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Arkansas Basin Roundtable Technical Meeting #1 
September 11, 2003 – Pueblo 
Meeting Summary 
 
Welcome and Introductions 
The Statewide Water Supply Initiative (SWSI) Basin Roundtable Meetings are where local 
interests (water providers, water users, local governments, representatives of federal and state 
agencies, environmentalists, recreationalists, etc.) meet and exchange ideas, review and present 
water supply and demand data, summarize planning initiatives, and help guide the 
development of water supply and demand objectives and strategies for achieving the objectives. 
The focus of the meetings is primarily on a consensus building process to address specific issues 
within each river basin. A portion of each meeting will also be devoted to obtaining information 
and comments from the public. It is anticipated that there will be approximately four Basin 
Roundtable meetings in each basin from September 2003 through November 2004. 
 
SWSI project team members including Rod Kuharich and Rick Brown from the Colorado Water 
Conservation Board (CWCB), and Paul Brown, Sue Morea, John Rehring, and Doug Mosteller 
from Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. (CDM), began the first meeting by welcoming the Basin 
Roundtable (BRT) meeting participants and providing history on the SWSI project. The BRT 
nominees are listed below, along with their representation and meeting attendance information. 
 

Member Organization Interest Category 

Technical 
Meeting #1 
Attendance 

Harold Miskel Colorado Water Conservation Board Colorado Water Conservation Board X 
Tom Pointon  Arkansas Basin Advisor X 
Robert Wiley, Jr. Colorado Farm Bureau Representative Agricultural, Ranching, Ditch and Reservoir 

Companies 
X 

Leroy Mauch Lower Arkansas Valley Water 
Conservation District, Farmer, Rancher, 
Prowers County Commissioner 

Agricultural, Ranching, Ditch and Reservoir 
Companies 

X 

Dan Hendricks High Line Canal Agricultural, Ranching, Ditch and Reservoir 
Companies 

X 

Dennis O'Neill Businessman in upper basin Business, Development and Civic Organizations X 
Dave Sarton Colorado Springs Chamber of Commerce 

Former SECWCD Board Member 
Business, Development and Civic Organizations X 

Bob Jackson Pueblo Businessman Business, Development and Civic Organizations X 
Steve Craig Colorado Trout Unlimited 

Collegiate Peaks Chapter 
Environmentalists and Related Organizations X 

SeEtta Moss Arkansas Valley Audubon Society Environmentalists and Related Organizations X 
Matt Heimerich Crowley County Board of Commissioners Local Governments not Directly Providing Water 

(municipal, county, and regional) 
X 

Gary Barber El Paso County Water Authority Local Governments not Directly Providing Water 
(municipal, county, and regional) 

X 
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Member Organization Interest Category 

Technical 
Meeting #1 
Attendance 

Jim Bensberg El Paso County Board of Commissioners Local Governments not Directly Providing Water 
(municipal, county, and regional) 

 

Alan Hamel Board of Water Works: Pueblo, Colorado Municipal Water Providers X 
Phil Tollefson Colorado Springs Utilities Municipal Water Providers X 
Joe Kelly City of La Junta Municipal Water Providers X 
Reed Dils Former Rafting Company owner, co-

founder of Arkansas River Outfitters 
Association 

Recreational and Related Organizations X 

Greg Felt Outfitters Recreational and Related Organizations X 
Jim Broderick Southeastern Colorado Water 

Conservancy District 
Water Conservancy and Conservation Districts X 

Terry Skanga Upper Arkansas Water Conservancy 
District 

Water Conservancy and Conservation Districts X 

Julie Scaplo Lower Arkansas Valley Water 
Conservation District 

Water Conservancy and Conservation Districts X 

Technical Advisors 
Steve Witte Division Engineer State Agencies X 
Mike French Colorado Parks & Outdoor Recreation State Agencies X 
Pat Edelmann U.S. Geological Survey Federal Agencies X 
Tom Musgrove Bureau of Reclamation Federal Agencies X 
Mark Hillman Colorado Senate Legislative Liaison  
Andy McElhany Colorado Senate Legislative Liaison X 
Brad Young Colorado House of Representatives Legislative Liaison  
 
The SWSI team did identify a few scheduling conflicts for some of the Roundtable participants. 
Consistent and complete participation of Roundtable members is essential to the success of the 
project due to the limited number of meetings. The SWSI project team will confirm the 
participation of Roundtable members to future meetings and recommend scheduling changes 
where conflicts arise. 
 
Overview of SWSI Goals, Objectives, and Process 
Rick Brown and Sue Morea presented the SWSI purpose, goals, and project scope. A copy of the 
slides that Rick and Sue presented are located in the Basin Roundtable Meeting #1 slides file on 
the Colorado Water Conservation Board website (www.cwcb.state.co.us – click on Statewide 
Water Supply Initiative). Feedback from the roundtable participants on the presentation is 
summarized below. 
 
