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corrcspond ence

Arapahoe County says: Union on Park will be built

Dear Mr. Trampe,
lmmemmmmnhmmmmwm
Arapahoe County ina i the

my:oheh!evlnsourmutudlmmkeeplns&budo
water in the state for use by Coloradoans. The District’s
opposition to the County’s efforts to put the excess, unused
mmo!mcunmnn&mwnlegiﬁmwm«muu—
walmnowmbycdbythe \m states — hampers our
mutual of keeping Colorado water in Colorado, to the
delight of Arizona and Californis. Your constituents can’t be

any happier about this than minc are. I have always felt that

the state-wide benefits of Union Park far exceed the impact the

District belicves the diversion will cause, and look forward to

the day when the District joins the effort to achieve these goals

which are so vital to our state’s future.

in a manner consistent with the County’s goals. It is up to us,
the leaders of the state’s local governments, to work
to protect the state’s water resousces from penmanent loss to

The Union Park Project will be built, and will includea
transmountain diversion of a portion of the now unused
flows. This is the principal reason for the County’s decision to
fund the project. As always, my door remains open for
discussions with the District about how wo can work together

other states. A negoti D to both
parties, wﬂlo&u\bemhvmabhbmmndthmn
judicial Ist 1y hope that the District, under
yourlcadm!ﬁy,anpmlmhee«onbnvcmkmm
Sincerely yours,

John . Nicholl, Chairman

Board of County Commissioners

POWER says: The community will not tolerate transmountam diversion

Dear Mr. Nicholl:

POWER has seen a copy of your leiter to WilliamS. .
Trampe, President, Upper Gunnison River Water Conservancy
District, dated May 16, 1991. We understand you will not be
receiving an answer from the District to that letter. The reason
isszlyseH-evideOWER,howeve,tlﬁnbyomlam
should not go d and that if Arapahoe is
ntoluaspmionswdacﬁvmsoubehalfofanoﬂhepeople
of the Front Range, there is a very workablo solution to our
common water problem.

ﬁmolaﬂ.lmwevu,wemahitcryaa!dunhﬂlhb
community will not to} ion at the
headwaters of the Gunnison Rives, at Taylor River, Union
Park, or elsewhere. All of the waters of the Gunnison River are
appmpdaudanddmmd,ﬁzyhavebmfuﬂymedmdthey

1 to the p and future welfare of
uusCunnuonRivuoommumky The people of this
commaunity will not stand to be treated as the white man
treated the native Americans a century ago, and anyone's
effort to divert the water from the headwaters of the Gunnison
will be faced with d d and never ceasing opposition,
potitical, environmental and social.

But we do not disagree with your stated desire to see
that all of the waters available to this State 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 only way this can be done, however, is by
capturing the water and lnuhesmeumbelow
Fruita, ping water back using the right of way of US.
Highway 50 as its pipeline route until it can be dumped into &

reservoir, Dillon or
benaﬂkoﬁhlsphnlsﬂuuhmmthmbenodwbtuto
what waters are available.

When you talk of waster waters, you are ignoring the
fact that the waters you are discussing are measured at the
lower reaches of the Gunnison River and have already been
used four or five times by the residents of this community.
The Front Range’s battle with the Western Slope will be
interminable if the water involved is sought to be taken out at
the headwaters. Problems over how much water is available
and the damage that would be caused by the removal of those
waters are insolvable.

You state: “It s up to us, the leaders of the state’s local

to wark together to protect the state’s water
mourcafrompexmmmllosstoothersma.lmegothwd
resolution, acceptable to both parties, will often be more

ble to all d than a judicial resotution.”

We urge you to implement this languag by foregoing
Arapahoo’s present application for water out of Union and
Taylor Parks and adopt the Colorado Aqueduct Return Project
as your plan for transmountain diversion. In the long run, this
plan for diversion would produce water for the Front Range at
a leaser cost per acro foot of water and produce a far greater
amount of water than your present plans, and it would mute,
if not climinate, the noed for the Westemn Slope’s opposition. A
phnmchuNECUsyxumtphn.whkhwuaaponM
future devel of the Gunnison River basin
will never work.

liywnedﬁmhuMomﬁonMgC.AM a
preliminary plan has been prepared and we would make it
available to you.

GUNNISON POWER, INC.

FERC sets
hearings on
Rocky Point

The Federal Encrgy Regulatory
Commission has scheduled two
meectings (0 discuss the issues in an
cnvironmental impact statcment on
the Rocky Point Pumped Storage
Project proposcd on the Taylor
River in Gunnison County as well
as affccts to ncarby Chaffce County.

The scoping mcetings will pro-
vide a public forum to.determine the
significant issues that should be ana-
lyzed in depth in the EIS, which will
consider both site specific and
cumulative environmental impacts
and rcasonable alternatives to the

proposcd project.

Both scoping meelings will be
held on Scpt. 25 in Gunnison. The
first mecting will focus on resource
agency concems and be held from 1
p.m. to 4 p.m. at the Aspinal-Wilson
Center, Western State College, 909
Escalante Drive. The sccond mect-
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
agencices and the public are invited
to present any*information they
belicve wlil assist commission staff
in defining and clarifying the scope

of the EIS.

Statements may be made orally
or in writing during the mcetings.
The public record will remain open
until Nov. 1, for writtcn comments.
Written comments should be
addressed to the Secretary, Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission,

825 N. Capitol St.,

N.E.n

Washington, D.C. 20426. All corre-
spondence should clcarly show on
the first pago: Rocky Point Pumped
Storage Project, Colorado, Project

No. 7802-005.

For additional information con-
tact Kathleen Sherman at (202) 219-

2834,
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We are very concerned, however, that the federal agencies whose resources and
responsibilities would be so greatly affected, intervene in this FERC process. This will
assure that these public interests are all surfaced and established from the first of this
\ process. We understand that both the Grand Junction Projects Office and the Regional Salt

- ) ( llre Pl ls Vo €inn e ¢, V4 VPR K !_ake Office of the Bureau of Reclamation have appropriately recommended that agency

L , intervene. Please support and help to gain whatever agency or Interior Department
September 4, 1991 appravals are necessary to assure this intervention by the Bureau of Reclimation.

The Honorable Tim Wirth lnterven.tion by the U.S. Forest Service and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is also only

U.S. Senator appropriate and we hope you may be able to encourage their involvement. To come in

Attn: Jim Martin . later, merely rf:sponding to an E.LS,, is not adequate. These agencies have responsibilities

1129 Pennsylvania St. by law and policy which they can only meet by being integrally involved through intervention.

Denver, CO 80203
: Thank you for your concern with this matter.
Dear Senator Wirth:

; We are most grateful for your and your staff’s ongoing concern with wise management of

A controversial energy project proposed by private investors, Dave Miller of Natural Energy the water resources in the Gunnison Basin.
Resources Company and corporate partner Black and Veatch Engineering threatens the .
Gunnison River Basin. It is called the Rocky Point Pumpback Hydroelectric Storage Project, Sincerely,

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 - Ralph Clark IIT
the Bureau’s Taylor Reservoir. The forebay and service area is sited on a Bighorn Sheep Chairman
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 preducer, using more electrical energy in its operation than it produces.
Still its proponents hope to profit if they find buvers 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 and members, POWER Steering Committee
circumstances is illogical and reprehensible.
RC:mas
Rocky Point is seeking a license from the Federal Energy Resource Commission and the
deadline for intervenors to file and fully participate in these considerations is September 23.
Among local intervenors will be Gunnison County, the Upper Gunnison Water Conservancy
District, Ralph Clark 1II, and POWER.

P.O. Box 174
Gunnison, CO 8122
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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.
Children 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-
m 1 die now. I will be happy if 1
coWl¥ die because I'll reunite with my
loved-ones, I won't be so lonely.”

Millions of them still walk around to-
day desolate, hopeless in Vietnam. You
hold a grudge against the Vietnamese, but
how do they feel about what you had done
to them? U.S. G.I's got cancer from
Agent Orange, but they left Vietnam no
later than 1§75, 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.

1 am proud of Americans for being
very kind, charitable people, and care
deeply for others who are less fortunate. 1
know many Americans want to help the
Vietnamese people. But 1 am not proud of
some of us who turn our back to the peo-
the land we had destroyed.
se don't help arm the government.
Just help the needy war victims. Help
them to recover the economy. And please
are the Vietnamese rain [or-
h are very vital not only Lo the
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damage after.abuse or neglect has occur-
red are exorbitant, but more importantly,
because of the suffering and loss of lives
to Colorado's children.

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 Trust Fund. The Fund exempli-
fies an ingenious financial partnership be-
tween state and federal governments, lo-
cal communities,. private citizens,
businesses, corporations, and foundations

and publiec OFBAnIZabivis. Wilis Cryuiue
tion of prevention services is difficult, the
results we are seeing are enlightening. In
the first two years of operation, 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 safer as a result.

The staff and volunteers in these com-
munity-based prevention programs need
to be recognized for their excellent work
and foresight as well. By extending sup-
port and assistance to [amilies early,
child abuse is being prevented before it
becomes the tragic stories like those cited

) -r,z

e De kyer

MG SavEGg g
citizens equipped to handle critical social,
economic, and environmental issues fac-
ing us in the next century. e
Funded by a-$10 surcharge on mar-»
riage license fees, the Children's Trust
Fund also accepts contributions and do-
nations which are tax deductible. Re-
member, children make up 30 percent of
Colorado's population and 100 percent of:
Colorado’s future. For more information
or to make a contribution, contact the:
Colorado Children's Trust Fund at (303)
692-5600 Ext. 29. T

Joyca C. Jennings is program direcior of tna Cc‘éuuo
Chilgren’'s Tgust Fynd
» .
o, !9?/,1-7 -
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Foe calls Union Park dam a ‘waterdoggle

ORE THAN five years of legal
erangling 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 proj-
ect in doubt.” To say the least.

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

Attorneys for the Arapahoe County
Commissioners proved there is indeed un-
appropriated water available for the
Union Park Project: all of 20,000 acre
feet annually maximum. This is a far cry
(only one [ifth) from the 100,000 or more
acre feet they sought and which the Natu-
ral Energy Resources Company (NECO)
of Palmer Lake claimed to be available
when that company sold the Union Park
design to the Arapahoe Commissioners

thus
wilh

These
Such a

representation
Gunnison
line with their legislative mandate,

be consistent

the

the Upper

conlrary
related to
lool that will
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This
(88CW18B3)

study.

level
recently made by both the Colorado River and Upper Gunnison Districts

diligence Case

their

Praoject.
We would strongly recommend the CWCB be the lead agency.

mandates must be kept in mind when conducting lhis study and

Insure development of a management

Majority of the sponsoring agencies have legal mandates that call lor
these legal mandates.

The CWR&PDA Phase-1 study was identified In the scope of work as an *.
development and efficient management of our water resources.

appraisal
in
During the meeting, | expressed concerns related 1o the lead agency for

18.

19.
role by CWCB would be appropriate and in

the study.

MARLENE ZANETELL

for the private gain of NECO investors.

Let's see now. The mammoth Union
Park Reservoir would require 900,000
acre feet of water to fill. At 20,000 acre
feet per year it would take 45 years lo
fill. That is 45 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 @
resulting crop of water. If they live that
long. Conceivably, Arapahoe’s consulling
water engineers could go irom their pres-
ent work as expert Water Court witnesses
to work constructing this "Big Dam of
Little Waters"” and then directly to work
on plans to “de-commission” the silt-rid-
den waterdoggle.

Arapahoe County has estimated the to-
tal cost of Union Park at $500 million, If
so. then each of the 20.000 =nnual acre
feet available to this project would cost
§25,000. We say “water is liquid gold” in

to

lools,
forensic
am sure

|

have a golden

locls can be developed
advancing
RING, INC.

taxpayers dollars.

Thank you.

developing such

of

in an exercise of

and wasting

Very truly yours,
WRC ENGINE

the sponsoring agencies,

appropriate
Anything short

than engaging,

the wheel,

All of you, as represeniatives of
opportunity here lo demaonstrate that
manage our waler resources.
reinventing

and will further remove any polential stigma that may be allached lo the study
better

arising out of any polential local bias.
you will agree with me, thal Colorado deserves betler.

would be nothing mere

engineering,

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 feasi-
ble or apt to ever hold water. As a mere
idea Union Park has already “'succeeded’’
— as a jobs program for Colorado water,
lawyers. The legal appeals that attorneys
now contemplate could keep the Union
Park “business” going in water court for
years to come.

Oh, we have paid dearly, too, in the
Gunnison Basin. But it feels different
here. You do not fail or flag when forced
to fight for your way of life, for the fu:
ture, for this beautiful and blessed place
and its “creatures great and s ' We
art grateful, but not surprised, that many
\ndividuals and entities throughout the
o and the nation have shown they, tog,
we Calorado’s Gurnison Basin and
joined us in this costly {ray. -

We say to our friends and neighbors in,
Arapahoe County, “Let us stop here."
Union Park has proven to be a bad ides
on all sides of the Conuanental Divide,

Marlena Wrignt Zaneteil lves in Gunnison

A.S. Andrews, P.E.

Mr. Jeris Danielson, State Engineer

Commissioner John Nicholl
Mr. David Walker, CWCB

ce:




Messrs:

Canon, Gross, Hokil, Kepler, Seaholm, Trampe, and Ulinberg
Sponsars Representalives

August 8, 1991

Gunnison River Basin Water Management and Planning Project

WRC File: 1736/1

Gentlemen:

As a member of the Public Focus Group for the subject study, ‘| would like
lo provide you In wriling my comments, the majority of which were shared with
you verbally during your August 6, 1991 meeling In Montrose. As | staled (o

you during the meeting, | represent mysell as a privale consulting engineer
(citizen), and also represent Arapahoe Counly. My _ specilic input is as
follows: :

{. Arapahce County Is 'Interested to see the oulcome of this study to be

a credible accounling spreadsheet and a model that accurately
simulates the historic and future operations of the Gunnison River
Basin facilllles.

Any modeling of existing conditional water rights must be based on
the contemplated draft of the subject right on the stream system and
lhe overall in-basin demand projections. Both the subjecl right musl

have a realistic chance of being developed. and the amount of water 7

used must be based on a reasonable quantity ol water being put to
beneficial uses.

P
The modeled consumptive use (c.u) must be based on actual figures
versus opliminum c.u, as previously modeled in the Phase-l of lhe
Colorado Waler Resources and Power Development Autherity Study.

Arapahoe County would strongly object lo developing a model thal will
engage In ushering waler downstream through unreasonable assumptions
and ficticous constraints and thus benefit downstream states at the
expense of Colorado waler users.

Arapahoe County would urge lhe sponsors of this study; and in
particular CWCB, and the Siate Engineer's representatives, lo see
that in developing this model, (hal Colorado's ability to develop ils
compact entitled water Is not impaired. The bulk of Ceclorado’s
compact entitled water from the Colorado River, that has not yet been
developed, is available in the Gunnison River Basin.

The developed mede! should include an oplimizing routine, when the

Basin water is pul to a max beneficial use in Colorado and provide a
1ool to betler manage he pasin water resources.
\

CONSULTING EMGIMNEZSS

1660 SOUTH ALSION STREZT » SUITE 5C0 » DEMVER, COLORAGO 80222 ¢ (303) 757-8513 « FAX (303) 7£8-3208
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In light of all \he spreadsheet and modeling presently ccmptgﬂed for
Gunnison River Basin, we believe a budget of $360,000 lor this study
1o be extremely high. We encourage utilizatlon of the Information
from the existing Gunnison Basin models and thus cut the cost of this

study.

As a representative of -Arapahoe Counly | would like to request in
wrlting that my name 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 it at a nominal fee. No part of the model should
be considered a proprietary by the Consultant or any olher private

party. .

This modeling effort * should not be aimed at solidifying fIECEI:II
statements made by Mr. Johnston of USBR In the water courl which is
contrary 10 Colorado's Interest In developing -its * compact entitled
water under the Colorado River Compacts.

In modeling the Aspinal unit, the primary purpose of the unit rr_wsl be
considered which is 1o store waler 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 power
right cannot call upstream municipal and agricultural benelicial

uses.

It was represented in the draft scope of work that the madel would be
used lo determine  water availability. Further, the  waler
availability would be used to evaluate shortages, integraling project
operations, and study effects of allernative waler development plans.
| am extremely concerned aboul \he focus been placed on waler
shortages,  integration of projects, and lack of a den.nl!e
alternative  addressing waler export from the basin. Unrealistic
shortages could be translated inlo rebound calls, and integraticn of
project could prevent further water development in the basin.

Temperature should not be lhe sole ;rileria in cj_elgrmirxing
consumplive use. The dales waler is diverted and used to irrigate be
used lo determine the beginning and ending of c.u, periods.

Reasonable ratios of water diverted to waler consumptively used must
be used to delermine future irrigation waler needs. Such ratios
would encourage good irrigation management praclices.

water rights that are under appeal lo the supreme court,

In modeling v : ; |
ihe model must reflect the resulls with and without these rights in

effecl.
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captain o have a significant impact on Colorado's long-term
water future-
chment: At the recent water export trial betwveen
and Gunnison opposers:, a U.S. Attorney
the Bureau of

county
the court with  the claim that
owned and controlled colorado's unallocated
River. Incredibly. the

from the Ggunnison

gunnison and Colorado River Water Conservancy pistricts agreed
with this federal position. and even asserted that the
untapped Ggunnison was off-limits for exports toO other Colorado
pasins. This would mean all future East Slope diversions
would come from the over depleted colorado River Mainstream
tripbutaries. This alarming policy position is in direct

conflict with the colorado State Engineer's
to a Gunnison audience that Colorado hydrology dictates future

East Slope diversions from the Gunnison pasin. " The obvious
new policy is to block Arapahoe

surprised
Reclamation
compact waters

immediate intent of the

County's diversion plans. If the nevw federal/vest Slope

position prevails, Colorado will never be able to develop its

Ccolorado River Compact entitlements. Most of colorado's

compact 10sses to the down river states are from the untapped

Gunnison Basin. Coloradans should recognize 2 1arge part of
do interbasin wvater sharing is
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Phase I Study excluded as evidence in the recent Arapahoe
county diversion trial. Curiously, 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 conflict between misguided
local activists and the urgent statewide need to
beneficially use and protect Colorado's wasted - Gunnison
waters, the proposed Gunnison Study should be restructured
as a logicgl Phase II follow-up to the unfinished Phase I
effort. With this change in direction, Colorado water
leaders could soon have invaluable insights regarding the
state's most critical 1long-term water supply and demand
issues. The restructured study should be under the strict
control of the Colorado Water Conservation Board. The
Gunnison sponsors should not call the shats, because they
have been vigorously opposing any and all out-of-basin
export proposals in water court.

Tbe enclosedlcritique provides additional comments on
the méjor faults in yogr proposed Gunnison Study Plan.

Sincerely,

Dave Miller
Public Focus Group Member

ADM/bm
Enclosure: Gunnison Water Management Study Critigque
cc: Governor Romer, Legislators., Colorado Attorney General,

Coloradol State Planning and Budgeting, U.S. Bureau of
Reclamation, CDNR, SEO, CRWCD, UGRWCD, UVWVA, TCWCD.

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

1) Project Management: The Sponsors Committee members
currently plan to jointly share the management of this

;360,000 study ,effort. The Sponsors Committee is manned with
staff representatives from the Colorado Water Conservation
poard (CWCB), the Upper Gunnison River Water Conservation
pistrict (UGRWCD), the Tri-County Water Conservancy District
(TCWwcD), the Uncompahgre vValley Water Users Association
(UVWUA), the Colorado Division of Water Resources/State
Engineers's Office (SEO), the Colorado River Water Conservancy
District (CRWCD), and the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) .

Comment : To avoid subversion of state funds it is
imperative that the Colorado Water Conservation Board serve as
lead agency and designate a project director. The outside
contractors, Public Focus Group members, and other interested
parties must also have a single point of contact. Task
committees are more effective when there is an identifiable
head. Published minutes explaining the key committee
decisions should be provided to all Public Focus Group
members. The lead agency responsibility is consistent with
CWCB's 1legislative charter. CWCB is the largest contributor
of Colorado taxpayer funds for the project. Leadership under
CWCB would hopefully eliminate local bias and assure maximum
statewide application and benefit.

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

Comment : It is inappropriate for a political appointee,
who sits in judgement on state water policy matters., to also
serve as an influencing working member of the project

management team. CWCB board members are required to take an
oath to uphold state water interests. This Gunnison resident
readily admits that the Gunnison Basin is his first concern.
He has also prejudged the issue with public statements against
Gunnison water exports to the dryer Colorado basins that have
greater need.

3) Project Objectives: The proposed study objectives have
been narrowly defined to satisfy a shortsighted, erroneous
point of view for the water rich Gunnison Basin.

Comment : The objectives should be changed to
specifically evaluate the statewide need for surplus Gunnison
waters and viable development options to satisfy future needs.
The resulting infarmatinn waoulel Loer inwalualilao o Carlag ado
offlelale Lo, ausure  development and beneficlal use of
state's wasted and threatened Colorado River pEpacs
entitlements. A well planned out-of-basin diversion can be
accomplished without detrimental impact to the Gunnison's

o
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summary of Benefits
ROCKY POINT PUMPED STORAGE PROJECT

(1000 Megawalts)
World's highest head, most efficient peaking power facility.
Contributes to national clean energy anc} clean ai-r.goals.
Reduces future need for additional coal-fired plants in the

West.

- 2 led
Increases 24 hour productivity of existing fossil fue
n
plants.

i over

Reduces power costs -- estimated 30 year s.'?u.fllngs“gs7
foisil peaking power alternatives is $11.3 billion
dollars).

W T rges.

i ucture.
Improves local tax base, employment, infrastr

Minimal local énvironmental impact.

i i ide power for
illi i Colorado project will provi .
Z his $997 million Gunnison, s ; e e
O-lri'::westgnl-l United States users starting in 1998. qg?.rzg(f)% C
rj:sidenl Natural Energy Resources Company, (7 19) ;

) L W
Allen D, (Dave) Miller (5 \/

P.O. Box 567 2
Palmer Lake, Colorodo 80133
. (719) 481-2003 « FAX (719) 48 1-4013

August 16, 199]

Directors of Sponsoring Organizations

Gunnison River Basin Water Management And Planning Study
C/0 Colorado Water Conservation Board

1313 Sherman Street, Suite 721

Denver, Colorado 80203

RE: Need to Restructure Proposed
Gunnison Water Management Study

Gentlemen:

After attending your first Public Focus Group meeting
in Montrose on the 6th of August, T am compelled to point
out the immediate need to restructure your proposed Gunnison
Water Management Study. As currently planned, the project
is a serious misuse of Colorado taxpayer money. It is alseo
potentially harmful to Colorado's long-term water interests.

The originail burpose of the state's recently completed /!“

Phase I Gunnison Basin Water Study was to determine the best
of four proposed out-of-basin diversion options that could
be used to finance construction of several desired
recreational reservoirs to enhance the Gunnison's tourist
economy . Unfortunately, this $500,000 state funded study
was politically changed midstream to be inconclusive. This
was Dbecause of late blooming pressures from local activists
opposed to interbasin water sharing. However, Phase I did
identify substantial surplus Gunnison waters. It also
clearly recommended further analysis of the viable
transmountain options in a2 follow-up Phase IT Study.

Colorado has an urgent need to develop its invaluable
Colorado River Compact waters ‘that are currently in
jeopardy. These entitled waters are flowing unused from the
Gunnison to water short California and Arizona growth areas.
However, instead of continuing with the priority Phase IT
Study, the Gunnison Sponsors have changed the objectives
into a Plan that would micromanage a water surplus basin.
The Gunnison has never required the strict water

administration that is necessary for Colorado's
overappropriated basins. It is obvious the Gunnison
sponsors' rea) intent is to use the proposed study to
develop complex water Management barriers to out-of -basin

water sharing.

This unreasonable local resistance to water exports is
best illustrated by Gunnison attempts i? have Colorado's

S
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The Need For More Water Storage —Now

Remember, the Chatfield Flood Control Dam wasn't bullt until qfter the 1965 flood

By Leonard Rice Yampa River ncar Maybell
810 79

The U.S. Soil Conscrvation Service Animos River near Durango

water supply outlook, as of May 1. 1991, 450 93
conains the following estimates of runoff
for the April through September, 1991,

1t oppears that we are in for another dry
period at the gages shown: ppea o

year. The forecast are for below average
runoff in six of the seven basins.

Aptil Percent Colorado's water supply is derived
m:g’::; ":“".1::3 mainly from river runoff generated by

melting of the high mountain snow-
South Platte River at South Platte pack. Recent forecasts of the 1991

T 190 89  runoff prepared by the U.S. Soil Con-
Arkansas River above Pueblo servation Service bused on May 1

285 91  snowpack measurements indicate that

Rio Granada near Del Norte Colorado is in for another year of be-
540 106  low average water supply. This is the

Gunnison River near Grand Junction fifth consecutive year that forecasts for
950 74 seven of Colorado’s major rivers have

Colorado River near Doisero been for below average runof(. The one
1.330 84  exception is that for 1991 the estimat-

ed supply of the Rio Grande near Del
Norte is predicted to be 6 percent above
average.

The imporance of this information is
that Colorado's water supply is subject to
climatic cycles that range from severe
drought to flonds. In addition, most of the
annuul runadl from meclting snow occurs
in spring and early sumnter, while de-
mand occurs all through the year, espe-
cially in taic sumimer and early full. To
accommodate these vagaries of nature it
is essential to have storage to “Bank™ the
excess flaw when available for use dur-
ing the dry periods.

The last severe drought in Colorado oc-
curred during the early 195¢s. Since thit
time. Colorado’s population and demand
for water has increased at a far greater
rate than has the construction of new
storage tacilities. Although svme water ™
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““It is essential to ‘bank’
excess water ﬁbw Jor use
during dry periods.’’

users experienced waler shomges during
the 1950's drouglu. there was in general
enough reservoir capacity w provide
sufficient curryaver storage t mike up
for the deficit in natural supply. Whether
that situation will be true when the next
severe drought occurs, os it surely will,

Is 0 question thit needs w be akdiessed
now, not when it happens. Given the
length of time it takes to plan, finance and
build a water storage project, it is never
to 3000 (0 start.

Unfonunnlcly. however, the rcnluy is
that we will wait until we experience a
severe situation such as is now occurring
in California and then wonder why we
don’t have enough sturage to provide for
our necds. After all, the Chatfield Flood
Control Dam was not built until dfier the
1905 Nood. W

Lfonard Rice is a Denver water
engineer operating his own firm, Leonard
Rice Consulting Water Engineers Inc.
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To the reader:

Edllorial space In Section Il of today’s Dally Journal Is
D devoted to Arapshoe County’s description of s conlro-

versial Unlon Park watsr diversion project and lo an
' abridged verslion of Waler Judge Robert Brown's order In
! acase related to Unlon Park.

Union Park: fresh battleground;i

By JACK PIINNEY waler [rom western Coloradoto

Dally Journal Editor the metropolitun area, is, as

Union Park, the proposed de- Gov. Roy Romer points out, a
velopment thut would divert long way [rom happening.

N To'the Editor:
. .,s’ Reference your May 15 article on Collegiate Range and
Union Park.

From your Griswold quotes, it is obvious Tom is trying to
rewrite history to save foce.

Aurora made out-of-court peace with Arapahoe in- 1980, be-
cause it was losing the Arapahoe/NECO (Notural Energy
R ces Co.) plaint that Aurora improperly purchased
Colleglate from a rencgude NECO board member. In 1986

- Griswold rushed Aurora inlo cloiming surplus Gunnison

water because he had inside Information that NECO was
about to file on Union Park. As a professional engineer, Gris-
wold should have considered the ethivs and engineering feasl-
bility belore his hosty action on a (lawed concept.

The real reason Aurora dropped Collegiatle was because il
was not technically and environmentally feasible. The **good
[aith" gesture is another ruse Lo avoid public embarrassment
for o $2 million mistake.

* Union Park is a totally different pt from Culleg!
Unlon Park is exciting, und worth some in-depth reporting.
. Dave Miller

Letter to the editor | |

*  To the Editor:
In your Moy 15 orticle about the decision of Aurura not to
further pursue the Collegiate Range Project, the competing
. Unlon Park Project was mentioned, along with questions
which have been raised by Aurora officials aboutl not only
. Ullilllon Park but also its principal promoter, Allen D. (Dave)
Mliler. .

Then you reported Lhat “other observers huve been kinder
to Uaion Purk,” and you quote a retired Denver engineer,
Dale Ruitt, that Union Park is “the linest multipurpose water
allernulive ever conceived for Coloradu.”

As it happens, I recelved the press release from which that
quotation was taken ond 1 called Mr. Ruitt to express concern
about the veracity of some of the things which were said. as
well as to determine who actually wrote the material which
Mr. Raitt signed.

1 asked him if Dave Miller had writtenit. Mr. Railt said that
Mr. Miller indeed had,

Small wonder the *“other observers' are kind to Union
Park! :

_ Palmer Lake

y COLORADO
. RIVER °
i BASIN

GUNNISON ®

PROJECT LOCATION

PROPOSED UNION »
PARK RESERVOIR

RIO GRANDE
RIVER
BASIN

MISSQURI

o COLORAVO
SPRINGS

« PUEBLO

=

RIVL.R -
BASIN

ARKANSAS
RIVER
BASIN

' * Where Unlon Park reservolr would

Waterpower ‘91 to be in Denver

Engineers working in the
hydropower field will gather In
Denver July 24-28 for Water-
powgt'sl.

With 22 topic sessions, some
200 papers and more than 100
exhibits, the conference will
bring together nearly 2,000
hydropower professionals from
16 natlons. Sponsors are the
U.S." Bureau of Reclamallon
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and the Western Area Power
Administration. Conference
manager is the Amerlcan So-
clety of Civil Engineers.

Invited spepkers include In-
terior Secretary Manuel Lujan
Jr. and Federal Energy Regu-
latory .Commission Chairman
Martin Allday.

Sesslons will be at the Colo-
rado Conventlon Center. °

. — Gunnison
* Contisoed page ), colama d
seat of Gunnison County. Flow-

ing another cight miles, the
river enters Blue Mesa Reser-

voir which-when full, inundates,

15 miles of the streambed. It
then (lows through Morrow
- Point Reservoir and Crystal
Reservoir and enters the Black
Canyon of the Gunnison; where
itisentrenched a mile below the
adjacent mesas. Below the can.
. yon, near Delta, the North Fork
. of the Gunnison enters lhe

be. Delatled map of area I3 on Page 1 of Section Il.

—_——

_ river, which flows 40 miles
more to enter the Colorado
River near Grand Junction.
The Gunnison River's 74.year
average flow ot this confluence
is 1.8million acre-feet per year.

The 72-year average flow of
the Taylor River at Almont is
241,300 acre-feet per year. The
average low uf the East River
at (his town s 272,700 acre-feel
peryear. Therels justonelarge
waler development on the two
streams. This is Taylor Purk
Reservoir which can store
111,260 ucre-feet -and has a
water right for this amount.
The waler Is used by the Un-
compahgre Vulley Waler Users

Association, The annual flow at .

the reservoir, which was com-
pleted in the late 1030s, is
136,120 acre-feet. The Taylor
Park Reservoir when full cov.
ers 2,240 acres.

— Union Park -

- Continrd (rem poge §, reivma 3

massive West Slope compensa-
tory sleraoge to guarantce op-
timal Gunnison River (lows lor
12 months of the year instead of
wo."

Bob Tonsing
Littleton

Gunnison
Basin: the
big picture.

The Gunnison River Basin cn-
compasses 8,020 square miles,
or ahout 8 percent of the area of
Colorado. Elevations vary from
4,500 feet to 14,300 feet above
sea level. Average annual pre-
cipitation ranges from less than
10 10 more than 40 inches, Sct-
tlement of the basin began in
1873, with minils being the
principal industry. Livestock
raising and farming followed
the decline of the mining indus-

Vry. Seventy-one percent of the

land in the Gunnison Basin is
federally owned, 28 percent is
privalely owned, and approxi-
mately 1 percent is owned by
the Stute of Colorado. Approx.
imately 5 percent of the lands of
the basin are used for crop pro-
duction. with the remaining 95
percent heing used for gruzing
and limber production and re-
creation purposes.

The Gunnison River is
formed by the conlluence of the
Taylor and the East Rivers at
Almont, 1) miles northeas! of
Gunnison. The river flows
through Gunnison, the county

JAoatinugd on poxr £, aulumn ¢
-

Thaot sounds like o good deal
for everyone. Why, then, does
the Gunnison Country Times. in
urecent editorial, condemn Un-
fon Purk as “a poorly planned
water grab by a county not yet
prepared lo be a Front Range
power™?

The answer might be found in
the newspuper's further com-
ment:

“*The Arapahoe County
Commissioners obviously think
the world is theirs for the Lak.
ing.’* the editorinl says. **Ara-
pahoe County will tuke our wi-
ter — all of our water — any
way It can ... water used for
more thun 100 yeors by county
ranchers ... The world may be
for the tuking, but the Western
Slope and its cltizens are not,
Aurora, # much more sophisti-
cated enlity, understands that.
Arapuhoe County is only just
learning. It could become an
expensive and politically pain.
ful lesson.””

Atatrial under way at Gunni-
soir County Courthouse, Waler
Judge Robert Brownistryingto
determine whether the Upper
Gunnison Dasin produces
enough waler to allow o diver-

But it is viewed us an immi-
nent threat or an urgent need,
depending on one’s point of
view,

The proposed diversion.proj-
ect would draw water from the
high country northeast of Gun-
nison, bring it across the Con-
tinental Divide and deliver it o
Arapahoe county,

Roumer pointed out recently
that Union Park will require o
long apploval process. *'Aller
significant water court hear.
ings.” he soid, “Arapahoc
County will need to obtain fed-
eral approvals (rom both the

. Corps of Engincers and the En-

oy

vironmental Protection Agen-
cy.”

Astowhere hestands, Rumer
said he thinks “its premature
for e to take o posilion o this
time."’

Others are not so reluctant to
express their views.

One of thoae is Dave Miller,
president of Natural Foergy
H ces Uo. and t] 1on
ably the state’s most outspoken
promoler of Union Purk.

1t was Miller who originu‘«-d

. the Union Park plan and per-

sunded Arapalioe County to
adopt it. It is Miller who per-
sistantly extols its merits. He
rails against westerp Colurado
*‘no-growlh activists'® who
vehemently oppose Union
Purk. .

“West Slope leaders should
remember that metra Deaver
has old waler rights (or ot least
five major upper Colorado Ri-
ver diversions,” Miller said.
**Most of (hese rights were se-
cretly acquired by surrogates
béfore the days of environmen-
tal enlightenment. In contrast,
Union Park is being openly
pursued as a statewide envi-
ronmental-enhancing drought-
insurance project in Colorado’s
wettest basin that hos never
been tauched by diversions.'”

Union Fark, Miller contends,
**will benefit the Gunnison Ba-
sin and all of Colorado — not
just farsighted Arapahoe
County. The unprecendented
Uniun Park concept provides

€ watinerd 08 page 2. rolusin J

sion project such as Union

Park.

The trial began in carly June
and promises o spill over inte
July. Su far,’it has been alleged
that so-called instream flow
rights held by Gunnison County
ranchers are jeopardized by
Arapahoe County’s plans. Far.
lier this year, these rights were

upheld by the water court alter -

being challenged by Arapahoe
County. E

During lengthy questioning
by lowyer Barncy White, AL
Leak of WRC Engineeriog,
Denver, said Arapahoe Couity
is considering . { ion
proceedings against holders of
the rights — (he only privately
held instream [low rights in the
state. !

Leak testified that Union
Park,- in capluring cxcess
spring runoff, would clitninale
the nced for, flood control ot
Blue Mesa Reservoir on the
Gunnisen River. But argu-
ments such s this only fecd the
oppositlon of groups such s
Gunnison Basin POWER (I’co-
ple Opposing Water Export
Raids) whose slogan is “*Not
one drop over the hill**
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. ! Conitinned from page 1, ecolerms 3
i{ The sTudy Was completed in
1989 and produced six alterna-
tive development plans to meet
projected In-basin water de-
/ maonds,
The study identified Alterna-
tive No. § as the preferred plan.

i
i

acre-ft. reservoir in the Ohio
Creek sub-basin and a 25,000

chi Creek sub-basin. The study
- also concluded Lhat, regarding
potential financing, the various
alternatives were inlcasible.
15. Andy Andrews, an engi-
neer, was the only wilness

COLORADO
PRESS
—Gunnison river

This plan called for a 20,000

acre-ft. reservoir in the Tomi- .
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alengthy delay in completionof
a project does not necessarily
Justify denial of a diligence ap-
plication. Circumstances sur-
rounding the delay must be ex-
amined. It Is the 25-year delay
in completlon of construction in
this case that is the major basis
for Arapahoe’s opposition to the
application. In fact, the project
is still in very early stages of
development. Arapahoe argues
that the significant delays, with
preliminary [leasibility work
still being done, warrant can.
cellation of the water rights. On
the [ace of it, this is a compell-
ing argument. But the court con-

fudes that the delays through

presented by Arapahoe Count;
ot the trial. He said the authori-
ty's study was of no value for
. .purposes of showing diligence.
*18; As part of the diligence
work claimed by the applicant,
attorneys provided legal advice
in support of the dlligence ap-
plication and in pursult of lit-
igation to oppose transhosin
diverslon applicatlons by Ara-
pahoe County and Aurora, {iled
in 1886. Total fees were $71,000.
17. The court concludes that
4

1984 were essentially beyond
the control of the applicont and
do not warrant concellation of
the water rights.

18. Of course, the primary
Issue in Lhis cage Is whether the
applicant did sulficient dill-
gence work during the latest di-
ligence period (1985 through
1988) Lo justify conlinuing the
conditional status of the woter
rights. The court concludes that
the answer s "*yes" because the
court accepts the work of West.
ern Engineers and the Colorado
Water Resources ond Power De-
velopment Authorily as signifi-
cant after minimal work had
been done during the two prior
diligence periods.

19. Arapahoe’'s expert wit
ness; Andrews, opined that
there wos no progress made
during the latest diligence per-
lod. However, the court con-
cludes that significant progress
was made. The authority’s
study .goes substantially
beyond the diligence work of
prior studics, and the Informa-
tion developed is important lo
the completion of the project.

20. In almaost every instince,
the authority s study concluded
that"an alternative site was
prefersble to the decreed re-
servoir sile, Thus, Arapahoe
County contends that a new pro-
Ject has been born which Is not

Wedneosday, June 26, 1991

relaled to the decreed project,
and thal work performed in
connection with these alterna-
tives cannot be considered for
due diligence. The courtrejects
thislegal theory. ILis necessary
to study alternatesitestogetan
EA permi! lor constructionof a
project. And the court should
not require that the water nd-
Judicoted for the original sitebe
abandoned and a new right ad-
Judicated at the new location,
should not require the applicant
to start over merely because
the project will be better served
by a feature In an aliernate lo-
catlon, . '

21, The court concludes that
the otlorney’s fees for initial in-
vestigatlon in 1988 of the Ara-
pahoe and Aurora applications
arediligence expenses, but that
the feea Incurred to oppose the
Arapohoe and Aurora applica-
tlons ore not, since the Htigation
expenses incurred in opposing
these applications did not di-
reclly protect or advance the
conditjonal water rights which
are the subject of this decree.

22, The court expectsthat dur-
ing thenext diligence period the
applicant wliisignificantly nar-
row the scope ol lta project to
thefeatures which aremost like-
ly (o be constructed within the
foreseenble future, that it will
make appropriate teans{ers of
waler rights, nnd that it will
complete all necessary Phase 1
Feaslbilily Studies; (urther,
with respect to the feotures to
be given priority, that it will
make significont progress
toward completion of Phase I1
Feasibility Studies and the
Environmental Impact State-
ment phase of ils project
development.

DECREE: The conditional
waler rights are continued, ex-
cept thnt the rights for Taylor
Creek Canal, East River Canal,

Quartz Creek Canal and Ohlo
City Reservoir ure canceled.

Judge Robert Brown,

Water Diviston No. 4

May 30, 1991
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— Union Park
Coatlased [rom page {, columa §

cal demand and pump waler lo
the Union Park during periods
_of low electrical demand, thus
enhancing the feasibility of the
subject multi-purpose waler
project. The system is ulso de-
signed to allow pumping of
water from Taylor Park, Texas
Creek, and Willow Creek in lieu
of pumping the same waler at
the Willow Creek Pumping
Plant. This may allow a down-
sizing of the Willow Creck
Pumping Plant and related [a-
cilities during more detailed
evaluations and analysis of the
project. Arapahoe Counly and
the Parker Water and Sonila-
tion District have applied for a
preliminary hydropower per-
mit from the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission.

