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Deal to sell water angers Surnmit County officials -

Associated Press
SILVERTHORNE — Summit County
officials and a Sierra Club representative
have lambasted the Colorado River Water
Conservation District for giving water to
and ending up with "30 pieces of
in their pockets.”
% recent out-c f-court settlement with the
Wate - Board, which will allow

Inlion Mayor Flo Raitano sa d the river

NECO will soon Senvd “fhe (Jo,fg_f
dAT#} 5-4400-4/'«-.? A‘&m G ‘ou A{‘A’ s
41'?4 c;o/-/.'?'; ATer LA Ae 7

d, ‘ /U?‘&
i Plajre

AZ—AV

z 'Bloe

district’s failure to get feedback from lopa

fovernments first was
the settlement could damage summer
recreation and the county economy by
ruining the Blue River,

She said the Green Mountai
would load Dillon Reservoir v
phosphorus and “totally eradicate the
summer econor

Dilion derives much of its
revenue from people who us
for ing. fishing and picricking

"I it's,a green s
happen. It's nice you're going ta get 2

money to put into the kitty. but at whes

expense?’” she asked the bourd.

reTals Axnd /ﬂ{a:/f,a-?e;

Niver WATers,

lime pond, that won”

nexcusable'” and

Pumpback
h

Bill Needham, Grund County's member on
the river board, said the district plans to
use much of the proceeds from the proposed
Rock Creek reservoir to help solve problems
in Froser Niver Valley, the area to be
ulfected. He said the river district probably

ne money to offset effects
nty as well,

‘or Jack Archibald said
1 diverting more water
could lessen water flows
lue below the dam. He also
said the pumpback running through the
center of Siiverthorne will create asthetic
problems.
TLo Forks Avd d7ier /’/“”Mf
diversisns fron er Celorddo
TripoTAries Shoold Seo~ becone
A HA:.o:— in 5T TuTroma [ problem
e FHeTre Deﬂvﬁf"‘ Cﬁldcal
beTl i 2ens P
and local doper Colorads soiers ne«r’s,
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nown viable qlternatives are not adequately considered in a Supplemental
Hftrq Denver's future water supply will undoubtedly continue to be a
) widespread controversy, legal battles, and delay. On the other hand,
.ps can provide a great service to Colorado and Denver by fairly
_1ng all reasonable alternatives. If this is done, the various interest
fn then rally with confidence around the opiirum solution(s) available.

he best water sources and structural systems are clearly identified,
-ional matters such as permitting, water rights, exchange agreements,

Sincerely,.

19, etc. will quickly fall into place.

Allen D. (Dave) Miller
President

:2::0r Romer, Denver Water Cevartment, Metro Mater Providers, EPA, &

1. BOR Study Excerpts
2. Central Colorado Project Study
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NATURAL ENERGY RESOURCES COMPANY
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July 2, 1987

Mr. Robert L. Tonsing
Water For Metro Denver

126N rlarkson Street, Suite 300
Denver, Cu. 80210 Subject: Two Forks Alternatives

Dear Mr. Tonsing:

Your letter of June 29, 1987 may have a point. It probably would have been more
accurate to say in our June 24, 1987 letter to Governor Romer that Two Forks is

the "most expensive and environmentally damaging" instead of "largest and most
controversial® water project in Colorado's history.

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

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

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

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

4. Detailed engineering analysis chows water releases during drought
periods from Union Park Reservoir in the Upper Gunnison would be
substantially more cost effective for Denver and less damaging to
Colorado's environment than Two Forks.

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

6. Mater diversion from the virgin Upper Gunnison would help correct a
qross environmental imbalance in the use of Colorado's natural water
resources. Colorado's four largest river ecosystems can be enhanced during
droughts with a major reservoir on the Continental Divide.

Each ona of these fundamental points represents a potential fatal legal flaw in
the entire Metro Denver EIS effort, unless addressed and corrected in a
Supplemental Draft for public review as required by NEPA. (Our engineers will
be in Omaha July 16, 1987 to assist in the Corps of Engineers' evaluation of

Union Park)

(303} 481-2003

P.0. Box 567 - Palmer Lake, Calorado 80133 -
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July 15, 1987

Colonel Steven G. West

Planning Division

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

Subject: Metro Denver Water Suonly From The Gunnison Basin

Dear Colonel West:

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

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

In addition, HNatural Eneray's (NECO) Union Park Water Supply Project and
Aurora's Collegiate Range Project have been publicly known since late 1985 and
mid 1986 respectively. Both of these ongoing alternatﬂge projects plan to
divert surplus Gunnison water to Metro Denver at an economic and environmental
cost of safe yieid that is considerably less than for the proposed Two Forks
Project. You already have Aurora's descrintion of Collegiate Range, which could
be constructed hefore the Two Forks 1995 completion date. A description of
Union Park was initially sent to your office April 22, 1986. You have also had
our engineering company's detailed Union Park Reconnaissance Eva1uat1on.5tudy
since October 1986. We have since updated this study for your EIS evaluation to
show the substantial economic and environmental advantages of the site-specific
Union Park alternative over the proposed Two Forks Project. Two Forks further
depletes the same Uoper Coloradn River tributaries that are already being

seriously dewatered by Metro Denver. Unaion Park could also be in use before
1995.

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

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

PO Nae B67 . Paliner Lake, Coloeacia RN133 « (303) 4012001
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~ Drying up the Upper Colorado

ETROPOLITAN Denver already has taken

24 percent of the total historic water flow
Y from Colorado’s Blue, Fraser and Williams
Fork rivers, and the controversial Two Forks project
is destined lo lake another 17 percent. llomestake
IT's impact on the Fagle River and the planned future
expansions of both projects will only worsen a very
serious environmental problem for these Upper Colo-
rado River tributaries. : ~

Ironically, because of Denver Water Department
and Metro Water Providers policles, the Denver area
continues to scriously. degrade its best recreational
river environments on both slopes. There are already
nine water-diversion tunnels from the Upper Colora-
do River Basin to the East Slope.

Meanwhile, the neighboring Upper Gunnison Basin
is just as accessible and even weller. But this basin
remains untouched hy any transmountain diversions.
A recent detailed study by a major engineering com-
pany confirms old Bureau of Reclamation studies
that a large Upper Gunnison reservoir is a more
.cosl-effective, environmentally sound water source
for the Eastern Slope and Denver. The Corps of Engi-
neorg agrees that one acre-fool of dry-year supply
from Guniison can increase the safe yield of Den-
ver's existing reservoirs by (wo acre-feet.

Yet, this obvious source was complelely ignored in
the five-year Metro Denver Water Supply Drafl EIS
study that recently identified Two Forks and the
same Upper Colorado tributaries as the best water
alternative (or Denver area growth.

This gross imbalance in the strategic use of our
- slate’s critical waler resources would never happen

. - in any other Western state. Colorado Is, unfortunate-
ly, the only Western state without writlen policy
guidelines for water development. Instead, our exec-
ulive, legislative and judicial branches struggle wilh
the 100-‘)_'ear-old prior appropriation doctrine as onr
only policy guldeiine. No wonder 70 percent of the
nation's water attorneys practice in Colorado.

by ALLEN D.
MILLER

Our people are the ultimate losers, with high-cost
water systems and a climate where myopic watet:
departments can exploit the state's water policy vack
uum — 1egmdiess of cavironmental impact. The was

_ ter attorneys naturally resist any change to Colora<

do's ancienl water doctrine. .

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

In view of this critical situation and the jmminent
decisions on Two Forks, Homestake 11, Rock Creekq
Straight Creek and other Upper Colorado diversions}
I suggest adoption of an emergency state water polk
cy and legislation that prohibits any further dewater:
ing of the Upper Colorado River headwaters,

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

Allen D. Miller Is president of Natural Energy Resource Campalgn in
Pa'mer Lake
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31 March 1987

Mr. Allen D. Miller, President
Natural Energy Resources Co.
P.0. Box 607

Palmer Lake, CO BU133

Dear Mr. Miller:

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

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

$784,140.

P.O. BOX 519 » 303/349-7231

‘HARTERED 1928 « JOHN C. JOHNSON, SR., FOUNDER

CRESTED BUTTE « COLORADO 81224

Mr. Allen D. Miller
31 March 1987
Page 2

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

both of us.

siqgerely, //
7
L0A) nee A e

Dr. Ward B. Watt Ms. Susan Allen

President, RMBL Director, RMBL
Dept. of Biological Sciences P.0. Box 519
Stanford University Crested Butte, CO 81224

Stanford, CA 94305

WBW/SA/mbl

cc: Gunnison County Commissioners
Upper Gunnison Water Conservancy District
Aurora Collegiate Range Project Manager
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
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1st and west slopes
would benefit if
leservoir replaces
s and the Aurora’s

Range water
Natural  Energy
sompany (NECO)
‘riday.” ¢

sident Dave Miller
ns at the Gunnison
ning Commission
it the . proposed
eseroir, southwest
Reservoir at the
of Lottis Creek,
ghtly smaller than
servoir.” .
irk could hold
feet of water for
f the divide, Miller
whereas the
10 Forks reservoir
‘ould only provide
and for the Front
Miller added that
ollegiate Range
1 also provide less
ily for the Denver

1 to Union Park
{CO wants to build

QIR Bo ko i, i Y
Rocky  Point Reservoir, a.
4,000-acre-foot ring dam above

-<«Taylor:*Reservoir. This pump-

back dam would' generate ani
store power without losing
water, pumping water back and
forth between Taylor and Rocky
Paint reservoirs. ;

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

Union Park Reservoir would |2

meet Colorado water demands
while causing “‘minimal
environmental impact,” Miller
said.

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

But Fish Biologist Rick
Sherman with the Division of

A e

Fabroay 257136 p 1wl &

Wildiife disagreed th

Park Reservoir will have a minor
-environmental impact. <« -

Sherman contended both
Union Park and Rocky Point
reservoirs «will have a major

Miller replied that the overall

-environmental .etfect is

“minimal in relation to other
alternatives” like Two Forks.
“There are plusses in taking

impact not only on the fisheries- water out of the streams-when
in the Taylor River .and they're too full ‘and putting It

' Reservoirbutalso ontheelk and "back'when they're too empty,"

Big Horn sheep herds in both
the Union Park and Rocky Point

Tumn to pg. 3
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This from pg. 1

he said. Plusses include
keeping Colorado water in the
state and flood control.

' He ‘added, “NECO .is very
sensitive to the environmental
aspects of the whole thing.”

r . Miller. admitted that Aurora
and NECO are seeking thesame
water for their projects and both

have filed in Water Courton that *

water. Meanwhile public and
private entities both in and out
of the Gunnison Vallley have
filed in opposition to both
projects. ’ u
NECO has written a letter to
the Army Corps of Engineers,
the Metropolitan Water
Providers and the Denver Water

2% vy v e

Board asking them to postpone
hearings on Two Forks because
all the viable alternatives have
yet to be considered. NECO
claims Union Park Reservoir is
such an alternative. ;
NECO also-claims it can have
both Rocky Point and Union
Park Reservoirs on line by 1995.
Aurora officials Tom Griswold
and Roger Foster dispute this:
Both said again ‘Friday at the
NECO.presentation that 2005 is
the soonest either Aurora’s or
NECO's projects could
realistically come on line.
Gunnison County Commis-
sioner David Leinsdorf
concluded at the end of the
meeting, “Gunnison County
takes the position that both
NECO :and Aurora require

permits from the county, and we
will push for a full-blown Joint
Review Process for either or
both.projects.”

. Both NECO and Aurora have
publicly . agreed with those
requirements.” © °

Planning Commission Acting
Chairman Dick Wingerson
noted, Gunnison County “has a
big bucket on the Continental
Divide that has to be valuable
and that lots of folks are looking
for piece of the action.

“That's an issue that has to be
seltled, and it looks like it will be
settled in Water Court.”

Wingerson _concluded after
Miller's presentation, “All this is
very interesting, but as yet we
don't have a proposal.”

3 _Canon City police offic

1 ers,
deputies and Correction Facility
officers with the aid of a training
dog captured the pair at about

- w

NECO

7:30 that evening. After their
arrest, the Pendergrasses were
returned to Gunnison County,
the site of the alleged crime,

This from p. 1

project when it signed the
contract,

City council member Bill
Nesbitt said after the meeting
that the contract makes no
mention of trans-water
diversion and that Gunnison
still has the right to oppose
such a project.

Council member Dee
Blacklock explained Monday
that the city signed the

so0a< - suw

Yowa

aa

contract primarily to have
storage for its water rather
than . reduced power and
water fee rates,

“The city has the right to
protest any NECO water
rights that interfere with our,”
she added. "The contract
allows us the right to file in
Opposition and we have done
so in Water Court to protect
our rights.”

The city is also one of 42
protesters to the Aurorawater
filings in waler court.

- In Memoriam



February 27, 1987 Chronicle ana Filot age 13

water district takes a step into the arena

Gunnison water district enters "big league' in water battle

by Laura Anderson
"The Gunnison basin is on interjdew Monday.

happening  with  Colorado
water,” Dick Bratton said in an
Bratton,

the cutting edge of what's vice-president of the Colorado

@

Water Resources and Power
Development  Authority and
attorney  for the Upper
Gunnison River Water Con-
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servancy District, stated that
in 1986 the water district filed
for the same water rights
that Aurora and NECO are
competing for.

The  Gunnison  water
district asserts that they have
a senior claim to this ‘water
based on a 1975 contract
between the water district, the

Uncompahgre Valley Water.

Users, the Burcau of Re-
clamation and various bther
tal boards. i

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

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

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

Bratton said that
litigation between the three
competitors could take as long
as 10 to 15 years. If Gunnison
receives the water rights it
could place the county in a very
powerful position and
potentially bring huge economic
gain o the area.  Bratton
estimated that if the water
district received and then sold

some of the Taylor River water
rights, prices could range

“between $1500 and $4000 per

acre foot if sold in perpetuity,
or $100 to $200 per acre foot
each year if sold annually.
When you get into hundreds of
thousands of acre feet of water,
this translates to immense
amounts of money that would
flow into Gunnison County.
Clearly, this economic boost is
extremely uncertain at this
point and, in any case, would
not happen for many years.
"We're talking big dollars,”
Bratton said. "We're in the big
league.”

Bratton has asked both

_NECO and Aurora to consider

postponing  litigation ~ and
negotiation in Water Court on
the - disputed rights until the
Upper Gunnison River Valley
Resource Study is complete.
This is a $555,000 study of the
Upper Gunnison and
Uncompahgre  River water-
sheds, which will begin in
March and is expected to take
approximately two years to
complete.

In the study, the bulk of
which is being funded by the
Colorado River Water Con-
servation District, an inde-
pendent engineering firm will
collect data, describe water
supply systems and rec-
reational  facilities,  assess

- basin hydrology and evaluate

recreational, environmental
and economic opportunities
based on the existing water
supply. Bratton believes that
the examination of the effects
of transmountain  diversion
1aight be the subject of 2 second,
fature study.

Both Aurora anu NECO
representatives  seemed  hes-
ilant about asking the Water
Court to put off decisions
because of the study.
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Water rights battle intensifies as Gunnison

Another suitor surfaces with water diversion plans

continued from page one

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

qs/umon Park from which it could

be conducted to the Front Range.

Aurora.__Gunnison _ Water
District. Two Forks also

At this point, whether or
not the Union Park project will
ever be  built is still
questionable. NECO is
competing with the City of
Aurora for the same water in
the Taylor River drainage. As

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

In addition, the Upper
Gunnison Water Conservation
District has filed for some of
those same rights based on a
1975 contract. Who actually
ends up with the water rights
will be decided in Water Court,
either by litigation or by
negotiation between the
interested parties.

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

= /NI =

Oh Be Joyful Baptist Chapel
Crested Butte School * 507 Maroon * 349-6237
Every Sunday: 9am Bible Study
10am Worship Service

Queen of all Saints Catholic
4th & Sopris * 641-0808
7:30am Sunday; 4pm Thursday
Confession before Sunday Mass

Union Congregational
== 4th & Maroon * 349-6405
* 9am Sunday Worship

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

lieve that there would not be
buyers for its water. Aurora
has indicated that it feels
differently and would continue

with  the Collegiate Peaks
project even if Two Forks is
approved.

NECO recently wrote a
letter asking Denver to delay
the public hearings on the
Metropolitan Denver Water
Supply Draft Environmental
Impact Statement, a massive
compilation which has

Planning  Commission  that
NECO already has the water
rights for the proposed $100
million Rocky Point Reservoir,
which he believes would be
“the most efficient power
location in the country”, and
will file a final application for
this project in September, 1987.
Rocky Point Reservoir, at
11,658 feet elevation would be a
4000-5000 acre foot body of
water above Taylor Reservoir
with a small ring dam, used to
generate 1000 ﬁamls of
peaking power w would be
marketed in Colorado as well
as states south and west of us.

In the proposal, water from

"East Colorado grabbed all the industry and
now they're complaining because they have
pollution. Why not send the industry here
where there is water?” —Purvis Vickers

recently been released.  NECO
believes that the Draft EIS
does not - look at every
alternative,  favoring  Two
Forks while ignoring the
potential of the Union Park
Reservoir. Many objections to
Two Forks have been raised
including its impact on
endangered species and the
bighorn sheep, deer and elk
habitat, as well as the fact
that it would dam up one of
Colorado’s eight gold medal
fisheries. The environmental
impacts of Two Forks may cost
the users more than
$100,000000 to  mitigate.
NECO believes that the Union
Park Reservoir would be a much
more cost-effective alternative.

Miller © also told the

the Taylor Reservoir would be
pumped up 2100 feet irto the
Rocky Point Reservoir during
periods of low demand tk.rough
a 17 and a half foot tunnel and
released  through reversible
pump generation during high
demand times. NECO obtained
these  water  rights  for
nonconsumptive use in 1982 and
began drilling the site for
testing purposes last summer.
Whether or not the Unior: Park
Reservoir becomes a neality,
NECO hopes to build the Rocky
Point plant and could have it on
linc as carly as 1995.

Residents raise concerns

"How will this (Union
Park and Rocky Point) benefit
the people in  Gunnison
County?” Water Board member
Purvis Vickers asked. “Eastern

Colorado grabbed all the
industry and now they're
complaining because they have
pollution. Why not send the
industry here where there is
water?"

Tom Henry, the District
Wildlife Manager for the
Department of Wildlife
questioned Miller's terming the
environmental ~ impacts  of
NECO's plan "minor.”

‘1 do see major problems,”
Henry said. He brought up the
elk migration routes which
cross Union Park as well as the
calving and fawning that take
place there and pointed out
that there are elk and bighom

sheep herds “right in the
middle” of the proposed Rocky
Point Reservoir site.

"It looks like Taylor
Reservoir is sitting there like a
toilet,” Rick Sherman, wildlife
biologist, said, referring o tfw
draining and filling of the
Taylor Reservoir for the
projects. “You're talking about
an important resource of
Gunnison County,” he said. "As
a fisheries biologist I don’t see
you maintaining enough water
to keep a major fishery going.”

Dick Bratton, attorney for
the Upper Gunnison River
Water Conservancy  District
raised a number of concerns. He
questioned  the ecase of
transporting power out of
Taylor Park, whether a market
exists for this power, and
stated that the amount of
water available in the Upper
Gunnison basin is "debatable.”
Bratton® also took issue with
NECQO's desire to take Gunnison
County water without having
to pay for it. "There's very
tough competition going on,”
Bratton said after the meeting.
"They (NECO) are making it
sound simple but it's very
complex.”
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‘[7'$424 million project
3rd water suitor wants
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to divert Gunnison's
‘water to Eastern Slope

by Laura Anderson

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

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

Planning Commission meeting.
NECO's proposed Union
Park Reservoir would hold as
much as 900,000 acre feet of
water, twice as much as
Denver's total current storage
capacity. Depending on whose
figures are used regarding the
minimum stream flow
requirements for the Taylor
River, a yearly average of
60,000 to 80,000 acre feet of
water would be pumped from
the Taylor Reservoir, up 800
feet into Union Park, located at
a 10,052 foot elevation. Miller
called the environmental
impact of the proposed

reservoir, "minimal.”

Miller explained that the
water would only be taken from
the Taylor Reservoir when a
surplus existed. During very
dry years no water would be
available “while  during wat
years 140,000 acre feet might be
a reasonable expectation. The
water would be stored in the
Union Park Reservoir until
Denver needed it. Then it
would be piped thrcugh a 42

mile  conduit urder the
Continental Divice into
Cottonwood  Creek  which
would flow into the Arkansas

River and end up in Denver's
Antero Reservoir. The cost of
the plan would be $424 million,
making it one of the largest
construction _projexts _in  the
country.

—_—

Gothic might be site of water

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

eventually may want to expand
its operation by appropriating
water frorn the East River and

continued cn page twelve

Only five students presently enrolled |
Future of Crested Butte's 7th, 8th
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UNION PARK WATER SUPPLY PROJECT
SYSTEM COMPARISON

UNION  TWO COLLEGIATE
PARK FORKS RANGE

Capital Cost $424M $400-500M $343M
Sate Annual 155,000 AF 98,000 AF 53,000 AF
Yield-Initial
Capital Cost per $2700 $4000-5000 $6500
Acre Foot
Annualized Cost $230 $340-425 $550
per Acre Foot
Future Expansion 150,000 AF 260,000 AF 30,000 AF
Expansion Annualized ¢,450-500 $500-800 $500-600
Cost per Acre Foot

Front Range Denver ‘n
Users West Slope Area Henuey
Environmental Impact  Minimal Major Moderate

Recreation Positive Negative Negative

7 U923V
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SUNNMARY OF RESEARCH REGARDING GUNNISON-ARKANSAS PROJECT

March 21, 1986
Bureau of Rerlamation, Grand Junction, CO 0

The Gunnison-Arkansas Project appears to be pgrounded in
Bureau projects and studies of the late 1930's and the
1940's according to the Pureau's own history of past
investipations. WPA funding in 1935 marked the beginning
of the study of water supply in Colorado, and out of this
"some areas and projects, including the Gunnison-Arkansas
Project, warranted further investigation...Investipgations
on the ltestern Slope were started about 1936...In June
1910, a comprehensive reconnaissance survey was started to
determine the possibilities for optimum Gunnison-Arkansas
Project development. Surveys were bepun in the Gunnison
Rasin in the fall of 1943 to obtain preliminary data on
exlsting water use and control facilities, reservoir and
dam sites, hydroelectric power sites, and potential trans-
mountain diversion sites," The chronolopy assoclated with
this prolect indicates a long-standing interest on the
part of the Pureau of Reclamation,

For orpanizational purposes, the data examined may be
considered in four sections:

1. Interim Report, Gunnison-Arkansas Project,Colorado.
13 volumes; June Igﬁ??—ﬁFsﬂect Planning Report Ho.(-Ba.hdg-0,
U.5. Dept. of the Interior, Pureau of Reclamation. See the
attachment, "List of Supporting Appendix Reports," for an
Index of volumes contained In this edition of data regard-
inf, the preoject,

Contained in this report are two plans:

A. a minimum plan called "Initial Development";

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

Maximum Gravity Diversion phase of the project.

2. Interim Report, Gunnison-Arkansas Project,Colorado.

16 volumes; September 1909: Project Planning Report No.T-Fa.l9-1.

U.5. Dept. of the Interior, Pureau of Reclamation. Please
see the attachment, "List of Supporting Appendix Reports,"
for an index of volumes contained in this other edition.
This serles of volumes alonp with a supplement entitled
Initlal Development Gunnison-Arkansas Project, Special Re-
ort, were presentec to the Governor of Colorado who lor-
warded the project to the Colorado Water Conservation Board.

Atch. 1

-

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

3. Report of the Policy and Review Committee (of the
Colorado Water Conservatlon Poard.) June 15, 1950. This
volune discusses the commentary of this body on the "Interim
Report on the first stare of the proposed Gunnison-Arkansas
Project." The committee concludes that a smaller project
than the "Initial Phase" would not be "justifiable". It
submits "Operating Principles for the Fryingpan-Arkansas
Project”". MNote that even the name of the project is be-
coming, ambirmuous, It 1s surrmested by some that the project
be renamed "Fryingpan-Arkansas Project" to be more descrip-
tive of its scope. This "... shall not be implied as an
abandonment of their expressed intention to obtain approval
of a proJect from the Gunnison River, nor shall approval
of this provision by Western Colorado representatives be
construed as any consent on their part to the authorlzation
of a2 project for the exportation of water from the Gunnison

River to Eastern Colorado."

4. FPeripheral Data. These are assorted volumes filed
with the Interim Report, Gunnison-Arkansas Project, and
rellated to 1t, They are listed chronolofically,
llontrose Power Investipations/Colorado., Gunnison River Dam
Preliminary Lstimate. September 29, 1939,
Gunnison-Arkansas ProJect - Colorado. Almont Dam. Very
Freliminary Deslgn and Estimate. January 3, 1946.
U.S. Dept. of the Interior, Pureau of Reclamation. White-
water Unit-Colorado. Information Requlred for Prepar-
atlion of Preliminary Desings (sic) and Estimates for Bridge-
port Dam and Kannah Creek Dikes. Grand Junction, CO. Nov.1,
1948. Includes photos, maps, topo, tables, charts, etc.
United States Dept, of the Interior/Bureau of Reclamation,
Uvper Colorado Hiver, "Heport on Search for Potential
Reservolr ©ites in the Roaring Fork Basin above the
Aspen Reservoir Site." August 31, 1949,
Official Comments and Recommendations of the State of Colorado
on_the Initial Development, Gunnison-Arkansas Project
Hoarlng Fork Diversion, Colorado. Aug. 1, 1951.
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cokts e arab‘; entials of the three alternatives. Although the capital
OWB's var‘ioquex < e, we believe the anironmenta'l and socioeconomic costs ‘of
unaccemablc-whef? E;mn systems identified in the Draft EIS will render them
Y Farks. s11 of Duﬂe'y fare fully understood by the people of Colorado. After
e Colzarado R s future expansion plans require additional water from the
diverstons, ani 1t 1. These rivers have already been hard hit by transmountain
West Slope. This is also the fastest growing and most affluent region on the
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have controlling wa:g; 1§gﬂfﬁlgnaTgiinyironmenta1 ressont.. Even though IV eay
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i farf:;‘ Ft:woentllpger Gunnison/Uncompahgre Valley area is sparsely populated
Eransoninbatn d‘lvers?nge population pressure, and has never been tapped for
aetun] Tequirepent FDn. Becau§e of the economic trends in agriculture, the
i LB ol s aur water s decreasing in this extensive farmingl and
river states. In ther€EU]t' more water is being lost by Celorado to the down
W11 b Nookdny: for waysn%otsggiiit anﬁqars water owners in the Gunnison Basin
water fhat 3% slrnlis £ agricu]tu:g :;eJEher use and return for some of their
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froit. HECO'S: Rocky ‘B 0 al;o outTines the future benefits Colorado will realize
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Authority, the expECtegerso?w?e? D D et i e
for much of the cost of U?Iion‘r'ar?m power exportation to other states could pay

Summar n : g
e W S e S R il e
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slopes a::J”tj;,emm,‘,z 1‘" harmony with the long term trends and inter;sttslgf 'll)c])iﬁ
caidd: Le covereghbs EU?fDEDl?ZigD' In addition, most of the cost of Union Park
are controlled under a single Suthffff;. sales from Rocky Point if both projects

In view i 5 %

thie Drafﬁgzlghie;?éionale_conta1ned‘1q this letter, NECO respectfully request
i A Rl process be modified to accomodate a fair comparison of ti
fydialugy, Uhic v$. We will continue to offer our assistance to analyze tl
ke e }equirédcsg d be confirmed in less than 60 days. Although moge ti
ol e Bl estanhrm the detailed geologic, engineering, environmenta
couldl be gompletad in‘ggtfsv we believe a concentrated review of existing da
el My days to give reasonable estimates and confidence in t
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The short term decision between Union Park and Two Forks is extremely important
to the long term development of Colorado water for the next 50 years. If Two
Forks is constructed, the large sunk cost will tend to force further water
development and diversions from the Upper Colorado River area. If Union Park
prevails, the Upper Gunnison will receive its fair share of the state's future

water conservation projects.
favorable response to thic letter, as we believe strongly in
tion to achieve the most cost effective water systems for the

people of Colorado. If in a few days an indication of cooperation_is not
apparent, we will unfortunately be forced to seek whatever 'erCdIQS are
available to insure compliance with the intent of federal legislation.

Sincerely,
Allen D. (Dave) Miller
President

We are hopeful of a
a spirit of coopera

ADM/bm

4 Attachments
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NATURAL ENERGY RESOURCES COMPANY

February 16, 1987~

-
r. William H. Miller
ecretary - Manager
oard of Water Commissioners
ity and County of Denver
600 West Twelfth Avenue
enver, C0. 80254

r. Robert C. McWhinnie
hief Executive 0fficer
etlropolitan Water Providers
18 South Cherry Street
enver, C0. 80222

olgnei Steven G. West
« 5. Army Corps of Engineers
15 Horth 17th Street .
maha, Nebraska 68102

ubject: Draft EIS - Unfon Park Water Supply Project Alternative

=
antlemen:

alural Energy Resources Com
atur Company (NECO) hereby requests delay of the public
t;{é;g;t onw!.he Metropolitan Denver Water Supply Draft Environmental [I,mpact :
Itamnr {aft EIS). A delay is essential to provide the public -an
l[ernaLivy l? compare the viable Union Park alternative with the Draft EIS
a”umng:es efore the Final EIS is issued. NECO's position is based on the'
iy
- Evaluation of Alternati ]
gggﬂw haon; oL Altern: .wes THE NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (NEPA), AS
€ ]él?chSS PLm‘l;I_!NG ACT OF 1974, AS AMENDED BY THE NATIONAL FOREST MANAGEMENT ACT
; pecifically require evaluation of all viable alternatives in the EIS

rocess. 1z Tk s
Unsidered_””rortunaleb& Union Park is a legitimate alternative that was not

esegggﬁroﬁm‘e';isml Water The attached Bureau of Reclamation's Summary of
ell brmum L6 IE?]"; C"Q} water from the Upper Gunnison shows this alternative was
= ool %a 1“820 orado water community since the late 1930's (atch.1). NECO
here was consider [b])' water attorneys and retired Bureau executives who knew
ar aietan erable unallocated water that could be used on the East Slope
hoir 1ndegpnd<;::;,rp|?5§s'1 Rurora discovered this fact from a NECO founder, and
ome  unknown roasoﬁv r&Dgy study confirmed the numerous previous studies. For
ansidaced o tine » iu:re appears to be no evidence the Upper Gunnison was
caft E15.  1mo rtii?p ng of over 100 Denver water supply alternatives for the
he. ik I.U Importation of water from the Missouri River was considered, while
Saeo0 ) Union Park Reservoir sile was ignored. Union Park is located in the

tate's wettest i : : y
nlerg l’.eservuir.unt"ﬂped basin only 42 miles by gravity conduit to Denver's

P.O. Box 667 - Palmer Lake, Colorado AN133 . (303) 481-2003

ET SEQ. and the FOREST AND RANGE LAND RENEWABLE “

P
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3. Efficiency of Union Park Attachment 2 shows how an average of 60,000 acre
feet per year from the high altitude Union Park Reservoir can improve the
overall efficiency of Denver Water Department's (DWD) existing reservoir system
(Antero, Eleven Mile, Cheeseman, and Dillon).  Depending on the minimum stream
flow requirements assumed for the Taylor River, a yearly average of 60 to 80,000
acre feet of water can be pumped from Taylor Park Reservoir into Union,Park
storage to augment Denver's system whenever demand dictates. The upper graph
(extracted from the Draft EIS) indicates a wide year to year variation in
weather caused divertible yield for the existing system. Although Denver's
total current storage capacity is 483,000 acre feet, the safe annual yield is
only 295,000 acre feet because of the need to cover the unpredictable dry
periods indicated by the red areas. The blue areas indicate the actual volume
of water required from Union Park in dry years to increase DWD's safe annual ~
yield from 295 to 450,000 acre feet. This equates to 155,000 acre feet increase
in safe annual yield, compared to 98,000 increase with the Two Forks
alternative. The bottom chart shows how the 900,000 acre feet Union Park
Reservoir fluxuates using actual inflows and outflows to maintain 450,000 safe -
annual yield for Denver's total system. In other words, this yearly average
60,000 acre feet of insurance water from the West Slope actually multiplies into
155,000 acre feet increase in safe annual yield for Metro Denver.

The Bureau of Reclamation controls water releases from Taylor Park Reservoir. U,’{"S(r
Assuming a lower (more likely) minimum stream flow on the Taylor River, there &1.%,
would be a yearly average of 80,000 acre feet of surplus water that could be ',,»r
pumped into Union Park for transmountain diversion. With this additional 20,000 2 ¢
acre feet, the safe annual yield of Denver's system would be increased by 25,000 ;“")
acre feet for a total safe ‘annual yield of 475,000 acre feet (Atch.3). This jgfu“ ﬁ)'r
shows the multiplier effect decreases with the higher volumes. _9,;’7 c‘,/
[

In addition to this multiplier effect, Union Park insurance water should provide cu"')/
greater operational flexibility to increase the efficiency of Denver's existing
reservoir system. For example, current practice is to maintain_nearly full

reservoirs as much as possible to cover the unpredictable dry periods. This w{(
means there is often insufficient storage available to capture infrequent flood ,-f“ic;
waters.  This is the primary purpose of Two Forks Dam. However, with the4r{| ul”
insurance water available from Union Park, Jower optimum operating levels could ‘..'f*

he maintained with confidence to capture the same flood waters that are needed C,T ‘))
Lo obtain an _increase in the safe annual yield under the Two Forks concept. We \

believe Denver Water Board's (DWB) existing river flow and reservoir models can r\\,)'))fl
be readily used to computer simulate different operational scenarios to show o7
additional East Slope storage is not required with Union Park Reservoir. NECO '1,/._,--”
has offered DWB engineering assistance on several occasions to expedite a q.r
computer simulation to help determine the total real value of Union Park to the JJ,“
current Denver system. ()

4. Cost and Yield Comparison Attachment 4 summarizes the economic and
environmantal/socioeconomic costs and benefits of the Union Park, Two Forks, and [V
Collegiate Range alternatives. Although the construction costs are comparable ||
using the same estimating criteria, the dollar costs per acre foot of yield are
about 50% less with Union Park. The environmental and socioeconomic costs of , 4 / "
Union Park and Collegiate Range have not been thoroughly evaluated. However, |7 i\)’y 3
preliminary analysis indicates the remote, off river, Union Park site is "~ ¢ fﬂ
relatively benign compared to the other alternatives. In fact, Union Park may B N 3
have an overall positive environmental impact because the "dry year" concept is ‘l%;
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fore: me. this
acknowledgcd be
s”f‘smeey t::seob Decker as Mayor of the

tcipal corporatlon.

',c st of detivering Pergeq
: . : - ua:w”“WF”““""
water to Antero Re.erv r. -Houever*"fn flmes o? shortage Parker.“

end Gunnlson shall have equal nrlorltl

R RN oS

F COLORADO
STATE OF cOLORADD

COUNTY or eeuetﬁs

beforce me this
as acknowlecgjed ° of
(The . Forquﬁngalnsr;;;ezg :llen 0. Miller as President

13 !
XS] day of

tion.
¢ Colorado Corpora
ources Company, a

Natural Energy Res

]' hlch each ls entltled.

. This Agrecment constltutes the entlre agreement between
' the Seller and the Purchaser

Iyt

and upon execution hereof.
provlslons of any agreenent whlch have not been expres
lncorporated herein shall

any'

My commlsslon expires:

slyf 52&,1 . Lo b L
ary Public Lo
N ' S
VISR Laatan
C. ST
/)-«.\v/

be deemed null and votd and of no

effect.. No oral

agreement may moley thls reement. All

molelcatlons or amendments shall be in wrlt1ng slgned S& both

the Seller ang the Purchaser.

-32{12%24;:&=§L&Q===a¢£?

Ae_Secregary FIRT

varet




other obltgatlon herehnder

to treat this Agreement Bs being 1n Full Force and ef#ect

and “the. nnn-deFaultlng party shall"have the Flght o an actfon

for.SDECIfic performance or damages, or. both. ‘ . _;}‘

R

Agreement on its behalf have been reguiar]y authorlzed to do s0

by that entlty s governing Board or Council. as the case may be.

