from the Upper Gunnison instead of the Upper Colorado Basin, which
has already been severely "dewatered" by the East Slope. Especially since Two
Forks and its expansion plans covered in the Draft EIS are aimed exclusively to
additional Upper Colorado diversions for the next fifty years.

If after a fair evaluation, Two Forks is clearly the superior alternative, we

will agree to withdraw our opposition to the Draft EIS which has ignored several
important alternatives, including Union Park.

We appreciate your willingness to take a look at Union Park, and stand ready to
assist in any way to facilitate your effort.

Allen D. (Dave) Miller
President

ADM/bm

CC: Governor Romer, State Legislators, Corps of Engineers, Metro Water Providers

P.O. Box 567 « Palmer Lake, Colorado 80133 . (303) 481-2003
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March 5, 1987

Governor Roy Romer and Colorado State Legislators
"State Capitol Building
Denver, CO. 80203

Sdbject: Colorado Water Planning and Two Forks Dam

Dear Governor Romer and Legislators:

Colorado water 1laws and policies have worked reasonably well throughoug the
slate's history. The Bureau of Reclamation has historically done the regional
nlanning and construction of major projects, while our cities have deve]op?d
their own smaller water supply projects. However, in recent years the Bureau's
role is being reduced to management of existing projects, and in Co]orqdo's case
the broad planning function for the state is now being filled primarily by the
Denver Water Department (DWD), for all practical purposes. Denver area is by
far the state's dominant water market, and the 40 Metro Water Providers who are
paying for 80% of the Metropolitan Denver Water Supply EIS are primarily
dependent on DWD's experience, expertise, and water rights.

The decision on Two Forks Dam was actually made many years ago when DWD quietly
started accumulating additional water rights in the Upper Colorado Basin wegt of
Denver. Although numerous Bureau studies have shown the Upper Gunnison Basin to
also be an excellent source of water for East Slope use, this important
alternative was completely dgnored in the Draft EIS.  Thornton's excellent
concept to recycle Northern Colorado irrigation water was also completely
ignored. As a result of this bias, the old Two Forks Dam idea is still DWD's
preferred concept, and all of the many future water projects described in the
Draft EIS will continue to take more and more water from the same rivers in the
Upper Colorado Basin. Apparently few people know about the other reasonable
alternatives or the overall impact of Two Forks on the state's future water
development. The National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) requires
evaluation of all reasonable alternatives in the EIS process.

the Bureau's changed role has definitely left a water planning vacuum in
Colorado. As Mike Strang says, Colorado's water business is a "Byzantine
World". Very few really understand it. What is clear, however, DWD exerts a

great deal of power that is not being used in the best overall interests of our
great state.

The attached material on Union Park describes a water supply project for Metro

Denver that is substantially superior to Two Forks in every respect. We would
be honored to provide briefings whenever and wherever desired.

Sincerely,
Allen D. (Dave) Miller

President
ADM/bm

P.O. Box 567 - Palmer Lake, Colorado 80133 . (303) 481-2003
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March 11, 1987

Mr. David Hall, Editor
The Denver Post

650 15th Street
Denver, CO. 80202

Mr. Ralph Looney, Editor
Rocky Mountain News

P. 0. Box 719

Denver, CO. 80201

Subject: Nondisclosure of Two Forks Hydrology Data

Dear Mr. Hall and Mr. Looney:

The attached document extracted from the Metropolitan penver. Draft EIS
sumnarizes Denver Water Department's refusal to disclose their basic hydrology
analysis to the public. This data is the heart of the water yield and
Jjustification for Two Forks Dam.

The public needs this information to properly evaluate and comment on thg Draft
ELS, which is their right under the National Enviropmental Protection Acﬁ
(NEPA).  We particularly need this data to computer simulate Two Forks wit
Union Park Water Supply Project to show a superior alternative was jgnOfed. Our
many offers to assist DWD in a coemputer comparison, using their simulation
models, have unfortunately also been ignored.

We are bringing this situation to your attention because of the media's histg;ic
interest in having public matters open to the public. There are several be e;
alternatives to Two Forks, which have been submerged and frustrated because o

DUD's power and control over the EIS process as it moves toward their
predetermined solution.

If matters of secrecy and bias are not soon corrected in the Draft EIS, this

entire effort is headed for certain disaster. The people of Colorado will be
the ultimate losers. :

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Allen D. (Dave) Miller
President

ADM/bm

Encl. EIS Extract, Vol. II 1-B

cc: Governor Romer
Colorado State Legislators

P.O. Box 567 - Palmer Lake, Colorado 80133 - (303) 481-2003



This is one of the expansion ideas of the Union Park concept, and
it shows the two reservoirs side by side, and it shows tunnels
going off laterally to other drainages. This shows the East
River, with a tunnel, and it would actually be a gravity system
to Taylor Park Reservoir, and then you pump it up into Union
Park, and the same (???) from Quartz Creek. So we feel that an
additional 45,000 acre feet could be brought into the system, and
the way this would work is that in the heavy run-off period, you
would pull large quantities of water in the May-July time period
into Taylor Park and pump it up into here (Union Park reservoir).
In the dry periods, in the fall and so on, when the streams can
get very low, we could actually release a large amount of this
back to the same conduits and using a gravity system, because
you've already gained your altitude, so that same water could be
put back into this system, run down East River, or down Quartz
Creek, so Tomichi, instead of getting very low in the late summer
and fall time periods can be maintained at good stream flows and
the same for the East River. What this would do from an
environmental and from an irrigation standpoint, it would give
you a much longer period when you could actually do some
irrigation. Construction costs for this would be fairly high,
but the cost per acre foot is about what the cost for Two Forks
would be right now.

Laura Anderson asked where the tunnel would come out of the
East River, and how it would be done. Miller said that it could
be either a diversion point or a reservoir, and will be right
where two creeks come together. Anderson asked for the specific
location of the two creeks; Miller wasn't sure, but said that the
site had to be at approximately 9,400' elevation. Bill Trampe
thought that Miller was talking about the Copper Creek area near
Gothic. Miller estimated that construction of that project would
be 25 years away.
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President:
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Dr. David W. Inouye
University of Maryland

Tieasurer:
Dr. Ralph E. Clark, HI
Gunnison, Colorado

Secretary.

Dr. Nickolas Waser
University of California
Riverside

Dr. Paulette F. Bierzychudek
Pomona College

Dr. Peter F. Brussard
Montana State University

Dr. Theresa L. Bucher
University of California
Los Angeles

Dr. Pau! Buck
University of Tulsa

Dr. Cynthia Carey
University of Colorado

Ms. Katharine P. Douglass
Walnu! Creek, Catilornia

Dr. John Harte
University of California
Berkeley

Mr. Alan D Hegeman
Crested Butte, Colorado

Dr. Thomas E. Lovejoy
World Wildiife Fund
Washington, D.C.

Dr. Barbara L. Peckarksy
Cornell University

Dr. Mary V. Price
University of California
Riverside

Mr. Dirk Van Vuren
University of Kansas

Dr. Robert B. Willey
Univetsity of Illinois
Chicago

Sen. Timothy Wirth
Washington, 0.C.

Ms. Wren Wirth
Washinglon, D.C.

Mr. Klaus Wisio!
Commonweaith Edison Co
Chicago

Ms. Susan Allen
Director
RMBL, Crested Bulle

Ms. Marilyn Shaw
Development Officer
San Francisco

RESEARCH « FIELD STUDIES « EDUCATION

. P.O.

31 March 1987

Mr. Allen D. Miller, President
Natural Energy Resources Co.

Box 607
Palmer Lake, CO 80133

Dear Mr. Miller:

We would like to express our surprise at reading in
the Crested Butte Chronicle and Pilot (27 February 1987)
of a proposal by the Natural Energy Resources Company
(NECO) that involves the possible future construction of a
dam with reservoir at the juncture of the East River and
Copper Creek. This is, of course, the private property of
the Rocky Mountain Biological Laboratory, and you can
imagine our dismay at learning in the newspaper of a plan
to flood our field station.

RMBL is celebrating 60 years of excellence as a
research and teaching institution, and its world-wide
reputation is well-founded. We believe that our field
studies, some based on decades of data collection,
comprise a unique and invaluable resource, not just for
Gunnison County but nationally and internationally. In
addition to the inestimable value of our research and
education programs, we have a positive economic impact in
Crested Butte and Gunnison County as a whole. A recent
study we completed for the Boettcher Foundation of Denver,
which is generous enough to provide financial support for
RMBL, indicated that a conservative estimate of the Lab's
annual economic contribution within the county is
$784,140.

P.O. BOX 519 « 303/349-7231

CHARTERED 1928 « JOHN C. JOHNSON, SR., FOUNDER

CRESTED BUTTE « COLORADO 81224



Mr. Allen D. Miller
31 March 1987
Page 2

We'd like to believe that in the future we would have the
opportunity to discuss any such plans for our property and our
future with you before hearing of them in the newspaper. Please
believe that we are interested in hearing your proposals and having
an opportunity to respond, and don't hesitate to contact either or
both of us.

