
corresnondence 
Arapahoe County says: Union Pa~k will be built 

Dear Mr. Trampe. any happier about this than mine are. I have always felt that in a manner consisteftt with the County's ph. It Is up to us, 
I rqpa that the District feels that It Is unable to join with the st&to-wlde beftefits of Union Park far exceed the bnJ*=l the the leaden of the ltate'slocal governments. to wmt. together 

Arapeoe County in a mnstnlcdw dialogue to explore the District believes the dlwnion will cause. and look forward to to protect the ltate's water resources from permanent n to 
ways ol ad!Jeving our mutual interest keeping Colorado the day when the District joins the elfort to achieve these goab other states. A nesotlated resolution.lea!ptable to both 
watt!l' in the ltate !or use by Colondoans. The District's whkh are so vital to our ltate'sfuture. parties, will oflm be more favcnable to aD CODCemed than a 
opposition to the County's efforts to put the exceu. unmed The Union Pant Project will be built. and will Include a judidal resolution.IIIJicemy hope that the Dlmkt. under 
waters of the Cwmbon Basin to a legitimate intra~te use- tran.smountaln dlverlion of a poztion of the now unused your leadership, can join in the effort to saw this resource. 
waten now enjoyed by the downstream states-hampers our flows. This Is tho principal reason !or the County's decision to Sincerely yours, 
mutual mnc:em o1 keeping Colorado water in Colorado, to the fund tho project. AJ alway~,. my door remains open !or John J. NkhoD. Chainnan 
delight of Arizona and Ca1ifwnia. Your COMtituents can't be dilawlons with the District about how wo can work tosetber Board o1 County Commbslonen 

POWER says: The community will not tolerate transmountain diversion 
reservoir, DllJDn or Cranby, for transmountaln diversion. The favorable to all m~ than a jlldidal resolution. • Dear Mr. Nicholl: 

POWER has seen a mpy of your letter to Wllllam S. . 
Trampe, President. Upper CUMison Riwr Water Conservancy 
Dlmkt. dated May 16, 19'Jt. We undentand you wDIIIOt be 
receiving 11ft answer from the District to that letter. Tbe reason 
Is likely self-evident. POWER. however, thlnb your letter 
lhould not go unanswmat and that If Arapahoe Is reuonable 
as to Its aspli'Dlions and activities 01:1 behalf of all of the people 
of the Fnlnt Range. there Is a very workable 10lutlon to our 
mmmon water problem. 

First ol all. however, we make it crystal c1ou that this 
mmmunity wiD net toloratt! transmountain diversion at the 
headwaters of the Cunn!son River, at Taylor River, Union 
Parle, or elsewhere. AU of the waters of tho Cunnbcm River are 
appropriated and decreed, they have been fully used and they 
are absolu!cly essential to the present and future welfare of 
this Cunnlson River mmmunity. Tbe people of this 
community wiD not stand to be trmtcd as the whi1e man 
trated tho native Americans a century ago, and anyone's 
elfort to divert the water from tho headwaters of the Cunnison 
will be faced with determiDed and never·ceulng opposition. 
legal. politicaJ. environmental and social. 

But we do not disagree with your stated desire to see 
that all of the waters available to this Stato are decreed and 
used in Colorado, and that the water to be released to the 
Lower Basin States be not more than what to which they are 
entitled. The oniy way this am be done. however, Is by 
capturing the water and measuring it at the state line below 
Fruita. pumping water beck using the right of way of US. 
Highway SO as its pipeline route untillt can be dumpc!d into a 

benefit of this plan Is that there can then be no doubt as to We uzse you to implement thb lansuap by foregoing 
what waters are available. Arapahoe's present appUcatlon for water out of Union aDd 

When you talk of waster watm, you are lpring the Taylor Parb and adopt the Colorado Aqueduct Retum Project 
fact that the waters you are diJcussing are measured at the as your plan !or transmountain divenlon.ln the long I'WI, this 
lower reaches of the Gunnison River and have already been plan !or diversion would produce water for the Front Range at 
used !our or five times by the residents of this mmmunity. a Jesser mst per aero foot of water and prodUCD a far greater 
The Front Range's battle with tho Western Slope will be amount of water than your present plans, and it would mute. 
Interminable U tho water invoiVIld Is 10ught to be taken out at If not eliminate. the need for the Westcm Slope' I opposition. A 
the headwaten. Problems over how much water Is avallable plan auch as NECO's prerent plan. which puts a cap on the 
and the damage that would be caused by the mnovaJ of those future development of the Cunnbcm River bu!n communities 
waters are Insolvable. willneYer work. 

You state: '1t Is up to us, the leaden of the state's local If you need further information concemlng c.A.R.P .. a 
governments, to work together to protect the state's water . prelim!nary plan has been prepared and we would uWic it 
resoun:es from permanent loss to other states. A negotiated available to you. 
resolution, ac:ceptable to both parties, will often be more CUNNISON POWER. INC. 

:FERC sets 
.hearings on 
Rocky Point 

The Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission has scheduled two 
meetings to discuss the issues in an 
environmental impact statement on 
the Rocky Point Pumped Storage 
Project proposed on the Taylor 
River in Gunnison County as well 
as affects to nearby Chaffee County. 

The scoping meetings will pro
vide a public forum to-determine lhe 
significant issues that should be ana
lyzed in depth in the ElS, which will 
consider both site specific and 
cumulative environmental impacts 
and reasonable alternatives to the 
proposed project. 

Both scoping meetings will be 
held on Sept. 25 in Gunnison. The 
first meeting will focus on resource 
agency concerns and be held from 1 
p.m. to 4 p.m. althc Aspinal-Wilson 
Center, Western State College, 909 
Escalante Drive. The second meet
ing, intended primarily for the pub
lic, will be held from 7-10 ·p.m. at 
the Gunnison High School 
Auditorium, 800 W. Ohio Ave. 

Federal, state,and local resource 
agencies and th_e p~qlic are invited 
to present any~·information they 
believe will assist commission staff 
in defining and clarifying the scope 
of the EIS. 

Statements may be made orally 
or in writing during the meetings. 
The public record will remain open 
until Nov. I, for wriucn comments. 
Written comments should be 
addressed to the Secretary, Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission, 
825 N. Capitol St., N.E •• 
Washington, D.C. 20426. All corre
spondence should clearly show on 
lho first pngo: Rocky Poim Pumped 
Storage Project, Colorado, Project 
No. 7802-005. 

For additional information con
tact Kathleen Sherman at (202) 219-
2834. 
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The Honorable Tim Wirth 
U.S. Senator 
Attn: Jim Martin • 
1129 Pennsylvania St. 
Denver,· CO 80203 

Dear Senator Wirth: 

S«!ptt!mber 4, 1991 

A controversial energy project proposed by private investors, Dave Miller of Natural Energy 
Resources Company and corporate partner Black and Veatch Engineering threatens the 
Gunnison River Basin. It is callt!d the Rncky Puint Pumphack Hydroelectric Storage Project. 
to be located on Forest Service lands in Taylor Park--using the Taylor Reservoir (owned by 
the Bureau of Reclamation) as an afterbay, with a new forebay reservoir to be constructed 
above it on Matchless Mountain. Thousands of acre feet of water are to be flushed back 
and forth to produce power at peak hours, drastically affecting the fishery and operation of 
the Bureau's Taylor Reservoir. The forebay and service. area is sited on a Bighorn Sheep 
calving area and Elk migratory area (part of the U.S.F.S. Almont Triangle). The many 
negative impacts foreseen are too numerous to list here. 

This ill-advised project, estimated to cost around 1 billion dollars, is expected to be a net 
energy consumer not producer, using more electrical energy in its operation than it produces. 
Still its proponents hope to profit if they find buyers for the peak power, which they propose 
to sell at a higher rate than the non-peak power they will buy to operate the pumpback 
project. There is no energy need for this speculative project in the Rocky Mountain area 
it seeks to serve and so to use/destroy valuable public resources and facilities under these 
circumstances is illogical and reprehensible. 

Rocky Point is seeking a license from the Federal Energy Resource Commission and the 
deadline for intervenors to tile and fully participate in these considemtions is September 23. 
Among local intervenors will be Gunnison County, the Upper Gunnison Water Conservancy 
District, Ralph Clark III, and POWER. 

P.O. Box 174 
GuMtson, CO 8t~ 

We ar~ .~c:!Y concerned, however, that the federal agc:ncies whose resourct!s and 
responstbthtles would ~e .so greatly affected, _intervene in this FERC process. This will 
assure that these pubhc mterests are all surfaced and established from the tirst of this 
process. yve u?derstand that ?ath the Grand Junction Projects Office and the Regional Salt 
~ke Office of the Bureau ot Reclamation havt! appropriately recommended that agencv 
mtervene.'. Pleas.e ~upport ~nd help .to gain .whatever agency or Interior Departmen"t 
approvals ..re necessary tn assure th1s mtervt!ntlnn hy the Bureau of Reclammion. 

lnterven~ion by the U.S. Forest Service and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is also only 
appropnate and we hope you may be able to encourage their involvement. To come in 
later, merely r~pon?ing to an E.I.S., is not adequate. These agencies have responsibilities 
by law and pohcy whtch they can only meet by being integrally involved through intervention. 

Thank you for your concern with this matter. 

We are most gratef~l for your a~d your staffs ongoing concern with wise management of 
the water resources m the Gunmson Basin. 

Sincerely, 

Ralph Clark III 
Chairman 

and members, POWER Steering Committee 

RC:mas 
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and your men raped, murdered, and mas
sacred the civilians. Now that the U.S. did 
not win the Vietnam war, it turns its 
back. Haven't you punished these people 
long enough? I worked years and years 
with children who were the war victims. 
Chlldren burned by your bombs, without 
proper medical care, whose chins ad
hered to their shoulders forever. Children 
10t only with faces and bodies destroyed, 
but also their souls scarred eternally. 
Children sufferring from losing both par
ents, all relatives and friends in the 
world, children who were so innocent, so 
young but so desperate, so desolate, they 
confided in me, "Miss, I will not suffer 
any more physical pain and mental tor
mAil I die now. I will be happy if I 
coW die because I'll reunite with my 
loved-ones, I won't be so lonely." 

~Jillions or them still walk a round to
day desolate, hopeless in Vietnam. You 
bold a grudge against the Vietnamese, but 
bow do they feel about what you had done 
to them? U.S. G.L's got cancer from 
Agent Orange, but they left Vietnam no 
later than 1975. Where can the Vietnam
ese natives go? They continue to die of 
cancer caused by the defoliant spray, suf
fered from miscarriages, birth defects 
and other diseases related to the spray. 

I am proud of Americans for being 
very kind. charitable people. and care 
ceeply for others who arc less for tunate. I 
know many Americans want to help the 
\"ietnamese people. But I am not proud of 
some of us who turn our back to the pee
pl. the land we had destroyed. 

· se don't help arm the go,•ernment. 
Just help the needy war victims. Help 
them to recover the economy. And please 
~·.!l p to ;estore the Vie~n3me:;e rain for· 
·.:-::ts ',\"i:i:!l :sre vcr\' \'it:ll :101 onh· to thr: 
\'ie:.:ar.: ~~'-= ~Ut tO 'all people .. :m earth. . 
. Jc.c:. '~' ...... 't:;.Ntr ·;·:..:--: M., -=1 r. F:n Coo:!.nt 
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damage aftcr.abuse or nC8tect has occur· 
r ed arc exorbitant, but more importantly, 
because or the suffer ing and loss or lives 
to Colorado's children. 

ana puuuc organJ:t..H&vli3 . ... u,~.. ...... .... . 
!ion of prevention services is difficult. the 
results we are seeing arc enlightening. In 
the fi rst two years ol opcrotion. the Fund 
has allocated over $303,000 to 18 agencies 
whose programs serve 23 counties across 
the state. Parents are learning new and 
appropriate skills to be better parents: 
and children are snfcr as a result. 

~U i;c~~· ~ ~i'p ~~~r;·~ 'h~ .. ~dic··~·;i t lc a~~ s-ocia 1. · 
economic. and environmental issues rae· 
ing us In the next century. · ~-. 

Funded by a · $10 surcha rge on mar-." 
rlagc license fees, the Children's Trust 
Fund also accepts contributions and do· 
nations which arc tax deductible. Re-
member , children ma ke up 30 percent of . 
Colorado's population and 100 percent or. 
Colorado's future. For more Information 
or to mnke a contribution. contact the · 
Colorodo Children's Trust Fund at (303) · 
692-5600 Ext. 29. · ' 

Fortunately, many people in this state 
have taken heed of this advice and need 
to be commended. Through the foresight 
of the legislators and Gov. Roy Romer, 
Colorado has joined 48 other states in this 
effort. In July 1989, Romer signed HB 
1216 into law which created the Colorado 
Children's Tr ust Fund. The Fund exempli
fies an ingenious Cinancial partnership be
tween state and federal governments, lo· 
cal communities, . private c itizens. 
businesses, corporations, and foundations 

The staff and volunteers in these com· 
munity-bascd prevention programs need 
to be recognized for their excellent work 
and foresight as welL By extending sup
port and assistance to families early. 
child abuse is being prevented before It Jowcc c JeMlflgs is program c•rector ot ma Co'roraelO 
becomes the tragic stories like tho§• c(l!'d CnoiO!t " "' T!!!" F~no • 1 ~ 91 , 7 8 . . 

~ 't"'ftc j/rE. #(to<...- t""o..l ' 1 ,V6Y~ o, , I • .. .. 

Foe calls Union Park dam a 'waterdoggle'<·~-

M
ORE THAN five years of legal 
wrangling over plans to divert 
water from the Upper Gunnison 

River Basin across the Continental Divide 
to metro Denver climaxed last summer in 
a five-week trial over Arapahoe County's 
proposed Union Park "project. The state 
water court 's later decision on the 
amount of water available for this trans· 
mountain diversion, in the words of a re· 
cent Denver Post headline, "puts the pro j
ed in doubt." To say the least. 

A nock of attorneys from at least three 
different law firms combined to a rgue 
Arapahoe's case for a Union Park water 
right. The result? 

Attorneys for the Arapahoe County 
Commissioners proved there is indeed un
appropriated water a\·ailable for the 
Union Park Project: all or 20,000 acre 
feet annually maximum. This is a far cry 
(only one fifth) from the 100,000 or more 
acre feet they sought a nd which the ;\atu
ral Energy Resources Company (:\ECO) 
of Palmer Lake claimed to be available 
when that company sold the Union Pa rk 
design to the Arapahoe Commissioners 

MARLENE ZANETELL 

ror the private gain of NECO investors. 
Let 's see now. The mammoth Umon 

Park Reservoir would require 900,000 
acre feet of water to fill . At 20,000 acre 
feet per year it would take 4; years to 
rill. That is ~5 years before water would 
likely go east across the Continental Di· 
vide. 

Oops. Seems this reservoir would start 
to silt up before Arapahoe's taxpayers (in 
Aurora. Littleton. Englewood. etc . ) see a 
resulting crop or water. If they live that 
long. Conceivably, Arapahoes consu!tmg 
water engineers could oo irom th~1 r pres· 
ent work as expert Water Cour: witnesses 
to work constructing th1s " Big Dam of 
Little Waters" and then di rect!)' to work 
on plans to "de·commiSSJOn" the silt·nd· 
den wa terdoggle. 

Arapahoe C~unty has estimated the to
tal cost of Union Park at S500 m1!hon. If 
so. then each of the 20.000 'Jlnual acre 
feet available to this proJect would cost 
$25.000. We say "water is liqUid gold" on 
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the American West. but this should set a 
new dam gold standard: never has so 
much been spent to gain so little. 

Clearly, this water project is not fcasi· 
ble or apt to ever hold water. As a more 
idea Union Park has already "succeeded:: 
- as a jobs program for Colorado water. 
lawyers. The legal appeals that attorneys 
now contemplate c ould keep the Union 
Park "business" goong on water court for . 
years to come. 

Oh, we have paid delrly, too, in the 
Gunnison Bas m. But it kels different 
here. You do not fail or rtag when forced 
to light for your way of ltfe. for the fu· 
turc. for thiS bcouti ful and blessed place 
ar:d its "creat'Jres grelt Jnd smalL" We 
are gr:Herul . but not surpns~d. that many 
1nd1V1duals and entitles throughout t11c 
state and the nation ha,·e shown the,·, too, 
"aluc Colorodo's Gur.mson Basin and 
jooncd us m th1s costly frJy . . .. 

We say to our fnends and neighbors in. 
Arapahoe County, " Lei us stop here." 
t:nion Park has provcP to be a bad ide1 
on oll stdes of the ConuaentJl Div1de. ' 
M1r:arre \'Jt l(jlnl z aneto,llfvt$ •n Gunn1scn 
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Messrs: 

Auguste, 1991 

Canon, Gross. Hokit, Kepler, Seaholm, Trampe. and Ullnberg 
Sponsors Representatives 
Gunnison River Basin Water Management and Planning Project 

WRC File: t 736/1 

Gentlemen: 

As a member of the Public Focus Group for the subject study, would like 
to provide you In writing my comments. the majority of which were shared with 
you verbally during your August 6, 1991 meeting In Montrose. As I stated to 
you · during the meeting, I represent myself as a private consulting engineer 
(citizen), and also represent Arapahoe County. My _ specillc Input Is as 

follows: 

1. Arapahoe County Is ' Interested to see the outcome of 
a credible accounting spreadsheet and a model 
simulates the historic and luture operations of the 
Basin facilities. 

this study to be 
that accurately 
Gunnison River 

2. Any modeling of existing conditional water rights must be based on 
the contemplated dralt of the subject right on the stream system and 
the overall in-basin demand projections. Both the subject right must 
have a realistic chance of being developed. and the amount of water / 
used must be based on a reasonable quantity of water being put to 

benellcial uses. 
__,/ 

3. The modeled consumptive use (c. u.) must be based on actual figures 
versus optiminum c.u. as previously modeled in the Phase·l o f the 
Colorado Water Resources and Power Development Autl>orlty Study. 

4. Arapahoe County would strongly object to developing a model that will 
engage In ushering water downstream through unreasonable assumptions 
and flcticous constraints and thus benefit downstream states at the 
expense of Colorado water users. 

5. 

6. 

Arapahoe County would urge the sponsors of this study; and in 
particular ewes. and the State Engineer's representatives. to see 
that In developing this model. that Colorado's ability to develop its 
compact entitled water Is not impaired. The bulk of Colorado 's 
compact entitled water from the Colorado River, that has not yet been 
developed. is available in the Gunnison River Basin. 

The developed model should inc!ude an optimizing routine. when the 
Basin water is put to a max beneficial use in Colorado and provide a 
tool to better manage the basin water resources. 

\ 

CONSULTING CNGIHE::1S 
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7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

In light ol all the spreadsheet and modeling presently completed lor 
Gunnison River Basin, we believe a budget ol $360,000 lor this study 

10 
be extremely high. We encourage utilization ol the lnlormatlon 

l rom the existing Gunnison Basin models and thus cut the cost of this 

study. 

As a representative ol ·Arapahoe County I would like to request in 
writing that my nam e be Included as a member ol the Public Focus 

Group for this study. 

Both the Accounting Spreadsheet and the Model should be well 
documented, for easy access and use, and be available to any party 
wishing to purchase 11 at a nominal fee. No part of the model should 
be considered a proprietary by the Consultant or any other private 

party. 

This modeling effort · should not be aimed at solidifying recent 
statements made by Mr. Johnston of USBR In the water court which is 
contrary to Colorado's Interest In developing - lis · compact entitled 

water under the Colorado River Compacts. 

In modeling the Aspinal unit, the prim ary purpose of the unit must be 
considered which is to store water and make It available during dry 
years for releases and· thus protect Colorado Compact water users 
against any call from Lower Basin States. Further: the hydro po.wer 
right cannot call upstream municipal and agncultural beneflc1al 

uses. 

It was represented In the draft scope ol work !hat the model would be 
used to determine water availability. Further, the water 
availability would be used to evaluate shortages. Integrating project 
operations, and study effects of allernative water development plans. 
1 am extremely concerned about the focus been placed on water 
shortages, integration of projects, and lack ol a definite 
alternative addressing water export from the basin. Unrealistic 
shortages could be translated into re.boll_~d- s_alls, and integration ol 
project could prevent further water development in the basin. 

13. 
T emperature should not be the sole cri teria in determining 
consumptive use. The dates water is diverted · and used to irrigate be 
used to determine the beginning and ending ol c.u. periods. 

14. 

15. 

Reasonable ratios of water diverted to water consumptively used must 
be used to determine future Irrigation water needs. Such ratios 
would encourage good i rrigation management practices. 

In modeling water rights that are under appeal to the supreme court. 
the model must reflect the results with and wi thout these rights in 

effect. 

/ 
/ 
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environmental and economic future. In fact, further study P' will support the irrefutable claim that a high altitude cyclic 
· storage res e rvoi r can actually enhance the Gunnison way of 

life by guaranteeing multi -year drought protection. 

4) Background Jus tification: The background just ification 
for the study in the plans and contracting documents i s 
inaccurate and misleading . 

Comment: The proposed project is not a logical follow-up 
to the recently completed Phase I Gunnison Water Study. The 
Phase I Study was devoted t o identifying surplus Gunnison 
waters that could be exported to the South Platte Basin. The 
intent was to generate revenue for the construction of seve ral 
small water facilities that would enhance the Gu nnison ' s 
tourist economy . Most of the study funds were used to model 
four specific export proposals, including Arapah6e County's 
Union Park Water Conservation Project . Aurora's Collegiate 
Concept, the Colorado Water and Power Authority's Taylor Park 
Reservoir Diversion idea, and a Blue Mesa-Reservoir Pump Back 
option. Unfortunately, the Phase I Feasibility Study was not 
conclusive , because of belated pressures from a few 
misinformed Gunn i son activists. This study did, however, 
identify substant ial surplus Gunnison waters . It also 
recommended a follow-up Phase II Study to further eva luat e the 
Gunnison's export options. The proposed new Gunnison Water 
Management Project is limited to an elementary planning model 
and a daily water accounti ng spreadsheet exercise. These 
management tools are al ready being used in the 
overappropriated basins, and are unnecessary for the 
underutilized Gunnison Basin. 

5 ) Taxpayer Savings: There are some basic review steps that 
should have been taken to reduce the project cost. 

Comment : For example, consideration s hould have been 
given to broadening one of the soph i sticated Gunni son Basi n 
models that was used extensively during the recent Gunnison -
water court hearings . Either one of the highly experi e nced 
consulting firms that prepared the court models could prov ide 
a flexible planning model for less than half the dollars 
appropri ated by the legislature. Als o, daily water accounting 
spreadsheets are rou tine ly u sed in Co lorado's water short 
basins to admin ister water by priority. If a spreadsheet i ~ 
necessary, Gunnison water experts should be able to adapt one 
without an expensive outside con tract. This is especially 
true since BOR data s hows that the Gunnison Basin only 
consumes 17% of its native flow. In fact, strict water 
accounting has not been req uired, because this underutilized 
Gunnison Basin seldom has a priori ty ca ll of any type. 

6) Water Policy Crisis: A major Gunnison water policy 
conflict is s urfacing within Colorado and between Co l orado and 
the federal gover nme nt. The outcome of this conflict is 

• • 3 

on Colorado's long-term 

certain to have a significant impact 

yater future-
. £.2-!llllle!!.!'.= At the recent water export trial bet11ecn 

Arapahoe countY and Gunni son opposers, a u.s. Attorney 
surpriseq the cou r t with • the claim that the Bureau of 
Reclamation owned and controlled Colorado's unallocated 
compact yaters from the Gunnison River. Incredibly. the 
Gunnison and Colorado River Water Conservancy District• agreed 
with this federal position. and even asserted that the 
untapped Gunnison was off-limits fo r exports to other Colorado 
basins - This would mean all future East Slope diversions 
would come from the over d epleted Colorado River Mainstream 
tributaries. This alarming policy position is in direct ·; , ::. 
conf 1ict with the colorado State Engineer's r ecent s tatement / I ' · 
to a Gunnison aud ience that Colorado hydrology dictates future 
Eas t Slope diversions f r om the Gunnison Basin . · The obvious 
immediate intent of the new policy is to block Arapahoe 
county's diversion plans. If the new federal/West Slope 
position prevails, Colorado will never be abLe to devel op its 
Colorado River compact entitlements. Most of Colorado's 
compact losses to the down river sta t es are from the untapped 
Gunnison Basin. Coloradans should recognize a large part of 
the legal opposit i on to Colorado interbasin water sha ring is 

being funded by out-of-state interests. 

·•' • 
: I 
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Phase I Study excluded as evidence in the recent Arapahoe 
county diversion trial. Cu~iously, the Gunnison opposers 
are now discrediting the same 3 year study that the state 
conducted with Colorado taxpayer money at their request. 

Because of the emotional con flict between misguided 
local activists and the urgent statew ide need to 
beneficially use and protect Colorado's wasted ·Gunnison 
waters, the proposed Gunnison Study should be restructured 
as a logical Phase II follow-up to the unfi n ished Phase I 
effort . With this change in direction, Colorado water 
leaders could soon have invaluable insights rega~ding the 
state's most critical long-term water supply and demand 
issues. The restructured study should be under the strict 
control of the Colorado Water Conservatton Board. The 
Gunnison sponsors should not call the shQts , because they 
have been vigorously opposing any and all out- of-basin 
export proposals in water court. 

The enclosed critique provides additional comments on 
the major faults in your proposed Gunnison Study Plan . 

J::J¥4 
Dave Miller 
Public Focus Group Member 

ADM/bm 

Enclosure : Gunnison Water Management Study Critique 

cc: Governor Romer, Legislators. Colorado Attorney General, 
Color ado State Planning and Budgeting, U.S. Bureau of 
Reclamation, CDNR, SEQ, CRWCD, UGRWCD, UVWVA, TCWCD. 

• • 
CRITIQUE OF PROPOSED GUNNISON RIVER BASIN 
WATER MANAGEMENT AND PLANNING STUDY PLANS 

l) Project Managemen t : The Sponsors Committee members 
currently plan to jointly sha re the management of this 
$360,00D study.effort. The Sponsors Committee is manned with 
staff representa t ives from the Colorado Water Conserva tion 
Board (CWCB), the Upper Gunnison River Water Conservat ion 
District (UGRWCD), the Tri-County Water Conservancy District 
(TCWCD), the Uncompahgre Va l l ey Water users As socia tion 
(UVWUA), the Colorado Division o f Water Resources/State 
Engineer s ' s Office (SED), the Colorado River Water Conserva ncy 
Di str i ct (CRWCD), and the u.s. Bureau of Reclamation (BOR). 

Comment : To avoid subversion of state funds it is 
imperative that the Colorado Water Conservation Boa~d serve as 
lead agency and designate a project director. The ou t side 
contractors, Public Focus Group members, and other interested 
parties must also have a si ngle point of contact. Task 
committees are mo r e effective when t here is an identifiable 
head. Published minutes explaining the key committee 
decisions s hould be provided to all Public Focus Group 
members . The lead agency responsibility is consistent with 
CWCB's l egislative charter . CWCB is the largest contributor 
of Colorado taxpayer funds for the project. Leadership u~der 
CWCB would hopefully eliminate local bias and a ssure max1mum 
statewide application and benefit. 

2) Conflict of Interest: One of the Study Sponsor Committee 
members is a governor appointed board member of CWCB. 

Comme nt: It is inappropriate for a political appointee, 
who sits in judgement on state water policy matters, to ~lso 
serve as an influencing working member of the proJeCt 
management team. CWCB board membe r s are required to take an 
oath to uphold state water interests. This Gunnison resident 
readily admits that the Gunni son Basin is his fir st conc~rn . 
He has also prejudged t he iss ue with public statements aga1ns t 
Gunnison water exports to the dryer Co l orado basins that have 
g rea te r need. 

3) Pro j ect Objectives : The proposed st ud y objectives have 
been narrowly defined to satisfy a shortsighted, erroneous 
point of view for the water r ich Gunnison Basin . 

Comment: The objectives shou l d be changed . to 
speci fi cally eval ua te the statewide need for surplus Gunn1son 
waters and viable development opt i ons to sat i sfy ruturQ nqcds. 
ThP rP S Ultinq infr,rm.)t. i r,n ..,,.,, . ) ,,,. 111'/.llll.lldu r., , 4'•11•' 1 ·,"" 
r~ r ft,:i~,la '·'l ., :.~:'!•J(': tH:v t~lCJf .. ~tn•:HL esnd beneflclal use o: :~:~:? 
state's wasted and threabened Colorado River Co~;a=~ 
e ntitlements. A well planned out -of-basin diversion can be 
accomplished wi thout detrimental impact to the Gunnison ' s 



.v 
Summary of Benefi ts 

ROCI<Y POINT PUMPED STORAGE PROJECT 

. (1 000 Megawatts) 

World's highest head, most efficient peaking power facility. 

Contribu tes to national clean energy an~ c l~an air goals. 

Reduces future need for additional coal-fired plants in the 

West. 

Increases 24 hour productivity of existing fossil fueled 

plants . 

Reduces power costs -- estimated 30 year savings over 
fossil peaking power al ternatives is $ 11.3 billion (1987 

dollars). 

Could help solve major Grand Canyon environmental 
problems caused by daily peal<ing power water surges. 

Improves local tax base, employment, infrastructure. 

Minimal local environmental impact. 

OTE: This $997 million Gunnison, Colorado project will provide power for 
Juthwestern United States users starting in 1998. For info call Dave Miller, 
resident, Natural Energy Resources Company, (7 19) 481-2003. 

• Allen D. (Dove) Miller • P.O. Box5p7 
Palmer Loke. Co/aroda 80/JJ 

(719) 481-2003 • FAX (719) 481-4013 

August 16, 199 1 

Directors of Sponsoring Organizations 
Gunnison River ·aasin Water Management And Planning Study 
C/O Colorado Water Conservation Board 
1313 Sherma n Str eet, Suite 7 2 1 
Denver, Colorado 80203 

RE: Need to Restructure Proposed 
Gu~nison Water Management Study 

Gentlemen: 

After attending your first Publ ic Foc us Group meeting 
in Montrose on the 6th of Aug ust, I a m compelled to point 
out the immediate n eed to restructure your proposed Gu nni son 
Wa ter Management Study. As c urrently planned, the p r oject 
i s a serious misuse of Colorado taxpayer mo ney . I t is also 
potentially harmful t o Colorad o 's long-term vater interests. 

The orig i nal purpose of the state's r ecentl y compl eted / 11/ 
Phase I Gunnison Basin Wa ter St udy vas to determine the best 
of four proposed out-of-basin d ivers i on options that could 
be used t o finance c onstruction of severa l des i red 
recreational reservoirs to en ha n c e the Gunnison' s touri st 
economy. Unfortunatel y, t h is $500,000 state funded study 
va s politically changed mid stream to be inconclu si ve. This 
vas because of late blooming pressur es from local act ivists 
oppos ed to interbasin water sha ri ng. However, Phase r did 
identify substantial surplus Gunnison waters. It a l s o 
clearly recomme nded f u rthe r analysis of the viable 
transmountain opt ions in a follow- up Phase I I Study. 

Cd l orado has a n urgent need to develop its invaluable 
Colorado River Compact waters · t h a t are curren t ly in 
jeopardy. These e ntitled waters are floving unused from the 
Gu nnison to wate r short California a nd Ar i zon a growth areas . 
However, instead of conti nuing with the prior i ty Phase II 
Study, the Gunni soo Sponsors have c hanged the o bjectives 
into a plan t ha t v ould micromanage a wa t er surplu s basin . 
The Gunni son has ne ve r required the strict water 
admi ni stration that is necessary for Colorado ' s 
overappropriated basins. It is o bv ious the Gunni son 
spbnsors • real intent i s t o use t he proposed s tudy to 
develop complex vater manageme nt barriers t o out-of -basin water s haring. 

This unreasonabl e l ocal 
best il l ustrated by Gunnison r es i stance to wa t e r 

attempts ~'-'· have 

\~··, 
\. , . 

exports is 
Co l o r ado ' s 
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~ The Need For More Water Storage ~ Now 
Remember. the Cha(flel~ Flood Control Dam wcun 't built until ofter the 1965 flood 

By Leonard Rice 

The U.S. Soil Conservation Service 
water supply outlook, as of May I. 1991. 
contains lhc following estimates of runoff 
for the April through September, 1991, 
period at the gages ~hown: 

April 
Rut~oH 

(1000 Af) 

Perce111 
1961-1915 

Averog• 

South Platte River at South Platte 
190 89 

Arkansas Rh'Cr above Pueblo 
285 91 

Rio Granada near Del None 
540 106 

Gunnison River near Grand 'Junction 
9SO 74 

Colorado River near Dotsero 
1.330 84 

Yampa River neor Maybell 
810 79 

Animus River near Dunn~o 
450 93 

h appears that we an: in for another dry 
year. The forcco!Ol an: for below average 
runoff in six of the seven basin~. 

Colorado's water supply is derived 
mainly from river runorr generated by 
melting of the high mountain snow
pack. Recent forecosu. of the 1991 
runoff prepared b)• th~ U.S. Soil Con
servation Service based on May l 
snowpack measurements indicate that 
Colorado is in for another )'car of be
low avera~e water supply. Thi~ i~ the 
fifth consecutive year that forecasts for 
seven of Colorado's major rivers have 
been for below a\'era~e runoH. The one 
exception is that for 1991 the estimat· 

ed suppl)' of the Rio Gronde nc:nr Del 
Norte is predicted to be 6 percent abuve 
overotze. 

The impon.1nce of Ibis informotiun i~ 
that Colorado's water supply is subjcctlo 
climatic cycle~ lhat ranee from severe 
drought 1u fluock In addition, moM of the 
11nnuul runull I rum mc:llinl! \IIIIW uccur!o 
in spring and early summer. while de
mand occu~ oil through 1he year. espe
cially in late ~ummcr and early full. 1'11 
accommodate' the~ \'3l!aries or n:uurC' it 
is essenlialtu have storB(!C to "1\ant.. .. tit~· 
CXCCS~ 0ow when a\'ailable for U!oe dur· 
ing lhc dry periods. 

The Ia~• ~-ere drou(!hl in Cnloro~do uc· 
curred during the curly 195Us. Since lh:n 
time. C(llorado's popul:uion and demand 
for water ha~ increase~.! al a far J.!rcalcr 
rate &han has &he conMruction of new 
slurilj,!e lin·ililic:s. AllhtJUJ!h ~101c w:n~·r ~ 

~ f 
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DIYISION 2 ARKANSAS IUYtR AT CANON CITY 
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DIYISION & COLORADO IIIYtR AT HOT SULPHUR SPRINGS 
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IYISION 7 ANIIoiAI IIIYtR AT DURANGO 
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COLORADO RIVERS 
HISTORICAL 

RUNOFF 

::.--1 C ·o M M E N T A R Y 

11/t is essential to 1bank' 

excess water flow for use 

during dry periods.'' 

users experienced wu!Cr shortages during 
the 1950's drought, !here was in general 
enough reservoir capacity tu provide 
sufllcic:nt curryuver stomgc: "' nmkc up 
for the deti~it in riaturulsupply. Whether 
that situation will be true when the nexl 
severe drought OCCUI'll, 111 it sun:ly will. 
ill 11 question thntncc:d!l tube .utMu:ssct.l 
now, nut when it hujlpcns. Oivcn the 
length of time it ta.kes Ill plun, linance und 
build a water storage project, it is never 
to soon to stun. 

Unfonunutcly, hOwever, the reality is 
that we will wait until we experience a 
severe situalion such os is now occurring 
in Cnliltlrnia nnd then wtanl.!cr why we 
don'l have enough sturage to provide for 
our needs. After all, the Chatfield Flood 
Control Dam was not buill umilufr~r the 
19<15 llmat.l. • 

L~o11ard Rit'~ is a D~tw~r wat~r 
tllgittttr optroting /tis 01'"jim1, uotwrrl 
Ric'~ Consulting »flltr Engin~trs /m:. 
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• To the reader. 
EdllortaJ 1pace In Secllon II of lodar'• Dallr Journal II 

dr;otad to Arapahoe Counlr"• detcrlpiJon ollie contro
VIItlal Union Park water dlvenlon proJect and lo an 
ai:lrfdged venlon or Waler Judge Robart Drown'a order In 

Union Park: fresh battleground·~·· 
I a cue ralaled lo Union Parle. 

Uy JACK l'llfNNEY 
Dally Journal fo:dllor 

Union Park, the proposed de· 
velopment that would divert 

water from we11tern Colorado tu 
the metropolllan area, Is, as 
Gov. Roy Romer points out, a 
long wuy from hapr•ening. 

Uut it is viewed us llll lmmi· 
nl!nt threat or Ull UrRellt rwcd, 
deJ)I!Ilding on one's point of 
view. 

Letter to the editor 
'J'Illl Jtri.!JIUHI~d tiiYt~riiiUII.IJI"Uj· 

et't would draw water from the 
high country northeast of Gun· 
nlson, bring it. across the Con· 
Unentull>ivlde and deliver it to 
Arapuhue county, 'l'l To'lhe.Edltor: . ,s- Reference your May IS article on Collegiate Range and 

Union Park. 
From your Griswold quotes, Ills obvious Tom is trying to 

rewrite history to suvo lace . 
Aurora made out-or-court peuce with Arapuhoe ln-1990, be· 

cause It was losing the Arupahoe/NECO (Natural Energy 
Resources Co.) complaint that Aurora Improperly purchased 
Collegiate from a renegade NECO board member. In 1986 
Griswold rushed Aurora Into claiming surplus Gunnison 
water because be had inside Jnrormallon that NECO was 
obout to lile on Union Purk. As a professional engineer, Gris· 
wold should have considered the ethics and engineering lensl
billly before his hosty acllon 011 a Oawed concept. 

The real reason Aurora dropped Collegiate was because It 
was not technicully and environmentally feasible. The "good 
ralth" gesture Is another ruse to avoid public embarrassment 
lor a $2 million mistuke. 

Union Park is a totally dirrerenl concepllrom Collegiate. 
Union Purk Is exciting, und worth some In-depth reporting. 

Dave Miller 
Palmer Luke 

·-

To the Editor: 
In your May 15 article about the dccision or Aurora nul to 

further pursue the Collegiate Range Project, the competing 
Union Park Project was mentioned, nlong with questions 

· which have been raised by Aurorn oUiclals about not only 
Union Park but also Its principal promoter, Allen D. (Dave) 

·Miller . 
Then you reported l11at "other obsl~rvers have been kinder 

to Union Park," and yuu quote a retired l>enver engi!lecr, 
Dole Raitt, thul Union Park is "the finf'stmultiJiurpnse water 
allemullve ever conceived for Colorudo." 

As It hapJieus, I received the press release from which that 
quotation wus taken ond I called Mr. Raitt to t'XJJress concern 
about the veracity or some or the things which were said. us 
well as to deti!rmine who actually wrote the material which 
Mr. RuiU signed. 

I asked him If Dave Miller had written it. Mr. Huitt said that 
Mr. Miller Indeed had. 

Smull wonder the "other obscn•er11" nrc klncl to llnion 
Park! 

llomf'r pointed out ret•t>nlly 
thut Union l,nrk will require a 
long UJIJI(oval process. "Aft•~•· 
signiflcunl water court hear· 
lngs," he said. "Aroap:•hoc• 
County will need to oht:1in fed· 
era! approvals from hoth llll' 

. Corps of 1-:ngineers and th~ t:n· 

virunmcnl;•l l'rott•c:tiuu /\jlt•n· 
cy." 

Uob Tonsing As to wht•re hest:uu1s,lhuncr 
Littleton s:1id ht• thinks "its llrmn:•lurc 

GUn n I. son fur llll' tntnkc a Jlll!liliun at I hill 
linw." 

Others art: nul so relut·tantlo 

Bas •l n• the CXJlrCSS their YiCWli. 
• One or thoac ia Uuve Milh!r, 

N 

COLORADO 
RIVER 
BASIN 

MISSOUHI 
RM.H 
BASIN l b ig pl•cture. Jlri'Nidc•nl uf Nntur;tl l•:rwrl(y 

I' Ue-1tourna Oo. ond unqut!IIUnn• 
ably the st<~ll''s most out:>Jioken 

Thl' Gunni~on River Basin l'n· promnler or Union Park. . 

eCRAHD 
.JUNCliOH 

e P\IEBLO 
ARKANSAS 

RIVER 
BASIN 

cumJiasses 8.020 squnre miles. It was Milh~r who originalt·d 
or :1hnu1 8Jil'rt:cnl of the a rei• ur the llniun I' ark 11hm :mel l••·r· 
Colurudo. Elevutiuns vary (rom · suutlcd Arup:dllll! County to 
4,500 reel to 14,300 feel above udopl it. ll is Miller who lll'r
sca.lcvel. Avern8e annual pre· sistuutly extols Its merits. He 
cirutnlion ranges from less than mils ul(ninst western Colorndu 
10 In nwre lhan 40 lnl'IICH. St•t· "no·nrowth ut·tlvists" who 
tlcment nf the ~~!tlin beRun In vehemently oppose Union 
1873, with mln!Q. bcinR the Purk. 
principal industry. Uvcstock "West Slope lenders should 
rulsin.: m1d farming followed remcmlll'r llmt 111e1rn Uc•nvcr 
the dedint! ol the mining Indus· has old wutcr rights lor ;1t h!allt 

'try. Sevt.•nty-one percent or the five major UJlpt!r Colorado IU· 
lond In the Gunnison Basin is ver diversions." Miller s:•id. 
rederully owned. 21l percent is "Most or lht!Se rights were se· 
privutcly owned. ~nd UJ.II•roxi· cretly lll'ttuirt.od by surrogatt•s 
mately I percent •s owned by before the d:•ys of envlronmen· 
the Stnle or Colorndo. Approx· tal enlightenment. In contr:asl, 
I mutely 5 pl'rcenl of the londs or Union Park is being openly 
I he basin are used rnr crop pro· 11ursucd as a stntewide en vi· 
du<"tlon. with the remaining 95 ronmentul·cnhanclng drought· 
pert'C!II helng used for gruzing insurnul'e III'Ojecl in Colorndo's 
nnd lunht>r production and re· wettest busin thnt hall ncvl'r 

• .Where Union Park reeervolr would be. Delalled map olerea Ia on Page 1 ol Section II. crcatlonJ•urptl."lt!S. been touclwd by diversions." 
Thl' (iunnlson ltlver is llnionl'ark, Miller t:ontt•mls. 

Waterpower '91 to be in Denver 
Engineers working in the 

hydrOpiiwer field will gather in 
Denver July 24-26 lor Water
powe~:-'91. 

With 22 tople susions, ·some 
200 papers and more than 100 
exhibits, the conler,nee will 
bring together nearly 2,000 
hydropower proCessionals I rom 
1& nntlona. Sponsors are the 
U.S.· B~reau or. Reclamation 
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and the Western Area Power 
Administration. Conference 
manager is the American So
ciety ol Civil Engineers. 

Invited &peJikers include In· 
terior Secretary Manuel LuJan 
Jr. and Federal Energy Regu· 
Ia tory . Commlsalon Chairman 
Marlin Allday~ 

Seulont will be at the Colo
rado ConvenUon Center. • 

; - ~l.nnison 
. ~~..,. •• nl_t 

seat ol Gunnison County. Flow. 
lng another eight miles, the 
river enters Blue Mesa Reser· 
voirwhlehwhen lull, Inundates. 
15 miles or the strenmbed. It 
then flows through Morrow 
Point Reservoir and Cryslul 
Reservoir and enters lhe Black 
Canyon of Ule Gunnison, where 
ills entrenched a mil~ below the 
adjacent mesas. Below the can· 
yon, near Della,lhe North Fork 
or the Gunnison enters the 

formPd by thl' t•unfluence or the "will hL•ncfittht! Gunnison llu· 
Taylor and thr East Rivers al sin and all or Colorado - nul 
Almonl. II miles nor1heast or just fnrsighted Arupahoe 
Gunnlsnn. Thl' rivr.r flows County. The unJtrec~cndt•ntvd 
th~ugh (;unnlsnn. the t•nunty Union l'urk cunccJil Jlruvldt~s 

river, which flows 40 miles 
· more to enter the Colorndo 

Rlvl!r near Grand Junction. 
The Gunnison IUvcr'a 74·year 
nvera1w now ut tbis conlluence 
Is 1.8 million acre·leel per year. 

The 72-year average now ol 
the Taylor River at Almont Is 
241,300 acre-reel per year. The 
average flow or the Eosl River 
at this town Is 272,700 acre-feel 
peryear. Thereisjustonelarge 
water develoJiment on lhe two 
streams. This Is Taylor Purk 
Reservoir which can store 
111,260 ucre-reel -and hm1 a 
water right lor this amount. 
The water Is used by lhe Un· 
compahgre Valley Water Users 
Association. The annual now at . 
the reservoir. which was com· 
pleted In the late 1930s, Is 
138,120 acre-rt.oet. The Taylor 
Park Reservoir when lull coY· 
ers 2,240 acres. 

-Union Park 
. t' .. s .. ....st,..Jp;alrl.ttti-•J 
massive West Slope compensn· 
tory storage to guarantee OJI
tlmal Gunnison IUver llows ror 
12 months or the yeur insleud of 
two." 

4/l>.t ........... pu.,. '· ......... t 

Thut sound:; lik.: a good deal 
for everyone. Why, then, dot•s 
the G unni!lon Country 1'1mes.ln 
u rm·cnt edilorlul, t•ontlemn Un· 
ion l'urk as "a poorly planned 
water grab by a county not yet 
prepared to be 11 Front Range 
power"? 

The answer might be found in 
the newspaper's further com· 
menl: 

"The Arupuhoc County 
Commissioners obviou11ly think 
lite world 111 lheirll fur the t:•k· 
lng," the edltorinl says. "Ara· 
J•ahoe County will luke our Wll· 
ter - all or our water - uny 
way It can ... water used for 
mor.e than tOO years by county 
ranchers ... The world may be 
for the h1king, bulthe Western 
Slope and Its citizens are not, 
Aurora. u much more sophistl· 
cated entity, understands that. 
Arupuhoc County Is only just 
learning. It cuuld become rin 
CXJlensJYc und JJOiilically pain• 
rullesson." 

At u trial under way at Gunnl· 
sotr County Courthouse, \Yuler 
Judge Hobert Brown is trying to 
dctt•r·mine whclher tho UJ1per 
Gunnison IJasln produces 
enou~th wuter to allow n diver· 

slon prujel·t such 01s llniun 
l'ark. 

Tht! trh•l bcJlan inl'arly June 
:md Jll'umi~ws tn IIJiill uvc~r lulu 
July. So lur,'ll hus ht•L•nullc.:c·d 
Lh<•t so-t'ulled instrt.•nm fluw 
rights held by Gunnison Count)' 
ranchers are jt•oJ•ardlzcd by 
Arap:1hue County's pinus. Jo:nr· 
Jler this year, these rights wt•re 
uplmld by the wnler court altl•r . 
being t'11ullenged by AruJ•:•hu~ 
County. ' 

Uul'in.: lengthy t1ucsliu1~ng 
by lawyer Barney While, A\;111 
Leak or wnc F.nginel•ri(lg, 
D•mvc•r, suid Arlllllthut: Com\ty 
Is L'UIIsidcring .cimclt!mn:ttion 
Jlrocccdings against holders nf 
the rights- the only privutcly 
held lnstreum flow righls In the 
stale. · 

Le:tk 1estified that llniun 
Pnrk, · in capturing ext'ess 
spring runoff. would cliruilwte 
the need (or flood control at 
81\le Ml'll:t ilescrvuir on the! 
Gunnisnu lliver. llut argu· 
nll'nts HUCh us this only fet>d tht! 
OJlposillon ol grou11ll such ns 
Gunni:um Basin POWER (l'eo· 
11le OJIIJosing Water Jo:x110l't 
H:•ids) whose slug:m is "Not 
Ullt! cifOJIII\'er the hiJI!" 

----··---------------"\ _____ ... ___ ..... ___ .. ---- -··_.._..._..:...;...:.;..--. ___ ;_.;_ ____________________________________________ ___ 
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1: -$unnison river 
.1',· 

Cetii!Hri '""" ... , '· "'••• • 

·.:.-1.. T·he s~as completed In 
1989 and ,produced six altema· 
tlve development plans to meet 
projected In-basin water de-

/munds. 
The study ldentUied Alterna· 

live No.5 as the preferred plan. 
This plan called for a 20.000 · 

' I
. acre-fL reservoir In the Ohio 

Creek sub-basin and a 25,000 
acre·rt. reservoir In the Tomi· . 
chi Creek sub-bnsln. The study 

:'

! •·· also concluded thnt, regarding 
potential financing, the various 
alternatives were Infeasible. 

15. Andy Andrews, on engi
neer. was the only witness 
presented by. Arapahoe County 
at the trial. lie sold the outhorl· 
ty'a atudy wos or no value for 

1 ,pUrposes O( ShOWing diligence. 
' us; Aa part of the diligence 
work claimed by the oppllcont, 
oltomeya provided legal ndvlce 
In support or the diligence ape 
plication and In pursuit or lit· 
lgatlon to oppose tronsbosln 
diversion appllcullons by Ara· 
pahoe County and Aurora, filed 
In 1986. Total fees were $71.000. 

17. The eou~ concludes that 
i 

Wedneaday, June ZG. 1991 

related to the decreed project, 
and thnt work perrormed in 

a lengthy delay In completion or eonneetlod with these olterm•· 
a project does not necessarily lives cannot be considered ror 
justify denial of a diligence ap· due diligence. The court rejerts 
plication. Circumstances sur- this legal theory. It Is necessary 
rounding the delay must be ex· to study alternate sites to get"" 
a mined. Ills the 25-year delny EA permit ror construcllon or a 
In completion or construction In project. And the court should 
lhls case thalia the major basis not require that the water nd· 
for Arapahoe's opposition to the Judleoted for the original site be 
oppllcollon. In fact, the projeel abandoned and a nl'w right nd· 
Is still In very early stages nf judieated nt the new location, 
development. Arapahoe argues should not require the as•pllcnnt 
thattheslgnUieantdeluys. with to start over merely because 
preliminary feasibility work the project will be hl'Uerserved 
still being done, warrant can· by a reature In nn allemnte In· 
cella lion of U1e water rights. On cation. . • 
the face of It, lhls Is a eompell· 21. The court concludes thot 
lngargument. BuUhecourteon- the ntlornl'Y'II fl'CII for Initial In
cludes that the delays lhrough vesllgullon In lOBO or the Aru· 
ltl84 were essentially beyond pahoe and Aurora applications 
the control of the applicant and are diligence expenaes, but lhat 
do not warrant cancellnllon or the rees Incurred to oppose the 
the water rights. Arnpuhoe nnd Aurorn nJtpllr.n· 

18. Of c.'Ourso, the primary tiona nrc nnl,11lnce Uw llllgutlnn 
Issue In this calle Is whether the expenses Incurred In opposing 
oppllcant did surrtclenl dill· these nppllcollnnR did not di· 
gence work during the latest dl· reclly protect or advance the 
Ugence period (1985 through condlllonnl water rights which 
1988) to justUy eonUnulng the ore the subjeel ur this decree. 
conditional status or the water 
rights. The court concludes that 22. The court expeclJ that dur
the answer IR"yes" bee a use the lng the.nextdlllgenc:e period the 
court accepts the work or West· applicant wlllRIRnUlcantly nor· 
em Engineers and the Colorado row the scope or Its project to 
Water Resources ond Power De- the features whkh are most llke
velopmt'nt Authority mtRIRnlil- ly to be constn1cted within the 
cant arter minimal wark had foreseeable future. that It will 
been done during the two prior make appraprlate lrans(crs or 
dlllgenee periods. water rights, nnd that It will 

19. Arapahoe's expert wll- complete all necessary Phase 1 
n'ss; Andrews. opined that Feoslblllly Studies: further, 
there was no progress made with respect to the features to 
during the latest dlllgence per-. be given priority. that il will 
lod. However; the court con· make slgnUlr.ant progrl"ss 
cludeslhalslgnlflcanLprogreas toward completion of Phase II 
was made. The authority's Feasibility Studies and the 
study . goes substa.ntlally Environmental Impact State
beyond the diligence work or ment phase or lls proJect 
prior 11tudlr11. nnclthr lnrormn· development. 
lion deveiOJJCd Is lmJJortnnt lo DE('RI-:F.: Th«' cont.lltlnnal 
the completion or the project. water rlghtR nre continued, ex-

20. In nlmnst every lnstnnee, ceplthol lhe rh:hl5 Cor Taylnr 
the aulhorlly'sRtudy concluded Creek Canal, East River Canal, 
that · an allernallve site was Quartz Creek Conal and Ohio 
preferable to 'the decreed re- City Reservoir nrc canceled. 
servolr site~ Thus, Arapohoe Judge Robert nrown. 
County contends that a new pro- Water Dh-lslon No. 4 
joel has been born which Is not Moy 30, Ulill 
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cal demand and pump water to 
the Union Purk during periods 
of low electrlcul demund. thus 

· enhancing the fe asibility of the 
subject multi-purpose water 
projecl. The system is ulso de· 
signed to a llow pumpina~ of 
water from Taylor Park, Texas 
Creek, and Willow Creek In lieu 
of pumping the sumc wuter at 
the Willow Creek Pumping 
Planl. T his may allow a down· 
sizing of the Willow Creek 
Pumping P lunt und rela ted fa· 
cilitlcs during more ,detailed 
evaluations and nnaly~is of the 
projecl. Arapahoe County and 
the Parker Water nnd Sunita· 
tion ll istrict have applied for a 
preliminary hydropower per· 
mit from the Federal Energy 
negulatory Commission. 

6. Willow Cretk Colluflu11 
SyJttm a11d Tu 1111tl: 

Wnter from Willow Creek und 
its t r ibutaries Is proposed to be 
d iverted by gravity to Union 
Pa r.k ncscrvoir through the 
Willow Creek Collection Sys· 
tern and Tunnel. This gravity 
system is proposed as an alter· 
nutlve to save the cost of power 
to pump the same water at the 
Willow Creek Pumping Plunt or 
the Union Park Pump· Power 
Genera t ion System. This sys
tem comprises diversion facili· 
tics, open channels and a tunnel 
which collect and divert water 
f rom Bertha Gulch, three un
named tributaries or Cow 
Creek, and.Willow Creek. 

The capacity or the collection 
syst em fociliti cs was s ized 
based on the es t imated water 
availability from the respective 
s t reams nt the different loca· 
tlons on the collection system. 
For example, the capacity from 

!!.Willow Creek tuthc cast portal 
'"T1ll Berthu Gulch Tunnel Is 26J 

cis, while the c~pacity o( the 
tunnel is 340 cis. 

1::. Taylor Park Dum and 
n cscrvolr 

The existing Taylor Park 
llam and nescrvoir could play 
a key role In minimizing the 
cost of both the water supply 
und hydroelectric vower com· 
poncnts of the Union P a rk Re· 
servoir project. Taylor Po rk 
Dam and neservolr was con· 
structed rrollll935 to 1937 by the 
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation. It 
is on the Tuylor Jllver approxl· 
mutely 30 miles northeast of the 
City of Gunnison. 

