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Deal to seU water angetAs Summ~t County officials 
L.ssociatec: Pre:;s 

Sit \'ERTII C •P.~:E - Summit County 
o~fJcial.!t ;:md a Sierra Club representative 
h>. ve lambasted the Colorado River Water 
Con~!':'\':Uion Olstrict for gh·in~ water to 
r )rrl\"l,'r :10d Cfldins Up With " JQ piCCCS Q( 
~ :h t·r 1n thcil' ;JCtcke-~ . " 

: .. rrct·nt u ' ll·r r-rou:-t scttJ,!menl with the 
: ) f!l\ l.'r '\'cH l' • I;.,ard. wh1ch will allow 
: • ·~·. t':" H• d1\ c~·: mor~ \\'es tern Slope '''3tcr 
: .• : \\:::pro,· c. .; ft,:- compcn~atJon fo:- it. 
• •. ntt· l:r .:!t::- f.r·: a: a r iver d1 nne~ board 
: .ll.'l 'llnt: in Sil '"crthorne. 

The scttlcm,!nt has bt:cn controversial 
~:~H'l' i: was r~ached last December. 

!"lion ,\lay or f lo Raitano sad the river 

NECD tu :ll s ooN _s._...., J ·rf...e. f!orf.S. 

district 's failuruo s ~t fccd~ack from lpcal 
governments tlrst w~~ "mexcusnble.·· and 
th <: settlement could damage ~urnmr.r 
recreation and the county economy by 
rui~ing the Blue Riwr. 

She said the Green ~lvcntain Pur.tpback 
would load Dillon Rese:voi: '':i:h 
phosphorus and "'totally rradic:ue thr 
summer rconomy." 

[li llun de:-ivc ~ much " ~ i t!' ~ummcr 
rcn~nu<· fr"l'Ol f)l'Ppl•· "' ~H I U~l~ : hf' re .. ~ :-,·o:r 
for saihnE:. fr sh rr~~ a:-t~ picmcl:!n ~. 

"E ri's,a green !)hm C' pon d, tlia: won't 
happen. It 's nict• you're· J!uin~ tn ~cr 2!! this 
money to put inco thr krttr . hu: at who~r 
expense?" s he asked the boud. 

Bill !\ccdham. Grand Coum,··s member on 
the river board, said the distrfct plans to · ~· 
u•e muc h o f the proceeds from the proposed'" 
Rock Creek rcser\'oir to help solve problemS -. 
ir. Fr:CScr r.h·er \"aile)', the area to be · 
a fft·ctt·d. lie said the river district probably 
(·o u!C plcdt:c some mon<'Y to offset effects 
w. Summn Count y a~ well. 

Silq :·:-th•1:-n·· ~: .,;·or Jack Archibald said 
lll' ~ ~ co~::c-:-n~·c! t :1~1: diveni~~ more water 
:tbttn• fl: llv~: u~r:t C'C'l uld lessen water nows 
J: , : ill· lJi u~.· !!1\·er !Jdow thC' dam. He also 
'"ic! : hr p\! mpback "unnins through the 
t enter o! :;:ivl'rtho:-nl' will create :Jsthetic 
pr101J iems . 

.-;.., 0 F(, rK S A-' J cf7( "- r t fAN .w:. J 
d;ver-s:o<JS f~ l1JjJt .- Co(<>r-A.~o 
'1r·'l.uTAr."e.! ..:;toutJ' .S<>o "-' 6e~o"1e 
A 11A ;o~ ;,.. s7·,·T,.t;·ON;a f 1 "" 6 /•!"'t 
beT- ee;...J t1 ,,:?ro ()e..,. ... ~~ C R.t.JC: D, 

• 

• 
d,..T4 S'ho""-'~1 l c-._._, (}-.-·ov f!..r-/(~ 
/,/'/A <j<.>hi; T/ wA- t er { If"'-' /.e.ljJ 
d ilute- ~e.":"/ r.<' TA ( s -"""d /("s//,.f'es 
/A../ P/A-7.'e f i3Jue... ,R; ,c,.,- W/'oTe..I' S . 

"'""! (o c,...l ?'1'",.... Cofo,.,.do 'jo•e "'-"te.vls . 
2&r 



~o:n vi~b l e a l ternatives are nol adequately cons ide red in a Supplemental 7 r ? Denver ' s f uture water supply ·.~i 11 undoubtedly continue to be a 
~ w1despre~d .controversy, lf~~a I battles , and de lay. On t he other hand, 
.~scan po·ov ode a grea t ser vice to Co l orado and Denver by fair ly 
. n~ al l reason~~le alternatives . If t his is done, the various interest 
·
1
an ~h<!~ rally w1th conf idence a round the optlrnu•n so h.tion( s ) ava ilable. 

_1.e ~s water sources and struc tural systems are clear l y identified 
. lona m.~Uers ~uch 3S perm i t tino, 1~aler rights, exchange agr eements' 
19, elc. will quoc kl y fall inlo pl 'lce . ' 

d1!1~~ 
ll.llen 0. (Dave ) Miller 
Pres iclent 

vernor Romer , Oo!nve r Water CP.oar tment , Metro Water Pr oviders , 
'>P.rs . 

I. 30q Study Excerpts 
2. Central Co lor~do Project Study 

EPII., & 

• • 
NATURALENERGYRESOURCESCOMPANY 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Mr. Robert L. Tons ing 
Water For Metro Denver 

July 2, 1987 

l ~~n r. larkson Street, Suite 300 
De nver , cu. 80210 Subject: Two Forks Alternatives 

Dear Mr. Tonsing: 

Your letter of J une 29 , 1987 may have a point. It probably would have been more 
accurate to say in our June 24, 1987 letter t o Governor Romer t ha t Two Forks i s 
t he "most expens ive a nd environmenta lly damaging" instead of "largest and most 
controversial" water project in Colorado's his t ory. 

Unfortunate ly , you, the Denver Water Oeoartment, and many other proponents of 
11~0 FQrks refuse to address the basic issues rcpeatP.d ly r aised in our numerous 

letters . i.e. 

1. The Upper Gunn ison wate r source was not cons idered in the Draft EIS as 
a r easonab le a lte rnative for Me tro Denver as r equired by the National 
Envi ronmental Protec tion Act (NEPAl. 

2 . Thorn t on' s concept to recycle agricultura l wate r, and Aurora's and 
Co lorado Spr ings ' ongoi ng purchases of ditch water are viable alternatives 
that have al so been ignored in t he Draft EIS. 

3 . Two Forks and its expansion project s wil l further ser ious ly dep lete the 
same Uoper Co lorado River tributaries t hat have al ready been hard hit by 
transmountain di vers ions. Denver continues t o degrade its nearest mountain 
"playgrounds " on both slopes. 

4 . Detailed engineering ana lysi s shows water releases during drought 
per iods from Union Park Reservoir in the Upper Gunnison would be 
substantial ly mor e cost effective for Denver and l ess damaging to 
Co lor ado ' s env i ronment t han Two Forks. 

S . Confirmation of Union Park ' s s uperior cos t, yield , and environmental 
data in the EIS could quickly cr ea t e a popular and institutional concensus 
fac ilitating cons truction earlie r t han Two Forks. 

6 . Water diversion from t he virgin Upper Gu nnison would he lp correct <~ 
~ross env ironmenta 1 imba lance in the use o f Co l or ado' s na lura 1 water 
resources. Co l orado ' s four l argest river ecosys t ems can be enhanced d~ring 
drought s wi th a major r eservoir on t he Continenta l Divide. 

E<~ch one of these fundamenta l points represents a potentia l fa t a l l ega l f l aw in 
the entire r~etro Denver EIS effort , unless addressP.d and correct ed i n a 
Supp lementa 1 Ora ft for pub 1 ic review as r equired by NEPA. (Our engineers wi 11 
be in Omaha July 16 , 1987 to ass i s t in the Corps of Engi neers ' eva luation of 

Union Park) 

P.O. Rox 567. P1lmer L•J.',., Cnln~rtC' 80 \ 33 · (JC':l) 48 l ·?.003 
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• • • 
NATURAL ENERGY RESOURCES COMPANY 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Co lonel Steven G. Wes t 
P l ~nn lng Di vision 
Omaha Distr ict , Corps of Engineer s 
Omaha , Nebraska 6fl l02-~978 

Subj ect: Metr o Denver Water Suonly From Tre Gunn i son Basin 

Dea r Colonel West: 

Ju ly 15 , 1987 

~ttached for your consideration ar e excerpts from various Bureau of Reclamation 
studies conducted from the 1930 • s to 1950 • s t hat demonstr ate the long r ange 
tr~n~mountain wa t er suop l y ootentia l of t he Gunn i son Bas in fo r t he East Slope . 
These studies a r e we 11 known to t he Co lor ado water community as t he Gunn Ison 
!lrk~oJsas Project (GUN/IRK ), and they env i s ion as much as 650 , 000 acre feet of 
t ransmount a in water per .vear fr om t he> Gunnison. 

Also attached i s a well known 1972 Central Colorado Wa t er Conservancy Dist r ict 
study of the Centra l Co lorado Project that shows the p<>tent ial fo r diverting u~ 
to 600,000 ~ere feet from the Gunnison to the South Platte R lver and ~letro 
llenve.-. Although these GUN/IRK and Central Co l orado stud ies ;;ere prema t ure of 
''""J , they clear 1 y demons trate t he Gunn i son Bas In has l ong been cons lder ed a 
'' i•h le water source for the East S lope gr owth . 

In addition , Natura l Energy's (NECO) Union Park Water Supp ly Project and 
Aurora ' s Collegiate Range Project have been publ ic ly known s ince la t e 1985 and 
mid 1986 respective ly. 8o t h o f t he se ongo ing ~ lternat l ve projects plan to 
d i vert surpl us Gunnison lia t er t o ~letro Denver at an eccnomic ilnd environmenta I 
cos t of ~dl\! y ield t hat is cons idcrab ly l ess than for t he proposed Two Forks 
Pro.il,ct. You a l readv have Aurora's desc r io tion of Co ll eq iate Range , which cou ld 
be constr ucted hefoo·e the Two Forks 1995 complet ion date. A descript ion of 
Union Park was init ial ly sent to your office 1\pr il 22 , 1986 . You have a l so had 
our engineering company ' s de t ailed Union Pa rk Reconnaissance Eva luatIon Study 
since October 1986 . W~ have since updated this study for your EIS eva luation to 
show th~ substantial economic and environmental advantaqes of the site- specific 
Un ion P~rk alternative over t he proposed Two Fo rk s Project. Two Forks further 
depletes the svme Uooe r Co loradn River tributaries that are a lready being 
seriously de1~atered by Me tro Denver. IJ:lion Park cou ld a l so be In use before 
1995 . 

5 ; .. ~~ the Upper Gunnison llasi n has ~hiays been a viab le water source for ~1etro 
Denver , a nd since lhis supply was not con:; i dered in the EIS as a reasonab le 
~ l ternati ve as r equired by the ~at i ona l Environmental Protection /let , NECO agai n 
urgently recommends a Suop lemental Draft F.lS . !Is a minimum, this Supp l emental 
Or3ft shou ld r1 irect ly compare the economic and environmenta 1 factors as soc Ia ted 
with Two Forks , Union Park, Co l legiate Ran~e. Thornton's Recycling Project , and 
recent conversions of aqriculturai water. · This evaluation shou ld a l so address 
the c ritica l need for a ba lanced use of Colorado's natural wa t er resources , 
instead of an unnecessary dewatering of one basin . 
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The Dcnv~r PoRt/Wr.dn~ny, July 8,1987 

· 11-IE. 
DENVEit 

Posr 
ftichard T. Schlrn-ht'rg Ill. ~bli.-.her 

• 
Uavid flail. Edit,,r 
Anthn"y H. CAmpht-11, M:m:r/rin~ Edit11r 
Churk C.rt>t-n, Editori.1ll'n~f" Editor 
~ue F. Smith •. A.r::.q)("ilftP E."ditor 
William ll.llomby, St•nior b"ditor 

.,.. ATimt'" 'lirrnr 
U Nt-""f'apn 

Dryi11g up the Upper Colorado 
M

~TROPOLITAN Denver already has taken 
24 percent of the total hi~toric water flow 

~ from Colorado's Blue, FrHser and WUUarns 
~~'ork ri.vtlrs, and the conlrovcrslnl Two Forks projm~t 
ts dest.med to take another 17 percent. llomestake 
If's impact on the Y.~agle River and the plannrd rut urc 
l'XJ~<msions ~f both projrcts will only worsen a very 
senous environmental problem for these Upper Colo· 
rado River trihutnrir.R. · . 

Ironically. because of Denver Water Departm~nt 
and Metro Water Providers policies, the Denver area 
r~nUnurR t.o seriously. degrade lts best re<'reat.ional 
nver environments on both slopes. There are already 
nine water-diversion tunnels from the Upper Colora· 
do River Basin to t.he ~t;ast Slop~. 

~1£'anwhile, the neighboring Upper GunnJson Basin 
is JUSt as accessible and even weller. But this basin 
remains untouched hy any lransmountaln diversions. 
A recent detailed study by a major engineering com· 
pany confirms old Bureau of neclamatlon studies 
t.hnt a large Upper Gunnison reservoir Is a more 
.<·ost-errcctive, environmentally sound water source 
for the fc~astern Slope and D~nv~r. The Corps or l!;ngi· 
nonrs agrees that one acre-root of dry-year supply 
from GUIIillson can lnrrease the safe yield or Ucn
ver's existing res~rvolrs by two acre-feet. 

Vet, this obvious source was completely ignored in 
the five-year Metro Den\'er Water Supply Drart gJs 
study that recently identified Two Forks and the 
s~m~ Upper Colorado tributaries as the ·best water 
alternative for Uenver area growth. 

ThiR gross imbalance in the strategic use or our 
state's critical water resources would never happen 

. - in any other Western stale. Colorado ls, unfol'lWtate
ly, the only W~stern state without written policy 
gt~idcUnes for water development. Instead, our exec
utive. legislative and judicial branches struggle with 
the 100-year-old prior appropriation doctrine as our 
onl~ P.ulity gulul'line. No wonder 70 percent of the 
nat1on s water attorneys practice in Colorado. 

by ALLEN D. 
MILLER 

our people are the ultimate losers, with high-cost 
water systems and a cUmate where myopic watet 
departments can exploit the state's water poUcy vact 
uum - I t!~ltl oit:50 vr tn\'lronmentallmpacL The wa~. 
ter attorneys naturally resist. any change to Colora~ 
do's ancient water doctrine. . 

Two Forks is the largest and most controversial 
water project ever proposed for Colorado. Thf: 
stale's Water and Power Authority, Water Conserva~ 
Uon Board and Department or Natural Resources .. 
all charged with managing our water resources. Cri. 
ously, none of these stale agencies has evaluated o~ 
even commented on the overall impact of Two ForkA 
on the state's water resources environment. In splte 
or the obvious shortcomings or Two Forks, no one bt 
stale government seems wllllng to challenge the 2~ 
year dream of the Denver Water Department. 

In view of this critical situation and the tmmlnen~ 
decisions on Two Forks, llomestake II, Rock Cree~ 
Straight Creek and other Upper Colorad~ dlverslo~ 
I suggest adoption of an emergency state water po~ 
cy and legislation that prohlblts any further dewater~ 
ing of the Upper Colorado River headwaters. 

ThJs emergency action should remain in effect un· 
til other water sources, including the Upper Gunnl· 
son, are thoroughly evaluated wlthln the context oJ 
an overall state water resource poUcy. If emergency 
:;trps arc not taken now, the stale's water die wlll 
soon be cast for the next 50 years. 

Allen 0. Miller II president of Natural Energy Resource Campaign In 
Palmer Lake 
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Mr. Allen D. Mille r, President 
Natural Energy Resources Co . 
P.O . Box 607 
Palmer Lake , CO B01JJ 

Dear Mr . Miller : 

31 Harch 1987 

We would like to express nur s urp ri se at r eading in 
the Crested Butte Chronicl e £nQ ~ (27 Februa r y 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 Labora tory , and you can 
imagine our di s may at learning in the news paper of a p l an 
to flood our fi eld station . 

RHBL i s cel eb rating 60 yea r s of excelle nce as a 
research and teaching institutioro , and its world-wide 
reputation is well-founded. We believe that our field 
studies, some based on decade s of data collection , 
compr ise a unique and invaluable resource, not just for 
Gu nn ison County but nationally and internationally. In 
addition to the i nestimable value of our researc h and 
education programs , we have a positive economic impact in 
Crested Butte a nd Gunnison County as a whole . A recent 
study we completed f or the Boettcher Foundation of Denver, 
which is generous e nough to provide finan c ial suppo r t for 
RMBL, indicated that a conse rvative estimate of the Lab ' s 
annual economic contribution within the county is 
$784 ,14 0 . 

ESEARCH • FIELD STUDIES • EDUCATION P.O . BOX 519 • 303/349·7231 
:HARTERED 1928 · JOHN C. JOHNSON. SR.. FOUNDER CRESTED BUTTE · COLORADO 8 1224 

Mr . Alle n D. Mill er 
31 March 1987 
Page· 2 

• • 
we'd like to believe that in the future we would have the 

opportunity to discuss any ~uch plans f?r our property and our 
futur e with you before hear1ng of them 1n the newspape r. Pl ease . 
believe that we are interested in hea ring your proposals and hav1 ng 
an opportunity to respond , a nd don't hesitate to con tac t either or 
both of us. 

Z3Jl'@ ulatr 
Dr . ward B. watt 
Pres ident , R~1DL 

Dept. of Biological Science s 
Stanfo rd University 
Stanford, CA 9 43 05 

WBW/Sll/mbl 
cc : Gunni son County Commissioners 

11s . Susan Allen 
Directo r , RHBL 
P.O. Box 519 
Crested Butte, CO 81224 

Uppe r Gunnison Water Conservancy District 
Aurora Collegiate Range Pr oject Ma nager 
u.s. Army Co rps o f Engineers 
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Rocky Point Reservoir, a . Wildlife disagreed that Union areas. 

,., 4.000;jl9re-fool ring dam a~ve Park R_eservoir will have a minor Miller replied that the overall 
______ _..-~'fayloo•Reservolr. This pump~-environmentallmpact . .o. , ....... environmental .effect Is 
ost and west slopes back dam would generate and Sherman contended both "minimal In relation to other 
would benefit if store power without losing Ul}lon Park and Rocky Point . allemallves" like Two Forks. 

~eseivolr (eplaces water, pumping water back and ~eservoirs • wJII have ~ major'; • ''T~e~e ar e ·plusses in 'taking 
sand. the Aurora's forth between Taylor and Rocky 1mp11Ct not only on the f1shenes· water out o'! thli stream·s-when 

Range water Point reservolr.s. . . , ln. t_he .. Tay1 9.r ~l~e! .~.nd .th,ey'r~ 'oo full ·and putting II 
Natural Energy Miller explained NEGO would Reservol~ but also on the elk ana back' wtion<thoy'ro too einpty" 

:onipany (NECO) till Union ~ark Reservoir trorJl Big HorJl · sheep herds In both ' 
' rlday:: i, . . excess spnng run ott water. the Ur.ion Park and Rocky Point Tum to pg. 3 
sldent Dave Miller NECO·could then add water to , - - --· .• :· ~ . • • ,__ . _ .. 
nsattheGunnison both east and west s lop~ ~l:f~~- ·· !-'.~· NilOU..I;R:1~,-.:ID"~-;t3)-· .-·~;;;;c~-~~·i 
ning Commission streamslndryyears,andstore1t fl"' ! [0' (@'_ >i:-,-4-l~·.r.: "·'l>w.-_S· ':'t. -.:e~'!'. ·'d);_<i]itfi·_ tlf'":· ~_: 
It the proposed In wet years. . ; '·"'' t: ~· ·r• :~,. e~f·n . r.-3 
eseroir southwest Union Park Reservoor would • .._, · ii:ll . , •U ' ;~i.IQ> ?~- -~ 
'leservoir at the meet Colorado water demands · · OW ·p:..-' · -~~- . ·.-l>''lt'::)~rii~-~!1; ~,· ... 
of Lollis Creek, while causi~g "~inimal ~~atur~I:EnergyReso~rc,o;s _.re~lr at.IJrlon ,P~ or 
ghtly smaller than environmental 1mpact • Miller ~,faHy !t>ll;9.9) -.~resldon'n,~,w r~t: ll!ld'~. n._·_ooa~ > 
servoir." said. ).I!J • ~../ terp_rats~v·~flty.,cit]l' • ~,rU-,fo'ot;!purri 
trk could hold He noted Two Forks ~ ~ ntson;_Frfc;I!JY~7.1for..flavlnli! ~rvolr l'• Jit1~RoCli 
teet of water for environmental mitigation costs · ~.f!.'J~g_f\'~1' . . , ')~i!f~m~.ali<W!i• 'Tayfor._ ~ Res~ 

I the divide, Miller range be_lween $30 million and · .~tl}l._!!1~0elits ~.1 W.JIO"!'er;~pawor!~·~~.J'·'¥•-- . 
. w he ross the $100 mllhon because Two Forks . ill!-'! water. !!t'tf\8l!• t'*'prl~;&'ii~llklr .added •tl:latW.MkeT;'"Ji 
to Forks reservoir will have a "major environmen- ~-f!,!ljj!_rs<W,,. Ill ttllv.e,JO.l y . . , ";t.ijColo.rado, has a~.~lgnoo~a. '< 
tould only provide tal impact" He added tho ~ ~-~o il~~'·OC?!l >cCO,~ ., ,~J!h~,si~lla r.~ntrict ~itfi!I; Et;o~:' 
and tor the Front ~ollelliate Range project with • cGOA.fM:.cl, • •;.OO,SL!~ .. :~";· h :te~ponsii th~q "!Wifift 
Miller added that ots Poeplant Reservoir. near "'et.W~~lft~lllr~lll~liar!l:!ll'' M. -11 \i.r : ·.sa I'd.' :G u n I_!JIP. ) 

ollegiato Range Taylor~eservoir. anditssecond , ~tt_er._,~'\t!'tplt"l!l. ~f.uture!!_1Jnderstood~:_Y,Hio~~@_ ~·· 
r also provide less resorvoor near Alm?nt would ~ ~e~·"" "~'~ · P.O'#I!r I~EGO,.~~-~I!servolr's~tu'lcti91\(~'i! 
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Uiilcin ·Park· 
Thla from pg. 1 Boa~d asking uiem' to postpone 

· hearmgs on Two Forks because 
he said . Plusses include all the viable alternatives have 
keeping Colorado water in the yet to be. considered. NECO 
stole and flood control. • claims Unoon P~rk fleservolr Is 
1 . • . • such an alternative. • 

Ho 'added, "NECO Is very NECO also·clalms It can have 
s"ensitivo to the environmental both Rocky Point and Union 
aspects of the wholo thing." Park Reservoirs on line by 1995. 

r , Miller. admitted that Aurora Aurora oflicials Tom Griswold 
and NECO are seeking tho-same and Roger Foster dispute this: 
water tor their projects and both Both said again •Friday at tho 
have filed In Water Court on that · NECO.presentatlon that 2005 Is 
water. Meanwhile public and the soonest either Aurora's or 
private entities both In and out NECO's pro jects could 

permits from the county. and we 
will push for a full-blown Joint 
Review Process tor either or 
bolh.projects." 
, Both NECO and Aurora have 
publicly .. agreed with those 
r'equlrenj'onts. · • •· 

Planning CorT,~misslon 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 
lor piece of the action. 

of the Gunnison Vallley have realistically como on line. ''That's on issue that has to be 
tiled In opposition to both Gunnison County Coll]mls- settled. and It looks like it will be 
projects. · s io ner David L e in sO or f settled In Water Court: 

NECO has written a letter to concluded at the .end of tho Wlngorson . concluded after 
tho Army Corps ol Engineers, meeting, "Gunnison County Miller's presentation, ·All this is 
th o Metropolitan Water takes the position that both very interesting, but as yet we 
J!~!?.!.~~~-d ;~~p~_n':'.:~~~r _!'JE9<?~-'~~ ,6,urora require do~:t ~.ave~ ~roposa!." 

' . ... •) ,.It•••- , t , ~ 1 ~ ' ' t ' ' I , "'' '# • • ' I I ·'' . . .. ( . ... ··'ilr I 
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Canon City oolice oflicers. 
deputies and Correction Fac11ity 

r officers with the aid of a training 
dog captured the pair at about 

j 

~~ NECO ______ _ 
1 contract primarily lo have y' This lrom p. 1 storage for Its water rather 

1:30 that evening. After their 
arrest. the Pendergrasses were 
returned to Gunnison County, 
the site of tho alleged crime. 

d than . reduced power and 0 project when It signed the water fee rates. 
e contract. . . · . "The city has the right to 
s City council member Bill protest any NECO water 

Nesbilt said after the meetmg rights that interfere with our." 
that I he contract makes no she added. "The contract 

n mention of lrans-w~ter allows us tho right to fllo In 
s diversion and thai Gunnoson opposition and wo have done 
e still has the right lo oppose so in Water Court to protect 
;- such a project. our rights." 
1e Council me'mber De_e The city Is also one of 42 
•n Blacklock explained Monday protesters totheAurorawater 

thai the city. SiRned th!3 lilings in water court. 

In Memoriam 
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water district takes a step into the arena 

Gunnison water district enters ''big league" in water battle 
by LaW'3 Anderson 

'The Gunnison basin is on 
the cutting edge of what's 

happening with Colorado Water Resources and Power 
watet;," Dick Bratton said in an Development Authori ty and 
int~w Monday. Bratton. attorney for the Upper 
vke-rtcsident of the Colorado Gunnison River Water Con· 

I) 

Wnter pro !ects Pr-oposed by Aurorn & NECO 

Proposed wnter pro !ects : 

- map b~ Gnurps 

------... 
Reseruolrs t:i) 

Q) 

- "C g :::. 
uc 

A Union Pork Rcs:cruolr (N£CO) 0 (tut Rluer Reservoir (nuroro) 

B RoC~!J Poin t Pumped Storege (N(CO) E N(CO trnnsmountoln dluerslon tunnel 

C Plcplon t Reseruolr (Rurorft) f Ruroro l r onsmountftin dlucrslon tunnel 

scrvancy District, sllltcd that some of the Taylor River water 
in 1986 the water district flied rights, prices could range 
for the same water rights · between $1500 and $4000 per 
that Aurora and NECO arc acre foot if sold in pelpCtuity, 
compelingfor. or $100 to $200 per acre loot 

• The Gunnison water each year if sold annually. 
district asserts that they have When you get into hundreds of 
a senior clai.m to this ·water thousands of acre feet of water, 
based , on a 1975 contract this translates to immense 
between .the water district, the arriounts of money that would · 
Uncompahgre Valley Water .. now into Gunnison County. 
User.~, the Bureau of . Rc- Ocarly, this economic boost is 
clamation and various .bther extremely uncertain at this 
govcmmcntal boards. point and, in any case, would 

The contract giveS the not happen for many years. 
Gunnison water district the "We're talking big dollars." 
right to store water for the Bratton said. "We're in the big 
Uncompahgre Valley User.! in lc<lgue. • 
Blue Mesa and to control water Bratton has asked both 
releases from the Taylor River . NECO and Aurora to consider 
whidt would be preempted if postponing litigation and 
Aurora or NECO obtained the negotiation in Water Court on 
rights they arc asking for. the · disputed rights until the 

Upper Gunnison River Valley 
The Gunnison water )(esource Study is complete. 

district has been using this This is a $555,000 study of the 
contract as a basis for storing . Upper Gunnison and 
and regulating the water for Uncompahgre River water
the past 12 years as well as ohcds, which will begin in 
using it to increase fiSheries March and is expected to take 
and irrigation, and to control approximately two years to 
flooding. complete. 

The Upper Gunnison River In the study, the bulk of 
Water Conservancy District which Is being funded by the 
has also filed for the second.· Colorado River Water Con
filling o~ the Taylor Reservoir, ~ervation District. an inde
mcaning that if there is enough 1-endent engineering firm will 
water to fill the Taylor collect data, describe water 
Reservoir more than once in a supply systems and rcc
ycar, they would have the rcational facilities, assess 
rights for all 106,000 acre feet . basin hydrology and ~valUate 
of that water. No one clsc has .-.aeational, environmentAl 
rued for the second fiDing. and eeonornic opportunities 

Bratton said that based on the existing water 
litigation between the three ·· supply. Bratton believes that 
competitors could take as long tOe examination of the effects 
as 10 to 15 years. U Gunnison c l transmountain d iversion 
receives the water rights it r.light be the subject of·' second, 
could place the county in a very l"turc study. 
powerful position and Both Aurora an,s NECO 
potentially bring huge economic representatives seemed hcs
gain to the area. Brattor. i•ant about asking the Water 
estimated that if the water Court to put off decis ions 
district rccci\-cd and then sold· l:ecauscolthestudy. 
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Water rights battle intensifies as Gunnison 

Another suitor surfaces with water diversion plans 
conlinucl from p~gtOTU! p.ut of thcir Collegiate Pe.J<s reservoir until the ci ties needed 
Quartz Creek. He said that project, Aurora wants to build lt. If Two Forks is built, 
the water a>Uid be taken during the Pieplant Reservoir for \NECO would probably abandon 
the heavy runoff, piped to the transmountain diversion and Its Union Park Reservoir 
Union Park basin via tunnel, also the East River Reservoir proposal since stockholders 
and put back into the rivers north of Almon t to replenish believe that there would not be 
when they were low. Although users' water that the trans- buyers for its water. Aurora 
Miller showed a ma~f where mountain diversion would de- has indicated that it feels 
the diversion would begin in plcte. diffcrcnUy and would continue 
the East River, he was not sure In addition, the Upper with the Collegiate Peru 
of Its IOCOition. However, he ~Gunnison Water Conservation project even if Two Forks is 
bclleved it might be at the District has filed for some of approved. 

\ 

confluence of Copper CreeJc: and those same rights based on a NECO recently wrote a 
·the East River, outside the 1975 contract. Who actually letter asking Denver to delay 
town of Gothic. A small ends up with the water rights the public hearings on the 
reservoir would also be built wm be decided in Water Coun. Metropolitan Denver Water 
there. The construction of this either by litigation or by Supply Draft Environmental 
tunnel would be at least 25 negotiation between the Impact Statement, a massive 
years away. Another ex- interested parties. compilation which has 
pansion idea would pump water The Two Forks Reservoir 
from Blue Mesa Reservoir to proposal, on the Eastern Slope, 

PlaMing Commission that 
NECO already has the water 
rights for the proposed $100 
million Rocky Point llcscrvoir, 
which he believes woulc! be 
"the most efficient power 
location in the country'", and 
will file a final applic.1tion for 
this project in September, 1987. 
Rocky Point Reservoir, at 
11,658 feet elevation would be a 
400).5000 acre foot body of 
water above Taylor Reservoir 
with a small ring dam, used to 
generate 1000 hlj;a"·atts or 
peaking power w would be 
marketed in Colorado as well 
as statessouthand west or us. 

In the proposal, wa/Cr from 

~Uruon Park from which it could complicates the matter further. 
be conducted to the Front Range. Two Forks would be a reservoir 

Aurpn. Gunni:mn Water 
Distrid. Two F~ Uw 
fizhtinr £or wattr 

At thls point, whether or 
not the Union Park project will 

the size of the Union Park 
project built in the foothllls of 
thc Front Range o utside Denver 
on the South Platte River 
through cooperation between 
Denver, Aurora, and many of 

"East Colorado grabbed all the industry and 
now they're complaining because tMy have 
pollution. Why not send IM industry Mre 
wMre tMre is water?" -Purvis ViCkers 

ever be built is still 
questionable. NECO is 
competing with the Gty of 
Aurora for the same water in 
the Taylor River drainage. As 

the smaller East Slope suburbs. 
Water from the Upper 
Colorado drainage wo uld be 
d iverted through the Roberts 
Tunnel to be stored in the 

~~Pfteetoti]f - ~" '1 
Oh Be Joyful Baptist Chapel 

Crested Butte School • 5(f1 Maroon • 349.0237 
Every Sunday: 9om.Bible ~tudy 

lOam Worship SerVice 

Queen of all Saints Caiholic 
4th&. Sopris • 64Hl808 

7:30am Sunday; 4pm Thursday 
Confession before Sunday Mass 

Union Congregational 
4th&. Marooo • 349-0405 

9am Sunday Worship 

r 

recently been released. NECO 
believes that the Draft EJS 
d ocs not . look at every 
alternative, favoring Two 
Forks while ignoring the 
potential o f 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 or 
Colorado's eight gold medal 
fisheries. The e nvironmental 
impacts of Two Forks may cost 
the users more than 
$100,000,000 to · mitigate. 
NECO believes that the Union 
Park Reservoir would be a much 
more cost-effective alternative. 

Rocky Point Rrscryojr 

the Taylor Reservoir would be 
pumped u[!....2.J.OO...t irto the 
Rocky Point Reservoir during 
periods of low demand tl.rough 
a 17 and a hall foot tunnrl and 
released through rev=iblc 
pump generation during high 
demand times. NECO obtained 
these water rights lor 
nonconsumptivc usc in 1982 and 
began drilling the site for 
testing purposes last summer. 
Whether or not the Unior. Park 
Reservoir becomes a reality, 
NECO hopes to build the I:ocky 
Point p lont and could have it on 
line as early as 1995. 

Residents raisr concerns 
"How will this (Union 

Park and Rocky Point) benefi t 
the people in Gunnison 
County?" Wotcr Board ITICinbcr 

Miller · also told the Purvis Vickers asked. "Ea' tcm 

Colorado grabbed all the 
industry and now they're 
complaining because they have 
pollution. Why not send the 
industry here w here 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 rna jor problems; 
Henry said. He brought up the 
etk migration routes which 
cross Union Park as well as the 
calving and fawning that take 
place there and pointed out 
that there arc elk and bighorn 
sheep herds "right in the 
middle" of the proposed Rocky 
Point Reservoir site. 

1t looks like Taylor 
Reservoir is sitting there like a 
toilet.· Rick Sherman, wildlife 
biorogisl. said, referring to ttl« 
draining and filling of the 
Taylor Reservoir for the 
projects. "You 'rc tallcing about 
on important resource or 
GuMison County; he said. "As 
a fisheries biologist I d on't sec 
you mairitaining enough water 
to keep a rna jorfishery going." 

Dick Brntton, attorney lor 
the Upper Gunnison River 
Wate.r Conservancy District 
raised a number o r concerns. He 
questioned the case of 
transporting power out or 
Taylor Park, whether a market 
exists lor this power, and 
stated that the amount of 
water available in the Upper 
Gunnison .bas in is "debatable." 
Bratton · also took issue with 
NECO's desire to take Gunnison 
County water without having 
to pay for it. "1l•cre's very 
tough competition going on; 
Bratton said after the meeting. 
'1llcy (NECOJ arc making it 
sound simple but it's very 
~mplex." 
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1al Church release helium-filled balloons on Sunday during 
brunch. The congregation plans to start construction on an 
this · to by Mark Ream an 

ttpionships begin March 2 
'' .. ... 

to divert Gunnison's v; ~ ' 

water to Eastern Slope 
by Laura Anderson 

If the Natura l Energy 
Resources Compa ny (NECO) 
wins its battle fo r Gu nnison 
County water rights, it p lans to 
build a reservoir almost the 
size of Blue Mesa in Union Park 
to divert wa ter to Den ver and 
satisfy growing water demands 
on the FiOnt Range. Dave 
Miller, company president, 
outlined N ECO's plan at 
Friday's Gunnison County 
Planning Commission meeting. 

N ECO's proposed Union 
Park Reservoir would hold as 
much as 900,000 acre feet of 
water, twice as much as 
Denver's total current s torage 
capacity. Depending on w hose 
figures nre 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 a t 
a 10,052 foot eleva tion. Miller 
called the environmental 
impact of the proposed 

reservoir, "mini mal." 
Miller explained that the 

water would only be taken fro:n 
the Taylor Reservoir when a 
surplus existed. During very 
d ry _ _ yea rs no water ~-~ld be 
aval faOie-wri tle dunng wet 
yea rs 140,000 acre feet m ight be 
a reasonable expectation. The 
wa ter would be ston.d in the 
Union Park Reserv ) ir unti l 
Denver needed it. Then it 
wou ld be piped thrc.ugh a 42 
mi le cond uit urder the 
Continental Divide in tu 
Co tton wood Creek which 
would flow into tht: Arkansa s 
Rive r and end up in Denver's 
Antero Reservoir. The cost of 
the plan would be $424 m ill ion, 
mi!!sillg it one of the largest 
construction P.roje : ts in t h~ 
country. -
Gothic might be :;ite of water 
tunnel to Union Pa•:k 

If the l nion Park 
Reservoir is built, NECO 
eventually may w~nt to expand 
its opera tion by appropriating 
water from the fast River and 

continued en page twelve 

Only five students presently enrolled 

Future of Crested Butte's 7th, 8th 
n'r~::u-l.o~ tn h.o eli ~cu.ro::~.cu:l li"-r.id.cu.T 
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UNION· PARK WATER SUPPLY PROJECT 

SYSTEM COMPARISON 

UNION TWO COLLEGIATE 
PARK FORKS RANGE - I 

Capital Cost $4.24M $400-500M $343M 

Safe Annual 155,000 AF 98,000 AF 53,000 AF t 
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 Annuali.zed 
. . 

$500-600 $400- 500 $500-800 
Cost per Acre Foot 

Users Front Range Denver Denver 
West Slope Area 

Environmental Impact Minimal Major Moderate 

):::> Recreation Positive Negative Negative 
~ 

M-
("') 
::r . 
~ 
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Union Park Water Supply Project 

De nver W a t er Depar t m e nt 
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Union Park Wat er Supply Project 

De nver W at e r De p a r t m e nt 

Divertable Yield s & S a f e Annua l Yi e lds 
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SUrtrlAHY OF HESEARCJI REGARDING GUIINISOII- ARKAIISAS PROJECT 
Harch 21, 19!l6 ··· 
Durcau of Renlamation, Grand Junction, CO 

The Cunnison-Arkan~as Project appears to be grounded in 
Durcau projects and studie s of the late 1930 ' s and the 
19~0's accord1nc to the Bureau ' s own history of past 
invesLiGations . \·!PA fundinr; in 1935 marked the beginninG 
of the study of water supply in Colorado , and out of this 
"some orcas and pt•ojccts , includinG the Gunnison-Arkansas 
Project , warr~ntcd further investigation •.• Investigations 
on the \·!estern Slope were st:u·ted about 1 936 . •• In June 
19110, a comprehensi vc reconnaissance s urvey a as started to 
deteJ'J:tine the possibilities for optimum Gunnison-Arkansas 
Project development . Surveys were beRun in the Gunnison 
f1a::Jn !:1 the fall of 19'13 to obtain preliminar,v data on 
cr.isLinr. l·iatct· usc a nd control facilities, reservoir and 
dnm nJtcs, hydroelect r ic poaer sites, and potential trans
mountain diversion sites ." The chronology associated with 
this proJect indicates a 1onR-standinR interest on the 
part of the rureau of Reclamation . 