Siqgerely, ‘//
[0A) @ (A)cad— A e

Dr. Ward B. Watt Ms. Susan Allen
President, RMBL Director, RMBL

Dept. of Biological Sciences P.0. Box 519

Stanford University Crested Butte, CO 81224

Stanford, CA 94305

WBW/SA/mbl

cc: Gunnison County Commissioners
Upper Gunnison Water Conservancy District
Aurora Collegiate Range Project Manager
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
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date: 3/5/87

to: Hugo Ferchau, professor of Biology, WSC

from: Marlene Zanetell, Executive Director, Rural Communities
Institute, WSC

Re: Study of Gunnison/Uncompahgre Basin Water Resources, Phasel

STUDY PHASE 1: SOCIO-ECONOMIC INFORMATION '

1. To assimilate and develop current sociological and economic data/
information pertinent to study at this level, will involve:

a. updating human/social service and public service data bases
for the Gunnison/Uncompahgre basin area; information will include
transportation, education, law enforcement, and health-related services

b. updating data on economic bases and profiles of occupational

identity for the Gunnison/Uncompahgre basin, and selected key areas
within basin. .

2. Methodology will include:

G Jtilization of information and resources available at or through the
Western State College Savage Library (federal and state depository)
including U.S. Census data; utilization of existing data in planning
reports that have been prepared for the Gunnison/Uncompahgre area,
such as the BMML-Amax reports for the Gunnison area, District 10 Regional
Planning Commission Community Profiles, pertinent studies of the Rural
Communities Institute, relevant EIS materials for the basin.

Information derived from these sources and others will be brought up
to date for appropriate use.

3. Breakdown of projected costs to the Rural Communities Institute:

Research, data processing (1-2 students) . $4,500.00
Data compilation, statistical analysis,

writing and editing 1,800.00
Travel 750.00

(to include 3-4 overnight trips Montrose area and
l trip Denver: approx 1250 miles x .26=$330.00,
plus meals and lodging, approx $420.00)

Computer and office expenses ' 950.00
Total $8,000.00
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age 2, Zanetell to Ferchau, 3/5/87

4. Coordinator: Marlene Zanetell, Executive Director of Rural Communities
Institute, Western State College '

Background brief:

Zanetell's responsibilities at the Rural Communities Institute, which
is a community and economic development component of Western State
College, include: Administration of RCI's technical assistance programs
which extend direct technical assistance to local governments primarily
in Colorado Region 10 (a 6-county area which includes the Gunnison/Uncom- -
pahgre basin area). Typical projects develop socio-economic data to
prepare community and economic profiles, needs assessments and marketing
surveys. In 1986 projects included: Senior housing needs assessment
and survey for Gunnison and Hinsdale Counties; Computer Program design
for Montrose Economic Profile Data.

Zanetell has also developed the programs (1985,1986) for the 10th and
11th annual Colorado Water Workshops, held at WSC. This respected confer-
ence addresses critical water resource issues of Colorado and the

arid West.

Prior to assuming responsibilities at the RCI in March, 1985, Zanetell
served as staff assistant to U.S. Representative Ray Kogovsek (3rd
Dist., CO) from 1978-1984, and developed knowledge of Western Colorado
and the water, land and natural resource issues of importance to that
area.
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“{al Church release helium-filled balloons on Sunday during
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‘17 $424 million project

3rd water suitor wants

by Laura Anderson

If the Natural Energy
Resources Company (NECO)
wins its battle for Gunnison
County water rights, it plans to
build a reservoir almost the
size of Blue Mesa in Union Park
to divert water to Denver and
satisfy growing water demands
on the Front Range. Dave

Miller, company president,
outlined NECO's plan - at
Friday's  Gunnison = County

Planning Commission meeting,
NECO's proposed Union
Park Reservoir would hold as
much as 900,000 acre feet of
water, twice as much as
Denver's total current storage
capacity. Depending on whose
figures are used regarding the
minimum stream flow
requirements for the Taylor
River, a yearly average of
60,000 to 80,000 acre feet of
water would be pumped from
the Taylor Reservoir, up 800
feet into Union Park, located at

a 10,052 foot elevation. Miller
called the environmental
impact of the proposed

to divert Gunnison's
water to Kastern Slope

reservoir, "minimal.”

Miller explained that the
water would only be taken from
the Taylor Reservoir when a
surplus existed. Duriag very
dry years no water would be
available while during  wet
years 140,000 acre feet might be
a reasonable expectation. The
water would be stored in the
Union Park Reservyir until
Denver needed it. Then it
would be piped thrcugh a 42
mile  conduit urder the
Continental Divicle into
Cottonwood Creeic which
would flow into the Arkansas
River and end up in Denver's
Antero Reservoir. The cost of
the plan would be $§424 million,
construction projezts in
country.

Gothic might be site of water

the

tunnel fo Union Park
If the Lnion Park
Reservoir is built, NECO

eventually may want to expand
its operation by appropriating
water frora the Fast River and

continued cn page telve

Only five students presently enrolled :
Future of Crested Butte's 7th, 8th

oradec to he dicciiccad Kyidaxr
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Another suitor surfaces with water ¢

continued from page one

Quartz Creek. He said that
the water could be taken during
the heavy runoff, piped to the
Union Park basin via tunnel,
and put back into the rivers
when they were low. Although
Miller showed a map of where
the diversion would in in
the East River, he was not sure
of its location. However, he
believed it might be at the
confluence of Copper Creek and
the East River, outside the
| town of Gothic. A small
- reservoir would also be built
there. The construction of this
tunnel would be at least 25
years away. Another ex-
pansion idea would pump water
from Blue Mesa Reservoir to

= _~Union Park from which it could

be conducted to the Front Range.

Aurora.  Gunnison  Water
F— T :
M—‘I‘"ﬂ_‘tﬁm{. htine : .
At this point, whether or
not the Union Park project will
Wer be buill ' still
questionable NECO is
competing with the City of
Aurora for the same water in
the Taylor River drainage. As

part of their Collegiate Pea'ks
project, Aurora wants to build
the Pieplant Reservoir for
transmountain diversion and
also the East River Reservoir
north of Almont to replenish
users water that the trans-
mountain diversion would de-
plete.

[n additon, the Upper

| Gunnison Water Conservation

District has filed for some of

those same rights based on a
|.19?5 contract.

Who actually
ends up with the water rights
will be decided in Water Court,
either by litigation or by
negotation between the
interested parties.

The Two Forks Reservoir
proposal, on the Eastern Slope,
complicates the matter further.
Two Forks would be a reservoir
the size of the Union Park
project built in the foothills of
the Front Range outside Denver
on the South Platte River
through cooperation between
Denver, Aurora, and many of
the smaller East Slope suburbs.
Water from the Upper
Colorado drainage would be
diverted through the Roberts
Tunnel to be stored in the

F & T
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proposal
:Eetieve that there would not be

reservoir untl the cities needed
it If Two Forks is built,
NECO would probably abandon
its Union Park Reservoir
since stockholders

buyers for its water. Aurora
has indicated that it feels
differently and would continue
with the Collegiate Peaks
project even if Two Forks is
approved.

NECO recently wrote a
letter asking Denver lo delay
the public hearings on the
Metropolitan Denver Water
Supply Draft Environmental
Impact Statement, a massive
compilation which has
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Two Forks Reservoir
on the Eastern Slope,

Planning  Commission
NECO already has th€
rights for the propo2d gt
million Rocky Point I'.ﬁl‘-’“”be'
which he believes would
"the most efficient F““"ﬁ
location in the country’
will file a final application for
this project in Septemter, 158/
Rocky Point Reservoir at
11,658 feet elevation weuld be @
4000-5000 acre foot hody ?f
water above Taylor Feservoif
with a small ring dam, used 10
generate 1000 megawalis of
peaking power which would be
marketed in Colorado as well
as states south and west ¢f us.

In the proposal, waler from

tes the matter further.
<5 would pe a reservoir
of the Union Park
yuilt in the foothills of
t Range outside Denver
South Tlatte River
cooperation between
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"East Colorado grabbed all the industry and
now they're complaining because they have
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where there is water?" —Puruis Vickers
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habitat, as well as the fact
that it would dam up one of
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Baptist Chapel
, 507 Maroon * 349-6237
9am Bible Study

ship Service Colorado's eight gold medal
fisheries. The environmental

Saints Catholic impacts of Two Forks may cost
ris » 641-0808 the users more  than
; 4pm Thursday $100,000,000  to  miligate.
fore Sunday Mass NECO believes that the Union
Park Reservoir would be a much

—

the Taylor Reservoir would pe
pumped up 2100 feetl irto yhe
Rocky Point Reservoir durp,
periods of low demand throy

a 17 and a hali foot tunng and
released  through TevVersihla
pump generation during
demand times. NECO nblajped
thiese water rights
nonconsumptive use in 1902
began drilling the site
testing purposes last sur
Whether or not the Union II.“;
Reservoir becomes a o)
NECO hopes to build the w
P'oint plant and could l"“'”tuh
line as early as 1995.