The dam is a zoned, ea rthlill 
dam and Is 206 feet high. The 
d am's top and base widths ore 
3S feet and 1.000 feet respective
ly. The crest length is 675 feet 
and is 9,344 feet ubove sea level. 
The structure contains 1.12 mil· 
lion cubic yards of material. 
The outlet works consis t of u 
concrete-lined tunnel through 
the right abutment, controlled 
by two 48-ln. needle valves. The 

• da m Is equipped with an uncon
trolled, •ide-channel, concrete 
wei r with a concrete-lined 
chute in the left ubulment. 

The reservoir capacity 'at 
i,330 feet above sea level Is 
IOG,200 acre-feet. The surface 
oren of the reservoir at this ele· 
votion Is 2,04Q acres. 

e e 
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- · Gunnison river 
cllndlt ion;olvl'iorily (ur 277 cub· 
lc lcet ·vet' second: gets ita wu· 
tcr from Tomich! Creek, Inter· 
repled tributari<•s, and that 
released rrum Monarch ncscr
volr (nut that relcnsed from 
what is identified in recent dill· 
gcncc applications and decrees 
as Ohio City nescrvoir) . 

I. llanann Hundt lleservolr, 
conditional priority ror 21,733 
acre-feet: gets !IS water from 
Cochelopa Creek and tributar· 
les, and su rfa ce drainage . 
Would supply water to Coche· 
topa Canal and Pass Creek 
Canal. 

J. Flying ~I Hcsc•·vuir, condi· 
tional priority for 15,457 acre· 
feet; gels lis water rrom Los 
Pinos Creek and it~ tributa ries 
and fr o m Pau lin e Cr eek 
through the Cochetopa.Meadow 
Ditch Englurgcmcnt, ;:md sur· 
lace d rainage. Would supply 
water to Los Pinos Canal and 
Pass Cree~ Canal. 

K. Upper Cochclova Hescr
voir, conditional priority lor 
12 693 acre-feet: gels Its water 
lr.om Cochctopa Creek, lr lbu· 
tarlcs und surC;Jtc tlrainngc. 
Would supvly wat,•r to StublJs 
Canal. 

L. Cochctopa hlc;odows Dilch 
En largement, cond itiona l 
priority lor II cubic feel per sec
ond: gels Its water from Paul· 
inc Creek. tributary of Coche· 
topa Cr eek . Woultl deliver 
water to the f lying M Heser· 
voir through Los Pinos Creek. 

M. Cochctopa Cunni, condl· 
tiona I priority lor 140 cubic reel 
ver second: gets its wutcr from 
Cochetopa Creek und that rc· 
leased !rom Banana Creek nca· 
ervolr. 

N. Pass Creek Canol, condl· 
tiona I prlorlly lor 45 cubic feet 
per second; gels Its wntcr from 
Cochclopa Creek and lhat re· 
lea•cd rrcim Banana (;reck JlCS· 
ervolr: 

0 . Los Pinos C:uwl, condi· 
tiona I priority for 51 cubic feet 
per second: gets Its wuter from 
Los Pinos Creek :ond that re· 
leused from Flying M Reser
voir. 

P. Stubbs Gulch Can~ I. condl· 

I iuual priority fur 'J.77 <·uhlt- ft·ct 
J,~Cr SCCOIHJ: ~C(S its water from 
Cochctov:o Crcl•k ;ond that rc· 
lt•used lrom UWl'r Cochetov:~ 
Hcscrvoir {;1ntl at times nlsu 
from f'lyiug M :oud U:~nana 
Hunch Re5er\'olrs). 

4. The decrees in Cases 55~0 
and 5591 relate to the. water 
rights fur lhl' llppt:r (;urmisun 
Basin Prujt•f.'(, which CUII !'iiSl S or 
the Cu•·c,·:mu (now' i\~pinallt. 
Fruitland Mesa. Tomlchl, 
Corhetova " '"' Ohio Creek 
Units. This cut ire prujccl rc· 
ceived varyint: Uccn:c!) uf fccl
cral authorizatiun under I he Col· 
orudo Jlil•er Sturagc J'roj<•ct 
Act. The <.:urel·anti Unit rc· 
rclved l'Unstru•·tion oluthuriza· 
lion. Fruitland Mesa WHS ac· 
corded swtos as a " part lcip:•t· 
ilq~ unit." mu1 lht! rrmaining 
1hrct' units- rcl l•rrcd CO In the 
uct us "Uppc,;r Guunison" Wl'rc 
in n cutcgur)' tlwl authorized 
the Secrct:~ry of the Interior to 
conduct fur thl•r investigations. 

a. No C\'ictcncc w;.1s presented 
to the court thai the water 
rights invol\'ed hen· ha1·e ever 
been :octually dcslgualcd by 
rcdo•r;ol h·gislatiun :" "partkl· 
paling units" under the act. 

~ - The uriginal decrees in 
Cases 5590 and 5591 rcco~nizcd 
the following: 

a. Tlwt the Upper Gunnison 
Bt~sln Project is one projec t 
with lllnlliplc "inlerrclull'd rea· 
lures." 

b. That the prnjc<"l shou ld 
prumolc lult•t:r:•h•d fJI' uuHicd 
distrillulion of waters In the 
Upvcr Gnnnlsnn Basin. 

c. That the claimunl's pursuit 
or diligence to cllcct the com· 
plellon or the project was lo be 
done In a nwnner commcnsu· 
rate with the slzo ond.complex 
nature of the project. 

d . That the project wou ld be 
· const ructed by the fclh.·ral gov· 

ernmcnl. The Colorado Hlver 
Water. ~onscrvalion District 
applied lor the wulcr l'i ~ht~ lor 
the vrojecl because althatllme 
the federal go\'crmnent refused 
to submit stale cour t jurlsdic· 
lion to obtain decrees lor water 
rights. 

e. That local conserv;~tlon 
11istr icts would he lon nrd to 
contract with the l<·dcrul gov
ernment lor ac tual construe· 
lion of the project. 

G. Ou Jun. 26, 1%1. the <"uncli· 
tiona! water rights described in 
paragraph 3 nl l his decn·c were 
asslt:ncd hy lltl' ('uluraclu It ln·r 
WaiL'f Cun.scrvutlun District lo 
the present diligence uvplic;ont, 
!he Upver t~unnlson llh•er Wa-

Wednesday. Juno 26, 1991 

ll'f Cnn.st•rv:•nc·y llistrit't 
7.Sil1l'C liH.'I1 , lhl' upplit-:1111 

has wurkcc.l "'ith the r ut.•r:••lu 
Hi\•cr Jllstrkl :•uti llw llun·nu 
ur JCcd:lllt:lliuu "" I I II' dl'n·lup 
11lCUl 11f lhl' JII'Ujt•t'l fl':IIUI'l'S 
The District Cnurt ur t;uuni!\ou 
County and the r>i,·l~un4 Walt·r 
Court r11 aclt ~ filulinK!'I uvl!r lht! 
YL'LII'S (frum l!ll.il In I!JH·U llral 
rc;t~unablc tJiliUL'nrc hatl l.H'L'Il 
shown. Tht!Sl' c«~urt.s L'nh'rcd 
urclcrs cunliuuiu~: lhc t·nruli · 
tiuuul '\l ;tlu"i uf lht' wall·r ri,.:hl!-1 
111\'III\'CtJ i ll 4'0H 'h tlili~t' I H'I' pe ri · 
cui subSl'IIIICIII In lht• tlatt• ul cu· 
try ul the urit;lll:tl l'UIIthtrunal 
ciL'('fCI'S . J>iliJ:t!IIC.'C W:IS Ja~l :lfl· 
JH'IIVcd by it dt'I'I'Cl' u( I h i'\ I Ulll'\ 

on July 1. J Y~5 . fur lilt• jll'rwol 
1 981thruu~lt 1!1~~ -

8. The t'II!Jrl Iii oils lhatl ho• ll'l · 
luw iiiJ:: :wt i\'il it•.'\ rclt'\' :1 111 to l ht• 
wah.•r rl ~::ht!\ wcl'l' pc.·rlurml'cl 
prior tu the prc~t·ut lu1ri'·}'L':II' 
diligcnc.:c JH'ricul whi<:h hl·.:;ur 
Jan. I. 1~85 . 

a . In I!Hil.lhl· Bun•au uf llt ·c 
lamatfun L'tHHhH'It:cl a r t'l'llll 
u:lissarH.:t• study ul the tJppt•r 
Gunnison Prujt•rt. 

IJ. In I!JtH, I III'lJun·:ucr:o;s\H'd a 
fCJ.)OJ't in whil'h it C\' itlll:.tll•U 
comprcl lt•nsivc, illiL'I'IIIt'tliall' 
and small-sc.:ah· dc\'t•hi1111H'III 
;~ucl ('UJH'Iuth-d l lt.cl ~ltla ll ·sc·alc: 
tiL·\·cluprucul \Htuld lw llw uu •. , t 
dt•sirahll'. The I'L'tmrt n•t·cutl · 
mcnch'd fL·asiUility irn-t•st i~a
linns of lhl· cutin• has in. rather 
than imlh·itlu;rl uuit tl<•\·clup· 
rncnt whit'h hull lrt•t •n n •t·um· 
mcncl<•d In the IOfol repurt. 

c. In 1~70, lhc llun·an ' ''" ' . 
tiU('lt•IJ :J IHIIIliJt•l'•lf SiiC·Spt•cifrt: 
h~il~ihil ity !\l ullics und c:ttll· 
c lmkcl th:tt c·un~ll uc·tiunuf :• rc!4· 
cn·nir at lht• tll'''fl't.•tl site fur the 
llnnana llanl'lt Jlcsc l'\'uir wots 
lnlcasihlc. 

d. lu 1973, the bureau puh· 
llslwd the "Upper Guuui~un 
Project Colurudo, Conclnlling 
Jtcporl, August 1973," Amunx 
Its findings: 

• The unly clcvc•lnpyH·nts 
lhllt WC(U CCUIIU111il-UII)' jutoli• 
fled were a sinxlc·Jinrpusc Ohio 
Creek Unit to prco\' ide watt•r to 
the Cily or GUIII' i5Uil, """ lht• 
r.;;,sl lllver Unit ncur t:restt•d 
Bulle tn JJruvidc lllllllil'iJial WH· 
tc1 umt new rcst!rvuirur•purtuu· 
itlcs for recrealiun and lishinK. 

• Although lh<• Ohio Creek 
und Easl llh•er llnlts wrn' ccn· 
nomit'ally jusliri•,d, they were 
not upvropriutc lor lcderul de· 
vclopment bo·cause or their 
snwll s ize. Both uulls "cuulcl he 
l.'UnsiUcrcll for t.ft•vcluJIIIICut lly 
stule or Jtrivutc interests." tlrl• 
bllfCilU Si1id . 

c. The hurcau ·~ 1111:1 n:Ju•l't 
(.:undulled tlwt lhc Casth·tun 
site and its nltcrrwth·c. thL' 

..... , ......... ,..,, , ,f<llllltllll 
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lance or :~2 m iles in Gunnison. 
ChaCCee and Park Counties to a 
point upstreum of Antcro Re· 
ser voi r on the South Fork of the 
South Plalte 1\iver. 

The proposed aqueduct con· 
sists of the following: 

Minor ullungcs In the urclnnl 
sizing and lengths or lhc>e lucil· 
Illes have been made as pari ul 
this study based on a more de· 

Aqueduct Sc&ment 

tailed analysis ol the aqueduct 
hydraulics and p'ro llle. 
• The Ural tunnel (Jones Moun· 
tuin Tunnel) extends from Un· 
ion Pork Reservoi r u tmost 
s truighl eos)_untll ll daylights in 
the South ~,;ollonwood Creek 
Valley. From the tunnel. a pipe· 
line will follow the creek align· 
ment until it reac hes the Ar· 
kansas River Vulley where It 
w ill be routed d irectly In a 
crossing under t he Ark:uosas 
River by an inverted siphon one 

Ll·n~lh 
(miles) 

II II. diameter tunnel under Continental Divide 12.SO 
6 II. diameter pipeline to Arkansas River 11.43 
6 II. diameter siphon under Arkansas River 1.80 
611. diameter pipeline from Arkansas River 2.70 
F lume from pipeline to tunnel 2.76 
Ill!. diameter tunnel under Arkansas-Pialle Divide S.70 
Flume from tunocl to Antcru Reservoir 4.95 

Total Lcn&th ·li .B·l 

Connecting Tunnel 

Diversion 
Location 

East· River 

Copper Creek 

West Brush Creek 

.Middle Brush Creek 

East Brush Creek 

Cement Creek 

Sprin& Creek 

. Taylor River 

Texas Creek 

Willow Creek 

Deadman Gulch to 
Spring Creek 

Stnu.•lurc 
<.:~pacily Site 

(CFS) (Ft. I. D.) 

HO 
10 

40 
10 

50 
10 

GS 
10 

so 
10 

12S 
10 

22S 
10 

290 
14 

)00 
H 

140 

40 

Lcncth Capacity 
(It ,) iCFS) 

3,300 80 

34,000 120 

8,180 170 

3,040 23S 

21,870 285 

25,000 410 

50,600 67S 

7,720 1140 

10,840 1240 

3,090 40 
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mile nort h ol Buena Vista. The 
continuing pipeline und flume 
wil l trovcrst• directly to the ae· 
cond tunnel heading In the 
upper r~och~sol the South Fork 
of Sev'en M lie Crfek. The se· 
cond tunnel (Trout Creek Tun· 
ncl) is northwes t of Trout Creek 
Puss. The fino I flurne (or pipe· 
line segment) willtr;overs e the 
r e latively llut lciTnin bclw~en 
the Trout Cn.'l'k Tuuucl outlet 
and Anlcro Reservoir. 

The aqueduct is proposed to 
pass throu~h the foll owing SfC· 
lions: 32unrl33 of Township 14S. 
llangc 82\V: 4 , 3. 2 :ond l nl T ISS. 
n BIW: G. s. 4, 3 mull or T t sS. n 
SOW: 6, 5. 4, 3 and 2of T ISS. H 
BOW: 36 of 'f 14S. II KUW: 3t, 32, 
29, 28. 27. 22. 23. 13 ami 12 ul T 
14&. H791V : 7,6,S, 4,J, 2:ond lui 
1' 145, n 7SW : 36 or T 13S. n 
78\Y: 31. 30, 20. 19. 17. 16, 10, 9 
and 3 ul T 13S. 117711': 34. 3S, 36. 
26 and 2S nl T I~S . 11'17\V: 3U ul T 
12S. R 76\V. 

3. Unimr Purk Cull•·, tion 
Sr.ttrm: 

·1'hc Unlun P a rk Cullt·t·tiun 
System consists of u scr it•s of 
diversion strul'lun·s ami tun· 
nel> which collect wuter lrurn 
waterslll'ds trihut:ory to the 
E :ost and Taylor llil'l'rs a !Ill de· 
liver this water to the Willuw 
Creek PnlnpinC l'lunt fur 
pumping lnlu Union Park lie· 
servuir. The components olthe 
collection system arc listed in 
t he IICCOmpanying t:oble. 

The tunnels will puss thruugh 
the luilqwing sectiur·s: 34. Town· 
ship J2S. !lange BGW: I , 2, 3, 12 
ofT 13S. R 86W: 7, a. 13. 14. 15, 
16, 17, 22, 24, 2S ofT 135, R SSW: 
30, 31, 32ofT 135, Jl64W: 4, S, 9, 
10, 13, 14, IS, 23. 24 of 'I' 145, 1184 
W: 1. 9, 10, II, 12. 16. 17, 18. 23 of 
T 145, R 83W: 32. T 13S. Jl82W: 
~ . 5, 6, 9, 16, 20, 21. 2~. 32of T 14S, 
R82W. 

-Union Park 
In addition to lht! descrihcll 

t·oll~ctlon systern. n smnll fore· 
bay str uc:turc will he cun!=ilruct · 
cd ulun g ihe tunnl'l route IJc· 
tween Spring Creek and Willow 
Creek . It will function 11s the 
lorch:oy 111 t he Willow Creek 
Pum plnl! Pl uut. 

4. JV•IIu"· Crre'l< l1ruup;nx /'Iaiii: 
The Willow Creek P ump ing 

Plant is a IH .OOO horsepower 
purnping facility dt•signcd to 

· pUillll inflows l rum the Union 
l';ork Cull<·cliun System into 
Union P;u·k Hcscrvoir. 1'hc 
Plant will he just suuthwcst or 
lht· Willuw Creek Oivcrsion 
Struct ure. 

The jJiunl will consist of lour 
36.0011 hOrSCjiOWCr jiUIIIpS. c:odl 
tlc-SiJ;IIed lo JIUIIIJI :J45 cfs Ut H 
design lw:oll of 77S feet . The 
puonpin~ pl:onl l:ol'ilty will be 
almul 2011 feet wick. 200 floc I 
hi;:h. 300 fee l long, arocl will rc· 
quire ••:< t•ava1iuu uf u p l 1J:l111,UUU 
cuhic )10HtiS ur rut.•k :.wcltopsuil. 

T ht' IHHnJ,Jii1J; plunt disl'h~1rgc 
lunncllo Union Park Ucscrvoir 
will h•· H.ROO l<·el l un~. I I feet 
iu~uh• diameter. und l'OIIcrclc 
lined. 

r,. u,,., l'c~rA p,,,,,.J•ow•·r 
Cic'th'fUIICII J S)'Jit't" ,' 

The Uniun [•;•rk Pump· Pnwcr 
Gt•n<•r;otion System Is :o hydro· 
clectrit· jiUinjiCd·slurage sys· 
tem to be located between Un· 
ion Park HctH•rvuir ami Tuylor 
Pa r·k Hc>er vuir . Thr: hydru· 
electric system will util ize the 
e:tis ting Taylor Park Rcsen •oir 
us the lower reservoir und the 
p ruposcd llniun Pork Rcr:;crvolr 
us the upper reservoir in the 
sysleru (Tuylor Park lleser· 
voir was constructed by :md is 
owned by the U.S. Bureau of 
Rct'lauw tiunto provide stor:•cc 
and d eliver walcl' to t he Un· 
cornrwhgre Valley Wuter Users 
Association.) 

The Union Park l'umr•·l'owcr 
Generation System will be op· 
crated as 11 hyclroelectric 
pumped stor:ogc (;~eility to meet 
the service tie~ ur electric 
ut ili tit• !oo aucl lhl' Willow Crcl·k 
P umpiiiJ; Pl;tul lJy ~cawratilll: 

., l'lt.•c.·tridty wilh :c turbim··ccn· 
cnttur during JICriuds of high 
clc,·tr icu l dcnwncJ with water 
relcasl•d (romlhc h igher rcst~r · 

vuir to the lower reservoir. The 
revenues .:cncratcd during the 
power l!t.•ncratiun cycle will be 
usctltrr huy hac k power during 
pcriutls or luw e ll~ct rica l dt~· 
m and to pump water from the 
lower to the upper reservoir 
and to huy poweo· lor the Willow 
Creek l'umpiute Plant. 

Wednud•y. June 2G, 1991 

Water lur t he syslr·m will he 
tli vt•r\l!tl hy ~ravity (rum \Y1I · 
luw Cn•ek (through the Willuw 
Creek Colle<· tion Sy>tem and 
Tunnell ami by pumt11n1: from 
till' T aylor ll ivo:r in 'l':o)'illl' i':ork. 
lkservulr. The 'l':oylnr ll i\'l' r 
divt•rsiou JJOint is on the ~hurc u( 
Taylor Park llt·scn·uir a t a 
point South 83°2t 'OZ" ll't•st a 
dislann• uf I I ,U54 fct! l l ro111lht•, 
nurlhwcsl c:unwr u ( Sct•t&un 11. 
Townsh&IJ lo4S, lt:&nl::.•' 8:tW •in 
Gunuisun Couuty. llivcrsiuns 
from Taylor Park llcscn ·uir 
will ue JIUIIIIII:d lu llnuon l':ork 
using il smglc pulllp· turhim· 
system . 

A fJU11111·1Urhinc is p rutm!"cd 
Cor the water tra nsf&·r f:•cility 
hl'l':IUSl' of itS )JI'UYCII history u( 
providing rcllahlt: s crvic<!. Tlw 
si<e ul the JIUIIIjl· turbinr• w:os st· 
lcctt•d tu matd• the exttCl'tt·d 
maxi11111111 lnlluw inlu Taylor 
P;.~r k llrscrvui r in ot llt•r than 
CXlfCIHl' CJuod ('UIIdiliunS . 
Uuscd ou revh.·w uf t ht• T:.ylur 
P;trk ltt!St• r vui r n•lt•:t~t'Jt•t·unls 
lu claH·. a 1,11011 ds tJUi tt tiiiiJ: ra tt• 
wuultl11n-ct :Ill hut tlw t•xt • t'IHI:· 

ly high ami ran• iufh1w t.·unth· 
l ions. Tht! twmpiul: rutl•ttf 1,000 
ds ami a dcsi..:n iii':Hiuf riOO ft·t'l 
results in a uui1 t•:qt: ~t·l\y uf r.o 
M W. The- maximu111 unit dis· 
da;lfl!t' iu lht.• .:c-m·r;.lliiiJ: thn'l' · 
tiuu wi ll bt.• tqlproxinwtt.•l)' 1.~50 
ds. A s iu.: lc uuil. luca tccl iu au 
undcr~:ruund powe r huuse, was 
sclcctccl fur cc.·unomk reasons 

and fur minimum cnvironrncn· 
tul impac.·ts. 

T he JIUWcrlwu~c c.·:•vcrn will 
be sizc!tl I I) UC.'l'OI1111HIIIU1C a GU 
MW sin~lc-stagc vcrtlcul re· 
vcr~ch1e pump-turbinl' whic·h 
dirt•ctly t:uuplcN to a 111ulur· 
f.!cm•r a tor. Tu house lht• pump· 
t u rlJiuc. mutur-cciH.'I'Oilur :ami 
ull lll't' l•ssn ry uuxiliary l'lcctri· 
t•al amlmcdwnicoal cquipnll'nl, 
t he l':e vcrn cxc.·;,,·aliun will be 
upproxirnalely 90 feet wide. 100 
feel hi~h. :orul 12S lcetlung an~ 
wil l require cxc;•vatiuu'ur uhout 
40,000 cuhic yard s of rock . The 
machilll' h:oll will h a vr :o fluor 
elevation ur apvrox imotl'ly 
9,230 I eel. The powerhouse cav· 
Cfll will he ('OIIIJJUSt•d uf IW II 
hays: t he coulrol-m;u-hiuc h;•y 
und the tr.ua~furuu-r h ay. Au 
ucl·css tunnel will e nh•r the 
powerhouse cavern 'ut the ma· 
dtinc hall level. In ttdlll liuu tu 
the at·c.·•·s~ tunnel, twu l'llll ' f· 

gcnc·y exist::. will lJc pi'H\' idt•tl . 
Tht• hyclrndc•c·trit•alll ruj t•t·t is 

an inlc~-tralparl of tlw propo!»t'<l 
Union l'ark lleservuir· l'roj ecl. 
It's JHli'JJHSC Is to IJ I'UVit le luwt·•· 
cust electric power to the Wil· 
low Creek Pumping Station -' 
during periods of hi~h clectri· 

c·., .. ,.~ .. ,.., • ._,., . ... , 
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-Union Park mouth permit~ the t•ons hlcra
lion of SeVC"II l y~es of cl;ool!S. 
The permill cd da no types ruu ld 

(seller) und Aru~uhue County Include curllo-<·ore roc kllt1 . 
•(purchaser) signed on agree· roller compacted cunc.: rc tr. con· 
men! lor sule of the Uniun Park c rete gravity :111!1 asphnll. or 
Reservoir Projccl. Under the concrete laced ro<·kllli. Selec· 
provisions or lhe agreement. lion or the dam type wil l be 
Arapahoe County acquired (I) made aller further geophy•ical 
a condllional ·decrce lo store analysis and design. 
a pprox imately 325.000 acre· The d am nxls will be a l one ol 
feel or water lor power pur· two sites as follows: 
poses In the Union Park Reser· • The south abutment is ala 
voir issued by the Water Court . point which bears south 
In Montrose In Case No. 15°20'19" west a distance or 
82CW340; (2) water storage 22,332 reel from the northwest 
rights lor municipal nnd trans· corner or Sc<·lion 21, Township 
mountalndlverslonpurvosesal 14 S, Range 82 W, Gunnison 
Union l'urk neservoir liled by County. The dam uxls Inter· 
NECO with the Water Court In sects Lollis Creek at a .point 
Montrose In Case No. 86CW22o; which bears south 15°20' 19" 
(3) oil other locililies . struc· west a dlstunt·e of 21,700 feet 
tures, -rlghls·of·wuy, govern· from the nurthwcst conoer ol 
mental permits, li lies and in· sold Seclion 21. 
leresiS associated with the • The n~th abutment is a t a 
Union Purk Reservoir P roject. point which bea r s South 
From the original d ecree In 18°36'00" West u disl :111r e ol 
Case No. 82CW340, NI!:CO re· 20,564 (eel lrum the Norlwesl 
tal ned ~ere-feet ol water corner of said Section 2l,lhence 
storage atlhe Il.ocky Pol?t Re· South 41°36' 25" West :~long the 
servolr alternate poonl o slor· damnxis adistunceol 1,790 feet 
uge." Arapahoe County ratified to the south ahulmenl. The <lam 
the existing contr:~cts .be tween uxls intcrsc<·ts l.ollis Creek 10 a 
NECO and lhe City of Ounnlson point opproxirn;llcly 790 feet 
ond Porker Water ond Sa nita· from the north obutnwnt. 
lion District. The vruvosed reservoir will 

Arapahoe County become n have u eap:ocity ul ~00 ,000 ucrc· 
s ubstitute Dlll'licant In Cuse feel ut u nurmul muxlmum op· 
Nos. 86CW226and8BCW020 iiled crating level or 10,052 fe el 
by NECO. Case No. 8GCW226 is above seu level. The reservoir 
currenlly pend ing wilh the nl' nwximum lt• vcl will otT IIIJY 
Wa ter Court In Montrose. In purl or uti of Sc<·lluns 20, 28, 1,!1, 
addition, the Board of Arapa· 30, 31, 32, 33 and 34 or Township 
hoe County Commissioners has I4S, llangc 82\Y und Sections 3, 
fil ed a n nppllcntion '~ltl1the 4,5,G.7,8. !•. 10, 15, 16,17,2t und 
Water Court In Cuse No. 22ofTowuship t5S. Range H21V. 
88CW 178, reques ting condition· Provisions will be nwd<• lor 
at s torage rights. surface water roads, boat ramps and other Ia · 
rights and lor a change of water cilities located us required lo 
rights. On Nov. 30, 1990, Arava· fully develop the rccn•utinn:ol 
hoeCountylilcdunamcudedap· votenllul ol the reservoir. Mol· 
plication to Case Nos. 8GCW22G orl1ed rccrcution may be prohl· 
ond BBCW I78 lor additional blled dcvcmtinw on envi ron· 
points of divers ion a nd s torage mental und wate r quality 
und for u plan or augmentation, cunslderotlons. 
If the Wate r Court rules that 
such an augmentation plan Is 
necessary. 

D. Projr.cl Dcsalpllon , · 

2. l,ltolon·Anltru Aqutclurt 
The proposed Unlon-Anlero 

' Aqueduct will ex tend I rom 
Unio n Pa rk ltl•s crvoir a tli H-

T he Union Park lll!Servoir 
Project comvriscs a number or 
facilities aimed nl d iverting, 
storing and delivering una p· 
p rovriuted water to Arapahoe 
County. These ladli t ies Include 
Union Park Dam, Union Park · 
llcservolr, Union Park·Antero 
aqueduct (tunnels und conduits 
to deliver water from Union 
Park llescrvoir to the South 
Plalle River Basin ups tream or 
Antero Reser voir), Union Pork 
Collecllon System (di version 
structures and tunneiR on lhe 
East River and tributa ries and 
Taylor River nnd tributaries) , 
Union Park Pum-PowerG ener· 
ollon System. Willow Creek 

·· Pumping P ia til and Willow 
Creek Collection Sys tem and 
Tunnel. 

A genera l dc>cripllon of the 
d ifferent fen lures or the project 
Is as follows: DAVIDJ.GA UKELhu 

Colorado Conlreclon 
I. Propoud Uniun Park Dam lion u ou lalanl dlroclor oll1 
and Ruuvoir Highway Dlvlalon, a now pool 

Lolita Crook, n t rlbutury of lion. hi~ CCA pruldt" l Har 
- lloe Toylor.River,llows Into Un· old l!lam oll!lam Conalrucllo 
ion Pork from the south a nd Inc., Grand Juncllon, "Wolool 
meanders wcstwurd to the dam forward lo hla conlrlbullona a ( 
site a t or ncar the mouth or Un· a momtx.r ol tho olall." Joy A 
ion Canyon. The cross-section Lowor, oucullvo dlroclor, an 
coemclry of the Union Canyon nouncod lho appolnlmtnl. __ ...... - .. 
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tfope for water, work Existing water rights protected 

despite opposition of Arapahoe Wich Two fork a vttood by the EPA, Arapehoe County' a Union 
Park'PrOjo~cthaa moved into the apotlight •• an lngenloua way of 
helping thtJ metropolitan eroa meet Ita future water needt , 11 

wall a a a proapectlve tourca or work for compenlealn the heavy 
conttruct lon field. The complaa and conuover.lal proJect It 
described In thua pagea, •• Ia a auccauful effort by Upper 
Gunnloon River lnteraoto to doland their watar rlghtl. which 
Are pahoa County chellenged• and would have liked to ue 
eraud- a inca the Upper Gunniaon II at the heart of Union Perk. 

!·Arapahoe County's 
I Union Park Project 

I 
A. Objee<lve 
· The objective of lhc Union 
Park Reservoir Project is to 
provide n dependable w;oter 

be opproxlmotely 100 air miles 
southwesl of Denver and ap· 
proximately 30 miles northeast 
of Gunnison. The proposed re· 
servolr •lte ·la In Union Pnrk ." 
high mountain pork. Directly 
north or Union Park is the exist· 
ing Taylor Park Re•crvoir. 

I. supply to meet Aravnhue Coun· 
ly's lulure water suvply need•. 
The p~ject will divert unap· 
proprioted water f rom lhe 
upper reaches of East River 
and its tr ibulories and the Toy· C. Projec t Dnekground 
lor nivcr and Its tributaries to The concept of· the Union 
storage In Union Park Rtscr· Park Reservoi r Prujecl was 
voir. This water will be subse· develoved by Na tural Ener~y 
quenlly delivered to Arapahoe Resources (NECO). II\ Cnse 
County and lis eon tractual No. 82CW340, NECO secu red 
user's, City of Aurora, Parke r from the Wntcr Court u contli· 
\Y~ter 'and Snnitat ion District _ll?nal water ~~raJ!e _l'iC]!!t!c· 
and Castlewood Water District. eo ~e lor"llyilroclCctne power 
AI the time lhls report was pre· generation . Subsequently , 
pared, the City or Gunnison Jwd NECO It led on appllcu liun with 
reques ted 1'1 withdraw from the the Wuter Court In Cuse No. 
Unio'n Pork F.eservoir l' rolccl. 86CW226 for water stor age 

r ights, surruce wutcr r ights und 
u chonge or water rights. 1.1. General Loeotlun 

The mujor feature ul the proj· 
1 eel , Union Park Reservoir, will 

On Aug. 29, 1988, NECO 
CHIYM4 .. ,.., t, c-.ftlrN t 

I 

/ 

Crested 
Bul(e 

E ditor 's notr: Jud~:c Hohcrl 
Urown of Water Olvlslon 4 re· 
ccntly utrudcd to tan the con· 
dltlonol woter rl~hl• ur the Up· 
per Gunnison ltl ver Wntcr Con· 
oervnncy Dislrlcl. Urown over· 
turned o r<fcrct•'a rullnl con· 
cellng the rlgh la. Ar~pahoe 
Cou nty contended lhol the 
rlghtt ahould be ronreled "lor 
lollure lo pra.t•t·ulc lhco wllh 
r rosonuhlc dlllK<'no·c." The 
judge'a order follows. 

Dlatrlel Court, Water Dlv· 
la lon 4, Colorudo 

Cnoe No. 88-CW· JijJ, 
Mny 30, 199t, Ordt•r: 
The Upper Gunulsun River 

\Y~te r Conservnne)' Ois tricl 
riled lor u quadrcuuial lindlng 
or o·c:&sonubie dlligcou:c In De· 
cember 1988. 

Statements of opposition 
were riled by Auroro and Arapa· 
hue Couuly, but, prior to lrlnl. 
Auroru withdrew from the 
cusc. 

Representing the ~ppllcnnt: 
L. Rlch~rd Drallon and Anthony 
W. \YIIIInms. Hepre~entlng 
Arupuhue County: Paul J . Zllls 
;!nd.llul/ni.E.TL~l'J'~~~~, _ .. 

gvldence wus presenlco al 
lrlul l rum Ap r il 30. 199 1, 
lho·uugh Moy 2, 1001. Judgment 
Is based on that, unci on coun· 
• el'a orulnrguments presented 
May 3, 1991. 

The cuurl lluds: 
· l. The upplkatlu!o lor water 
rights wus rei e rred to the refer· 

ce, whu un Dec. 27, 198!1, issued B. Ohiu C:n•ck C~uwl. t-otu.l i-
u ruliuc which clcc..·l:•rt.-d the lion;JI prinn ty for 2n culJit· h·cl 
contlh lurwl w~•tcr rluhts to be ur wt~tcr JJI.'r !-t·cuud; l:cls wutc..·r 
canrclcd for fa ilure to prose· Cru 111 Ohiu Cr·c .. ·k. Pn!'s C:rct:k 
c:utc them with rc:a~mwbh• dill · awl Casth• Cn•t· k~ atut I hat n· · 
gcncc. The referee (uulltl th:ll lc:tSccl from C:•stlctun Hcscr· 
studies pcrrormcd cluring the voir 
diligence period tluvlic~tcd C 1':•ylur ll ivcr.C:uw l. t·uuth· 
studies previously ncrrplcd as lion a I prwn ly fur 302 culH~ I eel 
diligenrc. lle also runnd lhatthe per SCt'llnd: l:rls it Wlller Croon 
sturtics tl ld nul relate tu ull of the Guuuis••n lt ivcr und that rc · 
the stnH'tun·s iu lhl• applil'a· lta~wd fru111 Taylur l ':trk ltt·~c r· 
l ion, m1d that the work duncwtis vo ir. 
nol sutrlcient lo conslllule di ll· D. F:asl lll \'cr Carwl, cvndi· 
gene~ . lioowl priurily Jur 82 cubi&' reel 

2. The nppllt•uut protested the per se cond: l;('ls il water from 
referee's ruling. J::asl Hover. 

3. Four or lhc structures ;md F.. Ohio Cily Heservoir. L'On· 
condillunal w;oler rights rur clition:& I prlurily lor 22.757 acre· 
whit:h d iliKcm·c is ~uu..:h1 in thi~ (N~t : 1:c ts it w:ckr from Quartz 
c:asc urc dcscrihL•cl in A lhruu..:h Cn:t·l< and I tilmlarlcs, uml !"Ur-
D below. These Jour rlghls were la<'C do·aiu:&gc. Would release 
condilionnlly decreed Jan. 27, water 10 Qu:&rtl Creek C;uool. 
1961. In I he Disl ril·l Courl or F. Mon~rch Reservoir. L'Ondi· 
Gu nnison Count)' tC~tsc No. liunal Jlriurily fur 2!),200 ncrc· 
55901 . The remaining 12 strut·· reel; ~cis its w;otcr I rum Tuoni· 
lures und ,·uuuillun:&l walcr chi Creek, J.uug Brunch Creek, 
rights lor which dili~cnce Is Marshall Creek and lribulnr· 
sough! ore described lu E les , and ~urlace drainage. 
lhrouch P below. Thr·se 12 Wuul&l rele:&s e water lu Suull{ 
rights were ~ondllluually de· <:ruuklun C;lll :& l. 
c·recd Ucc. IS, 1061. In the Dis· G. Qu;orl7. ('reck C;onul, t'IIIO· 
l rrct tourt or r.unJli~O if't'lmntrnnJnnllipr l orll}" rur777 ruhlc 
(Case No. 55911. The priority reel per secuncl: gels lis wale•· 
date Is New. IJ. I !J57: from Quarh.C:rcck. iuh•rt'CJIIl'Ct 

A. Cusllclon ltcservuir, CUll· l rilrul :& r les ur C)unrtz Cc,cek '"'" 
dllloual priul'ily lor 9 000 ;ocre· Tumidoi Crl'l•k, und lhul re· 
(eel o( wuh•1·; t;cls.~ wa lt!r lt•ast•d (nun Ohiu Cily Jk~cr· 
rrum C::.st le Cr.·ek ;oud uulural vuir. 
llruiuagc. Wuult.l supvly water II. Suulh Cruuktun <::mal . 
lo Ohio Creek Canal. , .. u.-c .. , . rc,uh•"uJ 

' ' 
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~G..Q; -~~4e,.r·J?ride:·.'aw-~!i~;~~~-;~e~:t .P .or 
ontinued from page one .· . population gro'wth and environ- Subdivision in Taylor Park, wrote to 
>( our "environmental'~ president. mental protection. Thisrealizationl~ the Department of the .Interior last . 
\ffiCqisresponsiblefm;planni!tg~.I:t~ . to EPA's veto ... o£ D!mvefs~~~vi~ ,year, objecting to the ~ECO award. 
Union Park transmountain diversion, ronmentally aesiructiveJT:Wi>.,Fo,ks. What follows : are "excerpts from , a . 
project and . the Rocky •, .Point Dam.". ·. ·. _:: :: , .. ~''I ~·· response byCliftOn,White, director of 
hydropower project. · . :. The application for t}}e a\'fclrd Take-~ride in·@lerica. 

. But it turns out that_the;nyard is does not mention . ~vif99m~Qt!ll . "At the national level, all 
no great honor. In fac~, the damage that might occur iffu~.wa,.ter applicatio~ ~ved are considered 
applications were not ~ef!:~ned. projects are ever .. buQ~, 'Ole 'fiYgh na~ionaJ. . s~~i;gnalists. The~~ 
In 1989, all : in NECO's·lC#ltegory, Country Citizens'. ·..Wia!lc~.· .~tes .applications arelthen screened by a 
Colorado corporations, w~e·sent- to potential detriment:.to .. pl~';·,clk. pa~el c;>f . ~~e~~· agency personnel 
the nationar Jev~l wi.tho.ut . being deer,bighornsheep,.trout.ilJ)d~gwt.tjc;· who, are ac;tive-in the Take Pride . 
looked at first. There th.~y,.- were life. in the Taylor ~ver· ~~:;;n~~ ~ campai!V' and are consi_der~ experts 
judged; the losers, ·like· NECO, East River Basin, and downstream.aU in the1r field!!.... The NECO 
received certificates of merit and were the way to Californi~ .. HCCA adds application .~as: judged by the pre: ·, 
dcsignated .semi-finalists. that downstrea,n salinity might be screening committee and did no~ · 

Kate Jones, director. of the increased if the· basin's . water ~ receive enough points to be · 
program for the State of Colg_rado,, .. ~ithdr~wn, and that end,angercd fish designated a national finalist. If it had 
~id that since 1989 the policy" has ·habitat might be affected. -~ received e11ough points, it would have 
changed; all applications are. now--. The Union Park Project is being been . subjected to still ~not her . 
scree11ed on-:n;tatt:)eve~... ·. ' opposed by the National Wildlife screening by our Blue Ribbon Panel of 

Af. tM .national ;J~y~l, :every Fedet:ation, the_ Co!o,rado Wildlife Judg~, on which Mrs. Bush served as 
applicant riot found to b·e a winner is Fe.dera.tion, ' \he · High · Coun! ry Honorary Chair. Had it been deemed 
named a semi-finalist and is sent a Citizens' Alliance, Western Colorado good ·enough by the Blue Ribbon ·· j&;.-.,~~ 
certificate "in recognition of Congress and POWER. Many of these Panel, it would have been declared a ·· 
demonstrated commi~ment and groups also oppose Rocky Point for national winner. Obviously, . the · 
e_xceptional contribution ·. to the environmental reasq~s, and no project was not outstanding enough 
volunteer stewardship of Amerira's conservation organizations support to 'make the cut' at the national level. 
natural and cultural resources." In either project. - "You should be assured that top 
1989, the certificate was signed by Taylor Park woman objects honors were not accorded to NECO," 
Manual Lujan, Jr., and Barbara Bu.sh, Martha Todd,· ·from Rai~bow the Jetter reads. 
a.mong others.' ' ' 
The Union Parkffwo Forks 
connection 

Dave Miller, NECO pr~ide~t, 
nominatt!d' . his company · fqr the 
award. The projects, he wrote, "were 
conducted to enhance the Western 
states' environment, while realizing a 
reasonable return for the company's 
investors." He added that NECO's 
work " informed the... federal 
permitting officials that Colorado had 
overlooked sound water supply and 
power alternatives for both 

Saturday, June 15 

Mt. Crested Butte clean up set 
Mt. Crested Butte Town clean up will take place Saturday, June 15, 

beginning at 8:00 a.m. Please pick up your trash bags at the Town Hall 
during office hours startin~ june 10. If you can· clean up y~ur 
neighborhood by 10:00 a.m. ahd ~ce your trash bags along the roads1de, 
we'll be happy to collect them. After 10:00 a.m. all trash will need to be 
taken to the dumpster located at the Ski Area parking lot. Absolutely no 
construction material will be accepted! Your help is greatly appreciated, 
let's keep in ~clean and green. 

'nle annual Rage in the Sage mountain bike race took place last 
weekend in Gunnison. The Saturday circuit race was held at 
Hartman's Rocks and the men's pro winner was John Tomac. 

-;-photo by Mark Reaman 
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May 9 , 1991 DENVER, COLORADO 133rd year, No. 17 

Colorado has chance to slake its thirst while helping environment 
Colorado's water future is in 

serious jeopardy. Federal offi
cials are trying to solve Califor
ni~ 's long-term water shortage 
With Colorado's unused Colorado 
River Compact waters. Mean
while, Colorado's natural re
s~urce experts are preoccupied 
wtth a confused water develop
ment gridlock caused by the Two 
Forks Dam veto. 

Colorado desperately needs a 
large reservoir to conserve its 
surplus Gunnison Basin flood 
flows for drought protection and 
growth, instead of for California 
hot tubs. The untapped Gunnison 
c urrently loses an annual aver
age of 1 million acre-feet to the 
thirsty Lower Basin states. This 
is four times the current Denver 
area consumption. This serious 
loss is s teadily growing because 
of improved irrigation technol
ogy and the retirement of salty 
land caused by overirrigation. In 
contrast, Colorado's drier Upper 
Colorado Basin has been severe
ly depleted with 18 major diver
sions to the Front Range. 

It is fortunate that far-sighted 
Arapahoe County has been work
ing for several years on a large 
Gunnison s torage project that 
would stop the threats to Colora
do's water future. This $468 mil
lion Union Park Water Conserva
tion Project is a lower-cost, 
environment-enhancing alterna
tive to Two Forks. 

During wet cycles, surplus 
Guimison Basin flood waters 
would be pumped into Union 
Park's off-river storage for grav
ity release to both slopes during 
critical multi-year droughts. ln 
addition to this urgently needed 
drought insurance, Union Park 
can satisfy the Denver area's 50-
year growth needs for about half 
the safe-yield cost of Two Forks. 

Colorado water interests can 
also stop further overdepletion 
of the Upper Colorado Basin by 
dropping their less-efficient Two 
Forks . Homestake ll , Muddy 
Creek, Green Mountain, Wil
liams Fork, Eagle Piney, Straight 
Creek and East Gore proposals. 

Instead of more environmental 
damage to a single basin, Union 
Park will enhance the river envi
ronments of both slopes. 

The current Union Park water 
right delays will soon be resolved 
- either by negotiations or Col
orado Supreme Court rulings. 
Although Union Park . can guar
antee more water in Gunnison 
rivers, when needed, than ever 
before, there are still divisive no
growth activists who would rath
er see the public's water flow to 
California. However, because of 
Union Park's unprecedented 
West Slope benefits, there is ex
cellent potential for negotiated 
water rights instead of costly 
court rulings. 

Today's water decisions can 
be the most important in Colora
do history. Good faith coopera
tion is essential. 

Dale B. Raitt 
Abner W. Wa tts 

Retired e.reClltive engineers 
for Bureau of Reclamation 

Lakewood 

• 
GAZETTE 
T~.!:~!?R~PH 

New options 
needed for water 

A few metro Denver water dis· 
tricl managers are trying to cajole 
their citi zen water boards in to 
suing the Environmental Protec
lion Agency over the Two Forks 
veto. 

These lifetime Two Forks back
ers arc building their case on the 
myth that South Platte storage is 
the only long-terrn' solution for 
metro Denver growth. EPA knows 
better. In fact, insiders know that 
the environmental studies were 
pu rposely manipulated· by lawyers 
to only seriously consider the op
tions that could be buil t with Den
ver's old water rights. This failure 
to consider "all reasonable alterna
tives" was a serious violation of 
national environmental laws. 

The critical water rights for 
Two Forks (and its numerous fol
low-on projects) were secretly 
bought long ago by surrogates 
from unsuspect ing ranchers in the 
overdep leted South Platte and 
Up per Colorado Basins. Den ver 
should open its water right records 
for public review. . 

Met ro Denver's more logical 
water o ptions, such as the un 
tapped Gunniso n Basin and citv
farm recycling, were systema ti
cally excluded from the studies in 
t he politlc:JI push for Two Fo rks. 
This flawed eva luation process 
will conti nue to worsen Colorado 's 
div isive water development grid· 
loc k, until Two Forks is officia lly 
put to rest. 

~ FREED0;\1 
f ~EWSPAPERS 

The overlooked Gunniso·n [lasin 
is currently losing more than a mil· 
lion acre-feet of Colorado's legal 
share of the Colorado River to Cali
forn ia g(owth areas. This serious 
waste of state resources is about 
four times current Metro Denver 
consumption. 

It is fortuna te for metro Denver 
and Colorado that far ·sighted Ara
pahoe County will soon have water 
rights for a large Gunnison water 
conservation project that is far su· 
perior to Two Forks. Under Arapa
hoe's multipurpose storage con
cept, su rplus Gunnison waters will 
be pumped during wet cycles into: 
the off-river Union Park site on the 
Continent:~! Divide. 

Th is saved water will be r e
leased to boo,h slopes onl y when 
needed during severe droughts. 
Union Park's unpr eced ented 
drought protection benefits will be 
invaluable for Colorado's environ· 
ment and economy. The safe yield 
cost to satisfy metro Den ver's 50-
year growth needs will be about 
half that of Two Forks. 

Instead of continu ing to waste 
citizen money on the obsolete Two 
Forks d ream, metro Denver water 
leaders should unite behind Colo· 
rado al te rnatives that make bal
anced environmental and econumic 
sense. 

-Dave Miller 
Palmer Lake 
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P. O. Box S67 • ~rlake.Colorodo801l3 • (719)-'81·2003 • FAX(719)48 1·401J 

Honorabl e Roy Rome r 
Governor, state of Colorado 
State Capitol Building 
Denver, CO 80203 

RE : colorado's Most- Productive water savin g Device 

Dea r Governor Romer: 

June 3, 1~91 

Mayor Pena has advised that the Denver Water Departmen~ has 
decided to stu dy the logical alternatives to Two Forks . Th1s new 
openness i s good news for Colorado. 

Denver ' s recent commitment to Fro nt Range water conservation i s 
a l s o encouraging. Low- f low showers and ~oilets. wil~ help. 

~However , Colorado's most productive water sav1ng ~ev1ce w711 be a 
major conservation reservoir in the untapped G~nn1son Bas1n. The 
overlooked Gunnison is wasting about four t1mes current Metro 
Denver consumption t o the down-river s t ates. _Denver' s wc;t er 
conservation potential is minor compa r ed to the_f1xable Gunn1son 
leak in Colorado ' s lega l share of the Colorado R1ver . 

Your consistent plea for coo perative planning and use of 
Color ado ' s wasted compact waters is beginning to pay off for the 
state ' s en v ironmenta l and economic future. 

it~AZ 
Dave Mille r 
President 

jtjm 

En c l osures: Ma yor Pena letter dated Ma y 15, 1991 
Rocky Mountain News and Colorado Spri ngs Gazette 
letters to editor 

cc: Mayor Pena and Denver Wat er Board ~!embers 
Metro Denver Water Provider Board Members 
City of Colorado Springs 

M.AYOJl 
CITY AND COU"'TY BUILDING • DENVER, COLORADO · 80202 

May 15 , 1991 

Mr. Abne r w. Watts 
Mr. Dale Raitt 
11577 w. Arizona Avenue 
Lakewood , Colorado 80226 

Dear Mr. Watts and Mr. Raitt, 

AREA CODE 303 640-2721 
640-2720 (VrrDD) 

,; 
T~ank you for your l e t ter concerning the appropria te next steps in 
llght o! the veto o f Two Forks by the Env ironmental Protection 
Agency. I appr eciate your taking the time to make me aware of your 
r ecommendation against legal action . 

As you know, those arguing in favor of a l awsuit h ave two reasons 
which they cite for doing so. First, a lawsuit is the only way 
l e ft. ~o attempt t o go f orwa rd with the Two Forks project, 
spec1f1cal ly .. Second, a l a wsuit is one way to attempt to protect 
the water r1ghts on the south Platte River for any type of 
d evelopment in the future. 

Two Fork~ aside, your letter rightly points out that there are 
alte:nat1ve water projects which the metropoli t a n area ought· to 
cons 1~er c arefully.. The Denver water Department is currently 
study1ng these opt1ons. I n t he meantime, it i s continuing to 
promote wate r conservation throughout the Front Range. · 

The fina l decision as to whether to e ngage in a lawsuit over the 
Two Forks decis i on belongs t o the Denver Water De partment . As it 
prepares to make that dec ision, I have encouraged the Department's 
board to keep in mind the kind of argument which your l etter 
presents . 

Again, thank you for t aking the time t o write . 

Sincer ely , 

Federico Peiia 
M A Y 0 R 
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Rocky Mountain Biological Lab, Arapahoe County cut deal on water 
conti"~d from pggt on~ 
w;3ntcd to know how f~rdownstrcam 
thedi~nion would h~ve to ukeplacc 
to remove the thre:u to RMBL'.s w.-.ter 
right>. AI first, RMDl director Suson 
Allen responded "•cro .. the hill." 
However, Allen later determined t~t 
i( Arnp;~hoe County diverted water 
well below the lo~. >round the MI. 
Crested Butte Water and S..nitatlon 
District pumphouse, ongoing 
biologlal fl"S.Urch would nut be 
aHC'Ctt'd, nor would the lab's w~tcr 

rights. 
-My o rders are to protect the lab 

and its water rights, .. Light ).lid. 
·'When this resolution wa~ proposed, 
I mode sure I hoi it did I hal." 
Unjty uan yt well 

The d«tsion to sett le with 
Arap~hoe County was made by 
RMDl's 12memberDoordofTrustecs. 
While Ughl will not make the results 
of the vote public, .111 least two 
members of the bo.lrd. &rb~tra Fr.~se 
a nd R;,lph Clark.. voted .1g;:. inst the 

propos.1l. Clark. who is president o f uked. He speculated that the county 
ProplcOpposing Water Export R:.ids. ~ay have pollticl motives such u a 
h:.s d«:idcd to rcslsn from the RMDL 'divide ;snd conquer' st~tcgy. 

"RMBL ... co11tinues to believe tlrat tir e proposed 
Union Park project is ecologically unwise, and 
will not support the project i11 any fashion." 

board. '"I wear 3 variety of h;us for 
several diffe rent organizations,'" 
Cl.lrk e.xplaincd. l"here was a m.1;or 
difference of policy I between POWER 
and RMDLI. POWER hos a position of 
no negoll•tion.· Clark •dd<d tho t he 
resigned from the RMllL board 
•regrcH•bly." 

Ralph Clark explolned th•t 
unity in opposing lransmountain 
diversion has served the Western 
Slope well in the ~st , Jnd w.u o ne 
reason the City of Aurora withdrew 
hs diversion plans earlier this yc.3r . 

• Arapahoe County did not hove 
10 have this •grecmenl(with RMllll. 
What is it KOing 10 I>< used for?" Clark 

O;uk s tated , 1'hc:rc is no need 
for RMBL to ac knowledge, even with 
.1 'thank you,' the w ithdrawal of a 
threoat and impcuition upon itself." 

He continued th;st no sett lement 
with Anpahoe County was 
s.:~tisfactory in his mind, sho rt of01 total 
withdr.1wal from the Gunnison Dasin 
including recovcry of .111 unjustiO:.b le 
costs imposed on opponents, 

Vidq()' with momentum 
Suun Allen called the 

settlement '"a victory with mom· 
onium: She pointed out thol RMDl 
mobilized its members alter 
Aropohoe County ch•nged its plan. 
150 letters were s-enr from all over the 
world to ArapohoeCounty telling the 
county th~t the dlver~lon was a bad 
idca.1'hey hod oneffc<t," shcsoid . "II 
illustrates that pressure can work. My 
next leH<r Ito memb<rsl will say 
there's good news but don'l stop 
here." 

Allen odded that the scientific 
studies being done by the lob an still 

move,'" Dave MIUer. president of the 
N;atural Energy RC$0urces Company. 
commented. NECO developed the 
Union P;srk concept and sold it to 
Anp~hoe Coun ty. ..t was 
encouraging it; Miller continued. '11 
makes Anpohoc County's court CiiSC 

stronger ... 
Miller explained that a number 

of)X"Cple,lncludlngCovernor Romer, 
h:.d been concerned thou the work of 
the RMOL S<icntisu might be h;umcd 
bydiver1fng WAter from the Eo1 s1 River 
and its tribut:arics. 

"Anything IO &"' people to 
re;, son together is .1 good move.· 
Miller ;added. •t•ve been t rying to ~y 

th4it for a long time· coo~r;) t iun, 1'101 

con nicts." While Miller re0lli7.cd thOlt 
RMDL might still oppose the projc<l 
elsewhere. he commented, .. the court 
Cilst" is the main thing ... Miller expect ~ 
fu rther s-ettlements to be forthco ming 
between Arapahoe County ond 
opponents. 

Pumpjna thr WJ iffl 
One quesuon th:.t rcm:.ins 

un:~nswered is ho w AnpahoeCounty 
plans to get its water from the new 
diversion points to Union P:.rk. '"h 
implies :a major conceptual change ... 
Rolph Clark said. The Front Range 
county now wonts to take water from 
the East River at an elevation of 9100 
feet, but Toylor Reservoir has a 
surface level of9330 (cet, which would 

"TI1is is tire firs t smart tiring Arapahoe Corm ty lias 
done." -Chris Meyer 

I>< u~ in the coun ases by other 
leg• I oppo>CTS. Allen b<lleveslhot lhe 
Union Pork Proj<.'Ct would hann many 
or I he birds, •nlmals and plants in the 
East River drainage, particularly 
those thai depend on high spring 
runoff, which would be diven<d by 
Arapahoe County. 