:NECO holds harmless and shall Inqqmany Purchaserrfrom

20..

project. "~ NECO shall conform to all applicable construction and

safety n%ﬁulatlons. and sha!ilmaintainaln'Force liabllity

‘bonding suitable, appropriate and customary Fcr the

!ncluding suFFlc!en

.and status oF the: Pro]ect

ls not'performed as hereln prov1ded.f

19. Each party represents that the persons executing thls

Notice- to NEéo‘maﬁ3also be provided In writing to its registeréd

agent. Any notice given by first class mall shall be deemed

eFFective thrée ans after malling; notices by methods which

provide written evtdence of delivery such as certified mail with

return recelpt'o f;onal service shall be deemed effective upon

actuai delivery

gflﬁs that any arrangements Involving transfer

to anbthe; enéi;y-nf azny of NECO’s rights, title or interest In
or needed to carry through the Application or Project will be
subject to this Agreement and that NECO will obtain a binding
agreement from the transferees under which the transferees will
belegalbeoundbytheundertaklngsandagreementsoFNECOhereundcr.

23. NECO agrees that any sale, assignment or transfer In
whole or (n part of any of {ts iInterest in the Application or-.

Project shall be subject to prior written approval by Purchaser,

which shall not be unreasonably withheld provided the transferee

peid KN .
has the technical and financial capabllity to pursue the Project.

24. All of the beneflts and obligations of this agreement

shall accrue to .and be binding upon the as3signs or successors in
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i xXpenses

may lnclude replacemer

ccats oF llmited IIFe tlme ftems whlch '

oF pumps. generators.

valves and th
e like, but not to include reconstructlon of

or the Conveyance Facilltles.

the  dam

“and not to tncludg duplication of

Costs which hav
e been charged’ under other accounts
+ hor to

Include retlrement of debt

11. Iltle shall be mer—chantable n 1 r as of clos g.
1 Selle

If title to
any water, water ri{ght or storage sp
merchantable, P
then at the option of the Purchaser thi
iy o con 3 contract
sideredg void and oF no eFFect or Pur h
Chaser may

Proceed under Paragraph 1g, e

et

shal | so. < = T,
L P vide, ‘EVE| thEiESS' NECO shal | SBVE PUV] ClIaSEI -. |
har "”&55 l IOm all CO t 1 l n i <l I"l F pur sufug the g ‘
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which

ks

NEC?-ggrgqs.tpuupdértcke and.carry.but promptly, diligently and

It la'agreeﬁ that, because the present water statutes

P

Appllcatfoﬁ. not for the purpose of hostility to the Appllcatlon
or tne Project but for the purpose of being a party to such
proceedings In ‘order to be able to protect Gunnison‘s water rlghts.

14. . This Agreemcnt Imposes on Purchaser no obligation to
assist.. NECO fq litigation, administrative proceedings, project
financing, or otherwise than as specifically provided herein.
Purchaser -fs not a co-applicant In the Application.

15. A counterpart of this Agreement may be recorded'by any

party hereto. This Agreement may be executed with one or more

counterpart signéture pages.

16. Seller shall not encumber or suffer a lien to remain
recorded upon any of the rights to recelive water, water, water
storage space or electric power as to which Purchaser has an?
Interest hereunder or which Purchaser has the right to acquire by ~

exercise of an option hereunder. Any seéurity interest glven by 

Seller to finmance the project, or otherwise, shall beliubordlnate'

and Junior to the rights of Purchaser under this contract.

17. Seller shall regularly keep Purchaser Informed of

fts corporate status, encumbrances upon the Project, other

parties to whom water or storage space is sold, contracted or




be eFits der!ved From thls agrecment by NECO which 5 ackrawledged

to be Full and satlsfuctory constderation. the right to purchase-

as much electrlcity.

inrthc CIty s sole'deteqnlnation.

as thc

oF Gunnison s other <upplliers at the tlme.

;(ncluding purchases

that Gunnison makes from the cheral

government. Gunnlsnn shall

at !ts sole option furnish or pay for at NECO s cost the energy

necessary to pump the .ater lnto the upper re5urvoir from thch

its. sal
d power will Gunnison s power shall be

be generated.

metered and delivered at the-low-voltage side of the NECO

substation, and It shall be the responsibility of Gunnison to

arrange necessary wheellng contracts 6r alternéte del lvery

_methads._-The right to purchase power under:tnls paragrapﬁ is

& ;
greed to be effective and to vest immediately upon execution

hereof; It is not an option even though it is recognized by the

parties thét such power cannot as a practical matter be purchased

by Gunniaoh until

"termlnation.

poAer pufdﬁase obligations.

Fa All obligations of Purchaser excepé the earnest money

decree purauant to’ the Auplication. after concluslon of appeals

.pv,_A

stabllshing that the water rights

i that orirelated litigation,
il : -

the variousA

stage qf tﬁe hydroelectric works of the Project and expiratlon..

or renegot[atlon oF the Clt?'s presently existing

a future date upon completion of the first ?

and'ere aJso s nlor to any otner water storage right of

No. 4.

over 200 acre Feet,for which application was filed in said Court

:

PSBL. or ‘which relates back to calendar year

1' 92-306. 1er otrerwise.
8. All.obllgat!ons of Purchaser hereunder are also

contlingant upon dereat or subordination by NECO of a sufficient

quantity QF c0ndi§{gnal water rights to establish that the rights

to water of Purchaser under paragraphs | and 2 hereof are within

the saFe yleld of the Project. - However, NECO shall not attempt

to defcat or subordina;e 17,000 AF of the water storage rights

decreed to the City of Gunnison fn Case 81CW307 at such reservoir

sites decreed in that cuse which Gunnison shall select.

9. Closing of purchases hereunder shall occur at the

«he Purchaser within a year after .the

municipal offices of

occurrence of the condition described in paragraph 1, or within a

year after the exercise of options described in other paragraphs.

as the case may be, or at such earlier date as Purchaser may

upon payment or-tender as above provided

request. At closing,

and compliance with the other terms and provisions hereof, Seller

snall execute a. good and sufficient warranty deed or other and

equivalent evidence of ownership to Purchaser, conveying the

perpetual right to receive water, or the water stcrage space, as

the case may be, free and clear of all llens, encumbrances, or




under Colorado case lawi

NOW, "THEREFORE, Seller and Purchaser, - fn consideration of

ONE: THOUSAND.
o SN TR ; b N e
thetsdditional ‘consideration-and the mutual

¢ re "

recited herefn, AGREE AS FOLLOMS: . .

Lf"?;;rchaser ag. ees to bdy ?roﬁ Seiter. and Seller agrees
to sell t; Purchaszr <he right to recefvz, In perpetulty, 1,000
acre fcet of water per year of the safe yleld of the ProjJect, for

a tbtal:éne time purchasz> price to Gunnison of TWO HUNDRED

THOUSAND DOLLARS ($20C,000), payable as follows: -$1,000 Rereby

receipted for, and the balance due In cash or certiffed funds
upon coﬁp1etlon of the Project to such a state of éonstruction
that 1t has the legal and physical capabil{ty.to actually delfver
such amount of water to said purchaser. This commitment to
purchase shall explire 21 years from date hereof {f not previously
closed pursuant to paragraph 9.

2s Seller grants to Purchaser the option to purchase

we right;to recefve in perpetulty up to an additional 2,000 acre

;ear of the safe yleld of the Project for a totat,oﬁe

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

to Seller  no later than twenty-one (Zl)r&éars from the date

hereof or within six months after completion of the Project to

such a sfate of éDnStructIon that 1t has the: legal and physlcal_

ssentlal to avold possible dismissal of the Application

($1.006.00) fn hand pald by Purchaser. .

capapl]it} td'actuglly deliver such amount of water to Purchaser,

whichever occurs sconer.
. o Seller grants to Purchaser the optlon to purchase
up'to,lz.opp_gcre,Fget of reservolr storage space In the Project,

beyond“fhéfk‘:‘ ;¥opwinich It 1s entitled by virtue of purchases

of water under‘Paraurapns 1 and 2, at a one time purchase
price oF~F1?TY DOLLARS'(ssc.OO) per acre foot of space, for
storage of such water as Purchaser may wish to store therein,
including by way of example and not by way of I|imitation carry-
over of safe. yleld water or the conditfonal water storage
rights decreed In Case 81CW307 in sald Court. Such option shall
be exercised by written notlige delfivered to Seller no later than
twenty-one (21) years from the date hereof.

4. Seller grants to Purchaser the right to expeditlously
participate Iin any expansions of the Project beyond the water
rights applied for in the Appllication attached hereto, on an
equal basis with the most favored other particlipants, for up to
five per cent (5%) of the additional water rights, storage space
and other facilitlies of such expansions. These rights of
participation are agreed to be effective and to vest immediately
upon execution hereof; they are not opticns.

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

outlet works of the prolject.




AGREEMENT

This Agreemcnt: entered into this 14th day of January ,
1987 , by and between Hatural Energy Resources Company, a Colorado
corporation, with plice of business at 3855 Highway 105 West,

Palmer Lake, Colorado 80133 (herelnafter referred to as "NECO" or

as "Seller"), and the City of Gunnison, a Colorado municipal
corporation, P. 0. Box 239, Gunnison, Colorado 81230, (referred

to herelnafter as "Gunnison" or aﬁ "pyrchaser"), WITNESSETH THAT:

A. Whereas, NECO represénts that it has full, merchantable
and unencumbered t{tle to a conditlional decree for water rights
Issued June 14, 1984, by the District Court for Water Division
No. 4, State of Colorado, In Case B82CW340, to store water from
the Taylor River, Lottis Creek and Willow Creek for hydroelect;ic
purﬁoses in a reservoir, the south abutment of which s located
at a polnt which bears South 15° 20° 19" West 22,332.95 feet from
the NW Corner of Section 21, Township 14 South, Range 82 West of
the 6th P.M. In Gunnison County, Colorado; and

B. Whereas, NECO intends to file during calendar year 1986
In the offlce of the Clerk of the sald District Court for Water
Division No. 4, an application for water storage rights for

municipal and transmountain purposes at substantially the same

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

referred to as "the Application"™ or "the Project"): and

-t

c. Whereas, NECO represents that I1ts agents or employees

have engaged In open and notorlious actlvities In support of the
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project referred to In the foregoing paragraph B, sufficlent to
establish an appropriation date earlier than and a priority
senfor to the appllication filed by the City of Aurora In Case
B6CW37 in saild Court; and

D. wWhereas, Guralson requires a supply of municipal water -
fn the form of stored water or water storage rights to supplement
its existing water supply. and also requires a supplybf hydroelectric
power to supplement the electrical power presently purchased by
Its municipally owned electrlic utillity; and

E. Whereas, NEZO has tendered to Purchaser a certain
report by Ebasco Services, Incorporated, entitled "Unfon Park
Water Supply Project Reconnalssance Evaluation Study" dated
October, 1986, which predicts a safe yleld (safe yleld ﬁeans the
average amount of consumptive use water which the project would
yleld over an extended perfod of time from the water rights
referred to at paragraph B) for NECO‘s water rights referred to
{n foregoing paragraph B of about 60,000 acre feet per year, and
contemplates a reservolr with capacity of at least 600,000 acre
feet, together with a pipellne or conduit to Antero Reservoir on
the South Platte River, with other facilities and capabilities
all described In safd report, upon the correctness and accuracy
of which Purchaser Is relying;: and

F. Whereas, NECd has at present no other contracts with
municipal or quasi-municipal end users of its water, and such

contracts committing suct. purchasers to purchase some Project
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NATURAL ENERGY RESOURCES COMPANY

January 14, 1987

SPECIAL WATER REPORT

To: The People of Colorado
Subject: Union Park Water Supply Project vs. Two Forks

i do a
_rl“_ i i de the people of Colora
: urpose of this report is to provi ] Bl gt
Zu;agsedndegzgan%inpg of Union Park Water Supply Project as compa
proposed Two Forks Reservoir alternative.

] i tantially
Prob lem: Although the Union Park Water §uouly- P:o.}eifltu:es Ccsalljlc:iado e
superior to the Two Forks alternative, certain elements L
unity and media are trying to ignore and/or Suppress th i She i
Sﬁﬂ“ 1r.'yis too late to stop Two Forks. The u]t;m;.te;mggasxgecause D N ie
i have major economic and environmenta § ey

E:??ﬁer;;: :I:J]"Mueprint" for Colorado waterrdevelooment for the next ¥

Hence the need and importance of this report.

artment has
Background for Two Forks: For decades Lhe-Denvert'u:terlhgegneology for a
nized the Two Forks site as a good reservoir locatio “indeed impressive.
s Tlent, and the 1.1 million acre feet capacity is sl o
‘Tiﬁ’:; ;:u;:ﬁ: nﬁruc’rse of Two Forks is to catch the “npmd;dab]‘[ehereoois no doubt
later municioal use throughout the Denver metro ?re“:l Hydrologists have
ditional water is required for the projected growth. f Denver's existing
b bk ks will increase the "safe annual yield” o ¢ tha BeonGmiE
Caserve Twotl-'orbs wwhout 32 percent. This is significant, :’TL Any future
G orrironie "LTI :us;ts are very high for the expected bene sive: BECaNSE
and _environmen 1d from Two Forks is also limited and very expens S iy hisn
i g 1?ie);1efrom both sides of the divide west of Denver hdag'et?on to these
water i"““%it by population demands of the metro area. In a ‘envirénmenta‘
it d gu ly concerns, Two Forks would have serious grck: o (bl
e e ann na?.piona] record $36 million has already hee? r]r.vircrnmenta]
E,l:c?::‘;zrﬁentﬂ Impact Study (EIS), and the cost to_ln}.t19§;:t Lrleizwzer Fishing is
damage to endsngered species ond some of the natwnlst ater recreation near
owing by the day. Two Forks would provide more f Chon 1 water levels will
ggnverg bl.llft the steep canyon walls and extreme flu(;t.l:lit..mn :':ry JirFienit ond
ke marina and other recreation support Activi 1esh ‘the high cost and
‘:i ensive. In short, it is highly questionable WhebL Crfit -- especially if
enSirnnmeﬁta] impact of Two Forks is worth the limited bene
there is a better alternative. . 8

jal of Union
Background for Union Park: The water conservation and power goﬁ!ig:‘;’ (NECO) was
2c (g irst isioned when the Natural Energy Resources Comy rs and some
R e%vns veral retired Bureau of Reclam"L.w“ u“m[‘wﬂ reservoir
formed in 1982 yllnsieoﬂ Park is a very large, high .?]L‘LU(IC"M'd:rsouth of the
¥?t§r1325223ey1;' a remote area just west of the Continental Divi

P.O. Dax 667 « Palmar | ake, Golorado ANIAA « (303) AR1-2003

existing Taylor Park Reservoir in the Upper Gunnison area.

excellent- dam site, and the dam cost for a 900,000 acre f
relalively low compared Lo Two Forks. NECO is a private development company
with the objective of providing large scale water and power systems that will
benef it all of Colorado. We have a contract with three very large
international engineering firms who are investing their own development funds
to insure the eventual construction of the projects. Since 1982, NECO has been
evaluating its water and power potential with initial emphasis in the more
profitable hydroelectric area. We are now well along with the 1,000 megawatt,
$500 million Rocky Point Pumped Storage Project which will start construction
in 1990. This highly efficient underground power operation will provide low
cost peaking power for Colorado and other western states when it is completed
in 1994. Rocky Point, with its future expansion, will also help Colorado's

coal fired plants in the

Union Park has an
oot reservoir is

clean air policy by deferring construction of more
West. . :

In late 1985, NECO initjated public deliberations with the Colorado Water
Resources and Power D i ) to jointly deve op NECO's
waler and_power potential. Although CWRPDA was specifically chartered by the
state in 1981 to develop major water and

power projects for Colorado, their
Board decided in an April 17, 1986 meeting to fund a Lwo_year Upper Gunnison
Basin Study in lieu of ive participation in th i and Rocky Point
projects. ~ Since then NECO and its three major engineering firms have continued
their detailed studies. With the publication of Ebasco Services' October 1986

Union Park Water Supply Study, we are now in a position to offer our water and
power projects to the people of Colorado.

Bureau of Reclamation: The Bureau of Reclamation
funded, and constructed
projects in the country. The Bureau's approach was to consider the water and
Power needs and capabilities of a large geographic area. However, in recent
years federal participation has been very limited, and the development burden
is now on the individual states, cities, and utilities. Some of the ma jor
western states have done a reasonable job of accepting the broad planning
function. Unfortunately, in Colorade there has been little central planning,
direction, or coordination among the major providers of water and power. Each
city and utility does its own planning, and water and power needs in the state
are handled by many separate organizations. With regard to the various water
systems, the ownership of water rights is usually the primary driving force
that dictates the systems that are ultimately built. Water rights are usually
claimed or purchased in secret without much initial thought to alternatives or
the overall economic and environmental impact. When the resulting systems are
made public, it is very difficult to objectively evaluate how they impact the
overall public interest. It is even harder for organizations to change
direction, even when better systems become obvious. As a result, Colorado has
more water attorneys and engineers per capita than any other state, and our
economic progress is being burdened: by fragmentation, confusion, and chaos, in

the critical water industry. Two Forks is a good example of this inefficient
process,

has historically planned,
most of the major water conservation and hydroelectric

NECO's Approach: In contrast to the Tw
wide .vi_ew of power and water needs

engineers knew fro
the wettest areas of the state, with considerable s

2




The Community Hercld Ny bcr l@ 1965 9’
--Annual cost, mc'iuéng“ puriping mq‘qai.. ¥
.$55.6 million per year. An additional $13
million per year will be incurred in ovmng

and op g Costs.

‘;:9. s includ water supply, power
jon, flow - flood contro!-

fuhery and récreational benefiti; The mon- -
‘etary benefits have been assumed to come
from the :upply of water for mnnic:pu!
‘use to Colorado’ front range entitics and
mmthesaleofpowerforpeakingm

*from the pump
aiwater, va.lue of 85.000 per acre-l'oox of
annuat yneld. based upon the lowest capital
:cést of an alternate’ supply, the bencfits
fl‘om water, mpp!y. lon

by’ lhc water user. !umuing.lhc water

velue: to $7,500 per, acy ‘of annual
‘yidd,-’. fixed W .‘34
. 110; The. oompamon of costs and rev

enues . indicates. that the p_mjetl is eco-
ically and financially feasible with' the

Prince And Showgi™ ,l:anc vaJue of water uled Therein, with &
P misovies | SPPPR ot:lu mreuuofﬂxmllxon
— per-year, Increasing the. basic water value

Roys! owtad” lo $7,500; per acrefoot of annual “yield

Sediairics "™ | Uedicine the 0 $29 million per

| ciqarae | Year Al figures are- in 1986 values.

e jll Al and

4 % -;I. -

12.00 [ 12 80

Imﬂocaua"

: ments , examined uwlud;, i mg Taylot

Park Dam’instead of. ooa)‘t}xppung Union
Park: Dam and pumpingywater. from® Al-
mont or.Blue Mesa Reu;voiq. The Taylor
‘Park enlargement s y-equal in

cot vmh a number of, 1dygn!aga and

a8 "u: Union Park.

3N .‘Ppmx. e
\nj: ,}5.600 p« acr&toot.annual yield:
ter siage of deve!opmcm could include

his piimping plus raising Upfon Park Darn

ih the Colorado River Besin.

volumg.for dry year .
nupyly for Colorndo and downstream users

Auromq propowd Colle Rnnge
the major benefits and

‘using due costs ﬁgum published by Aurora,
the basic water cost per acro-foot of annual
| yield for Union Park and Collegme Range
are $4,200 and $6,500, mpecuvely Addit.
ionally, the Union Park Project is more
flexible in its operation, is not dependent
on additional East Slope. storage, has sig
nificant expansion capability and may have

12:00 | 12:30

less environmental and political impact
because of its remote, off-river location,

Logo Contest Winner

Ms. Caludia Thomas of Gunnison has
won a $100 cash prize for her entry in
the logo contest sponsored by Gunnison
Council {or the Arts, The Council sought a
design which was represeptative of both
visual and’ performing arts and feels Ms.

cus-Netaon Merdess” . Thomas's design befits its myriad of act.
ivities, The winner is an art graduate of
portslock | SpoCh. ‘WSC, ied and the mother of two
eatyles 1itd
olKd
—Legal Nonce
Movie PLEASE TAKE NOTICE, that the City of
- UpFroet Gunnison Planning and Zoning Commis-
uon has completed a Draft Revised City of
z ison Master Pian. A PUBLIC HEAR.
vio: “Heartteaaker ING will be held at the hour of7.30p.m on
the 10th day of December, 1986 in the Clly
" Counci! Chamb M
) Building, 201 West Vu'gum Avenue, Gun
nison Colorado to receive written and oral
testimony and comment on the Proposed
Movie
Z‘: 1986 City of Gunnison Master Pian, -
. Free copies of the Propacd Plan are
300 Dis Jockey ) uovnxlab[r Ile to the Public in the Planning
ice located in the Municipal Building. -
—Joo | O thould be addred
a0 Htcheock Hoot 10 the City Planning and Zoning Commis-
e Wicker Mas® . sign, 201 W. Virginia, Box 239, Gunnison,
x . Colorado 81230 by December 12, 1986, -

: For addmonal information pleasg” call
oetein© I the City PL g Office at 641-2447. .
B Whl&c&m&uﬂqﬂuﬂdmﬁﬂw 12

mare | 1598 Nore. 19, 1586, Nov. 26, 1966, Dee. 3, 1985,

Dec. 10, 1968,

- storage volume in & Front Range |

———

Poée 8 N:uu’bu’l‘l 1966 The Community Hereld

Union Park continued

effect upon the USBR's operation of the
Acpuull Unit’s reservoirs and power plants

and 3) the Union Park Reservoir with a
tota) volume ‘of 600,000 acrefeet could
store water from wet penods and carry it
over for delivery in dry p

.

SATURDAY

7:00

Tales

Facis
“Procd Rebel™

“peaking’’ water to firm up the lupply of
other water supply projects without addit-
ional storage. The average yicld could be
60,000 acre-feet per year. This type of
operation can replace a oomplnhle water

EEI?!

The storage would also belp to stabilize
flows on both slopes and improve the
efficiency of existing reservoirs in the
Platte and Arkansas drainages. .

4. The geologic conditions are generally
favorable fir the jon of the pro-

g

i

I
¢

ject. The regwn is one of latively low

Video Disc Joc

seismic h and
shoreline nabilxg are considered to be of a
nature thet special considerations and
cost will not be required. The d

nature of the rock at the dam site will
require extensive grouting to create the

desired impermeability of the foundati
and abutments. Rmvo;r water tightness
needs to be i igated. Tunneling con-

@hpapsapbbpgegqeﬂq

ditions should be reuonably good in what
uexpecwdwbegoodmck and materials
for a rockfill or rollemmpac!ed concrete
(RCC) dam are available in adequate quan-

. tities, Impermeable materia) for the dam i

core may be .in short supply within -a.
reasonsble distance so that an asphalt. or.

. conerete face may be required for a rock- -
. 'fill dam.

~1\" 5. The project layout consista of rock;

ﬁll &r RCC dam on Logtis Creek with crest -
at "clevation * 9989 feet, obout 370 feel

* :lgbove stréam level, impounding a total of

600,000 acrefest, an 11 foot diameter

“'tunnel connecting the Union Park Reser-

voir to Taylor Park Reservoir, an under-
ground 60 MW pumping planl wnh rever:
nble units which can be used fo,

-9
S

ﬂ |
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7:00

aﬂqqqqq
ole
=] .

8 .
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storage -operation, a lp:llway, an. oullet
works to Lottis Creek and an intake/
outlet at both Taylor-Park and Union Park *
‘Reservoirs. For supply to lhe Dcnver
litan area, the V)

duit 1o Antero- Reservoir on lhe Soulh
Platte River will.be about 42- miles long: -
Colorado Springs and -El Paso County
could also be supplied by a pipeline from
the South Platte River or by an alternate
route which would include a 25 mile
conduit to the Arkansas River and a 45
mile pipeline_ from Pucblo Reservoir. The
10,000 foot altitude of Union Park Reser.
voir facilitates a simple gravity flow system
to the South Platte or Arkansas River as
well as reducing evapunlion losses and
providing h:gh quality water.

6. The major. direct environmental im-
pacts from project development will be
from reservoir inundation. This will result
in the elimination and loss of use of wet-
lands, meadow and grazing land in Union
Park, the loss of a potential elk calving
area and interference with & big game
migration corvidor leading from the Taylor
River. Minor direct impacts will be from
the daily and annua! fluctuations in water
level and inundated shoreline of Union
Park and Taylor Park Reservoirs. These
minor impacts will be to fish species that
spawn in shallow water and to shoreli !

@h@pepﬁp@@p
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1:00
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aesthetics; there may be associated tur-
bidity and suspend s
well. Indirect impacts will be from in.
creased human activity in the area and the
resulting infringement on wildlife use zones.
Fisheries, recreation and regionsl eco-
nomic activity will be improved in the
Gunnison, South Platte andlor Arkansas
‘River basins.

1. The construction schedule anticipates
the start of construction in June 1990, with
completion of construction by the fall of
1994. Water storage would begin carly in

1994 with completion of the pumping unit-
and conveyance. The level of the reservoir
should be high-enough by mid-1995 to
allow pumped storage operation and di-
version to begin.

‘8. The cstimated cost for the project,”
based upon the arrangement described
PN A . .
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coat, owner’s cost and envir miti-
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Editor's note: As reported in previous
editions of The Community Herald, the
Notural Energy Resources Company (NECO)
commissioned .o study on ils proposed
Union Park Water' Supply Project. 'nlr

Imrpomzd. one of the top ten worldwide
zrrgmeenng irma.

~“Following is a report of the "'Conclusion
and Summary'' “of the Ebasco study.
Because of space limitations, The Com-
muynity Herald is not in o position to give

*| Conclusion | -
.| - This study: nhmn that - the - Union - Park

Water Supply ‘Project. can -regulate stream
flows to allow: beneficial uses within Colorado
4 of water now flowing out of the state in
excess of required In addition to
recreational, | fishery and flood _control
benefits for WuLSlope areas, the project

water “supply -for the major population
areas of Colorado Without depending on
additional water storage on the East Slope.
The capital cost for an:initial average supply
of - 60,000 - acre-{eet per year compares
favorably” with™ the “other “water nupp\y
projects clrrently 'being considered. In
addition, Union Park has' a future 'expan-

feet per year from Blue Mesa Reservoir
is in"the same rlnge a3 the mmal deve!

opment, Comrol lm{ mmﬂgcmenl of mrer
flows on bath slopes would improve year to

h Study Pro_]ect Resulis

a-more demhd-mebm of the- report. -
can’ provide fa: d:pemhhle, high: volume, .

sion capability. of perhaps 150,000 acre-

with an mmmeulal per acre feet cost that -

per year based on Taylor River records
since 1939 and. estimates for Lottis and

“South Lonttis Creeks. The high flow. into .

Taylor Park Reservoir has been nearly
245,000 acre-feet in 1957. The excess of
evaporation from Union park Reservoir
over plant rvnpolrmpmuon from the in-

-undated area is estimated to be 3, DOO acre-

feet per year.

2.An estimated average of 60,000 acre-
feet per year can be collected for storage
and later diversion of release while meeting
minimum ‘stream flows ‘and most senior
water rights, The major water rights of
others which affect storage in Union Park
Reservoir for later release or transmoun-
tain ‘diversion are the stipulated instream
flows totalling 87,000 acre-feet:per year
from Taylor Park Reservoir and 5,000 acre-
feet from Union Park Reservoir to supple-
ment South Lattis Creek's natural flows,
the rights associated with filling:the United

- States Bureau of Reclamation’s (USBR's)

Aspinall Unit Reservoirs and the genera.
tion of power at those power plants and the
water rights of the Uncompahgre Valley

Water, Users - Association_supported _by. |
“USBR's Taylor- Par

“there areé river management benefits asso-

Reservoir, Since

ciated vmh" Union Park, it has been
d that an t can be arra-

“nged with the USBR and the UVWUA to

use the available -water cooperatively to
supply all needs. The City of Aurora has
applied for a water right to divert the same
waler; transfer of this right to Union Park

year fishing and’ recreation while reducing
flood * d. “The" envir tal loss
of a remote l'ugb altitude meadow is also
offset somewhat by the addition of a large
reservoir for, r ion, and the I
mental ndu.nlage: of mammmng good
river flows’ ‘even in dry years.

The l’oﬂnuing points summarize in more
detail lhe results of the study presented
herein: -

1. The amount of water. which is physic-
ally available from the Taylor River at the
Taylor Park Dam and Lottis and South
Lottis Creeks averages 162,000 scre-feet

and perative development is a possi.
bility. The water right currently held by
NECO for Union Park Reservoir is for
filling the reservoir to a capacity of 325,000
acre-feet and operating as a pumped
storage project. In'order to serve as a water
supply project, rights for refilling and
diversion will have to be obtained.

3. Operation studies have been demonst-
rated, based on historical siream flows, that
1) Union Park storage can occur in the
context of the. USBR-UVWUA exchange
agreement without. interfering with UV-
WUA's entitled water diversions, 2) The
Union Park diversions would have a small

Lontinued on Poge 8

Reasonable, Sensible, and Sane:

Democracy at Work

The arraigument of James Allen Bruning
attracted a crowd of over eighty interested
spectators to the Gunnison County Court
Room last Thursday. Bruning had been
arrested October 28 and charged with two
counts of first degree sexual assault, one
count of second degree burglary, and one
count of second degree kidnapping.

The arrest of Bruning, a respected, well-
known ber of the Gunnison  com-

before whom he was being judged, that
Bruning had been advised of his rights
within the legal deadline.

After the posting of a §50,000 property
bond, supplied by three of his [riends,
Bruning was released from jail late Thurs-
day afternoon, On hearing the announce-
ment that bond had been met and that
Bruning's release was evident, a wave of

munity, and the manner in which charges
were filed, had triggered wide spread

tration connected, with the case, as evi-
denced by letters 1o the edilor, and com-
ments made by concerned citizens on’the
streel.

Care was taken by Cmmly Court Judge
AB, Gerry Reese 1. inform. the crowd,

criticism of the police and judicial adminis- _

Pr rippled through the crowd as they
sprung up with relief.

Preliminary Hearing

Bruning's preliminary hearing has been

- set for December 11,71986, at 1:30 pm at

the Gunnison County Court House,
At the hearing, the District Auorney's
office musi present evidence 10 show

members housed them for the night

probable cause that a crime has been
commited, according to the local county
court office.

If the judge believes there is enough
evidence, he will bind the case over for
trial. If not, the judge will dismiss the case,

Appel and Michacl Herschede had marched more than
2000 miles on behalf of prisoners of war remaining in Vietnam. Loeal VFW

R Y

the informed source concluded.
"This is all we were asking,'
said in the audience.
"That Bruning be treated decently and
fairly. This is reasonable, sensitive, and
sane!”

a lady

Wilson Recount

Re

I'he campaign committee of John Wilson,
local rancher secking the seat of State
Senator from the 5th District, has written
a letter to the Colorado Secretary of State
requesting a recount, according to Kathy
Rais, Wilson's campaign manager.

"It was just too close not to have a
recount,”" Rais explained. ""Unofficial figures
show that 30,801 voted.

"John Wilson received 15314 of the
voles, and Pastore 15,488," she continued.

"When the second place candidate is
within one percent of the first place
finisher, a recount is automatic,” the cam-
paign manager explained. ""One percent of
Pastore’s vote is 155 difference. Johnny
Wilson finished with a 174 difference,
50 the recount is not automatic.

Official figures are not available from
the Secretary of State for 20 days, during
which time the official records are gathered
together by the county clerks, according 10
Rais. For this reason, the Secretary of State
has also not declared winners yel, she
noted.

quested

The System
"We have requested itthe campaign
committee has requested the recount,”

recalled Rais.

"My understanding of the process, at
this time, is that the clerks count the votes
over again, in the presence of the voting
board members, one Democrat, one Repub-
lican. That is something we will be finding
more about,’ she stated.

The unofficial results show that Wilson
carried Gunnison, Delta, Hinsdale, Chaffee
and Rio Grande Counties, while Pastore
carried Alamosa, Costilla, Conejos, Sa-
guache and Mineral Counties. Some of the
counties do not have automated voting
equipment, and the human factor may
possibly introduce the possibility for in-
creased error, according 1o the campaign
manager.

"John Wilson ran a strong race,” she
said in summary. “"Win, lose or draw,
we're all proud of him.!"




MEMORANDUM

Natural Energy Resources Company < Bav Project 11263
Rocky Poinc Pumped Storage Project B&V Fila 15.0800
Union Park Hydroelectrie Projecet Hovember 1, 19gs

Proposal 41

The premise of this Propesal vould be for the CWRPDA to usa the Union Park
Project as an investzene, This would allow a portion of the prineipal amount
ef 30 million to be used. The terms of the investzent (157 interesc vas
zentioned) would be extrezely favorable to CWRPDA, This lavestzent would be
repaid (principal and interest) ac the tixg Perzanent coascruction financing
wag obtained,

The collateral for thisyinvestmant would be tha Watar nigh:s and the licenge
itself, Tha licensing éﬁfcr: would have to be expanded to includa Union Park,
Thereby, effaceing tha cogts currently projected Sy WECO.

To further the acceptance of this option, limited approval of projece
development could ba §iven to CWRPDA to insurg developmenc in public
interese, N

Under this scenario MECO would rectain all equity in the project and all
@ccrued potential profit,

Proposal 72

The premise of the second proposal would ba a Joine venture between NECO and
CWRPDA. Funding for the studies and {nvestigacions necessary for licensing
vould be by CWRPDA, Fuanding for the NECO operation would be by others,
(Presumably Swisg Banks.,) The ovmership (equity) of the project would chan
be negotiated to ‘some Percentage presumably on the order of

60% NECO
40%  CWRPDA

Tha terms of the agreemant vith che Swiss Bank would have to te accepted
by CWRPDA.

Upon receipe of the License, Pover Purchasq Agreements would ba completed and
the plan for permanent construction flnancing could be implemenced., This could
be bonding, as Previcusly discussed, or Presumably tha project equity could

be defined tg g point that perzanent investors would be available,

Appendix B
page 3

. Energy Resources Company
'g::;;a%oiﬁf Pumped Storage Project ol

B&V Project 1126}“
B&V File 15.0800

Union Park Hydroelectric Projact

Proposal #3

Development and Control
b i % al would be that Project AL
e Pr:miszsﬁiash:; E;;;;:. This would :equirai;iiiziisurtgzr:isc ob:Ioug
g b ld have many poss ]
iacion wou
of WECO, This negot
i investmenc,
cnable recurn on

£ NECO's equity plus a reas aich o
b ‘sv:tu:sochn B&V deferred fees, would b:hztizzizct.
Engu:bzézge;ian“HEco would no longer be involved in
nde

idual

1d retain some res

of NECO'a equity that wou NECO would
x5 ::t:: k0 'cho eackhojdare, Slader :hi’ ?:::a future potentisl
e in§=2°n=r°l of the project but would receiva

ralinquis

profics in return for a reduced equity, .

defined.
d have to be clearly

B&V's position woul

Tn either scenario,

roject and
A has bonding capabiliry they could essentially own the proj

D a

:5hfﬁiuce the oparations to a utilicy.

: g " dll
I opinion this option could have le;aloﬁzznnglemencs sinca some "dasignace
mgn:; !Zau CWRPDA would go to investors pr . T
1 to assume tha responsibility to prepare the propos &
2§cgn:;s%°:§:n if any vay they :a? choosa.

ta
Thompsen
Guyot \\
Haag
Froehlich
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page 4
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MEMORANDUM

B&V Project 112683
B&V File 15.0800
November 1, 1985

Nacural Energy Resources Company
Rocky Point Pumped Storage Project
Union Park Hydroelecrric Project

To: P, J. Adam

From: J. R. Stack /ﬂ;

A meeting was held on October 10, 1985 wich Jim Phillips in referaenca to
perticipation in the Union Park Projecs by Colorado Water Resource and
Pover Devalopment Auchority (CWRPDA),

Attendingt Jim Phillips - CWRPDA
Ab Wacecs - NECO
Ron Thomas = NECO
Dave Millar ~\ﬂajor WECO sctockholder
John Stack - Black & Veatch
Bill Thompson - Black & Veatch

~

Mr. Phillips shoved familiarity with the project and expressed his general

- approval of the conceptual plan. He stated this project has reached a stage
of development beyond what CWRPDA 1s accustomed to. He stated that Colorado
Springs {s interesced in the projece bur ecannoc participate at this time,
As a board member of CWRPDA he favors their involvement and will supporc the
projece.