For orr.anizational purposes, the data examined may be 
considered in four sections : 

1. Interim P.cpo.!:E. ,_Q!l.'2.!2ison-Ar~_!!.nsas Pro,l ect Colorado . 
13 volu~cs; ,June 19liP: ProJec't'Plann1n~eport llo.1-e~. 
U.S. Dept . of the Interior , P.ureau of ReclamaLion . See the 
attachment , "List o f Supportin~ Appendix Reports," for an 
lncler. o f volumes contained in this edition of data regard-
1m; the rrcj er.t . 

Contnined in this report arc t~1o plans: 
A. a minimum plan called "Initial Development"; 
r. . an expanded plan called 111·1aximum Gravity Diversion." 

The content of the report is heavily wcie;htcd on the "Initial 
Devf!.lupment " p l1ase ~1hich concct•ns the Roarinc; Fork River 
Basin and specifically the Fryingpan River diversion to the 
ArY.nnsas HJVI'J' . The Gunnison IUver Tlasin fie;ures in the 
f.l<Jximun Gt·avity Diversion phase of the project . 

2 . ~~!:_, Gunnison-Arkansas l'ro,lect , Colorado . 
JG volum~s; September 19ti9: ProJect Plannln~ Report No . 7-8a . 49-l. 
U. S . Dept . of the I nterior, rureau of Reclamation. Please 
sec the attachment , "List of SupportinB Appendix Reports, " 
for <ln index of volumes contained in this othe r edit i on . 
This series of volumes alon~ w1th a supplement ent itled 
!_'!.!_tial Devclonment Gunnison-AJ•kans <Js Pro_.lect , Special Re-
P-o r·t, 1·:~re presentee! to the Governor o r Colorndo Nho !'or-
warded the project to the Colorado Water Conservat ion Board . 

Atch . 1 
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The bulk of the report 1~ still stron~ly wei~hted to phase 
1 of the project except f or ~pendix Q- Alternative Plans 
which f ocuses on the Hnximum-Tiravlty Diversion phase and 
even embellishes on that . 

3 . Heport of the Polic v and Review Commit tee (of the 
Color <Jdo lraterCOtiscrvat lonhoard .) June 15 , 1950. This 
volur~e discusses the cor.u:tentary of this body on the "Interim 
Report on the first sta~e of the proposed Gunnison-Arkansas 
ProJect ." The committee concludes that a smaller project 
than the "Initial Phase" would not be "Justifiable " . It 
submits "Ope t·atinr. PrLnciples f or the Fryinr.;pan-ArY.ansns 
Pt·oject ". Note that even the name of the project is be
comlnr. <Jmbir,uous. It js sut~r.ested b,v some t hat the p t·oject 
be renamed "Fryincpan-Arkansas Projec t " to be more descrip
tive of its scope . This " ... shall not be implied as an 
abandonment of their e xpressed intention to obtain approval 
of a pro,Ject f1•om the Gunnison River , nor shall approval 
of th is provision by Western Colorado representatives be 
constt·ucd as any consent on their part to the authorization 
of a project f or the exportation of water from the Gunnison 
River to Eastern Colorado ." 

4 . Peripheral Data . These are assorted volumes filed 
1·1 i th the lnterio ~orS.-~D.l_!_ison-Arkansas rroj ect, and 
rc·late<l to lt. '!'hey are listeochr onolor,1cnlly . 
l!ontrose Pol'ler Investir.ations/Colorado. Gunnison River Dam 

Pre 11ml nary -lrSTI'r.iatc-:-s c p L emo~5 , Tg'J 9 . 
Gunnlson:ArkliOsas-Pro]ecc- Colorado . Almont Dam . Very 

Prelirr.lnai'Y DesTcnand rstimate. Ja'iluar y- j, 19'16 . 
t; , S. Dep t. o~_t_!!e I nte r1ot·, P.ureau of Reclamation. Hhite -

water ifni t-Volorii'do. lnf'ot·mation hequlred for Prepar
ation or Preliminary Desin~s (sic) and Est i mates for Bridge 
port Dam and Kannah Creek Dikes . Grand Junction , CO . Nov . l , 
1948 . Includes photos, maps , tope , tables, charts , etc . 
United States pee.g• of the Interior/Bureau of Rccl<Jmation, 

Uuper COlora 01ii\i"er.-11Heport on Search for Potential 
Ticservorr-sites in the Roaring Fork nasin above the 
Aspen Reservoir Site ." Ausust 31, 1949. 

Official Comments and Recommendations of the State of Colorado 
---~~tl\c-inltfal ve·~:_~iP._ment , GiJiinlsoii":'fi.rkanS<!S l'ro,lect 

Hoarrii.r. Pork Diversion , Color<Jdo . Aug . ·r, 1951 . 
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jesigned t o extr act water from rivers during flood times and then augment river 
flows on both s lopes during crit lea 1 dry periods when river ecosystems are 
endangered . We be 1 ieve further study will show the drama tic economic and 
envi ronmental/socioeconomic advantages of Un ion Park wi l l be even greater than 
indicated on t hi s chart. 

5. Future Expansion Attachment 4 a 1 so shows the weighted average cost of the 
vari ous expansion potent ia l s of the three alternatives. 1\ l though the capital 
costs il r e comparab le , we be lieve the environmental and socioeconomic costs ·of 
OWB's various expans ion sys t ems identified in the Drilft EIS wil l render t hem 
unacceptab le when they are fully unders t ood by the people of Colorado. lifter 
Two Forks, al l of OWB ' s future expansion plans require addit ional water from the 
Upper Colorado llasin . These ri vers have a lreildy been hi!rd hit by transmountain 
diversions, and it i s also the fastes t growing and most af f l uent r egion on the 
West Slope. Thi s area needs its r emai ning water for projected future urban 
growth as we ll as for aesthetic and env ironmental reasons . Even though OWIJ may 
have controll i ng water right s in this important area, future po l i tical pressure 
wi 11 probably render these rights use less for ~1etro Denver growth. 

I n contras t, t he Upper Gunnison/Uncompahgre Valley area is Spilrse ly populated, 
remo te from Front Range population pressure, and has never been t apped for 
trunsrnoun tain diversion . Because of the economic trends in agriculture, the 
actual r equirement for water i s decreasing in t hi s extensive farming and 
ranching urea. lis a r esu l t , more water is be ing los t by Colorado to the down 
river s tates. I n the long t erm, it appears water owners in the Gunnison Basin 
will be look i ng for ~1ays to rea l ize a higher use and return for some of the ir 
water that is surplus to agriculture needs. 

Rocky Point Pumped Storage Project Our January 14, 1987 Specia l Water Report to ~ 87 the people of Colorado also outlines the future benefits Colorildo wi ll realize ,yforr 
from NECO's Rocky Point Pumped Storage Projec t . Thi s project will initially :J Y' 
supp ly 1,000 megawa tts of c lean peilking power for Southwestern sta tes . If thi s 
large power operilt ion were owned by a Co l orado or Metro Denver Water and Power 
Author i ty , the expected profit from power expor t ation to other states could pay 
for much of the cost of Uni on Pi! rk. 

Summor y In summary , Union Park is economical ly and environmenta lly superior to 
the alternatives currently considered in the Draft EIS. It i s a l so 
substantial ly more in harmony with the long term trends and interests of both 
slopes and the people of Colorado. In addit ion, most of the cost of Union Park 
could be covered by out of state power sa les f r om Rocky Point if both projects 
are control l ed under a single author ity. 

In view of the rationale contained in this l etter, NECO respectfully reques t 
t he Draf t EIS revi ew process be modified to accomodate a fil ir compari son of tl 
Union Park alternative. He w i 11 continue to of f e r our assistance to ana lyze t l 
hyd.-ology, vthich could be confirmed in less than 60 days. Although more ti1 
woulo be required l o confi rm the detai led geo l og ic, engineeri ng, environmenta 
and soc ioeconomi c estimates , we be lieve a concentrated review of existing da 
cou ld be comp leted in 60 days to give reasonab l e estimates and confidt:!nce in t 
Union Park alternative. 

3 
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The short term dec i s ion bet1~een Union Park and Two Forks is ex treme ly important 
t o the long term deve l opment of Colorado water f or the next 50 years. If Two 
Forks is constructed , the large sunk cost wi ll tend to f orce f urther water 
development and dIvers ions from the Upper Co lorado River area. If Union Park 
prevails , the Upper Gunnison will receive its fair share of the sta t e 's ~uture 
water conservation projec t s. 

We are hopefu 1 of a favor ab l e r esponse to th i 5 letter, as ~te be 1 i eve strongly in 
a sp ir it of cooperat i on to achieve the most cost effecti ve water sys tems for the 
people of Colorado. If in a f ew days an ind icat ion of cooperation i s not 
apparent , we wi 11 unfortunately be f orced to seek whatever r emed ies are 
available t o ins ure compl i ance with the intent of f ederal l egis l a tion. 

1\011/bm 

l\ Attachments 

dtiil~~ 
1\llen 0 . (Dave ) Hiller 
Pres ident 

l\ 
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objec t: Draft El S - Union Park \later Supply Pr oj ect 1\ l ternative 

ent lemen: 

-. . .../ ·· ·.,:. 

a lura 1 Energy Reso C nar · urces ompany ( llECOl he r eby r equests de l ay of the pub 1 ic 
ta l~ng s t 0 ( the f.letropo l itan Denver \later Supp ly Draft Envi r onmental Impact ·· 
opor~~lt Draft EIS). 1\ de lay is essent ia l to provide t he pub lic ari;".·"'..;_. 
l lernat· Y t~ /ompar e t~e v iab le Union Park a lternative with t he Draft EIS ·.;'":.· 
o l lo~lin~~es e ore the F1na l EIS Is issued. ~ECO ' s posit ion is based on the· .:~ ;.;,~. 

,l.,l \ . ··_;;·. 

;:lE I/~~~ lua~i0':, of 1\ lte~na t iv~s TilE 111\T IOIUIL EllV I RONI~ENTI\L POLl CY 1\CT ( NEPI\), f!.~.;~;~~: . 
ESO R ' · S · C · 432 l • E T SEQ· and the FOREST 1\NO RI\NGE LI\ND RENEWI\OLE' •: . ' 
;o 1~ 7CES Pli\IIN! NG 1\CT OF 1974 , liS 1\/•lE/lOED OY Ti lE NIITIONIIL FOilEST l~NIIGE11ENT IICT . ~; ;: 
roces 6 sp~c~flca ll y requi r~ eva lua t ion of a ll v iable a lte rna tives i n t he EIS 
onsid!~ed. 11 ortuna lely , Un 10n Par k is a legitimate a lternative t hat was not 

· U er Gunnison Water lhe attac hed Oureau of Rec l amation ' s Summary of 
P.search on export ng wa l e f 1 
<> 11 ~now t tl C 

1 
r rom t1e Uppe r Gunnison shows th i s alternative was 

~s f~rrro<>~ i~ •e 0 orado water community si nce the late 1930's {atch. l). IIECO 
here wa- .~82 by water attorneys and r e tired Oureau executives who knew 
:~r . s. cons 1 er·ab l e una l loca led water t hat cou ld be used on the East s lope 
i,e i;'0~1~J~g:~d~lU(~osdes ·

1 
1\urora di scovered lh is fac t from a UECO founder , and 

orne unkno~m n 'Y ro ogy s tudy conf irlll!!d the numerous prev ious stud les. For 
•1ns ide r ed in reason , t here appears to he no ev i dence t he Upper Gunnison was 
raft EIS the sc?ping of over 100 Uenver water supply allernalives for the 
1, .d 

1
· ! mportat lon of water from the l·lissouri Ri ver was cons idered whi le 

~·~l~' :a we~'~!0'~ Pilr k Reservoi~ s ite was i9nored. Union Park is located' i n the 
rrtero P.eserv~si r. untapped bas ln only 42 miles by gravity condu it t o Denver • s 
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3. Efficiency of Uolon Park Attachment 2 shows how an average of 60,000 acr e 
feet per year from the high altitude Union Park Reservoir can improve the 
overal l effic iency of Denver Water Depar tment's {DWD) existing reservoir syst em 
(Antero , El even ~lile , Cheeseman, and Di llon ) . . Depending on the minimum st r eam 
fl ow requirements assumed f or the Taylor River , a y early average of 60 to 80, 000 
acre fee t of water can be pumped from Taylor Park Reservoi r into Union, Park 
storage to augmen t Denver's sys t em whenever demand dictates. The upper gr aph 
(extrac ted from the Draft EIS) i ndicates a wide year to year variation in 
weather caused diver t ible yie l d for the exist i ng system. Although Denver's ft 
total current s torage capacity is 483,000 acr e fee t , the safe annual yie ld· is 
only 295 , 000 acre f eet because of the need to cover t he unpredictabl e dry 
periods i ndicated by the red areas. The blue areas i ndicate the ac tua l vol ume / 
of water requ ired from Un ion Park in dry years to Incr ease DWD ' s safe annua l 
yie ld from 295 to 450 , 000 acr e feet. This equa t es to 155 , 000 acre fee t increase 
in sa fe annual y i e ld , compared to 90,000 incr ease with the Two Forks J 
alternative. The bo ttom chart shows how the 900 , 000 acre feet Union Par k 
Reservoir f l uxua tes us i ng actual i nflows and outf l ows t o mai ntain 450 , 000 safe __ 
annua l yield for Denver ' s tota l sys t em. In other words, thi s yearly average 
60 , 000 acre f eet of insurance water from the West Slope ac tua l ly mu l tip l ies i nto 
155,000 acre feet inc rease in safe a nnua l yield for Metro Denver. 

The Oureau of lleclamation controls water rel eases from Taylor Park Reservoi r . 
Assuming a l ower (mor e li ke ly ) minimum s tream flow on the Taylor River , there 
would be a yearly average of 80 ,000 acre feet of sur plus water that cou l d be 
pumped into Uni on Park for transmountain diversion. With this additiona l 20, 000 q acre feet , the safe annua l yie ld of Denver's system wou l d be i ncreased by 25 , 000 
acre feet for a t otal sa f e annual yield of 475 , 000 acr e feet (Atch .3). Thi s 

· shows the mult iplier ef fect decreases with t he higher vo lumes . 

In add i t ion t o this multiplier effec t , Union Park insurance water should provide 
> gr ea t e r oper ationa l flexibility to incr ease t he eff iciency of Denver's existing 

~
/>reservoir system. For exampl e , current practice is to maintain_neacJy full 

/.J"'.. V reservoirs aL_much as poss i l:!_ l e t;.o cover_ the un~r~:lictable d_ry l?_l:!rlods. 'Th1s 

f; means t nere is often i nsuf ficient s t orage avai lab le to capture infrequent flood 1 
ol' waters. Thi s is the primary purpose of Two Forks Dam. llowever , with t he -<!• o''j insurance ~later avai lab l e from Union Park , -.lower optimum QP.er ati ng leve l s could 

\ e rna i nta i ned with onfidence to capture the same f lood waters that a r e needed 
J.Q_o ~1 r ease in t nnua 1 ie ld under t he Two Forks concept. We 
be l i eve Denver Water Board ' s (D~1fl) ex i s t ing rwer flow and reservoir models can 
be r ead ily used to computer simu late different opera tiona 1 scenar ios to show 
additional East Sl ope s torage i s not r equired wi t h Union Park Rese rvo i r . NECO 
has o f fe r ed DW!l engineering ass i stance on sever a l occasions to expedite a 
computer simulation to he lp determine the total real value of Union Park to t he 
curre nt Denver sys t em. 

4. Cos t and Yi e l d Comparison llt lachment 4 summarizes the economic and ~ 
env ironmenta 1/socioeconomic costs and benefits of the Union Park , T~1o Forks , and 
Col leg iate Range alternatives . Although the cons truclion costs are comparable · 
u ~i ng the same es timating criteria , t he dollar costs per acre foot of yield are 1 
about 50% less with Union Park . The environment a 1 and socioeconomic costs of ";:) 
Union Park and Collegiate Range have not been thoroughly evaluated. However , C f 
preliminary analysis i ndicates t he remote , off river , Union Park site is 
re latively ben ign compared to the other alter nat i ves . In fact, Union Pa rk may rf'~ , 
have an overa ll positive environlll!!ntal impact because the "dry year" concept i s ~v',«v 
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20 • . :·::~ECO hoI ds harm I ess and sha 11 t nq~IJI(\ 1. fy Pur'chaser -from ~.-:......:...-=.. . ---"::"' ·--~ -=~ . -· 

any I tabl ]'"_~ty, attorney Fees, cos!; · or f!!XPense _·:~ t _;; tng from f~jur'y · .- - .. 
to per sons- or property t n the construct ton or operat ton of ·-the -~ 

_project . -~'}IE CO sha I 1 
~ 

conform to 1!11 ·1 applIcable "construction and :.,:· 
.. . . . :--. . :;:. ·:~ _~:~-- -:. 7~. 

~-i:. 

safety regulations, and shall maintain · In force liability -~.:. 
.. ~- . ~:~::i..· ... - ~~..:.. .. :-:::=; ... --.- .. ;';~.--= ----

' nsuraric~::-.o;;;:·. bond t ng ~u t t a b 1 e. appropr -Iate . and customary .f'or . the ,;;-~-:_ -. =-
-- . .. ·:;p:- . . . ~.·.... ·.. .. . - ::.:.:._ . .;..·.-.--:· - -:! . :::... 

stze, . scope and s tatus o f the : ·Projec t, "ln"cl'u d lng suf'Fictent -~~-:::-; .. ·.:.;"::;::::: _._ :y~~~; =:;:r~-:~~~·'.TI! · ·: ·! • • · ~:~i~~~ :::z:::·:·~~~;-2:~~·:·~ __ .· :~·~:·.;·?t~~~c;~:.::~· · 
:··;·- · -::_rh_surafic;t;:.to obtain the maXJijiu"\ J;:eneF-.t:t.~f'rom CRS .37=87.:.:ra·4_.::.o·r:"':::"""'"'-~ .:-:·-

.,/ ._-~: , : :Z~~:;; · . · . . .·. ---::~.~· . .-.c·.,:., .. ;_. ;o_.;··r;-:·~:,~;.; ,,_; .. _,·. .. . . . .... ·.·~-;-·-: .. ·;~~~~~-:~:~ .. ;~~~-~. 
successot:...:.Statutes. · Nl)ne of the · deeds , l nstr.uments or documents ...,.._,.-:;:-_: "- o.-. 

·"' "• ~--• "•\:':::~ ~ ' w:•;• ~.:§---. ' • : ::~=-- ·-~~:-. ~::,-·~~ 
contemp I a~d or provIded here I n .. are_-,:! n.teQded~;!:9 :-transfer .to :J :he ... ~_:--~_,·:;:,::: :-. ~~=-- .. ...~-.::;_::_:.. -~~~-::--.~~ ... ~~~-. . -.. -:. :.:·:::_::'.-.; -~·~0 .. - _ :. 
Purc;hase~IJ.Ch Iii · degree of contro l·.:..over· .. ~he; -phY.s.1 ~a l .:.~tructures -7=:.'-:.=--'-""--=-

.7_~ · . .... ~~ : .. ~~~ .. ~----~~~~~;!==:-.. ~/.~- =-~::!~·: l· -·- -·-: _.:··tf: ::-:·· !f_~. ·::;_ 
. . ~r . P':'oj~~r..! .fac t _tlt_t ~s .:1s to make e~r~~~-e.:. ,.<?r.}.~~}~g.;nh. _.~g~!"'~J,~'.: ,:..·i:F'"':··:_:-f.:T. 

~:~-;tJ.fA.·-~,;,~,.,.~:~~~t~~~ltr-
···1" ....... - •• ·- ·- .• ,, .. __ _ ___ _ . ...... ..,.. _. .... ... ~_, .• ~.....__ ........ _~_ ..... -.;.. 

••• - - • --...t--o - ---· 

.-:.~(;~1~~~~~~~~f!;:.;~ .. · 

prov t de w_r ll;t~n ev I de nee of de 1 t very such as cert If ted rna I I w t th 
. . . ... • " 

return receIpt oi': .. : persona 1 serv t ce sha I 1 be deemed effectIve upon 
· ·· ,·=·. · .. , .. ;.:>.::~.Y~;~i.~zr~{;· 

.:Jctua 1 de t 1 very'· >--:': ... 
': • .. ·. •. -: ,:· ·: .:·:~· -~ .. ·::,>.: 

22 • . NEco··iagrees that any arrangements Involving transfer 
.. . . .-:: ~ .... ·.-: -

to another entity of' ~ny of NECO's rights, title or Interest In 

or needed to carry through the Application or Project will be 

::. ubj ect: to this t,grecment and that NECO wt 1 t obtain a binding 

agreement from the tr~~sferees under which the transferees will 

be I ega I 1 y bound by t he undertakIngs and agreements of NECO hereundi!r. 

23. 

whole or 

NECO agrees that any sa le , assignment or transrer 

t~ part of any of Its Interest tn the Application 

In ore 
Prpj ec;:.t, .-·~.~")-~! .1..:·.~~--)~ubj ect to prIor wr t tten approva I by Purchas.er, 

which ·sha ll not be unreasonably withheld provided the transFeree 
' .: I , , ', I '• • i ~ -"\ o •, , ~ ;· 

has the techni ca l a nd financial capability to pursue the Project. 

24. All of the b~neflts and obligations of this agreement 

sha lt accrue to .and be binding upon the e5stgns or successors In 

. ... :.-· • . ,. ;·.';:. ::,_<.'.•-~:;1' 

10 
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. ·' ,',>::;t~~· 
, -: : ' ,,"r.~·~!p') ._. -.. -.- -.·~~~-.:~~$. 
: .. ····· ''.';~Wi 

0 ·,_.~<;:f~t. 
··l.: .. \'.:.~~ . ~-·: .. "':: :_::.·:,. . .. : <~:~~~3~ 

.../ -;?1 
other obligations hereunder, which ' : r~fc 

. ~-., t;.-c; 
d .·\ .~ .. 

an ... , ... ~l:~ r :md carry 'out .prompt 1 y, d I 1 I gent I y 

th<;t , 

~·~~-~-·· 
... ~ 

ent water statutes · ~i~~-because the pres . :: :;r::;;; 
· 1 ncept I on of a .. :·:;{,;; · " · · · ·· ·'·•' ,. · · "' appearance at '- :'le , •_,.!l:iJ . . · · ': ' "·'·"·~· .. ··· td ···tor. an ent1·y 0•· ~ .· -: .·r3<'> 

. . •. . • .•.. . '·" ·: :;~~---~-.'¥: :],~ \.- .. .. · ,,:• '.~·.,~£!~~~~~~:~~iP.{J,/~~~:·£~J.f~·}:f~{;f~?:~-. ::~// :~::ii:~~:~ ·:. ::·."_..~· ·; )/. ~~:t;':<f:{~ik\>ibJ;L ooY f 

11 0 0 

St~t-nt of 0ffo•lt I on , to th~ ~<iji ., '"!~•'<' eo·'."<ea •onati<>:'W•.!Ot od . t Q·o ""''""t. • fooll ,!t "'" ""••••aeY.- to ·'"'•'.-' .:·.o! ;,_. • · · . wa • e ' · h App 1 !oat! on ~ 
;' ·.:.-;~'};t<i;i(Jf8,1(l1~01l-0&~••~., ... _.·;;_,,~,-":~il.'f.?CW<"J,.'!J)i~''''f:'C-'->:·-"·;''-': :-; ·-.' . ;.-.-.- ': • .- ";-t.- .. .. ' ·-;,;,t fOe thO pUepo>O of h<>>t II lty to t • . ., ~ - " .•: .. ~Cte'r~-ver--.'\.lat·cr · t:o , es.:h ~.P.:~i-chaser . ..: ~snd ' shen ·'te ··a iTocated· among the .. ~: · · -~..: Appllc ... tlon, 
'':' .-, ·. i·...:;-.;,;;t.eo:t:::. ': --: .:·,:--,>~ .. ,: . : --···:··· -: --.~ .. ':.:;~_:.;:;::,~~ 0. : -~ -' ... .. ..... _ .. • • .: • ··:::-:.:::: .• , .. ,.:· :· 