Anp;abgc' ' Hut tm;r;rt thins 
-rhU is the fint sman thing 

Anpohoe County hos done," Chris 
Meyer, allorney for the Nal ional 
Wild l ife Fcdcr3tlon, commented. The 
N;,tional Wild !He Federat ion is one of 
tho groups opposing tho Union Park 
Pro~ in court. -we are sorry not to 
hove RMBL os o full·limc opponent in 
court, but we ore plrosed lhey have 
retoa ined thei r ;,bility to oppose 
outside the coun room. They will be 
o:~blc to put their resources into 

Kientlf ic " 'ork :.nd spend the lab~s 

money on science. not Ia wycr.s. I 
understand that some people arc very 
disappointed, but opposition hos not 
been divided • RMBL is no t 
support ing the projcc1." 

Minor jo the 2ehcm( o( lh jnas 
Dick Brollon, allorney for the 

Upper Gunnison River W•ter 
Conservancy District commented that 
he does no1 b<lieve the RMBl/ 
Anpohoe County deal will have any 
offc<l on the coun case. "Every entity 
doesn' t have 10 oppose Arapahoe 
County," llrallon uld. '1'hey're 
paying taxes to us and to Gunnison 
County Ito fight Aropahoe County's 
water rights •ppllcotlon.l It doesn'l 
•ffoct the other legal opposen, who 
won't bock down •n Inch. RMDL's 
decision ls minor in the total scheme of 
things. In the end, the lsaue will be 
d<eided on racu •nd the law." 

"I hope RMBL will din!CI some 
of its fiNnd;al ~urC"':S toward those 
groups tNt rem;ain in the c.asc since 
we know they care about water and 
the crwironmcnt o f Cunnison 
County," Gary Sprung. president of 
the High Country Citi7.cns' Alliance, 

:
0

~o::n~:: e 
"I think the agrecmentlsa good 

s-eem to ntcHSitate a pumping sta tion. 
As originally proposed, with water 
t~ken from RMOL's higher elevation, 
pumping would no t have been 
necessary. 

Aropohoe County auorneys 
would not co'mment on the new pliln!; 
the county is in the process of 
P"'Paring a press releue. Arapahoe 
County Commissioner Tom Eggert. 
che only commtssioner allowed to 
comment co the pub1ic on wa ter 
Issues. was a way 311 week a nd could 
not ~ r~ched. 

A tri31 on whether there i~ 

enough water avai lable for Ar.~p;.hoc 
County to bUild h s p roject is 
scheduled lobegin)une3and may lost 
3 month. I( the W:.ter Court docs not 
ag""' to •ccep1 Ar•p•hoe County'> 
chOlnges be( ore that tri:.l, a«ording to 
the settlement, the county w ill 

·prrsent evidence of · water 
avJIIability Jt the points originally 
•pplied for !Including those on RMBL 
land.lln such event, Arapahoe hereby 
agroesto•mend its Water Applica~ion 
al tho first available opportunily lu 
move those points of diversion 
downstream ...... 

Whether AropohoeCounty will 
I>< able to Rie an amendment to its 
projcc1 is debo13blo. The original 
deadUne for omendlng !IS application 
wos O.C.:mb<r I, 1990. In •ddilion, 
W•ter Coun Judge Rob<n Brown 
ruled th•t any changes In the foct> of 
the nse h•d to I>< filed by April 15, 
1991. The RMBl/ Aropahoe County 
settlement docs not meet either 
dcodlinc. According to Chris Meyer, it 
Is possible that AropahoeCounty may 
h~tve to (ito (or new water rights to 
have the amendment acctpted. 

Those who remain opposed lo 
Arapahoe County In court include the 
Upper G'unnison River Woter 
ConS<!rvoncy District, the Cryst•l 
Cn:ek HomeownerS, the Nat ional 
Wildlife Federation, Gunnison 
County, the City or Gunnison, the 
High Country Citl7.ens' Alllanco, 
Roinbow Homcowncn, tho United 
States, the Slate of Colorodo, tho 
Colorado River District, •nd 
Colorodo-Uie. 



May 10, 1991 · 

editorial 
Ripples of the RMBL deal 
II S<Xidy wilhout!ow is lik • Umd witlund rioas, it is os • desat; . 
but wha<tf.er< "'• rioas th< land is rid., it Nu ~.it Nu 

bandy. 
Krishrwnurti 

Think On Thss Jbjngs 

Mly d<Jn't ""sing tJUs S<mg .u 1Dgdlrr1 

The Rolling Stones 

Ar.>po.hoe County has a pl.tn to d iwrt w.ter fmm the 
Upper E.ut R;..,. Valloy;cnnsume .,... amounts of cl<Ctricity 
10 pump water upiUII;-., the water In a giant MW ._,..,ir 
up Taylor Park and aond il on acros.s the Continorual Divide 
wh""' it will be used to aeal<! more ugly urban spra wt 

Arapahoe County's pl.tn would m:luce smam flows In 
the Eo.st RiVtt drainage to a trickle. A rich and diverse 
ecosystem would virru.Uybedesttoym. Ar.>pahoo County's 
wa ter pion is not b.ued on n<ed; It Is b.ued on greed. 

The City ol Au10r.1, because ol ai;gressi.., annex:.tion 
policies, wos lor a time the fastest growing populadon ccnttt 
in America. Presently tho popuL> Uon ol Aurora is 230.000. 
Aurora h;u enough water no w. They have enough wattt lor 
the lo.....,.,.blefulure.ln f.act. Auroro. which once <X>Yeted 
East River water, has withdrawn Its claim. Thank you. 

Ar.>po.hoe County, ho......,., still aggressivdy pursues 
Upper E.ut Ri'-drainage water. They have budgeted oVtt 
one million dollan in 199! to fl.l\4nCle their wattt grab. 

Arapahoe County has r=ntly sull<rcd two court 
setb.tdcs. They go 10 court •gain In June In an attempt to dry 
up and d=y an ea:>sys~~:m. Until recontly the li>l ollega.J 
oppooers to the Wolter grab included the Rocl:y Mountain 
Biological L>b In CothJc. 

In Dca:mber, 1990, Arapahoe County, In an UNZing 
dispby of srupidity coupled with hubris, octually filed lor • 
divc-sion structure on RMBL Ltnd. This filing mobilizrd well 
over a hundm:l sdentific. wcll conneetcd Individuals 10 write 
reams of letters opposing the project. These leuen had their 
dhx:t and Ar.>pahoe County cune, tail betwoon its legs, to 
RMBL'slegaJ counscl Wes Ught ready, willing. and sallnting 
10 cut a deaL RMBL s.Ud okay. 

As of this W<clc.·Anpahoe County no longer proposes 10 
div<:rt Wolter !rom.RMBL They propose to •tart ~ b1tle further 
downstream. RMBL is thus protected fmm dim:t, dcleterious 
effects of the w.tter grab. 

While this deal is good for the lob, it has created some ripples 
and. floated up some questions. 

At least one ol thc RMBL's 12 member board of directors 
hou resigned as • result of the dCII. At least two of the 
members of the RMBL board voted against the deal. Moybe 
more. The voce wu priViltc:. 

While lab c!irecror Suson Allen says that the lab wiD 
amtinue to oppose the project and, in fuct, divert n::sourccs 
which would have been used 10 help fino nee the logo I battle 
:oward research on the <ilcctS of this vast dewatering. it h;u 
>een ow- ttperience that an individuol or a group fights with 
nore: n:solvc when they 01re actu3lly thn:::ltencd. Such is no 
onger the cue with the geed people at RMBL 

One has to wonder how~ docision w .. a.k,es Dave 

Miller happy ()te stands 10 personolly gain several million 
dollors should tho pro;:ct aaually happen) is In the best 
interestsofCunnison County ond/or RMBL RMBL cutting 
thi>deal suggesu. in the worse cue, thinking that they ore 
prepared to commune in their high mountain encLlvc. 
continue their valuable work while the rest oft he rest of the 
Upper East RiVtt Valley Is sucked dty. This Is not thcir 
position philosophicoDy, morally, ethically; it is now 
rrgre<tably thcir logo! position. 

The people of RMBL have been o.nd will continue to be a 

welcome oddltion to the Upper East River VaOey summer 
community. They lend diversity. They help the economy. 
They arc • source of community pride not 10 mention they 
hove the belt and only man:hlng band In the 4th of July 
porod c. 

We can only hope that operating as an anom•ly, a son of 
biological zoo on the periphery of desttuction, ;. unthinkable 
and untenable to the majority olthe RMBL board •nd 
members. 

-Lee H. Ervin 

• 
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Arapahoe County's second smart thing 

Hydropower from Blue Mesa: should 
it take priority over Union Park? 

by Lauro Anduson 

Should the Blue Meso Reservoi r 
be used lor power generotion? Or 
should the water that would h;we 
filled it be sent across the Continental 
Divide to Aropahoe County? 

A ruling by Water Court Judge 
Robert Brown May 6 suggest> that 
domestic water use may ~ke priority 
over hydroelectric generation. 
Brown's decision s.cems to reverse :m 
earlier ruUng in April. where hr 

th:it domestic usc may take 
precedence over power gcner.uion. 

After Brown's April ruling, 
which favored the U.S. Government. 
Arapahoe County filed • motion lor 
clorification. • Aropohoe County did 
another ""'"' thing when they filed 
that motion. .. Bruce Driver, lawyer for 
the High Country Citizens' Alli3ncc. 
commented. In clarifying the motion. 
Brown •pporendy ~ his lint 
ruling. According to Driver, thr new 
ruling i5 .. opaque-- The issue is very 

"Arapahoe County did another smart tl1ing 
when tl1ey filed that motion." 

india ted that il thcprioritydoueohhe 
hydro project w;~.s earlier. genrnting 
rlectricity would be senior to 
domestic use. 

The way Color'3do water bw 
worksistMt waterrightsdaimed first 
toke pr«:e<~cnce over loter rights. 
Given this. one wouJd think that the 
..Upiroll Wilson d;ams, built in the 
1950>. would be senior to Arapahoe 
County's Union Park Project. which 
has a 1990 priority d•tc. 

The monkey wrench in t!-le 
business is the Color.sdo River StoruRC 
Pro;:ct Act, enocted by Congress in 
the 1950s. This sets up the Aspinall 
Wilson Stor.1ge Unit, which includes 
Blue Mcs;s :md gives the U.S. 
Government the right to usc the watc.r 
in the three rc:scrvoiB to generate 
elcetncity. But a dausc in it indiCJtCS 

complicued ... Driver continued. "'My 
concrm is that no one k.nows quue 
what he deed~.· 

The issue may be resolved ~fter 
a. trial. sc.."leduled for the entire month 
of June, which will doodr whether 
enough e:x:c:ess water ex1sts to make 
the Union Park Project fu;;t.51blr. Driver 
added that even tf domcsdc use ~ka 
priority ovt"T hydropower. he does nOt 
believe that a transmountain 
divenion project follls under the 
definition of domestic usc. 
Ths Hat 2m art thing 

Arapahoe County's "first sm;a.rt 
thing.• acrording to Chris Meyor. 
lawyer lo r the N•tlonal WlldiUe 
Feder.uion, was to work out a de;a.l 
wtth the RocJcy Mountain Biologial 
Lab where the 1ab dropped 115 

opposition to Union Park in nchange 
lor Aropohoe County's moving its 
divenion points below Gothic. 

Ar3pohoc County's Union Park 
Project would include ~n enormous 
reservoir south of Taylor Park. and 
would divert massive amounts of 
water to the Front Range from the 
Taylor &.sin and 1 he East River &sin. 
Jbeconcept is being opposed by most 
people in CuMison County. 
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corresgondence 
Editorial seriously flawed 

Dc:.r l.cc: 
Your cmotionalf\-tay 10th 

tdltotial ng.-lnstthc Rocky 
Mountain Oiologic;~l LaOO~tory's 

April 30th compromi$<! agreement 
with Ar3pahoc County is seriously 
nnwcd. 

The real Colorado w3tcr 
"gr.~bbcr'" Is Colifornlo • not 
Ar01p;,hoc's Union Park WOller 
Conscrvntion Project. The ft'ali ty of 
CPJiifornla's w.:atcr crisis is behind 
Color.~do's current unity for a 
.. waterless Wilderness 0111." 
Color~do will abo soon vigorously 
oppose fcdcr-;,1 pl~ns to quadruple 
013ck CO\nyon of the Gunnison 
Oows fl)r the s.,mc rc,,sons. 
Concerned Color~do leaders arc 
uniting behind Union PMk. b«3u.!>C 
hl~h·ahitude Cunni~n storaRc is 
the bc$t cnvlronmcnt~lly sound 
answer for So)ving Colo rado ent itled 
w01t~rs for future growth and 
drought prole<: l ion on both slopes. 

H Colorado did not have 
r~rvoir$, about 75"- of iu 
renewable surface waters would be 
lost every year during the 50 d ay 
spring run~ff. Well conceived 
r~crvoirs c'i\n benefit river 
ecosystems· not destroy them. 
l'lc;uc rcmcmb<!r, every Cold Medal 
fishery in Colorado ts below a d01m 
thot can provide adequAte nows for 
12 months lnstcfl.d of 2. 

The Taylor i'lnd East Rivers 
provide tho mo•l graphic 
comparison for Gunnison citizens. 
These rivers generate .:about the 

s.~mc volume of water, 1nd they 
d rain the two wettest Jub-bulns In 
Colorado. However, the Tnylor h 
far more valu3ble for fishing. 
reo-cation. and Irrigat ion. b«aus-4! 
of lhc scuonal carry-over 
capabilit ies of Taylor Park 
Rescrvoir. Union Park's oH·rivcr, 
high oltltude "orngo will fun h er 
cnh;mcc the Gunnison's 
environment l'tnd economy with Its 
guar:an tccd C".lrry·over prot«tlon 
against seven I ye:1rs of 14:vcrc 
drought. A key point to rcmcmb<!r 

ls that dlversloM Into Union Par-k 
will only occur during tho spring 
run-oH In wet )'CMS when high 
altitude: valleys are su~tura.ted 
with water th.lt on not possibly be 
uS<d for any loal purpose. 
Including wlldnowcr.~. 

You an rest DMUJ"t'd that our 
com pony'~ shoroholder.1 will not 
profiteer from our $2.2 million 
bargain sale of Om on Park to 
Arapahoe County. We do* however* 
hope to cVcntl.lt'll)' r«""Vcr our 
expenses (or a pro;cct that will have 

lnvohublolong·tmn b<:nent> for all 
of Colorado. A:s with the 
previously cont roversial Toylor and 
Dluc MH;l Reservoirs. Cunnbon 
citizens will also be plcasrd nnd 
proud of Union Park. Thnt will !><: 
the greatest rcw:ud fo r Our 
environmentally concerned 
sharchoktcn. 

Tho Rocky Mountoln 
Dlologknll.ab should be 
commended for Its wlse dccblon to 
drop It> legal octlon ogaiMI Union 
Park's Eost'River Diversion . Oy 

C'Onttntratlng on the Kientlfic facts. 
the bb wlllaoon •ppreciate the 
ovcroll benefits of Union Park. . 
R.:lilph O ark'a r"lgnation from 
lab's board ls rogrollable, b<:caU5e II 
ohowsthattholeader of People 
Opposed lo Water Export Rald5 
(I'OWER) will ront lnue his 
unromprombing umpalgn against 
the fin~t W;tler conservation project 
In Colorado's history . 
Slnc.nly, 
Oa"VCMillor 
!'icsidcnt 

• 
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for t hi s cla i m i s stil l u ncl e a r, part ic ul arly s in ce d iff e r en t 
e nt ities would O Y n and co n tro l these d i fferent diversions. ~ow 
would a ll owina Ar a pahoe Cou n ty to buil d Uni on Park p e r s uade Denv e r 
no t to f ur t her divert the Color ado Riv er? 

Yo u comment that our s u gge stion fo r Arap~h oe County to 
wi th dra w from th e court proceeding s 11 is ak in to ask in g a playe r to 
fo l d with f ive a ces ." Th er e n ever really a r e five aces . .. except 
with a wild ca r d. The court p r ocess is necess arily a 
c onfrontational o n e , and negotia tion is difficu l t un de r advers e 
ci r c ums tances . Arapahoe County should fol low Aurora ' s e x ce l le nt 
examp l e of s howi ng its good fait h, so that serious talks can 
begin. We l ook fo rward to hearing from you a Rain soon. 

CE W/a l 

cc: Gerald McDani e l 
Executive Comm i tt ee 
Tom Eggert 
Paul Tauer 

incerely~ 
- - 'tv !{/cftu) 

·- • NATURAL ENERGY RESO URCES COMPANY 
• • • • • • • • • • + • + • + • • • 

P. O . Box567 • Poim<lr l oko,Colorodo80133 • (719)4ai ·200J • FAX() I 9J 4a l ·4013 

Honorable Roy Romer 
Governor, State of Co l orado 
State Capi tol Build i ng 
Oe~vcr, Colorado 80203 

Ma y 17 , 1991 

Re: Rocky Mountain Bio logical Lab -- Arapaho e Water Agreeme nt 

De ar Governor Rome r : 

In yo ur April 11 , 199 1 letter you c~ted Rocky Mo untain Bio logical 
Laboratory conce rns as a reason for =esec·;ing you :- position on 
Colorado' s Union Park Water ConservatLon ProJeCt . 

You will be pleased to kno w that the ~ab and Arapahoe County ha ve 
reached a s t i pulated agreement . Under this out-of-couct settlement, two 
of Union ?ark ' s diversion point s wi ll be moved t o a lower location t o 
avoid impac ting the Labo rat o ry' s scientific work . Hopefully, s ti pula ted 
agreements will also soon be ceached wttn the Colo rado ~ater 

Conserva~ion Boa r d , Colorad o Divlsion o f W1ldl1!e, and the Color ado Land 
Use Commission . 

It is interesting to note that the La~ is now rec e iving 
unreasonable "hea t" from local ··not one drop o ver the hi ll" activi s ts 
who are unalterab ly opposed to any f orm o f cooperation with Front Range 
· ... ·a~er pro v iders (see enclosed editor1al). Our enc losed answer is 
another attempt to provid e under s tand 1ng : o r those who stil l refuse to 
recognize Union Pa rk's local and s tatew i de benefits. 

!t is Cif f icu l t to unders-=and why o ur state wate:- management. 
agencies can evalua te and approve key ground water al ternatives . But 
under Colorado's highly l egalistic system , these same agencies are not 
free to study the relat ive mer~t s o f Colorado's renewable sur!ace wat e r 
opt ions . Color a do is t he only Wester:-1 sta t e t hat keeps 1ts •,.rater 
resource data , insights, and policies ~.:nder :.tr aps , ·,.rhile l ocal 
con!licting interests unnecessarily consume pub llc resources in endless 
legal battl es . Meanwhil e, Cali!orn~a g r ows on Co l o r ado's water surp lus . 

We sincerely believe t hat ~hl s :estrlc:i?e wa ter management 
dichotomy at the state level l.S c:,e root cause a: Colorado's dev1.s:ve 
:>rov J.ncia l~sm and resultant wa::.er developme:-:.t. gr1dlock. 

To protec t the public ~:lte rest. and Colorado's posl.tl.On :n the 
ccmpet ~t.ive a:::-:d West, 

St~atc ·c Water Comm1ttc e 
mana ment ~ssu es . 

S1. ly , 

c:z..v_,.._.-
r. llen D. (Dave ) ~!.l le r 

? :::-es 1.dent 

{ mjb 

e nclosures 

we agal:\ ur~e ~n~t latlOn o f a Governo r ·s 
to cons1der t~e state 's most crucia l wat e r 

cc : Colorado legislators, water management agencies , p r oviders . 



)ave Hiller 
'0 Box 567 

• 
"Voice of the Western .Slopl?, since. 1.~53" 
A coalition of counties. commumt1es, busmesses & mdw1duals 

303 I 242-3264 * FAX 303 I 245-8300 
634 Main Street , Suite " 6 * P.O. Box 550 

Grand Junction, Colorado 81502-0550 

Apr i l 22 , 1991 

?a lm e r La ke , CO 8 01 33 

')ear Dave: 

Thanks for yo ur l atest letter, r esoondin~ in oart to some of 
:he points I made in o ur ea rli e r correspondence. 

Your l ~ttcr s ti l l le aves me witl1 a coup l e unanswered 
1uestio ns . Fi r st, yo u me nt ioned the decline in water usag e in th ~ 
;un nison Basin . a nd I ' m not s ur e that's heen e ntir e l y by c h oice. 
i3u t in any case , you r po int s abou t Gunn i son water 11 be n ef i ts" a r e 
1l l based upon the und erst anding that there i s treme nd ous surp l us 
~ater in the b a s in, perhap s as much as a mil li on acre - feet. 
:lea r ly, there is no co n sensus amon ~ water experts on this 
Jo i nt ... seve r a l do u bt th a t thPr e i s that much s urplu s water in 
: he ent ire Co lorado River svs tcm in Co lorado. Others te ll us that 
: he Gunnison Basin h as NO s~ rplus wat e r. How are those numb ers 
lUB n t i fied? 

Second, the Vail VallPy pv amp l e ma y .s~em trivial, but our 
State's hi story h as ofte n s hown th at pop ul at i ons or ed iction s · ca n 
~ ~ wrong. Pe rh aps wat er co n s um ptio n mav dec l ine enough t o oFfset 
: he g rowth of a town the size o f Va il , but h o w about a town th e 
:;ize of Denver? I n the last centur y , many 11 exp e rts 11 thou g ht 
Leadv i ll e wo uld al ways be the e co n omic cente r ot Co l orado , talk ed 
>f mavin~ the Capi t ol, predicted a metropolis rival i n~ Ne w York . 
~ere is th e point of t he e xample: we may o r may not eve r see that 
<in d of gro wth in the Gu nniso n Ba s in, hut fe w Western Sloper s a r e 
Jilting to foreclose the op t ion, even those you ca ll 11

00 gro wth 
Jc t i vists . .. Uow ca n you expect th ese c itizens to g ive awa y futur e 
:hoic es, ju s t to prote c t s omeone else's f uture choices? 

Finally, in at least t wo pr e viou s le tt ers , you have s u gges ted 
: h a t i f Union Pa r k wer e bui l t, "th ere would be no need to f u rther 
!e "'·ate r t h e ove rd e pleted Upp er Colorado Basin . 11 The just i ficatio n 

John J. Nicholl 
Dlstrlc1 No. 1 

~APAHOE COUNTY COLOilDO 
SJ:J""f' S. Prince Si r eel • Littleton, Colorado 'l!ll"i 66·000 1 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

Thomas R. Eggert 
Dlstrlc1 No. 2 

Kay 16, 1991 

William S. Trampe , President 
Uppe r Gunnison River Water conservanc y District 
Gunnison, Colorado 81230 

re: Union Park Project 

Dear Mr. Trampe: 

Jeannie Jolly 
Dls1rlc1 No. 3 

(3()3) 7954630 
FAX 794·4657 

I regret that the Dis tric t feel s that it is unable to join 
with Arapahoe County in a construct i ve dialogue to e xplore the 
ways of achieving our mutual i nterest: keeping Colorado water in 
the s tate for use by Coloradans. The Dis trict ' s oppos ition to 
the county's efforts to put the e xcess, unused waters of the 
Gunnis on Basin to a legitimate intra-sta te use--wate rs now 
enjoyed by the downs tream sta tes--ha mpers our mutual concern of 
kee ping Colorado water in Colorado, t o the delight of Arizona and 
California. Your constituents can't be any happier about this 
than mine are. I have always fe lt that the state-wide benefits 
of Union Park far exceed t he impact the Dis trict be lie ves the 
divers ion will cause, and look f o rwa rd to the day whe n the 
District joins the effort to achieve these goals which are so 
vital to our state's future. 

The Union Park Pr oject wi l l be built , and wil l include a 
trans mountain diversion of a portion of the now unused flows . 
This i s the principal rea son f or the County's decis ion to fund 
the project. As always, my door rema ins open for discussions 
with the District about how we can work together in a ma nner 
consistent with the County's goals. It i s up to us , t h e leaders 
of the s t a te' s l ocal governme nts, to work togethe r t o protect the 
state's wa te r resources f rom permanent loss to other s tates. A 
negotiated resolution, acce ptable to both parties, will often be 
more favorable to al l conce rne d t han a judicial r esolution. I 
s incer e ly hope that the Di strict , u nd e r your l eadershi p, can join 
in the effort t o save thi s r esource . 

Sincerely y o urs , 

J!;/t~ 
Boa r d ~~~nty Commiss i o ne r s 



Dave Mi l ler 
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a l ot of work to do in both of these areas, but I think 
we're beginning to make some progress. 

Your perspective on this issu e has been helpful to me . 

Sincere l y, 

RR:bp 

• • 

Too many water arguments grounded in fantasy instead of facts 
With so many sound argu

ments concerning the benefits 
and the detriments of trans
mountain water diversions. why 
do so many people on both sides 
of the issue continue to base 
their arguments on highly emo
tional mythology? 

It happened again in a recent 
le tter to the editor. where the 
writer b~sed her whole argu
ment on the idea that water di
verted from the West Slope to 
the Front Range would dry up 
the West Slope. 

A who le cou rse could be 
taught on why this "drying up of 
the West Slope" myth is wrong. 
13ut a few basic facts need to be 
reviewed: 

First. bec.1use of snow melt. 
most water in Colorado roars 
down from the mountains and 
out of Colorado in less than two 

months each year. Even if we do 
nothing. that water is gone and 
western Colorado is "dry" for l 0 
months anyway, whether the wa
ter is used or not. Nor is most of 
that water really that beneficial 
during the two months we watch 
it race by. 

Second. by law. before water 
is diverted. the Front Range 
must build compensatory stor
age on the West Slope, which is 
designed to protect existing wa
ter users and future but unused 
water needs and rights. So not 
only are ex1sting and future wa· 
ter rights protected, but the wa
ter is there to enhance the 
environment and maintain mini
·mum stream nows throughout 
the year, not just for two months. 

Colorado. by law, cannot use 
more than half of all the water 
produced in Colorado. Tha t wa-

ter must go downriver to other 
states. Of the water the state is 
allowed to use, Colorado uses 
less than half because of the lack 
of storage, the location of the 
water, and/or the inability to di
vert the water. Thus. more than 
three-fourths of all the water in 
Colorado nows out of the state 
without being affected by us any
way. And, remember, part of the 
25% of the water that we do usc 
also will now downhill, join the 
other 75%, and leave our stale. 

Let's stop basing our water 
arguments and water positions 
on emotion, and argue the facts 
instead. Otherwise, we will be 
doomed to water policies based 
upon fantasies and emotions and 
not on the real world. 

Ronald W. Rutz 
Fort Collins 



• • 
The innovative Union Par k Water Conservation Project is uniquely 
designed to store surplus Gunnison waters during wet cycles for 
gravity release to both slopes during severe_ droughts -- when 
river e nvironments are threatened . The safe- yl.eld cost for Metro 
Denver water users would be a bou t half that of Two Forks . 
Incredibly , unde r Colorado water law, state officia l s are _nee 
free to evaluate a nd compare Union Park ' s unprecedented benef~ts, 
with other water conservation alternatives . Some state officials 
are actively trying to undermine Union Park in water court . 
These officials h ave no state-wide insight into Union Park's 
extraordinary capability t o solve Colorado's most pressing water 
issues . 

Because of the long lead time for water projects and the 
competition for water in the arid West, Colorado does not have 
the luxury of time to modernize i ts water management by natural 
evolution . Colorado has an urgent current need to make some 
strategic water development decisions. The stakes are too high 
for Colorado officials to remain uninformed and noncommittal, 
while local water providers continue to s truggle without state 
guidelines in a water de~elopment gridlock . 

As an interim first step toward saving Colorado ' s water future , I 
strongly recommend a Governor ' s strategic Water Committee to 
consider our most critical interbasi n and interstate water 
issues . This non-political group of Colorado natur al resource 
experts would provide objective recommendations to promote 
cooperative solutions that are in line with the state ' s 
fundamental water real ities . The necessary data is already 
available. The committee can quickly comp le t e its task -- if 
local pressures are held in check for a few months of focused 
deliberation. 

Thank you for considering an initiative that is vital to all 
future Colorado citizens. 

Since~ 

Allen D. (Dave) Miller 
President 

cc: Colorado legislators, State water boards, l ocal water 
districts 

• • 
STATE OF COLORADO 

EXECUTI VE OIAMB£RS 

1l6 Sute Capitol 
Denver, Colof~do 8020l ·1791 
Phone 001) 866·2471 

April 11, 1991 

Dave Mi ller, President 
Natura l Energy Resources company 
P . O . Box 567 
Palmer Lake, CO 80133 

Dear Dave : 

Thank you for your · rece n t lett ers about the Union Park 
project . I appreciate your efforts to keep me informed . 

I know we agree that the issues surrounding the proposal to 
build Union Park are complicated. For exampl e, you may be 
aware of the concern this project has caused for scie ntists 
at the Rocky Mou n tain Biologica l Laboratory. I n addition, 
the Col orado Water Conservat i on Board and the Division of 
Wildlife both have filed a Statement of Opposition to the 
plan. 

While I am listening to both sides of this is sue I also 
b~lieve it ' s. premature for me t o take a position' at this 
t l.me. As w1th Two Forks, Union Park will require a long 
a pproval process . Afte r significant water court hearings 
Arapahoe County wi l l need to obtain federal approvals fro~ 
both th~ Army Corps of Engineers and the u.s. Environmental 
Pro tectl.on Agency for the project. Because East River 
flows through the Gunnison National Forest, t he u.s For est 
Service ?lso wil l need to approve a special-use permit for 
the pr~Ject. Forest Service off icials have said the 
com~lex1ty of the project will requi r e them to c onduct an 
Env1ronmental Impact Statement . 

I n any event, believe this project points to larger 
questions ~f how we c h oose to use water in Colorado . r 
have co_nsJ.stentl y sta ted my bel i ef that t he Denver 
metropol1tan a r ea must work togethe r and find a cooperative 
solution to the area's water needs. If not, I believe o ur 
s ta te. fa.::es ? f uture invol ving great environmental damage 
and l.nstJ.tutl.o na l chaos. I am also concerned that we 
b ecome more act i ve in promot ing water conservation 
programs . Water is a scarce and valuable r esour ce in our 
sta te , and we nee d to begin using it more wisely . we have 



April 12, 1991 

gent Public Letter to All Colorado Citizens and Natural Resource Managers 

·: Cooperation to Save Colorado's Water Future 

ar Citizens and Managers: 

lorado's water future is in serious jeopardy. The California drought and the Two Forks veto 
1e brought the threat to a head. . 

9 threat is real. Federal officials are trying to solve California's. long-term water shortage with 
lorado's unused Colorado River Compact waters. Meanwhtl~, Colorado natural resource 
)erts are preoccupied with a confused water development gndlock caused by the federal 
o Forks Dam veto. 

•lorado desperately needs a large water storage reservoir to conserve_ its ~urplus Gunnison 
sin flood flows for drought protection and growth, instead of for C?-liforma hot tu.bs. The 
tapped Gunnison currently loses an average million acre-feet to the thtrsty lower ba~m states. 
is is four times current Metro Denver consumption. This serious Colorado loss 1s steadtly 
)wing because of improved irrigation technology and retirement of salty land caused by ov~r
gation. In contrast, Colorado's drier Upper Colorado Basin has been severely depleted wtth 
1hteen major diversions to the Front Range. 

; fortunate that far-sighted Arapahoe County has been ~orking for several years on. a large 
1nnison storage project that will stop the external ~nd mt~rnal. threats to Colorad.o s water 
ure. This $468 million Union Park Water Conservation Pro1ect IS a lower-cost, enwonment
hancing alternative to Two Forks. 

ring wet cycles, surplus Gunnison Basin flood waters will ~e pump~~ into Union Park's long
m off-river storage for gravity release to both slopes dunng the cnltcal multt-year droughts. 
addition to this urgently needed drought insurance, Union Park can sattsfy Metr'? Denver 50-
ar growth needs for about half the safe-yield cost of Two F<?rks. Colora<;to wat~r mterests ~an 
o stop further over-depletion of the Upper Colorado Bas1n, by drqppmg the1r less effictent 
·o Forks Homestake II, Muddy Creek, Green Mountain, Williams Fork, Eagle Pmey, Stra•Qht 
3ek, and East Gore proposals. Instead of more environmental damage to a smgle basm, 
ion Park will enhance the river environments of both slopes. 

>st of the water rights for Metro Denver's Upper Colorado proposals w~re secretly acquir.ed 
er many years without regard to the Gunnison'~ untapped potential and comparative 
vironmental and engineering costs. In contrast, Un1on Park. has been openly pursued after 
reful review of all viable Colorado water options. Union Park IS surely the finest multi-purpose 
:ter project ever conceived -- in or out of Colorado. 

e current Union Park water right delays will soon be resolved -- either by negotiation or 
•lorado Supreme Court rulings. Although Union Park can guarantee more v.:a.ter 10 Gunntson 
3rs, when needed, than ever before, there are still divisive no-growth actiVIsts who would 
her see the public's water flow to California instead of Colorado QfOwth areas. However, 
cau se of Union Park's unprecedented West Slope benefits, there IS excellent potent1al for 

· gotiated water rights instead of costly court rulings. Today's wale~ d ecisior_1s can be the most 
:>ortant in Colorado history. Good faith cooperative development 1s essential. 

•cerely, 

le B. Raitt and Abner W. Watts, 
·tired Bureau of Reclamation Executive Engineers 

11577 W. Arizona Avenue 
Lakewood, CO 80226 

(303) 985-9932 
(303) 237-3449 

>. Su ggest citizens conce~ned with Colo~ado's environff!ental and economic future give 
copies of this letter to fnends and political representatives. 

• 
NATURAl ENERGY RESOUR.CES COMPANY 
• • • + • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
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Honorable Roy Romer 
Governor, State of Colorado 
State Capitol Building 
Denver, Colorado 80203 

May 6, 1991 

RE: Initiative For Governor's Strategic Water Committee 

Dear Governor Romer: 

Thank you for your farsighted April 11th comments on the Union 
Park Water Conservation Project . 

I wholeheartedly agree with your belief that Colorado must work 
har<:~ to find cooperative water solutions to prevent "great 
env1ro nmental damage and institutional chaos". 

Unfortunately, Colorado is the only Hestern state that still 
relies heavily on cumbersome court procedures to manage its 
renewa~le _surface waters. This system encourages divisive 
~onfus1on 1nstead of enlightened cooperation. It is especially 
1n7ffect1ve for .the larger interbasin and interstate decisions in 
th17 a?e of env1ronmental enlightenment. Seventy percent of the 
nat1on s water lawyers a re required for the state ' s 
counte:p:o~ucti ve wa~er wars. These conflicts only benefit the 
less <:11~1s1ve down-r1ver states. Out- of- state interests are also 
explo1t1ng Colorado's divisive court battles with their own 
lawyers who oppose storage of Colorado's water for Colorado. 

B7cause of_Colorado ' s extreme provincialism, wa ter cooperation is 
h1ghly_unl1kely, unless there is a strong new initiative from the 
e~ecu ~1ve branch . The reality is that legislators, water 
d1str1c~s, a~d state water board members represent geographic 
areas _w1th h1stor1cally conflicting interests. These officials 
are . 1nf~uenced by (and often exploit) local unfounded 
emot1on~l1sm to block water developments that would conserve and 
benef1c1ally use Colorado ' s threatened compact entitlements . 

A good _current example of unreasonable local resistance to 
coo~erat1v~ water sharing comes from the overlooked Gunnison 
Bas1n. Th1s untap~ed area generates more wa ter per square mile 
t h an any other bas1n . Its consumptive needs are less than half 
the flo~. The a nnual loss of Colorado River Compact entitlements 
to Cal1forn1a lS about four times current Metro Denver 
consumption-. T_his _seri?u s waste of state resources is worsening, 
be~ause of 1rr7gat1on 1mprovements and the Gunnison 's long-term 
sh1ft from agr1culture to tourism . In spite of these facts, a 
smal~ group of no-growth activists have used un founded scare 
tact7c7 to_ f orce l ocal leaders into dropping their Union Park 
Part1c1pat1o n Agreemen t . 
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to plan, develop, and conserve the state's compact waters for beneficial Colorado 
purposes. · 

Political Water Studies. The Colorado Water Resources a~d P~wer 
Development Authority recently completed a $500,000 .water s~udy to mvest1gate 
transmountain diversion options from the untapped Gunmson Bas1n. When the draft 
study was released, Arapahoe County objected vigorously to some cost data that was 
four times higher than preliminary industry bids. The Authority refused to c~ange the 
data. As a result, the diversion alternative preferred by the Upper Gunnison R1~er Water. 
Conservancy District appears in the final study report as the lowest cost opllon. The 
former executive director of the Authority has since indicated that he 'listened' to the 
agency's in-house attorney when deciding not to correct the study. It has also come to 
light that most of the state's funds were used to analyze the District's proposal. 

Improper Fish Testimony. In a recent water court trial a Colorado Division of 
Wildlife fish expert verbally testified that flows several times higher than required by the 
Colorado Water Conservation Board were responsible for the Taylor River's Gold Medal 
fishery. However, a subsequent review of the expert's written studies revealed the 
Taylor's excellent fishery is primarily due to reduced fluctuations in water releases from 
Taylor Park Dam. His stud1es also disclosed that his court accepted optimal fish flows 
are unsustainably high, because they were developed at locations several tributaries 
below the court agreed reference point at Taylor Park Dam. Unfortunately, this 
misguided state testimony led to a water court ruling that is delaying a large Colorado 
water conservation project that will store Colorado's wasted compact water to protect 
both slopes during severe drought cycles. 

Colorado Water Policy and Planning Vacuum. Colorado has several water 
development agencies with overlapping legislative mandates to plan, conserve, develop, 
and manage the . state's compact waters for beneficial in-state purposes. These 
agencies are severely limited in their effectiveness, because state water laws have been 
purposely structured by Colorado's powerful water establishment to minimize state 
Involvement in public water matters. Colorado is the only Western state that does not 
allow a dynamic state water policy and planning process to serve as a unifying guide for 
developing the state's future water conservation projects. The Colorado Water 
Congress is the powerful lobby group that champions Colorado water management as 
the most efficient in the West. If this 1s so, why do seventy percent of the nation's water 
lawyers feed on Colorado's self-defeating water wars? Why are Metro Denver home 
owners burdened with water development tap fees that average four times higher than 
California cities? Why is Colorado's Blue Mesa Reservoir being managed primarily to 
benefit the lower basin states? Why do states with strategic water policies and planning 
continue to build water projects and societies with Colorado's unused compact 
entitlements? 

The time has come in this competitive age of environmental enlightenment for 
Colorado to supplement its traditional water laws with some honest, non-coercive policy 
and planning guidelines. Colorado desperately needs statewide insight and unity to 
protect its private and public water entitlements. If Colorado continues its internal water 
development gridlock, the state will soon lose its water future to external forces. 

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

Board of County Commissioners 
131h & Peart SltroiS • Bouldc< Counly Courthouse • Bouldet. Colotodo 80302. ( 303) 441-3500 

April 2, 1991 

Dave Hiller 
Natural Energy Res ources Company 
P. o. Box 567 . 
Palmer Lake , CO 80133 

Dear Hr. Hiller: 

We want t o t hank you f or t aking t he t ime t o write to us and send us t he material 
on Col o r ado water, fu t ur e and use. 

~ince we are County government of f icals, we a re no t usual l y invol ved in state 
l Saues , o~ water i ssues , howeve r , we are glad t o have your infor•ation and will 
conside r 1t ca r efully. 

Since r e ly, 

Homer Page, Chair 

a.Jl;; oou~:~·•·••o•m 
:z,~Y !Lei\' 
Boulde r County Commi ss ioner 

mb 

Sandy Humo 
Counry Cotr<nls""""' 

Ronald K. Stewart 
Boulde r County Comm issioner 

Ronold K. Slowort 
Counry c:om-n.""""' 



• • wil l soon be permanently lost to "use it or lose it " growth 
pressures from Cal ifornia and Arizona. 

Bal anced water Usage Between Basins An average 60,000 acre
feet of surplus Taylor River wate r f r om Union Park will increase 
the safe annual yield of Metro Denver' s existing reservoirs by 
12 0 ,000 acre- feet. Because of th i s unprecedented mu l tiplier 
effect, the s a fe-yield cost would be half that of Two Forks. 
This renewable surface supply would be adequate for about 50 
years of Metro Denver growth. Aft er that time, Union Park's 
environmental dro ught benefits could be further enhanced for both 
slopes with reversible collection tunnels to other high altitude 
Gunnison tributaries . With this extraordinary capability, there 
would be no need to further dewater the overdepleted Upper 
Color ado Basin. Unlike the 18 diversions from the Upper 
Colorado, Unio n Park's high- altitude drought cycle storage is the 
only concept that has major e nvironmental benefits for both 
slopes. Because of the negative legacy of previous diversions, 
this is t he key point that is difficult for West Slope water 
managers t o understand and accept. The situation is further 
compl i c ated when l ocal no- growth acti vists use false information 
to i ncite an uninformed public into "not one drop over the hill" 
emotionalism. I t is easy to yell fire in a crowded t heater . 

Suggestion To Drop union Park And Nego t iat e Your proposal 
is akin to aski ng a player to fold with five aces. Arapahoe 
County should v i gorously continue its water right application to 
protect West and East Slope interests from droughts and the 
growing down- river threat. Union Park has major s tatewide 
benefits that merit full support by the public and all levels and 
branches of Colorado government. Like many complex matters, 
reasonable people c an usually negotiate fair settlements out of 
court, when the issues are fully understood. In spite of the 
current emotionalism, your idea of good faith negotiations should 
be tried as soon as possible. Why wait for the delay, expense 
and d i visiveness of Supreme Court decisions? 

The good offices of Club 20 could serve as an ideal 
facil itator for organizing a West Slope negoti ating team. 
Hopefully, the East Slope could field a similar group in the 
interest of Colorado's water future . Someone at state level 
should probably be the initiator and non- coercive arbitrator. 

Thanks for your interest and leadership in Colorado's vital 
water issues. 

P .S . 

»~.a: 
Dave M~ller 
President 

In the interest of understand ing and i nterbas in harmony, 
suggest copies of this reply be sent to the entities and 
media who received copies of your r e ferenced l etter of 
concern . 

• • 
March 24, 1991 

STATE OFFICIALS ARE JEOPARDIZING COLORADO'S WATER FUTURE 

In the absence of state water policies, plans, and objectives, some well-meaning 
state officials are jeopardizing Colorado's water future by pursuing their own personal 
agendas. Here are a few recent examples: 

Colorado River Compact Giveaway. At a March, 1991 pretrial hearing, a U.S. 
lawyer asserted that the federal government could release water to California from Blue 
Mesa Reservoir without regard to Colorado's compact entitlements and transmountain 
needs. If this position becomes practice, Colorado's water future could be seriously 
jeopardized by federal operating procedures that would effectively give the state's 
unused compact entitlements to California. Other lawyers representing several Colorado 
governmental entities also used this astonishing rationale at the same hearing. These 
officials are apparently supporting this short-sighted position, because they are currently 
opposing a large Gunnison storage project that will conserve Colorado compact waters 
for major statewide environmental and economic benefits. 

Single Basin Syndrome. Colorado officials and the Colorado River Water 
Conservation District continue to endorse major diversions (fwo Forks, Muddy Creek, 
etc.) from Colorado's over-depleted Upper Colorado Basin, while working against a 
superior alternative from the underutilized Gunnison Basin. The Upper Colorado 
currently has 18 major diversions to Colorado's East Slope. The wetter Gunnison Basin 
has none, and it is losing a million acre-feet of Colorados compact waters to the down· 
river states. On the other hand, Arapahoe County's Gunnison storage alternative will 
guarantee higher flows in Gunnison rivers, when needed, while providing invaluable 
drought insurance for both slopes. Arapahoe's unprecedented project will also provide a 
fifty year growth supply for Metro Denver at half the safe y1eld cost of Two Forks. 
Unfortunately, Colorado officials are refusing to recognize the Gunnison's vast potential 
to solve the state's most critical water problems. 

l egislative Catch 22. A recent change in Colorado water law requires a water 
developer to prove that it "can and will" construct its project. This change is now being 
used by attorneys who assert that a developer must prove that it will receive all permits, 
financing, etc. before a conditional water right is granted. The original, legislative intent 
was to stop speculation with surplus public waters. Unfortunately, these three words are 
now jeopardizing public and private water storage initiatives in Colorado. How could any 
water developer prove in advance that all hurdles ·can and will" be overcome before 
conditional water rights are considered? A few brave legislators tried to correct this 
legislative Catch 22 during this session, but it was defeated after intense lobbying by 
lawyers who oppose water development. The state agencies charged with water 
development and conservation had no input in the hearings. 

lnstream Flow Misuse. In recent years the Colorado Water Conservation Board 
has effectively managed the state's minimum instream flow program to assure 
reasonable fish and recreation flows. However, a majority of the Board members 
recently decided that inundation of stream segments by new reservoirs could cause 
injury to the state's minimum stream flow rights. This interpretation is a distortion of the 
original intent of Colorado's instream flow program. The Board's new rationale is already 
being used as another hurdle to block water storage projects. Individual Board 
members, representing local agendas, can now override the Board's legislative mandate 
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Honorable Roy Romer 
Governor, State of Colorado 
State capitol Building 
Denver, CO 80203 

RE: Saving Colorado ' s Water Future 

Dear Governor Romer: 

April 3, 1991 

In the absence of state water policies, plans, and 
objectives some well-meaning state officials are jeopardizing 
Colorado's water future. This disturbing conclusion is based on 
recent events and lifetime experiences of many concerned water 
resource professionals . 

For the last nine years our company has gained considerable 
insight into Colorado water problems, while working on a large 
Colorado water storage project. This conservation project will 
have unprecedented long-term e nvironmental and economic values 
for the entire sta te . It will store some of Colorado's wasted 
(and threatened) compact entitlements for West a nd East Slope 
jrought protection, while satisfying Metro Denver's fifty year 
;Jrowth projections at half the safe- yield cost of Two Forks. 
Jnfortunately, these invaluable benefits are being improperly 
ielayed by state officials who are following their own agendas. 

The enclosed paper provides some astonishing recent examples 
>f how misguided officials are jeopardizing Colorado ' s water 
:uture. We are disclosing these facts with the hope that it will 
.ead to modernization of Colorado's water management practices. 

This letter is being widely distributed to alert Colorado 
:itizens to the serious internal and external threats to their 
1a ter future. 

Your views on this vital state matter will surely be of 
nterest to all concerned Colorado citizens . Thank you for your 
onsideration. 

ncl: 

j):J:]f 
Dave Miller 
President 

State Officials Are Jeopardizing Colorado ' s Water Future . 
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Mr. Greg E. Walcher 
President 
Club 20 
634 Main Street, suite 6 
Grand J unction, CO 81502- 0550 

April 2, 1991 

RE: west Slope water concer ns And Nego t iations With Front Range 

Dear Greg: 

Thanks for your March 15th letter outlining West S lope 
concerns with Colorado ' s Union Park Water Conservation Project . 
Your points are well taken . It is obvious that I have done a 
poor job of explaining Union Park's benefits for the West Slope. 
Hopefu lly, the following wi l l provide a clearer understanding of 
the specific concerns ment i oned in your letter . 

Gunnison Benefits Union Park's large off-river reservoir is 
uniquely designed to give unprecedented benefits to both slopes. 
During high run-off years , s urplus Gunn ison water will be pumped 
into long-term, h igh altitude storage. These waters will only be 
released to b oth slopes during t he critical multi-year drought 
cyc l es . Computer a nalysis has confirmed that Union Park can 
economically satisfy Metro Denver' s so- year growth needs, while 
guaranteeing more water in Gunnison rivers, when needed, than 
e ver before. For example, since 1976 the Taylor River's Gold 
Medal fishery had 728 drought days when flows were less than what 
Union Park could guarantee in a negotiated water decree. Union 
Park wil l a lso provide a world class Lake Trout fishery, flood 
control, stabilized Taylor Park Reservoir levels, and Taylor 
River s ummer f l ows 100% higher than the reasonable flows set by 
the Colorado l~ater conservation Board. The guaranteed multi-year 
drought flows will also . enhance the dependability of senior 
Gunnison wate r rights. 

Future West Slope Needs The Bureau of Reclamation ' s 
Gunnison-Arkansas studies in the 40's and SO's showed that the 
Upper Gunn ison had 450,000 acre-feet tha t were surplus to 
consump tive needs. Since that time, water consumption in the 
Gunnison Basin ha s steadi ly declined because of improved 
irrigation ~echnology a nd retirement of land with excessive salt 
build-up from traditional deep irrigation methods. Over ninety 
f ive percent of Gunnison consumption is for irrigation. A ten 
percent irri gation efficiency savings could more than double t he 
water availabl e for population and industry growth. The record 
s hows a continuing population and indus try decline in t h e 
Gunnison Basin . Your Vail Val ley e xample of an unforeseen need 
would be easi ly offset with the dec lining consumption from other 
long-term trends. Colorado urgently needs to use some of the 
Gunnison' s growing water surplus (currently about 1 million acre
feet) to protect its West a nd East Sl ope e nvironme nts during the 
critical drought cycles. If not, t hese colorado entitled waters 



Colorado 
offers water 
to Gtlifomia 
By J ames Coates J-3 -<t { 
:hic.aoo lr•bune 

DENVER- MmdCul or the pop. 
dar wisdom in the arid \Vcsl thai 
" wh iskey is ror drinking and 
.w:lter is ror fighting." Colorado 
leaders >re o rrertng to help 
lrought·stricken CaliComia in an 
:ffon IO stave off an incersa:uc 
):J:Uic O \"Ct water rights. 

The rush to find ways to slake 
he thirst of the nation's most 
>Opulous s tate began Feb. 13 
vhen Inte rior Secretary Manual 
.ujan suggested to the Colorado 
.egisl::uure that other \Vcstcrn 
ta tes share with Los Angeles 
orne of their righu to water in 
~c mighty Colorado Rjver. 
Colorado leaders quickly rc
ponded with a promise or 
00,000 acre rect or wat er, 
>ughly the amount used by Den· 
: r in a year, so that California 
ould not go aficr all the states' 
rccious future water rights on 
1c river. 
"We w:~nt to help Southern Cal· 
Ornia with its droughr sirua-

~~:r.5~kdut~~~~~di~ i~~~-, ~?l 
tcrest to get California to live 
ithin its cntitlcmcnu in the 
vcr.'" 

Romer wrote a Jcucr on Feb 2 J 
• California Gov. Pe te \Vilson 
Tcring to give Los Angeles the 
10,000 acre rcet or water ir Cah· 
mia would agree to adopt strict 
:rmancnt conservat ion rules 10 
t water usc: in the ruture. 
\Vi th e ffe c tive conse rvatton 
:asurcs, Romer told leghlators 
.t week, California wouldn't re
n to using its substantial po liti-
1 clout to seize a larger ponion 
the water supply thnt the s ~11c 

a res under rcderal law with 

~C:,~~~~e~~~h an~c~1o~~~~o . 

With more than I Opcrctnt or all 
American voters now Ji ving in 
Colirorni:o ond " 'ith the 1990 ccn· 
sus giving the state seven more 
House seats ror o to tal or 5c 
Calirornia 's political clout ro: 
outweighs that or its rcllow Colo
ndo River water useD, v.ho will 
combine ror slightly more than 20 
scats. 

Despite the torrential rains that 
hit Caliromio late last "cck. the 
five - year dry spell there has 
prompted state officials to restrict 
lcmporarily the amount of water 
USed for aaricuhure and to CUI 
w:uer supphcs to cities . 

The Colorado River is the anc· 

R:e~~e'Zi~fat':.c :;r~~~~ ~rasbvucr~ 
bling brook not rar rrom the slu 
complex at Vail, Colo., and tum
bles down the western race or the 
Rocky Mountains, picking up cas· 
cading runoffs. 

It then pours into the low de· 
sens to carve the Grand Canyon 
in Arizona before slowing to a 
trickle and ending in the G ulr o r 
Caliromia. 

The Colorado River Compact 
overseen by Congress and signed 
in 1922 when Caliromia was just 
another sparsely settled \Vcstcrn 
state gave D lifomia annua.l water 
righu to 4.4 million acre rect , 
Colorado to 3 miJiion, Arizona 
2.9 mill ion, Utah 1.4 million. 
Wyoming 840,000, New Mexico 
435,000 and Nevada 300,000. 

An acre root, enough to cover 
43,000 square rect with 12 inches 
o r woter, equals about 330,000 
gallo ns. 

This is enough wa1er to meet 
the needs of three average Ameri
can households ror one year. 

Soncc 1989. California has con
sumed more than its 4.4-miUion
acre-root share while some or the 
other states, particularly Colora· 
do, have used only a ponion of 
the ""'3tcr they have coming. Col
orado has onlr enough doms to 
store 2.2 million acre rcet and 
thcrerore lets 800,000 acre reet 
th3t it owns pass down the river. 

In response to Romer's offer. 
officials from California and the 
o ther v. :ua compact states arc 

~.~~~;u,;'!s rt~3~~~~ ~~~~r~~~~~~~ 
must be signed by oil the ponies. 
a process that offi cials said wi ll 
take a1 lr:ut two weeks. 

After a meeting in Dcn\'er last 
"ec:k wuh California officials 3nd 
representatives of the other Coler 
rado River Compacl states. a 
spokesman ror Romer sa1d Call· 
fomia •nd•c::ucd It w:tnts lhe v.:ttcr 
:.nd is considering Colorado's re
quest that it agree not to seck 
w:Jtcr alloc:ttions granted to o ther 
Slates. 

The Colorado proposal olso 
urges thot Calirornia ma.ke penn•· 
nent the temporary cuts in lhe 
amcunt of ~ter used for agricul-

ture. F:trmers now account for 8J 
perc~n t of California's water usc, 
makmg C olorodo's suggestion 
controversial because of the valu· 
able cash crops at stake. 

Meanwhile, Rep. Den Nighthor· 
se Campbell (D-Colo.), whose dis· 
trict includes much o r the Colora· 
do Rjver's headwaters, entered the 
rray by suggesting thot instead or 
giving the water to California , 
Colorado should lease it . 

The lease money. which Camp· 
bell estimotes would total b1ll1ons 

or dolla", COuld be U>Cd tO butld 
more storage reservo•rs an Colora
do. 

This. 10 tum. would :lllow the 
Slate to ~eep iu entire a.llocauons 
mstdc Colorado. 

Tom Eggen. a member or the 
Arapa hoeCount y Commissron. 
saidthe idea of seu ins money 
fro m Calrfornra to fin ance 
Colorado's ov.n water plans ex· 
cired him. The count~ comm1s· 
s ion is building a pipeline chat 
would pump Colorado Rtvcr 

'-'- :Her from thC' "est s1de of chc 
Rock1es across the Conlinc:n1al 
D1vidc and mto the Denver area. 

That water is stored in Lake 
Mead, the gigantic reservoir out
side Las V eg:u created by Hoover 
Dam, which supplies Southern 
Calirornia much or its electrical 
power as well as its water. 

t..kc Mead thus amounts to o 
warcr bank, which means that 
Colorado in future \'cars can draw 
upon the rcscrva Stored 1here. h 

'' \Vc need to find wavs to StOrC' 
our water here in Coloiado r.:uhcr 
thun letting it fl ow down the river 
and out to sea where it ev3por.ues 
and come! back as mo untain 
rains:· Eggen said. 