6. Willow Creek Collection
System and Tunnel:

Water from Willow Creek and
its tribularies is proposed to be
diverted by gravity to Union
Park Reservoir through the
Willow Creek Collection Sys-
tem and Tunnel. This gravity
system is proposed as an alter-
nalive Lo save the cost of power
to pump the sume waler al the
Willow Creek Pumping Plantor
the Union Park Pump-Power
Generation System. This sys-
tem comprises diversion (acili-
ties, open channels and a tunnel
which collect and divert water
from Bertha Gulch, three un-
named Lributaries of Cow
Creek, andsWillow Creck.

The capacity of the collection
system [ucilities was sized
based on the estimated waler
availability [rom the respective
streams at the different loca-
tions on the collection system.
For example, the capacity from

#lllow Creek Lo the cast portal

{ Bertha Gulch Tunnel is 263

cls, while the capacity of the

tunnel is 340 cfs,

E. Taylor Park Dam and
Reservoir

The existing Taylor Park
Dam and Reservoir could play
a key role in minimizing the
cost of both the waler supply
and hydroelectric power com-
ponents of the Union Park Re-
servoir project. Taylor Park
Dam and Reservoir was con-
structed from 193510 1937 by the
U.S. Burcuu of Reclumation. It
is on Lthe Taylor River approxi-
mately 30 miles northeast of the
City of Gunnison.

The dam is a zoned, earthfill
dam and Is 206 [cel high. The
dam’s top and base widths are
35 [eel and 1,000 [eet respective-
ly. The cresl length is 675 [eel
and is 9,344 [eet ubove sea level.
The structure contains 1,12 mil-
lion cubic yards of material,
The outlel works consist of o
concrete-lined tunnel through
the right abutment, controlled
by two 48-In. ncedle valves. The

+ dam is equipped with an uncon-
trolled, side-channel, concrele
welr with a concrete-lined
chute in the lelt abutment,

The reservoir capacity at
9,330 [eel above sea level is
106,200 acre-feet, The surlace
area of the reservoir at this ele-
valion is 2,040 acres.

THE DAILY JOURNAL
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Continwed lrem page 1. roluma )

conditional priority for 277 cub-

e feel-puer second: gets its wa-
ter from Tomichi Creek, inter-
cepted tributaries, and that
released from Monuarch Reser-
voir (not thal released from
what is identified in recent dili-
gence applications und decrees
as Ohio City Reservair).

[. Banann Ranch Reservoir,
conditional priority for 21,733
wcre-feel; gets ils waler from
Cochelopa Creek and tributar-
ies, and surlace drainage.
Would supply wuler to Coche-
topa Canal and Pass Creek
Canal,

J. Flying M Reservoir, condi-
tional priority for 15,457 acre-
feet; gets ils water from Los
Pinos Creek and its tribularies
and from Pauline Creek
through the Cochetopa Meadow
Ditch Englargement, and sur-
foce drainoge. Would supply
waler to Lus Pinos Canal and
Pass Creek Cuanal.

K. Upper Cochetopa Reser-
voir, condilional priority for
12 693 acre-leel; gels ils waler
fram Cochetopa Creek, tribu-
tarles and surface drainage.
Would supply waler to Stubbs
Canal.

L. Cochelopa Meadows Ditch
Enlargement, conditional
priorily for 11 cubic feet per sec-
ond; gets its water from Paul-
ine Creek, tributary of Coche-
topa Creeck. Would deliver
waler to the Flying M Reser-
voir through Los Pinos Creek,

M. Cochelupa Cuanal, condi-
tional priority for 240 cubic feet
per second; gets its water from
Cochetopa Creek und thatl re-
leased from Banana Creek Res-
ervoir,

N. Pass Creek Canal, condi-
tional priority for 45 cubic [cet
per second; gets its water [rom
Cochetopa Creek and that re-
leased from Banana Creek Hes-
ervolr,

0. Los Pinos Canal, condi-
tional priority for 51 cubie feet
per second: gelsils waler [rom
Los Pinos Creek and that re-
leased [rom Flying M Reser-

voir,
. P.Stubbs Gulch Canal, condi-

tional priovity for 277 cubic leet
persecond; gets its waler from
Cochelopa Creck and that re-
leased [rom Upper Cochelopa
Reservoir (ond al limes also
from Flying M und Buanana
Runch Reservoirs).

4. The decrees in Cases 5590
and 5591 relate lo the, waler
rights [or the Upper Gunnison
Basin Project, which consists of
the Curecanti (now*Aspinall),
Fruitland Mesa, Tomlchi,
Cochetopa amd Ohio Creek
Units. This entire project re-
ceived varying degrees of fed-
eral autherization under the Col-
orado River Storage Project
Act. The Curecanti Unit re-
ceived construction authoriza-
tion, Fruitland Mesa was ac-
corded slatus as a “participat-
ihg unit,” and the remaining
1hiree units — referred to In the
act as “"Uppgr Guanison™ were
in a category thal authorized
the Secretary of the Interior to
conduct [urther invesligations.

a. Noevidenve was presenled
to the court that the waler
rights involved here have ever
been actually designated by
federal legislation as “partici-
pating units™ under the act.

4. The original decrees in
Cases 5590 and 5591 recognized
the following:

a. That the Upper Gunnison
Basin Projeet Is one project
withmulliple “interreloted [ea-
lures.”

b. That the project should
promote integrated or unified
distribution of waters in Lhe
Upper Gunnison Basin,

¢, That the elaimant's pursuit
of diligence to effect the com-
pletion of the project was lo be
done in a manner commensu-
rate with the size and.complex
nature of the project.

d. That the project would be
" constructed by the federal gov-
ernmenl. The Colorado River
Water Gonservation Distriet
applied for the water vights lor
the project because at that time
the [ederal government relused
Lo submil state court jurisdic-
Lion lo oblain decrees lor waler
rights.

e. That local conservation
Uistricts would be formed lo
contract with the federul gov-
ernment for actual construc-
tion of the project.

6. On Jan. 26, 1962, the condi-
tional water rights deseribed in
paragraph 3ol thisdecree were
assigned by the Colorado River
Water Conservation District to
the present diligence applicant,
the Upper Gunnison River Wa-

Wednesday, June 26, 1991

ter Conservaney District
7.8ince then, the applicant
has wourked with the Colorada

Hiver District and the Burean
of Recelnmation lor the develop
ment of the project fvatures
The District Court of Guunison
County und the Divison 4 Water
Court made lindings over the
years (lrom 1961 to 1904) that
reasonable diligence had been
shown. These courts entered
orders continuning the condi-
tional status of the waler rights
involved in each diligenee peri-
od subsequent 1o the date of en
try of the original conditivual
deerees. Diligenee was last ap-
proved by o deeree ol this coury
on July 2. 1985, for the period
1981 through 1984,

8. The court linds that the lel-
lowing activities relevant lo the
waler rights were performed
prior (o the present fooeyear
diligence period which began
Jan. 1. 1985,

a. In 1951, the Bureasu of Hee
lamation conducted a recon
naissance study of the Upper
Gunnison Project.

b. In 1964, the bureaissued a
report in which it evalualed
comprehensive, intermediate
and small-seale development
and concluded that small-seule
development would he the most
desirable. The repurt recom-
mended  feasibility  investiga-
tions of the entire basin, rather
than individual unit develop-
mentl which had been recom-
mended in the 1951 report.

c. In 1970, the burcan con-
ducted a number ol site-specific
feasibility studies and con-
Cluded that constraetion ol ares-
ervoir al the decreed site for the
Banana Raneh Heservoir wos
infeasible,

d. In 1973, the bureau pulb-
lished the “Upper Guunnison
Project Colorude, Concluding
Report, August 1873." Among
Its findings:

® The only developyients
that were econumically justi-
lied were a single-purpose Ohio
Creek Unit to provide waler to
the City of Gunrison, and the
East River Unit near Crested
Butte to provide municipal wa-
Ler and new reservoiropportun-
ities for recreation and lishing,

¢ Although the Ohio Creck
und East River Units were eeo-
nomically justifind, they were
nol appropriate lor federal de-
velopment because of their
small size. Both units “could he
considered for development by
slate or private interests.” the
bureau soid.

e. The bureaw's 1971 repurt
concluded that the Castleton
sile and ils allernative, the

Uentlewrd on page 7, eolumn |
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— Union Park .

Coatinwed from page £, columa 3

" I {ance of 42 miles in Gunnison,

Chaffee and Park Countics lo o
point upstream of Anlero Re-
servoir on the South Fork of the
South Plalte River.

The proposed aqueduct con-
sists of the [ollowing:

Minor changes in the orginal
sizing und lengths of these facil-
ities have been made as part of
this study based on a more de-

tailed analysis of the aqueduct
hydraiulics and profile,

~“The firsttunnel (Jones Moun-
tain Tunnel) extends from Un-
jon Park Reservoir almost
straight eostuntil itdaylightsin
the South Coltonwood Creek
Valley. From the tunnel, a pipe-
line will follow the creek align-
ment until it reaches the Ar-
kansas River Valley where it
will be routed directly to a
crossing under the Arkansus
Riverby aninverted siphon one

Length
Aqueduct Segment (miles)
11 ft. diameter tunnel under Continental Divide 12.50
6 [t. diameter pipeline to Arkansas River 11.43
6 L. diameter siphon under Arkansas River 1.80
6 IL. diameter pipeline f[rom Arkansas River 2,70
Flume (rom pipeline to tunnel 2.76
11 It. diumeter tunnel under Arkansas-Platte Divide 5.70
Flume [rom lunpel to Antero Reservolr 4.95
Total Length . AL84
Connecting Tunnel
Structure
Diversion Capacily Size Length Capacily
Location (CFS) (FLLD) (L) (CFS)
Easl River 80
10 3,300 30
Copper Creek 40
10 34,000 120
West Brush Creek 50
10 8,180 170
.Middle Brush Creek 65
10 3,040 235
East Brush Creek 50
10 21,870 285
Cement Creek 125
10 25,000 410
Spring Creek 225
10 50,600 675
.Taylor River 290
14 7,720 1140
Texas Creek 100 3
14 10,840 1240
Willow Creek 140
Deadman Gulch to 40 4 3,080 40

Spring Creek

THE DAILY JOURNAL

mile north of Buena Vista. The
continuing pipeline and [lume
will traverse directly Lo the se-
cond tupnel heading in the
upper reaches ol the South Fork
of Seven Mile Creck, The se-
cond tunnel (Troul Creek Tun-
nel) is northwest of Trout Creek
Pass. The linal llume (or pipe-
line segment) will traverse the
relatively [lat terrain between
the Troul Creek Tunnel outlet
and Antero Reservoir,

The aqueduct is proposed Lo
pass through the following sec-
tions: 32 and 33 of Township 145,
Range B2W; 4,3, 2and 10l T 155,
R8IW: 6,5,4,3amnd 20 TISS, R
80W: 6. 5.4, 3und 20l T 155, R
80W: 36 of T 145, R 80W: 31, 32,

29, 28, 27. 22, 23, 13 and 120l T |

14§, R79W; 7.6.5.4.3, 2and 1ol
T 148, R 78W: 36 ol T 135, R
78W: 31, 30, 20, 19. 17, 16, 10, 9
and 3ol T 138, RT7TW: 34, 35, 36,
26 and 25 0f T 125, R77W; 300l T
125, R 76W.

3. Union Park Collection
System:

The Union Mark Collection
System consists of o series of
diversion structures and tun-
nels which colleet water from
walersheds  tributary Lo the
East and Taylor Rivers and de-
liver thls water to the Willow
Creck Pumping Plant for
pumping intv Union PPark Re-
servoir. The components of the
collection system ure listed in
the accompanying table.

The tunnels will puss through
the follqwing scetiors: 34, Town-
ship 128, Range 86W; 1, 2,3, 12
of T 13S, R 86W: 7, 8, 13, 14, 15,
16, 17, 22, 24,250l T 135, R 85W:
30, 31,3201 T 135, B4W; 4,5,9,
10, 13, 14, 15, 23, 24 of T 145, R 64
W; 1,9, 10, 11,12, 16, 17, 18, 230l
T 145, R 83W; 32, T13S, R 82W:
4,5,6,9,16,20,21,29, 3200 T 145,
R 82W.

Uoallaued on page 4, roluma {

— Union Park

Continued Irom page 3, columa 1

In addition to the described
collection system, a small fore-
bay structure will he construct-
ed along the tunnel route be-
tween Spring Creek and Willow
Creek. 1t will function as the
forebay ta the Willow Creek
Pumping Plant,

4. Willow Creck Pumping Plani:

The Willow Creck Pumping
Plant is a 144,000 horsepower
pumping facility designed to

“pump inllows from the Union

Park Collection System into
Union Park Reservoir. The
Plant will be just southwesl of
the Willow Creek  Diversion
Structure.

The plunt will consist of four
36,000 horsepower pumps, each
designed 1o pump 345 els al o
design bead of 775 lvet. The
pumping plant facilty will be
about 200 feet wide, 200 feet
high, 300 feet long, and will re-
quire excavalion ol vp o 220,000
cubic yards of rock and topsoil.

The pumping plant discharge
tunnel to Union Park Reservoir
will be 8,800 feel long, 11 Teet
inside dizmeter, and concrele
lined
5. Union Park Pump-Power
Generation System:

The Union Park Pump-Power
Generation System is o hydro-
clectric pumped-sturage sys-
tem to be located between Un-
jon Purk Reservoir and Taylor
Park Heservoir, The hydro-
electrie system will utilize the
existing Tuylor Park Reservoir
as the lower reservoir and the
proposed Union Park Reservoir
as lhe upper reservoir in the
system. (Taylor Park Reser-
voir was constructed by and is
owned by the U.S. Bureau of
Reclamation to provide storage
and deliver water to the Un-
compahgre Valley Water Users
Associntion.)

The Union Pagk Pump-Power
Generation System will be op-
eruted as a hydroelectric
pumsmdslorngt:gl‘vilily to meet
the service he ol electric
utilities and the Willow Creek
s Planl by generaling
electricity with o turbine-gen-
erator during periods of high
electrical demand wilh waler
released from the bigher reser-
voir Lo Lthe lower reservoir. The
revenues generated during the
power generation eycle will be

used Lo buy baek power during
periods of low electrical de-
mand to pump waler from the
lower to the upper reservoir
and Lo buy power for the Willow
Creck Pumping Plant,

Wednesday, June 20, 1981

Water for the system will be
diverted by gravity from Wil
low Creck (through the Willow
Creck Collection System and
Tunnel) and by pumping [rom
the Taylor RiverinTaylor Park

Reservoic. The Taylor Hiver |

diversion point ison the shore of
Taylor Park Reservoir al 2
point South 83°21°02" Wesl a
distance of 11,054 feet rom e,
northwest corner of Seetion 31,
Township 145, Range B2W in
Gunnison County. Diversions
from Taylor Park leservoir
will be pumped to Union Park
using @ single puimnp-turbine
system, i

A pump-lurhine is proposed
for the water transler facility
because of its proven history of
providing relinble servic The
size of the pump-turbine was st-
lected to mateh the expected
maximgm inflow inte Taylor
Park HReservoir in other than
extreme Tood conditions.
Based on review of the Taylor
Park Reservoir release records
Lo date, i 1,000 Cls puinping rate
would meet all but the extreme-
ly high and rare inflow condi-
tions. The pumping rate of 1,000
els and o design head ol 600 feel
results in o unit capacity of 60
MW. The maximum unit dis-
charge in the generating diree-
Lion will be approximately 1450
efs. A single unit, located inan
underground powerhouse, was
selected for economic reasons
and for minimum environmen-
tul impacts.

The powerhouse cavern will
be sized 1o secommuodale o G0
MW single-stage vertical re-
versible pump-turbine which
directly c¢ouples lo & motor-
generalor, To house the pump:
turbine, motor-generator and
ull necessary auxiliary clectri-
cal and mechanical equipment,
the eavern excavation will he
approximately 90 [vet wide, 100
feet high, and 125 [eet long and
will require excavation'of about
40,000 cubic yards of rock. The
machine hall will have a lloor
clevation of approximately
9,230 feet. The powerhouse cav-
ern will be composed ol two
hays: the control-machine hay
and the transformer bay. An
access tunnel will enter the
powerhouse cavern at the ma-
chine hall level, In addition to
the aceess tunnel, two cmer-
geney exists will be provided.

The hydroelectrical projectis
anintegral part ol the proposed
Union Park Reservoir Project,
It's purpose is Lo provide lower
cost electrie power to the Wil-
low Creck Pumping Station
during periods of high eleetri-

Contlamed on page b roluma |
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(scller) und Arapahoe County
*(purchaser) signed an agree-
ment for sale of the Union Park
Reservoir Project. Under the
provisions of lhe agreement,
Arapahoe County acquired (1)
a conditional *decree lo store
approximately 325,000 acre-
feel of water for power pur-
poses in the Union Park Reser-

voir issued by the Water Court .

in Montrose In Case No.
82CW340; (2) waler slorage
rights for municipal and trans-
mountaindiversion purposesat
Union Park Reservoir liled by
NECO with the Water Court in
Montrose in Case No. 86CW22s;
(3) all other facilities, struc-
tures, -rights-ol-way, govern-
mental. permits, titles and in-
terests associated with the
Union Park Reservoir Project.
From the original decree in
Case No. B2CW340, NLICO re-
tained 4,450 ncre-lﬁn: of water
slorage at the Rocky PuiPL Re-
servoir allernate point ol stor-
age. Arapahoe County ratified
Lhe existing contracls between
NECO and the City of Qunnison
and Parker Water and Sanita-
tion District.

Arapahoe Counly became a
substitute applicant In Case
Nos. 86CW226 and 88CW020 [iled
by NECO. Case No. 86CW226 is
currently pending with the
Water Court in Montrose. In
addition, the Board of Arapa-
hoe County Commissioners has
filed an application with the
Water Court in Case No.
88CW 178, requesting condition-
alstorage rights, surlace waler
rights and [or a chunge of water
rights. On Nov. 30, 1990, Arapa-
hoe County liled an amended ap-
plication to Case Nos. B6CW226
and B8CWI178 for additional
points of diversion and storage
and for a plan of augmentation,
if the Water Court rules that
such an augmentation plan is
necessary.

D. Project Description

The Union Purk Reservoir
Project comprises a number of
facilities aimed al diverting,
storing and delivering unap-
propriated waler lo Arapahoe
Counly. These facilities include

Wodnesday, June 26, 1991

mouth permits the considera-
tion of several Lypes of dams.
The permitied dam types ruu\d
include euarth-core rockfill,
roller compacted concerete, con-
crete gravily and asphalt, or
concrete faced rocklill, Selee-
tion of the dam type will be
made after further geophysical
analysis and design.

The dam axis will be at one of
two sites as [ollows:

® The south abutment is at a
point which bears south
15°20°19"" wesl a distance of
22,332 [eet [rom Lhe northwesl
corner of Section 21, Township
14 S, Range 82 W, Gunnison
County. The dum axis Inter-
sects Loltis Creek al a point
which bears south 15°20°19"
west a distance of 21,700 [ecl
from the northwest corner of
said Section 21,

& The narth abutment is at a
point which bears South
18°36'00"" West a distance ol
20,564 feet [rom the Nortwest
cornerof said Section 21, thence
South 41°36'25" West along the
dam axis a distance of 1,790 fect
to the south abutment. The dam
axisinterseets Loltis Creek toa
point approximately 700 leet
from the north abutment.

The proposed reservoir will
have o capacily of 00,000 nere-
feet at a normal maximum op-
erating level of 10,052 [eet
above sca level. The reservoir
al maximum level will occupy
purt or all of Sections 20, 28, 29,
30, 31, 32, 33 and 34 of Townshlp
145, Range 82W und Sections 3,
4,5,6,7,8,9.10,15,16,17, 2L and
22 of Township 155, Range 82W.

Provisions will be mude lor
roads, boat ramps and other [a-
cilities located as required 1o
fully develop the reereational
polential of the veservoir. Mot
orized recrention may be prohi-
bited depending on environ-
mental and water quality
considerations.

2. Union-Antero Aqueduct
The proposed Union-Antero

*Aqueduct will extend [rom

Union Park Reservoir a dis-

Continurd o pagy 3, Folumn |

Union Park Dam, Union Park - §j=

Reservoir, Union Park-Antero
aqueduct (tunnels and conduits
to deliver water [rom Union
Park Reservoir to the South
Platte River Basin upstream of
Antero Reservoir), Union Park
Collection System (diversion
structures and tunnels on the
East River and tribularies and
Taylor River and tributaries),
Union Park Pum-Power Gener-
ation System, Willow Creek

“Pumping Plant and Willow

Creek Collection System and
Tunnel.

A general description of the
different [eatures of the project
Is as follows:

1. Propased Union Park Dam
and Reservoir

Lottia Creek, n tributary of
the Taylor River, [lows Into Un-
ion Park [rom the south and
meanders westward to the dam
site at or near the mouth of Un-
ion Canyon. The cross-sectlion
goemelry of the Union Canyon

g 3 v B, L
DAVID J. GAUKEL hasolned the
Colorado Cenlraclors Assocla-
tlon as asslstani direclor of |
Highway Division, a new posl
lion, Bald CCA President Har.
old Elam ol Elam Conslruclio
In¢., Grand Junction, “We loo

forward lo his coniribulions a (

a member of the stall.” Jay R
Lower, execullve direclor, an
nounced the appoiniment.
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Hope for water, work

With Two Forks vetoed by the EPA, Arapahoe County’s Union
Park Projocthas movedinto the spotlight ss an ingenious way of
helping the metropolitan area meat its future water needs, as
wall as a prospective source of work for companies in the hoavy
construction field. The complex and controversial project Is

Gunnison River Interests 1o defend thelr water rights, which
Arapahoe County challenged®and would have liked to see
erasad —since the Upper Gunnisonis atthe heartof Union Park.

"Arapahoe

A. Objective

* The objective of the Union
Park Reservoir Project is to
provide a dependable water
supply to meel Arapahoe Coun-
ty's [ulure water supply needs,
The project will divert unap-
propriated water (rom the
upper reaches of East River
and its tributaries and the Tay-
lor River und its tributaries to
storage in Union Purk Reser-
voir. This water will be subse-
quently delivered Lo Arapahoe
County and its contractual
users, City of Aurora, Parker
Water'and Sanilation District
and Castlewood Water District.
Al the time this report was pre-
pared, the City of Gunnison had
requested to withdraw [rom the
Union Park Reservoir Projuct.

B. General Location
The major feature of the proj-
ecl, Union Park Reservoir, will

] described in these pages, as is a successful efiort by Upper

County’s

Union Park Project

be approximately 100 air miles
southwest of Denver and ap-
proximately 30 miles northeast
ol Gunnison. The proposed re-
servoir siteis in Union Park, a
high mountain park. Dircetly
northof Union Park is the exist-
ing Taylor Park Reservoir.

C. Project Background

The concept of the Univn
Park Reservoir Project was
developed by Natural Energy
Resources (NECO). In Cuse
No. 82CW340, NECO secured
from the Water Court a condi-
tional water storage right de-
“ereeT6r HydroeTeclric power
generation. Subsequently,
NECO filed an application with
the Waler Court in Case No.
86CW226 for waler slorage
rights, surface water rights und
a change of water rights.

On Aug. 29, 1988, NECO

Coatlancd os page L, columa |

Existing water rights protected
despite opposition of Arapahoe

Editor's note: Judge Robert
Brown of Water Division 4 re-
cently extended Lo 1897 the con-
ditlonal water rights of the Up-
per Gunnison River Water Con-
servancy Disiricl. Brown over-
turned a referee’s ruling can-
cellng the rights. Arapahoe
County contended that the
rights should be canceled *for
fallure to prosccute then with
reasonnble diligence."” The
judge’s order lollows.

District Court, Water Div-
Ision 4, Colorado

Case No. 88-CW-183.

May 30, 1991, Order:

The Upper Gunnisun River
Waler Conservancy District
liled for a quadrennial linding
ol reasonpble diligenee In De-
cember 1988,

Statements of opposition
were filed by Auroraand Arapa-
hue Counly, bul, prior lo trial,
Aurora withdrew [rom the
cuse,

Representing Lhe applicant:
L. Richuard Braltonand Anthony
W. Willlams. Representing
Arapahoe County: Paul J. Zilis
and Robert ELT, Krpssp.

Evidence was preseiléd al
trial from April 30, 1991,
through May 2, 1991. Judgment
Is based on that, and on coun-
sel’s orul arguments presented
May 3, 1901.

The court linds:
© L. The application for waler
rights was relerred lothe reler-

ee, who on Dec. 27, 1989, issued
a ruling which declured the
conditional wuler rights Lo be
canceled for [ailure to prose-
cute them with reasonable dili-
gence, The relerce found that
studies performed during the
diligence period duplicated
studies previously aceepted as
diligence. He also found that the
studies did not relate to all of
the struetures in the -applica-
tion, and that the work done waus
not sulflicient Lo constitute dili-
gence.

2. The applicant protested the
releree’s ruling.

3. Four of the structures and

conditional waler rights for
whichdiligence issoughtinthis
case ure desceribed in A through
D below. These lour rights were
conditionally decreed Jan. 27,
1561, in the District Court of
Gunnison County (Case No.
5580). The remaining 12 struce-
tures and conditionn) water
rights for which diligence is
sought are described in E
through P below. These 12
rights were conditionally de-
creed Dec. 15, 1961, in the Dis-

trict Colrt of GUnNISOIF TNty vittannpriority Tor-277 cubic -

(Case No. 5591). The priority
date is Nov. 13, 1957,

A. Castleton Reservoir, con-
ditlonal priority for 9,000 acre-
feet of woler; pels s waler
from Castle Creek and natural
droinage. Would supply waler
to Ohio Creck Canal.

B. Ohio Creck Canal. condi-
tional priarity for 277 cubic fvet
ol waler per Second; gets waler
from Ohio Creek, Pass Creek
and Castle Creeks and that re-
leased [rom Castleton Reser-
vuoir

C. Taylor River.Canal, condi-
tional privrity lor 302 cubic fect
per second: gets it water from
the Guaonison River and that re-
leased trom Taylor Poark leser-
voir.

D. East River Canal, condi-
tional priority (or 82 cubic [ect
per second; gels it water lrom
East River.

E. Ohio City Reservoir, con-
ditional priority for 22,757 acre-
rels it waler [rom Quartz
Creck omd tributaries, ind sur-
[uce drainage, Would release
waler lo Quartz Creek Canal,

F. Monarch Reservoir, condi-
tional priority for 29,200 acre-
feet; gels ils water from Tomi-
chi Creck, Long Branch Creek,
Marshall Creck and tributar-
ies, and surface drainage.
Would release water to South’/
Crovkton Canal.

G. Quartz Creek Canal, con-

{eet per secand; gels ils waler
from Quartz Creek, intercepled
tributaries of Quartz Coeek and
Tamichi Creek, and that re-
leased rom Ohio City Reser-

voir.
1. South Crookton Canal,
Lontinurd ou page 6. columa J
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NECO ake Prlde award no great ha or ¢

mlmuedfmm pnge one .-
f our “environmental” p!ESldent
NECO is responsible for planning the

Union Park transmountain diversion,

project ‘and .the Rocky- Pomt
hydropower project. .

But it turns out that the award is
no great honor. In fact, the
applications were not even screened.
In 1989, all-in NECO's.category,
Colorado corporations, were: sent. to
the -national level without . being
looked at first. There they. were
judged; the losers, -like” NECO,
received certificates of merit and were
designated semi-finalists.

‘Kate  Jones, director--of the
program for the State of Colorado,
said that since 1989 the policy has

screened ona state level..

At the national . ]evel every
appllcant not found to be a winner is
named a semi-finalist and is sent a
certificate “in recognition of
demonstrated commitment and
exceptional contribution -to the
volunteer stewardship of America’s
natural and cultural resources.” In
1989, the certificate was signed by
Manual Lujan, Jr., and Barbara Bush,
among others.

The Union Park/Two Forks
connection

Dave Miller, NECO president,
nominated his company for 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

population growth and environ-
mental protection. This realization l(ad

-to EPA’s veto of Denver's:envi-
ronmentally destructwe \Tyvo Forks.

Dam.”.

The appllcahon for he award
does not mention - environmental
damage that might occur if H;e-wa}er
projects are ever built. The High
Country Citizens’. -Alliance. cites
potential detriment to . plants; elk,

deer, bighorn sheep,tmutandaguatlc-
life in the Taylor River: Baszﬂ,.mvﬂle H

East River Basin, and downst:mmall
the way to California. HCCA adds
that downstream salinity might be
increased  if -the" basin’s - water is

,-. withdrawn, and that endangered fish
‘habitat rmght be affected.
changed; all applications are. now-

The Union Park Project is bcmg
opposed by the -National Wildlife
Federation, the Co]orado Wildlife
Federation, "the 'High Country
Citizens” Alliance, Western Colorado
Congress and POWER. Many of these
groups also oppose Rocky Point for
environmental reasons, and no
conservation organizations support
either project.

Taylor Park woman objects
Martha ‘Todd, from Rainbow

Subdivision in Taylor Park, wrote to

the Department of the Interior last .

year, objecting to the NECO award.
What follows are excerpts from.a
response by Clifton White, director of
Take Pride in-America.

“At the mnational level, all
applications received are considered
national. .semi-finalists. These

.applications areithen screened by a

panel of federal. agency personnel
who. are active in the Take Pride
campai and are considered experts
in their fields... The NECO

application was: judged by the pre- -
screening committee and did not-

receive enough points to be
designated a national finalist. If it had
received enough points, it would have

been - subjected to still another.

screening by our Blue Ribbon Panel of
Judges, on which Mrs. Bush served as
Honorary Chair. Had it been deemed

good ‘enough by the Blue Ribbon |£
Panel, it would have been declared a -
national winner. Obviously, the

project was not outstanding enough
to ‘make the cut’ at the national level.

“You should be assured that top
honors were not accorded to NECO ~

the letter reads

Saturday, June 15

Mt. Crested Butte clean up set

M:t. 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 starting June 10. If you can clean up your
neighborhood by 10:00 a.m. and place your trash bags along the roadside,
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.

The 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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Arapahoe County
“Monday. Under ﬂlc

stipulation, which' had’ not “th orlginalUnionPazkdwelopet
signed as of press ”_hme. Lo Qﬂamm&ugykmmm&mpan
Colorado Water Co dsobta.ined water rights for pow
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the only entity allowed | to, r?wnwater Cof the! state’sinstream flow rights isin | }

but leave it flowing in streams. The ~Lottis ~Creek; wm'ch‘waﬁ‘ld-

legislature permits it to file for inundated if Union Park were ever |$80,000 project proposed

instream rights to.protect fish.at a, built, _since the,_creek woul
minimal Ievel Many of the streams underncath “the reservoir, Kﬁgﬁ&:

g } f
'lhe mtwr in executive amt I
 held by the state if i s T, Junior‘as swell & semiar, | Martineau, from Gunnison, said that t_:nni&onfﬂe added that the normal -

Anolhci ugme of the :mlbofthcvou:pubhc.butdulhc quhcmpmbefommkingm Puﬁmpa is‘!he'ﬁlaleﬁnynm’

ilerr toﬁ"mﬁm&
! Sk mfr.hlmi‘mm
ding to.Colnndo Wa an'\? rts the
sexvation Board member Tyler  Projec ride-w*?

u,theb(n:d authorized | m&‘gpﬂ’j“ ‘ M'-Ei‘?

{he was not at liberty to make the” pn mssoflhebmrdmmﬂhw op) ‘Ampa.hoe Cougys,,Union

with Arapah 4" However, Sims said that it was Otﬁcg.\vhnchdaumpunbhkean
Courlty Afterward, in - public his understanding that he had the - active ‘role in  this monlh‘ {wam
i meeting, the 'board directed the authorit lgn off” on the mllnbimy\rhl B '

Chamber bu_lldlng gams support

session last Monday night to discuss  favared nrnneal theans camnrisine *Racsherry hath aewnd wtet

that Arapahoe 't \ml County hasasmedm es

ool w.P“ Y ‘}:‘\‘whzm ru!d' AT Ns‘ﬁ::;‘d" ﬁ{} by Dens Hall.. 1 wanta * Gordon, new Director of the Chamber

Pmp:t have instream’ ﬂowsheldby Colorado w;m Gonservation Board | funchon;! buildmg there this year, “of Commerce, told the council that the
; of the Crested Butte although I feel that this is the wrong *lodging tax is required to be spent on

| ST ! ‘ “Town Council,” staff, public and location fora teen center.” - marketing and advertising.
Chamberof Commerce, metinawork - . Bill -Roseberry  described the - Councilman Jim Starr and Bill
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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-
nia's long-term water shortage
with Colorado's unused Colorado
River Compact waters. Mean-
while, Colorado’s natural re-
source experts are preoccupied
with 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
currently 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 steadily growing because
of improved irrigation technol-
ogy and the retirement of saity
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 storage 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
Gunnison 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. In
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 II, 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. Watts

Retired executive engineers
for Bureau of Reclamation
Lakewood
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New options
needed for water

A few metro Denver water dis-
trict managers are trying to cajole
their citizen water boards into
suing the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency over the Two Forks
veto.

These lifetime Two Forks back-
ers are building their case on the
myth that South Platte storage is

the only long-term solution for
metro Denver growth. EPA knows
better. In fact, insiders know that
the environmental studies were
purposely manipulated by lawyers
to only seriously consider the op-
tions that could be built 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 unsuspecting ranchers in the
overdepleted South Platte and
Upper Colorado Basins. Denver
should open its water right records
for public review. .

Metro Denver's more logical
water options, such as the un-
tapped Gunnison Basin and city-
farm recycling, were systemati-
cally excluded from the studies in
the political push for Two Forks.
This flawed evaluation process
will continue to worsen Colorado’s
divisive water development grid-
lock, until Two Forks is officially
put to rest.

r—24
-
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The overlooked Gunnisen Basin
is currently losing more than a mil-
lion acre-feet of Colorado’s legal
share of the Colorado River to Cali-
fornia growth areas. This serious
waste of state resources is about
four times current Metro Denver
consumption.

It is fortunate 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, surplus Gunnison waters will
be pumped during wet cycles into:
the off-river Union Park site on the
Continental Divide.

This saved water will be re-
leased to buuh slopes only when
needed during severe droughts.
Union Park’'s unprecedented
drought protection benefits will be
invaluable for Colorado's environ-
ment and economy. The safe yield
cost to satisfy metro Denver's 50-
year growth needs will be about
half that of Two Forks.

Instead of continuing to waste
citizen money on the obsolete Two
Forks dream, metro Denver water
leaders should unite behind Colo-
rado alternatives that make bal-
anced environmental and economic
sense.

— Dave Miller

Palmer Lake
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June 3, 19921

Honorable Roy Romer
Governor, State of Colorado
state capitol Building
Denver, CO 80203

‘RE: Colorado's Most Productive Water Saving Device

X

Dear Governor Romer:

i has
s advised that the Denver Water Department
s natives to Two Forks. This new

Mayor Pena
decided to study the logical alter
openness is good news for Colorado.

t commitment to Front Range water conservation 1is
also encouraging. Low-flow showers and Follets_ wxl]_.llhglpé

4 However, Colorado's most productive water saving §ev1ce wi ;he
major conservation reservoir in the untapped Gunnison Basin.
overlooked Gunnison is wasting about four times curre?t Metro
Denver consumption to the down-river states. Denver's water
conservation potential is minor compared to the fixable Gunnison
leak in Colorado's legal share of the Colorado River.

Denver's recen

for cocpérative planning and use of

Your consistent plea bay off for the

Colorado's wasted compact waters is beginning to
state's environmental and economic future.

.ncar’é'l};ﬁ

Dave Miller
President

/tim

Enclosures: Mayor Pena letter dated May 15, 1991
Rocky Mountain News and Colorado Springs Gazette

letters to editor

cc: Mayor Pena and Denver Water Board Members
Metro Denver Water Provider Board Members
City of Colorado Springs

jz;énkv'gzLaw

MAYOR

CITY AND COUNTY BUILDING + DENVER, COLORADO - 80202

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

May 15, 1991

Mr. Abner W. Watts

Mr. Dale Raitt

11577 W. Arizona Avenue
Lakewood, Colorado 80226

Dear Mr. Watts and Mr. Raitt,

=
Thank you for your letter concerning the appropriate next steps in
light of the veto of Two Forks by the Environmental Protection
Agency. I appreciate your taking the time to make me aware of your
recommendation against legal action.

As you know, those arguing in favor of a lawsuit have two reasons
which they cite for doing so. First, a lawsuit is the only way
left to attempt to go forward with the Two Forks project,
specifically. Second, a lawsuit is one way to attempt to protect
the water rights on the South Platte River for any type of
development in the future.

Two Forks aside, your letter rightly points out that there are
alternative water projects which the metropolitan area ought to
consider carefully. The Denver Water Department is currently
studying these options. In the meantime, it is continuing to
promote water conservation throughout the Front Range. y

The final decision as to whether to engage in a lawsuit over the
Two Forks decision belongs to the Denver Water Department. As it
prepares to make that decision, I have encouraged the Department’s
board to keep in mind the kind of argument which your letter
presents.

Again, thank you for taking the time to write.

Sincerely,

)

Federico Pefa
MAYOR
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Lab still opposed to diversion

Rocky Mountain Biological Lab, Arapahoe County cut deal on water
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Rocky Mountain Biological Lab, Arapahoe C;ﬁnty cut deal on water

continued from page one

wanted to know how far downstream
thediversion would havetotake place
to remove the threat to RMBL's water
rights, At first, RMBL director Susan
Allen responded “across the hill.”
However, Allen later determined that
if Aropahoe County diverted water
well below the lab, around the Mt.
Crested Butte Water and Sanitation
District pumphouse, ongoing
biological research would not be
affected, nor would the lab's water

hé 60 year
Now Arapahne County intends

during the summer with everyone’s

RMBL joined the legal case in  sprinklers going, uses ata maximum,

amended Water Application on unwise, and will not support the January, 1991, after Arapahoe County one cubic foot per second. The water

Rocky Mountain’s research and

educational operations, Ara

and move its East River diversion

Wes Light would notrevealhow downstream. The total diverted
much it might have cost RMBL tostay would still be 1205 cubic feet per
in the legal case, but he said it was second, a tremendous’ amount of

, future litigation and permitting to drop its Copper Creek diversion
~“RMBL, as an institution, “well beyond what RMBL had water. The town of Crested Butte,

ing the Union Park Project generatedbythelabonsuchissuesas as on federal land wheret
intsof diversion, thelab’s impacts will beavailable for use in the

will drop its legal opposition to that jts money would be better spent Union Park project. Information occurred on RMBmepeny,umll
The Rocky Mountain Biological Project. In exchange, Arapahoe outside of court, If Arapahoe County wetlands and biological resource old lab conducts research.

by Laura Anderson .
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Laboratory has struck a deal with County will move its planned moveditspo
theagreement, signed April 30, RMBL  the East River, so that the biological accordin,

rights.

“My ordersare to protect the lab
and its water rights,” Light said.
“When this resolution was proposed,
| made sure that it did that.”

The decision 1o settle with
Arapahoe County was made by
RMBL's 12 member Board of Trustecs.
While Light will not make the results
of the vote public, at least two
members of the board, Barbara Frase
and Ralph Clark, voted against the

negotiation between

The

the East River and a number of its
“As a non-profit organization, tributaries. Under the new scenario, Arapahoe County and RMBL began

by which East Brush and Middle Brush creeks, opposition. Light talked to Arapahoe

PfDCES!

the

project in any fashion,” the lab stated  filed an amendment to its original would be piped to the Union Park
limited financial resources toward the such places as the East River north of Ara'phoe County asking what the

scientific analysis of project impacts, Cothic, Copper Creek, West-Brush, county could do to stem RMBL's

and

pahoe ina press release. “In particular, the plan. At first, Arapahoe County Reservoir, and from there, under the

hereby agrees to move its proposed Trustees of RMBL remain opposed to  intended togetallofthewatertobuild Continental Divide to the Front

to avoid reasons.

The agreement does not prevent

points of diversion on the East River transmountain water diversions from  its massive Unlon Park Project from Range.
the lab from opposing the project in

and Copper Creek toa pointbelowthe the Gunnison Basin for signifiant theTaylor Basin. Buton November 29,
confluence of those two streams ata  environmental and public policy 1990, it added diversion points along How 1o remove the threat?

location downstream...

rights and ongoing studies at its RMBL will henceforth place its water would have been diverted from  when Wes Light received a letter from

Laboratory,” the stipulation reads.
other ways. According to Wes Light, governmental agencies will review Cement Creek, Deadman Gulch and County waterattorney Paul Zilis, who

attorney for RMBI., the lab decided theenvironmental acceptability ofthe Spring Creek. Diversions would have continued on page sixteen

impacts on Rocky Mountain, its water

proposal. Clark, who is president of
Pcopic Opposing Water Export Raids,
has decided to resign from the RMDL

asked. He speculated that the county
may have political motives such as a
“divide and conquer’ strategy.