Significant infarpa:icn obrained at this meecing:

o CWRPDA w:s'originally funded vich 30 millien dollars principal.
Through invesczents this figure grew to 42 aillion at one time.
Various projects have been funded and he vas not sure of the
balance. The original 30 million dollars {s not available for
funding projects, only its interest. However, he did noc indicate
that up to five million dollars funding would ba a problam,

© Thera is pending legislation in Colorado thar would establish
thraa or mora water storage projects im Colorado. Spacifically this
legislation would aim st capturing water that would otheruisa be lost
to the state ("New Water"). There is an organization of 40 or so
of the most prominent Colorado citizens that are involved in sponsoring
this effort, This organization i3 know &3 the "Colorade Alliance,"
Specifically they plan on developing 250,000 AF storaga on tha west
slopa with 50,000 AF to ba diverted to the east slope. These legislacive
efforcs will be financed through a sales (7) tax. Union Park seems
to fic perfactly.

Appendix B
page 1

?ha Project could be base
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MEMORANDUM 1

=y

Nartural Energy Resources Com .
pany 2
So;ky Poine Pumpad-Stnrnge Profece f ::g Feoases faan3
nion Park Hydroelecerie Projece Noverél‘ is.gaoo
"Ovember 1, 1985

o HMr, Phillips staced;

= Inportance of ag environmencal
ly acceptable transmiss{
plan, (A COpy of che WAPA Study was handed to hin b; ;ECO.)

= Powar purchase agreemenc .
3 are importane,
be negociatad now, but, che License Approval (3 years) would

probably fic aboyc righe, (He
. Seemad
of tha Project ac thiyg time 13 probabl;or:;ii:::.;h&: iy HHTRE

= Thera will Probably be one ma
projeces Sponsored byVCHRPDA. TR L
— = fFonsored by CWHPDA,

© The predominant question ac this
ae_p tize ¢ CWRP
afforts to urcher the Hevalopuan: dg U;i2;3;ggg?_igi_ﬁ__gﬁ_ﬁﬂf_fffﬁﬂﬂ

9 To_thig end, {¢ va;\a reed that NEC
£} . g 0 _should prasant ry 14
of how this could be accomplished), Various scenariocs :En§;5°e;£f::gﬁi:ll
ba accomplighed ig Included at the end of this memotandum,

o There ig a Boarg“meegin; en D

_—=_= >9ard meerin ecember 6, 19
Ery for ac leasc 30 misutes dd'iE3‘EEEﬁH%TE%fg%gsgiggjiz‘égigi‘ig_

9@ Hr. Phillips questicned the staying power (perzanence) of the CWRPDA.

Piobably cannot

© Mr. Phillips also quescions the abilg
ty of CWRPDA to a
eg:::y Posiction in che Profect. This geemed to canzlizzusf:ﬂ‘£°r
gz th:us s:;:e::n; bg H:.juli Kappus to BL11 Thompson. Tha abilicy
CWRP ond projects is not clear however, tha
;utlined Previously as the "Colorado Allinuéa" will Gnques:;::::?y
ave tax frea bonding capability due to the undervriting by tax,

Da that tha "Colorade Alliance" could be g bi

Sinca

o ‘Niggshastigly & "Jaeerp Righe" for Jtoraga and the Colorade Alliance will

- industrgri ua: vatar right for the "New Water," a price for aunicipal

VEERL yalon oe er will be established rather than the racher lov agriculcural
ra trvi?§ €0 deal with. This seemg to lead to a project

HEiEEEE:EF-?E;_EEGEE‘E”I~:;aHCEd with the power phaze (Rocky Foint under= =j4

qgiiiih.bi'ihnjddi&??ig‘ggizf:eemengg_nnd the vater phase (Union Park) under-

ovavar, 17 Crrsor rsd A ce. This of coursa {ig speculation on my pare,

: g:Ea bondiag capability {t could be a scruccure

Proposals, T
Efattgy be raviewed
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Union Park as a cash generator to construct recreation reservoirs
for the West Slope. Dick indicated that 50,000 acre feet would be
consistent with the Allianca's objective, and ‘a politically
acceptable amount for export from the Upper Gunnison. Although
the Authority declined NECO's proposal, it did initiate the Phase
I Upper Gunnison Water Study to evaluate alternative water and
power export projects to generate cash for enhancing the Upper
Gunnison's water based economy. Phase 1 was conducted at the
request of the Upper Gunnison River Water Conservancy District,
the Uncompahgre Valley.Water Users Associlation, and the Colorado
River Water Conservancy District. Unfortunately, most of the
study's funds were politically wasted on trying to justify a
Gunnison controlled diversion direct from the exzsting Taylor Park
Reservoir. It was only after the Alliances's.actions, Bratton's
encouragement, and the Gunnison District's initiation of Phase I
that NECO decided the time was right to apply in water court for
Union Park's diversion rights.

In late 1986 the City of Gunnison council members voted to
purchase 6&OMe Union Park water rights, storage,. and power from
NECO., This purchase had a total 1986 value of approximately $50
million, and the cost to the city was only $2,000 down and
'$198,000 upon construction. In 1988 NECO sold Union . Park and its
contract with the city to Arapaheo County for $2.2 million. This
' was an extraordinary coup for the city. Unfortunately, in early
1990 a new Clty Council caved in to disruptive political tactics
from POWER and Representative Scott McGinnis. Arapahoe County has
not released the city from its contract obligations.

If POWER wants to hang someone for Union Park, it should look
to the players involved in these historical facts. It should also
blame geography for making the Upper Gunnison the wettest,
untapped water area in Colorado.

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

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




PReS

July 30, 1990
SHE IS ALL WET

The front page of tha July 25th Gunnison Country Times
reported that cooperation between regions is the key to Colorade's
watar future. This theme was expressed by most speakers at the

. 13th annual Colorado Water Workshop. However, on page 2 the ghost
- writer for POWER's weekly Taylor Talks column continues to attack

past and prasent City of Gunnison officials for cooperating with
the Union Park Water Conservation Project. Union Park's large,
high altitude storage concept is specifically designed to share a
small percent of the Gunnison's surplus flood waters with dryer

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

1
\

POWER's founder may be well meaning, but her uncompromising

slogans and tactics are misleading the public, intimidating local

political leaders, and damaging professional careers. The

democratic process would be better served 1f POWER's leadership
wvould stop questioning the loyalty of anyone who is not bound to
the selfish slogan of "not one drop over the hill". Instead,
POWER's leaders should consider some of ¢the historical and

technical perspectives of those who have more water management
experienca.

For example, during the 1950's the Bureau of Reclamation
conducted detailed studies that identified up to 450,000 acre feet
of surplus Gunnison £flood waters that could be diverted out of
basin without impacting senior Gunnison water rights. In 1974 a

- study by Morcan Engineering, Inc. of Delta recommended that the

- City of Gunnison .construct a water storage capability. Water

Resource Consultants, Inc. of Denver and Coe, Van Loo, & Jashke

,m;z‘;Engineering, Inc. '0f Gunnison conducted a similar study in 1981,
I

and ' as a reult, the city now has reserveir decrees on the Taylor
and-ELast Rivers, as well as Antelope Creek.

vin_lgﬁz_the founders of Natural Energy Resources Company

(NECO), decided to defer the transmountain phase of its Union Park

Project until the demand and politics were clearer. The climate
improved somewhat in 1984 when prominent West .and East Slope
leaders formed the Colorado Alliance to cooperate on water storage
projects to save the state's Colorado River compact entitlements
before these waters were permanently forfeited to California and
Arizona., A special state vwater development sales tax was being

.proposed, and the Alliances's initial g¢goal was ¢to construct a

250,000 acre ‘feet reservoir on the West Slope that could be used

for recreation, and diversion of 50,000 acre feet to the ECast

Slope.

Waber and Power Authority (Dick Bratton) encouraged NECO to sell

%%;// " In _late 1985 the Gunnison's representative on the Colorado

its Union Park Project to the Authority. The intent was to use

o Oakﬁ
gﬂ%

e




existing Taylor Park Reservoir in the Upper Gunnison area. Union Park has an
excellent dam site, and the dam cost for a 900,000 acre foot reservoir is
rglatively low compared to Two Forks. NECO is a private development company
with _the objective of providing large scale water and power systems that will
benefit all of Colorado. We have a contract with three very large
international engineering firms who are investing their own development funds
to insure the eventual construction of the projects. Since 1982, NECO has been
eva‘lgating its water and power potential with initial emphasis in the more
profitable hydroelectric area. We are now well along with the 1,000 megawatt,
§SUU million Rocky Point Pumped Storage Project which will start construction
in 1990. _ This highly efficient underground power operation will provide low
cost peaking power for Colorado and other western states when it is completed
in 1994. Rocky Point, with its future expansion, will also help Colorado's
alﬁ:n air policy by deferring construction of more coal fired plants in the
E . .

In late 1985, NECO initiated public deliberations with the Colorado Water
Resources and Power Development Authority (CWRPDA) to JjointTy develop NECO's
water and power potential. Although CWRPDA was specifically chartered by the
state in 1981 to develop major water and power projects for Colorado, their
Board decided in _an April 17, 1986 meeting to fund a two year Upper Gunnison
Basin Study in lieu of active participation in_the Union Park and Rocky Point
projects. Since then NECO and its three major engineering firms have continued
|;hg1r détailed studies. With the publication of Ebasco Services' October 1986
Union Parl; Water Supply Study, we are now in a position to offer our water and
power projects to the people of Colorado.

Bureau of Reclamation: The Bureau of Reclamation has historically planned,
funded, and constructed most of the major water conservation and hydroelectric
projects in the country. The Bureau's approach was to consider the water and
power needs and capabilities of a large geographic area. However, in recent
years federal participation has been very limited, and the development burden
is now on the individual states, cities, and utilities. Some of the major
western states have done a reasonable job of accepting the broad planning
fgnctmn. Unfortunately, in Colorado there has been little central planning,
direction, or coordination among the major providers of water and power. Each
city and utility does its own planning, and water and power needs in the state
are handled by many separate organizations. With regard to the various water
systems, the ownership of water rights is usually the primary driving force
that dictates the systems that are ultimately built. Water rights are usually
claimed or purchased in secret without much initial thought to alternatives or
the overa'.H economic and environmental impact. When the resulting systems are
made public, it is very difficult to objectively evaluate how they impact the
overall public interest. [t is even harder for organizations to change
direction, even when better systems become obvious. As a result, Colorado has
more water attorneys and engineers per capita than any other state, and our
economic progress is being burdened: by fragmentation, confusion, and chaos, in
the critical water industry. Two Forks is a good example of this inefficient
process.

NECO's Approach: In contrast to the Two Forks example, NECO has taken a state
wide ‘view of power and water needs, coupled with the natural assets of our area
-- similar to the historical approach used by the Bureau of Reclamation. Our
engineers knew from previous Bureau experience the Upper Gunnison was one of
the wettest areas of the state, with considerable surplus water in wet years

2

March 30, 1990

LETTER TO THE EDITOR
Gunnison Country Times
and other Colorado media’

The Upper Gunnison River Water Conservancy District has not always “"been
against transmountain diversion", as reported in the Gunnison Times, March
2B8th issue.

In late 1985 and early 86, our company met several times with the River
District's attorney to discuss the sale of Union Park's storage rights to
either the District or the Colorado Water Resources and Power Development
Authority. Both of these public agencies were represented by the sama
attorney, and both entities were considering the export of about 50,000 acre
feet from Union Park to fund construction of West Slope recreation reservoirs.

Instead of acquiring Union Park, the River District and Authority decided
to initiate an Upper Gunnison Water Study to primarily investigate diversion
alternatives for revenue. The Uncompaghre Valley Water Users:and the Colorado
River Water Conservancy District joined as study co-sponsors with the Gunnison
District. All of these sponsors were hoping the study would show that a
diversion from Taylor Park Reservoir would be superior to Arapahoe County's
Union Park Project and Aurora's Collegiate Range proposal.

After considerable delay, the Colorado Water Authority recently released
its Final Study Report, in spite of numerous technical cbjections from outside
contributing engineers. These engineers were aware that local and state funds
were largely wasted, because the study was politically manipulated to bhe
misleading, non-conclusive, and requiring further study. The protesting
engineers also knew that Union Park would be the clear environmental and
economic choice if the analysis were factual instead of political. It is
unconscionable that the public's greater good is taking a back seat to a
tainted power struggle over who controls the Gunnison's surplus waters. The
pending federal/state Phase II Gunnison Water Study will soon correct the
obvious bias of the Authority's first study.

2

The City of Gunnison's late 1986 decision to participate in Union Park
was based on the studied advice of staff and counsel, who have served the city
well for many years. It is a shame the city lost the services of principled
experts because of recent unbridled political pressure from a few uninformed
activists. It will be an even greater tragedy for Gunnison citizens if the
city drops its Union Park option, worth at least $50 million in future water,
storage, and power values.

When Upper Gunnison citizens fully understand the facts, they will
welcome Union Park as Colorado's first diversion project that has major
environmental and economic benefits for the basin of origin.

Dave Miller, President
Natural Energy Resources Co., (719)481-2003




NATURAL ENERGY RESOURCES COMPANY

January 14, 1987

SPECIAL WATER REPORT

To: The People of Colorado

Subjecti Union Park Water Supply Project vs. Two Forks

. . : ; : do a
‘Purpose: The purpose of this report is to provide @he people of Colora
clear understanding of Union .Park Water Supply Project as compared to the
proposed Two Forks Reservoir alternative. '

Prob lem: Although the Union Park Water Suobply Project is substantially
superior to the Two Forks alternative, certain elements in the Qo]orado water
community and media are trying to ignore and/or suppress the Union Park story
until it is too late to stop Two Forks. The ultimate decision between the two
concepts will have major economic and environmental impact, because the choice

will set the "blueprint" for Colorado water development for the next 50 years.
Hence the need and importance of this report.

Background for Two Forks: For decades the Denver Water Department has
recognized the Two Forks site as a good reservoir location. The geology for a
dam.-is excellent, and the 1.1 million acre feet capacity is indeed impressive.

"' The brimary purpose of Two Forks is to catch the unpredictable flood waters for

lTater municioal 'use throughout the Denver metro area. There is no doubt
additional water is required for the projected growth. Hydrologists hqve
estimated Two Forks will increase the "safe annual yield" of Denver's existing
reservoir system by about 32 percent. This is significant, but the economic
and environmental costs are very high for the expected benefit.. Any future
increase in yield from Two Forks is also limited and very expensive, because
‘water supplies from both sides of the divide west of Denver have already been
severely hit by population demands of the metro area. In addition to these
economic and supply concerns, Two Forks would have serious environmental
jmpacts. A national record $36 million has already been spent on the
Environmental Impact Study (EIS), and the cost to mitigate the environmental
damage to endangered species and some of the nation's best river f1§h1ng is
growing by the day. Two Forks would provide more flat water recreation near
Denver, but the steep canyon walls and extreme fluctuation in water 1gve]s will
make marina and other recreation support activities very diff1cu1t and
expensive. In short, it is highly questionable whether the high cost and

environmental impact of Two Forks is worth the limited benefit -- especially if
there is a better alternative. ‘

)

Background for Union Park: The water conservation and power potential of Union

Park was first envisioned when the Natural Energy Resources Company (NECO) was
formed in 1982 by several retired Bureau of Reclamation engineers and some
water attornevs. Union Park is a very large, high altitude, natural reservoir
site located in a remote area just west of Lhe Continental Divide south of the

L P.O. Box 567 « Palmer | ake, Colarado R0133 - (303) 481-2003



COLORADO WATER RESOURCES AND POWER DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY
Minutes - April 17 & 18, 1986
Page ten

MOTION CARRIED

Mr. Sharp requested that the wording of the
letter be done by motion.

MOTION THAT THE BOARD APPROVE THE LETTER AS CIRCULATED
WITH THE DELETION OF THE FIRST SENTENCE OF THE
THIRD PARAGRAPH.

Motion: L. Richard Bratton
Second: John Porter

DISCUSSION After considerable discussion the motion was
withdrawn by Mr. Bratton with approval by Mr.
Porter.

The letter will be sent to NECO with the changes
as agreed to by the Board.

PARKER PROJECT Mr. Skip Kerr, Project Manazger, introduced Mr.
Frank Jaeger and Dr. John Halepaska who made the
presentation to the Board on the Parker Project.
(Printed material on the Parker Project on file
in the Authority office.) Numerous questions
were asked by the Board following the presenta-—
tion.

Mr. Sharp expressed concerns that a policy should
be developed with regard to the financial commit-
ment on a study of this size. Mr. Kappus re-
sponded that the staff will develop some policy
criteria. He further stated that it has been the
Board's pesition to ask a prospective sponsor
what moneys they are willing to put up for the
study. Parker has indicated they would be will-
ing to put up $10,000. HMr. Kappus concluded by
saying that as far eas asking for specific numbers
from a policy perspective, that has not been
done. Mr. Sharp suggested that the Board defer
acting on the application until the Board decides
if they want to proceed on a negotiated basis per
project or set other policy guidelines at this
level.

After additional discussion concerning cesh flow
and future projects the follewing motion was
presented to the board for approval

MOTION THAT THE BOARD APPROVE THE PARKER PROPOSAL ACCORD-
ING TO THE SCHEDULE AS PRESENTED IMPLIED WITHIN
THAT SOME PARTICIPATION BY THE SPONSOR BE NEGO-
TIATED AS A PART OF THE CONTRACT.

COLORADO WATER RESOURCES AND POWER DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY
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Motion: W. D. Farr
Second: L. Richard Bratton

MOTION THAT THE PRECEDING MOTION BE TABLED UNTIL THE
BOARD ADOPTS A WRITTEN POLICY REGARDING FINAN-
CIAL PARTICIPATION IN FEASIBILITY STUDIES THAT
ARE AT THE PARKER PROJECT LEVEL.

Motion: Thomas R. Sharp
MOTION DIED FOR LACK OF A SECOND
CALL FOR THE QUESTION MOTION CARRIED

PERSONNEL MATTERS Chairman Williams presented Resolution No. 86-7
employing Uli Kappus as Executive Director of
the Authority.

MOTION THAT THE BOARD APPROVE THE ADOPTION OF RESOLUTION
NO. 86-7 "TO AUTHORIZE THE EMPLOYMENT OF AN
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR".

Motion: L. Richard Bratton
Second: Charlie Jordan

MOTION CARRIED

Chairman Williams then asked for a motion to
cancel the previous contract with U. Kappus, Inc.

MOTION TO AUTHORIZE THE ISSUANCE OF A MEMORANDUM LETTER
CANCELLING THE PRIOR CONTRACT AND THAT THE
CHAIRMAN BE AUTHORIZED TO SIGN THE LETTER ON BE-
HALF OF THE AUTHORITY.

Motien: Carl Trick
Second: Charlie Jordan

MOTION CARRIED

FUTURE MEETINGS The next meeting of the Authority will be on
June 5 & 6, 1986 in Denver.

ADJOURNMENT The meeting was adjourned at 11:30 a.m.

Respectfully submitted,

(U fiitr

J%?f Porter, Becretary
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MOTION

After the discussion, Mr. Law stated that the

the Staff recommends that the Board proceed with
the study, waive the public hearing and authorize
the staff to proceed with contract negotiations

with the co-applicants as well as the engineer for

a study of the two stated sites at a cost of up
to $30,000 with two Phases; Phase I would be a

preliminary analysis of both sites with a deci-
sion to proceed with Phase Il on a specific site

THAT BOARD HEREBY AUTHORIZES THE STAFF 70O PROCEED
HITH THE PAGOSA SPRINGS STUDY BY WAIVING THE
PUBLIC HEARING AND PROCEEDING DIRECTLY TO CON-
TRACT NEGOTIATIONS WITH THE CO-APPLICANTS AND THE
ENGINEER FOR A STUDY OF THE TWO PROPOSED SITES

TO BE ACCOMPLISHED IN PHASE I WITH A DECISION TO

PROCEED WITH A SPECIFIC SITE IN PHASE II AT A COST

NOT 70 EXCEED $30,000 WITH THE CO-APPLICANTS PAY-
ING $15,000 AND REPAYMENT WILL ALSO BE MADE FOR
THE TURKEY CREEK STUDY.

Motion: Thomas R. Sharp
Second: L. Richard Bratton

MOTION CARRIED

GUNNISON BASIN STUDY

Chairman Williams introduced Eric Kuhn of the
Colorado River Ccnservation District who made the
presentation to the Board. Mr. Don Clay, Bureau
of Reclamation and Mr. Jim Hokit, Uncompahgre
Valley Water Users also assisted in the presen-
tation, (Printed material used in presentation
on file in the Authority Office.) The esti-
mated cost of the study is $400,000 to $500,000
The three objectives of the study are:

1. Examine potential water resource development
projects in the Gunnison and Uncompahgre
River basins with particular attention to
identifying present and future demands in-
cluding out of basin diversions.

2. Determine cost, yield, and technical feasi-
bility of both structural and non-structural
alternatives azvailable for development.

3. Develop a plan to finance water development
alternatives.

The Bureau of Reclamation can financially partic—
ipate in the study through the state assistance
program which does not involve going through the
federal budgeting process.

o ¢
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CONSENSUS

CASH FLOW MEMO

GUNNISON BASIN STUDY

UNION PARK PROJECT

MOTION RESTATED

During the discussion period that followed
Chairman Williams asked Mr. Kuhn if the District
would be willing to help fund the study. Mr,
Kuhn responded that the District has already put
money into the proposed study and has budgeted
additional funds. Financial participation by
the other applicants has not been clearly de-
fined at this point.

STAFF WILL TENTATIVELY PLAN A VIDEO PRESENTATION
AND A PUBLIC HEARING FOR THE AFTERNOON OF THE
LAST DAY OF THE WESTERN STATE COLLEGE WATER
SYMPOSIUM, A TOUR TO THE HEADWATERS BY BUS

WILL BE SCHEDULED DURING THE RECREATIONAL ACTIV-
ITIES OF THE SYMPOSIUM.

Chairman Williams requested that the staff pre-
pare additional information on cash flow project-
ions tzking into consideration the commitment of
the $30 million and the proposed studies. Mr.
Kappus reported that a cash flow report will be
prepared on a monthly basis for the Board's re-
view.

Mr. Dave Miller of NECO stated thet his organiza-
tion would be willing to assist on the Gunnison
Study where needed and that he supports the study.

Chairman Williems reopenaed the discussion on the
Union Park Project by asking the Staff if Bond
Counsel had endorsed the project. The answer

was no in that the Bond Counsel stated that the
first charge of the Authority is to develop water;
the second is hydropower,

During the discussion that followed Mr. Bratton
presented a motion to the Board. Chairman
Williams declared the motion out of order be-
cause a motion was already on the table from
the previous day.

The motion from the previous day was brought to
the table for consideration.

THAT THE AUTHORITY ADVISE NECO OF THE COM-
MITTEE'S DECISION TO DEFER THE AUTHORITY'S
PARTICIPATION OR COMMITMENT TO THE UNION PARK
PROJECT AT THIS TIME AND THAT A LETTER BE SENT
TO NECO ADVISING NECO OF THE AUTHORITY'S
DECISION AND THANKING THEM FOR THEIR PARTICI-
PATION.

—ReEI
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MOTION

UNION PARK PROJECT

RECOMMENDATION

MOTION

official's liability insurance coverage for
1986/87. Only one company responded to the
request for coverage. Mr. Law reported that
the Authority can purchase $1 million of coverage
for one year with a premium of $14,566.20 or
$500,000 with a premium of $10,803.00. Tail
coverage can also be purchased at 2 cost of
$1,500 for a one year extension, $2,500 for 2
two year, and $3,000 for a three year extension.
John Carlson, Legal Counsel, recommended that
the Authority purchase the three year tail
coverage at a cost of $3,000. After discussion
the following motion was presented for adoption.

THAT THE AUTHORITY PURCHASE PUBLIC OFFICIAL'S

LIABILITY INSURANCE COVERAGE FOR $500,000 KITH
A PREMIUM OF $10,803 AND THAT A THREE YEAR TAIL
COVERAGE BE PURCHASED WITH A PREMIUM OF $3, 000,

Motion: W.D. Farr
Second: Carl Trick

0
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MOTION

U1i Kappus, Executive Director, reported that a
meeting was held on March 21, 1986 gt the Author-
jty office with the Union Park Committee and
representatives of the Union Park PrOJectt He
then expressed his appreciation to those 1nvo1ved
in the Union Park Project for their presentation
and interest.

Mr. Kappus then reported that it was the Com@1t-
tee's recommendation that the Authority dec11ng
to participate in the Union Park Project at this
point,

AT THE AUTHORITY ADVISE NECO OF THE COMMITTEE'S
EECISION TO DEFER THE AUTHORITY'S PARTICIPATION
OR COMMITMENT TO THE UNION PARK PROJECT AT THIS
TIME AND THAT A LETTER BE SENT TO NECO ADVISING
THEM OF THE AUTHORITY'S DECISION AND THANKING
NECO FOR THEIR PARTICIPATION.

Motion: Thomas R. Sharp
Second: Carl Trick

Prior to the vote on the motion Mr. Dave Miller
of NECO commented on the proposed motion and the
status of the project.

—
TREASURER'S REPORT

MOTION

CACHE LA POUDRE PROJECT

CLEAR CREEK STUDY

DURANGO WEST PROJECT

Mr. Bratton requested that the Board defer voting
on the motion until after the Gunnison presenta-
tion on April 18,

THAT THE UNION PARK PROJECT MOTION BE TABLED
UNTIL AFTER THE GUNNISON PROJECT PRESENTATION
ON FRIDAY, APRIL 18,

Motion: L. Richard Bratton
Second: Bill Kopfman

MOTION CARRIED
Yes 5 No 2 (Trick & Sharp)

L. Richard Bratton, Treasurer, presented the
financial statements for Januvary, February
and March, 1986. He also presented the
Budget Reconciliation for the Operating Fund
as of March 31, 1986.

THAT THE FINANCIAL STATEMENTS FOR JANUARY, FEB-
RUARY AND MARCH, 1986 BE APPROVED AS PRESENTED,

Motion: John Porter
Second: Carl Trick

MOTION CARRIED

Tyler Martineau, Project Manager, reported that
the study to date has been reasonably well
accepted by all participants. The study is
652 complete and 65Z of the funds have been
expended to date. (Copy of Status Report on

«file in Authority office.)

Considerable discussion was held concerning
inclusion of the South Platte Study into the
Cache La Poudre Study. No action was taken,

Tyler Martineau, Project Manager, stated that
all the letters of agreement have been received
and accepted. The contract has been executed
and the staff is currently proceeding with
selection of a consultant for Phase I of the
Project. A letter requesting Statements of
Qualifications will be sent out next week to
consulting firms,

Dan Law, Associate Director, introduced Sam
Coxson who presented the Durango West Project




COLORADO WATER RESOURCES
and
POWER DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY
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April 17 & 18, 1986

.CALL TO ORDER

« ROLL CALL

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
MOTION

e EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR S
" REPORT

ISSUES

The meeting was called to order at 1:30 p.m. in
the Mt. Lincoln Room at the Stapleton Plaza
Hotel, Denver, Colorado by Chairman Anthony W.
Williams.

The following members were present:

L. Richard Bratton John Porter

- W. D. Farr Thomas R. Sharp
Charlie Jordan Carl Trick
Bill V. Kopfman Anthony W. Williams

Absent: James D. Phillips

THAT THE MINUTES OF THE FEBRUARY 6 & 7, 1986 AND
THE MARCH 7, 1986 MEETINGS BE APPROVED AS PRE-
SENTED. :

Motion: Charlie Jordan
Second: John Porter

" MOTION CARRIED

Uli Kappus, Executive Director, reported on the
following items: :

Western Area Power Administration

1.

2. Federal Tax Law Revisions .

3. Deficit Management Memo

4, CWCB Meeting

5. Platte River Water User's Meeting

6. Meeting with Governor Lamm

7. Metropolitan Water Provider's Meeting
8. SSC Project

9. ERDA Meeting

10. Cache La Poudre Wild and Scen1c Bill
11.  Snow Monitoring Stations (Some additional

printed information was distributed to the
Board members on this item.)

DISCUSSION OF INSURANCE Dan Law, Associate Director, presented a letter
from Frank Cotten of Cotten Jones Watson which
gave additional information on the public
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MOTION

NEW BUSINESS
ANNUAL REPORT

MOTION

GUNNISON BASIN
APPLICATION

ON THE BASIS OF THIS WORDING "STUDY FOR STEP 2

NOT TO EXCEED THE REMAINING BUDGET OF $305,900

AND THE ACCUMULATED TOTAL COST OF THE STUDY NOT
TO EXCEED THE CONTRACT AMOUNT OF $785,900," THE
AUTHORITY PAY NO ADDITIONAL COMPENSATION.

Motion: Carl Trick
Second: Thomas R, Sharp

MOTION CARRIED

Chairman Williams stated that he had reviewed the
Annual Report and had made some revisions.

THAT THE AUTHORITY ADOPT RESOLUTION 86-3 "TO
ADOPT AN ANNUAL REPORT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1985 AND
AUTHORIZE ITS TRANSMITTAL TO APPROPRIATE
ENTITIES" WITH THE UNDERSTANDING THAT NONSUB-
STANTIVE CHANGES MAY BE MADE.

Motion: L. Richard Bratton
Second: Thomas R, Sharp

M | RIED

Mr. Dan Law, Associate Director, reported that an
application has been received from the Upper
Gunnison River WCD for a Water Resources Manage-
ment and Development Investigation. He stated
that after review of the application the staff
requested additional information and when that

is received the application and information will
be transmitted to the Board. A presentation will

be made by the sponsors at the April meeting.

TOWN OF PARKER
APPLICATION

TOWN OF PAGOSA SPRINGS
APPLICATION

Mr. Dan Law, Associate Director, presented the
application from the Town of Parker for an inves-
tigation of a new dam and reservoir on Cherry
Creek above the Cherry Creek Dam which would
serve the Parker Water and Sanitation District
and perhaps adjacent areas., A presentation by
the sponsor will be made at the April meetina.

Mr, Dan Law, Associate Director, reported that
he had received an application from the Town

of Pagosa Springs and co-sponsors on March 6.
Mr. Law stated that he has not had an opportu-
nity to review the application to see if it is
complete. He commented that he would be mailing
the application and accompanying information to
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the Board within the next 7 to 10 days. A pre-
sentation by the sponsor will be made at the
April meeting.

FUTURE MEETINGS The next meeting of the Authority will be on
April 4, 1986, Chairman Williams stated that he
wished to discuss the matter of the Authority's
activity vs the CWCB's activity. He will send a
summary of what he wishes to discuss prior to
the next meeting. At the suggestion of Mr.
Sharp and after some discussion it was deter-
mined that the Board would meet on April 5 for a
work session,

ADJOURNMENT The meeting was adjourned at 5:00 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Uy for

Jzzj:gérter. Segretary




¢ O ©

COLORADO WATER RESOURCES AND POWER DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY
Minutes - March 7, 1986
Page two

=
Meeting with Bechtel, Public Service of ;
Colorado and other entities re: pumped
storage.

geting with Governor Lamm
9, CHWC Meeting

DISCUSSION OF INSURANCE Mary Hammond, Legal Counsel, introduced Stacey

ISSUES Beakes of Cravens Dargen who made a presentation
to the Board on the insurance issues and the
status of the insurance industry. At the con-
clusion of his presentation numerous questions
were asked concerning liability insurance and
claims made policies.

SAN LUIS CONSULTANT Discussion then moved to the San Luis Contract
CONTRACT and the status of the insurance issue. Mary
Hammond made a presentation to the Board as
to what the problems are and what is being
done to resolve them,

Mr. Andy Andrews of WRC Engineering requested th?
opportunity to provide input from the consultant's
point of view as part of the discussion of
insurance issues.

MOTION THAT A POLICY BE SET WITH RESPECT TO CONTRACTS
FOR STUDIES THAT GENERAL LIABILITY COVERAGE BE
NOT LESS THAN $1 MILLION OWED FOR PERSONAL INJURY
AND FOR PROPERTY DAMAGE AND BODILY INJURY COMBINED
UNLESS FOR GDOD CAUSE SHOWN ON A SPECIFIC CONTRACT
A DIFFERENT LIMIT IS PROVIDED FOR.

Motion: Thomas R. Sharp
MOTION DIED FOR LACK OF A SECOND

MOTION REVIEW EACH CONTRACT AS TO THE ENGINEERING LIABIL-
ITIES AND THEN SET PROPERTY DAMAGE AND BODILY
INJURY AND THE PROFESSIONAL LIABILITY.

Motion: James D. Phillips
Second: John Porter

After some discussion is was determined that the
motion should be tabled at this time and con-
sidered under the Agenda Item "San Luis Basin
Confined Aquifer Study".

o €
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STATE WATER RESOURCES
PLANNING NEEDS

Mr. Kappus, Executive Director, presented the
February 26 draft to the Board and requested
approval for distribution to the CHCB., After
some discussion the Board directed Mr. Kappus
to distribute the memo with the changes as noted.

UNION PARK PROJECT

N

CACHE LA POUDRE PROJECT

——
e e A

Mr. Kappus, Executive Director, reported that he
has had a series of meetings with the sponsors

as well as the engineers and Mr. Marlin of Mudge
Rose during the last month., Mr, Kappus stated
that Mr. Marlin is preparing draft of a potential
arrangement that might work for the Authority as
well as Union Park and it should be delivered in
the next week. Other meetings have been held
with various entities that might have an interest
in the project and this includes Public Service
of Colorado, Bechtel, Parsons, and Western Area
Power Administration. Mr. Kappus reported that
there would be a definitive memo available for
discussion at the April Board meeting.

Chairman Williams appointed the following Board
members to serve on the Union Park Committee for
the purpose of reviewing the Union Park Report
prior to the April meeting

L._Richard Bratten
Thomas R. Sharp

Carl Trick
James D. Phillips

The Committee will meet on March 20 at 1:30 p.m.
in the Authority office.

Mr. Dave Miller, NECO, presented some comments
to the Board on the Union Park Project.

Mr. Tyler Martineau, Project Manager, presented
a report to the Board on the Cache la Poudre
Project. (Copy of report on file in Authority
office.) Mr. Martineau reported that the
majority of the effort has been expended on

the analysis of regional water supply and water
demand. He stated that one of the results that
hes emerged is that the overzll utilization of
water in the basin is high in that there is not
a lot of water leaving the basin that is unused.
Of the 550,000 af flowing out of the basin
approximately 400,000 af is being consumed for
municipal industrial and agricultural purposes.
There is about 40,000 af originating high in the
basin that could be stored high in the basin and
then distributed for agricultural purposes. Mr.

_AS s Q'Cl\



COLORADO WATER RESOURCES
and
POWER DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY
MINUTES
March 7, 1986

CALL TO ORDER

ROLL CALL

TREASURER'S REPORT

MOTION

REPORT

;;f“ﬁ * EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR.

The meeting was called to order at 9:00 a.m. in

the Mount Yale Room at the Stapleton Plaza Hotel,

Denver, Colorado by Chairman Aq%&ggy;w._ﬂilljggil
L

The following members were present:

L. Richard Bratton John Porter

W, D, Farr Thomas R, Sharp
Charlie Jordan Carl Trick

James D. Phillips Anthony W, Williams

Absent: Bill V. Kopfman

L. Richard Bratton, Treasurer, introduced Mark
Iwan of Arthur Andersen & Company who presented
the 1985 Audit to the Board for approval. He
then reviewed the report for the Board and
answered questions,

THE BOARD ACCEPTS THE 1985 AUDIT OF THE COLORADO
WATER RESOURCES- AND POWER DEVELOPMENT. AUTHORITY
BY ARTHUR ANDERSEN AND COMPANY AS PRESENTED.