"If we don't Slore it here we're: 
goins to lose it to people who wtll 
usc u to w:uer the !.Jdewalk.s of 
Pasadena and 10 fill the hot tubs 
o r Hollywood." 

is 1hi.s water that Romer is of
rcnng tO share with CaJiromio. 

• • 
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Colora do should unite b ehind 
Union Park water proposal 
Dea r Edi tor : 
Two out of three key decisions 

have been made toward solving 
Colorado's major water prob· 
lems. 

The frrst was EPA's cou rageous 
decis ion to veto the damagi ng 
and costly Two Forks Dam. The 
second was Aurora's recent de· 
clslon to drop Its Gunnison dl· 
version concept. ix.r -~~e of simi· 

lar environmental and economic 
faults . 

The only basic decision left Is 
for Colorado to unite behind 
Arapah oe County's multipur
pose. environ ment-enhancing 
Union Park Water Conservation 
Project. 

U nton Park's million acre -feet 
of off· river storage on the Cunni· 

son side of the Continental Dl · 
vide will s ubs tantially solve Col· 
orado's four mos t cr itical water 
problems. 

(1) Union Park will satisfy 
Metro Denver's 50-year growth 
needs. for about half the safe 
yield cost of TWo Forks. 

(2) Union Pa r k will p rovide 
much needed multi-year drought 
p rotection fo r Colorado's envi
ronment and eco nomv on both 
s lopes. -

(3) Union Park w!U helo correct 
Colorado's grossly unbalanced 
water usage between Its un· 
tapped Gunnison Basin a nd Its 
ove r de pleted Upper Colo rado 
Basi!'! . (The drier Upper Col
orado supplies aU o f Colorado's 
transmountaln water via 18 dl· 
versions to Front Ra nge farm 
and urban users.) 

(4 ) Union Park wiU help save 
Colorado's unused compact enti
tlement s from being 
pennanently lost by default to 
water short California. 

Union Park's unique reservo ir 
site Is truly an Invaluable asset 
for all of Colorado - especially 
fo r the Upper Gunnison's water 
based way of life. The entire 
proJect could be paid for In I 0 
years with Rep. Ben Campbell's 
Idea to temporarily lease 
Colorado's wasted flood flows to 
Callfomla. 

Regardless of who ultimate ly 
pays. Colorado environme n tal
Is ts. water developers. and citi
zens wiU soon be united· in com
mon appreciation of a n uncom
mon water conservation proJecl 

Dave Miller 
Pru iden t 
Natural E nergy Resources CO. 
P.O. Box 567 
Palmer l.Alte. CO 80133 



t . .. . . - · "People are ecstatic bu~guard· 
HMthetlolcO,.gof . \ . ·' . · d .. said Betsy Beardon, leader 

.Dally Sentinel · · ' fn ' People Opposed to W ter Ex· 
• · · h port Raids. 

Arapahoe Co~nty will stick wit " We hail this as the m~th r or all 
lu allemptto d1vert water ffo!" the withdrawals." said Chns Meyers, 
Gunnison River Basin In spite or allomey for four conservatiOn 
Aurora's surprise withdrawal from :;.,ups. 
the project Thursday, said Paul . . "This should send shock waves 
Zills\.Arapahoe ,founty w~~er law· through the Arapa~oe County com· 
yer. · · · ·• h If missioners." he said. . 

' ·· But jubilation for at least a a . But Arapahoe County CommiS· 
victory over the th irsty • Front aioner Tom Eggert said the county 
Range was rampant in Gunnison will pursue the project In spite of 
Thursday, where 1 . local ba~k 1 sin its artner. 
flashed the news on IU ele~~on1c 0 g p See Water, page 9A 

me~ge si.gn. -~· · _·.:.· ----------J 
~ 

water -.·. \ 
Frolllh,eOne ·: " · ' -~:' ·: .'. 

.<llrora bas spent $2 million on 
the$400 mill ion Collegiate Range 
Project, which would d ivert 73!000 1 
acre-feet a year of Gunmson Rl\·er 1 
basin water through tunnels under 
tb'e'Continental Divide. 

" Yie just decided it's lime tost~p 
throwing money down the dra1n 1n 
legal fees," said Aurora Mayor 
Paul Tauer . 
• .Iom Griswold. Aurora's director 

or utilities. said. "We still hope t? 
work Wtth the people or the Gunn•· 
son Basin or on the Western Slope 
to arrive at some project that's ac· 
ceptable to everyone. 

. ".Blue Mesa Reservoi r is a per· 
rec.reumple. where the Bureau or 
Reclamation bas 200.000 acre-feet 
for sale" Griswold said . · 
·Aurora may get the same answer 

however. whether it's talking 
across a table or a courtroom. 
"'As far as transmountaln diver· 

sions go, there's not a budge an~ 
there never will be from our end. 
said Beardon. · 

"We've got no desire to become 
Involved In any pr_opos~l in~olvi~g 
transmountain dtvers tons. satd 
Did: Bratton, attorney for the Up
per Gunnison Water Conservancy 
District · · · 

"Tbat's the official position, and 
1 suspect that's the unofficial posi· 
llon·on the street." be said. 

-:....·=---------p 

Arapahoe Countv's sec~nd smart thing c.- C>C-1? t7~~ ~'/> . . " · 
Hydroj.t>wer from ~Blue hlesa: should 

if~~rio;~!~.?.!~! !!,~.~~!!:!~2 .• L 
Y ra erson pl1X1><lencc over powtt ~tion. for ArapahOe! County's moving its 

Should the Blue Mesa Reservoir · Af~r Brown's April ruling; divcnion points below Gothic;. 
be used for poW1:r ~oration? Or which fuvorcd the U.S. Government, Arapahoe County's Union Park 
should the water that would haY1! Arapahoe County lilod a motion-for Project would tndu<!e an enormous 
fillod it be ~nt acrossthe Continental clarifteation. • Arapahoe County did reservoir south, of Tay~r P"lk. and 
Divide to Arapahoe <;ountyl another smart thing when they filod would divert .massive amounts or 

A ndtng by Water Court Judge that motion. • Bruce Dri=. lawyer for water to lite Front Range from the 
Robert Brown May 6 •uggcsts that the High Country CitizenS' A.lliancc, TaylorBasinandtheEastRiverB.uin. 
domestic water~ n;t;~(takc priority ~ a::_~cntod. ~~g the mo~n. The concept is bclngopposodby most 
over hydro~cctrlc;1 generali!'n.'. B,ijiwn apparcn!!Y rcvcrsCd his first ' people in Gunnison Cou!!!y~ • 
Brown's ,dlxision seems to f'CV'Ctse an ruling. According to Driver. the new 
earlier ruling-in~Apnl;:-wh=-he-,Jing is-opaqu<!:.""The lssue is Very ·-

~ .. . ·V'_ •• ,., #. , · -~ ~. 

"Arapahoe County did anotlter smart tiling 
wlten tltey file(~ tit at motion." 

indicated th.lt iftheprioritydateofthe 
hydro project was earlier, generating 
cltoctridty would be senior to 
domestic usc. 

The way Colorado walcr law 
-n-orksis that waterrightscbimed first 
take pl1X1><lcnc.: over later rights. 
Given litis, one would think that the 
A.spin.:1U Wilson dams, built in the 
1950s, would be senior to Arapahoe 
County's Union Park Project, which 
has a 1990 priority date. 

The monkey wrench in the 
business is thcColondo RivcrStor.JstC 
Project Act, enacted by Congress In 
the 1950s. This sets up the Aspinall 
Wil50n Storage Unit. which includes 
Blue Mesa and gives the U.S. 
Government the right to usc the water 
in the three reservoirs to generate 
electricity. But a clause in it indicltcs 

compUcatod; Driver continued. "My 
concern is that no one knows quite 
what hedccidod.· 

The wuc may be resolved after 
a trial, scheduled for the entire month 
or June, which will decide WhC!hcr • 
enough excess w.~tcr exists to make 
the Union Park Project feasible. Driver 
added that even if domestic usc takes 
prionlyoverhydropowcr, he docs not 
believe that a transmountain 
diversion project foils under the 
definition or domestic usc . 
The fiat tmar1thin& 

Anp.1J:lOC County's .. first smart 
thing." acrording to Chris Meyer, 
i;,wyer for the Natiol1lll Wildlift 
Fedc:ration, WilS to work out a deal 
with the Rocky Mountain Biologicol 
lab where the lab dropped ios 
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~Is.Union.Park F ·:servoir an alternati\ to Two· Forks? 
. . .. . . . ~eHV~~' (i.t.•kf·, ... f_,}:p;P. /-'#~~~~~£? ·,, • 

Some,state·legislators.are.trylng to '§iiineertng·st~dles•bave confirmed Second, e proposed diversion would: 
goad·~.Dellver Water Board Into federal Union ~ark can satisfy metro Denver's severely threaten the very exls~nce of 
coart to appeal the Two Forb Dam veto. future needs for about ball the safe yield the Rocky Mountain Biological Labot:af:o-' 

. U thl.s·attorney·lnsplred movement sue- cost of Two Forks. Union Park also will ry, a world·famous research lnsUtute es-
ceeds, Callfomla will conUnue to benefit, provide guaranteed drought Insurance for tablished In 1928 and located near Crest·.;. 
whlle Colorado sinks further Into years of both slopes, balanced water usage be- ed Butte. The plan calls for a large· 
dlvisivewater-developmentgridloek. EPA tween basins, bd beneficial use,of Colo- underground pipeline to pass dlrecUy· 
vetoed Two Forks because Colorado ig· rado'l threatened compact enUUements. through RMBL property. The digging re-
aored Its better altemaUves.;· The wasted Colorado Is the only state that tries to qulred to construct such a pipeline would 
mllllon ·acre-feet from the untapped Gun- manage. its wa~ with an .army of quar- drasUcaUy and Irreparably harm the . 
Dison Basin Is the most obvious example. reUng attorneys. The state makes abso- fragile subalpine habitats of RMBL and 

.. Colorado Is enUUed to these flood flows lutely no attempt to evaluate its water the surrounding area. In addlUon, the dra· · 
UDder the Colorado River Compact. opUons based on comparaUve environ- maUcaUy modWed water flow in the ar-

However, Instead of storing and using mental and engineering merit. H.opefuUy, ea's creeks and rivers would permanently . 
some or these surplus waters, Colorado Colorado will start aome·objecUve water disrupt these aquaUc ecosystems. . . 
bas allowed the destrucUve· Two Forks resOurce plannlng.before aU of Its major Such thoughUess acUons would terml~ 
Idea to dominate its bigbly legal/poliUcal water decisions are made In Washington, nate aU of the many long-term studies In 
water estabUshment. Colorado's lntlmi· D.C., or in California. progress at RMBL, which are essenUal . 

· dated water resource engineers have long • D~ B. RAITT, ABNER W. WATTS for development in basic research, as 
. known that Two Forks would only worsen Lakewood well as research on such vital topics ·~Ut: . , 
the ezc:essive dewatering of the Upper 0 0 0 global warming, acid deposiUon and con- • 
Colorado· Basin, caused by 18 diversions I am wriUng to ezpress ~y eztreme servation. As an American scientist who.. 
to the Front Range. opposition to Arapahoe County's proposal has c:Onducted research at RMBL aild t,be 

While Ule federal government was ·.to divert water from the Gwin'!sOn Basin surrounding area, I am outraged by tbJs: 
wisely: vetoing Two Forks, ArapabQe' for use bfltS growing population on the grossly misguided proposaL · :; . ·.• 

. ·County bas been quietly developing the . Front Range. · ~- HALL CUSHMAN, research feUPW •• 
. finest mulUpurpose water alternative ev· Implemen~Uon of such a plan would Macquarie UniversitY., .. 
er conceived for Colorado. During heavy bave catastrophic effects. Sydney, New South Wales, Australia. 
runpff. y~ surplus Gunnison water will First, this massive diversion would per· 
be pumped Into the oU·river 'Union· Park ma.nenUy tninsform a lusb and ezpansive 
ReserVoir 'site: This' uniquely efficient . subalpine baitn,'~g, with flora and THEPOSTINVITESREADERStowrt~etot.Eft 
mUliOD:acre-feet or hlgb-aiUtude storage faWJa. into an arid pnilrie largely devoid TERS, The o.nver Post. P.o. eox·1109, Denver 8020~. :. 
· will relimse valuable water to the river ' of the. previous dlvemty. In an age when Lengltl• ot 200 wont• or 1e11are preferred. Sign na:ne.:: 
· envlroninents of bOth slopes during criU~ such priaUne mountabl habitats are In lddre•a. day Phone number. . .. : 
~;~ta.-:. 1 ,; . ,: . . 1.. · ·• abort supply,~ w~ be a grave loss. . . ·. ,, 

:·~~l~!tJredownthe river ,:; 
· ... }U.' · '';RECENTDenverPoSt~torlalapo LEE OlSON. · ·. · Dla'slongreachmayrevlveTwoForb.BUt', 

: .· pUfld the. word.."debacle" to the Two · · . . · there's a good reason why It should: The'.' 
rks Dam proposaL .Tllere'sa bet· · .. 1- . . • declslon so far has been yqy undemocra~cr-

terwordforPn!:sidentBusb'senvironmen- become less compeUUve agalu.at clUes The Denver Water Board slls on Its wa.tet:: 
tal·rejectlon of thl.s long-planned Denver with miserable climates, ;Uke Omaha and rlghts as supplier to a suburban water com.;. 
metz:o 'Water project: ''wrong.'' · Chicago. Wby give away any atlvantage? munlty about as large as its own, sponicn! 

Wftre about to see wby •..:.. in spades. Why live in unpleasantsurroundings If you caUy represented by scores of water a~ .. 
Interior Secretary Manual Lujan gave the don't have to? . • thoriUes. The Denver board ·and Mayor~·, 
Colorado Legislature a curtain-raiser re- Envfronmentallsts may disagree. Some Peila gave Two Forks a good try. Bat theli ••• 
cenUy with his plan to send "surplus" wa· would prefer to see a Denver resembllng heartsweien'tinil WhenEPAAdmlnlstra-'· 
ter to thfrsty Southern California. Thtt'e Rock Sprblgs, Wyo., In the 1940s when wa· tor Wl11lam Reilly sank his knife in the prot.-1• 
really isn't a surplus; that.water was given ter-sbort residents tried concrete "lawns" ect, M~Jyor Peila didn't flgbt back •. Why I·· 

_to this area, for growth, by the 1922 Colo- paintilcf green. I was there, and that isn't should he? It was mosUy the sublll'blm·ox 
rado River COmpacL ··-- ·-- lorme.'Howmanyotyoubaveturnedeast that was being gored. ,:;,; 1; 

, But Interior secretarial! ofle.\1 speak from Colorado Boulevard onto East Sev·· ' Now that Denver's percentale of pow~ 1 • 

blunUy • .I ~U when form~ lnterlor Sec- enth A!enue on a hot July day? The tem· in the lOG-member General Assembly .Ja1" 
retary Stewart Udall, an ~nan, came perature along that green, well-watered going to sink to 14 percent- with the~,, 

, to Denver. in~ l980i and declared in the s~t droJ?S several degrees, at least p!y- suburban counUes totaling 42 percent ,...., .. . 
_ Color.a4o .. i9~~or's 9ffl.~ "¥011 don't . CholOgically. Tate· ~t ~way and you've the time Is ripe to ·c~ate a metro watiir-; . 
. . -!lave.a)J:BJaproblem berQ. AJlYQullave to . ' 'ost SOJD~tblng.. :. · . · board with Qle power1 to: consult all tile 
.... do is.buy.~up.~ water ~g,np~ ·So I~Jor lawns. We can conserve on water users on water d~ons. Many~q(-.. 

Colorado agriCulture." . .. . • . . • lawns by mat.lng ~em smaller an~ using the mllllon·plus suburbailltes.- many.,pf, .. 
·· There was an uproar, of .course. because . Xerlscape plantings, but there comes a who use Denver water -had no consutu,.~:. 
agricultural water - even:when subs!- point wben growth simply requires more ency at aU in the Two Forks process.~·\;,, .. 
-d!zed with low-Interest loans -Is a pretty diversion· of the snowmelt that runs off I believe a metro-wide yote on 1'\\'q.,-
good bargain. CalUomianli would agree almost enUrely in three spring monthll. Forks five years ago would have been Ja· · 
that agriculture provides needed jobs, tu· . Compared to the not-so-secret .environ- vorable and would have given the Whitet.~ 
es and the pleasant environment tbat menta! agenda -which Is to see Colorado House a message: U you want those ~,1 
comes .with· the sort of greenbelt we have rivers fiowing bank·full "naturally" to publican votes In the suburban co~. 
between Denver and Cheyenne. · Callfomia -·Two Forks' storage of that slonal districts, don't play environmental~; 

Without any arUflclal water, about all brief annual runoff would have been a footsie with their water St!pply. '· .. ,,; 
that grqws well In the Dellv.er metro area small price to pay for keeping the metro Instead, with the suburbs locked away.l,n;.·; 
Is pricily pear, 1Spanlsh bayonet, a few ·. area a pleasant place to live. the back rooms of the Denver area wala':!" 

, hardy trees - mostly ~ the ·stream Of course, I'm overdramaUzlng. What planning establishment, .the president WWJ.,; 
f. ~·7- and the naUve grasses. really happens in a s.eU·lnduced water 'free to enterprise his environmental o~.; •. 
· . And ~ to lawns: CommujllUes compete shortage is that everyone panics, tries to Uons. : 

just as ~rations and ~vl~uals ~- · inake Inefficient alternatives look palat- He did that, and now his Interior ~1 • 
pete..Because the Denver ~;baS a ape-, . .,. JbJe mid in the loqrun votes for solutions . tary wants to open the way.for dlversioJ;~.Of , 
cia1 cli,mate compounded ~m .alUtude, ·'-' e.Veri COStlier than ·t,hose .-eJ~ earller. · . the fut1ire water supplies' of Denver aJtCl,); 

• dry air and the benefltlal effect of ~ter ;,.,,.., ~"l'be.·'~ternaUves to· Two Forks simply · the suburbs down the Colorado Rlver·:W~·;: 
Cblpook windS, we have a lot. going for Us. ~o. n't measure up; .. 1Irf re rep2 resented some 30 Los Angeles. • .. ·,., 
We are liaUway between the Midwest and years of gOod engineering, la!id purchase Bon voyafe? · · · · ' 
California climatologically'as well as in . andc:Ommunitfcoqper'aUon. ' · ~·Otton.alonclt!meD.m.Pos1reportWIIIdedllorlal''' 
miles. J;Jut tate· away our greenery and we .It's wf!¥Pl ~g to assume Callfor- wnter, ts now a·~w!llefbesec! 1n llkewood ,.t: 

I I 
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3. The Legislature should · revisit the "Water Right Determination and 
Administration Act of 1969" and decide whether court determination of 
water matters Is In the best Interest of Colorado. We should ask 
ourselves why a City such as Colorado Springs should spend millions 
of dollars on engineering and legal fees for Its Arkansas River 

4. 

exchange Water Court case. In February 1989, these costs were 
reported to total $2.7 million. As of this date the final resolution 
of this exchange has not been secured from the water court. We must 
heed Mr. Fetters comment and make the system available to people of 
normal means. 

Individual agendas that are carried Into water policies advanced by 
State Institutions and organizations lniluenclng water legislation 
must be ldentl!ied and exposed. We should ask ' ourselves how written 
comments, representing the views of an Individual attorney opposing a 
proposed water legislation ends up being copied verbatim 47 days 
later on the Colorado Water Congress stationary. In turn, the CWC 
letter was provided to the members of the Interim water committee In 
the legislature, that killed the proposed legislation. Organizallons 
such as the Colorado Secllon of the American Water Resources 
Association should provide a counter to balance the acllvilles of the 
Colorado Water Congress In the water legislation arena. 

5. Objective and non-political Institutions such as Colorado Water . 
Resources Research Institute at Colorado State University and the 
University of Colorado Natural Resource Law Center should undertake 
further research to study the Impacts of the legol-polltlcel complex 
on Colorado's abilities to manage Its water resources wisely. Tho 
press, as part of Its public responsibility, should Investigate the 
activities of the logallpolltlcel complex and educate the public on 
the details of such activities. 

urge your active participation In bringing about a balanced approach to 
managing Colorado's water resources. Continuation of the lega l control and 
legal approach to solving our water problems ensures the continuation of the 
present counterproductive gridlock created by such an approach. Indeed, II we 
cannot break this gridlock, the water management In our state will continue to 
have the meaning of an oxymoron. Allowing Colorado's water to llow through our 
fingers .Is truly sell-contradictory. Colorado's pollllcal loaders must take 
Interior Secretary Lujan's comments appearing In the Denver Post Issue ol 
February 13, 1991 seriously when he suggested that the upper Colorado River 
Basin States help drought -stricken California by donating Its unused surplus 
compact entitled water. 

Colorado deserves bolter. Our future generations will never forgive us II 
our State compact entitled water continues to llow downstream . to the benefit of 
other S tates. We must pursue viable solutions with the talents, experience and 
problem solving abilities available In Colorado today. Together we can make a 
diff erence . 
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highest In the nation, averaging over ·$7,000 per tap. Equivalent figures from 
a number of -water providers In Texas averaged $1,153; Arizona $1,106, Utah 
$1,850, and New Mexico $847. A recent study completed··for the U.S. Geological 
Survey shows that Colorado Water Court transaction costs for water transfers 
alone cost up to $1,700 per acre foot. It Is rather Ironic that Metro Denver's 
water tap fees are about five times the average for other western clUes that 
depend on Colorado generated wa"ter. 

The high cost of the water court adjudication process Is unfair to the 
small water use~ such as a farmer or a small community. · Mr. John R. Fetters of 
Parker In his letter of January 30, 1991 describes the system to the Olvlslon-1 
Engineer, Mr. Alan Berryman as follows: 

·As you know, the • system• favors wealthy entitles that can afford to hire 
expensive lawyers (or have them on staff) In the securing or maintaining of 
water rights. While we recognize the expense of movhig these rights to other 
locations Is ours, we believe the State has an obligation ·to make the system 
available to people of normal means. • 

Applying water policies created by special Interest legislation and 
litigation, without giving proper attention to the physical and natural setting 
of the different geographic areas, could have a substantial Impact on our 
abllilles to wisely manage our water resources. · These laws, whether 
established by the legislature or the Judicial branch of our governments, are 
Increasingly giving rise to doctrines that distracts from effectively managing 
our water resources. An example of such a doctrine Is the so-called •can and 
Will'" Doctrine. 

To combat speculation In water, the legislature In 1979 added Section 
37 ·92-305 (9) (b) to the State water laws. This section of law reads as 
follows: 

•No claim for a conditional water right may be recognized or a decree 
therefore ·granted except to the extent that It Is established that the water 
can be and will be diverted, stored, or otherwise captured, possessed, and 
controlled and will be beneficially used and that the project can and will be 
completed with diligence and within a reasonable time. • · 

Under the requirements of this section the · applicant claiming a 
conditional water right had to demonstrate to the Water Court the capability to 
actually complete the project and was not engaged In the activity as a 
speculator. 

This new law Is now being misinterpreted by the Courts, as evidenced In 
the recent decision upheld by the Colorado Supreme Court In the FWS Case. In 
this case the opposers were successful In convincing the Court to require that 
an applicant for a conditional water right must have all of Its land Interests 
purchased or In place, and that all required project permits must be secured 
prior to the granting of the conditional water right, or that the applicant 
must prove In the water court that It will get each permit. Imagine the 
predecessors of the Denver Water Board attempting to convince the Court In 
1905, when they sought a conditional storage right for the Two Forks Project, 
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that they would be able to secure a dredge and fill permit from the Corps of 
Engineers and that EPA would not veto such a decision. This legal approach 
creates a •catch 22• for tho applicant, since most ·permits cannot be secured 
without valid decreed water rights. This doctrine could further be used to 
attack existing conditional rights by rellllgallng permitting and land 
acqulslllon Issues. If this 'decision Is not overturned by tho legislature, It 
would be virtually Impossible to acquire a conditional water right anywhere In 
the State of Colorado and Illustrates the extremes to which the "Can and wm· 
Doctrine Is being used by those opposing applications In the Water Courts 
today. We have created a contradictory set of complex laws that are, In 
reality, a water trust for the down river states. 

Another example of the misuse of this doctrine Is the City of Florence 
case In which the Colorado Supreme Court hold that all conditional water rights 
must be taken Into consideration In determining water availability before a 
conditional water right Is granted. This case was decided In the Arkansas 
River Basin which Is severely over-appropriated. However. the opposers are 
asserting the same doctrine In the Gunnison River Basin. where by the U.S. 
Bureau of Reclamation's own estimates, It currently has a surplus of 250,000 
acre feet In the Asplnal Unit, I.e. primarily Blue Mesa Reservoir. The Court 
agreed with this assertion, forcing the applicants to consider all conditional 
water rights In determining water availability regardless If any of these water 
projects, using the subJect water rights, will ever be constructed. 

The Colorado Legislature attempted to correct this problem by Introducing 
House Bill 1172 In the 1991 session. The bill was killed on February 14, 1991 
by a narrow margin In tho House Agriculture, Livestock and Natural Resources 
Committee. 

It Is abundanlly clear that Colorado cannot manage Its water resources 
unless It Is capable of ridding Itself of the gridlock created by a host of 
legal constraints that have taken precedent over physical constraints and given 
rise to the legal/political complex that retards our abilities to manage our 
water resources wisely. I would like to suggest the following specific actions 
to remedy this chronic problem that has plagued Colorado In recent years. 

1. Professionals from different backgrounds and disciplines must be more 
actively Involved In water policy and planning matters and not leave 
the matter solely to the lawyers. There Is no reason why a water 
planning session at the Colorado Water Workshop held In Gunnison In 
July 1987 should have had four speakers, everyone of them was an 
attorney. I guess things have not changed that much since 1987. Old 
you notice that all speakers of the Plenary Session of this 
conference this morning were attorneys. 

2. The Governor must appoint to the cabinet positions and to different 
Boards and Commissions people from diversified professional 
backgrounds. Just ask yourself the question why the last six 
Execullve Directors of the Department of Natural Resources have been 
water attorneys. 
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2. Politicized State Water Polley Making Institutions 

Another disturbing result generated by the legal-political complex Is the 
highly politicized state policy making Institutions. In Colorado there are 
over 270 Boards and Commissions that represent the backbone of the State 
government. The Governor appoints over 2,800 people to serve on these policy 
Boards and Commissions. These appointees enact policies and make final 
decisions on Important matters that affect our communities ·and our Individual 
lives. The legaUpolltical complex has managed to appoint a disproportionate 
number of auorneys to serve on lhese lnslltutlons as compared with members 
from ocher professions. Examples of lnstllutlons dominated In recent years by 

• 

orneys would be the Colorado Highway Commission and the Colorado Waler 
nservatlon Board. 

As of Augusl 1990, there were five attorneys serving . on the Colorado 
Highway Commission out of .total of eleven members. The Governor has nominated 
a sixth attorney to serve on the same commission. It Is Interesting to note 
that none of the eleven members serving on the commission Is an engineer. 

Allhough I am concerned with the number of appointed attorneys on Boards 
and Commissions, a larger problem Is the process used to. select the final 
members of such Boards and Commissions. I believe the process Is flawed, and 
has been abused by Individuals and organizations that seek to gain ·control and 
to benefit their own colleagues and Industry. I have a problem with a process 
that has allowed In the past, and could potentially allow In the future, the 
formallon of private commlllees to Interview, screen, and recommend nominees to 
fill key governmental positions. An example of this was the existence of a 
private commlltee In the past comprised exclusively of water attorneys who at 
least for four consecutive times, and over a period of more than ten years, had 
screened, selected, and recommended for appointment other water attorneys to 
fill a high ranking cabinet position .In the Colorado State Government. The 
Individual filling the subJect position, played a maJor ~ole In selecting 
members to a number of Boards. Please, rest assured that I am not here to 
question the qualifications of the selected Individuals, but rather I am 

•

estlonlng the process that excludes consideration of other quaiUied 
ofesslonals from lhe opportunity to serve tho State. · 

I believe that the domination of attorneys on the water policy setting 
Colorado Institutions Is not desirable for the following reasons: 

1. This domination tends to elevate legal solutions at the expense of 
what Is technically and physically feasible. 

2. This domination advances a mlndset. where all actlvllles are viewed 
from a perspective of legal and Illegal without considering Its moral 
and pragmatic implications. 

3. The legal solutions, 
proliferation of more 
bigger government. 

advanced, manifest thus 
rules and regulations and 
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Domination by one profession, eliminates members of other professions 
from gaining public policy experience, which diminishes their 
leadership role In tho community. 

5. Domination of one profession diminishes the opportunities for 
creative solutions that could result from broader representation of 
Individuals with diversified experience and points of view. 

6. Allorneys, being advocates of their clients position, have a limited 
agenda to benefit their own clients, thus .they cannol advance broad 
water management concepts· thai would have far reaching state 
benefits . 

I believe that many State residents with good Intentions to serve Colorado 
have been excluded from serving on Colorado Boards and Commissions. This 
exclusion has come as a result of a process that Is flawed and dominated by tho 
legal profession. In the past, a number of citizens have been Interviewed and 
subJected to questions riddled with legal Jargon that only anomeys could 
answer effectively, and thus were eliminated from further consideration to 
serve on Colorado Boards and Commissions. 

3. Speclallnterosl Water Policies Created by Legislation and Litigation 

The third area of activity resulting from the legal/political complex Is 
the domination of water legislation by Individuals and organizations engaged In 
advancing self Interest. Organizations such as the Colorado Water Congress 
have played a major role In shaping the current water laws In the State. 
Although the Colorado Water Congress does not officially sponsor specific 
legislation, they engage In supporting or opposing water legislation sponsored 
by others. 

~: 

The water rights determination ·aspects of the law has created a process 
that Is very confrontational, very expensive, and excessively time consuming. 
This highly complex process serves the financial Interests or the legal and 
engineering communities very well. Could you Imagine If all or majority of the 
real estate transaction In Colorado was determined and decreed by the Courts. 
Under such a scenario. the real estate market would come to a screeching halt. 
This approach would add unnecessary costs to real estate transactions. This Is 
exactly tho system Colorado has. adopted for water rights. Most water rights 
mailers are determined by a Water· Court. Colorado uses water Courts as the 
first step In the water determination process, while In majority of the other 
states tho applicant uses the Court as the last step to appeal a decision made 
by an administrative body comprised of an appointed or elected Individual, 
board, or commission. Back when the first adjudication act was adopted In 
t 879. the County Commissioners ·.made such water rights determinations In 
Colorado. Maybe the lime Is here to ask ourselves why ·Colorado is the . only 
State in the union that has adopted such a system that has produced some of the 
highest water tap fees In America? 

On October 5, 1989: representative of the Homebuilders Association of 
Metropolitan Denver testified before the State of Colorado Interim Water 
Committee that water and sewer tap fees In the Denver Metropolitan area are the 
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WATER MANAGEMENT· COLORADO'S OXYMOROW 

A.S. "ANDY" ANDREWS, • • P .E. 

According to Webster, Oxymoron Is defined as a comblnallon of terms that 
are contradictory to ·each ·other. Examples of such self-contradictory words 
would be "cruel kindness•, "burning cold" and "legal ethics". 

How can two words such as "water" and '"management• when combined become an 
oxymoron? I submit to· you ladles and gentlemen that lhal Is exactly the case 
In our State. Colorado, with a population of approximately 3.3 million people. 
has accumulaled over 1,300 pages of water related laws, rules and regulations, 
compacts, and prec~dent setlllng court cases. As a result we have created a 
gridlock which focuses attention on litigation Instead of wisely developing and 
managing our precious water resources. In Colorado, the lltlgators, rather 
than water managers, dominate lhe water agenda. 

The thrust of my comments are not aimed at a small water user or local 
entitles engaged In the business of providing water service. These waler users 
and water providers do engage In a variety of ·water managemenl effor1s some of 
which will unfold here at lhls conference. Rather, II Is at the State level 
lhat water management Is seriously hampered by unnecessary legal and 
Institutional constraints. 

When dealing with water resource management. we must consider a number of 
constraints that play a malor role In the wise use of water. A partial list 
Includes political, legal, Institutional, and physical constraints. Over the 
last twenty years, many Intervening forces have changed the relative Importance 
of these constraints. Instead of giving the highest priority to the physical 
factors, we have instead opted to give lop priority lo the legal constrainls. 
Colorado Institutions eslabllshed to develop and manage water resources are 
governed by Boards that are highly political. The mindset Is often dominated 
by a perspective of legal or illegal wilhout considering Its physical, moral. 
technical, and pragmatic Implications. 

In many areas of the world, lhe legal constraints take the back seal to 
the physical constraints that play a more promlnenl role In managing waler 
resources. I recall a specific experience in the early 1970's when a maJor 
water resources project was completed In Philippines. As part of the project 
team we engaged the services of an auorney ·experienced in water law. The 
auorney studied the existing laws and suggested changes In the existing laws 
or enaction of new laws to ensure that the project can be operated and managed 
efficiently without changing its technical and physical constraints. 

• Presented during the Colorado Water Engineering and Management Conference 
held In Denver on February 27·28, 1991. The conference organizers were the 
Colorado Water Resources Research Institute and the Office of the State 
Engineer. 

• • Author's address: WAC Engineering, Inc.; 1660 South Albion Street, Suite 
500; Denver, Colorado 80222. 
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The activism of the legal profession, coupled with Inaction from other 
professionals In water policy matters, Is the root cause of our water 
management problem. This slluatlon has created what I call a legal-political 
complex. This complex has created an lnslltutlonal and legal syslem that 
Ignores tho basic fundamentals of sound water management. · 

Attorneys have a very useful role to play In our society. However, their 
domination of tho policy and decision process of water Institutions are 
counterproductive. Anorneys are trained to litigate, win court cases, and be 
advocates of their client's point of view. They often pay little or no 
anentlon to cost and the physical realities. They certainly are not trained 
to develop policies or management tools that would wisely manage our water 
resources. 

Tho logal-pollllcal complex In Colorado has changed the moaning o~ a 
number of traditional activities that have served us well In tho past when they 
were handled by lralned water resource professionals. Three such meanings that 
I wish to share with you today Includes political water resources engineering, 
politicized Slate water policy making Institutions, and special lntorest wator 
policies created by legislation and litigation. A detailed description of 
each of these lhree areas follows: 

1. Political Water Resources Engineering 

It Is rather disturbing to see a number of engineers engaged In what I 
would call political engineering. There Is no reason why two different 
engineers preparing cost estimates for essenllally tho same water proJect 
should come up with figures that vary by 400o/o. This Is an eKample that 
actually occurred In a state sponsored study dealing with tho assessment of 
water resources In a specific basin In Colorado. Similar examples are 
abundant In the area of water rights engineering where the ongineerlng results 
are presented and contested In an extremely confrontational and adversarial 
court setting. 

In the past, Engineers, through their problem solving abilities have 
served the public In exemplary fashion In shaping the standard of living we all 
currently enjoy. They have played a major role In the planning, design. and 
construction of numerous everyday necessities that we have come to enjoy and 
take for granted. A few examples of such necessities Include. the water 
systems that deliver water Into our homes, the highways we use to travel to and 
from work, the airports. we use to travel long distances to see our loved ones, 
and the bridges we use to cross natural obstacles. But despite such a record. 
we see disturbing trends In recent years of the physical facts being 
manipulated for political purposes. More policies are enacted and decisions 
are made without the benefit of the objective and factual Input. An example or 
such a decision Is the launch of the Challenger. where an engineer from 
Morton· Thlokol recommended against the launch, and despite his repeated 
concerns over the weather conditions. he was overruled. and as a result the 
tragedy occurred that cost lives and set back our space program. I see 
parallels In what has happened to the engineer's role In shaping water laws and 
water policy decisions In Colorado. 
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AETER TWO FORKS -- UNION PARK OR BACA 

:OPA's Two Forks veto has opened the political door for IWO ongoing alternatives that were Improperly dropped 
!rom the $42 million environmental studies. Both o!these options are now competing to determine which will 

serve Metro Denver's growth needs for the next half century. 

Arapaho County's Union Park Water Conservation Project was first conceived In t982 by a retired Bureau ol 
Reclamation engineer. In years of high spring run-off. surplus Gunnison flood waters would be pumped into a 
large. remote. off-river. sage covered bowl called Union Park. During the critical droughts. Union Park water 

would then be released by gravity siphon to the South Platte and Gunnison Rivers 

Industry and Corps of Engineers studies have confirmed that an average 60,000 acre leet from Union Park can 
increase the safe annual yield of Metro Denver's existing system by t 20,000 acre feet. Because of this 
unprecedented multiplier effect, Union Park 's annualized cost is only S305 per acre foot. This compares with 

EPA's estimate of $595 for Two Forks. 

The other ignored option Is American Water Development, Inc.'s Baca Water Project from Southern Colorado's 
San Luis Valley. Under this proposal. ground water would be pumped from shallow and deep wells via a 
pipeline to Metro Denver. AWOl's annualized construction, pumping, and fee costs would total S700 to S900 
per acre foot for the first 25.000 acre feet. These costs would Increase over time. because ol rising energy 
costs and lowering water tables. In contrast, Union Park's net cost would decline as energy prices Increase. 
This is because its reversible pump generators will provide peaking power revenue when Union Park is not 

being filled during the spring floods. 

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

slopes during the inevitable multi-year droughts. 

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

Union Park's unique multi-purpose capability will also substantially benefit the basin of origin with guaranteed 
optimal river flows. flood control. and recreational enhancements. All elements are In place for a mutually 
beneficial Gunnison -· Metro Denver water sharing partnership. Colorado can efficiently use its renewable 
surface waters. wh1le sav111g its lim1ted nonrenewable ground waters as a strategic reserve 

Colorado is the only Western state that still adheres to a rigid doctrine that prohibits strategic water planning. 
As a result of this ·every man for llimseu- approach. Colorado has a highly legalistic water development 
gridlock that has produced water tap lees averaging $7,000 for Metro Denver home construction. Ironically, 

California's tap fees are less than S2.000. while using water that originates in Colorado. 

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

Colorado's water management practices. ,., 
Dave Miller .,::r.ht...._ 
Palmer Lake (7 t 9) 481 -2003 
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I br.st was the relat ively ur1dis· 
·turbed beauty of the llocki~s . the 
feel of places that haven' · been 
rendered unheat!hy b the 
march of progress. l"mJ sure 
many Coloradans make thctr get· 
a ways into the nearby mouj1tains 
and enjoy the same thing. 1 

Unfortunately, l"ve got to tell 
you that your elected o((icials arc 
doing their best to destroy one 
small part of Colorado's beautiful 
resources - quietly. so that no 
one will notice. 

. Arapahoe County want• to 
st'eal water from the East !liver 
and Copper Creek, ncar Crested 
Butte, forever changing an en· 
t ire valley. 

Out there's more at stake here 
than just a picturesque valley. 
The East River and Copper 
Creek support not only their own 
natural ecosystem. but also the 
Rocky Mountain Dio!ogic.1l Lab· 
oratory. RMOL. in turn, sup· 
ports a variety of research pro
jects and summe.r d:asscs . and is 

_ k,nown worldwide as a top re
search field station. RMUL con· 
t ributes greatly to our under· 
standing of the world around us 
and how we are changing i t. 

Why is this water-grab being 
made? To supply growth on the 
Front Range in a!re.1dy crowded. 
smoggy areas that can't support 
further growth on their own. Not 
only would this plan destroy Col
orado' s valuable resources, it 
would contribute to the dcr,rada· 
lion of the quality of life in Arapa-

, }loc County. 1 

- Developers must be told 1 hat 
growth simply can't cont inue for
ever at any cost. Thc.re is a limit, 
not only for raping the wilder· 
ness, but for crowding people 
into overdeveloped areas. 

RMDL is fighting hard for its 
life. Out it needs your help. not 
only for its own sake, but also for 
yours. Please tell the people rc· 
sponsible that you vote them in. 
and you want them to stop. 

Jackie Collier 
. Can1rgic lnstitul~of Wa5hi11J,:Im: 
· Orpartm•nl of Plan/ fliolozy 

Stanford, CaW. 
El 

Everyone wins 
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Rape remarks reek 
of sexist beliefs 

Hcs!:uding the recent art icle 
011 male raJ)C, I am sure count · 
less other women arc feeling the 
!'-.1utc anger I am experiencing. 
Psychologist j ohn Traynor was 
quoted as saymg, " If you're male 
3ud have been nped, you' \'C 
been dominated, had your male· 
ness taken away" and that men 
"can understand how it could 
happen to a woman, it happens 
•Ill he time." 

Traynor's thesis is loaded with 
' ex1st beliefs and ignorance. 
When is our society goinR to 
rc.1lize that rape, regardless of 
t he gender of the victim, has 
absolutely nothing to do with the 
•exuality of that person? 

Two members of my family 
have been "pcd in the "tradi· 
11011:1l" sense .1nd I w.1s victim· 
1zcd by two women! All three of 
us fdt the s:unc c.lomin:1 tion and 
ch·~r;u.l:lt •on . Fonunatcly, we 
were counseled to realize thJt 
our "wom:ln·ncss" was not. nor 
t'ould ever be. 1:1kcn away h)' tiH• 
~·•'- k. dciiiCIItctl :...:lion ~ uf viJf 

a~!--·ulaut s. 
~ I )" hove is that all virtnn< 111 

t lu~ hcmous crime (be tht' }' rnaiP. 
ft·m.llc, )'Oun~ or old) rcah7t' tluc; 
:r•;th. h r, ·'·' ' rur :.mn·a,· l;..l,\' 
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Benefits for Metro Denver Union Park's unique capability w;ll also provide back-up 
drought insurance for Metro Denver's existing reservoir system. During the critical 
dry periods, surplus Gunnison water will be released from Union Park's long term 
storage via a high volume gravity siphon to the South Platte River and Metro 
Denver. Army Corps of Engineer computer simulations have confii'med that en 
average 60,000 acre feet from Union Park· can increase the safe annual yield of 
Denver's existing reservoirs by about 120,000 acre feet. This unusual multiplier 
phenomenon is one of the reasons Union Park's yield cost is about balf that of the 
vetoed Two Forks concept. Another reason Is that Union Park is probably the 
world's most cost-effective, environmentally sound, off-river site for a major 

reservoir. 

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

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

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

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

'-----ff der~:ISH JESTIMQNY DELAYS COLQBAQQ WATJiB SOLUIIO:Ua'Y 23, 1991 

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

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

II is a travesty that a major structural solution to these critical state water issues is being delayed by 
unrealistic fish flow estimates from a Montrose based Colorado Division of Wildlife expert. 
Unfortunately, the court accepted the expert's evaluation that annual water releases from Taylor 
Park Dam have been and should be between 193,000 to 246,000 acre feet for ·optimi~tion• of the 
Taylor River's current Gold Medal fishery. These so called optimal flows are not sustainable 
because the historic average yield above Taylor Dam is only 145,000 acre feet per year. 

As a further perspective, Colorado Water Conservation Board fish experts recently set minimum 
annual releases totaling 52,000 acre feet to maintain a "reasonable" Taylor River fishery. Also in 
Union Park's 1984 water decree, Gunnison water interests agreed that Union Park's storage should 
be used to help gt,J<lr<~ntee annual flows of 8 1,000 acre feet (200 cis-summer, 50 cis-winter), At this 
agreed "Gold Medal' fishery volume, there would still be an average annual 64,000 acre feet to 
pump into high altitude Union Park storage for Metro Denver's future needs. Since 1975 there have 
been 728 days when Taylor River flows have been less than what Union Park can ouarantee under 
its 1984 decree. Union Park's regulated drought protection, flood control, and reservoir stabilization 
benefits will be invaluable for the Gunnison and the entire Colorado River system. 

The water court's unprecedented September 1990 decision to grant a second filling of Taylor Park 
Reservoir was based, in part, on the state's fish testimony. It has since been revealed that the 
expert's analysis was done in wet 1984 at 3 locations 17 miles below the dam. In that area the river 
channel is substantially larger than at the court accepted reference point below the dam. This is 
because of an average 90,000 acre feet of additional unregulated gain from several intervening 
tributaries. If his calculations had been made near the dam's gauging station, the resutting lower 
fish flow estimates would eliminate any need for the second fill tt1at is blocking Union Park. 

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

Dave Miller, Palmer Lake a0..... (7 19) 481-2003 
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1405 Arapahoe Avenue. Boulder. Colorado 80302 
(303) .;40-1901 

j@::LI-91 FR1 15: 10 

- . /' ;-:,, .... / o. ~ 71(. t:~-

Dear EdltoG January 1991 

NOTE IIELL: TillS IS AN INVITATION 
co you and your spou~e or ~ignificnnc ocher gUNNISON- - METRO DENVER WATER PARTNERSH!e 

TIME TO CELEBRATE TilE VETO OF 1'\/0 FORKS 

~very once ~:'l ~ \Jhi_le, che system ".JO:'ks ar.d ;:f.e -· .~ . 
deciston gees maoe tor tne ris;hc r easons. Such ·.:as c:-.: 
case ~hen EPA . announced its decis ion to v e to r~o Fo:-ks . 

