Memorandum

To: Eric Hecox/CWCB

From: Susan Morea/CDM
Nicole Rowan/CDM
Mark McCluskey/CDM
Bill Fernandez/CDM

Date: June 22, 2011

Subject:  Basin M&I Gap Analysis

The purpose of this memo is to describe the development and assumptions used to prepare the
attached Basin Municipal and Industrial (M&I) Gap figures. The data presented in the attached
Basin M&I Gap figures are based on information from the Statewide Water Supply Initiative
(SWSI) 2010 M&I Gap Analysis. There are two .pdf files each containing a set of figures for each of
the nine basins in the state with South Platte and Metro Basins shown on the same figure. In
addition, there is a third .pdf that contains three figures showing the Front Range at varying
identified projects and processes (IPP) success rates. The Front Range includes the following
regions as defined in SWSI 2010—Northern (South Platte Basin), Denver Metro (Metro Basin),
South Metro (Metro Basin), and Urban Counties (Arkansas Basin).

The first set of figures shows the M&I Gap information based upon the medium demand estimates
and a 100 percent medium IPPs yield success rate (Gap_Analysis_Figures_All_Basins_IPPs_100
per_062111.pdf). The second set of figures show the M&I Gap information based upon the
medium demand estimates and the Status Quo (Realistic) IPP yield success rate
(Gap_Analysis_Figures_All_Basins_IPPs_Status_Quo_062111.pdf). The third figure shows the
M&I Gap information for the Front Range based upon the medium demand estimates and three
varying IPP yield success rates—100 percent IPP success, Status Quo (realistic) IPP success, and
an alternative success rate (optimistic) developed by the Interbasin Compact Committee (IBCC).
The IBCC Alternative Portfolio and Status Quo success rates for IPPs are based on information
developed by the IBCC and is summarized in SWSI 2010. As part of SWSI 2010, IPP yields were
developed for the three demand scenarios—low, medium, and high. The medium IPP yields were
used for this analysis and this varies from the SWSI 2010 report's "low gap scenario” as that
scenario used the low IPP yields and low M&I demands. Additionally, for the SWSI 2010 reports
"high gap scenario” high IPP yields and high M&I demands were used for calculating this scenario.
Therefore, the information presented on the figures does not equal the information in the SWSI
2010 report. The information herein is based on SWSI 2010 data, but is a separate M&I gap
analysis.
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The IPP success rates by basin used in the 100 Percent, IBCC Alternative Portfolio (Optimistic),
and Status Quo Portfolio (Realistic) scenarios are shown in Table 1.

Table 1 IPP Success Rates by Basin for 100%, IBCC Alternative Portfolio (Optimistic), and Status Quo
Portfolio (Realistic) Scenarios

IBCC Alternative Status Quo Portfolio
100% IPP Success Portfolio (Optimistic) (Realistic)
Basin/Area Rate IPP Success Rate IPP Success Rate
South Platte Basin 100% 60% 40%
Metro Basin 100% 60% 50%
Arkansas Basin 100% 90% 75%
Colorado Basin 100% 90% 90%
Gunnison Basin 100% 90% 90%
Yampa - White Basin 100% 90% 90%
Southwest Basin 100% 75% 75%
Rio Grande Basin 100% 90% 90%
North Platte Basin 100% 90% 90%

A summary of the M&I Gap and year the Gap is estimated to begin for the 100 Percent, IBCC
Alternative Portfolio (Optimistic), and Status Quo (Realistic) scenarios by basin are shown in
Table 2.

Table 2 2050 M&I Gap and Estimated Beginning Year for 100%, IBCC Alternative Portfolio (Optimistic) and Status Quo
Portfolio (Realistic) Scenarios

Gap when IPPs at Gap when IPPs at
IBCC Alternative Status Quo
Portfolio Portfolio
Gap under 100% (Optimistic) (Realistic)
Scenario Gap Scenario Gap Scenario
Basin/Area (AF) Begins (AF) Begins (AF)
South Platte Basin 55,000 2040 110,000 2025 130,000
Metro Basin 66,000 2045 130,000 2030 150,000
Arkansas Basin 54,000 2040 64,000 2035 78,000
Front Range * 150,000 2040 270,000 2030 320,000
Colorado Basin 27,000 2040 33,000 2040 33,000
Gunnison Basin 3,600 2045 5,200 2040 5,200
Yampa - White Basin 36,000 2020 37,000 2020 37,000
Southwest Basin 7,600 2040 12,000 2035 12,000
Rio Grande Basin 2,800 2040 3,500 2040 3,500
North Platte Basin 0 2055 0 2050 0
Statewide 250,000 2040 390,000 2030 450,000

2025
2030
2035
2030
2040
2040
2020
2035
2040
2050
2030

1) Front Range includes South Platte Northern, Denver Metro, South Metro, Arkansas Urban Counties
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The following is a list of the steps and assumptions used to develop the attached sets of figures.

Medium M&I demand sets were used to compute the new water needs (difference between
projected demands and demand in 2008) for the years 2010, 2020, 2030, 2040, and 2050. New
water needs were calculated by county for all basins except for the Arkansas, Metro, and South
Platte Basins, which were calculated by region as described in SWSI 2010.

Passive conservation was included in this calculation.

Yields from IPPs were calculated by region or county for three success rate scenarios
[100 percent, IBCC Alternative Portfolio (Optimistic), and Status Quo Portfolio (Realistic)].

The net M&I Gap in 2050 was calculated as the difference between the 2050 water needs and
the yields from IPPs. The net M&I Gap in 2050 was calculated for each of the IPP success rate
scenarios.

The year that the M&I Gap begins was estimated from the 2010 to 2050 water needs, and the
water needs were interpolated every 10 years from 2015 to 2045. Once the water needs were
larger than the estimated yield from the IPPs, that year was identified as the start date of the
M&I Gap, rounded up to the next 5-year interval.

A summary of the total IPPs by basin and region or county is shown in Table 3 at the end of the
memorandum.

A summary of the specific IPP projects by basin and region or county is shown in Table 4 at the
end of the memorandum.