Motion: L. Richard Bratton
Second: James D. Phillips

MOTION CARRIED

Mr. Bratton then presented the Budget Recon-
ciliation as of December 31, 1985 to the Board
for review. No action required. '

Mr. Kappus, Executive Director, reported on the
following items:

1. Correspondence received re: HB 1088

2. Transcript of Senate Confirmation Hearings

3. Discussions with Colorado River WCD con-
cerning Authority participation in financing
several water development projects.

4, Great Western Reservoir Expansion

5. Super Conductor/Super Collider Activity

6. Meeting with Bill Leonard, Parsons Engr.
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MOTION RESTATED

v’

SOUTH PLATTE STUDY

MOTION

TO ASK THE STAFF TO PROCEED DILIGENTLY TO FOR-
MULATE A METHOD BY WHICH THE AUTHORITY COULD

WORK WITH NECO IN MOVING THE PROJECT FORWARD.

T0 NEGOTIATE WITH NECO AS TO WHAT THE AUTHORITY'S
POSITION WOULD BE FROM THE OUTSET UNTIL THE
AUTHORITY WAS FINISHED WITH THE PROJECT AND TO
DEVELOP A REPORT ON THE BUSINESS OPPORTUNITY

- OR THE RETURN THE AUTHORITY MIGHT BE ABLE TO

EXPECT FROM PARTICIPATING AND THAT A METHOD
BE FORMULATED MOVING INTO THIS PROJECT THAT
COMPLIES WITH THE AUTHORITY'S STATUTE.
MOTION CARRIED

Yes — seven MNo - one (Thomas R. Shafp)‘

Chairman Williams ounced that_he would appoint

a committee to work with the staff on Union Park
Project.

Mr. Kappus reported that a number of meetings
have taken place with the project sponsors in
order to comply with the next step in the
application evaluation in terms of the identi-
fication of bondable structural measures and
what financing relationships might be there.

A number of concepts were discussed and the
project sponsors are currently studying them and
it is anticipated that a report will be made at
the March meeting.

Mr. Kappus continued by stating that time had
been spent on responding to Mr. Sharp's sugges—
tion concerning the initiztion of an analysis of
the South Platte Basin water demands as 2 sepa-
rate module on the front end of the South Platte
Study. It is a good idea to get a handle, right
up front, in terms of what in fact is the future
water demand and also some indication of what is
the ability to pay. Mr. Kappus then referred to
his memo of January 28.

TO AUTHORIZE THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO PROCEED
TO NEGOTIATE SUCH A STUDY CONTRACT FOR THE
PURPOSES OUTLINED IN THE JANUARY 28, 1986
LETTER. (COPY OF LETTER ATTACHED TO AND THERE-
FORE BECOMES A PART OF THE ORIGINAL MINUTES.)

Motion: Thomas R. Sharp
Second: W.D. Farr

MOTION CARRIED

v
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OTHER BUSINESS Mr. Sharp stated that on small site specific
application if perhaps there isn't some dup-
lication with the CWCB and perhaps the reason
these applications are coming to the Authority
is because the Authority offers 100Z financing.
Maybe this should be reexamined in conjunction
with the CWCB and perhaps these applications
should be redirected to the CWCB and maybe there
should be some arrangement that we would be
standing by to provide some subsidy for studies.
There should be some middle ground because there
is no distinction between Durango West applying
to the CHWCB and the Authority.

INVESTMENT BANKER REPORT Jim Ziglar, Paine Webber, spoke to where tax
exempt financing stands in Congress. He reported
that the tax bill passed out of the House in
December and was sent to the Senate. The bill
has redefined the entire tax exempt market.

It has categorized bonds into two different
types: 1, Essential functional bonds - financing
for schools, roads, courthouses, etc. and

2. MNon-essential bonds - industrial development
bonds, airports, water, hydro-electric, etc.

Mr. Ziglar discussed the two types of bonds at
great length and then answered questions from

the Board.

At the conclusion of discussion it was determined
that letters would be sent to the members of the
Congressional delegation informing them of the
direct adverse effect the change in legislation
will have on the Authority,

FUTURE MEETINGS The next meeting of the Authority will be on
March 7, 1986.

ADJOURNMENT The meeting was adjourned at 12:00.

Respectfully submitted,

(DL
(%iﬁﬂ Porter, Sécretary
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==y Board to initiate negoliations and also to
MOTION TO MODIFY THE PRIOR ACTION BY THE AUTHORITY IN address several key issues relative to what form
RESOLUTION NO. 85-20 SO THAT THE PURCHASE OF THE of contract can be executed with NECO and how
GRAPHICS EMULATION SOFTWARE CAN BE COMPLETED FROM that might be structured.
A VENDOR OTHER THAN SUTRON AT AN AMOUNT NOT
TO EXCEED $4800.00. Mr. Kappus then introduced Mr. Dave Miller,
President of NECO. Mr. Miller addressed the
‘Motion: L. Richard Bratton . Board on the merits of the project and the
Second: James D. Phi'|1ips funding needs.
Ja A
MOTION CARRIED élfi&fy The floor was then opened for discussion on the
- (*L“ﬁﬂg / project and the legal aspects concerning a joint
CLEAR CREEK PROJECT Tyler Martineau, Project Manager, reported that J— ventureL___________________d__——————————_iEEE=::r
all of the letters of agreement except for one o — — ~..
have been received by the Authofity. Thﬂt letter / MOTION THAT THE BOARD INSTRUCTS THE STAFF TO COMMENCE i
was received on February 5 but it contained a \ — NEGOTIATIONS THAT WOULD CONSIDER THE LEGAL,
paragraph that our Legal Counsel deems unaccept- ! BUSINESS, AND ANY OTHER ASPECTS THAT ARE
able. It is hoped that the issue will be resolved 1 APPROPRIATE IN PURSUING THIS PROJECT AND THAT
by the March meeting. JFLpCYT 5 JOULD BE IN THE BEST INTEREST OF THE AUTHORITY.
[ 8
UNION PARK PROJECT Uli Kappus, Executive Directd?. reported on the Motion: L. Richard Bratton
status of the Union Park Project. He stated s Second: Carl Trick i
that over the last month there have been a i e e
number_of meetings with NECO and_their engineers DISCUSSION Mr. Sharp stated that he would vote against the
to discuss the relative merits of the Union Park. motion because he is troubled by the level of
wg;g1;J%%L5ygggL_EEQJ&SI;..-MZLUEEPQEQ.FEfEFFEd commitment that the Authority is pursuing. He
to his flemo to the Board of January 16, DHe then ‘ further stated that he views this-as a specula-
briefly discussed the following points: tive venture with good upside for a potential
o . stream of revenue and some downside in that the
1. NECO needs additional capital to develop commitment is not there and the scenario for the

the licensing step of the project.
2. The opportunity exists for the Authority to

develop an equity position in a major project.

3. The project could potentially develop water
as well as a stream of revenues that could
support the Authority's activities in fur-

thering water developmental work in the State

of Colorado.
4. NECO has a preliminary permit but needs to

get into the field this spring to start their

drilling program and they need a commitment
of funds in order to maintain their schedule.

5. MNECO has looked at the marketability of the
project and it appears that a market niche
may be coming up in the mid 1990's.

6. NECO needs about $3 million from the Authority

of a total $7.1 million estimated investment
in the licensing phase over the next five
years,

Mr. Kappus concluded his comments by saying that
the staff is looking for authorization from the

mid 1990's does not pan out or if other projects
elsewhere get underway and preempt the salability
of this power. He concluded by saying that the
Authority may be competing with itself as it
promotes studies on the drazinages such as the

St. Vrain and the Cache la Poudre where the
purpose is to look for combi jects in
which hydro-power will aid in the ﬁinanciabi]ity
of a grojggﬁ, "For those reasons,’ Mr. Sharp
stated, "I am going to vote no,"

During the additional discussion that followed
Chairman Williams stated that he would like to
know where the revenue stream is going to come
from and how much it might be. He asked the
staff if they had studied the Black and Veatch
Study with respect to market prediction to the
point that the staff is willing to endorse it or
does the staff have any reservations? Mr. Kappus
replied that when you go ten years on a project-
ion given all the economic uncertainty that we
are facing then what was done is reasonably good.




COLORADO WATER RESOURCES
and
POWER DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY
MINUTES
February 6 & 7, 1986

CALL TO ORDER

ROLL CALL

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
MOTION

REPORT OF COLORADO
WATER CONSERVATION
BOARD :

TREASURER'S REPORT

R v
QWA P WN —
- - L] L]

The meeting was called to order at 1:30 p.m, in
the Queen City South Room at the Clarion Hotel,
Denver, Colorado by Chairman Anthony W. Williams.

The fol]owing members were present:

L.—Richard Rrattop John Porter

W, D, Farr Thomas R. Sharp
Charlie Jordan Carl Trick

James D, Phillips Anthony W, Williams

Absent: Bill V. Kopfman .

THAT THE MINUTES OF THE DECEMBER 6, 1985
AUTHORITY MEETING BE APPROVED AS PRESENTED.

Motion: James D. Phillips
Second: L. Richard Bratton

MOTION CARRIED

J. William McDonald, Director, reported on the
following items:

Colorado River Floodway Protection Act
Small Reclamation Projects Act

Federal Budget Bill

Changes in the Tax Law

Sierra Club vs Block

Arkansas River Litigation

Colorado River Review

Endangered Fish Species

Animas La Plata Project

CWCB Board Activities

L. Richard Bratton, Treasurer, presented the:
financial statements as of October 31, 1985,
govember 30, 1985 and December 31, 1985 to the
oard.

THAT THE FINANCIAL STATEMENTS AS OF OCTOBER 31,
NOVEMBER 30 AND DECEMBER 31, 1985 BE APPROVED AS
PRESENTED.
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Union Park Pumped Storage Project Analyses
January 16, 1986
Page six

o The Authority acquires a majority interest in the project, the
\/"  FERC license, and the needed water rights and other assets. We
provide our expertise to keep the project viable. However, our
present thinking is that management services will constitute the
majority of the Authority's investment.

° We initiate discussions with other equipment suppliers to see
what type of resources they might be willing to commit up front
to the project.

° Ve initiate discussions with key utilities to see if they would
be willing to participate in the project.

° An acceptable agreement can be structured with Ebasco to provide
services and cash to the licensing and subsequent efforts, Pre-
liminary discussions indicate a $1.0 million investment, Also
Ebasco will resolve the outstanding issues with Black & Veatch.

© An agreement can be structured with Harrison-Western to provide
services and cash to the licensing and subsequent efforts. Pre-
liminary discussions indicate that a $1.0 million investment is
possible,

° An acceptable zgreement can be structured with the Swiss Handels-

bank to provide $1.5 million, TAYLOR PARK

RESERVCIR

° A transfer of the FERC preliminary permit to the Authority and an
v extension in the term of the permit which is required due to time
delays in completing the financing package.
" /___“—————_‘__ e e e e ——— —_‘-\_
° The bottom line is that the project will become dormant if the
(\\‘fif?ority does not become involved.

il The advantages to the Authority of such an agreement will be the
opportunity to manage a controlling interest in a possibly viable large
scale water and hydropower development project. In return for contribut- \
ing its name and a limited investment to the project the Authority will !
obtain access to a good pumped storage site with a modest investment. /

UK/m

Encl.:

Figure 1
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Union Park Pumped Storage Project Analyses
January 16, 1986
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No fatal environmental constraints to the Project were identified
during Black & Veatch's study. The Colorado Division of Ni1d1ife_has
expressed concern about the effect of Rocky Point Reservoir on Bighorn
Sheep in the area. A major new transmission corridor would be developed
to link the project site with existing transmission lines in the upper
Arkansas Valley. This does not appear to present major environmental
problems,

The project schedule for the Project is attached as Figures 4 and
5. Figure 4 portrays the interim financing period which includes FERC
licensing and preliminary design. This is the period of time for which
NECO is currently seeking funds, Figure 5 includes the design and con-
struction phase which will be implemented when permanent financing is
obtained for the project. This schedule is based upon the schedule
originally developed by Black & Veatch fer the Project Feasibility.
Study, but with the dates extended cne year to allow for delays which
occurred in 1985,

The staff's analyses—indicates that the project.is_probabl 2 vi-
able 10ﬁ§:EEFﬁLigxg§tmenth“ By long-term it appears that utility 1n{er—
est in thé Project is about five years away. With this leg in the util-
ities willingness to put money into the Project development and w1th.the
participants inability to raise the required capital to keep the Project
moving ahead, the present economic value of the Project is small. _Huw—
ever, given the interest several entities have expressed in providing
funding if The Authority aqrees io participate as the lead, it provides
an"opportu"%{_ﬁ;jﬁ?ﬁ@m@mmmmm

interest in the Project with a nominal investment.
- 2 BRogect Wit d nominal 1 aves .

It appears prudent for the Authority to spread its interest into

those projects that heve o Teasonable chance of being developed. Based
on the data in-hand, the Project is one of these candidates.

The present investors in the Project may be able to recoup their
investment in the future, once we have a license in hand. This assumes
that the Project or its output can be sold to utilities. Also, the
Authority could sell all or part of its interest in the Project at that
time. The sale of water developed by the project would require a separ-
ate negotiation.

The Authority would face a number of downside risks in pursuing the
Rocky Point component of the Project. The project faces many risks
which could affect the technical or financial feasibility at any stage
during the project development:

1. A market for the power may not exist at the time whenlcomwit—
ments for the purchase of the power output must be finalized.

2. The utilities may be unwilling to cooperate with the project
sponsors.

Union Park Pumped Storage Project Analyses
January 16, 1986
Page five

3. Another project may be conceived which is less costly or whose
sponsors are more successful in contracting for the sale of
their power. This would greatly reduce the attractiveness of

Rocky Point.

4, Any association with NECO has risk associated with it given
NECO's present financial status, lack of reputation, and
limited experience, The Authority could face difficulties by
entering in an agreement with a private entity. Such an agree-

ment could raise serious liability questions that would have to

be addressed.

5. The contractual relationship between the Swiss, Harrison-
Western, Ebasco, NECO, and the Authority will be very complex.
The effort required to pursue and maintain these agreements

will be considerable.

6. Although the Project appears financially feasible at this time
it is possible that the sale of water and electrical capacity

while breaking even would not produce significant surplus reve-
nues to yield a large return to the investor. In this case the

Project wculd be able to pay off the ccst of constructicon but
would contribute nothing to furthering the Authority's primary
mission of water development. In a worst case scenario the
Project might not generate enough revenue to pay off its own

costs. This could occur if large cost overruns are encountered
during construction and initial operation, as occurred recently

with the 1200-MW Helms Project in California.

7. At present there are a number of public and private entities
planning and evaluating pumped storege facilities in Colorado.

Included among others are the Authority projects:

Dolores, St.
Vrain, and Cache la Poudre projects. If all the proposed proj-

ects were built the capacity would far exceed any foreseeable

demand, unless a system for transferring large amounts of power
in and out of the region was developed., Therefore,

if the Au-

thority enters into an agreement with a private company in the

development of the Project it will necessarily join in a compe-

titive race with others to obtain commitments for the sale of
its peaking power. This activity of the Authority may be
viewed with alarm by other public entities who wish to develop

pumped storage projects.

Recommendations

%

Based on our analysis of the available data the staff recommends

that the Authority initiate preliminary negotiations with the project

owners to manage the licensing and subsequent activities.
tiations will be predicated on the following:

These nego-




PUMPED STORAGE COST COMPARISONS

Union Park TR

Projects (Rocky Point+Union Park Res. ) \\ Azure Dolores
5t . ’
atus Pre-feasibility FERC License Pre-feasibility
completed Application filed, completed,
Project deferred Project deferred
Location Gunnison, CO Kremmling, CO Dove Creek, CO .
Taylor River Colorado River Dolores River
Plant Capacity (MW) 1,000 and 50 800 500
Head (ft.) 2,350 and 550 1,300 870
Est. construction cost 695.500.000(1) 616,000,000 377,700,000
including engineering & ' '
contingencies (Jan. 1985 §)
Est. construction cost per 663(1) 170 755
installed kW incl. eng. and | s
contingencies ($/kW) 548(2) /
Transmission costs Yes Yes Y
included (Yes/No) e
Firm water yield (af/yr) ( Approx. 50.000(1) 15,000 None

included in costs shown above

T

(1) With Union Park Reservoir /)

(2) Without Union Park Reservoir

——

Project Helms (PGEE)
Status On-line
April 1985

Location 70 miles East
of Fresno, CA

Plant Capacity (M) 1,200

Head (ft.) 1,740

Est. construction cost 715,000, 000

including engineering & (Restated)

contingencies (Jan.1985 $)

Est. construction cost per 596

installed kW incl. eng.

and contingencies ($/kW)

Transmission costs Yes

included (Yes/MNo)

Firm water yield (af/yr) None

included in costs shown above

TABLE 1 (Cont'd)
PUMPED STORAGE COST COMPARISONS

Feasibilily being
conducted

Lake Mead, AZ
Colorado River

1,000
750
790,000, 000

790

Yes

None

Spring Canyon

St. Vrain Project
N. Sheep Mtn. To
Buttonrock

Feasibility being
conducted

Lake Mead, AZ
Colorado River

2,000
750
994,000,000

497

Yes

None

Pre-Feasibility
completed

North St. Vrain
Creek, CO

350

1,000
230,000, 000
(Pumped storage

features only)

657

No

None
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293,000 af of water storage capacity with a firm yield somewhere in the
neighborhood of 50,000 af7 r for beneficial consumptive use. A 50 MW
pump/turbine unit would be used to fill Union Park Reservoir by pumping
1000 to 1200 cfs 550 feet up from Taylor Reservoir, The facility would
recover much of the pumping cost when flows are released from Union Park
Reservoir. A plan of the Union Park Reservoir is shown in Figure 3.

The key qis_lue_zo_r_us_eﬂm_rfcxﬁ_O@MdeMWmd:
ated with hydroelectric power production. The Project as currently for-
mulated could include major upgrading of the Taylor Reservoir spillway
to meet the Federal Dam Safety Act. ThebjgﬁsJbiliix_gi_ggg;ﬁfg%%lﬂ%
Union Park Reservoir as a second phase after the pumped storage/Taylor
Reservoir improvements are completed should also he evaluated,

In order to complete the FERC licensing requirements for the Rocky
Point component of the Project NECO estimates that it will need approxi-
mately $5 million which will be spent over the next three years. In-
cluded in the above estimate is $2 million in engineering and consulting
fees, $1 million in technical services and fees to support water rights,
permitting, and contractual activities, and $2 million for NECO admini-
stration, Environmental field studies and geotechnical investigations
of the proposed project site should be funded and underway this summer
if the Project is to proceed according to schedule, NECO does not have
any funds available at this time to continue the develcpment o e
Proqect and 15 looking for financial support of the Project from others.
Approximately 32 million has been spent to date by NECO for engineering
and administration,

_A number of entities have indicated a willingness to participate
financially in the Union Park Project for licensing activities if proj-
ect sponsorship can be obtained from an organization Tike the Authority.
Ebasco Services, Inc. a consulting firm, and Harrison-Western (AW}, a
heavy construction firm, have each tentatively offered $1 million in
services-in-kind, The Swiss Handelsbank (mechanical/electrical equip-
ment export) has offered $1.5 million subject to certain restrictions.
There are some risks associated with a consultant, construction company,
mechanical, or electrical supplier "buying" into a project such as
this., It is possible that the net result could be an increased cost
over a straight competitive bidding situation. It will be necessary to
carefully structure the the contracts with the other participating enti-
ties to limit the potential increase in cost over that which would be
competitively bid. This is normally done by the owner (Authority)
retaining a third party to develop an independent cost estimate for all
services, equipment and construction costs. Differences in the esti-
mates developed by the project participants and the third party are then
negotiated.

Based on preliminary discussions, the_|

key for the entities listed
abave to participate fipancially is for an organization with the stature

Union Park Pumped Storage Project Analyses
January 16, 1986 .
Page three

credibility and marketability. Ebasco and HW have done considerable

of the Authority to manage the Project. Ebasco and HW correctly believe
that our name associated with the Project will render a great deal of

work in screening other pumped storage projects and discussing peaking
power needs with utilities in the entire western market area. Their
conclusion is that the Project has considerable potential.

The analysis of the Project performed by Black & Veatch concludes
that the Project is technically feasible. However, until exploratory
drilling is performed at the proposed site it will not be possible to
say with confidence that geological conditions are adequate for con-
struction of the Project.

The economic and financial feasibility of the Project was studied
by Black & Veatch through the use of a computerized economic medel and
was found to have a favorable benefit-cost ratio, The Project was found
to be competitive with conventional methods of meeting peaking pcwer re-
quirements such as gas turbines. The Project has not been analyzed for
its feasibility under the tax and financing conditions available to a
public entity such as the Authority. A comprehensive financing plan for
the Project from licensing and permitting through construction is
needed. With major overhaul of the entire tax structure likely, such an
analysis is important.

In order for the Project to be successful a market for the water
and power developed must exist. At this point it is unknown whether a
future viable market for peaking power will exist in 1989 or 1990 when
the power purchase contracts must be finalized according to the present
schedule. Utility industry projections are that no new commitments for
generation will be made until 1992-1994, Utility and PUC forecasts
indicate that neither a local nor a western market will exist to utilize
the full output of a 1000 MW peaking plant at the time the project comes
on-line in 1995, Private forecasters on the other hand predict that fu-
ture demand is being understated by the utilities and regulatory agen-
cies, and that a significant shortage in supply will develop by the
1990's creating a considerable opportunity for investors in power de-
velopment. The Project could be staged at 250 MW increments in order to
better match future load growth,

In order to be successful the Project will have to compete with
other planned pumped storage projects for the available market. It
appears that there are less costly pumped storage alternatives available
for serving New Mexico, Arizona and west coast, however, costs for Rocky
Point compare quite favorably with projected costs for other projects
competing to serve the Colorado market. The Project is compared with
other pumped storage projects in Table 1. Some of these other projects
however, could be subject to environmental constraints which would not
be present at Rocky Point or Union Park.
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DIRECTIVE

—— —

““‘-\‘_"_ﬁ___W______V_ES»Ehg_Band at the February meeting.

ERDA, INC.

PROPOSED LEGISLATION

1985

Study area during the last six weeks

expressing opposition to the Snowball Creek

Site and a request that the Echo Canyon Site

be reconsidered. Mr. Law then presented a

brief history of the project to date and the
Eeasons for the choice of the Snowball Creek
ite.

Mr. Law stated that it now appears that at
least some documentation of the existing
information on the upper Echo Canyon Site is
warranted and perhaps a brief cursory analysis
of the other alternative involving the existing
reservoir is also warranted.

Mr. Lew further stated that upon receipt of the
draft Final Report in January he would expect to
leave the document in draft form until an evalua-
tion and documentation of the existing information
on these alternatives, either through the staff

or other consultants, has been performed.

In response to the question as to whether the
work on the alternatives could be completed with
in the existing budget, Mr. Law stated that the
amount of effort has not been determined. If

it could be done within a two or three week time
period then perhaps staff could perform the work
Mr. Law commented that he felt Western Engineers
could not accomplish the extra work within the
existing budget.

THAT STAFF GATHER THE ADDITIONAL INFORMATION AS
NEEDED BUT TO STAY WITHIN THE BUDGET AND TO
REMEMBER THAT STAFF TIME ALSO COSTS MONEY. THE
INFORMATION WILL BE PRESENTED TO THE BOARD AT
THE NEXT MEETING OF THE AUTHORITY.

e

Mr. Kappus reported that the staff has been

busy attending meetings with NECO and Black &
Veatch., He stated that the analysis is almost
completed and the documentation will be presented

Mr. Kappus reported that due to some unforeseen
circumstances the representative from ERDA, Inc.
is unable to be present at the meeting. Their
presentation will be made in February.

Mr. Kappus provided an update to the Board on the
proposed legislation for 1986.

N
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HEMORANDUM
January 16, 1986
T0: Board of Directors, Colorado WR & PD Authority,
J. Ziglar, D. Krahl, J. Carlson
FROM: U. Kappus, Executive Director

RE: Union Park Water Supply and Pumped Storage Project
700 7Tk NALEL JUPRIYIANC RURPRC.OMIEAGR NrDJe!

Introduction

The purpose of this memo is to provide a status report on the
staff's ongoing analysis of the Union Park Water Supply and Pumped

Storage Project (Project) application, A preliminary recommendation as
to_possible Authority partici ion in the Proj is in A

meeting was held with the Natural Energy Resources Company (NECO), the
project sponsor, on January 13, to review the concepts discussed herein.
We will review this memorandum with you on February 6, 1986.

Analysis

The Project has two independent components; a large pumped storage
facility to be located at the Rocky Point site north of Taylor Reservoir
and a large water storage feature at Union Park south of Taylor Reservoir.

The Rocky Point Reservoir would have an active storage of 35900 af
and would be Tocated approximately 2350 feet above Taylor Reservoir. A
pumped storage hydroelectric plant at Rocky Point is presently conceptu-
alized to generate power at a rate of 1000 MW for an eight-hour period
before pumping would be required to refill the upper reservoir. A plan
and profile of the Rocky Point pumped storage features is shown in Fig-
ures 1 and 2.

The Union Park Reservoir would be created by constructing a 1000-.
foot long, 320-foot high, rock filled dam on Lottis Creek in the south-
west corner of Union Park. The reservoir would provide approximately
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REPORT OF CHAIRMAN

REPORT OF COLORADO
WATER CONSERVATION
BOARD

REPORT OF EXECUTIVE
DIRECTOR

REPORT OF INVESTMENT
COMMITTEE

(

Chairman Williams reported that he was appoint-
ting a Legislative Committee which would be
available for telephone consultations, etc.,
during the legislative session. The members

of the committee are:

Anthony W. Williams
L. R, Bratton

W. D. Farr
Thomas R. Sharp

J. William McDonald, Director, reported on the
following items:

Colorado River Floodway Protection Act
USER Sma1l Projects Act

1986 Appropriation Bill for Mater & Eneray
Arkansas River Litigation

Colorado River Basin Operating Criteria
CWCB Board Actions.

> why —

Mr. McDonald then answered questions from the
Board concerning Judge Kane's Decision on
federal reserved water rights and the USBR
Small Projects Act.

Mr. Uli Kappus, Executive Director, reported
on the following items:

1. Skip Kerr has joined the Authority as Project

Manager and will be working on the San Luis

roject,

2. Elizabeth Azuero is the new Receptionist.

3. Publication of the Revised Statutes which
include HB 1088

4, Summary report from Thomas R. Sharp on the
NWRA Meeting.

5. Meetings and speaking engagements which
included the Interim Committee on Water
and Land Resources, CWC and the Closed
Basin Dedication in the San Luis Valley.

L. Richard Bratton reported that the Investment
Committee had completed making the investments
in the Treasury Bills and referred the Board to
the October 30, 1985 Memo from the Executive
Director concerning the investment strategy.

Mr. Bratton stated that the goal was to maximize
yield in safe investments so that they are
sufficiently 1iquid to provide cash as needed,
not only for the Operating Fund but the Project
Fund as well, since it is not known what the out-
come of the Animas LaPlata negotiations will be.

. .
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MOTION

DISCUSSION

DISCUSSION

4

TURKEY CREEK PROJECT

THAT THE BOARD AUTHORIZE THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
TO PREPARE A REPORT ON THE SOUTH PLATTE BASIN
STUDY AS REFERRED TO UNDER ITEM SIX OF THE
APPLICATION PROCESSING SCHEDULE.

Charlie Jordan
Carl Trick

Motion:
Secend:

Mr. Sharp expressed some concerns about the
study, particularly the high expense. He also
stated that he was concerned about it being
premature without an analysis of the Cache La
Poudre Study, the St. Vrain Study and the results
of the Systemwide EIS. Mr. Eratton stated that
this involved the whole issue of whether or not
the Autherity should be involved in thesa types
of studies. It was suggested that when the South
Platte report is discussed at the next meeting
other interested parties, such as the CYCB should
be involved in the discussion.

MOTION CARRIED

In the additional discussion that followed the
above motion, Mr. Sharp stated that he would like
to pursue the possibility of expanding the scope
of the Cache La Poudre Project in the areas of
quantification of future water cemands, water
supplies and potential water shortages. This
expansion would be from the present basin limits
to the Nebraska state line. Mr. Sharp further
stated thet he thought it would have some
validity and would be somewhat cost effective to
to consider this approach at the present rather
proceed separately down the road with the

South Platte Study. Mr. Williams suggested that
in planning the POS for the South Platte Study
perhaps consideration could be given to folding
the South Platte Study into the Cache La Poudre
Study and then present those projected costs to
the Board along with the costs for the South
Platte Study.

Dan Law, Associate Director, reported on the
status of the Turkey Creek Project. Mr. Law
stated that he had received a copy of the
Geotechnical Report and that a copy of the
Final Report Draft is expected in mid-January.
Mr. Law reported that a great deal of corres-
pondence has been received from people in the




BLACK & VEATC‘.

MEMORANDUH

B&V Projecc 11263
B&V File 15.0800
November 1, 1985

Natural Energy Resources Company 4
Rocky Point Pumped Storage Project
Union Park Hydroelectric Project

Proposal #3

The premisa of this proposal would be that Project Development ani Egntrol"
would be assumed by CWRPDA. This would require a total or partia uzouc
of NECO. This megotiacticn would have many possibilities, the most obvious
being:

1. Establishing a value of NECO's equicy plus a reasonable return :nitnvear:ent.
Encuzbrances, such as the B&V deferted fees, would be calculate i
Under chis plan NECO would no longer be involved in the project.

in some residual

2. Negotiate a value of NECO's equity that would rece
profit incentives to the stockholders. Uader this plan NECO would o
ralinquish control of the project bue would receiva some furure poce
profics in return for a reduced equity,

Ta either scenario, B&V's position would have to be clearly defined.

If CWRPDA has bonding capability they could esseatially own the project and
subcontrace the operations to a ueilicy.

ST "
In oy opinion this option could have legal entanglements sinca some designaced
money from CWRFDA would go to investors profie.

WECO is goilng to assume the responsibility to prepare the proposals. I agreed
to assisct them in any way cthey zay choose.

ta
ect W. E. Thompson
D. F. Guyot

T. W. Haag
D. R. Froehlich

2500222

COLORADO WATER RESOURCES

and
POWER DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY
MINUTES
December 6, 1985

CALL TO ORDER

ROLL CALL

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
MOTION

TREASURER'S REPORT

MOTION

The meeting was called to order 2t 8:30 a.m. in
the Queen City South Room at the Clarion Hotel,
Denver, Colorado by Chairman Anthony W. Williams.

The following members were present:

L. Richard Bratton James D. Phillips

W, D. Farr John Porter
Charlie Jordan Thomas R. Sharp
Bill V. Kopfmen Carl Trick

Anthony W. Williams

THAT THE MINUTES OF THE OCTOBER 4, 1985
AUTHORITY MEETING BE APPROVED AS PRESENTED.

Motion: Tom Sharp
Second: Bill V, Kopfman

f0TION CARRIED

L. Richard Bratton, Treasurer, presented the
financial statements and the budget reconcilia-
tion statement as of September 30, 1984 to the
Board.

Mr. Bratton also presented Resolution No. 85-2%
to the Board for adoption. He explained that

due to unforeseen additional expenses related to
maintaining sufficient Personal Property Liabil-
ity Insurance it is necessary to make a line item
transfer of $500.00 from line item Office Mach-
ines to line item Insurance - Office Machines and
Furniture.

THAT RESOLUTION NO. 85-25 "A RESOLUTION TRANS-
FERRING MONEYS AMONG LINE ITEMS IN A SINGLE
SPENDING AGENCY WITHIN A SINGLE BUDGET FUND"
BE ADOPTED.

Motion: L. Richard Bratton
Second: John Porter

MOTION CARRIED




SLAGK a_VEA"

MEXORANDUH

2 3LV Project 11263
B&V File 15,0800
November 4, 1983

Natural Epergy Resources Company
Rocky. Foint Pumped Storage Project
Union Patk Hydroelectric Project

" gogsion would be in order to refime any

NECO proposals prior te the December 6 board meecing., It wasd egcablished
that NECO would tzy to have chxee proposals cuc for review no later than
Yovember 14, Wovember 20 {s the carzet dace for the wrainatoraing sedsion.
Drafes will be seac co WECO board, CWRPDA board and B&V (PJA). Hr. Bratcon
will promota chis comcepc with Mr, Kappus, Dale Raice «ill handle logiacics.
He will obtain a schedule suitable to Hr. Phillips and Mp, Bratton since they
are key co chis efforc. It was agreed chat John g5rlson. CWRPDA attorney,

should stcend this seecing. ( \Lhw,é(aw o )C‘-’:’““'W‘\

of trans-countain diversion of Union Park water Was discussed
He asked if the abandoned Alpine tunnel had any potential

The following data was given him.

It was agreed thac a "yrainstorming

The potencial
with Mr, Miller.
{a this ragard.

Elevacions:
West Poreal 11,605
East Portal 11,600
Union Park 9,880
Taylor Park 9,330
Rocky Point 11,300~

g from Taylor Patk

The tunnel is about 1,500 feer long and is about 16 =ile 3 .
siphon from 'Round Top

Mag the erow £lies.' Bill Thompson suggzested a surface
(el. 11.3001) chreugh the tuonel =ay have possibilicies.

ta

cc1 W. E. Thompaon
D, F. Guyoc
T. W. Haag
p. R, Froehlich
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ALACK & VEATGH

MEMORANDUH
B&V Project 11263
B&Y File 15.0800
NHovember 1, 1985

Natural Eoergy Resources Cprnhy
Rocky Poiat Pumped Storage Project
Union Park Hydroelectzic Project

To: P. J. Adam

Frem: J. R. Stack .-},ﬂ;' ;

1985 with Jim Phillips in reference to

A meeting was held on October 10,
py Colorado Water Resource and

participation in cthe Union Fark Projec:
Power Development Auchority (CWRPDA)..

Jim Phillips - CWRPDA

Ab Watcs - NECO

Ron Thomas = NECO

Dave Millar - Hajor NECO scockholder
John Stack = Black & Veacch

Bi1l Thompson - Black & Veatch

Attendingt

Mr. Phillips shoved familiarity with the project and expressed his general
. approval of the conceptual plan, He stated this project has reached a stage
of development beyond what CWRPDA {s accustomed to, FHe stated that Colorade
Springs is interesced ia the project bur cannot participate at cthis tize.
As & board member of CWRPDA he favors their {involvement and will support che

project.
Significant infar;ncian obtained at cthis neacing:

o CWRPDA was originally funded wich 30 pilldon dollara prinmcipal.
Through investments this figure grew to 42 million at one ctime.
Various projects have been funded and he was pot sute of the
balance, The origimal 30 millica dollars is not available for
funding projects, only its interest. Eowever, he did noc indicate
that up to five million dollars funding would ba a problea.

o Thera is pending legislation in Colorado that would establish
threa or mora water storage projects {n Colorado., Specifically this
legislation would aim at capturing wacer that would otherwise be lost
to the state ("New Water”). There i3 an organization of 40 or %0
of the most prominent Colorado citizens chat are involved in gponsoring
this effort. This organization is know a9 the "Colorado Allisnce.”
Specifically they plan om developing 250,000 AT storage o the west
slopa with 50,000 AF to ba diverted o the east slope. These legislacive
effores will be financed through & gales (?) tax. Union park seexm3

to fic perfectly.

0500219



BALACK & VLA r"

MEMORANDUM

84V Project 11263
B4V File 15,0800
November 1, 1985

Natural Energy Resources Company 1
Rocky Poinr Pumped Storage Profect
Union Park Hydroelectric Project

0 Mr., Phillips staced:

- Importance of an environmencally acceptable tranamission
plan., (& copy of che WAPA Study vas handed to him by NECO.)

- Power purchase agreemencs &re important. Probably cannot
be negociated now, bur, the License Approval (3 years) would
probably f£it abouc right. (He seemed to believe that state support
of the project at this time is probably required.)