. The _Unit.ed States gov ernment actually ve c:oed t!'-.! 
~~~Ject tor tne sam: _reasons many \Jould havt rej ecttC ~ •. 
d;.;,;,..concluded chac tne proposed 1. 1 mill ion AF T\Jo :o:;:s 
. . .hD~ Vater supply reservo ir in che Souch Plat::e ~1\·•
~~ Jefterson and Douglas Councies, Colorado as ~e ll •• -
c e 400,000 AF projecc and 450,000 AF corre~cive ac-io
p:oposal, 'JOUld result in unacceptable adver se effe~c:s .. o,... 
f1shery areas a.nd recrea::iona l areas... The Agency also ·· 
concluded that "the loss and dama ge i s avoidable becacs• 
practicable, less damaging alternatives are ava.il~bl e.• 

EPA vent so far as co scnce chac •even if 1 
d~aging practicable al t ernatives ~ere ~vailabl:o t~:s 
s~gnificance of che dacage t o fishery and recrea~;on~ ' 
areas cause~ by the proj ects "10u ld be 50 great th~ t che.,· 
would constl tute an unacceptable adverse e ffect · ~ · 
section 404(c) . . . " unae. 

fo r _wno e~er though;: that gov ernmen: prose vould be Cl~SE 
Joy? 10 celebrace (but certainly not co glo - ) 

party with a buffet dinne~. a mariachi band and a~ ' ' 
bar, co be convened in t:he sp_; ri " , a cash • of che Hilagro Bcanfic1d 
Uar, has been scheduled for :. 

Friday, January ll, 1991 
7:00 to 11 :00 p . m. 
Tosh ' s Hacienda 

3090 Do~ing Street, Denver 

Please RSVP by Friday, January 4th, by sendin vee
check for $10.00 per per son co che Environmental c!u~us 
cfo EDF, 1405 Arapahoe . Boulder, Colo r ado, 80302. · 

A n J s AJJ e.vv/t-t>JMe.vl~( '-'ATe>- e.ve/ o;er'' ::r A-"1 

h(Mit>re. J To be.. iJJvi-reJ '1<:> r't>vr f'Zvo FdrK.s 

ve. To c. e/e. 6·rATio,;. 

Our eked( Fe~ l;;..o i.s e.nc/6sed. 

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

Years of unnecessary, cosily litigailon couili b~:~ avoldt:ld if both sides wo~lc dec•de Of' ihe 
following common ground for Initiating productive talks: 

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

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

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

4) Gunnison Benefits From Water Sharing When Metro Denver constructs the large 
Union Park Reservoir on the Gunnison side of the Continental Divide, it will first be 
used to provide optimal river flows and needed drought protection for the 
Gunnison's water based economy. This 900.000 acre feet of storage will 
guarantee flows on the Taylor River that are several times higher than the current 
flows during extended droughts. In fact. the long term river regulating capabilities 
of Union Park's off-river storage will be invaluable for the Upper Gunnison and the 
entire Colorado River system. 



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

P.O. Box 567 
Palmer Lake, Colorado - 80133-
(719) 481-2003, 
December 27, 1990 

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

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

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

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

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

mjb 
enclosures: Draft Bill, letters, 

articles 

cc: Governor Romer 
Colorado legislators 

j:r:;;i?d 
Dave Miller 
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COMMITTEE ON WATEI< 
September 12 , 1990 

11:40 a . m. 

Committee mee t ing recessed. 

• · ' 

1:35 p.m. --Gunn ison River Basin Concerns Relating t o the Union Park 
Project 

Marl ene Zanet e ll, Gunnison Basin Power, stated the purposes of 
her organization (see Attachment C) and read into t he record the 
statement by Dor alyn Genova, Mesa County ColliTlissioner (see Attachment 
0) whi ch notes the opposi tion of that county to any proposed t ransfers 
of water from t he Gunnison River Basin . A document prepared by 
Gunnison Basin Power ent i t1 ed "Conce rns and Problems with the Proposed 
Union Park Re servoi r" is avai lable at the l egislat ive Cou nc il office. 

1:50 p.m . 

l. Richard Bra t ton, Attorney for Upper Gunni son River Water 
Conservancy Distri ct , read a prepared statement (see At t achment E) to 
the committee. He commented on the litigati on now before the Distri c t 
Court for Water Division 4 relating t o the Union Park Project . He 
stated that it is the position of his organization and of John 
Kreid ler, representing the Uncompahgre Va l ley Water Users Association, 
that there is not unappropriated water for the Union Park Project and 
t he Co ll egiate Range Project. In res ponse to questions by Senator 
McCormick, Mr. Bratton spoke on the intent of Col orado's instream flow 
statute s . He suggested that the General Assemb ly consider rev isions 
to those s tatu tes . 

2:06 p.m. 

Ralph Clark Il l, Gunnison Basin Power, rei t erated the oppos 1t1 on 
of his organizati on to t he Union Pa rk Project. He noted the value to 
communiti es in that are-a of the water flow ir.g through the Gunnison 
River Basin. Mr. Clark suggested the establishment of a process and 
criteria for evaluating effects of wat er appropriations and trans fer s 
on t he general welfdre or pu blic inter es t. 

2:15 p.m. 

Tom Eggert , Arapahoe County Commissioner, enumerated 
Attachment F) the pos itive aspects of the Uni on Park Projec t. 
emphasized the need for a comprehensive planning process for 
al locat ion of water in Co lorado. 

2:25 p. m. - - Discuss i on of Basi n of Origin Issues 

(see 
he 

tre 

Chri s topher Mey~r . Na t ional Wildl i fe Federat ion (NWF) , stated 
that the idea of basin of orig in protec t ion wi th respect to diversi c~s 

- 5-

• • 

r ; . ,t 
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Water· Truth 
--=-' . . .. ~ Dear Editor: · : . ·· ' ' . ~· • 

Gerald Lain'~ recent let~er to the editor i;_ an'~celleht example ,: • ~- , ~ ~:· 
of why Gunruson's media should cover bOth s1des of the water • .: :j , , 
diversion issue. . ' ~ ' '· ·, :.: . :, -~ : r~ 
Lain uses P.O.W.E.R's emotional scare tactic that any diver5ion · !: ! ' 
will destroy the Gunnison's way of life. However, irrefutable 
engineering and environmental facts speak the real truth. 
If Gunnison folks had Union Park's high1altitude conservation 
storage, the Taylor River could have guaranteed summer and fall 
flows of 200 cubic feet per second at Taylor Dam after several · ~ ' " 
years of conse<:l\tive drought flows of less than 50 cfs. The 
Gunnison's growing wat~ surplus is only benefitting California 
- not Gunnison and Colorado interests: 
Instead of destroying the Gunnison's water-based way of life, 
Union Park will substantially enhance it. 
Gunnison folks can negotiate a much better deal now, instead of 
wasting their tax money on counter-productive legal battles 
through the Supreme Court. 
Gunnison's media is providing a valuable service to its readers 
by allowing a few printed words of truth· in an emotional wave . , , , . 
of misinformation. ·; ·;.. 

Dave Miller 
Palmer Lake, Colorado 
(719) 481-2003 : ~· 
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.QRAPAHOE COUNTY COL<l-..~00 
- South Prince Stroot • Littleton, CotWA'o 80166 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

John J. Nicholl 
Ol.atrlct No. 1 

Thomas R. Eggert 
Distric-t No. 2 

Jeannlo Jolly 
Ol:itrlct No. J 

September 9, 1990 

(303) 795·4630 
FAX 730-7903 

Honorable Tilman Bishop, Chairman 
Committee on Water 
c/o Colorado General Assembly 
State Capitol 
Denver, Colorado 80203 

Dear Senator Bishop: 

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

Company (NECO). 

On August 29, 1988, Arapahoe County entered into an agreem ent with NECO 
and acquired the proposed Union Park Project, located in Gunnison County, 
Colorado. Union Park is planned 10 come on line after Two Forks or some 20 
years from now. Before acquiring the project. Arapahoe County's stall and 
consultants conducted detai led evaluations of the project. These evaluauons 
considered project yield: project cost: environmental impacts: potential 
statewide benefits from the project: ability to deliver water lor in-basm 
opportunities for stream enhancement: and to mee! future agricultural. 
municipal. industrial. and recreational needs of users located on both sides of 
the Continental Divide. 

We believe that Arapahoe County's proposed 
unique features and benefits of statev11de interest. 
features and benefits includes: 

Union Park Project oilers 
A partial listing of these 

1. Ability to store and deliver Colorado 's Compact entitled Slored Water to 
Gunnison. Arkansas. and South Platte Watersheds. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Ability to meet. on a year round basis. the decreed Colorado Water 
Conservation Board minimum streamflows on Taylor River of 50 cfs in winter 
and 100 cfs in summer. Additional releases could be possible to enhance 
raft ing and ot11er in-basin opportunities. 

Does not require another on-stream replacement reservoir on the Western 

Slope. 

Abili ty to collect water from wet years for delivery in the cntlcol dry 
years (insurance against droughts). 

Does not require a major s torage facility on the eastern side of the 
Continental Divide for regulation purposes to produce a minimum of 60.000 
acre feet of safe annual yield. The safe yield of the project represents 
the total diversion from the Gunnison River Basin on an annual basis. 

• • 
Honorable Tilman Bishop, Chairman 
September 9, t 990 
Page 2 

6. 

7. 

Develop Colorado's Compact entitled water that currently flows out of 
state to the benefit of the lower basin states. Published U.S. Geological 
Survey Streamflow records, shows that for a period of 61 years ( t 697 -
1899, 1902 - 1906, 1917 - 1969) the average annual flow of Gunnison River 
above Its confluence with Colorado River Is 1,887,000 acre feet. 

Project produces pollu tion free hydroelectric power that could be used by 

local entitles. 

8. Has positive environmental Impacts: 

Construction of one off-stream and high altitude reservoir. 
Reservoir not located on a major flowing stream. 
An additional fishery created leading to Increased recreational 
opportunities. 

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

s.10. 
( 

Enhancement of recreational opportunities in the Gunnison River Basin. 

\ ,<if 
I• > .o 

··?' ( 

Mr. Ralph Clark from Gunnison has proposed for development the Colorado 
Aqueduct Return Project (CARP) as an alternative to Union Park. The subject 
project entails pumping water from a point near Colorado-Utah state line. a 
distance of over 200 miles, and against approximately 5,000 feet of head. The 
County's consulting engineer has estimated t11e cost of power and debt service 
for this project alone to be more than $5.00 per 1,000 gallons of water 
delivered. This figure is extremely high when com pared with the current rates 
charged by Denver Water Department (DWD) to its customers. These DWD rates are 
approx•mately SO. 71 lor city residents and S1.68 lor suburban residents charged 
by Denver Water Department per 1,000 gallons of water. 

We would be pleased to meet with your committee, and to answer any 

questions that may arise. 

Thank you lor the opportunity to share with you this information 

water project that has unique and statewide benefits. , • ../' I 
.r· I t,·-· .,... . ,;, r ."t · .... 

on a 

~~-A4-~ 
Thomas A. Egger~ioner 
Arapahoe County 

/,)..,-···':.("1 
v--.;>"'vl .. v~p.. _,~, 

' l,tl (. 1" '_....
' : \·· !..-

( f' ....... 

cc: Members of the Committee on Water 

p4:,,. 



OFF ICE SUPPORT CENTER • FAX NO. 7194B\2095 • 
maintain an applicant must prove ~ in Court no matter how speculative and 
premature the issue is. 

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

The answer by a project opponent is simple. No matter how much an applicant 
has done, it is not enough, or 11 is me wrong thing altogether. Every municipality 
with a large project must now fight charges that it is a speculator, or that it could 
not build its project, 5, 10 or 20 years down the road, for any of a hundred 
hypothetical reasons. 

This is a complete reversal of 100 years of law. An applicant needs the certainty 
of a decreed conditional water right to proceed with full engineering, permit 
applications, contracts, Environmental Impact Studies, and the like. We now have 
a Catch-22: the only safe way to file in Water Court is to have all your permits, 
land acquisitions and contracts in place when you go to Court. EWS Land & 
Cattle Co, As anyone with any experience knows, this is impossible. as a 
condemnation powers and permit applications may require the existence of a 
decreed water right. The completion of final engineering, which is r;ecessary tor 
the permit process, requires that you know how mucl1 water you will be handling, 
in other words, the decreed amount. 

Project opponents now argue that the Legislature has decreed the dawning of a 
new age of conservation in which no new water supply projects will be built. This 
theory is short-sighted and dangerous, and Colorado will be the big loser. We 
don't believe this is what the Legislature intended, and this damage must be 
undone if our economy is to prosper in the long-term. 

John R. Henderson 
Colorado Attorney 
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and water user groups based on informed guidance provided by the state water 
plan. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

(719}481-2003 

September 1990 

COLORADO WATER STATUTE IS HELPING CALIFORNIA 

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

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

I will handle the simplest problem first. The ·can and will' doctrine has been held 
to require that the availability of unappropriated water be demonstrated. ImmJl1 
Florence. This, in itself, is not an unusual engineering exercise. Unfortunately, 
project opponents are now arguing that the Water Courts are bound to assume 
that all currently decreed conditional rights Yli!J be built, and that even in our most 
water-rich divisions, that no water is legally available. This argument is of great 
benefit, of course, to California and to Arizona, and a net loss to Colorado. 

The basis for this bizarre argument is the •can and will' test itself; project 
opponents argue that because of findings previously made by the Water Courts in 
each and every conditional rights case, that everyone on the river is legally bound 

· to assume that llYW:¥ project WI! be built in addressing their own water availability. 
This, of course, has never been true, is not true now, and Colorado is suffering for 
it. Historical experience has shown that only a fraction of conditionally decreed 
projects are actually built. Qualified engineers assessing water availability should 
not be forced to assume that every project which has a conditional decree will be 
built. 

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

They maintain that an applicant must demonstrate In Water Court that it~ secure 
each of a list of permits and contracts which may be needed for project 
construction, many of which will not be applied for for years, or even a decade or 
more. They argue that condemnation actions be initiated before filing in Water 
Court, and that other land acquisition be complete before a conditional decree can 
be obtained. There is illLliml1 to the fist of items large and small which they 
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Meanwhile, Colorado is jeopardizing its water future by ignoring the 
development of its nearly 1 million acre teet of surplus Gunnison Basin water 
entitlements. These waters may 600il be permanently l ost to the faster 
growing, more organized, doo'!l river states. The President ' s 1990 Budget 
contained feder al funds to ct;\ldy t;h9 Cl,ll\tlhQn ' s untapped basin for East Slopo 
growth, as well as the Hast slopo's environmental and recreational needs . 
However, these funds were lost to a lower priority Utah project, because the 
Gunnison and COlorado River Dis tricts refused to participate in a study that 
coUld lead to sharing 5Urplus •oater with the East Slope. 

COlorado i s the only state that s till relies exclusively on 19th 
Century water rights doctrine for managing its water resources. All other 
liestem states have supplerented their similar water laws with state water 
planning to cope in this new age of environmental enlightenment . Federal l aws 
require formulation of environmental studies within the context of state and 
r egional water plans. Unfortunately, the legal profession in COlorado 
continues to block every move to initiate s tate planning guidelines that 
coUld solve critical 11tatewide and basin specif ic water management probleii'S 
in a cost effective manner . 

COlorado desperately needs a state water planning process that would 
involve all water users, resource managers, and policy makers. The process 
WOUld be used to overCO!re jurisdictional turf barriers that are steadily 
worGening Colorado's water nanagement grid lock . A state water plan would 
serve as a single f ocal point where all concerned, including the public, can 
clearly identify probl ems and consider a l ternative sol utions. The effort 
would facilitatll coordination and give a voice to competing water users, 
including rgcrgation and the environment. 'IhG basic planning objective and 
result '1.-ould be consensus solutions, instead of endless, counterproductive 
legal. battles. 

Long range planning i s not perfect. Hm.-ever, rost major organizations 
do it with provisions for continuous updating to adapt to new insights and 
changing needs. But firs t , the process must be started. 

Effective water plarurlng is giving our siste.r states a major 
competitive advantage in the management of vital local , state, and federal 
water resources . Instead of continued band aid legislation that is worsening 
the probl em, Colorado's leaders should give the highest legislative priority 
to initiation of a long overdue state water planning process . 

Dave ~Iiller d~ 
Palrrer Lake, COlorado 
(719) 481- 2003 

(DRAFT) 

STATE OF COLORADO 

A Bill For An Act 

concerning a statutory directive for implementing a state water planning process 

Bill Summary 

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

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

~e it enacted by the General Assembly of the State of Colorado: 

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

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

3. COWPAC shall select the Issues, provide guidance to the planning process, and 
make water related recommendations to the legislative and executive branches 
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september 14 , 1990 

Juana s . Wilcher 
1nt Administr ator For water 
States Environmental Protection Agency 
~treet 
~ton o.c., 20 460 

RE: Two Forks veto 

s . Wilcher : 

!tro Denver water Provider's slide presentation , Hidden Impacts 
) Forks Veto, was prepared for your r ecent Denver visit . The 
1t at ion is well done, but is based on the fa l se premise that a 
>rk veto is a threat to Nort hern Colorado agriculture. 

.les show there are sever al viable ongoing al t e rnatives that wer e 
)erly screened from the EIS. None of these al ternatives are a 
: t o agriculture. The city of Thornton's city-Farm Recycling 
:t is often cited as a threat, but this concept is designed to 
1 100\ of the water to the same diversion point. There is no 
n to dry up Northern Colorado if Two Forks is denied. 

rgument that a vet o will destroy Metro cooperation is also a " red 
ng". Two Forks cooper ation was based on a false notion that 
ado had no other r easonable options . In fact, ther e are several 
sing al ternatives that were improperly discounted, but 
tially far less damaging . The major "over looked" alternatives 
·ntly being pursued include Arapahoe county's Union Park Project, 
.ton' s City-Farm Recycling, Denver's Green Mountain Pump Back, and 
.uis Ground Water. If all of these projects are built, the total 
:t would be less than Two Forks, and the yield would triple. 

Forks is the result of poli t ical momentum c reated by skillful 
)tion of old water rights in a state water planning vacuum. In 
::ado's market based water allocations system, state water 
3ement agencies could not evaluate alternatives within the 
e's overall water s upply and demand situation . Hopefully, 
cado' s water laws will soon be supplemented with some water 

ning. 
trongly recomme nd that EPA's veto includes assistance to Colorado 
the evaluation of its water supply options . The vet o will 
litate real cooperation by opening the process to objectivity . 

if~~ 
ln D. (Oave). Miller, President 

l. Letter on state water planning 
Interested parties. 

; tjm 

l egi s lation, 9/14 / 90 . 

/ 
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september 1990 

(X]U)IDIDO'S WATER~ CRISIS 

Although Colorado generates most of the water !or Soutln.'estern states, 
Coloradans suffer !rcnn the rrost inefficient water mana~ement in the nation . 
Even worse, today's inept water D111nagement may bo permanently datraging 
Colorado's competitive future . 

l'later tap fees are one of the best measures of water mnagement 
e!!iciency. '11lese fees cover water devel o:J;trent costs , such as planning, legal 
fees, engineering, public heari ngs, ~' t r eatment plants, environmental 
mitigation, dams, distribution lines , etc. . In Colorado t hese costs are 
by far t he highest in the nation. A survey by the F!arebuilders Association 
of Metropolitan Denver shows water tap fees for Metro area construction 
aVQrag<;~ qvqr $71 000 per horre. This co~res with an average $1349 for 
california cities, $502 for Texas, $576 for New Mexico, $570 for Arizona, and 
$674 for Utah. A partial explanation of this disparity is that other states 
have had unifyinq water planning efforts that have resulted in federal 
cooperation and assistance. 

Another good barometer of mismanagement is the amount of l egal effort 
r equired to handle water conflicts i n a state. An often quoted University of 
Colorado survey estimates that Colorado needs 701' of the nation ' s vater 
attorneys to handle the endless l egal battl es that too often produce not one 
drop of wate.r for the envirO!liOOllt and disillusioned public. 

Engineers and natural r esource specialists are the primary vater 
planners and managers in other states. However, in Colorado ' s confused o'ater 
scene, l awyers dominate almos t every water management agency in the state . 
This legal dominance i s self-serving and self-perpetuating . Because of the 
compl exities of admini stering Col orado 's highly fragmented water laws, 
attorneys are usually appointed to head the myriad or ovarlappi ng state water 
managenent agencies . These keY state leaders naturally recormnend more legal 
experts for appoi ntment to their respect ive boards of directors. In real ity, 
most of the appointees are specialists in preserving the status quo for one 
special vater interest or another . Even at the local level, vater district 
board members are appointed by local water j udges. All other special 
dis tricts in Col orado have board members elected by the people. 

The wasteful Two Forks Dam debacle is probably the best r ecent example 
of byzantine water management at its wrst. Instead of our s tate agencies 
evaluating all of the ongoing water alternatives with r easonable 
environmenta~ and engineering merit. the TWo Forks studies wer e skillfull y 
orchestrated to only consider the alte.rnatives that could be built Yith the 
water r ights the attorneys had col lected over the last fifty years . 
Colorado's water management agencies never quest ioned the fact that Two Forks 
and i ta nUJtlQrous wc:pansi on proposal s all targeted the same Opper Colorado 
tributaries that had already been substantially deYatered by 18 diversion 
projects to the East Sl ope. 
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nion Park as a cash generator to construct recreation reservoirs 
or the West Slope. DicK indicated that 50,000 acre feet would be 
onsistent with the Alliance's objective , and a politicallY 
cceptable amount for export from the Upper Gunnison. Although 

.he Authority declined NECO's proposal, it did initiate the Phase 

. Upper Gunnison l~ater Study to evaluate alternative water and 
>ower export projects to generate cash for enhancing the Upper 
:unnison•a water based economy . Phase I was conducted at the 
:equest or the Upper Gunnison Rive r Hate~ conservancy District, 
:he Uncompahgre Valley . Hater Users Association, and the Colorado 
liver Water Conservancy District. Unfortunately, most of the 
itudy's tunds were politically wasted on trying to justify a 
;unnison controlled diversion direct from the existing Taylor Park 
~eservoir. It was only after the Alliances's .actions, Bratton's 
~ncouragement, and ~he Gunnison District's initiation of Phase I 
that NECO decided the time was right to apply in water court for 
Jnion Park's diversion rights. 

In late 1986 the City of Gunnison council members voted to 
purchase some Union . ParK water rights, storage, and power from 
NECO. This purchase had a total 1986 value of approximately $50 
million, and the cost to the city was only $2,000 down and 
$198,000 upon construction. I n 1988 NECO sold Union ParK and its 
contract with the city to Arapaheo county for $2.2 million. This 
was an extraordinary coup for the city. Unfortunately, in early 
lJUtCL a new City Counc i l caved in to disruptive political tactics 
from POWER and Representative Scott McGinnis. Arapahoe Cobnty bas 
not released the city from it a contract obligations . · 

If POWER wants to hang someone for Union ParK, 
to the players involved in these historical facts. 
blame geography tor making the Upper Gunnison 
untapped water area in Colorado. 

it should looK 
It should also 

the wettest, 

POWER's uncompromi s ing stance •not one drop over the hill" is 
a far cry from inter region cooperation based on reasoned analysis 
of Colorado's water supply and demand situation. Instead of 
inflammatory slogans and unfair attacks on the loyalty and 
professional integrity of public officials and advisors, POWER 
should try to 6peci!icallY r-fute Union Park ' s extraordinary 
technical claims that t~e project will enhance the Gunnison's 
environment, and water based economy. In the meanti~e. Gunnison's 
elected officials should have the courage to resist unreasonable 
political tactics from a few uninformed activistij . 

Dave Miller (Nt.c.o.) 
Palme r LaKe, Colorado 
(719)461-2003 

• • NATURAl ENERGY RESOURCES COMPANY 
• • • • • + • • • • • • • • • • • • 

P. O. Box567 • Polmerloko. Colooodo&OilJ • (719)48 1·2003 • FAXC719)481·4013 

Senator Tillman Bishop 
Chairman, Legislat i v e Committee 
c;o Legislative Council Staff 
State Capitol Building 
Denver, co 80203 

Dear Senator Bishop: 

September 14, 1990 

on Water 

the private sector with extensive water 
we respectful ly request that your commi ttee 

State Water Planning Bill during the next 

As a representative of 
management experience , 
sponsor the enclosed 
legislative session. 

We sincerely believe a consol idated state water planning process is 
l ong overdue, and one of the most important legislative needs in 
Colorado's history. We are also convinced that your other pending 
water bills can be better staffed, formula t ed, and reviewed within the 
framework of a formalized planning process . 

The enclosed article, Colorado' s Water Management Crisis , explains the 
need and urgency f or state water planning. 

The enclosed paper, Colorado Water Statute !s Helping California , is a 
good example of how unplanned, piecemeal legislation is inadvertently 
damaging Colorado's competiti ve ability to conserve water for i-ts 
future environmental and economic needs . 

If Colorado does not soon adopt an efficient process to resolve its 
grow.ing internal water conflicts and confusion, our vital water 
resource decisions will surely be determined more and more by federal 
agencies a nd ·the more uni fied down river s tates . 

Thank you very much for your thought f ul consideration . 

CilifJ~~ 
1 D ( Dave) Miller Al en · 

President 

/tjm 

Encls: 1) 
2 ) 
3) 

Draft Colorado Water Planning Bill 
Article, Colorado's Wa t e r Management crisis 
Paper, Colorado Water Statute Is Helping California 

cc: Colorado legislators and wa t e r management agencies 



• RESThl."LeT.un'lYOhat epiTeck~ C!C:·.,u~ a.c:~t,·ny !"'ave :owu~ci :r:.e i'lette:-:':'lent oft he ,;uOiic :J.::C!t o.lnd re<o··r·e ·• n ar vater suppl lt t• · ~ · - " '' •tte Canyon and fishery f rom be'{ a . ern~ ~: Wlll save the nationally treasured South-
;o help the Western river eoo lng lnun a by Two Forks_ Dam and Reservoir. It will 
:ky Point hydroelectric ak systems dur>ng cr~tlcal rrultl-year drought periods. The 
·1 power facilities in t~ Wepotwer operatlon W111 reduce the need for polluting fossil s . . 
!:-<VOL VE.\!E:-;T;CO,\l~!IT:11E'IT ' . • ·. ·. · r • · . · • · . r.nsv.e. om: one or ~ :~e 10dowmg las appropr:ate to .... ·our c:Hegorv 

selec:lonJ. · 

A. lndiviciual c:a~egory :. Expl.~in the extent oiyour pe:-sonai contribution to this ac::\"it\', 
B. ?roup. orga~l%all~n. p~bucipri~· ate t'3rt:1e:-sfup. business or governmental bociy ca~egories : Exolain 

\,he degree 0 1 pa:-t:ctpauon recetved from c:uzen g:oups. governmental bodies. ::1e general ouDiic 
and/or other groups. · 

C ).J edia categor:·: Expiain :·our ~ontributions to public a ware ness of the public ;2 !'!ds. V"icieotaces 
newsoao~" and/or maganne cilppi gs t · · ld b · · d · · The· utnon Park !Yroj.ect ha~ ~~-- '~ou e suomme to support you" explanation. 

initial subscribers are The Cit fpGrc~sed by Metro Denver ' s Arapahoe County, and 
~ricts. Union Park and RocVv Poy ~ unnlhson and the Cast lewood and Parker water 

"I 1n are sc eduled to come on line in 1997. 

RE PLICATION: For ou~ infor:n.ntion only. please explain how your activity canoe adapted or 
expanaed to otner areas ana locals. This information will not be rated 

The above two projects are 1 h · · 
~e growth need f bo h arge enoug to satlsfy a l arge part of the West ' s 

or t power and water. 

5UGGESTIONS: Please make any suggestions ior improving-the Take Pride in America Awards 
Prog-:-am here. This information will not be rated. 

H!'IATOR l'IFORMATION 

inaoor :'\arne Allen D. (Dave) Miller 

nization -'-N"'a"'t"'ur=a"'-1-'En=e:.:r~gylL...;,Rs;.es~o~ur::!.£ce~su,Cog_moa~!l.JnllvU(JjNE!f;eQCOQl) ------------

President Daytime Phone :'\umoer(719l481 2003 

ess P.O. Box 567 

Palmer Lake, Colorado 80133 
City State Zip Coae 

.RDS APPLICATION PACKAGE CHECKLIST; 
equired Submissions; 

~ Completed Awards Acclication 
I XI Two· page Summary St~tement 
~ Compieted Activity Data Recorci 

ptionaJ Submission: 

g Suppleme:nary lniormation 
Climit · 10 pages. :ront and baci< l See application for 1989 Celebrate Colorado . 

awards, and letter dated October 6, 1989 to Legislativ< 
Water Comnittee. 

6 
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J uly 30, 1990 

SHE I S ALL HE'l' f\(j \"1 

~he front page of the Jul y 25th Gunnison Country Ti mes 
repor ted that cooperation between r eg ions is the ke~ to Colorado 's 
water future. Thi s theme was expre sse d by most s pea kers at the 

' ) 
\ 

. 15th annual Colorado Hater Workshop . Howevet, on page 2 the ghost 
writer for POWER's ~eekly Tay lor Tal ks column con tinue s to at tack 
past and present City o f Gunnison officia l s for cooperating with 
the Un i on Park Wat er Conservation Project. Union Park's l a rge, 
high altitude storage concept is speci f i cally designed to share a 
small perc ent of the Gunnison ' s s ur plus f lood wat e r s with dryer 
populated areas, whil e providing needed drought prot ec t i on for t he 
Gunnison 's water based economy. 

POWER's founder ma y be well meaning, bu t her uncompromis ing 
slogans and t ac t ics are misleading t he public, intimidating local 
po litical leaders , and damaging professional c areers. The 
democratic process would be be tter served i f POliER ' s leadership 
woul d stop quest ioning the loyalty of anyone who is not bound t o 
the selfish slogan of "not one drop over the hill" . I nstead, 
POWER's l eaders should consider some of the hi s tori c al and 
technical perspectives of those who have more water management 
experience. 

For e xample, during the 1950 ' s the Bur eau of Reclamation 
conducted detai led studies tha t identified up to 4 50,000 acre feet 
of s urpl us Gunnison flood waters that could be diverted out of 
basi n without i mpacting senior Gunnison water rights. In 1974 a 
study by Horcan Eng ineering , In c. of Delta recommended that t he 
City of Gunn i son c onstruc t a water s torage capability. Hater 
Resource Consultants, Inc. of Denver and Coe, Van Loo, & Jashke 
Eng ineering, Inc. of Gunn i son c onducted a similar study in 1981, 
and as a reult, the city now has reservoir decreei on the Taylor 
and East Rivers, as wel l as Antelope Creek . 

In~jl the founders o{ Natura l Energy Resources Company 
(NECO) , decided to defer the tra nsmoun ta in phas e of its Union Park 
Project until the demand and politics were clea~er. The cl i mate 
improved some what i n 1984 when prominent Heat a nd East Slope 
leaders formed the Colorado Alliance to c ooper ate on water storage 
projec ts to eave the state ' s Colorado River c ompac t entitlements 
be fore these waters were permanently forfeited to California a nd 
Arizona. A special state water development sales tax was being 
.p ro posed, and the Alliances ' s initial goa l was to construct a 
250,000 acr e · feet reservoi r on the West Slope that could be used 
for recreation, and diversion of 50,000 acre feet to the East 
Slope . 

In late 1985 the Gunnison's representative on the Color ado 
/!Vater and ?ower Authority (Die!< Bratton) encourag~d NECO to s el l 

its -union Park Project to the Authority. The intent was to use 

,. 
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a large reservoir on the Contine n tal :oivide for drougn t protection •of Colo-,. 
-rado ' s river · envi"ronments on~ botn~s.to·pes7-The ~o·rf=rive~'fi:on>:acre-=feet~ ---'=' 
Un ion Park Reservoir and high volume gravity siphon to the South- Pl atte • · 
l< iver will a l so increase the safe y ield of Denver ' s existi ng reservoirs by 
140,000 acr e-feet (40% more than Two For ks). Because of Union Park's unique 
2 for 1 "multipl ier effect" , NECO ' s interna tional consultants have determined 
that Union Park ' s annualized safe yi e ld .cost for Metro .Denver will be on ly 
~ 305 per acre- foot. This i s l ess than half the latest unit cost of Colo
ra do's other surface and ground water alternatives, including Two Forks . 
The balanced Union Park Project ha s widespr ead appeal for both slopes, be
cause it uses overlooked surplus waters to sa ve a nationally treasured 
ca nyon and fishery near Denver, while augme n ting the Taylor, Gunnison, a nd 
Co l orado River flows in critical drought periods. It will a l so stop furthe r 
over-depletion of the Upper Colorad o headwaters, which currently s upp l y al l 
of Colorado ' s transmountain water. Union Park's water rights were r ecently 
purchased by Metro Denver ' s Arapahoe County. The City of Gunnison, Town o f 
Parker, and Castlewood Water Di s trict are the ini ti al subscr ibers. Un ion 
Park has exce lle nt potential to be Colorado' s primary, multipurpose, water 
conservation project of the f uture. 

In addition to these two major env ironment e nhancing water projects, ~ 
NECO has conducted a factual information campaign ove r t he last three years 
to promote coordinated local/state/federal water planning for the arid We~t
e rn United States . This ongoing campaign ha s highligh~ed several "over
looked", but superior, alternati ves to the environmentally destructive Two 
Forks Dam as a prime e xample why coordinated water planning is needed. EPA's 
veto and the rapid decline of political support for Two Forks is solid evi
dence of the campaign ' s impact. Further confirmation of the program ' s effec
tivenms can be obtained from local, state and federal permi tt i ng officials, 
as well as from Two Forks proponents a nd the national envi ronmental community.* 

2. Replication: For our lnformauon only. please e."<plain how your acUv1ty C3.IJ be adapted or e.'Cpanded 
to other areas and locales. This Jn!ormntlon will not be rated. 

Coordinated local/sate/federal wate r planning will facilitate environ
ment enhancing wate r conservat ion projects in the Wes t, based on informed 
consensus build ing , instead of the traditional nonproductive infighting 
betwee n hi storica lly . competing inte res ts. Although Colorado ' s high topog
r a phy generate s most of the r enewable wate r for the West , local state, and 
federal officials a r e severely handi capped in eva luating specific Colorado 
wate r developme nts becau se of the s tate ' s past r es i stance to any form of 
sta t e and reg iona l water planning. 

3. Suggestions: Please make any suggestions for Improving the Celebrate 0>/.orado/ Awards Program. 
Thls lnformatlon will not be rated. · 

Suggest the Ce l ebrate Colorado awards committee be composed of a wide 
spectrum of r esponsible citizens who are not c l osely associated with special 
interest groups. 

*The attached August 28, 1989 letter to USFS is ~n example of numerous 
le tters p r omoting Western wate r planning. 

Contact Lisa Largent or Kate.ltrtmRr at (303) 866·3311 with any further questions 

• Printed on Recycled Paper· 

• • 1989 T.AKE PRIDE IN AMERICA AWARDS APPLICATIO N -

NOMINEE !NFORMATION 

1 Please t)lpel 

~arne ofincih·iciuaUGroup Being ~aminated• N'TtTfmAr ENERGY REsormcEs CV'\Monm (N'ECY'l 

:'\ominee Adciress P. 0 . BOX 567 

PAI11ER LAKE, cOLORADO 80133 
City State Zip Cooe 

Contact in :'\ominee's Organ ization ALLEN D. (DAVE) MILLER 
Title PRESIDENI' 

Daytime Phone :'\umber i719 l 481-2003 Category :'\a me ENVIRONMEN!' 

Type of Organization !Check Only One! 

Ci Civic 0 State C Federal 0 Military 0 Yfedia Ci Conservation Cl Employme~t 0 l';er·Group 

0 Citizen 0 Youth 0 Fraternal 0 Professional I'D Corporation .:J L'niversity Ci Comm~ni ty 
0 Other I Specify) _______ _ 

Res~nses must be confined to the soace orovided on the application. fcio not .. reduc e .. your answe rsJ 

1. DESCRIPTION: Describe vour activit\' te.g .. clean up patroliwatch. communicat,ions orogroUll 
Since 1982 NEC0 has aeveloped' two major water projects that Wlll t>roVJ.ae ' 1,000 

rregawatts of non- polluting peaking power for the West, and drought protection for 
Metro Denver and three major Western river systems. I n addition, NECO h;!s initiated 
a publ ic awar eness campaign for init iation of state and regional water planning to 
optimize the use of Western water r esources . 

2
· P~~S~~t'f~\1~l0.'!e';:'~d~~a~~l:J'.:£g1a~vJ~(the Western states' envirorurent, 

while realizing a r easonabl e return for the company's investors . 

3. METHOD: How cjid vour activjty fJJithec t!le Take Pride in America ~oals? !Se.e Qa~e 21 d d 
The Rocky Polnt" Power PrOJect is designed to use western pUDl'lC' l an s an waters 

to provide the •~rld's l argest, most effic ient, non- polluting peaking power operation . 
The Union Park Wa t er SUppl y Project is designed to store surplus flood water of the 
Gunnison Basin in a l arge high altitude rese rvoir on the Continental ~ivide for re
lease to the South Platte, Arkansas, Gunnison and Colorado River systems during multi-

.f~a!i£158'i.~tv.nat .. fiect ciici your activity have on publ ic awareness oithe neeci for wise use of public lands 
anci resources? 

NECQ • s water resource planning and developnent work informed the public and 
federal permitting officials that Colorado had overlooked sound water supply and power 
alternatives for both popula tion growth and environnental protection . This realization 
led to EPA ' s veto of Denver's environmentally destruct ive Two Forks Dam. 

• II there is more than one group involved in this nomination. ~a me the lead group on the application, then 
provide th e organization name. address anci phone number of the othe:- grouos on a seoar;lr,. cn~.,r ...,,. ...... ... ... .. 

5 cJ:~;<':(,IiJ 
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Mnll to: Celebrate Colorado! 

l~.tiu entr:i§S .m1LSt-be..re_c.,eived by October l, 1989 :. 1 ~"-.:-

NOMUNEEINFORMATION 
!Please type or Print clearly) 

Governor's omce 
136 State Capitol Bldg. -
Denver, CO 80203-1792 

:'-lame of lndlvlduai/Croup being Nominated NATURAL ENERGY RESOURCES CONPANY ( NECO) 

:'<'ominee Address P. 0 . BOX 56 7 

PALNER LAKE . COLORA DO 80133 

City State Zip Code 

NamelnNomlnee'sOrganlzaUon Alle n D. ( Dave) Ni l ler Title Pres i dent 

Daytime Phone Number ~--'4-"8..:1_-..:2:..:0:..:0:..:3:.._ ____ _ 

Type of Award (Check only one. see Fact Sheet for detaUsl 

0 ConsUtuent OrganJzaUon 0 Buslness/CorporaUon 0 Youth Croup 

0 Clvlc/CiUzen Organization 0 EducaUonal lnstltuUon 0 Individual 

0 Government 

'•>m<UoO >, AH•• D.:z;) MiH« a41
1 

Na le ~&_ 
Signature 

DESCRIPTION: Describe your enVIronmental acUvlty. Ule role you or your organization played. and how 
it contributed to Ule goals of Celebrate Colorado/. TI1e descrtptlon should be no longer Ulan 500 words
additional sheets of paper may be Included If Ule space provided Is not enough. Please type or Print 
clearly. 

Since its founding in 1982, Natural Energy Resources Company ha s con
ce i ved and aggressively p ursued two majo r wa t er development projects that 
wi ll have sign i ficant environmental and economi c benefits for Co l o r ado and 
the Western Uni ted States . 

The 1,000 megawa tt Rocky Point Pumped Storage Hydroelec t r ic Project 
wi l l prov ide clean, low-cost, peaking power for the Western powe r grid. 
This $995 mil l ion proj ect at Tay l or Park Reservoir in Colorado ' s Gunnison 
Coun t y is projected to come on li ne in 1997 . Detai l e d e ngi neering estimates 
by NECO ' s major e ngineering firms ind i cate tha t Rocky Point will be t he 
world' s largest, most efficien t, non-pollut ing, peaking powe r opera ti on . 
During its first 30 years the project is projected to save We s t e rn power 
user s $11. 3 billion, as compared to t he best fossil f ue led al terna tives . 

NECO has also conce i ved t he Union Park Water Supply Project , whi ch is 
designed t o stor e s urplus flood waters from the untapped Gunni son Basin in 

'-.! 



June 29, 1990 

Roger Morris , Ed itor 
Gunni son Country Times 
P.O. Box 240 
Gunnison, CO 81230-240 

Dear Hr. Mo r ris : 

(303) 795·4630 
FAX 730·7903 

In o rde r to try to set the record s traight I' d like to point out 
that Arapahoe county ' s Unio n Park Project respects all ~a ter rights 
p r esently decreed tor u~c in irrigation and stock wate ring . 

The private minimum Gtrcam flow wate r rights, whic h Arapahoe County 
believes arc invalid, arc not decreed for irrigation or !;tack 
watering. These r~ght:; be ne tit only t he property o~ners along 
certain stream segments by increa s ing the amount of water whic h 
flows pas t thooc ~conic properties on its way QYt of our 5tatc. 
Some of these str eam flo~ rights exist o n the Taylor River bela~ 
the dam as e videnced by the. promine nt 11 N'o Trespassing" signs . If 
I'm not mis taken these rights, known as the Vader rights , arc owned 
in part by Mr. Sams, publis her ot the Gunnison Country Times. 

-p 

These s tream flo w claims arc far i n excess of what is ncces5ary tB ~ 
s upport rafting, fish or p l a nts . These cla ims are also tar in f ~ 
e xcess of t he minimum stream flows whic h the same private 
landowners agreed to accept in the decree for the Unio n Park 
Reservoir project ' s hydro po~er rights. 

These claimed i n s tream flo~ rights are invalid because under 
Co lorado la~ o n ly the Colorado Water Conservati o n Board (CWCB) may 
own or acquire minimum ~tream f low decrees . There has never been 
a time in Colorado when a va lid instream water right could be 
acqu ired which did not require proof of a beneficial use such as 
a commercial tish hatchery. Colorado la~ has always barred private 
instream water rights for scenic purposes. 

The only legal and practical way t o assure Taylor River stream 
no~s in the amounts decreed by the CWCB, 100 ' cfs Hay through 
September and 50 cfs at other times , ~ithout dra~ing do~n the 
Taylor Reservoi r , as I remember about J fee t in 1989 , is to build 
the Union Park Project and reach agreement on re leases ot water for 
this purpose. Arapnhoo County has al~ays been willing to discuss 
this. A 40 year USGS reco r d of Taylor River stream flo~<> sho~s 
minimums in the range oC no flo~ to 2270 cfs. Wouldn't it seem 
mor e sensible t o capture the excess spr i ng runoff i n Union Park and 
release i t as needed to ma intai n ~trca~ flows? Union Park i s the 
on ly viable way to as~ure in 5tream flows during drought period~ . r~ 
Arapahoe County i5 not ~coking to cancel any presently u~cd decreed 
irrigation or stock water rights# amounting to about 360 acre feet 
between Taylor Reservoir and Almont, and has no r eason to do so. 
fhere is p lenty of ~nter for everyone if we use it wisely! 

Yry ruly yours, 
. J ----:::,. 

. r;.r:> ~-· 
if•~-c-.., . ...,._;_,Lfft,· ·~ 

fhomas R. Egge , I' 

Arapahoe County' omraissioncr 

/j kl 
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THE SECRETAflY OF THE INT E RIOR 

WASHINGTON 

June 15, 1990 

Dear Take Pride in America Avard Vinner: 

On behalf- of t he Take Pride in ~erica c~pai~, I am pleased -to inform 
you that you have been selected as a National Semi-Finalist in the 1989 
Take Pride in America National Avards Program. 

The fourth annual Take Pride in America National Avards Ceremony vill be 
held in Vashington, D.C., this summer at a time soon to be released. 
You vill be receiving an invitation to attend this ceremony as vell as a 
special VIP recep tion that vill be hosted by The Nashville Netvork and 
the American Recreation Coalition. 

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

A Certificate of Herit is enclosed. I hope this vi l l express to you in 
part our apprecia tion for your efforts and the contribution you are 
making to this great nation . 

Once again, congratulations on your selection as a semi-finalist , and ve 
look forvard to seeing you at the avards ceremony this summer. 

Sincerely, 

~~~;P 
Enclosure 

~~ 
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June 4, 1990 

GUNNISON COUNTY'S COURAGEOUS WATER POLICY 

:!:Gunnison County Commissioners are courageously developing 
Colorado's first County water Policy. This farsighted effort could 

.lead to modernization of the state's obsolete water management 
practices. Several popular Colorado water myths are objectively 
bei~g considered in the process, i.e.,· 

.: .Future Water Needs Contrary to common belief, West Slope 
consumptive water needs are steadily declining with the gradual 
shift from agriculture, mining, and timbering to a more tourist 
oriented economy. Some areas are retiring marginal irrigated land 
because of excess salt build up from traditional deep irrigation 
techniques. Modern trends toward ditch lining,'~hallow irrigation, 
and ·other water conservation techniques· are also reducing 
consumptive needs for agriculture. Colorado's' recently completed 
Phase I Opper Gunnison Water Study conclusion that West Slope 
consumptive needs are growing is based on invalid engineering 
assumptions that are not consistent with worldwide irrigation 
trends. Since over 95% of the West Slope's consumptive water is 
used for agriculture, small incremental improvements in irrigation 
efficiency are multiplying the amount of water available for 
municipal, industrial, recreational, and environmental uses, either 
in Colorado or downriver. 

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

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

' ,. 
~ '" ., '; 
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(.') Upper Gu~ni son :s · Upper . Colorado_~ Basins __ The __ over .loo_ked ~ ~ .. 
:v' Gunnison River is by far the large·st leak in Colorado's ·'water· 

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

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

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

Dave Miller 
Palmer Lake, Colorado 80133 
(719)481-2003 . 
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Board of County COmmissioners 
Gunnison County 
200 East Virginia 
Gunnison, Colorado 81230 

Rez Gunnison county Hater Policy 

Dear COmmissioners' 

. May 30, 1990 

Gunnison County Commissioners should consider several popular water 
misC!)nceptions during its JUne 5th public ~rork session to develop a CoWlty 
Water Policy, i.e., 

Future water Needs Contrary to conm:m belief, \~est Slope .consumptive 
~ater needs are steadily declining with the gradual shift from agriCUlture, 
mining, and timbering to a more tourist oriented economy. Some areas are 
·retiring marginal irrigated land · because of excess salt build up from 
traditional deep irrigation techniques. Modern trends toward ditch lining, 
shallow irrigation, and other water conservation techniques are also reducing 
consumptive neads for agriculture. The Phase I Upper Gunnison water Study 
conclusion that West Slope consumptive needs are growing is based on invalid 
engineering assumptions that are not consistent with ~~rldwide irrigation 
trends. Since 95% of the West Slope's consumptive water is used for 
agriculture, small incremental improvements in irrigation efficiency are 
multiplying the amount of water . available for municipal, industrial, 
recreational, and environmental uses, either in or out of Colorado. 

~tilization of Hater Many West Slope irrigation diversions are 
substantially higher than required by crop consumption and ditch flows. 

~
Colorado's wasteful "use it or lose it" laws are one of the reasons. Under1 
current Colorado law, any outside inter est can challenge any water right by 
technically proving underutilization. liestern water la;;s are also changing to 
promote conservation instead of waste. Colorado water strategists should seek 
realistic ways to utilize its growing water surplus before these waters are 
permanently lost to thirsty downriver users. · 

wet w. Dry Cycles As the state with the highest terrain, Colorado has 
bountiful renewabl~ water resources. On the average, the Gunnison Basin loses 
almost a million acre feet of Colorado entitled water as a gift for the 
grateful down river population areas. During wet cycles, this lost surplus 
can more than double. In multi-year droughts, the West Slope's environment, 
agriculture, -and t ourist economies are seriously threatened. Colorado needs 
more high altitude water storage to accumulate excess water in wet years for 
use on both elopes during the critical drought cycles. The populated East 
Slope is willing to .pay for the West Slope's drought protection storage. 
Local interests on both slopes need to recognize that objective planning and 
cooperation are the keys to balancing the state's water between. the wet and 
dry cycles and areas of supply and demand. 

9:38 • 
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Upper Gwlnison vs. Upper Colorado Basins The overiooked Gunnison River 
is by far the largest leak in Colorado's water compact entitlements. On the 
other hand, the seriously dewatered Colorado main stem tributaries provide all 
of Colorado's transmountain 'IICiter to the East Slope via lB diversion projects. 
The Colorado River Water Conservancy District is worsening the West Slope's 
grossly unbalanced water usage by cooperating with the Denver water 
Department's ill-conceived Two Forks, Muddy Creek, straight Creek, Eagle 
Piney, and Green lioWltain diversions. Meanwhile, this District is 
incongruously trying to . prevent the untapped Gunnison Basin from obtaining 
needed drought protection and recreation storage by fighting Arapahoe County-• s 
multipurpose union Park Water . Conservation Project. Union Park can 
economically satisfy Metro Denver's future needs, while providing guaranteed 
drought insurance for the Gunnison area. Union Park can also help correct the 
West Slope's seriously unbalanced water usage between basins. 

Phase I Upper Gunnison Basin water Study The Upper Gunnison and Colorado 
River Districts initiated Phase I primarily to determine how Gunnison water 
exports to the East Slope could be used to enhance the Gunnison's water based 
economy. This was an excellent objective, bul:. unfortunately, this state 
sponsored study was influenced to the point where it is misleading and l argely 
useless as a planning tool. In fact, most of the Study's public funds were 
spent on a futile attempt to prove a Gunnison District controlled diversion 
from Taylor Park Reservoir would be more viable than other alternatives, 
including union Park. Union Park's unprecedented environmental and economic 
advantages for the west and East Slopes were t otally ignored, and its 
construction costs were grossly exaggerated. Because of this distorted study, 
Gunnison officials and the concerned public have been left with a planning 
guide that is seriously hampering the public's understanding of the Gunnison's 
water situation. This void could soon be corrected with an objectively 
managed Phase II Upper Gunnison Water Study. However, the Upper Gunnison and 
Colorado River Districts are currently refusing to participate in Phase II. 
This is a clear case of power politics over public interest. The public needs 
to know the long-term value of well conceived water conservation projects for 
their area. 

Gunnison County Commissioners ·can provide a great public service by 
insisting on an objective County water Policy that is based on fact s instead 
of . POWER • s irrational scare slogan of •not one drop over the hill" . 
Hopefully, the Gunnison's grassroots water policy efforts will soon force our 
reluctant state l eaders into formulating a coherent, long-overdue, state water 
policy. Colorado is the only state that still relies primar ily on vary 
costly, unresponsive, legal determinations for managing its water. concerned 
Colorado citizens should press for modernized water management practices in 
this age of environmental enlightenment. 

Sincerely, 

~j).)/IJ£ 
Allen D. (Dave) Miller, President 

~ 
CCI interested local, state, federal officials . 



>F COLORADO ROY ROMER, Govctnor 

.RTMENT OF NA'l.RAL RESOURCES 
T J. BARRY Ill, Exccullve Olrcclor · 
herman St. Room 7 1 B. Denver, Colorodo80203 866·3311 

April 24 , 1990 

l·lr. W. Watts 
7231 W. Bayaud Place 
Lake~1ood , Co 1 or ado 80226 

Dear Nr. Watts: 

011 • nd C•t Conutvulon Commlnlon 
O lvltlon of Putru & Outdocr A.erullon 
Soli conurv•clon Bc.,d 

.W•ter Conntv•clon o o.,d 
D ivision of W•ter A••ources 
Olvhlcn of Wlldllf• 

Governor Romer has asked me to acknowledge your essay "C 1 d 
Hater Perest~oika." Ha~y of the suggest ions and observat ions 0y~~ao~fer 
are_ 1nte:est1ng ones- 1n fact, several have been incorporated in 
l eg 1sl at1 on and introduced into the General Assembly although without 
success . ' 

for a~~ we enter the 1990's we will certainly need to examine how we pl an 
manage wate: use and deve l opment. I appreciate your taking t he 

time to share your 1deas on this cri ti cal subject with the Governor. 

HJB:clb 

0427A 

s1)J~rs, 

HAIR ET J. BARRY I II 
Executi ve Director 

• COLORIIDO Wl\TER PERESTROIIUI • . 

Pu blic frustration ~ i t l \ Two Forks ~nd Colorado ' s ~on!used water 
scene l\as generated severa l water bill s in this legislative 
sess ion. Unfortunately, the proposed b il l s, vould worsen 
Colorado's ability to ma nage its wate r re~ources for today's 
e nvi ronmental, recreat ional, and e conomic val ues. 

Dccaus e of s trong parocl\ial differences between bas i ns, Colorado ' s 
Legislature has purposel y structured state water management 
agencies to be veak and ine!tcct i vc. tn fact. Colo r ado's Na t ural 
Resources Depa r tment, State Eng ineers Off ice. Wn te r Conscrviltl on 
Board, and Water Devel opment Authority have all been g i ven 
nebul ous, overlappi ng leg i s l a tive charters to plan, p r omote. and 
devel o p Co lorado's vate r for the public's optimum benefit. 
Confus ing chart'ers enable thc~c agencies t o a void the po liticall y 
di ff icult task of dcvelop lng s pecific s tate vater policies and 
p lans. The r esu l t ing policy and planning vacuum has created 
ma nagement chaos a nd a cost l y wate r devel opment grid l ock. Ou r 
water tap fees are tl\e l\igl1cst in tllc Wcat . Colorado ' s economy and 
pu bl ic are suffering, wh ile the mo re o r gan i zed down ri ver states 
and federal agenc i es preempt our vatc r development decisions . 

Objective s tate va t~r planning became essential in the 1970s. when 
the federal gove r nment s tarted reducing its funding ! or Western 
wate r development . llovcver, Colorado is t he only Western state 
that has refused to eStablish a strong state vater planning 
function vithin its non-polit ica l Sta te Eng i neers Office. 

Colorado i s a l so the only state tha t sti l l r equires costly court 
act ion for allocating its r enewable su r face waters. This highl y 
confrontational, legal i stic system s upports 70 percent or our 
nati on 's vater attorneys. Tha public ulti matel y pays for their 
endless i nfighting and del ays. This non~tcchnical group now also 
dominates our state water management age ncies, as vell as tllc 
pol it ically poverful water conservancy di s tr icts. 

Water c o n servancy districts arc the state's only govern mental 
bodies tha t have court appointed boa r d member s instead of members 
elected by the people. Bec~use of tl1 i s unique c losed system, it is 
almost impossi ble to get new t l1i nkl ng in to Colorado ' s t raditiot1al 
water establishment . 

The proposed wa ter bills sound good on t lte su r face. However, they 
all h ave similar hidden agendas to p r ese r ve the sta tus quo. wh i le 
p r otecting powerful inter e3 t groups . Instead o r these unpr oductive 
water bills, Co l o r ado needs basic l egislati ve restructuring to 
modernize its water management practices, i.e. : 

1. Consolidate state vater planning under a n independent, 
non-po l i t ical agency such ac the State Engineers Office. 

2. Terminate t h e po l itical l y orien ted Colorado Water Deve l opmen t 
~uthority. and re-a ssign lts ~atcr deve l opment function back to the 
more effective Color ado Water ConGervat ion Boa r d {CWCB). 

). Direct the State Engineer ' s Off i ce. in concert with CWCD. to 
formula te a state water plan t o se rve as a non-political water 
development guide for l ocal , stat e,. and federal decision makers. 

4. Require at l east half or the governo r appointees to the ~atcr 
Conservation Board to be vatcr resou r ce s pecialists. instead or 
non- t echnica l r epr esentatives of s pecial interest groups . 

5. Requi r e the State Engineers Off i ce to issue techni cal op inion s 
based on e ng ineering and environmenta l merit befor e new w~tP. r 

developmen t a p pli cations arc a u t o mat icall y referred to t he courts. 

6. Publicly elect vate r conse rva ncy d i st rict board member s. 

Abner Watts, P.E., Lakewo od, (303)237-3449 
Dale Raitt, P.E., Lakewood, ( 303)409-7427 
Consult ing Engi neers & retired Bureau of Reclamation executives 
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Members 
People Opposed To Water Export Raids (POWER) 
P.O. Box 1742 
Gunnison, Colorado 81230 

Subject: POWER'S MISTAKEN WATER PORPOSE 

Dear 1'01-IER Members: 

May 21.1990 

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

Colorado's social and economic progress has historically been plagued by f7 
counterproductive infighting between the IIDre populated ·East Slope and the 
water rich West Slope. POI-IER seems determined to viden this eliDtional gap by 
misusing the media to exploit old water fears. 

POWER could better serve the public by first acknowledging that some 
water projects can be very beneficial. Each project should be t horoughl y 
evaluated before judging its relative merit. For the las t several years, our 
company's water resource experts have been evaluating the extraordinary 
potential of the Gunnison ' s union Park Water Conservation Project. As a 
result, we have claimed rrany unprecedented benefits for lx>th s lopes. To date, 
no one has successfully refuted any of our basic facts. Those who take the 
time to objectively understand Union Park, soon become believers. This is why 
Arapahoe County, City of Gunnison, Parker, and Castlewood Water Districts were 
the early subscribers. Other public entities will soon follow. West Slope 
interests should be the most enthusiastic , because Union Park can help correct 
its seriously unbalanced water usage between basins, while providing 
invaluable insurance against the darraging drought cycles. History shows that 
multi-year droughts are the only uncontrollable threat to the West Slope's 
environment, recreation, agr~eulture, and economic values. 

The underlying value of union Park's massive, high altitude, off- river, & 
storage is based on the fact that renewable surface flows vary · drastically 
between the inevitable wet and dry cycles. Union Park will store surplus 
flood waters in wet years for managed release to lx>th s lopes during the 
destructive dry years. on the average, the Gunn i son Basin currently loses 
alliDst a million acre feet of Colorado entitled water to the grateful down 
river states. In some years this surplus is IIDre than double the average, 
while in other years there is a severe s hortage -- even for senior 
appropriators . l~ater has practically no value when it is flooding, but its 
value during droughts is immeasurable. Union Park will augment the Gunnison, 

• • 
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South Platte, and Arkansas rivers during droughts, while satisfying Metro 
Denver ' s future growth for about half the unit cost of the discredited Two 
Forks concept. union Park will also substantial-ly enhance t he Gunnison • s \D 
water based r ecreation economy by providing an excel lent Lake Trout fishery 
and stabil izing the current wide f luctuations in Taylor Park Reservoir. 

POWER i s unfortunately using the emotional'transmountain feature of Union 
Park as a media red herring. Several hydrology studies show Union Park can 
guarantee Taylor River flows 100% alx>ve the Colorado Water Conservation Board () 

· minimums, while still diverting an average 60,000 acre feet to ~~tro Denver . V 

reservoirs, this 60,000 acre feet can increase Denver 's safe yield by 120,000 
If Union Park is integrated as a . dry year backup for Denver's existing ~ 

acre feet. We believe this 2 for 1 multiplier effect is -J!.nprecedented in/~ 
water engineering history. If Union Park ' s annual diversion averaged 00,000 ~ 
acre feet, the Taylor River's guaranteed summer flows would still be 50% 
higher than the CWCB minimums. Without union Park, the record s hows there 
have been many drought years when the Taylor and Gunnison Rivers have been 
substantially below CWCB's minimums. During these severe drought periods, the 
Gunnison area's environment, agriculture, recreation, and economy are 
seriously damaged. 

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

We wish you the best as a future positive force for help~ng educate the 
publ ic in the factual complexities of managing Colorado's lx>untiful, but 
uneven water resources . 

ADM/bn 

cdi_ZJM:fiZ_ 
Allen D. (Dave) Miller 
President 

cc: Interested local, state, and federal entities . 
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>es unite to fight 
\rapahoe 'raid' 
n 1-/6- ft:J -ilion to the Two Forks d~m 
><can with crumbUng about 
truct.ioa of an obscure but-

opasiUon to Gunnison llaJla 
1 1s much less ethereal -
rould·be water developen 
o( locusts. 
Arapahoe County want to 
to 100,000 ac.re-feel of wa· 

1 lhe Gunnison River and Its 
011t's enough water for an ex· 
>pie. 
ion to the south suburbs' 
annlson Country," as resl· 
\3S united former enemies. 
I t nvironment.allsts, profes· 
e bureaucrats are linking 
:he propos>!$. 
h tbe suburbs doo'l anUcl· 
the water for a t lus t 20 
eady face subst.a.ntlal obsta· 
ng the first drop over the 
vide. 

· reeords and Water Court 
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le h.:tbil.al Is U....atened by 
~ Almont Reservolr. Tbe 
~d be lonned by damming 
·and lauadallng the Roo ring 
tcllery, bolh of which serve 
land lor the bird. 

>ul lD the Taylor Rlve.r may 
f as much as 70 percent lf 
rvoirs cut slream flows. 
200 acres of federally pro
.is are endaogert!d by Auro
: Range project aod Arapa· 
don Park project 
·aring land for Rocky Moun
beep, elk aad deer would be 
be Almont area. 
iel objection to the project.s 
A"a ler. 
ert 100,000 ac.re-feet to the 
• which is what bath pions 
you would essentially cut ln 
1C the river. That's where the 
•ould ~~e;: said As:sbl.anl AI· 
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orado Water Constrvatlon 
e state division ol wlldllle, 
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Anticipating en•lronmental · 
problems with Collegiate Range, 
Aurora laat month begao talk.J 
with the U.S. Bureau o( Reclama
Uon to buy more than 100.000 
acre-feet of Western Slope water 
from Blue Mesa Reservoir. 

Dut even removlog water from 
an edstlng reservoir wUI cause 
substantial legal problems, Sims 
uld. because crllles claim the bu· 
rcau's water decree says w.1ter 
can't be lhlpped out ol the basin. 

Pote.nUal lawsuits over a pro-
posed Blue Mesa water sale aru~l 
lbe only court challenges anUd· 
poled. 

ln the nu:t year, two trials are 
slated In JUte Water Court with 
more lhaa lO ladlvlduals, compo
nlts and covemmental ag~es 
opposlnc the pro)<cts. 

Aurora a ad Ar3p.a.boe County al· 
so Ia«! cballeages by the NaUoaal 
WUdUie FederaUoa. whldl insists 
that projecllmpact on the eav!ron
mentlbould be arguable Ia Water 
CourL 

That clolm has beea "'J<ded by 
the Water Court. but lbe ledera· 
Uon h.:ts said it plans to appeal Ia 
the Colorado Supreme Court. 

In addition. utensive water IIU· 
gallon ongoing In Gr .. ley could al· 
feet the .;amount of watu available 

to south suburban u.Kn. 
Tbe U.S. Forest Service, whldl 

owns mucb of the l.aad in lbe Gun
nison Basin, has asked a Water 
Court judge to certify Its water 
rlghls as a way Ia ensure th.:tllbe 
forests aren't dried up by future 
water development 

Aad llnally, the Colorado Water 
Conservalloa Board could fire a 
broadllde at the 1uburbs by ruling 
tb.:at proposed reservoirs on the 
Ea.sl .and Taylor rivers would 
e.UmJnate lbe legally mandated 
minimum flows. 

Fo• Arapoboe Coualy aad Auro
ra. the au1 slop Is a l lklay lrlalto 
begla J uae 25 Ia Guanisoa Wator 
Court. Several Issues will be dedd· 
eel, Including whether current 
agreements between Gunnllon 82· 
sin wat.e.r users a.od the: Bure..1u or 
Rec:lamaUon are Jeg~l 
· Bob Kr.ass.t. Ar.1p.ahoe County 
water attorney. said the proposed 
Union Park Rese.rvolr, .a 900,000 
acre-loot facility to be built above 
10,000 feet, would have far fewer 
environrnenUd problems th.1n the 
Aurora proposals beause less ani· 
mal h.:tbll:tt would be inundated. 

And Union Park's engineer. An· 

no.~"'* 

dy Aadmn. u .ld lbc cost to miU· 
gate environmental damage rrom 
Unlon Part - pegged at $6 mil· 
lion - Is much less than lbe cost 
ror Aurora's reservoirs. 

ln addlllon. Andrews said, Union 
Park ls more environmentally ac
ceptable because It's an "oH· 
strum" rtservol r fed by small 
crub and sprlnp. It woutda't 
dam 1 major rlve.r. 

In drousbta Uke the one now 
pon:hlag the Gunalsoa Balin. the 
carry-over supply In Ualon Park 
could do a lot to belp malntaln 
stream flows. 

But the Ualon Part ules pitch 
hom'\ dissuaded those wbo lnsllt 
that "not one drop .. be exported 
I rom the buln to the Ftool Range. 

Sims A )'I the boUom llae Is that 
either project permaaenlly de
prives the basin of lls most va1u· 
able natural f"tttUr'Ce. 

"'l'ba t water will be oo more. .. 
h< A .ld. "Once that water b pump
ed over the bill, It ~e.r .a cain con
tributes to that basin. That's the 
wor-st lmpocl Tbatln and ol 1~11 
ls the single most environmentally 
damaging aspect ol both plans." 
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Governor Roy Romer 
State Capitol Building 
Denver, Colorado 80203 

April 10, 1990 

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

Dear Gove.rnor Romer: 

Request a veto of the Final EIS decision during your consistency reviev 
of the proposed Muddy Creek Transn-ontain Diversion Project. 