;_- . _.~.l.i!>'Eii-~- ~~::·such· . flic 'l 'fTtf_: s a.: cor-tfl ng ''t9 ~he'h· .'u.se • Such ' :expense s -·.·.:·, . 

- ~~~ · ;;~~-~G~~ re~lacP.mer.~ CC3ts of l i~ltec/l:l'f~_:tlme items which , . . . 

. are ass·o~·lated With the ope,·at; ~n ~~ :' ~~e p·r·~~;ect fac; l. ltles . use d 
. : -.. . ..... 

b y Purchaser, such a s mov: ng par~s and bearIngs of_·~_urnps, · gencr.ators , 

vai~es ~:~d the like, but not to' lnclucie reconstruction of the· dam . .. . . ~- .. ... 
or the conveyance fo:~c I I It I es, · an'd 

not. to' i'nc 1 ud~ dup I I cat I on ·.:· . . . 
~osts which have b~en charged ' under other a c count s , nor 

Inc lude retirement of debt. 

or 

to 

II. Title shal l be mercha ntab 1 e 
In Se l ler as oF closing . 

IF title to any water, water ~lght or storage space Is not 

merchantable, then at the option of the Purchaser· this contract 
sha I I 

be ' consldered VOid and of n~ : ~ffect, ~or Purchas er 
- - .· .. · ... · ;'. -:·:_~ .. ~.. . .. · .. ~ proceed u~der Paragraph 10. --· 

may 
... ~ .. -. 

1 2 ~ =:J'hls contract shall be filed with the: Water court as an ·'~ .'- '· . . . , .- .. .-...... ;x.. . : .:,-,:-';>: .~·<'·' .·:_:::·· . ........ , ___ ..:-=-=:::.=;. . .,. 
· · '.';app

1

end (,(·· or exhIbIt to the . App d ·cat I on-;~ · a ·rici-:-ttie":cont.ractua I ·:':-_.-

' ;, .~:;c O;~''Poeoh.,ee Oe e oondoe ~;:' :;;~;~ , ~~<.' ~- ~~. ~;~ ; ~t;e;ot . • . • : 1,. 

... ~:.:· 

. ........ ; 

..:.-:- -.·. 

-~:o, 

~ :._.;.:. In all of the benefits of the · App·j ·l ca~-~~n · and-~he Appl ! cation "" ' 
~~- ....... . :.:=· ···.. ... .. ~:;:.-.,... 

s hall so ·provide . Nevertheles s , NECO 's hall save Purchaser .-•> ..:_ __ 

haem le~• ;;~~ a II oOO" , 11 ab 11 It','~. • ~-~j· ~~e~~;.' ~--- ~:;·," 1 ~9 tOo _.· ;· . • :::;+,. 
. .. -. •·: .. ':;,.-. . . . ·,:.' '····~·;:.:!,; ..• ~:::,~:-·;j~ ·-:-~·~·- ... , ....... : .•. · ·,.. ... . .. -. App i 1 C:at·l o r)'_ and reI at-~ · · · 

or thE: Project b ut fur the purpose of being a party to s uch 

proceed-Ings ln .ordcr to be ab le to protect Gunn i son's water rights . 

1 '! • .. :rh_l s Agreem<!nt Imposes on Purchaser no obI I gat I on to 

ass I st .. NECO l~ _ .l :ltlgntlon, administrative proceedings, project 

financ i ng, . o~ otherwise than as spec ifi cally provided here in . 

Purchaser Is not a co- applicant In the Appl !cation . 

15 • A counterpart of this Agreement may be recorded . by a ny 

party hereto . Th is Aareement may be executed with one or more 

counterpart signature pages . 

16. Seller shall not encumber or suffer a lien to rema i n 

recorded upon any of the rights to recei v e water, water. water 

storage space or electric power as to which Purchaser has any Jll 
Interest hereunder or whi ch Purchaser has t he right to acquire by ' 

exercise of an option hereunder . Any security Interest g iven by 

Se 1 I er . to fInance t he project, or otherwIse , s h a 1 1 be s ubord Inate .. , 

and junior to the rights of Purchaser under this contract. 
=~-

17. Seller shall regularly keep Purchaser InFormed of 

Its co rporate j~atus. encumbrances upon the Pr oject, other ~ 

partIes . to .~hom wa ter or storage space Is sold, 

; . . : ~ ,f'.,•r:• 8 

,~.c·~ 
contracted or ~~'1. 

•:2.:0:::. 
-.r.-r~ 

__ ... :·~ ... .,~ . -:W?! 
~ · .. .;::::::::::;: . ··,~:;. 
'}~[:; 

,.:; 

... ~:-· . : ..:,-. 

·:· --~-~ ···: 
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_those. sought by the CIty of Aurora 

.':;-. :·::/'?. ~:::·6·. ' ·•:·'. NECO .-g·rani:·~.:t?. GunnIson · 1:,;·, ~:'on.S:I 'derat I on~·ot=: ):h.e· var' l ous . ~-::< ... :· -;'}_:.~:- · 1 n sa (d . : Case: 
~ ' ··-: .. ,-.;~:-- - · .. ·:\ ·. : .. :\: ·- ... ~.;L=-~. · ·<<->:· i!:~ ... · ·:·-:; .~~--~--· :)·~-~---·; r ... _:~;;:. ·-: · :; _ .. ; .. -:... . . ~.':-.~-.- .··.:;;..,;.-.: .. .·. ::. :- :"...:_.,:·: ~-:!:- ..•. 1 .. .. . 

~e-~ef' 1 t _s . der 1 ved. f'r:C?C"-:t h 1 s <lg.re!''r;u!9 t:' by ·Nd::o :··';:,t-, 1 ·~h'. ·r; · ackr .o~oil edg~d . .-.. ' ·· . '.:- No. 4 ,' :·~nd· .. ~re'· ~j-~~ -s ~n 1 or to a ny otner wa :er storage r lght of' 
I '1 •: =. ' 0 • 

0 
• ' • : • i; :· • • 0 •• -: '. :" • 't • ; ' : ' .,_ • • • o ' I' ' •' ,' ' ,. • ,: ,~:: ..... ; : ~· : 

to be ' f'ult and satisFactory cons.lderatlon', 'the -.., l·ght · to purchase·. over "'2oo''~~r-;,;· f e.e.t. for whl..:h application ·~as f'lled In said Court 

as· mu~~ : electrlc:~ty: ·.:·ln t he 'c .it>~· ~o~~~i~::;~{,J;:~a~ lon, as the .: .~ . . .· : .. ::1:-~.· . In - ca· l~~~iif:'·.~;-~~:~~9a·t. . ._ oi-.· · wh~ch relntes back to calendar year 
· . .. - .. r·-: .. ;- -~:z. · ·. ::' ·'" -:· :( ,~·r-~:-:i1-<~~~.1~~ .. :-~ _ .{:- ~:~:;~'_;:.:,:~ .... -: ·~::,~;.=?:!_;~r~:;~;~~~0/~.;*_:!;;; ::.: ...... .. #-:· :~·. :.=:·.: · \ · ... ::/;~-:~· · ::.= ;:·;.~; ::· ·: ..... :·~ =· · .::.~·~~ ~:·~J~;t:·t~·.:~;~~~~: ·· ·· · -

In ·the District. Court f'or Water Olvl-slon 

., 

\ "_,. :·:. ·.-.:~\tY· -s : ut l "llty: s'yst.!!"!~:l;S<;\ ·.iJ~.~--~ I thIn, the:·c: lty , -I'Jil\.1 ~~; · t jy perpetul ty,' ·:-;;-~:·:-:· ._. ,·.'·.·:.v:: . .. • ... ·· 1966 ·under''C.R. s~;:3J-92-306. 1 cr ott-.erw 1 se • 
:;~;,~ .. _ .:.~~~!~~~~~~~f,::~:~?:'~~;~.$~1ff'if.~'~(~~ ... ·:·. : ~·;-~-·~ ... 'l:~:-:~~~~·:·-~~~·T/=~..:~:~~~~-~~~'.::: _ . -. . : . -::-:,}:. ·~ :·-·::: · ··. : .. ~ ... ·~·-· . 
.. ··· '~:..:;~; .~o~~. -C?f 'on~...:·~,~:f.~:<?~.: Y"~e lowest ·caP<iclty"'ts':'·-(cri::harged by any .·' . _::::::... · 8' • .- .. AI.L_ob' t .lgat Ion s of 

·t Purchaser hereunder are also 

.. ···~.: . .. ;. : . . ... ~-:.. . . "': .... ~- - .. :=::·:;' :::.:~:.:("·_::t:_ :.?· .. ~-~~. . -··-.. =-:-
~-!-: :G~nn I :Son'~ ott"\er-- ~t:PP I I ers_ at t,he t l_me; ·;:_r0c'l ud I ng purchases 

. ... 1 ' . · .. .. . 

that Gunn! son maKes f'r ,; ,n tt .e f't.;dera 1 gov~i-nment. Gunn I s.:>n sha I I 

st Its so I e opt I on furnIsh or 1=ay 'f'or at NEco'· s cost the energy 

."\ecessary to pump tne >.ater Into the upper res t: rvol r f'rom wh I en 
~ . . . 

1:- o; 'I,~ ·' •, .. ' 

l~s said power wll ' l be gener~ted. · Gunn l s_on' s power sna I I be 

metered a nd delivered at the low - voltage s ide of' the NECO 

s ubsta t i on, and It shDII be the. respons lbl I l_t y of Gunnison to 

a rrange necessa r y wh ee l lng contracts or alternate d e l Ivery 

meth ods. - The right to purchas e power under ·this paragraph Is 

agreed to be ef'fectlve and to vest Immedi ately upon execut i on 

hereof; It Is not a~ option even though It I s recognized by the 

p.:~rtles that such POI<er cannot as a practical matter be purcnased 

b)l Gunn I so.n unt I a ·FI..!-::ure date upon complet ion of' the f'lr s t 

stage oF ~e hydroe lectr i c works of' ' the Pro ject· ang expl~atl~n, 
. .· -~-& . .. ··. ,·::' . ... · .. : ........ ;: .. 5 ~ :: (-._- .-' · . .-·- . ~ ... ·. _._ --
t~rmlnatJ_on, or rcnegot latlon of' . the~·.c,JtV.spresently exlst:lng .--:-=::. . . ::: --=::": ·~-- ~ ~- .. ·.1·~~·~·,··~:·· .... . .: 

· PGNer purchase obi lgat l or.s. ·:· ··· · · · 

7. A'll obllgal: Ions of Purchaser except _the earnest: money 
·· . .::r. 

payment hereunder are conti nge nt upon t~~: entry of' 
: •·· . ,oo;; ·;.~ ~:: 

a f' lnal 

/ .. :._. .· 

--
:: .. 

:.::: 
~~ .. :-..;:; ~ 

~·"' .. (: 

. ...,..,. 
. :;i::. 

.. ., .. ~-. .. ;:-

;· . ~ .. 

· ;-: .. '" 

-···. -

"' '::'~ . -:~ ... . 
.. -.-....--
:. :--.;;~ 

... )~::::_ 

..,.:C-

~ ._:<~-,. ;;-

contlng~nt· upon ,dereat or subordination by NECO of' a sufficient 

quantity of' condl~l.onal water rights to establish that the ri g hts 

to water of' P~rchaser ~nder paragraphs I and 2 nereof' are within 

the s~fe .. ~.!e ld -~\,.the Project. · However, NECO s hall not attempt 

. . 
to def'~at or subordlna~e 17,000 AF of the water storage ri ghts 

decreed to the City of' Gunnison In Case BICW307 at s u ch r eservo i r 

sites d e creed In that c~se wnlcn Gunni-son shal l select. 

9. Closing of' purchases hereunder s hall occur at the 

municipal of'f'lces of' :he Pur c haser within a yea r after the 

occurrence of' the condition described In p aragrapn I, or ~lthln a 

year aFter the exerci se of' options des cribed In other para graphs , 

as the case may be. 

r equest. At closing, 

or at s u ch earlier date as Purchaser may 

upOn payment or - tender as above provided 

and compl iance with the other terms and provisions hereof. Seller 

st:al l execute a . good ar.d suffic ient warranty deed or other and 

equ l val~nt evldcnc ~ of ownersnlp to Purchaser, conveying the 

perpetua l right to receive water, or the water stcrage sp~ce, as 

the casE! may be, . f'ree and clear of' all liens, encumbran~e5. or 

• .. . ~ :; ";_:,. . 6 
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under Colorado case l aw; 
·:·-· 

NOW. , .~!.HEREFOnE, Sell e r a nd Purchaser, · In "consideration of 

.. ·.·•·· :;;~i1¥~g~~~~Vi. :::7L~~~r~i,;t;&~r~ .:: r:::::~: .. ~l:~:i,iil; '· 
obllgatl_~':J_;I_:- reclteu here in, AGREE AS FOLLOWS~--. ; .. -./~. 

I. · · Purchase r ago ees to b..;y from Se 1 1 er, and· Se 11 er agrees 

to sell to Purchaser : he right to recelv~~ In perpet~lty, 1,000 

acre fcet · of water per year of the safe yl~ld of the Project, for 

a tot a 1 one time pur:has ~ price to Gunnison of TWO HUNDRED 

THOUSAND DOLLA.RS ($20C.OOOl. payable as fo.llows: ·$1,000 . hereby 

receipted for , and tr.e bolance due In cash or certified funds 

upon completion of the ProJect to such a state of construction 

that It has the legal and physical capability to actually de li ver 

such amount of water to sa id purchaser. This commitment to 

pu r chase shall expire 2 1 years from date hereof If not previously 

c losed pursuant to para9raph 9. 
' 

2. ' se 1 1 er grants to Purchaser the opt I on to purchase 

1..ne rlght:--to receive In perpetuity up to an additional 2,000 acre 

· fee~ ~~~year of the safe yield of ' the Project ' for a total . one 

time pur-~hase price of THREE ($300) per acre 

foot. Such option shall be exerci sed by written notice delivered 
... 

to Se I I er·" no I ater than twenty-one ( 2 I l - ··years from the date 

hereof _or· wIth I n s Ix months _after comp 1 et 1 on ~f the Project to 

s uch a · s);~te of construct I on tha t It has .-the. I ega I and phys I ca 1 
. ~- __ ::.':' .. ":'" 

.• .. : _- -~-- ~.t.:::-..._ 

-~-~ :. ·.: ;·_:.-~,~~&~·-· "'·,··- ·'· ; ... 

-.:~ 

:---

. . · ·-. .. .... 
-·-'\.., ,~ , . ._ .... ,....,.=t'~ 

3 
. ....-,,, - -:;.., __ _ :_.-

·· · ·.:. ~: . ' t.' '· ·-- -

.-.. -_:- : .· 
-~ -~~~~~::·:-~!;· ~ -~(:- ___ :_ i: ~ .. 

- --.-~ . . __... - ----- -· 

. -.; .. _ . 
• .. , _ .. ,t_.':',• . . -. ,. ·-· · 

-:.r;. !~ ~~:) ,._,'::~~:~_-:?:·t/~~~-· . -
capab 1.1 i\\,· :t·o. -a-~t~a 1.1 y 

_. ... del lver such amount of wate r to Purchaser, 
. · 

3. · Se I rer grar.ts t o Purchaser · the opt I on to purcha s e 

up ' to 12,00.0 .acr._e .. t:eet of reservoir storage space In t he Project, 

beyol')-~. ·, ~~~:~i;~:ci~:~¥_;:,)'on I ch It I~ ent It I ed by vIrtue of p urchases 

.of water under ·Para·Jrap:-.s and 2, at a one time purchase 
. . 

price of · FIFTY DOLLA~S . ($50.00) per acre foot of space, for 

storage of s uch water as Purchaser may wish to store there in , 

Inc I ud I ng by way of el:'-amp I e and not by way of 1 1m 1 tat 1 on carry

over of safe . yield water or the conditional wate r storage 

rlghts · decreed In Case 81CW3oi In said Court . Such option shall 

be exercIsed by written not I~ d e I I vered to se·l 1 e r no 1 ater than 

twenty-one (21) years from the date hereof. 

4. Se I 1 er grants to Purchaser the rIght to exped 1 t 1 ous 1 y 

participate In any expansions of the Project beyond the wate r 

right s applied for In the Application attached hereto, on a n 

equal basis with the most favored other participants , for up to 

five per cent · !5~) of the additional water rights , storage space 

and other facilities of such expansions . These rights of 

participation are agreed to be effective and to vest Immediate l y 

upon execution hereof; they are not optfcns . 

s. Any water purchased hereunder by Gunnison, or water 

owned by Gunnison which Is stored In the project reservo ir , s hal l 

be del lvered upon requ est to the Tay lor Ri ver system at the 

outlet ~orks of the project. 

. 4 
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AGREEMENT 

Thl~ Agreement, entered Into thl~ __!!!L day of J anuary 

1!187, oy and be tween tlatural Energy Resources Company, 8 Colorado 

corpor·atlon, with p l 3ce of' bu~lne~~ at 3855 Highway 105 We~t. 

Palmer Lake, Colorado 80133 (h~retnaf'ter referred to a~ "NECO" or 

as "S~ ller"), and t~e City of Gunl")l~on, 8 Colorado municipal 

corporation, P . o. Sox 239, Gunnl~on, Colorado 81230, (referred 

to hereinafter as "Gunnl~on" or as "Purcha~er:J, WITNESSETH THAT1 

A. Wherea s, NECO repre9ent~ that It ha~ full, merchantable 

and u~encumbered title to a conditional decree for water rights 

Issued June 14, 1984, b y the Dt~trl ct Court for Water Division 

No. 4, State of Colorado, In Case 82CW340, to ~tore water from 

the Ta y lor Ri ver, Lottts Creek and Willow Creek for hydroelectric 

purposes In 8 reservo ir, the south abutment of which I~ locat ed 

at a po i nt which bears South !50 20' 19" We~t 22,332 .95 feet from 

the NW Corne r of Section 21, Towns hip 14 South, Range 82 West of 

the 6th P . M. In Gunnison County , Colorado; 8nd 

8 . Whereas, NECO Intend~ to f'tle during ca lendar year 1986 

In the office of' t he Clerk of' the sai d Di strict Court for Wa ter 

Divi sion No. 4, an applicat i on for water storage rights for 

muni cipa l and transmountaln purpose~ at ~ubstant l ally the s ame 

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

refe rre d to 8~ "the Appl lc8tlon" or "the ProJect"); and 
_, .. 

C. Whereas , NECO represent~ that It~ agents or employees 

have engaged In open and .notorlou~ activities In 

.,_. . ...·.....:;.....,:~ i~ v..:.;; .•. ·u;:...., .... _ ........ - -··. 

"\ 
.:.;..; ::':.. _ . . r .. ------~---=-...=..:_---

'" i ........ ..) 

project referred to In the foregoing paragr aph B, sufficient t o 

e~tabllsh an appropriation date earli e r than and a priority 

~enter to the application filed b y the City of Aurora In Case 

86CW37 In ~aid Court1 and 

o. Whereas, Gur.:~tson req uires a supply o f municipal wate r 

In the form of stored water or water storage right s to supplement 

Its e x t st 1 n g water supply, and a I so r equ Ires a suppl y of' hydroel ectr l c t 
pGwer to s upplement the e l ect r l ea l power presently purchased b y 

l~s municipal ly owned e lectric uti lity; and 

E. Wh e reas . NE CO ha~ tendered to Purchaser a c er t a in 

report b y Ebasco Ser .; lces, Incorporated, entitled "Un ion Park 

Wa ter Suppl y Project Reconnai ssance Eva luat i o n Study" date d 

Octo b er, 1986, which predicts a safe yiel d (safe yield mean s the 

averag e amount of cons umptI v e u se water whIch the project wou I d 

yield over an e x t e nded p~rl od of t i me from the water rights 

referr~d to at paragraph B) for NECO " s wate r rights refer red t o 

In foregoing paragraph B of about 60.000 acre feet per year , and 

contemplate~ a res ervoir with capac ity of at least 600,000 acre 

fee t , together wl~ a pipe line or c ondu it to Antero Res ervoir on 

the South PI a tte Rl ve:- , wl th other fac I l l tIes a nd capabll I t I es 

all d escri bed In said report, u pon the correctnes s and accuracy 

of which Purchaser Is relying; a nd 

f. Wh e r eas, NECCJ has at present no other c ontracts wl t h 

municipal or quas i-municipal end users of Its water. and such 

contra ... ts comm l.:;t I ng s uet. pur chasers to purchase ~ome Project 
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NATURAL ENERGY RESOURCES COMPANY 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

January 14, 1907 

SPECIAL WATER llEPORT 

To : The People of Colorado 

Subjec t : Union Park Water Supply Project vs. Two Forks 

~: The purpose of this reoort is to provide the people of Co lor ado a 
~understanding o~ Union Park Water Supply Project as compared to the 
proposed Two Forks Reser voir alternative. 

Prob lem: Although the Union Par k Water Suooly. Pro.jec t i s subs t ant ially 
super ior to the Two For ks alternat ive, certain elements in lhe Co lorado water 
conrnunity and media are trying to ignore ~nd/or suppress the Union Park s tory 
until it Is too la t e to stoo Two Forks. The ultim<tte decision between the two 
concep t s wi 11 have major economic and env ironmenta 1 impact , because the choice 
wi 11 set the "blueprint" for Colorado water deve lopment fo r: the next 50 years. 
lienee the need and Importance of this report. 

Background for Two Forks: For decades the Denver Water Oepartment has 
r ecognlZed the Two Forks site as a gooti reser voi r l ocat i on. The geology f or a 
dam i s excellent , a nd the 1.1 mill i o~ acr e feet capacity is Indeed impressive . 
The pri milr y purpose of Two Forks i s t o catch the unpredictable flood water s for 
later municloal use throughout the Uenver metro area. There is no doubt 
additional water i s requi r ed for t he orojected growth. llydrologists h~ve 
estima ted Two Forks will increase the "Slife i\nnual yield" of Uenver ' s exist1ng 
reservoir svstem bv about 32 percent. Th is is s ignificant . but the economic 
anct environmental costs are very high for the expected benefit. An.Y future 
increase in yield from Two Forks is also limited and very expensive , because 
water supplies f r om both sides of the divide west of Denver have a lready been 
severe ly hit by popu lil t ion demands of the me tro area. In add it ion to these 
economic and supply concerns , Two Forks would have serious environmental 
imnacts. A national record $36 million has al r eady been spent on t he 
Environmental Impact Study (EIS), and the cost to mitigate t he environment~ ! 
rfamage to endanger ed species and some of the nat ion·· s best river fishing 1s 
growi ng by the day. h1o Forks would provirfe more flat water recreation near 
Denver, but t he steep canyon wa 11 s and extreme f luc tua t ion in water levels wi 11 
make ma r i na and other r ec r eation support act iv ities very diff icult and 
expensive. In short, it is hi ghly questionabl e whether the high cost a~d 
envi r onmental impact of Two Forks i s worth the l im ited benef it - - espec ially 1f 
there is a better a l ter native. 

Background for Union Park: The water conservation and power potential of Union 
Pilrk wils first envisioned when the N'lturil 1 Energy llcsour ces Company (NECO ) wa s 
formed in 1902 by sever a 1 ret ired Bureau of Rec l ~""'l ion eng ineers ~nd some 
w~ te r at tor ne.vs. Union Park is a very large . hi gh ~ 1 t i lucie, n~ lura 1 rescrvoi_r 
site located in a remote an~a just west of the Continental Divide south of the 

P.O. Onx f.07 · rnlmnr I n!f,., f~nltuntln 0 01 :1:1 · t:lO:lii\Ol ·?OCll 

• • 
existing Taylor Par k Reservoir in the Upper Gunnison area. Un ion Park has an 
excellent dam site , and the dam cost for a goo,ooo ac r e foot r eservo i r is 
r elat ive ly low compared to Two Forks. NECO is a pr i vate developmen t company 
with the objecti ve of pr ov iding large sca l e water and power systems that wi l l 
benef it all of Colorado. lie have a contr ac t with three very large 
international engineer i ng firms who are i nvesti ng the ir own deve lopment f unds 
to insure t he eventual construction of the projects . S ince 1902 , NECO has been 
evaluati ng its water and power potential with initia l emphasis in the more 
profitable hydroelectric area. We a re now well along with the 1,000 megawatt , 
$500 mi 11 ion Rocky Point Pull!ped ·Storage Project which wi 11 start cons truction 
in 19go. Thi s highly eff i cient underground power operat~on will provide low 
cost peaking power fo r Colorado and other wester n states when i t i s completed 
i n 1994. Rocky Point, with its future expansion , will a l so help Colorado ' s 
clean air policy by deferring construction of more coal fired plants in the West. 

Bureau of Rec lamation: The Bureau of Rec lamation has histor i cally planned, 
funded, a nd const ructed mos t of the major water conservation and hydroe lectr ic 
projects in the country. The Bureau • s approach was to consider the wa ter and 
power needs and capabilities of a large geographic area. However , in recent 
years federal particioation has been very limited, and t he development burden 
is now on the individua l states , cities , and uti l ities. Some of the major 
western states have done a reasonable job of accepting the broad p lanning 
function. Unfortunate ly , in Colorado t here has been little central planning, 
direction, or coordination among the major providers of water and power. Each 
city and utility does its own p lanning, and ·water and power needs in the state 
are handled by many separate organizat ions. With regard to t he vari ous water 
systems , the ownership of ~later rights is usually the prima r y driving force 
that dictates the systems that are ultimately built. Water rights are usually 
claimed or purchased in secr et without much initia l thought to alternatives or 
the overall economic and envi r onmental impact. When the resulting sys tems are 
made pub 1 ic, it i s very difficult to object ive ly eva luate how they impact the 
overa ll pub 1 ic interes t. It i s e ven harder for organ i zat ions to change 
d i rect ion , even when better systems become obvious. As a r esu lt, Colorado has 
more water attorneys and engineers per cap ita than any other state , and our 
economic progress is being burdened· by fragmentation , confusion , and chaos , in 
the c ri tica 1 water industry. Two Forks is a good examp l e of t his ineff icien t process . 

NECO's Approach: In contrast to the Two Forks examp le, 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 f r om previous Bureau experience the Upper Gunnison was one of 
the wettest areas of the state , with considerable surp lus water in wet years 
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-:::::;::=::;:;;;::;:;::;:::=~ .~~,!!:!~~~~':!~ .. !~.~~-?~,., "' · ·ruuouw cost, mc1uaang pumpmg coat 11 
:, ... :: ·· .$55,6 million per year. An additio.W 113 
_1_2_:_0_0_· r--1-2~:3-0-1 million per year will be incurred in owning 

alid operating Cos II. · • 
~~9. Beodits include water aupply; power 

• Pneration, Oow regulation,· flood control· 
I i 

lpOitl..:... ;_;,;·._·_. ~LII_niJIII....;....;.....-1 r~erybe-::fi~::~~ ~~=~: :~:. 
OOCiab from the supply of water for municipal 

.·u.ie to Colorado· front range entities and -------1 from .the sale or power for ~ng Ule 
;;;lltllao;;;. ;;;:.... ____ _. 'from the pumpad llora~;~~ o~tion. Uaing 
••w-- a~water .. Ya!ue of $5,000_ 'pei'.!l~oof of 

.. aDnuaJ yiel~ bued \lpon !Jie .lOWest capital 
cOlt of an· alternate' aupply, the benefits 

.::w:.:"MII=·· _ . .;...~.;...;. __ ~ -fro~; wat~.'~pply, lo~.~ .J)oJ'SP.. and 
.:;;iu:;.' c--.;;·;;;;;:;.;;;.;..;;. ---1. ~w~:~ generation . P~'l~ .• :.!~~ .. r~ 
•ll.iaoDad" .:~~.q~ .163.millioll ~ ~· Owning 
.;.....~;.;;.;...---1 · aDd,open~ costa of $13 ~o!l per JCU, 
fiilda• . whiclJ esca18te with time, ~ "UI\IJDecfpaid 
~ .. ·n.Dm" "bj'tlie water uter. Incio&aiiii.the Water 
~::..:;;.;~;;;.:,.~-t valu~. to. f1.SOO P-et. a~f.q~~ ."of. ~ual 

..OilbcJoctiy. ~:su~~~in~ .(aed: ~~·~~ ~ •• ~ 
Jt;;:&lloe~;;.;;:;;;;FIGI!rlbl=-----1._ POt: 'IJ!e comparilon of,c.oats _and rev· 

enues indit:;!ltes. that the project. is eco
nllmic:ally and. financially fe;Uible with· the 

MaMII~ ;.basic .~ue of water uaecl.,herei!lt with a 
· ~ · ·1 Thi lblel 'ailrplus of revenues over cos~ oU7 million 

P.:r-Ye4r."'ncieasl_ng, the. belie ~ater value 
oi!OriiUcarl!lcr .tf IX,sciojper acre-foot QC. eJlnUal yield 
,~·-'llolldlciae .i~ the aurplus'to -~million per 
..•. -raMafGDd ·ye.r.· All f~gUre~ are· _in_.~1986 yaJues. 

' · · _ . ~J II. Al~te and ~on_ .. arrange-
.• men~ .. ~ined inclu~.i-~~. Taylor 

Park Dam instead of. cons}l\ls:tiJlg Union 
• ,1. , ; • .:.~l! P~·J)am and puniping.;#.t#r~ from· AI· . 

· · · · · mont o~,!JI!le -'!feaa R~~ 'rhe Taylor 
12:00..1 12:30· Plir~J~~.~~ntis,.~dtfF.t!Y.··~ ind 

ooaa.a.u.N: .. · -~ coat With a n~. ot ~-.~~ 11;11 
.....:.;;.:.....·f~'.:.'. disad~ u com~lO,Union·Park. 
::::; ..... :;;;;:;-:;;...L.;;-;:;;:.;;;;;.;.....-1 .. Fo/,thef ~tudy.Ja, w~~:-\a~ ltage 
,_..,1~·- · ,pumpipg :~111. 'BiuelM~1~.]~C?~. Park .. : 
IOOC!ilb .. -~ ;_',: · ~i,~ ~~~:!~~;~}Jii~~~ .~-
·~·t·•·•· ... ·~<• ,. .. , ....... ope:, .. Y.:.up to.".IU1-. ~~ilf,b"''\1!1 ,,. 
-~---.--: ...,-1~Q®,.I!Sfe:Ce~t .. Pllf, .~..-. 'Qr .ap~rox·. • . 

.,.,. ~YcMt .. ·.a ·.U¥~7tl5.600 per.acr~f~~!IUIJl~ YJeld. 
· . ·• : ·~ J<' . . ·'· • •'AJa~ ~·of deve!C?P~!_F~d inclu~e 
.,...: • CrOok • ~.~Pjl:g pJus rai.siq1fp~~~-;l'ark Dam 
&p,' · • l!»~~ .• ~rage .volumq.Jor cfr7 .year . 
..._ "Raa HIJwal1h• supply Cor ~lo_rado and dOlfll:llream usera .. 

... ih~heColo~dplU~rB~~·;.,;.,.:. ; : .. 
.tJ. __ ....;._.;....-1 ••. l2:1 '1'l.'e,.Unio~. Park. W.A\er .Stprqe ,· 
~~---- l'roJ~i'~~*·t&~r~f.;{tli:ihe~cityo£' 

fllladroam · ~ra'4 proposed Collesi!te .~ Pro-
----11.:.::·._.::::.:_. =--1. ject. Considering the major. benefits ·and 
.;,;Ozzle=----1~-;.;;:.,.---1 ·using the COSIS. fi&wa ~ by Aurora.. 

the basic water coat per, acni:roqt of IUIJl~ 
yield Cor Unioi\<.Park .an4 Collegiate Range 

;,;;VIdto:;;.::DIIc:;;::.::Jocby=!.._---1 are 14,200 and.l6,500, respectively. Ad~it· 
=BIIlellell===-·-----1 ionally, the Union Park Project is more 
AllrtdlttdlcocUblr nexible in its operation, is not dependent 
:.::.:::;.:.::;;;;;.;:;==-~ on additional Eat Slope. storage, hu aig· 
lbii:"1Watock"-. nificant eJ:pansion capability and may have 

leu environmental and political impact 
-"'-1-&ill--1.-~---.-1 becaute of its remote, off·river location. 

------1 Logo Contest· Winner 
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~ t:.ludia Thoma of Gunnison hu 
WOIJ a $100 cash prize Cor her entry in 
the logo conteat sponsored by Gunnison 
CoUncil for -the Arts. The Council sought a 
desigri which wu represe!ltalive . of both 
visual and· pert'orming arts an~ feels Me. 
Thomas's design befits its myriad of act· 
ivities. The winner ii an art graduate of 
-WSC. married and the 'mother of two 
children. 

--.-:--Legal Notice~ 
PLEAsE TAKE NOTICE, that the City of 
Gunnison Planning and Zoning Commis
lion hu completed a Draft Revised City of 
Gunnison Muter Plan. A PUBLIC HEAR· 
INC will be held at the hour o£7:30 p.m. on 
the lOth day of Decemtier, 1986 in the City 
Council Chambera, Gunnison Municipal 
Building. 201. Weat Virginia Avenue, Gun· 
nison Colorado to receiYe written and oral 
testimony arid comment on the Proposed 
1986 City of Gunnison Muter Plan. 

Free. copies of the Proposed Plan are 
aYailable to the Public in the Planning 
Office loc~ued in the Muni~ipal Bui!dil!g. . 

Written comments altould be _addressed 
to the City Planning and Zoning Commis
li9n. 201 W. V_irginia,-Box 239, Gunnison, 
Colorado 81230 by Dece~r 12, 1986. · 

For additional information. pfease: call 
~City Planning Office at641·2447. • . 
l\ziUeclln 1M Cacnmuni!J Haald .._. of NO"I. 12, 

'151116, Non. 19, 151116, NO"I, 26, 151116, Dec. 3, 1986. 
~10,1986. 

-
Union Park co~ued 
effect upon the USBR'• operation of the 
Aspinall Unit's reservoira and power plants 
and 3) the Union Park Reaervoir with o 
total volume ·of 600,000 acre-feet could 
atore water &om wet periods and carry it 
over for deliftf)' in dry periods, proYiding 
"peaking" water to firm up the supply of 
other water aupply proj~ without addit· 
ional atorage. Th!l &Yerage yield could be 
60,000 acre-feet per year. This type of 
operation can replace a comparable water 

· storage Yolume in a Front Range location. 
The atorage would abo help to stabilize 
Oowa on both slopea and improve the 
efficiency of existing reservoirs in the 
Platte and Arkanaas drainages. . 

4. The geologic condltio111 are generally 
favorable fir the construction or the pro
jecL The region is one of relatively low 
aeismic actiYity. Foundation strength and 
abo~~ stabUitr ~ considered to be of a 
nature that special· considerations and 
cost will not be required. The fractured 
nature of the rock at the dam site will 
require extensive grouting to create the 
desired impermeal?ility or the foundations 
and abutmenll. Reservoir water tightness 
needs to be investigated. Tunneling con
ditions should be reasonably good in what 
is expected to be good rock, and materials 
for a rockrill or roUer-compacted concrete 
(RCC) dam are available in ildequate quan· 

· lilies. Impermeable material for the dam 
. core may . ~ . in short aupply within a . 
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SUNDAY 
7:00. reasonable distance so that an upbalt- or . 

concrete face miy be required for a rock· 
','fill dam. . ' .. ·am 11m 

· • ~· 5, The project layout COI!Iilts of rock~ 
· fill or RCC dim on Lottls Creek with crest 
' :.•t ·elevation 9989 f~t,. about 370 feet 

: f8bove etniam leYel, impounding a total o( 
~.000 acre-feet, an 11 foot diameter 

·'tunnel connectbig the· Union Park Reser· 
YOir to Taylor Park ReserYoir, an under· 
ground 60 MW pumping plant with rever· 

. eible units which can be used for•pumped 
,11torage . j,peration, a apil)way, an · outlet 
worb to Lottia Creek and an intaltr/ 
pullet at.both Taylor'Park and Union Park 

· Reservoi~ For supply · to the Denur 
metropolitan area, the tunneUpipeline co~ 
duit to Antero· Reservoir on ·the South 
Platte River wilt. be about· 42 miles long; 
Colorado Springs and · El Paao County 
could also be supplied by a pipeline from 
the South Plait~! River or. by an alternate 
route which would include a 25 mile 
conduit to the ArkalliBI River and a 4S 
mile piJ!Clin( r~m .Pueblo Reaervoir. The 
10,000 loot altitude oT Union Park Reser· 
voir facilitates a 'simple gravity now system 
to the South Platte o~ A\"uiUBS River as 
well as reducing eYBporatlon losaes and 
prcmding high quality wate,f: 

6. The major. direct enYironmental . im
pacts from project development will be 
&om reservoir inundation. This will result 
in the elimination and lou of use of wet· 
lands, meadow ·and grazing land in Union 
Park, the lou of a potential elk ca!Ying 
area and interference with a big game 
migration corridor leading from the Taylor 
Rim-. Minor direct impacts wiD be from 
the daily and annual fluctuations in water 
lnel and inundated shoreline of Union 
Park and Taylor Park ReserYoire. These 
minor impacts will be to r .. h species that 
spawn in shallow water and to shoreline 
aesthedc:a; ihere may· be IIIIOCiated tur· 
bidity and suspended sediment impacts as 
well. Indirect impacts will be from in· 
creased human actiYity in the area and the 
resulting infringement on wildlife we zona. 
F"llheries, recreation and regional eco
nomic activity will be improved in the 
Gwmison, South Platte and/or Arkansas 

·River buins. 

. 

7. The construction achedule anticipates 
the start of construction in June 1990, with 
~mpletion or construction by the fall of 
1994. Water storage would begin ~arly .i~ 
1994 with completion of the pumpmg uml· 
and conveyance. The lenl of the reservoir 
should be high enough by mid-1995 to 
allow pumped storage operation and di
version to begin. 

· 8. The estimated cost for the project, 
based upon the arrangement described and 
including engineering. contingencies, ~ 
coet. owner's coat and enYironmental m1U· 
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Eclitor't n-ote: At r~porttd in, prnriow 
edili<>ru of'J'heCommunity Her• ld. the 
NoturrJ Energy Ruourc<J Cornponi (NECOJ 

v d!Z;.~:n:d ,;.,::~r.p;~ ~o:.:~~o;,~ 
Jlullr """ con®cted by Ebcueo Servictl 
lncoporGled, one of the top ten worldwide 
en£il>«rinsf.rrru. 
-· F~ il o report of the "Concw•ion 

Sumni41y" of the EbaJco Jtudy. 
Bccowe of ijxlce fi;nilolioru, T1uJ Com· 
tnliJlity HerOld il not in o f'O'!tiDn to give 
~~ of IM• rcporL 

I Conoclualc•n ~ 

per year bued on Taylor River records 
since 1939 and· estimates for Louis and 

· Soutli Louis Creeks. Tho high flow into . 
Taylor Puk Reservoir hu been nearly 
245,000 acre-feel in 1957. Tho excess of 
evaporation from Union park Rese.rvoir 
over pl&nt evapotrarupiration [rom the in· 

. undated area iJ eatimated to be 3,000 acre· 
feet per year. 

2.An e~timated average of 60,000 acre
teet per year ca.n be collected [or storage 
and later divenion of releue while meeting 
zn!nim,um .. atream Oowa ,and most 1enior 
water rigbla. The major water righu of 

.·Thio 11Udy
1 

obc?n. that lbe •Union Puk oilton which affect 11orage in Union Park 
.Wlll:r Supply Projecl can -regulale ~~rum Reservoir for 'later releue or lransmoun· 
~ 10 ~~~ wea wilhin: Colofado lain divenion are the stipulated inllream 
of walu now flowing out of the llale in flows tol&lling 87,000 acre-feet • per year 
~of required amounls. In addition 10 from Taylor Park Reservoir and 5,000 acre-
recreati~IIJ), I...fis~Ul and Oood ,cont~ol feet from Union Park Resen·oir to supple-
beneliu for -}Y~I:Slope ~rfas, !he. _project menl South U.uis Creek's natural flows, 
can' provide ;o ,dependoble,. high ·volume, • the righu associated wilh mling-the United 
water supply for the major population . States Bureau of Reclarniuion's (USBR's) 
oreu of Colorado "1<ithout depending on A.pinall Unit Reservoirs and tho genera· 
addhional water Jtorage on 1he. ~~ Slope. tion of power at those power plants and the 

c:apital.COII for an•Utitial &\-.rage .Upply water lhe Uncompahgre Valley 

of 60,000 • acre-f .. t per year com parOl .~.:::~".!,~~~~~~~~~~~~~-t 
{avorobl,.-', with- the other ~woter ·aupply 

;. 

project& citrTently being considef.ed. In · thcrc'are -rive.r management 
addition, Uni,on Park has' a fut.Ue 'expa•1-'. ciate~ wiili:. ~nion P~!k, it 
sioo capability. of pcrhap1 150,000 acre- · . ILIIumed tha\ &n agreement can be arra· 
feel per year (rom Blue Mesa Reservoir nged with the USBR and the UVWUA to 
wi1h an ipcnfmenJIJ per aere' ftet ~~that u.a.e the available -water coopcralively to 
is in the 'u1lo"iaige as the initiar-devd- supply all needa. The City of Aurora has 
opment. CoJ\trol.~nd' manage'inent 'Or rivet applied for a water right to divetl the 111mc 
flows on bOth llopu'would improve yc8.r to water; trmnafer of thi.s right to Union Park 
ycarT~.thing and 'rccrcation while reducing and cooperative development it a possi· 
flood .damage. ' The· environmental lou bility. The w~ler riJI!It eurrentlr. held by 
o{ a remote high altitude meadow is also NECO for Union Park Reservoir is for 
offset somewhat by the addition of a large filling the resuvoir to a eapacity o{ 325,000 
reaervoir' for., recreation, and the ·environ· acre-feet and operating as a pumped 
mental ~dvAf!lages of 'maintaining good storage project. In order to serve as a water 
river flo_!!1even in dry years, , · • supply project, rights for refilling and 
SwnrnarY ~ ' · · ... diveraion will have to be obtained. 

The foUowing points summuiu: in more . 3. Operation atu~iet have been demo1ut· 
detail th~ resulu of the s·tudy pre.sented ratrd, based on hiatorical stream Oows, that 
hereill! • · l) Union Park Jtorage can occur in the 

I. The aniounl of wAter which is physic- context of the · USBR-UYWUA exchange 
av.o.ila.ble from the Tay!or River at the agrerment without interfering w!th UV-

Taylor Par.k Dam and Louis and South WUA's entitled water diversions, 2) The 
l.Dttis Creeks ave"rages 162,000 acre.ftet Union Puk diversions would have a small 

C.ontilwed on Page 8 

Reasonable, Sensible, and Sane: 

Democracy at Work 
The arraigUment o£ James Alltn Bruning 

aurae!ed a crowd. or over eighty interested 
spectators to the Cunnison County Court 
Room last Thursday. Bruning had been 
arrested October 28 and charged with t'lfllo 
counts o£ fint degree sexual assault, one 
count or second degree burglary, aud one 
count of second degree kidnapping. 

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

After the posting o{ a $50,000 property 
bond, supplied by three of his friends, 
Bruning was rcle;ued from jmil late Thura.
doy arternoon. On hearing the IIIIIIOUIICC· 

mcnt that bond had been met a nd that 
Bruning's relea.sc WLS evident, a wave or 
applause rippled through the crowd u they 
sprung up with relief. 

Th~ arr~r o£ Bruning, a respected, well· 
known mtmber of the Gunnison . com
munity, and the manntr in which charges 
"-ere filf'd, had triggered wide spread 
criticism of the police and judicial adminis-
tration connected,.. With the case, u evi- · P'rellminary Hearing 
denctd by le11en to the «<ito!, and com· • Bruning'• preliminary hearing has been 
menu made by-concern«! citiunl on the · set for December 11,'1986, at 1:30pm at 
street. • lh~ Gunnison County Court House. 

Care wu taken by ~unty Cour1 Judge AI the hearing, the Distric t Auorney's 
AB. Gerry ftt't'Se IQ .mform...the cro'lld, offi« must prtfFnt evidence to show 

more Lhan 
2000 milt."' on behalf or prisoners o f WQJ' rcmaiJ1iO~ in Vietnam. Local VF\'' 
mern.bcns houSt."ti them for the night 

flrObable cause that o crime has been 
commited, according to the local couuty 
courr office. 

1£ the judge belie,·es there is enough 
e\·idence, he will bind 1he C&5C o,·er for 
tria1. If not, the judge will dismiss the cue, 

the informed source concluded. 
"This is all we were asking/ ' 11 lady 

uid in 1he audience. 
"That Bruning be treated decently and 

fairly. This is reasonable, sensith·e, and 
sane!" 

Wilson Recount 
Requested 

l'he campaign committee of John Wilson, 
local rancher seeking the seat or State 
Senalor from the 5th District. has 'lfll·ritten 
a leuer to the Colorado Secretary or State 
requesting a recount, according to Kathy 
Rais, Wilson's campaign mnnager. 

" It was just too close not to have a 
reoount," Ra.is explained. "Unofficia.l figores 
show that30,801 vo ted. 

" John Wiloon received 15.314 of the 
\'Otes, and Pastore 15,488," she continued. 

"When the second place candidate is 
whhin one pcrcenl or the first place 
finiaher, o. recount is automatic," the cam
paign manager explained. "One percent of 
Pastore's \'Ole is 155 difference. Johnny 
Wilson fin ished with a 174 difCerence, 
so the recount is not automatic. 

Official figures a.re not available from 
the Secretary of Stale for 20 days, during 
which time the official records arc g:uhered 
together by the county clerk1, according to 
Rais. For thi.a reuon, the Secretary o( State 
has also not d«:lared winners yet, she 
noted. 

The System 
"'VIe have requested it·the campaign 

committee hu requested the recount," 
recalled Rsis. 

"My unders tanding or the prOCCSI, 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 iJ something we will be finding 
mo•e about.' ' Jhe Slated. 

The unorricial results show that Wilson 
carried Cunnison, Delta, Hinsdale, Charrce 
and Rio Grande Counties, while Pastore 
carried Ala.mosa, Co11illa, Conejos, Sa· 
guaehe and Mineral Counties.. Some of the 