- ught Up the
Henry said. He bro tgﬁ 1 A
elk migration rou
cross Union Park as well as
calving and fawning that take
place there and pointed out
that there are elk and bighomn
sheep herds "right in the
middle” of the proposed Rocky
Point Reservoir site.
"It : I-ﬂﬂk.s like Taylor
SETVOIr 1s sitting there like a
toillet,” Rick Sherman, wildlife
bioiogist, said, referrin :
drii.l'l'ih a-nd i E 1w ”H.'.'
Tay) & filling of (he
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water district takes a step int_o thf

Gunnison water district enters "big league' in

by Laura Anderson

“The Gunnison bhasin is on
the cutting edge of what's

with  Colorado Waler Resources and Power

happening 4
wal::g'r:" Dick Bratton said in an Development Aulhun'-'fu and
interyiew Monday.  Bratton, attorney for  the pper

vice-president of the Colorado Gunnison River Water Con-
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servancy District, stated
in 1986 the water district fjl
for the same water rigl
that Aurora and NECO ,
competing for.

The Gunnison  wat
district asserts that they has
a senior claim to this wat
based on a 1975 contma
between the water district, t}
Uncompahgre Valley Wag
Users, the Bureau of R
clamation and various bthe
governmental boards.

The contract gives th
Gunnison water district th
right to store water for th
Uncompahgre Valley users ir
Blue Mesa and to control wale:
releases from the Taylor Rives
which would be preempted il
Aurora or NECO obtained the
rights they are asking for.

The  Gunnison  water
district has been using this
contract as a basis for storing
and regulating the water for
the past 12 years as well as
using it to increase fishenes
and irrigation, and to control
flooding.

The Upper Gunnison River
Water Conservancy District
has also filed for the second
filling of the Taylor Reservoif,
meaning that if there is enough
water to fill the Tayler
Reservoir more than once i 4
year, they would have the
rights for all 106,000 acre feel
of that water. No one else has
filed for the second filling. |

Bratton  said thaf
litigation between the thr®
competitors could take as lné
as 10 to 15 years. If Gunniso®
receives the water rights
could place the county ina ¥
powerful position
potentially bring huge ©
gain to the area
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servancy District, stated (hyy
in 1986 the water district fijed
for the same water rights
that Aurora and NECO are
competing for.

The  Gunnison  water
district asserts that they have
a senior claim to this water
based on a 1975 contract
between the water district, the
Uncompahgre Valley Water
Users, the Bureau of Re
clamation and various other
governmental boards.

The contract pgives the
Gunnison water district the
right to store water for the
Uncompahgre Valley users in
Blue Mesa and to control water
releases from the Taylor River
which would be preempted if
Aurora or NECO obtained the
rights they are asking for.

The Gunnison water
district has been using this
contract as a basis for stonng
and regulating the waler for
the past 12 years as well as
using it to increase fishenes
and irmigation, and to control
_‘_‘:'-l_'-.'i]'?.l_'_"

The Upper Gunnison River
Water Conservancy Distncl
has also filed for the second
flling of the Taylor Reservoir,
meaning that if there is enough
water  to  fill the Taylor
Reservoir more than once in @
year, they would have the
rights for all 106,000 acre feet
of that water. No one else has
filed for the second filling.

Bratton said
litigation between the three
competitors could take as long
as 10 to 15 years. [f Gunnison
receives the water mghts !
could place the county in a very
powerful position
potentially bring huge €<© iton
gain o the arca. Hﬁ'm:
estimated that if the wu.
district received and then 5

some of the Taylor River water
rights, prices could range
between $1500 and $4000 per
acre foot if sold in perpetuity,
or $100 to $200 per acre foot
cach year if sold annually.
When you get into hundreds of
thousands of acre feet of water,
‘nis translates to immense
amounts of money that would
low into Gunnison County.
Clearly, this economic boost is
extremely uncertain at this
point and, in any case, would
not happen for many years.
‘We're talking big dollars,"
Bratton said. "We're in the big
icague.”

Bratton has asked both
NECO and Aurora to consider
postponing, liigation  and
negotiation in Water Court on
the disputed nghts until the
Upper Gunnison River Valley
Resource Study is complete.
“his is a $555,000 study of the

Upper Gunnicon and
Uncompahgre River water-
sheds, which will begin in

darch and is expected to ke
épproximately two years to
complete.
in the study, the bulk of
-.E'fm-'-. is b-cing funded by the
(olorado River Water Con-
tervation District, an inde-
pendent engineering firm will
coll data, descnbe water
SUpply  systems and rec-
mational facilities, ASSeSS
basin hydrology and evaluate
feCTeg tional, environmental
dnd  economic  opportunities
on the existing water
Supply. Bratton believes that
1% examination of the effects
f-fl transmountain  diversion
fight be the subject of .+ second
Tature study, .
_ Both Aurora ang NECO
lfl'-'Pft'sunt.ntive:a scemed hes-
“nt about asking the Water

C Oury o ot
put off decisi
Pecause of Lhe study. A
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Union Park Reservoir

BY K.T. LUND

Times Stalf Writer

~ area.
- In_addition

Both the east and west slopes
of Colorado would benefit if
Union Park Reservoir replaces
the Two Forks and the Au rora's
Collegiate Range water
projects, a Natural Energy
Resources Company (NECO)
official said Friday.

NECO President Dave Miller
told 40 persons at the Gunnison
County Planning Commission
meeting that the proposed
Union Park Reseroir, southwest
of Taylor Reservoir at the
headwaters of Lottis Creek,
would "be slightly smaller than
Blue Mesa reservoir.”

Union Park could hold
900.000 acre feet of water for
both sides of the divide, Miller
contended, whereas the
proposed Two Forks reservoir
near Bailey would enly provide
half of that and for the Front
Range only. Miller added that
Aurora’s Collegiate Range

project would also provide less
water and only for the Denver

Union Park

1o

o ,.f-?.,

vants to build

Rocky Point Reservoir, a
4.000-acre-foot ring dam above
Taylor Reservoir. This pum
back dam would generaté an
store power without losing
water. pumping water back and
forth between Taylor and Rocky
Point reservoirs.

Miller explained NECO would
fill Union Park Reservoir from
excess spring run off water.
NECO could then add water to
both east and west slope
streams in dry years, and store it
in wet years.

Union Park Reservoir would
meet Colorado water demands
while causing ‘‘minimal
environmental impact,’ Miller
said.

He noted Two Forks
environmental mitigation costs
range between $30 million and
$100 million because Two Forks
will have a “major environmen-
tal impact.” He added the
pnileglate Range project with
its Pieplant Reservoir, near
Taylor Reservaoir, and its second
reservoir near Almont would
have moderate environmental
impact.
~_But Fish Biologist Rick
Sherman with the Division of

Y

Wildlife disagreed that |
Park Reservoir will have a8/
environmental impact.
Sherman contended
Union Park and Rocky
reservoirs - will have a
impact not only on the fisl
in the Taylor River
Reservoir butalsoonthee
Big Horn sheep herds in
the Union Park and Rocky

NECO[

Natural Energy Resou
Company (NECO) Pres
Dave Miller praised the C
Gunnison Friday, for h
the foresight to make
city residents will buy p
and water at half the
others will have to pay.

In its $1,000 contract
'NECO, the city has ens

y residents will ha
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ark Reservolr ‘viable’

ocky Point Reservoir, a
D00-acre-foot ring dam above
aylor Reservoir. This pump
2ck dam would generate and
ore power without losing
ater, pumping water back and
yrth between Taylor and Rocky
oint reservoirs.

Miller explained NECO would
Il Union Park Reservoir from
xcess spring run off water.
IECO could then add water 10
oth east and west slope
treams in dry years, and store it
n wet years.

Union Park Reservoir would
neet Colorado water demands
vhile causing ‘‘minimal
.nvironmental impact,” Miller
said.

He noted Two Forks
anvironmental mitigation costs
range between $30 million and
$100 million because Two Forks
will have a "“major environmen-
tal impact” He added the
Collegiate Range project with
its Pieplant Reservoir, near
Taylor Reservoir, andits second
reservoir near Almont would
have moderate environmental
impact.

But Fish Biologist Rick
Sherman with the Division of
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Wildlife disagreed that Union
Park Reservoir will have a minor
environmental impact.
Sherman contended both
Union Park and Rocky Point
reservoirs - will have a major
impact not only on the fisheries
in the Taylor River and
Reservoir but also on the elk and
Big Horn sheep herds in both
the Union Park and Rocky Point

areas.

Miller replied that the overall
environmental effect IS
“minimal in relation to other
alternatives” like Two Forks.

“There are plusses in taking
water out of the streams when
they're too full and putting it
back when they're too empty.”

Turn to pg. 3

Natural Energy Resources
Company (NECO) President
Dave Miller praised the City of
Gunnison Friday, for having
the foresight to make sure
city residents will buy power
and water at half the price
others will have to pay.

In its $1,000 contract with
NECO, the city has ensured
city residents will have a
better deal than other future
water and power NECO
users, Miller said.

But that contract becomes
effective only if NECO builds

its 900,000 square-foot

NECO praises city

reservoir at Union Park for
water and its 4,000-5,000
square-foot pump back
reservoir at Rocky Point,
above Taylor Reservoir, for
power.

Miller added that Parker,
innradn. has also signed a
similar contract with NECO.