"RMBL... continues to believe that the proposed
Union Park project is ecologically unwise, and
will not support the project in any fashion."

board. "l wear a variety of hats for
several different organizations,”
Clark explained. “There was a major
differenceof policy [between POWER
and RMBLI|. POWER has a position of
no negotiation.” Clark added that he
resigned from the RMBL board
“regrettably.”

Ralph Clark explained that
unity in opposing transmountain
diversion has served the Western
Slope well in the past, and was one
reason the City of Aurora withdrew
its diversion plans earlier this year.

“Arapahoe County did not have
to have this agreement [with RMBL].
What s it going to be used for?” Clark

Clark stated, “There is no need
for RMBL 1o acknowledge, even with
a “thank you,' the withdrawal of a
threat and imposition upon itself.”

He continued that no scttlement
with Arapahoe County was
satisfactory in his mind, shortofatotal
withdrawal from the Gunnison Basin
including recovery of all unjustifiable
costs imposed on opponents,

Vi wi

Susan Allen called the
settlement "a victory with mom-
entum.” She pointed out that RMBL
mobilized its members after
Arapahoe County changed its plan.
150 letters were sent from all over the
world to Arapahoe County teiling the
county that the diversion was a bad
idea. “They had aneffect,” shesaid. "It
illustrates that pressure can work, My
next letter [to members] will say
there's good news but don't stop
here.”

Allen added that the scientific
studies being done by the lab can still

move,” Dave Miller, president of the
Natural Energy Resources Company,
commented, NECO developed the
Union Park concept and sold it to
Arapahoe County. "1 was
encouraging it,” Miller continued. "It
makes Arapahoe County’s court case
stronger.”

Miller explained that a number
of people, including Governor Romer,
had been concerned that the work of
the RMBL scientists might be harmed
by diverting water from the East River
and its tributaries,

“Anything to get people to
reason together is a good move”
Miller added. “I've been trying to say
that for a long time - cooperation, not
conflicts.” While Miller realized that
RMBL might still oppose the project
elsewhere, he commented, “the court
case is the main thing,” Miller expects
further settlements to be forthcoming
between Arapahoe County and
oppeonents.

W

One question that remains
unanswered is how Arapahoe County
plans to get its water from the new
diversion points to Union Park. "It
implies a major conceptual change,”
Ralph Clark said. The Front Range
county now wants to take water from
the East River at an elevation of 9100
feet, but Taylor Reservoir has a
surfacelevel of 9330 feet, which would

“This is the first smart thing Arapahoe County has

done.”

—Chris Meyer

be used in the coun cases by other
legal opposers. Allen believes that the
Union Park Project would harm many
of the birds, animals and plants in the
East River drainage, particularly
those that depend on high spring
runoff, which would be diverted by
Arapahoe County.

“This is the first smarnt thing
Arapahoe County has done,” Chris
Meyer, attorney for the National
Wildlife Federation, commented. The
National Wildlife Federation is onc of
the groups opposing the Union Park
Project in court. “We are sorry not to
have RMBL as a full-time opponent in
court, but we are pleased they have
retained their ability to oppose
outside the courtroom. They will be
able to put their resources into
scientific work and spend the lab’s
moncy on science, not lawyers. |
understand that some peopleare very
disappointed, but opposition has not
been divided - RMBL is not
supporting the project.”

Dick Bratton, attorney for the
Upper Gunnison River Water
Conservancy District commented that
he does not believe the RMBL/
Arapahoe County deal will have any
effect on the court case, “Every entity
doesn’t have to oppose Arapahoe
County,” Bratton said. “They're
paying taxes to us and to Gunnison
County [to fight Arapahoe County’s
water rights application.] It doesn’t
affect the other legal opposers, who
won't back down an Inch. RMDL's
decisionis minorin thetotal scheme of
things. In the end, the issue will be
decided on facts and the law.”

“I hope RMBL will direct some
of its financial resources loward those
groups that remain in the case since
we know they care about water and
the environment of Gunnison
County,” Gary Sprung, president of
the High Country Citizens' Alliance,
commented.

“I'think the agreement is a good

seem to necessitatea pumpingstation.
As originally proposed, with water
taken from RMBL's higher elevation,
pumping would not have been
necessary.

Arapahoe County attorneys
would notcomment on the new plans;
the county is in the process of
preparing a press release. Arapahoe
County Commissioner Tom Eggert,
the only commissioner allowed to
comment to the public on water
issues, was away all week and could
not be reached.

A trial on whether there is
enough water available for Arapahoe
County to build its project is
scheduled tobegin June3and may last
a month, If the Water Court does not
agree to accept Arapahoe County’s
changes before that trial, according to
the settlement, the county will
“present evidence of “water
availability at the points originally
applicd for [including those on RMBL
land.] Insuchevent, Arapahoe hereby
agreestoamend its Water Application
at the first available opportunity to
move those points of diversion
downstream....”

Whether Arapahoe County will
be able to file an amendment to its
project is debatable. The original
deadline for amending its application
was December 1, 19%0. In addition,
Water Count Judge Robert Brown
ruled that any changes in the facts of
the case had to be filed by April 15,
1991. The RMBL/Arapahoe County
settlement does not mcet either
deadline. According toChris Meyer, it
is possible that Arapahoe County may
have to file for new water rights to
have the amendment accepted.

Those who remain opposed to
Arapahoe County Incourt inciude the
Upper Gunniscn River Water
Conservancy District, the Crystal
Creek Homeowners, the National
Wildlife Federation, Gunnison
County, the City of Gunnison, the
High Country Citizens” Alliance,
Rainbow Homcowners, the United
States, the State of Colorado, the
Colorado  River District, and

Colorado-Ute.
a
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editorial

Ripples of the RMBL deal

::adetym?haullou_ﬁlﬁguhndwﬂhmdn’wn.ﬂissad&eﬂ-
Iwmmrzn:msmw&rﬂﬂkuwmﬂhs'

Krishnamurti
i

Why don't we sing this song all together?
The Rolling Stones

Arapahoe County hasa i
plan to divert water fro
gp[:zr East River Valley; consume vast lmumoldmm ﬂ'm'ty
;‘armnp\nteruphﬂl;mﬂ!c water in a giant new reservoi
:ﬁﬁ:y;ommmﬂkunmm&nﬁmbiﬁde"
used to create more ugly urban s
wl.
o Ea;rapnhoe County’s plan would miucemmﬂnm in
River drainage to a trickle. A rich and diverse
ecosystem \:vould virtually be destroyed. Arapahoe Co
water plan is not based on need; it is based on greed i
" _'I"he City of Aurora, because of aggressive anne.:mio
s A?na'm’l)g; time the fastest growing population czn:tr
erica. tly the population of Aurora is 230,
&1;:;11 has ::ugh water now, They have enough m‘zofw
i th_tsm ﬁmzmip&u,/;mawhthonaw
Av:-meu-. has withdrawn its claim. Thank you.
UPPHB&RN:D“W'M e L s
b2 o d.mmge_ water. They have budgeted over
po dollars in Immﬁnam:ﬂ\drwamrmb
o pahoe County has recently suffered two mu;t
“Phwd:s.md s Iheygntocounag:in in June in an attempt to dry
- mblhilnm Unﬁlrmuymelisofhp]
pposers ® water grab included the Rocky Mountai
Bmlogx:a.l[ Lab in Gothic. -
n December, 1990, Arnapahoe Coun amaziny
! \ber, 1950, . in i
d_;spla? of stupidity coupled with hubmxnu:l:;f filed foﬁa
wmah aﬂm.eun_MLhnd. This filing mobilized well
ofundmd :umnﬁc, well -»_nnemd individuals to write
mm:mhtssm PPosing the project. These letters had their
RMEHE‘BL'B v pahoe County came, tail between its legs, to
2 counsel Wes Light ready, willing, and salivati;
cut a deal. RMBL said okay. .
dmt:;thﬁxiwmk»a\mpahuc:nmlym longer proposes to
dowmw‘ﬂ;ﬁLh:::hey Fecoud e, i s o
sy protected from direct, deleterious
While this deal is good for the lab, i i
and ﬂ:nlnd up some questions. - RS
t least one of the RMBL's 12 member board of di
fd
:;nn:g\:: ;ﬁ;ﬂt of the deal, At least two of t:c .
e board i
s TR e oan voted against the deal. Maybe
mnﬂn::lr lab director Surun Allen says that the lab will
Sy mmzph];ose the project and, in fact, divert resources
e w}‘ve been used to help finance the legal battle
st -h on the effects of this vast dewatering, it has
0 merpv.-nl ence that an individual ora group fights with
— ve whe_n they are actually threatened. Such is no
guon case with the good people at RMBL.
e has to wonder how a decision wh.i.alu: Dave

Miller happy (he stands to personally gain several million
dollars should the project actually happen) is in the best
mfaes:sofCunnisun County and for RMBL. RMBL cutting
this deal suggests, in the worse case, thinking that they are
pn:p_uu:l to commune in their high mountain enclave,
continue their valuable work while the rest of the rest of the
Uppe_r East River Valley is sucked dry. This is not their
Pnfsino‘nl ?m;!]\m?phicaﬂy, morally, ethically; it is now

r y their it

-3

Ls

The people of RMBL have been and will continue to be a

welcome‘addiﬁon to the Upper East River Valley summer
fn. y. They lend di :,.Th:y help the economy.
ha:ﬁy;\r:;:u:ﬂn: nrf‘lcummumzy pride not to mention they
i only marching band in the 4th of July

We can only hope that operatin;

il . g as an anomaly, a sort of
biological 200 on the periphery of destruction, is unthinkable
and \;::nab!c to the majority of the RMBL board and
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 Laura Anderson

Should the Blue Mesa Reservoir
be used for power generation? Or
should the water that would have
filled it be sent across the Continental
Divide to Arapahoe County? *

A ruling by Water Court Judge
Robert Brown May 6 suggests that
domestic water use may take priority
over hydroelectric generation.
Brown's decision seems to reverse an
earlier ruling in April where he

that domestic use may take
precedence over power gencration.
Afer Brown's April ruling,
which favored the US. Government,
Arapahoe County filed a motion for
clarification. “Arapahoe County did
another smart thing when they filed
that motion,” Bruce Driver, lawyer for
the High Country Citizens’ Alliance,
commented. In clarifying the motion,
Brown apparently reversed his first
ruling. According to Driver, the new
ruling is “opaque.... The issue is very

"Arapahoe County did

another smart thing

when they filed that motion."”

indicated that if the priority dateof the
hydro project was earlier, generating
electricity would be senior to
domestic use.

The way Colorado water law
works isthat water rights claimed first
take precedence over later rights.
Given this, one would think that the
Aspinall 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 isthe Colorado River Storage
Project Act, enacted by Congress in
the 1950s. This sets up the Aspinall
Wilson Storage Unit, which includes
Blue Mesa and gives the US.
Government the right to use the water
in the three reservoirs to generate
electricity. But a clause in it indicates

complicated,” Driver continued. "My
concern is that no one knows quite
what he decided.”

The issue may be resolved after
atrial, scheduled for the entire month
of June, which will decide whether
enough excess water exists to make
the Union Park Project feasible. Driver
added that even if domestic use takes
priority over hydropower, hedoes not
believe that a transmountain
diversion project falls under the
definition of domestic use.

24 ;

Arapahoe County’s “first smart
thing,” according to Chris Meyer,
lawyer for the National Wildlife
Federation, was to work out a deal
with the Rocky Mountain Biological

opposition to Union Parkin exchange
for Arapahoe County’s moving its
diversion points below Gothic.

Arapahoe County’s Union Park
Project would include an enormous
reservoir south of Taylor Park, and
would divert massive amounts of
water to the Front Range from the
Taylor Basin and the East River Basin.
The concept is being opposed by most
people in Gunnison County.

Lab where the lab dropped its
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correspondence

Editorial seriously flawed

Dear Lee:

Your emotional May 10th
editorial against the Rocky
Mountain Diological Laboratory’s
April 30th compromise agreement
with Arapahoe County is seriously
Nawed,

The real Colorado water
“grabber” is California - not
Arapahoe’s Union Park Water
Conservation Project. The reality of
California’s water crisis is behind
Colorado's current unity fora

“waterless Wilderness Bill.”
Colorado will also soon vigorously
oppose federal plans to quadruple
DBlack Canyon of the Gunnison
flows for the same reasons.
Concerned Colorado leaders are

uniting behind Union Park, because

high-altitude Cunnison storage is
the best environmentally sound

same volume of water, and they
drain the two wettest sub-basins in
Colorado. However, the Taylor is
far more valuable for fishing,
recreation, and irrigation, because
of the scasonal carry-over
capabilities of Taylor Park
Reservoir. Union Park's off-river,
high altitude storage will further
enhance the Cunnison's
environment and ccopomy with its
guaranteed carry-over protection
against several years of severe
drought. A key point to remember

answer for saving Colorado entitled

walers for future growth and

drought protection on both slopes.
If Colorado did not have

reservoirs, about 75% of its

renewable surface waters would be

lost every year during the 50 day
spring run-off, Well conceived
reservoirs can benefit river
ecosystems - not destroy them,

is that diversions into Union Park
will only occur during the spring
run-off in wet years when high
altitude valleys are supersaturated
with water that can not possibly be
used for any local purpose,
including wildflowers.

You can rest assured that our
company’s sharcholders will not
profiteer from our $2.2 million
bargain sale of Union Fark to
Arapahoe County. ‘We do, however,
hope to eventually recover our
expenses for a project that will have

invaluable long-term benefits for all
of Colorado, As with the
previously controversial Taylor and
Blue Mesa Reservoirs, Gunnison
citizens will also be pleased and
proud of Union Park. That will be
the greatest reward for our
environmentally concerned
sharcholders.

The Rocky Mountain
Biological Lab should be
commended for jts wise decision to
drop its legal action against Union
Park’s East River Diversion. By

concentrating on the scientific facts,
the lab will soon appreciate the
overall benefits of Union Park.
Ralph Clark’s resignation from
lab’s board is regrettable, because it
shows that the leader of People
Opposed to Water Export Raids
(POWER) will continue his
uncompromising campaign against
the finest water conservation project
in Colorado’s history .

Sincerely,

Dave Miller

Tresident

Please remember, every Gold Medal
fishery in Colorado is below a dam
that can provide adequate flows for
12 months instead of 2.
The Taylor and East Rivers
provide the most graphic \
comparison for Gunnison citizens.
These rivers generate about the
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for this claim is still unclear, particularly since different
entities would own and control these different diversions. How
would allowing Arapahoe County to build Union Park persuade Denver
not to further divert the Colorado River?

You comment that our suggestion for Arapahoe County to
withdraw from the court proceedings "is akin to asking a player to
fold with five aces." There never really are five aces... except
with a wild card. The court process is necessarily a
confrontational one, and negotiation is difficult under adverse
circumstances. Arapahoe County should follow Aurera's excellent
example of showing its good faith, so that serious talks can
begin. We look forward to hearing from you again soon.

p ,

incerely,

GEW/al

cc: Gerald McDaniel
Executive Committee
Tom Eggert
Paul Tauer

®- ©

NATURAL ENERGY RESOURCES COMPANY
e e b o b b b b o b e b i b

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

Honorable Roy Romer May 17,
Governor, State of Colorado

State Capitol Building
Denver, Colcradec 80203

1991

Re: Rocky Mountain Biological Lab =-- Arapahoe Water Agreement

Dear Governor Rocmer:

-

In your April 11, 1991 letter you cited Rocky Mountain Biological
Laboratory concerns as a reason for reserwv
Colorado's Union Park Water Conservation Project.

ng your position on

You will be pleased to know that the Lab and Arapahoe County have
reached a stipulated agreement. Under this out-cf-court settlement, two
of Unien Park's diversion points will be moved to a lower location to
avoid impacting the Laboratory's scientific work. Hopefully, stipulated
agreements will also soon be reached
Conservation Board, Colorado Division of Wild
Use Commission.

the Cclorado Water
, and the Colorado Land

It is interesting to note that the Lab is now receiving
unreasonable "heat" from local "not one drop over the hill" activists
who are unalterably opposed to any form of cooperation with Front Range
water providers (see enclosed editorial). Qur enclosed answer is
another attempt to provide understanding for those who still refuse to
recognize Unicn Park's local and statewide benefits.

It is difficult to understand why oOur state water management
agencies can evaluate and approve key ground water alternatives. But
under Colorado's highly legalistic system, these same agencies are not
free to study the relative merits

Colorade's renewable surface water

options. Coloradeo is the only Western state that keeps 1its wacer
resource data, insights, and policies under wraps, while local
onflicting interests unnecessarily consume public resources in endless
legal battles. Meanwhile, € Cclorade's wat surplus.

believe

water management
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state level
res

ultant w

To protect the public
competitive ar

id West, we Governor’'s

crucial water

Allen D.
President

(Dave) Miller

/m3b
enclosures

cc: Colorado legislators, water management agencies, providers.
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BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

“Voice of the Western Slope, since 1953”
A codlition of counties, communities, businesses & individuals
303 | 242-3264 » FAX 303 | 245-8300

634 Main Street, Suite #6 * P.O. Box 550
Grand Junction, Colorado 81502-0550

April 22, 1991

Jave Miller
>0 Box 567
?almer Lake, CO 80133

Jear Dave:

Thanks for your latest letter, responding in part to some of
:he points I made in our earlier correspondence.

Your letter still leaves me with a couple unanswered
juestions. First, you mentioned the decline in water usage in the
junnison Basin. and I'm not sure that's been entirely by choice.
3ut in any case, your points about Gunnison water "benefits" are
111 based upon the understanding that there is tremendous surplus
sater in the basin, perhaps as much as a million acre-feet.
learly, there is no consensus among water experts on this

soint... several doubt that there is that much surplus water in
che entire Colorado River system in Colorado. Others tell us that
he Gunnison Basin has NO surplus water. How are those numbers

juantified?

Second, the Vail Valley evample may seem trivial, but our
State's history has often shown that populations predictions can
7e wrong. Perhaps water consumption mav decline enough to offset
the growth of a town the size of Vail, but how about a town the
size of Denver? 1In the last century, many "experts" thought
Leadville would always be the economic center of Colorado, talked
»>f moving the Capitol, predicted a metrecpolis rivaling New York.
dere is the point of the example: we may or may not ever see that
¢ind of growth in the Gunnison Basin, bhut few Western Slopers are
+illing to foreclose the option, even those you call "no growth
ictivists." How can you expect these citizens to give away Ffuture
:hoices, just to protect someone else's future choices?

Finally, in at least two previous letters, you have suggested
:hat if Union Park were built, "there would be no need to further
fewater the overdepleted Upper Colorado Basin." The justification

John J. Nichall Thomas R. Eggert Jeannle Jolly
District No. 1 District No. 2 District No. 3

May 16, 1991
(303) 795-4630
FAX 794-4657

William S. Trampe, President
Upper Gunnison River Water Conservancy District
Gunnison, Colorado 81230

re: Union Park Project

Dear Mr. Trampe:

I regret that the District feels that it is unable to join
with Arapahoe County in a constructive dialogue to explore the
ways of achieving our mutual interest: keeping Colorado water in
the state for use by Coloradans. The District's opposition to
the County's efforts to put the excess, unused waters of the
Gunnison Basin to a legitimate intra-state use--waters now
enjoyed by the downstream states--hampers our mutual concern of
keeping Colorado water in Colorado, to the delight of Arizona and
California. Your constituents can't be any happier about this
than mine are. I have always felt that the state-wide benefits
of Union Park far exceed the impact the District believes the
diversion will cause, and look forward to the day when the
District joins the effort to achieve these goals which are so
vital to our state's future.

The Union Park Project will be built, and will include a
transmountain diversion of a portion of the now unused flows.
This is the principal reason for the County's decision to fund
the project. As always, my door remains open for discussions
with the District about how we can work together in a manner
consistent with the County's goals. It is up to us, the leaders
of the state's local governments, to work together to protect the
state's water resources from permanent loss to other states. A
negotiated resolution, acceptable to both parties, will often be
more favorable to all concerned than a judicial resolution. I
sincerely hope that the District, under your leadership, can join
in the effort to save this resource.

Sincerely yours,

7

ohn J./Nicholl, Chair '
Board County Commissioners

- ,(’ > . ..',.ML.._,..:J




Dave Miller
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a lot of work to do in both of these areas, but I think
we're beginning to make some progress.

Your perspective on this issue has been helpful to me.

Sincerely,

Roy er
Goverhor
RR:bp

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
letter to the editor, where the
writer based 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 whole course could be
taught on why this “drying up of
the West Slope” myth is wrong.
But a few basic facts need to be
reviewed:

First, because of snow melt,
most water in Colorado roars
down from the mountains and
out of Colorado in less than two

Too many water arguments grounded in fantasy instead of facts

months each year. Even if we do
nothing, that water is gone and
western Colorado is “dry" for 10
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 existing and future wa-
ter rights protected, but the wa-
ter is there to enhance the
environment and maintain mini-

‘mum stream flows throughout

the year, not just for two months.

Colorado, by law, cannot use
more than half of all the water
produced in Colorado. That 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 flows out of the state
without being affected by us any-
way. And, remember, part of the
25% of the water that we do use
also will flow downhill, join the
other 75%, and leave our state,

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 Park 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 environments are threatened. The safe-yield cost for Metro
Denver water users would be about half that of Two Forks.
Incredibly, under Colorado water law, state officials are not
free to evaluate and compare Union Park's unprecedented benefits,
with other water conservation alternatives. Some state officials
are actively trying to undermine Unicon Park in water court.
These officials have no state-wide insight into Union Park's
extraordinary capability to 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 its water management by natural
evolution. colorado has an urgent current need to make some
strategic water development decisiens. The stakes are too high
for Colorado officials to remain uninformed and noncommittal,
while local water providers continue to struggle without state
guidelines in a water development 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 interbasin and interstate water
issues. This non-political group of Colorado natural resource
experts would provide objective recommendations to promote

cooperative solutions that are in 1line with the state's
fundamental water realities. The necessary data 1s already
available. The committee can gquickly complete its task -- 1if

local pressures are held in check for a few months of focused
deliberation.

Thank you for considering an initiative that is wvital to all

future Colorado citizens.

Sincerely,

Allen D. (Dave) Miller
President

cc: Colorado legislators, State water boards, local water
districts

O ; O ¢
STATE OF COLORADO

EXECUTIVE CHAMBERS

136 State Capitol
Denver, Colorado 802031792
Phone (101) B66-2471

April 11, 1991

Roy Romer
Covernor

Dave Miller, President

Natural Energy Resources Company -
P.0. Box 567

Palmer Lake, CO 80133

Dear Dave:

Thaqk you for vyour -recent letters 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 example, you may be
aware of the concern this project has caused for scientists
at the Rocky Mountain Biological Laboratory. In addition,
the Colorado Water Conservation 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 issue, I also
bglieve it's premature for me to take a position at this
time. As with Two Forks, Union Park will require a long
approval process. After significant water court hearings,
Arapahoe County will need to obtain federal approvals from
both the Army Corps of Engineers and the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency for the project. Because East River
flows through the Gunnison National Forest, the U.S Forest
Service also will need to approve a special-use permit for
the project. Forest Service officials have said the
ccmPlexity of the project will require them to conduct an
Environmental Impact Statement.

In any event, I believe this project points to larger
questions of how we choose to use water in Colorado. I
have consistently stated my belief that the Denver
metropolitan area must work together and find a cooperative
solution to the area's water needs. If not, I believe our
state‘faces a future involving great environmental damage
and institutional chaos. I am also concerned that we
become more active in promoting water conservation
programs. Water is a scarce and valuable resource in our
state, and we need to begin using it more wisely. We have
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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
e brought the threat to a head.

i i ifornia" - ter shortage with
i eral officials are trying to solve California's long-term wa
?oirgrélagtslsuﬁagéd’:%%lorado River Co;r'zpact waters. Meanwhile, Colorado r&a{)urzilhée?:;éfj
serts are preoccupied with a confused water development gridlock caused by

o Forks Dam veto.

i its surplus Gunnison
| erately needs a large water storage reservoir to conserve its s
Is?rzaf?:oge;gws foz drought protection and growth, instead of for California hottJ tu.bséta'tl'gse
tapped Gunnison currently loses an average millxt?n acglgat;.feel l? ;S: g‘glsca?alggvféssaﬁ::nsteadi&
is is four times current Metro Denver consumption. This seri 4
;iv;igcl))uercause of improved irrigation technology and retirement of salty land ?alése?e?gdo\‘fﬁ%
gation. In contrast, Colorado's drier Upper Colorado Basin has been severely depl

thteen major diversions to the Front Range.

i i | years on a large
3 te that far-sighted Arapahoe County has been working for several '
Tnfn?g:r?ast%:age pro]gct that w%lj[ stop the external and internal threats to Cﬁ!o;’:\d{i?osnx:ﬁ{
ure. This $468 million Union Park Water Conservation Project is a lower-cost,

hancing alternative to Two Forks.

i i i into Union Park’s long-
i les, surplus Gunnison Basin flood waters will be pumped in 1
:rl'lr,]gofv;ﬁtvg%fosrage ?or gravity release to both sIopeLs] <.:iunr[1pg ﬂkw?: :r:;tls%?ilsnf;ull\:llgfc?rlb 2:1:%??32
addition to this urgently needed drought insurance, Union Par 5 el
- t of Two Forks. Colorado water interests c
ar growth needs for about half the safe-yield cos . 4 R
-depletion of the Upper Colorado Basin, by dropping ! i
'g Is;?rl’icsfugg?rrneos\glzgﬁ?Muddy Creek.%reen Mountain, Williams Fork, Eagle mezy,l Stl;alggt
aek, and East Gore proposals. Instead of more environmental damage to a single basin,
ion Park will enhance the river environments of both slopes.

i Is were secretly acquired
ater rights for Metro Denver's Upper quorado proposals we L
;Srt %famf V;ears \%ithout regard to the Gunnison's untapped potential and comp@rgtflix;er
vironmental and engineering costs. In contrast, Union Park has been openly pur];s:_ueur e
reful review of all viable Colorado water ogtions. Union Park is surely the finest multi-purp
ter project ever conceived -- in or out of Colorado.

i i - ei iation or
nion Park water right delays will soon be resolved -- either by negotiatior
fof;cqgeg{:;eme Court rulings.gAHhough Union Park can guarantee more water in Eunnlscjg
ars, when needed, than ever before, there are still divisive no-growth activists WHO w?:er
her see the public's water flow to California instead of Colerado growth are?s. mo;y; By
cause of Union Park's unprecedented West Slope benefits, there is excellen %olt,r?elmog
" gotiated water rights instead of costly court rulings. Today's water dec13|or_1$|can e
cortant in Colorado history. Good faith cooperative development is essential.

11577 W. Arizona Avenue
M Lakewood, CO 80226
(303) 985-9932

le B. Raitt and Abner W. Watts, (303) 237-3449

tired Bureau of Reclamation Executive Engineers
5. Suggest citizens concerned with Colorado's environmental and economic future give
copies of this letter to friends and political representatives.

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

Honorable Roy Romer May 6, 1991
Governor, State of Colorado

State Capitol Building

Denver, Colorado 80203

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
hard to find cooperative water sclutions to prevent ‘'great
environmental damage and institutional chaos".

Unfortunately, Colorado is the only Western state that still
relies heavily on cumbersome court procedures to manage its
renewable surface waters. This system encourages divisive
confusion instead of enlightened cooperation. It is especially
ineffective for the larger interbasin and interstate decisions in
this age of environmental enlightenment. Seventy percent of the
nation's water lawyers are required for the state's
counterproductive water wars. These conflicts only benefit the
less divisive down-river states. Out-of-state interests are also
exploiting Colorado's divisive court battles with their own
lawyers who oppose storage of Colorado's water for Colorado.

Because of Colorado's extreme provincialism, water cooperation is
highly unlikely, unless there is a strong new initiative from the
executive branch. The reality is that legislators, water
districts, and state water board members represent geographic
areas with historically conflicting interests. These officials
are influenced by (and often exploit) local unfounded
emotionalism to block water developments that would conserve and
beneficially use Colorado's threatened compact entitlements.

A good current example of unreascnable local resistance to
cooperative water sharing comes from the overlooked Gunnison
Basin. This untapped area generates more water per square mile
than any other basin. Its consumptive needs are less than half
the flow. The annual loss of Colorado River Compact entitlements
to California is about four times current Metro Denver
consumption. This serious waste of state resources is worsening,
because of irrigation improvements and the Gunnison's long-term
shift from agriculture to tourism. In spite of these facts, a
small group of no-growth activists have used unfounded scare
tactics to force local leaders into dropping their Union Park
Participation Agreement.




to plan, develop, and conserve the state’s compact waters for beneficial Colorado
purposes.

Political Water Studies. The Colorado Water Resources and Power
Development Authority recently completed a $500,000 water study to investigate
transmountain diversion options from the untapped Gunnison Basin. 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 change the
data. As a result, the diversion alternative preferred by the Upper Gunnison River Water
Conservancy District appears in the final study report as the lowest cost option. 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 o
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 imes 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 studies also disclosed that his court accepted optimal fish flows
are unsustainably high, because they were developed at locations several tributaries
below the courf 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 is 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
co?ttlinua 107 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 entitiements. 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

—o

Board of County Commissioners

13th & Pear Sireels @ Boulder Counly Courthouse e Boulder. Colorado 80302 e (303) 441-3500

April 2, 1991

Dave Miller

Natural Energy Resources Company
P. 0. Box 567
Palmer Lake, CO 80133

Dear Mr. Miller:

We want to thank you for taking the time to write to u
s and send us t
on Colorado water, future and use. he material

i}since We are tf:ount:y government officals, we are not usually involved in State
sues, or water issues, however, we are glad to have your i i i
consider it carefully. ' g PEEEEI SR

Sincerely, %0// &%M}

Homer Page, Chair Ronald K. Stewart

Boulder County Commissioners Boulder County Commissioner
M
ndy Hame

Boulder County Commissioner

mb

Sandy Hume
County Commissioner CMRGH;#%:M. Stewumn Homar Pagie

Post Ofice Box 471 e Boulder, Coloiodo 80306




will scon be permanently lost to "use it or lose it" growth
pressures from California and Arizona.

Balanced Water Usage Between Basins An average 60,000 acre-
feet of surplus Taylor River water from Union Park will increase
the safe annual yield of Metro Denver's existing reservoirs by
120,000 acre-feet. Because of this unprecedented multiplier
effect, the safe-yield cost would be half that of Two Forks.
This renewable surface supply would be adequate for about 50
years of Metro Denver growth. After that time, Union Park's
env1r0nmgntal drought 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
Colorado Basin. Unlike the 18 diversions from the Upper
Colorado, Union Park's high-altitude drought cycle storage is the
only concept that has major environmental benefits for both

slopes. Because of the negative legac i i i

C 5 . y of previous diversions,
this is the key point that is difficult for West Slope water
managers to understand and accept. The situation is further

t<§c>rn‘:_‘)1.\'.r.-at.c-_d when local no-growth activists use false information
o 11I1cite_an uninformed public into "not one drop over the hill"
emotionalism. It is easy to yell fire in a crowded theater.

) Suqqestion To Drop Union Park And Negqgotiate Your proposal
és akin to asking a player to fold with five aces. gragahoe
ounty should vigorously continue its water right application to
prct?ct West apd East Slope interests from droughts and the
ggg:;pg down—rlvgr threat. Union Park has major statewide
% its that merit full support by the public and all levels and
ranches of Colorado government. Like many complex matters
reasonable people can usually negotiate fair settlements out of
court, when'the 1ssues are fully understood. In spite of the
gurieqt emotionalism, your idea of good faith negotiations should
e r}e@ as soon as possible. Why wait for the delay expense
and divisiveness of Supreme Court decisions? '

facilfzztogoo% offices _oﬁ Club 20 could serve as an ideal

Boratiit i or organizing a West Slope negotiating team.

interestyrf e East Flope could field a similar group in the

b dc o Colorado s gater future. Someone at state level
ou probably be the initiator and non-coercive arbitrator.

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

incerely,

e

Dave Miller
President

P.S. én the intgrest of understanding and interbasin harmony
m;ggest!foples of this Feply be sent to the entities aﬁé
coné:rnw © received copies of your referenced letter of

© ©
March 24, 1991

STATE OFFICIALS ARE JEOPARDIZING COLORADO’S WATER FUTURE

ns, and objectives, some well-meaning

In the absence of state water policies, pla : M
future by pursuing their own personal

state officials are jeopardizing Colorado's water
agendas. Here are a few recent examples:

Colorado River Compact Giveaway. At a March, 1991 pretrial hearing, a U.S.
asserted that the federal government could release water to California from Blue

lawyer : 2 . "
Reservoir without regard to Colorado's compact entitlements and transmountain

Mesa ! ;
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 entittements 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 (Two Forks, Muddy Creek,
etc.) from Colorado's over-depleted Upper Colorado Basin, while working against a
superior alternative from the underutiized Gunnison Basin. The nger Colorado
currently has 18 major diversions to Colorado's East Slope. The wetter unnison Basin
has none, and it is losing a million acre-feet of Colorado’s 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
fitty year growth supply for Metro Denver at half the safe yield 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.

Legislative 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.

Instream Fiow 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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NATURAL ENERGY RESOURCES COMPANY
P SO O arS

P. O.Box 547 » Palmaer lake, Colorado 80133 « (719) 481-2003 « FAX (719) 481-4013

April 3, 1991

Honorable Roy Romer
Governor, State of Colorado
State Capitol Building
Denver, CO 80203

RE: Saving Colorado's Water Future
Dear Governor Romer:

In the absence of state wat ici
) r . er policies, lans and
g:ffg:;vfs si?e well-mean1ng state officials are jioparaizing
o's water future. This disturbing conclusion is based on

recent events and lifeti 3
! ime experiences o
resource professionals. f many concerned water

) For the last nine years our company has i i
. k gained considerable
ég§;32§°13§gesb;:rado watey problems, while working on a larée
i M griﬁe project. _This conservation project will
i e i ong-terq environmental and economic values
i S ds ate. It w1}1 store some of Colorado's wasted
ol protgst%oncom\fi?icfe enté}:l;mlents for West and East Slope
. - satisfying Metro Denver's fift
jrowth pro;ectlonsrat half the safe-yi eans,
’ -yield cost of Two Forks.
;gf:r::n;tely, thesg invaluable benefits are being impropei?y
y Y state officials who are following their own agendas.

= hgrel;?ggﬂ?ﬁzz paper provides some astonishing recent examples

e, e offz;lals are jeopardizing Colorado's water

e @ disclosing these facts with the hope that it will
ernization of Colorado's water management practices.

Thi i ; . :
1s letter is being widely distributed to alert Colorado

:itizens to the serio 1 =
u
s 1nterna and external threats to their

v : i A
our views on this wvital state matter will surely be of

nterest to all conce
r rn iti
o vt . ed Colorado citizens. Thank you for your

Sincerely,

e ll]

Dave Miller
President

ncls i izi
State Officials Are Jeopardizing Colorado's Water Future.

Fins-nese

NATURAL ENERGY FiIESPEREEE COMPANY

P W -

P - .

P. O, Box 567 + Pcmnwk-.cdmmwln « (719)481-2003 - FAX (719) 481-4013
: April 2, 1991

Mr. Greg E. Walcher
President

Club 20 .
634 Main Street, Suite 6
Grand Junction, CO 81502-0550

West Slope Water Concerns And Negotiations With Front Range

RE:
Dear Greg:

Thanks for your March 15th letter outlining West Slope
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.
Hopefully, the following will provide a clearer understanding of

the specific concerns mentioned in your letter.

Union Park's large off-river reservoir is
uniquely designed to give unprecedented benefits to both slopes.
puring high run-off years, surplus Gunnison water will be pumped
into long-term, high altitude storage. These waters will only be
released to both slopes during the critical multi-year drought
cycles. Computer analysis has confirmed that Union Park can
economically satisfy Metro Denver's 50-year growth needs, while
guaranteeing more water in Gunnison rivers, when needed, than
ever 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 will also provide a world class Lake Trout fishery, flood
control, stabilized Taylor Park Reservoir levels, and Taylor
River summer flows 100% higher than the reasonable flows set by
the Colorado Water Conservation Board. The guaranteed multi-year
drought flows will also  enhance the dependability of senior
Gunnison water rights.

Gunnison Benefits

Future West Slope Needs The Bureau of Reclamation's
Gunnison-Arkansas studies in the 40's and 50's showed that the
Upper Gunnison had 450,000 acre-feet that were surplus to
consumptive needs. Since that time, water consumption in the
Gunnison Basin has steadily declined because of improved
irrigation technolegy and retirement of land with excessive salt
build-up from traditional deep irrigation methods. Over ninety
five percent of Gunnison consumption is for irrigation. A ten
percent irrigation efficiency savings could more than double the
water available for population and industry growth. The record
shows a continuing population and industry decline in the
Gunnison Basin. Your Vail Valley example of an unforeseen need
would be easily offset with the declining 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 and East Slope environments during the
ecritical drought cycles. If not, these Colorado entitled waters




Nation/worid

to Californi
By James Coates 7-3~
3h¥cago Tribune 3 3 ?{
DENVER—Mindful of the pop-
alar wisdom in the arid West that
“whiskey is for drinking and
~ater is for fighting,” Colorado
leaders are offering 10 help
drought-stricken California in an
ffort to stave off an interstate
nattle over water rights.

The rush to find ways to slake
he thirst of the nation’s most
ropulous state began Feb, 13
vhen Interior Secretary Manual
-ujan suggested to the Colorado
-egislature that other Western
lates share with Los Angeles
ome of their rights to water in
e mighty Colorado River,
Colorado leaders quickly re-
ponded with a promisc of
00,000 acre feet of water,
ughly the amount used by Den-
2r in a year, so that California
ould not_go after all the states’
recious future water rights on
ic niver.
“We want to help Southern Cal-
ornia with_its drought situa-
on,” said Colorado Gov. Roy
omer. “But it also is in our self-
terest to get California (o live

ithin its entitlements in the
ver.”

Romer wrote a letter on Feb. 21
+ California Gov. Pete Wilson
Tering to give Los Angeles the
10,000 acre feet of water if Cali-
mia would agree 1o adopt strict
‘rmanent conservation rules to
U water use in the future.

With effective conservation
sasures, Romer told legislators
t week, California wouldn't re-
m 1o using its substantial politi-
| clout 1o seize a larger portion
the water supply that the state
ares under federal law with
yomini, Utah, New Mexico,
1zona, Nevada and Colorado.

With more than 10percent of all
American voters now living in
California and with the 1990 cen-
sus giving the state seven more
House seats for a total of 32
California’s political clour fa:
outweighs that of its fellow Colo-
rado River water users, who will
combine for slightly more than 20
seats.

Despite the torrential rains that
hit California late last week, the
live-year dry spell there has
prompied state officials to restrict
temporarily the amount of water
used for agriculture and to cut
water supplies to cities.

The Colorado River is the arte-
ry carrying the lifeblood of seven
Western states. It starts as a bur-
bling brook not far from the ski
complex at Vail, Colo., and tum-
bles down the western face of the
Rocky Mountains, picking up cas-
cading runolfs.

It then pours into the low de-
serts to carve the Grand Canyon
in Arizona before slowing to a
trickle and ending in the Gulf of
California.

The Colorado River Compact
overseen by Congress and signed
in 1922 when California was just
another sparsely settled Western
state gave California annual water
rights to 4.4 million acre feet,
Colorado to 3 million, Arizona
2.9 million, Utah 1.4 million,
Wyoming 840,000, New Mexico
435,000 and Nevada 300,000,

An acre foot, enough to cover
43,000 square feet with 12 inches
of water, equals about 330,000
gallons.

This is enough water to meet
the needs of three average Ameri-
can households for one year.

Since 1989, California has con-
sumed more than its 4.4-million-
acre-foot share while some of the
other states, particularly Colora-
do, have used only a ponion of

| the water they have coming. Col-

orado has only enough dams to
store 2.2 million acre feet and
therefore lets 800,000 acre feet
that it owns pass down the river.

That water is stored in Lake
Mead, the gigantic reservoir out-
side Las Vegas created by Hoover
Dam, which supplies Southern
California much of its electrical
power as well as its water.

Lake Mead thus amounts to a
water bank, which means that
Colorado in future years can draw
upon the reserves stored there. It
is this water that Romer is of-
fening to share with California.