Purpose and Goals Presentation 
Â SWSI Goals.  A basin roundtable participant asked for clarification of the overall goal of 

SWSI.  Rick Brown responded by saying that the goal of SWSI is two-fold. First, the project 
team will strive to determine water management efficiencies within each river basin. Second, 
where applicable, SWSI will discuss trans-basin water management strategies.  Several of the 
roundtable participants wanted to know if SWSI will be a water supply plan. Their concern 
was that states with a water supply plan, but with a lower right to the water, were taking 
water from Colorado.  Rick indicated that SWSI is not a “water plan” but it will help identify 
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existing local planning and planning needs. 
 

Â Better management statewide growth. A roundtable participant expressed an interest in 
looking at alternatives that may either slow growth or promote growth in areas where water 
surpluses exist. It was suggested that economic incentives and assistance policies could 
promote moving population to areas with greater supply opportunities rather than moving 
the water to areas of need. 

 
Â Protect quality of life. Roundtable members from more rural areas indicated that the practice 

of agriculture selling their water rights is causing rural Colorado communities to die. Other 
members expressed that other factors are contributing to decreasing populations in rural 
Colorado communities. It was suggested that joint benefits of selling water could be achieved 
for rural and urban Colorado areas if the urban areas could find ways to use the labor pool 
that exists in rural areas.  

 
With respect to protecting quality of life, roundtable members pointed out that the urban 
population depends on agriculture community for fresh meats and vegetables and the 
agriculture community depends on the urban population for providing the demand for such 
goods.  

 
Â Representation of all interests, public, and private in implementation. The importance of 

keeping an open dialogue between those with opposing water management opinions was 
expressed. Vital to the communication is the ability to keep promises with respect to water 
management decisions.  

 
Please note that the context of some of the above discussions is repeated as part of the objectives 
summary. 
 
Water Management Objectives 
Following the presentation on SWSI purpose, goals, and project scope, Paul Brown defined 
terms that will become the basis of the SWSI process and described how water supply objectives 
and subobjectives will be created and used to evaluate water supply alternatives. For the 
purposes of the SWSI project, the following terms and definitions will be used: 
 
Objectives – The goals that define the essential purposes in broad, overarching terms. For the 
purposes of SWSI, an objective will be measurable, non-redundant, concise, and 
understandable. 
 
Performance Measures – The indicators of how well the objectives are being met. 
 
Options – The individual building blocks that consist of projects, management solutions, and 
other options. Options may include surface water, groundwater, storage, water transfer, reuse, 
and conservation themes. 
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Alternatives – Combinations of options that are designed to accomplish the objectives. For 
example, an infrastructure water supply alternative may include large storage, surface water, 
and groundwater themes, but be light on conservation and reuse themes. 
 
Water supply alternatives may be water supply projects or may be management strategies. 
These water supply alternatives can also be described as the "solutions" to a water supply issue 
and they represent the "how are we going to solve this problem" aspect of the decisionmaking 
process. During this process, different supply and demand management projects and strategies 
are identified, studied, and then combined into complete sets of alternatives. Traditional water 
planning has tended to focus on this aspect alone. However, water resources decisions are 
becoming more complex, incorporating such issues as managing costs, ensuring water quality, 
meeting environmental needs, providing for recreation, balancing urban and agricultural 
interests, and equity. 
 
Given the wide difference of opinions and perspectives that people have regarding Colorado's 
water resources, it is important to focus equally on the "why are we doing this" aspect of the 
decisionmaking process. During this part of the process, basic objectives are defined. The 
development of objectives helps provide insight into people's views of water and water 
resource management. For each objective, associated performance measures are developed that 
represent indices that indicate whether the objective is being achieved. By understanding water 
management objectives and clearly articulating them to the public, one can better understand 
how different water supply alternatives perform and address the views and values of 
individuals, and possible solutions (i.e., alternatives) can be evaluated in a structured manner. 
 
Where the two aspects of the decisionmaking process (e.g., the "why" and the "how") come 
together, alternatives are comprehensively evaluated and a preferred alternative is identified. 
 
By defining, up front, the basic objectives for SWSI, it is expected that trade-offs among 
alternatives can be more easily identified/understood and incorporated into an implementation 
strategy for that alternative. These trade-offs can be the basis for mutual understanding of the 
public’s concerns and needs. A draft list of objectives was developed based on input from the 
first round of SWSI Public Meetings and experience gathered from other successful water 
planning efforts. The draft objectives are not listed in any particular order, but individual 
roundtable members will have an opportunity to indicate their relative preferences on the final 
list of objectives later in the SWSI process. The draft objectives presented included: 
 
Â Reliably meet demands 
Â Maximize existing supply 
Â Enhance use of existing system assets 
Â Maximize implementability 
Â Support recreational needs 
Â Provide for environmental protection 
Â Minimize costs 
Â Protect cultural values 
Â Provide for healthy Colorado economy 
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Following the draft objectives presentation, the meeting was turned over to the basin 
roundtable participants for open discussion of the objectives. Feedback on the objectives is 
presented below. 
 