Attachments:

Gap_Analysis_Figures_All_Basins_IPPs_100per_062111.pdf
Gap_Analysis_Figures_All_Basins_IPPs_Status_Quo_062111.pdf
Gap_Analysis_Figures_Front_Range_062111.pdf
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Table 3. IPPs by Basin and Region or County
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Arkansas Basin 87,800 94,700 100,900 78,900 85,300 90,800 65,700 71,000 75,600
Eastern Plains 1,700 1,800 2,000 1,500 1,600 1,800 1,200 1,300 1,500
Lower Arkansas 800 1,300 2,000 700 1,200 1,800 600 1,000 1,500
Southwestern Arkansas 1,900 1,900 1,900 1,700 1,700 1,700 1,400 1,400 1,400
Upper Arkansas 11,900 11,900 11,900 10,700 10,700 10,700 8,900 8,900 8,900
Urban Counties 71,500 77,800 83,100 64,300 70,100 74,800 53,600 58,400 62,300
Colorado Basin 42,100 54,200 70,400 38,000 49,000 63,400 38,000 49,000 63,400
Eagle County 10,100 14,000 20,200 9,100 12,600 18,100 9,100 12,600 18,100
Garfield County 16,600 16,600 16,600 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000
Grand County 2,700 3,200 3,200 2,400 2,900 2,900 2,400 2,900 2,900
Mesa County 3,900 7,400 14,200 3,500 6,700 12,800 3,500 6,700 12,800
Pitkin County 1,900 3,800 7,000 1,700 3,500 6,300 1,700 3,500 6,300
Summit County 6,900 9,200 9,200 6,300 8,300 8,300 6,300 8,300 8,300
Gunnison Basin 13,720 15,500 18,000 12,320 14,000 16,300 12,320 14,000 16,300
Delta County 3,700 4,200 4,900 3,300 3,800 4,400 3,300 3,800 4,400
Gunnison County 1,600 1,600 1,500 1,500 1,400 1,400 1,500 1,400 1,400
Hinsdale County 200 300 300 200 300 300 200 300 300
Mesa County 1,500 1,700 2,200 1,300 1,600 2,000 1,300 1,600 2,000
Montrose County 6,700 7,500 8,600 6,000 6,700 7,700 6,000 6,700 7,700
Ouray County 20 200 500 20 200 500 20 200 500
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Table 3. IPPs by Basin and Region or County
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Metro Basin 140,900 162,300 207,400 84,500 97,300 124,500 70,500 81,100 103,700
Denver Metro 73,900 89,600 126,800 44,300 53,700 76,100 37,000 44,800 63,400
South Metro 67,000 72,700 80,600 40,200 43,600 48,400 33,500 36,300 40,300
North Platte Basin 100 200 300 100 200 300 100 200 300
Jackson County 100 200 300 100 200 300 100 200 300
Rio Grande Basin 5,890 7,100 8,600 5,380 6,400 7,700 5,380 6,400 7,700
Alamosa County 2,900 3,600 4,600 2,700 3,300 4,100 2,700 3,300 4,100
Conejos County 1,200 1,600 2,000 1,100 1,400 1,800 1,100 1,400 1,800
Costilla County - - - - - - - - -
Mineral County 90 200 300 80 200 300 80 200 300
Rio Grande County 900 900 900 800 800 800 800 800 800
Saguache County 800 800 800 700 700 700 700 700 700
South Platte Basin 121,800 129,400 144,100 73,200 77,700 86,500 48,700 51,700 57,700
High Plains 1,400 2,300 3,400 900 1,400 2,100 600 900 1,400
Lower Platte 9,600 11,900 15,000 5,800 7,100 9,000 3,800 4,800 6,000
Northern 105,800 109,100 118,200 63,500 65,500 70,900 42,300 43,600 47,300
Upper Mountain 5,000 6,100 7,500 3,000 3,700 4,500 2,000 2,400 3,000
Southwest Basin 14,230 17,290 20,700 10,630 12,770 15,400 10,630 12,770 15,400
Archuleta County 3,300 3,800 4,400 2,500 2,800 3,300 2,500 2,800 3,300
Dolores County 300 400 500 200 300 300 200 300 300
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Table 3. IPPs by Basin and Region or County

SWSI 2010 Low Gap Scenario SWSI 2010 Medium Gap Scenario SWSI 2010 High Gap Scenario
. ws [ e ]
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Used to calculate Gap calculate calculate Gap Used to
calculate LOW | when IPPs at MEDIUM GAP when IPPs at | calculate HIGH
GAP in 100% in Included in in Status Quo in GAP in
SWSI 2010 06/09/11 SWSI 2010 SWSI 2010 06/09/11 SWSI 2010
Basin/Region/County Report memo Report Report memo Report
La Plata County 6,400 8,200 10,300 4,800 6,100 7,700 4,800 6,100 7,700
Montezuma County 2,800 3,400 4,000 2,100 2,500 3,000 2,100 2,500 3,000
Montrose County 700 700 700 500 500 500 500 500 500
San Juan County 30 90 100 30 70 100 30 70 100
San Miguel County 700 700 700 500 500 500 500 500 500
Yampa-White Basin 10,100 11,900 13,900 9,100 10,600 12,500 9,100 10,600 12,500
Moffat County 2,100 2,500 3,200 1,900 2,200 2,900 1,900 2,200 2,900
Rio Blanco County 600 600 600 500 500 500 500 500 500
Routt County 7,400 8,800 10,100 6,700 7,900 9,100 6,700 7,900 9,100
Statewide 436,640 492,590 584,300 312,130 353,270 417,400 260,430 296,700 352,600
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Table 4 Summary of Specific IPP Projects by Basin and Region or County

Project

UAWCD Augmentation Plan

Pueblo BWW acquiring shares in Bessemer Ditch.
El Paso County Water Authority Reuse

Pueblo BWW Reuse Plan

Groundwater (non-tributary)

El Paso County Water Authority Groundwater; Southern Delivery System (CSU
and others)

Eagle River Joint Use Project

Arkansas Valley Conduit

Arkansas Valley Conduit

Arkansas Valley Conduit

Other Arkansas Firming In-Basin Projects - Upper Arkansas

Other Arkansas Ag Transfer Projects - Upper Arkansas

Other Arkansas Firming Transbasin Projects - Upper Arkansas

Other Arkansas Firming In-Basin Projects -Southwestern Arkansas

Other Arkansas Ag Transfer Projects -Southwestern Arkansas

Other Arkansas Growth into Existing Water Rights Projects -Southwestern
Arkansas

Town of Silt - Last Chance Ditch change of use
City of Aspen - Golf course reuse/West Aspen Reclaimed ProjecT

Arkansas
Arkansas
Arkansas
Arkansas
Arkansas
Arkansas
Arkansas
Arkansas
Arkansas
Arkansas
Arkansas
Arkansas
Arkansas
Arkansas
Arkansas

Arkansas

Colorado
Colorado

County/ Region

Upper Arkansas
Urban Counties
Urban Counties
Urban Counties
Eastern Plains

Urban Counties
Urban Counties
Urban Counties
Lower Arkansas
Eastern Plains

Upper Arkansas
Upper Arkansas
Upper Arkansas

Southwestern
Arkansas
Southwestern
Arkansas
Southwestern
Arkansas
Garfield County
Pitkin County

Firming In-Basin Rights
Agricultural Transfers
Reuse

Reuse

Growth Into Existing
Supplies

Regional In-Basin
Project

Firming Transbasin
Rights

Firming Transbasin
Rights

Firming Transbasin
Rights

Firming Transbasin
Rights

Firming In-Basin Rights
Agricultural Transfers
Firming Transbasin
Rights

Firming In-Basin Rights

Agricultural Transfers

Growth Into Existing
Supplies

Agricultural Transfers
Reuse

IPP Yield

@ 100%

Success
Rate
[AF]
1,000
6,200
2,500
25,500
1,700

37,000
5,500
1,100
1,300

100
3,600
3,600
3,600

620

620

620

160
540

IPP Yield @
IBCC
Alternative
Portfolio
(Optimistic)
Success Rate
[AF]