In response to Romer's offer,
officials from California and the
other water compact states are
carefully reading the complex
water laws to draﬁ contracts that
must be signed by all the parties,
a process that officials sad will
take at least two weceks,

After a meeting in Denver last
week with California officials and
representatives of the other Colo
rado River Compact states, a
spokesman for Romer said Cali-
fornia indicated it wants the water
and is considering Colorado's re-
quest that it agree not to seek
water allocations granted to other
states,

The Colorado proposal also
urges that California make perma-
nent the temporary cuts in the
amennt of water used for agricul-

ture. Farmers now account for §3
percent of California's water use,
making Colorado’s suggestion
controversial because of the valy-
able cash crops at stake.
Meanwhile, Rep. Ben Nighthor-
se Campbell (D-goln,), whose dis-
trict includes much of the Colora-
do River's headwaters, entered the
fray by suggesting that instead of
piving the water to California,
Colorado should lease it
¢ lease money, which Camp-
bell estimates would total billions

of dollars, could be used to build
more storage reservoirs in Colora-
do.

This, in tumn, would allow the
state to keep its entire allocations
inside Colorado.

Tom Eggert, a member of the
ArapahoeCounty Commission,
saidthe idea of getting money
from California to finance
Colorado’s own water plans ex-
cited him. The county commis-
sion is building a pipeline that
would pump Colorado River

water from the west side of the
Rockies across the Continental
Divide and into the Denver area.

“We need 1o find ways to store
our water here in Colorado rather
than letting it flow down the river
and out to sea where it evaporates
and comes back as mountain
rains,” Eggert said.

“If we don't store it here we're
going to lose it to people who will
use 1l to water the sidewalks of
Pasadena and to fill the hot tubs
of Hollywood."

“Tocusing on Agrica
Vol 42 No 2
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Colorado should unite behind
Union Park water proposal

Dear Editor:

Two out of three key decislons
have been made toward solving
Colorado’s major water prob-
lems.

The first was EPA’'s courageous
decislon to veto the damaging
and costly Two Forks Dam. The
second was Aurora's recent de-
cision to drop its Gunnison di-
version concepl. berc..use of simi-

lar environmental and economic
faults.

The only basic decision left Is
for Colorado to unite behind
Arapahoe County's multipur-
pose. envlronmenl-cnhanc}ng
Unicn Park Water Conservation
Project.

Union Park’s million acre-feet
ol oil-river storage on the Gunni-

son side of the Continental Di-
vide will substantially solve Col-
orado’s four most critical water
problems.

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

(2) Union Park will provide
much needed multi-year drought
protection for Colorado’s envi-
ronment and economy on both
slopes.

(3) Unlon Park will help correct
Colorado’s grossly unbalanced
water usage between its un-
tapped Gunnison Basin and its
over depleted Upper Colorado
Basin. (The drier Upper Col-
orado supplies all of Colorado’s
transmountain water via 18 di-
versions to Front Range farm
and urban users.)

(4) Union Park will help save
Colorado’s unused compact enti-
tlements from being
permanently lost by default to
water short California.

Unlon Park’s unique reservoir
site 1s truly an invaluable asset
for all of Colorado — especially
for the Upper Gunnison's water
based way of life. The entire
project could be patd for in 10
years with Rep. Ben Campbell's
idea to temporarily lease
Colorado’s wasted flood flows to
California.

Regardless of who ultimately
pays, Colorado environmental-
Ists, water developers, and citi-
zens will soon be united in com-
mon appreciation of an uncom-
mon water conservation project.

Dave Miller
President
Natural Energy Resources CO.
P.O. Box 667

Palmer Lake, CO 80133
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Arapahoe County will stick with
its attempt to divert waler from the
Gunnison River Basin in spite of
Aurora's surprise withdrawal from
the project Thursday, said Paul
Zilis, Arapahoe .Qounly water law-

——
Lr
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: But jubilation for at least half a
" victory over the thirsty - Front

Range was rampant in Gunnison

Thursday, where a local bank

-_ Arapahoe sucks
E‘iliversimn bid

= wpgople are ecstatic bu guard-

ed,” said Betsy Beardon, d leader
in People Opposed to Water Ex-
rt Raids.
“We hail this as the mother of all
withdrawals,” said Chris Meyers,
an attorney for four conservalion

groups.

" wThis should send shock waves

through the Arapahoe County com-

missioners,” he said. )
But Arapahoe County Commis-

sioner Tom Eggert said the county

will pursue the project in spite of

ing ils partner.
JUERRESE See Water, page 9A [

J

flashed the news on ils eleqtrnnic
megs,ages;m i
\V
Water_—___
FromPageOne . . :

Alrora has spent §2 miilion on
the $400 million Collegiate Range

Project, which would divert 73,000 i
acre-feet a year of Gunnison River |

basin water through tunnels under
thi¢ Continental Divide.

“We just decided it's time to stop
thrawing money down the drain in
legal fees," said Aurora Mayor
Paul Tauer.

_Tom Griswold, Aurora's director
of utilities, said, “We still hope to
work with the people of the Gunni-
san Basin or on the Western Slope
to arrive at some project that’s ac-
ceptable o everyone.

~Blue Mesa Reservoir is a per-
fect example, where the Bureau of
Reclamation has 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 transmountain diver-
sions go, there's not a budge and
there never will be from our end.”
said Beardon.

“We've got no desire lo become
involved in any proposal involving
transmountain diversions,” said
Dick Bratton, attorney for the Up-
per Gunnison Water Conservancy
District.  ~ .

“That's the official position, and
I suspect that's the unofTicial posi-
tiomon the street,” he said.
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Hydropower from Blue ..{esa: should

it take priority over Union Park?

by Laura Anderson

Should the Blue Mesa Reservoir ~

be used for power generation? Or
should the water that would have
filled it be sent across the Continental
Divide to Arapahoe County?.

A ruling by Water Court Judge
Robert Brown May 6 suggests that
domestic water use may take priority
over hydroélectric® generation.’
Brown's decision seems to reverse an
earlier r'ul_x;ng‘in-Apn'l.':w[]m’:w

70 PO R

that domestic ‘use may take
precedence over power gencration.

which favored the U.S. Government,
Arapahoe County filed a motion for
clarification. “Arapahoe County did
another smart thing when they filed
that motion,” Bruce Driver, lawyer for
the High Country Citizens’ Alliance,
_commented. In clarifying the motion,
i Brown apparently reversed his first’
ruling. According to Driver, the new

“ruling is “opaque.... The Issue is very —

"Arapahoe County did

another smart thing

when they filed that motion."

indicated that ifthe priority dateofthe
hydro project was earlier, generating
clectricity would be senior to
domestic use.

The way Colorado water law
worksisthat water rights claimed first
take precedence over later rights.
Given this, one would think that the
Aspinall 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
businessistheColorado River Storage
Project Act, enacted by Congress in
the 1950s. This sets up the Aspinall
Wilson Storage Unit, which includes
Blue Mesa and gives the US.
Government the right to use the water
in the three reservoirs to generate

clectricity. But a clause in it indicates

complicated,” Driver continued. “My
concern is that no one knows quite
what he decided.”

The issue may be resolved after
a trial, scheduled for the entire month

of June, which will decide whether -

enough excess water exists 1o make
the Union Park Project feasible. Driver
added that even if domestic use takes
priority over hydropower, he does not
believe that a transmountain
diversion project falls under the
definition of domestic use.

Arapahoe County’s “first smart
thing,” according to Chris Meyer,
lawyer for the National Wildlife
Federation, was to work out a deal
with the Rocky Mountain Biological
Lab where the lab dropped its

1

After Brown’s April ruling,

oppositioh to Union Parkin mJ lange
for Arapahoe County’s moving its
diversion points below Gothic.
Arapahoe County’s Union Park
Project would include an enormous
reservoir south of Taylor Park, and
would divert massive amounts of
water to the Front Range from the
Taylor Basin and the East River Basin.
The concept is being opposed by most
people in Gunnison County.' )
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Is Union: Park F serv01r an alternativ to Two Forks? -

. s«:me state legislators_are .tryln
goadtheDewer Water Board into f. e&tal
court to appeal the Two Forks Dam veto.
.If this- attomlnsplred movement suc-
ceeds, Calif will continue to benefit,
z% Colorado sinks further into yeat&o‘{

ve water-development gridlock.
vetoed Two Forks because Colorado ig-
nored its better alternatives. The wasted
million acre-feet from the untapped Gun-
nison Basin is the most ocbvious example.

« Colorado is entitled to these flood flows
under the Colorado River Compact.

However, instead of storing and using
some of these surplus waters, Colorado
bas allowed the destructive’ Two Forks
idea to dominate its highly legal/political
water establishment. Colorado’s intimi-

* dated water resource engineers have long
-known that Two Forks would only worsen
the excessive dewatering of the Upper
Colorado-Basin, caused by 18 diversions
to the Front Range.

While the federal government was
wlsely vetoing Two Forks, Arapahoe

.- County bas been quietly developing the

. finest multipurpose water alternative ev-
er conceived for Colorado. During heavy
runoff years, surplus Gunnison water will
be pumped into the off-river Union Park
Reservoir ‘site. This' uniguely efficient
million acre-feet of high-altitude storage

‘will relpase valuable water to the river :

envtmnmenzs of both slopes during crlu-

AT ednorlal ap-
" LN\ :plied the word"deba " to the Two
rks Dam proposal. There's a bet-

ter word for Président Bush's environmen-

spades.

Interior Man Lujan gave the
Colorado Legislature a curtain-raiser

een!ly with his plan to send “surplus” wa-

Southern California. There

mzisu'l. a surplus; that water was given

area, for growth, by the 1922 Colo- .

rado River Compact.

. But Interior secretarles often speak
bluntly. I recall when former Interior Sec-
retary Stewart Udall, an ‘Arizonan, came
toDenverln;he 19503 and declared in the
2 Colorado, governor's o(({ee: “You don’t

. Subalpine basin,

lorado’s

ey 107 (eloivis(poy. W
Eigineerlns studies;. have confirmed
'Union Park can satisfy metro Denver's
future needs for about the safe yield
cost of Two Forks. Unlon Park also will
g:ovlde guaranteed drought insurance for
th ulopes. balanced water usage be-
beneficial use of Colo-

mdo'n threatened compact entitlements.
Colorado is the only state that tries to
manage its water with an.army of quar-
reling attorneys. The state makes abso-
lutely no attempt to evaluate its water
options based on comparative environ-
mental and engineering merit. Hopefully,
Colofado will start some-objective water
resource planning.before all of its major
water decisions are made in Washington,

- D.C,, or in California.

* -DALE B. RAITT, ABNER W. WATTS
Lakewood
-0oa

1 am writing to exprmvmy extreme
opposition to Arapahoe County’s pmgﬁ‘l

:o divert b;vr&er lroxg the gﬂa o sin
or use growing po, on on
- Front Range.

Implementation of such a plan would
have catastrophic effects.
First, this massive diversion would per-
transform a lush and expansive
ralr% with flora and
fauna, into an arid prairie largely devoid
of the previous diversity. In an age when
such pristine mountain habitats are in
sbortsupply.thlswouldbeagmvelm.

become less competitive against cities
with miserable climates, like Omaha and
Chicago. Why give away any advantage?
Why live in unpleasant sumundings if you
don't have to?

Environmentalists may dlsagree. Some
would prefer to see a Denver resembling
Rock Springs, Wyo., in the 1940s when wa-
ter-short residents tried concrete “lawns”

pa s v s

from Colorado Boulevard onto East Sev-

enth Avenue on a hot July day? The tem-

- perature along that green, well-watered

street droj

several degrees, at least psy-
cho

. Take' that away and you've

hsvaagmxpmblem Aliyoubaveto . Jost

-, do 18 buy.uj thewater no!
" Colorado agréuture SN nortberm

Therewasanupmr,oieourse.became .

agricultural water — even'when subsi-
“dized with low-interest loans — is a pretty
good bargain. Californians would agree
that agriculture provides needed jobs, tax-
es and the pleasant environment that
comes with- thé sort of greenbelt we have
betweén Deaver and Cheyenne.

Without any artificial water, about all
that grows well in the Denver metro area
is prickly pear, ‘Spanish bayonet, a few

trees mostly the stream

’banks = and the native grasses.
* . ‘And as to lawns: Commupities compete
]us%aseorporatlonsandlndlvldualsoom
pete. Because the Denver area’has a

" cial climate compounded from altu\?a:,

So I Iorlawns. We can conserve on
lawns by'making them smaller and using
Xeriscape planungx. but there comes a
point when growth simply requires more
diversion of the snowmelt that runs off
almost entirely in three spring months.

. Compared to the not-so-secret eaviron-
mental agenda — which is to see Colorado
rivers flowing bank-full “naturally”

California —~-Two Forks' storage of that
brief annual runoff would have been a
small price to pay for keeping the metro

- area a pleasant place to live.

Of course, I'm overdramatizing. What
really happens in a self-induced water
shortage is that everyone panics, tries to

' inake Inefficlent alternatives look palat-
gble.and in the long run votes for solutions .
. even.costlier than those rejected earlier. -

_dry air and the bmetlclnl effect of winter . “The-alternatives to-Two Forks simply

" Chipook winds, we have a lot going for us.
We are halfway between the Midwest and -
California climatologically as well as in

miles. But take away our greenery and we

. \
-

--gdon't measure up, It re| ted some 30
years of good en 2, land purcbase
and community’ cooperation.

vs wishfu] thinking to assume Califor-

t ture down theriver -

/6 Ko 3r £53

Second; proposed diversion would
aeverely ‘threaten the very existénce of
the Rocky Mountain Biological Laborato-~
ry, a world-famous research institute es- -
tablished in 1928 and located near Crest-.-
ed Butte. The plan calls for a large"
underground pipeline to pnss directly-
through RMBL property. The digging re-
uired to construct such a pipeline would
rasticallga]nnd irrerarably harm the’
fragile subalpine habitats of RMBL and
the surrounding area. In addition, the dra-
matically moedified water flow in the ar-
ea’s creeks and rivers would permanently .
disrupt these aquatic ecosystems. N
Such thoughtless actions would termi-
nate all of the many long-term studles in
progress at RMBL, which are essential .
for development in basic research, as
:lzlgalas research ondsgch vittial t:gdm a8
warming, acid deposition con->
servation. As an American scientist wha..
has conducted research at RMBL and the

' surrounding area, I am outraged by tbjs

grossly ded proposal. -
CUSHMAN, research le!lpw .
Macquarie University, .

Sydney, New South Wales, Australia

THE POST INVITES READERS to wrtte toLET- *
TERS, The Denver Post, P.O. Box' 1709.Domwm1
mmndmm:wmsmmlomsmnmm\
eddress, day phono number. o

nia’slong reach may revlve'l‘wol?orks. But
there’s a good reason why it should: The"s
decision so far has been yery undemocratic, .
The Denver Water Board sits on Iis watey~
rights as supp! liertoawburbanwatetoom-
munity about as large as its own, sporadi’
cally represented by scores of water au-
thorities. The Denver board -and Mayor.-
Pefia gave Two Forks a good try. But their
beartswaeu‘tlnit.WbenEPAMnﬂn!sh‘av
tor William Relly sank his knife in the proj:.+
ect, Mayor Pefia didn't fight back. Why -
should he? It was mostly the suburban ox
that was being gored. R 'L.
\ Now that Denver's perwnta%e of powez

in the 100-member General Assembly l.s,v
going to sink to 14 percent — with the gix+ .
suburban countles totaling 42 percent -, .
the time is ripe to create a metro waters.
board with the power' to. consult all the
water users on water decisions. Many.qf+.
the million-plus suburbanites — many. of,,
who use Denver water — had no constitu.
ency at all in the Two Forks process, - ;.-

1 believe a metro-wide vote on qu.,
Forks five years ago would have been fa-
vorable and would have given the Whitey.
House a message: If you want those Re:y-
publican votes in the suburban congres-.
slonal districts, don't play envlronmental
footsie with their water supply.

Instead, with the suburbs locked awayln
the back rooms of the Denver area waler-rn
planning establishment, the president was s

! (ree to enterprise his environmental opra..
tions,

He did that, and now hls Interior secre=s+
tary wants to open the way.for diversiop of

.the future water supplies of Deaver and,;
- the suburbs down the Colorado River-tos;

Los Angeles.1 | L
Bon voyage? . .
m'u'm Denver roportar end ecitortal Y

mor,lsno.nr Toe- il povd

wrtiar based in Lakewood -0



3. The Legislature should " revisit the “Water Right Determination and
Administration Act of 1969" and declde whether court determinallon of
water matlers 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 lts Arkansas River
exchange Water Courl case. In February 1989, these costs were
reported to total $2.7 milion. 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 avallable 1o people of
normal means.

4. Individual agendas that are carrled Into water policles advanced by
State Institutions and organizations Influencing water legislation
must be Identilied and exposed. We should ask ourselves how written
comments, represenling the views of an Individual atlorney opposing a
proposed waler legislation ends up belng copled verbatim 47 days
later on the Colorado Water Congress slationary. In turn, the CWC
letter was provided to the members of the Interlm water committee In
the legislature, that killed the proposed legislation. Organizations
such as the Colorado Section of the American Water Resources
Association should provide a counter to balance the activilies of the
Colorado Water Congress In the water legislation arena.

5. Objective and non-political Institutions such as Colorado Walter .
Resources Research Institute at Colorado State Universily and the
Universily of Colorado MNatural Resource Law Center should undertake
further research to sludy the Impacls of the legal-political complex
on Colorado’s abillties to manage Iils waler resources wisely. The
press, as part ol lts public responsibllity, should Investigale the
aclivities of the legal/political complex and educate the public on
the detalls of such activilies.

| urge your active participation In bringing about a balanced approach 1o

managing Colorado's waler resources. Continuation of the legal control and
legal approach to solving our water problems ensures the continuation of the
present counlerproductive gridlock created by such an approach. Indeed, If we

cannol break this gridlock, the water management In our slate will continue to
have the meaning of an oxymoron. Allowing Colorado's water to llow through our
fingers Is truly sell-contradiclory. Colorado's political leaders must take
Interior Secrelary 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 Calilornia by donating Its unused surplus
compacl enlilled waler.

Colorado deserves better. Our fulure generations wlll never forgive us If
our Siate compacl entitled waler continues 1o flow downsiream.lo the benefil of
other Stales. We must pursue viable solulions wilh the talenls, experience and
problem solving abllities available in Colorado today. Together we can make a
dilference,

%




highest in the natlon, 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 recen! sludy completed for the U.S. Geologlcal
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
waler tap fees are about five limes the average for other western citles that
depend on Colorado generated water.

The high cost of the water court adjudication process is unfair to the
small water user such as a farmer or a small community. Mr. John R. Fetters of
Parker In his lelter of January 30, 1991 describes the system to the Division-1
Engineer, Mr. Alan Berryman as (oflows:

"As you know, the “system” favors wealthy eniitles that can afford to hire
expensive lawyers (or have them on staff) In the securing or malntaining of
water rights. While we recognize the expense of moving these rights to other
locations Is ours, we believe the State has an cbligation 10 make the system
avallable to people of normal means.”

Applylng water policles created by special Interest legislation and
liigation, without giving proper attentlon to t(he physical and natural setting
of the different geographic areas, could have a substantlal Impact on our
abllities to wisely manage our waler resources.  These laws, whether
established by the legislature or the Judiclal branch of our governments, are
Increasingly giving rise to doctrines that distracts from effectively managing
our waler resources. An example of such a doctrine is the so-called “Cen 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 condillonal water right may be recognized or a decree
therefore ‘granted except 1o the extent that it Is established that the waler
can be and will be diverted, slored, or otherwise caplured, possessed, and
controlled and will be beneficlally used and that the project can and wlill be
completed with diligence and within a reasonable time.” '

Under the requirements of this seclion 1the ' applicant claiming a
conditlonal water right had to demonstrate to the Water Court the capability 1o
aclually complete the project and was not engaged In the aclivity as a
speculator,

This new law Is now being misinterpreted by the Courls, as evidenced In
the recenl decision upheld by the Colorado Supreme Courtl 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 interesis
purchased or In place, and that all required project permils must be secured
prior to the graniing 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 altempling to convince the Court in
1805, when they sought a conditional storage right for the Two Forks Project,

that they would be able to secure a dredge and fill permit from the Corps of
Englneers and that EPA would not velo such a deciston. This legal approach
creates a "Calch 22" for the appllicant, since most permils cannol be secured
without valld decreed water rights. This doctrine could further be used to
attack  existing condillonal rights by relligating permitting and land
acquisition Issues. It this ‘decislon Is not overturned by the legisiature, 1t
would be virtually impossible 1o acqulre a conditlonal water right anywhere In
the State of Colorado and lllusirates the extremes to which the “Can and Will”
Docirine Is belng used by those opposing applications In the Water Courls
today. We have created & contradictory setl of complex laws that are, In
reallty, 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 held that ali conditional water rights
must be taken Into consideration In determining water avallability before a
conditional water right Is granted. This case was declded In the Arkansas
River Basin which Is sevaerely over-appropriated. However, the opposers are
asserling the same doctrine In the Gunnison Rliver Basln, where by the U.S.
Bureau of Reclamatlon's own estimates, it cumently has a surplus of 250,000
acre leet In the Aspinal Unit, le. primarily Blue Mesa Reservolr., The Court
agreed with this assertion, forcing the applicants to consider all condlilonal
water rights I[n determining water avallablilly regardless (I any of these water
projects, using the subject water rights, will ever be constructed.

The Colorado Legislature attempted 1o correct this problem by Introducing
House BIll 1172 In the 1991 sesslon. The blll was killed on February 14, 1991
by a narrow margin In the House Agriculture, Livestock and Natural Resources
Commitlee.

it Is abundanily clear that Colorado cannot manage lis water resources
unless It Is capable of ridding Iitsef of the gridlock created by a host of
tegal constraints that have taken precedent over physical consiraints and given
rise 1o the legal/political complex that retards our abllitles to manage our
water resources wisely. | would llke to suggest the following specific actions
1o remedy this chronic problem that has plagued Colorado In recent years.

1.  Professionals from dliferent backgrounds and disciplines must be more
actively Involved in waler 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 lour speakers, everyone of them was an
attorney. | guess things have not changed that much since 1987. Did
you notice that all speakers of the Plenary Session of this
conference this morning were atlorneys.

2. The Governor must appoint to the cablnet positions and to different
Boards and Commissions people from diversilled prolessional
backgrounds. Just ask yoursell the questlon why the last six
Execulive Directors of the Departmenl of Nalural Resources have been
waler attorneys.
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. Politicized State Waiér Policy Making Institutions

Another disturblng result generated by the legal-political complex Is the
highly politicized state pollcy making insiltutions. In Colorado there are
over 270 Boards and Commissions that represent the backbone of the State
government. The Governor appoints over 2,800 pecple io serve on these policy
Boards and Commissions. These appolntees enact policies and make final
decisions on Important matlers that affect our communitles -and our [ndividual
lives. The legal/political complex has managed to appoint a disproportionate
number of aticrneys to serve on these Institutions as compared with members
from other professions. Examples of Institutions dominated in recent years by
orneys would be the Colorado Highway Commission and the Colorado Water
‘nservauon Board. S

As of August 1980, there. were flve attorneys serving .on the Colorado
Highway Commission out of .total of eleven members. The Governor has nominated
a sixth attorney to servea on the same commission, It Is Interesting to note
that none of the eleven members serving on the commission Is an engineer.

Although | am concerned with the number of appointed atterneys on Boards
and Commissions, a larger problem Is the process used to. select the final
members of such Boards and Commissions. | belleve the process Is flawed, and
has been abused by Individuals and organizalions that seek to galn ‘control - and
to benefit their own colleagues and Industry. | have a problem with a process
that has allowed In the past, and could potentially allow in the future, the
formatlon of private commiltees to interview, screen, and recommend nominees 1o
fill key governmental positlons. An example of this was the exisience of a
private commitlee In the past comprised exclusively of water allorneys who at
least for four consecutive times, and over a period of more than ten years, had
screened, selected, and recommended for appoiniment other water attorneys to
fil a high ranking cablnet positien In the Colorado State Government. The
Individual flillng the subject position, played a major fole In selecting
members 10 a number of Boards. Please, rest assured that | am not here to
question the qualifications of the selected Individuals, but rather | am

eslioning the process that excludes ccnslderallon of other qualilled
"olessionals from the opportunity 1o serve the State.

| befleve that the dominaticn of atlorneys 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 dominallon advances a mindset, where all acllvilles are viewed
from a perspective of legal and lilegal wilhout considering its moral
and pragmatic implications.

3. The legal solutlons, thus advanced, manifest themselves In

prolileraticn of more rules and regulations and thus g@eneraling
bigger government.

-3-
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4. Domination by one protésslon. eliminatles members of other professlons
from galning public policy experlence, which diminishes thelr
leadership role In the community.

5. Domination of one profession diminishes the opportunlties for
creative solutlons that could result from broader representation ol
Individuals with diversified experlence and points of view.

6. Allorneys, belng advocates of thelr cflents posillon, have a fimlted
agenda to benefit thelr own clients, thus they cannot advance broad
waler management concepts  thal would have far reaching state
benelits.

! belleve 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 llawed and dominated by the
legal profession. In the past, a number of cllizens have been Interviewed and
subjected to questlons riddled with legal Jargon that only attomeys could
answer effectively, and thus were eliminated from further consideration to
serve on Colorado Boards and Commissions.

3. Special Interest Water Policles Crealed by Legislation and Litigation

The third area of activily resulting from the legal/political complox Is
the domination ol water legislation by Individuals and organizations engaged In
advancing sell 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 officlally sponsor specific
legislation, they engage In supporting or opposing water legislation sponsored
by others.

The water rights determination aspects of the law has crealed a process
that Is very confrontational, very expensive, and excessively time consuming.
This highly complex process serves the flnanclal Interests of the legal and
engineering communities very well. Could you Imagine if all or majority of the
real estate Iransaction in Colorado was determined and decreed by the Courls.
Under such a scenario, the real estate market would come to a screeching hall.
This approach would add unnecessary cosls to real eslate transactions. This is
exaclly the sysiem Colorado has adoptled for water rights. Most water righls
mallers are delermined by a Water  Court. Colcrado uses water Courts as the
first step In the water determination process. while In majority of the other
states the applicant uses the Court as the last step to appeal a decislon made
by an adminisirative body comprised of an appoinited or elected Individual,
board, or commission. Back when the f(irst adjudication act was adopted In
1879. the County Commissioners - made such water righls determinations In
Colorado. Maybe the lime is here 10 ask ourselves why Colorado is the only
Stale in the union that has adopted such a system that has produced some of the
highest water tap fees In America?

On Oclober 5, 1989:; representative of the Homebuilders Assoclation of
Metropotitan Denver lestified before the State of Colorado Interim Water
Commiltee that water and sewer tap fees in the Denver Melropolitan area are the



WATER MANAGEMENT - COLORADO'S OXYMORON®

A.S. "ANDY" ANDREWS,** P.E.

According 1o Webster, Oxymoron Is defined as a combinallon of lerms that
are contradiclory lo "each "other. Examples of such sell-contradiciory words
would be "cruel kindness®, “burning cold” and "legal ethics”.

How can two words such as "water” and "management” when combined become an
oxymoron? | submit lo- you ladles and gentlemen thal that I3 exaclly 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,
compacls, and precedent settling court cases. As a resull we have created a
gridlock which focuses attention on litlgation Instead of wisely developing and
managing our preclous water resources. in Colorado, the litigators, rather
than waler managers, dominate the water agenda.

The thrust of my comments are not aimed at a small waler user or local
entitles engaged in the business of providing water service. These water users
and water providers do engage in a variety of waler management efforts some of
which will urfold here at 1this conference. Rather, it Is at the Siate level

that water management Is seriously hampered by unnecessary legal and
Institutional constralnts.

When dealing with water resource management, we must consider a number of
constrainis that play a major role In the wise use of water. A parilal list
Includes political, legal, Institutional, and physical constraints. Over the
last twenty years, many Intervening forces have changed the relative Importance
of these conslraints. Instead of giving the highest priority to the physical
factors, we have instead opted 1o give tlop priority to the legal constraints.
Colorado instlilutions eslablished to develop and manage waler resources are
governed by Boards that are highly polilical. The mindset Is olien dominated
by a perspeclive of legal or illegal without considering Its physical, moral,
technical, and pragmatic implicatlons.

In many areas of the world, the legal constrainls take the back seat to
the physical constraints that play a more prominent role In managing water
resources. | recall a specilic experience in the early 1970's when a major
waler resources project was completed in Philippines. As part ol the project
leam we engaged the services of an attorney: experienced in water law. The
atlorney studied the existing laws and suggested changes in the exisling laws
or enaction of new laws to ensure that the project can be operaled and managed
elficiently 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: WRC Enginearing, Inc.; 1660 South Albion Street, Suite
500; Denver, Colorado 80222.
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The aclivism of the legal profession, coupled with Inaclion from other
prolessionals In  water policy matlers, s the root cause of our water
management problem. This sltuatlon has created what | call a legal-political
complex. This complex has created an Institutional and legal system that
Ignores the baslc fundamentals of sound water management, .

Attorneys have a very uselful role to play in our soclety. However, their
domlnation of the policy and decision process of water Institutions are
counterproductive.  Atlorneys are trained to liigate, win court cases, and be
advocates of thelr client's point of view. They often pay liitle or no
attention to cost and the physical realittes. They certalnly are not trained
to develop pollcies or management lools thalt would wisely manage our waler
resources. : :

The legal-political complex In Colorado has changed the meaning of a
number of traditlonal aclivilles that have served us well In the past when they
were handled by tralned water resource professionals. Three such meanings that
| wish to share wilh you loday Includes politicsl water resources englneering,
politicized State water policy making Institutions, and special Interest water
policles created by legisiation and litigation. A detalled description of
each of these three areas lollows:

1.  Political Water Resources Engineering

It Is rather disturbing lo see a number of engineers engaged In what |
would call political engineering. There I3 no reason why two dilferent
engineers preparing cost estimates for esseniially the same waler project
should come up with figures that vary by 400%. This Is an example that
actually occurred in a state sponsored study dealing with the assessment of
water resources In a specific basin In Colorado. Stmilar examples are
abundant In the area of water rights engineering where the engineering resulls
are presented and contested In an extremely confrontational and adversarial
court setling.

In the past, Engineers, through their problem solving ablliiles have
served the public in exemplary fashion In shaping the siandard of living we all
currently enjoy. They have played a major role In the planning, design, and
construction of numerous everyday necessitles that we have come lo enjoy and
take for granted. A few examples of such necessiies [nclude, the water
syslems that deliver waler into our homes, the highways we use to travel to and
from work, the airports we use lo lravel long distances to see our loved ones,
and the bridges we use 10 cross natural cbstacles. But desplie such a record.
we see dislurbing trends In recent years of the physical facts being
manipulated for polilical purposes. More policies are enacted and decisions
are made without the benefll of the objective and faclual Input. An example of
such a decision Is the launch of the Challenger, where an engineer [rom
Morion-Thiokol recommended against the launch, and despilte his repeated
concerns over the weather condilions, he was overruled. and as a resull the
tragedy occurred that cost lives and sel back our space program. | see
parallels In what has happened to lhe engineer's role In shaping water laws and
waler policy decisions in Colorado.

v d
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going alternatives that were improperly dropped

al door for two on mine which will

it
Siiprilrbin ekl choth of these options are now compeling 1o deter

from the $42 million environmental studies.

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

i i f
i j first conceived in 1982 by a retired Bureau o

! i k Water Conservation Project was :
g Un‘O? Pa:ears of high spring run-off, surplus Gunnison flood waters would be Pumped into a
ol bowl called Union Park. During the critical droughts, Union Park water

o the South Platte and Gunnison Rivers.

Arapah
Reclamation engineer.
farge. remote, off-river, sage cgvergd
would then be released by gravity siphon t

Park can
s have confirmed that an average E0,0gg ;2:;:;0?; ;:?msl::::se giert
This compares with

Industry and Corps of Engineers studie . !
increas\{a the safe annual yield of Metro Denver's existing system by 120,

i i fool.
unprecedented multiplier effect, Union Park’s annualized cost is only $305 per acre foo
EPA’s estimate of $595 for Two Forks.
ment. Inc.'s Baca Water Project from Southern Colﬂorar._!o s

l deep wells via a
San Luis Valley. Under this proposal, ground water would be p_umped from shfsll\cvv;u::gctlmal gmo it
ineline to Metro Denver. AWDI's annualized construction, pumping, and fee gos s 3 asae
glei acre foot for the first 25,000 acre feet. These costs would Increaselgzer tlfme. Cyhcicical o
i ion Park's net cost would decline a ‘
lowering water tables. In contrast, Union Cdentatiriie)
?ﬁ?stsisagzcause 112 reversible pump generators will provide peaking power revenue when U

being filled during the spring floods.

The other ignored option is American Water Develop

ver citizens, this large conservation reservoir will
o is currently losing most of its surplus Colorado
This is a major concern for Colorado,
f the Gunnison's wasted flood waters
onment on both

In addition to Union Park's cost advantages for Metro Dend
help solve Colorado’s most critical water prgblems. ColQra L
River Compact entitiements fo California v'la the Gun_mson o émeu
because of the growing “use it or lose it* reality of the arid West. ? i i Sl
were held in high altitude Union Park storage. Colorado could use its wal

slopes during the inevitable multi-year droughts.

. This basin is

The continuing over-depletion of Colorado's Upper Colorado Basin couidh.a;lsc:h:ewhear::eerd Mgtk

ly being dewatered with eighteen diversions to the EasAtA Slope, while A s
CUNTI"“ ; B Isi?'l remains untapped. Two Forks and several additional Metro Denver water gros rasbas
g:lr;r:f:r:enaColorado's grossly unbalanced water usage between its Gunnison and Upper Colorado ;

; : N d

Union Park's unique multi-purpose capability will also substantially benefit the basin otiﬁrlglgn‘:l:grg:al;zr;:le;w

optimal river flows. flood control, and recreational enhancements, All elements are in p

beneficial Gunnison -- Metro Denver water sharing partnership. Coloradotza?cf:;tsirgly use its renewable
surface waters. while saving its limited nonrenewable ground waters as a straleg

o a rigid doctrine that prohibits strategic water planning.
h, Colorado has a highly legalistic waler develop_;mem
$7.,000 for Metro Denver home construction. lronically,
ter that originates in Colorado.

Colorado is the only Western state that still adheres 1
As a result of this "every man for himself* apprgac
gridlock that has produced water tap lees a_veraqmg
California’s tap fees are less than $2,000, while usingwa
verall environmental and eagiqeering
olorado’s most critical water issues.
blocking modernization of

abjectively evaluate the state’'s ©
king long ago to help solve C
th powerful out-of-state clients are

If Colorado water strateqists were free to
realities, Union Park would have been wor_
Unfortunately, a few influential people wi
Colorado's water management praclices.

Dave Miller  “05%n
Palmer Lake (719) 481-2003
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' LETTERS

Front Range growth
comes at too high
a cost for Colorado

What do you like best about
Colorado? 1 only lived there for
three months, but I can certainly
say that one of the things I liked
best was the relatively undis-
turbed beauty of the Rockies, the
feel of places that haven't been
rendered unheatlhy by the
march of progress. I'm| sure
many Coloradans make their get-
aways into the nearby moujtains
and enjoy the same thing. |

Unfortunately, I've got fo tell
you that your elected officials are
doing their best to destroy one

small part of Colorado’s beautiful
resources — quietly, so that no
one will notice.

. ”Ar:lpahoe County wants to
steal water from the East River
and Copper Creek, near Crested
Butte, forever changing an en-
tire valley.

But 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 Biological Lab-
oratory, RMBL, in turn, sup-
ports a variety of research pro-
jects and summer classes, and is

_known worldwide as a top re-
seéarch field station. RMBL con-
tributes greatly to our under-
standing of the world around us
and how we are changing it.

Why is this water-grab being
made? To supply growth on the
Front Range in already 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 degrada-
tion of the quality of life in Arapa-
Jhee County, 4

~ Developers must be told that
growth simply can't continue for-
ever at any cost. There is a limit,
not only for raping the wilder-
ness, but for crowding people
into overdeveloped areas.

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

Jackie Collier

... Carnegie Institute of Washington

Department of Plant Biology

Stanford, Cali.

Everyone wins

" IO NEWS. .. WE BINEED THEM S0 HARD

Rape remarks reek
of sexist heliefs

Regarding the recent article
on male rape, 1 am sure count-
less other women are feeling the
same anger | am experiencing.
Psychologist John Traynor was
quoted as saying, “If you're male
and have been raped, you've
been dominated, had your male-
ness laken away™ and that men
“can understand how it could
happen to a woman, it happens
all the time."”

Traynor's thesis is loaded with
sexist beliefs and ignorance.
When is our society going to
realize that rape, regardless of
the gender of the victim, has
absolutely nothing to do with the
sexuality of that person?

Two members of my family
have been raped in the “tradi-
tional” sense and 1 was victim-
1zed by two women! All three of
us felt the same domination and
degradation. Fortunately, we
were counseled to realize that
our “woman-ness” was not, nor
could ever be, taken away by the
sick, demented actions of our
assalants.

My hope is that all victims of
this hewnous crime (be they male,
female, young or old) reahze thes
frath I Loy sticere Bope
Lhat gur

Where would May st
campaign to abolish adve:
For example, many peoy
TV commercials intrusiv
ers are bolhered by ha
hunt” for news articles,
wiched between page aftq
of ads. Or commercial aftg
mercial on radio stations.
we start a campaign lo l¢
those kinds of advertis
out of business as well?

May might want to ¢
who pays his salary. Pu
simple, it is the advertise
buy space in this newspape

Frankly, [ am up to hei
columnists who have nev
to meet a payroll or who
ently have never had a
course in free-market eco
so they understand what
our society work. While
not agree with many fo
advertising, 1 will defg
death the advertisers’ ri
run those ads.

Roberl E. !'»chul
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5) Benefits for Metro Denver Union Park's unique capability will also provide back-up
rvoir system. During the critical

8)

7)

8)

drought insurance for Metro Denver's existing rese
dry periods, surplus Gunnison water will be released from Union Park's long term
storage via a high volume gravity siphon to the South Platte River and Metro
Denver. Army Corps of Engineer computer simulations have confirmed that 2n
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 yleld cost is about half that of the
vetoed Two Forks concept. Ancther 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 resoived by dropping the relatively small Almont and Pieplant Resarvoir
options. . The Almont replacement reservoir is not environmentally acceptable,
because it would flood the state's fish hatchery and destroy one of Colorado's
most scenic tourist routes and ranching areas. The Pieplant diversion reservoir is
also not acceptable, because it would constantly divert surplus Gunnison water to
unknown South Platte storage, where it could not be used to augment Taylor and
Gunnison river fiows during the 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 resoive its water future by realistic
negotiation.  Negotiations usually work when both sides are mctivated by
unemotional facts and mutual bensfits.

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 sconomy. This payment or
royalty concept would be consistent with the Upper Gunnison River District's
recent Phase | Water Study objectives. it may also be possible for the City of
Gunnison 1o reinstate its 1987 agreement to participate in the Union Park Project.
Under this farsighted agreement, the city would acquire & $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 1891,
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DELA L

The most beneficial water project in Colorado’s histol i i i
_ ry is being delayed, in part, by invalid fi
testimony presented in Gunnison water court. ¢ ; P b

Ti')g Gunniso.n's high allitude reservoir at Union Park will substantially solve Colorado's four most
critical water issues when completed by 2000. Union Park's unprecedented capability will: 1) serve
as a low cost, environmentally sound replacement for the vetoed Two Forks project.' 2) save
Coloqado'si Intafstate compact waters from ultimate "use it or lose it" realities caused by Ilha faster
growing downriver states; 3) provide drought protection for the environments and economies of
both slopes; and 4) correct the current unbalanced use of Colorada’s surface waters betwesn th

overdepleted Upper Colorado Basin and the untapped Upper Gunnison Basin. °

ltisa l.ra'vesty that a major structural solution to these critical state water issues is being delayed by

En;eahsnc fish flow estimates from a Montrose based Colorado Division of Wildlife expert

P: r:()r[t)unalely, the court accepted the expert's evaluation that annual water releases from Taylor

e an} hatva bsen and should be between 193,000 to 246,000 acre feet for “optimization” of the

v ylor River s current Gold Medai fishery. These so called optimal flows are not sustainable
ecause the historic average yield abova Taylor Dam is only 145,000 acre feet per year.