- Thera will probably be cne majer power project and sevaral water
projects sponsored by CWRPDA.

o The predominant questicn at this tize is EEEFEE;E_fff;ffﬁggilfflfffgéﬂf
affE%?E—EE_?GFEﬁer the development of Union Fark:

o To this end, it was agreed that HECO smldﬁmua,ugthpxgiﬁ_ﬁh
of how chis could be accomplished. Various scenarios of how this ¢

be accomplished is included at the end of this memorancuz.

v

o There is a Board meeting on December 6, 1985 and WECO ig going to
£ry for ac least 30 misuces om che ageada, (CWRED

@ Mr. Phillips questicmed the staylng povwer (per=anence) of the CWRFDA.

o Mr. PhLllips also questions the ability of CWRPDA to assu?c Eajcr
equity position in che project. This geemed €O confliccT;it bili:
previous scactement by Mr. ULL Kappus to 3411 Thompson. a a ¥4
of the CHREDA to bond projects is nor clear, however, the ?fOEf;T
outlined previously as the "Colorado Alliance" will u?quest-cna ¥
have tax free boudisg capabilirty due to the underwriting by tax.

The following commentl are oy oW thoughts. Since the Eeasibiliry‘of gzi;utz;:k
was difficult to ascertain due to the question on price of water, ;t:s Ty
me that tha '"Colorado Alliance" could be a big facrtor in Union ?ailliizza uzll v
Since NECO has only a "Wacer Right!' for storage unﬁ the Colo;ado i

have a comdumptiva water right for the "New Warer," a price her ?ug : 2ic
and industrial water will be eatablished racther than the rather lo n?ec:
water value we wera trying to desl with. This seems €O ;;ad :oiatprun =
struccure that could be fipanced with th;_ygyg;“pha;evgﬁggki_ig,aia;i) e
wricten by tha pewer sales agreements and _che water phase (Union s
written byujhe,ﬁpiorndg_ﬁll};ncc, This of course i3 specuia;-o: s
howaver, if CWREDA has tax free bonding capability Lt could be

the project could be based cn.

ulrural

It
: done in a professional manner.
d be required fot the submitcal
I suggesced this

2500220

Lsscly, the boatd presentacion musc b
was agreed that quality wricing and editing will
of the proposals. I volunceared to assist ia slides, ete.

scrategy be teviewed with you.

MEMORANDUM

Natural Epergy Resources Company 3
Rocky Point Pumped Storage Project
Union Park Hydrcelectric Project

86V Project 11263
B&V File 15.0800
Hovember 1, 1985

Proposal #1

The premise of chis proposal would be for the CWRPDA to use the Union Park
project as an investment. This would allow a portiom of the principal amount
of 30 millicn to bea used. The cterms of the invesrment (15% interestc vas
zentioned) would be extremely favorable to CWREDA. This lnvestment would be

repaid (principal and interest) ac the tize perzanent comstruction financing
wag obtained.

The collacteral for this investment would be tha Water Rights and the license
itself, The licensing effort would have to be expanded to include Union Park.
Thereby, effaccing the costs currently projecced by NECO.

To further the acceptance of this opricm, limited epproval of project
development could be given to CWRPDA to insure development in public
inceresc,

Under this scenario NECO would recain all equity in the project and all
accrued potential profit.

Propesal 72

The premise of the second proposal would be a joint venture between NECO and
CWRPDA. TFunding for the studies and investigacions necessary for licensing
would be by CWRPDA. Funding for the NECO operaticam would be by others.
(Presumably Swisd Banks.) The owmership (equity) of the project would chen
be negotiared to some percentage presumably oa che order of

60% NECO
40% CWRPDA

The terms of the agreement with che Swiss 3ank would have to te accepted
by CWREDA.

Upon raceipt of the License, Fower Furchase Agreements would ba completed and
the plan for permanent construction financing could be implemented.
be bonding, as previously discussed, or presumably the project equiry could
be defized to a point that permanent investors would be available.

e

25602

This could
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BLACK&V&AT. .

- MEMORANDUM

Natural Energy Resources Company 8&V Projece 11263

Rocky Poiant Pumped Storage Project B4V File 15,0800 -
Union Park Hydroelectric Project November 4, 1985 :

To: P. J. Adan

From: J. R. S:ackg]éﬁ;> | \. : . :{

A meeting was held in Denver on QOccober 31, 1985 with Dick Bractconm,

Board Member of the Colorado Water Resources and Power Development
Auchority (CWRPDA) _ '

Attending: Dick Bratton (CWRPDA)
Alvin Stedinmark (NECO)
Ab Watts (NECO)
Dale Raite (NECO) .
Dave Miller (Major NECO stockholder)
John Stack (B&V)
Bi1ll Thompson (B&V)

Ce AR Y
L ant it

Mr, Brattoun is a Gunnison attorney specializing ia water law. He adviseq‘ _

his primary loyaltiea are in the Upper Gunnison regioan., He i3 also a board .

member on the Upper Colorade River gaue: Congservancy Distries (?). i
&&)QMC;»\AMPP\. Lp&b«\_(,&v\d% : ) 7 W/

He explained that cthe Bureau had been working on am "Upper Gumnnison

Project" £or years., Politics make development in the near futurs remote,

He gsees this project as g way to spur limited development im the Upper

Cunnison .Region. .

Mz, 3ratzon i3 not an advocate of no growth; however, there 1{s 8 small group
vocal to the no growth idea, He believes that ha can control this element
through economie logic. Project development without local contxol of politics
{s remote. Mr. Bracton i3 an enviroumentalistc that will listen to reasou,

te beliaves that Union Park would be primarily agricultural reservoir. Ee
considers a low likelyhood of classifying Union Park water as municipal dnd
induscrial (M&I). Raving said chis, he stated he is not opposed to the
Colorado Alliance and even though trans-divide transfer of watar is comtyo-
versial, My understanding of trans-divide water would be M&I., He personally -

-thinks diversion of 50,000 AF oue of a 250,000 AF to be reasonable.

He favors CWRPDA participation {n a power project to develop a continuing
source of money to promota vater projects. This cheory coincides wove with
Mr., Kappus' views thaa Mr. Phillips'. This tramslates to a larger equity
shara of any power project. :

2500217
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The News:

Union Park
Water Project taking shape

A proposed major western Colorado
hydroelectric project is now several steps
closer to being a reality. Natural Energy
Resources Company announced that its
900 megawatt Union Park pumped
storage project has been granted the
necessary water rights by the Montrose
Water Court.

Union Park is approximately 40 miles
northeast of the City of Gunnison in the
Gunnison National Forest,

In addition, the Company’s Prelimin-
ary Permit was issued by the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission on
August 15, 1984 for.a 36 month period.
The FERC application was made to
secure a priority position for filing for a
long-term federal license.

The Union Park project contemplates
the construction of a 325,000 acre [oot
reservoir on Lottis Creek. Power will be
generated by exchanging water with Tay-
lor Park Reservoir, some 550 vertical feet
below Union Park.

The Water Court Decree recognized a
conditional water right for the Union
Park Reservoir. When the project is com-
pleted, the Company will be entitled to
make the conditional right absolute.
""The conditional water right gives us all
the security we need to move forward,”
Company President Alvin Steinmark said.

The Uncomphagre Valley Water Users
Association and the Bureau of Reclama-
tion have interests in the facilities and
water rights for Taylor Park Reservoir
Steinmark acknowledged that agreements
with both groups would be necessary.

““We've been in contact with both the
Bureau and Uncompahgre almost from
day one,’” he said. ""We believe that
agreements can be achieved which will be
beneficial to them. in exchange for their
letting us use Taylor Park Reservoir.”

Steinmark noted that a work-study
agreement with the Bureau of Reclama-
tion and the water users had been fi-
nalized already.

The Union Park water case had opposi-
tion from area water users. However, an
agreement was reached with the op-
ponents which allowed the Court to issue
the decree. _

“In our stipulation with Perkins D.
Sams and other area water users, we in-
cluded numerous ?rm'i.-\inns relating to
the stream fishery,” Steinmark said. "'If
we get all the approvals and cooperation
that we anticipate, Lottis Creek, the Tay-
lor River and even the upper Gunnison
should enjoy a vastly improved fishery."

The water case agreement called for
flow stabilization, water temperature
improvement, and water quality protec-
‘on in the streams.

""Of course,”” Steinmark added, "'we'll
have the new 2,000 surface acre reservoir
for additional recreational opportuni-
ties.”

The Union Park project will pump
water up from Taylor Park Reservoir
during times of low demand on the power
network. Typically this is nighttime and
on weekends. Union Park Reservoir water
would be released back down 1o Taylor
Park Reservoir for power generation
during peak demand periods.

""The project’s capability for almost
instantaneous- power production also
lends itself to assisting in emergency situ-
ations and as a reserve for unusually high
demand periods,” Steinmark said.

The Company has scheduled the pro-
ject to be on line by 1994. "'Our research
and projections show that there will be a
very significant demand for increased
power production capabilities by then,”
the president said.

““The Phoenix area alone had electrical
hookup orders for about 15,000 new
homes in the first two months of 1984,"
he said. "'If that kind of demand growth
continues, the West will be in real trouble
by the mid-1990's unless new projects,
such as ours, are buil."

Natural Energy Resources Company is
a private Colorado corporation with of-
fices in Greeley. It was organized primari-
ly for developing hydroelectric power pro-
jects. The Union Park power will be sold
lo existing power utilities in the Rocky
Mountain area,

A wide variety of governmental approv-
als will be needed before the project is
completed. Steinmark indicaletr that the
Company is gearing up for all the re-
search and studies needed-to complete
the permit processes.

"We are giving a high priority to
studying and fairly dealing with the exist-
ing Forest Service uses in Union Park,”
he said. '"We are very sensitive to the
wildlife issues and the concerns of the
grazing permit holders.”

Steinmark noted that the Company of-
ficials initially met with the Taylor Park
Grazing Association in Gunnison last
year. He anticipated having additional
meetings with the group to attempt to
work out their concerns.

Preliminary projections indicate that as
many as 1,500 jobs will be created during
the study, design and construction
phases. ""We anticipate about three years
of data gathering by engineers, scientists
and other professionals before the FERC
license is issued," Steinmark said. 'The
construction phase will take approximate-
ly four more years after that.”

The total project costs will be about 600
million dollars estimated in 1984 values.

Limited licenses available from DOW

There are still plenty of limited licenses
available for antlerless deer in the South-
west Region. Following is a list of units
with permits available as of August 20, on
a first-come first-serve basis:

Unit 52: 387 antlerless deer permits;
Unit 53: 683; Unit 61: 181; Unit 62: 841;
Unit 63: 714; Unit 64: 160; Unit 66: 39;
Unit 70: 126; Unit 71: 337; Unit 72: 45;
Unit 73: 107; Unit 411: 89; Unit 521: 285.

There are also 47 archery either sex elk
licenses still available in Unit 61 for the
season running September 8 through Sep-
tember 30. And, for those interested in

ating during the November 17-Decem-

. 2 late season, there are 151 antlerless
elk permits available in Unit 65 west of

“imarron Ridge and north of Owl Creek
d. Also, there are 223 antlerless elk

s available during the late season

‘ng December 8 and ending

r 31 in Unit 70 west of State

141 and Disappointment Valley

» apply for these licenses, fill
al application using the ori-

ginal hunt codes. 1ne application must be
accompanied by a  self-addressed
stamped envelope. Payment must be in
the form of a personal check or money
order or alternative license. Send all ap:
lications to: Colorado Division of Wild-
ife, P.O. Box 21000 (21 thousand), Den-
ver, Colorado 80221.

A person may not be in possession of
more than one elk license, but a person
may hold two deer licenses, only one of
which may be a buck license.

INSURANCE AND REAL ESTATE

Box 1067
307 N. Main
Gunnison
C081230
6410511
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Why go out of town?

Denver prices have come to Gunnison!

High Volume = Discount Prices!

We gum_intsa the

'LOWEST PRICES
On the Western Slope

'Now Offering
Scheduled: FREE DELIVERIES
to Gunnison & Crested Butte . !

o o G e S BN EON DS GD EN GED  G ONN OEN N S O O e ]

Prices good until
September 1, 1984 :

i X

Black Velvet

1.75liter

999

With this coupon * ~

‘We reserve the to fimh ntitles,
while quantities last. No rnl?:“:.huu.

“The last glass l

isastresn 1l
as the first” I

Almaden

Box wine
4liters

6 f
With this coupon } Coors & Coors nght
Offer expires September 1, 1984

_0Old Crow

175 liter . Eol i

Offer expires September 1.1
o e Y D N BN I BN S .

With this coupon
Offer expires
September 1, 1984

With this coupon

Offer expires
September 1, 1984

o e e e e e e

Old Smug

1.75 liter

999

WiIth this coupon .

Otfer expires
September 1, 1984 S,

.
--------------—'

T\ 1.751iter

1
]
F
& )
|
|
|

g]er i ' ?ago.

24cans
With this coupon

: Ofter expires September 1, 1984

i Carlo Rossi

4liters

3

With this coupon
Offer expires
September 1,1984 |

GUNNISON’S DISCOUNT
LIQUOR STORE

The

200€ Tomcn— Wet Grocer

Gunnison



Taamnt: BLAGK & YEATC

MEMORANDUM =
Natural Eanergy Resources Company B&V Projece 112;;\>:>

Rocky Poiat Pumped Storage Project . B&V File 15,0800
Union Park Hydroelectric Project November 4, 1985
To:  P. J. Adam \ |

Fromt J. R. S:acngEﬁFq

A meeting was held in Denver on Occober 31, 1985 wich Dick Bratcon,

Board Member of the Colorado Water Resources and Power Developument
Auchority (CWRPDA),

Attending: Dick Bratton (CWRPDA)
Alvin Steinmark (NECO)
Ab Watts (NECO)
Dale Raite (NECO)
Dave Miller (Major NECO stockholder)
John Stack (B&V)
B1ll Thompsoun (B&V)

-

Mr, Bratton i{s a Gunnison attorney specializing in water law. He advised
his primary loyalties are in the Upper Gunnison region, He is also a board

member on the U er olorado ver gater Conservancy Distxics (?).

He explained that che Bureau had been working on am "Upper Guanison
Project" for years, Politics makea development in the near futura remote,
Ha sees this projaect as a way to_spur limited development in the Upper
Gunnison Region. ,

Mr, Bratton i3 not am advocate of no growth; however, there is & small group
vocal to the no growth idea, He believes that ha can control this element
through economie logic. Project development without local control of politics
i{s remote, Mr. Bracton is an euviroomentalist that will listen to reasom,

He beliaves that Union Park would be primarily agricultural resecrvoir. Ha
counsiders a low likelyhood of classifying Union Park water as municipal and
induserial (M&I). Having said chis, he stated he is noc opposed to the
Colorado Alliance and even though trans-divide transfer of watar i contro-
versial., Uy understanding of trang-divide water would be M&I. He personally
thinks diversion of 50,000 AF out of a 250,000 AF to ba reasonable.

He favors CWRPDA participation in a power project to develop a coutinuiug
source of money to promote water projects. This theory coincldes wove with
Mr. Kappus' views thaa Mr. Phillips', This tramslates to a larger equi:y
shara of any power projedi.
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"November 14,

g -:'vill promota this concept with Mr, Kappus,
.. He'will obtain & schedule ‘suitable to Mz, Phillips and Mr.

- .. aze key to cthis effore.-
_' 'should ucznd this ueecins..

- with Me, Miller,
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BLAGK & VEATC'

“LEIDRANDUH

<

Hat:u:al Ene:gy Reaources Coupa.ny

agv Broject, 112631
Rocky Polnt Pumped Storage Project 5

. B&V_Fila .13 .0800
November 6, 1983

It was agreed thac a "brainstorming” session would be ‘in order té [t
NECO proposals prior to the December 6 board meeting. It was established
that NECQ aould try to have cthree pi ptoposals out for review no later than

‘ 7 November 20.4s the target data for. the brainstormidg. session
Drafes will. be. sent- €. NECO, board, CWRPDA board. and. B&V. (PJA)"‘f‘;,; :

It was agreed chat Joha .Carlson,: CWRPDA &

TR (M’-W 6(-#{?0»».,9 D&\) w

The potencial o! urans-mouneain diversion of Uniocn ?a:k vate: was
-He ‘askad 4f tha abandonaed Alpina eunnel had any”,
The following data was given him, - ER R MR B

S.n r.hi.s :asa:d.

v Eleva:ious. R ] B
West: Portal "11 605
_Ease- Portal: 11 600
:,Un:l.on Park 2 9,880 o
T 9 330 o e
: 1.1 300- T

. I\ R

(. J{Gu‘meld.a abou: 1,900 feet long and {3 abour. 16 miles fron ‘rgylor Par : ;

*&h": rowiflles. ', B411 Thompson suggested a surfaca siphon !ton f'Round Top':
I 001') chrough the tuanel zay have poss:l.bilities. Lo e sl

- Te We Haag
A D..‘;a. Froehlich
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Nagural Energy Resources Company

. Rocky Point FPumped Storage Project
Union Park Hydroelectric Project November 1, 1985

To: P, J. Adam

From: J. R. Stack /ﬁ

A meeting was held on October 30, 1985 with Jim Phillips in referenca :a.
participation in the Union Park Projecz by Colovado Water Resource and
Power Development Authority (CWRPDA).

Attendingt Jim Phillips - CWRPDA
; Ab Watts « NECO
Ron Thomas = NECO
Davae Miller - Major NECO stockholder
John Stack - Black & Veatch
Bill Thempson - Black & Veatch

Mr, Phillips showed familiarity with the project and expressed his general

. approval of the couceptual plan, He stated this project has reached a stage
of developwent beyond what CWRPDA is accustomed to, He stated that Colorado
Springs is interested in the project but cannot participats at this time.

As & board member of CWRPDA he favors their involvement and will suppor: the
project.

Significant iufarpaciou obtained at this meecting!

o CWRPDA was originally funded wich 30 million dollars principal.
-Through investments this figure grew to 42 million at one time.
Varlous projects have been funded and he was not sure of the
balance. The original 30 million dollars is not available for
funding projects, only its interest. However, he did not indicata
that up to five million dollars funding would ba a problem,

o Thera is pending legislation in Colorado that would establish
thrae or morae water storaga projects in Colorado. Specifically this
legislation would\ aim at capturing water that would otherwisa be lost
to the state ("New Water"). There is en organization of 40 or so.
of the wmost prominent Colorado citizens that are involved in sponsorins
this effort, This organization is know as the "Colorade Alliauce."
Specifically they plan on developing 250,000 AF storaga on the west
slopawith 50,000 AF to ba diverted to the east slope. These legislacive
efforts will be financed through a8 sales (?) tax, Union Park s¢ems
to fie perfectly, FEENEY S
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BLACK & VEATC!

.

MEMORANDUM o |
Natural Energy Resources Cowmpany 2 B&V Project 11263
Rocky Point Pumped Storage Project B&V File 15,0800
Union Paxk Hydroelectric Project November 1, 19835

0 Mr., Phillips stated! |

= Imporvtance of an environmentally acceptable transmission
plan, (A copy of the WAPA Study was handed to him by NECO.)

= Power purchase agreements are importantc. Probably cannot |
be negotiated now, but, the License Approval (3 years) would
probably fir about right., (He seemed to believe that state support
of thae project at this time is probably required.)
|
-« Thera will probably be one major power project and saevaral water
projects sponsored by CWRPDA.

o The predominant question at this time is how NECO and CWRPDA cam combine
afforts to further the davelopmwent of Unlon Parks —

i

© To this end, it was agreed that NECO shoyld prasent two or more proposals
of how this could be accomplished, Various scenarios of how this could
be accomplished is Included at the end of this wemorandum.

o There is a Board meeting on December 6, 1985 and NECO is going to

Exy Eor ac least 30 miautes on the agenda, (CORTOR)

a Mz, Phillips questioned the staying power (permanence) of the CWRPDA.

o Mr, Phillfbs_also questionsg the ability of CWRPDA to assume major

©  equity position in the project. This geemed to conflict with a
_iaw previous statement by Mr. Uli Kappus to BLll Thoumpson. Tha abilicy
" .:©f tha CWRPDA to bond projects is not clesr, however, the program -
" outlined previously as the "Colorado Alliance' will unquestionably

.~ have tax free bonding capability due to the underwriting by tax.

The following comments are my own thoughts, Since the feasibility of Uniou Park
wvas difficult to ascertain due to the question on price of water, it seems to
ma that tha "Colorado Allﬁ}nca" could be & big factor in Union Park feasibility.\
Sinca NECO has only a "Water Right" for storage and the Colorado Alliance will
have a cousuwptiva water right for the "New Water," a price for municipal

and industrial water will be established rather than the rather low agricultural ;
water value we wera trying to deal with, This seems to lead to a project

structure that could be financed with the power phase (Rocky Point) under=
yritten by the power sales agreements and the water phase (Union Park) under-

vritten by the Colorado Alliance., This of course {s speculation on my pare,

howavaer, if CWRPDA has tax free bonding capability it could be a scructure
tha project could be based om.

Lastly, the boavrd presentacion must be done in a professional manner. It 5
wag agreed thae quality writing and editing will be required for the submicgg;;; X
of tha proposals, I volunceered to assist in slides, ete.. I suggested thig' ' | &

strategy be rteviewed with you,
I RN ‘;ZSOOZ%Qﬁw
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MEMORANDUM

ﬁatural Energy Resources Company 3 B&V Projec: 11253
Rocky Point Pumped Storage Project B&V Fila 18.0800
Union Park Hydroelectriec Pxoject November 1, 1985
Proposal 41 \\_ e

The premise of chis proposal would be for the CWRPDA to usa :ha Union Park
project as an investment. This would allow a portion of che principal amoun
of 30 million to be used. The terms of the investment (15X interest was |
mentioned) would be extremely favorable to CWRPDA. This iavestment would be
repaid (principal and interest) ac¢ the tirxe permanent conscruc:ion financing
wag obtained. :

The collateral for this inveastment would be tha Water Rights and the licensa
itself. The licensing effort would have to be expanded to include Union Park
Thereby, effacting the cogts currently projected by NECO.

To further the acceptance of this option, limited approval o£ p:oject
development could ba given to CWRPDA to insura development in public
inceresec,

| g b L.,% ot

Under this scenario NECO would retain all equity in the projecet tnd 111
accrued potential proflt,

'n.‘-f'

Propogal {2 . o~ 1 % 41

The premisa of the second proposal would be a joint venture betweeu NECO and
CWRPDA, Funding for the studies and investigations necessary for liceusipg
would be by CWRPDA. Funding for the NECO operation would ba by others.™

(Presumably Swisd Banks,) The owmership (equity) of the project would chen
be negotiated to some percentage presumably on the order of 4 gk
60% NECO e ie

40% CWRPDA - b

Tha terms of the agreemant with tha Swiss Bank would have to be accep:ed o
by CWRPDA.

Upon receipet of the License, Power Purchasa Agreements would be completed and
the plan for permanent counstruction financing could be implemented. This cou
be bonding, as previously discussed, or presumably the project equity could
ba defined to & point that paermanent investors would be available.'

25009
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' ’i Wesociate

“vould be’ gssumed 'by CWRPDA. This would require a total or partial '"buy ouc"'

RSN

S 0% Escabliahins a value og\NECO's equity plus [y reasonable re:urn on’ 4«

& CWRPDA“has] onding capabili:y they could essentially own the’ ptojec

: mouey lrom CHRPDA would go co investors profit,

oy
e
Ry .

BLACK & VEATC

.o 'du

Na:ural Enersy Resources Coupany 4 Co-7 B&V Projecc 112 ; ;‘

Rocky Poine Pumped Storage Project “ 0 B&V File’15.080 R

Union Park Hydroeleccric Projec: " November 1, 1985
Proposal #3

The. prcmise ot this ptoposal would be that Project Developmenc and Con rol

°£ NECO.I

Ihis nezociacion would have many possibilities, the nost ob 99§A

Encumbrances,” such ag tha B4V deferred feas, would be calculated: 1

.:Undez ;his plan NECO would no longer be involved in che projecc. ; ~z
g‘-‘ f? o *ﬂ“r e ._' f, e IR
b3 'a\value of. NECO a equicy that would retain ‘some residual“”*ﬁ”
profit incentives to the stockholders. Uunder.this plan NECO would S
relinquish control of the project but would taceiva some Euturo pe:qp;iak; ;
profics 1n; re:uru for a raduced equity, L

-

In eitherf‘cenario. B&v's posicion would have to be clearly defiued.vxf__;

Pin &ﬁ@

subconaracu the operations toa utilicy. .

rf‘ " -' BT i A

In my opinionf:his option could have 1ega1 entanglements aince sous "desisnaced

NECO is goins co assume the responsibility to preparo the ptopoeals.
to. assisc thenm. in any way :hey may choose,

ta

cet W. E. Thompson -
D FoGuyor T O Mt
Te W.. Haag.- om0 -0 - . 2o I RS e
D. R. Frcehlich' ' e B

NS

A S
HEERMEON \
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September 1990

(2nd. rev.)
«Peopie Qopovng \vater Expoa Raids

COHCERNS AND PROBLEMS WITH THE PROPOSED UNION PARK RESERVOIR

Lutroduct fon

Proponents of the Unfon Park Reservolir and transmountalin
diversion project frequently express lts "advantages and
benefits.” These and other aspects of the proposed project are
quest foncd below, particularly as they pertain to the Upper
Gunnicon Basin. This report was researched and written by

menbers of the POWER Technical Committee and (s based on
Information avallable to it. Comments, criticises, and
sugpestions are appreciated. References are given to enable
further study and clarification. It Is anticipated that

additlenal concerns will arlise as additional f(nformatlion about
the Union Park proposal becomes avaflable.

A. Background

1 Proponents clalm: “The Upper Gunnison has only one flfth

the population of the Upper Colorado, needs economic developement,
and should welcome the opportunity to exploit their surplus water
to provide a lower cost water supply system for Denver that Is
environsentally sound"™. [Dave Miller, letter to Governor Roy
Romer, 23 March 1987].

= Our response: The proposed Union Park Reservolr
project for transmountain diversion would result in very serlous
environuental and economic fmpacts. It 1s not welcomed. This
propocal raises eritical Issues requiring further attention and
study.

B. 'roject Detalls

L Proponents claim: Capacity of the Unfon Park Reservolr
could be 1.1 million acre-feet [Unlon Park Water Supply

Concept, 8 July 1988), but Is usually given as 900,000

acre-feet [Application for Water Storage Rights, Water
Division Ho. 4, in Case Ho. B86-CW-226, 31 December 1986].
* Our Heosponge: Clarfffcation is needed: we know
Union Park Resrvolr is supposed to be very big, but

how bip?

PO Box 1742
Gunmson, CO 81230
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2. Proponents claim: An annual average diversion of 60,000
acre-feet (s to be taken from the Upper Gunnison dralinage for
storage and later sent to the Denver metropolftan area [Dave
Miller, letter POWER, 21 May 1990). However, by reducing
commitments to Instream flow malntenance, average annual
diversions of 80,000 acre-feet can be achieved [D. B. Raltt and
A. W. Watts, Unfon Park Plan for Optimum Development of Taylor
River Water Resources, July 1989; Dave Hiller, letter to Willfam
Miller et al,, 16 February 1987; Arapahoe County, presentation
handout, April - May 1988].

. Our Response: There Is confusion about the scale of
diversions because the water right application for the project
states: "Total maximum appropriation for the entire unified and
interdependent facllity Is 900,000 acre-feet per year. All
points of diverslon are In Gunnison County, Colorado. Reservolr
to be filled and refilled so0 as to achleve this maximum annual
amount.” [Application for Water Storage Rights, Water Division
No. 4, Case No. 86-CW-226, 31 December 1986]1. The project’'s
concept is to take all water that can be made available - and
from the Gunnison Basin's headwaters. This would be very
damaging to almost all present and future water users and uses,
and to Indirect beneficfaries of water flow from the headwaters
on downstream.

3. Proponents claim: Expansion alternatives, or ultimate
phase plans, for the Unfon Park profect range up to a project
capaclity for an annual average 210,000 acre-feet taken out of the
Upper Gunnison Basin, principally by puaping water out of Blue
Mega Reservolr [BEBASCO Services Inc., Unjon Park Water Supply
Project Reconnaissance Evaluatlon Study, October 1986, pp. 12-3
and chapters 15 - 19].

» Our response: such plans would be far more detrimental
to the Gunnison Basin than the Inftfal proposal discussed and set
forth In the application for water storage rights. They would

require major changes In Bureau of HReclamatlion pollcy and
practice, which {n turn requires consideration of state policy
and [nterstate Implications.

[ 5:% Unfon Park's Droupght Protectjon

1. Proponents Claim: Union Park is supposed to provide
drought protection to both the Western and Eastern Slopes. The
East Slope Is supposed to be willing to pay for drought
protection on the Western Slope because the project’'s concept
offers dry year storage for the Bast Slope - possibly as a by-
product [Dave Miller, letter to Hubert Farbes, Aupust 15, 1990;
Dave Mi{ller, letter to Colorado River Water Conservatlion
District, 27 April 1990:; Dave Miller, Gunnison County's
Courapcous Water Pollicy, 4 June 1990; Dave Miller, letter to
POWER, 21 May 1990; Dave HMiller, letter to Governor Roy Romer. 16
April 19vol.

- Our Responses: This seems an optimistic expectation of
Bastern Slope munlcipalities,
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. Beneficiaries of such drought insurance
could not afford it. At best, the annualized cost of water froa
Union Park {s estimated at about $305 per acre foot (Dave Mlller,
letter to Hubert Farbes, 24 July 1990). Many agricultural water
users are unwilling to pay even $10 per acre foot, when given the
value of what they produce.
. After investing fn Unfion Park, would the
owners want to release expensive water for drought and
environmental protection? At $305 per acre-foot, a release of
20,000 acre-feet would amount to foregoing use of $6,100,000
worth of water.
. As a practical matter drought releases
froo Unjon Park could reach and benefit only a small proportion
of irrigation {n the Upper Gunnison Basin. Below the land
reached lies the water storage in the Aspinall Unit reservoirs
for the benefit and protection of the Western Slope. Union Park
would harams, not help, this source of drought protection.

hd The Upper Gunnison Basin really does not
need the drought protection Union Park 1s supposed to provide.
Already there fs Blue Mesa Reservoir and Taylor Reservoir. Sone
apricultural consumptive water shortages do exfist in the Upper
Gunnison Basin [HDR Engineering Inc., Upper Gunpison-Uncompahgre
Basin Phase 1 Feasibility Study, May 1989]). But, these are dealt
with by water sharing and use coordination, It is less expensive
and wsore practfcal. Given the value of crops produced, It {s
also very cost effective.

2. Proponents clafm: In a dry year such as 1977, the historic
relecase from Taylor Park Reservolr of 81,600 acre-feet could be
increased to about 100,000 acre-feet with Unfon Park Reservoir
[D. B. Raitt and A. W. Watts, Unjon Park Plan For Optimun
Pevelopment Of Taylor River Water Resources, July 1989).

. our Response: However, only 20,000 acre-feet appears
to bhe actually set aside for dry year environmental releascs f{nto
a combination of the Gunnison, South Platte and Arkansas Rivers
{Arapahoe County, presentation handout, April - May 1988]1. This
Is only about 28 cfs on a year round basis and does little when
spread around the three river systems.

3. Piroponents claim: There 16 a diminishing need for water in
the Upper Gunnison Basin. They note economic trends in
agriculiure; they clais decreasing requirements for water, they
decry the consequences of more water lost to downriver states:
and finally they perceive water owners looking for ways to
realize a higher use and return for their water (Dave Miller,
letter to Willias Miller et al., 16 February 1987].

. Our Response: All this would suggest less need for
drought protection. However, water use is not diminishing in the
Gunnison Basin. The basin’'s water resource {s being used more
and more intensecly, In more and more ways, out of the stream and
Instream. The protection offered in the Unfon Park proposal is
trivial in comparison to the injuries to the Gunnison Basin €froa
headwarer diversion of the much greater asounts for the project.
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D. Flood Protection

1. Proponents claia: Union Park would offer flood protection
to the Upper Gunnison Basin by capturing excess spring runoff and
flood waters [Dave Miller, letter to Roger Morris, 29 June 1990].
The Taylor River is said to experience wide fluctuation fn flow
because of floods and droughts (Union Park Facts, 3 April 1990].
- Our response: This is characteristic of Western Slope
streams. Physically and ecologically the streaas have adapted
to this. However, Taylor Park Reservoir is already present to
capture flood flows at the upper end of the drainage. Already
there (s the 1975 Storage Exchange Agreement to sacoth out Upper
Taylor flows and the Second Filling of Taylor Park Reservolr
application fntended to also provide flow stabjilizatfon. What
aore can Union Park provide?

2. Proponents claim: Reported flood damage cost in 1984 was
about $500,000 for an event with a recurrence {nterval of 30
years and: "Based on this occurrence and more frequent smaller
floods and the fact that Taylor Park Reservoir controls only a
saall proportion of the flow In reaches where damage is most
likely to occur, it is evident that flood control benefits, while
of great value to those affected on the Taylor, will not have
large monetary benefits.” (BEBASCO Services Inc., Unjon Park Water

Supply Proiect Reconpaissance Bvaluation Study, October 1986, pp.
12-7 and 12-8]}.
= Our response: Even Unjon Park could not cope with

»extra ordinary” flood events. For more frequent events
appropriate land use planning are a better way of dealing with
such threats. For example, the 1984 flood had damage costs of
only $500,000 and a frequent recurrence {nterval of 30 years.
while this flooding was wide spread, locations offered protectlion
by Union Park‘'s capabflity to control flood flows from the upper
part of the Taylor River drainage are small In coaparison. At
present and because of topography, most developaent {s
appropriately outside the danger zone where protection would
occur,

3. Proponents claim: Taylor Park Reservoir has a storage
capacity of 111,330 acre-feet. Long-term average annual (nflow
into Taylor Park Reservoir is over 140,000 acre-feet, and during
the period from 1977 to 1984 the flow varied from 62,500 acre-
feet to 233,700 acre-feet [D. B. Raitt and A. W. Watts, Unjon
Park Plan For Optimum Development Of Tayvlor River Water
Resources, July 1989).

. our response: Since implementation of the Storage
BExchange Agreement in 1975 a large portion of late season
irrigation flow for the Uncospahgre Valley has come froam Blue
Mesa Reservoir. This has smoothed the late season flow from
Taylor Park Reservoir and, in turn, benefits instream and out of
streas water uUsers.

4. Proponents clafa: In a good water year such as 1984,
170,000 acre-feet of the historic release of 224,900 acre-fcot
from the Taylor Park Resc¢rvoir would be puaped into Unfon Park
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Reservoir (D, B. Raftt and A. W. Watts, Unfon

Qpt fmum pevelopment Of Taylor River Water §Q595?§58?1§21595989L
On an average year Unfon Park would extract less than 10% of the
Gunnlson River's "wasted flood waters” estimated on the basis of
Lhe C?nuisgn Rivzr contributing a loss annually of over 900,000
acre-fecet from the Colorado‘'s compact entitlement Park
Facts, 3 April 1990}, ¢ linien

. Our responses: The extracted amount would he a much
greater percentage of the flow at the headwaters location where
1t was withdrawn - 40% on average to the more than 75% in the
1984 ycar example given above. This quantity taken from the
headwaters river would cause severe harm.

hd More recent junior water rights in the
Gunnicon Basin depend on floods or higher than normal flows for
satjsfaction. A purpose of the Aspinall Unit and Taylor
Reservoir (s flood flow storage. The Union Park proposal,
especially the possible withdrawals of 100,000 to 900,000 acre-
feet per year, would conflict with this. Flood water stored in
the Aspinall Unit of the Colorado River Storage Project goes
toward meeting Interstate cospact requirements, as well as
Western Slope needs.
b Flooding should not be elimfnated - just
respected.  The regular reliable surges of flood waters are
essent lal for maintenance of ecological and physical systems
assocfated with the river, especially the highly valued and
increasingly rare riparian system. In turn these sYystems support
valued cconomic systeas, especially those assocfated with

recreat ton and the second hoee industry. Physical and ecological
characteristics of western streans are dependent on significant
variations of flow from season to season and year to year. With
loss of flood water, much of economic and ecologic value would be
lost. These systems and their values are not sustained by
constant minisua and liaited flows released from dams. For
example, optimal conditfons for a naturally reproducing trout
fishery require seasonal changes in €low, tesperature, chemistry,
turbidity, and other factors required for “triggering” lifecycle
changes in the supporting food chain. As they move downstrean,
flood water provides benefits such as channel majintenance,
fertilfzatfon, recreation, and aesthetics down through the Black
Canyon and on through the Lower Gunnison and the Colorado River
Systems. A great proportion of these benefits would be lost.