As indicated in our enclosed March 17, 1990 letter to the U. s. Forest 
Service and the Bureau of Land Management, subject EIS violates both logic and 
environmental lalo/5 requiring objective consideration of all viable 
alternatives . Colorado ' s -water usage bet~-een basins is seriously out of 
balance . The Muddy Creek diversion vould only vorsen this untenable 
situation. 

Federal and state agencies are currently severely handicapped by e 
Colorado ' s EIS r eviev process for -water developments. This is because 
Colorado is the only Western state that has not inventoried its l<ater 
r esources and developed some planning guidelines for its future grovth. The 
resulting -water development gridlock is sapping the state ' s resources, 
damaging our economy, and creating the highest water development costs and 
fees in the West. 

We strongly recarrnend that state lalo'S be changed to allow state and 
federa.l evaluation of water development proposals vithin the context of 
statevide water policy and planning guidelines. This \IOUld be good management 
-- not socialism, as indicated by Colorado's politically powerful -water 
traditionalists. 

The public des erves some aggressive leadership in this very important 
state ~-ater aanagen-ent arena. 

Your vie vs on this subject ~-ouJ.d be appreciated. 

AIWbm 

di1£lJb1l 
Allen D. (Dave) Miller 
President 

Encls: Letter dated March 17, 1990, Onion Park Facts, April 3, 1990. 
cc: USFS , Br.z.l, state legisl ators . 
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FAXED TO (303)844-8243) 

Governor Roy Romer 
State Capitol Bu ilding 
Denver, Colorado 80203 

Dear Governor Romer: 

April 16, 1990 

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

Ass istant Attorney General Steve Sims is the attorney 
repr esenting the Colorado Division of Wildlife and the Colorado 
water Conservation Board. He is advising the media these agencies 
are opposing Un ion Park because it vill cut river flovs and damage 
the environment. 

The Sims' statemen ts have no basis in fact. Union Park ' s 
high altitude vater stor age i s specifically designed to enhance 
:olorado's environment by augmenting river flovs on both s lopes 
juring the damaging drought cycles. No Colorado agency has 
~valuated the potential beneficial uses of the Gunnison's wasted 
flood flovs, and no state agency has evaluated Union Park as a 
water conservation pool for enhancing Co lorado's four major river 
~nvironments. 

Union Park vater rights are currently being considered in 
state vater court. An unsubstantitated public statement by a 
state official against a proposed vater development is 
~nprecedented in Color ado ' s legal history. An immediate public 
refutation from your office is a necessary first step toward 
:orrecting the prejudicial damage. 

Please advise vith regard to additional action contemplated. 

Allen D. (Dave) Miller 
Pr es ident 

\DM/bm 

'nclosure: Denver Post Article, April 16, 1990. 
:c: Colorado Attorney GeneraL Division of 

Conservation Board, Department of Natural 
Engineer. Arapahoe County, City of 
Legislators. Denver Post . 

Wildlife, Water 
Resources, S tate 
Aurora, Colorado 

• • STATE OF COLORADO 
EXECUTIVE CHAMBERS 
136 S1•1e C.pilol 
O~ver, Cob'•do 8020)· 1792 
Phone ()OJ) 144·1471 

Apri 1 26, 1990 

All en D. "Dave" Hi ll er, President 
Natural Energy Resources Company 
P.O. Box 567 
Pa lmer Lake, CO 80133 

Dear Hr . Hill er: 

Thank you for your Ap ri l 16 , 1990 , letter . 

Roy Romer 
Co-r nor 

The State of Colorado has not taken a position In opposition to the 
Collegiate Range or Union Park project. 

Hr. Sims of the Attorney .General's Office Informs me that the 
statement that Impl ied otherwise In The Denver Post was based on the 
fact that the Colorado Hate r Conservation Board and Division of 
Hildl ife filed statements of opposition to the water rights 
applications of the City of Aurora and Arapahoe County. This action 
gives the state agencies standing in the water court to seek terms 
and conditions to protect the senior water rights they own in the 
Upper Gunnison Basin. Filing a statement of opposition is not an 
unusual step for interested parties to take in a water court 
proceeding. 

Even though Colorado does not, at this time, support or oppose 
either of these projects, there are a number of Issues of concern to 
the state , some of which were described In the article. These 
concerns vary to some degree depending on the project undel" 
consideration. Assuming either of these proj ec ts moves forward, we 
expect these concerns wi l l be addressed through the normal 
environmental impac t statement process. 

Thanks again for writing. 

Sincerely, 

fiii217~ 
Governo;~ ",...,. 
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high volume gravity s iphon to the South Platte and Metro Denver will only be 
used as back up drought insurance for Metro Denver's existing reservoi rs . The 
Upper Gunnison's environment and water based recreati on economy will benefi t 

!
:,.; from stabilized reservoir levels and guaranteed river flows . Metro Denver 

will welcorre the privilege of paying for a project that will provide a ve.ry 
low cost wate r s upply for its future growth. Environmentally damaging 
reservoir s on the scenic Gunnison and South Platte Rivers will not be 
required . If the City of Gunnison retains its $1,000 option contrac t to 

(J participate in Union Park, it will net a value of at l east $50 million i n 
needed s t orage , water rights, and reduced power fees for its citizens . Union 
Park will sti mulate Colorado's entire economy with its superior effic i ency. · 

FACT NO. 5 - Collegiate lind Taylor Not Collparable The Collegiate Range and 
Taylor Park trans m::mntain divers ion proposal s from the Gunnison are not 
comparable with Union Park. Aurora ' s Collegiate concept •~uld siphon 

~ continuously to a Two Forks type reservoir on the South Platte from a small 
( . collecti on reservoir above Taylor Par k . Another small reservoir on the East 

River at Almont would s upposedly mitiga t e the cons tant flow divers ion to the 
East Slope. The Upper Gunnison River District' s proposed Taylor Park 
divers ion is s imilar to Collegiate, except the Bureau's Blue Mesa Reservoir 
would absorb the diversion l oss . Both of t hese concepts would worsen the 
current problem of wide fluctuations in Taylor Park Reservoir l evels and 
Taylor River flows. These concepts would also serious l y impact ma j or tourist 
r outes, and require additional carryover s torage on the South Platte. In 
contrast, Union Park holds many years of surplus flood flows i n rerrote, high 
altitude, Nest Sl ope storage where it can be flexibly managed to guarantee 
water supply and environmental prot ection for both slopes during the critical 
drought cycles. 

FACT NO. 6 - Benefits For arreau As early as 1983, t he Bureau of Recl amation 
acknowledged the benefits of Union Park ' s water regul ating and conservation 

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

(/
/ flood waters at high altitude, the va lue of these waters is i ncreased many 

/, fold when it i s re leased to the Bureau • s down river po.-e r and water supply 
systems during drought cycles. Because of thi s very important drought 
augmentation for the Colorado River, the Bureau and other down river water 
users may be interested in paying a share of Union Park ' s construction cost. 

FACT NO. 7 State water Planning Until the 1970' s , the Bureau of Reclamation 
did ros t l'ieste.m water planning. Now that federal construction funds are 
drying up , Colorado i s the only h'es t e rn state that has not developed a strong 
water planning agency of its own. In fact, Colorado ' s water management 
agencies are prohibited from evaluating t he state ' s overall water developrrent 
options. This is because of historical mistrus t between basins. and a 
complete dependence on a highly legalistic procedure for all ocating the 
stat e ' s water resources . In this planning vacuum, high handed proposals like 
Two Forks can be forced on our innocent publ ic wi thout due regard to the 
s tate ' s overall water supply and environmental si tuat i on. None of our s tate 's 
water management agenci es officially evaluated t he i ll-conceived Two Forks 
concept. If Colorado had effective water pl anning, the ignored Union Park 
Project would have clearly surfaced l ong ago as the mos t efficient, 
environmentally sound, l arge water alternati ve ever conceived for Colorado. 

(This Natural Energy Resources Company message was prepared for a special 
April 3rd publi c meeting on water , sponsored by the City of Gunni son. Natural 
Energy i s a pr ivate water development firm that sold its Union Park Project to 
Metro Denver' s Arapahoe County in 1988 for $2 . 2 mil lion .) 

( 
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April 3, 1990 

tlNia. PARK FACTS 

(The Gunnison's water Omservation Project For Colorado) 

FACT 00. 1 - SUrplus water During the 1950's, the Bureau of Reclamation's 
Regional Water Planning Studies identified up to 450,000 acre feet of surplus 
Upper Gunnison flood waters that could be used for East Slope growth, without : 
adversely impacting senior water rights or the environment. Since that time, 
Upper Gunnison water needs have actually been declining, because of improved 
irrigation techniques and retirement of marginal land that has become salty 
from over irrigation. By canparison, the Denver Water Department's safe 
annual yield from its existing West and East Slope reservoirs totals 295,000 
acre feet. Colorado is annually losing over 900,000 acre feet of its Colorado 
River Compact entitlement via the Gunnison River. Down river states are 1? 
happily using this surplus water at no cost, because Colorado has not been 
able to develop it for its own usage. 

FACT 00. 2 - Unbalanced Usaae Colorado's renewable surface water consumption ' 
is seriously out of balance. Currently, all transroountain water for East 
Slope use comes fran the Upper Colorado Basin via 18 diversion projects. 
Although this basin has already been severely dewatered, the cumulative impact 
of the planned Two Forks, Muddy Creek, Home Stake II, Straight Creek, East 
Gore, Eagle Piney, Green Mountain, etc. would further damage this area • s 
seriously depleted headwater tributaries. Meanwhile, the wetter Upper 
Gunnison area remains untapped and generally overlooked when considering the 
state's overall water resources. 

FACT N:>. 3 - Union Park's Efficiency By pumping less than 10% of the 
Gunnison's wasted flood waters into high altitude Union Park storage, this 
900,000 acre feet West Slope reservoir will provide invaluable benefits for· 
Colorado's four major river environments. Union Park's off-river storage can 
provide needed drought cycle protection for the Gunnison, South Platte, and 
Arkansas River environments, while also satisfying Metro Denver's future 
growth needs. The Upper Colorado will also benefit, as it will not be 
necessary to construct the near and long-term diversions planned from this 
dewatered area. Corps of Engineers • computer analysis has confirmed Union 
Park can increase the Denver water Department's safe annual yield by 2 acre 
feet for every acre foot actually diverted to the South Platte. Because of 
this unprecedented "multiplier effect", Union Park can increase Metro Denver's 
safe annual yield 40% mre than Two Forks for about half the unit cost. 

FACT 00. 4 - Benefits For Upper Gunnison The Union Park Water Conservation 
Project will provide major environmental, recreational, and economic benefits 
for the Upper Gunnison area. The Taylor Park Reservoir and Taylor River I 
currently experience wide fluctuations from floods and droughts. During 
multi-year droughts, the Taylor and Gunnison Rivers are currentlv reduced to .', 
damaging low levels. Union Park can guarantee flows on these rive~s at rates j.;-' 
substantially higher than the minimum flows recently established by the 
Colorado \-later Conservation Board. Union Park's 4,000 acre reservoir will ./ 
also be a world class Lake Trout fishery located in a remote, off-river, sage 
covered bowl with a very low cost dam site. At 10,000 feet altitude, Union 
Park will be the world's largest and highest multi-purpose water project. The\'; 
non-polluting peaking power revenue from its high tech reversible pump' 
generators will mre than pay for the cost of filling this reservoir. The 

~G ......... ....,'-1,. ... . 

'CoUntry' .. 
opposed to~ 
_water plan~r-· 
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Former foes unite to ~g~.( 
Aurora, 'Arapahoe ~di;~:-
By BID McBean Jhl.f-_%

1 
n ::· .. 

i@diiJ Stall Wrttar '/ .!_~ .;~ . 
opposition to the Two Forks dBm 

and reservoir began with grumbling a&ut: 
the ~al.destru_ction of an obscure !t:: 
terfly s babitaL _ . ..,.; .. 

But early opposition to Gunnison Spin· 
water projects ts much less ethereat;.-:-. 
dropping on would-be water develo~rs. 
like a plague of locusts. .... · 

Aurora and Arapahoe County want to: 
remove 60,000 to 100,000 acre-feet of wa-· 
ter a year from the Gunnison River and Its 
tributaries. That's enough water for an ex
tra 400,000 people. 

But opposition to the south suburbs' 
"raid" on "Gunnison Country," as resi
dents call it, bas united former enemies. 
Cattlemen and environmentalists, profeB! 
sors and state bureaucrats are linking 
arms against the proposals. :·. + 

Even though the suburbs don't antici
pate needing the water for at least 20 
years, they already face substantial obsta· 
cles in bringing the first drop over· the 
Continental Divide. · -~~ 

Aurora city records and Water Court 
depositions show; · 

• Bald eagle habitat is threatened by 
Aurora's proposed Almont Reservoir. The 
reservoir would be formed by damming 
the East River and inundating the Roaring 
Judy Fish Hatchery, both of which serve 
as a source of food for the bird. 

• Brown trout in the Taylor River may 
be reduced by as mucb as 70 percent If 
proposed reservoirs cut ~m flows. · 

• At least 200 acres of federally pro
tected wetlands are endangered by Auro
ra's Collegiate Range project and Arapa· 
hoe Park's Union Park project · 

• Winter grazing land for Rocky Moun
tain bighorn sheep, elk and deer would be 
inundated in the Almont area. 

sun. the chief objection to the projec~ 
is the loss of water. • 

"U you divert 100,000 acre-feet to the 
eastern slope, which is what both pla!J!I 
contemplate, you would essentially cut ¥2 
half the flow of the river. Tbat's·where·\lie 

~ real damage would_ be," said Asslstant'A:t-
Steve ·wh~ 

rvamped by-objections 

IRA'S PROPOSED ALMONT RESERVOIR 
jRA'S PROPOSED P!EPLANT RESERVOIR 
f.HOE COUNTY"S PROPOSED UMON PARK RESERVOfR 

Jburban users. dy Andrews..saj.d the 'Cost to mlti· 
t Forest Service, which gate environmental damage from 
b of tbe land in the Gun- Union Park - pegged at $6 mil· 
~n, has asked a Water lion -is much less than the cost 
ge to certify its water for Aurora's reservoirs. 
1 way to ensure that the In addition, Andrews said, Union 
en't dried up by future Park is more environmentally ac
~lopment ceptable because it's an "off· 
lily, the Colorado Water stream" reservoir fed by small 
ion Board could fire a creeks and springs. It wouldn't 
at the suburbs by ruling dam a major river. 
osed reservoirs on the In droughts like the one now 

Taylor rivers would parching the Guonison Basin, the 
. the legally mandated carry-over supply in Union Park 
flows. could do a lot to help maintain 
pahoe County and Auro- stream flows. 
t step is a ll)·day trial to But the Union Park sales pitch 
! 25 in Gunnison Water 
eral issues will be decid· hasn't dissuaded those who Insist 
ling whether current that "not one drop" be exported 
8 between Gunnison Ba· from the basin to the Front Range. 
!ISers and the Bureau of Sims says the bottom line is that 

. on are legal. · either project permanently de-
lssa, Arapahoe County prives the ba5!n of its most valu
mey, said the proposed aQI,e natural resource. 
k Reservoir, a 900,000~"Tbat water will be no more," 
acility to be built above said. "Once that water is pump
:, would have far fewer eel over the hill, it never again con
ntal problems than the tribu,tes to that basin. That's the 
tposals because less ani· worst lmpacL That in and of Itself 
~ would be inundated. is the single most environmentally 
on Park's engineer, An· damaging aspect of both plans." 

ilces four bloclcs apart 



Wes 
Columbus, a turbine manufacturer 
and Credit Swiss, a Switzerland 
b3nk. 

" While David Miller, NECO 
president, has been working and 
people have been laughing, he has 
rounded up the investors and sup
port." Martineau said. "They are 
now applying for federal grants." 

Roc:lcy Point calls for a smaller 
reservoir i n a meadow high on 
Matchless Mountain, immediately 
south of Taylor Parle Reservoir. 
Water would be pumped up from 

r. i1 --------'"' .! .... .... ~ ..... ... ": . ... . 

2¢ 6 
a gallon 

6 for delicious 
filtered water 

(as compared to bot.Ued 
wator at 93¢ a gallon) 

The New "Mini·Editicn • 
wotu (Iller effedively 

removes Gicrdia, E . Coli 
bacteria, chlorine and 

its by-products 
and other impurities 
from your horuehold 

water. 

On Sale Now 
for only $99.00 

HOME 
ENVIRONMENTAL 

SYSTEMS 
111 ElKAVE.· 2ND FLOOR 

CRESTED SUITE 
(303)34~75 

(llii~A.,.1ablo) 

To Make A Change. 

~· 

course . were ailed peo
ple. Local Realtoc Don Wilson sug
gested that pressure be applied for 
the state to encourage some of the 
Front Range growth be directed 10 
areas such as the Montrose-Delta 
corridoc or' the corridor from Monte 
Vista south 10 the New MCJt.ico bor-

Dear Corrmunlty: 

Monte Carlo 
Extravaganza Prospers! · 

The 5th Annual Gunrlson Volley Hospital Bonont hold Fobruary loth 
was o tromondous success. We wont to o cknowlodgo those 
community members who supported this oven! with a hearty 
thanks. 

The following volunl9e!S devoted many holn o f enorgy and hard 
wor1< and deserve ptb11c recogritlon for their trlunphOnt efforts: 

O ur ·Monte Cat1o' Sl-.lng CommltiH: 
Sandy Lelnsdorf. Ann Porl<er. Undo Goldman. Ellen Ronson. 
Kay Foks. Jonlo Landry. Corolyn Vlrdon. Sandy Sampson. and 
Keith Hogarty 

The Dealers: 
Ken Demhg. Dobo & BID Hancock. 811 Hoi. 811 SWoltzar. Stovo 
Landry. Bob Haley . Oklo Mark. Robb Austin . Chris 'Oz' 
Osmundson. David Lelnsdorf. Leila & Glenn Calkins. Bill 
Goldman. Hank & Solly Hoesll. Mary & Kellh Hegarty. Pout 
Nordstrom . Rich Buchanon. Ardon Anderson. Jay Wollcov. 
Jonnltor Olson. 
You porformod o 'doss ocr the on tiro evonlng and your long 
hou's oro certainly appreclotod. 

Coslno Table Sponsors: 
SWoltzor 01. Inc .. Gl..nn1son Bank & Trust. KVLE. Dos laos Golf 
Olb, Gurrolson Country Boord of Reoltors. Hal Roolty. John 
Pori<O<, Pizzo Hut. 

Speclol thanks to Tara Lambert. Mary Hegarty. Jono Holey. Mary B. 
Vader. Karen Hankins. The Gunnison Rotary Club and Donna 
Hebeln o f Mountain AJr Baloons for decorating. Manor sponsors 
who contT1buled ou grand prtzes: Amellcon ~s. Rolph Walton. 
Crested Butte Mountain Resort. Pordners Restaurant. Ellen's Bed & 
Breakfast. and David Lolnsdorf. The Grande Butte Helot for hosing 
tho event. AJI ou wonderfU media people and press. Including B & 
B Pmtors. Gunnison Country TlmeJ. Chronlclo/Pilol. The Shoppor. 
KVLE. KWSB. and KBUT. Thonks tor a l the 1nk' & 'olr' . 

And. lost but most ot. oll. o very gra cious thank you to Keith 
Hegarty of lnteOOis for donating so much of his Hme. his truck and 
his willingness to help movo o a the casino tables from Denvor to 
MI. C rosted Butto and· bock to Donver. Without his physical 
oxertlon and moans o f tronsJ)ortlng. this spoclal ovont couldn't 
happon. Thonk you Keith. you're the greotesll 

Hopofully. evoryono's nomo was Included thol porttclpoted os 
volunteers to such a worthy cause. Congratulations on a big )Ob 
very woll donal Because of you. our hospital Is that much closor to 
ochlovlng our goal to obtain new x-ray equipment. 

Rospocttully yours, 

Mndy Costanzo. Cho~ 
Gunnison VoRey Hospital 
Community Relations Committee 

P.S. Dr. Johri Armstrong was supposed to be 
one o f our 'hottosl' Block Jock dealers that 
night but missed tho whole event to deQvor 
o baby glrll Thanks Dr. John. and thank 
goodness for our doctors AND hospltoll 

l 
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Continued rroin page 1' ~ f ' tain,wateii:liversion ag=meru. ,, I. 
Phase'n:: '. ~- · ~ ": • :· • • , :. >As POWER member Ralph 

Johnsuiri urged lhe board 10 te ll Clark m poinled ou1. "Aurora and 
the 'state Conservalion· :Board; '·Arapahoe Couilly need a certain 
through its representalive Tyler · qW1ntily ofv.iater, but howeVer mudi 
ManiDeau, lluu il opposed Phase U they gel, it will be devastating to 
as a tt:ins-mountain diversion study.t .·.us." i· " .. , . 

.Phase U should "taak about bow River board attorney Diek 
water is used within the 'basin.~ I!BratiOn countered that if people in 
Johnslon suggested, while looking at this community decided "10 fight 10 
endangered species as well as water the death" against diversion, they 
for agnculture and recreation.·· • ·•. ' may Jose everything in water court. 
k' POWER representative Marlene • But Gerald Lain' urged·the riVer 
Zanetlill said that her group agreed board 10 tell Aurora and Arapahoe 
with a Phase U in-basin study but no. 
opposed an out-basin study. ':It will be death if trans-moun

• The river booid veiOed Phase n tain diversion happens." said Lain. 
aslprQpc;>Se'd by the bureau and '"This whole valley wiU never be lhe 
de'cided ' against responding tin: same •• ·:,,·· • ' • · · ' • 
Auror~fand .Arapahoe County 's · : "We're pn:p:m;d to fight to the 

~oY:'~:w ncgotiatC'.a irails:moun-"~: d~th,V .l!l. , •··•••· 
~~f~!!· j.f•Lit~"11 ••\.,"7~t) ':'f:j: ~ ;o. 1o~\~' "fit' /'r • ?1 
nQWER···-~ ·J'· . .. . .,.,. ····~ r ~·~. .-.e ·' . .. . · , .._, , ·\. •,: • , .. 
Vil~t~ -~ ~ --~~-~~~- -t·- ~·- •·h -;.\ ,,_ .tt • . , 

CO!tinued l'rom Pa&el,•~:r.:~- ;'1.,J,Taylor' during the 01ght, andl then 
CnormOUS ptpject COSJi'£&'.!'1"'0Sf. 

.: · ~ ' ,, 
OUR BEAUT¥ TIP OF., THE WEEK: 

Alwajspetip before you color y~~( ha_i{' . 

941-3425 
123 W. Tomichi 

$'4.~9 
$4.29 
$3.99 
$4.99 
$3.99 

$1-1.99 

$8.99 
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have. any other projects that~' .~ri!~: Y.,~~i$'" orga~Jize OW:Sel~es, OUr aJ}ies an~ . 
supply? . · · \our'el~~t~a,:.fcpre~en~tive,s, our o"':9 ~q uy 

from the Union Park' will pay _tlj~'firml bill. · · > .. • . · 

sold by NECO to • · · ' , :• .t1i :: · ir.o:~ :,i!ih 1. 

.... -·~,,-. .QR~SAI:IE2 ,;""i)lv'' : .~;· 
""" ~ .._, • ).1•

1 
,._ ' rr ~ ,..,r.. . 1 J :~ ' SELJ..ilNu lT? t·"' • ..,_ , ..... 

;_ ·· ~to·~· 1?nA.T::s-Wilo! 
. ·-"V"; :..,.,..';-' .. ,: . . • : I • .. '.. • I• 1 .. ' : ,·~.... :' : : . 

the ·Past· . yor says . 
-----=----=--=-----=='------··; ----,j ~hanks~ f'!r. ,. 
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round the reservoir 

-iazis' rise to P<>wer in 
·e put out of business · 
00 publications. Of 
700 were daily news
ublication that was 
tburg was 203 years 
-optimistic say "It can't 
but that's what they 

tny less than 30 years 
one thing alone need
! our liberties - the 
inting. 

·sago 
1nison News
larch 1965) 
's newesl business, 
:ore, will open its doors 
Friday and Saturday _at 
nichi Ave. Merchandise 
:he sto re includes toys, 
)Ol supplies, ceramics, 
msehold items, cosmet
tare. 

... sago 
nnison County Globe, 
'0) 
by Gunnison youth and 
)grams to deal with it, 

Sditor 

. · ... land s:ate 
was the subject of a meeting called .. 1 . 
Monday by O.C. Kjosness, dean of i SUpport 
students at WSC. Kjosness told the ..J ·,. . 
grpup present, that "I think thi!) is a .~:~ : This is to thank you for your 
problem about which we need to "j affirmation vote in regard to the 
become aroused. If it_is permitted to . 1 election held on the 20th of 
continue I do !1bt kriow. what will be .1 February. 
the outcome." He said the problem "j . Although there was light turnout. 
here was becoming scr_ious in the .j this is a very important issue for the 
college and high school and that he ·! city, our residents, guests and visi
had even heard reports that some l tors. We will make every effort to 
~arijuana was smoked in the junior j ·make this industrial site a viable and 
high. i profitable venture, one that we can 

The government is willing to i all be proud of. 
purchase flood easements on land 1 

· Please rest assured that it is in 
along the lower Gunnison River ~ our best interest to ensure that this 
which has been effected by winter i' site is protected from unsighllincss, 
icc. BLM officials met here Tuesday' and we will make every cffon 
with about 35 landowners. Purpose i pbssible to enhance the aesthetics of 
of. the meeting here was to givc.. thi-s-important gateway to our ci ty. 
landowners a voice in the solution to· ·, Again, thank you for taking your 
the icc-jamming problem. time to vote on this issue. 

Crested Bulle's second celebra
tion of Flauschink, Colorado's end 
of-the-season and good-bye-to-win- :· 
ter festival, is scheduled for April ' ; 
2nd through 5th. . 

"Futuristic Friday" an eight-hour : 
membership drive by the Chamber 
of Commerce brought 56 new mcm- : 
bcrs into the Chamber. : 

Willia.m J. Nesbitt 
Mayor 

Vo-ed staff 
thanks 
Tim.es 
for help 

:eers requested for community 
The vocational teachers and stu

. dents would lik~ to thank the Times 
staff and the business sponsors for 

- ·- -- 1... ...... 1 L...,.. ........ ~ ·'"'-· ..... ,. 

. grow bigg!!r/' ' h.e"·S;aid .. ·~l'!Jl·.oi1. Ul~i.plPnJ)~nv.er must conserve u mey 
· want to exp?fld .. :· -~ · , : ,· ~1 « · . ~ic ~. . 

State R~p~.,Ee~is En!z: ~~P~!, ).Y!§. 1,fi~j~r!_.rio ;doubt to h .§f~vor , 

of~~rH,q,lul~1P-~?rJ,~-~~~ ~'~I~Em~V-tl'WJ~~~lNbhd~1;k~·~·~ . .'.l ·t (. 2J,,;m;~~r: 
e no satu 'E'riu. 11eyer'hav~ m 1av.QJ:o - t:"' .. ··1 

' 1 ·'· 'En ' · · ·aib'· Uiif-t~urU·'~~~o.)~/lii'Ji'p. ~opn t...:;i~g$ :iNs aiM! ·?:.'1. !,.,.. ·l:>r. W' 'i-'Ji 
1 , tz, s . _,_ tt:• .. · . J ' • · " , ·: · ~ , . . • ,,,'!!) 1,a .he was uRS'et ,. 
_ when. TWo .F_or~!;was ~p~~~· 1b#.~R~~-# ~u.~~d--~t~e~H9.!!.:19Jitace'S~~~,~e :;_ 

Gunnison. L 1 • • ·· • ., .... .... . 
• ·; ~· j 'f • ' . • I : r.. • 

"We've got to stop it. T~al's.-all . there is to' it," he said. l ., 

. GtiiuiisQn City .CQuncU ·: ',; .:. ·: · 
. Mayor -Bill Nesbitt: ."Absolutely n.ot. We need to develop a storage-· ... 

component to enhance and provide for a long-term enhancement of the city ·, 
residents' water. We are convinced that 15 years down the road we :will 
need storage capabilities. We need· to be sensitive to our future needs.'~- · 

Councilman Don Simillion: ·"I sure am not In the beginning, when .we. 
signed an agreement with NECO things were different. Now things have 

· changed; and I~ certainly. not in favor of trans-mountain diversion."• 
Councilman Paul Coleman:. "No .. I don't think the city has ever been •. 

in favor of it." .. , 
Councilman Jim Gelwicks: "No.'' . 
Councilman Jesse Stone: "No. We've expressed that we are going to • . 

review our water policy over the next few .months. Our current policy is not i 
in favor of transmountain diversion. · l 

Mt. Crested Butte Town Council ' 
Mayor Joe Fitzpartick: "No." 
CounCilman Vince Rogalski: "It depends. If we can work out 'amicable 

agreement, and if we !}ave excess water, someone should be able to use it. 
But if they take all my water lhat won't work." 

Councilman Jace Dunkin: ''J:m definitely against it." 
Councilman Dave Siengo: "On the surface no." 
Councilman Paul Hird: "Absolutlcy not." 
Councilman Edward Callaway: "No." 
Councilman Richard Dobbin: "No, I'm not in -favor of it. Everything . 

has a point where it's negotiable. There may come a point, although I don't 
believe it, where we can negotiate it. If it means selling off water that we'll. 
need 20 years down the road, ·if for nothing else bul recreation, I'm not in · 
favor of it." 

Crested Butte ·-Town Council 
Mayor Wes Light:"That's an interesting question because the town of 

Crested Butte takes water out of the Anthracite Basin and brings it into the : 
Coal Creek Basin. That's trans-mountain diversion. But as for transferring it 
to the Eastern Slope, I'm not iri favor of that." 

Councilman Jim Starr: "No. I commend the ·Gunnison Water • 
Conservancy District for the action they took in opposing the diversion to 
Aurora." 

Councilman ~cott Sylvester: "No." 
Counciiman Jim Schmidt: "No. I'd be totally astounded if anyone is. It 

astounds ~e when anybody up at this end says we have enough water to 
divert elsewhere. It'll be real interesting in a drought year, like this, to see 
what they think." 

Councilman Gary Rcitze: "No; I'm not." 
Councilman Gary Sporcich: "NO. We all have vested in terests in 

water. that's how we manage to stay alive here . ll1e future of Western Slope 
depends on maintaining in-stream flows. 

r,\ .. n , .. ;1 .,.,,._n Tnhn Nnrf n n• " N f'\ n 
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'I'IJ:ate s'pe' culat d t d 1 NECO development of the Rocky Point 
yy, r . OrS an prOffiO erS e UX - Project. The reservoir a t the Rocky 

· Our growing underStanding of the role of the Answer. 1'\'ECO was incorporated in October, Point Project is decreed to store 4.500 acre-feet 
u:s. Bureau of Reclamation in approving the 1982. as a Colorado corporation. It is not ccrti· of water. Consultants for NECO arc curre ntly 
Aurora and Arapahoe County water diversion fied to do business in any other state. It was discussing development of this project with the 
proposals has led us to inquire into the historical formed to develop water, power and mineral Bureau of Reclamation. Is this project also for 
roots ol ihose projects. The trail leads right back resources. It was primarily formed to pursue sale and, if so, to whom? 
to the Bureau. Both the Collegiate Range and development of the Union Park Project. The When NECO first filed on their Union Park 
Union Parle projects were conceived and initially company's initial founders were Marvin Greer Proj~t, their application was only to produce 
developed by former Bureau of Reclamation and Alvin Steinmark. hydroelectric power and the entire project was 
officiltls who have received large pnyments from 2. How many stockholders are in NECO? based on Western Slope water remaining in the 
both Aurora and Arapahoe County - and SUind Answer: Approximately 100. Basin. This was in 1982. Since that time. they 
to rnalce considerable fortunes if the projects are 3. How many shares of stock arc issued? have expanded that project to involve trans· 
built. Answer. Approximately 3,000 shares. mountain expOrt of water which is a "horse of a 
. · Aurora's Collegiate Range Project, for exam· 4. Who arc the officers of NECO? different color." 
pie, was conceived by .Marvin Greer, an .engi· Answer: There nrc a great many unanswered qucs· 
ncer who worked for the Bureau for 32 years. In President Allen D. Miller {"Dave") tions concerning NECO, not the least of whic h 
198S, after he had retired from the Bureau, Mr. Palmer Ulke, Colo is "Who arc the tOO stockholders in NECO and 
Greer agreed to sell 95 percent of his idea for Vice-president Jack Orr how much stock does each own?" "How much 
Collegiate Range to the ci ty of Aurora. Mr. Real Estate Broker money did they pay for their stock and when did 
Greer rcecived S27,SOO from Aurora on signing Denver they buy into NECO?" "Would there be any 
the deal, and will receive two additional pay· Treasurer: Uwe Schmidt stockholders in NECO who may have connie! of 
ments of S 100,000 each when {and if) the city Colorado Springs interest?" 
obtains a condit ional water rights decree and Secretary: Abner WallS All of this informntion may be hard to come 
begins construction of the project. Mr. Greer has Ulkewood by as NECO is a privately held corporation. 
estimated tl1n1 his S percent share of the water S. Who are the directors ofNECO? However, if NECO wishes 10 be completely 
diverted by the project to the east slope will be Answer: open with o ur communi ty, they could furnish a 
514,000,000. Chaim>nn: Allen D. Miller list outlining all of their stockholders, both past 

At the time that he sold the Collegiate Range As above: Jack Orr and present, and the amount o f shares o wned. 
project to Auro ra, Mr. Greer was the largest Uwc Schmidt This newspaper would be happy 10 print such a 
stockholder in the Natural Energy Resources Abner WallS list for all of us to sec. 
Company (NECO), and a member of its board of In addition: Dale Raiu It is time 10 get nervous and angry. To con· 
directors. NECO was formed by a group of Lakewood sider any water diversion as a possible viable 
investo rs 10 develop the Unio n Parle Project, R. Brunner project, the Bureau of Reclantation would have 
which is an allcrnative 10 Collcgiltle Range and Eaton 10 change its agreements with Western Slope 
in competition witlt it for the senior water priori· Leonard Geringer users and its early promise 10 keep Weste rn 
ty. O ther principals of NECO included Dale Wheatland, Wyoming Slope water for Western Slope use and benefit. 
Raiu and Abner Watts, also rc tircll Bureau o f 6. W hat are the retirement dales of the Ifwruerwcrcdivcrted,itwouldputsomcmoncy 
Reclamation officials who had been involved in Bureau engineers who are NECO stockholders? in the Bureau's pocket. In addition. it would be 
similar water resource projects while they Answer: an enormous monetary coup for NECO {Natural 
worked for the Burcnu. In the early 1980s, Abner Walls re tired from the Bureau of Energy Resources Company) and the retired 
Greer, Wmts and Ra iu, along with n group of Reclamation in 198 1· 1982. Mr. Walls owns Bureau e ngineers who nrc s tockho lde rs in 
water lawyers. e ng ineers and real estate between 2.000 and 3,000 shares of the shares I'.'ECO. 
investors from several cast slope communities. outstanding. Mr. Walts was a Bureau official We only hope that any decisions the Bureau 
formed and capitalized NECO. officed in Denver. considers making will be complete ly "arms 