900
5,580
2,250

23,000
1,530

33,300
4,950
990
1,170
90
3,240
3,240
3,240
558
558

558

144
486

IPP Yield @
Status Quo
(Realistic)
Success Rate
[AF]

750
4,650
1,875

19,000
1,275

27,750
4,125
825
975

75
2,700
2,700
2,700
465
465

465

144
486



Basin M&I Gap Analysis
June 22,2011
Page 8

Table 4 Summary of Specific IPP Projects by Basin and Region or County

IPP Yield @
IBCC
IPP Yield Alternative IPP Yield @
@ 100% Portfolio Status Quo
Success (Optimistic) (GEEUNI)
Rate Success Rate Success Rate
Project County/ Region [AF] [AF] [AF]
Town of Eagle - planned water rights (80% of 2050 firm yield) Colorado Eagle County Growth Into Existing 1,500 1,350 1,350
Supplies
Winter Park WSD - Bypass flows in Fraser River Colorado Grand County Growth Into Existing 170 153 153
Supplies
Town of Eagle - acquired water rights (20% of 2050 firm yield) Colorado Eagle County Regional In-Basin 370 333 333
Project
Town of New Castle - water rights dedications that will be diverted at a new Colorado Garfield County Regional In-Basin 3,500 3,150 3,150
point of diversion on Castle Creek (3,300 AF); Town of Silt - Ruedi Reservoir Project
Contracts (217 AF)
Upper Colorado River Basin Study (UPCO) Colorado Grand County Regional In-Basin 2,400 2,200 2,200
Project
Upper Colorado River Basin Study (UPCO) Colorado Summit County Regional In-Basin 9,200 8,300 8,300
Project
Ute WCD - Enlarge Hunter Reservoir on Grand Mesa Colorado Mesa County Firming In-Basin Rights 1,200 1,080 1,080
Other Colorado Firming In-Basin Projects - Eagle County Colorado Eagle County Firming In-Basin Rights 3,000 2,700 2,700
Other Colorado Ag Transfer Projects - Eagle County Colorado Eagle County Agricultural Transfers 3,000 2,700 2,700
Other Colorado Growth into Existing Water Rights Projects - Eagle County Colorado Eagle County Growth Into Existing 6,100 5,490 5,490
Supplies
Other Colorado Firming In-Basin Projects - Garfield County Colorado Garfield County Firming In-Basin Rights 6,500 5,850 5,850
Other Colorado Growth into Existing Water Rights Projects - Garfield County Colorado Garfield County Growth Into Existing 6,500 5,850 5,850
Supplies
Other Colorado Growth into Existing Water Rights Projects - Grand County Colorado Grand County Growth Into Existing 630 567 567
Supplies
Other Colorado Ag Transfer Projects - Mesa County Colorado Mesa County Agricultural Transfers 1,500 1,350 1,350
Other Colorado Growth into Existing Water Rights Projects - Mesa County Colorado Mesa County Growth Into Existing 3,100 2,790 2,790
Supplies
Other Colorado Firming In-Basin Projects - Mesa County Colorado Mesa County Firming In-Basin Rights 1,500 1,350 1,350

Other Colorado Firming In-Basin Projects -Pitkin County Colorado Pitkin County Firming In-Basin Rights 1,600 1,440 1,440
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Table 4 Summary of Specific IPP Projects by Basin and Region or County

Project
Other Colorado Growth into Existing Water Rights Projects -Pitkin County

Upper Gunnison River WCD/Hinsdale County Commissioners - Lake San
Cristobal water development

Upper Gunnison River WCD/Hinsdale County Commissioners - Lake San
Cristobal water development

Tri-County WCD - Project 7

Tri-County WCD - Project 7
Tri-County WCD - Project 7

Upper Gunnison River WCD - Augmentation plan for non-agricultural purposes
using Aspinall Unit

Augmentation storage for Mt. Crested Butte (400 AF)

Other Gunnison Ag Transfer Projects -Mesa County

Other Gunnison Growth into Existing Water Rights Projects -Mesa County

City of Brighton - Ag transfers for well augmentation, South Platte and Beebe
Draw Project

City of Aurora - Prairie Waters

City of Aurora - Prairie Waters

City of Thornton - Recapture and exchange with gravel lakes

City of Brighton - recapture and exchange

Town of Castle Rock - Reuse of existing firm yield

ECCV - Northern Project

City of Aurora - Grow into buffer above planning levels

Colorado
Gunnison
Gunnison
Gunnison
Gunnison
Gunnison
Gunnison
Gunnison
Gunnison
Gunnison
Metro
Metro
Metro
Metro
Metro
Metro

Metro
Metro

County/ Region
Pitkin County

Gunnison County
Hinsdale County
Delta County
Ouray County
Montrose County
Gunnison County
Gunnison County
Mesa County
Mesa County
Denver Metro
Denver Metro
South Metro
Denver Metro
Denver Metro
South Metro

South Metro
Denver Metro

Growth Into Existing
Supplies

Regional In-Basin
Project

Regional In-Basin
Project

Regional In-Basin
Project

Regional In-Basin
Project

Regional In-Basin
Project

Firming In-Basin Rights

Firming In-Basin Rights
Agricultural Transfers
Growth Into Existing
Supplies

Agricultural Transfers

Reuse

Reuse

Reuse

Reuse

Reuse

Reuse

Growth Into Existing
Supplies

IPP Yield

@ 100%

Success
Rate
[AF]
1,600

670
280
4,250
250
7,500
500
400
430
1,300
2,500
2,400
4,500
1,200
2,200
1,900

3,900
1,400

IPP Yield @
IBCC
Alternative
Portfolio
(Optimistic)
Success Rate
[AF]

1,440

603
252
3,825
225
6,750
450
360
387
1,170
1,500
1,440
2,700
720
1,320
1,140

2,340
840

IPP Yield @
Status Quo
(Realistic)
Success Rate
[AF]

1,440

603
252
3,825
225
6,750
450
360
387
1,170
1,250
1,200
2,250
600
1,100
950

1,950
700
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Table 4 Summary of Specific IPP Projects by Basin and Region or County

Project
City of Thornton - Existing water rights and infrastructure portfolio

Denver Water - Total of Denver Water System Refinements/Maodifications
Denver Water - Total of Denver Water System Refinements/Modifications
City and County of Broomfield - Additional yield from existing portfolio
City of Arvada - Existing supplies

City of Englewood - existing supplies

City of Thornton - Northern Project

City of Brighton - Agreement with Westminster

Town of Castle Rock - Likely participant in WISE or ECCV Northern Project
Parker WSD and others - Rueter-Hess enlargement

Various Participants - Share of Chatfield Reallocation

Various Participants - Share of Chatfield Reallocation

City of Aurora - Eagle River Project

City of Aurora - Eagle River Project

Denver Water - Share of Moffat Collection System Project
Denver Water - Share of Moffat Collection System Project