:2 a f:-lf'ﬂ’ller perspec_tlve. Colorado Water Cons:ervasion Board fish experts recently set minimum
s nual re elases totaling 52,000 acre feet to maintain a "reasonable” Taylor River fishery. Also in
5 ::;:)n Zark s 1984 water decree, Gunnison water interests agreed that Union Park's storage should
S8 ”to help guarantee annual flows of 81,000 acre feet (200 cfs-summer, 50 cts-winter), At this
agreeq Gof.d Meqal" fishery volume, there would still be an average annual 64,000 écre' feet to
pump into high altitude Union Park storage for Metro Denver's future needs. Sincal 1975 there have
559911; ;:2 :ays wcer:l TaylorIRIver flows have been less than what Union Park can guarantee under
el s cree. Union Park's regulateld drought protection, flood control, and reservoir stabilization
efits will be invaluable for the Gunnison and the entire Colorado River system.

;2:::\?;? ;ourtbs un(;::rgcedented Septembe‘lr 1.990 decision to grant a second filling of Taylor Park

Sie as. asad, in pgrt, on the state's fish testimony. It has since been revealed that the

pert's ?nalyss was done in wet 1984 at 3 locations 17 miles below the dam. In that area the river

ghannel is substantially larger than at the court accepted refersnce paint below the dam. This is

triei;::;f;sof :r:-. .averlage 90,000 acre feet of additional unregulatéd gain from several intervening

R - If his caculallops. had been made near the dam's gauging station, the resulting lower
ow estimates would eliminate any need for the second fill that is blacking Union Park.

Ier::i?'g: rr?;nl;:?iilsr?:s tg:: niglorado Supreme Court to rule on highly technical engineering and
i Ll g s ison and‘Metro Dgnyer leaders should negotiate a settlement based on
S S ca)\c;.l a3|r[13 compensation, and joint ownership possibilities. There is plenty of water
sl : n etrp enver water development partnership that will substantially benefit the

nand the entire state. The current legal delays are only creating a water trust for Galifornia.

Dave Miller, Palmer Lake <2<
er Lake (719) 481-2003




NOTE WELL: THIS IS AN INVITATION
to you and your spouse or significant other

do Audubo
o Audibod Loundl: TIME TO CELEBRATE THE VETO OF TWO FORKS
irado Mountain Club
rado Trout Unlimited
s mﬂgl‘:::“;:;:r:’_ﬁ““" Every once in a while, the system works and
cerned Citizens, ior the decision gets made for the right reasoms. Such

pper South Plane case when EPA.announced its decision to vero Two F
ver Audubon Socien’

ver Group, ;

slorado Mountain Club The United States government actually vecoed th:
ronmental Defense Fund project for the same reasons many would have rejec
‘”S":‘::SF:';'S"M” EPA concluded that "the proposed 1.1 million AF Two

e of Women Voters dam gpd water supply reservoir in the South Placce 2i
onal Audubon Societs in Jefferson and Douglas Counties, Colorado, as well zs
.'%L:::::"on the 400,000 AF project and 450,000 AF corrective action
a Club proposal, would result in unacceptable adverse effeccs on
<ky Mountain Chapter fishery areas and recreational areas.” The Agency also
;—::’;r:fiz_g:‘m""b" concluded that "the loss and damage is avoidable because
Wilderness Society' practicable, less damaging alternatives are available.”

ern Colorado Congress
1D River Ciuanes EPA went so far as to state that "even if no less
sociation

damaging practicable alternatives were available, the
significance of the damage to fishery and recreaticnzl
areas caused by the projects would be so great that chev
would constitute an unacceptable adverse effect unde
section 404(c)..."

Who ever thought that government prose would be czuse
for joy? To celebrate (but certainly not to gleat), =z
party with a buffec dinner, a mariachi band, and a cash
bar, to be convened in the spirit of the Milagro Beanfield
War, has been scheduled for:

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

3090 Downing Street, Denver

Please RSVP by Friday, January &ch, by sending vour
check for $10.00 per person to the Environmental Caucus
c/o EDF, 1405 Arapahoe, Boulder, Colorado, B0302.

As Aw “ewvirpuresTrl waTer que/o/der"r Am

/;gu.tore,a( To be wvied To gour Tive Forks
NOMY

B/ -~ F s,
.OW-P veTo celebrdlion.

Bev £
Ocr cﬁaa(’ For ?:20 /s e.-daﬂssecf. Dave. Miller
s 1L=-24-5F0
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Dear Edlitor:

NI - - MET ENV PARTNERSHIP

Many knowledgeable Gunnison citizens would like to c9nsider ngihoe ciz‘;?nniress o::(;
to negotiate a water partnership that would substantially Penef:t t de Oe st
environments of both slopes. However, because of toca! not one tI: pd'alo o
emotionalism, Gunnison moderates are inhibited from opening an objective dialogue.
Years of unnacessary, costly litigation couid be avoided if both sides would decide on the
following common ground for Initiating productive talks:

1) Gunnison N'ggotiating Team The Gunnison area should s_elgct tha_ Up_?:;
Gunnison River Water Conservancy District as its primary negotiating entity.

i 1 1,
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 cooperat_:nga] t% devzltx
the wasted water potential of the Upper Gunnison Basin. The optim: ur:jr::-| ;
project will likely be shared with all of Metro Denver as soon as the extraordinary
economic and environmental advantages become common knowledge.

3) Water Supply and Demand Factors Metro Denver has a projected 1ong.term r;?ﬁld
for additional renewabls surface water. Most of ‘Denverl's sur‘lgce water is c;urrbeez
imported from the Upper Colorado- River Basin. This basuln has ag;aa y i
severely dewatered with 18 diversion projects to Colorado's East_ ‘o;lae.m ne
wetter, less populated Gunnison Basin ha; never peen }appecj. andllt is 0s girji ;
average one million scre feet ot Colorado's 'enmied flood IIOWS io the rdas_ arz
growing downriver population centers. Gunntsgn consumptive wraﬂerlnr;:e‘i1 e
declining, because of improved irrigation techmqges and the graqua s |d g

- agriculture, mining, and forestry to tourism, retirement, rlecreamn.blan rffce
manufacturing. The seriously unbalanced use of Colorado's renewa ? su ro
waters can be corrected by shifting some water deve!opme.nt roma
overdepleted Upper Celorado Basin to the underutilized Upper Gunnison area.

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

Union Park Reservoir on the Gunnison side of the Continental Divide, 1! wilt t‘ﬂrst;g
used to provide optimal river flows and needed drought protection for i
Gunnison's water based economy. This 900.00q acre.feet of stﬁrage"em
guarantee flows on the Taylor River that are several times higher th_an the cg“mes
flows during extended droughts. In fact, the long term river regulatmg capand i
of Union Park's off-river storage will be invaluable for the Upper Gunnison a

entire Colorado River system.




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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely,

Yol

Dave Miller

mib
enclosures: Draft Bill, letters,

articles

cc: Governor Romer
Colorado legislators

]
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ARAPAHOE COUNTY COLORADO

DETAILED BUDGET EXPENSE

0033 UNION PARK

WORKSHEET REPORT

12/11/90

AS OF

99999

SUMMARY CENTER
CENTER NUMBER

% CHe

EST.

% CHG

1990 YTD BUDGET

ACCOUNT

1990 ESTIMATE

1989 ACTUAL

1990 BUDGET

1991 REQUEST

NUHBER DESCRIPTION

SERVICES & OTHER

344.32
.00

30,999.37
508,974.96

280.28
0.00

.0
0.00

.00
0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
475,945.08 157.14

0.00

525,000.00
0.00

1,350,000.00
0.00

TRAVEL & TRANSPORTATION

ACQUISITION WATER RIGHTS
DUES & HEETINGS
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

AUDITING SERVICE

54319
54320
54350
54360
54361

280.28 541,137.90

475,945.08 157.14

525,000.00 355,000.00

1,350,000,00

TOTAL SERVICES & OTHER

HISCELLANEOUS

100,00~ 160,000.00

299,617.00 100.00-

299,617.00

299,617.00

57804

TRANSFER TO CAP EXP FUND

100.00- 160,000.00

299,617.00 100,00~

299,617.00

299,617.00

0.00

TOTAL MISCELLANEOUS

CAPITAL OUTLAY

26,498.80~

.a0 .00 0.00 0.00

0.00

ENGINEERING & ARCHITECT

58921

.00 0.00 (1] 0.00 24,498.80-

0.00

TOTAL CAPITAL OUTLAY

824,617.00 654,617.00 775,562.08 63.71 106.22 676,639.10

1,350,000.00

CENTER TOTAL
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COMMITTEE ON WATEK
September 12, 1990

11:40 a.m.

Committee meeting recessed.

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

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

1:50 p.m.

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

2:06 p.m.

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

2:15 p.m.
Tom Eggert, Arapahos County Commissioner, enumerated (see
Attachment F) the positive aspects of the Union Park Project. he

emphasized the need for a comprehensive planning process for tre
allocation of water in Colorado.

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

Christopher Meyer, National Wildlife Federation (NWF), stated
that the idea of basin of crigin protection with respect to diversicns
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il ii’sge\lN E.R.'.r; emotional scare tactic that any dx;be:l-:mn
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(719) 481-2003
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(303) 795-4630

FAX 730-7903
6. Develop Colorado's Compact entitled water that currently flows out of

stale 1o the benefit of the lower basin states. Published U.S. Geological
Survey Streamflow records, shows that for a perlod of 81 years (1897 -
1899, 1902 - 1906, 1917 - 1989) the average annual flow of Gunnison River
above its confluence with Colorado River Is 1,887,000 acre feet.

September 9, 1990

Honorable Tilman Bishop, Chairman
Committee on Water

c/o Colorado General Assembly
State Capitol

Denver, Colorado 80203

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

8.  Has positive environmental Impacts:

Dear Senator Bishop:
- Construction of one off-stream and high altitude reservoir.

On August 24, 1990, the Committee on water was briefed by Mr. Allen D. - Reservair not located on a major flowing stream.
(Dave) Miller on the proposed Union Park Water Conservation Project. — Mr. . An additional fishery created leading to increased recreational
Miller was acting in the capacity of president of Natural Energy Resources opportunitles.

Company (NECO).
Q. When integrated with the Denver Water Supply System, it can enhance the

On August 29, 1988, Arapahoe County entered into an agreement with NECO
and acquired the proposed Union Park Project, located in Gunnison County,
Colorado. Union Park is planned lo come on line after Two Forks or some 20

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 €IS, volume VIll, appendix 4A.

years from now. Before acquiring the project. Arapahoe County's stall and

consultants conducted detailed evaluations of the project. These evaluations 10. Enhancement of recreational opportunities in the Gunnison River Basin.

considered  project  yield; project cost:  environmental impacts;  potential {

statewide benefils from the project; ability 1o deliver water for in-basin Mr. Ralph Clark from Gunnison has proposed for development ihe Colorado

opportunities  for  stream  enhancement: and 1o mee: fulure agricullural
municipal. industrial. and recreational needs of users located on both sides of
the Continental Divide.

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

1. Abilily 1o store and deliver Colorado’s Compact enttled Stored Water io
Gunnison, Arkansas, and South Platte Watersheds.

2. Abilily to meet, on a year round Dbasis, the decreed Colorado Waler
Conservation Board minimum streamilows on Taylor River of 50 cfs in winter
and 100 cfs in summer. Additional releases could be possible to enhance
rafting and other in-basin opportunities. ’

a. Does not require another on-siream replacement reservoir on the Western

Aqueduct Return Project (CARF) as an allernative 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 the cost of power and debt service
for this project alone 1o be more than $5.00 per 1,000 gallons of water
delivered. This figure is extremely high when compared with the current rates
charged by Denver Water Department (DWD) 10 its customers. These DWD raies are
approximately $0.71 for city residents and $1.68 for suburban residents charged
by Denver Water Department per 1,000 gallons of water.

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

Thank you for the opportunily to share with you this information on a
walter project that has unique and statewide benefits. $

Slope. . L
Q Sincerely, i 1
e LN O
4. Ability to collect water from wet years for delivery in the critical dry < Jf}‘ =
years (insurance against droughts). { /\L«_ ’ s
Thomas R. Eggert, Comrhissioner

5. Does not require a major storage facilily on the eastern side of the
Continental Divide for regulation purposes lo produce a minimum of 60.000
acre feet of safe annual yield. The safe yield of the project represents
the 1otal diversion from the Gunnison River Basin on an annual basis.

Arapahoe County

cc:  Members of the Committee on Water
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maintain an applicant must prove today in Caurt no matter how speculative and
premature the issus is.

For example, if a pumping plant is to be installed on Federal land, how do you
prove that you will get a permit or permits when the facility may only be
preliminarily designed, for which no permit is yet applied for, or which could nat
yet be epplied 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 dene, it is not enough, or it is the wrong thing altogether. Every municipality
with a large project must now fight charges that it is a speculator, or that it could
not build its project, 5, 10 or 20 years down the road, for any of a hundred
hypothetical reasons.

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

Project opponents now argue that the Legislature has decreed the dawning of a
nevs 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.

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.

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

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

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

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

Note:  This draft bill was formulated from state water planning efforts that are being

used effectively by other Western states.

(719) 481-2003
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OFFICE SUPPORT CENTER FAX NO. 7194812035

September 1990
COLORADOQ 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 & conditional water right prove that waters “can and will" be
diverted and that the project “can and will* be built.

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

| will handle the simplest problem first. The “can and will" doctrine has been held
to require that the availability of unappropriated water be demonstrated. Town of
Elorence. This, in itself, is not an unusual engineering exercise. Unfortunately,
project opponents are now arguing that the Water Courts are bound to assume
that all currently decreed conditional rights will be built, and that even in our most
water-rich divisions, that na 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 becauss 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 gvery project will be built in addressing their own water availability.

This, of course, has never been true, is not true now, and Colorado is suffering for
it. Historical experience has shown that only a fraction of conditionally decreed
projects are actually built. Qualified engineers assessing water availability should
not be forced to assume that every project which has a conditional decres 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 canstruction. To the extent
that it means that an applicant must prove its general financial capabilities, its right
ta condemn, its general ability to secure permits, etc., there is no insurmountable
obstacle. But that is not how “can and will" is being used by project opponents
and by self-styled environmentalists. They use it as a club to stop all new projects.

They maintain that an applicant must demonstrate in Water Court that it will secure
each of a list of permits and contracts which may be needed for project
construction, many of which will not be appiied 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 no_limit to the list of items large and small which they
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Meanwhile, Colorade is jeopardizing its water future by ignoring the
development of its nearly 1 million acre feet of surplus Gunnison Basin water
entitlements. These waters may soon be permanently 1lost to the faster
growing, more organized, down river states. The President's 1990 Budget
contained federal funds to stydy the Gunnison's untapped basin for East Slope
growth, as well as the West slope's environmental and recreational needs.
However, these funds were lost to a lower priority Utah project, because the
Gunnison and Colorado River Districts refused to participate in a study that
could lead to sharing surplus water with the East Slope.

Colorado is the only state that still relies exclusively on 19th
Century water rights doctrine for managing its water resources. All other
Western states have supplemented their similar water laws with state water
planning to cope in this new age of environmental enlightenment. Federal laws
require formulation of environmental studies within the context of state and
regional water plans. Unfortunately, the 1legal profession in Colorado
continues to block every move to initiate state planning guidelines that
could solve critical statewide and basin specific water management problems
in a cost effective manner.

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

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

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

Dave Miller &,&.‘

Palmer Lake, Colorado
(719)481-2003
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(DRAFT)
STATE OF COLORADO

ABIll 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 managemaent issues in an effective and efficient
manner.

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

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

1 A consalidated 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 (twe 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 selsct 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

int Administrator For Water
States Environmental Prote
Street

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

ction Agency

s. Wilcher:
vtro Denver Water Provider’s slide presentation, Hidden Impacts
5 Forks Veto, was prepared for Yyour recent Denver v1.51t. The
‘tation is well done, but is based on the false premise that a
srk veto is a threat to Northern Colorado agriculture.

.les show there are several viable ongoing alternatives that were
serly screened from the EIS. None of these alternatives are a
- to 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 veto will destroy Metro cooperation is also a "red
d on a false notion that

ng". Two Forks cooperation was base
ado had no other reasonable options. In fact, there are several
sing alternatives that were improperly discounted, but

tially far less damaging. The major woverlooked" 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 puilt, the total

% would be Iess than Two Forks, and the yield would triple.

cal momentum created by skillful
state water planning vacuum. In
rado’s market based water allocations system, state water
jement agencies could not evaluate alternatives within the
ats overall water supply and demand situation. Hopefully,
rado’s water laws will soon pe supplemented with some water

ning.

Forks is the result of politi
stion of old water rights in a

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

erely,

T, & el

:n D. (Dave) Miller, President

Ls Letter on state water planning legislation, 9/14/90.

Interested parties.
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September 1990
COLORADO'S WATER MANAGEMENT CRISIS

coloraglagoﬁfermiomdo generates most of the water for Southwestern states
corioly may':mni::etmsttinefficient water management in the natim:
Even wa gemen

Colorado's competitive fugure. . = e o pelrmanentl]f s

Water tap fees are one of the best me

e asures of water

sty T o S sveopen, e, o5 ot i Lo
sl bigation daney dimtriii welgs; punge;. krestamt plasks, eoinoomentnt
by far the higt'xeat 74 1m;:l.on lines, etc. In Colorado these costs are
of Matropolitan Denver Emnation. A survey by the Homebuilders Association
average over $7,000 n‘fman&e" tap fees for Metro area construction
California cities’ -$$02per - This compares with an average §1349 for
$674 for Otah A’ o for Texas, $576 for New Mexico, $570 for Arizona, and
el o unifyinguwaﬁrwi::::im of this disparity is that other states
cooperation and assistance. p ing efforts that have resulted in federal

Anx rome
requiredoge;aggg: bater ter of misrpanagemnt is the amount of legal effort
Pepulond g ban :2ima conflicts in a state. An often quoted University of
attomeys to hazdlg the :ﬁglefs‘aieg:;lg;ta;:i B b e
es that too prod
drop of water for the environment and disillusioned pubgiz?n RERBC)

plm?;gégge;:n azg J;atu.ral resource specialists are the primary water
gt dagki 8 in other states. However, in Colorado's confused water
e rlegal - mgna::gzeiahmst every water management agency in the state.

. Ja. RasAnes is self-serving and self-perpetuating. Because of the
amtbomeya B nistering Colorado's highly fragmented water 1laws

v i agancieﬂy a%p:in%d to head the myriad of overlapping state wate;‘
mana ol appointm;nt bose key state leaders naturally recommend more legal
mﬂpert.sst oo o thei; rgspective boards of directors. In reality
it Wt&g inta;.zsire specialists in preserving the status quo for on:e
St gl appo:tgiegno;?eciocgzen at t.he'local level, water district
districts in Coloradoc have board members EZEEEEZd %;dgﬁz'pe‘:;ie REES SN

The wasteful Two Forks Dam debacle is
. : probably the best r examp.
gﬁ?ﬁi:};;;ne :iter :;nag?;:ent at its worst. Insbeadyof our st:cb?tagenciég
e s 2 ineerja. ongoing water alternatives with reasonable
Orchemstrabed s mg ng merit, the Two Forks studies were skillfully
ok el - M 3; consider the alternatives that could be built with the
il gt attorneys had collected over the last fifty years
v nmr;;;anagemni agencies never questioned the fact that Two Fork.:a
i Ml erl hadeﬁ:::d;n beg;opogals all targeted the same Upper Colorado
i o A substantially dewatered by 18 diversion

Wk

L
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, tion reservoirs
cash generator to construct recrea s
niOZhgaﬁiszssiope. %ick indicated that 50,000 ac;alfeehltzziglﬁy
o istent with the Alliance's objective, and 1a po e
02: table amount for export from the Upper ng?tigté A anadt
ge PAuhhority declined NECO's proposal, it did nt've Ao LAk
: Upper Gunnison Water study to evaluate altern: : S Lie HEpaE
;owgi export projects to generate cash for en agcctgd i i
L RREos econoTy. S?igi Wite:agongggvgncy District,
H f +the Upper Gunnison d i
:ﬁguazzomgahgre Valfey,ﬂater Users Assoclation, and ;ggt Cgiorthe
iiver Water Conservancy District. Unfortunaiely,to Costity =
study's funds were politically wastad on try Tgti L
sunnison controlled diversion dir§Ctai§?m bh:'zxaztigis e S s
., It was only after the ances's .act ¢ :
iiéﬁiﬁ:é;mant, and the Gunnison District's in:txgt;ontzi cgﬂziefor
Ehat NECO decided the time was right to apply in wa

Jnion Park's diversion rights.

In late 1986 the City of Gunnison council memberz gi;idfrg;
urchase &ome Union, Park water rights, storage. ani ptely s
SECO This purchase had a total 1986 value of apprgxogz o M b
'llion and the cost to the city was only $2. o
?198,006 upon construction. 1In ;QBBCNEcg s?éi ggignmiiiion. ot ig
t with the city to Arapaheo County 1 :
Egztiicextraordinary coup for the eclty. Unfortunat?t{éaintagiiéi
1990 a new Cilty Council caved in to disruptive polh R ry nas
from POWER and Representative Scott McGinnis. Arapahoe
not released the clty frem {ts contract obligations.

it should look
it should also
the wettest,

Union Park:
1f POWER wants to hang someone for

to the players involved in these historical facts.
blame geography for making the Upper Gunnison
untapped water area in Colorado.

n
POWER's uncompromising stance "not one drop ove:oggg gi:iysiz
a far cry from inter region cooperation based on r?as S
of Colorado's water supply and demand situuthon. e B
inflammatory s&logans and unfair attackg on % ed +Dgrs YPONER
rofessional integrity of public officials an? a Vli ;dinnry
Ehould try to specifically raf?tet U:ii? eiagﬁc; bgt éignison‘s
cal claimg that the projec '
zis?iénment, and water based economy. In the meéﬁttmeéngzggézggl:
elected officials should have the courage to resis
political tactics from a few uninformed activists.

pave Miller (NEco)
Palmer Lake, Colorado
(719)481-2003

NATURAL ENERGY RESOURCES COMPANY
PSS OOS TSSOSO

P.O.Box 547 » Palmer Lake, Colorado BO133 « (719)481-2003 « FAX (719) 481-4013

September 14, 19%0

Senator Tillman Bishop

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

State Capitol Building

Denver, CO 80203

Dear Senator Bishop:

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

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

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

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

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

Thank you very much for your thoughtful consideratign.

Allen D. (Dave) Miller
President

/tim
Encls: 1) Draft Colorado Water Planning Bill
2) Article, Colorado’s Water Management Crisis
3) Paper, Colorado Water Statute Is Helping California

cc: Colorado legislators and water management agencies
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RESULT. What effec: didvour activity nave soward she betterment of the pudiic iancs and resources?

The Union Park water supply alternative will save the natiocnally treasured South
ttte Canyon and fishery from being inundated by Two Forks Dam and Reservoir. It will
0 heip the Western river ecosystems during critical multi-year drought perieds. The
Ky Point hydroelectric peak power cperation will reduce the need for polluting fossil
‘1l power facilities in the West.

INVOLVEMENT/COMMITMENT Answer oniyone of the foilowing (as appropriate to vour category
selection)
Individual category: Expiain the extent of vour personali contribution to this activity,
Group, organization, pubiic/private partnersnip. business or governmental body categories: Expiain
the degree of participation received from citizen groups, governmental bodies. tne general public
and/or other groups.
C. Media category: Expiain vour contributions to public awareness of the public iands. Videotapes,
newspaper and/or magazine clippings, etc., should be suomitted to support vour explanation,
) .Tﬁe Union Park EEOJect %as been purchased by Metro Denver's Arapahoe County, and
initial subscribers are The City of Gunnison and the Castlewood and Parker water
tricts. Union Park and Rocky Point are scheduled to come on line in 1997.

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

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

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

TINATOR INFORMATION

inator Name Allen D. (Dave) Miller

nization _Natural Energy Resources Company (NECO)

President

Daytime Phone Number(71 9)481-2003
ess _P.0. Box 567

Palmer Lake, Colorado 80133
City State Zip Coae

-RDS APPLICATION PACKAGE CHECKLIST:
equired Submissions:

Completed Awards Application
Two-page Summary Statement
Compieted Activity Data Record

(b ]

ptonal Submission:
@ Supplementary Information

See application for 1989 Celebrate Colorado -
(limit - 10 pages. front and back)

awards, and letter dated October 6, 1989 to Legislative

Water Committee.
6
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SHE IS ALL WET

try Times
The front page of the July .25th_ Gunnison Coun .

reported that cooperation between regions is the key to Colorade's
water future. This theme was expressed by most speakers at the

15th annual Colorado Water Workshop. However, on page 2 the ghost
writer for POWER's weekly Taylor Talks column continues to attack

past and present City of Gunnison officials for gocperah%ng with
the Union Park Water Conservation Project. Union Park's large,
high altitude storage concept is specifically designed to Egage a
small percent of the Gunnison's surplus flood wabers'wi : ry;;
populated areas, while providing needed drought protection for ¢t
Gunnison's water based economy.

OWER's founder may be well meaning, but her ‘uncompromising
slogais and tactics are misleading the publig, intimidating loc;l
political leaders, and damaging professional i careers. Tie
democratic process would be better served Lf POWER's leadership
would stop questioning the loyalty of anyone who islnoE bound go
the selfish sglogan of "not one drop over the hill". Instea é
POWER's leaders should consider some of the historical an
technical perspectives of those who have more water management
experience.

For example, during the 1950's the Bureau of Reclamation
conducted detgiled studies that identified up to 450,000 acre :ee;
of surplus Gunnison £flood waters that could ?e divertedlgm_}\4 0
basin without impacting senior Gunnison water rights. In 2 tzg
study by Morcan Engineering, Inc. of Delta recommended,t aw t;
City of Gunnison construct a wvater storage capability. ahk;
Resourca Consultants, Inc. of Denver and Coe, Van Loo, & J?gsl
Engineering, Inc. of Gunnison conducted a similar study in : '
and as a reult, the city now has reservoir decrees on the Taylor
and East Rivers, as well as Antelope Creek._

In_1982 the founders of Natural pnergy Resources iCompani
(NECO), decided to defer the transmountain phase of its‘Un oniPa;
Project wuntil the demand and politics were clearer. ?he climate
improved somewhat in 1984 when prominent West and East Slope
leaders formed the Colorado Alliance to cooperate on water stora%e
projects to s@ave the state's Colorado River compact entitlemen Z
before these waters were permanently forfeited to Califo%niab an
Arizona. A especial state water development sales tax was being

.proposed, and the Alliances's initial goal was to construct a

250,000 acre ‘feet reservoir on the West Slope that could be ESES
for recreation, and diversion of 50,000 acre feet to the as
Slope.

In late 1985 the Gunnison's representative on “the Coloraclic;
Water and Power Authority (Dick Bratton) en:ouraggd NECO toL Sise
its “Union ©Park Project to the Authority. The intent was to




YE A EAE ST R pE T
a large reservoir on the Continental ‘Divide for droug elgumrxiton“acre=feetr
rado's river environments on both sIopest The-off7g1v zﬂe‘sQuth’Platlé
Union Park Reservoir and high volume gravity siph?n to he, e e by
liver will also increase the safe yield of Denver's ex1§ angon o
AR e M bhggoTwo‘F:rtﬁ;éioigiagiisgltagts have determined
2 for 1 "multiplier effect", N s inte a
thag Union Parﬁ's annualized safe YiEldhciittizrlzi;;:‘Eigze;o:;léfbgoigiy
$305 per acre-foot. This is less than ha C 2 S :
;ado'g other surface and ground water alternatives, 1nc1udénEhngogzg?Sbe_
The balanced Union Park Project has widespread appeallforllo i)
cause it uses overlooked surplus waters to save a natloni Y Esnitecn, aid
canyon and fishery near Denver, while augmenting the Ta{ Ory150 Bloticthor
Colorado River flows in critical drought periods. It will antl DT i
over-depletion of the Upper Colorado headwaters, which cyrri wgre S Eoiely
of Colorado's transmountain water. Union Park's wa?ﬂr rlgg Snison i
purchased by Metro Denver's Arapahoe County. ?hg City of Ugbers ’ i
Parker, and Castlewood Water District are the 1n%t1al_subsgy oée i
Park has excellent potential to be Colorado's primary, multipurp '
conservation project of the future.

In addition to these two major environmen? enhancing water pEOéECtzérs
NECO has conducted a factual information campaign over'the 1as§ht ;ridYWEst—
to promote coordinated local/state/federal Hate; plénn¥ng for i e
ern United States. This ongoing campaign has highlighted seveia e
looKked", but superior, alternatives to the env1ronmenta1}y dgs r:eded il R
Forks Dam as a prime example why coordinated water planning is n solié i
veto and the rapid decline of political suppoyt foF Two Forks is il
dence of the campaign's impact. Further confirmation of t@e ?rogrfficials,
tiveness can be obtained from local, state and federal permitting o

. : ity.*
as well as from Two Forks proponents and the national environmental community

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

Coordinated local/sate/federal water pJ..anning will fac1é1tat§n?gz;;gn
ment enhancing water conservation projectg in the West, b§se .ogi i
consensus building, instead of the traditional nonproduct1ve'1nh.gh e S
between historically. competing interests. Although Colorado sl lgate oe
raphy generates most of the renewable water_for the Wtf_-st. ].oca}fi Colcr)rado
federal officials are severely handicapped in evaluating specifl i
water developments because of the state's past resistance to any
state and regional water planning.

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

i ide
Suggest the Celebrate Colorado awards committee be cogpzsgdw?ihaS;éCial
spectrum of responsible citizens who are not closely associate
interest groups.

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

Contact Lisa Largent or KEate.Keanfer at (303) 866-3311 with any further questions

- Printed on Recycled Paper -

1989 TAKE PRIDE IN AMERICA AWARDS APPLICATION V

NOMINEE INFORMATION

(Please tvpe)

.\'ameo{[ndi\'ic‘uau(}raup Being Nominated® MATIURAT, ENFRGY PESOURCES COMPANY (NFCO)
Nominee Address P. 0. BOX 567

PAIMER LAKE, COLORALO 80133
City State Zip Coae

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

Daytime Phone Number 719 )481-2003 Category Name ENVIRONMENT |

Type of Organization (Check Only One)

0D Civie T State O Federal O Military OO Media 5 Conservation O Employment T User-Group
O Citizen O Youth J Fraternal Professional & Corporation 3J
O Other (Specify)

University O Community

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

I. DESCRIPTION: Describe v ivity fwatch icat} gr,

Since 1962 NECO s Seveloped to ey BuRLrolsich communicaions programy
megawatts of non-polluting peaking power for the West, and drought protection for
Metro Denver and three major Western river systems. In addition, NECO has initiated
a public awareness campaign for initiation of state and regional water planning to
optimize the use of Western water resources. .

2. PURPOSE: Why did vou conduct this pa ticular acrivity? :
e activities were condu to ceé the Western states' environment,
while realizing a reasonable return for the company's investors.

e R R A i e T P e 85 s entere

to provide the world's largest, most efficient, non-polluting peaking power operation.

The Union Park Water Supply Project is designed to store surplus flood water of the

Gunnison Basin in a large high altitude reservoir on the Continental Divide for re-

lease to the South Platte, Arkansas, Gunnison and Colorado River systems during multi-

{eaﬁ}fg—exf.g}?tﬁfhat effect did vour activity hav
and resources?

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

e on public awareness of the need for wise use of public lands

® Ifthere is more than one group involved in this nomination. name the lead group on the application, then
provide the organization name, address and phone number of the other ETOUDS N 4 SENAFATe chaar ar namas

5 Hoclls



Awards Appcation‘ :

Mall to: Celebrate Colorado!
Governor's Office

1989 Celeb. ate Colorado!
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136 State Capitol Bldg.

All entries must be received by October 1, 1989 -
A A ' Denver, CO 80203-1792

NOMINEE INFORMATION
(Please type or Print clearly)

Name of [ndividual/Group being Nominated NATURAL ENERGY RESOURCES COMPANY (MECO)

Nominee Address P. 0. BOX 567

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

Daytime Phone Number (_719)_481-2003

Type of Award (Check only one, see Fact Sheet for detalls)

O constituent Organization 06 ¢ Business/Corporation QO Youth Group

O civic/Citizen Organization O Educational Institution O individual

O Government

Submitted by Allen D. (Daya) Miller

2. T Do )

Signature

DESCRIPTION: Describe your environmental activity, the role you or your organization played. and how
it contributed to the goals of Celebrate Colorado!. The description should be no longer than 500 words-
additional sheets of paper may be included If the space provided is not enough. Please type or Print
clearl

== ySlnce its founding in 1982, Natural Energy Resources Company has con-
ceived and aggressively pursued two major water development projects that
will have significant environmental and economic benefits for Colorado and
the Western United States.

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

NECO has also conceived the Union Park Water Supply Project, which is
designed to store surplus flood waters from the untapped Gunnison Basin in

- -~/




TN TR B feet'~ Littleton, Colorado L & .
B Y38 A N80 F Lot IKCPMMENQFEHF o % i i ’ THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR
Jonn 3. Nicholl Thomas A" Eggart /& ¥ 5 ¢ ¥3 : . ! 0] ; 1 R’ '
Sukerew CEE R EL r < = = - — - - s o Y by -~ WASHINGTON 1 3 - S

June 15, 1990

June 29, 1990 fo e

Roger Morris, Editor ¢
Gunnison Country Times 4
P.O. Box 240
Gunnison, CO 81230-240

Dear Take Pride in America Award Vinner:
Dear Mr. Morris: : # =
On behalf of the Take Pride in America campaign, 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.

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

v

The private minimum stream flow water rights, which Arapahoe County The fourth annual Take Pride in America National Awards Ceremony will be
Sgééi‘;is ﬂrfrh;:\:aiid&tffg n:ftitdeo(;rleeathior r;fzi_%ati:u“m“’_f ';"ligzk held in Vashington, D.C., this summer at a time soon to be released.
g. s ghts ben Y property - 9 You will be receiving an invitation to attend this ceremony as wvell as a

certain stream segments by increasing the amount of water which
flows past those scenic properties on its way gut of our state. special VIP reception that will be hosted by The Nashville Network and

Some of these stream flow rights exist on the Taylor River below ) the American Recreation Coalition.

the dam as evidenced by the prominent "No Trespassing" signs. If

I'm not mistaken these rights, known as the Vader rights, are owned : I vant to take this opportunity to commend you for the outstanding work
in part by Mr. Sams, publisher of the Gunnison Country Times. you are doing to promote wise use of our nation’s public resources.
These stream flow claims are far in excess of what is necessary to Your involvement in this campaign helps to ensure that future

support rafting, fish or plants. These claims are also far in J’D generations also can enjoy and benefit from our public resources.
excess of the minimum stream flows which the same private

landowners agreed to accept in the decree for the Union Park A Certificate of Merit is enclosed. I hope this will express to you in
Reservoir project's hydro power rights. part our appreciation for your efforts and the contribution you are

£ : ; 5 . makin thi .
These claimed instream flow rights are invalid because under g to S great nation

Colorado law only the Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB) may

own or acquire minimum stream flow decrees. There has never been Once again, congratulations on your selection as a semi-finalist, and ve

2 time in Colorado when a valid instream water right could be look forvard to seeing you at the avards ceremony this summer.

acquired which did not require proof of a beneficial use such as

a commercial fish hatchery. Colorado law has alwvays barred private Sincerely,

instream water rights for scenic purposes.

The only legal and practical way to assure Taylor River stream ' gﬂwy .

flows in the amounts decreed by the CWCB, 100 ‘cfs May through
September and 50 cfs at other times, without drawing down the

Taylor Reservoir, as I remember about 3 feet in 1989, is to build

the Union Park Project and reach agreement on releases of water for

this purpose. Arapahoe County has always been willing to discuss Enclosure
this. A 40 year USGS record of Taylor River stream flows shows

minimums in the range of no flow to 2270 cfs. Wouldn't it seem

more sensible to capture the excess spring runoff in Union Park and

release it as needed to maintain stream flows? Union Park is the

only viable way to assure in stream flows during drought periods. . __

Arapahoe County is not seeking to cancel any presently used decreed /

irrigation or stock water rights, amounting to about 360 acre feet

between Taylor Reservoir and Almont, and has no reason to do so.

There is plenty of water for everyone if we use it wisely!

Very kLruly yours,

et S ~—
S o BN T R Y LS y .
Thomas R. Eggent{ v /‘JL(A/\J

Arapahoe County Commissioner / i ["(M

/5Kl g‘-\///»(//\’/

v ) e ) 7?//,-.



I R . : . June 4, 1990

GUNNISON COUNTY'S COURAGBOUS.WATER POLICY

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

- .Future Water Needs Contrary to common belief, West Slope
consumptive water needs are steadily declining with the gradual
shift from agriculture, imining, and timbering to a more tourist
oriented economy. Some areas are retiring marginal irrigated 1land
‘because of excess salt build up from traditional deep irrigation

techniques. Modern trends toward ditch lining, shallow irrigation,
and other vater conservation techniques are also reducing
consumptive needs for agriculture. Colorado's’' recently completed

Phase I Upper Gunnison Water Study conclusion that West Slope
consumptive needs are growing is based on invalid engineering
assumptions that are not consistent with worldwide irrigation
trends. Since over 95% of the West Slope‘'s consumptive water is
used for agriculture, small incremental improvements in irrigation
efficiency are multiplying the amount of water available for
municipal, industrial, recreational, and environmental uses, either
in Colorado or downriver.

Underutilization of Water . Many West Slope water diversions for
agriculture are substantially greater than required by crop
consumption and ditch flows. Colorado's historically wasteful "use
it or lose it* laws are one of the reasons.

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.
the Gunnison Basin loses almost a million acre feet of Colorado's
interstate compact entitlement as a free gift for the grateful down
river population areas. During wet cycles, this 1lost surplus can
more than double. 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. .

>

\&

Oon the average,

Under current Colorado /-

Opper Gunnison vs. Upper Colorado - Basins .,The.nbbérlooked_;-.

57 Gunnison River is by "far the largest leak in

compact entitlements. On the other hand, the seriously dewatered.
Colorado main stem  tributaries provide all of cColorado'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 yith the
Denver Water Department's ill-conceived Two Forks, Muddy' Creek,
Straight Creek, Eagle Piney., and -Green Mountain diversion plans.

Meanwhile, this District is incongruously trying to prevent the
untapped Gunnison Basin from obtaining needed drought protection and

recreation storage by fighting Arapahoe County's multipurpose Union
Park Water Conservation - Project. Union Park's massive, high
altitude, off-river reservoir can economically satisfy Metro

Denver's growth needs, while providing guaranteed drought insurance
for the Gunnison's water based environment. Union Park can also
help correct the West Slope's seriously unbalanced water usage
between basins.

Phase I Upper Gunnison Basin Water Study The Upper Gunnison
and Colorado River Districts initiated the state's Phagse 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. 1In fact, most of the
study's public funds were spent on a futile attempt to prove a
Gunnison Water District controlled diversion from Taylor Park
Reservoir would be more viable than other ongoing alternatives,
including Union Park. Union Park's unprecedented environmental and
economic advantages for the West and East Slopes were totally
ignored, and its construction costs were grossly exaggerated.
Because of this distorted study, Gunnison officials and the
concerned public have been left with a planning guide that is
seriously hampering the public's understanding of the Gunnison's
water situation. This wvoid could soon be corrected with an
objectively managed Phase II Upper Gunnison Water Study. However,
the Upper Gunnison and Colorado River Districts are currently
refusing to participate in Phase II. This is a clear case of pover
politics over public interest. The public needs to know the overall
long-term value of well conceived water conservation projects for
their local environments and economies. .

Gunnison County Commissioners are providing a great public
service by insisting on-: an objective County Water Policy that is
based on facts instead of reactionary citizen group scare slogans,
such as *"not one drop over the hill*. Hopefully, the Gunnison's
courageous grassroots water policy efforts will soon inspire our
reluctant state 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

Colorado's ‘water’

1
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NATURAL ENERGY RESOURCES COMPANY
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© May 30, 1990

Board of County Commissioners
Gunnison County

200 East Virginia

Gunnison, Colorado 81230

Re: Gumnison County Water Policy

Dear Commissioners:

Gunnison County Commissioners should consider several popular water

misconceptions during its June 5th public work sessi Eo ‘daval
Water Policy, i.e., b on evelop a County

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 bulld up from
traditional deep irrigation techniques. Modern trends toward ditch lining,
shallow irrigation, and other water conservation techniques are also reducing
consumptive needs 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 worldwide 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 mnicipal, indusktrial,
recreational, and environmental uses, either in or out of Colorado.