counties do not have automated voting 
equipment, and the human fa ctor may 
possibly introduce the possibility for in· 
creased error, according to the campaign 
manager. 

"Jnhn Wilson ran a sarong race;• ahe 
said in summary. "Win. Joa.e or draw, 
we're all proud of him.!" 
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Natural Ene~gy Resources Company 
Rocky Point Pumped Storage Project 
Union Park Hydroelectric Project 

Proposal #1 

3 8&V Project-ll26J 
B&V Fila 1$ .0800 
November 1, 198$ 

Th~ premise of chis proposal vould be for the CWRPOA to usa the Union Park 
proje~t as an invest=ant. This would allo~ a portion ot the principal amount 
ot JO million to be used. TI1e tt~ of the investnent (15% interest vas 
mentioned) vould be extremely favorable to CWRPDA. This investment vould be 
repaid (principal and interest) ae the ti:a pe~nene construction financing waa obtained. 

The collateral for this \~nvesccant vould be the ~ator Rights and tha licence 
itself. The lictnaing e'!orc vou1d have to be expanded to include Union Park. 
Thereby, ef.!cct:f.ng th,e coats currently projected by li!CO. 

to further t he eccaptance of this option, l~ted approval of project 
davtlopmenc could be &ivan to ~~DA to insure development in public inttrtsc. ' 

Under this scenario ~ECO would retain all equity in the project and all accrued potential profit. 

Proposal 02 

The p~emise o! the second proposal would be a joint venture between NECO and 
CWRPDA. Funding for the studies tnd investigations necessary !or licensing 
vould be by CWRPOA. funding for the NECO operation ~ould be by others. 
(Presu:ably Svi~s Btnks . ) the oYne rship (equity) of the project vould then 
be negotiated to ·some percentage praswubly on the ordu of 

60:t NECO 
40% CWRPOA 

Tha terms of the agreement vit~ tho Sviss Bank vould have to ~e accepted by CWRPOA, 

Upon receipt of the License, Pover Purch3sa Agreemen ts vould bo compl eted and 
the pl3n for pannaneac construction fin3ncing could be implemented. This could 
be bonding, as previously discussed, or presumably the projec t equity could 
bo defined to a point that ?er=anent investors vould be ~vailable . 

Appendix B 
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Natural Ene~gy ~sources Comp~ny 
----- -- Ro~ky-Poiacl'umped Stora~~:e Project 

Union Park Qydroelectric Project 

Proposal DJ 

4 

• 
B&V Projacc 11263 
B&V rue- 1.5 .0800-
No~ember 1, 198.5 

The pre~a of this proposal ~ould be that Project Developm~nt and Control 
~ould be assumed by CWRPDA. This vould rtquira a total or parciAl "buyouc" 
of NECO. Th13 oe&otiacion would have many possibilities, the moat obvious 
be!J\&1 

l. Establishing a value of NECO's equity plus a reasonable return oa inveatcont. 
Encumbrances, such as the B&V defer~ad fees, vould ba calculated in. 
Under chis plan NECO vould no longer bo involved in the project. 

2. ~cgotiata a value of NECO'• equity that vould retain some residual 
p~o!it incentives to tho stockholder•. Under this plan NECO vould 
ralinquish control of the project but ~ould receive some futura potantial 
profitJ in raturn tor a r•duc2d equity. 

lo aither scenario, 8&V's position vould h~ve to be clearly dafined. 

If ~ARPOA hag bonding cApability they could essentially ova th• project and 
subcont~acc the operations to a utility, 

tn my opinion this option could. have lesal ent:!.D.glcments ainca some "duignactd" 
money from CWRPOA vould go co investo~s p~ofit. 

NECO is going to assume tha responsibility to prepare the propoaals. I agrted 
to a•sist them i~ any vay they :ar choose. 

ta 

CCI ~. C:, Thompson 
D. F. Guyot 
T. ll. Haa~ 
D. R. Froehlich 

\ 
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- Natural Enet'gy Rt:!IOU'C'ces co .. pany 
Rocky Poinc Pumped Storase Projec t 
Union Pat'k Hydroelectric Project 

8&V Project 11263 
B&V Fila 15.0800 
November 1, 1985 

To: P. J. Adam 

From: J . R. Stack y~ 

A. meeting vas held on October JO, l98S uith Jim Phillips in reference to 
participation in the Union Pack Prajac: by Colorado ~atar Resource and 
Pover Development Authority (~OA). · 

A.ttandins• Jim Phillips - ~DA 
Ab Watts • lfECO 
Ron Thotl.lls • i!ECO 
Dave Miller -~jor NECO stockholder 
John Stac~ • Black & Veatch 
Bill Thompson - Black & Veatch 

Hr. Phillips shaved familiariey with the proj~ct and expressed his seneral 
approval of the conceptual plan. He stated this project has reached a stage 
of development beyond vhat CWRPDA. is accustomed to, He stated that Colorado 
Springs is interested in tha project but cannot participate at this time . 
As a board member o£ CURPDA ha favors their involvement and vill support the 
project. 

Significant info~tion obtained.at this meetiog: 

o ~RPDA vas-originally !undid vith JO million dollars principal. 
Through inves~ents this figure grev to 42 01illion at one t~. 
Various projects have been funded and he vas not sure of the 
balance. The ori,iD3l 30 million dollars is not available for 
funding projects, only its interest . How~v~r. he did not indicate 
that up to ·five million dollars fundin& would be a problem, 

o There i s pending legislation in Colorado that wouid establish 
tbraa or mora vater atoraga proj~cts in Colorado. Specifically this 
lagislation would aim at capturing wacer that uauld othervise be loat 
to the state (''New !later"). There 1.! an organization of 40 or so 
ol the most prominent Colorado cititens that are invol ved in sponsoring 
thb effort. !hh organization 1!1 knov as the "Colorado Alliance.'' 
Specifically they plan on dev~loping 250,000 AF storage on the west 
slope with SO,OOO AF to bo diverted co _the east slapa. These legislative 
efforts vill be financed through a sales (1) tax. Union Park 5eems 
co fit per!ectly. 

Appendix B 
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Natural Energy Resources Company 

_Rocky Paine Pumped -Storage Pro1ecc 
Union Park Hydroelectric Project 

2 
B&V Project-11263 
B&V Fila l.5 .osoo 
~ovember l, 1985 

o Mr. Phillips •tatad: 

• Importance of an environMentally 
plan, (A copy of h acceptable tnnsmission 

t e IIAPA. Study vas handed to hi= by NECO,) 
Pa~o~ar purchase agreements are 1 . ' ' 
be negotiated nov but h mpo rtant . Probably cannot 
probabl y fit abou~ right t 8(~icense Approval (3 years) vould 
of the project at this ci ie seemed to believe that aceta aupparc 

• me s probably requ.ired,) 
- Than vill probably b'!~ne m.sjor • 

projects sponsored by CIIRPOA.,- power pro,a,c and eayaral~ 

0 

and CIIRPDA. can combine 
0 

0 There is a Board meeting 0 b 6 t~or&cloiase-j() " i:ii.£ . .£!!.. _ 47_r:~er • 1985 and ~co is soins to 
-, u t es on c_.._~ agenda, ( ~"''"'~>~'O'S-rt;""'):----"---=----

o Hr. Phillips nuesti d h 
, ana t e staying paver (per:anence) o! tha CWRPDA. 

o Hr. Phillips also question~ the abilit t CWRP 

;~~!~~u:o:;~!~~e!~ the project. This ~.:.,ed co0~0~~l~~~U:~t~;or 
ot tha CWRPDA to b br Hr. Uli K~ppus to Bill Thompson, Tha ability 

~uclined ~reviousl;nasp~~~·~~~1!:a~~t~i~:~~8~0~;~r~n:~:_,~;~:;~~ 
ave tax rea bonding capability due to the underwritina by tax. Y 

The !olloving comment_, are h . 
vas difficult to ascertain~ ovn thoughts, Since the !aagibility o! Union Park 
me that the "Colarad A.lli ue,co t e question 0!1 price of vater, it seems to · 
Since llECO bas Only : "Wat:~c~ ~o~ld be a big factor in Union Park feasibility. 
have e consu=p tiva wac i 8 t for storage and the Colorado A.lli~nca ~ill 
and industrial vace r ~~~~l r gbt for the "!lew Water," a price !or municipal 
Vater value wa wara tryingbe e~cablished rather than the rather lov agriculcur~l 
structure that could b !< . to e&l <~ith . This seems to _lead to a project 
'i!;tt~by~he_Jiove.rsi~~h the power pba3e (RoCky Point) under- ~ 
vr1t~en_by_the_coiorido~il;~~:men~. and the v~ter ~se (Union ~ark) ~deF~ 
bavever, i! CWRPOA has t f • This of course is apeculation on my pare 
~e project could be ba3 eadx ree bondi~g capability it could be a structure ' . on . 

c;y, the board Presentation muse 
greed that quality Ut1Cing •nd 

Proposal s, I votunceered to 
l '!'••••tltltv !le r!IV1aved :lith you • . 

be done in a professional manner. I t 
editing will be required fer che submittal 
asoist ln •tides , etc: . r suggested t his 

B 
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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 Alliance'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 lqater Study to evaluate alternative water and 
power export projects to generate cash for enhancing the Upper 
Gunnison's water based economy. Phase I was conducted at the 
request of the Upper Gunnison River Hater conservancy District, 
the Uncompahgre Valley.W~ter Users Association,·and the Colorado 
River l~ater Conservancy District. Unfortunately, most of the 
study's funds were politically was~ed on triing to justify a 
Gunnison controlled diversion direct from the existing Taylor Park 
Reservoir. It was only .after the Alliances•s.actions, Brat~onrs 
encouragement, and the Gunnison District's initiation of Phase I 
that NECO decided the time was right to apply i~ water court for 
~nion Park's diversion rights. 

In late 1986 the City of Gunnison council members voted to 
purchase some Union Park water rights, storage,. and power from 
NECO, This purchase had a total. 1986 value of approximately $50 
~illion, 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 City Council caved in to disruptive political tactics 
'from PONER and ·Representative Scott McGinnis. Arapa}foe County has 
not released the city from its contract obligations. 

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

POHER's uncompromising stance "not one drop over the hill" is 
a far cry from inter region cooperation ba~ed on reasoned analysis 
of Colorado's water supply and demand situation, Instead of 
inflammatory slogans. and unfair attacks on the loyalty and 
professional integrity of public offi·cials and advisors, POl~ER 
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 ( N f::c. c..;') 
Palmer Lake, Colorado 
(719)481-2003 
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·~The front page of the July 25th Gunnison Country Times 
reported that cooperation between regions is the key to Colorado's 
water future. This theme was expressed by most speakers at the 

. 15th annual Colorado Water Workshop. However, on page 2 the ghost 
writer for POWER's ~eakly Taylor Talks column continues to attack 
past and present City of Gunnison officials for cooperating with 
the Union Park Water Conservation Project. Union Park's large, 
~igh 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 
G~nnison 1 s water based economy. 

"-

POWER's founder may be well meaning, but her uncompro~ising 
slogans and tactics are misleading the public, intimidating local 
political leaders, and damaging professional careers. The 
democratic process would be better served if POl~ER, s leadership· 
would stop questioning the loyalty of anyone. who is not bound to 
t,l)e selfish slogan of "not one drop· over the hill".· Instead, 
POl~ER 1 s leaders should consider some of the historical and 
technical perspectives of those who have more water management 
experience. 

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 
st~dy by· Morcan Engineering, Inc~ of Delta recommended that the 
Ci~y of Gunnis6n .construct a water storage capability. Water 
Resource· Consultants, Inc. of Denver and coe, Van Loo, & Jashke 
:Engineari~g.,.. Inc· • .'Of. Gunnison conducted a similar study in 1981, 

:::.·~r. · · arra· ·. as a raul e, the city now has reservoir decrees· on the Taylor 
ari~:East Rivers, ~swell as Antelope Creek • 

- -·\•/ .... ·~·., 
.... 
In 1982 the founders of Natural Energy Resources Company 

- · (NECO), decided to defer the transmountain phase of its Union Park 
Pr6ject until the demand and politics vere 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 water development sales tax was being 

',,' . ' ~ 

.proposed, and the Alliances's initial goal was to const~uct a 
2~0,000 acre ·feet res~rvoir on the W~st Slope that could be used 
for recreation, and diversion of 50,000 acre feet to the East 

:,~·.:.~ :.-~ Slope . 
• ~.-:'I ... 

:~:~ ~ · In _j_a t e 1 9 a 5 the Gunnison • s representative on the col or ado 
·:. (/"1qa ter and J?ower Authority (Dick Bratton) encouraged NECO to sell 
·· :~:' its Union Park Project to the Authority. T·he intent was to use 
···~-&:-; ••• 
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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 
re latively 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 eventua l 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 a r e now well along with the 1,000 megawat t, 
$500 mi 11 ion Rocky Point Pumped Storage Project which wi 11 start construct ion 
i n lggo. This highly efficient undergr ound power operation will provide low 
cost peaking power for Colorado and other western states when it is completed 
in 1gg4_ Rocky Point, with its futu r e expansion, wi ll also help Colorado ' s 
c lean air policy by deferring construction of more coa l fired p lants in the 
West. 

Bureau of Reclamation: The Bureau of Reclamation has hi stor ica lly 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 
function. 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 sys t ems that are ultimately built. Water rights are usua lly 
cla imed 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 obj ectively eva l uate how they impact t he 
overall public interest. I t is even harder for organizations to change 
di r ection , even when be t ter 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 critica l 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 surpl us water in wet years 
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LETI'ER TO 'lliE EDITOR 
Gunnison Country Times 
and other Colorado media · 

• 
March 30, 1990 

The Upper Gunnison River Water Conservancy District has not always "been 
against transmountain diversion" , as reported in the Gunnison Tines, March 
28th issue. 

In l ate 1985 and early 86, our company met several times with t he River 
District ' s attorney to di scuss the sale of Union Par k ' 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 sarre 
attorney, and both entities were consider1ng t he 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 Distr ict joined as study co-sponsors with the Gunnison 
Distric t . 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 objections from outside 
contributing engineers . These engineers were aw-are that local and state funds 
were largely wasted, because the study was politically manipulated to be 
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. 

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 yea rs. 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. 

lfhen Upper Gunnison citizens fully understand the 
welcome Union Park as Colorado's first diversion project 
environmental and economic benefits for the basin of origin. 

Dave Miller, President 

facts, they will 
that has major 

Natural Energy Resources Co., (719)481-2003 
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January 14, 1987 

SPECIAL WATER REPORT 

To: The People of Colorado 

Subject: Union Park Water Supply Project vs. Two Forks 

. Purpose: The purpose of this report is to provide the peop 1 e of Co 1 or ado a 
c:lear understanding o~ Union .Park Water Supply Project as compared to the 
proposed Two Forks Reservoir alternative. · 

Problem: Although the Union Park Water Suooly Project is substantially 
superior to the Two ~orks alternative, certain elements in the Colorado water 
community and media are trying to ignore and/or suppress the Union Park story 
until it is too late to stoo Two Forks. The ultimate decision between the two 
~oncents will have major economic and environmental impact, because the choice 
will set the 11 blueprint 11 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 
- .:· f:eCognized the Two Forks site as a good reservoir location. The geology for a 

~·c:··:.~ .... dam ... is excellent, and.the·l.·l million acre feet capacity is indeed impressive. 
::-::~~-·,:··:··· ~ .. tne·p·rimary purpose.' of Two Forks is to catch the unpred.ictable flood waters for 

· ·· ·· · Ta·t'E~r municioa 1 ··use throughout the Denver metro area. There is no doubt 
~'dditional water is required for the projected growth. Hydrologists. h~ve 

. '· · .. 

•.- ..... 

l :··:., 
~ 

estimated Two Forks will increase the "snfe annual yield,. of Denver•s ex1st1ng 
reservoir system by about 32 percent. This is significant, but the economic 
and env i ronmenta 1 costs are very ·high for the expected benefit. Any future 
increase in yield from Two Forks is also lim·lted 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 ser.ious environmental 
imnacts. 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 fishing 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 levels will 
make marina and other recreation support activities very difficult 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. 

I \ 

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 
w~ter attorne~s. Union Park is a very large, high altitude, natural reservo~r 
s1te located 1n a remote area just west of the Continental Divide south of the 

:.1. ' 
P.O. Box fl67 • Pitlrnr.r I ilk I', r.nlnrildn AOl :l:l . (303) 118 1·7003 
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~10T ION 

DISCUSS ION 

"-PARKER PROJECT 

110TION 

~lOTION CARR ! ED 

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

THAT THE BOARD APPROVE THE LETTER AS CIRCULATED 
WITH THE DELET ION OF THE FIRST SENTENCE OF THE 
THIRD PARAGRAPH. 

Mot ion : L. Richard Bratton 
Second: John Porter 

After consider able discussion the motion was 
withdrawn by Mr . Br atton with approva l by Mr . 
Porter. 

The lette r wil l be sent to NECO with the changes 
as agreed to by the Board. _ _ 

Mr . Skip Kerr, Project Manager . introduced Mr . 
Frank Jaeger and Or. John Halepaska who made the 
presentation to the Board on the Pa r ker Project . 
(Pri nted materia l on the Parker Project on f il e 
i n t he Author ity office .) Numerous questions 
were asked by t he Board f ollowi ng the presenta
tion. 

Mr . Sharp expressed concerns tha t a policy should 
be developed with rega rd to the financial comm1t
ment on a st udy of th i s siZL Mr. Kappus re
sponded that the staff will deve l op some policy 
cri teria. He further stated that it has been the 
Board' s position to ask a prospective sponsor 
what moneys t hey ar e wil l ing to put up for the 
s tud~ Pa rker has ind icated they would be will 
ing to put up 510,000. Mr. Kappus concl uded by 
saying that as far as asking for specific number s 
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 
pro ject or set other policy guidelines at th1s 
level . 

After additional discussion concer ning cash flow 
and future projects the f oll owing motion "'as 
presented to the board fo r approva l 

I 

\ 

THAT THE BOARD APPROVE THE PARKER PROPOSAL ACCORD
ING TO THE SCHEDULE AS PRESENTED 11·1PLIED ~!!THIN 
THAT S0~1E PARTICIPATION BY THE SPONSOR BE NEGO
TIATED AS A PART OF THE CONTRACT. 
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MOTION 

CALL FOR THE QUESTION 

PERSONNEL HATT ERS 

MOTION 

MOTION 

FUTURE 1·1EET I NGS 

ADJOURN~lENT 

Motion: W. D. Farr 
Second: L. Ri chard Br atton 

THAT THE PRECED ING !·lOTION BE TABLED UNTI L THE 
BOARD ADOPTS A ~IRI TTEN POLICY REGARD ING FINAN
CIAL PARTICIPATI ON IN FEAS IBILITY STUDIES THAT 
ARE AT THE PARKER PROJECT LEVEL. 

Motion: Thomas R. Sharp 

MOTION DIED FOR LAC K OF A SECOND 

MOTI ON CARRIED 

Chai rman Wi l liams presented Resolution No . 86- 7 
employing Uli Kappus as Executive Director of 
the Authority . 

THAT THE BOARD APPROVE THE ADOPTION OF RESOLUT ION 
NO . 86-7 "TO AUTHORIZE THE EI-1PLOY~1ENT OF AN 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR". 

Moti on : L. Richard Br atton 
Second : Charl ie Jordan 

1·10TIDN CARRIED 

Chairman l<illiams then asked for a motion to 
cancel the prev ious contract with U. Kappus , Inc. 

TO AUTHORIZE THE ISSUANCE OF A 11E110RANDUI•1 LETTER 
CANCELLING THE PRIOR CONTRACT AND THAT THE 
CHAIRHAN BE AUTHOR IZE D TO SIGN THE LETTER ON BE
HALF OF THE AUTHOR ITY. 

11oti on : Car l Trick 
Second : Charlie Jordan 

!•lOTI ON CARR I ED 

The next meet ing of the Authori ty will be on 
June 5 & 6, 1986 i n Denver. 

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

Respectfully submitted, 

~~ 
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MOTION 

GUNNISON BASIN STUDY 

After the di scussion, tk . Law stated that the 
the Staff recommends that the Board proceed with 
the study, waive the public hearing and authorize 
the staff t o proceed with contract negotiations 
with the co-appl icants as we l l as the engineer for 
a study of the two stated sites at a cost of up 
to $30, 000 with two Phases ; Phase I wou ld be a 
preliminary analysis of both sites with a deci
sion to proceed with Phase II on a specific site. 

THAT BOARD HEREBY AUTHORIZES THE STAFF TO PROCEED 
WITH THE PAGOSA SPRINGS STUDY BY v!AJVIIIG THE 
PUBLIC HEARING AND PROCEEDING DIRECTLY TO CON
TRACT NEGOTIATI ONS HITH THE CO-APPLI CANTS AND THE 
ENGINEER FOR A STUDY OF THE THO PROPOSED SiTES 
TO BE ACCOI~PLJSHED IN PHASE I vJITH A DECISION TO 
PROCEED v!ITH A SPECIFIC SITE IN PHASE II AT A COST 
NOT TO EXCEED $30,000 \-liTH THE CO-APPLICANTS PAY
ING $15,000 AND REPAYNENT vi! LL ALSO BE l•lADE FOR 
THE TURKEY CREEK STUDY . 

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

MOTION CA 

Chairman Wil li ams introduced Eric Kuhn of the 
Colorado River "Ccnservation District who made the 
presentation to the Board. Mr. Don Clay, Bureau 
of Reclamation and N~ Jim Hoki~ Uncompahgre 
Va l ley Water Users also assisted in the presen
tation. (Printed mater i al used in presentation 
on fil e in the Author ity Office. ) The esti
mated cost of the study is $400,000 to $500,000. 
The three objectives of the study are: 
1. Examine potentia l water resource development 

projects in the Gunnison and Uncompahgre 
River basins with particular attenti on t o 
identifying present and future demands i n
cl uding out of basin diversions . 

2. Determine cost, yie ld , and technical feasi 
bility of both structura l and non-structural 
alternat i ves availabl e fo r deve l opment. 

3. Develop a plan to finance water development 
alternatives. 

The Bureau of Reclamation can finan ci al l y part i c
ipate in the study through t he state assistance 
program which does not invo l ve going through t he 
federal budgeting process . 
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CONSENSUS 

CASH FLOH 1•1£1-10 

GUNNISON BAS IN STUDY 

UNION PARK PROJECT 

MOTION RESTATED 

Du ri ng the discuss i on peri od that followed 
Chai rman Williams asked Mr. Kuhn if the District 
would be willing to he l p fund the study. Mr. 
Kuhn responded that the Distri ct has already put 
money into the proposed study and has budgeted 
add itional funds. Financial participation by 
the other applicants has not been clearl y de
fined at this poi nt . 

STAFF HILL TENTATIVELY PLAN A VIDEO PRESENTAT ION 
AND A PUBLIC HEARING FOR THE AFTERNOON OF THE 
LAST DAY OF THE HESTERN STATE COLLEGE ~lATER 
SY~1POSiUH. A TOUR TO THE HEADHATERS BY BUS 
vii LL BE SCHEDULED DURING THE RECREATIONAL ACT! V
ITI ES OF THE SYI·IPOS !UM. 

Chairman Wil l iams requested that the staff pre
pare additiona l information on cash flow project
ions ta king in to consideration the commitment of 
the $30 million and the proposed studies. ~lr. 
Kappus reported that a cash flow report wil l be 
prepared on a monthly basis for the Board ' s re
vie\'t . 

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

Chairman Williams reopened the discuss i on on the 
Union Par k Project by asking the Staff if Bond 
Counsel had endorsed the project. The answer 
was no in t hat the Bond Counsel stated that the 
first charge of the Authority i s to develop water; 
t he second is hydropower. 

During t he discussion that fol l owed Mr. Bratton 
presented a motion to the Board. Chairman 
Williams decla r ed the motion out of order be
cause a motion was already on the table from 
the previous day. 

The motion from t he previous day was brought to 
the table fo r consideration. 

THAT THE AUTHORITY ADVISE NECO OF THE COI~-
1·11TTEE' S DECISION TO DEFER THE AUTHORITY 'S 
PART ICIPATION OR COI~I·HTI·IENT TO THE UNION PARK 
PROJECT AT THI S TJI•IE AND THAT A LETTER BE SENT 
TO NECO ADV ISING NECO OF THE AUTHORI TY'S 
DEC ISION AND THANK ING THEI·I FOR THE IR PARTICI
PATION. 

I 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 1/ 
\ 
I 
I 
I 
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MOTION 

official's liability insurance coverage for 
1986/87. Only one company responded to the 
request for coverage. l-1r. Law. re~orted that 
the Authority can purchase $1 m1ll1on of coverage 
for one year with a premium of $14,566.20 ~r 
$500,000 with a premium of $10,803.00. Ta1l 
coverage can also be purchased at a cost of 
$1,500 for a one year extension, $2,500 for~ 
two year, and $3,000 for a three year extens1on. 
John Carlson, Legal Counsel, recommended_that 
the Authority purchase the three year ~a1l . 
coverage at a cost of $3,000. After d1scuss1on 
the following motion was presented for adoption. 

THAT THE AUTHORITY PURCHASE PUBLIC OFFICIAL'S 
LIABILITY INSURANCE COVERAGE FOR $500,000 ~ITH 
A PREMIUM OF Sl0,803 AND THAT A THREE YEAR TAIL 
COVERAGE BE PURCHASED ~!ITH A PREMIUM OF $3, 000. 

Motion: W.O. Farr 
Second: Carl Trick 

--------- -~l.QtLCARIU£0 _____ _ 

UNION PARK PROJECT 

RECOMMENDATION 

MOTION 

Uli Kappus, Executive Director, reported that a 
meeting was held on March 21, 1986 ~t the Author
ity office with the Union Park Comm1t~ee and 
representatives of the Union Park ProJeCt: He 
then expressed his appreciation to those invo~ved 
in the Union Park Project for their presentat1on 
and interest. 

Mr. Kappus then reported ·that it was. the Com~it
tee's recommendation that the Author~ty decl1n~ 
to participate in the Union Park ProJect at th1s 
point. 

THAT THE AUTHORITY ADVISE NECO OF THE COMMITTEE'S 
DECISION TO DEFER THE AUTHORITY'S PARTICIPATION 
OR COHMITMENT 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. 
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MOTION 

TREASURER'S REPORT 

MOTION 

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 

1-tOTION CARR I ED 

Yes 5 No 2 (Trick & Sharp) 

L. Richard Bratton, Treasurer, presented the 
financial statements for January, 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 

CACHE LA POUDRE PROJECT Tyler Martineau, Project Manager, reported that 
the study to date has been reasonably well 
accepted by all participants. The study is 
65% complete and 65% 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. 

CLEAR CREEK STUDY 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. 

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

\ 
\ 
I 
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DISCUSSION OF INSURANCE 
ISSUES 

COLORADO WATER RESOURCES 
and 

POWER DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY 
MINUTES 

Apri 1 17 & 18, 1986 

• 

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. 
~·J.i 11 i ams.· 

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: 

1. Western Area Power Administration 
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 Scenic Bill 
11. Snow Monitoring Stations (~qme additional 

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

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 

IIEW BUS I NESS 
ANNUAL REPORT 

I"OTION 

GUNNISON BASIN 
APPLICATION 

ON THE BASIS OF THIS WORDING "STUDY FOR STEP 2 
NOT TO EXCEED THE REHAINING BUDGET OF S305, 900 
AND THE ACCUI•1ULATED TOTAL COST OF THE STUDY !lOT 
TO EXCEED THE CONTRACT AMOUNT OF S785,900," THE 
AUTHORITY PAY NO ADDITJOIIAL CONPENSATIOII. 

l~otion: Carl Trick 
Second: Thomas R. Sharp 

l'oOTJON CARR! ED 

Chairman Williams stated that he had reviewed t he 
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 TRANSHITTAL TO APPROPRIATE 
ENTITIES" HITH THE UNDERSTANDING THAT NONSUB
STANTIVE CHANGES HAY BE ~lADE. 

Motion: L. Richar d Br atton 
Second: Thomas R. Sharp 

~ J! 
11r. ~an ~aw, Associate Director , reported that an \\ /J;'J~ 
app heat 10n has been r eceived from the Upper ,? o 

Gunnison River HCD for a Water Resources Nanage- . '_L,-b' 
ment and Development Investigation. He stated ~~~ 
that afte r review of the application the staff '~ 
requested additional information and when that 
is received the application and information ~· ill 
be transmitted to the Board. A presentation will 
be made by the sponsors at the April meeting. 

TOWN OF PARKER Mr. Dan Law, Associate Director, presented the 
APPLICATION application from the Town of Parker fo r 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 meeting. 

TOWN OF PAGOSA SPRINGS ~1r . Dan Law, Associate Director, reported that 
APPLICATION he had received an application from the Town 

of Pagosa Springs and co-sponsors on 11arch 6. 
~1 r. 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 ma il ing 
the application and accompanying informat ion to 
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FUTURE MEETINGS 

ADJOURNMENT 

the Board within the next 7 to 10 days. A pre
sentation by the sponsor will be made at the 
April meeting. 

The next meeting of the Authority will be on 
Apri l 4, 1986. Chairman Williams stated that he 
wished to di scuss the matter of the Author ity 's 
ac t i vi ty vs the CWCB' s activit~ He will send a 
summary of what he wishes to discuss prior to 
the next meeting. At the suggestion of M~ 
Sharp and after some discussion it was deter
mined that the Board would meet on Apri l 5 for a 
work session. 

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

J~rter, ~eG£eLary 
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DISCUSSION OF INSURANCE 
ISSUES 

SAN LUIS CONSULTANT 
CONTRACT 

f10TION 

f10TION 

Bechte l, Public Service of 
other entities ~ pumped 

Governor Lamm 

11ary Hammond, Legal Counsel, introduced Stace~ 
Beakes of Cravens Dargen who made a presentat1on 
to the Board on the insurance issues and the 
statu s of the insurance industry. At the con
clusion of hi s pr.esenta tion numerous questions 
were asked concerning liability insurance and 
claims made policies. 

Discussion the n moved to the San Luis 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 Engi neering requested th~ 
opportunity to provide input from the consultant s 
poi nt of view as part of the discussion of 
insurance issues . 

THAT A POLICY BE SET ~liTH RESPECT TO CONTRACTS 
FOR STUDIES THAT GENERAL LIABILITY COVERAGE BE 
NOT LESS THAN $1 ~HLLI ON OHED FOR PERSONAL INJURY 
AND FOR PROPERTY DA~IAGE AND BODILY INJURY COI·IBINED 
UNLESS FOR GOOD CAUSE SHOWN ON A SPECIF IC CONTRACT 
A DIFFERENT LIMIT IS PROVIDED FOR. 

Motion: Thomas R. Sharp 

f10TION Dl ED FOR LACK OF A SECOND 

REVIEW EACH CONTRACT AS TO THE ENGINEERING LI ABIL
ITIES AND THEN SET PROPERTY DAMAGE AND BODILY 
INJURY AND THE PROFESSIONAL LIABILITY. 

Motion: James D. Phillips 
Second: John Porter 

After some discussi on is was determined that t he 
motion shoul d be tabled at this time and con
sidered under the Agenda Item "San Luis Basin 
Confi ned Aquifer Study". 
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STATE WATER RESOURCES 
PLANNING NEEDS 

UNION PARK PROJECT 

Nr. Kappus, Executive Director, presented the 
February 26 draft to the Board and requested 
approva l for di stribution to t he CWCB. After 
some discussion the Board di rected Mr. Kappus 
to distribute t he memo with t he changes as noted . 

Mr . Kappus , Executive Direct or , reported that he 
has had a series of meetings with the sponsors 
as well as the engineers and f1r . 11arli n of Mudge 
Rose during the l ast month. Mr. Kappus stat ed 
that Mr. Marlin i s preparing draft of a potential 
arrangement that might work for the Author ity as 
wel l as Union Park and it shoul d be de l ivered in 
the next week. Other meetings have been held 
with various entities that mi ght have an interest 
in the project and this includes Public Service 
of Colorado, Bechtel, Parsons , and Western Area 
Power Administr ation. Mr. Kappus reported that 
the re would be a definitive memo avai lab le for 
discussion at the Apri l Board meeting. 

Cha irman Williams appointed the following Board 
member s to serve on the Union Par k Committee for 
the purpose of reviewing the Union Park Report 
prior to the April meeting 

L. Richard Bratton 
Tnomas R. Sharp 

Carl Trick 
James D. Phillips 

The Committee wi l l meet on March 20 at 1: 30 p.m. 
in the Authori ty office . 

t1,r . Dave Mi 11 er , NECO, presented some comment_s 
to the Board on the-llnion Park Projec~ 

CACHE LA POUDRE PROJECT Mr. Tyler Martineau, Project Manager, presented 
a report to the Board on the Cache l a Poudre 
Project. (Copy of report on file in Authority 
office.) Mr. Mar tineau reported that the 
majority of the effor t has been expended on 
t he analysis of regiona l water supply and water 
demand. He stated that one of the results t hat 
hes e~erged is that the overall uti l ization of 
water i n the basin is high in that there i s not 
a l ot of water leaving t he basin that is unused. 
Of the 550,000 af flowing out of t he basin 
approximately 400,000 af is being cons umed fo r 
municipal i ndustr ial and agricultur al purposeL 
There i s about 40, 000 af originating high in the 
basin that could be stored high i n the basin and 
then distri buted for agricu l tur al purposes, Mr. 
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ROLL CALL 

TREASURER'S REPORT 

MOTION 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR· 
REPORT 
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COLORADO WATER RESOURCES 
and 

POWER DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY 
MINUTES 

March 7, 1986 

The meeting was called to order at 9:00 a.m. in 
the Mount Yale Room at the Stapleton Plaza Hotel, 
Denver, Co 1 or ado· by Chairman Anthony W •. Wi 11 i ams. 

t'~u~ 
The following members were present: 

L. Richard Bratton 
\~. D. ·Farr 
Charlie Jordan 
James D. Phillips 

Absent: Bill V. Kopfman 

John Porter 
Thomas R. Sharp 
Carl Trick 
Anthony W. Williams 

L. Richard Bratton, Treasurer, introduced Mark 
!wan 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 Confirmati.on 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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t10TION RESTATED TO ASK THE STAFF TO PROCEED Dl LIGENTLY TO FOR

~\ULATE A NETHOD BY WHICH THE AUTHORITY COULD 
~IORK WITH NECO IN MOVING THE PROJECT FORVIARD . 
TO NEGOTI ATE WITH NECO AS TO \-!HAT THE AUTHORITY'S 
POSITION WOULD BE FROM THE OUTSET UNTIL THE 

/ AUTHORITY WAS FIN ISHE D H!TH THE PROJ ECT AND TO 
\;' DEVELOP A REPORT ON THE BUS INESS OPPORTUNITY 

· OR THE RETURN THE AUTHORITY mGHT BE ABLE TO 
EXPECT FROI·\ PARTIC IPATING AND THAT A t~ETHOD 
BE FORMULATED !•lOV ING INTO THIS PROJECT THAT 
COI1PLIES WITH THE AUTHORITY ' S STATUTE. 

SOUTH PLATTE STUDY 

MOTION 

~lOTION CARR! ED 

Yes - seven No - one (Thomas R. Sha~P..L 

Chai rman 1-Ji 11 i ams annCl.UJl.c.e.cL.tha.Lh.e _wou l_d_.il.QQQ.i!l.t 
a committee to work with the staff on Union Park 
P roject. 

Mr. Kappu s reported t hat a number of meeti ngs 
have taken place with the project sponsors in 
order to compl y with the next step in the 
application evaluation in te rms of the identi
fication of bondable st ructural measures and 
what financi ng r e l ati ons hips might be there. 
A number of concepts were discus i ed and the 
project sponsors are currently studying them and 
it is anticipated that a report will be made at 
the March meeting. 

M~ Kappus continued by stati ng that time had 
been spent on respondi ng to 1'\r. Sharp's sugges
tion concerning the init iation of an analysis of 
t he South Pl atte Basin water demands as a sepa
r ate module on the front end of the South Platte 
Study. It is a good i dea to get a handle, right 
up front, in terms of what in fact is the future 
wa t er demand and also some indication of what is 
the ability to pa~ Mr. Kappus the n 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 BECOI~ES A PART OF THE ORIGINAL ~\ I NUTES.) 

~lotion : Thomas R. Sha rp 
Second : W.O. Fa rr 

110TION CARR I ED 
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OTHER BUSINESS Mr . Shar p s t ated that on small site specific 
appl i cation if perhaps there isn't some dup
lication with the ewes and perhaps the reason 
these applications are coming to the Author ity 
is because the Authority offers 1007. financing . 
Maybe this should be reexamined in conjunction 
with the ewes and perhaps these applications 
should be redi rected to the C\~CB and maybe there 
should be some arrangement that we would be 
standing by to provide some subsidy for studies. 
There shoul d b~ some midd l e ground because ther e 
is no distinction between Dur ango ~lest applying 
to the CWCB and the Authority. 

INVESTMENT BANKER REPORT Jim Ziglar, Pai ne 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 bil l 
has redef ined ~he entire tax exempt market. 

FUTURE t1EETINGS 

ADJOURNI~ENT 

It has categorized bonds into two different 
types : 1. Essent i al functional bonds - fi nancing 
for schools , roads, courthouses, etc. and 
2. Non-essential bonds - industrial development 
bonds , airports , water , hydro-e lectric, etc. 
Mr. Zig l ar discussed the two types of bonds at 
great length and then answered quest ions from 
the Board. 

At the conclusion of discuss ion it was dete rmined 
t hat letters would be sent to t he member s of the 
Congressional de legation informing t hem of the 
direct adverse effect .t he change in leg islation 
will have on the Author ity. 

The next meeting of the Authority will be on 
!~arch 7, 1986. 

The meeting was adjourned at 12:00. 
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~lOTION 

CLEAR CREEK PROJECT 

UNION PARK PROJECT 

TO 1-IODJFY THE PRIOR ACTION BY THE AUTHORITY IN 
RESOLUTION NO. 85-20 SO THAT THE PURCHASE OF THE 
GRAPHICS EI·IULATJON SOFWARE CAN BE COMPLETED FROI1 
A VENDOR OTHER THAN SUTRON AT AN AHOUNT NOT 
TO EXCEED $4800.00. 

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

110TJON CARRIED e,wf!.p()f) 
, (.-J-~i I 

Tflcr Martineau, Project Manager, reported that a 1 of the letters of agreement except for one 
have been received by the Author i ty. That letter 
was r eceived on February 5 but it contained a 
paragraph that our Legal Counsel deems unaccept
abl e. It is hoped that the issue will Qe resolved 
by the March meeti ng. ~foil') 

(...L-"'("-

Ul i Kappus, Executive Directdr, reported on the 
status of the Union Park Project. He stated 
that over the last month there have been a ~ 