In response to a question,
Miller said Gunnison
understood Union Park
Reservoir's function as a
trans-mountain diversion

Tum to pg. 6
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NATURAL ENERGY RESOURCES COMPANY
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February 16, 1987

i
Mr. William H. Miller
Secretary - Manager

Board of Water Commissioners
City and County of Denver
1600 West Twelfth Avenue
Denver, CO. 80254

Mr. Robert C. McWhinnie
Chief Executive Officer
Metropolitan Water Providers
518 South Cherry Street
Denver, CO. 80222

Colonel Steven G. West
U. S. Army Corps of Engineers

215 North 17th Street

Omaha, Nebraska 68102

Subject: Draft EIS - Union Park Water Supply Project Alternative
Gentlemen:

the public
Natural Energy Resources Company (NECO) hereby requests delay of )
hearings on the Metropolitan Denver Water Supply Draft Environmental Impact

Statement (Draft EIS). A delay is essential to provide the public an: -

opportunity to compare the viable Union Park alternative with the Draft EIS

alternatives before the Final EIS is issued. NECO's position is based on‘thsljg?;

following:

1. Evaluation of Alternatives THE NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (NEPA), A 
MNEHDED, 42 U.S.C. 4321, ET SEQ. and the FOREST AND RANGE LAND RENE#ARE$4
RESOURCES PLANNING ACT OF 1974, AS AMENDED BY THE NATIONAL FOREST MANA@EMES hee
OF 1976 specifically require evaluation of all viable alternatives in the

process. Unfortunately, Union Park is a legitimate alternative that was not
considered.

2. Upper Gunnison Water The attached Bureau of Reclamation's Summary of

Research on exporting water from the Upper Gunnison shows th1§ alternative was
well known to the Colorado water community since the late 1930's (ptch.l). NECO

was formed in 1982 by water attorneys and retired Bureau executives who knew
there was considerable unallocated water that could be used on the East Slope
for municipal purposes. Aurora discovered this fact from a NECO founder, and
their independent hydrology study confirmed the numerous previous stud1gs. For
some unknown reason, there appears to be no evidence the Upper Qpnn1son was
considered in the scoping of over 100 Denver water sqpply a]ternaglves for the
Oraft EIS. Importation of water from the Missouri River was §0n51dered,.wh11e
the ideal Union Park Reservoir site was ignored. Union Park is located in the

state's wettest untapped basin only 42 miles by gravity conduit to Denver's
Mlero Reservoir.

P.Q. Bnx 567 . Palmer Lake, Coloradn 80133 . (303) 481-2003




3. Efficiency of Union Park Attachment 2 shows how an average of 60,000 acre

feet per year from the high altitude Union Park Reservoir can improve the

overall efficiency of Denver Water Department's (DWD) existing reservoir system

(Antero, Eleven Mile, Cheeseman, and Dillon).  Depending on the minimum stream

flow requirements assumed for the Taylor River, a yearly average of 60 to 80,000

acre feet of water can be pumped from Taylor Park Reservoir into Union,Park

storage to augment Denver's system whenever demand dictates. The upper graph

(extracted from the Draft EIS) indicates a wide year to year variation in

weather caused divertible yield for the existing system. Although Denver's

total current storage capacity is 483,000 acre feet, the safe annual yield is

only 295,000 acre feet because of the need to cover the unpredictable dry

periods indicated by the red areas. The blue areas indicate the actual volume - g
of water required from Union Park in dry years to increase DWD's safe annual
yield from 295 to 450,000 acre feet. This equates to 155,000 acre feet increase
in safe annual yield, compared to 98,000 increase with the Two Forks /’
alternative. The bottom chart shows how the 900,000 acre feet Unjon Park
Reservoir fluxuates using actual inflows and outflows to maintain 450,000 safe -
annual yield for Denver's total system. In other words, this yearly average
60,000 acre feet of insurance water from the West Slope actually multiplies into
155,000 acre feet increase in safe annual yield for Metro Denver.

The Bureau of Reclamation controls water releases from Taylor Park Reservoir. y»({,gb
Assuming a lower (more 1likely) minimum stream flow on the Taylor River, there 61",
would be a yearly average of 80,000 acre feet of surplus water that could be ' :
pumped into Union Park for transmountain diversion. With this additional 20,000 J>(

acre feet, the safe annual yield of Denver's system would be increased by 25,000 Wis

acre feet for a total safe annual yield of 475,000 acre feet (Atch.3). This ¢ Og&
shows the multiplier effect decreases with the higher volumes. 57 ,7(}}
In addition to this multiplier effect, Union Park insufance water should provide - qf‘?/

A greater operational flexibility to increase the efficiency of Denver's existing
N reservoir system. For example, current practice is to maintain_nearly full
™

_reservoirs as much as possible to cover the unpredictable dry periods. This

means there is often insufficient storage available to capture infrequent flood / o qf(.r
/' waters.  This is the primary purpose of Two Forks Dam. However, with the / (! & g
~; finsurance water available from Urnion Park, Jower optimum operating levels could &y{‘
QM/ he maintained with confidence to capture the same flood waters that are needed C"f J}
o obtain an_increase in the safe annual yield under the Two Forks concept. We :\ o
believe Denver Water Board's (DWB) existing river flow and reservoir models can A ‘L
be readily used to computer simulate different operational scenarios to show o
additional East Slope storage is not required with Union Park Reservoir. NECO 'V‘A"
has offered DWB engineering assistance on several occasions to expedite a /9 "
computer simulation to help determine the total real value of Unijon Park to the ,,,w
current Denver system. G
4. Cost and Yield Comparison Attachment 4 summarizes the economic and
environmental/socioeconomic costs and benefits of the Union Park, Two Forks, and
Collegiate Range alternatives. Although the construction costs are comparable \| -
using the same estimating criteria, the dollar costs per acre foot of yield are
about 50% less with Union Park. The environmental and socioeconomic costs of Z
Union Park and Collegiate Range have not been thoroughly evaluated. However, Cu‘N M)
. preliminary analysis indicates the remote, off river, Union Park site is 0y !
relatively benign compared to the other alternatives. In fact, Union Park may g 3
have an overall positive environmental impact because the "dry year" concept is > S\}
: [
(SR AN




designed to extract water from rivers during flood times and then augment river
flows on both slopes during critical dry periods when river ecosystems are
endangered. We believe further study will show the dramatic economic and

environmental/socioeconomic advantages of Union Park will be even greater than
indicated on this chart.

RS
5. Future Expansion Attachment 4 also shows the weighted average cost of the
various expansion potentials of the three alternatives. Although the capital
costs are comparable, we believe the environmental and socioeconomic costs "of
DWB's various expansion systems identified in the Draft EIS will render them
unacceptable when they are fully understood by the people of Colorado. After
Two Forks, all of DWB's future expansion plans require additional water from the
Upper Colorado Basin. These rivers have already been hard hit by transmountain
diversions, and it is also the fastest growing and most affluent region on the
West Slope. This area needs its remaining water for projected future urban
growth as well as for aesthetic and environmental reasons. Even though DWB may

have controlling water rights in this important area, future political pressure

will probably render these rights useless for Metro Denver growth.

In contrast, the Upper Gunnison/Uncompahgre Valley area is sparsely populated,
remote from Front Range population pressure, and has never been tapped for
transmountain diversion. Because of the economic trends in agriculture, the
actual requirement for water is decreasing in this extensive farming and
ranching area. As a result, more water is being lost by Colorado to the down
river states. In the long term, it appears water owners in the Gunnison Basin
will be looking for ways to realize a higher use and return for some of their
water that is surplus to agriculture needs.

Rocky Point Pumped Storage Project Our January 14, 1987 Special Water Report to
the people of Colorado also outlines the future benefits Colorado will realize
from NECO's Rocky Point Pumped Storage Project. This project will initially
supply 1,000 megawatts of clean peaking power for Southwestern states. If this
large power operation were owned by a Colorado or Metro Denver Water and Power
Authority, the expected profit from power exportation to other states could pay
for much of the cost of Union Park.

Summary In summary, Union Park is economically and environmentally superior to
the - alternatives currently considered in the Draft EIS. It s also
substantially more in harmony with the long term trends and interests of both
slopes and the people of Colorado. In addition, most of the cost of Union Park
could be covered by out of state power sales from Rocky Point if both projects
are controlled under a single authority.

In view of the rationale contained in this letter, NECO respectfully requests
the Draft EIS review process be modified to accomodate a fair comparison of the
Union Park alternative. We will continue to offer our assistance to analyze the
hydrology, which could be confirmed in less than 60 days. Although more time
would be required to confirm the detailed geologic, engineering, environmental,
and socioeconomic estimates, we believe a concentrated review of existing data
could be completed in 60 days to give reasonable estimates and confidence in the
Union Park alternative.



The short term decision between Union Park and Two Forks is extremely important
to the long term development of Colorado water for the next 50 years. If Two
Forks is constructed, the 1large sunk cost will tend to force further water
development and diversions from the Upper Colorado River area. If Union Park
prevails, the Upper Gunnison will receive its fair share of the state's future
water conservation projects.

We are hopeful of a favorable response to this letter, as we believe strongly in
a spirit of cooperation to achieve the most cost effective water systems for the
people of Colorado. If in a few days an indication of cooperation is not
apparent, we will unfortunately be forced to seek whatever remedies are
available to insure compliance with the intent of federal legislation.