Metro

Metro

Metro

Metro

Metro

Metro

Metro

Metro

Metro

Metro

Metro

Metro

Metro

Metro

Metro
Metro

County/ Region

Denver Metro

South Metro

Denver Metro

Denver Metro

Denver Metro

South Metro

Denver Metro

Denver Metro

South Metro

South Metro

Denver Metro

South Metro

Denver Metro

South Metro

Denver Metro
South Metro

Growth Into Existing
Supplies

Growth Into Existing
Supplies

Growth Into Existing
Supplies

Growth Into Existing
Supplies

Growth Into Existing
Supplies

Growth Into Existing
Supplies

Regional In-Basin
Project

Regional In-Basin
Project

Regional In-Basin
Project

Regional In-Basin
Project

Regional In-Basin
Project

Regional In-Basin
Project

New Transbasin Project
New Transbasin Project
New Transbasin Project
New Transbasin Project

IPP Yield

@ 100%

Success
Rate
[AF]
3,300
16,800
29,200
3,200
4,300
5,400
7,800
1,400
5,900
15,000
400
4,200
1,600
2,900

6,400
3,600

IPP Yield @
IBCC
Alternative
Portfolio
(Optimistic)
Success Rate
[AF]
1,980
10,080
17,520
1,920
2,580
3,240
4,680

840
3,540
9,000
240
2,520
960
1,700

3,800
2,200

IPP Yield @
Status Quo
(Realistic)
Success Rate
[AF]

1,650
8,400
14,600
1,600
2,150
2,700
3,900

700
2,950
7,500
200
2,100
800
1,500

3,200
1,800
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Table 4 Summary of Specific IPP Projects by Basin and Region or County

IPP Yield @
IBCC
IPP Yield Alternative IPP Yield @
@ 100% Portfolio Status Quo
Success (Optimistic) (GEEUNI)
Rate Success Rate Success Rate
Project County/ Region [AF] [AF] [AF]
City of Arvada - Moffat Collection System Project Metro Denver Metro New Transbasin Project 1,800 1,080 900
City and County of Broomfield - Participant in Windy Gap Firming Project Metro Denver Metro Firming Transbasin 3,800 2,280 1,900
Rights
Other Metro Ag Transfer Projects - Denver Metro Metro Denver Metro Agricultural Transfers 14,000 8,400 7,000
Other Metro Ag Transfer Projects - South Metro Metro South Metro Agricultural Transfers 7,100 4,260 3,550
City of Aurora - Grow into buffer above planning levels Metro South Metro Growth Into Existing 1,000 600 500
Supplies
City of Northglenn - Needs storage to firm existing and future water rights Metro Denver Metro Firming In-Basin Rights 1,100 660 550
City of Northglenn - Existing reuse plan Metro Denver Metro Reuse 500 300 250
City of Arvada - Highway 93 Lakes Metro Denver Metro Regional In-Basin 300 180 150
Project
City of Northglenn - Clear Creek ag rights Metro Denver Metro Agricultural Transfers 350 210 180
City of Arvada - Clear Creek ag rights Metro Denver Metro Agricultural Transfers 600 360 300
City of Longmont - Water rights dedication policy South Platte ~ Northern Agricultural Transfers 3,900 2,340 1,560
City of Greeley - Acquisition of Poudre ag rights South Platte  Northern Agricultural Transfers 9,000 5,400 3,600
Erie - Reclaimed water South Platte  Northern Reuse 3,800 2,280 1,520
City of Longmont - Union pumpback South Platte  Northern Reuse 2,100 1,260 840
City of Longmont - Adequate existing rights South Platte  Northern Growth Into Existing 3,800 2,280 1,520
Supplies
City of Loveland - Unused existing firm yield South Platte  Northern Growth Into Existing 4,900 2,940 1,960
Supplies
SWSI Phase 1: Assumed all demands met by continued reliance on high plains ~ South Platte  High Plains Growth Into Existing 2,300 1,380 920
aquifer. Supplies
City of Longmont - Union enlargement South Platte  Northern Regional In-Basin 750 450 300
Project
Various Participants - NISP South Platte  Northern Regional In-Basin 30,100 18,060 12,040

Project
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Table 4 Summary of Specific IPP Projects by Basin and Region or County

IPP Yield @
IBCC
IPP Yield Alternative IPP Yield @
@ 100% Portfolio Status Quo
Success (Optimistic) (GEEUNI)
Rate Success Rate Success Rate
Project County/ Region [AF] [AF] [AF]
Various Participants - NISP South Platte  Lower Platte Regional In-Basin 4,900 2,940 1,960
Project
Various Participants - Share of Chatfield Reallocation South Platte  Northern Regional In-Basin 1,750 1,050 700
Project
Various Participants - Share of Chatfield Reallocation South Platte  Upper Mountain Regional In-Basin 50 30 20
Project
Various Participants - Windy Gap Firming Project South Platte  Northern Firming Transbasin 19,000 11,400 7,600
Rights
City of Fort Collins - Halligan Reservoir enlargement South Platte  Northern Firming In-Basin Rights 7,000 4,200 2,800
City of Greeley - Seaman Reservoir enlargement South Platte  Northern Firming In-Basin Rights 10,000 6,000 4,000
Other South Platte Ag Transfer Projects - Northern South Platte  Northern Agricultural Transfers 6,400 3,840 2,560
Other South Platte Growth into Existing Supplies -Northern South Platte  Northern Growth Into Existing 6,400 3,840 2,560
Supplies
Other South Platte Growth into Existing Supplies - Upper Mountian South Platte  Upper Mountain Growth Into Existing 3,000 1,800 1,200
Supplies
Other South Platte Firming In-Basin Rights - Upper Mountian South Platte  Upper Mountain Firming In-Basin Rights 3,000 1,800 1,200
Other South Platte Growth into Existing Supplies - Lower Platte South Platte  Lower Platte Growth Into Existing 3,500 2,100 1,400
Supplies
Other South Platte Firming In-Basin Rights - Lower Platte South Platte  Lower Platte Firming In-Basin Rights 3,500 2,100 1,400
Growth into Existing Supplies - Jackson County North Platte  Jackson County Growth Into Existing 190 171 171
Supplies
Other Rio Grande Firming In-Basin Rights - Alamosa County Rio Grande Alamosa County Firming In-Basin Rights 1,800 1,620 1,620
Other Rio Grande Growth into Existing Supplies- Alamosa County Rio Grande Alamosa County Growth Into Existing 1,800 1,620 1,620
Supplies
Other Rio Grande Firming In-Basin Rights - Conejos County Rio Grande Conejos County Firming In-Basin Rights 790 711 711
Other Rio Grande Growth into Existing Supplies - Conejos County Rio Grande Conejos County Growth Into Existing 790 711 711
Supplies

Other Rio Grande Firming In-Basin Rights - Mineral County Rio Grande Mineral County Firming In-Basin Rights 89 80 80
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Table 4 Summary of Specific IPP Projects by Basin and Region or County

Project
Other Rio Grande Growth into Existing Supplies - Mineral County

Other Rio Grande Firming In-Basin Rights - Rio Grande County
Other Rio Grande Growth into Existing Supplies - Rio Grande County

Other Rio Grande Firming In-Basin Rights - Saguache County
Other Rio Grande Growth into Existing Supplies - Saguache County