. ) Withdrawal of flood water and strict
stream (low control may well be detrimental to squawfish habftat
from Delta to Grand Junction. More faportantly it may cause
envaronoental protection calls upon the North Fork of tLhe
Gunnison drafnage.

5. Proponents claiam: To achieve the intended capture of flood
water in Unlon Park Reservoir, the Taylor Park Reservoir would
have 1o be operated with 31,300 acre-feet of this ctorage
capacity transferred into Unfon Park Reservoir in order to
provide vacated capacity exclusive to flood control purposes [D.
B. Raitt and A. W. Watts., Upfep Park Plan For Optimum Developaent
Ot Taylor River Water Resources, July 1989). o
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L4 Oour Response: Storage capaclity in Taylor Park
Reservolir {s 111,300 acre-feet. To transfer this quantity of
storage would reduce the reservoir by about one-thjird to the
detriment of recreation. “Bathtub ring” problems {n Taylor Park
Reservoir would be exacerbated by rapid rises and falls of water
level in this reservoir prior to pumsping water in it up to the
Union Park Reservolir for storage. Also with reduced volume,
Taylor Park Reservoir would fluctuate more because of flushing
back and forth of water from NECO's proposed Rocky Point puap-
storage hydropower project and from the Union Park project when
It operates {n a pump-storage mode. While Unfon Park's
proponents recognize the problems of fluctuation in Taylor Park
Reservoir attributed to the Collegiate Range project operations,
they appear to neglect problems their own proposal will cause
[Dave Miller, Technical Summary - Unjon Park vs Collepjate Range,
6 December 1989]).

B. water Yield From Unjon Pagk

1. Proponents clalo: Unfon Park Rescervoir offers an
“unprecedented 2 for 1 safe yield Increase” (f used as a backup
supply for Denver’'s water system according to a Corps of
Engineers study, and this is "unprecedented in water engineering
history [(Dave Miller, letter to Hubert Farbes, 24 July 1990; Dave
Miller, letter to POWER, 21 May 1990: see also Dave Miller,
letter to William Reilly, 17 May 1989: Dave Miller, letter to
William Miller et al., 16 February 1987)1. This would reduce the
safe yteld cost of the project by about half [Abner Watts, letter
to the Rocky Mountain News, 19 Deceamber 1989]).

. Oour Response? “However, since the project (Unfon Parkl]
is envisioned as a dry year source, the time at which this supply
would be provided cannot be determined and, hence, the revenue
stream becomes too uncertain to satisfy financing requirements.
The buyer of the water must therefore contract on the basis of
anticipated average supply.” [EBASCO Services Inc., Unjon Park

water supply Project Reconpalssance Bvaluatlon Study, October
1986, p. 14-2]. Thus the value of the multiplier fis
questionable.

bt This 2 for 1 safe yield "aultiplier”

effect of Unfon Park is its ability to top-up or backup a water
supply system. The significance of this depends on water
inventory managenent policy [BEBASCO Services Inc. Unjfon Park
Water Supply Project Recopnajssance Bvaluation Study, October
1986, pp. 5-3 - 5-4]. A city can choouse to spend enough to store
enouph water for a long ceries of dry years or choose to spend
only for storing Just enough water for the average year with
conservation programs in place for dry years. Again, the value
of the multiplier in the Unfon Park proposal {s questionable.

2. Proponents claim: With the clatimed muitiplicr, the yield
fros linion Park is expected to be 140,000 acre-feet [D. B. RaittL
and A. W, Watts, Unjop Park ¢lan Eor Optimum Developaent Of
Toaylor River Water Resougces. July 1989 and Dave Miller,
nomination for Take Pride (n America Award, 1989].
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- Our response: However, the Corps of Engineer’s in the
Hetropolitan Penver Water Supply BIS., volume VIII, indicated that
the safe yfeld for Union Park varied from 63,000 to 111,000
acre-fect depending on operating assuaptions and this yleld range
would only be achieved {f there were no releases froa Union Park
to any other users except for instream flows in Taylor River and
lLottis Creek (HDR Engineering Inc., Upper Gunnlson-Uncompahgre
Basfn bhase 1| Feasibfljty Study, May 1989, p. 15-28). The lower
end of this range assumes a 200 cfs flow below Taylor Dam, May
through September, agreed to by NECO as a stipulation of their
1982 water decree for Union Park [BBASCO Services Inc., Unfo

Park Waler Supply Project Reconnaissance Bvaluation Study,
October 1986, p. 4-2]1. The upper end of this range requires
suancr flows below Taylor Dam be reduced to 100 cfs, as opposed
to the Colorado Water Conservation Board ainisua of 150 cfs
[Arapahoe County, public handout, April-May 1988}. What are the
yields; what are the plans for instream flows? Reduction In
aininun Instream flows is very signiflcant throughout the
Gunnison Basin,

3. Proponents clafm: To store water for many years until
needed in a dry cycle, the reservoir Is sized at 900,000 acre-
feet: but [n an annual mode of operation wherein the assumed
annual diversion of 60,000 acre-feet §s transferred out each year

for use, the storage volume needed would only be about 270,000
acre-fect [BBASCO Services Inc. Unfon Park Water Supply Project
Reconnalssance Evaluatjion Study, October 1986, pp. 9-2 - 5-3)

. our Responses: While the average annual yield reflects
ascuapt fons of stream flow cosmitments below Taylor Reservolr,
the sizc of Union Park Reservoir reflects the mode of its
operatfon. This difference {s significant in sany ways for the
Upper Gunnison Basin. In the dry-year mode, filling the 900,000
acre-{oot reservolr would take 1% years on average but draining
it eastward could be at a rate In excess of 300,000 acre-feet per
year [Application for Water Storage Rights, Water Division No. 4,
Case No. 86-CW-226, 31 December 1986). Expressed in another way,
Union Park could move 1000 acre-feet per day to Denver when
required In dry perfods without need for any new regulating
reservoirs on the Eastern Slope (Colorado‘'s Unjon Park Water
Supply Project, 8 July 1988). More consistency and
predictability in reservoir operation over the years would
contribute toward achieving Union Park's claimed rccreational and
fishery bencfits. The reservoir would be slow to f111 and quick
to eapty.,
. The 1982 power decrece gives Union Park
the right to fill and refill the Unfon Park Reservolir during
flood periods to enhance Western Slope power, fish, and
recreational flows [Dave Miller, letter to Aurora City
Counciimenbers, 14 September 1989]1. Apain, given the filling
capabilities of 4 1000 cfs puaptng system, the fluctuations in
both ‘inion Park and Taylor Park Rescrvoirs would produce severe
“bathtub ring” problems.
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F. Water Avaflabflity and Downstream Commitments
1. Proponents claia: The Gunnison River is the largest "leak"

of Colorado’s compact entitleaents and loses almost a millfon
acre-feet of Colorado’s interstate compact water to California on
average, but Union Park would put to use about 8% economically
for growth in the Denver Metropolitan arca [Dave Miller, Gunnjison
Coupty's Courageous Water Policy, 4 June 1990 and D. B. Raftt and
A. W. Watts, Unfon Park Plan For Optimum Development Of Javlor
River Water Resourceg, July 1989). Proponents point to Bureau of
Reclamation studies in the 1950°'s showing 450,000 acre-feet could
be exported from the Gunnison River Basin without danger to
senior water rights or the environment {Unfion Park Facts, 3 April
1990].
- our Responses: This may have been possible on paper
then - but, there have been subsequent events and actions
limiting the avallability of water for the Unfon Park project.
These include adjudication of water rights for Blue Mesa,
Crystal, and Morrow Point reservolirs of the Aspinall Unit {n 1960
and 1961 [Colorado River Water Conservation District, Assignasent
Of Water Rights, 23 October 1965) and adjudication of the “Taylor
Park Pool"” rights in 1974 and 1975 (HDR Engineering Inc., Upper
study; Eipal

Gunpison - Uncompahere Basin Phase 1 Feas{bf{lfty
Report., Hay 1989, p. 6-5].
b Upper Basin and Colorado Coapact

deliveries are measured by total flow, not by date of flow.
Transmountain diversion is a totally consuaptive use of water
otherwise avallable to veet our coapact requirements. In 1984 or
1985 the State of Colorado estimated it had 1.2 milljion acre-feet
avaflable for consuamptive use froms 3all of the Colorado drafinages
before compact calls could not be met. At another time the
Bureau of Reclamation estimated 500,000 acre-feet and Californla
water authorities estimated less thamn 200,000 acre-feet, What
ever the number is it would appear that now i{s the time to
inventory the resource and prioritize planned finvestments {n it -
not after the Union park and Collegiate Range projects take out
60 000 or 150,000 or more acre-feet.

Bxportation of water from headwaters,
such as from Union Park Reservoir is damaging. Recognition of
this gave rise to demands for basin of origin compensation.
water in the Gunnison River is used and reused many times over on
its way downstream. Direct users and indirect beneficiaries from
the head waters on down the stream will be severely harmed by
removal of the quantitles of water from the headwaters
conteaplated in the Unfon Park proposal.

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

. Our Response: In fact the Gunnison Basin has been
tapped to a limited extent for transmountafin diversions averaging
more than 1,300 acre-feet per year into the San Lufs Valley and
the Arkansas Valley., However, the Gunnison Basin is the major
source of storage of water for seeting interstate compact
obligations, hence the Aspinall Unit of the Colorado River
Storage Project. In addition, the mean annual diversion from the
Gunnison River through the Gunnison Tunnel is presently about
336,000 acre-feet per year but may soon increase to between
661,000 and 726,000 acre-feet {[Bureau of Reclamation, Uncompahgre
Valley Reclamatjon Project - AB Lateral Hydropower Facility =
FEIS, Aupust 1990, pp. §-5 - S-7). Again, direct users and
Indircct beneficiaries from the head waters on down the streaa
will be severely harmed by removal of the quantities of water
froa the headwaters contemsplated in the Unfon Park proposal.

3. Praponents clala: Colorado 1s the only western state that
has not (nventoried {ts water resources, and developed planning
guidelines for them with the result of a water development
gridlock damaging the econocay and creating the highest water
development costs and fees in the west [Dave Miller, letter to
Governor Roy Romer, 10 April 1990}.

. Our responses: The state of Colorado has approved
and/or encouraged storage projects which hold conditional decrees
in the Greater Gunnison Basin that predate the Unjon Park
project.  All may be adversely affcected by Union Park either
during the next 3% years before Union Park i{s built or when they
seck flnancfal support. Examples are the Dominguez, Cactus Park,
Frufctland Mesa and Cow Creek projects. As a practical matter the
lack of dam proposals {s not the cause for a planning gridlock in
water resource developsent, nor would the gridlock vanish with
the inclusion of the Union Park proposal. Unbuilt water projects
need to make sense in today's world, and Union Park does not.
Gunnison River water s already committed downstreaas and used
many times over to the benefit of the Gunnison Basin and
Colorado,

. Regardless of the strict appropriation
method of calculating existing water resources in Colorado, the
current status of water as a resource Is that varfous Interests
have now, by historical practice and social value awareness,
allocataed all of the state’'s water resources. No matter what new
purposed use of water arises, [t causes serious dislocation to a
sernent of the society which has come to depend on the existing
allocated use. Complete consumptive use Is, of course, that most
diftficult to reallocate and when such use occurs at the
heaavaters of a major river systea, the detrimental effects to
the “allocated" user are greatly mapgnified. To introduce now
such a consunptive use as Union Park becomes more the allocation
of harme and not water,

. Withdrawal of the quantities of water
proposed by the Unjon Park would alter planning for salinjty
control downstream and all other water quallity consideratjfons.

e
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- The Unfon Park project w{ll have serious
isplications to endangered species recovery programs. It would
effectively cripple use of the Gunnison River In the endangered
species recovery program unless more senior rights are condemned
downstrean.

4. Proponents clajim: The Colorado Water Resources and Power
Development Authority's Phase 1 Study found a need for
supplenental water to meet proposed in-streaam flow requiresents
through the Black Canyon of about 60,000 acre-feet in the dry
year of 1977 with about 40% of this amount possibly coaing from a
total release of 99,700 acre-feet from Taylor Park, If Union Park
Reservolr was {n place {D. B. Raltt and A. W. Watts, Unjon Park
?.?n I;:gﬁgge&mw Development Of Taylor River Water Resources,

uly .

- Our response: Union Park has already Interfered with
the ainimus stream flow claims in the Black Canyon and would
obviously place additional non-designed and unintended storage
burdens on the power production capabilities of the Aspinall Unit
which, In turn, {s detrimental to all of the Upper Basin states.

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

bl Oour response: However, water originating in the
Gunnison Basin does not lose {ts economic productivity if
eventually it flows to California. As noted above, such of the
water originating on the Western Slope is obligated to flow
downstream; however, first Colorado gets to use and reuse f{t,
instream and out of strecam, many times before it crosses our
stateline.

6. Proponents claim: Consumpt{ve water nceds on the Western
Slope arc declining and an outside interest can challenge any
water right by technically proving underutilization or wasted

water [Dave Miller, Gunnjson County's Courageous Water Policy, 4
June 1990]}.
- Our Response: While sonme traditional water uses

decline in some places, there are Increases In non-traditional
uses which are much larger - especfally those associated with
recreation and water quality management. Use and rcuse of the
water out of stream and Instream sustains a complex web of
economically benefictial relatfonships. For exasple, return flows
and deep percolation from flood Irrigatfon permit "subbing." One
person’s use and application practices sustains another's. As a
practical matter water is not "wasted” fn flood irrigation or
lost irretrievably. Withdrawal of water at the headwaterg
destroys this economically and ecologically productive system of
water use relatfonships.

G. Operational Counsiderations

1. Proponents claim: The Burcau of Reclamation {n 1983
acknowledped beneflits of Unfon Park In regulation and

e e e et i v ——— —— e e . —————
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conservatfon of Blue Mesa complex water by capturing low value
flood waters at high altftude for later release to high value
purposes - irrigation and hydropower - and Indeed the Bureau say
be Intercsted in paying to the developers a share of the costs of
the Union Park project [Upfop Park Facts, 3 April 1990]}.

. our response: However, very little water actually
spills and it does so very seldon from the Aspinall Unit.
Hydrologic oodeling of the performance of the Aspinall Unit

between 1906 and 1979 shows spills average 6,500 acre-feet per
year when they occur, but up to 35 years pass between actual
spills |EBASCO Services Inc. Upjon Park Water Supply Project
Reconnaissance Evaluatjon Study, October 1986, pp. 3-2 - 3-3].
Besides these releases, water passes through the turbines
producing some low value non-peak power at the Aspinall Unlit, but
that appears to be a function of {nventory sanagement policy
rather than storage capacity limftations. Unfon Park is not
needed to furnish hydroelectric power.

. The annual average flow at Taylor Daa fis
about 140,000 acre-feet and the annual average flow at Blue Mesa
Dam Is 1,081,000 acre-feet [BBASCO Services Inc., Unlon Park
¥Water Supply Project Reconnaligsance Evaluation Study, October
1986, pp. 3-3 - 3-4). Water stored in Blue Mesa reservoir has
the highest value on the Colorado River systea for hydropower
production because of the cunulative head between the Blue Mesa
Reservoitv water level and the power turbines at Havasu Reservoir.
The loss of an annual average of 60,000 acre-feet of. water to
Union Park diversion apsounts to an annual loss in excess of
$4,500,000 in power revenues from Blue Mesa through Havasu
Reservoirs assuming the value of $.05 per kilowatt hour. And,
this may require compensation {EBASCO Services Inc., Unjon Park
water Supply Project Reconpajssance Rvaluatjon Study, October
1986, pp. 5-5 - 5-6; for methodology see T. C. Brown and B. L.
Harding, A Prelisinary Assesssent of Timber and Water Production
in Subalpine Forests in Mapagement of Subalpipne Forests: Bujflding
on 50 Ycars of Research, GTR RM-149, Rocky Mountain Forest and
Range EBxperiment Station, Fort Collins, 1987, pp. 126-137]}.

2. Proponents clafe: The long-ters average annual Inflow to
Taylor Park Reservoir {s over 140,000 acre-feet, during the
period from 1977 to 1984 the flow varied from 62,500 acre-feet to
233,700 acre-feet, and in the water short year of 1977 the
Uncompahere Valley Water Users purchased 45,000 acre-feet from
the Burcau of Reclamatfon [D. B. Raitt and A. W. Watts, Unjon
Park Plan For Optimum Development Qf Taylocr River Water
Resources, July 1989, .
. our responses: Management of water orfginating (n the
upper basin of the Taylor River (s not an issue., As lllustrated,
the tncompahrre Valley Water Users Associatfion has the capability
toofticiently managing thelr water {nventory utilizfing both the
Taylor Park and 8lue Mesa Reservoirs.

* in teras of average operational
conditions the tinfon Park project (s not viable - withdrawal on
average ot 60,000 acre-feet into Unfon Park from the average
watershed yfeld of 140,000 acre-feet does not leave sufficient
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water to satisfy the Taylor Reservolr storage decree for 111,300
acre-feet,

3. Proponents claim: Bvaporatjion losses froa the high
altitude Union Park Reservoir would be only one-fourth the amount
lost froa the low altitude Two Forks concept [Colorado’'s Unfon
Park ¥ater Supply Project., 8 July 1988]). Bvaporation fron the
average 3550 acre surface of Union Park is estimated to be 10
inches per year for an average net loss of 3,000 acre-feet
{EBASCO services Inc., Union Park Water Supply Project

ce Bvaluatfon Study, October 1986, p. 3-4]).
. Our response: The critical consideration is the excess
of evaporatfion over precipitation froa the reservoir surface.
The sagebrush vegetatfon of the basin for Union Park suggests
that during the fce free period evaporation is fairly high and
that the estimate of 10 inches per year is too samall.
Publication of more recent studies done in a comparable South
Park area for the Denver Water Board fndicates that pan
evaporation rates, measurement of the amount of water lost from a
free water surface, are 28 to 37 (nches from May to October [I.
A. Walter, E. G. Sieaer and others, Bvapotranspiration and
Apgrononic Responses Ipn Formerly Irrigated Mountain Meadows -
South Park, Colorado, vol. 1, Denver Board of Water
Commissioners, Denver, Colorado, March 1990, pp. 170-179.]. This

recent report suggests evaporation from the Unfon Park Reservoir
would conservatively be about 3 times the amount anticipated
earlier, given that the elevation and climate between sites {s
generally comparable and due consideratfon fis given for Increased
evaporation caused by wave action {n the large reservolir.
Consequently Union Park can expect to lose about 9000 acre-fect
per year on average to evaporation which is about 15% of {ts
average 60,000 acre-feet of inflow by diversion. Bvaporative
loss or shrinkage of water inventory could be severe {f Union
Park is operated {n the dry-cycle sode of storing water over msany
years before release.

4. Proponents claiam: Union Park Reservoir would provide
massive high-altitude storage of water taken from the headwaters
of a sub-basin of the Gunnison River [Dave Miller, letter to
POWER, 21 May 1990; D. B. Raitt and A. W. vWatts, Unlon Park Plan
For Opt{num Development Of Taylor River Water Resources, July
19891.

. Oour Response: As indicated above in Iteam 2 of this
section, high altitude sub-basins are subjected to greater
varfability in recefved precipitation than their parent basin as
a whole, Dependability of flow to satisfy the Taylor Park
Reservoir storage decree is quite high, however, the
dependability for Union Park's operation at the quantities
conteaplated Is much less. It has been suggested that the Union
Park Reservoir can and will pertors a variety of functions. The
fact that the intended coabination and priority amonr these
functions remains unclear at this time, makes review of the
proposal’s operating rules and their implications difficult -
especially under conditions of Increasing climatic variability
commonly associated with the Greenhouse Effect {for discussion of
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operational rules see Bdward Kuiper, Water Resources Development:
Planning Engineeripg and Bconomics, Butterworth and Co., London,
1965, Chapters 6 through 11},

". Envigonmental and Recreatjonal Inplicatlons

1. Proponents claim: Unfon Park (s to guarantee flows below
Taylor Dam substantially higher than the msinimus €flows

establ {shed by the Colorado Water Conservation Board (Unfon PRark
Facts, 3 April 1990].

. Our Responses: This appears unlikely. There (s a
comanitment to a 200 cfs flow below Taylor Dam during the summer
resulting in an average annual yield of 60,000 ace-feet [EBASCO
Services Inc., Unjon Park Water Supply Project Reconnajssance
Bvaluatlon Study, October 1986, p. 4-2 - 4-3). However,
proponents appear to conteasplate reducing this and the Colorado
water Conservatfon Board's 150 cfs flow decree as well to produce
a larger water yield [Arapahoe County, public handout, April-May
19881. The malntenance, and indeed lmproveacnt, of flow
conditions, below Taylor Dam are economically very ifmportant to
the Gunnison Basin. Beginning (n 1975 the Upper Gunnison Water
Conservancy Pistrict has, along with the Uncoampahgre Valley Water
Users Astociation and the Bureau of Reclamation. controlled
releases of water fros Taylor Park Reservolir with an exchange
agreement for the purpose of enhancing fisheries, irrigation,
flood control, and fce control. The Gunnison District has also
filed (n water court for the second filling of Taylor Reservoir
with purposes of environmental and economic enhancement.

ol The monetary significance of flows below
Taylor bam has recently been studied. Indirect valuatjon studies
of the Yaylor River below Taylor Dam indfcate that f(ncrecasing the
critical winter flow by 10 cfs above the Colorado Water
Conservatfon Board sinimum of 50 cfs produces an i{ncrease (n the
fishery and an {oputed net value within this flow range to
anglers of approximately $193.00 per cfs or $1.63 per acre foot
released [David Harpaan, The Value of Instream Flow Used To
Produce A Regreatfonal Fishery, Ph.D. Dissertation, Colorado
State University, Fort Collins, Colorado, 1990, pp. 119-121].
This study indicated that susmamer releases above the present
pattern contribute little additional value for the fishery, but
reports on the value of Increased flows for recrcatfonal and
other purposes are still Iin the process of preparation.

2. Proponents clafa: The private minimun stream flow water
rights on the Taylor River benefit only the property owners along
certaln stream segments by having water pass by the property on
fts way out of the state. They say the land Is posted with no

trespascing aipns and that the asount of water (n the decreed
rights is Car [n excess of nced for rafting, flsh and plants, and
Indeed, that it is more than the same private owpers agreed to
accept In decrees pertaining to the Unjon Park hydroelectric
power riphts [Dave Miller letter to Roger Morris - Bditor of Lhe
Gunnicon Conntry Times, 29 June 1990).
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» Oour Response: There are many owners of private
instreaa flows on the Taylor River and in the Taylor River
drainage. In 1973 individuals with foresight tried to protect a
part of the Gunnison Basin's heritage by obtaining water rights
to assure Instrean flows on the Taylor River and {ts tributaries.
These rights were decreed in 1974 and 1975 for recreation,
wildlife protection, fish culture, heritage preservation, and
stockwater purposes [HDR Bngineering Inc., Upper Gunnison-
Uncompabgre Basin Phase 1 Feasibility Study, May 1989, p. 6-5].
Residents, and visitors have shared in the benefits of their
effort. In 1990, proponents of Union Park set out, along with
proponents of the Collegiate Range project, to quash these valued
rights in water court to further their own objectives.

3. Proponents clafm: Unfon Park will enhance Gunnison’s water
based economy by providing excellent Lake Trout flishery in an
off-river sage covered bowl and by stabilizing the current wide
fluctuation in Taylor Park Reservolir [Dave Miller, letter to
POWER, 21 May 1990: Unjon Park Factg, 3 April 19901,

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

* Concerns for the adverse faplications
upon wildlife were voiced at presentations of the Union Park and
Rocky Point projects {Laura Anderson - reporter, Crested Butte
Chronicle and Pilot, 27 February 1987). The district wildlite
manager for the Division of Wildlife questioned the description
of the iampacts from the proposed Rocky Point and Unfon Park
projects as being "sinor" and brought up concerns for elk
migration routes and fawning areas for bighorn sheep. A
fisheries biologist for the Division of Wildlife raised the Issue
of draining and £{l11ling of Taylor reservoir making It difffcult
to keep a mafjor fishery going. Also the impact of powerline
corridors was raised at the meeting.

. Union Park will fluctuate greatly and
more crratically than most traditional reservoirs, if it is
operated in the dry-cycle or topping-up mode. This causes
storage in Unjon Park to fluctuate betwcen about 900,000 acre-
feet and 200,000 acre feet over a period of 17 years, with yearly
withdrawals of often more than 150,000 acre-feet {Dave Miller,
letter to William Miller et al.,, 16 February 1987). This Is
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indeed detrimental to biological conditions above and below the
reservoir’s water line.

I. flelatjons With The Gunnjison Basin
1. Proponents claim: The Unfon Park project s to benefit the

Gunnison Basin community by building a consensus rather than the
traditional nonproductive fnfighting between historically
competitive interests [(Dave Miller, nomination for the Take Pride
in Amcrica National Awards, 1989].

hd Our response: However, proponents have undertaken to
quash a sufficient quantity of established conditional water
rights within the Upper Gunnison Basin to assure a safe yield for
their project, saving those condi{tional rights applied for by the
City of Gunnison in 1981 [Agreement between Natural Energy
Resources Company and the City of Gunnison, January 1987, p. 6]}.

This is not neighhorly., More recently the proponents jolned with
proponents of Lhe Collegiate Range project to quash and
invalidavte decreed private Instream flow rights on the Taylor

River which were adjudicated Iin 1974 and 1975.

2. Proponents clafm: Participation in the Union Park project
s said to provide the City of Gunnison with a value of $50
million, for a downpayment of $1000 and total cost of $200,000,

which includes needed storage, water rights, and reduced power
fees [Union Park Facts, 3 April 1990].

. llowever, by resolution in February of 1990, the City of
Gunnison acted to formally and expeditiously withdraw from (ts
apreement with NECO and Arapahoe County regarding water storapge
in the proposed Unfon Park Reservoir and to vigorously and
persistantly oppose transmountain diversion of Gunnison Basin

water. Water and water storage space Is available {n Blue Mesa
Reservoir five miles away for purchase froam the Bureau of
Reclamation and this would imply less cost and less commitment to
operating expenses [HDR Bngineering Inc., Upper Gupnison-
Uncompahgre Bas{n Phase 1 Feasibflity Study, May 1989, pp. 10-5
and 10-6: Bureau of Reclamation, Water Service Contracting Froms
Colorado River Storare Project Storage Regervofirs, circa 1985]).

. The City of Gunnison does not need
peaking power. "The ultimate criterion of a pump-storage project
is whether or not (ts addition to an existing power system will
lower the overall cost of the system as compared to the least
costly alternative addition to the system [Bdward Kuiper, Water
Resources Developpent: Plannipg Boeioeering apd Bconomics,
Butterworth and Co.., London, 1965, p. 310}, Under the agreement
between the City of Gunnison and proponents of Unjon Park, the
City must pay the full cost of pumping water up into Unjon Park
Reservoir for later release as peaking power which the City s
able to purchase at half the going price. This would not lover
the overall cost of the City's systes.
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J. Alterpatives
1. Proponents claim: Unfon Park is offered as the fdeal

alternative to versions of the Two Forks project [Dave Miller,
letter to Hubert Farbes, 24 July 1990; and Dave Miller, letter to
Willfan Reilly, 17 May 1989).

. Oour responses: While the 2 for 1 multiplier s pointed
out by proponents as a cost advantage, its value is questionable.
A buyer would be expected to purchase on the basis of anticipated
average supply - 60,000 acre-feet per year (BEBASCO Services Inc.,
Unjon Park Water Supply Project Reconnaissance Evaluation Study,
October 1986, p. 14-2]). Various coaponent costs can be included
or taken out of the proposal to arrive at the unit cost per
acre-foot of annual yleld which {s $4200 at {ts lowest and $£8600
at the high end [EBASCO Services Inc., Unfon Park Water Supply
Project Reconpaissance Bvaluation Study, October 1986, pp. 11-%1 -
11-4]). Costs say ultimately be on the high side because of a
buyer's fnabfility to utilize all the concepts packaged into the
proposal.
- Other viable and sensible alternatives
to the Union Park proposal do exist and Include conservation and
water sharfng within the Denver setropolitan area. If
transmountain diversion must be undertaken {n Colorado, the
Colorado Aqueduct Return Project (- CARP-) offers many advantages
- fncluding reliability, cost, and basin of origin protection -
over Union Park for the Gunnison Basin, the Western Slope, and
Colorado as a whole [Ralph Clark, Colorado Aqueduct Return
Project, January 1989 and March 1990}.

2. Bxpansion alternatives for the Union Park project range up
to a project capacity of an annual average 210,000 acre-feet
taken out of the Upper Gunnison Basin principally by pueping
water out of Blue Mesa Reservoir (BBASCO Services Inc.. Union
Park Water Supply Project Reconpajgsance Evaluatjon Study,
October 1986, pp. 12-3 and chapters 15 - 19 and Arapahoe County,
presentatfon handout, Apri{l - May 1988].

b Our response: Such plans would be more devastating to
the Gunnison Basin than the proposal discussed above. It appears
that the inttial application to the water court for storage
rights Is only the bepimning.




COLORADO WATER RESOURCES
and
POWER DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY
MINUTES
February 6 & 7, 1986

CALL TO ORDER

ROLL CALL

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
MOTION

REPORT OF COLORADO
WATER CONSERVATION
BOARD

TREASURER'S REPORT

The meeting was called to order at 1:30 p.m.;in
the Queen City South Room at the Clarion Hotel,
Denver, Colorado by Chairman Anthony W. Williams,

The following members were present:

L. Richard Bratton John Porter

W. D. Farr Thomas R. Sharp
Charlie Jordan Carl Trick

James D. Phillips Anthony W. Williams

Absent: Bill V. Kopfman

THAT THE MINUTES OF THE DECEMBER 6, 1985
AUTHORITY MEETING BE APPROVED AS PRESENTED,

Motion: James D. Phillips
Second: L. Richard Bratton o~

MOTION CARRIED |
J. William McDonald, Director, reported on tﬁe
following items:

Colorado River Floodway Protection Act
Small Reclamation Projects Act

Federal Budget Bill

Changes in the Tax Law

Sierra Club vs Block

Arkansas River Litigation

Colorado River Review

Endangered Fish Species

Animas La Plata Project

CWCB Board Activities

-—
CWOIOTPHWN =
) « =

L. Richard Bratton, Treasurer, presented the
financial statements as of October 31, 1985,
govember 30, 1985 and December 31, 1985 to the
oard, f

THAT THE FINANCIAL STATEMENTS AS OF OCTOBER 31,
NOVEMBER 30 AND DECEMBER 31, 1985 BE APPROVED AS
PRESENTED., '
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REPORT OF LEGAL COUNSEL

MOTION

REPORT OF CHAIRMAN

REPORT OF EXECUTIVE
DIRECTOR

Motion: Carl Trick
Second: W. D, Farr

MOTION CARRIED

John Carlson presented Resolution No 85-1 to 'the
Board for approval.

THAT RESOLUTION NO. 85-1 "A RESOLUTION AUTHOR-
IZING THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO EMPLOY SPECIAL
CONSULTANTS FOR ASSISTANCE AS REQUIRED ON
AUTHORITY PROJECTS" BE ADOPTED.

Motion: W. D. Farr
Second: L. Richard Bratton

MOTION CARRIED

Chairman Williams reported he had received a
letter from the Colorado Water Congress asking the
Authority to contribute $5000 toward the expenses
for an appeal with respect to Sierra Club vs
Block. Mr, Williams reported he had declined the
request but he would submit the request to the
Board and if the Board desired to overrule or
discuss the matter they may do so. The Board did
not comment. !

Mr. U1i Kappus, Executive Director, reported'
on the following items:

. CWCB & CWC Meetings

. Water Resources Planning Legislation

. Presentation to Senate Agriculture & Natural

Resources Committee.

Presentation to the Capital Development

Committee.

Mr. Kappus' appointment by the Governor to

Chair the Green Mountain Exchange Team,

. Series of meetings with Providers to discuss
the submittal of a feasibility study applica-
tion to study their needs of water over the
next twenty years, Will make a presentation
to the Providers in the next two weeks.,

7. Appointed by the Governor's office to partici-
pate in the Super Conductor/Super Collider
Project. .

8. Discussions with the Town of Parker for a

major storage project on Cherry Creek.

()] [$,] R WN) —
-
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STATE WATER RESOURCES
PLANNING NEEDS

10. Receipt of a letter from Greg

9, Receipt of a letter from the Colorado River

Conservation District regarding EB 1088,
ohnson

requesting authorization of a fee increase.
If there is no objection from the Board, Mr.
Kappus will respond to Mr. Johnson accord-
ingly.

11. Presentation of Memo on Water Project

Financing. This will be discussed on
February 7.

Mr. Kappus reported that on January 7, a memo

was sent to the Board regarding comments on
12/23/85 draft discussion paper on the Future

of Water Resources Development in Colorado.

This paper was discussed at a meeting of the
Colorado Water Conservation Board. Mr. Kappus
also stated that at the Senate confirmation
hearings for Mr. Phillips and Mr. Sharp, numerous
comments were made concerning the CWCB and the
Authority and their respective roles. He then
opened the floor to the Board for comment. (Copy
of memo of 1/7/86 on file in Authority office.)

)
Mr. Phillips requested that the staff acquireéa
transcription of the Senate confirmation hearings
and transmit it to the Board. This will enable
the Board to hear some of the questions, answers
and directions that were given by members of the
Senate Agricultural and Natural Resources Commit-
tee to Mr. Phillips and Mr, Sharp. At the
request of the Chairman, Mr. Phillips and Mr.
Sharp briefly outlined for the Board the various
points addressed during the hearing.

Mr. Phillips concluded his outline by stating that
the Authority was formed as a financing vehicle
and it was found that there are not enough
projects to finance. The Authority should not be
duplicating the work of the CWCB, but the Author-
ity should be out in front finding projects, maybe
not even trying to fund them, but to get them
ready for review by both Boards and reporting back
to the Senate on what we are finding so that addi-
tional money can be put together. Mr, Sharp
added that the Senators emphasized that in the on-
going debates on the bills that provide a revenue
stream the legislators really need to know the
detailed information on what projects the Author-
ity has looked at and their estimated cost. |

Mr. Sharp further stated that the Senators had
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SATELLITE MONITORING
PROJECT

1986

requested a list so that they know what kind of
numbers that relate to the funds that would be
needed over the next several years. Mr, Sharp
further commented that the Senators were looking
to the Authority to provide leadership back to
the Senators on information, direction, dr1ve and

specificity. 1

The discussion continued on the draft paper with
Mr. Jordan stating that he thought it would be a
good idea for the members of the staff of both
the CWCB and the Authority to sit down together
to work out the answers and how both groups p1an
to work together. Mr, Bratton suggested that the
two Boards should get together as a follow-up.

The Chairman stated that he will work with the
Executive Director in the attempt to coordinate
the two Boards.

Chairman Williams introduced Jeris Danielson, the
State Engineer, who expressed his appreciation to
the Board for their financial and moral support
of the Satellite Monitoring Project. He then
announced that the Satellite Monitoring System
had received an award from the National Society
of Professional Engineers as one-of the ten
outstanding engineering accomplishments in the
United States during 1985,

Mr. Danielson then presented a commemorative .
framed photo to the Authority in appreciation.
Chairman Williams accepted the gift on behalf
of the Authority.

John Kaliszewski, Project Manager, gave a br1ef
status report. He stated that the system is|
gearing up for the runoff season and its f1rst
full year of operation., It is anticipated that
entire network of 225 to 235 GOES collection
platforms statewide, including a flood warning
component, will be operational by the runoff
season. Eleven installations still need to be
completed and Sutron will be in Colorado dur1ng
the last week in March and first week in Apr11
for the final installations., To date $106,000
has been committed in the form of user fees from
various groups.

Judy Anne Kriss, Administrative Office Manager,
presented a report to the Board on the status
of the Satellite Monitoring Budget. (Copy of
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report on file in Authority office.) The first
item addressed was the completion of the Building
Modifications Contract. Upon the recommendation
of Legal Counsel the following motion was pre-
sented to the Board for action.