Discussion of Objectives 
1. Reliably Meet Demands 

Draft Subobjectives Presented 
Â Reliably meet urban water demands under varying hydrologic conditions 
Â Reliably meet agricultural water demands under varying hydrologic conditions 
Â Maintain adequate reserves 
 
Comments 
Â Roundtable members emphasized the need to provide water for future needs, which should 

be defined by a date 
Â For water providers and urban areas, reliably meeting demands means having water for both 

residential and business customers. When customers turn on a tap, they must have water. If 
customers do not have water, then residences and businesses will leave the area and the tax 
base will decrease. 

Â For agriculture, reliably meeting water demands means having water available at the 
appropriate times for crops. The timing of water crops is vital for the success of that crop. 

 
2. Maximize Existing Supply 

Draft Subobjectives Presented 
Â Use appropriate-quality water for appropriate uses 
Â Increase reuse and exchanges 
Â Increase efficiency of use 
Â Reduce evaporation and conveyance losses 
 
Comments 
Â Continued promotion of conservation best management practices 
 
3. Enhance Use of Existing System Assets 

Draft Subobjectives Presented 
Â Maximize operations of existing facilities 
Â Manage / reduce / capture unintentional reservoir spills 
 
Comments 
Â It was suggested that information and communication related to the Arkansas River Basin 

should be institutionalized, allowing for common understanding and mitigation within the 
basin. 
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4. Maximize Implementability 

Draft Subobjectives Presented 
Â Optimize options for technical, legal, institutional, political, economical, and environmental 

implementability 
Â Maintain compliance with Compacts 
 
Comments 
Â A roundtable member cautioned that SWSI should not try to fix all problems with one 

solution. 
 
5. Support Recreational Needs 

Draft Subobjectives Presented 
Â Provide instream flows for in-channel recreational uses 
Â Provide adequate reservoir levels for flatwater recreation 
Â Operate reservoirs to serve multiple purposes 
 
Comments 
Â The ability to predict water flows will help recreational interests because industries like 

rafting need to know when water will be available. This is particularly important because the 
state, as part of promoting tourism, touts the ability to raft in Colorado through August. If the 
state promises rafting to people, then the rafting industry must deliver. And the industry can 
do a better job delivering if flows can be predicted. 

Â The Arkansas River voluntary flow program was cited as an example of how the movement 
of water for municipal purposes can also benefit recreation. 

 
6. Provide for Environmental Protection 

Draft Subobjectives Presented 
Â Protect fisheries/aquatic life 
Â Minimize environmental impacts associated with new projects 
Â Enhance riparian habitat 
 
Comments 
Â Protect and improve water quality 
 
7. Minimize Costs 

Draft Subobjectives Presented 
Â Minimize the total lifecycle costs  
Â Maximize the ability of users to repay costs 
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Comments 
Â There was some concern regarding minimize costs as a subobjective because in one 

roundtable member's opinion, something suffers when costs are minimized. Other 
roundtable members felt strongly that cost benefits and cost effectiveness be included. 

 
8. Protect Cultural Values 

Draft Subobjectives Presented 
Â Respect historical character of basin "way of life"  
Â Maintain agricultural lands  
 
Comments 
Â Protect, encourage, and enhance cultural diversity 
Â Respect urban way of life and quality of life values 
Â Minimize harm to downstream users 
Â Include agricultural and rural way of life and quality of life 
 
9. Provide for Healthy Colorado Economy 

Draft Subobjective Presented 
Â Enhance local and state economy 
 
Comments 
Â A roundtable participant indicated that many Colorado counties are struggling while trying 

to maintain a sustainable population. It was suggested that the opportunity to lease water 
during the drought or dry years, as opposed to selling the water rights, could have helped 
farms from foreclosing. It was further suggested that a subobjective be "Healthy Southeast 
Colorado Economy." 

 
New Objective Suggested by Group 

Â Provide for Operational Flexibility 
 
Comments 
Â Roundtable members indicated that it is currently difficult to move water because of legal 

hurdles. It was suggested that if the laws were slightly changed, then greater operational 
flexibility could be achieved. 

Â An example of operational flexibility that has been initiated is the concept of a water bank. In 
short, users are able to "deposit" water when they have a surplus, then "withdraw" the water 
when it is needed. Although this concept has been initiated in the Arkansas Basin, the timing 
of the program was bad because it was initiated during a drought period. 

Â With respect to agriculture, increased operational flexibility could improve water 
management and be very helpful. For agriculture, demands change with drought conditions. 
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Following the discussion on objectives and subobjectives, the participants broke for dinner, and 
then reconvened to discuss demand methodology, basin roundtable meeting logistics, and 
receive public comments. 
 
Demand Methodology 
Sue Morea led the presentation regarding the SWSI approach to determining basin-specific 
water demands. The slides related to this presentation are also on the CWCB website. In 
general, the demand methodology will be consistent between all Colorado River basins, and 
will be forecasted to 2030. The following summarizes the approach for each water demand 
category: 
 
Â Municipal & Industrial – The SWSI will use a "per capita" by county approach using the 

State Demographer data, and cross-checked with the CWCB Drought Survey water use 
results and 2000 water use data supplied by water providers. Industrial uses not on 
municipal water supplies will also be included. 