Pagosa Area WSD - Dry Gulch Reservoir Project; Stevens Reservoir
Enlargement
City of Durango - Acquiring 3,800 AF of Animas-La Plata Project water

La Plata Archuleta Water District - Water System

La Plata West Water Authority - Western La Plata County Domestic Water
System
Florida WCD - Multi-purpose Project

City of Cortez - Plan to purchase additional M&l McPhee reserves
Ute Mountain Ute Tribe - Unspecified M&I project

Rico Alluvial Pipeline Water Supply Project; Rights to water from Dolores
Water Conservancy District; Potable supplies from Montezuma Water
Company

City of Durango - Excess supply from water rights on Animas and Florida
Rivers, plus minimal storage in terminal reservoir

Rio Grande

Rio Grande

Rio Grande

Rio Grande
Rio Grande

Southwest

Southwest

Southwest

Southwest

Southwest

Southwest

Southwest

Southwest

Southwest

County/ Region
Mineral County

Rio Grande
County

Rio Grande
County
Saguache County
Saguache County

Archuleta County
La Plata County
La Plata County
La Plata County
La Plata County
Montezuma
County
Montezuma

County
Dolores County

La Plata County

Growth Into Existing
Supplies
Firming In-Basin Rights

Growth Into Existing
Supplies

Firming In-Basin Rights
Growth Into Existing
Supplies

Regional In-Basin
Project

Regional In-Basin
Project

Regional In-Basin
Project

Regional In-Basin
Project

Regional In-Basin
Project

Regional In-Basin
Project

Regional In-Basin
Project

Growth Into Existing
Supplies

Growth Into Existing
Supplies

IPP Yield
@ 100%
Success
Rate
[AF]
89
450
450

400
400

3,800
2,400
1,500
1,300
1,700
260
79

380

1,300

IPP Yield @
IBCC
Alternative
Portfolio
(Optimistic)
Success Rate
[AF]

80
405
405

360
360

2,850
1,800
1,125
975
1,275
195
59

285

975

IPP Yield @
Status Quo
(Realistic)
Success Rate
[AF]

80
405
405

360
360

2,850
1,800
1,125
975
1,275
195
59

285

975
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Table 4 Summary of Specific IPP Projects by Basin and Region or County

Project
City of Cortez - Existing reserves in current allotment of McPhee Reservoir

Montezuma Water Company - Have plenty of water from McPhee and other
sources

SWSI Phase 1 IPPs include: Existing supplies and water rights - Montrose
County

SWSI Phase 1 IPPs include: Existing supplies and water rights -San Juan
County

SWSI Phase 1 IPPs include: Existing supplies and water rights - San Miguel
County

City of Craig - Elkhead Reservoir Enlargement

SWSI Phase 1 IPPs included: Existing supplies and water rights from White
River and tributaries

Steamboat Springs/Mt. Werner District - Fish Creek direct flow and storage;
Yampa wells.

Steamboat Springs - EIk River Project

Steamboat Springs - Upper Yampa River WCD - Morrison Creek Reservoir
Project
Steamboat Springs - Stagecoach Reservoir enlargement

Southwest
Southwest
Southwest
Southwest
Southwest

Yampa-
White
Yampa-
White
Yampa-
White
Yampa-
White
Yampa-
White
Yampa-
White

County/ Region
Montezuma
County
Montezuma
County
Montrose County
San Juan County
San Miguel
County
Moffat County
Rio Blanco County
Routt County
Routt County
Routt County

Routt County

Growth Into Existing
Supplies

Growth Into Existing
Supplies

Growth Into Existing
Supplies

Growth Into Existing
Supplies

Growth Into Existing
Supplies

Growth Into Existing
Supplies

Growth Into Existing
Supplies

Growth Into Existing
Supplies

Regional In-Basin
Project

Regional In-Basin
Project

Regional In-Basin
Project

IPP Yield

@ 100%

Success
Rate
[AF]
520
2,500
700
88
700
2,500
600
930
2,600
870

4,400

IPP Yield @
IBCC
Alternative
Portfolio
(Optimistic)
Success Rate
[AF]

390
1,875
525
66
525
2,250
540
837
2,340
783

3,960

IPP Yield @
Status Quo
(Realistic)
Success Rate
[AF]

390
1,875
525
66
525
2,250
540
837
2,340
783

3,960
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Garfield County

Eagle County

2050 New Water Needs: 14,000 AF
IPPs @ 100%:
Net Gap in 2050: None

IPP Breakdown:
Growth Into Existing Supplies: 7,600 AF

14,000 AF

Reuse:0AF
2050 New Water Needs: 26,000 AF Firming In-Basin Rights: 6,500 AF
IPPs @ 100%: 17,000 AF Regional In-Basin Project: 370 AF
Net Gap in 2050: 9,400 AF Agricultural Transfers: 3,000 AF
e Firming Transbasin Rights: 0 AF
Gap Begins: 2040 : .
o | ~—] New Transbasin Project: 0 AF
IPP Breakdown: e i
Growth Into Existing Supplies: 6,500 AF
Reuse: 0 AF
Firming In-Basin Rights: 6,500 AF
Regional In-Basin Project: 3,500 AF I GA ?FI E LE:
Agricultural Transfers: 160 AF e
& Firming Transbasin Rights: 0 AF
& X o Glenwood
_.\_? New Transbasin Project: 0 AF Springs
=3 i /_,r

Grand County

2050 New Water Needs: 5,200 AF
IPPs @ 100%: 3,200 AF

Net Gap in 2050: 2,000 AF

Gap Begins: 2035

IPP Breakdown:

Growth Into Existing Supplies: 7,600 AF
Reuse: 0 AF

Firming In-Basin Rights: 6,500 AF
Regional In-Basin Project: 370 AF
Agricultural Transfers: 3,000 AF
Firming Transbasin Rights: 0 AF

New Transbasin Project: 0 AF

B City / Town

~"~— Stream / River

’ Lake / Reservoir

Counties

EAGLE
GARFIELD

| GRAND

Grand
Junctio

2050 New Water Needs: 18,000 AF
IPPs @ 100%: 7,400 AF

Net Gap in 2050: 10,000 AF

Gap Begins: 2030

IPP Breakdown:

Growth Into Existing Supplies: 3,100 AF
Reuse: 0 AF

Firming In-Basin Rights: 2,700 AF
Regional In-Basin Project: 0 AF
Agricultural Transfers: 1,500 AF
Firming Transbasin Rights: 0 AF

New Transbasin Project: 0 AF

2050 New Water Needs: 6,700 AF
IPPs @ 100%: 3,800 AF

Net Gap in 2050: 2,800 AF

Gap Begins: 2040

IPP Breakdown:

Growth Into Existing Supplies: 1,600 AF
Reuse: 540 AF

Firming In-Basin Rights: 1,600 AF
Regional In-Basin Project: 0 AF
Agricultural Transfers: 0 AF

Firming Transbasin Rights: 0 AF

New Transbasin Project: 0 AF

T

Sulphur
Springs

SUMMIT
Summit County

2050 New Water Needs: 12,000 AF
IPPs @ 100%: 9,200 AF

Net Gap in 2050: 2,900 AF

Gap Begins: 2045

IPP Breakdown:

Growth Into Existing Supplies: 0 AF
Reuse: 0 AF

Firming In-Basin Rights: 0 AF
Regional In-Basin Project: 9,200 AF
Agricultural Transfers: 0 AF
Firming Transbasin Rights: 0 AF
New Transbasin Project: 0 AF

[ |ImEsa
Y

| suMMIT

N
W%E
5
o 5 10 20

Miles

Zolorado

Note: Gap values determined using medium demands and medium yield IPPs. Difference in the total IPPs and sum of IPP type

is due to rounding. For additional information see attached memao.