numQ.!!r_..Qf meetings with -NECO al)d_ t.hejr epgineers V to di scuss·i:.-he- re fative -meri tJ . . C?.L~~--Unjon. . Park . 

an r · K s referred 
emo to the Board of Januar 16. He then 

t e o owing points : 

1. NECO needs additional capital to develop 
the licens1ng step of the project. 

2. The opportun1ty exists fo r the Authority to 
develop an equity position in a major project. 

3. The proj ect could potential ly develop wJter 
as well as a stream of revenues that could 
support the Authority's activities in fur
thering water deve lopmental work in the State 
of Colorado. 

4. NECO has a prel iminary permit but needs to 
get into the field this sp ring 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 comi ng up in the mid 1990 ' s. 

6. NECO needs about 53 mi llion f rom the Authority 
of a total 57.1 million estimated investment 
in the licensing phase over the next five 
years . 

l•lr, Kappus concluded his comments by saying that 
the staff is looking for authorization from the 
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Board to inilialc negotiations and ~lso lo 
address several key issues relative to what fo rm 
of contract can be executed with NECO and how 
that might be structured. 

1•1r. Kappus then introduced Mr. Dave Miller .. 
President of NECO. Hr . Hiller 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 ~ 
venture , -........___ . 

THAT THE BOARD INSTRUCTS THE STAFF TO CO~IMENCE "\ 
NEGOTIATIONS THAT WOULD CONSIDER THE LEGAL, 
BUSINESS, AND ANY OTHER ASPECTS THAT ARE 

( ~ 
\ 
\ 

\ ·, •, 

DI SCUSSION 

APPROPRIATE IN PURSUING THIS PROJECT AND THAT 
HOULD BE IN THE BEST INTEREST OF THE AUTHORITY. 

Motion: 
Second: 

L. Richard Bratton 
Carl Trick --------

Mr . Sharp stated 'tfiatliewould vote against the 
motlon because he is troubl ed by the level of 
commitment that the Author ity is pursuing . He 
further stated that he views t his- as 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 compe ting with itself as it 
promotes studies on the drainages such as the 
St. Vrain and the Cache la Poudre whe re the 
purpose is to look fo r cpmb jned projects in 
which hydro-power will aid in the financiabi l ity 
of a project, "For those reasons , •r-gr. Sharp 
stated, 'I am going to vote no. " 

During the additional discussion t hat fol lowed 
Chairman Williams stated that he wou ld like to 
know where the revenue stream is going to come 
f rom and how much it might be. He asked the 
staff if they had studied the Black an~ 
Study with respect_ t~~_k_es_pr_ejl ic11Qn to t he 
poi nt that the starf 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 wha t >~as done is reasonably good. 

__/ 
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TREASURER 1S REPORT 

COLORADO WATER RESOURCES 
and 

• 
POWER DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY 

MINUTES 
February 6 & 7, 1986 

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 
W. D. Farr 
Charlie Jordan 
James D. Phillips 

Absent: Bill V. Kopfman 

John Porter 
Thomas R. Sharp 
Carl Trick 
Anthony W. Williams 

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: 

1. Colorado River Floodway Protection Act 
2. Small Reclamation Projects Act 
3. Federal Budget Bill 
4. Changes in the Tax Law 
5. Sierra Club vs Block 
6. Arkansas River Litigation 
7. Colorado River Review 

. 8. Endangered Fish Species 
9. Animas La Plata Proje6t 

10. CWCB Board Activities 

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

THAT THE FINANCIAL STATEMENTS AS ~F OCTOBER 31, 
NOVEMBER 30 AND DECEMBER 31, 1985 BE APPROVED AS 
PRESENTED. 



• 

1:-ITERDI fl:'<A:"Cl:"C STACC: 
IS5 TO 10 )tlLLI0:-.1 

FE.RC Prclimina.ry Permit .-'uthoriucion 

Continue S ; tc W:uu Stu diu 

Environmental Work Pta a 

Ccotcc:hnkal Work. Pta.n 

Cor.tlnuc Loac! Flow 5tudiu 

t:.S. foruc Su·vicc Special t:n 
Pc~it tfidd 5tuc:Hul 

S pcdnca:ion of field St\oldiu 
:1..."'\d Consultant Conc:-ac:.J 

local Spcd:sl L"u ?c:::ia 

Con:inuc Join: Rcvic"'"' P:-oceu 

Continue )larkct Studies 

ln:c:-h:a Ca,ital Solicitation 

Eo.vironc.c:ual Field Studiu 
Ttr.ntrial 
Aquatic 
Land L'Jc 
Rcc:-cation•l 
His!oric/ Archc-olo~cnl 
Socio-Econo~ic 

CcotiK'hnical Field Studiu 

:"'tiOtiatc Power Salu Contra c::u 

Continue Joint Review ProccH 

Tra:uci.uion Rou ti:\( a nd Load Flow Stuc!iu 

P:- tli::lin~ Oui"*" 

Layout AcceH RoadJ (P:-tli:nina..-y) 

Submit FERC License Applicetio:~. 

Respond to Rcquuu (or 
furth er lnformotion 

,.\pplication (or USFS Special Use 
Permit tCon,u·uction and Operation) 

Sta te and local Permits 

A (ndicatn Com;lletioo o~u..e 

S 1nd icatu Submittal Dote 

Dotted Lines IndicAte ,.\Jency Proceu inr 

• 

1986 1987 I 1988 I 1989 l990 

1--

~ 
I 
~ 
~ 
~ 

I I 
P: elimi:::sry 

A 
Pc:-::~it 

E.'l;li:-c::l 

I-. 
- 1 

s ..f--~-----. 
--- - -- . o,.r: I Final EIS 

£15 

2---- ---. 
2..---.. 

PROJECT IHPLEHEHTATIOH PLAH 
IHTER IH FIHAHC IHG STAGE 

Figure 4 

• 

~ 

~I 

~I 
El r 
~I I 
~1 rl 
~~ r r I 

;: 

"' 
" 
~ ~ 
~ j 

z~ 
c = 
:-~::: 

~j 1 ·~ l 
~~ ~ ~ g 
U::> : U ...:; 

n ~ 11 
~~ 

ilf~HH 
mum u 

• 

] ~ . :.: <.:> QJ r r ~.. :5~ L 
0.. Vl ~ 
X ::a:: ..... 

I I :r~~ ~~ u_ 
W>-

rrrrl rr I :f r I !r 
,,,, I I I ~~ 

'II 
II I 

I 

u 

= -,... 
~ ~ 

]- ;~ 
:.. :n 
: .: 

;; 

llllldHl 

I r 
I 

r 

;;:; >. "' . 
~ ; 
~ ;. I w 

~ :: 
= ": ~ I ~ 

~ ~ ~ ~ 

~ j ll ~ . ~ 

J ~ 
: c ; 
~ ~ ~ 

HIH! ! 1 ~ 
u • 

= = 
] ] ~ 
.. V) 0 



..Y'-"U1 

~ 
f-!' -- U d·1 

- ·~111.·00 

"' 

nco o1uu 

:; ,., .. 
~ "' "' .. 
"' z 
c: 

~ 
., 
"' .., 

r'~ .:~':'b."'!:.~: ..... ,_ , 

I 
A.cl ... - · ... , 

!--=r----- ,...... (1 .. ,_ .. "'« 

..... J ..... ~ , 

""' 
I --~ 
l ~ .. ~, ~ .... ,. 

""' !./_ ......... 
jL'"' '" ............. 

-~~1\ ' ',...,, '~..___ ""'"" "'- \ ,... Wli.U.U •. l tlll 

NOT TO BE USED 
FOR CONSTRUCTION 

0 " 
I 

! 

h'\"" ..... .... ~ · .-o-u. ,,,....,h•ooeo-..-.,
1 

~ ,, ,...., h 

-;J ..... ._,__ 

T -I UOt.ff\.1~) 
-u.u,.. .. 

•.• 1-.eot•r••• •t•- •Ci oC.-•••·• - --••-·.r-...r 
oo::oo·· - •·oo.t..,....,....., .... ~ 
~·-·•·q,._ _ _.." 

,,, I 
~ 

' 

·-
-
·-
·-
-
-
-

• 

• 



\..· 

Union Park Pumped Stor age Project Analyses 
J anuary 16, 1986 
Page six 

v 
, ' 0 The Authority acqu ires a majority interest in t he project, the 

FE RC l icense, and the needed water rights and other assets. We 
provide ou r exper tise to keep the project vi able. However, our 
present thinking is that management services will cons t itute the 
majority of the Authority's investment. 

o ~Je initiate discussions with other equipment s uppliers to see 
what type of resources they might be wil ling t o commit up front 
to the project. 

o We initiate discussions with key utilities to see if they wou ld 
be willing t o partic ipate in the project. 

o An acceptable agreement can be structured wi th Ebasco to provide 
services and cash to the li censing and subsequent efforts. Pre
liminary discuss ions indicate a Sl.O million investment, Also 
Ebasco will resol ve the outstanding issues with Black & Veatc~ 

o An agreement can be structured with Harrison-Western to provide 
s ervices and cash to the li cens ing and s ubsequent efforts. Pre
liminary disc uss ions indicate that a $1.0 mil lion investment is 
possible. 

o An acceptable cgreement can be st ructured with t he Swiss Handels
bank to provide $1.5 mi llion. 

o A t ransfer of the FERC pr eli mina ry permit to t he Authori_ty and an 
extensi on in the term of the permit whi ch is required due to time 
delays i n completing the f inanci ng packagL 

/ o The bottom 1 ine is that t he pr_o_J~e-c~t,_..w...,i'"'l"l---;-b-e-co_m_e-d7o_r_m_a_n--:t--:i-;f--:-;th~' 
v Authority does not become involved • 

.,..---- ·- -- - -- - -~~-------··-------
The adva ntages to the Authority of such an agr eement wil l be 

opportunity to manage a controlling interest in a poss i bly viabl e l arge 
sea 1 e water and hydropo~· er development projec t. In retu rn for contr i but
ing its name and a li mited investment to the project the Author ity will 
obtain access to a good pumped storage site with a modest investment. 

UK/m 

Enc l.: 

I 

j 

/ 
·;./ 

a / 
-~ 

_'( 
i 

I 

TAYLOR P.t.RK 
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Figure 1 
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No fatal environmental cons traints to the Project were identified 

during Black & Veatch's study. The Colorado Di vi sion of Wildlife has 
expressed concern about the effect of Rocky Point Reservoir on Bighorn 
Sheep in the a r ea. A major new t ransmission corridor would be developed 
to link the project site with exis ting t r ansmission lines in the upper 
Arkansas Val l ey. This does not appea r to present major environmenta l 
problems. 

The project schedule for the Project is attached as Figures 4 and 
5. Figure 4 portrays the i nterim financ ing period which incl udes FERC 
l i censi ng and preliminary design. This is the period of time for which 
IIECO is currently seeking funds. Fi gure 5 includes the design and con
struction phase which will be implemented when per manent financing is 
obtained for the project. This schedule is based upon the schedule 
originally developed :y Elack & Veatch fer the Pro ject Feasibility 
Study, but with the dates extended one year to allow fo r delays which 
occur red i n 198~ 

The s tal.f.s_..ana.lyses-i-nd-i cates that the.-projecl... is._P.robab.!Y....L.':' i~ 
able long::t"ermJ.~~tment. __ fl.y long- term it appears that utility in~ 
est in the~ject is about five yea rs away. With this lag in the util
ities wil lingness to put money into t he Project development and with the 
part icipants inabil i t y to rai se t he required capital to keep the Project 
mov i ng ahead, t he present economic value of the Project is small . How
eve r, given the interest severa l entities have ex ressed in providi ng 
fundin 1f e a re 
an"opportuni ty to the Aut 
i nte resrTn ro ject with a 

It appears prudent for the Authority to spread 1ts interest i nto 
those "pr'£_j_ects that have a reasonable chance of being developed. Based 
on the data in hand, the Project is one of these cand1dates. 

The present investors in the Project may be ab le to recoup thei r 
investment in the future , once we have a li cense i n hand. Th is assumes 
that the Project or its output can be sold to utilitieL Also, the 
Authority could sel l all or part of its i nterest in t he Project at tha t 
time. The sale of water developed by t he project wou ld require a separ
ate negotiation. 

The Authority would face a number of downside r isks in pursuing the 
Roc ky Point component of the Project. The project faces ma ny risks 
which could affect the technical or financial feasibility at any stage 
during the pro ject development: 

1. A market for the power may not exist at the time when commit
ments for the purchase of the power output must be f inal i zed. 

2. The uti l i t ies may be unwil ling to cooperate with the project 
sponsors . 
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3. Ano ther project may be conceived whi ch is less cost ly or whose 

sponsors are more success fu l in contracting fo r the sale of 
their power. This wou ld great l y reduce the attractiveness of 
Rocky Point. 

4. Any assoc iation with NECO has r i sk associated with it given 
NECO 's present financia l s t atus, l ack of reputation, and 
limi ted experience. The Author i ty could face difficult ies by 
enter ing in an agreement with a private entit~ Such an agree
ment could raise serious li abili ty questions that would have to 
be add re ssed. 

5. The contractual relationshi p between the Sw i ss , Harri son
Heste rn, Ebasco, NECO, and the Authority wi ll b.e very complex. 
The effort required to pursue and maintain these agreements 
wi l l be considerablL 

6. Although the Project appear s financially feas i ble at th i s time 
it is possible that the sale of water and electrical capacity 
while breaking even would not produce significant surpl us reve
nues to yield a large return to the investor. In this case the 
Project would be abl e to pay off the ccst of construction but 
wou ld contri bute nothing to furthering t he Authority' s pri mary 
mi ss ion of water development. In a wors t case scenario t he 
Project might not generate enough r·evenue to pay off i t s own 
costs. This could occur if large cost overruns are encountered 
du r ing construction and initial operation, as occurred recently 
w1th the 1200- 11W He l ms Project in Califor nia. 

7. At present there are a number of publ i c and pr ivate entities 
planning and evaluating pumped storage facilities in Colorado. 
Inc l uded among others are the Authority projects: Do lores , 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 powe r 
1n and out of the region was developed. Therefore, if the Au
thor i ty enters into an agreement with a private company in the 
development of the Project it will necessarily join in a compe
titive r ace with other s t o obtain commitments for the sa le of 
its peaking power. This activ i ty of the Authority may be 
viewed with ala rm by other publ i c enti ties who wish to develop 
pumped storage pro jects. 

Reconmendat i ons ·-------- ... \ 
\ 

Based on ou r ana lysis of the avai l able data t he staff recommends 
that the Aut hor ity initiate prel iminary negotiations with the project 
owners to manage the li censing and subsequent activities. These nego
t iations wi l l be predicated on the following: 

\ 
) 



Projects 

Status 

PUMPED STORAGE COST COMPARISONS 

- -· ·--
~~ . _Union Park ·---
~int+Union Park Res.) 

Pre- feasibility 
comp l eted 

\ Azur e 

FERC License 
Application fi l ed, 

Dolores 

Pre- feasib il ity , 
completed, 

Project deferred Project deferred 

Location 

Plant Capacity (MW) 

Head (ft. ) 

Est. cons true t ion cost 
including engineering & 
contingencies (Jan . 1985 $) 

Est. construction cost per 
ins ta 11 ed kW inc 1. eng. and 
contingencies ($/kW) 

Transmission costs 
included (Yes/No) 

Firm water yield (af/yr) 
included in costs shown above 

With Union Park eser voir 
Without Union Park Reservoir 

Project Helms (PG&E) 

Status 01'1-line 
April 1985 

Location 70 miles East 
of Fresno, CA 

Plant Capacity (~M) 1, 200 

Head (ft.) 1, 740 

Est. construct ion cost 715, 000, 000 
inc luding engineering & 
contingencies (Jan.l985 $) 

(Restated) 

Est. construct ion cost per 59G 
installed kW incl. eng. 
and contingencies ( $/kW) 

Transmission costs Yes 
included (Yes/No) 

Firm water yield (af/yr) None 
inc 1 uded in costs shown above 

Gunnison , CO 
Taylor River 

1, 000 and 50 

2,350 and 550 

695 , 600,000(1) 

( 663( 1) 

\ 548(2) 

Yes 

Approx. 50 , 000( 1) 

TMLE 1 (Cont'd) 

Kremml ing, CO 
Colorado River 

800 

1, 300 

616, 000,000 

770 

Yes 

15, 000 

Pl.M'ED STO!O'IGE COST OWARISOOS 

Spr int) C:onyon Spring Canl2n 

Feasibilily bei ng Feasibili ty being 
conducted conducted 

Lake t·~ad, AZ Lake t1ead, AZ 
Color.1do River Co lorado River 

1, 000 2, 000 

750 750 

790. 000, 000 994 ,000,000 

790 497 

Yes Yes 

None None 

Dove Creek, CO 
Dolores River 

500 

870 

377,700,000 

755 

Yes 

None 

St. Vrain Project 
N. Sheep t1tn. To 

Buttonrock 

Pre-F eas i bil i ty 
completed 

North St. Vrai n 
Creek, co 

350 

1, 000 

230, 000, 000 
( Purrped 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 af/yr for beneficia l consumptive use. A 50 t·1W 
pump/tu rbine unit would be used to fill Union Park Reservoir by pumping 
1000 to 1200 cfs 550 feet up from Taylor Reser voir. The facility would 
recover much of the pumping cost when f l ows are released from Union Park 
Reservoir. A pl an of the Union Park Reservoir is shown in Figure 3. 

fina k Pro·ect or 
ect s onsor shi can be obtained from an r anization 1 e 
Ebasco Servi ces, Inc. a consu ting firm, and Harrison- es ern • , a 
heavy construction firm, have each tentatively offered Sl mi llion in 
services-in-ki nd. The Swiss Handelsbank (mechanical/electrical equip
ment export ) has offered Sl.5 mil lion subject to certain restrict ions. 
There are some risks associated with a consultant, construction company, 
mec hanical , or el ectrical 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 structu re t he the contracts with the other participating enti 
ties to l imit the potential increase in cost over that which would be 
competiti vely bid. This is normal l y done by the ow ner (Authority) 
retaining a third party to develop an independent cost estimate for all 
services, equipment and construction costs. Oifferences . in the esti
mates developed by the project participants and the thi r d party are then 
negotiated. 
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credibility and marketabilit~ Ebasco and HW have done considerable 
·work in screening other pumped storage projects and discussing peaking 
power needs with utilities in the entire western market area. Their 
conclus ion is that the Project has considerable potential . 

The analysis of the Project perfor med by Black & Veatch conc l udes 
that the Project is technically feasiblL Howeve~ until exp loratory 
dri lling is perfor med at the proposed site it will not be possible to 
say with confidence t hat geological conditions are adequate for con
struction of the ProjecL 

The economic and financial f easibility of the Project was studied 
by Black & Veatch through the use of a computerized economic model and 
was found to have a favorable benefit-cos t ratio. The Pr oject was fou nd 
to be cor.~pe t iti ve with conventional methods of meeti ng peaking pc~·er 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 Authorit~ A comprehensive financing pl an for 
the Project from licensing and permitting through construction is 
needed. With major over haul of the enti re t ax structure likely, such an 
analysis is importan~ 

In order fo r the Project to be successful a market for the water 
and power developed must exis~ At this point it is unknown whether a 
future viable market for peaking power will exist in 1989 or 1990 ~·hen 
t he power purchase contracts must be finalized accordi ng to the present 
schedule. Ut il ity industry projecti ons are that no new commitments for 
generation will be made until 1992-1994. Utility and PUC fo recasts 
i ndicate that neither a local nor a western mar ket will exist to utilize 
the fu 11 output of a 100.0 t1W peaking p 1 ant at the time the project comes 
on-line in 1995. Private forecaste rs on the other hand predict that fu
ture demand is being understated by the utilities and regulatory agen
cies , and that a significant shortage i n supply wi ll develop by the 
1990's creating a considerable opportunity for i nvestors in power de
velopment. The Project could be staged at 250 NW increments in order to 
bet ter match future load growth. 

In order to be successful the Project will have to compete with 
other planned pumped storage projects for the availabl e marke~ It 
appears that there are less costly pumped storage alternatives available 
for serving New Hexico, Arizona and west coasL however, costs for Rocky 
Point compa re quite favorably with projected costs for other projects 
competing to se rve the Colorado market . The Project is compared with 
other pumped storage projects in Table 1. Some of these other projects 
however, cou ld be subject to environmental constraints which would not 
be present at Rocky Point or Union Park. 

/ 
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DIRECTIVE 

-----
UNION PARK PROJECT 

ERDA , INC. 

PROPOSED LEG ISLAT ION 

Study area during the last six weeks 
expressing oppos ition to the Snowba ll Creek 
Site and a request that t he Echo Canyon Site 
be reconsider ed. Nr. Law then presented a 
brief history of the project to date and the 
reasons for the choice of the Snowball Creek 
Site. 

l·lr. Law stated that i t now appears that at 
least some documen t ation of the exis t ing 
information on the upper Echo Canyon Site is 
wa rranted and perhaps a bri ef cursory analysis 
of the other alternative involving the existing 
reservo i r is also warranted. 

Mr . Law fu rther stated that upon receipt of the 
draft Fi nal Report in January he wou ld expect to 
leave the document in draft fo rm until an evalua
tion and documentation of the existing information 
on these alternatives , either through the staff 
or other consultants , has beeri performed . 

In response to the questi on as to whether the 
wor k on the alternatives could be completed with 
in the existing budget . Hr . Law stated that the 
amount of effor t has not been determi ned. If 
it could be done within a b10 or three v1eek ti me 
period then perhaps staff could per form the work . 
Nr. Law commented that he felt Hestern Engineers 
could not accomplish the extra work within the 
existing budget . 

THAT STAFF GATHER THE ADDITIONAL HIFORI'JATJON AS 
NEEDED BUT TO STAY HITHIN THE BUDGET AND TO 
REMEI·1BER THAT STAFF TI~1E ALSO COSTS !•lONEY . THE 
INFORHAT ION HILL BE PRESENTED TO THE BOARD AT 
THE NEXT HEETING OF THE AUTHORITY . 

14r. Kappus reported that the staff has been 
busy attending meetings with NECO and Black & 
Veatch . He stated that the analysis is almost 
comp leted and the documentat i on will be presented 
to th at the February meeting . . 

Mr . Kappus r eported that due to some unforeseen 
circums tances the rep resentati ve from ERDA, Inc . 
is unable to be present at the meeting. Thei r 
presentation wil l be made in February. 

Hr. Kappus provided an update to the Board on the 
proposed legis l ation for 1986~ 

\f 

TO : 

• 
COLORADO WATER RESOURCES & 
POWER DEVELOPMENT AUTHORilY 
Logan Tower Bldg. - SUtle 620. 1580 Logan Slreel. Denver. Colorado 80203 

303/830-1550 

MEPORANOUM 

January 16, 1986 

Board of Directors , Colorado viR & PO Authority, 
J. Ziglar, D. Krah l, J. Carlson 

FROI•i: U. Kappus , Executive Director 

RE : Union Pa r k Water Supp ly and Pumped Storage Project 

Introduction 

review 

Analysis 

The Project has two independent components: a laroe pumped storage 
faci l i t y to be l ocated at the Rock Poi nt site north ofT Reser voir 
and a large wate r storage feature at Union Pa r k sout of Taylor Reservoir. 

The Rocky Point Reservoir wou ld have an active storage of 3900 af 
and wou ld be loca t ed approximately 2350 feet above Taylor Reservoir. A 
pumped storage hyd roe lectric plant at Rocky Point is present ly conceptu
a 1 i zed to generate powe r at a rate of 1000 HW fo r an ei ght-hour period 
before pumping woul d be required to refi l l the upper reservoi r. A plan 
and profile of the Rocky Point pumped s torage features is shown in Fig
ures 1 and 2. 

The Union Pa r k Reservoi r wou ld be created by constructing a 1000-. 
foot long, 320- foot high, rock filled dam on Lotti s Creek in the south
west corner of Union Pa r l The rese rvoi r wou ld provide approximate ly 
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REPORT OF CHAIRHAN 

REPORT OF COLORADO 
HATER CONSERVATION 
BOARD 

REPORT OF EXECUTIVE 
DIRECTOR 

REPORT OF INVE SH-1ENT 
CONMITTEE 

Cha irman Williams reported tha t he wa s appoint
ting a legislati ve Committee which would be 
available for telephone consultations, etc., 
du ring the legis lati ve session. The members 
of the commi ttee are: 

Anthony W. Wil l iams 
l. R. Bratton 

~1. D. Farr 
Thomas R. Sharp 

J. William McDona ld, Director, reported on the 
following items : 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 

Colorado Rive r Floodway Protection Act 
USSR Small Pro j ects Act 
1986 App ropr i ati on Bill fo r Water & Energy 
Arkansas River litioation 
Colo rado River Basi~ Operating C rite~ia 
CWCa Board Actions. 

~l r. McDonald then answe red questions from the 
Board concerning Judge Kane's Decision on 
Federal reserved water ri ghts and the USBR 
Small Projects Act . 

l·lr. Uli Kappus , Executive Director , reported 
on the following items : 
--· ~ ----

CJSkip Kerr h~~~~~ Author ity- as ~reject • h 
~nager and will be wo~king on the San luis ~ 
~~je~~----------------------------

2. Elizabeth Azuero is the new Receptionist . 
3. Publication of the Revised Statutes which 

include HB 1088 
4. Summa ry report from Thomas R. Sha rp on t he 

NWRA Meeti ng . 
5. Meetings and speaking engagements which 

included the Inter im Committee on Water 
and land Resources , CWC and the Closed 
Basin Dedication in the San luis Vall ey. 

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 ~lema from the Executive 
Di r ector concerning the investment st r ategy. 
Mr. Br atton stated that the goa l was to maximize 
yie ld in safe investments so that they are 
sufficiently liquid to provide cash as needed, 
not on ly for the Operating Fund but the Project 
Fund as well , since it is not known what the out
come of the Animas laPl ata negotiations wil l be. 
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~lOTION 

DI SCUSS ION 

DI SCUSS!ON 

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. 

Mo ti on : Charl ie Jo rdan 
Second: Carl Tr ick 

11r . Sharp expressed some conce~ns about the 
s tudy, particularly the high expense . He also 
stated that he was conce~ned about it being 
premature without an analysis of the Cache La 
Poudre Study, the St. Vrain Study and the results 
of the System1·1ice E!S . Mr . Bra tton stated that 
this involved the whole i ssue of whethe r or not 
the Authority should be involved in thes~ types 
of studies . !t was suggested that when the South 
Platte r eport is discussed at the next meeting 
other inte~ested partie s, such as the CHCB should 
be involved in the discussion . 

NOT ION CARR! ED 

In the additional discussion that followed the 
above motion , ~l r. Sharp stated that he would like 
to pursue the possibility cf expanding the scope 
of the Cache La Poudre ProJect in the areas of 
quant ification of future water demands, water 
supplies and potential wate r shortages. This 
expansion would be f rom the present basin limi ts 
to the Nebraska state line. Mr . Sharp fu rthe r 
stated that he thought it would have some 
validity and would be somewhat cost effect ive to 
to consider this approach at the present rather 
proceed separately down the road with the 
South Platte Study. H ~. Will iams suggested that 
in planning the POS for the South Platte Study 
perhaps conside~ation could be given to folding 
the South Pl atte Study into the Cache La Poudre 
Study and then present those projected costs to 
the Board along with the costs fo r the South 
Platte Study. 

Dan Law, As sociate Di rector , repor ted on the 
status of the Turkey Creek Project . Hr. 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. 
Hr. Law reported tha t a great deal of corres
pondence has been received from people in the 



Natural Energy Resources CoQp~ny 
Rocky Point Pumped Storage Project 
Union Park Uydroelectric Project 

Proposal OJ 

4 

• 
B&V Project 11263 
B&V File 15.0800 
No~ember l, 1985 

The p-remisa of this propos:t.l ' llould be that Project Developoent and ~ntrol, 
would be assumed by CWRPDA. This 11ould requiro a total or parcial buyout 
of NECO. This oesotiation 110uld have many possibilities, the oosc obvious 
being: 

l. 

2. 

Establishing a value of ~ECO's equitY plus a reasonable return on inves~ent. 
Encu=braoces, such as tho B&V deferred fees, 11ould be calculated in. 
Under this plan NECO 11ould no longer be involved in the project . 

~egotiata a value of NECO'a equity that ~ould retain soce residual 
profit incentives co chc stockholders . Under this pl:t.n NECO 110uld 
ralinquish control of the project but 11ould receive some future potential 
profits in return tor a reduced equity, 

to either scenario, B&V's position 11ould have to be clearly defined. 

If CiRFDA has bonding cap:t.biliry they could essentially oun the project and 
subcontract the operations to a utility. 

in · "d ign;;tte.d" In oy opinion · this option could have legal ent:t.nglements s co some co 
money f~om CWRFDA vould go to investors profit. 

NECO is going to assuc~ t he responsibility to prepare t he proposals. I agreed 
to assist them 1~ any 11ay they ~Y choose. 

t:l. 

cc1 W. E. Thompson 
D. F. Guyot 
T. w. au~ 
D. R. f~:oohlich 
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CALL TO ORDER 

ROLL CALL 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
HOT! ON 

TREASURER ' S REPORT 

110TION 

• 
COLORADO WATER RESOURCES 

and 
POWER OEVELOPf.lENT AUTHOR liY 

HINUTES 
December 6, 1985 

The meeting was ca l led to order at 8 : 30 a.m. in 
t he Queen City South Room at t he Cl ari on Hote l, 
De nver, Col or ado by Chai rman Anthony W. Wil l iams . 

The fol lowing member s were present : 

L. Richard Bratton 
\( D. Farr 
Charlie Jordan 
B i 11 V. Kopfman 

James 0. Phillips 
John Porter 
Thorns R. Shar;l 
Ca rl Tr ick 

Anthony H. Wi l liams 

THAT THE l·l!NUTES OF THE OCTOBER 4, 1985 
AUTHORiTY ~EETING BE APPROVED AS PR ESENTED. 

l'.otion : Tom Sharp 
Second: Bill V. Kopfman 

~lOTI ON CARR ! ED 

L. Richard Bratton , Treasurer , presented the 
financial statements and the budoet reconcilia
t i on statement as of September 30, 1984 to the 
Board. 

t-l r . Sr atton also presented Resolution No. 85-25 
to the Board for adoption . He expla i ned that 
due to unforeseen additional expenses related to 
ma i ntaining sufficient Personal Property Li abil 
i ty Insu rance it is necessa ry to make a line item 
t r ans fe r of $500.00 from l ine item Off ice Mach
ines to l i ne item Insurance - Office Machines and 
Fu r nitu r e. 

THAT RESOLUTION NO. 85- 25 "A RESOLUT ION TRANS
FE RR ING HONEYS AI·10NG LINE ITE11S IN A SINGLE 
SPEND ING AGEIJCY HITHIN A SINGLE BUDGET FUND" 
BE ADOPTED. 

Mot ion: L. Richa rd Bratton 
Second: John Porter 

110T ION CARR ! ED 



B I..AC: )( C V (A • • 

liEMJRANDUM 

Natural Energy Re~ources Comp~y 
Rocky ?oinc Pumped Storage Project 
UnioQ;Pal:k Hydroel~ctric Project -

• 
2 B&V Project 11463 

!&V File 15.0800 
November 4, 1985 

It va~ agreed that a "brainscoming" session 11ould be in order to refine any 
NtCO proposals prior to the December 6 board acetin~ It vas established 
that ~ECO 11ould try to have three proposal~ out for reviell no later than 
~ovembcr 14. Hovecber 20 is the taraet date for the brai~sto~ing session. 
Drafts vill be sent co NECO board, ~DA board and S&V (PJA). Mr. Bratton 
v111 pro~to this concept vith Xr . Kappus. Dale Raitt <Jill handle logistics . 
He vill obtain a sch~dule 5Uitable to Mr. Phillips and Mr. Bratton since they 
are key to this effort. It vas agreed chat John Carlson, ~OA attorney, 
should attend this ceH!.ng. ( \kh_.l/~·~"''\~:y)jv.)c.~?O~) 
the potencial of trans-~ountain diversion of Union Park vater vas discussed 
vith Mr. ~ler. He ask~d if the abanconod Alpine tunnel had any potential 
in this ragard. !he folloving data vas giv~n him. 

Elevations; 

ll~s t Portal 
'Eas c: Portal 
Unioo Pari: 
Taylor Park 
Rocky Point 

11,605 
11,600 

9,880 
9, 330 .. 

11, 300~ 

The tunnel is about 1,900 feet long and is abou t 16 ;iles fran T3ylor Park 
"as t he crov flies." Sill Thaopson sug;ested 4 surfac" siphon free "Round top" 
(el . 11,300±) th~oush the cuanel.~Y have possibilities. 

ta 

CCI \1, £, ThOI:IPSOn 
D, F. Guyo~ 
t. w. Rcag 
D, R. Fro~hlicb 

.......... -tJ-":f'"' 

r· · ~,~~~ 
1 .,. sk.-k e._~o,·J :ru, 

__ _;, __ 

t ·7· / 

Na tural Energy Resources Company 
Rocky Point Pumped Storage Project 
Union Park Hydroelectric Projecc 

B&V Proj e~t .. l1263 
B&V Fila 15. 0800 
Nov~mbe r 1, 1985 

to: P. J . Adac 

Fromr J. R. Stack~~ 

A ceeting vas held ?n October 30, 1985 Yith Jim Phillips in reference to 
participation in the Union Park Projec: by Colorado ~ater Resourc~ and 
Pover Oevelopccnc Authority (CWRPDA), . · 

Attending! Jim Phillips - ~OA 
Ah llatts - NECO 
Ron thoca~ - NtCO 
Dave ~ller - Major ~ECO stockholder 
Joho Stack - Black & Veatch 
Bill thompson - Black & Veatch 

Mr. Phillips shoved familiaritY vitb the project and ~~rcssed his general 
approval of the conceptual plan. Re stated this projec~ has reached 4 stage 
of development beyond ~he~ CWRPOA is actusc~ed to. Re stated that Colorado 
Springs is inceresced in the project but cannot participate at this tice. 
As a board ~er of CW~DA he favors their involvecent and vill support the 
project. 

Significant info~cion obtained.at chis meeting: 

o CWRPOA vas.originally fund~d vich 30 million dollars principal. 
Through invescments this figur~ gre11 to 44 nillion at one time• 
Various proj~ct~ have been funded and h~ vas not sure of the 
balance. The origi03l 30 cillion dollars is not aveilable for 
funding project~, only its interest. Hovever, he did not indicate 
that U? to five million dollnr3 fundina vould bQ a probleo. 

o There is pending legi=la~ion in Colorado that ~ouid e~tablish 
tbrQa or cora vater acoraga proj~ccs in Colorado. Specifically this 
legislation vould nio nt capturing vacer that vould othervi=o be lost 
to the sea to ("New Uatcr") . !here is an organization of 40 or so 
of the most promin~nt Colorado cititens t hat are involved in sponsoring 
t his effort. This organization is knov as the "Colorado Uli:mce." 
Specifically they plan on developing 250,000 AF storage on t he vest 
alO?O ~itb 50,000 AF to bo div~r~ed co the eASt slope. These legislative 
efforts vill be financed through a sales (?) tax. Union Park seeos 
co fit per:eccly. 



• 
HEMORANDIJH 

tla.tural Energy Resource' Company 
Rocky Poinc Pucped Stor~ge ?ro1ect 
Union P~rk Hydroelectric Project 

2 8&V P<oject 11263 
B&V file 15.0800 
November l, 1985 

0 Mr. Phillips stated: 

- Import3nce of an env~<onmentally acceptable transmi,sion 
plan. (A copy of the t,;t\J!A Study ""~ handed to him by NECO.) 

- Paver purch3se egreement9 are i~portant. Probably cannot 
be negotiated no\1, but , the License Approval (3 year~) \lould 
probably fit about right. (He seemed to believe that 5tate support 
of the project et t~i3 time i' probably re~uired . ) 

- there vill probably ba one major pover project and sevnral \IQter 
project3 sponsored by CWRPDA. 

0 
~e predol!IL~ant ~uestion nt thi3 t~e is ho\1 NECO and CWRPDA can comb~e 
efforts to fu rther the development o -~nion Park. 

o :ro this end 
of ho\1 this 
oe 

Ll5l prnsont tw~~-b 
Various 3cenarios of hov this could 

of this oeooran um. 

o there i s a Board meeting on December 6, 1985 and ~CO is going to ~ 
tcy- for _a_t_ Lens t 30 mi:J.u~~- on ~ada: ( ~-.._><;>._\• c>,;-') 

o Mr . Phillips questionod the scayiog pouer (pe~nence) of the CWRPDA. 

o Hr. Phillips also ~ucscions the :~bility of CWRPDA to assume Mjor 
e~uity po~itioo in the project. This seemed to conf lict vith a 
previou~ statement by ~r. Uli K~ppu• to Bill Thompson. Thn 3bility 
of che CWRPOA to bond proj ects is not clear, ho\lever, cho ?rogram 
outlined previously a~ the "Colorado Alliance" •.nll un~uestionably 
have tax free bondi ng capability due to tho undero~iting by tax. 

Tho folloving comments are oy O'-"t\ thoughts. Since che feasibility of Union Pa.rk 
\las difficult to aocertain due to the question on price of \l~ter, it seems to 
oe that the "Colorado Alliance" could be a big factor in Union ? .. rk feasibility. 
Since NECO has only a "Water Right" for storage ·and the Colorado Alli.lnce vill 
hava a cousumptiva w11ter right fo r the "tlev Water," a price for municipal 
and indu•trial vacer vill be tstabli3hed rather than the rather lov agricultural 
vater value ve vern trying to deal vith. This seems to Aead to a project 
H'Cucturc ~-~t_S;>.u_l_d Jl.'!.J_i~ced vith t~e __ l'~-~~P.~"?e__5!q~\<_Y. Poind under
'fil~-s_t\_q_p_~~~!!.2_Sicece~0- .'!_nd the "~.e-~_phn~e_-~~ion Park) under
\l_!!..t.J;e_n _by_~t!e_C.91or.~t!l_g___A..llli.t1CC_. this of course is •'Peculation on cy P

3

n • 
ho..,evnr, if CWRPOA has tax fr ee oondi~g capability tc could be a structure 
the project could ;e based on. 

Lastly, che boa~d p~e,cntation mu~ t b~ done tn a professiona l ~nner. It 
"as agreed thac quality u~icing and editing \lill be required ior the submittal 
ot c~e proposals. I volunteered to assist 1~ slides, ecc. t suggesced this 

strategy ;e revieved ~ith you. _ 

• 
:-n:MORANDUM 

Natural Energy Resour ces Company 
Rocky Point Pumped Storage Project 
Uni on Park Hydroelectric Project 

Proposal Ql 

• 
S&V Ptoj~ct 11263 
B&V File 15.0800 
November l, 1985 

The premise of chi• proposal vould be for the CWRPDA to use the Union Park 
~~o~~c~~~i~~ ~~v~sCDen~. This ~auld allo\1 a portion of che principal aoount 

i d 11 use · The te~ of the i:west::~ent (15% interest <~a• 
~COt one ) vould be extremely favorable to CW~~A. This investment IJOUld b 
repaid (principal aod interest) at the ti:e per:anent construction fi~ancinge 
<~as obtained. 

The collateral !or thi~ inves~ent uould be thn ~ator Righ ts and the license 
itself. Th~ licensing effort uould have to be expanded to include Uni~n Park. 
Thereby, ef_ecting thn costs currently proj ected ;y N!CO . 

to further tho ncceptance .of this option , l~ted approval of project 
development could be g!ven to O·~DA to insurQ development in public 
interest. 

Under this scenario SECO vould retain all e~uity in t he project and all 
accrued potential profit. 

Proposal 02 

The ?remise o! the •econd proposal uould ba a joint ven ture becveen NECO nnd 
CWRPDA. funding for the studies acd inve•tiga tions necessary for licensing 
"auld be by O.<RPDA. Funding for the NECO opera tion ·.;ould ba by o thers. 
(l'res=bly Svb•. Blinks. ) Tho o'"'Tlenhip (equity) of the project <~Ould chen 
be nego tiated t o some percentage prcs~bly on the order of 

60:t NECO 
40% CWRPDA 

The term>J of the agreet:lllnt •Jit!\ the S••i•s :l11nk uould have to 1: by CrlRPDA. e accepted 

Upon rnceipt of the License, Po..,er Purch39C Agreements vould be completed and 
the pl3n for peroanenc construction financing could be ~lemented. This could 
be bonding , as previously di scussed, or ?resucably the project equity could 
be eefined to a poin t that ?B~nent investors ~ould be availdble. 

?. SOO :n : 
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Natural Energy Resources Com~any 
Rocky Point P~ed Storage Project 
Union Park Hydroelectric Projece 

to: P. J, Ad~ 

• .;.;...-..-··· ~I 

B&V Projece ll263 
B&V File lS.OSOO 
~ovember 4, 1985 

A meeting was held in Denver on October 31, l98S with Oick Statton, 
Boar~ Membe~ Qf e Colorado Wate~ Resources and Power Oevtlop=ent 
Auc ority CWlU'DA),. 

At:ending: Dick Bratcon (~lRPDA) 
Alvin Steinmark (N£CO) 
Ab Watts (NECO) 
Dale Rait~ (NECO) 
Dave Mille~ (Major ~teo stockholder) 
John Stack (B&V) 
Bill Tham~sou (B&V) 

....., 
I 

I 

I 

.-.:-1 
. ·c ·•I 
. ., :~ 

I 

.. ·~ ~. . . . .·' ... 
' • ._ ...... ~r · ..... •-. t , • 

. ,.~~··• ... 'c-•·:ii ....... ,...,. ...... ~ 

Mr. Bratton is a Gunnison attorney s~eeializing 1~ ~ater lav. Re advised 
his l't"i=ary loyalties are 1u the Upper Gunnison. regio\\, He 1s &ls.o a bo.~rcf. 
member o~ .. the Upper Colora·do ~ve~ 1-laeer Conservancy Dise~ic: (?). t r1~ . '. 
~~~~1'- W~\..~~:\;J~. J ---,.-·-11 