 
Â Agricultural – The SWSI will multiply irrigated crop acreage by crop water requirements, 

increase irrigation demand by percent conveyance loss, multiply number of livestock by 
livestock requirement, and assume irrigated acreage/livestock levels remain constant over 
time unless data indicates otherwise. 

 
Â Environmental – The SWSI will use decreed in-stream flow requirements by basin, and 

assume current minimum requirements in future years. 
 
The collected demand data will become the base demand. The base demand will then be 
bracketed by high and low demand scenarios. 
 
The following comments regarding the demand methodology were received: 
 
Â It was suggested that the SWSI project needs to be careful when using data from the State 

Demographers office because counties may "pad" their municipal and industrial demands. 
Â Consider "voluntary annual flow program" as part of baseline flows. This voluntary flow 

program is unique to the Arkansas Basin. 
 
Preparation for Basin Roundtable Meeting #2 
Â Next meeting January 7, 2004 from 2 - 8 p.m. in Pueblo at SECWCD. 
  
Public Comments 
Â The drought intensity and duration has devastated Southeastern Colorado. Many residents, 

because they rely on selling products from agriculture, have gone a long time without a 
paycheck. Key points that were discussed include:  
− SWSI should consider some "out-of-the box" thinking when it comes to trans-basin 

agreements.  
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− The water bank has not worked because of the drought 
− Farmers who do not want to sell their water rights may want to lease their water rights 

during drought times. 
− Bankers in the region are concerned about the need to foreclose on farms. In some cases, 

bankers are using agricultural water rights as collateral. Or, they may seize the water right 
and get into the market of selling water.  

Â Suggestions to SWSI 
− Check publications with local universities on quality of life indicators and non-market 

valuations 
− Check studies on salinity (e.g., Gates / Garcia study) within the Arkansas Valley and 

agricultural salt source mapping completed by Colorado State University. Salinity is an 
issue in the Arkansas Basin and desalinization should be an objective.  

− Acknowledge quality of life and real estate value of "inefficient" structures, e.g., ditches 
− Extend credit subsidies to agricultural  
− Maximize amount of available information on the effects of water transfers 
− Make SWSI materials publicly available 
− Increase flexibility for agriculture to agriculture water transfers  

Â Developing objectives for water management is critical to SWSI's success  
Â SWSI is a much needed mechanism to prioritize water management options 
Â It will be beneficial to tie to social values to economic net benefits for recreation, 

environmental, and cultural issues 
Â Water management flexibility 

− It is very important to have irrigation flexibility in terms of frequency, rate, and duration. 
− Basin management opportunities should be considered as an objective. 
− Consider tamarisk and salt cedar control within SWSI's water management solutions 

Â Consider everyone in the state 
− It was suggested that everyone educate themselves on the Colorado River District policy 

for trans-basin diversions. The policy states that a basin must first make the best and full 
use of available water supplies. Such uses include reuse and efficient water management. 

− The western slope can work together with the Front Range  
− The Colorado River District web site has information on water issues: www.crwcd.org 

Â Water Rights 
− The agricultural community is losing the ability to buy, sell, and/or lease water rights. 
− One individual expressed the hope that a goal of SWSI would be to better understand how 

water rights will be managed within the Arkansas Valley 
− In response to the water rights comments, it was mentioned that the water market was 

added to the Arkansas Valley for the purpose of keeping water within the basin 
− One representative from the "water sellers" community (agriculture community) felt as 

though they were not well represented on the roundtable. This individual stated that many 
people on the roundtable did not understand what the agricultural community had been 
through. Further, this individual did not feel as though the water bank concept would be 
effective for the agricultural community, especially without free access to all water 
markets. 
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Arkansas Basin Roundtable Technical Meeting #2 
January 7, 2004 – Pueblo 
Meeting Summary 
 
Welcome and Introductions 
The Statewide Water Supply Initiative (SWSI) Basin Roundtable Technical (BRT) Meetings are 
where local interests meet and exchange ideas, review and present water supply and demand 
data, summarize planning initiatives, and help guide the development of water supply and 
demand objectives and strategies for achieving the objectives. The focus of the meetings is 
primarily on a consensus building process to address specific issues within each river basin. 
This was the second of approximately four BRT meetings in the Arkansas River basin from 
September 2003 through November 2004. 
 
SWSI project team members including Rod Kuharich and Rick Brown from the Colorado Water 
Conservation Board (CWCB), and Paul Brown, Sue Morea, Kelly DiNatale, and John Rehring 
from Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. (CDM), began the meeting by welcoming the BRT meeting 
participants. The BRT members are listed below.  
 