Sicerey,

"Allen D. (Dave) Miller
President

ADM/bm

4 Attachments



SUMMARY OF RESEARCH REGARDING GUNNISON-ARKANSAS PROJECT
March 21, 1986 :
Bureau of Rerlamation, Grand Junction, CO 4

The Gunnison-Arkansas Project appears to be grounded in
Bureau projects and studies of the late 1930's and the
1940's according to the Pureau's own history of past
investigations. WPA funding in 1935 marked the beginning
of the study of water supply in Colorado, and out of this
- "some areas and projects, including the Gunnison-Arkansas
Project, warranted further investigation...Investigations
on the Western Slope were started about 1936..,.In June
1940, a comprehensive reconnaissance survey was started to
determine the possibilities for optimum Gunnison-Arkansas
Prolect development. Surveys were begun in the Gunnison
Rasin in the fall of 1943 to obtain preliminary data on
existinr water use and control facilitles, reservoir and
dam sites, hydroelectric power sites, and potential trans-
mountain diversion sites." The chronology assoclated with
this prolect indicates a long-standing interest on the
"part of the Pureau of Reclamation.

For orRanizétional purposes, the data examined may be
considered 1n four sections:

1. Interim Report, Gunnison-Arkansas Project,Colorado.
13 volumes; June 19087 Project Planning Report Ho,[-8a.dJd-0.
U.S. Dept. of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation. See the
attachment, "List of Supporting Appendix Reports," for an
index of volumes contained in this edition of data regard-
ing the project.,

Contained in this report are two plans:

A. a minimum plan called "Initial Development";

B, an expanded plan called "Maximum Gravity Diversion."
The content of the report is heavily weighted on the "Initial
Development" phase which concerns the Roaring Fork River
Basin and specifically the Fryingpan River diversion to the
Arkansas River. The Gunnison River Basin fipures in the
Maximum Gravity Diversion phase of the project.

2. Interim Report, Gunnison-Arkansas Project,Colorado.
16 volumes; September 1949: Project Planninpg Report No.!-8a.49-1.
U.S. Dept. of the Interlor, Pureau of Reclamation. Please
see the attachment, "List of Supporting Appendix Reports,"
for an index of volumes contained in this other edition.
This series of volumes along with a supplement entitled
Initial Development Gunnison-Arkansas Project, Special Re-
port, were presented to the Governor of Colorado who for-
warded the project to the Colorado Water Conservation Board.

Atch. 1
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The bulk of the report is still strongly weighted to phase
1 of the project except for Appendix Q- Alternative Plans
which focuses on the Maximum Gravity Diverslon phase and
even embellishes on that,

3. Report of the Policy and Review Committee (of the
Colorado Water Conservation Foard,) June 15, 1950. This
volume discusses the commentary of this body on the "Interim
- Report on the first stage of the proposed Gunnison-Arkansas
Project." The committee concludes that a smaller project
than the "Initlal Phase" would not be "justifiable"., It
submits "Operating Principles for the Fryingpan-Arkansas
Project". Note that even the name of the project is be-
coming, ambipuous, It 1is supfested by some that the project
be renamed "Fryingpan-Arkansas Project” to be more descrip-
tive of 1ts scope. This "... shall not be implied as an
abandonment of their expressed intention to obtain approval
of a project from the Gunnison River, nor shall approval
of this provision by Western Colorado representatives be
construed as any consent on their part to the authorization
of a projJect for the exportation of water from the Gunnison
River to Eastern Colorado."

4. Peripheral Data, These are assorted volumes filed
with the Interim Report, Gunnison-Arkansas Project, and
related to 1t. They are 1isted chronologlically.
lontrose Power Investigations/Colorado. Gunnison River Dam

Preliminary Estimate. September 25, 1939,
Gunnison-Arkansas Project - Colorado. Almont Dam. Very
Preliminary DesIgn and Estimate. January 3, 1946,
U.S. Dept. of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation. White-
water Unit-Colorado. Information Required for Prepar-
ation of Preliminary Desings (sic) and Estimates for Bridge-
port Dam and Kannah Creek Dikes. Grand Junction, CO, Nov.l,
1948. 1Includes photos, maps, topo, tables, charts, etc.
United States Dept, of the Interior/Bureau of Reclamation,
Upper Colorado River, T"Report on Search for Potential
Reservoir Sites 1n the Roaring Fork Basin above the
Aspen Reservoir Site." August 31, 1949,
Official Comments and Recommendations of the State of Colorado
on the Initial Development, Gunnison-Arkansas Project
Roaring Fork Dlversion, Colorado. Aug, 7, 1951.
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Union Park Water Supply Project
Denver Water Department
Divertable Yields & Safe Annual Yields
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UNION PARK WATER SUPPLY PROJECT
SYSTEM COMPARISON

UNION  TWO COLLEGIATE

LARK ~ FORKS ___ _RANGE _
Capital Cost $424M $400-500M $343M
Safe Annual 155,000 AF 98,000 AF 53,000 AF (
Yield=-Initial ‘ L
Capital Cost per $2700 $4000-5000 $6500
Acre Foot
Annualized Cost $230 $340-425 $550
per Acre Foot
Future Expansion 150,000 AF 260,000 AF 30,000 AF
Expansion Annualized ¢400-500 $500-800 ~  $500-600
Cost per Acre Foot _

Front Range Denver Denver

Users West Slope Area v
Environmental Impact  Minimal Major Moderate
Recreation Positive Negative Negative

b Udly
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GUNNISON COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION

AGENDA: February 20, 1987

Administrative matters/minutes

Natural Energy Resources = Company,
informatioral updates on envirornmental,
feasibility, et.al. studies on the proposed
Urmion Fark water supply project

Comments, questions from public agency
representatives

Comments, questions from the public

Comments, questions, wrap-up by Planning
Commission members

LUNCH

Ken Norris, public hearing on Minor Impact
proposed lard split on Kebler Pass near
Erickson Springs

Staff Ffor Mark Schumacher, Three Rivers
Resgort amendment to site approval application

Work session, *to determine suggestions for
U.8. Forest Service’s "wish 1list® for
recrentional uses on Forest Service lands



W@ﬁ

GUNNISON COUNTY FPLANNING COMMISSION

MINUTES: February 20, 1987

The Gunnison County Flanning Commission held a regular
meeting on Friday, February 20, 1987 in the County Commissioners’
Room, Gumnisorn Courty Courthouse. ALl members but Lindn Helken
arnd Tlon Croshy were present.

ook

Dave Miller, president of the NATURAL ENERGY RESOURCES
COMFANY, was present to provide amn imformatioral update on the
proposed Rocky Foimt pump storage project and the Union Fark
project.

The following people were also in attendances

Tom Griswold, City of Aurora

Roger Fraser, City of Aurora

Rod Larndwehr,; Attorney, Town of Mt. Crested Butte

Ferk Vickers, Gunnison Water Roard

JuNo MclDermott, Gunnison Water Roord

Faul Taramarcaz, Gurnnison Water Roard

Steve McCall, Bureau of Reclamation

Gordor Lind, Bureau of Reclamatiorn, Salt Lake City, Utah

Bremt Uilenberyg, Bureau of Reclamation, Grand Junction

David Anderson, District 10 Flamming Commission

Bill Trampe, Upper Gunnison River Water Conservation Dist.

Jim Hokit, Uncompagrhe Water Users, Montrose

Fraomk Coleman, Western State Colleyge

Michnel McHugh, Colo. Joint Review Process

Tom Henry, Jr., Colo. Division of Wildlife

Martin Nielson, Natiorml Fark Service, Curecanti

Ke Te Lund, Gunnison Country Times

Rick Shermarn, Divisiorm of Wildlife

Iee Rlacklock, City of Gurnnison

Lyrm Cudlip, 3-C Water Lab

Mark Elder, Gunnison County Sanmitarian

Mike Rock, Gumnnison County Mamager

Eill Nesbitt, Gumnison City Council

L. Richard Eratton, Attorney, Upper Gunnison River Water
Conservation District

Jack Sage, Bureau of Reclamation

Neil Chapin, Bureau of Reclamation, Montrose

David Leinsdorf, Chairman, Gumnison County Commissioners

Rikki Santarelli, Gumnnison County Attorney

Terry Reed, Bureau of Land Management, Gurmison

Robert Armnold, Gummison Water Roard

David . Ruff, U.S. Forest Bervice, Gurnnison

2

o



'

\w o/

Gordon Ferguson, Almont homeowrner; Gunnison Angling Societys
Trout Unlimited
Laura Anderson, Crested Rutte Chromicle-Filot

Joarnrne started the meeting off by giving 2 brief history of
the county’s denlings with NECO. The Flamming Commission first
met with the company in May, 19853 mo land use change application
has heern filed as yet.

Miller explained +that what NECO iz comsidering is a conduit
42 miles long from a reservaoir that would sit 800’ thigher than
Taylor Fark Reservoir, involving a turnmel 12 miles lomng through
the Continemtal Divide into Cottornwood Creek, a pipeline under
the Arkamnsas River amnd up the other side, going into a flume,
another short tunnel, and another flume into Denver’s Antero
Reservoir. He said they like +to thirmk they are _just 42 miles
from Denver by gravity conduit; the system is based entirely on
gravity flow.