Underutilization of Water Many West Slope irrigation diversions are
substantially higher than required by crop consumption and ditch flows.
Colorado's wasteful "use it or lose it" laws are one of the reasons. Under
current Colorado law, any outside interest can challenge any water right by
technically proving underutilization. Western water laws are alsc 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 va. Dry Cycles As the state with the highest terrain, Colorado has
bountiful renewable water resources. On the average, the Gunnison Basin loses
almost a million acre feet of Colorado entitled water as a gift for the
grateful down river population areas. During wet cycles, this 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.

oY Ee—-—2e WED °2:38
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Upper Gunnison wvs. Upper Colorado Basins The overlooked Gunnison River
is by far the largest leak in Colorado's water compact entitlements. On the
other hand, the seriously dewatered Colorado main stem tributaries provide ali
of Colorado's transmountain water to the East Slope via 18 diversion projects.
The Colorado River Water Conservancy District is worsening the West Slope's
grossly unbalanced water usage by cooperating with the Denver Water
Department's ill-conceived Two Forks, Muddy Creek, Straight Creek, Eagle
Piney, and Green Mountain diversions. Meanwhile, this District is
incongruously trying to. prevent the untapped Gunnison Basin from obtaining
needed drought protection and recreation storage by fighting Arapahoe County's
multipurpose Unicn Park Water  Conservation Project. Union Park can
economically satisfy Metro Denver's future needs, while providing guaranteed
drought insurance for the Gunnison area. Union Park can also help correct the
West Slopa's sariously unbalanced water usage between basins.

Fhase I Upper Gunnison Basin Water Study The Upper Gunnison and Colorado
River Districts initiated Phase I primarily to determine how Gunnison water
exports to the East Slope could be used to enhance the Gunnison's water based
economy. This was an excellent objective, but unfortunately, this state
sponsored study was influenced to the point where it is misleading and largely
useless as a planning tool. 1In 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 totally ignored, and its
construction costs were grosely exaggerated. Because of this distorted study,
Gunnison officials and the concerned public have been 1left with a planning
guide that is seriously hampering the public's understanding of the Gunnison's
water situation. This wvold could scon be corrected with an objectively
managed Fhase 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 polltics over public interest. The public needs
to know the long-term value of well conceived water conservation projects for
thelr area.

Gunnison County Commissioners can provide a great public service by
insisting on an objective County Water Policy that is based on facts instead
of POWER's dirrational scare slogan of "not one drop over the hill".
Hopefully, the Gunnison's grassroots water policy efforts will soon force our
reluctant state leaders into formulating a coherent, long-overdue, state water
policy. Colorado is the only state that still relies primarily on very
costly, unresponsive, legal determinations for managing its water. Concerned
Colorado citizens should press for modernized water management practices in
this age of environmental enlightenment.

Sincerely,
Allen D. (Dave) Miller, President

ADM/bm

cc: interested local, state, federal offlcials.




JF COLORADO  ROY ROMER, Governor

RTMENT OF NAT@RAL RESOURCES

T J. BARRY |II, Execulive Director

herman SL, Room 718, Denver, Colorado 80203 866-3311

April 24, 1990

Mr. W. Watts
7231 W. Bayaud Place

Lakewood, Colorado

Dear Mr. Watts:

Governor Romer has

Water Perestroika."
are interesting ones

legislation and introdu
success.

Geologicel Survey

Board of Lend Commisslonars

Mined Land Reclamatlon

Divislon of Mines

Oil and Gas Conservation Commlalan
Divislon of Parks & Outdoor Recreation

x Soll Conservation Board

‘Water Conaervetion Board

Division of Water Resources

Divislon of Wiidlife

80226

asked me to acknowledge your essay "Colorado

Haqy of the suggestions and observations you offer
in fgct, several have been incorporated in

ced into the General Assembly, although without

As we enter the 1990's we will certainl i
y need to examine h
fgr and manage wate? use and development. [ appreciate your tag?ngetggan
time to share your ideas on this critical subject with the Governor.

HJB:c1b
0427A

/s

Sincgrely yours,

HAMLET J. BARRY 111
Executive Director
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February 1990
. COLORADO WATER PERESTROIKA .

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

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

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

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

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

The proposed water bills sound good on the surface. However, they
all have similar hidden agendas to preserve the status quo, while
protecting powerful interest groups. 1Instead of these unproductive
water bills, Colorado needs basic legislative restructuring to
modernize its water management practices, i.e.:

1. Consclidate state water planning under an independent,
non-political agency such as the State Engineers Office.

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

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

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

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

6. Publicly elect water conservancy district board members.

Abner Watts, P.E., Lakewood, (303)237-3449
Dale Raitt, P.E., Lakewvood, (303)489-7427
Consulting Engineers & retired Bureau of Reclamation executives
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May 21,1990

Members

People Opposed To Water Export Raids (POWER)
P.0. Box 1742

Gunnison, Colorado 81230

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

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

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

POWER could better serve the public by first acknowledging that some
water projects can be very beneficial. Each project should be thoroughly
evaluated before judging its relative merit. For the last several years, our
company's water resource experts have been evaluating the extraordinary
potentlal of the Gunnison's Union Park Water Conservation Project. 2As a
result, we have claimed many unprecedented benefits for both slopes. To date,
no one has successfully refuted any of our basic facts. Those who take the
time to objectively understand Union Park, soon become believers. This is why
Arapahoe County, City of Gunnison, Parker, and Castlewood Water Districts were
the early subscribers. Other public entities will soon follow. West Slope
interests should be the most enthusiastic, because Union Park can help correct
its seriously unbalanced water usage between basins, while providing
invaluable insurance against the damaging drought cycles. History shows that
multi-year droughts are the only uncontrollable threat to the West Slope's
environment, recreation, agriculture, and economic values.

The underlying value of Union Park's massive, high altitude, off-river,
storage is based on the fact that renewable surface flows vary “drastically
between the inevitable wet and dry cycles. Union Park will store surplus
flood waters in wet years for managed release to both slopes during the
destructive dry years. On the average, the Gunnison Basin currently loses
almost a million acre feet of Colorado entitled water to the grateful down
river states. In some years this surplus is more than double the average,
while in other years there is a severe shortage -- even for senior
appropriators. Water has practically no value when it is flooding, but its
value during droughts is immeasurable. Union Park will augment the Gunnison,

2

South Platte, and Arkansas rivers during droughts, while satisfyi

Denver's future growth for about half the unit Cosg of the discreé’i:gdm;‘iz
Forks concept. Union Park will also substantially enhance the Gunnison's
water based recreation economy by providing an excellent Lake Trout fishery
and stabilizing the current wide fluctuations in Taylor Park Reservoir.

POWER is unfortunately using the emotional’ transmountain feature of Union
Park as a medla.red herring. Several hydrology studies show Union Park can
guarantee Taylor River flows 100% above the Colorado Water Conservation Board p

‘minimums, while still diverting an average 60,000 acre feet to Metro Denver.

If Union Park is integrated as a -dry year backup for Denver's existing
reservoirs, this 60,000 acre feet can increase Denver's safe yield by 120,000
acre feet. We believe this 2 for 1 multiplier effect is .unprecedented in~
water engineering history. If Union Park's annual diversion averaged B0,000
acre feet, the Taylor River's guaranteed summer flows would still be 50%
higher than the CWCB minimums. Without Union Park, the record shows there
have been many drought years when the Taylor and Gunnison Rivers have been
substantially below CWCB's minimums. During these severe drought periods, the
Gunnison area's envircnment, agriculture, recreation, and econony are
seriously damaged.

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

We wish you the best as a future positive force for helping educate the

public in the factual complexities of managing Colorado's bountiful, but
uneven water resources.

Sincerely

ey

Allen D. (Dave) Miller
President

ADM/bm

cc: Interested local, state, and federal entities.
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Tom Griswold, Aurora's utilities
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director, says abundant water in
the Gunnison area isn't being used
and s subject to appropriation.

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

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

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

The estimate is $36 million to .

$42 million, Including about $15
million to rebuild the Roaring Ju-
dy Hatchery.

2. AURORA'S PROPOSED PIEPLANT
3.AF\APANOEOOUNTY'5P‘HDPOSEDLNICN?MKRESEHVD¢R

Anticipating envi tal
problems with Collegiate Range,
Aurora last month began lalks
with the US. Bureau of Reclama-
tion to buy more than 100,000
acre-feet of Weslern Slope water
from Blue Mesa Reservoir,

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

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

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

Aurora and Arapahoe County al-

to south suburban users.

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

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

For Arapahoe County and Auro-
ra, the next step is a 10-day trial to
begin June 25 in Gunnison Water
Court. Several issues will be decid-
ed, including whether current

kg Chaniik

50 face chall by the
Wildlife Federation, which insists
that project impact on the environ-
ment should be arguable in Water
Court.

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

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

ag
sin water users and the Bureau of
Reclamation are legal.

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

And Union Park's engineer, An-

The Danwer Post

dy Andrews, said the cost Lo mitl-
gate environmental damage {rom
Union Park — pegged at §6 mil-
lion — is much less than the cost
for Aurcra's reservoirs.

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

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

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

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

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

Governor Roy Romer

State Capitol Building
Denver, Colorado 80203
Subject: Prg?evgnor's Consistency Review, Muddy Creek Transmountain Diversion

Dear Governor Romer:

Request a veto of the Final EIS decision duri ; :
uring your consiste
of the proposed Muddy Creek Transmontain Diversion Project. s i

As indicated in our enclosed March 17, 1990
' letter to the U. S. Forest
zﬁvr;rige an: tlzhe Bureau of Land Management, subject EIS violates both logic and
altemanmnt' al laws re?uiring objective consideration of all viable
ives. Colorado's water usage between basins is seriously out of

balance. The i $ A
i Eoattne. Muddy Creek diversion would only worsen this untenable

Federal and state agencies are currently se i
goiorago's' EIS review process for water deve{opne;?:?lym}'l:nd;?pigaugg
rgsgﬁ czs ;ﬁd ;he only Western state that has not inventoried its water
g eveloped some plam:u.ng guidelines for its future growth. The

ing water development gridiock is sapping the state's resources,

damaging our economy, and creating the hi
b e ng the highest water development costs and

We strongly recommend that state
1 laws be changed to allow state and
:igcta;a’]_.devaluatmn of water deyelopment. proposals within the context of
ide water policy and planning guidelines. This would be good management

== not socialism, as indicated b ' T
traditionalists. y Colorado's politically powerful water

The public deserves some a

ggressive leade i i i i
state water management arena. o rship in this very important

Your views on this subject would be appreciated.

Allen D. (Dave) Miller
President

orado Water Conservation ADM/bm
e state division of wildlife, Encls:

cls: Letter dated March 17, 1990, Union Park Facts, April 3, 1990
“lease see GUNNISON on 4B cc: USFS, BIM, state legislators. J ' ’
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FAXED TO (303)844-8243) April 16, 1990

Governor Roy Romer
State Capitol Building
Denver, Colorado 80203

Dear Governor Romer:

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

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

The Sims' statements have no basis in fact. Union Park's
high altitude water storage is specifically designed to enhance
Colorado's environment by augmenting river flows on both slopes
during the damaging drought cycles. No Colorado agency has
2valuated the potential beneficial uses of the Gunnison's wasted
flood flows, and no state agency has evaluated Union Park as a
7ater conservation pool for enhancing Colorado's four major river
snvironments.

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

Please advise with regard to additional action contemplated.
Sincerely,

4

Allen D. (Dave) Miller

President
\DM/bm
inclosure: Denver Post Article, April 16, 1990.
o] =t Colorado Attorney General, Division of Wildlife, Water
Conservation Board, Department of Natural Resources, State
Engineer, Arapahoe County, City of Aurora, Colorado

Legislators, Denver Post.

O O
STATE OF COLORADO

EXECUTIVE CHAMBERS

136 State Capitol
Denver, Colorado 80103-1792
Phone (303) B66-2471

Roy Romer

April 26, 1990 Covernor

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

Palmer Lake, CO 80133

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

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

Mr. Sims of the Attorney General's Office informs me that the
statement that implied otherwise in The Denver Post was based on the
fact that the Colorado HWater Conservation Board and Division of
Wildlife filed statements of opposition to the water rights
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 wunder
consideration. Assuming either of these projects moves forward, we
expect these concerns will be addressed through the normal
environmental impact statement process.

Thanks again for writing.

Sincerely,

I

Roy Romer,
Governor
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high volume gravity siphon to the South Platte and Metro Denver will only be
used as back up drought insurance for Metro Denver's existing reservoirs. The

Upper Gunnison's environment and water based recreation economy will benefit

from stabilized reservoir levels and guaranteed river flows. Metro Denver

will welcome the privilege of paying for a project that will provide a very
low cost water supply for its future growth. Environmentally damaging
reservoirs on the scenic Gunnison and South Platte Rivers will not be
required. If the City of Gunnison retains its $1,000 option contract to
participate in Union Park, it will net a value of at 1least $50 million in
needed storage, water rights, and reduced power fees for its citizens. Union
Park will stimulate Colorado's entire economy with its superior efficiency.

FACT NO. 5 — Collegiate And Taylor Not Comparable The Collegiate Range and
Taylor Park transmountain diversion proposals from the Gunnison are not
comparable with Union Park. Aurora‘'s Collegiate concept would siphon
continuously to a Two Forks type reservoir on the South Platte from a small
collection reservoir above Taylor Park. Another small reservoir on the East
River at Almont would supposedly mitigate the constant flow diversion to the
East Slope. The Upper Gunnison River District's proposed Taylor Park
diversion is similar to Collegiate, except the Bureau's Blue Mesa Reservoir
would absorb the diversion loss. Both of these concepts would worsen the
current problem of wide fluctuations in Taylor Park Reservoir levels and
Taylor River flows. These concepts would also seriously impact major tourist
routes, and require additional carryover storage on the South Platte. In
contrast, Union Park holds many years of surplus flood flows in remote, high
altitude, West Slope storage where it can be flexibly managed to guarantee
water supply and environmental protection for both slopes during the critical
drought cycles.

FACT NO. 6 - Benefits For Bureau As early as 1983, the Bureau of Reclamation
acknowledged the benefits of Union Park's water regulating and conservation
benefits above its Blue Mesa complex. By capturing and holding low value
flood waters at high altitude, the value of these waters is increased many
fold when it is released to the Bureau's down river power and water supply
systems during drought cycles. Because of this very important drought
augmentation for the Colorado River, the Bureau and other down river water
users may be interested in paying a share of Union Park's construction cost.

FACT NO. 7 — State Water Planning Until the 1970's, the Bureau of Reclamation

did most Western water planning. Now that federal construction funds are
drying up, Colorado is the only Western state that has not developed a strong
water planning agency of its own. In fact, Colorado's water management
agencies are prohibited from evaluating the state's overall water development
options. This is because of historical mistrust between basins, and a
complete dependence on a highly legalistic procedure for allocating the
state's water resources. In this planning vacuum, high handed proposals 1like
Two Forks can be forced on our innocent public without due regard to the
state's overall water supply and environmental situation. None of our state's
water management agencies officially evaluated the ill-conceived Two Forks
concept. If Colorado had effective water planning, the ignored Union Park
Project would have clearly surfaced long ago as the most efficient,
environmentally sound, large water alternative ever conceived for Colorado.

(This Natural Energy Resources Company message was prepared for a special
April 3rd public meeting on water, sponsored by the City of Gunnison. Natural
Energy is a private water development firm that sold its Union Park Project to
Metro Denver's Arapahoe County in 1988 for $2.2 million.) o



April 3, 1990

UONION PARK FACTS
(The Gunnison's Water Conservation Project For Colorado)

FACT NO. 1 - Surplus Water During the 1950's, the Bureau of Reclamation's

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

Since that time,

Down river states are |

FACT NO. 2 - Unbalanced

Colorado's renewable surface water consumption
is seriously out of balance.

Currently, all transmountain water for East
Slope use comes from the Upper Colorado Basin via 18 diversion projects.
Although this basin has already been severely dewatered, the cumulative impact
of the planned Two Forks, Muddy Creek, Home Stake II, Straight Creek, East
Gore, Eagle Piney, Green Mountain, etc. would further damage this area's
seriously depleted headwater
Gunnison area remains untapped and generally overlooked when considering the
state's overall water resources.

tributaries. Meanwhile, the

FACT NO. 3 - Union Park's Effici
Gunnison's wasted flood waters into high altitude Union Park storage, this
900,000 acre feet West Slope reservoir will provide
Colorado's four major river environments.
provide needed drought cycle protection for the Gunnison, South Platte, and
Arkansas River environments, while also satisfying Metro Denver's future
The Upper Colorado will also benefit, as
necessary to construct the near and long-term diversions planned from this
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.
this unprecedented "multiplier effect”, Union Park can increase Metro Denver's
safe annuat yield 40% more than Two Forks for about half the unit cost.

pumping less than

invaluable benefits for’
Union Park's off-river storage can

growth needs. it will not be

dewatered area.

4 - Benefits For Upper Gunnison The Union Park Water Conservation
Project will provide major environmental, recreational, and economic benefits
The Taylor Park Reservoir and Taylor River /
currently experience wide fluctuations from floods and droughts.
multi-year droughts, the Taylor and Gunnison Rivers are
damaging low levels.

for the Upper Gunnison area.

currently reduced to .
Union Park can guarantee flows on these rivers at rates [~
substantially higher than the minimum flows recently established by the

Union Park’'s 4,000 acre reservoir will -
also be a world class Lake Trout fishery located in a remote, off-river,
covered bowl with a very low cost dam site.
Park will be the world's largest and highest mult
non-polluting peaking power revenue from
generators will more than pay for the cost of filling this reservoir.

Colorado Water Conservation Board.

10,000 feet altitude, Union,
i-purpose water project. ﬂxe\/
its high tech reversible pump
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} dropping on would-be water develo,_v X
! like a plague of locusts. e

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, has united former enemies.
Cattlemen and environmentalists, lprofes-‘
sors and state bureaucrats are linking
arms against the proposals. L

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. e
Aurora city records and Water Cour?
depositions show:

W 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 much as 70 percent if
proposed reservoirs cut stream flows.

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

B Winter grazing land for Rocky Moun-
tain bighorn sheep, elk and deer would be
inundated in the Almont area.

Stil, the chief objection to the projects
is the loss of water. _

“If you divert 100,000 acre-feet to th:
eastern slope, which is what both plans
contemplate, you would essentially cut in
. half the flow of the river. That's where lhe

real damage would be,” sald Assistant At-

torney. General, Steve Sims, who repre-
= sents the Color: ‘aﬂate,r:c,onservatiop
Board and the,

AA’'S PROPOSED ALMONT RESERVOIR
{AA'S PROPOSED PIEPLANT RESERVOIR
AHOE COUNTY'S PROPOSED UNION PARK RESERVOIR
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.. E ices four blocks apart

1burban users.

.. Forest Service, which
b of the land in the Gun-
n, has asked a Water
Ee to certify its water
1 way to ensure that the
en't dried up by future
glopment.

1ly, the Colorado Water
fon Board could fire a
at the suburbs by ruling
osed reservoirs on the

gllvlsggn'ol wildlife, !




T DIACK ang. veare, Hartison &
Weston =~ contractors, - Motor
Columbus, a turbine manufacturer
and Credit Swiss, a Switzerland

“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.”

Rocky Point calls for a smaller
reservoir in a meadow high on
Matchless Mountain, immediately
south of Taylor Park Reservoir.
Water would be pumped up from

=7

for delicious

filtered water
(as compared to bottled
water at 93¢ a gallon)

The New "Mini-Edition"
water filter effectively
removes Giardia, E. Coli
bacteria, chlorine and
its by-products
and other impurities
from your household
water.

On Sale Now

for only $99.00
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SCSHION, THATY | Udcd vanacnbus i1
course of action were aired by peo-
ple. Local Realtor Don Wilson sug-
gested that pressure be applied for
the state to encourage some of the
Front Range growth be direcied to
areas such as the Montrose-Delta
corridor or the corridor from Monte
Vista south to the New Mexico bor-

Zanetell, Peter Smith,
POWER.

courthouse.

&iu,
Butch Clark, Paul Vader, Marlene
Pete
Klingsmith and Alva May Dunbar, |
was formed to provide Icadership to !

The next meeting of the group is’.
Thursday, March 15, at the county

A% Monte Carlo
o\ Extravaganza Prospers!:

The 5th Annual Gunnison Valley Hospital Benefit held February 10th
was a tremendous success. We want to acknowledge those
ﬁ%m‘””"" members who supported this event with a hearty

The following volunteers devoted many hours of energy and hard
work and deserve public recognition for thelr tiumphant efforts:

Ouwr "Monte Caro™ Steering Commitiee:
Sandy Lelnsdorf, Ann Parker, Unda Goldman, Ellen Ranson,
Kay Folks, Janle Landry. Carolyn Virden, Sandy Sampson, and
Kelth Hegarty
The Dealers:

Ken Deming, Debe & Bill Hancock. Bil Hall, Bill Swellzer, Steve
Landry, Bob Haley. Okle Mark. Robb Austin, Chrls *Oz°
Osmundsen. David Leinsdorf, Lella & Glenn Calkins, Bill
Goldman, Hank & Sally Hoesll, Mary & Kelth Hegarty. Paul
Nordstrom. Rich Buchanan, Arden Anderson, Jay Wolkov,
Jennifer Olsen.
You performed a "class act’ the entire evening and your long
hours are certalnly appreciated.
Casino Table Sponsors:

Sweltzer Ol Inc., Gunnison Bank & Trust, KVLE, Dos Rios Golf

ub, Gunnison Country Board of Redltors, Hall Realty. John
Parker, Pizza Hut.

Special thanks to Tara Lambert, Mary H rty. Jone Haley, Mary B.
Vader, Karen Hankins, The Gunnlson Rotary Club and Donna
Hebeln of Mountain Alr Balioons for decorating. Manor sponsors
who contributed our grand prizes: American Alrlines. Ralph Walton,
Crested Butte Mountain Resort, Pardners Restaurant, Ellen’s Bed &
Breakfast, and David Leinsdorf. The Grande Butte Hotel for hosting
the event. All our wonderful media people and press, Including B &
B Printers, Gunnison Country Times, Chronicle/Pilot, The Shopper,
KVLE, KWS8B, and KBUT. Thanks for all the “ink’ & "air’.

And. last but most of.all, a very graclous thank you to Kelth
Hegarty of Interlors for donating so much of his time. his truck and
his willingness to help move all the casino tables from Denver to
Mt. Crested Butte and back to Denver. Without his physical
exertion and means of transporting, this speclal event couldn't
happen. Thank you Keith, you're the greatest!

Hopefully, everyone’s name was Included that participated as
volunteers to such a worthy couse. Congraiulations on a big Job
very well donel Because of you, our hospital Is that much closer to
achleving our goal to obtain new x-ray equipment.

Respecttiully yours,

Mindy Costanzo, Chair
Gunnison Valley Hospital
Community Relations Committee

P.S. Dr. John Armstrong was sy to be
one of our "hottest’ Black Jack dealers that
night but missed the whole event to deliver
aby glirll Thanks Dr. John, and thank
goodness for our doctors AND hospitall

It's time fqr us
to help you with your
Individual Retirement Account

8.76%* yield/8.40% rate

*Penalty for early withdrawal, 18 month term, rate adjusted quarterly.

¥

GUNNISON SAVINGS & LOAN

303 North Main
Gunnison, CO
81230 !

(303) 641-2171




groups argued, and in’ subueuways

threatened, the state-wide water imum stream flows, argucd ‘that it

Imrdu‘lhgy rﬂedoppomuonlopm- dwasncmh.\s intention or the inten-

posals byiAurora and Ampahoc 'umn of the g:slamm that minimum
build reservoirsiinithe : +stream 'fl

13 Jegislation’ l.hax created mini--

watcr works managc
Douglas Kemper encouraged the
CWC 1o move cmfully and dchb—

<+ side of the pmpcsed reservoirs, but”

this act should procludc the dcvctop-
ent of water projects.” i
He also argued that a'stream is |
mot inundated by a reservoir, it still
flows along thc bouom of lhc lake

River dlstnct... ves

Continued l’rom pagcl A1
Phase 11" Lz )
Johnston urged the board 10 tell
the state Conservation Board,

Martineau, that it opposed Phase 11
as a trans-mountain diversion study.

Phase 11 should “talk about how.
water is used within the 'basin,” .

Johnston suggested, while looking at
endangered species as well as water
for agriculture and recreation. !
/. POWER representative Marlene
Zanetell said that her group agreed
with a Phase II in-basin study but
opposed an out-basin study.

' The river board vetoed Phase II
as'proposed by the bureau and

| decided ‘against responding to.

Aurora‘and Arapahoe County's

ovc.rtums !o ncgou.u.c a m\ns moun- i

tain watcr diversion agreement.
. =As POWER mcmbcr Ralph
Clark IIT pointed out, “Aurora and

% ‘Arapahoc Couity nced a certain
through its representative Tyler

quantity of water, but however much
they get, it will be devastating to
us.” fi

River board attorney Dick
Bratton countered that if people in
this community decided “1o fight to
the death” against diversion, they
may lose everything in water court.

' But Gerald Lain urged the river
board to tell Aurora and Arapahoe
no.

“It will be death if trans-moun-
1ain diversion happens,” said Lain.
“This whole vallcy w11[ never be the
same. 1|1
| “We'l re prcparcd o r‘ght to the
dcal.'ll 1

ylcr‘duri'ng the ni!ghl. ind’thén

":also the ‘economic welfare of |

‘underneath overlying reservoirs 0

said Dr, Jack Stafford of Montan
State University who ‘specializes in
dam and diversion i m\pacls on nvcrs
and streams. , g

Rikki - Santarelli, - former’
Gunnison County attomey, urged the’ %2
river board *“to proceed carefully” to
avoid giving Aurora and Arapahoe
County the imprcssion of “a split
community.” The two entities should -
have to comply with county Process-
es and regulations, he added.

Board member Bob Decker
made the motion to refuse negotia-
tions, but cautioned, “I have a firm
stand against trans-mountain diver-
sion now, but times do change.
Nothing is forever.”

Board President Bill Trampe
told those present that the river
board wants to formulate a water
policy based on public input. The

board will meet with the public on =/

April 4 to hear its ideas.

der. He noted that watet, land and
the need for economic dcvclnpmcnl
existed in these areas”

‘) Several people poin

‘city of Gunmsou nccdcd t

fc

,bccausc ot‘ the r:smg and

ng water levels,” ¢
nvironmental orgammlmns
such:as,the :National! Wildlife!
'Federation,” © the * Colorado

. Environmental ;. Coalition, the [’

‘Colorado Mountain:Club,and the
Environmental Law Society at
~ Colorado University urged the
CWCB to file Jpapers of opposition

s0 the board can continue to, partici-
pate in the issuc,

"Also presenting arguments were
the U.S. Fish and Game and the
Cotomdo Division of Wildlife.

Several arguments were made
that the board should proceed as if
the water rights issuc was a simple
case with a private water rights
qwncr ‘secking protection of their

ghL.
" The CWCB owns in-stream

“water rights on the Taylor River, k

Illinois Creek, Texas Creck, Loutis
Creek, Pieplant Creck and the East
River, all involved in plans submit-.
ted by Aurora and Arapaho¢ County.
! “Tyler Martineau, board represen-
tative, for the Gunnison and
Uncompahgrc river basins, told the
Times last week that he expecied the '
board to take a !middle ground”
position on the i issue. He said he did
not sce the board stopping a water
project nor would the CWCB give
ppcn license to dam to the water

}lqgs" ol m'mg weeks
be u-.:l:ac mgadcc:sron :
h

tnciude ‘name, address & phone n{:
Mail let(er o The Gunnison Country Times,
P.O. Box 240. Gunmson CcOo 81230 ;

£ givea helping hand!
i m!"]:rom Feb. 192 March3rd, & {4 °
e Deli willdonate'a pomon-of

: &7 ts) scies to the LaVeta projecf HESER]
i E You can help Buy, a scndwlch ora spaghem

dlnner at The Dell. Register for a dlnner ‘for two,
C;all and, order 641-3917. 4
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part from the Union Park’ w11| pay
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ould affect oun
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the Past

1s need apply R

i Dear Editor

By Wenona W; Jgkrren oy 1 Mayor says

i thanks for

round the tescrvoir

Vazis' rise to power in
e put out of business *

00 publications. Of

700 were daily news-

ublication that was
iburg was 203 years

-optimistic say “It can’t
but that’s what they

mny less than 30 years

one thing alone need-

2 our liberties — the

inting.

'S ago

1nison News-

[arch 1965)

's newest business,

oore, will open its doors

Friday and Saturday at

nichi Ave. Merchandise

the store includes toys,

Yol supplies, ceramics,

wsehold items, cosmet-

Jare.

*S ago
nnison County Globe,
JO)

by Gunnison youth and
Jgrams to deal with it,

Editor

~ was the subject of a meeting called !
Monday by O.C. Kjosncss, dean of
_ students at WSC. Kjosness told the
group present, that “I think thisis a .. -z,.
problem about which we need 1o
become aroused. If it is permitted to | election held on the 20th of

support

This is to thank you for your
«; affirmation vote in regard to the

{
‘land sale
|
3

continue I do not know what will be i February.
the outcome.” He said the problem *; AILhough there was llghl_ turnout,
here was becoming serious in the | this is a very important issue for the
college and high school and that he j city, our residents, guests and visi-
had even heard reports that some ! tors. We will make every effort to
marijuana was smoked in the junior | make this industrial site a viable and
high. i profitable venture, one that we can
The government is w1111ng 10 ; all be proud of.
purchase flood easements on land " 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 ' site is protected from unsightliness,
ice. BLM officials met here Tucsddy and we will make every elfort
with about 35 landowners. Purpose © pbssible to enhance the acsthetics of
of the mecting here was to give. ' this-important gateway 1o our cily.
landowners a voice in the solution to:  Again, thank you for taking your
the ice-jamming problem. . time to vole on this issue.

William J. Nesbitt
tion of Flauschink, Colorado's end

Crested Butte's second celebra- Mayor
of-the-season and good-bye-to-win- .

Vo-ed staff

ter festival, is scheduled for April |

S " an eight- hour thanks

“Futuristic Friday
membership drive by the Chamber Tlm es
for help

of Commerce brought 56 new mcm-
The vocational teachers and stu-

‘eers requested for community

bers into the Chamber.
- dents would like to thank the Times
qtaff and the business sponsors for

- = mmbhnal hacia m srmess mas

10! 'Dcnvcr must conserve il ey

- grow bigger,” he}sald llp ot: thegopi
“want to expand.” % i ‘H‘Eﬂp

State Rep. Lewis Entz: Rep Lewis sﬂ“' ,f'_n no doubt to h  sfavor
of any Gunnison ¢ Cpumy dwersio mjcctr A qs 2 Bogl - - REARY
: "‘Hcll no,” Szud‘En& “I'tieyer have béen n fa\l ﬁ}la 4Loto Lo 2Inemol

fwhen Two Forks: was killed, bccause it turned attention places like ¢
Gunnison. N

“We've got to stop it. Thal s all there is'to it,” he said.
~_Gunnison City Councﬂ b
. Mayor Bill Nesbitt: “Absolutely not. 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 am certainly not in favor of trans-mountain diversion.”
Councllman Paul Coleman' “No I don’t think the city has ever bcen
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 momhs Our current policy is not f
in favor of transmountain diversion. !

Mt. Crested Butte Town Council

Mayor Joe Fitzpartick: “No.”

Councilman Vince Rogalski: “It depends. If we can work out amicable
agrcement, and if we have excess water, someone should be able to use it.
But if they take all my water that won’t work.”

Councilman Jace Dunkin: “I’m definitely against it.”

Councilman Dave Siengo: “On the surface no.”

Councilman Paul Hird: “Absolutley 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
belicve it, where we can negotiate it. If it means selling off water that we’ll
nced 20 years down the road, if for nothing else but 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 in favor of that.”

Councilman Jim Starr: “No. I commend the Gunnison Water:
Conscrvancy District for the action lhcy took in opposing the diversion to
Aurora.”

Councilman Scott Sylvester: “No.”

Councilman Jim Schmidt: “No. I'd be totally astounded if anyone is. It
astounds me when anybody up at this end says we have enough water 10
divert elsewhere. IU'll be real interesting in a drought year, like this, to see
what they think.”

Councilman Gary Reitze: “No; I’'m not.”

Councilman Gary Sporcich: “NO. We all have vested interests in
waier, that’s how we manage to stay alive here. The future of Western Slope

(lcpcnds on maintaining in-stream flows.
Gan "

Cauncilman Tonhn Nartans

He. &aﬁfﬁ?ﬂ -

- g
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Times view

Our growing understanding of the role of the
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation in approving the
Aurora and-Arapahoe County water diversion
proposals has led us to inquire into the historical
roots of those projects. The trail leads right back
10 the Bureau. Both the Collegiate Range and
Union Park projects were conceived and initially
developed by former Burcau of Reclamation
officials who have received large payments from
both Aurora and Arapahoe County - and stand
1o make considerable fortunes if the projects are
built.

Aurora's Collegiate Range Project, for exam-
ple, was conceived by Marvin Greer, an engi-
ncer who worked for the Bureau for 32 years. In
1985, after he had retired from the Burcau, Mr.
Greer agreed to sell 95 percent of his idea for
Collegiate Range to the city of Aurora. Mr.
Greer received $27,500 from Aurora on signing
the deal, and will reccive two additional pay-
ments of $100,000 each when (and if) the city
obtains a conditional water rights decrec and
begins construction of the project. Mr. Greer has
cstimated that his 5 percent share of the water
diverted by the project to the cast slope will be
$14,000,000.

At the time that he sold the Collegiate Range
project 1o Aurora, Mr, Greer was the largest
stockholder in the Natural Energy Resources
Company (NECO), and a member of its board of
dircctors. NECO was formed by a group of
investors to develop the Union Park Project,
which is an alternative o Collegiale Range and
in competition with it for the senior water priori-
ty. Other principals of NECO included Dale
Raitt and Abner Watts, also retired Bureau of
Reclamation officials who had been involved in
similar water resource projects while they
worked for the Bureau. In the early 1980s,
Greer, Watts and Raitt, along with a group of
waler lawyers, engineers and real estate
investors from several cast slope communities,
formed and capitalized NECO,

In 1988, NECO sold the Union Park Project
to Arapahoe County for $2,200,000 plus inter-
est, part of which was paid in cash and the
remainder to be paid in stages when (..md i) the
project receives a water right which is senior 1o
Aurora’s right for the Collegiate Range Project
and Arapahoe County obtains the necessary
funding. As a principal sharcholder in NECO,
Marvin Greer stands to reap a handsome profit
from both projects. Indeed, Mr. Greer's transac-
tion with Aurora led NECO and Arapahoe
County to suc him in 1988, claiming conflict of
interest. This suit was dismissed carly this year
and ,Arapahoe Count; n:achcd an

*l thnwas

pomtcd and n:glstcmd w:llq

. Project which,
~ Arapahoe Coun

Water speculators and promoters delux - NECO

Answer: NECO was incorporated in October,
1982, as a Colorado corporation. It is not certi-
fied 1o do business in any other state. It was
formed to develop water, power and mineral
resources. It was primarily formed to pursue
development of the Union Park Praject. The
company's initial founders were Marvin Greer
and Alvin Sieinmark.

2. How many stockholders are in NECO?

Answer: Approximately 100.

3. How many shares of stock are issucd?

Answer: Approximately 3,000 shares,

4, Who are the officers of NECO?

Answer:

President: Allen D. Miller (*Dave™)

Palmer Lake, Colo

Vice-president: Jack Orr

Real Estate Broker
Denver
Treasurer: Uwe Schmidt
Colorado Springs
Secretary: Abner Watls
Lakewood

5. Who are the directors of NECO?

Answer:

Chairman:

As above:

Allen D. Miller

Jack Orr

Uwe Schmidt

Abner Waus

Dale Raiu

Lakewood

R. Brunner

Eaton

Leonard Geringer
Wheatland, Wyoming

6. What are the retirement dates of the
Bureau engincers who are NECO stockholders?

Answer:

Abner Watts retired from the Burcau of
Reclamation in 1981-1982. Mr. Watts owns
between 2,000 and 3,000 shares of the shares
outstanding. Mr. Watts was a Bureau official
officed in Denver.

Dale Raitt retired from the Bureau of
Reclamation at about the same time as Mr.
Waits, He owns 2,000 to 3,000 shares of NECO.
Mr. Raitt was a Burcau official in the waler
resources division of the Burcau's southwestern
region, with western Colorado being part of his
territory.

Marvin Greer retired from the Bureau of
Reclamation in 1971 and was the “lather of the
Colorado Big Thompson Project.” Mr. Greer
own approximately 26,000 shares of NECO.

7. Does NECO have any other projects that
could affect ourwjigter supply?

Answer: Y/ part from the Union Park
been sold by NECO to
\ECO lg'n_s another prchc( in-

In addition:

Taylor Park cal
.8 What is ha

o7 Answer: NEWO is currently working on

development of the Rocky Point
Project. The reservoir at the Rocky
Point Project is decreed to store 4,500 acre-feet
of water. Consultants for NECO arc currently
discussing development of this project with the
Burcau of Reclamation. Is this project also for
sale and, if so, to whom?

When NECO first filed on their Union Park
Project, their application was only 10 produce
hydroclectric power and the entire project was
bascd on Western Slope waler remaining in the
Basin. This was in 1982, Since that time, they
have expanded that project 1o involve trans-
mountain export of water which is a “horse of a
different color.”

There are a great many unanswered ques-
tions concerning NECO, not the least of which
is “Who are the 100 stockholders in NECO and
how much stock does each own?” “How much
money did they pay for their stock and when did
they buy into NECO?" “Would there be any
stockholders in NECO who may have conflict of
interest?”

All of this information may be hard 10 come
by as NECO is a privately held corporation.
However, if NECO wishes to be completely
open with our community, they could furnish a
list outlining all of their stockholders, both past
and present, and the amount of shares owned.
This newspaper would be happy to print such a
list for all of us to see.

It is time to get nervous and angry. To con-
sider any water diversion as a possible viable
project, the Bureau of Reclamation would have
to change its agreements with Western Slope
users and its early promise to keep Western
Slope water for Westem Slope use and benefit.
If water were diverted, it would put some money
in the Bureau’s pocket. In addition, it would be
an enormous monctary coup for NECO (Natural
Energy Resources Company) and the retired
Bureau engineers who are stockholders in
NECO.

We only hope that any decisions the Burcau
considers making will be completely “arms
length.”

The water which is so vital 1o the Gunnison
Country has been sold by speculators with close
tics to the very agency which controls the
headgates to the-cast slope. The Burcau now
hopes to fill its own coffers by sclling water
from Blue Mesa Reservoir to Aurora and
Arapahoc County — water which was approprial-
ed for the benefit of the Gunnison River
drainage. This pyramid of multi-million dollar
sales is built on our water — our lifeblood - but
unless we can organize oursclves, our allies and
our clected representatives, our own cconomy
will pay the final bill.

ERtFOR 'SALE?. i,
A.Ng 0'1S SELLING IT?

NECO, THAT'S WHO!

Times Poll

Are you in favor of trans-
mountain diversion in
Gunnison County?

U.S. elected officials

U.S. Sen. Tim Wirth: He said since the project is in litigation and
hasn't made it to a federal level, he shouldn't respond.

However, speaking as a 20-year resident of Crested Butte and
Gunnison County, Wirth had an opinion: “The idea of diverting water out of
Gunnison County would be very damaging to the quality of life...(in
Gunnison County).”

U.S. Sen. Bill Armstrong: Howard Propst, an administrative assistant
for Sen. Bill Armstrong, said: “The senator has not tried 1o take a position
until it has been decided on by state and local ofTicials.”

Armstrong docs believe it is inappropriate for the federal government
to step as it did in the case of the Two Forks project, and that local officials
should have the authority to maintain local water needs, Propst said.

That is also a main reason Armstrong opposes a federal reserved water
right for the federal government in wilderness areas, because it could inhibit
the state in developing water.

Propst said environmental concerns may make future water develop-
ment “insurmountable.” q

U.S. Rep. Ben Knighthorse Campbell: Carol Knight, press dircctor
for Representative Ben Nighthorse Campbell, said Campbell looks at every
waler project case by case.

What is paramount for Campbell, Knight said, is the community inter-
est. If the mitigation was substantial and it was environmentally sound, he
might back a project.

“There would be limited cases where he might support trans-mountain
diversion,” she said.

Knight noted Campbell’s opposition to Two Forks and AWDI (a pro-
ject in San Luis Valley).

State elected officials

State Rep. Ken Chlouber: “The ability to divert water to the Front
Range is part of our constitutional rights,” Rep. Ken Chlouber said. He said
Gunnison County can't stop it, but we can demand mitigation for the dam-
ages.”

State Sen. Bob Pastore is adamantly opposed Lo attempts to divert
water from the Upper Gunnison or the San Luis Valley.

“I'm against all of them,” said Pastore in a phone interview on Feb. 21.