He eXl'lainecl that che Bureau had been ~orking en au "Upper Gunnison 
Projec:" fo1: years. Polities malta development in the neat fueu:a remot:e. 
He sees this pr.cject as a ~ay to spur li=ited develo~menc in the Upper 
Cunnison.Region. . ~ 

Mr. orattou is not an advocate of no growth; however, there is a small grou~ 
vocal to the no growth idea. He believes that he can coutrol this element 
through economie logic. Project developmenc vithouc local cont:o1 of politics 
i~ remote, Mr. Brattou is au euvircumeatalisc that will listen tO reasou. 

. ,~ 

Be believes c:tuu: Union Park ..,ould be primar11y agricultural rese.rvoir. Be· 
considers a low likelyhood ol classifying Uniou Paxk wate~ as munici~al aud· 
industrial ~&1), Raving sa14 this, he stated he is noc oppose4 to the 
Colorado Alliance and even though trans-divide transfer of water is cout~
versial. My under~tandins of traus-divide vate~ would be M&I. He personally · 
·thinks dive~~iou of 50,000 AI out of a 250,000 AF to be reasonable. 

He favors CWRPDA partici~ation in a pover ptoject to develop a continuing 
source of money to p~omote water ~rojeets. This theory coincides mo~e with 
Mr. Kappus' views than Mr. Phillips'. This trauslates to a larger equ~ty 
sha:a of any power project. 

2500217 
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Union Park 
Water Project taking shape 

A proposed major western Colorado 
hydroelectric project ia now se,·eral ateps 
closer to being a reality. Natural Energy 
Resources Company announced that its 
900 megawatt Union Park pumped 
storage project hu been granted the· 
nece11ary water rights by the Montrose 
Water Court. 

Union Park is approximately 40 miles 
northeut of the City of Gunnison in the 
Gunnison National Forest. 

In addi tion, the Company's Prclimin· 
ary Permit wu issued liy the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commi&sion on 
August IS, 1984 for.a 36 month period. 
The FERC application was made 10 
secure a priority position for fili ng for a 
long•tcrm fed eral license. 

The Union Park project contempltues 
the construction of a 325.000 acre foot 
reservoir on Louis Creek. Power will be 
generated by exchanging water with Tay· 
lor Perk Reservoir, some 550 \'trtical feel 
below Union Puk. 

The Water Court Decree recogniud a 
conditional water right for the Union 
Park Retervoir. When the project it com· 
pleted, the Company will be entit led to 
make the conditional right absolu te. 
"The conditional wa ter righ t gives us all 
the securi ty we need to mo\·e forward," 
Company President Ah•in S1einmark said. 

The Uncomphagre Valley Water Users 
Auociation and the Bureau o( Reclama· 
tion have interes ts in the facilities and 
water rights for Taylor Park Reservoir 
Steinrmuk ackno"'·lcdged that agreements 
with both groups would be neceuary. 

.. 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 thei r 
letting us use Taylor Park Reservoir." 

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

The Union Park water cue had opposi· 
tion from area water users. However, an 
agreement was reached "''ith the op· 
ponents which allowed the Court to issue 
the decree. 

" In O!lf siipulation wi th Perkins D. 
Sams and other area water users, ~e in· 
eluded numerous r,ro\·isions relating to 
the stream fishery, ' Steinmark said. "H 
"''e get all 1he approvals and cooperation 
that we nnticipnte, Louis Creek, 1he Tay· 
lor Rl\'Cr and even the upper Gunnison 
should enjoy a .vas tly improved fishery.'' 

The wa ter case agreement called for 
flow .st Rhiliz~st ion, water temperittu ie 
improvement, and water quality protec· 
'on in the streams. 

.. Of course," Steinmark added, "we'll 
have the new 2,000 surface acre reservoir 
fQ.r additional recru tional opportuni· 
ties." 

The Union Park project will pump 
water up from Taylor Park Reservoir 
during times of low demand on the power 
network. Typically thiJ is nighuime and 
on weekends. Union Park Reservoir wa ter 
would be released back down to Taylor 
Park Reservoir for power generation 
during peak demand periods. 

"The project's capability for almost 
inuantaneous power produc1ion also 
lends itself to assist ing in emergency situ· 
at ions and as a reserve for unusually high 
demand periods.·· Stein mark uid. 

The Company has scheduled the pro
ject to be on line by 1994. "Our research 
and projections show 1hnt there will be a 
very significant demand for increucd 
power production capabilit ies by then,'' 
the president said. 

' 'The Phoenix nrea Alone had electrical 
hookup orders for about IS,OOO new 
homes in the fiut two months of 1984," 
he said. "If tha t kind of demand growth 
continues, the WeJt will be in real trouble 
by the mid-1990's unless new projects. 
such as oun. are buill." 

NAtUral Energy Resources Company is 
a pr ivate Colorado corporation with of· 
fices in Greeley. It was organized prirnari· 
ly for developing hydroeleetrie power pro
jeciS. The Union Park power will be sold 
to existing power utilit ies in the Rock)· 
Mountain a rea. 

A wide variety of governmental approv· 
Db will be needed before the Jrojcct is 
completed. Steinmark indicate that the 
Company is gearing up for all the re· 
search and studies needed · to cornplete 
the permil procuses. 

"We are giving a high priority to 
studying and fairly dealing with the exist· 
ing Fores t Service uaea in Union Park," 
he said. "We arc very sensitive to the 
wildlife issues and the concerns of the 
grazing pumit holders. '' 

Steinmark noted that the Company of
ficials initinlly met with 1he Taylor Park 
Cruinp; Association in Gunnison las t 
year. He an ticipated 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 nn ticipnte about three years 
of dDt ll gathering by engineers, scientists 
and other professionals before the FERC 
license is issued,'' Stcinmark u id. "The 
construction phase will take approximate· 
ly four more years a fter thnt." 

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

Limited licenses available from DOW 
There arc still plenty of limited licen1e1 

B\'ailable for nntlerleu deer in the South· 
.,·est Region. Following is a list of units 
"''ith permits available as of August 20, on 
a first-come first- serve basis: 

Unit 52: 387 antlerlcu deer permits; 
Uni t 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; Uni t 4 ll: 89; Unit 521:285. 

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

\ling during the November 17-Decem· 
• 2 late season, there are lS I antlerleu 

elk permit.s available in Unit 65 wes t of 
'imarron Ridge and north of Owl Creek 

d. Also, there are 223 antlerle6S elk 
cs nvnilnble during the late season 

'ng December 8 and ending 
·r 31 in Unit 70 well of 513te 

141 a nd Disappointment Valley 

' apply for these licenses. foil 
'' application using the ori· 

gan ml hunt co<let, 1 ne Bppl tcation muSI be 
nccompanied by a self-addressed 
stamped en\·elope. Payment must be in 
the form of a personal check or money 
order or alternative license. Send all ap· 
plicntions to: Colorado Division of Wild· 
life, P.O. Box 2 1000 (21 thousand), Den· 
ver, Colorado 80221. 

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

~-~ •~~~!!AI[ 
Box 1067 
307 N . Main 
Gunnison 
C0812JO 
641-0511 ~ 

ntCommuih'Ht~AI.l.IV•IJ0.1964Pa.cre3 t -

Why go out u1 tuvv": 

Denver prices have come to Gunnison! 
High Volume = Discount Prices! 

We gua~ntee the 

'LOWEST PRICES . 
On the Western Slope 

· Now Offering 
Scheduled: FREE DELIVERII;S 
to Gunnison & Crested Butte 

----------·--------------Prices good until ':.;:::: ......... ~~.:'::!~' 
September 1, 1984 

---------------~---------
.i , 
~ 

l~ 

\ 1"1,11:1 

DJ!II 
..... ri•"' .. 'The last glass 

-~ , Is as lre&h 

-~· as the first" 

Almaden 
Box wine 

4llters 

Black Velvet 
1.75111er 

999 
·With this cou'pon • 

Offer expires SePtemQer 1. 1984 

6 49 1"-------------
1 ' 

With this coupon I Coors· & CoorS Light 
Offer expires Sei>tem~~ ~·-1~ I 

~--.-~.-~--~~--=~-, -· 899" .· ;"--
. 01~-7!2!QW -~ ~ Wlththl!:~on . IU7UtAI I 

I ·Offer expires 999 I September1, 1984 

~--------
With this coupon 

Offer expires 
September 1, i 984 
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' 1 With this coupon 2
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September 1, 1984 · I 
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September 1,'1984 
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ME!iORANDUM 

Natural Energy Resou~ces Company 
Rocky ?oiot Pump~d Storage Project 
Union ?ark Hydroelectric Project 

To: P. J, Ad3ll1 

J. R. Stack1(??, 
\ 

l'ro~gs 

., 
A meeting was held in Denver on October 31, l98S ~th Dick B~atton, 
Board Member of the Colorado Water Resources and Po~er Oevelop~ent 
Authority (CWRPDA). 

At:ending: Dick Bratton (CWRPDA) 
Alvin Steinmark (NECO) 
Ab Watts (NECO) 
Dale Raitt (NECO) 
Dave Miller (Major NECO stockholder) 
John Stack (B&V) 
!ill Thomp~on (B&V) 

Mr. Bratton is a Gunnison attorney specializing in ~ater la~. Re adyised 
his primary loyalties are in the Upper Gunnison region, He is also a board 
member ou the Upper Colorado Rive~ Water Conservancy Distric~ (?). ~~ 
~~~ w~~~.....A.)t:.) . - I 

He extJlained that the Bureau had been working on an "Upper Gunnison · 
ProjQcc'' for years. Politics make development in the near futura remote. 
Ha sees this project as • way to ~pur l~ted development in the Upper 
Cunni son Region, . · 

I 

M~. Bratton 1s not an advocate of oo growth; ho~ever, there is a sma11 group 
vocal to the no growth 1du. He believes that he can control ~hi.s 1element 
through econotnie. logic. Project developtnent ~o~ithout: local cont:ol ~f polities 
is remote. Mr. Bratton is an covironmeotalist that ~ill listen to reasou. 

I 
. I . 

He believQs thAt Union Park vould be primarily agricultural re~Grvofr. He 
cou~iders a lo~ likelyhood ol cl~ssifying Uoion Pa4k ~ater a~ municipal and . 
induscrial (~&I). Raving 5aid chi!, he 5tated he is not opposed to ltbe 
Colorado Alliance and even though trao5-divide transfer of watat is cou~~
versial. My under~tanding of traos-divide water ~ould be M&I. He per~onally 
thinks diversion ot 50,000 AI ouc of a 250,000 AF to be reasonable. I 

He favors CWRPDA participation in ~ po~er project to develop a cont~nuing 
source of money to promote water projects. This theory coincides ~re with 
Mr. Kappus' views than Hr. Phillips'. rhi! translates ~a a larger rquity . 
!hare of any po~er proje~. . ~ 

., 

250021 • ,~ 
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lm!)~~ - " -- ·- -· . ' ' " ~. - ' ' -. --_;t,1~~-~~i4 
Natu~al Ec.e:r:u· ·~sour-~es co=Pany 2 ·. ·:.··: a.v ... r.-caj·a·e: ... 1126_3·r;t,1)~~~~\if~ 
Roc~y- l'oiac ;.Pumpe~ Stcn·ase PToject ;.-.::,.:;~;:·; I&V;,i~~· ~_.1 __ .~0800<"f:·:;_::<~l~~7~:~~ 
Utd.ou Park Byclz:oele~tr~c ··Proj ecc !:··: ·. Novembe~ 4 · 1985 ·~~;.: .. '';:;~;;.·::·.;~.~-

: . , ~ '; '\; .. ~: ;:;~: ·. - ··· ,._ J,~ X.' ' :;-" > ~~iff.}_;i~~~~ 

It vas ag1:eed thac & "bxainstorm:l.ns" session vould;~~:~··~'~;ieito· ~el~f~~;~·~~~i 
NECO proposals prior to ths D!~~-~~H~~~ c_e~tins_. It vas asc blish~~/~::~~:.~':~~:;~~:.:·;:,} 
that NECO would try .to have three proposals out: for reviev no ~at 1' than/ ::::~·:;"~::.:.:::c.~;:~it,; 

• • • • ~ .... • .. f .... ·~~·,,.· 

·~ovembe:- ·14. !tNov.embez: 20-,is. the target data for. the.brainstor=ic.t . sesl:toa •. ':·;.:,}:)k,~J 
~: . Dra.t!~~·-.v111 be. senc:·::~o.· NE~O!··board, CllRPDA boar~t -~d: ·.a'~-~ .'~(P~~)~~\~··:~ .. ~:~ ~~~g~~:i~;~i~f~-~~.f? 
._._ .. , v1~1 P1:~UI.Ota t~~~. c:oa~al'~ ~~th Mr. Kappus. Dale laic~ .~.1~. he.ud_l. :,·~o~~~ica,_~·~·~:;;-t 
:·-' . Bt vi~l· ~bt:aift. a· se.hedul~ eu:Ltable to Mt. Phillips aud Mt. Bratt:~ sio.c;• ~~~~JJifj 
: .. a7;a key co this eff~re. ·:. Ic vas agreed c:ha~ John .ca.r.~•.iq!'!:,.CWllPDA. t:~~~.l~i~8~1~ 

sboul' _at:t:and this ~ee~~ns.. ( \> •.. 0:~.)/q.¢\~G>~:)·~~-\'t>~): ~< ~; .. t··;'·.'}t··itf.~}i~ 
::- . ' ;; ~-:~ : :~·:: .. ·· . .-. .;- \ .. ':. . . . . ' ~ :· . ·: ·.; :. ··~ ·• ... ... :" .. ~~: ·'. i~. . . ., . - ·. ; ' . " .. ~-~: 1-f.i:.f.:!~:~-

the potential of·· t-rans-cilountain diversion of . Uniati· .P.ark ·vate1: vas clise.uasecl ~;l":-·f-;.;·~·.;;: 
t.rith M,: .... Mille~;- ·He ~asked i.E the abanc!onad ·Alpin~ )~~n,a; .:~.~4 .. ~1-,~:ocu~~~-:~~~}Jt£ 
1A tb:l.a t:aza%cl. tha followins data vas 1ivan him. · ... : .. i,~ -~~ ··~·· ',. __ .• .: ... :~ •• ·.,.~- '~' • · ::·::~:i:;1P1Jt:.L(.{~ 

: .. :(. :~r.•vac,~o~: . . . . , . ·~. ····:~·~ , , -_, ~ ,t_~·:g[Sl~,~! 
. ·:~\·.:c· ,~<<:<\: · .·, Wea t:. Portal ·.. ·11, 60S .· · ·. ·!::j;~,;X~;~:~· 

. · b~!~:l).:;;i: ~ii· .,Ease-.l'oJ:tal:· .-... 11,600 . · · :/-.:: ::·.,·; . ~-.~ •' .... , . . . : . ;...: ·. u .:l.. . ·. p' .. : .. ........ : ";·~-.. 9 880 .· . . .: - . ·. . : :-.; . . ~ ; · .. ~~ 
\-~~~·-~,.J_. ~~.:-~::.:~~-.-:r.;:· ~ .ot~._._.ar_~::; \:.• .. ·i!. , ~ ..... ~.,,::,. · ... ··• ~ .. ;··:A: 

\}!·~r,-::~;;·.::.t;~~-\.~.·~l.~-~~-1 Jtarl~.~-~~~rk .. ..:::~:.:: 9,330+ ~ · _ .. .· ·.: .... ~~~:~: ..... \:-:,:-:\ 
, ': -~.:~~- . ~~;_.:~·}::W -.J.~:.: · .!tacky ro.~nc '· 11, 300.. . . . · . ·.: · . ·-;~·-/:.-·'c. : .:. , ~i:}: .. (~ 

.. -~ !iit~;~~~!t: · ~b!~r.t~rio· feet: lons ~nd is about 16 :~leia' i~~ii;·r Yi~~ · ~i~~~~~~ 
... ·'/)~~~ ~~: -~sr~:{ctov~:~lies.; ?t;·~--~~1- .thompson sugges tecl a surface -~_ip~~~~ ~ ~~·~~~cl~l9j~~tf;~ 

. . : _· .. .' ~ ~Y~~.~~-~~::~:~~:~_oo~·-~·th~ouah che ·tunnel .. ~Y have pos~ibilities •. ~ : .,_. :-- :· · :;·~:%~~~;#if¥~~ 
· ~ ·.· :~~t~~;~~1r"+( ~ .;_~_·:k+. ~:::.=d~~;',' .•. ·.:::'~--.. : · · · · · · · ~ •· ; ·-F~1s . . .... '1:~. ~~ ........... ~~.·.,~---."' .. ij :-.~ ...• :·.~"". --.,~H;.: ~~~." .·.::\.~ ~··.··-''". .· · .. ·. > . . ,;_.,_l.L~.j:~1i~ ·~~"fct'i-\~'.l:~fj·;o; .: :"/~·:, .. .. ;:· :\·;· ·' •' . :~}:; . . r) 
t'=~J:~-~1--e:e·,~~w~~;'~& .• ·;~_~oizri,~o~;,,· .. , -~:~~:~ .~<· · ~ :; 7f'l ... :::: ; .:<~·';·: 

.. o f?m ~~ !'i~ D.ii f: .•. i f..G~yo ~ .::.l· ,. . . ·· .. -~ , . · ' · · · · .. ~· · · · · · ~: 1 d :r · 
· ·· .. 'r~ V. Haa1· .. .. . · · . · ·-:.;: .. ··. :~ "J. ;:X 

· { . ; ~ ~r~ .D.~Ut.~~.:.rraebl:l.c:h ·. 
"' .. :' ~ ' ·.l tiU . . 

\!1.:: •. ~~·:;·,_.·:- ·. 
~ ··,_ 

•· ·:, .. . :. 

; .. . :. .~ . . . ' 

. .~. . { ... 

;:.:; .: : ... ~ j -;; ... 

-, .. 
.. ; ~~.' 

·~ " . ' . 
. .. 



1' 1 ,_. I ·~ .1. '=> : .:::. ~.:. 

el.ACK • VEAfC:H 

\ 
I 

Natural Ene~gy Resources Company 
. Rocky Point Pumped Storage Project 

Union Park Hy~roelectric Project 

!o: P. J. Adam 

From1 J, a. Stack ·}~ 

,_ . - --.:.• -+ 

s h.k e,._l.;~:.r Z6 

. I 
A meeting ~as held on October 30, 1985 with Jim Phillips in referenr • to 
partieipation in the Union Park Projec: by Colorado Water Resource and 
Power Devalop=ent Authority (CW'RPOA). I 

Atteodings Jim Phillips - CWRPOA 
Ab Watts • NECO 
Ron Thoma~ • NECO 
Dav• Miller - Major NECO stockholder 
John S~ack • Slack & Veatch 
Bill Thompson - »lack & Veatch 

Mr. Phillips showed familiarity with the proj~ct and ~~ressed his general 
approval of the conceptual plan. He stat~d thh project has teache,d a staga 
of development beyond what CWRPDA i! accustomed to. He stated thae Colorado 

J ' I i Springs is interested in the project but cannot partic.pate at this
1 

t me. 
As a board member of CWRPDA he favors their involvement and vill suppot; the 
project. 

Si10ificant information obtained at this meetingr 

o CWRPDA was ' originally funded vith 30 million dollars princ:i~al. 
·Through investment~ this figure grew to 42 million at one· t~. 
Various projects have been funded and he ~as not sure of th~ 
balance. The original 30 million dollarg is not available for 
funding projects, only its interest. However, he did not indicate 
that up to fivo million dollars fundina would ba a problem. I 

o Thera is pending legi~lation in Colorado that would e~tabli~h 
thraa or mora water atoragQ projtcts in Colo~ado. Specifically this 
lQgislation would\aim at capturing water tha~ would otherwi~e ba loac 
to the state ("Ne~~ater"), There is an organization of 40 jor so : 
of the most prominent Colo~ado cititens that are involved in sponsoring 

. I If 
this effort. This organization h knoW' tts the 11 Colorado Altiauc:e. 
SpQci£ically they plan on developing 250,000 AF storage on the vest 
slopa....with 50,000 AF to bG diverted co the ease slopo. The~e lesislative 
efforts will be financed through & sales (?) tax. Union P rk seems 
to fie perfectly. 
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MEMORANDUM 

Natural Energy Resources Company 2 B&V Ptoject l l 263 
B&V File 1'.5. oaoo Rocky Poin~ P~e4 Storage Pro1ect 

Union Pat~. Hydroelectric Project Novem~er 1, 1rs .. 
o Mr. Phillips statads 

0 

• Import3nce of an !nvironmencally acceptable transmission . 
plan. (A copy of the WAPA Study was handed to h~ by NEC0. 1 

• Power purcha,~e agreements are i~portane. Probably eanuot · 
be negotiated nov, but, the License Approval (3 years) ~ould 
probably fir: abouc right. (He seemed to believe chat state l supporc 
of tha project at this time is probably requited.) 

• . !hare will probably be one major pover project and savaral wacar 
projects sponsored by CWRPDA. 

redominant question at this t~e is hov NECO and CWRPDA e~a eombi~e 
further tfie development .ofl!olon Park. ~ 

0 
I 

o this end, it uas a;teed that NECO~~~~ pregQnt twa or mora propot~l• 
ot ho~ this could be lccompllshed. Various scenarios of how thi~ could 
be. :a,c~omplbhtd is Included at the end of this memorandum. / , . 

o There is a Board meeting on December 6, 1985 and NECO is going to -
try for ac leas~jolll.G'"ut:eson · cbe agenda. (<:_~ ?"'") / -

a M~ • . Phillips questionQd the staying power (pe~oence) of the CWRPDA. 

o Mr. Phillips _also question~ the ability ot CWRPDA to assume ~ajor 
_ equity position in the project. This seemed to conflict vith a 

:~-W5~, pr~?~ous" stateme_nr: by Mr. Uli Ka'Ppus to Bill Thompson. Tha 1ab:f.lity 
~~:~~~.~! . 1tha .~OA.._ ,to bond project.!J is not clear, hovever, tha program · 

outlined . previously as the "Colorado Alliance'' t.rill unquest:!lonably 
~ .. ~ hs.~! . t~ax. free b?ndins capability due to the underwriting by ltax. 

• .. J, . • ., . 

Th_e follo~ing· co~eats are my ovn thought~, Since the fea-sibility lof Uaiott P~rk 
~as difficult to ascertai~ due to the question on price of ~ater, it see~ to · 
me that the "Colorad~ Alli"nce" c:ould be a big factor in Union ?ark feasibility. · 
Sinca NE.co ,hQs only a "Water . Right" for storage and the C~lorado Alliance "Ul 

·• have a, c:ousumptive wate'r right: for the 11 New Water," a price for municipal 
an~ industrial ~ater will be established rather ·than the rather loy agricultural · 
vater value we vera trying to deal ~ith, This seems to lead to a projee~ 
Stl:ueture that:' could ba financed ~ith the power phase (Rocky Point) under
~1tteg b.u.b.u_~!__,!ale~_!_greements and the ~atet phase (Union Park) under
~ri~ten-b1~-~--CQlor~~~~l~ance. This of course is s~eculacion Of my part. 
however, if CWRPDA has tax free bonding capability 1t could be a s.tl:'Ueture 
the project could be based on. 

Lastly, the board presentation must 
vas agreed thae quality ~tieing and 
o! the proposals, . I volunteered to 
strattgy be reviawed ~ith you. . 

be done in a professional 1113nrler. It · ·· 
editing uill be required for ~he submit~al 
assist 1:\ slides, ete· • . t suggested C:h1s 

I' . 

J2~so~2.22i 
~.u:; 
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MEMO RANDtJM 

Natural Ene~gy Resources Company 
Rocky Point Pumped Storage Project 
Union Pa~k Hydroelectric P~oject 

Proposal !1~ \ 

3 

- :\ ' I~ 
.. ~;:: ,/j ~~ 

· .• l .• ·- ""··· 
S&V1Projeec 11~~3 
B&V File 1! .0800 ..... 
Nov Mber r. 1985 ' ~ 

.t~-~-~-~~q_:;~ . 
I l . .• , ... -rr 

!he premise of chis proposal would be for the CWRPDA to us~ the Union Park 
project as an inveg~ent. This would allow a portion of the piinci~a~ lmoun 
of 30 milli~,n to be used . The tet111-' of the invest:aent (15%\ interest vas : 
mentioned) would be extremely favorable to CWRPDA. !his inyestment would ba 
repaid (principal and interest) ae the t~e permanent construction fi~ancing 
was obtained. \ . ~ . ... :. ·.,• -

. . ..... - ~ 

The collat~rel for this investoent would be tho Water Rights and the license 
itself . The licensing effort would have to be expanded to includ~ Union Park 
Thereby, ef!ec tins the costs currently projected by NECO • 'l - '' ' 
To furthe: the acceptance of this option, li!nited apptoval o1~ . ~r:;:~~~ 
d~velopmtnc could be &iven to CW~DA to insura developmept in public 
interest. \ ... ~ ·t:. .01 

Unde: this scenario ~ECO wouid retain all equity in the projecc &ad 

: · 
accrued potential profit. 

I'. 
<- . ' "'- -~ ~ ! .: , Proposal 02 , .... 

Tho premise o! the •econd pr oposal would be a joint venture Jot:ween ·NEcO ~nd 
CWRPDA. Funding for the studies and investigations necessa~ for li~e~ins 
would be by CWRPDA. Funding for the NECO operation ~ould . be iby others;~~ 
(Presumably S~iss. Banks,) TI1e o~ership (equity) o£ t he proj1\ect would ~ t,he. n 
be negotiated to some percentage presumably oa the order of ~: 

{ !"Cr :; <l4;.>:,J;!: 

60~ NECO 
40% CWRPDA : - -, 

The tet'tll.9 of the agreement "'ith the s~iss Bank would have to be acce'()ted 
by CWRPDA. \ . - ~ 

Upon roceipc of the License, Power Purchas e Agreements ~ould ~o completed and 
the plan fo~ permaneoc cons truction financing could ~e ~plem~nted. This coul< 
be bonding, as previously discussed . or presumably tho ptojec1 equity could 
ba defined to a point that pu~nent investors would be available. 

\ 

., 

2500221 
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MEMOWfDUM 
N'! ~tijiai· .E#~~:s:Y; l.eaourc:es · Co,;p&ly 
llO~~ .. Po~~,·:l~~d. Storage Project 
Un~on .PaJ:kJiyc!roelectric P~ojecc 

;:; •, :I . · .. 

Proposal 113 

4 

.:; 

B&V P~oje~e. 1i2 l~:- .·:. 
B&V ·rile 11S. 0 · ·:.-~ ... ·: 
No!ember·.-1~· ·1 ., · 

. . . .. ~ 

·. 

n:\~_- p:~~~a=~ .. Q! .. t:~is pl"oposal ~~uld be thae Project· Davelop_m~ne :-and· 
_ . , _vq~cl ~e .:t'~sumed by CWRP_DA. -this would require a total o't · pa1:t:l.a_~ · 
4Ji• o·f~~co .• :~::.tllis a.elo't:l.at:ion would· have many possibilities' 'the: moat o""'.'"..Lo.:•LI- •' ~-:' ·. •'. 

.. :·· :}\.-

_ . beifti 1 -:; :: ~·: -~--. ~-- -. : · :, . . · . · . , · \ . .. · .. . ·_ -~ ·} :", ._ .. ·,_ · · · ·.--., ··\:->. 

. · 1·::·,~-~!!~!~~f~.~::~u:~a!~~ii;• d:~:~;!l~::a ~ !~:dnb~~:.i:~~£.i~. .~~rr~~{}~~l· 
· ·,:. ··· i: ;~·~!;~;i!t!:~~*f~~~,;·~~~:::;:;;;;:;~;: ;;;;;~;i~~l;;;;~~:cc ... :,: · .·: ·:, .... <\J?~:r 

ra1~nq\Jist\.:cont1:ol of. the project bue WQulcl receive· tome !uture· p . . .. · ..... : . 
. :P~o.fi.cl_~--ii('~:a_tun~ for_ .. & reduced equity. · ·:;·:··~::. .. -·. ;-_'<·~:·.~JJ~~.f.:_.:.-.:e· 
• • · .. ~ ·•• G • • · ... · .,.• •· .: ' ... • :. 1· • ::- • ·-

l'n either:~scenai-1o,.·B&V'spos:l.tion would have to be clearly defia.~d. 

t! ~fu~~i!:f~~~~~~~~c~~ab~~i'ty they could essential11 own tba p~oj 
euhcontl:a~~-: the. o11erations- co ·a utility, · . . .,. . -~~?;_~?~·!; . f.:-.. ~~-- .. . . . ·:· . . . . . ,, 
In my o~inion·-~ this·. optiou coulcl have. legal entanglements since 

, -~ou~r. .·_f~~~---~J;JI.-~;vqulci :go to investors profit • 
. . ·. ' : ~ i. -~-.. "; .\· ·~:;,-,:. -. . . '• ·.·. . -

NECO . is ~Soia; ·to_ aSs\UJle •. the l'esponsibility to p~et'are the pl"opoeals. 
t_~, assist· them :1n. •ny vay they may choose. 

\.I ::-. • • "' -' \. . •• • 

t& 

coa w. 1.·. Thompson · 
D. F. Guyot .. 
T .•. V •- ~~~- . , ~--: -- : 
D. I. F~oeblich· 

. . . 

t· .-\_·, ~-ry r-:J ~~·~- "~;,. 
. ' . 

. .. :. 

\ 

.I -• o •"' 

· ;> ~ '~;c·>:·?~;i~Hf~~ 
t aucl··i't.,~Ci- ·· :t·· .•. : ... ·-·~·-"·. ·;?J' 

. ~ '? .... r~a~~Jri~: 
t asreecl --." ;- .<·':.::. · 

0 ,: ' ·~, "c:·~·('~t.:'~~ 

. i. · • .! ·. . . ·:: ~·;~~:~~: .. 



t{f;_, .-I \ ., --1 'Goon;oon Bm;n 
~· ·-~~.~~. Septemb e r 1990 

(2nd. r e v.) 

Ctlf ii ; I ·: U U ~; AliD PllOBl.!lHS WI Til Tlll.l l'llOI'OSBD UN I ON PflllK llESI.lll VOlll 

[ n 1.roductloo 

Propo n t' n t:; of the Union Park Reservoir a nd transmo untain 
ell ven: 1 "'' pro Ject freque ntly express Its " advantages and 
b e nef l tc.·· These a n d other aspects of t h e proposed p r o j ec t are 
qlle c ti <IIH' d IJelow, part i c ula r ly as they perta in t o the Upper 
Gtllll tl t:<> n n .t::: ln. TltJ s report was r eGearch ed and wr 1 t ten hy 
tJ<:m iH" :: ,, ( tlte !'OWER Technical CotJ ml ttee and I s based on 
lnf urm.tt. l o n ava ilable to it. Commen ts , crit i c isms, a nd 
s u cr. e::: tl o n s are appreciated. References a re g iven LO enable 
furt h c t· o: Lwly a nd clarifica ti on . It Is ant i c i pated that 
a tldll.l onil l conce rns will ar i se as adtl lti ona l inf o rmation about 
t h e IJnl n n Pa r k p r oposa l beco•es availab l e. 

A. 

1 . l'rn p o n e nts c l a i m: "The Upper GtmnJ son has on ly one f i ft h 
the pop11l a tl o n of the Upper Colorado, needs econ om i c tle v e iopeen t, 
a n d <:: ltou l d welc o•e the opportunity t o expl o it their s urplus wa t er 
to p r o v l tle a l o wer cost water s upply s y s t e11 for Denver tha t I s 
env I r o n•e nta 1 l y sound". [Dave Hil le r. l e tte r to Governor Roy 
Ro me r , 2 3 Marc h 1987]. 

Our t· esp<Hls e: Th e p r oposed !In ion Park Reserve ! r 
pr OJP CI. for trans111ountain d ivers ion would resu lt In v e ry se rious 
env t r o•u:~e 111 a 1 and econo•ic I mpacts. It i s not welco med. This 
pr o p or. a l ra i S<!S c riti cal issues requ i r i ng furt h e r atte ntion and 
s t urly . 

ll . 

1 . Pro po ne nt s c l ai11: Capacity of the Uni o n Park Reservoir 
cou ld he 1 . 1 10 llllon acre - feet l llil12 ll Pi!Clsl~.iH.!lC ~u1mh: 
Conc e p t, 11 .Ju l y 19 811 1. but Is us 11a ll y ei ven as 'J OO,UUO 
a c re-f ee t I fl pp I I c a tlon for Wate r Storage RJ 1:hts , Water 
Dl v t s t n n ll o . ~ .In Case tlo . 116 - CW-2 2 1\ , 3 1 Deceaber 1 'J86 ) . PO&o•

1742 
0 111 I! C!O JH>ttc c: Cla r i f i cation I s n e e ded; we know Gunnoson.coe12Jo 

llnt n t\ l'.11k Hc.;rvolr IE s u ppuGed LO he ve ry hit:, blll 
ltow I> 11: ? 

... 
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2. Propo ne nts cla im: An annual ave r aee diversion of 60,000 
acre-fee t i s to b e taken fro• t h e Uppe r Gunnison drainage for 
s t o r age and la ter sent to the Denver • etropo lltan a r ea [ Dave 
Hiller, l etter POW!lR , 21 Ha y 1990). However , b y reducing 
come ltments to l n s trea• f low main t e nance, average a n nual 
diversions of 80,0 0 0 acre-feet can be achieved [0. B. Ra itt and 
A. W. Wat ts, lini~O e~ rlaD (2( Q~llm ~Jn~~ Qf ~lQ[ 
ll i.Y!:C ~ !J.e:;Qu!:.£!lli , July 1909; Dave Hill er, l etter to Willi am 
Hiller et a l., 16 Feb ruar y 19 87; Arapahoe County, presentatl on 
handout, April -Hay 1988 ] . 

Our Re s ponse : There I s confusion about t h e scale of 
divers i ons because the wa ter ri cht app ll ca t Jon for the project 
s t a t es : "To ta l maximum appropriation f or t h e entire uni f ied and 
inte rde pendent fa c ility Is 900,000 acr e - feet per year. All 
po i n t e: of diversi o n are i n Gunnison County, Co l orado . Reservoir 
to be f i lled and r ef i l l ed s o as to ach i eve this •aximum annual 
a~ount." [A pp lication for Water Storage Rights, Water Di vision 
No. 4, case No . 86-CW-226, 3 1 Dece mber 19861 . The project's 
concep t is to t ake a ll water that can be made avai lable - a n d 
f r om the Gunnis o n Basin's h eadwaters . Thi s wou l d be very 
damagi n g to almoc:t all pr esent and f uture water u s ers a nd uses, 
and to i nd i rect lleneflciarles of wa ter fl ow f rom the headwaters 
on downstrea11 . 

J. Propo ne n t s c l aim : l'xpansl on alternat i ves , or ultima te 
phase plans , for the Union Park pro Ject r anee up to a proJect 
capac i ty for an a nnu il l average 2 10,000 acre - feet taken out of t he 
Up per Gu nnison Bas i n, princ i pa lly by pumplnr. wate r out or Bl ue 
Mesa Re,;ervoi r I iliJfiSCO ServIces lnc . , !!U I !W Ci!r..ll '!!i!!o~t: lill~ltl 'i 
fLQject [!l:.£QUO;!J..§.I" ;:!Il!LQ filU!.J.lli!.UQo ~hlli!'i. October 1986, pp . 1 2 - J 
and c hapters 15 - 19). 

our respon s e: Su c h plans woultl be far 11ore d e trimental 
t o the Gunni s on Bas i n t h 'l n t h e inJLia l p r oposa l tl i Gc ussed and :::et 
forth in the applicati on for water stora r.e r i1;h ts. They wo uld 
requ i re • ajar c h an1:e s In Bureau of Heclamation pol i c y a nti 
practice . whi c h in turn requires con s i deration of sta t e p o l1 cy 
and Interstate i mp l ications. 

c. un 1 on Pack · s Drought Pr· otec tl o q 

1. Pr oponents Cl a im: Uni on Park Is suppos e d to provltle 
dr o u1:h t pro tect 1 on t o hoth the Wes tern and F. as ter n S l opes. The 
Bast S l ope I s s upposed to be willing to pay for drought 
pro t ec tl o n on t h e Weste rn s 1 ope because the proJ ec t· s c oncep t 
o ffe rs dry yea r storace f or the 6as t S l ope - possibl y as a b y
pr o dllct ) Dave Hill er , l ette r t.o ll uber t Farbes , Aur.ust 15, I 'J'JU; 
Dave Hill e r, le t t e r t o Co l o rad o lllver Water Conserva t i o n 
Di str ict, 27 Apri l 1990; Q;,ve Mi ll e r, Gup.oJ.§.illl ~!!!!U:..J: 
COlJ f ll.&£Q!.!!i '!!i!!,£.1: P.Uil !:=Y. . ~ June 1990 ; Llave Mi l l er , l e tt e r to 
POWER, 2 1 Hay 19 '10 : Dave Hiller, l e tter to Governo r Roy Homer. 16 
fl prl l 19 90 1. 

Our HeJ>pon:::e:; : Thi s see11s :111 optimi st i c expectati on of 
l.lil r. l.er n :;Lop e ll tlll l t: ipall l. lt!S. 

---·---- -------- · --- - -- - - -·- - ·--- - - ----
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Beneficiaries of such drought insurance 
could nul afford lt. At best, the annualized cost of water from 
Union l'ark is estimated at about $305 per acre foot (Dave Hiller, 
letter to tlubert Farbes, 24 July 1990). Hany agricultural water 
users arc unwilling to pay even $10 per acre foot, when given the 
value of what they produce. 
• After investing Jn Union Park, would the 
owner~ want to release expensive water for drought and 
env tr·onmeuta 1 protection? At $305 per acre-foot, a release of 
20,000 acre-feet would a•ount to foregoing use of $6,100,000 
worth of water. 

As a practical matter drought releases 
from llnlon Park could reach and benefit only a saall proportion 
of irr iJ!at1on in the Upper Gunnison Basin. Below the land 
reached lJes the water storage in the Aspinall Unit reservoirs 
for the benefit and protection of the Western Slope. Union Park 
would h~r·111, not help, this source of drought protection. 
• The Upper Gunnison Basin really does not 
nee II t111~ rlrought protection Union Park is supposed to provide. 
Alr-e.uly cllcrc is Blue Hesa Reservoir and Taylor Reservoir. Soae 
acrlctlltural consumptive water shortages do exist in the Upper 
Gunnif;uu Has in [IIDR Engineering Inc .• Y.Q.ruu: Gunntson-U~!!lli!h&IJ: 
fi<Jl?Jn !!h;!s~ 1 ~ll1.!..1J.Y ~. Hay 19891. But, these are dealt 
with lly waLer sharing and use coordination. It is less expensive 
a11d mort· practical. Given the value of crops produced, it is 
a1:.>u vpr·y cost effective. 

2. l'ropouents claim: In a dry year such as 1977, the historlc 
release fr-om Taylor Park Reservoir of 81,600 acre-feet could be 
tucrcascd to about 100,000 acre-feet with Union Park Reservoir 
(D. B. Hatlt and A. W. Watts, Y.n.1Qn ~ ~n E21: Ql!l...U!!.I! 
Q(~yglppmP,!J~ Qf Ia.!..15U: ~[ ~ ru:§~. July 1989). 
• our Het;ponse: llowever, only 20,000 acre-feet appears 
to he ,Jctually set aside for dry year environmental releases into 
a COIIIbluatlon of the Gunnison. South Platte and Arkansas Rivers 
(Ar-apalllle County, presentation handout, April -Hay 1988). This 
is only about 28 cfs on a year round basts and does little when 
SIH·cad .uound the three river systems. 

3. Proponents claim: There is a diminishing need for water .in 
the llpppr· Gunnison Basin. They note economic trends in 
agn cutttu·c; they elate decreasing requireaents for water, they 
decry the consequences of •ore water lost to downriver states: 
and finally they perceive water owners looking for ways to 
rcalizn a hlcher use and return for their water (Dave Hiller, 
letter to WlllJas Hiller et al., 16 February 19871. 
• our Hesponsc: All this would suggest less need for 
dr·nur,ht. protection. llowever, water use is not. dir:~~lnishing in the 
Gunni~:ou Basin. The basin's water resource Js belnc used more 
aud mor·n intensely, Jn 111orc and more ways, out of the stream and 
Jnr.u-nam. The protection offered tn the Union Park proposal Is 
trtvlaJ ill comparison to the Injuries to the Gunnison Basin fros 
he.Jctwac.Pr ell version of the IIlllCh greater a•ounts for the project.. 

.. 
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D. fl2gg Protection 

1. Proponents claim: Union Park would offer flood protection 
to the Upper Gunnison Basin by capturing excess spring runoff and 
flood waters (Dave Hiller, letter to Roger Horris, 29 June 1990). 
The Taylor River is said to experience wide fluctuation in flow 
because of floods and droughts (!!D.J...2n ~tl f.rua..§., 3 April 1990). 
• Our response: This is characteristic of Western Slope 
streams. Physically and ecologically the streams have adapted 
to this. However, Taylor Park Reservoir is already present to 
capture flood flows at the upper end of the drainage. Already 
there is the 1975 Storage Bxchange Agreeaent to smooth out Upper 
Taylor flows and the Second Filling of Taylor Park Reservoir 
application intended to also provtde flow stabilization. What 
aore can Union Park provide? 

2. Proponents claim: Reported flood daaage cost in 1984 was 
about $500,000 for an event with a recurrence interval of 30 
years and: "Based on this occurrence and more frequent saaller 
floods and the fact that Taylor Park Reservoir controls only a 
small proportion of the flow in reaches where damage Js aost 
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 ... lBBASCO Services Inc., YniQn ~Water 
~Y~ Pro1ect Reconnaissance Svaluation ~. October 1986, pp. 
12-7 and 12-8). 

our response: Bven Union Park could not cope wtth 
.. extra ordinary" flood events. For more frequent events 
appropriate land use planning are a better way of dealing wtth 
such threats. For exa•ple, the 1984 flood had damage costs of 
only $500,000 and a frequent recurrence Interval of 30 years. 
While this flooding was wide spread, locations offered protection 
by Union Park's capability to control flood flows from the upper 
part of the Taylor River drainage arc small In comparison. At 
present and because of topography, aost developaent is 
appropriately outside the danger zone where protection would 
occur. 

3. Proponents clatm: Taylor Park Reservoir has a storage 
capacity of 111,330 acre-feet. Long-term average annual Inflow 
into Taylor Park Reservoir is over 140,000 acre-feet, and during 
the period fro• 1977 to 1984 the flow varied froa 62,500 acre
feet to 233,700 acre-feet (D. B. Raitt and A. W. Watts, Yn12n 
~ f.lAD Fox: OplilltJD Development Qf. ~ ~ Water 
~~. July 1989). 
• our response: Since implementation of the Storar.e 
Exchange Acree•cnt Jn 1975 a large portion of late season 
irrigation flow £or the Unco•pahgre Valley has come fro• Blue 
Hesa Reservoir. This has saoothed the late season flow from 
Taylor Park Reservoir and. in turn. benefits instreaa and out of 
strea• water users. 

4. Proponents claim: In a good water year such as 1984, 
170,000 acre-feet of the historic release of 224,900 acre-teet 
fro• the Taylor Park Rcsurvoir would be putapcd into Union Park 



r 
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llcservoa1· Ill. B. Raitt and A. W. Watts, YU12ll ~tl flj)n E..Qr. 
ntllfllllll9 I>!~Y~lm~ms:ru. Q[ ~Yl2r BJY!:I: M~l.1:I: BruiQl!~fi. July 1989). 
011 .m average year Union Park would extract less than 10~ of the 
Gur111l::on River's ••wasted flood waters•• estisaated on the basis of 
the Guruai:;ou River contributing a loss annually of over 900,000 
acre- ft~(!l ft·om the Colorado's compact enli tlements [!!nj.QD fru:k 
E<H!!~. 3 April 1990). 
• Our responses: The extracted amount would be a much 
greater percentage of the flow at the headwaters location where 
it was withdrawn - 40~ on average to the aore than 75~ In the 
J 9R4 ft!ar exaraple given above. This quantJ ty taken fro• the 
headwaterc river would cause severe harm. 
• More recent Junior water rights in the 
Gunnlcon Basin depend on floods or higher than normal flows for 
satisfaction. A purpose of the Aspinall Unit and Taylor 
Reservoir is 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 
tlw IH>pluall Unit of the Colorado River Storage Project goes 
tuw.1nl mectlug interstate coapact requirements, as well as 
West.eru Slope needs. 

Flooding should not be eliminated - Just 
rc~pectt:d. The regular reliable surges of flood waters arc 
ess1~nt tal for maintenance of ecological and physical systems 
associated with the river, especially the highly valued and 
lncn'!ar;lnJ:Iy rare riparian system. In turn these sxstems support 
valued economic systems, especially those associated with 
rccrea1 ion and the second hoae industry. Physical and ecological 
charactcrtctics of western streams are dependent on significant 
variations of flow from season to season and year to year. With 
loss of flood water, much of econo•ic and ecologic value would be 
lost. These systeas and their values are not sustained by 
constant 11inhau11 and li11ited flows released from dams. For 
example, optiraal conditions for a naturally reproducing trout 
fishery require seasonal changes in flow, temperature. chemistry, 
ttlrbidity, and other factors required for "triggering" lifecycle 
chant:es in the supporting food chain. As they •ove downstreaaa. 
£loud water provides benefits such as channel maintenance, 
fcrt11Jzat1on, recreation. and aesthetics down through the Black 
Caalyon 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 flow control may well be detrimental to squaw£ish habitat 
fru• ~!Ita to Grand Junction. Hore iaportantly it may cause 
cnv t roumt!nta 1 protection calls upon the North Fork of the 
Gunnf:;un drainage. 

5. Proponents clai~: To achieve the intended capture of flood 
watl·r· in IJntnn Park Reservoir, the Taylor Park Reservoir would 
havt! lo lle operated with 31,3UU acre-£eet of this storar.e 
capacaty transferred lnt.o Union Park Reservoir in order to 
provide vacated capacity exclusive to flood control purposes (D. 
n. 1!.1itt :md A. w. watts, llni.rul 13r.~ P.J~n E'm: ntuJmm! P.r..Y.fti.JJP~«mt 
ot T.tyJ(,r !ll.Ym: ~!t\.rrx: lt~§!ll!~§ •• July 1989). 

+ 
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• our Response: Storage capacity In Taylor Park 
Reservoir ls 111,300 acre-feet. To transfer this quantity o£ 
storage would reduce the reservoir by about one-third to the 
detriment of recreation. "Bathtub ring" problems in Taylor Park 
Reservoir would be exacerbated by rapid rises and falls of water 
level in this reservoir prior to pumping water in it up to the 
Union Park Reservoir £or storage. Also with reduced volume, 
Taylor Park Reservoir would fluctuate more because of flushing 
back and forth of water froa NBCO's proposed Rocky Point pul!lp
storage hydropower project and from the Union Park project when 
it operates in a pump-storage mode. While Union Park's 
proponents recognize the problems of fluctuation Jn Taylor Park 
Reservoir attributed to the Collegiate Range project operations. 
they appear to neglect problems their own proposal will cause 
(Dave Hiller, Technical Summary ~ Yn1Qn ~ Y§ Collegiate ~. 
6 December 1989). 

6. lfruru: r_t~l!l EJ:nm !!n12ll ~a 

1. Proponents claim: Union Park Reservoir offers an 
"unprecedented 2 for 1 safe yield increase" if used as a backup 
supply for Denver's water system according to a Corps of 
F.ngineers study, and this ls "unprecedented in water engineering 
history [Dave Hiller, letter to Hubert Farbes, 24 July 1990: Dave 
Hiller. letter to POWER, 21 Hay 1990: see also Dave Hiller. 
letter to William Reilly, 17 Hay 1989: Dave Hiller, letter to 
William Hiller et al.. 16 February 19871. This would reduce the 
safe yield cost of the project by about half (Abner Watts, letter 
to the (!g_g_ll ttmm.!:ilin t!ruffi. 19 December 1989). 
• our Response: "However, since the project [Union Park) 
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." (fiBASCO Services Inc .• Union~~ 
\L<H&.r ID!ru!lY ~1 Reconnalssarum 6valuatlrul ID....w1Y. october 
1986, p. 14-2]. Thus the value of the multiplier is 
questionable. 
• This 2 for t safe yield "multiplier" 
effect of Union Park Is its ability to top-up or backup a water 
supply system. The significance of this depends on water 
inventory management policy [6BASCO Services Inc. IDtl.Qn fi!rJs 
~~~~c Su~nlY ~~ Reconn~issance ~~Jon ~. October 
1986, pp. 5-3 - 5-~1. A city can choose to spend enough to store 
enou1~h water for a I on~ ccr Jcs of dry yearc or choose to spend 
only for storing Just enou~h water for the avera~e year with 
conservation prograras in place Cor dry years. Ar.aJn, the value 
nf the r~ultlpller In the llnlnn Park proposal Is questionable. 