Colorado Basin
Summary Map

IPPs @ 100% Success
Rate
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Mesa County

2050 New Water Needs: 1,800 AF
IPPs @ 100%: 1,700 AF

Net Gap in 2050: 91 AF

Gap Begins: 2050

IPP Breakdown:

Growth Into Existing Supplies: 1,300 AF
Reuse: 0 AF

Firming In-Basin Rights: 0 AF

Regional In-Basin Project: 0 AF
Agricultural Transfers: 430 AF

Firming Transbasin Rights: 0 AF

New Transbasin Project: 0 AF

x‘f

=

.
&

s
5,
i

o LT

~—_] Regional In-Basin Project: 4,250 AF

Delta County

2050 New Water Needs: 5,900 AF
IPPs @ 100%: 4,200 AF

Net Gap in 2050: 1,700 AF

Gap Begins: 2040

IPP Breakdown:

Growth Into Existing Supplies: 0 AF
Reuse: 0 AF

Firming In-Basin Rights: 0 AF

Agricultural Transfers: 0 AF
Firming Transbasin Rights: 0 AF
New Transbasin Project: 0 AF

DELTA

Montrose County

2050 New Water Needs: 7,900 AF

IPP Breakdown:

Growth Into Existing Supplies: 0 AF
Reuse: 0 AF

Firming In-Basin Rights: 0 AF
Regional In-Basin Project: 7,500 AF
Agricultural Transfers: 0 AF
Firming Transbasin Rights: 0 AF
New Transbasin Project: 0 AF

IPPs @ 100%: 7,500 AF NTROSE
Net Gap in 2050: 390 AF
Gap Begins: 2050 |

Montrose

2050 New Water Needs: 520 AF

IPPs @ 190%: 240 AF Lake
Net Gap in 2050: 280 AF City
Gap Begins: 2030

IPP Breakdown:

Growth Into Existing Supplies: 0 AF

Reuse: 0 AF

Firming In-Basin Rights: 0 AF
Regional In-Basin Project: 250 AF
Agricultural Transfers: 0 AF
Firming Transbasin Rights: 0 AF
New Transbasin Project: 0 AF

Gunnison County

2050 New Water Needs: 2,700 AF
IPPs @ 100%: 1,600 AF

Net Gap in 2050: 1,200 AF

Gap Begins: 2035

IPP Breakdown:

Growth Into Existing Supplies: 0 AF
Reuse: 0 AF

Firming In-Basin Rights: 900 AF
Regional In-Basin Project: 670 AF
Agricultural Transfers: 0 AF
Firming Transbasin Rights: 0 AF
New Transbasin Project: 0 AF

2050 New Water Needs: 280 AF
IPPs @ 100%: 280 AF
Net Gap in 2050: None

Gap Begins: 2050

IPP Breakdown:

Growth Into Existing Supplies: 0 AF
Reuse: 0 AF

Firming In-Basin Rights: 0 AF
Regional In-Basin Project: 280 AF
Agricultural Transfers: 0 AF
Firming Transbasin Rights: 0 AF
New Transbasin Project: 0 AF

Note: Gap values determined using medium demands and medium yield IPPs. Difference in the total IPPs and sum of IPP type
is due to rounding. For additional information see attached memo.

B City / Town
~"~—— Stream / River
’ Lake / Reservoir
Counties

[ | pELTA
|| GUNNISON
| | HINSDALE
| | mEsA
.| monTROSE
| | ourar

Miles

SUNNISOon,

Gunnison Basin
Summary Map

IPPs @ 100% Success
Rate
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2050 New Water Needs: 150,000 AF
IPPs @ 100%: 110,000 AF
Net Gap in 2050: 42,000 AF Lower Platte
Gap Begins: 2040
IPP Breakdown: 2050 New Water Needs: 24,000 AF
growthslgg)oa(’i:sting Supplies: 15,100 AF IPPs @ 100%: 12,000 AF
Fierumsi%g In-Basin Rights: 17,000 AF e EEp T 2008 1 000 7
LARIMER Regional In-Basin Project: 32,600 AF N~ Kr Gap Begins: 2030
Agricultural Transfers: 19,300 AF IPP Breakdown:
Denver Metro { Firming Transhasin Rights: 19,000 AF Growth Into Existing Supplies: 3,500 AF
bllil  New Transhasin Project: 0 AF Reuse:0AF
2050 New Water Needs: 110,000 AF . Firming In-Basin Rights: 3,500 AF
IPPs @ 100%: 90,000 AF B ieg'lor}ill Inl—iasm rrOJegt/:\é,QOO AF
. ricultural Transfers:
Net Gap .|n 2050: 23,000 AF Fi%ming Transbasin Rights: 0 AF
Gap Begins: 2045 New Transbasin Project: 0 AF
IPP Breakdown:

ICK

PS

Fé / ; -
Growth Into Existing Supplies: 41,400 AF ? i : 2 PE ryl - E Akron
Reuse: 6,300 AF |
Firming In-Basin Rights: 1,100 AF
Regional In-Basin Project: 9,900 AF
Agricultural Transfers: 17,450 AF
Firming Transbasin Rights: 3,800 AF
New Transbasin Project: 9,800 AF

WASHINGTON

Central City.

u . ;
Georgetown 3 r,.»fM
= s

Wray
|

Upper Mountain

2050 New Water Needs: 6,800 AF
IPPs @ 100%: 6,100 AF

Net Gap in 2050: 680 AF

Gap Begins: 2050

IPP Breakdown:

Growth Into Existing Supplies: 3,000 AF
Reuse: 0 AF

Firming In-Basin Rights: 3,000 AF
Regional In-Basin Project: 50 AF

LIN 2050 New Water Needs: 2,300 AF
IPPs @ 100%: 2,300 AF
Net Gap in 2050: None

2050 New Water Needs: 120,000 AF
IPPs @ 100%: 73,000 AF
Net Gap in 2050: 42,000 AF
Gap Begins: 2040

IPP Breakdown:
IPP Breakdown:

o . Growth Into Existing Supplies: 2,300 AF
Growth Into Existing Supplies: 23,200 AF Reuse: 0 AF

Reuse: 10300 AF = Firming In-Basin Rights: 0 AF

Firming In-Basin Rights: 0 AF Regional In-Basin Project: 0 AF

Agricultural Transfers: 0 AF Reg'lonal In-Basin PI‘OJ.eth 25,100 AF Agricultural Transfers: 0 AF
2 P . Agricultural Transfers: 7,100 AF Firming Transbasin Rights: 0 AF
Firming Transbasin Rights: 0 AF Firming Transbasin Rights: 0 AF irming fransbasin Rignts:
New Transbasin Project: 0 AF 9 ghts: New Transbasin Project: 0 AF

New Transbasin Project: 6,500 AF

ington
|

yenne
ells

YENNE

Note: Gap values determined using medium demands and medium yield IPPs. Difference in the total IPPs and sum of IPP type
is due to rounding. For additional information see attached memo.