Member Organization Interest Category 
Attended 
BRT #2  

Harold Miskel Colorado Water Conservation Board Colorado Water Conservation Board X 
Tom Pointon  Arkansas Basin Advisor X 
Robert Wiley, Jr. Colorado Farm Bureau Representative Agricultural, Ranching, Ditch and Reservoir 

Companies 
X 

Leroy Mauch Lower Arkansas Valley Water 
Conservation District, Farmer, Rancher, 
Prowers County Commissioner 

Agricultural, Ranching, Ditch and Reservoir 
Companies 

X 

Dan Henrichs High Line Canal Agricultural, Ranching, Ditch and Reservoir 
Companies 

X 

Dennis O'Neill Businessman in upper basin Business, Development and Civic Organizations X 
Dave Sarton Colorado Springs Chamber of Commerce 

Former SECWCD Board Member 
Business, Development and Civic Organizations  

Bob Jackson Pueblo Businessman Business, Development and Civic Organizations  
Steve Craig Colorado Trout Unlimited 

Collegiate Peaks Chapter 
Environmentalists and Related Organizations X 

SeEtta Moss Arkansas Valley Audubon Society Environmentalists and Related Organizations X 
Matt Heimerich Crowley County Board of Commissioners Local Governments not Directly Providing Water 

(municipal, county, and regional) 
X 

Gary Barber El Paso County Water Authority Local Governments not Directly Providing Water 
(municipal, county, and regional) 

X 

Jim Bensberg El Paso County Board of Commissioners Local Governments not Directly Providing Water 
(municipal, county, and regional) 

 

Alan Hamel Board of Water Works: Pueblo, Colorado Municipal Water Providers X 
Phil Tollefson Colorado Springs Utilities Municipal Water Providers X 
Joe Kelley City of La Junta Municipal Water Providers X 
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Member Organization Interest Category 
Attended 
BRT #2  

Reed Dils Former Rafting Company owner, co-
founder of Arkansas River Outfitters 
Association 

Recreational and Related Organizations X 

Greg Felt Outfitters Recreational and Related Organizations  
Jim Broderick Southeastern Colorado Water 

Conservancy District 
Water Conservancy and Conservation Districts X 

Terry Scanga Upper Arkansas Water Conservancy 
District 

Water Conservancy and Conservation Districts X 

Julie Scaplo Lower Arkansas Valley Water 
Conservation District 

Water Conservancy and Conservation Districts X 

Technical Advisors 
Steve Miller Colorado Water Conservation Board Colorado Water Conservation Board X 
Steve Witte Division Engineer State Agencies X 
Mike French Colorado Parks & Outdoor Recreation State Agencies X 
Doug Krieger Division of Wildlife State Agencies X 
John Tonko Division of Wildlife State Agencies X 
Pat Edelmann U.S. Geological Survey Federal Agencies X 
Tom Musgrove Bureau of Reclamation Federal Agencies X 
Mark Hillman Colorado Senate Legislative Liaison  
Andy McElhany Colorado Senate Legislative Liaison  
Brad Young Colorado House of Representatives Legislative Liaison  
 
Paul Brown reviewed the agenda for the meeting. The agenda included: 
 
Â A review of the SWSI process and status 
Â Revised water management objectives and subobjectives and the objective "weighting" 

process 
Â Preliminary list of water management "options" and "tiering" 
Â Preliminary results of population estimates and water demands for the Arkansas basin 
Â Overview of draft water supply methodology 
Â Anticipated activities and input requested from BRT members between now and BRT3 
Â Public comment 
 
Copies of the presentation materials were distributed to BRT members. Comments and 
questions received throughout the meeting were recorded on flip charts and are included in the 
meeting notes below. 
 
SWSI Process 
Rick Brown reviewed the overall SWSI project schedule, progress to date, and described the 
goals of this second BRT meeting. Rick noted that a few BRT members (in this basin and other 
basins) had requested that they be able to see other BRT members' comments on materials such 
as the objectives, demand methodology, etc. Rick acknowledged the value of this in a 
transparent process and stated that he is investigating ways of making BRT members' 
comments available electronically, possibly via the CWCB website. Larger reports referenced in 
comments might not be reproduced or scanned. Additional feedback from the BRT members is 
summarized below. 
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Â Two BRT members reported trouble opening e-mailed attachments (PDF format); another 
member has not been accessing emails 

Â BRT members feel it is okay to reference documents if they're publicly accessible 
Â BRT members expressed approval to share their individual comments publicly 
 
Water Management Objectives 
Sue Morea presented the revised list of water management objectives and subobjectives, based 
on comments and feedback obtained from the first round of BRT meetings around the state and 
from the CWCB Board meeting in November 2003. Sue explained how the original list of 
objectives was modified based on this input. The SWSI team found through this process that 
there was significant consistency from basin to basin in the types of objectives identified, 
though there are significant differences from person to person and basin to basin in the relative 
importance of each of the objectives to the BRT members. The SWSI process is designed to 
identify and track the relative importance or "preference" each BRT member places on each 
water management objective. Once water management alternatives are developed, each BRT 
member will be able to see how well an alternative meets their individual preferences and the 
BRT as a whole can see which alternatives have elements that can be largely agreed upon. 
 
Paul Brown presented an overview of how the objectives will be weighted by individual BRT 
members and then used in the evaluation of alternatives in later phases of SWSI. An example 
weighting form for the objectives and subobjectives was reviewed. It was stressed that the 
"numeric" alternative evaluation process in SWSI is intended to provide information on 
individual preferences, but that the numeric results serve as a starting point for BRT discussion, 
rather than determining the final disposition of an alternative. Later BRT meetings will focus on 
discussion of the alternatives based on these results. The process is not one of "majority rules" or 
a "vote," rather it is a facilitated discussion that seeks common ground between diverse 
interests. 
 