He noted the dry conditions in his district. “We can't make it through a
drought cycle with our water being taken.”

With water law, Front Range interests could “nail us,” but Pastore
belicves environmental issues, which played a part in Two Forks project
being killed, could be the county's saving grace. “More of us need to get on
the bandwagon.”

He said tourism, a way of life, and cven 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 few relatively short tunnels across the divide, a
diversion project could be accomplished fairly easily. “I'm really afraid of
the combination of San Luis and Upper Gunnison projects.”

Pastore said growth in the metro area is already out of hand.

*Until they get pollution in control, they really shouldn't steal water 1o
grow bigger,” he said. “I'm of the opinion Denver must conserve if they
want to expand.”

State Rep. Lewis Entz: Rep. Lewis Entz left no doubt to his disfavor

of any (nurmlson County diversion project. PN P

“Hell no, s:nd Entz,
Entz said the ¢ounty
when Two Forks was killed, because it turned attention to places like
Gunnison,
“We've got to stop it. That's all there is to it,” he said.

Gunnison Citv Couneil

have been in I'avor of that.”

ovcrappropnalcd as it is and lhn! he .was upil "
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hereby
Bur waier. cngincer Mr.’Andy Andrews,
and, that the city of Gunnison make every
cfTort 1o secure walter storage of our water

rights Zin “containers - not ~having-|-

transmountain diversion of Gunnison:
Basin water as a component of the plan,

and, that the city of Gunnison continue to

vigorously -and persistently oppose

transmountain diversion of Gunnison

Basin water by any and all parties.”

Stone stated that he felt that the city’s
motion should have been discussed in a
public forum, and that due to the way it
was handled and the decision made by the
council, he was forced to tender his
resignation, referring to the motion as a
“picce of trash.”

Mayor Bill Nesbitt pointed out toward
the close of the meeting that the motion is
something the council has been working
on for two weeks, and it's not a product
of the council’s executive session held
prior to the meeting.

with |"

Ski reporT

as of Tuesday, Feb. 27
Crested Butte

The area has a 35-inch base with no new
snow reported. There are 50 runs open, served
by 12 lifts. Ski conditions are packed powder.
For the latest snow report information call
349-2323.

Monarch
Received two inches of fresh snow since
sunset and snow was still accumulating on
top of a 48-inch base. All trails open, served
by all four liflts. Conditions range from
powder to packed powder. For the latest report
call 1-800-332-3668.

WeatheR
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Raising opportunities

{
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Gunnlison County rancher Bill Trampe recently had the opportunity to éducate
Crested Butte middie school students studylng such Issues as land use planning,
history and water Issues and how those Issues relale to the local area. Students,
Incuding Kevin Farmer, Jeff Jarrett, Samantha Gerber, Wendy Brady and Hillary Moon,
visited the Trampe ranch and the Ken Spann ranch. Pholo special to the Times. .

Voters okay land sale

Despite a small voter: tun-out Feb. 20,
the city of Gunnison was granted permission
to trade or sell a piece of city-owned
property located directly north of the airport
terminal. The special election passed with a
volte of 68-43.

Voters of the city were asked to grant the
city permission to trade or sell the land
should there be industry or business
interested in locating in an industrially
zoned area adjacent to the airport

City Manager Dale Howard said the next
step for the city is to have the land appraised
should there be anyone interested in it.
However, he pointed out that to date, there
has been no interest expressed.

Until now, the city has used the lot to
store rocks, gravel, asphalt, tree limbs,
sanding material, electrical poles and other
materials, Howard said the clean-up on the
property is underway and should be
completed by June 1.

The city recently purchased four acres of
land adjacent to the existing city shops on
West Virginia. This land is to be used for the
purpose of constructing a new city shop and
for the storage of materials previously kept
on the lot adjacent to the airport.

Howard said he was pleased with the
clection result, and attributed the voles
against to ‘“misconceptions and
misunderstanding™ surrounding the election.

Holding, detox and after-care, Part 2

Lack of services, facilities adds to woes

EDITOR'S NOTE: This story is based on
discussions Feb. 15 that occurered between
state and local officials on the feaisibility of
Gunnison County establishing a holding
facility, detoxification center and after-care
programs. The first part of this story
covered the concerns that human resource
officials had for the problem of substance
abuse among the area's youth as-well as
adults, =

By ROGER MORRIS
Times Managing Editor

While officials recognize the good work
of the AA programs, some individuals need
more help than these programs can provide
or they become repeat offenders and
abusers.

But Wright noted that arresting drunk
adult probationers is not dealing with the
problem,

“There is no after-carc here,” she said. “I
see a real need for detox and after-care.”

Representatives from ADAD noted that
the four state-funded detox centers in rural
Colorado are losing a combined $73,273 per

year.
“I'll be honest with you, when I heard
this (about this meeting) 1 said 'Oh, God,"™
said Chris Olson, ADAD director. “I was
very disheartened recently when I went to
Durango, Grand Junction and Glenwood.
We're losing money in those places, hand-
over-fist.”

The state is

|
“another: trans-mo

problem is fomentkdg. The BOR recently
“reversed itsell 180 degrees™ and may help

~-Aurora or Arapahoe County build their

trans-mountain projects, board attorney
Dick Braton reported. e A

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

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

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

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

Maxwell, a counselor for the Cenler.

That low occupancy or participation in
such a facility is what is plaguing the four
rural facilities, In the six-county area —
Gunnison, Montrose, Delta, Ouray, San
Miguel and Hinsdale counties — people are
going without treatment or services.

“Currently, what's happening in the rest
of the area is the

going o0 have 10

“We don’t treat

same as here,”

look at said Larry
providing a level : Sheefey, West
s them, we just keep | g 2
afford, she said. fr i services

Presently, themfrom eezmg representative for

Grand Junction
is the nearest

to death.”

ADAD. “Very
few people are

detox center 10
Gunnison County. There was a facility in
Montrose up until three years ago. But that
facility was losing enough money per year
that it threatened the existence of the Center
for Mental Health, its parent organization.
The Montrose facility did well in the
winter because “they knew where to find a
warm bed and a hot meal,” said Wayne

going to detox.”

Part of the problem is identifying those
in trouble, especially if they commit no
crimes.

In addition to the lack of detox facilities
in Gunnison County, there are no local
holding facilities for drunks.

“What we do is avoid drunks at all
costs,” said Gunnison Police Chief Tom

W ’ D
n water diversions Gunnison B

; Study? The bureau is
proposing a study of a preferred trans-
mountain diversion project for this basin. = ¢

In the BOR's 1990 budget; $800,000
has been set aisde for ; “project

| investigation,” which is aidentified as a

planning report or Environmental Impact
Statement. A description of that“budget line
item states, “A combining of east slope
consumplive needs with the west slope
cnvironmental and recreational needs
provides a unique opportunity for the state
to distribute capital 10 achieve balanced
economic development among historically
competing interests.”

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

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

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

Continued on page 3

Yales. “It’s not against the law to be drunk.
We would like do something because if they
(drunks) arc out all night they turn into
icicles.”

Yates said often people are brought to the
municipal building and allowed to “sleep it
of™ or sober up in the police station lobby.

“We don’t treal them, we just keep them
from freezing to death,” Yates said.

Sheriff Rick Murdic said the jail
situation is even more dismal.

“When we bring one of these individuals
in, we alrcady have inmates at the jail
sleeping on the floor,” Murdie said. “My
people are not trained medically to deal with
this situation,

“It’s not a crime 1o be drunk 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 these people.

In many cases, it's not long before some
of these people see the inside of the jail as
charged criminals,

Certain individuals in this town are -

Continued on page 7

A
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City
drops
Union
Parl

By KERRY MULHOLLAND
Times Staff Writer

The Gunnison City Council voted
Tucsday night to “formally and
cexpeditiously” withdraw from its
agrecment with NECO/Arpahoe County
regarding the proposed Union Park
Reservoir. In addition it will severe its
relationship with water engineer Andy
Andrews and review its relationship with
water attorney Robert Krassa.

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

“A grave error has been by the
council,” he said. “It was made in
response to political pressures and not
made in the best interest of the city
residents.™ He added that he felt the
decision went against the advice given to
the city by professional consultants.

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

“I make a motion that the city of
Gunnison formally and expeditiously
withdraw from our agrcement with
NECO/Arapahoe County regarding water
storare in the nronosed Union Park

i

By ROGER MORRIS
Times General Manager

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

Area residents, organizing themselves as
POWER — People Opposed to Water
Export Raids, signed up for various
committees in preparing for what Duanc
Vandenbusche 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,”
Vandenbusche said in opening remarks to
concerned residents. “We're here to tell

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 silver panic, past water
proposals that failed to materialize and

excessive mining pmposa]s.

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

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

“We don’t want to sell our future for
money,” he said, “If we don’t have water,
it's over, our future is over.”

Tyler Martineau, local representative of
the Gunnison and Uncompahgre river
basins, agreed with Vandenbusche's
concerns and challenged the county’s
residents to bring unity, determination and

City council meets

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, 117 N. lTowa. The meeting is
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vision to the fight to maintain a quality of
life in Gunnison County.

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

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

The people and governmental entitics in
the county need to develop “vision” if
preservation of the pristine environment and
growth in the county are 1o occur, Martineau
said.

“1 hope we can develop within this

Tuesday on water

open to the public.

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

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

“I don't know how many times 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 project
proposed by Arapahoe County; the
Collegiate Range Aurora Project; the Taylor
Reservoir Project and the Rocky Point
Project

Both Arapahoe County and Aurora are
seeking diversion projects which will divert
from 62,000 1o 108,000 acre feet of waler
from the Taylor River basin.

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

“1 think it's (Rocky Point) the sleeper in
the group,” said Martineau. “It’s an

Continued on page 3

River district

decides

against

water diversion

By K.T. LUND
Special to the Times

The Upper Gunnison River
Conservancy Board made it clear Friday: it
has no intention of negotiating with Aurora
and Ampahoc Coul y Nor will the board

participate. with thc u of Reclamation
(BOR) in a trans-#s .\tin water diversion

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

Many of the 75 people present,
however, had more immediatc concerns
about the burcau. Members of POWER
(Peoplc Opposmg Walcr Export Ralds)

te tha hoesan'e
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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 tlian 30 years ago
when the Denver Water Department start-
ed to secretly purchase West and East
Slope water rights for Two Forks, Surro-
gate buyers were often used to disguise
DWD's eventual ownership.

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

DWD had its own closed agenda. Its

Coloédd needs to clear up muddied

" Editor: Colorado’s abortive Two Forks.

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

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

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

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 Project would stand
out as the creme de la ¢reme of all water
projects. This 900,000-acre-feet Upper
Gunnison reservoir will soon provide ur-
gently needed drought insurance for Colo-
rado’s four major river environments,

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

The depleted Upper Colorado Basin will

Rocky Mountain News

also benefit because DWD's planned Tw
Forks, Muddy Creek, Green.Mountai
Straight Creek and Eagle-Piney reservgi
would not be required. Colorado is entitle
to almost a million acre feet of Gunnis:
flood waters that are currently logt.
California. L

Colorado’s economy is suffering fro
costly water development confusion, and
gridlock that has created the highest wat:
fees in the West. This cloudy water cou
be cleared if Colorado-would develop gar:
objective policy and planning guideli
managing its water resources.

DAVE MILLE
Natural Energy Resources Compai
Palmerd:

Wed., April 25, 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 of one of the finest water sys-
tems in the United States. Colorado’s
system of prior appropriation, which is
administered by the water courts, the state

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

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

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

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

o DAVID ). MILLER
Former member, Cotnrado Water Bozrd

T
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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 Tﬁo{ﬁprks would also devastate a nationally treasured

canyon and fiébery%near Denver.

In 'short35the' 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 Aqminigtration.

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

Thank you very much for your thoughtful consideration.
SincerelZf

Allen D. (Dave) Miller
President

ADM/bm
Encls: Papers and articles on Union Park

cc: Colorado, Nebraska, and national leaders.
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al ‘drought periods. On the other hand, the  low
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1600 W. 12th Avenue Denver, CO 80254 Phone (303) 628-6000
: Telecopier No. (303) 628-6509

HUBERT A. FARBES, JR., President
MALCOLM M. MURRAY, 1st Vice President

MONTE PASCOE
DONALD L. KORTZ

MS. ROMAINE PACHECO
W. H. MILLER, Manager

March 5, 1990

Dave Miller

Palmer Lake, CO 80133
Dear Mr. Miller:

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

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

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

inexcusable.

April 27, 1990
Bill:

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

DWD's management can soon correct its mistake and

provide a community service by participating in an
objective evaluation of the superior alternatives that

were purposely ignored in the EIS.
{gluf/
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-ado’s water future lies 'w1th Umon Park project

oradans should stop worrying
vo Forks' veto. For the first
o has a water project that w:ll
»n both slopes.

ative Union Park Project is

Instead of ‘Colorado losing a
1e of a million acre-feet of its
\d waters to California, a small
1ese wasted waters wsl] be
Union Park’s off-river, sage-
on the Continental Divide. In

5, this Two Forks-sized reser-
ase water by-gravity conduit
o the river environments on

«was ﬁrst envisioned by Mar--
-etired Bureau of Reclamation
d father of Colorado’s Big

roject. Greer recognized how
-hnology could be applied to
ked, high-altitude reservoir

* he helped form the Natural - .
" Park's capabll.;ty to benefit river flows and

wirces Co. to develop the po-
ion Park. In 1986, the compa-
the project’s details when it

filed in water court for a diversion from the
Gunnison River.

The Union Park Project was sold to
farsighted Arapahoe County in 1988. Arap-
-ahoe County.and the City of Aurora have
recently agréed to cooperate instead of
compete for the Gunnison's flood waters.

Gunnison, Parker and Castlewood wa-~
ter districts are initial Union Park partici-
pants, The Denver Water Department and
other metro-Denver water providers are
expected to join, when they are freed from
Two Forks enough to consider Union

‘Park’s " extraordinary enviepnmental and

economic advantages.

Union Park can unite Colorado on water,
because it satisfies toddy's public values
regarding the environment, recreation and
economic efficiency. Environmentalists are
not in the habit of ‘endorsing large water

“projects; but those who have taken an

objective’ look: are nnpmsed with Union
wetlands “during droughts. Union Park is

environmentally ‘unique, too, because its

remote, off-river site can enhance Colora-
do's treasured rivers and canyons.
Colorado’s water community is also
starting to recognize Union Park's surpris-
ing advantages. Corps of Engineer’s com-
puter modeling has confirmed that Den-
ver's safe yield multiplies by two acre-feet
for every. acre-foot of Gunnison water

" actually -diverted. This; “multiplier phe-

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

1f Colorado’s powerful, appointed water
experts were to allow state water planning,
the Gunnison's untapped flood waters
would quickly surface as the state’s most
logical future water source. It is only a
matter of time until the Union Park Con-

servation Project becomes the public’s wa-

ter choncz far all of Colorado.

ABNER WATTS
Reued Bureau of Reclamation eng:ew{:

NATURAL ENERGY RESOURCES COMPANY
o b b b b b b b oo

P.O. Box 567 « Palmer Loke, Colorado 80133 » (719) 481-2003 « FAX (719) 481-4013
January 18,

1990 ° =

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

Dear Candidéte Carlson:

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

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

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

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

An even greater threat is the fact that a major low altitude

dam on the South Platte will interrupt the natural flood flows in
Nebraska. The periodic scouring effect of the floods keeps the
Platte's river banks and

channels open for the internationally
important migratory birds. Open areas are essential to give these
birds protection from predators. Wildlife experts who have the
freedom to conduct objective studies know that Denver's offer to
artificially clear vegetation encroachment along the Platte would
not be adequate for Nebraska's highly sensitive bird population.

Union Park's massive, high altitude, off-river storage of a
small portion of the Gunnison's wasted.flood waters will actually
enhance the Gunnison and Platte River flows and environments




. Aurora, Arapahoe Count

Page 4 Chronicle and Pilot December1, 1989

y join forces in water

- development proposals from Gunnison basin

by Laura Anderson Union Park Project, a separate trans- posers to both Aurora and Arapahoe

diversion proposal, also County, commented Tuesday. “We
Just days before the start of a from Gunnison County, in the sum- remain opposed to major transmoun-
civil lawsuit scheduled to last three mer of 1988. tain diversions because they limit
weeks in Gunnison District Court, the Allegedly, Marvin Greer, oneof cpportunities for the future of the
two parties, the City of Aurora and the founders of NECO, took NECO's  Western Slope. The Front Range cities
Arapahoe County, reached anout-of- plan to divert water and sold it to necd to solve their water problems in
court settlement last week. Underthe Aurora in 1986. Greer, or his heirs, new ways, including conserving wa-
terms of the agreement, if either would getafivepercentinterestinthe ter in homes and parks, and working
Aurora's or Arapahoe County’s plan project, valued at $14 million if with agriculture for irrigation effi-
to divert water from the Taylor River Aurora’s proposal, the Collegiate ciency improvement. A deeper issue
Basin to the Front Rangeis approved, Range Aurora Project, is built. than the settlement is the loss of
the County and the City will split the Both Arapahoe County and
water. The first government to win Aurora want to divert approximately
approval would allow the other gov- 70,000 acre feet yearly from Gunnison
emment to purchase 30% of the wa- County to the Front Range and have Crested Butte “old-timer”
ter. And if the projects are combined, filed for the rights to the water in Tony Verzuh is still in intensive care
or a currently uncontemplated proj- Water Court. Each faces the opposi- in the Coronary Care/Intensive Care
ect is built, the water will be split 60/ tionofa number of other governmen- Unit of Saimt Mary’s Hospital in
40, with the entity having the most tal entities, environmental organiza- Grand Junction. Verzuh, 77, suffered
need getting the larger share. The tions and individuals. Up until now, a broken pelvis and contusions to the
agreement was worked out between they have been opposing each other head when he walked into a moving
Anapahoe County Attorney Larry as well, but they plan to drop their vandrivenbyalocal woman Novem-
Vanaand Aurora City Attorney Char-  opposition to each other’s projects.  ber 17 at approximately 7:00 pm. The
lie Richardson. Vana estimates that “It's real good that we wereable* accident took place at Third St. and
the settlement will save the two enti- toreachagreement,” attorney Charlie Elk Ave. in Crested Butte.
ties about $1 million in court costs. ~ Richardson said on Tuesday. Verzuh was treated for the
The settlement resolved a dis- “Transbasin water diversion projects  then suspected broken pelvis and the
pute that began in October, 1988, are very complex, time-consuming head contusion by Crested Bulte
when Arapahoe County sued Aurora  and expensive propositions. If gov- EMTs. He was then transported to
and claimed that the city had stolen ernmental entities can cooperate, it Gunnison Valley Hospital; subse-
theidea to divert water out of Gunni- - certainly is beneficial.” quently Verzuh was transported to St
son County from the Natural Energy “This . settlement doesn’t  Mary’s where he was placed ininten-
Resources Company, a private water change the issues for usat all,” Gary _sive care:
development firm. Arapahoe County _ Sprung, president of the High Coun-, The Crested Butte Marshal’s
bought NECO's plan to build the try Citizens’ Alliance, one of the op- Department Officer Jerry Heal re-

70,000 acre feet from the Gunnison
Basinand the valucofthat water tous,
It’s also possible they will become
more formidable legal opponents
now that they will no longer waste
resources fighting cach other.”

“For the first time, both appli-
cants have acknowledged that only
one project can be built,” Druce
Driver, attotney for the High Country
Citizens’ Alliance, noted, “"However,
now it would be one propct with a

combined service area, including
both Aurora and the rest of Ar.ahoe
County. That's a bigger servi.- arca
than has been filed for before.’

Attorneys from Aurora and
Arapahoe County, as well as their
opponents, will be in Montrose Water
Court this week for a pretrial hearing
on the water rights applications. The
trialdate for the case will be set, and is
expected to take place sometime in
the summer of 1990,

Tony Verzuh still in serious condition

sponded to the scene of the accident. no charges were filed.
After investigation he found that the Verzuh remains in serious
driver of the van was not at fault,and condition.

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

Crested Butte Mountain Resort announced that $6, -
during the “Ski for Charity” opening day Wednesday, Nov. 22and thatall
funds would be donated to a list of local charitable organizations, accén_iv
ing to an announcement here by Edward Callaway, CBMR president. %,

In the past, Crested Butte's opening day was free, but last year, th
resort charged S5 for lift tickets, turning all proceeds over to charity. Thig.
year, the lift ticket donation was raised to $10 and 678 people bought day.
tickets to open the season, The funds will be donated to Gunnison County
Hospital, Crested Butte Center forthe Arts, Gunnison Health Care, CB Fire
Protection District, CB Search and Rescue, Colorado Avalance, Jubilee
House, KBUT, Six Points, Twa Buttes Seniot Center, Vinotok, KWSB,
Stepping Stones, Century Club and CB Library Fund.
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NATURAL ENERGY RESOURCES COMPANY /%
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January, 1987

~

tbject: [nformation, Natural Energy Resources Company (NECO)

Ni_lg%gg. ] NECO was formed in 1982 by a group of water attorneys and retired U.
el lr:mg Reclamation executwes'. The purpose of this private company is to
94 n?osr. ;3;‘ :ﬁterhand power projects. There are currently 118 stockholders
R o ;z S are;l gwned by twenty major investors. To date, NECD has
ick¥ Pt PPFJ 0x dmately -2 million in cash-and services for the development of
1586 o rEE;mp{: S;ttnrage Project and Union Park Water Supply Project. NECO has
i iea g Blae{(‘ with Unfon Park Constructors (a joint venture between Ebasco
L 'th c Jiand Veatch, and Harrison Western) whereby the Constructors
b acc?: e&g neering and environmental studies, arrange for financing, and
s projelgl‘.s ng ;ggomar;;gﬁ:int neﬁessary tg complete the preconstruction phase
. ’ urn, has agreed that the Co
rnkey contracts for construction of thegpr'njects. SRS RSl s

ﬁﬂggnt 333:1 Board Chairman: Allen D. (Dave) Miller, Palmer Lake, Colorado, 55,
J gn five sons and daughters. University of Colorado, 1954, B. S.
gisgés #siness Administration.  University of Tennessee, 1963, M. S. degree,
i Aair:agrement. Retired from U. S. Air Force 1974, with rank of Colonel.
i B torce served as a representative and prime mover for United States

p ent of Defense participation in the international development of

termodal container distribution. Sin iri i
3 ce retir i
Fate development and private investments. S TR BUESERe M50 fin o]

e President and Board Member: Jack R. 0
: - Orr, Greeley, Colorado, 52, married
th four children. Rancher,” investor, and real estat:-z broker s;;ecializing in

“m and ranch properties Past
i president of Colorado Cattl J
1 board member of National Cattleman's Association. TRTE

retary an r ri runner r
: - : g ' » 61, Ault, Colorado. Wife deceased,

:asurer and Board Member:  Uwe Schmidt, 47, Colorado Springs, Colorado.

ried, two sons. B, 5. de i i
;i 5 - gree, Business, University of Hamburg, Germany.
ountant, real estate broker, developer, private investor. = Y

ird Member:  Abner Watts, 65 Lakewood, Colorado Marri

—l : -S» v Lal s . ed, 2 sons. B. S.

:gﬁgefliitzwa]f Engineering, Louisiana Bch University. Registered Professional

'!amationa eLo tCcﬂufado. Thirty-three years experience with U. S. Bureau of

s 1B N ast position was Chief of Power Division, Lower Missouri Region,
g ydroelectric plants and 3700 miles of transmission 1ines.

gd l*:jimtﬁr;. C?\?Jle g F_!a1tt_. 62, Lgkewogd, Colorado. Married, son and daughter,
ineergi & '! Engineering, University of Nebraska. Registered Professional
ety n Colorado and Nebraska. Thirty-one years service with U. S. Bureau of
amation. Last position, Assistant Regional Director, Southwest Region.

rd Member: Leonard Geringer, 35, Wheatland, Wyoming. B S. degree,

ve Sity 8] Nyoming. armer and cattle i ;
T i eed -
]r‘ : 1f : " F .r'm r f er Chairman o Board. Wheat land

.0, Box 567 - Palmer Lake, Colorada RO133 . (303) 481.2003 Appendix A
page 1

October 1989

STATE OF COLORADO

A Bill For An Act

concerning a statutory directive for the State Engineer to
develop a state water plan, and for the dissolution of the
Colorado Water Resources and Power Development Authority.

Bill Summary

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

@
NATURAL ENERGY RESOURCES COMPANY
PUF IS DS WS

P.O.Box 547 « Palmer Lake, Colorado 80133 + (719) 481-2003 « FAX (719) 481-4013
October 6, 1989

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

Denver, Colorado 80203

Dear Senator Bishop:

l’I‘hank 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 request for the Authority,
Bo§rd, §nd State Engineer's written comments on the specific
palnt§ in our September 20, 1989 paper on Colorado Water
Planning and Development. This 1is a good way to get to the
heart of these difficult state water matters that have long
been avoided as too politically charged. When the comments are
received, we would surely appreciate a copy.

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

Sincegely,
65(_&.&_,_/

Allen D. (Dave) Miller
President

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

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

Appendix D ) Appendix A
page 2 page 2
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P.O.Box 547 « Palmer Lake, Colorado 80133 « (719)481-2003 « FAX (719) 481-4013
October 12, 1989

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

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

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

The Denver Water Department's (DWD) May 1lth instructions to the wvideo
contractor clearly show intent to disguise 'DWD's editorial and financial
involvement, ie: "In your activities relating to this educational project, you
should make clear that the views you are expressing and the activities you
undertake are those of Rural Marketing Service....it is expected that an
educational video will be created and approved by representatives of the Denver
Water Department (Ed Pokorney) and the Metropolitan Water Providers (Bob
Tonsing)." The acknowledgement at the end of the film and the latest poster
wording surely do not give the viewer a true understanding of the extent of
DWD's sponsorship. In fact, the video's credits appear to indicate sponsorship
by The BAmerican Lyceum, Inc., a "Citizen Education - Public Deliberation"
organization with close ties to Rural Marketing Service.

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

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

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely, ; %
Allen D. Miller, President

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

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

ob o

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

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

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

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

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

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

In August, 1988 Arapahoe County acquired the proposed Union Park Project,
a head waters project, which will develop renewable water supplies in the
Gunnison River Basin as well as generate hydroelectric power under a
conditional FERC permit. Simultaneously with the acquisition of the project,
the County entered into an agreement with the Castlewood Water District, under
which Castlewood will own % of the water yield. The City of Gunnison and

Appendix D
page 1
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Sept. 18, 1989

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

i
| |
Dear Sir: File inst. |

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

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

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

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

We support this request with the following:
The EPA report, signed by Lee Dehihns, states on page 21:
“"There is not clear evidence that an agricultural dry-up
will occur....N¢ documentation was provided which
indicated that the historical trends in irrigated agriculture
would change with, or without, TWO FORKS DAM..."

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

video were not considered.

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

Northern Colorado is the fourth wealthiest ag production center

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

and one of the most unique and most productive ag irrigation

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

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

and formal report. ‘
S N WV-{/Q@&J’

Jghnes E. Frazie Richard H. Hergert

President Executive Producer

1200 Carousel Drive, Sozl_o 124 , Windzor, Colorado 80550 (303) 686-5686 FAX (303) 685-5687

Thank you.

between p citizeas and b

cc: Senator Armstrong

ézgoaj’zfcuxthn'62mnnd&ﬁowmw

1600 W. I2th Avenve  Detver, CO 80254  Phone (303) 628-6000
Telecopier No. (303) 628.6509

HUBERT A, FARBES, JR. Presidert - ~ - - - -

MALCOLM M. MURRAY, 15t Vice President

2 o
Npeess®

W. H. MILLER, Manager
October 4, 1989

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

P.0. Box 567 :

Palmer Lake, CO 80133

Re: Video - "Wealth of Water in Northern Colorado®

Dear Mr. Miller:

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

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

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

Sincerel

Manager
WHM/WDW:ss

Enc.
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p- 2, Mr. llergert
TGO WEST 1I2TH AVLHLIL = DERVE L COLOMADD BOZSE & Pl G2 GOOD

- Sedgwick counties; and Lhe cilties of FL. Collins,‘Loveland,
Ak dae) Longmonk, Drighton, Greely, Windsor, FL. Lupton, FL. Morgaq,
Brush, Sterling, and Julesburg. Il is expected Lhal you will

! - also contact all radio, Ltelevision, and newspaper media in the
¢. Richard nergert : : . listed counties and cities in an efforl Lo gain educational
ural Markeling Service coverage of the proposed Two Forks projeclk, including
:0. Box 2052 ; transmitting of the video, PSAs, news conferences, elc.
indsor, Colorado 80550 3 :

; 6) It is expected you will make presentaltions to businesses,
2ar Mr. llergerl: ;

business groups, chambers of commerce, ciyigen groups,
agricultural organizations, and other entities. As an example
of the kinds of groups, the following are agricultural
organizations which would be contacted; Lhe Colorado Farm .
Bureau; the Rocky Mountain Farmers' Union; Lthe Colorado CaLLle".
Feeders; the Colorado Pork Producers; Lhe Colorado Wool Growers;
the Western Dairymen Cooperaltive, Inc.; the Corn Ggowers
Association; the Wheal Growers Associalion; the Onion Growers
Association; the Sugar Beet Association; the Colorado Grain and
Feed Dealers; Lhe Colorado Farm Equipmenl Dealers; Lhe Colorado
Fertilizer Dealers Association; and the Colorado Seed Growers
Association.

Ltached is a conlractual agreemenl in the amounlt of $16,000 for
our services and Lhal of Rural Markeling Service [rom Lhe Lime of
Lution of Lhe agrecmenl Lo July 31, 1989, I wonld like Lo
mphasize Lhe Lollowing poinls which you and I have discusscd and
ulually agreed Lo wilkh respect Lo Lhe conbLraclual agrecmenl :

‘1) As an independent conbractor, it is importanlt Lhat you
remember thal you are nol an cemploycee, agenl, or spokespoerson of
Lhe Denver Board of Waler Commissioners. Ralher, in your
ackbivities relaling Lo Lhis cducalional project, you should make
clear that Lthe viecws you are expressing and Lhe aclivilies you
underltake are Lhose of Rural Markeling Service. 7) It is expected that in furltherance of Lhe educalional

- objective of this agreement, you will prepare the arranq?mengs
2) The objective of Lhis contraclual agreemenlt is Lo help for such public meelings as are deemed advisable, and attract
cducale governmental officials, media, cilizen organizalions, participants from various inlerest seclors Lo such public
and others in the northern and northeastern area of Colorado

meetings. It is also expeclted that appropriate public officials
and concerned northern/northeast Colorado ciltizens will b?
brought Logether Lo exchange views Eq: further ndg?atxng &hc
public on the proposed Two Forks project and permil process.

(generally in proximiky Lo Lthe Soulh Platte Valley north and
northeast of Meclro Denver Lo Lhe Colorado/Nebraska border) on
Lhe proposed Two Forks Dom projoct, and the govornmental
approval process in which Lhat projecl is now involved.

Should you have any questions about the scope, n?ture, or objectivi
of this contractual agreement, please do not hesitale to call me a
(303) 628-6506.

3) In furtherance of Lhat educational project, il is expecled
that an educational video will be created and approved by
representatives of Lhe Denver Walter Department (Fd Pokorney) and
Lhe Mebropolitan Water Providers (Dob Tonsing). The video swill
be used in presentations and conltacts with Lhe media,

governmental officials, and olhers in norkth and norlheaslern
Colorado.

Edward E. Pokorney

1) As the Contractor under Lhe agreement, ik will be expecteod Coordinator, Intergovc:?mental Affairs

Lhat you will inform Mr. Ed Pokorney of Lhe Denver Waler
Department of Lhe progress ol Lhis educalional projecl al least
every Lwo wecks, and more [requently if necessary or useful. EEP:eze
5) As described in your proposal ol May 4, 1989, il is cxpecled
that discussions will be held with officials, cilizen qroups
business, Farm interests, and olhers in Lhe Tollowing counlies
and cities: Larimer, Adams, Weld, Morgan, Logan, and
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September 27, 1989

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

Dear Commissioners:

Request the Denver Water Department (DWD) issue an immediate
public withdrawal of its secret sponsorship of the video: WEALTH
OF WATER 1IN NORTHERN COLORADO. As  of this date, DWD has used
public funds (§24,230) to hire a private contractor to produce and
widely distribute this grossiy misleading video to local, state,
and national civic groups, leaders, and media. The public is not
being told of pwp's financial and editorial control that is
designed to enlist public support against EPA's Two Forks veto.

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

1. The video's basic theme is that if Two Forks is not
built, Northern Colorado's agricultural area will be largely dried
up to meet Metro Denver's future water needs. EPA knows there are
over 30 large and small water alternatives that were improperly
disqualified in the Metro Denver EIS, and none of these
"overlooked", ongoing, projects are a threat to Northern
agriculture.

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

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

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

Instead ofr continuing to use public funds to mislead the

© ' ®
2

public into éupporting an outmoded concept, sgggest th? Denver
Water Department direct its technical s?aff tg quickly review the
many alternatives that are progressing nicely t? meet ﬂebrn
Denver's future needs. Our engineers and 1nternatxo?al
contractors’ would be honored to show how Arapaho? Counby‘g Union
Park Reservoir and Siphon from the overlooked Gunnison Basin can
provide drought protection for the environments on both slopes,
while satisfying Metro Denver's future needs at half the unit cost

of Two Forks.

Please advise regarding our request for ter@inabion of the
video, and our offer to assist in your evaluation of overlooked

alternatives.

Sincerely,

. & el

Allen D. (Dave) Miller

President
ADM/bm
Encl: DWD letter dated May 11, 1989; letter to White House dated
September 18, 1989.
cC: local, state, and national leaders, media, and civic

organizations.
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The Honorable Timothy Wirth
United States Senator

380 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

June 12, 1989

Dear Senator Wirth:

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

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

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

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

After reviewing the map of the modified Fossil Ridge Wilderness
Study recently received from your office, and comparing it with
the map of the same project in the EIS, we wish to call your
attention to the fact that the boundaries of this wilderness
study area appear extremely close to the Union Park Project. For
your convenience, we enclose with this letter a copy of page ITI-
56, Figure II1I-11, from the Environmental Impact Statement on
which we have marked in green the changes to the boundaries as

shown on the map recently received from your office.

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

We would suggest that consideration be given to pulling back the
WSA boundary in this area to a location which would be topograph-~
ically 1logical. For your convenience, we enclose a USGS Quad
Sheet with the two proposed boundaries of which we are aware, as
well as our suggested boundary location in this area at the
nearest ridge line. He would recommend that the one mile
istance suggested j e intain wee
water line of the reservoir and the WSA. This map also has
marked in the approximate high water line of the Union Park
Reservoir Project.

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

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

Very truly yours,

MJ.
Thomas R. Eggeért;/—Chairman
Arapahoe County Board of Commissioners

/ikl

- Joy Russell D. Duree, Gunnison City Attorney
John E. Hayes, Attorney, Parker Water & Sanitation
District

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

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

enclosures




-

@mw

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 studies
that previously would have been handled by the Board.

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

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

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

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

13. Because of heavy local influence and past refusal by the
Board and Authority to conduct individual studies within the
context of statewide water planning, the overall gquality 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.0. Box 567

Palmer Lake, CO. 80133
(719)481-2003
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September 20, 1989

Legislative Outline
for

COLORADO WATER PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

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

Factors Bearing On Problem:

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

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

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

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

5. An estimated 70% of the  nation's water attorneys are
required to administer Colorado's water structure, and this group

generally adheres to the doctrine: "If it ain't broke, don't fix
it.»,

6. ©Since 1its  inception in 1937, the Colorado Water
Conservation Board (the Board) has helped effectively plan,
evaluate, finance, and promote over 200 water projects and studies
using $159,868,437 in state funds.

~7. 1In 1981 the Colorado Water Resources and Power Development
Authority -(the Authority) was established as a political
subdivision of the state to specifically obtain low interest bond
financing to acquire, construct, maintain, repair, and operate
water projects for the protection, preservation, conservation,

upgrading, development, and utilization of the state's water
resources.
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EN The Top 400 Contractors

Ebasco rises as héavy erk dips

Rrﬂccling on 1986, many of ENR’s top 50 heavy contrac-
tors may agree with Jim L. Mann, president of Green
Holdings Inc., Irving, Texas, when he says, “It was a year
vhere we just didn't feel we got our fair share,” Ironically,
Sreen more than doubled its share of heavy business in the
U.S. last year, but few fellow contractors shared such success.

Indeed, the heavy market, excluding powerplant construc-
ton, dropped an estimated 5.5% in I);SG. e Top 400
Contractars reported a domestic heavy contract volume of
nearly $15.2 billion, down lrom the estimated $16 billion the
orevious year. Several heavy contractors now hope the new
federal hiihwn bill will help wm things around in 1987.

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

Balancing that departure, New York City-based Ebasco Ser-
vices Inc. increased its volume by nearly 30% in 1986 and

emerged as the nation’s lnE heavy contractor. Diversifying
more into the anlic sector, Ebasco took on major hazardous-
waste jobs in the Northeast for the Environmental Protection
Agency and the Army. Traditionally more oriented toward
power and utility work, Ebasco last year began putting togeth-
cr “a complete menu of services for its clients,” explains
Ronald C. Kurtz, the firm's director of corporate relations.
Finishing second by less than a percentage point, To| 400
lcader Bechtel Group Inc., San Francisco, increased its heavy
construction contracts 29%. Also looking more at hazardous-
waste projects and high-tech jobs, Bechtel allotted heavy con-
struction a greater role in its plans last year. Acknowledging
that the company had also increased its emphasis on airports,
highways and mass transit, Bechtel Information and Planning
Manager John F. Campbell notes, “It [heavy work] has be-
come more of 2 mainstay in our overall business.”
Bautling declines that ranged from modest to drastic, other
top_contractors refused to relinquish their high rankings.
Suffering respective losses of 41 and 34% in heavy work
volume, Guy F. Atkinson Co.. South San Francisco. and §].
Groves and Sons Co., Minneapolis, both remained in the top
10. Boise-based Morrison Knudsen Corp.moved up two slots
despite a 10% drop in heavy contracts. ]

Top 50 heavy contractors
1986 contracts in § million
Hwy./ Witr./

Rank Firm Total br. Dam swr.
s Tne. Now York, RY.Z Had 7 709
2 Bechlel Group Inc.
San F , Callt, T82.1 v v v
3 Kiewit Consl. Group Inc., Omaha, Neb. 713.8 v v v
4 Morrison Knudsen Corp., Bolse, Idaho 460.4 v 7 7
5 Koppers Co. Inc. (CMAS),
gh, Pa. 390.9 E v
& Granite Consl. Co., Watsonville, Calll. . 387.5 E v
7 Guy F. Atkinsen Co. of Calll.,,

San Calil, 380.9 o
8 Brinderson Corp., Irvine, Calif,
9 S.J. Groves & Sons Co., Minneapolis,

~t

316.3 L

Minn. 206.2 4 v v
10 Stone & Webster Engrg. Corp., Boston 236.8 v v ’
11 H.B. Zachry Co., San Antonio, Texas ... 227.4 € v v
12 Fru-Con Const. Corp., Baldwin, Mo. . 224.5 / v v
13 Dick Corp., Pittsburgh, Pa. . 223.0 v v v
14 Green Holdings Inc,, Irving, Texas ... 220.5 ¢ 4 o
15 Yonkers Contracting Ca. Inc.,
Vonkers, Y, cmiiics. 2188 7 - s
16 T.L James & Co. Inc,, Ruston, La. . 217.9 ¢ / -
17 Gust K. Newberg Consl. Co.,
hi m. 205.0 4 4 4
18 Robert E. McKee Inc, El Paso, Texas . 202.1 - X
19 Williams Bros. Const. Co. Inc.,
, Texas 198.9 I )
20 Kokosing Construction Co. Inc.,
Fi wn, Ohio 191.0 v " ¢
21 Paschen Conlractors Inc, Chicago, . 1803 3 7 -
22 The Hardaway Co., Columbus, Ga. . 184.1 7 4 -
23 Jones Group Inc., Charotte, HC. ... 179.7 v v 4

Ranked by vake of domesic cONracts. exchadng consICion management contracts, for haavy and highway projects. Excludes powerpiants.