In 1988. NECO sold the Union Park Projec t Da le Rai l! re tired from the Bureau of lcngtlL" 
10 Arapahoe County for $2.200,000 plus inter· Reclamat ion at about the same lime as Mr. The water which is so villll lo the Gunnison 
est,'pnrt or which was paid in cash and the Watts. He owns 2,000 to 3.000 shares of NECO. Country has been sold by speculators witl1 close 
remainder 10 be paid in s111ges when {and if) the Mr. Raiu was a Bureau official in the water tic s 10 the very agenc y whic h contro ls the 
project rcecives a water right which is senior 10 resources division of the Bureau's- southweslcm headga1es to tho-east s lope. The Bureau now 
Aurora's right for the Collegiate Range Project region. with western Colorado being part of his hopes 10 fill its own coffers by selling water 
ond Arapahoe County ob~ains the necessary territory. from Blue Mesa Reservoir 10 Auro ra nnd 
fundin g. As • principal shareholder in NECO. Marvin Greer re tired from the Bureau o f Arapahoe County- water which was appropriat· 
Marvin Greer stands to reap a handsome profit Reclamation in 1971 and was the " father of tlte cd for th·c benefi t of the G unnison Rive r 
from botlt projects. Indeed, Mr. Greer's tronsac· Colorado Big Thompson Project." Mr. Greer drainage. TI1is pyramid of multi-mill ion dollnr 
lio n with Aurora led NECO and Arapahoe own approximately 26.000 shares of NECO. sales is buill on our water - our lifeblood- but 
County to sue him in 1988, claiming eonnict of 7. Does NE<;;O have any other p rojects thot unless we can organi~c ourselves. our allies and 
intcresl. This suit was dismissed early this could affect ouJ:• tcr supply? our e lected rcpresenl.:llives. our own economy 

~~~~~~~~~~~~r:-: -~~Ajn~s~wcr: vls! pan rrom the Union Park willpny the fi nal bill. w~i cil, _been sold by NECO to .. J.'r:;Hi'.<> :;'I , 
Coull!). EC<? hi¥' ~nother P'l?j'l'<' i ~ f 011Jil~ri;l'ER\FC>R'SALE? , ,;.,., • 

cal .ocky P<'linL ' 
is ha ning to \his project? \ 

r.'lll<":·f"'"'•"•cr: NE 0 is curre nt ly working o n·· 

___ Times Poll 
Are you in favor of traits
mountain diversion in 

Gunnison County? 
u.s. elected officials 

U.S. Stn. Tim Wirth: He said since the project is in litigation and 
hasn't made i11o a federal level, he shouldn't respond. 

However, s peaking as a 20-ycar resident or Crested Bulle and 
Gunnison County, Wirth had an opinion: "The idea of diverting water out of 
Gunnison County would be very damaging to the quality of lire ... (in 
Gunnison County)." 

U.S. Stn. Bill Armstrong: Howard Propst, an administrative assistant 
for Sen. Bill Armstrong, said: "The senator has not tried 10 Ulkc a position 
until it has been decided on by stale and local officials." 

Armstrong does believe it is inappropriltte for the federal government • 
10 step as il did in the case of the Two Fortes project. and that local orr.cials 
should have the authority to maintain local water needs, Propst said. 

Titnt is also a main reason Armstrong opposes a federal reserved water 
right for tlte federal government in wilderness areas. because it could inhibit 
the suue in developing wmcr. 

Propst said cnvironrncnl.:ll concerns may make future water develop-
ment "insumlOunt.ablc:· 1 

U.S. nep. Den Knighthorse Campbtll: Carol Knight. press director 
for Representat ive Ben Niglttl10rse Campbell . said Campbell looks at every 
water project case by case. 

What is paramount for Campbell, Knight said. is the community inter· 
est. If the mitigation was subsl.:lntial and it was environmcnllllly sound. he 
might back n project. 

"There would be limited cases where he might support trans-mounl.:lin 
diversion,'' she said. 

Knight noted Campbell's opposition 10 Two Fortes and AWOl {a pro
ject in San Luis Val ley). 

State elected officials 
Sial< Rep. Ken Chlouber: "The abil ity 10 divert water 10 the Front 

Range is pan of our constitutional rights," Rep. Ken Chloubcr said. He said 
Gunnison County can't stop i~ but we can demand mitigation for the darn· 
ages:· 

Slate Stn. Dob r as tore is adamantly opposed 10 auempts to divert 
water fro m the Upper Gunnison or the San Luis Valley. 

"I'm against all of them," said Pastore in a phone interview on Feb. 21. 
lie noted the dry conditions in his district "We can't make it through a 

drought cyc le with our water being taken." 
With water law. Fro nt Range interests could "nail us." but Pastore 

believes environmental issues . which played a part in Two Fortes projec1 
being killed. could be tl1e county's saving grace. "More of us need 10 get on 
1he bandwagon." 

l ie s:tid tourism. a wa y of life. and even the ecology of the area would 
be greatly affected by diversion. He said wetlands would dry up if the water 
is taken. 

Pastore said that with a fe w relati••cly short lunnels across the divide, a 
diversion project could be accomplished fairly easily. 'Tm really afraid of 
the combination of San Luis and Upper Gunnison projects." 

Pastore s:tid growtl1 in the metro area is already ou1 of hand. 
"Until they get pollution in control, they really shouldn't steal water to 

grow bigger," he said . 'Tm of tl1e opinion Denver must conserve if they 
want to expand." 

Stnle Rep. Lewis Enlz: Rep. Lewis Ent~ left no doubt 10 his disfavor 
of any GunnjSO!J fo!lfllY di~ersilln project. . . , " .• , 2 ... 1 , • , 

, "l)<:I.I.P.?.;:· Sa!~~l!~;.~_'Lhc.'f.~~J~~~ ~n i!l..f~~~r. of!h:11.:·,. , .. - -: :'r'1 r:~ .~ 
'Entz sa•d lh!i county 1s ovcrappropnated as n IS and that he was .. upsb 

when Two Forks was killed, because i1 turned aucn1ion to places' like 
Gunnison. 

"We've got 10 stop it. TI1a1·s all there is to it," he said. 
Gunnison Citv Council 

I 

J 
I 



and, that • 
cjl'ort to secure water storage Wllter 
rig hts ; in - containers - not 
trarismountain diversion of Gunni,on 
Basin water as a component of the plan, 
and, t!W the city of GuMison conlinue to 
vigorously ·and persistently oppose 
transmountain diversion of Gunnison 
Basin water by any and all parties." 

Stene stated that be felt thalthe city's 
motion should have been discussed in a 
public forum. and that due to the way it 
was bandied and the decision made by the 
council, he was fo rced to tender his 
resignation, referring to the motion as a 
"piece of trash." · 

Mayor Bill Ncsbiu·pointed out toward 
the closo of the meeting that the motion is 
wmclhing the cduncil bas been working 
on for two weelcs, and it's not a product 
of !he council's executive session held 
prior to the meeting. · 

Gunnlaon County rancher Bitt Trampe recently bad the opportunity to educate 
Cruted Butta middle school a1udenta etudylng ouch laauea u tand usa planning, 
hlatory and water laauu and how tho" laauu relate to the local area. Studel'ta, 
lncudlng Kevin Farmer, Jeff Jarratt, Samantha'Garber, Wendy Brady 'and Hillary Moon, 
vi ailed the Trampe ranch and !he Ken Spann ranch. Photo •~Ito the 77rnas. • • 

is 
trans-

mounlain divas ion project lhi$ basin: ' 
Counrv·~"';r"~,,,,~f. - · In the nOR's 1990 budgct~S8q<l.OOO 

tr~ns-r:nountain projccu, board a,uorncy ~as ~··~ s_ct aisd_c for i ~P,rojcci 
Docie Bnliton reponed. . •• , ·: • ~ mvcsu gatoon,. whoch as,nidentilied as a 

·Brauon said the bureau has decide(! that: planning rcpon or Environmi:'otallnipilct 
contrary to a 1975 agreement with the river . Statement A description or th&i"boliget line 
board, all the water on the Taylor RCscrvoir' item states, "A combining of east.slopc 
no longer belongs to thcf river board. The co~~umptive needs with the west slope 
bureau suggested during depositions last envo.ronmcnt.al and rccrt;ationa.l needs 
wee1c for an upcoming w:uu court trial that provides a umquc opponunuy for the state 
Arapahoe County or Aurora could apply for to distr~bute capital to achieve balanced 

\1( t k l d l 
any exces;s water in Taylor Rcservoir. ccono~te ~cvelop"!ent among historically 

0 ers 0 ay an Sa e The 1975 a~treement gives !he local oornpetJng mtcrcsts. 

' 

. , • river board the right to use the full amount Another $1.2 million is identified as 
in Taylor Reservoir for maintaining' "non·fedeml" contribution to that study. The 

Despite a small voter~t~-out Feb. 20, Until now, the city has used the lot to optimum fisheries downstream, Brauon "non-federa l" source is not identified 
the city of Gunnison was granted permission s tore rocks, gravel, asphalt, tree limbs, explained_ And those fisheries need every al~ough the BOR states the invesrtigation in 
to trade o r sell a piece of ci ty-owned sanding material, eleclrieal poles and olher ''.drop i n Taylor Reservoir, according to bcmgt pursued by the Colorado Water 
property loca!ed directly north of the airport materials. Howard said the clean-up on the Brauon, citing a Colorado Division of Rcsour~cs and Power Dt;vclopmcnt 
terminal. The special election passed with a property is underway and should be Wildlife fiShery expert. Authonty, the Colorado Rrver Water 
vote of 68-43. ' completed by June 1. , The bureau bas also reversed itself on C:on~ation DiStrict and Gunnison River 

\bters of the city were aslccd to grant the The city rcccntly purcbascd four acres of trans-mountain water diversion, according distncL . 
;::==============~ city permission to trade or sell !he land land adjacent to the existing city shops on to Brauon. In 1962 the bureau went on POWER ObJects. to local, state and 

should there be industry or business West Vuginia. This land is to be used for the record as opposing trans:mountain diversion federal taxes fu ndong Aurora's and 
i!'tcrcstcd in locating in a n industrially purpose of constructing a new city shop and from this basin, but during the recent Arapahoe's water development, and Dick 
zoned area adjacent to the airport for the storage of materials previously kept deposition the bureau said its opposition is Johnston, a former member of the Colorado Ski reporT 

as ojThesday. Feb. 27 
Crested Butte 

The uea has a 3S-inc:h base wi th no new 
snow reported. 1nerc arc SO runs open. served 
by t2 lifts. Ski conditions arc paclccd powda. 
For 1hc l:ste.st snow rcpon information call 
349-2323. 

Monarch 
Received two inches of fresh mow since 
sunset and snow wa.s stit1 aecumulating on 
lOp of a 48-incll buc. All tnib open, oc::vcd 
by aU four lifu. Conditions range from 
powder 10 packed powder. For the taleS I rcpon 
colt t -800-332-3668. 

City Manager Dale Howard said the next on the lot adjacent to' thc airport against the federal law. Water Conscrvaoon Board, concurred. 
step for the city is to have the land appraised Howard said he was p leased with the Bratton hypothesized that the bureau "Don't usc your money in a study that's 
should there be anyone interested in it. election result, and attributed the votes bas reversid itself because its employees slccwcrcd to study trans-mounta in 
However, he pointed out that to date, there against to "misconceptions and need to work on water projects to keep the diversion," Johnston told the board. "Let 
bas been no intereSt expressed. misunderstanding" surrounding the election. bureau viable. Aurora or Arapahoe County Aurora and Arapahoe Count~ do thclt own 

would offer those projects for the bureau as Conllnu•d on pag• 3 

Holding, detox and after-care, Part 2 

Lack of·services, facilities adds to woes 
EDTTOR' S NOTE: This story is bas~d on 
discussioll.f F~b. 15 that occurtred ~tw«n 
stat~ and local officials on th~ f~aisibility of 

year. Mrut well, a counselor for the Center. 
"I'll be honest with you, when I heard That low occupancy or participation in 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~;:: Gunnison County ~stabllshing a holding r facility. detoxification ctntcr and after-care 
programs. The first part of this story 
covered tht conctrns 1ha1 human resource 
officials had for tM probl~m of substance 
abuse among the ar~a·s youth as.wd/ as 
adults. 

this (about this meeting) I said 'Oh. God,"' such a facility is what is plaguing the four 
said Chris Olson, ADAD director. "I was rural facilities. In the s ix-county area -
very dishcancned recently when I went to Gunnison, Montrose, Delta, Ouray, San 
Durango, Grand Junction and Glenwood. Miguel and Hinsdale counties- people arc 
We're losing money in ll>osc places, hand- going without treatment or services. 

Yates. "It's not against the law to be drunk. 
We would like do something because if they 
(drunks) arc o ut all night they tum into 
icicles." 

Yates said often people arc brought to the 
municipal building and allowed to "sleep it 
off' or sober up in the police station lobby. WeatheR 

By ROGER MORRIS 
Times Managing Editor 

While officials recognize tl>e good worlc 
of the AA programs , some individuals need 
more help than these programs can provide 
or they become repeat offenders and 
abusczs. 

But Wright noted that arresting drunk 
adult probationers is not dealing with tire 
problem. 

''There is no aftero(:art here," she said. " I 
sec a reaJ need for dctox and after-care." 

Representatives from ADAD noted that 
the four state-funded dctox centers in rur:tl 
Colorado arc losing a combined $73,273 per 

over-fiSt.'' "Currently, what's happening in the rest 
The state is r----:::-:::---::-----------, of the area is the 

going to have to "We don't +-.-eat sam• as here," 
loolc at 1..1 ' s aid Larry 

providinga lcvcl them, Wej "ust keep S hccrcy, west 
of services it can S lope program 

afford, she said. them From f'reezt"ng s c r v i c c s 
P r esent l y, J'' J' ' representative for 

Grand Junction to death. " ADAD. "Very 
is the nearest few people are 
dctox center to going to dctox." 
Gunnison County. There was a facility in Pan of the problem is identifying those 
MontrOse up until three years ago. But that in trouble, especially if they commit no 
facility was losing enough money per year crimes. 
that it threatened the existence of the Center In addition to the laclc of dctox facilities 
for Mental HeaJth, its parent organization. in Gun nison County, there arc no local 

The Montrose facility d id well in the ho lding facil ities for drunks. 
winter because "they lcncw where to lind a "What we do is avoid drunks at all 
warm bed a nd a hot meal ," said Wayne costs," said Gunnison Police Chief Tom 

"We don't treat them, we just l:cep them 
from freezing to death," Yates said. 

Sheriff Ric k Murdic said the jail 
situation is even more dismal. 

"When we bring one of these individuals 
in, we already have inmates at the j ail 
sleeping on the noor," Murdic said. "My 
people arc not trained medically to deaJ with 
this situation. 

"It's not a crime to be drunlc so it creates 
a paperwork problem for us because their 
stay can't be recorded." 

Murdic doesn't believe jail is the 
appropriate place for lhcsc people. 

In many eases, it's not long before some 
~ these peop[e sec the inside or the jail liS 
charged criminals. 

Certain individuals in th is town are · 
Continued on pace 7 



City 
drops 
Union 
Park 
By KERRY MULHOLLAND 
Tomes Staff Writer 

The Gunnison City Counc il voted 
Tuesday night to "formally and 
expeditiously" w ithdraw from its 
agreement with NECO/Arapahoc County 
regarding the proposed Union Park 
Reservoir. In additio n it will severe its 
re lationship with water engineer Andy 
Andrews and review its relationship with 
water auomcy Robert Krassa. 

However, the counci l was 
momentarily silenced later in the meeting 
a s Councilman Jesse Stone m ade an 
emotional exit, resigning from the council 
due to U1e motion which was passed. He 
was the only counc il m ember to vote 
against the motion. 

"A grave e rro r has been by the 
council," he sa id. " It was made in 
response to political pressures and not 
made in the best inte rest of the c ity 
res idents." He added that he fe lt the 
decision went against lhc ndvicc given to 
the city by professional consultants. 

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

· "I make a motion that the c ity of 
Gunnison forma lly and e xpeditiousl y 
withdraw fro m our agreement with 
NECO/Aropal1oc County regarding water 
siObi'!c in it1e oroooscd Union Pni'k 

'Not one~ ·d.rop':POWER 
By ROGER MORRIS 
Tomes General Manager 

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

Area residents, organizing themselves as 
POWER - People Opposed to Wate r 
Export Raids, s igned up for various 
commiuecs in preparing for what Duane 
Vandcnbusche called "a long struggle, a 
long educational process." 

"You've probably heard the old adage, 
' Whisky is for drinking and water is for 
fighting' and that's what we begin tonight," 
Vandcnbuschc said in opening remarks to 
concerned residents. "We' re here to te ll 
them it isn't going to happen without a fight. 
We're going to control our future." 

This isn't the first threat faced by the 
Gunnison Country, said Vandenbusche. He 
listed the late 1800 si lver panic, past water 
proposals that failed to mate ria lize and 

excessive mining proP9saJs. 
" While this is noi the first threat," he 

said, " I think this is the most dangerous 
threat to UIC Gunnison Country." 

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

"We don't want to sell our future for 
money," he said. "If we don't have water, 
it's over. our future is over." 

Tyler Martineau, local representative of 
the Gunnison and Uncompahgre river 
basins, agree d with Vandcnb usehe 's 
concerns and challen ged the county's 
residents to bring unity, determinati~n and 

vision to the fig ht to maintain a quality of 
life in Gunnison County. 

" M y hope is unity while my fear is 
people looking after their own interests," he 
said. "While those individuaJ interests are 
legitimate, and they arc all valuable, I'm 
very afraid if we go !lfter our own interests 
or go our own ways, we will spend our time 
fighting each other." 

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

The people and governmental entities in 
the county need to develop "vision" if 
preservation of the pristine environment and 
growth in the county arc to occur, Martineau 
said. 

"I hope we can develop within this 

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

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

Martineau reviewed the four proposed 
water projects: the Union Park proj ect 
proposed b y Arapahoe County; t he 
Collegiate Range Aurora Project; the Taylor 
Reservoir Project and the Rocky Point 
Project 

City council meets Tuesday on water 

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

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

The Gunnison City Council is meeting in 
a work session on Tuesday, March 6, to 
discuss their water policy. 

That meeting begins at 7:30 p.m. in 
Webster Hall, 11 7 N. Iowa. TI1e meeting is 

open to the public. 
The coUCICil is also tentatively scheduling 

a meeting in early April as an "open forum" 
to discuss the city's stance on the water 
diversions proposed for Gunnison County. 

"I think it's (Rocky Point) the slccpcr in 
the group ," said Martin eau. "It's an 

Continutd on page 3 

River district 
decides against 
"Water diversion 
By K.T. LUND 
Special to the Tunes 

T he Upper Gunniso n River 
Conservancy Board made it clear Friday: it 
has no intention of negotiating wiU• Aurora 
~nd Arapahoe CouJIKY\ Nor will the board 
participate with th~ ~u of Reclamation 
(BOR) in a trans~t}~n water diversi~n 

well as Sl million to study the project. 
Branon suggested the bureau could work on 
in-basin projects in the Gunnison waterShed 
without having to reverse itsCif on a 1975 
agreement with the river board. 

Many o f the 75 people present , 
however, had more immediate concerns 
about the bureau. Membe rs of POWER 
(People Oppos ing Water Export Raids) 
·· --- -' ~ ·'- - ..._ ___ ... ·- ··-·- ................... ... 
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Colorado needs to clear up muddied waters smroundingwater policy 
Editor: Colorado's abortive Two Forks. 

Dam is a classic example of how public 
· agencies can go wrong when allowed to 

operate in a policy and planning vacuum. 
It all began more ~ian 30 years ago 

when the Denver Water Department start
ed to secretly purchase West and East 
Slope water rights for Two Forks. Surro
gate buyers were often used to disguise 
D\VD's eventual ownership. 

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

DWD had its own closed agenda. Its 

lawyers skillfully engineered water laws 
that prevented state agencies from evalu
ating new water developments. Because of 
these laws, Colorado is the only Western 
state that has never developed state water 
policy and plam1iilg guidelines. 

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

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

LETTERS. 

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

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

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

The depleted Upper Colorado Basin will 

Rocky Mountain News 

also benefit because DWD's planned T,\\ 
Forks, Muddy Creek, Green. Moun~ 
Straight Creek and Eagle-Piney reservoi 
would not be required. Colorado is entitl• 
to almost a million acre feet of Gunrusc 
flood waters that are currently lo~tt ~~ 
California. · 

Colorado's economy is suffering frp 
costly water development confusion, and 
gridlock that has created the highest wat· 
fees in the West. This ciQudy water cot 
be cleared if Colorado-would develop. 
objective policy and planning guidelirw 
managing its water resources. . ... 

DAVEMILU 
Natural Energy Resources Compa1 

Pafmerd; 

Wed., Aprll25, 1990 

Colorado well-served by water policy 
Editor: Dave Miller's April 5 letter 

("Colorado needs to clear up muddied wa
ters surrounding water policy") was a con
demnation or one of the finest water sys
tems in the United States. Colorado's 
system of prior appropriation, which is 
administered by the water courts, the state 

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

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

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

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

DAVID J. MILLER 
F'ormerm~mber, Colnr~rto WP.fP.r 8o~rr1 

.: . :~:t;·~, 

• 



r• :f 
duri~g the c;i ~rought periods. On the other hand, the low 
altitude ' Two ,Forks Dam . requires further depletion of the same 
Upper Colorado River ·tributaries that have already been hard hit 
with 19 , transmountain diversions to the East Slope. It is well 
known that Tvo >Fbrks would also devastate a nationally treasured 
canyon and fishery near Denver. 

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

.. . . . • . - • - . ·~ ...... t ~- ..,.~ 1 .. • ...,. . .. • ' _... - ' ; r '~ 
We would be honored to further explafn the several superior 

ongoing , alternatives . to Two Forks ·whenever desired _by you and/or 
other Nebraska interests. 

Thank you very much for your thoughtful consideration. 

ADM/bm 

?iilllJ/!.12 
Allen D. (Dave) M1ller 
President 

Encls: Papers and articles on Union Park 

cc: Colorado, Nebraska, and na tional leaders. 

w. H. Mll.l.ER. MaNgo. 

March 5, 1990 

Dave Miller 

il3oard o/ ~aler @omm;s~;oners 
1600 W. 12th Avenue Denver, CO 80254 Phone (303) 628-6000 

HUSERT A. FARB£5. JR.. Ptnidcnt 
MALCOLJ.t M. MURRAY, 1&1 Vtee-PtnWMnr 

MONTE PASCOE 
DONALD L KORTZ 
MS. ROMAINE PACHECO 

T elecopier No. (303) 628-6509 

Palmer Lake, CO 80133 

Dear !1r. Miller: 

Ordinarily I r ead the mater ial that you send out and ignore your 
continuing attacks on Two Forks . 

However, your February 1990 diatribe comparing Two Forks Da m and the 
Berlin Wal l is not only in bad taste, but it is insulting to the 
Board o~ Water Commissioners and the 1100 emp loyees here where we 
are ded1cated to providing a community service. 

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

April 27, 1990 

Bill: 

The Two Forks d ebacle i s a r esult of manageme n t's 
myopic push for a ruinous concept. The 1100 dedicated 
e mployees sure l y d o no t share the blame. Neither do 
most Berliners for the Wall. 

DWD's management c a n soon correct its mistake a nd 
prov ide a community service by participating in an 
obj ective evaluation of the s uperior a lte rnatives that 
were purposely i g nore d in t he EI S . 



~ Rocky Mo~ntain News 

EDITORIALS 
·ciflt litht a11d tht ptoplt will find thtiroum way· 

LEUERS . . 
. • .·i . ·.- . . ~- . . -. .:...,.~ . :, ·:·. . . 

·ado? s water future lies \vith)Umon Park project 
ora dans should stop worrying 
10 Forks' veto. For the farst 
o has a water project that will 
>n both slopes. . · 
alive ·Union .Park Project iS . . 
Instead of-Colorado losing a · 

te of a cnillibnacre-feet of its 
><I waters to California, a small 
1ese wasted waters will be 
Union Park's off-river, sage
on the Continental Divide. In 
'· this Two Forks-sized reser
ase water by-gravity conduit 
o the river environmentS on 

filed in water court for 3 divenion from the remote, off."river site can enhance Colora· 
Gunnison River. do's treasured rivers and canyons. 
. The" .Union Park Project was sold to · Colorado's water community is also 
faisighted AriPahoe County iil1988.Arap- . siarting to recognize Union Park's ·surpris

·ahoe .Coun~ and the City of Auroia_IJave . ing advanuges. Corps of Engineer's com
·receritly agreed to cooperate instead of puter mod~g ·bas_ cx;>nfirmed that Den
compete for \he Gunnison·~ flood waters. ver's safe )'leld multiplies by rv.:o acre-feet 
The Gunnison Parker and Castlewood wa-· for every.-.acre-foot of. Guruuson water 
ter districts aJ:e initial Union Park partici- · ' ilCiually ·diverted. This: "multiplier" phe
pants. The Denver Water Department and \ nomenon is upsetting to many water tradi
other .metro-Denver water providers areQ tionalists because it is a key reason Uruon 
expected to join, when they are freed from·'\ Pork's safe-yield cost is only about half that 
Two Forks enough to ~onsider Union oftheirTwoForksprojecL 

- Park:~ · eX\C39rdinary envm;mmental and u Colorado's powerful, appointed· water 
ec.on~mic ad van tag~ experts were to allow state water planning, 

c was first envisioned by Mar- · · Uruon Park can urute Colorado on water, the Gunnison's untapped flood waters 
·etired Bureau of Reclamation becau~ it satisfi~ tod:iy's public. values . would quickly surface as the state's most 
d father .of Colora~o's Big regard~g the ~vu-onm<=;ll, recrta~on and logical future water source . . It is only a 
rojecL Greer recognized bow econorruG effiaency. Envtronmentalists are matter of time until -the Unioo Park Con-
:hnology could be applied ~o not. in tbi.~~if ?(:endorsing .large '!"~er servation Project becomes the public's wa-
ked, high-altitude reservoar -· P.ro)Ccts; bill Uiose. who have taken _an terchoiceforaDofColorado. 
~ - he- helped form the Natural - . objective" lcio~ :ire _impressed with Uruon :-;. · 
ouices Co. ta-develop the po-: · -. Park's c:apabilit{to.benefjt rive;- flows an_d ABNER WATIS 
ion Park. In 1986, thecompa- wetlands'during droughts. Uruon Park IS _Retred~ofReda_ rnatione~f?)neer 
the- project's details when it environmentally "unique; -~~. bec:a~ its OenYer 

• • .·.r. . ' ~ 

• NATURAL ENERGY RESOURCES COMPANY 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • + • • • 

P. O.BoxS67 • Polmerlake.Colorodoao llJ • (719)-UI -2003 • FAX(719).UI~IJ 

Congressional candidate Merlyn Carlson 
R . R . 1 , P. 0. Box 6 
Lodgepol e, Nebraska 69149 

Dear Candidate Carlson: 

-- "JanuaiY 'lB ;'" 1990 -

one of our rancher board members has advised tha~ you are . 
interested in l earning more about Colorado's Union Park Water 
Supply alter native before formulating your pending Congressional 
election position on Two Forks Dam. The enclosed material briefl y 
explains why the overlooked Union Park option from the untapped 
Gunnison Basin is s ubs tantially superior to Two Forks, from both 
an envi r onmental and economic viewpo int . 

For the past three years our company has been aggr~ssively 

pointing out to Colorado~ Nebraska , and national leaders that the 
Cor ps' Metro Denver Water Supply EIS seriously violates the intent 
of the National Environmen ta l Policy Act (NEPA) . This is because 
the analysis p urposely ignored several ongoi ng water projects that 
are r easonable alternatives. The Bush Administration is vetoing 
Two Forks l~rgely because NEPA's bas ic requirement to s tudy "al l 
reasonable alternatives • was b uried under intense pol itical 
pressure to approve De nver's obsolete Two Forks concept. 

You are correct that the Corps ' EIS indicates Two Forks wou l d 
s lightly increase the Platte's average flow in Nebra ska. However, 
water right experts know that the EIS overlooked the fact that 
Denver's West Slope Blue River decrees require maximum use of 
transmounta in wa ter . This means when Denver fully develops its 
recycling capability, the Platte' s tota l flow in Nebraska would be 
less than now. Even wi thout recycling, a low altitude South 
Platte dam would decrease the cr i tical drought flows in Nebraska 
to the point where dry-ups would jeopardize fish a nd food supply 
for water birds. 

An even grea ter threat is the fact that a major low altitude 
dam on the South Platte will interrupt the natural flood flows i n 
Nebraska. The pe r iodic scouri ng effect of the floods keeps the 
Platte's river banks and channels open for the internationally 
important migratory birds. Open areas are essent ial to give these 
bi r ds pro t ection from predators. ~1 ildlife experts who have the 
freedom t o conduct objective studies know tha t Denver 's offer to 
artificially clear vegetation encroachment aiong the Platte would 
not be adequate for Nebras ka's highly sensitive bird population. 

Union Park ' s massive, high altitu4e, ~ff-~iver storage of a 
smal l portion of the Gunnison's wasted-flood waters will actually 
enhance the Gunnison and Platte River flows and environments 
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Aurora, Arapahoe Co~nty join forces in water 
development proposals from Gunnison basin 

by Lour• Anderson Union Pork Project, a separate trans
mountain diversion prop::»sal. also 

JU>t days bdore the "art of a from Gunnioon County, in the sum· 
civil lawsuit schedulod to last three merof\988. 
wtcl<s In Gunni5on District Court. the Allegodly, Morvin Greer, one of 
two pam ... the City of Aurora and the founden of NECO, took NECO'o 
Arapahoe County, rooched ~out-of- plan 10 divert wotu and oold it to 
COW1 settlement last wtclc. Under the Auron in 1986. Creer, or his heirs, 
terin. of the a~ent,· ll either wouJdgctafivcpcrce.ntintcrcstinthc 
Aurora's or Arapahoe County's pWI projoct. villued at Sl4 miUiory if 
to dlven water from the Taylor River Aurora's propos.tl, the Collegiate 
Basin to the Front Rangeisapprovcd, Range Aurora Project, is built. 

posen to beth Auroro ond Aropahoc 
County, commented Tuesday. "We 
remain opposed to major transmoun· 
tain diversions because they limit 
opponunitics for the future o r the 
Western Slope. The Front R.lngecltics 
need to solve their water problems in 
new ways, including conserving wa
te.r !n homes and pa.rks,and working 
~th agricu lture for irrigation cffi· 
ciency improvement. A deeper Issue 
than the settlement is the loss of 

70,000 acre feet from the Gunnison 
Basin and thcvalucohh,;u water to us. 
It's oloo possible they will boo>mc 
more formidoble legal opponenl5 
now that they will no longer waste 
rC'SOurres fighting c.1ch other. • 

•for the first time, beth oppli· 
can ts have acknowledged thtll only 
one project can be buih... On:re 
Driver, o11omcy for the High Country 
Citizens' A11iance, nottd ... However. 
now h \o\'Ould be one prOJCCI with .1 

combined service area, ind uding 
both Auror1.1 and the rc.tuf Ar. ·j\lhoc 
County. That's a bigger scrvh ,. a rca 
than hos been r.!Cd for before: . 

Attorneys from Aurora and 
Aril~hoc County, as \'o."Cll u their 
opponents, wi11 be in Montrose Water 
Court this week fo r a prctri.ll hearing 
on the wa ter rights appliations. The 
trial date for thcnsc willbcsct, and is 
expected to u.kc place sometime in 
the summer of 1990. 

• the County and the City will split the Both Arapahoe County and 

wooer. The fino government 10 win Aurorawanllodivenapproximately Tony Verzuh still in serious condition 
approval would allow the other gov- 70.000acrc feet ~rly from Gunni.on 
muncnt to purcl1.uc 30-., of the wa- County 10 tho Front Range and have Crested Bulle "old·timer" sponded to.the scene of the occident. no cho rgos were filed . 
ter. And it the projecuarecombincd, filed for the rights to the water in Tony Verzuh is still in intensive care AftcrinvcstigatK>n he found th.at the Vcrzuh rcmotins in s.crio us 
or a currently unc:ontcmp~tcd proj- WJ.ter Court. E.Kh faces the opposi· in the Coronary Care/ Intensive Care driver of the v;an was not at bult, and condh1on. 
oct is buil~ the watl!l' will bcsplit60/ lion of a numbcrofothcrgovcrnmen· Unit of S.int Mary's Hospitol in 
~. with the entity having t)le most tal entities, environmentol organiu· Grand Junction. Vcn:uh, n. suffered 
need ge11ing the larger share. Tho tions and Individuals. Up until now, a broken pelvis and contusions to tho 
agreement was worked out between they have been opposing ~ch other head when he walked into a moving 
Aropahoc County Attorney Lorry a• well, but they plan to drop their van driven by a loco! woman Novem· 
Vonund Aurora City AuorneyChar- opposition to coch othe(s projects. bcr 17 otopproximately 7:00 pm. The 
lie Riclunhon. Vano .. limolcs that "h'srealgoodthatwewcreablc · occident took ploce at Third Sc. and 
the fodtlc.mcnt will S3ve the two e.nti· to reach agreement, .. attorney Charlie Elk Ave. in Crested Butte. 
ties .tbout $1 mllUon in cowt costJ. Richardson said on Tuesday. Vcrzuh was treated for the 

The s.cttlement resolwd a d is- "'Transbasin water diversion projocts then suspected broken pelvis and the 
puto that bcg~n in October, 1988, arc very complex.. time<onsuming head contusion by Crested Butte 
whcnAraP,lhooCounoysued Aurora and cxpensi"" propositions. I! gov· EMTs. He wos then transported to 
and' claimglthat the dty had stolen ernmcntal entities con cooperote, it Gunnison Valley Hospital; subsc
ihc id~ to-eli vert watcrouto(Gunnl· certainly is beneficial." quentlyVenuh wostronsportod to St. 
50n.County from the Na.tunl Energy .. This settlement doesn't M01ry's where he was placed in inh!n· 
Resources Comp.1ny,' private water change the issues for us at aU,'" Cary ... s ivc Glrc. 
dovclopmcnt finn. Arapahoc<;Jlpnty _Sprung. president _oft~~ l;!igh_<:;oui\C. ~ The Crested Dulle Morshal's 
beu.s,ho .NECO's plan to build the try Citizens' Alliancc,oneoftheo~ Department Officer Jcny Hcol rc-
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CBMR gives $6,780 to local 
charities from opening day 

Crt1tcd Dutte Mountain Reson announced that 
during the "Ski for Chority" o pening day Wedncsdoy, Nov. 22ond that ill 
funds would be don3tcd to a li~t of local charitt~ble organil.ltions, ao:Or4· 
ing to an announcement here by Edw'rd C411away, CBMR president. 

In the ~st, Crested llutte's opening d.ly was free. but last 
resort ch.lrged S5 for lift tickcts, tummg all p roceeds over to charity. 
ycor, the lift ticket donooion wos rai sed to SIO and 678 people beught 
tickets to open the season. The funds will be donated to CunnisonCounty 
Hospitoi.Crcsted DullcCcntcrforthc Aros, Gunnioon Hcolth Core, CD Fire 
Protection Oisorict, CD Search ond Rescue, Colorado Avolance, Jubilee 
House, KDUT, Six Points, Two Dulles Scniot Center, Vinotok, KWSD, 
Stepping Stonos, Century O~b and CD Librory Fund. 
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January, 1987 

Jbject: Information, Natura 1 Energy Resources Company (NECO) 

ockground: NECO was formed in 1982 by a group of water at torneys and retired U. 
Bureau of Rec lamation executives. The purpose of t hi s pr ivate company is to 

!ve lop major water and power projects. There are curr ent ly 118 stockholder s 
th . most of t he shares owned by twenty ma j or investor s. To date, NECO has 

•rrrn1tted approximate ly $1.5 million in cash· and services for the deve lopment of I 
•cky Point Pumped Storage Project and Union Park Water Supply Project. NECO has 

1986 agreement with Union Park Cons tructor s (a joint venture between Ebasco 
•r vices , Black and Veatch, and Harrison Western) whereby t he Cons tructor s 
:rf?rm the eng i neering and environmenta l studies, arrange for fi nanci ng, and 
·ov1de accoun ti ng and management necessary to complete t he preconstruction phase I 

the pr oject s . NECO, in return, has agreed that the Cons tructor s wi 11 receive 
rnkey contracts for construct ion of the projects. 

esident and Board Chai rman: Al len D. (Dave) Mi ller, Palmer Lake, Co lorado, 55, 
rried with five sons and daughter s. Univer sity of Co lorado, 1954, B. S. 
g~ee , Business Administration. University of Tennessee , 1963 , M. S. degr ee , 
~1ness Management. Retired from U. S. Air Force 1974 , with rank of Colone l. 
1le in Ai r Force served as a representative and prime mover for United States 
d Department of Defense part ic ipat ion in the internat iona 1 development of 
termoda l container distribution. Since retiring f r om Air Force, active in r eal 
~ate development and private investments. 

:e Presiden~ and Board f1ember: Jack R. Orr, Gree ley, Colorado, 52 , married 
th four ch1 ldren. Rancher, investor , and real estate broker specia l izing i n 
·m and ranch properties. Past president of Colorado Cattleman's Association 
J board member of National Cattleman's Associat ion. 

:retary and Board Hember : Rh in ie Brunner 6 1, Ault, Colorado. Wife deceased, 
1e ch ildren. Far mer and cattle feeder. ' 

~a~urer and Board ~lember: Uwe Schmidt , 47, Colorado Springs , Co lorado. 
:ned, lwo sons . IJ . S. degree , Business , University of Hambu rg, Germany . 
. ountant, rea l estate broker , developer, private investor. 

•rd f·lember: Abner Watts, 65 , Lakewood, Colorado. f1arried, 2 sons. B.S. 
l~ee Electrica l Engineering, Louisiana ech Univer sity. Registered Professional 
pneer state of Colorado. Thirty-three years experience with U. S. Bureau of 
: la~ation . Last pos ition was Chief of Power Di v.ision, Lower Hi ssouri Reg ion, 
er1ng 16 hydroe lectric plants and 3700 miles of transmiss ion lines . 

rd ~lember : Dale B. Ra itt , 62, Lakewood, Colorado. Married son and daughter , 
~' deg:ee Civil Enqineering, University of Nebraska. Regi~tered Profess iona l 
1neer_1n Colorado a~d Nebra ska. Thirty-one years service with U. S. Bureau of 
lamat1on. La s t pos1tion, Ass istant Regional Director , Southwest Region. 

rd f·lember : Leonard Geringer, 35 , Wheatland, 
vers ity of Wyoming. Farmer and cattle feeder. 
al Elec tric Associati on. 

1/yoming. B. S. degree, 
Chairman of Board , Wheatland 
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DRAFT 

STATE OF COLORADO 

A Bill For An Act 

concerning a s tatutory directive for the State Engineer to 
develop a state water plan, and fo r the dissolut~on of the 
Colorado Water Resources and Power Development Author1ty . 

Bil l Summary 

Requires the State Engineer to develop a state wate r pla n 
wi thin certain guidelines . Requires the dissolut i on of _the 
Color ado water Resources and Power Development Authorlty. 
Assigns the Authority's statutory ~ater fina~cing function to.the 
Col orado Capital Fi nance Corporat1on, and 1ts water pla~nlng, 
development, and waste water functions to t he State Eng1neer. 
Establi s hes t ransition procedures a nd authorizes the tra nsfer of 
moneys from t he Authority to the St ate Engineer. 

Be it enacted by the Gene ral Assembly of the State of Colorado : 

State water Plan Within one year from date of thi s ac t , the 
State Engineer shall develop a preliminary s tate water ~lan :or 
conside ration and approval by the executive and leg ls lat~ve 

branches . The plan shall be developed unde r the f o11ow1ng 
guidelines : 

1 . A State Water Plan Steering Committee shall be f o rme d to 
advi se the St ate Enginee r in developing t he plan. 

t he committee 
membe r s s hal l 
governor f or 

2 . The State Engineer s hall s e rve as 
chairman, and eight additional Steering Committe e 
be r ecomme nded by the chai rman and approved by t he 
an indefini te period of service. 

3 . One committee member shall be appoint ed f r om each o f t he 
following a reas of expe rience: academi c , leg~l , natu~al r es ? urce 
management, e ngineering , finance , publi c adm~nistra tlon. pr1va t e 
sector water deve l opment, and c i vi c organi za t1 on. 

4. The pl a n s ha ll be developed a s an advi sor y guide fo r 

__/'·• 



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

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

With this background, it is easier for you to understand our request that 
the Legislature provide enabling legislation to allow counties more flexibility 
in dealing with these issues which directly affect the economic well being of 
our comnunities.' Arapahoe County is ready to play a key r ole and to 
participate in any effor ts a imed a t securing renewable water supplies for the 
Front Range urban counties. 

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

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

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

Fourth, establish methods to set reasonable minimum stream flo•~ to 
assure extended seasonal recreation use. 

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

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

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

You in the Legislature control the future of this State. In closing I'd 
like you to rerrember the words of the Roman philosopher Platus , "Wretched 
business to be digging a well, jus t as thirst is mastering you!" 
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P. O.Box567 • Polmer lake,Colorado80133 • (719)481-2003 • fAX(719)481-4013 

October 6, 1989 

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

Dear Senator Bishop : 

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

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

We appreciate your committee's reques t for the Authority, 
Boa rd, and State Engineer ' s written comments on the specific 
points in our September 20, 1989 paper on Colorado Water 
Planning a nd Development. This is a good way to ge t to the 
heart of these d iff icult state wa ter matters that have long 
been_ avoided as too po litically charged . When the comments are 
rece1ved, we would s urely appr eciate a copy. 

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

ADM/bm 

Sin:&~ 

Allen D. (Dave) Hiller 
President 

Encl: NECO info paper Jan. 1987 . Sep . 20. !989 paper. 

c c: Governo r Romer, CWRP DA . CWCB . State Engineer, Legi s l ators. 
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P.O.Box507 • Polmerloke,Colorado8lll33 • (719)Aal ·2003 • FAX(719)4al-4013 
October 12, 1989 

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

Re : Video - WEAL'IB OF Wl\TER IN KlR'IHERN COLORJillO 

Dear CommJssioners: 

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

The Denver Water Departnent ' s (000) May 11th instructions to the video 
contractor clearly show intent to disguise · ~vo·s editorial and financial 
involvement, i e : "In your activities relating to this educational project, you 
should make clear that the views you are expressing and the activities you 
undertake are those of Rural Marketing Service .. .. it i s expected that an 
educational video will be created and approved by representatives of the Denver 
Water Departrrent (Ed Pokorney) and the Metropolitan Water Providers (Bob 
Tensing). " The aclmowledgerrent at the end of the film and the l atest poster 
wording surely do not give the viewer a true understanding of the extent of 
v;vo•s sponsorship . In fact, the video ' s credits appear to indicate sponsorship 
by The American Lyceum, Inc., a "Citizen Education - Public Deliberation" 
organization with close ties to Rural Marketing Service. 

The greatest travesty, however, is the video ' s invalid message that 
Northern Col orado agriculture will dry up if Two Forks is vetoed by EPA. As 
indicated in EPA's decision statement, there is no evidence to support this 
notion. Nevertheless, 000 conti nues to pro110te this "red herring" in a 
desperate attempt to alarm the non-technical public into supporting an outi!Oded 
concept that had ~YO ' s total comnitment long before the environment became a 
national concern. 

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

Thank you for your consideration. 

dfjl' {)frJ1. 
Allen D. Miller, President 

Aili/bm 
Encl: 000 letter dated October 4 , 1989 
cc: local, state, and national l eaders and civic organizations. 

- -
STATEMENI' DELIVERED BY ARAPAHOE COlMl'Y 

COMMISSIONER THOMAS R. roGERT 
TO THE LEGISLATIVE 

Ull'ERIM COMMI'ITEE ON WATER 
OCTOBER 5, 1989 

Revised October 6, 1989 

Thank you for the opportunity to bring t o your attention our concerns 
regarding water supply and water issues in Arapahoe County. I will also bring 
to your attention suggested changes to the system which could result in better 
management, increased suppl ies, reduced conf rontati on and l ower costs. 

Because of the uncertainties surrounding the permitting and construction 
of the Two forks Project, Arapahoe county, while supporting Two Forks, has been 
extremely concerned about future availabil ity of r enewable and dependable water 
supplies to serve areas in our County . This concern is shared by other water 
providers in Arapahoe County who own approximately 50)\ of the Two Forks 
Project. In recent years a number of these providers have approached the 
County to explore possibilities of working together to joi ntl y devel op raw 
water sources that would rreet our future water requirements. 

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

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

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

In August, 1988 Arapahoe County acquired the proposed Union Park Project, 
a head waters project, which will develop renewable water supplies i n the 
Gunnison River Basin as well as generate hydroelectric power under a 
conditional fERC permit. Simultaneously with the acquisition of the project, 
the County entered into an agreement with the Castlewood \-later District, under 
which Castlewood will own 9% of the water yield . The City of Gunnison and 
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rThe American 

Sept. 18, 1989 

The Honorable John Sununu 
Chief of Staff 
The White House 
Washingt~n, D.C. 20050 

Dear Sir: 

~ ............... ----
~-~:::----,...-1 
I File i•;sc-1 

llC. 
Citizen Education 
ublic Deliberation 

Your aide for cabinet affairs, Juanita Duggan, reviewed our video 
THE WEALTII OF WATER IN NORTHERN COLORADO and responded with a 
nice not.a ou September 12th. However, in o1 phone conversati<tn 
on September 16, she politely refused to discuss the matter sayin~, 
"I will have to write a report, if we talk." 

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

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

Historical facts and events documented in our video clearly show 
the serious and devestating impacts on an entire region of drying 
up agricultural water - the Fourth Congressional District. The 
massive body of facts, testimony and events presented in our 
video were not considered. · 

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

Northern Colorado is the fourth wealthiest ag production center 
in the United States with hundreds of communities. 500,000 people 
and one of the most unique and most productive ag irrigation 
systems in the world -- yet this entire region appears to be 
ignored for some reason. Thus, we request a White House investigation 

::~·::~rep(\~~ ~rJ/~~ 
';des E. Frazie-;x-- Richard U. Hergert 

President 7J Executive Producer 

1200 Carousel Drive, Sui10 12~, \V'tlldror, Colondo BOSSO (303) 616-.5686 FAX (303) 616-.5617 
•1Dcrca$Cd ~mrnulliatioll bdwcCD eoventmcnt, citiUDS aDd busi11eu~ 

cc: Senator Armstrong 

~'''"''\'' 
6~\ ~· ·~ 
~' ~~ ~~., .... "'" ... ~ 

\\\\\.\.'-'" 

!Boc.!!o/0$~ @ommiuiot.ers • 
1600 W. 12th Avenue Denver, CO 80254 Phone (303) 628-6000 

HUBmT A. FARBES, JR., Pruldcnl - -
MALCOLM M. MURRAY, lit Va-Pmldad 
MOHI'E PASCOE 
DONAU> L KORTZ 

Telecopier No. (303) 628-6509 

MS. ROMAINE PACHECO 
W.H.Mil..LEJI,MIMga 

October 4, 1989 

Mr. Allen D. (Dave) Miller, President 
Natural Energy Resources Company 
P.O. Box 567 
Palmer Lake, CO 80133 

Re: Video - "Wealth of Water in Northern Colorado" 

Dear Mr. Miller: 

I am responding on behalf of the Board of Water Commissioners to 
your letter of September 27, 1989. The video which you question 
was prod~ced br an indep~ndent contractor employed by the Board, 
and furn1shes 1mportant 1nformation to the public for evaluating 
the use of the waters of the South Platte Basin, and the 
importance of proceeding with design and construction of the Two 
Forks Dam and Reservoir. 

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

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

"Underwriters 
Denver Water Board 

Metro Water Providers." 

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

!II~ 
Manager 

WHM/WDW:ss 

Enc. 



• • Denver Wator Dopar t mon l 
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ay 11, l!IU!l 

r. Richaru lle ryerl: 
ural Markel:ing Se rvice 
. 0. Oo x 2052 
indsor, Colorado 00550 

ear 11r. llergerl:: 

tl:ac hetl i s a contractual <~gremnenl: in the '""o '"' l: of: :I:J.r.,ooo rur· 
o u r ~cr.viccs ,,ncl l:ha t of Uu r-al M;trlt e! l.inq f;f~rvice from l. he l.imr. o f 
>f.::ut.i o n o( lhc ''~'" """'""L l.o .!uly :JI, I 'JU'J. 1 would .l ike l.o 
11\ph;ar;i zc l:.h c ( oll owiiHJ poinl:s whi c h · you i Uld J hilvc Ui_ :;cu::~cd '' "tl 
ul:ually ilgree<l to with re:;pcc l: l:u Lloe conL r<tc l:ual il<Jrcconenl:: 

'1) li s a n in<.lepcntlenl: conl:ractor, it i:.; impo rt <111t l.hnl: you 
rcmc mllcr t hat you arc not on culpl oyec , t.HJCnt, or ~pol(e :; pcr~;on o( 
the Denver~ Board o( Water Couunis~ioncr:;. Halhc r, in your 
octivities rclatjn<J Lo tlds cduc;:~l: i onal pro ·ject , you ,; IH>ttld 111 al<e~ 
c l e.Jr l:hat the views you are ex pressi ng and l:lte <~cLiviLi cs you 
undertilke ••r e !:hose of: Hural Milrl<etin<J Se r vice. 

2) The oujec tive of: thi:-; conl:ractual iHJreetooe nt i s to he lp 
cducal: c rJovec tunenl:a J o(ficiuls, mcd i tt, c iliz.cn ocganizali o n s, 
iln<l olhers i n the northe r n and nort he as tern ilr eil or Co loril<lo 
(ye ne rillly in proximity l:o the !;on t h Pliltte Valley no rth ;11 111 

no rtheil:> l: o( ~lc tro Denver t o the Colo o~iHlo/Neb ca::lt il honl<~ r) on 
the propo:::a.Hl Two Fork :.t l>om proj uc t: , illu.l l:hc cJovur ruuc n lo l 
ilpprovill process in 1•hich l:llil t pr o jecl i::; now invo l ved . 

J) In fu r therance of: thill: educ ;:~tion;.J project. it is cxpccled 
that an educiltionill video will b e c r eated ilnd ilpp rove<l by 
r e presentiltivcs of Lhe Denve r l~atcr Dep;. r t ooocn l: (Jell Pol<orney ) '""! 
the ~lctropo l itan Wate r l'rovjtJc r s (llou 'J'un s in<J). The vi tl eo ,.,il 1 
be usctl in prescntoti o ns antl co ntac t s with Lhc 111c dia, 
government;:~l official s, <l tH) others in no rth ilncl nor lheilstcr n 
Colora<lo. 

4) lis the Contr a c tor under Lhe il<Jreelllc nl:. it will br. e xpec t e d 
t hat you wil l inform 1·1r . Jo:d l'ultn rney or. l. he Denver l~;ol. cr 
Depilrtmenl: or the pru<Jrcs!> o( !.his educal.i o n ;:ll pro jec l a l. l<! asL 
e very two wee l<s, <liHl tnorc Crcquc ntl y iC ncccss ;.ry o r u:;e rul. 

5) lis descr ibed in you r p ro po ,;a l o C !·l ily 4. 19119, i L i !; cxpeclcu 
lh il t discussions wi ll he he ld wil:h oC Ci c ial s , ci l:i 7.en group:;, 
uu s ine ss , fo rtoo interests, and olltcr'; i n l.hc ( ollOI·Iing c ounLi e::; 
~nd ci Li cs : Larimer, i\<lilrns, \~c ld, Mo rq t:tn, Log tlfl, t~oU 

· ' ' . 
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Sedgwick counti es; ilnd the c il:ies of Fl . Collins , Loveland, 
Longmont, Oriyh ton, Greely, Windsor , l'l: . J,upto n, Fl:. l•lorgilt~, 
Orush, Sterli ng, iln<l Julesburg. Il: is expec te<l thill: ~ou.w•ll 
illso contilcl illl r;.<lio, t elevision, and news puper med1~ 1 11 l:he 
listed counties and cities in ;:~n effort lo gai n educal:•onill 
coveruge of the proposed Two Forks project, including 
transmitting of: the video, PSIIs, news c onfere nces , e tc . 

6) It is expected you will milke presentiltions to businesses , 
business groups , c hilmbe rs of: commerce, citizen groups, 
agricu lturol orgunizu tions, ilnd other ent itie~. lis un exilmple 
of the kinus of groups, the following are agr1culturill 
organiziltions which would be conl:actcd~ the Colorado farm .. 
Bureau · the Rocky Mounl:ilin Farme r s ' Un1on; the Colorildo Cilttle 
Feeder~; the Co lorildo Pork Producers; the Color;:~do Wool Growers; 
the Western Dairymen Cooperulive, Inc.; the Corn G~owers 
Association; l:he Wheul: Growers llssociulion; the On1on Gro~e r s 
Association; the Sugar Beet Association; t he Co l orado Gru1n and 
Feed Dealers; the Co l orado Farm Equipment Dealers; the Colorudo 
Fertilizer Deillers Association; und the Color;:~do See<.l Growers 
llssociiltion. 

7) It is expecl: ed thu t in furtherance of: the educ;:~l:ionil l . 
objective of thi s agreement:, you will prep?re t he arran~~men~s 
for such public meel:ings as arc deemed advt s ilble, ilnd il~trucl: 
pilrtici pa nts from Vilr i ous interest: sectors to s uch publiC . . . ~ 
meetings . It is also expected thilt ilppropr1ate publiC of:f:1ctala 
a nd concerned northern/norl:heilst Colorado ctt1zens Wil l be 
brought together to exch unge v i ews f?r further ed~~at1n9 the 
public on the proposed Two Forks pro)ect and pe rm1l process . 

Shou ld you have ilny questions about the scope, nature, or objecl:ive 
of this contractual agreement, ple use do not hes itilte l:o call me ilt 
(JOJ) 628-6506. 

Sinc~re ly, ~ 

~~-~.:,".0 
Coordinator , Intergove r,me ntal llff:air s 

EEP:eze 
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• • NATURAL ENERGY RESOURCES COMPANY 
+ • • • + • • • • • • ~ + • • • 

P. O. Box567 • Palmetlakc,Cololocfo 80 llJ • (} 19) 1181 ·200J • I AX(719)481 ·40 1l 

September 27, 1909 

De nver Wa te r Ooa rd 
1600 Wes t 12 th Avenu e 
Denver, Colorado 0025 4 

Dea r Commi ss i oners: 

Request t h e Denver Water De partment (DWD) issu e an immed i a t e 
public withd r awa l of its secret s ponsorshi p o f the vid e o: ~ 
OF WI\TER IN NORTllEI!N COLOilliOO . lis of this date, 01-10 ha s used 
public fund s ($24,2 30) to hire a private contrac tor to produce and 
widely distribute this grossly mi slead ing video to local, s t ate . 
and national c ivic groups , lead e r s, and med ia. The public i s n o t 
b e ing told of owo• s f inanci a l a nd edi t o r i a l con trol t hat i s 
designe d t o e nl i s t public s u ppo r t against EPA ' s Two Forks veto . 

Th i s v i d e o r e presen t s a g r a v e disservice to the non-techni cal 
publi c for the following i rrefutabl e reason s : 

I. The video' s basic theme i s that if Two Forks i s not 
built, Northern Colo r ado' s agricultura l area will be largely dri e d 
up to meet Me tro Denver's future water needs. EPA kn ows the r e are 
over 30 l arge and smal l water alte rna t ives t hat were i mproperly 
disqualified in the Hetro De n ver EI S , a nd non e or t hese 
" o verlooked ", o ngoing, projects are a t hrea t to No rthern ag riculture . 

2. Th e video s t ntos that Colorado ' s w~tor exper ts subscri be 
to t he "Nor thern Oust The ory" , but Co l orado S tate Uni versity 
officials have denied in wri ti ng tha t their s tudies s u ppo r t t h is 
unrea list i c worst ca se scenario. I n fact, csu •s water expe r ts 
gene rall y ackn o wledge that improvement s i n Weste rn irr i ga tion 
techniques a~e mak ing s u bs t a n tially mo r e wa t e r available f o r urban 
use via nor~al marketing prac tices, without adverse ly impacting agriculture. 

3 . The video c i tes the Ci ty o r Thornton ' s purc hase o r 110 
irrigated f arms as t he only s pecific example of Denve r' s expected 
raid on Northern wate r. llowever, lhe video fails to men t ion that 
Thornton' s commonly used City-Farm llecycling concept i s d es igned 
t o return 100% of the wate r to t hese s ame f arms after it i s first 
u sed in No rthern Metro De nve r cit i es . 

4. Th e v i deo improperly uses test imonies from Senator Dill 
Arms trong, llepresen tat ive Hank Brown a nd Thornton ' s mayor t o g i ve 
credence t o t he above f a llacies . 

Instea d o f continuing to use publi c f unds t o mi s l ead the 

• 
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public - into s upporting an o utmoded concept, s uggest the Denve r 
Wate r Department direc t i ts technica l staff to quickly revi e w t he 
ma ny a lternatives t hat a re progress ing nice ly to meet He tro 
Denver ' s f u tu r e needs . Our engineers and inte rna t i o nal 
contractors· would be honored to show how Arapahoe County ' s Union 
Park Reservoir and Siphon from the over l ooked Gun ni s on Basi n ca n 
provide dro ug ht protection for the environments on both s l opes , 
while sat~sfyi ng Metro Denver ' s future needs at half the unit cost 
of Two Forks . 

Please advise rega rding our req uest for termination of the 
video, and our offer t o assis t in your evaluation of ove r l ooked 
alternatives. 

A~/~ 

Sinc erely, 

a!@._ Jl~ 
Allen D. (Dave) Hi l l e r 
Pres i dent 

Ene l: DWD lette r dated May II, 1989; l e tter to Whit e Hous e 
Sep tember 18, 1909 . 

cc: local , s tate, a nd 
organizations . 

national leaders , med ia , a nd 

d a t e d 

c ivic 
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.RAPAHOE COUNTY C~LO.DO 
. . 5334 South Prince Street • Littleton, Color•do 80166 

~ 
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

John J . Nlcl'\oll Thomas R. Eoo•rt 
Ohtflct No. t D•ttttet No 2 

44*£i!l"'llli%$Milh$4M&*%¥.J!k..bG!!Mti·IRWW4iS**;iiJ3Ki&e• 

· June 12, 1989 

The Honorable Timothy 
United States Senator 
380 Russell Senate Office 
Washington, D.C . 20510 

Dear Senator Wirth: 

Build i ng 

sn 11~ 

JeannJe Jolly 
Dlat•tet No. l 

(303)7~ 

FAX 73CH1Kl3 

Re: Arapahoe county/Un i on Park-Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study 
Area (WSA) 

Arapahoe County owns the Union Park Water Project. in Gunnison 
County. This project is a combined hydro-electrl.c and water 
supply (both i n-basin a nd trans-basin) proj ect. Wate r rights 
have been adjudicated for the hydro-electric aspects, and 
app l ications for water rights for the trans-basin aspects of ~he 
project are presently pending before the water. c _ou r t . An .ent1ty 
formed by intergovernmental agreement , compr1s1ng the C_1ty . of 
Gunnison, Arapahoe County and Parker Wate r and san1tat1on 
District is the holder of a preliminary permit for the power 
feature of thi s project issued by the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commiss ion. Arapahoe County, the City of Gunnison, ~ark~r Water 
and Sanitation District and Castlewood Water D1str1ct are 
cur rent subscribers t o th'e water supply feature of this project. 
Thus, a broad spectrum of Col orado i n terests is represented by 
the proponents of t h e Un ion Park Project. 

o n Ma y 5, 1989 the " Water Rights Negotiating Team" wrot e to you, 
and to Senator Wirth, pro~osi ng a wilderness package w~ich they 
are prepared to support. In this letter we are proposing a fine 
tuning of present proposals in a manner which will integra te both 
of these objectives in the Gunni son National Forest . 

The Union Park Project is referred t o at page I II - 54 o f the final 
Environmenta l Impac t Statement for the Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre 
and Gunnison National Forests. 

After reviewing the map of the modified Fossil Ridge Wilde rness 
Study recently received from your office, and comparing it with 
the map of the same projec t in the EIS, we wish to call your 
attention to the fact that the boundaries of this wilderness 
study area appea r extremely close to the Union Park Pro ject. For 
your convenience , we e nc lose with this l etter a c o py of page III-
56, Figure I I I - 1 1, from the Environmenta l Impact Statement on 
which we have marked in green the changes t o the b o undar i es a s 

., ' 
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shown on the map recently received from your office. 

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

We would suggest that conside ration be given to pulling back the 
WSA boundary in t his area to a location which would be topograph
ically logical. For your convenience, we enclose a USGS Quad 
Sheet with the t wo proposed b oundaries of which we are aware, as 
well as our suggested boundary location in this area at the 
nearest ridge line . We would recommend that the one mi l e 
distance suggested in the EIS be maintained between tJ1e hfgh 
water 1 i ne of the reservoir (lnd the WSA. This map also has 
marked in the approximate high water 1 ine of the Union Park 
Reservoir Project. 

In additi on , as our c ontribution to the spirit of the proposed 
Wilderness Act, we would propose inclusion of language in the 
l e g is lative history t o the effect that the designation will 
e nsure that no deve l opment will occur within the WSA boundary, 
while mult i ple uses without inhibition wil l be permitted outsid e 
the boundary. In the absence of s uch l anguage , it may be wise to 
pull t he boundary of the WSA even farther to the sou thwest. 

There is a c onsiderable amount of information avail able concern
ing the Union Park Project and we will, of c ourse, be happy to 
provide any information which you or your staff may request 
c oncerning this matte r . 

Very trul y yours, 

~~oyrv<-
Thomas R. Egg~rt~Chairman 
Arapahoe County Board of Commissioners 

/ j kl 

xc: Russel l D. Duree, Gunnison City Attorney 
J ohn E. Hayes, Attorney , Parke r Water & Sani t ation 

District 
A. S. Andrews, P .E. 
Gregory J. Hobbs, Jr. 
Ms . Christine Kadl ub 
Robert F. T. Krassa, Esq . 

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

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

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

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

12. Colorado's staff participation 
was limited primarily to narrowly defined 
quality and wildlife. 

in the Two Forks matter 
areas involving water 

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

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

• 

Allen D. (Dave) Miller 
Natural Energy Resources Company 
P.O. Box 567 
Palmer Lake, co. 80133 
(719)481-2003 
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Legislative Outline 

for 

COLORADO WATER PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 

Prob1em: Colorado's water development is being seriously retarded 
because of the state's historic resistance to statewide water 
planning, ·and. the recent diffusion of accountability between the 
state agencies responsible for water planning and development. 

Factors Bearing On Prob1em: 
~ 

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

2. Colorado is the only Western state that has never 
developed any form of state water plan to serve as a guide and 

.overall perspective for local, state, and federal decision makers. 

·· 3. Colorado's·near exclusive reliance on its original "prior 
appropriation do6trine" tends to create a confrontational water 
development atmosphere, where protracted legal battles and 
political momentum are more important than objective engineering, 
environmental, and economic evaluation of alternatives. 

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

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

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

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

< ·~ • 
·.;;~~-:.>::. : ...... .. . ~ . '. 



The Top 400 Contractors 

Ebasco rises as heavy work dips 
R ~fleeting on l!lRG. many of F.NR's top 50 h~vy contrac

IOrs may ag<ce wid> Jim L Mann, pr~sid~nl of Gr~~n 
'toldings Inc .. Irving. T~xas, wh~n h~ s:~y>, "II was a y~r 
•h~r~ w~ just didn't feel we got our fair slure." Iro nically, 
:;rttn more than doubled its share of heavy businn:s in the: 
U.S. last year. but few fellow contr.Jctors shared sudt success. 

Indeed. the hea''Y market, excluding pow~rplant const ruc
tion, droppro an estimated 5.5% in 1986. The Top 400 
Contraclors rc\Jorccd a domestic heavy contract volume of 
ocarly $15.2 hi lion, down from the cstunated SIG hillion the 
previous yc:-ar. Sc,·crnl heavy contr.~ctors now hope the new 
federal highway bill will help tum thin&• around in 1987. 

Hit hJrdc~t last year \\'('fC the nation s top rh·c heavy con· 
:rae-tor~ . who accounted for nearly a quancr of the industry's 
·otal \'Oiume in 1985. ·n,e group's combined \'olume droppro 
!0% l;ut year, leaving it with only a f1f1h of all hca''Y work. 
n1c nosedive 1akcn by llouston·bascd Brown & Root Inc. , 
1984's No. I heavy contractor, served as the best example of 
~he m:ukct"s dowmum. ~Inc Texas linn not onl)· fell from t h~ 
lOp r,,.e last year. it dropp~d 47 slots and repon ed n~rly $1.1 
billion l cs~ in its hc ;:tvy controtct volume. 
R~lancinf; th:u dcp3nurt". New York C:ity-h:t$ed Ebasco Scr

~·i cc-s li·K. tncn:a.'\Cd ils volume hy nearly 30% in 198G and 

Top 50 heavy contractors 
' 986 conlracts in S mi/6on 

HwyJ Wtr.l 
Rank Arm Total br. Dam awr. 

1"'"'¥t~1nC:;u.w'..,;,'lt.Y.-: f4i:f -"7+.il""~ 
2 B•chl•l Gfoup lne. 

S.n Func:laco, Canf. 11Z.1 
3 Kkwtt Con•t Group Inc .. Om1ha, Ndt. 713.1 
4 Worrlson Knudnn Cofp .. Ootu , Idaho 460.4 
5 Koppen Co. Inc. CCM&S). 

PtttabtKgh, Pa. !90.9 

fS Gfa"'l• Conal. Co., Wataonvllla. CaUl ... 317.5 
1 Guy F. Atltlnaon Co. of Calli., 

San Fr..-.c:lsc;o. C.aUf. - ..,.---- 310.9 
I Bt1ndet•on Corp., lrvtn•. Calif. -- l 11.3 
9 S.J. Grove• & Soos Co.. Mlnnupoii'-

JoUnn. 216.2 
10 Stone I. Web• ter En;rg. Corp., Do•ton 23rl.l 

11 H.B. Zachry Co .. San AntoNo, Teu.s _ 221.4 
12 Fru<on Cons l COfp., B.aktwln, Mo. _ 224.5 
U Oleic CMp., Ptt1•burgh, Pa. ---- 22l.O 
14 Green lloldlngs Inc .. lrvtng, Tu .. _ 220.5 
15 Yonkeu ContnctlnQ Co. Inc.. 

Yonkfl'• , N.Y. 2 11 .1 

11 T.L J ame s I. Co. Inc... Rualon. La._ 211.1 
17 Gust K. Newberg Con1t Co .. 

Chicago. ln. 205.0 
11 Robt>rt E. McKH Inc.. El Pato. Ttaa11 _ 20Z.1 
tt WJil.am s BroL Conal Co. Inc.. 

Hou•lon. Teaa • ------- 191.9 
20 Koko•tno Construction Co. lne., 

Fraderk lttown. 0~ 111.0 

2 1 Paadten Contr.C:IOII Inc.. Chk.avo, Ill. t to.3 
22 Tha Hardaway Co .• Coklmbva. Ga._ 114.1 
23 Jones 0fOUP tnc., Charlott41'. N.C. -- 119.7 <' 

emerged as the n•tion's top heavy contractor. Diversifring 
more into the public se<tor, Ebasco took on major haurdou.s· 
wast< j obs in the North~! for tho Environmental Protection 
Agency and the Army. Traditiorully more orimted toward 
power and utility work, Ebasco lost year bogan pulling logeth· 
cr "a complete menu or services for iu cJjents," cxplairu 
Ronald C. Kurtz, the r.rm·s director of corporal~ rcl .. ions. 

Finishing second by less than a ~rcmta_ge point, To\', 400 
leader Bechtel Croup Inc., San Frandsro, mcr~sed its ~vy 
constnaction contracts 29,. Also looking more at haurdow
waste projects and high-tech jobs. llcchtcl alloued h~vy con· 
struction a great~r role in its plans last rear. Acknowledging 
that the company h•d also incrc•scd its emphasis on •irports. 
highways and mass transit, lkchtcl Information and Pl• nning 
Manager J ohn F. Campbell notes, "It {hcary work) has ~ 
come more of a rnairutay in our overall bu.sanC'Sl ... 

nauling declines that ranged from modest to drastic. other 
top contractors refused to r~linquish their high rankings. 
Suffering rcs~cli\'e loss~s of 4 I and 34% in heavy work 
\'Oiume, Gu)' F. Atkinson Co .. South San Fr.mciseo. and SJ. 
Gro\'es and Sons Co .. Minn~poli s. both remained in th~ lop 
10. Boiso-based Morrison Knudsen Corp.moved up two slots 
despite a 10 % drop in heavy contracts. • 

Rank Arm 
HwyJ 

Totat br. Dam 

'24 ~attery Group Inc... Ma-cMth.. N.Y.- 1n .2 
'25 Au11ttn lndu•trin Inc.. Oa .... Teoa - 172.1 

2S Oants lndU!Itrtu Corp .. Dayton. Ohio - 141.2 
21 Pt rk'll Corp .. Fran"'llngtwm. Wa•a. -- 187.7 
21 Traylor BroL Inc., Enn•Yil•. Ind. - 1&2.l 
29 The T..-.-r Coa.. Phoa-nll. Attz. -- 15Z.O 
30 Eby Corp., W"kHta. Ken. 151.3 

31 TM Lane Conal COflt., Meriden. Conn. 129.1 
32 Holloway Cons t Co., Whtom_ M.k:h. - 129.1 
ll NaUonal £~ & Contraetln; co .. 

Strongavta.. Ohio 121.1 
34 E.L Yaaoe-t Con•ttuetlon Co. Inc .. 

Rlvar•lda, caur. 125.0 
35 J.D. Abnms Inc.. [I Pa1o, TaU• -- 111.0 

ll Ku lar COfll., S.. Bft'Nirdlno, C.l t. - 111.0 
37 lunda Comtrvc.tlon Co-.. 

Blad: Rivet Fan&, Wla. ----- 111.0 
31 lA Con•tructton Corp .. Coneordvta., Pa. 115.0 
39 Shook NatkH\at Corp., Oayt~ ONo - 114.4 
40 Rl.d.J lnlttnaUonal tnc... Por1bnd, Ora. 111.1 

4 t Clanbfo COfl' .. P1tt•ft•~- Walrw --
42 Hood Corp .. WhltUar, e.ant. _ _ _ 
43 Gr•at Uku lnl"l. Inc.., OU: Brook. II. -
44 vac.mo & Qrooan 1""- hdl..,., W.Va. 
45 Wngendme Corp... F1amlngton. N.J. -

48 TIM Wal•h Group, Chte.;o, IL --
41 [n .. n:h Alaska Con•t Inc. Anchorage 
41 Bro.,.. & Root lne.., Houaton. T•••• -
49 Tutor-S.attba COf'l) .. Sftm.,. C.altf. -
SO Horvtl% Co., Clavatand, Ohio ---

109.4 
10e.t 
105.0 
105.0 
101.t .. , 
13.1 
ll.O 
t1.1 
lt.O 

WtrJ 
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Governor Roy Romer 
State capitol Building 
Denver, CO. 80203 

Arapahoe County Commissioners 
5334 South Prince Street 
Littleton, co. 80116-0001 

Aurora City Counc ilmember s 
1470 South Havana Street 
Aurora, co. 00013 

Gunnison Ci ty Councilmembers 
P.O. Box 239 
Gunnison, co . 81230 

Dear Fel low Conservationists: 

August 15, 1989 

Denve r l~ater Doard 
1600 1~. 12th Avenue 
Denver , CO . 80254 . 

d v0 Cv.-v-
_ /]1~ 

~~tro Denver Water Prov1ders 
7901 E. Belleview, Suite 270 
Eng lewoocl , CO • 80111 

Upper Gunnison Ri ver Water 
Conservancy District 
Gunnison, co. 01230 

Commissioner, Bureau of Reclamation 
lOth & C Street, NW 
Washington, D.c . 20240 

An assured water s upply for Metro Denver's growth is COlorado's most 
pressing water conservation iss ue. The -overlooked Gunnison Basin is by far 
Colorado's largest untapped renewabl e water source. The Gunni son ' s off-river, 
Union Park site is Colorado ' s only reservoir l ocation that is large and high 
enough to economically satisfy Metro Denver ' s future requirements, while also 
providing needed multi -year drought protection for the environments of both 
slopes .. ~nion Park 's dependable dry year supply can provide a 47% increase in 
the eff1c1ency of Denver ' s existing reservoirs by diverting only 10% of 
Col orado's entitled water tl~t i s currently going unused to the down-river 
states. Union Park ' s river augmentation in dry periods will also improve 
water quality and quantity for Nebraska and t he entire COl orado River System. 

lis indicated by the enclosed Bureau of Recl amation line item in t he 
resident ' s FY 1990 Budget, the federal government i s willing to assist with 
he engineering and environmental studies to develop the vast potential of the 

Upper Gunnison Basin. 

The alx>ve key conservationists can make Western water history with a 
uni~ied l ocal/state/federal ef fort to develop the Gunnison for the l ong-t erm 
env1ronmental and economic benefit of a grateful sta te and nation. 

Ertel: 
cc : 
Water 
Water 
Users 

Allen D. (Dave) ~Iiller, Conservationist 

OOR FY 90 Budget Item 
President Bush, COlorado Legislators & Congressional Delegates , Colorado 
conservation Board, Colorado rive r Wate r Conservation Distr ict, Colorado 
Resources and Power Developrn2nt Authority, Unco~hgre Valley Water 
1\ssoci ation, Marshall Kaplan. 
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iCO SERVICES INCORPORATED ~0 
on Boulevard, Suite 1010, L.akewood, CO 80228-1824, (303)988-2202 

August 8, 1989 

1i Kappus, Executive Director 
Jdo Water Rcsoun:es and Power Development Authority 
t Tower Building - Suite 620 
Logan Street 
:r, Colorado 80203 

:t: Upper Gunnison • Uncompaghre Basin Feasibility Study - FinBJ Report 

Jli: 

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

sc of our current work on the Rocky Point Pumped Storage Project ~PJd past involvement in· 
g at out-of-basin water export possibilities. our conunents will be limited to the projects 
1 for ~tential revenue generation. 

lievc that some of the estimated costs for the Nccdle Point No. 3 Pumped Storage Project are 
uticularly for the waterways. Also, we believe that a multi-level outlet should be C:onsidercd 
ly a requirement for Needle Point as for Roclcy Point and that the different level of 
pment should bC: reflected in a higher· contingency for Needle Point tlum for Rocky PoinL 
obable result of our suggested changes would be that Rocky Point would have a somewhat 
;ostpcrKW. 

JOrt implies that the Taylor Park Project has a cost advantage over the others examined. 
·cr. the projects are not being compared on an equal basis. There are several factors that 
be considered as follows: 

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

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

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

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

e 
Mr. Uli Kappus, Executive Director 
August 9, 1989 
Pagel 

e 

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

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

7. The Taylor Parle: Project provides 36.500 acre-feet of increase in dependable supply. The 
East Slope storage assumed and costed provides only what is required to adjust the 
~stant supply to the seasonal deman~ pattern of a municipality. . 

8. Assuming that the cost estimates of the repon arc acceptable for comparison purposes, the 
capital costs per acre foot of dependable supply increase arc $5;l50for Union PBJk,:. '- ;!.: 
$8;230 for.TaylarParlc and infinite for Collegiate Range. 

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

We recognize that the repon suggests that the purpose of the cost estimates and comparisons is to 
evaluate the practicality of power or water diversion possibilities and to identify projects which 
may warrant further study. With that purpose we fully agree and believe the report satisfies that 
purpose very well.. Nevertheless, the reader who is bying to detennine where to devote future 
study efforts, may. even with careful attention, be led to conclusions which are based upon 
unequal comparisons and, therefore may not be valid. ·· 

We recommend that you change the final repon to incorporate the draft repon comments which 
would better allow equal basis comparisons to be made among the projects considered 

Very truly yours, 
EJ!~5,~~CES INCO~RA 1ED 

ii{z:;-7 c..l~ .. - 6~ Rtt·4..-.~P~ 
Peter L Strauss Glen Rockwell 

PLS:mec 
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3. The published Gunnison Tunnel diversions were used to be indicative of 

future demands under simil a r inflow condit~ons. 

4. lldditions and/or reductions to tNWUA credits for water l:orro~o~P.d or repaid 
to Blue Mesa Reservoir were made to a~sure compliance wi th the existing 
water exchange agreen-ent. 

!":)11lC uppermost 31,300 acre~feet of storage capacity in Taylor Park Reservoir /<~ L/ was assurood transferred to Union Park Reservoir to provide the vacated 
capacity for exclusive flood control purposes. ~ 

6. A water conservation pool of 50,000 acre-feet was maintained in Union Park 
Reservoir with separate accounting for inflo1o1 and releases . 

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

8. Priority of ownership of water pumped f rom Taylor Park to Union Park 
Reservoir was: (1) filling UVI'iUA transferred storage right (rraximum 
31,300 A.F.); (2) filling and or refilling the conservation pool (maximum 
50,000 A.F.); (3) water for ptunp-9enerating purposes; and (4) water for 
Union Park Reservoir ownership. 

9. Nater to fulfill release requirerents for irrigation, water exchange or Q 
minimum flow was taken first from the 31,300 A.F. pool in Union Park '\ 
Reservoir and secondly from Taylor Park storage. This rrode of operation 
significantly reduces the -~ter level fluctuation in Taylor Park Reservoir. 

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

Related Project Dencfits Page 11-2 of the Black and Veatch Report entitled 
"Union Park Pumped Storage Project - Feasibility Study" and dated March, 1985 
discussed other benefits for the Union Park water SUpply Project. Tile release 
of water for s upplementing the Black canyon minimum in-stream flows will benefit 
the downstream environment and power generation. Transferring 31,300 acre-feet 
of the UVI'iUA storage right to the proposed Union Park Reservoir leaves about / 
26 ,000 acre-feet of usable flood control capacity in Taylor Park Reservoir. The 
potential power benefits from a pumpback storage feature arc still applicable. 
The 4,000 acre Uni on Park Reservoir also provides fi shing and recreational 
benefits for the Upper Gunnison area. In addition, these same benefits in the I 
existing Taylor Park Reservoir are enhanced by less fluctuation in water levels 
and rates of water release (see follo~o~ing Histogram). j> 
water Yield for consumptive Use Purposes The above discussed data sholols an If~·)\ 
average annual i nput into Union park storage of 72,800 acre-feet . This 
represents the amount of water that can be used . by rretro Denver/~st. Slope ~or j/ 
consumptive use purposes. 1'his amount can be 1ncreased by adJUStlng Un1on 
Park 's percentage contribution to the anticipated Black canyon minimum flow 
requirements . Anothe r option for suppl errenting the yield is to negotiate with 

• • 
the USDR the value of Union Park ' s dry year releases to the Gunnison as an 
offset against the water borrowed to meet UVI'iUA' s 1r.1ter exchange agreement. A 
third option is to negotiate for a portion of the above 7,000 acre-feet 
allowilnCC for future stream depletions from condi ti onal water rights. Nith one 
or more or these options, a total of 80,000 acre feet average annual yield is 
r e<Jsormbly divertable from Union Park to augmen t ~letro Denver's existing 
reservoirs during the critical drought periods. 111e Corps' computer simuliltions 
have confirmed that this Gunnison drought Ins urance water would increase the 
safe yield of ~letro Denver's existing system by <~bout 140,000 acre-feet . 

lloJiof"'" lKJ'tC/,A.J 1/,,/N'iC !n!Toov ""d /i'.tf.d!£'S {;iJ, . 

:::: -.. ,:~·" 7~ '"""~::·. N~~~: .~~~~r;I~--~·""('"" Op ·~·· "'~'': J:_~1~ 
::: _ _ ·- · --~~ ·:. : .. : .. ~ .. ~-~~---~---· __ r__·· ___ ·-nr __ ~-~~=-~ . 

.:=_ . =-~ _ _..-·-=-L-- -~~n-:==="--:c: · -···!----- ,----· -~--- . ,-- -
},' ••'!----
~ 
\J 
) 

~ JIO 

.. ·---,- -~---

~---
' 

NUI'E: 11\C authors of this paper are professional eng ineers and retired United 
States BurC'au of Recla~~<,tion executives wi th extens ive experience in \\'estern 
water matters. Since 1902 they have been working to optimize t he water and 
power potential of the Union Park/1aylor Pa rk area , as consultants fo r the 
Natural Energy Resources Company, P.O. Dox 567, Palmer Lake, co. 80133; 
(719)48 1-2003 . Arapahoe County has owned the Union Park project s ince August of 
1988, and the City of Gunnison, Town of Parker, and Castlewood Water District 
are t he initial participants. 

/ 
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O«Cfi PARK P.U\N FOR OPTDDl DEVELOPMmfl' OF TAYIDR RIVER WATER RESaJRaS 

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

~ Colorado is currently losing almost a million acre-feet of its 
tled water to Arizona and California via the Wltapped, but overlooked, f) 
tison Basin. This docurrent briefly explains how approximately 8% of these'"-..,_ 
. waters can be economically used for Metro Denver's growth, while providing 
need drought protection for COlorado's major river environments on both 
es. The plan involves construction of a low cost, million acre-feet 
!rvoir at the high altitude, off-river, union Park site in the Upper Gunnison 
. n's Taylor river drainage. High tech reversible pump-generators will pump 
>lus flood waters from the existing Taylor Park Reservoir into Union Park's 
&ral, sage covered bowl. During the critical dry periods, water. is released 
gravity conduit and siphon to augrrent the South Platte, Arkansas, and 
1ison River flows. The Corps of Engineers has confirmed that an average 
1al diversion of 80,000 acre-feet can increase the . safe yield of Denver's~.t? 
lting reservoir system by at least 140,000 acre-feet (40% rrore than Two r 
:s). Because of this unpresented nearly 2 for 1 11'11lltiplier effect, the Wlit 
: of Union Park's safe yield increase will be approximately one-half that of 
proposed Two Forks Dam alternative. 

water Supply Situatian The long-term average annual inflow to the existing 
.or Park Reservoir, located about 30 miles northeast of Gunnison, COlorado, 
over 140,000 acre-feet. During the eight year period from 1977 to 1984 the 
~\inflow to the reservoir fluctuated fran 62,500 acre-feet in 19n to 
.700 acre-feet in 1984. The below normal runoff in 1977 resulted in a water /) 
>ly shortage for the Uncompahgre Valley water Users Association (UVWUA). The ~ 
JA purchased 45,000 acre-feet of water from the u. s. Bureau of Reclamation : 
m) in that year. The UVWUA has one of the earliest water rights and has 
1dicated rights to about 25% of the flow of the Gunnison River at their 
tel diversion above the Black canyon Recreational Area. The UVWUA has a 
~age right to 111,300 acre-feet in the existing Taylor Park Reservoir, but 

utilized only a portion of that right in recent years. Since the,J 
lenentation and operation of the "Storage Exchange l!greement" a large portion 'If-· 
~he UVWUA needs for late irrigation water has been net by releases from the l 
lStream USBR Blue Mesa Reservoir. An accounting of such quanti ties of water 
been made, and during the following non-irrigation rronths the UVWUA is 

!Cted to repay such aroounts of water by releases from Taylor Park Reservoir. 
storage exchange agreement has accomplished one of the intended objectives; 
~ly, to reduce and "sroooth-out" the late irrigation season releases from 
Lor Park Reservoir. However, the agreenent has 'l::lecaoo an obstacle to the 
l use of the UVWUA storage right as well as the total development and use of 
inflow to Taylor Park Reservoir. 

Plan The previously mentioned obstacle can be largely overcome by 
;tructing a large new water storage reservoir adjacent to the existing Taylor 
c Reservoir and interconnecting the two facilities. The potential Union Park 
!rvoir with a plus or minus one million acre-feet of capacity interconnected 
the existing Taylor Park Reservoir by a 70 MW pump-generating plant and \ . 

>ciated waterways provides an excellent solutiOn. ):n-a~~petition of runoff ' 1 
1 as water year 1984 the historic release o£(224,900'-acre-feet would be '-.~ l\\ 
.ICed to 51, 800 acre-feet by pumping over 170,000 acre--f~t/ from Taylor Park ~ · · ·. 
!rvoir into Union Park Reservoir where the water would be stored for either · 

~ 2 e 
near-term or long-term uses. In a year of below normal runoff, such as occurred 
in 1977, the historic release of water, 81,600 acre-feet, could be increased to 
about 100,000 acre-feet. These two examples show how the additional storage can 
be used to store - for future or other uses - water in years of normal or above 
normal runoff while still maintaining a supply of water in storage to supplement 
the releases from Taylor Park Reservoir in years of below normal inflow. A 
recent report by the Colorado Water Resources and Power Development Authority 
identified a requirement for supplemental water supply to satisfy neeting 
in-stream flow needs of the Gunnison River through the Black canyon Recreational 
Area. This need was about 60,000 acre-feet in the year 19n. About 40% of that 
need or 23,700 acre-feet was a part of the 99,700 acre-feet release that could 
be made from Taylor Park Reservoir in the year such as 1977 . 

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

Average .Annual 'Hater SUpply and Utilization l\I!Dunts for 
Historic and Optin.un Plan Operations (1,000 AF Units) 

Historic ODtin.un Plan 

Total water SUpply 
ODerations ~tians 

1. Inflow to Taylor Park Reservoir 145.9 145.9 2. Net Inflow to Union Park Res.(Lottis Cr.) - 7.5 3. SUpply for Release to Taylor River Below 
Dam or Pumping to Union Park Reservoir 145.9 153.4 

water Utilization 

4. Aroount Released Under Exchange Agreement 24.1 26.3 4a. Exchange Water Credits Lost (9.9) (2.0) 4b. Water Used by UVWUA (14.2) (17.3) 4c. Water Used by Other Rights - (7.0) 5. Aroount Released from Storage Right 15.0 10.9 6. Aroount of Irrigation Season Inflow Used 13.0 11.8 7. other Releases for Minimum Flows, Etc. 39.9 22.2 8. Aroount Released for Black canyon Min. Flows - 8.2 9. Aroount Released for Other Rights - 1.2 10. Total Amount of Water Utilization 92.0 80.6 11. Water SUpply Available for Development 53.9 72.8 

Hvdro193f Study Criteria The following summarizes 
previously mentioned studies: · the criteria used in the 

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

2. The stream sectional gains from Taylor Park Reservoir to the UVWUA Gunnison 
Tunnel diversion were calculated from published records. 
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large res~rvoir on the Continental Divide for drought protection of Colo
to ~s. river environments on both slopes. The off-river, million acre-feet, 
i.ori ".Park ..Re~ervoir and high volume gravity siphon to the South Platte 
ter will also increa'se the safe "yield of Denver Is "existing' reservoirs by 
),000 acre-feet (40% more than Two Forks). Because of Union Park's unique 
Eor l "multiplier effect", NECO's int~rnational consultants have determined 
1t Union Park's annualized safe yield cost for Metro Denver will be only 
JS·per acre-foot. This is less than half the latest unit cost of Colo
io~s other surface and ground water alternatives, including Two Forks. 
! balanced Union Park Project has widespread appeal for both slopes, be
Jse it uses'overlooked surplus waters to save a nationally treasured 
~yon and fishery near Denver, while augmenting the Taylor, Gunnison, and 
Lorado River flows in critical drought periods. It will also stop further 
!r-depletion of the Upper Colorado headwaters, which currently supply all 
Colorado's transmountain water. Union Park's water rights were recently 

rchased by Metro Denver's Arapahoe County. The City.of Gunnison, Town of 
rker, and Castlewood Water District are the initial subscribers. Union 
rk has excellent potential to be Colorado's primary, multipurpose, water 
nservation project of the fpture. 

In addition to these two major environment enhancing water projects, 
CO has conducted a factual information campaign over the last three years 

promote coordinated local/state/federal water planning for the arid West
n United States. This ongoing campaign has highligh~ed several "over
eked", but superior, alternatives to the environmentally destructive Two 
rks Dam as a prime example why coordinated water planning is needed. EPA's 
to and the rapid decline of political support for Two Forks is solid evi
nce of the campaign's impact. Further confirmation of the program's effec
tenms can be obtained from local, state and federal permitting officials, 

well as from Two Forks proponents and the national environmental community.• 

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

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

Suggestions: Please make any suggesUOns for Improving the Celebrate Colorado! Awards Program. 
This information will not be rated. 

Suggest the Celebrate Colorado awards committee be composed of a wide 
1ectrum of responsible citizens who are not closely associated with special 
aterest groups. 

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

Contact Lisa Largent or Kate Kramer at (303) 88S.3311 with any further questions 

• Printed on Recycled Paper· 
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TOUR 
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·eUNION PA~K \e "~·; · '{ .. OUR::· •· ... 

While in Gunnison, Colorado Water Workshop experts should · 
take a self-guided tour of Arapahoe County's off-river Union Park 
Reservoir and dam site. The senic, 2~· .hour round .. trip fr~)ln __ . _J_ :...:· ___ _ _ 
Gunnison will show where up to 1.1 million acre-feet will be. '· · \ 
efficiently stored in a natural high altitude, sage covered bowl, ·. 
during wet years for release by gr~vity siphon and conduit to both. 
slopes during droughts. The Forest. Service road from the Willow 
Creek turn-off to the dam site is easil'Y traveled by passenger 
auto, unless there have been heavy rains. The much improved 
Cottonwood Pass road is also a beautiful route for return to the. 
East Slope. For additional information on Union Park, contact ' 
Dave Miller at the Water Workshop, or at Tom hi Village Inn. 64i'-1131. 

(\. Rocky Point 
'\ Reeervolr 
', El. 11858' 

' ' ' ' ... 
' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ... 

' ' Pumping/Generation ~ 
Plant, l,aiK) -'"' ' 
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De11ver 11eeds a water policy 
)

ENVEn POST columnist Ed Quillen reee.nlly D~....,~,.. tl~T 
described Colorado as the "slate or lndoel· by JOliN r-"-2r> _O<f 
slon." Tho proposed Two Forks noservolr Is a M ~ D 

,-fed example or his point. USICK 
Only a lew "'·eeks ago, tho Envlronmenl:ll l'rolee· _ _ _ ....:.:...:-=.=..:..::.::..:;__ ____ ____ _ 

on Agency called II unnecessary and a potential en· 
oronmcnlal disaster. 
l'rediclabiy, Two Forks promoters launched an ol· 

·nslve to counter that conclusion. They stcadla•lly 
rcs.•ed lor their pel projeet, rather than seriously 
,.,king logical soiullons to real problems. 
The Denver Woler Ooard h>S buill an excellent 

·ater system. And Two Forks Is o manilest.1lion ol 

!~!~ ~~~ot~c ~~lrfwl~~::k!t~~~~\P,~'j~o~!J:~i~~ ~~: 
1A e was our m::. or orm il ~ r :alio I · 
oor nlumhing w::. ~ only hcg!nnlng to dt:liv('r our 

!ll.ltr. 
II is no longer vlal!le lor solving loday's woter 

roblems, any more lhon Stapleton lnlernolionol 
,lrporl or CurrJgan II all can meet the needs or the 
ulurc. · 
· Just as Denver needs n modern :airport and a new 
onventlon center, It needs a ne w walcr·managc· 
ncnt concept lor the 21st century. 

AnUdpaling the eventuol demise ol the Two Forks 
olan, a group ol headwaters counties on the Front 
lange developed an alternative which would employ 
nod~rn concept. O( Wiler IUpply . Jlowcver~Utl t ll• 
emotive, develo over the lost decade nos bciin 
gnor y enver an 1e . . rmy rps o ngt· 
1ecrs. 

The new plan is quite simple; Form o regional wa· 
ter supply aulhorlly involving headwaters counties, 
Jrban cities and down.•lrcam agricultural counties. 
Legislalion lor lhc creation or such a nivcr Basin 
Authority exists today. II can be lormed by simple 
a~mrnt of the counties and c ities involved. 

The River Basin Authority would do ~ix things: 
v Store water in existing upstream reservoirs 

Urst. 
v Store South , l'iallc Jliver wolcr in Chatrlcid 

neservoir, Cherry Creek Hescrvoir and a new high 
plains reservoir which could be buill betw'cen Colora· 
do Springs and Denver al Fremont Fort. . 

v Store irrigolion reservoir water upstrenm in 
Fremont Fort llcscrvolr by exchongc. 

v Tap large groundwater reservoirs underlying 
Denver ' during limes or drought to supplement the 
river water which has been stored in surface rescr· 
voirs. 

v Deliver this r:aw untreated well and river water 
lo existing munielpalllics and wolcr districts lor 
treatment and delivery lo their customers only In 
accordoncc with accepted concepts ol conscrvnlion 
and metering. 

v Collect all mclropolllnn treated wnslcwnlcr 
ond deliver It by pipeline to the downslrcnm slorngc 
reservoirs lor usc by lormcrs to grow crops, purlly· 
ing the water through the Earth's living Iiller. 

Every low ond regulation to ·accomplisb this slm· 
pic system Is in place. II would solve all ol Denver's 
wat~r supply, was tewater treatment and conserva
tion requirements well into the 21st century. 

ThJa tthnp1c plan would lnvolvo everyone: counties, 
cities ond larmcrs. It would inctcosc high plolns llal 
water recreation, Improve Denver water supplies, 
prevent lloods, clcon up the South Plalle JUvc.r, pro· 
vide minimum stream Uows lor the river and pre
serve irrigated agriculture. And II would integrate 
ground and surface wolcrs Into a comprehensive 
pion. 

Best ol all, it cotlld begin immcdialcly. And it 
would represent a mo<lern decision, a ll rsl step to
ward Colorado's becoming a leader In water re
source monagcmcnl. And It would end Colorado's be
ing a Stole ol Indecision. 
John 0 . Musick Jr. Is a Oootd&r wator l.awyef. 

~ - I. . ~~ &-7 
- s:u*•wrn,r«raemNi·'·mCts.,.;'vf.YDJF'f'u·h-
All e ntries must be r eceived by October 1, 1989 

NONUNEEINFORMATION 
(Please type or Print clearly) 

Mall to; Celebrate Colorado! 
Governor's Office 
136 S tate Capitol Bldg. 
Denver, CO 80203·1792 

Name of Ind ividual/Crou p be ing Nominated N ATURAL ENERGY RESOURCES COMPANY (NECO ) 

:'-lomlnee Address P . 0 . OOX 56 7 

PfiL~IE R LAK E COLORADO 00 133 
Clly State Zip Code 

Name In Nominee's Orgaruz.auon Al l e n D. ( Dave ) ~Ii l l er TlUe P res i dent 

Daytime Phone Number~ 4 0 I - 20 03 --------
Type of Award (Chock only one. see Fact Sheet for detaUs ) 

0 Cons utuent Orgaruz.auon 0 Buslncss/CorporaUon 0 Youth Croup 

0 Ctvlc/CIUzen OrganlzaUon 0 Educational lnslltuUon 0 Individual 

0 Governm ent 
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DESCRIPTION: Describe your envtronmental act.M ty. U1e role you or your organlzaUon played. and how 
it conlr1buted to U1e goals of Celebrute CoiDradol. The descnpuon s hould be no longer than 500 words
additio nal s heets of paper m ay be Included If the s pace provided Is not enough. Please type or Print 
clearly. 

Since i t s fo unding in 19 02, Na tural En e r gy Resou r ces Comp a n y ha s con
c e ived a nd aggressi v e ly p u rs ue d t wo ma j or wa ter development projects t ha t 
will ha v e s ignifi cant e nvironme ntal and econ om i c bene f i t s fo r Colorado a nd 
t h e Weste rn Uni ted Sta tes . 

T he I . 000 mega wa t t Rocky Po i n t Pu mpe d S torage Hydroe lec tr i c Project 
wi ll p rovi de clean, l ow-cost, peaking po wer fo r t he Weste r n powe r gr id. 
T h is $995 mi l l i o n pro j ect at Ta ylor Park Rese r vo i r in Colo r a d o ' s Gunni son 
Coun t y i s projec t e d to come o n lin e in 1997 . Detai l ed e nginee r ing es timates 
b y NECO ' s major e ng i nee r ing f i r ms i n di ca t e that Rocky Po in t will b e t he 
world' s largest, mos t eff i c i e n t, no n -po l l u t i ng , peaking po we r o pe ration. 
During its f i r s t 3 0 years the p r o ject i s projected to sav e Western power 
u se r s $ 1 1. 3 b il l i o n, a s compa red to t he best foss i l f ue led al t e rnatives . 

NECO ha s a l so conce i ved the Union Pa r k Wa te r S upply Proj e ct , whi c h i s 
d es i g ned to s to r e su r p lus flood waters from the untapped Gunnison Bas in in 
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Standoff 
over water 
may end 
West Slope, suburbs 
study· compromise 
!JrBm McBean 
,._ Pos1 Stan Wrller 

The five-year stando(( between 
thlnty Denver suburbs and West 
;tope water lnterat.s over Gt,tMI· 
ma River water soon may end, 
~nb to a compromise suggested 
111 a recent study. 

The study, managed by the Colo
:ado Water Resources and Power 
Development Authority, is stgntrl· 
:ant because it balances West 
;tope recreation and irrigation 
1t!ftls with the need of metro com· 
nvnlUes to develop new sources or 
lrlnltlng water. . 

For live years, Arapahoe County 
uld Aurora have fought over the 
rights to about 70,000 acre-feet of 
unappropriated Gunnison River 
~rater. 

West Slope water owners have 
!M!en girding for a prolonged battle 
lritb both governments, fearing re
moval or Gunnison water would 
tellate the water-based recreation 
tndustry, hurt tbe environment and 
tamage agriculture. 
. The authority's report suggests 
~npaboe County and Aurora use 
tbe e:rlstlng Taylor Park Reservoir 
mortbeast of Gunnison Instead of 

THE DENVER Parr 

,&. f/ATfot~ 
To fUNtlt.r 

·: .. 
·t· 

... 

building new faclllties. 
Using an e:rtended system of 

tunnels and pipelines to get the 
water over the mountains, Taylor 
Park Reservoir could supply about 
n,ooo acre-feet a year to subur· 
ban communities. 

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

The report recommends subar· 
ban governments buy senior water 
rights now stored In Taylor Park 
Instead of trying to prove In Water 
Court that some Gunnison River 
water L'lll't being used. 

Revenues from those water 
sales could be used to build two 
West Slope reservoirs to enhance 
crop 1rrit[ation and bolster tbe re
gion's recreation-based economy. 

Tom Griswold, Aurora utllltle~ 
director, said be's considering the 

,_. • •$; 

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

"There needs to be a solution 
over there that benefits the (Gun· 
ntson) basta." Griswold said. ''That 
study, at least, points out some op
portunltie~ to do thal" 

Dick Bratton, attorney for the 
Upper Gunnison River Water Con· 
servaney District, agreed. The 
study, he said, "has tbe potential 
lor a unique ltlnd or partnership." ( 

But Andy Andrews, an engineer 
for Arapahoe County and Gunnl· 
son, was critical of the plan. 

The study on which tbe plan Is 
based said the transmountaln di· 
version favored by GW1Dison and 
Arapahoe - the Union Park proj
ect - would cost roughly $200 
million more than Andrews' car• 
rent estimate of 1446 million. 
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NATURAL ENERGY RESOURCES_ .COMPANY 

·············~···· 
P.O.Box567 • Polmorlake,Colorado80133 • (719)481·2003 • FAX(719)48l·AOI3 

William K. Reilly, Administrator 
fl1vironmenta 1 Protection Agency 
401 M Street s. '". 
\eshington, D. c. 20460 

Dear Mr. Reilly: 

May 17, 1989 

Although the enclosed Denver Post article is very brief and sooewhat 
misleading, it does highlight the fact that Metro Denver. state, and Gunnison 
interests arE! vigorously pursuing the beneficial use of surplus water from the 
untapped Gunnison Basin. 'l'he Metro Denver EIS is not a valid decision document, 
because the Corps improperly screened the Gunnison from detailed consideration 
to protect Denver's outm:xled Two Forks concept from a superior water source. 

Arapahoe County's adwnced Union Park Reservoir and Siphon from the 
Gunnison is certain to oo thP. successor to the wtoed 'l'wo Forks project. 'nle 
Coa::ps• computer analysis has recently confirmed that by pumpioo an average 
80,000 acre feet of surplus Gunnison flood waters into the massive, high 
altitude, off river. sage co~red, Union Park Reservoir site, the drought yield 
of Denver's existing reservoirs can be increased by 140,000 acre feet. Because 
or t s ed multi lier effect, Union Park's safe yield is 40%more 
than Two Forks for about half the un t cost. Union Park will also unify the 
state by enhancing its envirorurent, agriculture, and tourist economies. This 
unique project· is specifically designed to provide much needed drought 
protection for Colorado's major river basins on both slopes. 

Tho Clty or 11'10mton•o ongoing Clty - I.'Brm necyeUng rroject 111 another 
environmentally sound water project that was improperly ignored by the Corps to 
prot~t Two l~orks. This innovative use of irrigation water'will economically 
incre<u:;e Northern Metro Denver water supplies by 60,000 acre feet. Northern 
Colorado farming will be fully protected with the 1~ return of treated 
affluent to the same irrigation ditches. 

The beneficial use of Gunnison and recycled irrigat~on water will save the 
nationally treastJred South Platte canyon and stop the destructive de\#atering of 
the overworked Upper Colorado Basin. EPA's farsighted veto of Two Forks will 
open the door to n rational consensus for balanced Colorado water development. 

J\JWbn 

cliiyj) J«JiZ 
Allen o. (Dave) Miller 
President 

F.ncl: Denver Post article dated May 16, 1989. 
cc: Mr. T..ee A. DeHihns, Colorado Congressional Delegates and Legislators, local 

state, and federal officials. 

f 



r .· ·.. ~tate doesn't 
; need Two Forks 

The recent drcislun by Environ-
mental Protection Agency Director 

· William Uellly to overturn the Two 
· Fork!l dam project Is, perhap!l, the 
; single mo11t Impressive action 1 

have seen from Wn11hlngton In 
· many yenrs. Urllly Is to be com
mended for "burklog a stacked 
deck" and cluing what Is right 
rather than whnt I!! expedient. ' 

.. Colorado does not need this 
dam. Rather, It needs a com11rehen
slve water. plan for the future, 
which would recognize all of our 

. water resources. To continue 
dewatering the already overbur
dt-ncd Up11er Gulorndo River Uasln 
when other excellent options are 
R\'nllnble, 11uch ns the largely un
tnpJ,ed tJpprr Gunnison River 
~asln, simply cines not mnke !len.'le. 
1 wo f"ork!l rrprcsrnts what Is not 

· 1n Colorado'!! bc!lt Interests, nor 
· those nf neighboring water com-

pnct states. 
~· Uellly"s deci!linn will force Colo
. radn to as.'lcss nil water resources, 
· rather thnn bowing to the will 

(lower and muncy ni' the Denve; 
Water Hoard, which continues to 

1 try and push thl!l projl'Ct through 
U!ling polillcnl mn!ICle. In addition 

: Reilly's action will save one or th~ 
best trout rivers In the state, and a 
canyon or inestlmnble scenic and 
tourl!ll·dnllnr vnh1c. 

It appears that the Issue Is now 
bei:omlng a partisan political foot· 
ball. With glnhnl warming oil 

:spill!!, acid rnln, etc., much i~ the 
news, It's my UJiinlon that ecologi
cnl nnd environmental platforms 
will determine the next set or elec-

. lions, both In Culnrndo and natlon
nlly. The smnrt politician !lhould 
weigh carefully the impact or 
backing thi!l controversial project 
before "diving ln." 

l.nstly, I wouhl encourage other 
Coloradans to write, expressing 
tl!r.lr RIIPr~clnUon nnd support, to 

, \\:llllam lletlly, administrator Et•A 
1 401. M Street, S.W., \vashl~gton: 

D.C. 20460. Send copies to your 
• state and national elected ofnclals, 
. as well. If the Denver Water Board' 
· wins, (',olorado loses. 

- Douglas H. Barber 
Colorado Sprlngs 

June 15, 1989 

The Honorable Hank Brown 
U.S. House of Representatives 
1424 Longworth Building 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Congressman Brown: 

Cooperative Extension 
Cokndo State UntwcrsltY 

Fon Collins. Colorado 111523 

RE: Impacts On The llural Sector Of Colorado If Two Forks Dam Is Post:poned Or 
Rejected. 

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

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

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

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

Secondly, I do not believe that irrigation water is the only alternative to Two 
Forks. A number of other options exist. For example, urban conservation, Windy 
Gap and further imports from the Colorado River Basin could shoulder part of 
the growth in demand. 

Thirdly, ma~ket- type options exist for obtaining water from rural Colorado 
without completely drying up farms. These would require some change in basic 
Colorado water law and traditional management practices to encourage changing 
irrigation patterns by farmers, but they seem to me to hold promise to, in Ray 
Hoses' phase, "Have our water cake and eat it too." Hence, the most optimistic 
scenario could involve withdrawing water from the least economically productive 
uses (forage crops) and not drying up lands other than those being taken by 
growing cities. 

C :utnmln St:ztc I 'nh·c:Nt~. I·$. f),:rtlnmcnt n( AKJk:ultun: and Cnlnr:zdo ox&ntiCS COCJIICflllln-. 
c •••Po:r.lthc F.l!tc:Minn I'IPIIUillm an: availahlc rn all •·ithoUt dbcrlmtaar!Pn. 

\ 
\ 



The llonorable !lank Bro\ffi 
Page 2 
June 15, 1989 

• 
Next, the third party impacts of even the worst case scenario may not be all 
negative or very l arge. For exampl e, I would thi nk farmers who O\ffi water rights 
would actual ly have an interest in opposing dams. This is because in the absence 
of dams , urban demands give strong support to the market value df t heir water 
rights , whethe r they are t he immediate sellers or not. (Windy Cap, built much 
in advanco of need for its water, like l y reduced t he value of water rights of 
irriga tion companies in Northern Colorado by s evera l hundred mil l ion dollars. 
Water rights prices in tho Poudre Bas in, when adjusted for inflation remain below 
their val ues of twenty years ago.) Also, in today's post-industrial economy , 
the small chango in South Pla t t e Valley f arm production represented by even t he 
worst case alternatives to Two Forks would have a hardly discernable impact on 
the local economy. Our stat i stical studies suggest that about 600 ( six hundred) 
local off- Jobs would be associated with 55 ,000 acres but could s upply water t o 
400,000 more urban r esidents. 

1 would s uggest that tho appropriate pol i cy for the state to pursue is to update 
its water law so that market forces can better operate, while giving whatever 

.attention is necessary to protecting interested third parties in the potentially 
affected rural communities. In s uch a framework , dams can be built when they 
4re the laast·cost source of Yater , and markets relied on i n other cases. 

Yo'/7incer e ly , 

fc. u~{j 
R.A. Younlj ( J 
Professor 

RAY/mep 

• 
WASHINGTON. D .C . 2.0510 

May 16 , 1 989 

Mr. Allen Mi lle r 
President , Natura l Energy Resources Company 
P.O. Box 567 
Palmer Lake , Colorado 80133 

Dear Mr . Miller: 

Thank you for your l etter of Ma y 5, 1 989 . 
r equesting a congressional i nvestigation r egardlng 
omissions of alternatives to the Metro Denver Water 
s upply Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 

I do not believe s uc h an investigation is 
warranted. The Final EIS stated t hat more than 100 
alternative water s upply sources were considered , 
including groundwater , reuse and approximately 50 
r eservoir sites in the Platte Basin. 

The city and County of De nver with the Metro 
Denver water Providers, a group of 40 metro cities, 
counti es and special districts, locally funded the $40 
million , 8 year e nvironmental impact study (EIS) . 

That study grew from a 1981 statewide water 
roundtable which represe nted a variety of interests 
from throughout the Colorado, and a system EIS . This 
statewide a nd mult i - government cooperation helped in 
settlement of key water litigation among Denver, 
northern Colorado agricultural i n terests , and 
Colorado's West Slope. 

The coalition of 41 governQents repr esents 
unprecedented cooper ation to responsibly provide an 
adequate, stabl e future water s upply for more than half 
t he s tate's population. 

Thank you for writing and expressing you r 
concerns. 

Best regards. 

WLA : ck 

~re:y, 

w~~ Arms 



• NATURAL ENERGY RESOURCES COMPANY . . . . . . . . . . . . . ~ . . . . 
P.O.Box567 • Palmorlako, Colorado80133 • (719)481·2003 • fAX(I\9)48 1·4013 

April 2 1, 1909 

Colorado Congress i onal Delegation 
l~ashington, D. C . 005 10, 00515 

Dear Senators Armstrong and Wirth; Representat ives Drown , 
Campbell , Hefley , Schafe r, Schroeder, and Skaggs : 

EPA ' s r eview of the Two Forks Dam Study ir regularities 
( s ummary a ttached) i s certa in to s usta i n Mr . Re illy' s courageous 
decision to veto t h e permit . 

I t would be a travesty for Color ado if the Republ i can s ide 
of . ~ur ~ongressional Delegat i on sp lits wi th the Bush 
Adm~n1strat1on on this c ritical e nv ironmental i ssue . National 
e nv1ronmental _groups. and the media are al r eady characte rizing 
Colo~a~o as be1ng env1ronmen t ally insensitive, and the adverse 
~ubl1c1ty can_ rapidly esca late. It is a growing ce r tainty that 
1nv7s~ment cap1~al gravitates away from those states that appear 
pol1t1ca11y d1v1ded on i mpo r tan t environmental issues. 

. !n spite of the Denver Water Department ' s relentless 50 year 
pos1t1on to the contrary , Two Forks would c au se ser ious 
unmit igable, env ironmental damage to nationa lly importa n t naturai 
resource~. lis indicated in our April 19th Two Forks 
Al tcrna~1ves . presentation for Colorado ' s Congressional 
Delegat1on, th1s destruction is entirely unnecessa r y . There · are 
seve r al advanced alte rnatives that are s uperio r, but purposely 
over l ooked in the studies to protect an obsolete concept. 

Thornton ' s ongoing City- Farm Recycli ng Project to pump 
60,000 acre feet of hi gh quality Cache La Poudre irrigation water 
to No~thern_ Denver s uburbs before it is recyc l ed back to the 
far~s 1s des 1gned to p r otect Northern Colorado ' s environment and 
agr1culture. ~ rapahoe County ' s ongoing high a ltitude Unio n Park 
~to rage and S lphon project from the untapped Gunnison will 
1ncr~a~e Metro De nver ' s sa f e yield by 140,000 ac r e feet, while 
prov1d1ng needed drought protection for the river environments on 
both slopes . These two environmentally sound projects have twice 
the y1eld of Two Forks for about half the unit cost . 

Copies of our presentation slides are enclosed for your 
further cons ide rati on . 

~Z)ft~ 
Allen D. (Dave) Mil le r, Pres ident 

1\D~I/bm 
Encls : Two Forks Irregularities ; Alternatives Presentation. 
cc : local, state , and federal officials . 

• April. 1909 

Tioj() FQRIIS IYIH S ll.JDY liUm;uU\Rl.TlES 

Investigation will confirm the following THO For ks study irregularities: 

1. The Two Forks site-specific study is fatally flawed, beCause it did 
not seriously cons ider several superior alternati ves , including the Gunnison, 
Green ~buntain, and City- Farm Recycling options . 

2. Contrary to required study procedures, the Denver Water Depar tment 
~~~) pressured the Corps into sta r t ing the s i te-specific analysis before 
completi ng a proper system-wide review that should have i dentifi ed all 