Feedback from the BRT members on the objectives and subobjectives is summarized below. 
 
Â One member asked why municipal and industrial (M&I) demands were split out as a 

separate objective from agricultural demands. Separating these objectives will illustrate how 
well an alternative performs in meeting one or both of the demands. This was done based on 
feedback from BRTs. The BRT member expressed concern that meeting M&I needs would be 
weighted high by all participants, possibly at the expense of other objectives. 

Â Another BRT member noted that drinking water is a "given" priority for everyone 
Â The group discussed objective weighting, noting that one could weight the objectives from a 

statewide, local-only, or interest-based point of view. The roundtable is intended to comprise 
diverse interests, including those of the BRT members and those they represent. The 
weighting should reflect BRT members' priorities for meeting the water needs of the basin; 
CWCB Board members will be looking at statewide issues in later phases of SWSI. 

Â Another BRT member asked whether the weighting could be done by simply applying 
percentages to objectives rather than going through the "forced-pair comparison" exercise. 
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The group was encouraged to first try the exercise, then adjust percentages after that if they 
felt the need to do so. 

 

Preliminary List of Project Options and Tiering 
There is a significant amount of information and studies available on water projects and 
potential water management options in each basin. The SWSI team is seeking to identify and 
document specific information and projects where available, with input from the BRT members 
and the Basin Advisors. Since one of SWSI's overarching principles is to not interfere with local 
water planning initiatives, we are especially interested in learning about existing water supply 
options/projects and existing planning efforts, and documenting how these will be applied to 
future water needs (i.e., applied to any "gap" between projected demands and supplies). SWSI 
also anticipates that "gaps" may exist even after existing efforts are implemented, and that 
additional water supply options may need to be developed.  
 
John Rehring presented a preliminary draft list of project options, as identified by BRT members 
and project advisors, for meeting water needs in the basin. These options will be cataloged, then 
"packaged together" into alternatives for meeting the basin's needs. The project "tiering" 
definitions were reviewed, with Tier 1 projects being those that are identified by the project 
sponsor(s) as being on a direct path toward implementation. Tier 2 and 3 projects are further 
from implementation, either based on their status (planning or conceptual level identification of 
a water management solution) or on the basis of issues associated with their implementation 
(e.g., significant disagreement from within the BRT on whether/how to proceed with the 
option, lack of funding, legal or institutional issues, etc.) 
 
Tier 1 options will be documented as meeting a particular need in the basin. For purposes of 
SWSI, it will be assumed that these options will be in place by the 2030 planning year, and the 
resulting effects (e.g., delivery of water to the project beneficiaries) will be applied to the 
projected "gap," if any, between future basin supplies and demands. Tier 2 and Tier 3 projects 
will be evaluated in various combinations by packaging them into alternatives for consideration 
and discussion by the BRT. The preliminary draft list discussed by the BRT members at the 
meeting is appended to this meeting summary. 
 
Feedback from the BRT members follows. 
 
Â Many Arkansas Basin projects are "already on the drawing board," but the projects currently 

"on the table" don't address all needs 
Â The Colorado Springs Southern Delivery System analysis included many 

options/alternatives and the pipeline is likely to go forward. The project and its components 
are currently undergoing NEPA analysis. Discussion about whether this would best be 
characterized as a Tier 1 or Tier 2 project ensued. Rick Brown noted that in cases such as this, 
SWSI will defer to project sponsors' judgment. Phil Tollefson indicated that it should be Tier 
1, recognizing that some implementation issues still exist. 

Â The El Paso County Water Report includes some Tier 2 and some Tier 3 options 
Â The list should include a "category" called agricultural transfers 
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Â There is a need to develop a consistent approach on Basin of Origin vs. Basin of Use; for 
example, some upper watershed projects that export to the South Platte basin should be 
acknowledged in this list somehow, particularly if they are Tier 1 

Â Conservation easements should be Tier 1 or 2 
Â Well augmentation should be Tier 1 or 2 
Â Interruptible supply for agriculture should be Tier 1 or 2 
Â Farmers need to be viable in wet years 
Â Rehabilitation of existing facilities should be included 
Â Upper Arkansas option should be titled "Augmentation" instead of "Well Augmentation" –

Terry Scanga provided additional written input on the details of this option 
 
Demand Projections 
The preliminary results of demand projections, both statewide and specific to the Arkansas 
River basin and its counties, were presented by Kelly DiNatale. Kelly also briefly reviewed the 
methodology used to develop municipal and industrial (M&I), agricultural, and environmental 
and recreational water demands for the 2030 planning year. Demand projection information 
developed under SWSI will be posted to the SWSI web site (www.cwcb.state.co.us). 
 
Feedback from the BRT members follows. 
 
Â Should consider other approaches for statutory flow requirement for 

environmental/recreational flows – R2 cross vs. others. It was noted that alternatives could 
be crafted to incorporate other methods and higher flows and that these 
suggestions/alternatives should come from BRT members. 