The reservoir NECO refers to would bhe approximately 900,000
square feet, slightly smaller thoan Blue Mesa Lake.

NECO estimntes comstruction costs for the Union Fark pro ject
to be $400,000,000 ard the Rocky Foint project to be
$500,000,000.

NECD’s conmtractors feel that this area is probably the most
efficient power operation laocation inm the country.

Miller explained that they expect to pump 30,000-40,000 acre
ft. of water during spring run-off. The water would be held in
the Union Park reservoir until it is needed by the west slope
and/or the east slope. The total holding capacity of the Dillon,
Antero, Elevenm Mile, and Cheesmarn reservoirs is 438,000 acre
feet. Urmiorn Fark would add another 200,000 acre feet to that,
basically tripling the capacity of the Ienver system.

NECO is proposing to divert an average of 60,000 acre
feet/year from the Upper Gunmnisorn area. In dry years, they may
not  puwmp anything, and in other years, they moy pump up to
140,000 acre feet imte Urnion Fark Reservoir from the Taylor
Reservoir, depending on the spring run-off. Woter will only ke
pumped when there’s o surplus, according to Miller, rnot affecting
senior water rights. NECO has agreed, in their water decree, to
maintain 40,000 acre feet as a mimimum stream flow.

Aurora amd NECO have filed orm the same water.

Urion Fark is to be built off-river, according to Miller; it
will only be draired by Lotus Creek.

NECDO bhelieves that the Urmiorm Fark, Two Forks, and Collegiate

K
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Range projects are all competitive. A chart showing the three
proposnals was displayed by Miller, with Urnion Park shown as the
most favorable in terms of capital costs ($425% milliom). Miller
said that +their proposal is a dry-year concept, which means that
they only take water inm the "wet® years and hold it umtil it is
needed on  the west slope or the east slope. NECO feels that
there are flaws inm the Aurora proposal, since they will he
diverting surplus water to the South Flatte when it carmnot carry
or- handle more water.

Regarding future expansion, Miller said <that there is a
substantial amournt of surplus water in the Gunnison area, and on
the west slope. The problem is that the water comes from heavy
snow rurn-off which occurs during o short period of time; the
reservoirs would spread out +the availability of water by
collecting the run—off.

NECQ claims that the emnvirormental impact of their project,
compared to the Two Forks and Colleginte Range projects, will he
minimal, amnd may even have a net positive impact. Their
reasoning is that surplus water will be drawn when flooding could
cause damage douwnstream in wet years, and evern flows will he
maintnined in the rivers during dry years.

Miller displayed a chart showing the assets that Umion Fark
currently hasi they already have 325,000 acre feet of storage in
n 1984 decree with a 1982 priority date. That storage is for
power generation only, which is a mon-consumptive use, according
to Miller. The power gerneration operation does not consume any
water; it  is pumped uphill and released. 0On Dec. 31, 1986 NECO
filed for the emlarged storage (900,000 acre feet) in Union Fark.
NECO wants to maintain their 19282 priority for woter rights.
They feel they cam show that they’ve been working on this pro ject
since that time.

The diversion of the conduit to the East Slope is also part
of NECO‘s water rights application and is still pending; it would
also have the 1982 date.

Three engineerimg firms are working with NECO: Ebasco
Services, Black & Veatch, and Horrison-Western.

One of +the expamnsion ideas of +the Umnion Fark concept
includes lateral tunmels to the East River and Quartz Creel.
NECO feels am additiornal 45,000 acre feet could he brought into
the system through these tunnels. Miller explained +that
construction costs would be fairly high, but the cost per acre
foot is comparable to Two Forks.

Miller concluded his briefing, amd asked if there were
questions.



Ferk Vickers asked if Miller was saying that, if NECO builds
the Urnion Park project, Two Forks will mot be built. Miller
answered that their project is anm alterrmmtive to Two Forks, and
there’s no reason to have Two Forks if NECO‘s project is built.
Miller also added that NECO had released a letter two days ago to
the Ienver Wonter Board, the Metro Water Froviders, and the Corps
of Emngineers asking for a delay on the Two Forks public hearing
scheduled for next week. NECD’s rensoning for this is that the
Nat’l Enviromnmental FProtection Agerncy requires analysis and
comparisons of all  viable alterrnatives, and the Umion Parlk
concept has heemn available for a long time, according to Miller.

Diclk Bratton asked what the cost was for the expansion
turmels to the East amd Tomichi Rivers. Miller replied that the
totnl cost would bhe %290 million.

There was a question of what the minimum stream flows inm the
Taylor River would be. Miller said that it varies by the month,
arnd involves complicated hydrology. He said that it wouldn’t
hurt the rafting or fishing, and in fact, the 60,000 acre feet
average of water NECO figured as a minimum stream flow was
considered by some people to be too high for good wading.

Miller said that the existing dam and spillway at the Taylor
Reservoir were not designed for o 100-year flood and need to be
improved. As part of their power project, NECO is planning a
multi-level outlet works that would pull water out of the
reserveir at any level. He said they would release the warm
water which would double the growth rate of fish downstream.

Rikki Santarelli asked what effect the pumping activities of
both Rocky Foint and Union Fark would have on the level of the
Taylor Reservoir. Miller replied that the daily fluctuations at
Rocky Foint (depending on how much water is in the reservoir when
water is released to the pumped storage operation) would be 27,
if the reservoir is full; if the reservoir is "down a ways," the
pumping would reduce the reservoir level by 3‘.

Dick Brattom brought up the issue of transporting the power;
he said he disagrees with Miller on how easy it will be to
transport the power, and considers it 2 major issue. The other
issue is envirommental, and getting the power out of Taylor Fark
ns compared with other projects thot are being considered in
eastern Colorado. Another issue is the amournt of water actually
nvailable in the Upper Gunnison Basin with all  the demamds being
ploced o it.

Bratton said that Aurora had been requested at the
Commissioners’ meeting Tuesday (Feb. 17! to consider delaying
nctive litigation omn their water rights application until the
UGRWCL is further along in the Upper Gunnisorn study, and Bratton
said "we’d" ask the same thing of NECO if they’re interested in
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complying. EBErattom said +that there are mamy factors irnvolved,
and nasked if NECO would conmsider postponing proceeding with their
water filing umtil the study is further along or completed.

Miller replied thot NECO is still open to negotiating and
discussing the issues that EBrattorn raised. However, Miller said
it is hard for them to sit bock and woit for studies to be
completed while Two Forks is pressing on.

There was a question regarding the water to be stored in
Uniorn Farks; specifically, the water that NECO will store inm Union
Fark is presently stored in Taylor Reservoir and goes to the
Urncompagrhe District: how will NECO make the replacement to the
Uncompagrne District? Miller cited studies dorne by the Bureau of
Reclamatiorn before Blue Mesa Reservoir was constructed. He said
the replacement waoter would come from Blue Mesa, with back-up
provided through Urnion Fark,

Arother questioner asked Miller to describe the N.E.F.A.
compliaonce process (permit decision process) as he sees it for
NECO’s project, independent of the decisions that may be pending
on Two Forks. Miller replied +that amn armlysis of alternatives
needs to be donej; what are the alternatives for providing water
for whoever will be using it? NECO will be studying the same
nlterrnatives that llenver is studying now. Miller said they
believe that 904 of the work hns been done. He also said they
feel that the real rneed for water is in the Denver Metro area.
The N.E.F.A. requirements for Union Fark are the same as for Two
Forks, according to Miller.

Someone asked Miller if he thought +the [enver Water Koard
had any impression, favorable or unfavorable, regarding the Union
Fark project. Miller said that a2 briefing scheduled for last
weelk betweern NECO ard the Denver Water Board waos cancelled. NECO
says construction will not start until +they have major users,
which is the purpose of meeting with the Denver Water Roard. NECO
is negotiatimg rnow with major users.

NECO would still go through with the Union Park power
generation project evemn if Two Forks is approved/completed. It
is NECO’s opirmion that Two Forks can be completed in 4-35 years.

laura Andersorn asked where the tunmel would come out of the
East River, and how it would be dome. Miller said that it could
be either a diversion point or a reservoir, and will be right
where two creeks come together. Andersorn asked for the specific
location of the two creeks; Miller wasnm’t sure, but said that the
site hnd to be at approximately 9,400’ elevation. Rill Trampe
thought that Miller was talking about the Copper Creek area near
Gothic. Miller estimated that conmstruction of that project would
be 25 years away.

é



Ilavid Leinsdorf said that permits will be required by the
county from Aurora amd NECO, arnd the county will push for a
caomplete joint review process.

NECD’s FERC application will be submitted nrnext September,
according to Miller; comnstruction would start 3—-4 years after
that.

Fred Holbrook asked if NECO’s current application to the
Water Court (or the old decree that they already have for the
smaller reservoir) specifically imcludes putting water back into
the West Slope drainage. Miller replied that their application
describes the dry-year concept, with the idea of supplying water
to users on both slopes. They already have a comtract with the
City of Gunnmison to provide water and power to the city.