Hwy./ wirs
Rank Firm Total br. Dam swr.
24 Slattery Group Inc, Maspeth, N.Y. .. 177.2 v - 4
25 Austin Industries Inc, Dallas, Texss . 172.6 v 4 4
26 Danls Industries Corp., Dayton, Ohlo ... 169.2 v - v
27 Perinl Corp., Framingham, Masa. ... 167.7 4 e 4
28 Traylor Bros. Inc,, Evanaville, Ind. . 1623 & L4 v
29 The Tanner Cos., Phoenix, Ariz. 152.0 ’ - -
30 Eby Corp., Wichita, Kan oo 1513 LA v
31 The Lane Const. Corp., Meriden, Conn. 129.9 v v 4
32 Holloway Const. Co., Wixom, Mich. ... 129.8 v v v
33 Mational Engineering & Contracting Co.,
Ohlo 1208 L4 L4 -
34 E.L. Yeager Construction Co. Inc,,
3 . 125.0 v v -
35 J.D. Abrams Inc., El Paso, Texas ... 119.0 4 v -
36 Kasler Corp., San Bernardino, Callf. —. 119.0 7 7
37 Lunda Construction Co.,
Black River Falls, Wis, oo, 117.0 v s -
33 IAC Corp., C: Pa. 1150 i/ /¢ 4
39 Shook Natlonal Corp., Dayton, Ohlo .. 1144 - 4 7
40 Riedel International Inc., Portland, Ore. 1116 4 ’ 4
41 Clanbro Corp., Pittsfield, Maine 109.4 ¢ L4 4
42 Hood Corp., Whittler, Callf, ... 108.9 . - ¢
43 Great Lakes Int'l Inc, Oak Brook, I .. 105.0 - - -
44 Vecellio & Grogan Inc., Beckley, W.Va. 105.0 v L4 -
45 Mergentime Corp., Flemington, N.J, . 101.9 v 7 v
48 The Walsh Group, Chicago, Il 943 v - ‘!
47 Enserch Alaska Const. Inc, Anchorage  91.6 / v -
48 Brown & Rool Inc, Houston, Texas . 930 L4 v L4
49 Tulor-Saliba Corp., Siimar, Callf, . 916 v v v
50 Horvitz Co., Cleveland, Ohlo 89.0 v - v

ENR/April 16, 1987 87
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NATURAL ENERGY RESOURCES COMPANY
PSSO BSOSO

-P.0O.Box 567 » Palmer lake, Colorado 80133 « (719)481-2003 « FAX (719) 481-4013
August 15, 1989

Governor Roy Romer
State Capitol Building
Denver, CO. 80203

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

Arapahoe County Commissioners
5334 South Prince Street
Littleton, CO. 80116-0001

Metro Denver Water Providers
7901 E. Belleview, Suite 270
Englewood, CO. B0111

Aurora City Councilmembers
1470 South Havana Street
Aurora, C0. 80013

Upper Gunnison River Water
Conservancy District
Gunnison, CO. 81230

Gunnison City Councilmembers
P.0. Box 239
Gunnison, CO. 81230

Commissioner, Bureau of Reclamation
18th & C Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20240

Dear Fellow Conservationists:

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

As indicated by the

enclosed Bureau of Reclamation line item in the

he engineering and environmental studies to develop the vast potential of the

7Jt‘:resident's FY 1990 Budget, the federal government is willing to assist with

! Upper Gunnison Basin.

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

Sincerely,

L, 2wl

Allen D. (Dave) Miller, Conservationist

ADM/bm

Encl: BOR FY 90 Budget Item

cc:  President Bush, Colorado Legislators & Congressional Delegates, Colorado
Water conservation Board, Colorado river Water Conservation District, Colorado
Water Resources and Power Development Authority, Uncompahgre Valley Water
Users Association, Marshall Kaplan.
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iCO SERVICES INCORPORATED mo

on Boulevard, Sulte 010, Lakewood, CO 80228-1824, (303) 988-2202
August 8, 1989

1i Kappus, Executive Director

1do Water Resources and Power Development Authority
1 Tower Building - Suite 620

Logan Street

i1, Colorado 80203

:t: Upper Gunnison - Uncompaghre Basin Feasibility Study - Final Report
Ji:

we 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
ehensive look at the many possibilities for developing the water resources of this area.

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

lieve that some of the estimated costs for the Needle Point No. 3 Pumped Storage Project are
articularly for the waterways. Also, we believe that a multi-level outlet should be considered
ly a requirement for Needle Point as for Rocky Point and that the different level of

pment should be reflected in a higher contingency for Needle Point than for Rocky Point.
obable result of our suggested changes would be that Rocky Point would have a somewhat
cost per KW. ,

sort implies that the Taylor Park Project has a cost advantage over the others examined.

'et, the projects are not being compared on an equal basis. There are several factors that

be considered as follows:

We belicve 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 sources no longer exist and that any
reasonable source should be fully utilized. It is equally evident that sites for large
reservoirs which can regulate the scasonal 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 imported water.

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

Mr. Uli Kappus, Executive Di
Avgust 9, ngp89 ive Director
Page 2

5. The concept of the Union Park Proj en predi ing parame
d ject has been predicated upon the precedin,
uls:lng a lgrgc storage volume and high capacity conduit to sug;ly wat}::r during dry peril:g'
g_‘ y, ;n thus maximize the increase in dependable supply. The water available under the
ow Regime IT assumptions translates into an increase in dependable supply for the

m; x?mlilan System of at least 140,000 acre-feet by utilizing the large Union Park

6. The Collegiate Ran, j d i i i
: ke l%l:u o e Project without large East Slope storage provides no increase in

use of the long periods when no water is available. Altemnativel
g!; fe(::stssof:o s:;h storage, whether it now exists or must be built, should be included incth’;

7. The Taylor Park Project provides 36,500 acre-feet of in i
crease in dependable supply. Th
East Slope storage assumed and costed provides only what is requir‘:i to adjustﬁcy ©
constant supply to the seasonal demand pattem of a municipality. }

8. Assuming that the cost estimates of the re i
! port are acceptable for comparison purposes, the
capital costs per acre foot of dependable supply increase are $5,150 4 jon- S 2
$8,230 for Taylor Park and infinite for Collegiate Range. 50forUnion Park,: =

9. The report does not mention that a proj i
) n project with large storage volume, such as Uni
can provide additional benefits such as maintaining more cgnstant lc&els in Taylgrm;as:ark'

Reservoir for recreation, providing more flood control for the Taylor and Gunnison Rivers

i)cm;i gtd?:msing water availability downstream of the Taylor Park Reservoir during dry

We recognize that the report suggests that the

evaluate the practicality P poweees hat th purpose of the cost estimates and comparisons is to

v version possibilities and to identify projects which

may war‘r’am funlflncr I;tm:ly. With that purpose we fully agree and believe the reypgnjsalisﬁcs that

gtmudy effo;rys, ﬁ y cv:vcrmn witf:l::sai'e }hoi: rlc::dey whge i:ed trying to determine where to devote future
ay, ul attention, i i

unequal comparisons and, therefore may not 'l;e valid. 1o conelusions which are based upon

We recommend that you change the final i
r 1al report to incorporate the draft report i
would better allow equal basis comparisons 10 be mad?:rpamong the pmjccrso co::mls which

Very truly yours,

EB/AZS%ERV CES INCORPORATED
Y ao Gloe ot

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 similar inflow conditions.

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

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

I/,

capacity for exclusive flood control purposes. ﬁb}:,iy

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

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

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

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

0
\
\

significantly reduces the water level fluctuation in Taylor Park Reservoir.

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

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

Water Yield for consumptive Use Purposes The above discussed data shows an
average annual input into Union park storage of 72,800 acre-feet. This

represents the amount of water that can be used by metro Denver/East Slope for R

consumptive use purposes. This amount can be increased by adjusting Union
Park's percentage contribution to the anticipated Black Canyon minimum flow
requirements. Another option for supplementing the yield is to negotiate with

e

@) " © ¢

the USBR the value of Union Park's dry year releases to the Gunnison as an
offset against the water borrowed to meet UVWUA'S water exchange agreement. A
third option is to negotiate for a portion of the above 7,000 acre-feet
allowance for future stream depletions from conditional water rights. With one
or more of these options, a total of 80,000 acre feet average annual yield is
roasonal')ly divertable from Union Park to augment Metro Denver's existing
reservoirs during the critical drought periods. The Corps' computer simulations
have confirmed that this Gunnison drought insurance water would increase the
safe yield of Metro Denver's existing system by about 140,000 acre-feet.

Histogram Deprcting Histeric Joflav sud Feliases f;
Taglor Poik” Resérvon™ with weditind Riloases tnke Qpiimam Plan o
. e - - - - mrms aeen e - | ! e =

1800 o i -
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NOTE: The authors of this paper are professional engineers and retired United
States Bureau of Reclamation executives wiltl extensive experience in Western
water mtters. Since 1982 they have been working to optimize the water and
power potential of the Union Park/Taylor Park area, as consultants for the
Natural Energy Resources Company, P.0. Box 567, Palmer Lake, CO. 80133:

(719)481-2003.  Arapahoe County has owned the Union Park project since August of C—

1988, and the City of Gunnison, Town of Parker, and Castlewood Water District
are the initial participants.
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INION PARK PLAN FOR OPTIMIM DEVELOPMENT OF TAYLOR RIVER WATER RESOURCES

July 1989

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

psis  Colorado is currently losing almost a million acre-feet of its
tled vater to Arizona and California via the untapped, but overlooked,
ison Basin. This document briefly explains how approximately 8% of thesd .
. waters can be economically used for Metro Denver's growth, while providing
nced drought protection for Colorado's major river environments on both
es. The plan involves construction of a 1low 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
slus flood waters from the existing Taylor Park Reservoir into Union Park's
wal, sage covered bowl. During the critical dry periods, water. is released
gravity conduit and siphon to augment the South Platte, Arkansas, and
ison 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”
iting reservoir system by at least 140,000 acre-feet (40% more than Two
). Because of this unpresented nearly 2 for 1 multiplier effect, the unit

. of Union Park's safe yield increase will be approximately one-half that of
proposed Two Forks Dam alternative.

Water Supply Situation 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
@l inflov to the reservoir fluctuated from 62,500 acre-feet in 1977 to
-7 acre-feet in 1984. The below normal runoff in 1977 resulted in a water ﬁ
»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
R) in that year. The UVWUA has one of the earliest water rights and has
idicated rights to about 25% of the flow of the Gunnison River at their
el 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\,7
lementation and operation of the “Storage Exchange Agreement" a large portion }’
:he UVWUA needs for late irrigation water has been met by releases from thel
istream USBR Blue Mesa Reservoir. An accounting of such quantities of water
been made, and during the following non-irrigation months the UWWUA is
xcted to repay such amounts of water by releases from Taylor Park Reservoir.
storage exchange agreement has accomplished one of the intended objectives;
?ly, to reduce and “smooth-out" the late irrigation season releases from
lor Park Reservoir. However, the agreement has become 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
structing a large new water storage reservoir adjacent to the existing Taylor

¢ Reservoir and interconnecting the two facilities. The potential Union Park
rrvoir 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 \ _
xiated waterways provides an excellent solution. JIn-a-rgpetition of runoff /
1 as water year 1984 the historic release of( 24.90:%3cre-feet would be %}
iced to 51,800 acre-feet by pumping over 170,000 acre-feet from Taylor Park ’
rvoir into Union Park Reservoir where the water would be stored for either

N

e

® 2 o

near-term or long-term uses in a year of below occur:

n . normal runoff, su

;go u:Q;I'&,) 838 :éiet?;ictrelxze of water, 81,600 acre-feet, couid b:higzreasedr:g
. eet. se two examples show how the additional sto

be used to store - for future or other uses - water in years of normal o?g:mczél

in-stream flow needs of the Gunni i
son River through the Black Canyon Rec
Area. This need was about 60,000 acre-feet in the year 1977. Al};out 40%re:§ i::::

need or 23,700 acre-feet was a
part of the 99,700 acre-feet re.
be made from Taylor Park Reservoir in the year:' such as 1977. tease that  cond

logic Studies The previocusl i
O Y mentioned amounts of wate
Eywdm;;?g,iand treleases from Taylor Park Reservoir were acttacrtodforn{gtf:lw;
periodogilscs h(s) \txdy made for the eight year period 1977 through 1984. While this
iy pro; eg:ignhanofdesii:d, it is felt that it provides a reasonably
T supply yields and uses. The ave i
Taylor Park Reservoir for the period is 145,900 acre-feet which r:ge ;:::'wt::

accepted lo termm a . i
ook foumingng'l‘able: vVerage. Additional water supply amounts are sunmarized in

Average Annual Water Supply and Utilization Amoun
© - ts for
Historic and Optimm Plan Operations (1,000 AF tnits)

Historic timm Plan
water . Operations Operations
1. Inflow to Taylor Park Rese: i
rvoir 145.9
2. Net Inflow to Union Park Res.(Lottis Cr.) - 143.3

3. Supply for Release to Taylor River Below
Dam or Pumping to Union Park Reservoir 145.9 153.4

Water Utilization

4. Amount Released Under Excha e Agreemen

4a. Exchange Water Creditsng[ogg ¢ %3;) %gg)
4b. Water Used by UVWUA (14.2) (17:3)
4c. Water Used by Other Rights - (7.0
5. Amount Releasgd from Storage Right 15.0 10.9)
- Amount of Irrigation Season Inflow Used 13.0 ll.8
7. Other Releases for Minimum Flows, Etc. 39.9 22'2
- Amount Released for Black Canyon Min. Flows - 8'2

9. Amount Released for Other Rights - 1.
10. Total Amount of Water Utilization 92.0 80.(25
11. Water Supply Available for Development 53: 9 72'8

Hydroloqy Study Criteria The following summarizes the criteria used in the

previously mentioned studies:

1. Published monthly release: i
s and reservoir contents of Taylor Pa
were used to calculate monthly reservoir inflow amunts.y i Reservolr

2. The stre§m sectional gains from Taylor Park Reservoir to the UVWUA Gunnison
Tunnel diversion were calculated from published records.
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targe reservoir on the Continental Divide for drought protection of Colo-
lo's river environments on both slopes. The off-river, million acre-feet,
ion Park Reservoir and high volume gravity siphon to the South Platte

rer will also increase the safe yield of Denver's existing Eeservoirs by
),000 acre-feet (40% more than Two Forks). Because of Union Park's unique
for 1 "multiplier effect", NECO's international consultants have determined
1t Union Park's annualized safe yield cost for Metro Denver will be only
)5 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.

2 balanced Union Park Project has widespread appeal for both slopes, be-
1se it uses’ overlooked surplus waters to save a nationally treasured

1yon and fishery near Denver, while augmenting the Taylor, Gunnison, and
lorado River flows in critical drought periods. It will also stop further
ar-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 future.

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 highlighted several "over-
oked”, 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-
renesss can be obtained from local, state and federal permitting officials,

vell as from Two Forks proponents and the national environmental community.*

Replication: For our informatton only, please explain how your activity can be adapted or épmdcd
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
msensus building, instead of the traditional nonproductive infighting
:tween historically competing interests. Although Colorado's high topog-
:phy generates most of the renewable water for the West., local state, and
:deral officials are severely handicapped in evaluating specific Colorado
‘ter developments because of the state's past resistance to any form of
.ate and regional water planning.

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

Suggest the Celebrate Colorado awards committee be composed of a wide
rectrum of responsible citizens who are not closely associated with special
iterest groups.

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

Contact Lisa Largent or Kate Kramer at (303) 866-3311 with any further qne'suona
- Printed on Recycled Paper -
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TOUR @ UNION PARK @) N .owm
. A

While in Gunnison, Colorado Water Workshop experts should - :
take a self-guided tour of Arapahoe County's off-river Union Par§
Reservoir and dam site. The senic, 2% hour . round trip from_ _ @3-
Gunnison will show where up to 1.1 million acre-feet will be : ‘
efficiently stored in a natural high altitude, sage covered bowl, .
during wet years for release by gravity siphon and conduit to both
slopes during droughts. The Forest Service road from the Willow
Creek turn-off to the dam site is easily traveled by passenger
auto, unless there have been heavy rains. The much improved_
Cottonwood Pass road is also a beautiful route for return to the,
East Slope. For additional information on Union Park, contact '
Dave Miller at the Water Workshop, or at Tomifhi Village Inn. 641-1131.

Q, Rocky Point
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‘. El. 11658’
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Plant, Loo0mw™ : ° 5 Boewa VuTr

A Via_ Cotravwood PasS
7 28 mi.

Taylor Park Dam Y f”e -
Pumping/QGeneration — 7 o
i Plant 60w T
.‘/
/
/
;. _Tunnel to

__________ - -l
East S8lope 450 CFS
e Siphew To P/‘Wf_

3‘1‘ M"/CS

1
]

!
Union Pork Resevoir.
E(.10,052°
4

Union Park Dam




Denver needs a water policy

ENVER POST columnist Ed Quillen recently
described Colorado as Lhe “state of indeci-

sion.” The proposed Two Forks Reservoir is a

srfect example of his point.

Only a few weeks ago, the Environmental Protec-
on Agency called it unnecessary and a potential en-
wronmental disaster.

Predictably, Two Forks promolers launched an of-
‘nsive to counter that conclusion. They steadlastly
ressed for Lheir pet project, rather than seriously
seking logical solutions to real problems.

The Denver Water Board has built an excellent
-ater system. And Two Forks is a manifestation of
weir vision. But Two Forks was parl of a vision con-
eived in the early 1900s, when the horse-drawn car-
iage was our major form of transporlation and in-

u was only beginr \/

I

It is no longer viable for solving leday's water
roblems, any more than Stapleton International
drport or Currigan Hall can meel the needs of the
ulure.

+ Just as Denver needs a modern airport and a new
onvenlion center, il needs a new waler-manage-
aent concept for the 21st cenlury.

Anlicipaling the eventual demise of Lthe Two Forks
ilan, a group of headwaters countics on the Front
tange developed an alternative which would employ
nodern concepts ol waler supply. Ilowever, that al-
ernalive, developed over the last dccade, has been
gnored by Denver and (he US. Army Corps of Engi-
1EETS,

The new plan is quile simple: Form a regional wa-
ter supply authority involving headwalers counties,
arban cilies and downstream agricultural counlies.
Legislation for the creation of such a River Basin
Authority exists today. It can be formed by simple
agreement of the countics and cilies involved.

The River Basin Authority would do six things:

+ Store waler in existing upstream reservoirs
first. g

v Store South Plalte River walter in Chatfield

Dewer K7™
by JOHIN $-26 ~8T
MUSICK

Reservoir, Cherry Creck Reservoir and a new high
plains reservoir which could be built between Colora-
do Springs and Denver al Fremont Forl. .

+ Store irrigation reservolr water upstream in
Fremont Fort Reservoir by exchange. :

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

+ Deliver this raw untreated well and river water
to existing municipalities and water districts for
treatment and delivery lo their customers only in
accordance with accepted concepts of conservalion
and melering.

+ Collect all metropolitan treated wastewaler
and deliver it by pipeline Lo the downslream storage
reservoirs for use by farmers to grow crops, purify-
ing the water through the Earth's living filter.

Every law and regulation to accomplish this sim-
ple sysiem is in place. It would solve all of Denver’s
waler supply, wastewaler trealment and conserva-
tion requirements well inlo the 21st century.

This simple plan would Involve everyone: countics,
cilies and farmers. 1L would Inctease high plains flal
waler recreation, improve Denver water supplies,
prevent floods, clean up the South Platle River, pro-
vide minimum stream flows for the river and pre-
serve irrigated agriculture. And it would integrate
ground and surface walers into a comprehensive

lan.

' Best of all, it cold begin immediately. And it
would represent a modern decision, a first step lo-
ward Colorado’s becoming a leader in waler re-
source management. And il would end Colorado’s be-
ing a Stale of Indecision.

John D, Musick Jr. Is a Bouklor wator lawyer.
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Mall to: Celebrate Colorado!
Governor's Office
136 State Caplitol Bldg.
Denver, CO 80203-1792

All entries must be received by October 1, 1989

NOMINEE INFORMATION
(Please type or Print clearly)

Na
me ol Individual/Group being Nominated NATURAL ENERGY RESOURCES COMPANY (NECO)

Nominee Address P. 0. BOX 567

PALMER LAKE

COLORADO
= 80133

State

Zip Code

Name in Nominee's Organization _Allen D. (Dave) Miller Title President
e >

Daytime Phone Number (_(719) 481-2003

Type of Award (Check only one. see Fact Sheet for detalls) E

O constituent Organization

£X Business/Corporation Q Youth Group

Q cwic/cl i
/Cltizen Organization O Educational Institution O Individual
a Government

Submitted by Allen D. (Daya) Miller

Signature

DESCRIPTION: Describe your environment,

it contributed to the goals of Celebrate
additional sheets of p

al activity. the role you or

; s 3 your organization played. and how
b it (r.folom.daf. The description should be no longer than 500 words-

3 uded If the space provided Is not enough. Please type or Print

clearly.
Since its founding i
. s g in 1982, Natural
Sulva 3d o " ' ral Energy Resources Comp:
e harv Aggressively pursued two major water development Pt e
@ significant environmental and eco : tie: for £ orans oh

bie Nomhern BhlEet i ol nomic benefits for Colorado and

he 1,000 megawatt Y =C
’ Rock
T A 0 Point Pumped Storage Hydroelec

- tric Project
This $995 million project at T

peaking power for the Western power grid.
ety is o el i ay%cr ?ark Reservoir in Colorado's Gunnison
by NECD'e alo o e on llng in 1997. Detailed engineering estimates
NS Ldls, Lare gt c;;?g_f1rms indicate that Rocky Point will be the
Brietag Ato blers B e lilent. qon-pglluting, peaking power operation.
USEEE $11.8 Birie s the project is projected to save Western power

N, as compared to the best fossil fueled alternatives.

NECO has also conceived the n P ’
e
Unio Park Water Supply 'IOJECL which is

s
flood waters from the untapped Gunnison Basin in
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Standoff
over water
may end

West Slope, suburbs

study compromise

3y Bl McBean
Jeaver Post Stafl Welter

The five-year standoff between | N

thirsty Denver suburbs and West
Slope water interests over Gunni-
ton River water soon may end,
thanks o a compromise suggested
h & recent study.

The study, managed by the Oolo-
rado Water Resources and Power
Development Authority, is signifi-

sant because it balances West
Stope ucreauon and irrigation

the need of metro com-
nunilies to develop new sources of
irinking water.

For five years, Arapahoe Oounty
and Aurora have fought over the
rights to about 70,000 acre-feet of
enappropriated Gunnison River
water.

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

. The authority's report suggests
Anptboe Counly and Aurora use
the existing Taylor Park Reservoir
sortheast of Gunnison instead of

P‘ROPOSED

PIEPLANT
RESERAVOIR
{Covate Range)

PROPOSED
ALMONT

RESERVOIR

{Coiz3 38 R3ny%)

Gunnison River

RESERVOIR
(Ensing)

PRoPOSED [
UNION PARK [P ERRER AR
- 1

BLUE MESA RESRLIEE T

ANTERD
RESEHVIDR
xIsn

f
I TAYLOR PARK
REssnvom Lo

Exigtn:

Sl TAYLOR PARK-
pROJECT. WATER
M conbucTon

N ‘- PIATI<-
o DeN

" . 'NOT 70 6CALE ]

building new facilities.

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

It 2n option to pump waler out
of Blue Mesa Reservoir to Taylor
Park reservoir was added, lhe
yleld might be 100,000 acre-feet.
The price tag: $531 ‘million,

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

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

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

The Decwer Post / Bruce Gavt

plan as an alternative to the Colle-
flate Range project, a $340 mil-

ion transmountain diversion that
would require building two new
reservoirs.

“There needs to be a solution
over there that benefits the (Gun-
nison) basin,” Griswold sald. “That
study, at least, points out somne cp-
portunities to do that.”

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

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

The study on which the plan is
based said the transmountain di-
version favored by Gunnison and
Arapahoe — the Union Park proj-
ect — would cost roughly $200
million more than Andrews’ cur-
rent estimate of $446 milllon.
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“Two Forks veto may redirect urban growth back to Denver Count{®

THE DENVER POST .
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of laws. But often the most power?:

Sunday, May 14,1589
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‘Poundstcoe amendment. If Denver voters approve”  "lerm water supphes they need.

NATURAL ENERGY RESOURCES COMPANY
PN NG NS SO DN

P.O.Box 587 « Paimer Lake, Colotado 80133 « (719) £481-2003 « FAX (719) 481-4013
May 17, 1989

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

Washington, D. C. 20460

Dear Mr. Reilly:

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

Arapahoe County's advanced Union Park Reservoir and Siphon Erom the
Gunnison is certain to be the successor to the vetoed Two Forks project. The
Corps' computer analysis has recently confirmed that by pumping an average
80,000 acre feet of surplus Gunnison flood waters into the massive, high
altitude, off river, sage covered, Union Park Reservoir site, the drought yield
of Denver's existing reservoirs can be increased by 140,000 acre feet. Because

. of this ed multiplier effect, Union Park's safe yield is 40% more
than Two Forks for about half the unit cost. Union Park will also unify the

state by e.nhanc§ng its environment, agriculture, and tourist economies. This
unique project' is specifically designed to provide much needed drought
protection for Colorado's major river basins on both slopes.

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

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

Sincerely,

. ) e,

Allen D. (Dave) Miller
President

ADM/bm

Bncl: Denver Post article dated May 16, 1989.

cc: Mr. Lee A. Delihns, Colorado Congressional Delegates and Legislators, local
state, and federal officials.
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'State doesn’t
-need Two Forks

The recent decision by Environ-
mental Protection Agency Director
+ Witliam Reilly to overturn the Two
- Forks dam project is, perhaps, the
;single most impressive action 1
have seen from Washinglon in
-many years. Reilly is to be com-
mended for “bucking a stacked
deck™ and doing what s right,
rather than what is expedicnt.

Colorado does not need this

“ dam. Rather, it necds a comprehen-
sive water, plan for the future,
which would recognize all of our
water resources. To continue

" dewntering the already overbur-
dencd Upper Colorado River Basin
when other excellent options are
available, such as the largely un-
tapped Upper Gunnison River
Basin, simply does not make sense.
Two Forks represents what is not

" 1n Colorado’s bLest interests, nor

- these of neighboring water com-
pact states.

¢ Reilly's decision will force Colo-

- rado to assess all water resources,

' rather than bowing to the will,
power and snoney of the Denver
Water Board, which continues to

i try and push this project through
using political muscle. In addition,

: Reflly’s action will save one of the
best trout rivers In the state, and a
canyon of inestimable scenic and
tourist-dollar value.

It appears that the issue is now
becoming a partisan political foot-
ball. With global warming, oil

: spills, acid rain, ctc., much in the
news, it’s my opinion that ecologi-
cal and cnvironmental platforms
will determine the next set of elec-

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

Lastly, I would encourage other
Coloradans to write, expressing
their appreciation and support, to

. William Reilly, administrator, EPA,

1401 M Street, S.W., Washington,
D.C. 20460. Send copies to your

« state and national elected officials, |
. as well. If the Denver Water Board
- wins, Colorado loses.

. — Dougtas H. Barber
Colorado Springs
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June 15, 1989

Coopcrative Extcn'sei'gn
Colorsdo State University
The Honorable Hank Brown Fort Cotllm, poveid
U.S. House of Representatives
1424 Longworth Building

Washington, DC 20515

Dear Congressman Brown:

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

) he source
It has been brought to my attention that 1 am cited by your staff as t
of estimates thn%. $5,000 acres of irrigated land would be de-watered if tlfx: T\:o
Forks permit were to be denied. While the estimated acreage tradeoff 1: t‘: tgub:
I have used, when hedged with careful qualifications, I do not w sd oc e
associated with the further implication that market solutions to Colorado vate

problems should be rejected out of hand.

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

I have not given detailed study to the Two Forks issue nor have 1 publishe: nnz
specific figures on potential alternatives. However, because it apqearz :b:n
that more reliance on market forces might be beneficial to both rura ‘a‘n uover
interests in the west, I have studied the potential impacts of water markets ver
the last several years. Because of this research, I have been called zn t: :in
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 w:::r
would have to come from agriculture at a rate of 1.75 care feet per acre. acrz
such estimate can only be an educated guess, because the actual amount pete cre
must be resolved by the relevant court under Colorado water law.) Becau)s fone
1.75 acre feet per acre doesn’t allow for return flows (largely sewage Lora
cities, which could go back to downstream farms, the net acreage loss c;u a4 ve
much less than the above "worst case,” even if all water came from retire

of irrigated lamnds.

ly alternative to Two
Secondly, I do not believe that irrigation water is the only

Forks. yA number of other options exist. For example, urban conservation, U:n:z
Gap and further imports from the Colorado River Basin could shoulder par

the growth in demand. :

lorado
Thirdly, market-type options exist for obtaining water from rural Co
uithoui comp-latel)?p drying up farms. These would require some change ‘i::n:;:'i;
Colorado water law and traditional management practices to encot;rag:o P
irrigation patterns by farmers, but they seem to me to hold prom s: . t':i.misdc
Moses' phase, "Have our water cake and eat it too." Hence, the mtﬁ zoduct:ive
scenario could involve withdrawing water from the least economic::’ ly P s by
uses (forage crops) and not drying up lands other than those being

growing cities.

ol i and Cotorado countics cooperating.
are

Caotorado Sezte U v US|
i e

tic to 21l without discrimination. - o
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Next, the third party impacts of even the worst case scenario may not be all
negative or very large. For example, I would think farmers who own water rights
would actually have an interest in opposing dams. This is because in the absence
of dams, urban demands give strong support to the market value of their water
rights, whether they are the immediate sellers or not. (Windy Gap, built much
in advance of need for its water, likely reduced the value of water rights of
irrigation companies in Northern Colorado by several hundred million dollars.
Water rights prices in the Poudre Basin, when adjusted for inflation remain below
their values of twenty years ago.) Also, in today'’s post-industrial economy,
the small change in South Platte Valley farm production represented by even the
worst case alternatives to Two Forks would have a hardly discernable impact on
the local economy. Our statistical studies suggest that about 600 (six hundred)
local off-jobs would be associated with 55,000 acres but could supply water to
400,000 more urban residents.

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

Your incerely,

R.A. Youn
Professor

RAY/mep

i ""lv-."}t

WILLIAM L, ARMSTRONG
CoLORADD

Vlnited Dlafes Denale

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20510

May 16, 1989

Mr. Allen Miller

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

Palmer Lake, Colorado 80133

Dear Mr. Miller:

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

I do not believe such an investigation is
warranted. The Final EIS stated that more‘than 100
alternative water supply sources were cgn51dcred,
including groundwater, reuse and qpproxxmately 50
reservoir sites in the Platte Basin.

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

That study grew from a 1981 statewide water
roundtable which represented a variety of interests
from throughout the Colorado, and a system EIS. T@ls
statewide and multi-government cooperation helped in
settlement of key water litigation among Denver,
northern Colorado agricultural interests, and
Colorado’s West Slope.

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

Thank you for writing and expressing your
concerns.

Best regards.

william L. Arms®rong

WLA:ck

T




NATURAL ENERGY RESOURCES COMPANY
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P.O.Box 567 = Palmer Lake, Colorado 80133 = (719) 481-2003 - FAX (719) 481-4013
April 21, 1989

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

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

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

It would be a travesty for Colorado if the Republican side
of  our Congressional Delegation splits with the Bush
Adm{nistration on this critical environmental issue. National
environmental groups and the media are already characterizing
ColoFado as being environmentally insensitive, and the adverse
Fubllcity can rapidly escalate. It is a growing certainty that
1nvg5§menb capital gravitates away from those states that appear
politically divided on important environmental issues.

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

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

Copies of our presentation slides are enclosed for your
further consideration.

Sincerely

cai &)

Allen D. (Dave) Miller, President

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

. . !\pril,(l%g

TWO FORKS DAM STUDY IRREGULARITIES

Investigation will confirm the following Two Forks study irregularities:

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

2. Contrary to reguired study procedures, the Denver Water pepartnent
(WD) pressured the Corps into starting the site-specific an§1y51§ _before
completing a proper system-wide review that should have identified all
reasonable alternatives for detailed study.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

11. The EIS cost of Two Forks does not jnclude the construction §nd
environmental cost of West Slope compensatory storage that IWD has?xly
promised the Colorado River District to resolve Two Forks water right
litigation just prior to the December 1986 release of the Corps' Draft EIS.

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

In spite of efforts to control study results, the EIS found Two Forks to
be the most environmentally damaging of the limited options considered.
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feet from Union Park can increase the safe annual yield of Denver's
system by 140,000 acre feet. ivaporation losses from the high /~
altitude Union Park Reservoir woulg—EE—BﬁTy‘ﬁﬁe—fourth the amount
lost from the low altitude Two Forks concept. Union Park's highly

flexible and responsive 42 mile siphon to the South Platte can move
1000 acre feet per day to Denver when it is needed in dry periods (
/

without the  neéd——for additional storage and/or regulating
reservoirs on the East Slope.

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

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

rANTERO RESERVOM
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Union Park Water Supply Project




July 8, 1988
COLORADO'S

UNION PARK WATER SUPPLY PROJECT

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

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

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

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

Park's unique capability to enhance Colorado's four major river
environments.

4. Economic Efficiency Using the same estimating criteria as
the Metro Denver EIS, major international engineering firms have
confirmed that Union Park can increase Metro Denver's safe water
yield 40% more than Two Forks for 60% of the cost per unit of .
yield. Union Park can also double the yield of Aurora's proposed / \7'_
Collegiate Range diversion from the Gunnison for less than half the <//
cost. The surprising efficiency of Union Park for Metro Denver has QA7QLL
been largely confirmed by Corps of Engineers' computer analysis. -
By collecting and holding large volumes of water in high altitude?%V/

storage for release only in cyclic drought periods, Union park can
increase the operating efficiency of Denver's existing reservoirs
so they can capture more of the Upper Colorado and South Platte
flood waters that are currently spilled in wet periods. Computer
modeling shows that an average annual diversion of only 80,000 acre
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Hearing on bidding system begins April 18

from page 1

ity to buy unneeded 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 them nearly $400 million more for
electricity over the next five years.

Monroe disputes this. claim, saying
that at worst, ratepayers 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) numbers 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 |
percent.

But Pierce said that in recent months
there has been a tremendous influx 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-
strictions on projects is one of the major
problems with PURPA. “The people
who drafted the Act may not have envi-
sioned the entreprencurs who are out
there, who see PURPA as a way to make
a lot of money,” he said. “The annual
costs to ratepayers are enormous.” He
added that these types of projects have
been labeled “PURPA machines.”

Times have changed since the im-
plementation of PURPA, Pierce said.
During a period of energy shortages, “it
was a'good incentive to get alternative
sources of energy going. But the intent
doesn’t really apply to now.”

He said that if the utility 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

‘moratorium has given us a
‘chance to look at a bidding sys-

tem, —Ron Binz, OCC
an average of five cents per kwh for elec-
tricity they produced, and some are on
contract for as much as 11 cents per kwh.

Monroe, however, believes the PUC
has studied the rate QFs should be paid

long enough to decide what 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 around 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 15 to 20 percent
is more reasonable.

Monroe, on the other hand, said that
4 EnergyTalk, March/April 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. “Our previous orders didn't come
to grips with the scheduling problem in
the manner that we should have,” Wolf-
son said. “We have been surprised at the
scale of the proposed additional 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 &;ﬂ 1,000-

w hydroelectric_project in_Gunnison
C.?gn_lg. Wolfson asked, “1f we can't slop
a 1,000-megawatter, how are we going to
ensure just and reasonable rates?” He
added that the PUC also is required to
protect the financial integrity of the util-
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-

/

ation.”

The moratorium has relieved PSCo of
its legal obligation to execute any new
contracts for QF-generated power. At
PSCo's request, the moratorium did not
apply to projects 25 mw or smaller that
had contacted PSCo before Nov. 4, 1987,
In addition, PSCo was expected to con-
tinue to negotiate expeditiously and in
good faith with developers of projects
larger than 25 mw that had contacted
PSCo before Nov. 4. These included
Thermo Carbonic and three other com-
panies (Mitex, Inc., developer of a 50-mw
hydro-electric project near Montrose;
Westmoreland Energy, Inc., developer of:
a 120-mw coal-fired fluidized-bed project
in Greeley; and Cogen Technology, Inc.,
developer of an 80-mw gas-fired project
near Wray). All contracts involving
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 negotiations.

As a condition of its decision on the
moratorium, the PUC ordered PSCo to
come up with a more permanent solution
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

0 rk together
: common economic -
h pppnuénliwto‘
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on-line rather than a large power plant,
Wolfson said. “But they must come on-
line at a reasonable pace. It's a question
of scheduling.”

Under PSCo's plan, QFs would supply
up to 20 percent of total firm load. Be-
ginning in 1990, QFs would furnish bids
every two years for specific megawatt
amounts, The first year power would be
needed is 1998. Bids would be evaluated
by PSCo on a point system, according to
the projects' operability, facility charac-
teristics, cost, fuel type, contract term,
and project management and financing.
Successful QFs would be paid the price

“There are several good ways of

getting to win/win between

ratepayers and cogenerators.”
—Ron Lehr, PUC

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
near future,” said PUC Chairman Ar-
nold Cook.

“There are several good ways of getting
to win/win between ratepayers and
cogenerators,” said Commissioner Ron
Lehr. There is potential for “tremendous
benefit to everyone if we do this thing
right.”

According to Ron Binz, the director 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, - T

“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 1o 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 of 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-
lars 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 just PSCo customers?”
© He added that while the avoided cost
system of paying QFs is currently 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 EnergyTalk 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 COUNTY
UNION PARK WATER SUPPLY PROJECT
(ADVANTAGE OVER COLLEGIATE RANGE PROJECT)

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

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

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

HAS REDUCED ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS  (ONE
RESERVOIR SITE).

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

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

ENHANCEMENT OF RECREATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES IN
THE GUNNISON RIVER BASIN.
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Gunnison Basin Collection System

To Union Park Reservoir

Taylor Park
Raservoir

Al

Union Park

Gunm’son/ °

Water Yield 54,000 AF (Est.)
Construction Cost $290 M
Equivalent Pumping Cost SS9 M

Cost Per Acre=Foot

S _Eront Range

$5,500

© , O
Blue Mesa Pump Back To
Union Park Reservoir

Taylor Park_\
Reservoir

/ 4jnfbn Park
Reservaoir
/
g}/
&
/
Blue Mesa
Reservoir
Water Yield 150,000 AF (Est.)
Construction Cost $850 M
Equivalent Pumping Cost S170 M
Cost Per Acre-Foot $5,700




Union Park Water Suppiy Project

System Comparison with
Collegiate Range Project

Elevatio_n

Capltal Cost

S8afe Annual Yleld Increase
Capllal Cost / Acre-Fool
Annualized Cosl / Acro-Fool
Future Expanslon

Expan. Annualized
Cosl / Acre-Foot .

Environmental impact

- Polint
Crystal

Unlon Park

Taylor Park
-

$481 M
140,000 AC-FT
$3,450
AT 20y ek Loo.7x
$305

150,000 AC-FT

$400-$6500

Enhances Gunnison, Arkansas,
8. Platte & Upper Colorado

Unlon Park

-
Ple Plant

< Almont

Blue Mesa

~Morrow '

Colorédo
Water Storage Reservoirs

Collegiate Range

$650 M *

73,000 AC-FT

RepTy

Increases Platte High Flows

Antero

$8,000

?rI 1y

$750

None Planned

N.A.

Damages Almont .

Dlllen
-

o Eleven Mile

Green Mountaln

Cheesman

-

Two Forks




Unlon Park Res. Storage {1000 A.F.) Water Supply (1000 A.F.))
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Arapahoe County Proposed
Union Park Water Supply Project

Water Yield for Denver Water Dept. & State of Colorado

Min. Stream Flow Avg. Diversion
at Taylor Park Dam to Unlon Park

\

Increase In DWD
Safe Annual Yield

Acre-Feet Per Year

Cublc Feet Per Second Acre-Feet Per Year

Summer Winter
- —_—
200 50 80,000 120,000
; 160 50 80,000 140,000 =0
100 50 100,000

160,000 %

* or 20,000 Acre-Feet for Dry Year Releases
\ — from Colorado Conservation P

\ ool to Gunnlaon,
L>\_, 8. Platte & Arkansas Rivers
—_—
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Vertical Scale In Feel

Reservoir Content (1000 A.F.)

Arapahoe County Proposed
Union Park Water Supply Project

Denver Water Departmeht
Modeled Reservoir Contents

Total Capacity
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Taylor Park
coTrowwoon
Cresled — \ CREEX

Bulle ™ TmeL[— = Denver
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Unlon Park Vista PROJECT DATA

DAM:
Helght : 450 Feet
Max. W.S.El. : 10,052'
Type : Earth-Core Rocktlll
RESERVOIR :
Capaclity 800,000 A.F.
TUNNEL/PIPELINE CONDUIT ;
Length 42 Miles

BLUE MESA

Arapahoe County Proposed
“Union Park Water Supply Project
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