B City / Town
~"—— Stream / River
’ Lake / Reservoir
Regions

Denver Metro
[ High Plains

: Lower Platte

Northern
South Metro
Upper Mountain

N
w‘%ﬁ
s
0 10 20 40
e —

Miles

South
Platte

South Platte Basin
Summary Map

IPPs @ 100% Success
Rate
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JACKSON

5
8
=
S

is due to rounding. For additional information see attached memo.

Jackson County

2050 New Water Needs: 190 AF
IPPs @ 100%: 190 AF
Net Gap in 2050: None

IPP Breakdown:
Growth Into Existing Supplies: 190 AF
Reuse: 0 AF

Firming In-Basin Rights: 0 AF
Regional In-Basin Project: 0 AF
Agricultural Transfers: 0 AF

Firming Transbasin Rights: 0 AF

New Transbasin Project: 0 AF

B City / Town
~Nw~— Stream / River
’ Lake / Reservoir
Counties

[ ] JAcksoN

N
I\
W%E
s
0 25 5 10
?

Miles

kgt fr
lat

Note: Gap values determined using medium demands and medium yield IPPs. Difference in the total IPPs and sum of IPP type

North Platte Basin
Summary Map

IPPs @ 100% Success
Rate
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Montrose County

2050 New Water Needs: 3,900 AF
IPPs @ 100%: 700 AF

Net Gap in 2050: 3,200 AF

Gap Begins: 2020

San Miguel County
IPP Breakdown:

Growth Into Existing Supplies: 700 AF 2050 New Water Needs: 4,300 AF

\._/"’

Reuse: 0 AF .

Firming In-Basin Rights: 0 AF FESE 1(_)0%' HelE

Regional In-Basin Project: 0 AF Net Gap in 2050: 3,600 AF
Agricultural Transfers: 0 AF Gap Begins: 2020

Firming Transbasin Rights: 0 AF IPP Breakdown:

New Transbasin Project: 0 AF Growth Into Existing Supplies: 700 AF

3 Reuse: 0 AF
: Firming In-Basin Rights: 0 AF San Juan County

Regional In-Basin Project: 0 AF

Agricultural Transfers: 0 AF 2050 New Water Needs: 88 AF
Dolores County 4 Firming Transbasin Rights: 0 AF IPPs @ 100%: 88 AF
LIS lELg New Transbasin Project: 0 AF Net Gap in 2050; None

2050 New Water Needs: 400 AF
IPPs @ 100%: 380 AF

Net Gap in 2050: 20 AF

Gap Begins: 2050

IPP Breakdown:

Growth Into Existing Supplies: 88 AF
Reuse: 0 AF

IPP Breakdown: Firming In-Basin Rights: 0 AF
Growth Into Existing Supplies: 380 AF et Regional In-Basin Project: 0 AF
Reuse: 0 AF M G UEL - Agricultural Transfers: 0 AF

Firming In-Basin Rights: 0 AF
Regional In-Basin Project: 0 AF
Agricultural Transfers: 0 AF
Firming Transbasin Rights: 0 AF
New Transbasin Project: 0 AF

Firming Transbasin Rights: 0 AF
New Transbasin Project: 0 AF

Archuleta County

2050 New Water Needs:
IPPs @ 100%: 3,800 AF
Net Gap in 2050: 200 AF

\ Gap Begins: 2050
2050 New Water Needs: 8,600 AF NSDALE
IPPs @ 100%: 8,200 AF IPP Breakdown:

n
Telluride

Montezuma County

La Plata County

2050 New Water Needs: 3,500 AF
IPPs @ 100%: 3,400 AF
Net Gap in 2050: 180 AF

; . Growth Into Existing Supplies: 0 AF
Gap Begins: 2050 Net Gap'ln 2050: 430 AF MINE AT g Supp:

IPP Breakdown: Gap Begins: 2050 Firming In-Basin Rights: 0 AF
Growth Into Existing Supplies: 3,020 AF IPP Breakdown: Regional In-Basin Project: 3,800 AF

Reuse: 0 AF

Firming In-Basin Rights: 0 AF
Regional In-Basin Project: 339 AF
Agricultural Transfers: 0 AF
Firming Transbasin Rights: 0 AF
New Transbasin Project: 0 AF

|

Growth Into Existing Supplies: 1,300 AF
Reuse: 0 AF

Firming In-Basin Rights: 0 AF

Regional In-Basin Project: 6,900 AF
Agricultural Transfers: 0 AF

Firming Transbasin Rights: 0 AF

New Transbasin Project: 0 AF

— s

Note: Gap values determined using medium demands and medium yield IPPs. Difference in the total IPPs and sum of IPP type
is due to rounding. For additional information see attached memo.

Agricultural Transfers: 0 AF
Firming Transbasin Rights: 0 AF
New Transbasin Project: 0 AF

ARCHULETA

0 O~

W City / Town
~N.~—— Stream / River
’ Lake / Reservoir
Counties

ARCHULETA

| | DOLORES
LA PLATA
[ | MONTEZUMA

| | MONTROSE

[ |sANJuAN
[ | sANMIGUEL

N
w‘%ﬁ
£
0 5 10 20
I e —

Miles

outhwest}

Southwest Basin
Summary Map

IPPs @ 100% Success
Rate
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Saguache County

2050 New Water Needs: 180 AF
IPPs @ 100%: 180 AF

2050 New Water Needs: 1,100 AF
IPPs @ 100%: 800 AF

. Net Gap in 2050: 310 AF
Mineral County Gap Begins: 2040

IPP Breakdown:
Growth Into Existing Supplies: 400 AF

Reuse: 0 AF
Net Gap in 2050: None Firming In-Basin Rights: 400 AF
Regional In-Basin Project: 0 AF
IPP Breakdown: Agricultural Transfers: 0 AF
Growth Into Existing Supplies: 89 AF Firming Transbasin Rights: 0 AF
Reuse: 0 AF New Transbasin Project: 0 AF

Firming In-Basin Rights: 89 AF

New Transbasin Project: 0 AF

HINSDALE

Regional In-Basin Project: 0 AF
Agricultural Transfers: 0 AF
Firming Transbasin Rights: 0 AF SAGUACHE

Alamosa County

2050 New Water Needs: 5,100 AF
IPPs @ 100%: 3,600 AF

Net Gap in 2050: 1,500 AF

Gap Begins: 2040

IPP Breakdown:

Growth Into Existing Supplies: 1,800 AF
Reuse: 0 AF

Firming In-Basin Rights: 1,800 AF
Regional In-Basin Project: 0 AF
Agricultural Transfers: 0 AF
Firming Transbasin Rights: 0 AF
New Transbasin Project: 0 AF

MINERAL

Rio Grande County

2050 New Water Needs: 1,700 AF
IPPs @ 100%: 900 AF

Net Gap in 2050: 840 AF

Gap Begins: 2035

IPP Breakdown:

Growth Into Existing Supplies: 450 AF
Reuse: 0 AF

Firming In-Basin Rights: 450 AF
Regional In-Basin Project: 0 AF
Agricultural Transfers: 0 AF
Firming Transbasin Rights: 0 AF
New Transbasin Project: 0 AF

Note: Gap values determined using medium demands and medium yield IPPs. Difference in the total
IPPs and sum of IPP type is due to rounding. For additional information see attached memo.