Fred then asked the wildlife representatives in the audience
if they +thought that Urmion Fark was a good area +to fill with
water. DOW representatives said that there are migration routes

arnd  calving inm that area. They do amticipate some ma jor
problems, because there is o major sheep herd and elk herd right
im the middle of the proposed reservoir. Wildlife people are

waiting for the EIS +to be completed before making any final
decisions.

Iick Wingerson summarized the meeting, mnoting two major
points: 1) A large °"bhucket® of water on top of the Comtinental
Iivide is very valuable; and 2) Mamy groups want the same water.
Dick. rveiterated +that Gunnison County still doesn’t have a
proposal from NECO inm the form of a land use change application,
and that many processes will be triggered once the county does
receive am application.

Iave Ruff of the Forest Service said that they had a fairly
lory list of comcerns regarding NECO’s projgect if it should he
developed. The Forest Service tad sent NECO a list of their
concerns. Fresently, NECO has n permit with the USFS to conduct
field studies om the Rocky Point Froject. Last summer (1986) was
the first year that any field studies and exploration
were done by NECO; additiomal work is plamned for this summer.

There wWere no Ffurther questions or comments, nand Dick
thanked Dave Miller amd those in attendance for coming.

ffokoks
Les Rumberyg and Fred Holbrook were seated as voting members.
Dora Mae moved nand Les secormded a motion +that the Flanning
Commission minutes of February 6, 1987 bhe approved as corrected.
The motion passed unanimously.

ARk
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The public hearing for KEN NORRIS, regarding o proposed land
split omn Kebler Fass near Erickson Springs, was opened. Mr.
Norris was present, and presented registered mail return receipts
for the file as proof that adjacent landowrers had been notified
of the hearing.

Dick rnoted that am affidavit showing that the hearing notice
had beern published was im the file. Joanne noted that she had
received three phone calls from members of the Kaslo family
stating their opposition to the land split.

Joanne recommended <that +the Plamming Commission take no
nction on this proposal until the Environmental Health Board has
a chance to review it, since the split would create two parcels,
each being less tharm an acre. Froposals for septic systems on
parcels of less than one acre must he reviewed by the
Envirornmental Health Board. The commission agreed +to wait to
hear the decision by the health board.

The hearing was closed.
ook
The amendment to the site approvol application for Three
Rivers Resort was presented. Les moved amnd Tora Mae secornded o
motiorn that the Flanming Commission sign the application with the

condition that the lirnes be sized to tie omto a central system if
that should be effected.

MOTION FASSED umanimously.

fostesfesteste
Next oan the agenda was 0 work session to determine
suggestions for +the U.S5. Forest Service’s "wish 1list® for
recreational uses on Forest Service lands. The following list

was developed, and Joanne was asked to pass it om to Jim Faxon at
the Forest Service.

- Concessionaire program designed +to encourage private
landowners to develop RV and camping facilities under
the negis of the Forest Service, and to be monitored
but rnot maintoined by the Forest Service.

- Tie in to Colorado State trails system.

- Bock-country hut system for m-country skiers; to tie in
with identified x-country ski trails.

- Naoture hikes af varying degrees of difficulty,
identifying wildlife, vegetatiorn, etc.

8



Exparnsion (regeneration 7) of YCC program for young
people to spend summers here building trails, ferces,
etc.

Freservation of armn o0ld mining site and facilities,
nccessible by public (on nature hike, etc.).

Expand program of working with private landowners to
improve fisheries ns well as signage to lessen trespass
problems.

Loop trails; identify new areas for complete trails to
avoid dead-ending.

Support obliteration of roads which have been cut in
for timber cuts.

Signs at trailheads describing the length of the trail,
conditions of trail, difficulty, allowed usage, etc.

Fotojoiok

The meeting was ad journed.
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Fam Park, Flanning Assistant
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AGREEMENT

This Agreement: entered fnto this 14th day of January ,

1987 , by and between MHatural Energy Resources Company, a Colorado
corporation, with plice of business at 3855 Highway 105 West,
Palmer Lake, Colorado 80133 (hereinafter referred to as "NECO" or

as "Seller"), and the Clity of Gunnison, a Colorado municipal

corporation, P. O. Box 239, Gunnison, Colorado 81230, (referred

to herefnafter as "Gunnison"” or as "Purchaser"), WITNESSETH THAT:

A, Whereas, NECO represents that it has full, merchantable
and urencumbered title to a conditional decree for water rights

Issued June 14, 1984, by the District Court for Water Division

No. 4, State of Colorado, {n Case 82CW340, to store water from
the Taylor River, Lottis Creek and Willow Creek for hydroelectric

purposes fn a reservoir, the south abutment of which §{s located

at a point which bears South 15° 20° 19" West 22,332.95 feet from

the NW Corner of Section 21, Township 14 South, Range 82 West of

the 6th P.M. in Gunnison County, Colorado; and

8. Whereas, NECO intends to flle during calendar year 1986
in the office of the Clerk of the sald District Court for Water
Division No. 4, an application for water storage rights for

municipal and transmountain purposes at substantfally the same

location, in the form attached hereto as Exhibit A (herefinafter

referred to as "the Application"” or "the Project"); and

C. Whereas, NECO represents that lts agents or employees

have engaged In open and notorious activities {n gqppor@’bf»thg '

RY
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project referred to {n the foregoing paragraph B, sufficlient to
establish an appropriation date eariier than and a priority
senfor to the applicatfon filed by the City of Aurora In Case
86CW37 in said Court; and

D. Whereas, Gurnison requires a supply of municipai water -

fn the form of stored water or water storage rights to supplement
ltsexlsttngwatersupply.andalsorequlresasupplybfhydroelectric
pawer to supplement the electrical power presently purchased by
Its municipally owned electric utility: and

E. Whereas, NEZO has tendered to Purchaser a certaln

report by Ebasco Services, Incorporated, entitled "Union Park
Water Supply Project Reconnafssance Evaluation Study"® dated
October, 1986, which predicts a safe yleld (safe yleld @eans the
average amount of consumptive use water whféh the. project would
yleld over an extended period of time F}om the water rights
referrud to at paragraph B) for NECO’s water rights referred to
fn foregoing paragraph B of about 60,000 acre feet per year, and
contemplates & reservoir with capacity of at least 600,000 acre
feet, together with a pipeline or conduit to Antero Reservoir on
the South Platte River, with

other facilitles and capabilities

all described in safid report, upon the correctness and accuracy
of which Purchaser iIs relying; and ’ A

F. Whereas, NECO has at present no other contracts with
end users of {ts water, and such

municipal or quasi-municipal

contracts commtgting such purchasers to purchase some Project

i X




wateéla}é-;pséﬁtlallto avoid possible dlsmlséal»of the Appllcatidﬁ
under Colorado case law; »
NOW. THEREFORE, Seller and Purchaser, in consideration of

OL:LARS;

M .

oo re

obl 1gations. Feciteu hereln, AGREE AS FOLLOWS:

1. P;rchaser ag. ees to buy From Seller; and’ Seller agrees
to sell {6 Purchaser +he right to receiv>, In perpetuity, 1,000
acre fcet of water per year of the safe yleld of the Project, for
a totaf Bne time purchas2 price to Gunnlson of TWO HUNDRED
THOUSANd DOLLARS ($20C,000), payable as follows: 51;000 hereby
receipted for, and the balance due in cash or certified funds
upon coﬁpletion of the Project to such a state of construction
that it has the legal and physical capability'to actually deliver
such amount of water to said purchaser. This commitment to
purchase shall explire 2! years from date hereof {f not previously
closed pursuant to paragraph 9.

2. jseller grants to Purchaser the option to purchase
we rightf;o receive in perpetulty up to an additional 2,000 acre

o~

yéar of the safe yleld of the Project for a total,ohe

timé punéhase price of THREE HUNDRED DOLLARS ($300) per acre
foot. Suéh option shall be exercised by written notice delivered

to Selle# no later than twenty-one (21)- years from the date

hereof or within six months after completion of the Project to’

“te of é;nstruction that It has»the3legal and physical

($1.006.00) In hand pald by Purchaser . :@..°

Suditional consideratfon:and the mutual

capabilify to ectupl]y deliver such amount of water to Purchaser,
whichever occurs sooner.
3. Seller grants to Purchaser the option to purchase

up’'to 12,000 acre feet of reservoir storage space In the Project,

beyond(théi;p@ngxpﬁwnlch it 1s entitled by virtue of purchases

of water under Parajyrapans i and 2, at a one time purchase
price of FIFTY DOLLAIS ($50.00) per acre foot of space, for
storage of such water as Purchaser may wish to store therein,
fncluding by way cf e#ample and not by way of limitation carry-
over of safe yfeld water or the conditional water storage
rights decreed In Case 81CW307 in sald Court. Such option shall
be exercised by written notice dellvered to Seller no later than
twenty-one (21) years from the date hereof.

4. Seller grants to Purchaser the right to expeditiously
participate in any expansions of the Project beyond the water
rights applied for in the Applfcation attached hereto, on an
equal basis with the most Févored other participants, for up to

flve per cent’ (5%) of the additional water rights, storage space

and other faclliities of such expansions. These rights of

participation are sgreed to be effective and to vest immediately
upon execution hereof; they are not opticns.