reasonable alternatives for detailed study. 

3. The s ite-specific analysis only seriously considered the South Platte 
dam alternatives that f it ~~ · sUpper Colorado and South Platte water right s. 

4 . Less than 1~ of the total study cost was used for evaluating the 
other South Platte dam options identif ied in the faulted scoping process . 

5 . /\bout half of the total study cost was for premature Two ForkS Dam 
desi gn work and duplicate envi ronmental studies hired by ~;o to influence the 
same work being done by the responsible permitting agencies. 

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

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

0 . /\bout 11% of the total s tudy cost was for management and extra l egal 
moni toring by ~~ and the ~1etro Providers to influence results and control 
concerned providers who relied on ~~·s strategy and techn ical advice . 

9 . The EIS Water Supply llnalysis did not include any of the safe annual 
yields from several more efficient and l ess damaging ongoing projects , 
i ncluding TI1ornton ' s City-Fa rm Recycl ing Project (60 ,000 af), Auro ra ' s 
Arkansas Exchange Project (17, 000 a f) , 1\.rapahoe County ' s Union Pa rk Storage 
Project from the untapped Gunnison (140,000 af), and ~~· s Green Mountain 
Pumpback Project (120 ,000 af). 

10. The critical 1984 Governor ' s Round Table and s tate legislative 
resolutions to dam the South Platte were engineered by representatives whose 
l egal firm was receiving $millions from ~~· s Two Forks effort. 

11 . 1~e ElS cost of Two Forks does not include the construction and 
environmental cost of \Vest Slope compensatory storage t hat "~ hastily 
promised the Colorado River Distri ct to resolve Two Forks water right 
litigation just prior to the December 1906 release of the Corps' Draft EIS . 

12 . TI1e participating officer of the engineering firm hired by the Corps 
to write the "impar t ial" EJS had a serious conflict of interest as an active 
board member of a water district promoting Two Forks . 

In spite of efforts to control study r esults, the EIS found Two Forks to 
be the most environmentally damaging oC the limited options considered . 
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feet from Union Park can increase the safe annual yield of Denver's {) 
system by 140,000 acre feet . ~vaporation losses from the high 6-
altitude Union Park Reservoir would be on one-fourth the amount 
lost from the lmv altitude Two Forks concept. Union Park's highly f 
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 
w1thout the n~or 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 E~st 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 
where new water ideas can receive objective consideration based on 
their merit. Governor Romer's wise c~ll for a fresh look at 
~lternatives is both courageous and timely. 

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

/ 
/ 

/ 

/ 
/ 

/ 

Union Park Water Supply Project 

""' To 
Denvtr 



July 8, 1988 
COLORADO'S 

UNION PARR WATER SUPPLY PROJECT 

Governor Romer has challenged Colorado and its leade rs to find 
an alternative future water supply fo r Metro Denve r that will save 
the South Platte Canyon. The Uppe r 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 Hat er Supply Project is the superior 
wate r alternative for Colorado's future growth on both s lo pes: 

1. Altitude Advantage The proposed Union Pa r k Reservoir can 
hold up to 1.1 million acre feet of water at 10,000 feet altitude 
on the Gunnison side of the Continental Di vid e . This o ff ri ve r 
location, with an ideal dam site, is a perfect fit wi th 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 Co l orado 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-Teet of 
surplus Upper Gunnison Basjn water that could be used for ~ast and 

\vest~lope growth . The Metro D~n~er-\vater Supply EIS is fatall y 
flawed because it did not seriously consider this v iable 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 g ravit y 
siphon and conduits to the Gunnison, South Platte, and Arkansas 
rivers in the critical drought periods ,.,hen the fragile ecosystems J 
are endangered. The threatened Upper Colorado River tributaries V ~ 
and tourist a reas can also be saved from Denver's future plans to 
further dewater this important area that currently has 19 
diversions to the East Slope. Hith Un ion Park , the popula tion 
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 cr iter i a 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 0 
yield. Union Park can also double the yield of Aurora's proposed }\~;~ 
Collegiate Range diversion from the Gunnison fo r les s than half the /~ 
cost. The surprising efficiency of Union Park for Metro Denver has Q/,C/ .:u"" . 
been largely confirmed by Corps of Eng ineers ' computer analysis. f 
By collecting and holding large vo lumes of water in high altitude 
storage for release only in cyclic drought periods, Union park can 
increase the operating efficiency of Denver's existing reservoi rs 
so they can capture more of the Upper Colorado and Sou t h Pla tte 
flood waters that are currently spilled in wet periods. Compu t er 
modeling shows that an average annual diversion of only 80,000 acre 
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Hearing on bidding system begins April 18---------
from page 1 
ity to buy unn~ed power from QFs at 
too high a price. He said PSCo faces ex
cess capacity in the Rocky Mountain re· 
gion, and if it had to continue to abide 
by PURPA, ratepayers would end up 
footing the bill for the excess. This would 
run \hem nearly S400 million more for 
electricity over the next five years. 

Monroe disputes this claim, saying 
that at worst, rntepaye.rs would have to 
PaY 90 cents more per month for electric· 
ity. "Don't you think all of the benefits 
will be better for Colorado than the con
cern to PSCo that ratepayers might pay 
90 cents more?" 

Monroe added that PSCo has "total
ly overstated its claims of excess. PSCo 
has propounded a group of skewed num· 
bers. I'll be the first to admit that our 
(QFs) numben are skewed also. The truth 
lies somewhere in the middle. Even bet· 
ter, the truth lies six years down the 
road." . 

Monroe said that even if PSCo's worst 
scenarios come true, Colorado's electric 
rates - which are already lower than 
most states - would increase by only I 
percent. 

But Pierce said that in recent months 
there has been a tremendous infiux to 
PSCo of proposed QF projects, which is 
partly due to the favorable price Colo· 
rado utilities must pay QFs. Also, the av· 
erage size of the projects is growing. In 
fact, some of the proposed projects boast 
more capacity than the total QF capaci
ty currently on-line with PSCo, he said. 

Wolfson noted that the lack of size re
suicJions on projects is one oft he major 
problems' with PURPA. "The people 
who drafted the Act may not have envi
sioned the entrepreneurs who are out 
there, who see PURPA as a way to make 
a lot of money," he said. "The annual 
costs to ratepayers are enorinous." He 
added that these types of projects have 
been labeled "PURPA machines." 

Times have changed since the im· 
plementat ion of PURPA, Pierce said. 
During a period of energy shonages, " it 
was a 'good incentive to get alternative 
sources of energy going. But the intent 
doesn'~ really apply to now." 

He said that if the utili ty needed pow
er, it'could buy it from neighboring util· 
ities for' approximately three cents per 
kilowatt hour (kwh). In 1987, it paid QFs 

"We really welcomed the reopen· 
ing of this issue. In particular, the 

·inoratorium has given us a 
. cbance to look a t a bidding sys· 
tem." -Ron Binz, OCC 

an average of five cents per kwh for elec· 
uicity they produced, and some are on 
contract for as much as II cents per kwh. 

Monroe, however, believes the PUC 
h)lS stu4ied the rate QF~ should be paid 

.Jong enough to decide \\'bal. the rate 
ought to be. "If our.tariff is high, why did 
they study it for two years and tell us it 
was fair?" He added that Colorado's 
avoided cost rate is "dramatically lower 
than many other states." 

Pierce also questioned QFs' reliability 
and PSCo's lack of control over them. 
"They could shut down and leave any 
time," Pierce said. "They are not quite 
like the utility that has to stay arciund and 
provide power." · 

Also, unless the current system is 
changed, PSCo says it would end up with 
a reserve margin of nearly 40 percent. 
Pierce said a margin of IS to 20 percent 
is more reasonable. 

Monroe, o n the other hand, said that 
4 EnergyTalk, March/ Apri/1988 

if Governor Romer's goal to generate 
economic development materializes, the 
utility's electric load will have to increase, 
and more power will be needed. 

In December, the PUC acknowledged 
PSCo's concerns and imposed a morato· 
rium. uour previous orders didn't come 
to grips with the scheduling problem in 
the manner that we should have," Wolf· 
son said. "\Ve have be-en surprised at the 
scale of the proposed addi tional sources 
of power. And the ratepayers must pay 
even though there's excess capacity." 

Wolfson said that in 1985, the PUC 
staff warned the Commissioners that 
scheduling QF power would be a problem 
with excess capacity. At that time, the 
Commission recognized the potential 
problem, but agreed to reopen proceed· 
ings only when the problem was more ap
parent. 

Wolfson continued: " It comes down to 
the question of what is the PUC for? The 
PUC is here to ensure just and reasona· 
ble rates." Referring ~~~op~t.()()(). / 
ll\.,W hydroelectric protectlii"UUiiiiiSSn 
Cll!!!!!Y, Wolfson asked, "If we can' t stop 
a f]OO.megawatter, how are we going to 
ensure just and reasonable rates?" He 
added that the PUC also is required to 
protect the financial integrity o r the uti!· 
ities it regulates. 

" PSCo got more than they ever 
dreamed in this case," Monroe said. "The 
Commission staff is practicing their own 
agenda. They gave appallingly slanted 
testimony, and the Commissioners have 
to believe' ' them. Also, he said, PSCo 
"really had to stretch some numbers to 
show the negative impacts (of QFs). This 
is just PSCo's attempt to squash cogener· 
-. ._,; :;::: ... i'<liiLil-w'.:M:t _,,::, ;·~-·..! 

ation." on-line rather than a large power plant, 
The moratorium has relieved PSCo of Wolfson said. " But they must come on· 

its legal obligation to execute any new line at a reasonable pace. It's a question 
contracts for QF-generated power. At of scheduling." 
PSCo's request, the moratorium did not Under PSCo's plan, QFs would supply 
apply to projects 25 mw o r smaller that up to 20 percent o r total firm load. De· 
had contacted PSCo before Nov. 4, 1987. ginning in 1990, QFs would furnish bids 
In addition, PSCo was expected to con- every two years for specific megawau 
tinue to negotiate expeditiously and in amounts. The first year power would be 
good faith with developers of projects needed is 1998. Bids would be evaluated 
larger than 25 mw that had contacted by PSCo on a point system. according to 
PSCo before Nov. 4. These included the projects' operability, facility charac· 
Thermo Carbonic and three other com- teristics, cost, fuel type, contract term, 
panics (Mite.x, Inc., developer of a SO.mw • / and project management and financing. 
hydro·clcct ric project near Montrose; ~ Successful QFs would be paid the price 
Westmoreland Energy, Inc., developer of· 
a 120-mw coal·fired nuidized-bed project "There are several good ways of 
in Greeley; and Cogen Technology, Inc., geNing to win/ win between 
developer of an 80-mw gas-fired project ratepayers and cogenerators." 
near Wray). All contracts involving -Ron Lehr PUC 
projects of this size will be subject to ' 
close PUC scrutiny, with approval only 
after showing that the capacity does not 
contribute to the alleged overcapacity 
problem or negatively affect ratepayers. 
PSCo and QF developers also must show 
that they are making substantial progress 
in their negoliations. 

As a condition of its decision on the 
moratorium, the PUC ordered PSCo to 
come up with a more permanent so1ution 
to the problem. The utility has submitted 
a complex proposal involving a bidding 
system for determining who should sup· 
ply future electricity at what price. 

In February, the PUC decided to con· 
tinue the moratorium until a decision is 
made on PSCo's proposal. A decision is 
expected by the end of July. 

" The PUC believes it may be prefera· 
ble to have a series of cogenerators" come 

they bid as long as it did not exceed a 
maximum level determined by PSCo. 

While most people agree the final bid· 
ding system probably won't resemble 
PSCo's original proposal, many are in fa· 
vor of using such a process to select elec· 
tricity suppliers. 

"We perceive the merits of a bidding 
procedure and think it has a place in the 
ncar future," said PUC Chairman Ar· 
nold Cook. 

"There are sc~·eral good ways of getting 
to win/ win between ratepayers nnd 
cogcnerators," said Commissioner Ron 
l..ehr. There is potential for "tremendous 
benefit to everyone if we do this thing 
right." 

According to Ron Binz, the dire<:tor of 
the Office of Consumer Counsel (OCC), 
PSCo's plan is a good starting point. The 
OCC is Colorado's advocate for residen· 
tial, small business and agricultural con· 
sumers in utility rate cases before the 
PUC. ----

"PSCo is correct. There is a problem 
now" with excess capacity and avoided 
costs that are higher than they should be, 
Binz said. "We really welcomed the re· 
opening of this issue. In particular, the 
moratorium has given us a chance to look 
at a bidding system." 

While some cogenerators have ques· 
tioned the PUC's authority to institute a 
bidding system, Monroe said, "A bidding 
system that is fair and equitable is good. 
But by definition, a bidding system can't 
be in the hands or the utility." 

He said that PSCo's proposal for a bid· 
ding system in "the eyes of everyone is 
laughable except PSCo and the PUC 
staff. No group won't be offended by 
PSCo's new filing." 

Wolfson said that the cogenerators 
may be overstating the economic benefits 
of their projects. He admitted that the 
projects will create jobs and pump dol· 
Iars into the local economies, but "what 
about the captive ratepayer that is paying 
for the plant and economic develop· 
ment? Why don't we just tax everyone in 
the state directly for economic develop
ment rather than j ust PSCo customers?" 
· He added that while the avoided cost 
system of paying QFs is current ly In ques· 
tion, a bidding system " looks good." He 
said that eventually energy efficiency 
could compete with power generation in 
a bidding system. 

In the meantime, it is likely that com· 
plaints will be filed with the PUC, and 
PUC final decisions will be appealed to 
court . As EnergyY'alk went to press, two 
companies had filed complaints. 

The next hearing by the PUC on this 
issue will begin at 9 a.m. Monday, April 
18 and last several days. It be at the PUC, 
Hearing Room A, 1580 Logan St .. Den· 
ver. 



• 
PROPOSED 

ARAPAHOE COUIITY 

• 
UNION PARK WATER SUPPLY PROJECT 

(ADVANTAGE OVER COLLEGIATE RANGE PROJECT) 

1. ABILITY TO MEET TilE MINIICUM STREAMFLOW 
REQUIREMENTS WITllOUT DRYING UP TAYLOR RIVER 
REACH UPSTREAM OF ALMONT TO TAYLOR PARK 
RESERVOIR. 

Z. DOES HOT REQUIRE REPLACEMENT RESERVOIR ON 
EAST RIVER AND TllUS PROTECT TilE FISH 
HATCHERY. 

3. DOES NOT REQUIRE MJOR STORAGE FACILITY ON 
TilE EASTERN SIDE OF TilE CONTINENTAL DIVIDE 
FOR REGULATION PURPOSES. 

4. HAS REDUCED ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS (ONE 
RESERVOIR SITE). 

5. ABILITY TO DELIVER STORED WATER TO GUNNISON, 
ARKANSAS, AND SOUTll PLAm WATERSHEDS. 

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

7. ENHANCEMENT OF RECREATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES IN 
TilE GUNNISON RIVER BASIN. 



• • Gunnison Basin Collection System 
To Union Park Reservoir 

- "D!nne1 1 ---L.. 

Water Yield 

Construction Cost 

Equivalent Pumping Cost 

Cost Per Acre- Foot 

I To 
I :.--;, - - - ~ront Range 
~ Union Park 
\ Rt!servoir 

\ 
\ 
\ 

54,000 AF (Est.) 

$290M 

$9 M 

"$5,500 

• • 
Blue Mesa Pump Bac~ To 

Union Park Reservoir 

Water Yield 

Construction Cost 

Equivalent Pumping Cost 

Cost Per Acre-Foot 

Taylor Park\ 
Reservoir 

10( '/ 
-ro (dr I Luman Park 

~~ Reservo1r 

I 

-...I e 
~~I 

~7 
I 

I 

150,000 AF (Est.) 

$690 M 

$170M 

$5,700 



Union Pari< Water Supply Project 

Capital Coat 

Bale Annual Vleld lncrea ae 

Capital Coal I Acre-Foot 

Annucllzed Coet I Aero-Foot 

Future Expanelon 

Exp•u. Annualized 
Coat I Acre- Foot . 

Environmental Impact· 

11,000 

10,000 

System Comparison with 

Collegiate Range Project 

Union Park 

S481 M 

1-40,000 AC-FT 

$3,450 

$305 

150,000 AC-FT 

$400-$500 

Enhancee Gunnleon, Arkanaaa, 
S. Platte & Upper Colorado 

Union Park 

Taylor Park ._. • ~ 
Pie Plant 

c . 9,000 o · 
:.:..., 
11) ~ 
> II) 
~u. w ._Almont 

8,000 

Blue Meaa 

Collegiate Range 

$660 ,. ± 

73,000 AC-FT 

SB,QOO 
.:Z.o/ .!.1 G..t : ? 7J. 'l't 

$750 

None Planned 

N.A. 

Damagee Almont, 
lncreaeea Platte High Flowe 

Anlero 

Dillon 
~ 

Eleven Mile -
Green Mountain~ 

7,000 . Chooamen 

• Cryetal 

6,000 

Colorado 

Water Storage Reservoirs 

• 

• 

• 
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Union Park Rea . Storage· ·11000 A.F.) .. 
~ ~ ~ m ·~ m ~ o 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Water Supply ( 1000 A·; F~·) 

Arapahoe County Proposed 
Union Park Water Supply Project 

·'· 

·en 
0 .. 
0 
0 
0 

> 
'l1 

Water Yield for Denver Water Dept. & St ate of Colorado 

J.Ain. Stream Flow 
at Taylor Park Dam 

Cubic Feet Per Second 

Summer W inter 

200 50 

150 50 

100 50 

Avo. Diversion 
to Union Park 

Acre - Feet Per Year 

60,000 

8 0 ,000 

100,000 

Increase In bWD • 
Safe Annual Yield 

Acre-Feet Per Year 

120,000 

1ao,ooo* 

*or 20,000 Acre-Feet for Dry Year Rei••••• 
~ from Color"iuo Conaervatlon Pool to Ounnlaon, 
~ "-..___) S. Pla tte & Arkanaaa Rivera 
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Vttllcal Scale In f ul 

''"'ute tunnel I I I'll 

9,000 

Arapahoe County 
Proposed 
UNION PARK 

WA lER RESOURCE PROJECT 

Arapahoe County Proposed 
Union Pari< Water Supply Project 

Denver Water Department 

Modeled Reservoir Contents 

t----
Total Capa~lty e 
483,000 ~·:J ______ ,__ ___ -- --------------
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Water Year 



Crested
Bulle 

Taylor Park 
COTTONWOOO 

CIIEEK""' 
TJJJ UiEL./_ - ~--~ 

tJffY / Cf PIPELIU£; 

;1-011 11 
L unlon Park 

f/-

-Aimont 

\AN TEIIO IIESEffVO/ff 

PROJECT DATA 

DAM: 
Haight: 4150 Feet 
Max. W . S . EI . : 10,052' 
Type : Earth-Cora Rockflll 

RESERVOIR : 

Capacity 900,000 A.F. 
TUNNEL/PIPELINE CONDUIT 

Leng t h 42 Mllaa 

Arapahoe County Proposed 

Union Park Water Supply Project 
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