Conejos County

2050 New Water Needs: 1,600 AF
IPPs @ 100%: 1,600 AF
Net Gap in 2050: None

IPP Breakdown:

Growth Into Existing Supplies: 790 AF
Reuse: 0 AF

Firming In-Basin Rights: 790 AF
Regional In-Basin Project: 0 AF
Agricultural Transfers: 0 AF

Firming Transbasin Rights: 0 AF

New Transbasin Project: 0 AF

ALAMOSA

Costilla County

2050 New Water Needs: 180 AF
IPPs @ 100%: 0 AF

Net Gap in 2050: 180 AF

Gap Begins: 2025

IPP Breakdown:

Growth Into Existing Supplies: 0 AF
Reuse: 0 AF

Firming In-Basin Rights: 0 AF
Regional In-Basin Project: 0 AF

'.‘f"//.lzn)'

Agricultural Transfers: 0 AF
Firming Transbasin Rights: 0 AF
New Transbasin Project: 0 AF

B City / Town
~"r—— Stream / River
25 Lake/Reservoir
Counties

[ ] ALamosa
[ ] conesos
[ | cosTiLLa
[ | HINSDALE
[ | MmINERAL
[ | RIOGRANDE
[ | saGuAcHE

N
W%E
s
4] 5 10 20
?

Miles

Rio
';ande

Rio Grande Basin
Summary Map

IPPs @ 100% Success
Rate




Wdengissvr 1edmGIS\SWSINONCONSUMPTIVEVYAMPA-WHITEWMX D\BasinLocation_YampalWhite. mxd

Routt County

2050 New Water Needs: 22,000 AF

2050 New Water Needs: 13,000 AF
IPPs @ 100%: 2,500 AF

Net Gap in 2050: 10,000 AF

Gap Begins: 2015

IPP Breakdown:

Growth Into Existing Supplies: 2,500 AF
Reuse: 0 AF

Firming In-Basin Rights: 0 AF
Regional In-Basin Project: 0 AF
Agricultural Transfers: 0 AF

Firming Transbasin Rights: 0 AF
New Transbasin Project: 0 AF

MOFFAT

IPPs @ 100%: 8,800 AF
Net Gap in 2050: 13,000 AF
Gap Begins: 2025

IPP Breakdown:

Growth Into Existing Supplies: 930 AF
Reuse: 0 AF

Firming In-Basin Rights: 0 AF
Regional In-Basin Project: 7,870 AF
Agricultural Transfers: 0 AF

Firming Transbasin Rights: 0 AF

New Transbasin Project: 0 AF

Steamboat
Springs

RIO
BLANCO

is due to rounding. For additional information see attached memo.

2050 New Water Needs: 13,000 AF
IPPs @ 100%: 600 AF
Net Gap in 2050: 12,000 AF

Gap Begins: 2015

IPP Breakdown:

Growth Into Existing Supplies: 600 AF
Reuse: 0 AF

Firming In-Basin Rights: 0 AF
Regional In-Basin Project: 0 AF
Agricultural Transfers: 0 AF
Firming Transbasin Rights: 0 AF
New Transbasin Project: 0 AF

Rio Blanco County

FIELD

Note: Gap values determined using medium demands and medium yield IPPs. Difference in the total IPPs and sum of IPP type

B City / Town
~"~~— Stream / River
925 Lake / Reservoir

Counties
' | MOFFAT
RIO BLANCO

ROUTT

N

I

s
0 5 10 20
?

Miles

| Yampa/
White

Yampa/White
Basin Summary
Map

IPPs @ 100% Success
Rate
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2050 New Water Needs: 150,000 AF
IPPs @ 100%: 110,000 AF

Net Gap in 2050: 42,000 AF

Gap Begins: 2040

IPP Breakdown:

Growth Into Existing Supplies: 15,100 AF
Reuse: 5,900 AF

Firming In-Basin Rights: 17,000 AF
Regional In-Basin Project: 32,600 AF
Agricultural Transfers: 19,300 AF
Firming Transbasin Rights: 19,000 AF
New Transbasin Project: 0 AF

Urban Counties

2050 New Water Needs: 120,000 AF
IPPs @ 100%: 78,000 AF

Net Gap in 2050: 41,000 AF

Gap Begins: 2040

IPP Breakdown:

Growth Into Existing Supplies: 0 AF
Reuse: 28,000 AF

Firming In-Basin Rights: 0 AF
Regional In-Basin Project: 37,000 AF
Agricultural Transfers: 6,200 AF
Firming Transbasin Rights: 6,600 AF
New Transbasin Project: 0 AF

WELD

SEDGWICK

2050 New Water Needs: 110,000 AF
IPPs @ 100%: 90,000 AF

Net Gap in 2050: 23,000 AF

Gap Begins: 2045

IPP Breakdown:

Growth Into Existing Supplies: 41,400 AF
Reuse: 6,300 AF

Firming In-Basin Rights: 1,100 AF
Regional In-Basin Project: 9,900 AF
Agricultural Transfers: 17,450 AF
Firming Transbasin Rights: 3,800 AF
New Transbasin Project: 9,800 AF

EL PASO LIN

7
Florence
estcliffe

[CUSTER

Walsenburg

Trinidad

CROWLE

Ordway \

/g:ington

2050 New Water Needs: 120,000 AF
IPPs @ 100%: 73,000 AF

Net Gap in 2050: 42,000 AF

Gap Begins: 2040

IPP Breakdown:

Growth Into Existing Supplies: 23,200 AF
Reuse: 10,300 AF

Firming In-Basin Rights: 0 AF
Regional In-Basin Project: 25,100 AF
Agricultural Transfers: 7,100 AF
Firming Transbasin Rights: 0 AF
New Transbasin Project: 6,500 AF

Las
Animas
BENT

"“"-"—f'! Lamar

PROWERS

LAS ¢
ANIMAS &
3

Note: Gap values determined using medium demands and medium yield IPPs. Difference in the total IPPs and sum of IPP type is
due to rounding. For additional information see attached memo.

W City / Town

~~—~ Stream / River
’ Lake / Reservoir
Regions

: ] Urban Counties
:| Denver Metro
:\ Northern

:l South Metro

[=]
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Arkansas

Front Range
Summary Map

IPPs @ 100% Success
Rate