S. Any water purchased hereunder by Gunnison, or water
owned by Gunnison which is stored in the project reservoir, shall
be delivered upon request to the Taylor River system at the

outlet wbrks of the project.




consl eratfon: £ the various:

to be Full and setlsfactory ccnelderation‘ the right to purchase-

es much electrlcity as the

In the Clty 3 sole dete.mlnation.

r‘the Iowest cepacfty p lc

cherged by any

oF Gunnleon s other *Lppllers at the tlme.
that Gunnison makes frem the Federal government Gunnison shall

at fits sole optlon furnish or Fay for at NECO’s cost the energy

necessary to Pump the ater Into the upper reservolr from whlch

its said Power will be generated Gunnlson s power shell be

metered and delivered at the low. voltege slde of the NECO

substation, and it shall be the responslblllty of Gunnison to

arrange necessary wheeling contracts or alternate dellvery
methods.. The right to purchase power under ‘this Parag: aph is
agreed to be effective and to vest tmmedlately upon execution
hereof; 1t is not an option even though it is recognized by the
pParties that such power cannot as a practical matter be purchased

by Gunntson until a future date upon completlon of the first

perpetulty{

:lnc|udlng purchases“

beneFlts derlved From thls agrecment by NECO. whlch is ackrawledged o

stage of the hydroelectric works of the ProJect snd explratton.

'termlnatlon.

‘Poder purchase obligations.

7. All obligations of Pural haser except the earnest money

Payment hereunder are contangent upon the entry of 8 final

decree pursuent to’ the Application.

or renegotlation cF th CJty"s presently exlstlngm

in sa(d Case escuf7

{n- the District Court For Water Division

No. 4. end are also s2nfor to any otner wa.er storage right oF

over 200 acre Feet For whi.:h application was filed in said Court

In ca'endar‘&ea 98¢ ,. .or whlch relates back to calendar year

1986 under C.R. S 37-9c-306 l cr otrerwise. ,
8. vAllnobltgations of Purchaser hereunder are also
contingant’ upon dereat or subordination by NECO of a sufficlent
quantity of conditiona! water rights to establleh that the rights
to water of Purchaser c.nder paragraphs | and 2 hereof are within

not attempt

the safe yleld of the'Pchect. - However, NECO shall

to defcat or subordinace 17,000 AF of the water storage rights
decreed to the City of Gunnison fn Case 81CW307 at such reservoir
sites decreed in that cuse which Gunnison shall select.

9. Closing of purchases hereunder shall occur at the

municfpal offices of the Purchaser within a year after .the

occurrence of the condition described in pParagraph 1, or within a
year after the exercise of options described in other paragraphs,
as the case may be, or at such earlier date as Purchaser may

request. At closing, upon payment or - tender as above provided

and compliance with the other terms and provisions hereof, Seller
shall execute a. good and sufficient warranty deed or other ang
equivalent evidence of ownership to Purchaser, conveying the
Perpetual right to receive water, or the water stcrage space? as
encumbrances. or

liens,

the case may be, free and clear of all
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ach Purchaser. and shall ae allocated among th

L such '
e gt Fbclll€l s atcorulng to thelr use. Such expenses

may lnclude replacemer: ccats of llmlted

llFe—tlme ltems whi
. . ch
are associated with the oper

valves and
the 1ike, but not to Include reconstructlon of the: dam
or the
conveyance factilities, -and not to lnclude dupllcatlon
of
costs whi
ch have been charged under other accounts, nor t
R o

include retirement of debt. R

11. T .
ftle shal be merchantable in Seller as of closlng

[f tltle to any water » water l’g“t or StO'Bge sDace Is not

merchant
able, then at the option oF the Purchaser this contract

shall b
e consldered void and oF no eFFect. or Purchaser ma
e SRR B Y

Proceed under paragraph 1g. -

L . . S h
12 Thls contract shall be Flled wlth the water court'as an.

e
. a
append‘x Of‘ exh‘b't to th Appl! Bt'on ﬁd the contl'actual

In 811 of e
the benefits of the Appllcatlon and the Appllcatlon

s
hall go provlde. Nevertheless. NECO shall

seve Purchaser
harmless from all costs. of pursuln :

VEVAppllbatlonband related lltlgatlon.to~

e

Jng NECO's other obllgetlons hereunder, whlch

in good Falth.
l3. lt ls agreed thit, because the present water statutes '

,For;an entry of appearance at lae finception of a..

Application, ROE Ffor the purpose of hostility to the Appllcatlon :
or the Project but rFor the purpose of being a party to such
proceedings in order to be able to protect Gunnison’s water rlghts.
14.:,Thls Agreemuent Imposes on Purchaser no obligation to,
assist. NECO tn litigation, admin{strative proceedings, project
financing, or otherwise than as specifically provided herein.
Purchaser'ls not a co-applicant In the Application. :

15. A counterpart of this Agreement may be recorded by any
party hereto. This Agreement may be executed with one or more
counterpart slgneture pages.

16. Seller shall not encumber or suffer a lien to remain

recorded upon any of the rights to recelve water, water, water

storage space or electric power as to which Purchaser has any
interest hereunder or which Purchaser has the right to acquire by'l
exercise of an option hereunder. Any security interest given by':
Seller to finance the project, or otherwise, shall be sabordlnate'
and junfor to the rights of Purchaser under this contract.

17. Seller shall regularly keep Purchaser {nformed of
fts corporate dtatus, encumbrances upon the Project, other

‘pértieslgéiwh°m water or storage space is sold, contracted or




. par y and it may recover such”, damages Bs may be. proper””br (2)

elect to treat this Agreement as being tn Full force and effect e

and the non-deFaulting party shall have the right to-an ectlon
‘for spechte performance or damages. or both.rf )

19. Eech party represents that the persons executlng thle
‘Agreement on its behalf have been regularly authorized to do so
by that entlty s governing Board or Council,. as the case may be.

20. NECO holds harmless and shall indemnlfy Purchaser From

any'1labl1(ty. attorney fees, cost or expense arlslng From injury

to persons or property {n the cone;ruction qr operatlon of the

proJect.‘lNECO shall conform to e!luepplicable EOnsfructionrend

safety regulations. and shalf'ma!ntain ln:Force 11ability A

or bondlng suftable, epproprfate and custcmary For the

se_ge and stetus of the P“'

'éueééesotfsfatutes. None of the

Purchaser—agch a. degree of

or proJect.facllltles as to

'_whli:h-tl'il ‘Part}

may. ndélfy“eéeﬁfbfher from time to time.

Nottce-to NECO may-also be provlded in wr!ting to its reglstered

agent. Any not!ce given by Flrst class mail shall be~deemed
effective three cays after mailing; notices by methods which

provide wrltten ev!dence of delivery such as certified mail with

return rece(pt or pereonal servlce shall be deemed effective upon
actual de‘lvery'

2 ; NECO greES that any arrangements involving transfer

to enother enticy oF any of NECO’s rights, title or interest In
or needed to carry through the Application or Project will be
subJect to this Agreement and that NECO will obtain a binding
agreement from the transferees under which the transferees will
belegallyeoundbytheundertaklngsandagreementsofNECOhereunder.

23. NECO agrees that eny sale, asslgnment or transfer in
whole or in part of any of its interest in the Application or
Project shall be subject to prior written approval by Purchaser,
whicr'she{l'net'be unreasonably wﬁthheld provided the transferee -
has the éeéénkéén and financial capabllity to pursue the Project.

24. Al of the benefits and obligations of this agreement

shall accrue to .and be binding upon the assigns or successors !n

10
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“le fo eg ! |h tl ument Q' ledged beforc me. this
S e Was ackll W
day ' of éﬁ‘ ‘986'1 bY Bob Decker as Mayor of t“e

|Uﬂ-
! ina) corporﬂt
1s0n .,a-.mu-"c : .
(Cley of Sunnleonn A’

Ll A

'water‘tp Antero Re.ervolr.

«However Tn tlmes o

shortage Parker'g

- cess00 813%0
- STATE OF ?}:0%;02 ; sS.
and Gunnlson shall have equal nrlorltles For the availabve water:v COUNTY OF eeuetks )
In each category up to the amount to whlch each ls entltled.

26.

This Agrecment constltutes the entlre agreeme

fore me this
f egoln )rstrument was acknowlecjed be
: The or alp
nt betweenA
the Seller and the PUfchaser, 9524529

l day of l. 1985 by Allen D. Miller as President of
Natur a' E”e' Qy R85°U| ces Company, a Colorado Corpor ation.

T L. ie

My commlsslpn expires:

7 e Co ke SRR
Bkary Pubiic _ i
/%wﬁvl T

and upon executlon hereoF._

‘provlslons of any agreenent whlch have not been expres

sly~-?‘
incorporated herein shal) be deemed null and vold and oF no

erFect. No oral Jdgreement may moley thls Agreement

All
modlflcatlons or amendments shall be.

‘in wrlting slgned by both

the Seller and the Purchaser.

: 2 o
-B!ftZ%Z&#;&:éiﬁs&:&:&&t‘

- --Secretary = . - =
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