Â More than 8,000 miles of stream in the state have instream flows using R2 cross. It was noted 
that stream flows also occur via calls or flow requirements to meet senior water rights. 

Â No instream flows exist on mainstem Arkansas 
Â Look at water court stipulations as part of this analysis – e.g., Rocky Ford/Aurora transfers 
Â Should include Lamar/Prowers County in provider database; SWSI team will do so if the 

municipal providers respond to the survey that was sent out previously 
Â Note differences in agricultural gross diversion-to-consumptive use ratio between basins – 

the difference between the two may be "someone else's water" as diversions in excess of 
consumptive use can make up return flows to the stream. 

Â Otero County's per capita use rate at 460 gallons/day may be due to industrial use (pickling 
plant) 

Â Elbert County per capita use appears low; this may be due to the use of groundwater and 
minimal industrial demand in the area 

Â Per capita numbers are based on 2000 use (which was approximately an average water 
demand year for most of Colorado) 

Â The projected increase in M&I demand is not necessarily a "gap" – SWSI team will compare 
available supply, as identified by water providers, to these numbers to identify gap, if any 

Â May need an additional 10,000 AFY to replace existing supply as El Paso County wells dry 
up – this is "everyone's problem" because of economic contributions of this area 
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Â Water quality requirements might affect availability of supply, which in turn will affect the 
supply "gap" 

Â Concern by agriculture that Front Range population growth could create enough political 
pressure to "force" ag-to-M&I transfers 

Â One member suggested that both those with needs for additional water, and those holding 
water rights, will need to "give" a little 

Â Farm Bureau Report: a BRT member noted that by the year2100 the state's agricultural 
demands will go down slightly, but M&I demand will go up 

Â Consider the implications on supply of others' reduction in Colorado River use (outside 
Colorado, e.g., compliance by downstream states with Colorado River Compact 
requirements) andprojects such as the "Big Straw" being used to capture that water for use in 
Colorado 

Â Consider funding projects with a new sales tax 
Â Add the Colorado River Return Project to options list 
Â Federal reserved water rights are not applicable in Arkansas Basin 
Â Effects on stream flows should be considered in alternatives analysis 
Â Look at Western Resource Advocates' "smart water" study for conservation suggestions 
Â One BRT member asked how SWSI will look at conservation. As part of the "base" demand, 

SWSI will look at "generally accepted" or what could be considered modest conservation 
measures, and this will help bracket the high and low demand estimates. More elaborate or 
"extreme" conservation (e.g., no turf-grass lawns) could be part of an alternative if proposed 
by BRT members.A participant indicated a need for better (earlier) public notification of BRT 
meetings 

 
Supply Methodology 
Kelly DiNatale presented a brief overview of the methodology to be employed in SWSI for 
estimating water supplies. The preliminary results of these analyses will be presented at BRT 
meeting #3.  
 
Preparation for Basin Roundtable Meeting #3 
Â BRT members were reminded of the following deadlines: 

− Completed objectives weighting forms due back by January 21, 2004 (two weeks) 
− Additional input on preliminary options list due by January 21, 2004 (two weeks) 
− Comments on preliminary demand results due by January 21, 2004 (two weeks) 
− Supply Methodology memo to be distributed by January 30, 2004 
− Comments on Supply Methodology due by February 13, 2004 

Â Next BRT meeting will be held Wednesday, April 14, 2004 from 2 - 8 p.m. in Pueblo at the 
same location (Southeastern Colorado Water Conservancy District offices) 

Â Rick Brown reminded BRT members that they are invited and encouraged to attend other 
basins' BRTs as may be of interest where there are inter-basin issues 
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Public Comments 
All public attendees at the BRT meeting were offered an opportunity to comment or ask 
questions of the SWSI team and BRT members as part of the evening session of the BRT 
meeting. A general summary of the public comment portion of the meeting is summarized 
below. 
 
Â There is a stream management agreement between Aurora, Southeast Colorado Water 

Conservancy District, and Upper Arkansas Water Conservancy District that includes a 
softening pool in Pueblo Reservoir for the 1874 call. Look at increasing the 3,000 AF pool to 
10,000 AF. There is a replacement pool in the upper basin where water can be stored in wet 
years and Aurora gets some yield in dry years. This will help provide recreational flows 
through Pueblo. 

Â A river watcher stated that he has seen a reduction in birds and animals due to reduction in 
flows. Need to address needs of wildlife and birds to protect cultural values. Riparian 
corridors need to be considered. 

Â A local resident voiced concern about water issues 
− Need to safeguard agricultural interests over the next 25 years 
− Pueblo residents concerned about being asked to share their water 
− Water, not land use, will be the driving issue for this state 
− Troubled with industrial utilization of water; water is a finite resource. 
− Need more public discussion on projects, including Southern Delivery System. 
− Public not informed of SWSI meetings, no press releases. 
− SWSI group can unify Colorado 
− Need to explore federal resources and opportunities 

Â A commenter indicated an interest in seeing a self-sustaining fish population in the reach 
below Pueblo Dam to Fountain Creek. and concern about daily fluctuations and associated 
effects on recreational/environmental uses. 