MOTION THAT THE BOARD DIRECTS THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR: TO
ACKNOWLEDGE RECEIPT OF THE LETTER FROM THE
DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION AND THAT THE AUTHOR-
ITY HEREBY ADVISES THE OTHER PARTIES THAT THE
AUTHORITY CONSIDERS ITS FUNDING OBLIGATIONS WITH
RESPECT TO BUILDING MODIFICATIONS COMPLETE,

Motion: Thomas R, Sharp
Second: John Porter

MOTION CARRIED

Ms. Kriss then presented Resolution No. 86-2

to the Board for adoption. The Resolution
authorizes the transfer of moneys among line
items in the Project Acquisition and Mainte-
nance Fund in the amount of $115,710 in order
to pay for outstanding balances due on invoices
not pa1d as of the end of 1985 and which will
be due 1in 1986.

MOTION THAT RESOLUTION 86-2 "TRANSFERRING MONEYS AMONG
LINE ITEMS IN A SINGLE SPENDING AGENCY NITHIN A
SINGLE BUDGET FUND" BE ADOPTED.

Motion: John Porter
Second: Carl Trick

MOTION CARRIED

Ms. Kriss then presented a memorandum from John
Kaliszewski requesting the deletion of the
graphics emulation software from the purchase
authorization to Sutron dated October 17, 1985.
Sutron is unable to comply with the request and
a satisfactory software package is available
from DPZ Systems in Colorado for the same price.
Ms. Kriss requested a motion from the Board
authorizing this change.
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MOTION

CLEAR CREEK PROJECT

UNION PARK PROJECT

1986

TO MODIFY THE PRIOR ACTION BY THE AUTHORITY IN
RESOLUTION NO, 85-20 SO THAT THE PURCHASE OF THE
GRAPHICS EMULATION SOFTWARE CAN BE COMPLETED FROM
A VENDOR OTHER THAN SUTRON AT AN AMOUNT NOT

TO EXCEED $4800,00.

Motion: L. Richard Bratton
Second: James D. Phillips

MOTION CARRIED

Tyler Martineau, Project Manager, reported that
all of the letters of agreement except for one
have been received by the Authority. That letter
was received on February 5 but it contained a
paragraph that our Legal Counsel deems unaccept-
able., It is hoped that the issue will be resolved
by the March meeting.

Uli Kappus, Executive Director, reported on the
status of the Union Park Project. He stated
that over the last month there have been a
number of meetings with NECO and their engineers
to discuss the relative merits of the Union Park
water and power project. Mr, Kappus referred
to his memo to the Board of January 16. He then
briefly discussed the following points:

1. NECO needs additional capital to develop
the licensing step of the project.

2. The opportunity exists for the Authority to
develop an equity position in a major project.

3. The project could potentially develop water
as well as a stream of revenues that could
support the Authority's activities in fur-
thering water developmental work in the State
of Colorado.

4, NECO has a preliminary permit but needs to
get into the field this spring to start their
drilling program and they need a commitment
of funds in order to maintain their schedule,

5. NECO has looked at the marketability of the
project and it appears that a market niche
may be coming up in the mid 1990's.

6. NECO needs about $3 million from the Author1ty
of a total $7.1 million estimated investment
in the licensing phase over the next five
years,

Mr. Kappus concluded his comments by saying that
the staff is looking for authorization from the
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MOTION

DISCUSSION

1986

Board to initiate negotiations and also to
address several key issues relative to what form
of contract can be executed with NECO and how
that might be structured.

Mr. Kappus then introduced Mr, Dave Miller,
President of NECO, Mr. Miller addressed the
Board on the merits of the project and the
funding needs.

The floor was then opened for discussion on the
project and the legal aspects concerning a joint
venture,

THAT THE BOARD INSTRUCTS THE STAFF TO COMMENCE
NEGOTIATIONS THAT WOULD CONSIDER THE LEGAL,
BUSINESS, AND ANY OTHER ASPECTS THAT ARE
APPROPRIATE IN PURSUING THIS PROJECT AND THAT
WOULD BE IN THE BEST INTEREST OF THE AUTHORITY.

Motion: L. Richard Bratton
Second: Carl Trick

Mr. Sharp stated that he would vote against the
motion because he is troubled by the level of
commitment that the Authority is pursuing. He
further stated that he views thissas a specula-
tive venture with good upside for a potential
stream of revenue and some downside in that the
commitment is not there and the scenario for the
mid 1990's does not pan out or if other projects
elsewhere get underway and preempt the salability
of this power. He concluded by saying that the
Authority may be competing with itself as it
promotes studies on the drainages such as the
St. Vrain and the Cache la Poudre where the
purpose is to look for combined projects in
which hydro-power will aid in the financiability
of a project. "For those reasons," Mr, Sharp
stated, "I am going to vote no.,"

During the additional discussion that followed
Chairman Williams stated that he would like to
know where the revenue stream is going to come
from and how much it might be. He asked the
staff if they had studied the Black and Veatch
Study with respect to market prediction to the
point that the staff is willing to endorse 1t or
does the staff have any reservations? Mr, Kappus
replied that when you go ten years on a project-
ion given all the economic uncertainty that we
are facing then what was done is reasonably good.
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MOTION RESTATED

SOUTH PLATTE STUDY

MOTION

TO ASK THE STAFF TO PROCEED DILIGENTLY TO FOR-
MULATE A METHOD BY WHICH THE AUTHORITY COULD
WORK WITH NECO IN MOVING THE PROJECT FORWARD,
TO NEGOTIATE WITH NECO AS TO WHAT THE AUTHORITY'S
POSITION WOULD BE FROM THE OUTSET UNTIL THE
AUTHORITY WAS FINISHED WITH THE PROJECT AND TO
DEVELOP A REPORT ON THE BUSINESS OPPORTUNITY
OR THE RETURN THE AUTHORITY MIGHT BE ABLE TO
EXPECT FROM PARTICIPATING AND THAT A METHOD

BE FORMULATED MOVING INTO THIS PROJECT THAT
COMPLIES WITH THE AUTHORITY'S STATUTE.

MOTION CARRIED
Yes - seven No - one (Thomas R. Sharp)

Chairman Williams announced that he would appoint
a committee to work with the staff on Union Park
Project.

Mr. Kappus reported that a number of meetings
have taken place with the project sponsors in
order to comply with the next step in the
application evaluation in terms of the identi-
fication of bondable structural measures and:
what financing relationships might be there.

A number of concepts were discusSed and the
project sponsors are currently studying them and
it is anticipated that a report will be made at
the March meeting.

Mr. Kappus continued by stating that time had
been spent on responding to Mr. Sharp's sugges-
tion concerning the initiation of an analysis of
the South Platte Basin water demands as a sepa-
rate module on the front end of the South Platte
Study, It is a good idea to get a handle, right
up front, in terms of what in fact is the future
water demand and also some indication of what is
the ability to pay. Mr. Kappus then referred to
his memo of January 28.

TO AUTHORIZE THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO PROCEED
TO NEGOTIATE SUCH A STUDY CONTRACT FOR THE
PURPOSES OUTLINED IN THE JANUARY 28, 1986
LETTER, (COPY OF LETTER ATTACHED TO AND THERE-
FORE BECOMES A PART OF THE ORIGINAL MINUTES.)

Motion: Thomas R. Sharp
Second: W.D. Farr

MOTION CARRIED
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Mr. Kappus commented that he would be dis-
cussing the memo with the project sponsors
prior to the March meeting,

CACHE LA POUDRE PROJECT Tyler Martineau, Project Manager, reported that
the project is approximately at the half way mark
and about one half of the budget has been ex-
pended to date. The Study was started in June
1985 and should be completed in July or August
of 1986. During December and January work has
been proceeding concurrently on a number of
fronts. The bulk of the effort has been directed
towards determining the amount of future short-
ages that will occur in the basin. (Copy of
report on file in Authority office.)

SAN LUIS CONFINED Skip Kerr, Project Manager, reported that the

AQUIFER STUDY consultant selection process was completed
prior to Christmas. In-Situ, a local firm,
was selected. They will be assisted by HRS
Consultants and Halepaska & Associates., Tim
Steele of In-Situ will be the Project Manager.
A Plan of Study has been formulated and sent
to the Advisory Committee. Contract negotia-
tions have begun and it is anticipated that |
it will be presented to the Board for approval
at the March meeting.

EXECUTIVE SESSION The Board then moved to Executive Session to
discuss the R.W, Beck Contract.

RECESS Upon adjournment of the Executive Session the
Board recessed until 8:30 a.m. on February 7.

RECONVENE The meeting was reconvened by Chairman Anthony
Williams at 8:30 a.m. on Friday, February 7,
1986.

ROLL CALL A1l members were present as per the Thursday

Ro11 Call with the exception of Charlie Jordan,

ST. VRAIN STUDY Mr. Kappus reviewed the Summary Report that the
staff had prepared for the Board. (Copy on file
in Authority office.) Mr. Kappus stated that
this is the first basin wide study the State.
of Colorado taxpayers have ever paid for. He
further commented that based on the results of
the study there is now a solid data base from
which to move forward. Mr. Kappus reported that
the Advisory Committee has elected to stay |
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JOINT-USE RESERVOIR
GREEN MOUNTAIN
EXCHANGE STUDY

together and has already had one meeting which
means that they are moving forward. He further
stated that there was excellent input by the
Northern Colorado Water Conservancy District

and by the Colorado Water Conservation Board., At
the conclusion of his review Mr. Kappus commented
that until the Authority hears back from the
sponsors and the staff develops the next level of
work and what the scope would be no action by the
Board is required at this time.

Mr. Kappus then asked members of the St. Vrain
Advisory Committee to introduce themselves and
provide additional comments if so desired. Those
members are listed below. Mrs. Poquette presented
a letter from the Advisory Committee. (Copy of
letter on file in Authority office.)

Ron Gosnell, Advisory Committee
Barbara Poquette, Advisory Committee
Vern Peppler, Advisory Committee

Mr. Kappus expressed his appreciation to the
Advisory Committee for their responsiveness and
the dedication of their time. He further stated
that he feels the document produced is a major
contribution to the future of water resources
development in the State of Colorado.

Chairman Williams stated that he is pleased that
the Study has been accomplished satisfactorily

to this point and hopefully it will be productive
for the future to really be of aid to the people
of your sector of the State in the development of
water resources.

Dan Law, Associate Director, presented a report
to the Board on the Joint-Use Reservoir/Green
Mountain Exchange Study. He reported that an
Advisory Committee meeting was held in December,
with 29 members in attendance, to discuss the
various evaluation factors that were to be used
in the Task 3 - Initial Screening Report. The
next Advisory Committee meeting will be held on
February 12. At the conclusion of his report Mr,
Law requested 30 minutes at the March meeting for
a more detailed report on the status of the next
Advisory Committee meeting and the reservoir sites
that are being looked at, etc. Chairman Williams
requested that Mr. Law use visual aids so that
the Board members can visualize where the sites
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TURKEY CREEK PROJECT

1986

are located. (Copy of report on file in Author-
ity office.)

Mr. Dan Law, Associate Director, reported to
the Board on the current status of the Turkey
Creek Project. (Copy of report on file in
Authority office.) He also presented a brief
report on the Echo Canyon Site.

At the conclusion of his report Mr. Law intro-
duced Herb Haist, Town Manager, Pagosa Springs
who addressed the Board concerning a study of
the Echo Canyon site.

Mr. Haist began by stating that he was repre-
senting the Town of Pagosa Springs, The Archuleta
Water Company, Pagosa Area Water & Sanitation
District and the Echo Ditch Company. He stated
that the parties he is representing would like to
see the Echo Canyon site included either in the
present study or addressed separately for the
following reasons:

1. Echo Canyon has sufficient flow - best
historical data available in, Archuleta
County.

2. There is a reasonable reservoir site of
sufficient capacity.

3. The costs projected for the Turkey Creek
and Snowball sites in the draft statements
would be substantially beyond the town's
present bonding capacity.

4. As a result of some recent survey work done
in town, from the benchmark shots taken,
there apparently is a gravity feed from the
Echo Dam site to town,

5. Additional work by the SCS addresses primar-
ily the dam site, some scoping for capacity
and M&I use i.e. treatment and distribution
is also needed.

6. There is much local opposition that has been
expressed condemning private ranch land for
construction of a reservoir, The Town has
been put on notice that if the Snowball site
is selected, extensive litigation would
result,

In conclusion Mr, Haist requested an examination
of the Echo Canyon site. He further stated ‘that
the parties involved would be willing to fund at
least half and possibly a little more of the cost
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ENGINEER INSURANCE

of $20,000 were the Authority to consider the
possibility of an additional study.

Mr. Law added that the status of the existing
report is about two weeks away.

During the discussion that followed it was the
consensus of the Board that before any additional
sites were considered a feasibility application
would have to be submitted. Mr. Phillips stated
that water rights and the pipeline right of way
are also important issues that need to be
addressed before fees are expended for drilling,
etc.

Mr. Law stated that he would hope that an appli-
cation will be filled out with a scope of cost
associated with the study and a scope of work
prior to the next Board meeting.

Mr. Law reported that in a review of the contract
with Western Engineers in December it came to
his attention that their professional liability
insurance had lapsed as of October 7. Mr. Law
stated that he then contacted Western Engineers
and asked them to provide a certificate of
coverage for $500,000 of professional liability
insurance. Because of the escalated cost of
insurance, Western Engineers decided to set up a
self insurance program for their firm, The firm
has offered to set up an escrow account of
$20,000 and to indemnify and hold harmless the
Board for 90 days following completion of this
study. The study is essentially complete with
about 10Z of the work remaining.

Mr. Law stated that he did not see much point in
terminating the contract at this time. He recom-
mends proceeding with the completion of the study
report and that the Authority utilize the proposal
that Western Engineers has made pertaining to the
establishment of an escrow account and the indem-
nification,

After considerable discussion regarding the in-
surance issue it was recommended that Legal
Counsel present a report at the next meeting on
the insurance issue.

Because Western Engineers is currently in breach
of their contract, the Chairman requested an
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MOTION

LEGISLATIVE ISSUES

WATER RESOURCES
DEVELOPMENT FINANCING
LEGISLATION

action motion from the Board addressing the ques-
tion as to whether the Authority should continue
with Western to complete the contract knowing
that they are without insurance,

TO AUTHORIZE LEGAL COUNSEL TO NEGOTIATE A CONTRACT
AMENDMENT THAT WILL DEAL WITH THE LACK OF INSUR-
ANCE AND, IF PRUDENT FROM THE POINT OF VIEW OF THE
AUTHORITY, INCLUDE APPROPRIATE SUBSTITUTE MEASURES
FOR INSURANCE.

Motion: Thomas R. Sharp
Second: John Porter

MOTION CARRIED

Chairman Williams thanked Mr, Haist for coming to
the meeting. He further stated that he feels that
it is important that closer contact between the
Board and Pagosa Springs be maintained.

Mr. Kappus reported that he had appeared before
the Capital Development Committee on December

18 and at that time a portion of the discussion
centered on the CWCB and the. Authority. Mr,
Kappus stated that it would be timely to draft

a clear memorandum of understanding between the
Authority and the CWCB to avoid confusion on the
differences between the two entities in the
future. Another key aspect that was discussed
in the hearing was how it would be possible to
blend tax-supported revenues with revenue bond
financing on projects.

Mr. Kappus then reported on the Alliance Bill,
HB 1238 and Chris Paulson's bill HB 1255 which
have been introduced in the General Assembly and
other water legislation.

Mr. Kappus then referred to his memo of Feb-
ruary 6 and opened the discussion on the
Authority taking a position on water resources
financing legislation and responding to the re-
quest from the Capital Development Committee
asking what tax monies are needed to carry for-
ward the projects that the Authority has
identified.

At the conclusion of the discussion the Chairman
summarized for the Board the following points.
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LEMON DAM PROJECT

MOTION

DURANGO WEST
APPLICATION

E & O INSURANCE

CASH FLOW MEMO

1. The memo will be reworked with input from
the financial advisors and members of the

Board.
2. The memo will be presented to the Board

at the March meeting.

3. The table attached to the memo will be
sent to Senator Lee on February 10 with
"draft to be revised" marked on the front.

Mr. Dan Law, Associate Director, reported that
the copy of the final report had been received

in early December, It was reproduced in-house
and distributed in early January. The district's
application for a FERC license has been completed
and sent. Mr. Law then reviewed the January

16 memo to the Board and the Joint Resolution
Procedures.

After some discussion the following motion was
presented to the Board for adoption.

THAT THE PROPER LETTERS BE TRANSMITTED TO THE
COLORADO WATER CONSERVATION BOARD FOR SUBMITTAL
TO THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY,

Motion: John Porter o~
Second: W.D. Farr

MOTION CARRIED

Mr. Law reported that an application had been.
received from Durango West, a copy of the
application and supporting documentation are
in the meeting folders. He stated that a
formal presentation from the applicants will
be made at the March meeting.

Mr. Law and Mr. Carlson reported to the Board
on the status of Public Official's Liability
Insurance for the Authority. Applications
have been received from insurers, After
considerable discussion Legal Counsel was
directed to make a presentation at the next
Board meeting on the current insurance issues.

Mr. Kappus reported that on December 27 Staff
completed the preparation of a Cash Flow Projec-
tion Memorandum that will be updated on a semi-
annual basis or as frequently as needed when
additional funding requests are received. Mr,
Kappus then reviewed the memo with the Board.
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OTHER BUSINESS

INVESTMENT BANKER REPORT

FUTURE MEETINGS

ADJOURNMENT

ANSBEOWER DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY
1

Mr. Sharp stated that on small site specific
application if perhaps there isn't some dup-
lication with the CWCB and perhaps the reason
these applications are coming to the Authority
is because the Authority offers 100Z financing.
Maybe this should be reexamined in conjunction
with the CWCB and perhaps these applications
should be redirected to the CWCB and maybe there
should be some arrangement that we would be
standing by to provide some subsidy for studies.
There should be some middle ground because there
is no distinction between Durango West applying
to the CWCB and the Authority.

Jim Ziglar, Paine Webber, spoke to where tax
exempt financing stands in Congress. He reported
that the tax bill passed out of the House in
December and was sent to the Senate. The bill
has redefined the entire tax exempt market.

It has categorized bonds into two different
types: 1, Essentijal functional bonds - financing
for schools, roads, courthouses, etc. and

2. Non-essential bonds - industrial development
bonds, airports, water, hydro-electric, etc.

Mr. Ziglar discussed the two types of bonds at
great length and then answered questions from

the Board,

At the conclusion of discussion it was determined
that letters would be sent to the members of ‘the
Congressional delegation informing them of the
direct adverse effect .the change in legislation
will have on the Authority.

The next meeting of the Authority will be on
March 7, 1986.

The meeting was adjourned at 12:00,

Secretary

Respectfully submitted,
Porter,
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The First Statewide Water Convention

by Pete Klingsmith

For more than 35 years | have been
engaged in battles with various Eastern
Slope interests attempting to gain the
right to move Upper Gunnison Basin
waters to the Eastern Slope.

These conflicts have involved six
major lawsuits, each one more serious
and well-financed than the one before. |
have represented many different
Gunnison residents and organizations,
including the Rocky Mountain Biological
Laboratory, Gunnison County Electric’
Association, the Union Park Cattle Pool,
_ *he Taylor Park Cattle Pool and many

: anch corporations and individuals.

Without any exception, the people and
organizations attempting to gain access
to Gunnison River water display little if
any consideration toward the people of
this community and the havoc they
would wreak on the community if their
plans bore fruit.

None of them, to my knowledge, have
ever offered mitigation for this damage
and loss.

My impressions of the convention,
therefore, are no doubt colored by my
experience. -

The conference was attended by
around 500 people, most of whom
appeared to be prosperous,
professional, dedicated water owners,
movers, suppliers and users.

They appeared to be well-informed,
and the great majority of them appeared
to be, or representatives of, Front Range
interests.

Conservationists and environmen-
talists played only a modest part in the
proceedings. The speakers were
principally government officials, with a
sprinkling of engineers, professors and

“** organization managers.

My impression was that certain things
were assumed to be immutable facts,
not subject to serious discussion or

compromise. These are:

* The metropolitan areas of the Front
Range must have more water;

* The Western and Eastern Slope
agricultural users must release water to
these metro areas;

* Cooperation between the Western
Slope, the water users and metro areas
is a must;

* An area-wide cooperative effort to
locate, identify and secure these
supplies of water is required;

* Population of the metro areas will
increase;

* Efforts to curb population increases
are futile, silly and not a subject for
discussion;

* Excess water exists on the Western
Slope; and

* Conservation is a potential source of
supply.

There were several areas of inquiry
which were omitted or disregarded that |
thought were of great importance, the
neglect of which | believe to be a
harbinger of things to come. Some of
these are as follows:

1) | personally could raise no interest
at all in the Colorado Aqueduct Return
Project (CARP). | could not even get
enough discussion going to find out why
this project was not of interest. | have an
idea that two factors are involved.

First, of course, is the cost, which is
assumed to be higher than diverting
water eastward from Taylor Park. The
second is that the quality of the Taylor
River water would be better than that of
the water to be withdrawn below Grand
Junction.

2) No discussion or interest seemed to
be present concerning the necessity or
desirability of maintaining and
enhancing flowing streams, wetlands or
wildlife habitat. This was surprising to me
because some lip service was given to
the fact that tourism was one of

Colorado's most profitable industries. |
had no feeling that the people involved
made any connection between the
profits from tourism and the necessity to
leave water in the Western Slope
streams.

3) As above mentioned, the problem
of overpopulation did not concern this
convention. On the contrary, the
assumption was that population would
continue to increase dramatically and
that the new people had to be served.
Some of the obvious problems of
overpopulation such as crime, grime,
smog, travel delays, etc., were not
problems that a water group or its
speakers wished to concern themselves
with.

4) Finally, the concerns of the Western
Slope were important to this group only
as they might effect obtaining the
cooperation of the Western Slope in
allowing the Front Range to Develop its
water for its use.

Another important omission from the
discussions of the convention, it seemed
to me, was the problem involved with the
obligation of Colorado to meet lower
basin Compact requirements. | believe
that the unspoken basis for this omission
was the feeling, or belief that Colorado
was “wasting" water to the tune of
perhaps 800,000 acre feet per year.

Continued, page 2
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Untapped Resources v A Cowb

) By John Nelson -‘ . .
“You say Taylor | Park Valley i rsone ot . o

~ the fewplaces lft -

with-untapped: resources galore

. Why, with-a couple of dams. we could - -

send water east-
And electncity to our western shore

lt's bad busmess you Say to let water ;'-i } ,

run away. - :
You’ll be hurtin and I'm here to warn
you S
- Ifyou don‘t send it eastbound lt'll tlow
to foreign ground, - - . .
lee Arizona or Calrtornia

Gur land and water‘s not being
used?"? I belisve I'm- amused <
-’} just don't. agreefwrth your. reasoning
" Resources untapped”" That's a, :_»
tough bird: 1o swallow, : -

No matter how SWeet your seasomng

Our water is berng used by ranchers .

and rafters,-. .
- Fly fishermen: and to quench
Gunnison’s thirst. . o
Then, farmers and crtres and states
below us - :
" To the Pacrﬁc, they all beat ydu here
first. - .

And-out river tlows downstream It just
won’t run up hil.

Gravity is a'tough law to duckl _

- It's always run west as it always o
should run; " T T

Regardlessthe way you rugbaggers
. ’_ suck : i A

RS lmprove??’?

. ) _' Yon've heard that 'Cattle Fr‘ee ln '93" E
- inay bethecry

Fromsome EcoFreaks' battle, -
But to flood:Union Patk? That: ain't

quite:what they: meant :
~Drowh the grass, you'll get rld of the

cattle R

You say the- elk can tlnd a new place

- tograze.’ . :

And the cattle, yeah they'll have to
move EERRR
And aleng w:th the cattle, must go the
rancher, N

You say our economy |t wrll

Your NECO men says that rt's what’
- best in the lonig:run, . -
5 This cowboy ain't buyrng that fella'
© There's ranchets today that Were ndrn

‘ herd Aup'this way,

When you was: astill pooprn yelia.

: "_ You'd run elk ‘deer and bighoms oft.. e
". Rocky Point's.crest, . o
© And tréat outfitters and hunters lrke

tramps; o 7
We'd still have ro use Ianterns ancl :

". wood burning stoves.:

~. Althaugh your power lines ran right
through our camps ‘

- Your Rocky ‘Point dam. like a great
f. glant toilet,. . S
Would flush great trout llshing rlght B :‘4".. .

down the drarn

- Sl:atenride Water Conventlon. Gont. g

= i’.’—As far s . k"°‘"v no hard.or accurate RS
- - figures congeérning this 'waste over. a

_ten-year moving- average was, or is,
- available. If such figures are or will

o “become-available, then it-might well:bé a -

- - weapon that the. Western Slope can use:
- .to'prevent furthet Front Range drversron
_Naturally, the unquantmed -amounts:of _
Water which will some day be: awarded to
e the Indian tribes was. riot even -
‘dlscussed ‘sonsidered or thought about
“Governor Roy. Rorner spoke atthe -

- with water users Iy identifying-dnd
" obtaining the necessary waters that the

- R ’Front Range cmes desrred tofobtaln ,..:{

. Most of: the above points that | have ‘
. ralsed were discussed by him with -
‘_ . apparent -apptoval. I'was struck with the
_ . willingriess of the' Governorto lend state
__‘ support to-Easter: Slope mumcrpalmes to
obtain more water, not $0 much.as to
-"-the damage to Eastern Slope agrrcultural A
. 'users, but-of course, té-the-loss- of water B
i by the Western Slope. -~ SR

Finally, ‘my: impression of this
.gonvention was that: péopleon. the

' " Wastern Slops are faced with -
. meeting and discussed state. cooperation '

* determined; intelligerit, well-tinanced

. peoplé.who are absolutely cofmitted to

.. obtaining all-ofthe water than they can

% dememd from Western Slope sources.

'sm."

sVnew |
R - . o FERCI /--\-»

Pollute our vrew ot Lake s beauty, tear

. and ravagethe earth.

And God's tears would fall wrth the -

:rain.r T

lsn't a’ habitat resource and what

y about lifestyls; *-

~ Grass, flowers, fish and brg game?
‘For human resources untapped go
back to:Aurord.
Theres lots ot jungle there you should

tame.

o | NO. you'd descend on the Park, wnh .
) your Euclids and dozers; : .. :

- And your élite corps ot smuo C

o engmeers. -

But. rntellrgence says | let our beavers '

.- do the damming,

Like: they've»been dorng‘for hundreds

L of years

Our water means |rte, and rt runs

e '-through this country

. Like the bloodthat runs through our

p ‘verns R r’“"
..  Don'tyou dare dam it up lrl(e some S

damned clotted artety. .

Hold our iuneral cremate our remams; o

Our resources are being used now in "~

SO many ways

- That'the U.S.G:S. couldn‘t map them
‘But the way they're used_ no_w, they

~ ! Just keep. coming back,

You must have to destroy em to tap

1 ,.efforts by many POWER members, :
1 Including you. With your = - .* -
-} “contributions we-are bstter ableto -
1~ fightfransmountain diversion of our
| :most précious. resource: water. Our -

. Motto: Not’ Qne Drop overthe Hilll™

vorgamzatron dedicated tothe -
4| preservation:of the last remiaining *

" inthe-Gunnison River Territory. If

B suggest sources .of mformatron,

1 wnters

_This newsletter is the trurt of -

POWER is.a grass-roots

_“natural-riverways and watershads, -
- -yoli can help, offer ideasor . - "

please contact POWER. - . .f’
‘Newsletter development o ‘l"’“

. committee: Cindy Hansen, MaryB. | .
- Vader,. Mel Bemrs and contnbutlng :
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Update on Rocky Point & Union Park

by Butch Clark

For the past few months, we have
been in the "wait* part of a hurry-up-and-
wait situation on both Arapahoe County's
proposed Union Park transmountain
diversion project and NECO's proposed
Rocky Point 1,000-megawatt
hydroelectric pumped storage project.

Slowly the appeal of the 1991 decision
by the water court on availability of water
for Union Park is working its way up the
scheduling calendar of the Colorado
Supreme Court.

Preparing a transcript of the manth-
long trial was delayed. There was also a
good sized truckload of submitted
evidence to be dealt with.

Meanwhile in march, Arapahoe made
a stipulation or agreement with the
Upper Gunnison River Water
Conservancy District. From the
beginning, propenents of Union Park set
out to subordinate or eliminate any
conditional water rights threatening their
project. A conditional water right is
obtained to keep one's place in line or
priority between the time when a project
i~first proposed and when it is actually

It and operating.

More senior or earlier local
conditionals in the basin, if built in the
future, could take water away from a
more junior project such as Union Park,
should both eventually be built.

One group of conditionals threatening
Union Park are those belonging to the
UG District. Two of these were for
proposed large irrigation canals starting
on the upper East River and on the
Gunnison River near Almont.

Holders of conditional rights are
supposed to diligently work toward
building their projects. They can be
challenged on whether they are showing
sufficient progress. If not, the conditional
rights are cancelled by the Water Court.

In early 1991, Arapahoe successfully
challenged the District's diligence and
achieved the cancellation of these two
conditionals most threatening to Union
Park. The District then agreed with
Arapahoe to subordinate these cancelled
rights to Union Park, if they are restored
by the Water Court. Both parties then
asked the Court to accept this

“'angamant.

Since these two conditionals had been
cancelled before the Water Court's
decision in 1991 on availability of water
for the Union Park project, the stipulation

The view from atop Matchless Mountain shows the natural beauty of Taylor Park
below. Matchless Mountain is the site of the upper reservoir on the proposed
Rocky Point hydroelectric power project. Michael Vader photo.

does not make any more water available
for Union Park.

On the plus side, the stipulation would
restore the District's cancelled
conditionals, but make them junior to
Union Park. On the negative side,
POWER generally feels that the
stipulation sends the wrong political
message- a willingness to negotiate. We
shall see what happens.

Here is where things presently stand.
The Water Court found 20,000 acre
feet of available or "free” unappropriated

water in the Upper Gunnison Basin.

Of course, this is subject to the results
of the appeal of this decision to the
Colorado Supreme Court. However,
Union Park's water collection system
would tap the upper East River, the
Brush Creeks, Cement Creek and Spring
Creek. During the few weeks of peak
runoff, this could produce about 80,000
acre feet each year.

If Union Park goes ahead, Arapahoe
likely will have to contract to annually
buy from the Bureau of Reclamation the
difference between 80,000 acre feet and
the available "free" water.

‘Therefore, Arapahoe must now
address economic and environmental
feasibility and permitting considerations -
no longer the question of whether water
is available. This can be a very long
process which in Colorado now seems to
average some 40 years.

As for Rocky Point, this proposal

seems caught up in questions over
jurisdictional responsibilities for
permitting between the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission and the Bureau
of Reclamation.

The Bureau is to have jurisdiction over
everything within the boundaries of its
Taylor Reservoir. The FERC is to have
jurisdiction over everything else.

Rocky Point's proponents (NECO,
Black & Veatch and EBASCO Services)
keep trying to fit together and coordinate
the permitting requirements of these two
large federal bureaucracies. Everyone
else is watching and of course not being
very helpful.

Continued study of the
Rocky Point project is producing a
growing host of harmful and totally
unacceptable environmental, social and
economic impacts. POWER continues to
research the project in order to more
strongly assert its objections and
reasons for intervening in the FERC
proceedings against Hocky Point.

Meanwhile, new technological
developments, new energy policies, and
new design considerations for Rocky
Point appear to make this proposal less
and less viable.

Help on a variety of issues is most
welcome.

Help is also needed to identify
considerations and consequences of
taking away more than half the annual
flow at the top of the headwaters during
peak runoff.
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. by Mary B. Vader o
Members of the: POWER Steerlng
Coinimittee spent an informative Jan. 3,

‘ - 1993]uncheon with tha' Summrt group, a

“group-of leaders from the. |mmediate

* other side ‘of the Continental Divide.

. Organrzed by Patrick Les, former

" news director at KGUC in Grunmson and
. current.news director at«KVHH in Sallda,

;the meeting took place at Mt. Princeton -

Hot Spnngs between Salida and Buena ]

Attendmg from Salida and Buena Vista

- were; Tom Eve, Commissroner David
__ Grimes, Southern Colorado Economic
: DeVeiopment District Ira Curry, Chaffee’

. County Visitor- Bureau; Ron ‘Slaughter, = -
.. the-Mountain:Main; Jin Thompson,

. Commissioner; Jeff-Ollinger; Upper

. Arkansas COG; John Harrington, Buena. -
_ Vista Mayor; Patsy Brooks, Salida- -

~ Mayor; Charlie Abel; Fire-Chief: -

‘Ken Plewes, Public Service Go.; Terry

, -Barkett Commlssioner; Frank McMurry,, .
T Commissionsr; Stan Ogilvie, pow; = ¢
. Steve Resss,-Arkansas Headwaters

Fiecreatlon Area, John Engelbreeht '

- ”Poncha Springs Mayor Sue Conroe ,
. Salida Chambsr; and Pegi Brown Buena
. Vista Chamber.

- said: .

Attendlng the'luncheon representing

_ "POWER from:Gunnison were bresident
* Butch Clark, vice:president Gerald Lain,
' Secretary Mary- Vader, Frank Vader and Lo-
‘ Paul Vader, - r o
TheSummit group had been curloUs -
- about POWER's success in: achievrng a -
~ consensus regarding water projects in - -
~the basin. Residents of the' Upper - '

Arkansas Valley are-now faced with a_

.- possible-dam and diversions, bemg
. proposéd by the city of Colorado:
: Springst {See'Butch Clark‘s story on the,_ e
- Elephant Rock Reservoir.and Pam.) .~ .

‘Butch'Clark led. Summit memhers

through the history of water’ pro]ects in S
 the Gunmson Basin, foousmg onthe -

current Union Park project. Union: Park's

lumbln could conceivably hook'in with . S
g 9 Y hookl © - étrength of POWER is the: grolp's-

o unwavenng motto: Not onie drop over the o
o hill: S
- “The rneeting was' yet another way. for - '

- POWER to network. and garn allies in J
_ rural Colorado ) i

“that of the Elephant Rock pro;ect he

it appears that the. upper Arkansas

. River basin is a hub for'gefting waterto
_ the east; the Gunnison. b,a_srn isatubfor

o " getting waterfo the west,” Clark said S

- Gierald Lain spoke abott the, .
cohesrveness the Gunmson basln has. -

‘ _expenenced and the strenglh oia unrted V
" - ‘group. S

" We'the. People and ‘Umted We

. Stand' aren't phrases coined byRoss.
. - “"Perot during his’ campaign ior pras|d3m (IR
‘ :Lam said. .

| spoke abaut the diverse: nature of the -

- POWER group, which’ boasts as its
- members professional engineérs-to
-housewives to environmentalists to ski
. instructors. | alsotalked aboutthe -
- “imponance of a friendly-
' fflght the wateér battles.’

edia to help

. Paul Vader bréught. to.light the .

- agreements between: ranchers and
~ environmentalists. Both’ groups'want the
- ﬂlsame protechon for streams nvers and L
- lakes. . -

Hrs ‘son ‘Frank Vader sard another - ‘.

. by Bittch CIark

On aVERY Snowy: November 21

- 1992, thiee members: of POWER -
_attended a conference: titled 'Douglas
_County Water: Its Future.*

* Obviausly it was intended for Douglas L

" County residents, and actually: the target. -
audlence was land developers m the
- -county. - .
" The miost |mportant lesson for ,
PGWER fromi the conference was the -
woodto watch carefully.for Front Range
" ‘local:governments forming a water.
. ~development authority-to: undertake the
) proposed-Union. Park Project. - -
- North-of Douglas County is:the. ' |
- expandlng Denver Metropolitan Area, .

" " and-of course Arapahoe:County with its -~
Union-Park:Projsct, South of- Douglas

Countyis El:Paso-County. wrth
’ expanding development pressure
_ -coming from Colorado: Springs. .

Within_ Douglas Caunty is the’ Town of

_Parker and its Parker Water- and
Sanitation. District. “This Just ‘happens to
be the: mlnor partner ln the Unron Park
’ project

Douglas County has been one of the

. .iastest growing areas in'the Untted

States. Its pepulation in 1980'was

- 25,000, afid in 1990 the population was.-

almost:60,400. By 2010 the. populatioh is

- expectedto be 195,000, and: the ulhmate

~build-out of alréady approved. .
- developments would resiilt.in a.