2. Propunents claim: Wllh the claiamtJ ~r~ultlplJcr. the yJcld 
fro11 llnion Park Is expected to be 140,000 acre-feet (D. B. Raitt 
and A. W. Watts. !J!IiQll I~I:k elilll E!lt Qn_t t!ltlll.!l Qr.vr.J.g~~~~n! 0[ 
Iil~l9.r 1!1ttm: '!f<l!gr. Jlmwl!J.:!!.~ti •• July 1969 .md oave Hiller. 
nomination for Take Pride ln America Award, l'JRC)). 
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0111· response: llowever, the Corps of Bnglneer's ln the 
M•~• ropnl i \ \lll Dgn~r ~!.J~[ IDuml.% IU~. volu11e VIII. indicated that 
the safe yield for Union Park varied fro11 63,000 to 111,000 
acre-feet depending on operating assumptions and this yield range 
would only be achieved if there were no releases froa Union Park 
to a11y other users except for instream flows in Taylor River and 
J.ott t ~ Creek (ftDR Engineer log Inc .• YRI!ru: Gunnison-uhc01ap~ 
D~~!n tt,~f?~ 1 [!:.astbility IDJillY, Hay 1989, p. 15-28). The lower 
end of this range assuaes a 200 cfs flow below Taylor Daa, Hay 
throus~h Septcl!lber. agreed to by NECO as a stipulation of their 
tfJ82 water decree for Union Park [BBASCO Services Inc .• !!n.liill 
~r.~ ~~!~[ ~ Pro1ect Reconnaisgng: Bvaluation ~. 
October 1986, p. 4-21. The upper end of this range requires 
summer flows below Taylor Daa be reduced to 100 c£s. as opposed 
to the Colorado Water Conservation Board mini11um of 150 cfs 
(Arapahoe county, publJc handout, April-Hay 1988]. What are the 
yields; what are the plans for instrea!D £lows? Reduction in 
minimum tnstreaa flows is very significant throughout the 
Gunnl:;u11 nastn. 

3. 1'1 UJHHwnts claim: To store water for many years until 
neetkd ir1 a dry cycle, the reservoir ls sized at 900,000 acre
feet: hut. ln an annual aode of operat.ton wherein the assumed 
annua I II t vet·s ion of 60,000 acre-feet ts transferred out each year 
fot· usc. the storage volume needed would only be about 270.000 
acre-feet (liBASCO Services Inc. !!nJ.Qn ~ ~~ .§!mP.lY Pro1ect 
ll~<:Qnp<~J~r;~mm 6val.YiU •. 1.2n ID:lliiY. october 1986, pp. ~-2- 5-3). 

our Hesponses: While the averar.e annual yield reflects 
a~;:.;umpt!ons of stream flow coaaitmcnts below Taylor Reservoir. 
the size of Union Park Reservoir reflects the mode of its 
operatiou. This difference is significant in many ways for the 
Upper GunntEon Basin. In the dry-year cnode, fUUng the 900.000 
acr·e ·· i oot. reservoir would take 15 years on average but draining 
it e;tstward 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 Dece11ber 1986). Bxpressed in another way. 
tlniou P<nk could aove 1000 acre-feet per day to Denver when 
required in dry periods without need for any new regulating 
rcservoin> on the Eastern Slope (Colorado"s !.!nJJm ~ Water 
SUP-Dh: f'rQ1g£!:, 8 July 19881. More consistency and 
predictability in reservoir operation over the years would 
contribute toward achieving Union Park's claimed recreational and 
fishery benefits. The reservoir would be slow to £111 and quick 
to empty. 

The 1982 power decree r,ives Union Park 
the r·it~ht to flll and refill the Union Park Rcservolr during 
flood pPrtods to enhance Western Slope power, rtsh. and 
recreational flows (Dave Hiller. letter to Aurora City 
Couucllmcltl>er!;, 14 Septe111ber 19891. At~ain. r,iven the filling 
capahtllllct-; o( .1 1000 cfc puaptng system. the fluctuations Jn 
both lin ton Park and Taylor Park Reservoirs would produce severe 
"haLIItuh rlnR" prohlems. 

.. 
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F. ~ Availability ~ Downstream Com!Ditaents 

1. Proponents claim: The Gunnison River is the largest "leak" 
of Colorado's compact entitle~aents and loses almost a million 
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 area [Dave Hiller. Gunnison 
County's Courageous ~ ~. 4 June 1990 and D. B. Raitt and 
A. w. Watts, Yn!Qn ~ ~ f2c Opti•um Development Qf ~ 
~~Resources, July 1989). Proponents point to Bureau of 
Reclamation studies tn the 1950"s showing 450,000 acre-feet could 
be exported from the Gunnison River Basin without danger to 
senior water rights or the env ironaent UlJlJ..g.n fitr..k .E.ru:UJi, 3 Apr 11 
1990]. 
• our Responses: This •aY have been possible on paper 
then - but, there have been subsequent events and actions 
li•iting the availability of water for the Union Park project. 
These include adjudication of water rights for Blue Mesa, 
Crystal, and Morrow Point reservoirs of the Aspinall Unit to 1960 
and 1961 [Colorado River Water Conservation District, Assignment 
Of Water Rights, 23 October 1965) and adjudication of the "Taylor 
Park Pool .. rights in 1974 and 1975 (IIDR Engineering Inc., ~ru:..r 

Gtmn 1 son .::. ~ru!..b.&l:!: ~!il.n ~ 1 Feast b t 11 ty ~ EJ..rul.l 
~. Hay 1989. p. 6-5). 
• Upper Basin and Colorado Co11pact 
deliveries are measured by total flow, not by date of flow. 
Transmountain diversion is a totally consumptive use of water 
otherwise available to meet our coapact requirements. In 1984 or 
1985 the State of Colorado estimated it had 1.2 aillion acre-feet 
available for consumptive use from ~of the Colorado drainages 
before compact calls could not be aet. At another time the 
Bureau of Reclamation estimated 500,000 acre-feet and Californla 
water authorilles estimated less than 200,000 acre-feet. What 
ever the number is it would appear that now is the time to 
inventory the resource and prioritize planned investments in it -
not after the Union park and Collegiate Rance projects take out 
60.000 or 150,000 or more acre-feet. 

Bxportatlon of water from headwaters. 
such as from Union Park Reservoir is damaging. Recognition of 
this cave rise to demands for basin of origin compensation. 
Water tn the Gunnison River is used and reused many times over on 
its way downstream. Direct users and indirect beneficiaries fro• 
the head waters on down the stream will be severely harmed by 
removal of the quantities of water £rom the headwaters 
contemplated in the Union Park proposal. 

2. Proponents claia: Colorado's water resource consumption Js 
out of balance because all transmountatn diversions for the 
Eastern Slope come froa the Upper Colorado Basin (Union Park 
Facts, 3 April 1990). They say the Gunnison has never been 
tapped with a transaountain diversion project and the Colorado 
River district should declare a moratorlus on all diversions from 
the Upper Colorado Basin until beneficial uses of the Gunnison's 
overlooked flood(lows are properly evaluated (David Hiller, 
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letter to Colorado River Water Conservation District, 27 April 
1990 J. 

our Response: In fact the Gunnison Basin has been 
tapped to a limited extent for transmountain diversions averaging 
mon~ thau t. 300 acre-feet per year into the San Luis Valley and 
tiH! ArLuu;as Valley. However, the Gunnison Basin ls the 11aJor 
source of storage of water for aeeting Interstate compact 
oblit~at.J ons, hence the Aspinall Unit of the Colorado River 
StoraRc Project. In addition. the aean annual diversion freD the 
Gunnlso•• River through the Gunnison Tunnel is presently about 
336,000 acre-feet per year but aay soon increase to between 
661,000 and 726,000 acre-feet (Bureau of Reclamation, !!rummpahgre 
¥!1 UfJY !H~!I!~M!:.l!m Pro1ect =. 6.D Lateral Uvdropower ~il.lli =. 
f.!US. Atii!USt 1990, pp. S-5 - s-1 J. Again, direct users and 
indirect beneficiaries from the head waters on down the stream 
will be severely haraed by reeoval of the quantities of water 
from ttw headwaters contemplated in the Union Park proposal. 

3. l'r 11ponentc c1a111: Colorado Is the only western state that 
ha~ not Inventoried Its water resources. and developed planning 
guidelines for them with the result of a water development 
gridlock damaging the econo11y and creating the highest water 
dcvclop~ent costs and fees in the west (Dave Hiller, letter to 
Governor· Hoy Romer. 10 April 1990). 
• our responses: The state of Colorado has approved 
aml/111· r!ncourar.ed storage proJects which hold condit-ional decrees 
In llw r.rcater Gunnison Basin that predate the Union Park 
J.wo jc!cl. All aay be adversely affected by Union Park either 
during 1 l1e next 35 years before Union Park is bull t or when they 
seek fluancial support. Bxaaples are the Do111lnguez. Cactus Park, 
Fruitland Hesa and Cow creek projects. As a practical matter the 
lack of dam proposals is not the cause for a planning gridlock in 
water resource developeent. nor would the gridlock vanish with 
the inclusion of the Union Park proposal. Unbuilt water projects 
need t.o make sense in today's world. and Union Park does not. 
Gunnison Rtver water Is already comaltted downstreaa and used 
111any ll!Ues over to the benefit of the Gunnison Basin and 
Color·ado. 

Regardless of the strict appropriation 
mcthotl of calculating existing water resources in Colorado, the 
currerlt status of water as a resource Is that various Interests 
have now, by historical practice and social value awareness. 
;~JJ o~~~! ~~! <!U. of the state • s water resources. No •atter what new 
p11rpm:f'd use of water ar iscs. 1 t causes ser lous dislocation to a 
tWt~Dit!nt of t.he society which has co11e to deptmd on the existing 
allocated use. Coraplete consumptive use is. of course. that aost 
r11fflcull to reallocate and when such use occurs at the 
lleauwau•rG of a major river syster:~. the detrimental effects to 
t.he ··atloc:ated" user are greatly a~ar.nified. To introduce now 
!~UGh .J r~cmsumpt J ve use as IJnton Park beco11es more the allocat ton 
of h;trmr. and not water. 

Withdrawal of the quantities of water 
propor;t'rl hy t.he Union Park would alter planning for sal1ntty 
c:ont.r nl dnwnsu·cam and all olher water quallty considerations. 

+ 
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The Union Park project will have serious 
implications 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 
downstrea11. 

4. Proponents claim: The Colorado Water Resources and Power 
Development Authority's Phase 1 Study found a need for 
suppleaental water to meet proposed in-streaD flow requirements 
through the Black Canyon of about 60,000 acre-feet tn the dry 
year of 1977 with about 40S of this amount possibly co•ing fro• a 
total release of 99.700 acre-feet from Taylor Park. if Union Park 
Reservoir was in place (D. B. Raitt and A. w. Watts. Yn1Qn f2~ 
e.l~n E21: QIU..lm!LIIl Devel!illi!H.ill!:. !l.( :Lu.lru:: Bl.Y.!rr Wat..gr B.~m::.~n-1!. 
July 1989). 
• Our response: Union Park has already Interfered with 
the mintmu11 stream flow claims in the Black Canyon and would 
obviously place additional non-designed and unintended storage 
bm·dens on the power product 1 on capabil1 t1 es of the As pi na 11 Un t t. 
which, In turn, Js detrimental to all of the Upper Basin states. 

5. 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), 
• our response: However. water originating in the 
Gunnison Basin does not lose its economic productivity if 
eventually it flows to California. As noted above. •uch of the 
water originating on the Western Slope Is obligated to flow 
downstream; however. first Colorado gets to use and reuse It. 
instream and out of stream, many Li11es before it crosses our 
stateline. 

6. Proponents claim: Consumptive water needs on the Western 
Slope are declining and an outside interest can challenge any 
water right by technically proving underutilization or wasted 
water [Dave Hiller. Gunnison County's Cour~ ~ f.Q...U.Qv. 
June 1990 1 • 
• our Response: While some traditional water uses 
decline in sane places. there are increases In non-traditional 
uses which are IIIUCh larger - especially those associated with 
recreation and water quality manageaent. Use and reuse of the 
water out of stream and instreae sustains a complex web of 
econo11ically beneficial relationships. For exaaple. return flows 
and deep percolation £ro11 flood irrigation permit ••subbing." one 
person's use and application practices sustains another's. As a 
practical matter water is not "wasted" In flood Irrigation or 
lost irretrievably. Withdrawal of water at the headwaters 
destroys this economically and ecologically productive system of 
water use relationships. 

G. 

t. ProponentG claim: The Bureau of RecJamatJon In 1983 
aeknnwledr.r.d hetmf I t.r. nf lluion l'ark In rr.r.ulat ion and 
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conservation of Blue Mesa co•plex water by capturing low value 
flood waters at high altitude for later release to high value 
puq>al;cs - Irrigation and hydropower - and indeed the Bureau aay 
be 1 ntcrt!Gted f n paying to the developers a share of the costs of 
tlu~ llralou Park proJect [!!11120 fAct ~~1..§. 3 April 1990). 

our response: However. very little water actually 
sp i 1 1 s aud 1l does so very seldom fro• the Aspinall UnJ t. 
Jlydrolnn•c modeling of the performance of the Aspinall Unit 
hetwecn 1906 and 1979 shows spills average 6,500 acre-feet per 
year when thl!Y occur. but up to 35 years pass between actual 
cpills l liUASCO Services Inc. YnJ...Qn f.M:k ~ ~ Pro1ect 
BgfQOU~l~fi~n£g ~Y~ ~. October 1986, pp. 3-2 - 3-31. 
Besides these releases. water passes through the turbines 
producing some low value non-peak power at the Aspinall Unit, but 
that appears to be a function of inventory aanagement policy 
rather than storage capacity li•itations. Union Park is not 
needed to furnish hydroelectric power. 

The annual average flow at Taylor Daa is 
about llill,IIUU acre-feet and the annual average flow at Blue Mesa 
Dam J:; I,U8l,OOO acre-feet lEBASCO Services Inc., !!rtlrul ~Hk 
~~g~ ~llQQJI ~~ Reconnaissance 6Yaluation ~. October 
198f>. pp. 3-3 - 3-4). Water stored in Blue Mesa reservoir has 
the hi t!hent. value on the Colorado RJ ver syste11 for hydropower 
production bPcause of the cuaulative head between the Blue Mesa 
Reservoir water level and the power turbines at Havasu Reservoir. 
The loss of an annual average of 60,000 acre-feet oL water to 
IJniClll l':u k diversion amounts to an annual loss in excess of 
$·~.!Jflii,IIIIO In power revenues from Blue Mesa through Havasu 
RcscrvoJrs aGsumJng the value of S.os per kilowatt hour. And. 
thit> lllay require co111pensation (EBASCO Services Inc •• !!n.l.QD ~au 
~~nr.r ~!!1!1-!li e.~ Reconnai§{iA~ fiYill1!~2n ID..u.<tt. october 
1986, pp. 5-~ - 5-6; for 11ethodology see T. c. Brown and B. L. 
llardlng, A Prelt11inary Assessment of Timber and Water Production 
lu Subalpine Forests in Maoace•ent of .§!!balplne Forests: BuOdJng 
Qn 59 Ic~r§ Qf Research. GTR RH-149. Rocky Mountain Fares~ and 
Han~e Experiment Station. Fort Collins. 1987, pp. 126-137). 

2. Proponents claim: The long-terll average annual Inflow to 
Taylor l'~rk Reservoir is over 140.000 acre-feet. during the 
pertod from 1977 to 1984 the flow varied from 62.500 acre-feet to 
233,7nu acre-feet. and in the water short year of 1977 the 
llncolllpaht~re Valley Water Users purchased 45,000 acre-feel froa 
the Bureau of Reclamation (D. B. RaJtt and A. W. Watts. Y.n1.rul 
P-;H:k r 1 il!l f~r Qll....U!It'l'-' ~~ .Qf IiU . .l.!tt. IU.Y!lr ~!l1.ru: 
!lPr.nll[C!'I>, .July I Q89l. 

out· rnspouscs: Hanage11ent of water originating In the 
uppc~r· ha~.; 1 n of the Taylor Rt ver Is not an issue. As Illustrated, 
t.J,•! llncnmpatu~rc 'Ialley Water Users Association has the capability 
·:1 ·•ff l<:lently tuan•l~iDJ: their water inventory utilizilll~ both the 
'!'.ly I or P.~rk and Blue Hesa Reservoirs. 

In teras of average operational 
Golulltioll!> the •Inion l'ark project ts not viable - withdrawal on 
~vera~c ut 6n,uoo acre-feet into Union Park from the average 
wau!r·:;tte<l yield of 140,000 acre-feet (,toes not leave sufficient 
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water ~o satisfy the Taylor Reservoir storage decree for 111,300 
acre-feet. 

3. Proponents claia: Bvaporation losses £ro11 the high 
altitude Union Park Reservoir would be only one-fourth the amount 
lost fro11 the low altitude Two Forks concept [Colorado"s Yn1gn 
fALk ~[ &YQRli PrQfect, 8 July 1988). Bvaporation from the 
average 3550 acre surface of Union Park is estiaated to be 10 

• inches per year for an average net loss of 3,000 acre-feet 
(BBASCO Services Inc., YniQn ~ ~ ~ Pro1ect 
Reconnaissance &valuation ~. October 1986. p. 3-4). 
• Our response: The cr~tical consideration is the excess 
of evaporation over precipitation from the reservoir surface. 
The sagebrush vegetation of the basin for Union Park suggests 
that during the ice free period evaporation is fairly high and 
that the estimate of 10 inches per year is too saall. 
Publica~ion of aore recent studies done in a comparable South 
Park area for the Denver Water Board indicates that pan 
evaporation rates. aeasurement of the a11ount of water lost from a 
free water surface. are 28 to 37 inches from Hay to October (1. 
A. Walter. B. G. Sieaer and others, Bvapotransplration ~ 
AgrQnomic Responses In Formerly Irrigated Mountain MeadQWS = 
~ ~ Colorado, val. 1. Denver Board of Water 
Comaissioners. Denver. Colorado, March 1990, pp. 170-179.J. This 
recent report suggests evaporation from the Union Park Reservoir 
would conservatively be about 3 ti•es the amount anticipated 
earlier. gJven that the elevation and climate between sites is 
generally co•parable and due consideration is given for increased 
evaporation caused by wave action tn the large reservoir. 
Consequently Union Park can expect to lose about 9000 acre-feet 
per year on average to evaporation which is about t5S of Its 
average 60,000 acre-feet of inflow by diversion. Bvaporative 
loss or shrinkage of water inventory could be severe if Union 
Park is operated to the dry-cycle aode of storing water over •any 
years before release. 

4. Proponents claia: ~nion Park Reservoir would provide 
massive high-altitude storage of water taken from the headwaters 
of a sub-basin of the Gunnison River (Dave Hiller. letter to 
POWER, 21 Hay 1990; D. B. Raitt and A. W. Watts, Yn!2n ~[k ~~D 
fQI: Opttmuta DevelQP!IIJll!! Qf. IMJ..QI: Bl~ Watn ~~. July 
1989). 
• Our Response: As indicated above in Ite11 2 of thts 
section, high altitude sub-basins are subJected to greater 
variability In received prectpttatfon than their parent basin as 
a whole. DependabJlity of flow to satisfy the Taylor Park 
Reservoir storage decree is quite high, however. the 
dependabilJty for llnlon Park's operation at the quantities 
contemplated Is much less. lt has been suggested that the Union 
Park Reservoir can and will perform d variety of functions. The 
fact that the intended combination and priority a11on~ these 
functions remaJns tlnclear at this tiae, aakes review of the 
proposal"s operating rules and the1r illlplications difficult -
especially under conditions o£ increasing climatic variability 
comaonly .1ssocJated wfth the Greenhouse l~ffuct (for discussion of 
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oper-;H I on.tl rules sec 6dward Kuiper, !L11!:!: BeliQ!!rccs ~-'flil~J.. 
~l~!.miPI~ .-:Pl~i!!~~rJng a.nd 6conoaJcs, Butterworth and co., London, 
196~. Ch.•pters 6 through 11). 

II. 

l. 1'1 opoul!nts clal~: Union Park Is to guarantee flows below 
Tay I ell· n.u11 substantially higher than the caJn11DUII flows 
establ t:;hml by the Colorado Water Conservation Board l!!n.LQ.O ~Js 
E'l~!..!!, 3 Apr I 1 1990 I. 
• our Responses: This appears unlikely. There is a 
co1D111 it mr>ut to a 200 cfs flow below Taylor DaiD during the summer 
rc!:iult.Jng In an average annual yield of 60,000 ace-feet (EBASCO 
Scrv IcC':; 111c. , !Jn1.9n f..!!r..k Ka.tet: §.mmJ I fl:Q.1~!a. Bcconni!li!..!Hffi£.Q 
liY~!.!!•Hion ~H-H~I. October 1986, p. 4-2- 4-3). However, 
propnm:ult> appear to contemplate reducIng this and the Co lorado 
Water CcHmervatJon Board" s 150 cfs flow decree as well to produce 
a larger water yield [Arapahoe County, public handout, April-Hay 
JIJUHI. The aaJntenance, and indeed Improvement, of flow 
co1111 it. ion:;, be J ow Taylor Dam arc econom tea 11 y very important to 
the Gunnisou Basin. Beginning in 1975 the Upper Gunnison Water 
Cou~e,·v;mGy Dlstr let has, along wl th the Uncompahgre Valley Water 
l~ers AsGuciatJon and the Bureau of Reclamation. controlled 
relcaGes uf water from Taylor Park Reservoir with an exchange 
agre•~ment for the purpose of enhancJ ng fisheries. irr !cation, 
floocl crlnt.rol, and Ice control. The Gunnison District has also 
filed In water court for the second filling of Taylor Reservoir 
wIth pur· pn5es of env i ronlllenta 1 and econo!D i c enhancement. 
• The monetary significance of flows below 
'fay I 01 ll.1m ha~• recent! y been studied. Indl rcct va Luall on stud tes 
of tlw Taylor RJver below Taylor Daa Jndlcat.e that lncrcasJnc the 
crllleal winter flow by 10 cfs above the Colorado water 
Conservat ton Board IDiniaiUID of 50 cfs produces an increase In the 
f t shery ami an iiDputed net value within thJs flow ranee to 
anglers of approximately $193.00 per cfs or $1.63 per acre foot 
relcasecl l David Harpsan, ~ Vall!~ Q[ Imtl.r!U!~ ~ !.!_~~ IQ 
l~f{!~Ur-n ~ R.~~&J...Qn~.l t:l.!i.l!!:u. Ph. D. DJssertat!on, Colorado 
State lhdvl~rsJty, 1-·ort Collins, Colorado, 1990, pp. 119-121 J. 
This :audy iudJcated that suaaer releases above the present 
pattern r:outrJbute little additional value for the fishery, hut 
report:; ou the value of increased flows for recreational and 
other purposes are still Jn the process of preparation. 

2. Proponents clai~: The private ainJmum stream flow water 
rit:tll.s on thl! Taylor River benefit only the property owners alont: 
certain tareaa scr.ments by hav Jng water pass by the propert.y on 
I t.t: w.ty out. of the state. They say the land J s posted w lth no 
t rP::p;H;t: 1111: r.l1:m~ and that the aiDOllllt of watP-r In the decreed 
riJ:IIU> h; far 111 excess of ru~ed for rafting, fish and plants, a1111 
fntlecd. that Jt is more than the saae private owners ar.reed to 
.u:c:c!IJt. tu rlcernes pertaining to the Union Park hydroelectric 
puwt!l riJ~ht.r. ll>ave Hiller lr.tter to RoP.er Horrls- Rditor of the 
c;mwJ r.cm c:P!Hilr.I I.lll!!~Ji, 29 .June 1 CJ91l 1 . 
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our Response: There arc aany owners of private 
1nstreas flows on the Taylor River and in the Taylor River 
drainage. In 1973 individuals with foresight tried to protect a 
part of the Gunnison BasJn's heritage by obtaining w~ter rights 
to assure lnst.rcam flows on the Taylor Rlv1~r and its tributaries. 
These rir.hts were decreed in 1974 and 1975 fnr recreation, 
wildlife protection, fish culture, heritage preservation, and 
stockwater purposes [II DR 6ngJneer inc Inc., yP..Qgt: IDJon.l§.Qn
YMQ!liHUUt[.g J!itfi1D flHHl!: ! ~§.!.ltlli.U lliilli. Hay 1989, p. 6-51. 
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 claim: Union Park will enhance Gunnison's water 
based economy by providing excellent Lake Trout fishery in an 
off-river sage covered bowl and by stabilizing the current wide 
fluctuation in Taylor Park Reservoir (Dave Hiller, letter to 
POWBR, 21 Hay 1990: Y!l.i.2ll ~rk ~£!.fi, 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 Union 
Park proposal, fisheries in both reservoirs would be poor. There 
is not a need for an additional flat-water recreation C"esource 
with large "bathtub rings." The Gunnison Basin already has a 
sufficiency of flat water recreation opportunities 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 
appearc questionable and the project's effects in conjunction 
with the Rocky Point hydroelectric project would adversely irtpact 
the cxisttnc high quality fishery and other recreational usar.e in 
Taylor Park Reservoir and the TayloC" River. Can the proponents 
quantify the value of recreation foregone because of diversions 
to Union Park? 

Concerns for the adverse tcaplications 
upon wJ ldltfe were voiced at presentations of the Union Park and 
Rocky Point projects ( l.aura Anderson - reporter, ~r£lll.!l(1 !l~.H-~ 
~hr..Qn1£J~ !!!!d fl_j_Q_t, 27 February 1 '.JB'/1. The diGtr Jet w i ldlllc 
manar.er for the Division of Wildlife questioned t.he description 
of the iapacts from the proposmt Rocky Point and Union Par~ 
projects as being "minor" and brought up concerns for elk 
111igratton routes and fawninc areas for btr.horn sheep. A 
fisheries biologist for the Division of W1ld1Jfe raised the Issue 
of draining and ffllinr. of Taylor reservoir aaklnr. It dtfficult 
to keep a caa1or fishery t:oing. Also the lmt,act. of powerline 
corridors was raised at the meeting. 

UnIon Park wIll f luctuat.e creat I y aud 
IIIOrt! crr3t.Jcally t.han moHl. traditional reservoirs, if 1l Is 
operated in the dry-cycle or· topplnr,-up mode. This causes 
storat:e !n Union Park to f 1 uctuate bet.ween about 900,000 acrc-
f cet and 200, ouu a crt! f t!et elVer a per 1 od nf t 7 years, w J th year I y 
wtt.hdrawais of often mort~ than 15o,nuo ;u:re-fcet. (Dave Hiller, 
letter to Wlllla11 Millet· et al., H1 1-'ehruary 19871. This Js 
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J nllt~etl dt!t r 111ental to biological condl t ions above and below the 
rcscrvolr·s water line. 

I. 

1. l'tnpuneuts claim: The Union Park project. is to benefit. the 
Gunnlsou Basin COIIIIIHtnlty by building a consensus rather than the 
trar11Lioual nonproductive infighting between historically 
competitive interests [Dave Hiller. nomination for the Take Pride 
In America Nat.tonal Awards. 1989). 

our response: Uowever. proponents have undertaken to 
quash a !>ttf f 1cient quantity of establ1shed condi tiona! water 
rillhts within the Upper Gunnison Bastn to assure a safe yield for 
their project. saving those conditional rights applied for by the 
City of Gunnison tn 1981 (Agreement between Natural Bnergy 
Reso11rc•·!; Company and the City of Gunnison •• January 1987. p. 6). 
Tldr; i,; not. neJt:hhorly. Horc recently the proponents jolncd with 
prop•llll!lll::> uf t.hc Colleclate Rance protect to quash and 
illvalld .• t.c decreed private lnstream flow rights on the Taylor 
River which were adjudicated in 19H and 1975. 