- - population-of 500,000. .

-~ . Doviglas ‘Courity's pnmary problem ls '
" insufficient water. With only recent - . . .
. :..development ‘most stifface supplres are .

- distant “juniors” on an already over-

conimitted South: Platte Basin. Most all

© watef supplies in Dauglas County come .
" from wells-drilled into four. major aquriers ’
at depths of-up to:3,700 feet. -

. Recent development ‘has. produced
'very .evident water problems. Sore: early

*. ‘homeowners. now have dry wells as the

water {evel-of aquifers declined as much
as 200 feet. Some new homeowners

_ cannot.even get well permits; Of coutss, -
. the'cost: of pumpmg from’ wells is-

i lncreasmg

“The: county is looklng ior outSJde Water
" sources as everything nearby is taken =
- and that ‘means the Western Slope. To
> meet the needs of already appreved

developments the county anticipates

needing-a. water supply of more than

twice the-yield of the Two. Forks Project, .

-‘Douglas County is proposing a water

- development authonty and-has -
- ‘considered.inviting Arapahoe County to. -
“* . ~Join, Atapahoe already has a proposed
‘project - -

Union Park. - :
“Jtalso just happens: there was talk at.
the conferenceof Colorado: Springs or EI

. Pds6 Gounty Joming the proposed water -
: development authority...

-Calorado Springs has proposed

Elepharit Rock Dam, located afew.miles
-~ upstreaim. of Buena Vista on the Upper -
- Arkahsas River. From Elephant Rock
“water would be pumpéad up and-over: the :
- divide’to-flow. into South-Park-andthe . . -
~.8ystems already delrvermg water tothe : .

Colorado Springs area.
- - The pipeline to.déjiver water trom the

- Umon Park Reservoir to Soiith- Patk and -
the-Front Range just happens to pass: by/_

the Elephant Rock Dam:; [t also just -
We think our Gunnison Basin will. -

' contlnue to face major challénges as

" Front Range Water developers try to -

i . connect up the plumbmg system, h
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While Water Follows Money, Our Children Will Follow Us.
Preservation, the Natural Solution

Please join POWER if you are not already a member. If you are, please give this form to a friend.

POWER is comprised of a dedicated, diverse, volunteer, bipartisan group of homemakers, ranchers, business people,
engineers, teachers and lawyers — young and old. Become a member today -- your vacation spot depends on it.

The annual membership is $5 on up, with $20 individual (or couple) suggested. Choose the level of support you can
give to this effort, but please do join us. Memberships are valid for one year. If you have any special concerns or
questions, please write them on a separate sheet and include it with your membership form.

Also, if you would be willing to volunteer for a special committee, please mention that also. And we thank you very

much for your membership.
Name:

Address:

Phone:

Amount:

Make checks payable to Gunnison Basin POWER. Mail to Box 1742, Gunnison, Colorado 81230 in care of Marsha Julio.

P 1 Opini

Colorado Sponsors First Water Convention

by Steve Glazer

The West was meant to be dry-oh

But we want it to look like O-hi-oh

We are servants to lawns

While to farms we are pawns

And the mournful historians ask why-oh?

Colorado Governor Roy Romer
convened the 1993 Colorado Water
Convention at the Stouffer Hotel in
Denver on Jan. 4-5, 1993,

The sponsors were the Colorado
Department of Natural Resources, the
Colorado Water Conservation Board
(CWCB), the Colorado State Engineer
and the Division of Water Resources.

The subject of the first day was "Front
Range Water Alternatives."

The subject of the second day was
"Transfer of water from one area of the
state to another." More than 500 people
from all over the state represented all
groups interested in water issues.

The Governor spoke on the role of the
state on Front Range water challenges.
He encouraged the formation of a
regional water authority which could
‘\':oordinata all Front Range planning and

reduce the wasteful, unproductive

litigation and bickering between
competing interests.

The mayor of Thornton disagreed with
Romer's suggestion because any
regional authority would probably want
Thornton to share some of the water it
has already acquired.

Aurora also later expressed the same
attitude. Denver's Mayor Wellington
Webb and the Denver Water Board's
Chips Barry both offered to cooperate to
develop water resources of the
surrounding communities, but said they
would not continue to take the lead to
acquire water for them.

The afternoon session was divided in
two. A panel discussion of potential
alternative ventures for Front Range
water supply lead the first half of the
session. Topics included conservation,
system integration, pump-back storage,
interruptible supplies and expanded,
shared and conjunctive uses.

In the second half of the afternoon, the
participants were divided into small
groups that discussed strategies to
assure adequate supplies for the Front
Range and what the role of the state
should be.

The second day was devoted to

*Water Transfer within Colorado.” A
legislative panel was both partisan and
predictable.

The Colorado Water Resources
Research Institute presented and
discussed a basin of origin scoping
study. The CWCB has since authorized
$400,000 for an expanded study.

A dynamic panel discussion followed
on the subject of *Is there a need for
statutory protection in out-of-basin
transfers?” The last panel discussion
was "Alternative legislative proposals,”
which included Constitutional changes, a
study of options from the Natural

Resources Law Center at the University
of Colorado at Boulder and proposals
from the Colorado Water Congress.

There was no consensus on any of the
issues.

The entrenched water buffaloes seem
to think that water is more sacrosanct
than land when it comes to private
property rights and they intend to
continue their efforts at water raids while
trying to minimize their responsibilities to
mitigate the impacts of their actions.

A report on the convention will be
published soon.

Remember: Water Conservation Begins at Home
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by Dan Grqhem

Professranal Geologrst Don'Gra'ham, a .

" new member of the. POWER Steering
- Committée, -has researo]red the-- .
Proposed ‘Rocky: Point pro;ect with- the
“aid of Gunnison-geologist Jog: Hershey B

- Here are the. interesting results from co

. therr studies.

.The proposed Rocky Point prOJect SR ‘oxtensive data gaps In the investigation .

. . of many of these potential hazards. -

would require the construction+of an -
asphalt-faced, rockfill:dam which would’

- encitcla an upper reservoirwitha © . - -

A surface area of about 50'acres: ..~ -

Thie reservoir would be located at-an: R
. the proposed reservoir site. -

3 '_eleyatron of 11 630 feet. andwould 'be.
linked ta the exrstmg Taylér Park :

""Reservoir 2,300 feet below by-a-complex _
of tunnels, mletloutlet structures and an Lo

' undergroundpcmerhouse ,
. Anew.network of roads:would be -
'~ necessary and a new transmission line'
- with.80-foot steel towers would.be built -

milés south: of the-city ‘of. Gunhison. -
. Wateér would be pumped trom the

Taylor: Reservorr to the; upper. | reservolr ' '

-- utilizing: off-peak power and released
“daily to generate peakmg powar.
The proponents, Natural:Energy. -

" . Resources Company (NECOYaiid their

. consultants EBASCO Services" and:
. - Black'& Veatch have applied fora. -

.- license from the Federal: Energy
' Flegulatory Commission, - -

All new construction’ pro;ects, large

- and small ,must be planned in such-a :
" manner as:to avoid or mmgate vanous '

geolcgac hazards.
. - Somé of the potential hazards and
. concerns the projsct’ proponents must
" investigate include: - * "

vt Unstable and potentially unstable
slopes whera rock slides, landslrdes,

earthflows and debris fans are possrble' L

~ * Avalanche areas;
' *Earthquakes; -~ . ..
' *Hrgh water table- areas, -{ AR
* Expansive soils; R

* Stabillty of stream ohannels and lake y

‘,and reservoir r bariks;

b Excessrve sedlmentatlon in streams : S
) T hazard° Has the potential avalanche: -

- ‘hazard:in the.area been evaluated?

_and lakes/resen/olrs,
* Soil productl’vrty, o
. *'Safetyof existing: reservmrs e
- * Subsidence due presence ot caverns
andlor smkholes, ' . S
*Floods; . - . s .
~ ¥ Disruptions of natural dralnage. :

quality and quantity; - -
it Umque land torms or. geologrc

tormatlons, ,
* Soil. erpsion;

T Oceurrence of mrneralrzed zones, L

> Srtestabrlrty problems due to.

fractured bedrock; and -

. ™'Soukce of road bed. matenal
“'A teview of the applicant's
geotechnlcal tleld- studlesn'eveals

The proponent's studies indicate.

.- extensive fracturing and brecciatlon in
. the Paleozoic sedimentary focks. below Lo

What measures would be’ taken to

ensure sité-stability-and to- prevent water S
‘ leakage into and out of the tunnals? -

~ The applicant has dfilled 11 core- .

: botings at the proposed.upper: reservorr '
© - 'site and ane at the proposed | lower :

. o lnlet/outlet strueture, however, no. .
“aid-connected.to.an existing line several .  borings were. made along the: PYOPOSﬂd :
Co .‘tunnel foute:

. Woiild éxtensive tractunng along the
proposed tunnel rqute. poss difficuft .

+- construiction® problems and’ satety
concerns?

.The applicant's geologrc mappmg at

o _the pl:oposed Upper resarvoir.site was. -
~ limited because of poor rock outerop - - -
L exposure, hewever, there are: reported to
“be smkholes in the- Leadvrlle l.umestorre .

‘nearby. -

“How extensrve are these features, and
“do they: mdrcate possible stabrlrty
problems? -
- . Geologic. mapping in the vrcmrty of the
- proposed “railface-tunnel® indrcatesthe
- 'presence:of severat normal’ faults
"+ dipping towards Taylor Resgrvair: and
" -eulting across the planned turinel: route e
Could these structures be-activated by
" water lsakage? Would repeated filling:
.- -and-draining of the proposed upper
- resenoircause stability problers In the
L underlymg fractired bedrock?

“The: appllcant refers to-small: landslrde

" featuresiin the vicinltY\Of‘the '“'evwﬂet &
- structure..

-.Dothese slides pose any. s;gnrtrcant

Thers is feported to be anomalous .

- amounts of lead, zin¢.and. siverin © -
mineral: exploratlon drillholes 7,000 feet =~
.y, - away. The possible. presence of nilnerals . -

- in‘excavated rock subseguently. dlsposed' o

. Impacts on, surface and ground water. . “ofin.spoil-areas could have water qualrty

rmplrcatrons
Have chermcal analyses l:een

- performed on the borlng samples'?
" Would- groundwater monitoring:as well

.as surtace water monitoring.be: :-

S conducted inthe. vlcmity of the sporl

. areas?. . ,

.. "Would repeated water wnhdrawals -
from Taylor Fleservorr result in bank
'erosron?

Geologlcal ﬂazards mth’ Roc‘ Pomt ﬂydro Pro;eot

The applicant refers to the occurrence .

12 miles northeast of the Rocky Point -

“The 'Transmrssron Llne Corridor

" Study*'(April 1988) statés that the.

: proposedcorndors were drawn on USFS
- : soil. maps.but that, *Slope ‘stability'could -
- not’bs correlated with any: spegcific. soil

unit,” and that the geology was-not
drfferentrated enough to separate out

- unstable.units.

In addrtlon, ‘the’ report states that

. stergoair ‘photo.coverageis:not. - .
- available for certain segments of the
.. proposed:corridors and’that; *Additional
~, ~corridor analysis'is negded:” What -

additional analysis is needed'in ofder to

L distinguish uinstable-and potentially:
- - - -unstable slopes and rock fall areas?

The. applrcant's consultant contacted
various government agencles inaf -

. attempt to solicit commentsregatdm
"..mines and minetal acfivities.in the area,
~ but did it report anyacontact with:ithe ..
- -US: Bﬂreau ‘of Land Management

- which manages unpatented tnining -
- claims-or the U.S. Geolcgrcal Survey, -
" which:conducts extensive mingral:
7. résource: investlgatlons. TR

AnEnvirorimental Imipaict Statement of

'v'.?v-'this proposed projectmust address
*. these'issues in order to: ellrmnate the .

existing-data gaps concernmg potentral

e geologlc hazards

_’j}snt of the Earth?

- of asingle, magnitude 4-plus earthquake '

_ site: Would:a future.quake of this size
. threatén-the upper reservoir-or tunnels?

| J

- When a reservalr fills with sitt and the ‘: -

S Ilte of:that reservoir is over, what
h happens then? What happens when the’
gl beglns to-move downstream?x How
. will the:erosion be sStopped? :

To date, far-reaching and detailed -

' monitoring programs concermng the
. environmentalimpact of tiver -

impoundment are the exceptron i
Perhaps we have reached & point in -

- tlmewhen the preservation' ot afew -
© Tiver systems as "Gardens of Eden
. should be senously consldered :



¢

Page 7

Retiring U.S. Supreme Court Justice Byron White enjoys dry fly fishing on the threatened Taylor River.

Water Conservation Whets Dismay

by Cindy Hansen

| joined People Opposing Water
Export Raids (POWER) with the self-
appointed task of creating more public
awareness concerning water
conservation. Easier said than done.

As | began to research water
conservation efforts, | received all the
information that is abundantly printed
and familiar.

Excitedly, | reviewed article after
article. Then in dismay, | discovered this
information was very ineffective. Yes, it
contained many helpful examples of
water use efficiency, both residential and
commercial.

| was looking for real conservation. |
wanted headlines that shouted, "NO
MORE RESERVOIRS -- CONSERVE
WATER." | discovered the efforts to
conserve water were, well, conservative.

Why should | feel such dismay? Every
*politically correct” repartee was included
in this information, “xeriscape, low-flow
plumbing fixtures, retrofit and even, 'yes,
you can fix a leaky toilet.™

All these suggestions were a great
place to start, but | still felt | had to get to
the bottom of this dismay!

Finally, after much research and
reading, | began to put together a very
startling picture. It told me of my dismay
in three parts.

First, | encountered an old American
dilemma . . . We do not conserve water
unless forced to by the threat of drought
or water supply contamination.

Second, my dismay continued when |
discovered that people do not really
understand the environmental
consequences of water projects or what

| now term as "river impoundment and
watershed ruin.” My dismay worsened
when | discovered that nobody
addresses the reservoir of silt that is the
long-term, end result of river
impoundment. Period.

What do we do with these huge
reservoirs of silt?

And third, this final observation was a
big shock to my idealistic and hopeful
outlook for the human race. Get ready
because it is very naive. The contractors
and water developers behind these
water projects simply do not care about
the long-term effects that their decisions
will have on the land, the animals and
our future generations. Their only
"green” interest is the color of money.

Extremely naive. . .

It was a very sad day.



This Bureau of Reclamation photo was taken of the construction of the Blue Mesa (Curecanti Unit) dam in November of
1964. Water management has historically centered on river impoundment to supply water wherever desired.

People Opposing Water Export Raids

Gunnison Basin POWER
P.O. Box 1742

Gunnison, CO 81230



People Opposing Water Export Raids

P.O. Box 1742, Gunnison, CO 81230

Summer, 1992

Inside . . .

sInformation on Rocky Point Hydroelectric
Project planned for the Taylor Park Reservoir;

*Update on Arapahoe County's Union Park
Transmountain Water Diversion Plan;

*Map of water collection systems and electrical
lines and their corridors

sInformation on how you can help stop the
destruction of this beautiful area.
This edition written and edited by
Marija Vader, 641-0138 and Ralph Clark, 641-2907.

From Taylor the Fighting Trout

Allow me to introduce myself. My
name is Taylor. Iam a fighting trout.
(See my picture above, in the logo.) I
am the mascot of the group POWER
(People Opposing Water Export
Raids). My group is working toward
keeping Gunnison Basin water which
is flowing on the Western Slope from
being diverted to the Front Range,
more specifically, Arapahoe County
and the cities of Parker and Aurora.

My group has found a second
reason to fight — proposed large scale
hydroelectric power plants which are
threatening Taylor Park.

I couldn't help but notice that you
are here vacationing and enjoying this
beautiful area where I live. I live in
the Taylor River Basin with its clear
streams and lakes and its small local
reservoirs. And since you're visiting,
you must enjoy and value this area
with its free-flowing streams and
natural conditions.

Because of that I think you ought to
know about the threats to the water
and tome as well as my other fishy
friends. Those threats are also yours,
if you enjoy coming to this area.

Read on in this newsletter. You may
not enjoy what you read, but you will
learn why I have to become a fighting
trout and why my friends and I need
your help.

If it wasn't for those people and you,
our welcomed visitor, I wouldn't have
a fishes' chance in a sandy desert
against water and hydroelectric
development .

The people of the Gunnison Basin
are leading the fight to save the water
because they care about leaving
Colorado the pristine beautiful area
that it is world renowned for. Water
and its high quality sustains the
economy of this area. All of Colorado

needs to manage its water in ways
that make sense — for all of us.

Let me give you a basic outline:

*Rocky Point Hydroelectric Project.
This project, also involves building a
dam. This dam would be on Rocky
Point, about 2,300 feet above the
Taylor Reservoir on Matchless
Mountain. You can see the proposed
site by looking across Taylor
Reservoir from the Cranor parking
lot.

Water would be pumped back and
forth between the two reservoirs,
consuming more energy than the
1,000 megawatts it would produce.
This project is supposed to produce
profits by selling electricity at times of
peak demand.

*Union Park Transmountain
Diversion Project. Proposed by
Arapahoe County, a county in the
Denver suburbs, this project proposes
to collect some 900,000 acre feet of

water in Union Park, just south of
Taylor Park. This very large reservoir
would be about the size of Blue Mesa
Reservoir.

eUnion Park Hydroelectric Project.
This project, also called the Upper
Gunnison Basin Project, would add a
second reservoir to the Union Park
Project. This reservoir, called Pieplant,
would have its dam about four miles
upstream of Taylor Reservoir, just
north of the River's End camp-
ground. Water would be pumped
back and forth between Union Park ,
Taylor and the Pieplant reservoirs.

*W.A.T.E.R. Amendment. This
amendment to the Colorado
constitution would not allow any
transbasin diversions of water
without approval of a majority vote
from the people in the area most
affected by the transbasin diversion.

Read on. I hope you will help me
and my fish friends. And thank you.

POWER seeks a change

The Gunnison Basin is not alone in
opposing water raids. Across
Colorado — in the San Luis Valley, in
the lower and upper Arkansas
Valleys, near Greeley, and many other
areas throughout the state -- water
resources have been targeted by
speculative financial water plays.

Knowing that something MUST
change, State Sen. Bob Pastore (D-
Alamosa) introduced the W.A.TER.
Amendment for Colorado's
constitution.

WATER stands for Willingness and
Appropriateness in Transfers and
Exports of Rivers. This proposed
amendment gives those affected by a
water transfer to outside their local

water district, the opportunity for
approving the transfer by a majority
vote at the first general election held
after the water rights are granted by
the water court.

WATER's sponsors are now in the
process of collecting more than 50,000
signatures of registered Colorado
voters to put the amendment on the
ballot in November.

Tom Gavin, columnist for the
Denver Post, says, "(The amendment)
would prevent the further sucking up
of distant rivers and underground
water reserves for use in Denver's
ever-expanding suburbs, and
Colorado Springs and all the other

continued on page 2
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Rocky Point May be Largest Threat

The Rocky Point Hydroelectric
proposal could be the most
threatening in the Taylor River
drainage.

The proponent of the project, the
Natural Resources Energy Co.,
(NECO) aims to generate 1,000
megawatts of electricity. This would
be accomplished by pumping water
up 2,300 feet from Taylor Reservoir
into a reservoir on Matchless
Mountain (The Rocky Point
Reservoir,) just west of Taylor
Reservoir. The electricity would be
generated by gravity flow of water
down into Taylor Reservoir.

The project would actually consume
more electricity than it would
generate — approximately 4 units
used for every 3 units generated.

The project would make money by
producing what is known as peaking
power. The project owner would buy
electricity at a low rate during the day
while the demand for the electricity is
not very high. They would use that
electricity to pump the water up the
mountain to the Rocky Point dam.

Then, when the demand for
electricity - and also its value — is at
its daily peak, the water would be
released through the turbines in the
upper reservoir to generate electricity.

So therefore, the project only
generates money - at the expense of
the people who live and vacation
here.

Although the plan does not include
a consumption or transmountain
diversion of water, POWER has
become involved because of the
magnitude of the plan.

Proponents feel they can build the
project for about $1 billion, and that it

This pristine view of Taylor Reservoir could be a thing of the past if Rocky Point is
built. One of the points of contention is where the electrical lines would be placed.
The proponents say they still don't know where they will sell the power, and where

they will buy the power they need.

would take around five years to
build. Experience with projects of this
scale elsewhere suggest Rocky Point
will take longer, cost more and
require more employees to build than
proponents estimate.

The proponents must go through the
Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission in Washington, D.C., to
gain permission to build the massive
project.

History: The Rocky Point Hydro-
electric project, when first proposed,
was joined with the Union Park
transmountain diversion project. Both
plans are the brainchild of NECO,
formed in 1982 and self-described as a
group of water attorneys and retired
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
executives.

Both proposed projects were to use
Taylor Reservoir and the Gunnison
Basin's water resources.

continued from page 1
Front Range towns so hell-bent on
growing into a single strip city.

"The proposed W.A.T.E.R.
amendment could save the Western
Slope and San Luis Valley from
further threatened losses of water to
the Denver Striplex — and their own
ultimate dehydrated ruin.”

Persons who would like to become
involved, either financially or to sign
a petition, are encouraged to call
303-837-1564.

POWER Seeks a Change

Those persons involved include
Pastore, Richard Hamilton, former
Colorado Trout Unlimited official;
Robert McPhee, ex-Colorado Land
Board Commissioner; and Marlene
Zanetell, Gunnison resident and
counder of POWER.

The amendment has got quite a
start, but needs the help and
signatures to get it on the ballot.
Once on the ballot, please remember
to give the vote for water in
November.

Photo, Marija B. Vader

Now these projects are technically
split apart by the sale of the Union
Park project to Arapahoe County (see
related story). But the initial
proponents - NECO and its
engineering firm partners -- still
appear closely tied financially to both
projects. NECO's partners are Black
and Veatch and Ebasco Services, both
large engineering firms.

As yet there is no specific customer
for the peaking power projected from
Rocky Point. However, though
speculative, it was to be the initial
money maker for financing the
transmountain diversion component
(Union Park).

POWER members feel Rocky Point
is the wrong thing in the wrong place.
POWER's intervention for Rocky
Point requested a comprehensive
river plan, clarification of
relationships between Union Park
and Rocky Point and full considera-
tion of all the alternatives to Rocky
Point. This huge project is not needed
to serve a Colorado market. Better
projects closer to customers should be
considered.

What you can do to help: Get in
touch with your representatives and
senators in Washington, D.C. Tell
them you do NOT want Taylor Park
ruined by this proposed speculative
hydroelectric project, the construction
and transmission lines.

Whether you're from New York or
California, let your representatives
know how you feel about a special
place in Colorado.



Pumped Storage Hydroelectric Plant

.
.

TvVolr

)

¢ Upper Gunnison Basin Project (Using Union Park

and Taylor Reservoir as the upper and lower
reservoirs

This is an example of the type of hydroelectric plants listed
* Rocky Point (Using Rocky Point Rese

UPPER RES.

reservoirs an
reservoir.)

Reservoir and Pieplant Reservoir as the upper

d Taylor Park Reservoir as the lower

RV TR LTS ~ -~
,|¢__\\//,~/\\

ZNANDN S =
SNV VS N ey T N Ve e SN Pall RN SR R
Ry I APV E G AR ISR A Y TN
AN A A S R W A R Y A A LT ANV AN
[N A N A S AR G A PN \_I.IHI -, AV
N RS St R RS Uy BN A P RGOS MV RN P
DY PR ARy LA ML N YA T N AR AN
AN A A A A TR YRR RRS AW
AR A NRN 7, 1> PR AYS LAWY L\ - -
LXN AN N AT e N oSS ~ [ AN Yt g
VSN NG  O1LT AN 5 A 1wV
PATCLV R T AN L DA AL N1 4 N2 AN RS WA Y
S YR PR R S WA P S I DY N NOAL A L R TP LA L DALY B
S RS AN Y 2R SR A NI AT Y SN (E4) P
~lo - Viove AN N2 AN A IRTAV L0 N . SNITe -
A PP IR PRV AN AT AL ST AP PP LA VRIS EN
R PR S AN S A LA e M AR TRAR 2D =N
AV A AR P A R OV A AR I EA PN I DN
PO PRGNS T AR SRR VAT S D) et Yo mi simln
AP S AT DY Bl Lt Sl AT S A P e ] P AT AR g
\—L\ﬁ—\l NN ey alz/\ - \ltl\l\/\l\l-\l‘\~ -t I\/ \—Ilr\
\.l/s\/\,n:\lz\/\r\_txz|\\|.I\\ W, <3 A ..uwf_/.\,.l\ - lz\\h\\..n\\ =\
- MRS - N\ NIpANSAY TN, Rt Y S N
\./zs—\:a I\—\:;I\l\ﬁl\z\\\\:..l O IRASATS ESLANETY N
A VT G A A et R A R A S R G
N O S P A S e W AR Y A A A S A P L ORI
A R PSS AV N L A M A YA T TR A AT AN LN L=
VI NI QST A AR I A N N A S 2 R D
RN AT S S F I ) ...\\:\h¢/~|,~:—la N A=A TV AN S
- ~\\.Z INI ST s s
A TR A A SR DI AIGO e SN
4 - AN - ~ -t -
DA S KON AP AT AN A
NI s oW, TN S ST a0 S I3V,
- 1\ NN IN N ca N CXAY > \
N B SRS RS PRI AL D A R A O LA PARA s
AU SR A Ry P A S OMEOR AN S IR L PR A VS SRR
IR APIEATIIN SV R S R T A VA R N RS B M RO e RN
A A AN I VR AN P B A N T T L b R O EL S AR R
v \w_h_\/sdzxzsl\\/\v/\ﬂ\\_\ \_sﬁc.\u_/\,/vs,\\ \_V.\J\\,\\l\l:\/\ Y~
\\I/ P ARYE] (S T TTAY 4 AR N I A B A PRNESY
N AN VAR PSS Y UMD ST S ADE R PO
RSV AN 2 PP R VMY A L WG LR A 4 \.\.¢a\\.ll\\ 1., -
PRALE LI NAN TGN A MO T ACAVI AL IO | (1A Y] ETRYWARA
N A A A o N SO AT A A ST AR N NN
A Z Z PRI VIR - Z 2 A 4
H‘/~A./l¢\/\\/’\|/s\n_\l~ s;\\ﬁl\/\/.\ < .—I/~\~ & ud \I/\l:l“\_\f:;\.\\_\l\\, \._\w\ Ve
2.7 \»Isl\ \\a..»\\. . \~l\\/\/\1_hr Ia\“ﬁsﬁ/«\-\-h\/la\.s/\_\/ AN
AR R AR AT A CSNN SN S Sy s LN SN ST sV AN TN TN
N ~ <\ LAY IA L LNy ISy AR YPWACNINTID
o= AN N 7 .:l/-/z\l//\ﬁ YA \/l\l\\ill./\\f\\—\lxl ,\\a
- -y e D PPN [Ny vl N\ ~,
R & N N A A RA N AT RSN P
Vi, TSy L e ALY S 1 (O N
0 Y] ‘/\_Il\ )/!/\ AN NSNS - SV
< ~1=,% Qo -
D e WA ST I A SR T
b= o ST SN L N o s R
P AY A -3 e ! 1 NgY - PIRRC) \Vy
S SN, T TN e GL LN, S s
AR S I e N A A DR AR S U DA H/\l\l\l_ S
N AN N N S N G N s AT NG
l/_.N AN A NTA = KT\ O 2 TN s s
=\ O SN AR A N AN R L N A AR
AYX INNIASNMZAT SN o NN TN NS T NG =N
AL = e ANy N Ny NV mN =y A NCA
WAYIRESY WA - RN AR A
I, R AR TN
P AR T AN A VIS

SUBSTATION

\ |
\»\I_\/./_\l (WEE)
e Tt =l
\" NI Ve
S Us \/l\/ﬂ P
r\./\.\.t\_szl_\//.l— -~ -
SIS SR
OSSP  rTAN
AP NARS AR A4V A NN
WINSIZ T L.
RSN \\r:rl/\\..
\n\»\za 1Y e IN
M~ o y -
AR R —/——\
LN SSNCsa N
.\/u_,::\ll\\_/l\,-
—I-\\s /\~ rl\/Ifl\- \ I’\_ -
SNyt =/ fﬁ
~ -
A VAT
A S el
i 217< AP .
RN A <
el Pt IV .
SN \\\/12:\\\\
ul_lz - /.l/:\l///7
N NAAMA!
-
PALR
NI ANCYAREN
o ~Mo
S~ ORI
A -, —/r\\.¢l\‘\~.\
NS Alisrrane
- T
N - NP
=, At TSN
SiL D TR
~
YN DA T~
Mo =L
-~ AN LN
_\,\\ \I/\—\.I
‘0 P a7 u 1<
"\ VIR R
P = SRENTR, ATALRY
- - 12

LOWER RES

\J

B

\ PAANESEARY

A ST

s TVNA T~y
I RPN St it R
N SRS Y]

4

INZIRRS AR
IETRORMYNT
~
e \ -
- A\

~ o7
1 U
\

N

;
<

\

-

4




PROPOSED FACILITIES AND
ROUTES FOR WATER PROJECTS
IN THE UPPER CUNNISON BASIN

Map is prepared from available
documentation and information.
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Union Park: Hydropower and Water Diversion

There are two stages of the Union
Park project, the transmountain
diversion component and the
hydroelectric component. Both focus
on Taylor Reservoir. And they both
work hand in hand with each other,
but were proposed separately. Their
histories are a little confusing.

Transmountain Diversion

In 1985 a combined peaking power
hydroelectric and water storage

roject was proposed by NECO.
pInjggtSG NE%Op;)old t]t:)e, water
diversion part called the Union Park
Project to Arapahoe County to serve
estimated doubling of the population
by the year 2020.

The project would collect 900,000
acre feet of water (enough for 3.6
million people) in historic Union
Park, just over the low ridge and a
mile south of Taylor Park. Around
60,000 acre feet of stored water per
year would be taken by an 11-foot
diameter tunnel under the Continen-
tal Divide to the Front Range.

The proponent claims to have the
interests of Gunnison Basin residents
in mind, but persons of the area are
not fooled by the rhetoric of NECO.

According to court papers,
Arapahoe County claims to be able to
divert 450 cubic feet per second (cfs)
of water to the Front Range. Most
summers the Taylor River runs at
about 400 cfs. Arapahoe County
intends to take water not only from
the Taylor River, but also from the
East River Basin starting above Mt.
Crested Butte. It proposes to divert
from the East River, Copper Creek,
Brush Creeks, Cement Creek and also
Spring Creek in the lower Taylor
River Drainage. Arapahoe is even
looking at piping water from Blue
Mesa Reservoir to Union Park for
diversion.

The water would be diverted via a
12.5-mile tunnel/aqueduct under the
Continental Divide to Antero
Reservoir, near Buena Vista. The
water then would travel through the
South Platte river system.

The first stage of the water court
litigation determined that only 20,000
acre feet of water is available;
however, Arapahoe has appealed that
ruling to the Colorado Supreme
Court, and a reply is pending.

Hydroelectric Component

The latest change in the proposal is a

return to a two-component project.

Union Park, a beautiful expanse of the Gunnison National Forest, is also threatened
by water projects. The Union Park project would hold around 900,000 acre feet of
water, about the same as that in the Blue Mesa Reservoir.

Photo courtesy Gunnison Country Times

This version, first presented in 1990,
involves not only Union Park
Reservoir, but Taylor Reservoir and
yet another proposed reservoir,
Pieplant.

It has two hydroelectric pumped
storage dams, similar to Rocky Point,
but much smaller. One would have a
60-megawatt capacity, and the
capacity of the other has yet to be
defined. Like Rocky Point, both
would flush water back and forth
from Taylor Reservoir.

Although the Colorado water courts
have forbidden the use of Taylor
Reservoir, the proponents persist in
wanting to use this reservoir.

It appears the proponent, Arapahoe
County and the city of Parker, want to
circumvent the state's water law
system with an application to the
Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (FERC) for permission to
build this massive project.

The proponents claim that just the
studies for this project will cost $4.6
million in October, 1990 dollars. The
project alone for the transmountain
diversion Union Park project, they
say will cost around $1.4 billion.

They also feel they can pay for it by
using "general revenues, municipal
utility revenues, bond issues, public
works funds and other authorized
funds," according to documents
provided by Arapahoe County.

The documents also state that
Arapahoe County has no intention of
using the power it generates, but
merely wants to sell the power to
utilities in the southwestern United
States.

Opponents in the Gunnison Basin
feel that the project is invalid for

many reasons, one of which is that
the proponents have no water rights -
- or right to use Taylor Reservoir —-
yet.

In addition, their ability to finance
the project is being questioned. They
therefore, may not be acting fiscally
responsible to the people of Arapahoe
County and Parker.

Finally, both Rocky Point, and the
Arapahoe hydroelectric proposals
would require construction of large
scale electrical power transmission
lines to get power into and out of
Taylor Park.

Those could be devastating to the
scenic qualities of this special area.
Both proposals want to connect to
existing major transmission lines
running parallel to U.S. Highway 50.

However, it appears that these lines
have limited capacity to serve the
additional load. Both proposals may
be forced to construct several
thousand miles of new transmission
lines to bring power to the area to
pump water uphill and then deliver
the peaking power to the ultimate
consumers — wherever they may be.

How do you help?

Again, when dealing with FERC on
power projects, contact your U.S.
Senators and Representatives.

When dealing with the
transmountain diversion of water, if
you live in Arapahoe County, Parker
or Aurora, you may write your
commissioners (Jeannie Jolly, John
Nicholl and Tom Eggert) and let them
know you do not want your tax
dollars supporting these speculative
projects. Be vocal and send your
letters to the newspapers. With your
help, all of Colorado can win.



Fun facts for water followers

oIf both the Rocky Point project and
the hydroelectric component of the
Union Park transmountain diversion
project were built, the water level of
Taylor Reservoir could fluctuate up
and down five feet per day — and
more when Taylor Reservoir is not
full.

*Rocky Point would water
2,300 feet uphill ata ra?eu:f‘gAOO cfs
and send it back into Taylor
Reservoir at 6,460 cfs. By comparison,
the Colorado River at the state line
l;;s an average rate of flow of 6,299
¢ A frequently given rule of thumb
is thaft‘f)?\e actl'lvey f%iot of water (enough

Gunnison Basin POWER

water to cover 1 acre 1 foot deep) will
serve a suburban family of four or
five for one year. That is about 890
gallons used per day or 178 gallons
per person per day.

*In 1991, Denver water users used
about 230 gallons per resident per

day, about 500 gallons per household.

e Aurora's average use is about 145
gallons per day per person, of which
half is for landscaping. However,
Aurora makes its plans using about
160 gallons per day per person.

ePeaking power is that extra
amount of electrical power needed at
the peak of demand -- when
everyone wants to use appliances at

People Opposing Water Export Raids

P.O. Box 1742
Gunnison, Colorado 81230

about the same time. Peaking power
capacity can thus serve x;\any users. )
Rocky Point's capacity of 1,000 J)
megl;ywatts is mg:ghty;or 10 million J
customers, and some experts say as

many as 22 million residents could be
served

*Residents of the Gunnison Basin as
well as the San Luis Valley voted yes
by 84 percent and 98 percent
respectively to raise their taxes last
year in order to fight water grabs.

*Colorado Gov. Roy Romer, U.S.
Rep. Ben Nighthorse Campbell, U.S.
Tim Wirth are among the prestigious
owners of POWER t-shirts and
bumper stickers.

While water follows money, our children will follow us . . .

Lead Wisely!

Please join POWER if you are not already a member. If you are, please give this form to a friend.

POWER is comprised of a dedicated, diverse, volunteer, bipartisan group of homemakers, ranchers, business people,
engineers, teachers and lawyers — young and old. Become a member today — your vacation spot depends oniit.

The annual membership is $5 on up, with $20 individual (or couple) suggested. Choose the level of support you can
give to this effort, but please do join us. Memberships are valid for one year. If you have any special concerns or
questions, please write them on a separate sheet and include it with your membership form.

Also, if you would be willing to volunteer for a special committee, please mention that also. And we thank you very

much for your membership.
Name:

Address:

Phone:

Amount:

Make checks payable to Gunnison Basin POWER. Mail to Box 1742, Gunnison, Colorado 81230 in care of Marsha Julio.