2. 1'n1ponents claim: Participation in the Union Park pro·ject 
Is s.1 i d t.o pr·ov Ide the C1 ty of GunnIson with a value of $50 
milllou. fur a downpayment of $1000 and total cost of $200.000, 
whiclo includes needed storage. water rights. and reduced power 
feet> [lln(cm ~!.II:t facts. 3 April 19901. 

lloW!!Vcr. by resolut Jon in February of 1990. the Cf ty of 
Glmllt!.;ntl ."lctcd to formally and expeditiously withdraw from its 
<u~r·p•~ml'tlt w 1 th NECO and Arapahoe County regarding water storar.e 
In the pr·opo:~ed Union Park Reservoir and to vigorously and 
IH!I'SI!~Ltllt.ly oppose transmountaln diversion of Gunnison Basin 
water. W."ller- and water storage space ls available in Blue Mesa 
Reservoir five miles away for purchase from the Bureau of 
Reclamation and this would l•ply less cost and less commitment to 
opera lint~ expenses [ IIDR lingineer ing Inc .• l!lmm: Gunn~ 
lJn~omp<l!lt!rJ; fi5!~ln ~ha~-~ 1 ~rutl!!.UHl StudY. Hay 1989. pp. 10-S 
ami 1 O-h: Bureau of Reclamation. )f!!!m;: ~g~ !;;QI1!J:..C!ruJ.!l& Et:.Qm 
~C?J.or::f.!dp JU .. .Y~[ S.tor..ru-~e. fc.p_jgct ~~~ H..'lli~rYQJrs. circa 198~1. 
• The City of Gunnison does not need 
pear.ing power. ••The ultimate criterion of a pump-storage project 
is wiiPllu~r· or not its addition to an ex.1st1ng power system will 
luwPr the overall cost of the syste• as compared to the least 
costly alternat.tve addition to the system [Edward Kuiper. Wa~ 
nn~QIIrc:r;; IWVCJQJllii..!Ul!..i ~ilnn1D& liOJ!1n..~tl!J!! aotl l)...c!>J.lQgtJ£§. 
nut.tcrwnrt.h and Co .• London, 1965. p. 310). Under the agreement 
het.wecn the City of Gunnison and proponents of Union Park. the 
City 11111:a. pay the full cost of pumping water up into IJnJon Park 
lh!SI'r•Jnir for later release as peaking power which the City Is 
ahll! ln purc:hase at half the go.lng prtce. This would not lower 
llu~ nverall r.ost of the City•s syste•. 

• 

r 
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J. Alternative~ 

1. Proponents claim: Union Park Is offered as the Ideal 
alternative to versions of the Two Forks project (Dave Hiller. 
letter to Hubert Farbes. 24 July 1990; and Dave Hiller. letter to 
Wllliaa Reilly. 17 Hay 1989). 
• Our responses: While the 2 for l multiplier is 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 (BBASCO Services Inc •• 
Yn12n ~ Water ~ Pro1ect Reconnaissance Evaluation ~. 
October 1986. p. 14-21. Various co•ponent costs can be included 
or taken out of the proposal to arrive at the unit cost per 
acre-foot of annual yield which is $4200 at its lowest and $8600 
at the high end [BBASCO Services Inc .• Yn.1ml fru:..k J!iU&[: ID!.J:m.ly 
Protect Reconnaissance Byaluation ~. October 1986. pp. 11-1 -
11-41. Costs eay ultiaateJy be on the high side because of a 
buyer•s inability 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 sharing within the Denver •etropolitan area. I£ 
transmountain diversion aust be undertaken in Colorado. the 
Colorado Aqueduct Return Project (- CARP-) offers many advantages 
- including reliability. cost. and basin of origin protection -
over Union Park for the Gunnison Bastn. the Western Slope. and 
Colorado as a whole [Ralph Clark. Colorado Aqueduct Return 
Pro1ect. January 1969 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 Hesa Reservoir lBBASCO Services Inc .. Yn..lQn 
~r.t Watc.r susmu fro1ect. B.ru:...2!!1liLt.Ji!!..!JD.Qg ~!!!l!.l.Qn ID:.lli!Y. 
October 1986. pp. 12-3 and chapters 15 - 19 and Arapahoe County. 
presentation handout. April - Hay 19881. 
• our response: Such plans would be more devastating to 
the Gunnison Basin than the proposal discussed above. It appears 
that the Initial application to the water court for storage 
rJr.ht.s Js only the ber.Jnnlnr.. 

. ---·-·--· ·----··-------··- -·----
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CALL TO ORDER 

ROLL CALL 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
MOTION 

REPORT OF COLORADO 
WATER CONSERVATION 
BOARD 

TREASURER'S REPORT 

COLORADO WATER RESOURCES 
and 

POWER DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY 
MINUTES 

February 6 & 7, 1986 

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

The following members were present: 

L. Richard Bratton 
W. D. Farr 
Charlie Jordan 
James D. Phillips 

Absent: Bill V. Kopfman 

John Porter 
Thomas R. Sharp 
Carl Trick 
Anthony W. Williams 

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: 

1. Colorado River Floodway Protection Act 
2. Small Reclamation Projects Act 
3. Federal Budget Bill 
4. Changes in the Tax Law 
5. Sierra Club vs Block 
6. Arkansas River Litigation 
7. Colorado River Review 
8. Endangered Fish Species 
9. Animas La Plata Project 

10. CWCB Board Activities 

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

THAT THE FINANCIAL STATEMENTS AS ~F OCTOBER 31, 
NOVEMBER 30 AND DECEMBER 31, 1985 BE APPROVEP AS 
PRESENTED. 
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Motion: Carl Trick 
Second: W. D. Farr 

MOTION CARRIED 

REPORT OF LEGAL COUNSEL John Carlson presented Resolution No 85-1 to:the 
Board for approval. 

MOTION 

REPORT OF CHAIRMAN 

REPORT OF EXECUTIVE 
DIRECTOR 

THAT RESOLUTION NO. 85-1 11A 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 o~ 
discuss the matter they may do so. The Board did 
not comment. 

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

1. 
2. 
3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

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 app1ica
tion to study their needs of water over the 
next twenty years. Will make a presentation 
to the Providers in the next two weeks. 
Appointed by the Governor's office to pattici
pate in the Super Conductor/Super Collider 
Project. . 
Discussions with the Town of Parker for a 
major storage project on Cherry Creek. , 
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STATE WATER RESOURCES 
PLANNING NEEDS 

9. 

10. 

11. 

I 

Receipt of a letter from the Colorado River 
Conservation District regarding HB 1088. 
Receipt of a letter from Greg Johnson 
requesting authorization of a fee increas~. 
If there is no objection from the Board, Mr. 
Kappus will respond to Mr. Johnson accord~ 
ingly. 
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 Future1 

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.) 
l I 

Mr. Phillips requested that the staff acquire! a 
transcription of the Senate confirmation hear~ngs 
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 M~ Sharp. At the 
request of the Chairman, Mr. Phi 11 ips 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 vehic~e 
and it was found that there are not ~~ough 
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 th~ on
going debates on the bills that provide a revenue 
stream the legislators really need to know the 
detailed information on what projects the Autnor
ity has looked at and their estimated cos~ i 

Mr. Sharp further stated that the Senators had 
• I 
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SATELLITE MONITORING 
PROJECT 

requested a list so that they know what kind ~f 
numbers that relate to the funds that would be 
needed over the next sever a 1 years. Mr. Shar'p 
further commented that the Senators were looking 
to the Authority to provide leadership back to 
the Senators on information, direction, drive and 
specificity. ! 

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 ~lan 
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. 

i 

Chairman Wi 11 i ams introduced Jeri s Dani e 1 son,! 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 on~'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 brief 
status report. He stated that the system is! 
gearing up for the runoff season and its first 
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 dur~ng 
the last week in March and first week in April 
for the final installations. To date $106,000 
has been committed in the form of user fees from 
various groups. r 

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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MOTION 

MOTION 

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. 

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 paid as of the end of 1985 and which will 
be due in 1986. '· 

THAT RESOLUTION 86-2 "TRANSFERRING MONEYS AMONG 
LINE ITEMS IN A SINGLE SPENDING AGENCY WITHIN A 
SINGLE BUDGET FUND" BE ADOPTED. 

Motion: John Porter 
Second: Carl Trick 

MOTION CARRIED 

Ms. Kriss then presented a memorandum from Jrihn 
Kaliszewski requesting the deletion of the 1 

graphics emulation software from the purchas~ 
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 pri~e. 
Ms. Kriss requested a motion from the Board 
authorizing this change. 
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MOTION 

CLEAR CREEK PROJECT 

UNION PARK PROJECT 

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 ~ 
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 Janu~ry 16. He then 
briefly discussed the following points: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

NECO needs additional capital to develop 
the licensing step of the project. 
The opportunity exists for the Authority to 
develop an equity position in a major project. 
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 C o 1 or ado. , 
NECO has a pre 1 imi nary permit but needs t,o 
get into the field this spring to start their 
drilling program and they need a commitment 
of funds in order to maintain their schedule. 
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. 
NECO needs about $3 million from the Auth~rity 
of a total $~1 million estimated investm~nt 
in the licensing phase over the next five 
years. 

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

I 



COLORADO WATER RESOURCES AND POWER DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY 
Minutes - February 6 & 7, 1986 
Page seven 

MOTION 

DISCUSSION 

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 thi~as 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 proje~ts 
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 i~ or 
does the staff have any reservations? Mr. Ka~pus 
rep 1 i ed that when you go ten years on a proje:ct
i on given a 11 the economic uncertainty that w:e 
are facing then what was done is reasonably good. 
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MOTION RESTATED 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.i 

SOUTH PLATTE STUDY 

MOTION 

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 I 

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 pa~ 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.O. 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 

SAN LUIS CONFINED 
AQUIFER STUDY 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

RECESS 

RECONVENE 

ROLL CALL 

ST. VRAIN STUDY 

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.) 

Skip Kerr, Project Manager, reported that the 
consultant selection process was completed 
prior to Christmas. In-Situ, a local firm, 
was selected. They ~ill 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 antic,i.pated that 1 

it will be presented to the Board for approval 
at the March meeting. 

The Board then moved to Executive Session to I 

discuss the R.W. Beck Contract. 

Upon adjournment of the Executive Session the 
Board recessed until 8:30 a.m. on February 7. 

The meeting was reconvened by Chairman Anthony 
Williams at 8:30 a.m. on Friday, February 7, 
1986. 

All members were present as per the Thursday 
Roll Call with the exception of Charlie Jordan. 

I 

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. M~ 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.

1 

At 
the conclusion of his review Mr. Kappus comme'nted 
that until the Authority hears back from the 
sponsors and the staff develops the next lev~l 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. ~hose 
members are listed below. Mrs. Poquette pre~ented 
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 prod~ced 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 

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 ~or 
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 fu~d at 
least half and possibly a little more of th~ 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 certtficate 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 10% 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 C W C B and t h ~ .... Author i t y. 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 ~eb
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 & 0 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 
11 draft to be revi sed11 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 distri~t'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 ~JATER CONSERVATION BOARD FOR SUBMITTAL 
TO THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY. 

Motion: 
Second: 

John Porter 
W.O. 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. 1 
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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 100% financing. 
Maybe this should be reexamined in conjunction 
with the CWCB and perhaps these applications ! 

should be redirected to the CWCB and maybe t~ere 
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. 

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 ·bi 1.1 
has redefined the entire tax exempt market. 

FUTURE MEETINGS 

ADJOURNMENT 

It has categorized bonds into two different 
types: 1. Essential 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 1the 
Congressional delegation informing them of t~e 
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. 

Respectfully submitted, 
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Personal Opinion 

The FiFst Statewide Water Convention 
by Pete Klingsmlth 

For more than 35 years I 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. I 
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 attende.d'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, Fr0nt 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 I 
thought were of great importance, the 
neglect of which I believe to be a 
harbinger of th ings to come. Some of 
these are as follows: 

1) I personally could raise no interest 
at all in the Colorado Aqueduct Return 
Project (CARP). I could not even get 
enough discussion going to find out why 
this project was not of interest. I 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. I 
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. I 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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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 month
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, proponents 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 
~ri~rity between the time when a project 
·~ f~rst 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. ' 

<?ne group of conditionals threatening 
Umon 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 

·angement. 
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 Rocky 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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.PQlNEK ~etworks ThrougiJout. State· .· 
" ·poWEa me·• lflitb; -i~a~~a.·-vist:Q~ Qi-ql~ses_-·Thr•~·o( wat;e~.--(«aids- ·:J· 

-- ·j:,y.Ma~' ~;~.vader:-·~_::· · · - -·p00·~~a:$prfngs MayQr;:·~~&:.,co·~~oe_, _ · ... - · gettJng water~toth$:we$ttQI~rk.said. · 
-. Members~ofthe·.POW~R. Steering , sartda Chamber:; ·arid· Pegi.Brown, su~na -·'Gerald Lain spok~ about the. · · 

.comminee:spent an fnf~rm-~tive Jan.- a, VIsta Chamber. · · coh:esivenesS -the GunniSon basin has. -· 
. _ 1~3-lun¢heon with th_e·sum~i(group~_a .Atfending~the·-runc_heon representing .e>tperi.enced and·tf~e stre~gth~Ofa united 

group-of tsaders_from theJr.ritri~diate . - ·- ·poWER.f:rom;Gunnison·Yier:eoresident- -~gro~p... . -- " . , . -
- other_side :of the ContinentarDwiife·.:-: _ f3utch Clark,. vice· pfesident Gerard ,Lain, · f · • WEi·the- Pegpte' and,.United:We 

Ot.ganize~fby .PatrJckt,~; f9r~JJ~r : . - - - ' Secretary Mary--V~der, Fran~ Vader a·nd ·. · ~and' aren't phra~t:l~H:~(n~e~ ~y Re>Ss . . -
n~ws dire~tor ~t,KGUC:fn·_~uri~is·on-and- Pal:d Vad$r. · _ · ·- · · : ··'PetoidlJtJng hfs.9a.mp~ign,for_pre~ident:~ · 
~ur.rent.-ne~s .CifrQctor at_~KVRH .Jr:a .~alida, ·. · Th&-'Suhimit group1 had b.een curious- . · Lain said. · · - -

: th~ me~ti~Q ~~ok.;place· atMt ~rinpeton ·_ · . . ~0~ POWEA's·succes8: in-.a~hieving·a . '_:t,$poke· about the· dwets.e:n·~ture of the 
, Hot Spnn~ b~twe~n Sahd~ ~r:tct~llena ·cQnsensus r~garding_ Water, projeCts in : PQWE~ g~oup, which· b~$ aS its . · 

· _ : .. _ VISta;; ; _ . . . . . . . o_ . :the-b~in. Residents ofthe' Upper : . . · fne~b~rs profe$Sion~l engjneers·to . 
. Att~n~~ng frorn·Sali~~-~~ct~u~"a ViSta ,Ark8J:Is:as Valley ar~·-now ~aqed With a . . hciusewiVes to environmentalists to ski 

. were: Jom Eve; _C()mmfSsl~~~-r;: David . _ . . . P~iW~c.dam an~. diVersions; t>eing. _in~ru9tors. ·1 ~ls(rtalked a66ut the· · · 
- . ·~~irl)~! ·South_erri Polorado:· Ec~n~m:lic . propoSe,t,t~by .the :citY ot-Qolorad()·: . r •• - . • _· ·impo~ari~~· of a frien~ly -~e~la-to help . 

Dev~lopf:n~~t p~trfct; Jr~ Cl:lro/,; q.haffee·- · ·. · ~prings~ ·(-$ee··eu~¢.h ·Cif;lrk's·~~dry on t}le_ f!gftfth~ water'bat_tle~~ ·, -~ -~ · · · : · 
. County Vit;ttor:Bur~~u; Rbn.ar~ug~ter, _·_. ·· · ~lephant Rack.Be$~r.voft.~nd:IDarit) . · ·. . .·. :.: P#ilulVader brought:~~flighi the···. . · 

the·Mo~ntaJn'Matn; Jim Thompsqn,~ . '" · Butch'·Cfark·ted.Summ~-rrieinbers- _ . · agreements between, ranchers and· 
Comrjti$sio~_~r; Jeft·OIIing~r, _ _.Upper . . . t.tlro~gh.th~tdst~r}tofwate(pr.ojects in · · .· e·nvironm_entartsts •. ~otll·.group.s·\Yan~:the 
Arkari~aS COG; Jqhn: HarrJngt~!l• _BMena .. - the GunniSon· Basin; toou~ing one the . . - ·_sam~ prQtection l9r streams,.rlvers and . · 
Vista Mayor,: :PatsY. Brooks, ~aneta· · · _ . cur_rent tJnion .Park-project. Uni()i't.Park's . lakeS. · .. . . . - . . 
May.or; .cfi~rne A~elr~re··Chief:~ ·_ .. > ' . -- plumbing coulc:t'conce~$~ npok:tn with . . _· . -H~.:son 'F.~nk- Vader ~aid' an6th$r . 
K~~ .~r~~~sj·Puplic~ervfc~-c~~;,terr:y.. :··thaf(,t~ha·;etephant:Rock.-pr:ojeet, he -.. -. .-·.~~,~~9th o.(P()WEf!is.the·_gro~p·$: . ·_-. 

·earkett, "CommisSioner.; Frank M¢Mutry,- < · · -said: - ·. -· .. - . -- · . · .. , .. · ... · · · · -. un.v.ering -!li~tto: Ncit ·one ·drop over' the 
. ·. comm~ssi~n-~r;:Stan. Qg~_lvie~_oow; .. · '· ·-· :: '. •r{~ppe~rs.th~t'1he;4PR~rArk~nsas· · · . · .hilL ~ · ·. ·. .._.:- ~ - · .. -. · · -

,: · Ste~e ·A~es.e,)~rkansas ~~~adw~~rs R·iVefbae1n.-is a hub forgetting water. to . . -·. The··m,.eting w~·y~t ~n,()th~r way. for: . · . -
. · Aecrecat~on.,Af.e~.John Engelbrechtl the eaSt" the Gunnison.basin iSa:hub for. ,.P.OWEF.Ho n·etwork.-an~ gain:alfies.fn J· 

. - • , - • .- · -·- ' - - .- · -- • • · .l _- rural Colorado .. · . - .. · 

·-.... -·~·....,..:· • -- ,. o ·.- • .. - -~·--.~~.-- • ._,• ~.~- -~.-,.~ .-' • ··•':. -- ·-: : •• • • , '· _.,'• ~--<·. • I • ~-

f[o~--~aiJSJe w~. J:1aue; PJ:;-e~ssed at .DOlJSIIas_ .~ogDlf.l'J~nB · .. __ 
. , ~- . ·~ .by .Botch ,ejar.k- --. _ ~ -. ·. ·. : ·.~f.~st~st·.grqwihg ,area~ ~~t~e ·un~~d.. . .·.:.-cie~~.;optn~nt~, th~·i:oynty antic-ipatoo · . 

On aVERY·snoW¥;Novett:tber:21, · · $at&s •. :l.tS.:PPPUiatfon in_·}~ao.:was. · .. ~: · ne.~Qin~·aw~ter suppty:qfm9re.than 
1992,thr~am~~ers:OfPOWEA: ·. · - ·25iOOO~,ar1c:HJJ 199Qthe pQpulaticufwas.- -twi~e-~he;yi~ld ot.theTwc):f:orkS·Project. 
ait~Qded a·conference·tkl~d,_·o.:ouglas, -_ ~lmast:~·o~4oo. By ~010-tlle:pepuJat~oh·is ·Douglas-County-is pr~po8ing a water. 

: qou_nty·W~ef. _Its F.tltur~.·-- ·_ ,. · _ :· :· ·· :exp~ct~cfto b~·195,000, anthh&uH,mate ·development authoritY and,ha8 . . 
· ObviouslY it was in~ e-nded f{J.i' Qougl• · -.builc:J-o~:rt ¢·already app,roved. .·--; · · . corisideredJnvitihg Arapahoe eounty t9 
c<luntY resid8.nt$, and· ~~u~l~ the taJ;get - -d~velqpmen_t$ would .r~UitJrra . :· Joi~~ Ai'~pahoe ~~ready h~ ~-propo8ed ·. 
audi~nce was·tan~:developers ·~n~th~ , - .. ·· pqpulaJi<;m· bf5QO;OOO. .' --~- _ . · . ·:proj¢t;.-:-_ U_nion 'P.rk ..- -· _· · ___ _. . 
-co_lir;ttY-.·· · .·. ··- .. ·. _ . -. . ~ _ ---.-· _ · .-. Oo~ugl_~s·'_Q.o~nty's primary problem is , ·.lt.a.lso-just- bappensAher~·Wtis tal.kat 
· . The· mPsfimpoitan~ lessdrrfor · -· · · ·. · ·.· ins_uffic~ehl.water. W~h _only.:.r~cent -· : . , the confer~nce:of. Colpr~Q.o~springs ·or El 
PGWI:R·fi'om the· cohfererice was the· - . ,-.dev~fopme'nt', ·mo8t surfae~-S4ppftes' are . --. P~tl~Cti~nJy joining' th~ proriose~ Water 
~ed:to·'VVit~h· c~refulty- for Front Bange -. dlst~nt- •juniors• on 1llil atreaCf}r·over~ - develqpment aUthoritY.: -. ~. __ ·. • - . . . . 
•rocal:gpyernments-formi_ng a ~ter- ·. -conirilitted·S.outfiJ::ilatte Basin.:Most·all . ·.coJor~do.Springs·h~ prqpQ$ed 
:d~v$1Qpment ~uthori.fy·tcnJndertake_th~· wate_f suppiies fn Dougf~ .CQunty come J:)ephant R<lfJk Oam, Joeated,a fewJT)iles 

· pr()p~~d-UniQ~·,Park Pr9ject: ·_ .- - · · . from w.emfdri}led lntofo_ur.m~jor aquifers - · up~re~rn-of Buen~Vi~-~ ori.th&;Upper 
- North -9-fQ()U,gJas .coun~ i~ ~h~~ -. at depttfs ()f-. up to~ 3/TOQ Jeet.' . . -_ - . ~ :Arkabsas. River. From :EIEJphant'R~k . . -

_ expanding::l)t:jfl"'e.r Metrt?J)of~:~n ~rea,- .-- R~c~-~tct~\lefopmc;n1U:ras,pr9duced .. . "wat~r-:WQI.itd·be pumped up cand.~over .. the · 
_ ·_an,t(·~tc'Q~:J_rs~&.A~~.P~h~;,CoMi:t!Y:wittf"s _' · ·. ·very-,Qy~4iintwat~r P~Qtile'm~/,Sotl;le:·.eai'!Y ; .- diVide:to~ttow.fnto south~Park·-and the-:. _ 
UnJon··Ri;.rk.:Proj~,.:Souttt ot:Do~gl~$ . ·._ - ··. ·home.own_ers. nc;;w ti~v.e;d;y wells as the· · -sy~emsjllr~ady deliy~ring:water to. the 
Cot.~n~!'J$.~tp~p-QoQnty_~-- ·: _ _.- . watedev~_lot·aqJ.tif$_rs~dec.lined~-mtich Colorado Springs area. · . . 
expartdfng~dev~fqpment pre.ss~~& - _ .. · -~s:2PO fe-~J. ·$omEU1ew.homeown~rs . , · Th~-pipeJine to.defiver water from the 
:coming from Q_qJ!)i;a~o~_sprlogs.- ::-· ·. -·- -- ·ca:nn~rev:en .get weOpermits-;-Of~pour~e. · ~ .UniC>~·.Park··Reserv9irto Sotith-Park:and . . 

-Within pougJas:Cour:-ty is tiJErTqwn ;of. . .the·~QSi~"of pumping fromw~-lls~~ · _ . : dt~:Fr~nfR~nge ju~t-~~pp~n~·to ~ass·by~ll, 
. Parker a:nd_its Parker Water-and_,--.· - 'incre~in·g.: ... :_ . -. · -_ . -i . . . . . th~. Elephant Rock Dam. ,It a1so]4st · .·. -"'# 

. _ Sanit,ati~n, b.iStrict .. -This'·}ust-:~app~n$ to . . . : ]b~:·~ci~nty .. is.JOQking..f.or, ~~sjc;te_ water · . WeO:thihk, our. Gurinfson:Basin· will. · 
-~e the·.roin_or· r)ar.tn-~t-·h:fth~ W~f~n: ·_P_ark ·:: -: ·· .. ~:o_~rq$s,a~ e~~rythlng n~;:t.r~y -j~ t~keti. ~-. ·continue-to f~ce .mafe>.r _ch~l~ngeS.. a~ . -
project.~-: .· ·,. - . . . ·. ,_ ·. · , and ~alme·a~~ the Western-~IQpe• To. · -.- · · Front'Ran·gtfWaterdev$lc)per~jry 1o .-. 

o·o!Jgl~ County: h~ been ·one,~f the · mtiet. ~h~_needs of- ~li'~@dy :approved - c.onoect' up ~lie pU.mibipg-~~em~ . _ 

-.. • --:.-. 
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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, busmess 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. 1f 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. 

Nmne: ---------------------------------------------------------------
Adme~=-----------------------------------------------------------

Phone: __________________________ _ 
Amount ____ __ 
Make checks payable to Gunnison Basin POWER. Mail to Box 1742, Gunnison, Colorado 81230 in care of Marsha Julio. 

Personal Opinion 

Colorado Sponsors First Water Convention 
by Steve Glazer 

The West was meant to be dry-oh 
But we want it to look like 0-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 
::oordinate all Front Range plannil)g 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 seeping 
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 



-;._. 

-_ •' 

. P~getl 

. Geoi(JQieal·ltaZat;ds.~tir·Kc.eky #ciint ui~oProje~t 
. -'by:Don-·Gr~na,m. __ . , · _ J.-

Prqfessioriai·Ge.olog~t~Don.~raham. ·a. :form~tipns;'- · -: petfarm~d-6nihe:·borfng:sart1ples? · -_ 
. new IJl~inbeJ of the. POW.EF{Steering •. aC;;iter:{lsion; . . . . .. Would-:grolindwater moQitoring·.as well 
-C(Jmmittee~_1has ies~acched.the~----. ·:· *.'Occ.urrenctt~of miner.al~ed zoli~;-. ·_ .. ass!Jrt~cewat~r·monitQting.,ba .· · -
PtiJpaseciR.QtdkY.PPirtt ptoiec:.t-'With thg - · :* SitaStabillt.y- problems:du$. to- - . c:on<:fu~ed ~n 1he. vi~inhy Qfthe sp_oil· · 
~ldplt;3t.mf]lspn-gB:t:J/ogiSt"Jofi·Heishey. -. · ·frae#~~~_t:f~-~dr09k;· aricf ·.-·- -_ :: · . . __ -.- ar~a$?-,. J. _ • _ , • _ • _ • • __ - -_ 

· Here.· are the>lnterestlng-,results'fiom · · ·· :*'S~~rcQ_,of'roac;fbed-mat~riaf.~-- - -~- . ·: ·_·' . "-Wollld repeated:wa~er·Yiithdtawal~ · -· 
their studies -·- · ' - -_··. . . · l • : : :A tevlt,w·of·tk~-~P-pllqanti~ ·:- ·. - .·- - .. from _ _. raylor- Reservoir.-_r~·sultt~~~ank ·-

.. th~ pr6po$ed: R~kY Pdiri~ ~r6jeef . ' . - geote~~njcatJieJ~ studles1~V.~~~: -. . - -erosion?· . . .. ·. :: . . ' :" 
wo~l(f re_q~ire~the 90n~r~crtion~Qf an · ·. .. -~?(tenswe ~at~~ gaps ~n-t~_e- tnv~tag~tlon · . . - ThEuwplicant refers tQ. the oocurrencG 

_ . ~ph~lt-f~ced~ .rac~:tm:,d$m.-wn1cfrWo&,~ld · _ of-m~~~ ot t~~e.pot~ntaal_ ~.~~r.~. · _,of~.si'ng,~, n:tagnitud~ 4~pJus·ea~hquake · 
. _encitcl~ ·an ·upp~r-re$ervoifwith a.-_ -~ . - -_ Jh~.pr~pOflE)nt.s·~udie~~~~lfclt(t __ . .· _ .1_2 mil~ northeast of ~he· A(;pky point .. 

suiface area· of about-so-acres; . · · . ~xt~n.SIV$fraC.tur~ng:and .~r~91«iltfon •In· : :. . sit~; Wool(~: a f~ure:.quake oi.thls· .size . · -~ ·· 
: ·· .The·r~sehl~irwtiuld.·be:l~atedatan- ·-_,· ·_. ~h~!:PaJe·ozpiq~'dim~ntaw r6c~ .. oslo~- ·_:~ th_reab;)n~t~e upp_er.reservoir·qrfunnels? -

, : _ ·:eleyatiotl::~f. 1-1: SSO feet andwo~id'be< . tt1e·.propo.sedres~I'V9ir slt&. -· ·_ .. -- . . . · Th~ ~rar:1sn1is~ion ·Lin.e.Porddpr· _ . . 
_ . _linkedt~th~ -~~i~ing. Taylc)r'.r~rk . , . : .- :· -· · ~. <-:~hatrl\~illsures woul~ ~e~t~f<~n:~p _. · .- -. . ~-. ·. ~~u~y~ '(Apri1·1e~a)· stat~ th~t the: .· . 

·_ Reservo_it:~~3QO:feet -bel~w ~.y·:~' complex . . . ·ensur~:~ite-sta~llifY~ancnQ·Pr&y.ent water - · .propos.e~'-~drtid9rs wQrtHJraYin _on· U~;"f:s: 
· o.f -tunnelS; irilet{outl~t struotures_:and an . · .- - · l~akage 'iri,to _art(i: o.ut:pf·the· t~t:ln~l$7- - ·: s_q{trnap$:1)ut tbatJ ~SI~pe ;stabnity··could 
u~ndergrpun~.powerhpu·$e.· · · · · · · __ -T:h~-applicanfh~ drlll.tlcf.~1J c~r&,: ·.nQt·:li~:gprrslated Ylith any:·specific.soil 

. . A· new .. network of roads: w~uld be- _ b~rinm; atth~ propoSed: upper (~ervolr .~nit,~ a~d:_that the :geotf:>9Y was.-not .. 
·.· neceS$ary and a newtra"smJs8lon Una· -- .. · ~ite.an_d-_dne ~t-the p~opos_ed]~~~r. ~iff~r~n.t!ated-~nough·tQ s~pa~te"9~ . 
. . with .. SO~lootmeeftowers would -btt bUilt · · .. .:inl$t/outlet~ruotur~; h~wever~ no -, -. -.. unst~I~Jm~s. _. ~- : -_ . __ " - . 
. -anctct?nn~~lQ~l,to-.~n. $_xrsiin~~lin~ several . . : b9ri~-9~ ~et~ ~m_ade __ at9n.9~-th~·'prc;,posedi - ·· tn. ~dd~io.n. ·the ·.report statesJhat -~- · 
mi!$$ ~9u~h-ofthe .. city·of_.Gun·ryi~o~.· . · .. :1Ltnner.~o~t~;_ ·: · __ ·_. ~- _.--_·· -,-:. · .. ·- . . ster~o.-~k'phqfo.coverag~:i$,:;nc( ·.· -__ .. 

. · ... Wat~r ·wou!~ be·puinpe.d·frQtnthe . - · . ·Wpulq ext.enslva-fra~urtng.~long t~e -· .. availab_~·fqr¢ertain segn')f>Jl~s of-the· . 
. Taylq~:Reserioir to:t~~:_upp_~ res~rvoir, pr~~~·~d_-~~n~et.r:qute pos.tj Qif11~41t_ -- . . proposed:cc;,tridors ~nd~tha( 11Additipnal 
: _ utili~irig·off~peak power_afld. released: . · · . .' · .constru~aon·probl~rns a~d ~~fety .. -c;orrid9r.an~sis·iS:ne.~de.c:i.J!·W.hat .. 
· dalJy to- genl)rate peaking powQr. concerns.? . _ _ -_ _ _ , ac;tditionat analy~is is ·ne~ded:in order- to 

_ .the~propon~nts, NaturaL'Energy- . . Th~ ~pp}icant'$_ geotagiC·m~ppirig ·at d~i.t:'gu{Sh un$tat;lle.~nd:·potentia1Jy- · .-· : .. J 
. B~urc.esCo.mp~ny (NECO):.and their -._the_.ptopP$~d·upp$r.re$'ervoir:_.sif~ was · · - .-un$tabl~:slope8.a __ nq rookfall.."r.e•? _.· 
· consultants.-EBASCO: Services·and, _ · -- . · limtt~d_ p~caus·$ ·Of _p·oo.r rocR 9uto~qp :_ · · Th~_.applicant!~ ¢onsuttal)t-cbntacted. 

·. _.- .... ·at.~~~:·~·v:e:aich·tiaV.e ~ppliedfora. .. -.-.. · _ _e~pq$~r~i·:_h9'Hev~r, th_-~_re-·ar$·:r~-pqrte~ to··-._ va-ri~~~.-gov~rnmentagenc(e.s·in, .. ·an· · .. -. 
. · ·.:· Jicen~e ~rpm,th~: F~der~I·Eri~rgy. ··-. . __ · ~e\sin~t;~le&· !n.th·~:~eadvl![e::J_Umestop~ ·.. ··att~ftlptto' s_oli~it c¢nini,.~t$d~gafclin$l· . . _ 

'Reg~Jat~ry ,Commission,- - · _- ··_ · .. _ -ne~rh_y., -. . . .· .. -. · · · ... rriirt$S _and mineral,actiViti.:in -tl;t'e area 
·An ~ewc~ri~iu9ti_on·project~tlarg~·- ~ _ ·_How ~~~~~rv,~_ arE)1h~~~--'·~~~r~, and but'c;tJd)lot r~pprt' any,-(!ohtact·with;~lie ' 

·~ ~ncrs~all,,_mu$1 be,pJan'ri~d_in such--a_: '~o_th~y.:~nCJICate:pQS_~i~le stablftty,·-. . ' . U~$;_B(Jt~u··o(LaridMan~_Qement;, --. 
· manner·as:to.avoii:l'o~ ·m~igate vanouf?. _ pr9~1e~~ _ _ . :: _ . - _· ._ ~- .- .· . _ . . -- - ~icfu~:aaoag~s uripate-~t$d mining 
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Ret iring U.S. Supreme Court Just ice Byron White enjoys dry fly fishing on the t hreatened Taylor River. 

Water Conservation Whets Dismay 
by Cindy Hansen 

I 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 I began to research water 
conservation efforts, I received all the 
information that is abundantly printed 
and familiar. 

Excitedly, I reviewed article after 
article. Then in dismay, I discovered this 
information was very ineffective. Yes, it 
contained many helpful examples of 
water use efficiency, both residential and 
commercial. 

I was looking for real conservation. I 
wanted headlines that shouted, "NO 
MORE RESERVOIRS -- CONSERVE 
WATER." I discovered the efforts to 
conserve water were, well, conservative. 

Why should I 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 I still felt I had to get to 
the bottom of this dismay! 

Finally, after much research and 
reading, I began to put together a very 
startling picture. It told me of my dismay 
in three parts. 

First, I 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 I 
discovered that people do not really 
understand the environmental 
consequences of water projects or what 

I now term as "river impoundment and 
watershed ruin. • My dismay worsened 
when I 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 (Curecantl Unit) dam In November of 
1964. Water management has historically centered on river Impoundment to supply water wherever desired. 
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Inside ... 
•Information on Rocky Point Hydroelectric 

Project planned for the Taylor Park Reservoir; 
•Update on Arapahoe County's Union Park 

Transmountaln Water Diversion Plan; 
•Map of water collection systems and electrical 

lines and their corridors 
•Information 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. 

P.O. Box 1742, Gunnison, CO 81230 Summer, 1992 

From Taylor the Fighting Trout 
Allow me to introduce myself. My 

name is Taylor. I am 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 to me as well as my other fishy 
friends. Those threats are also yours, 
if you enjoy corning 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. 

•Union 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.T.E.R. 
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 ~nits 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. Photo, Marija B. Vader 

would take around five years to Now these projects are technically 
build. Experience with projects of this split apart by the sale of the Union 
scale elsewhere suggest Rocky Point Park project to Arapahoe County (see 
will take longer, cost more and related story). But the initial 
require more employees to build than proponents - NECO and its 
proponents estimate. engineering firm partners-- still 

The proponents must go through the appear closely tied financially to both 
Federal Energy Regulatory projects. NECO's partners are Black 
Commission in Washington, D.C., to and Veatch and Ebasco Services, both 
gain permission to build the massive large engineering firms. 
project. As yet there is no specific customer 

History: The Rocky Point Hydro- for the peaking power projected from 
electric project, when first proposed/ Rocky Point. However, though 
was joined with the Union Park speculative, it was to be the initial 
transmountain diversion project. Both money maker for financing the 
plans are the brainchild of NECO, transmountain diversion component 
formed in 1982 and self-described as a (Union Park). 
group of water attorneys and retired POWER members feel Rocky Point 
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation is the wrong thing in the wrong place. 
executives. POWER's intervention for Rocky 

Both proposed projects were to use Point requested a comprehensive 
Taylor Reservoir and the Gunnison river plan, clarification of 
Basin's water resources. relationships between Union Park 

POWER Seeks a Change 
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. 

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. 

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 
co under 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. 

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 
This is an example of the type of hydroelectric plants listed: 

• Rocky Point (Using Rocky Point Reservoir 
and Taylor Reservoir as the upper and lower 
reservoirs.) 

• Upper Gunnison Basin Project (Using Union Park 
Reservoir and Pieplant Reservoir as the upper 
reservoirs and Taylor Park Reservoir as the lower 
reservoir.) 

DAM 
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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. 

lransmountain Diversion 
In 1985 a combined peaking power 

hydroelectric and water storage 
project was proposed by NECO. 
In 1986 NECO sold the 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 ds. 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 Par~ 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 
wale.;. about the same as that in the Blue Mesa Reservoir. 

This version, first presented in 1990, 
involves hot 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 

Photo courtesy Gunnison Country Times 

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 
• If both the Rocky Point project and 

the hydroelectric component of the 
Union Park transmountain diversion 
project were built, the water level of 
'laylor Reservoir could fluctuate up 
and down five feet per day- and 
more when Taylor Reservoir is not 
full. 

• Rocky Point would ~p water 
2,300 feet uphill at a rate of 5,400 ds 
and send it back into 'nlylor 
Reservoir at 6,460 d's. By mmparison, 
the Colorado River at the state line 
has an average rate of flow of 6,299 
cfs. 

• A frequently given rule of thumb 
is that one acre foot 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. 

• 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. 

• Peaking 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 many users. 
Rocky Point's capacity of 1,000 . ·· .. ) 
megawatts is enough for 10 million . ...._, 
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. 
11m Wuth 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 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: ~·~ 

Adme~-----------------------------------------------------------
Phone: __________________________ _ 
Amount ____ __ 
Make checks payable to Gunnison Basin POWER. Mail to Box 1742, Gunnison, Colorado 81230 in care of Marsha Julio. 