Â A participant suggested that SWSI look at increasing water supply by decreasing demand 
through conservation, conservation planning 

Â A commenter noted that the 1930s drought was more severe than the current/recent drought, 
and then made the following points: 
− We are losing Colorado River water to downstream states 
− Legislature should put something on ballot authorizing Big Straw through 1 percent sales 

tax 
− Use Big Straw or Little Straw to pump water back to Cameo gage for Grand Valley users– 

state is entitled to the water in the Colorado River 
− Even with snowpack at 90 percent, Twin Lakes was called out by Cameo on August 6th – 

normally doesn't happen until September 
Â A commenter voiced concern that BRT members are asked to make decisions with very little 

information, and that the validity of process is in doubt. 
Â Another commenter stated that public outreach is of concern. Need to get the word out; grass 

roots organizations can help. Denver Post and Rocky Mountain News are interested in 
writing stories.  
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Â The same commenter expressed some confusion about role of CWCB Board members and 
BRT technical advisors; Rick Brown clarified that this is not a voting process, rather we are 
seeking information on diverse interests and values – as such, gaining CWCB Board 
Members' and BRT technical advisors' perspectives is helpful. 

Â A participant voiced interest in conservation vs. new sources of water. Concerns with 
Colorado Springs Southern Delivery System project effects on water quality. Interested in 
higher level of public notification – would improve SWSI process image in public eye. 

Â Another commenter suggested that Tamarisk removal be expanded to other species. Removal 
should be implemented, but first we need more information on how much water consumed. 
This option might firm up users' supplies but it is not a source of "new water." CWCB Board 
is kicking off field survey (Arkansas and Colorado) of extent of tamarisk cover.  
− Governor Owens has executive order to evaluate tamarisk and come up with a plan.  
− Cost in table for tamarisk removal is too low – significant mitigation required.  
− Some bills have been introduced at federal level for tamarisk removal in Colorado and 

New Mexico. 
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Project ID Project Name Other Basin of 
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Arkansas

Basin of Use Sponsor Project 
Beneficiary

Structural Project 
Type

Non-Structural 
Project Type

Project Notes Additional 
Storage
(acre-feet)

Storage Notes Supply Yield
(acre-feet/year)

Supply Notes Capital Cost O&M Costs Cost Notes Project 
Stage

Timing Prelim. 
Tier

A1 Preferred 
Storage Option 
Plan

Colorado Arkansas SCWCD M&I N/A excess capacity Fry-Ark Project 38,425 --- NP --- NP $7,400,000 permitting, 
project approval, 
legislative costs, 
reflective of 
January 2000 
costs

planning 2004 2

A1 Preferred 
Storage Option 
Plan

Colorado Arkansas SCWCD M&I reservoir 
enlargement

N/A Pueblo Reservoir 69,625 Average of 54,000 
to 75,000 acre-
feet; 69,625 AF is 
total for Pueblo 
Resv and 
Turquoise Resv

NP --- $75,600,000 NP include 
approval, 
permitting, 
EL&A costs, 
reflective of 
January 2002 
costs

planning 2013 2

A1 Preferred 
Storage Option 
Plan

Colorado Arkansas SCWCD M&I reservoir 
enlargement

N/A Turquoise 
Reservoir

see A1 Pueblo
Reservoir

69,625 AF is total 
for Pueblo Resv 
and Turquoise 
Resv

NP --- $14,500,000 NP include 
approval, 
permitting, 
EL&A costs, 
reflective of 
January 2002 
costs

planning 2025 2

A1 Preferred 
Storage Option 
Plan

N/A Arkansas SCWCD M&I N/A conservation N/A NP Reduced demand 
for storage by 10-
12%

NP --- NP NP --- ongoing 
implementati
on

On-going 1

A2 Southern 
Delivery System

Colorado Arkansas CSU M&I integrated project N/A Pueblo Reservoir 
to new WTP. 
Project includes 
pipeline, pumps 
and WTP.

NP --- 87,000 firm yield $490,000,000 NP Does not state 
what costs 
include 
(permitting, etc). 
Do not know 
what years costs
reflect.

design 2009 2

A2 Southern 
Delivery System

Colorado Arkansas CSU M&I reservoir 
construction

N/A One water 
storage reservoir, 
one water 
exchange 
reservoir

NP --- NP --- $400,000,000 NP Does not state 
what costs 
include 
(permitting, etc). 
Do not know 
what years costs
reflect.

planning 2012 2

A3 Water Resource 
Plan for 
Colorado 
Springs Utilities

Arkansas CSU M&I N/A conservation 8,900 --- $15,000,000 NP 1993 Present 
Value costs. 
Does not break 
out O&M.

planning No Date 1

A3 Water Resource 
Plan for 
Colorado 
Springs Utilities

Arkansas CSU M&I existing system 
improvements

N/A 30,200 --- $320,499,000 NP 1993 Present 
Value costs. 
Does not break 
out O&M.

planning No Date 1

A3 Water Resource 
Plan for 
Colorado 
Springs Utilities

Arkansas CSU M&I reuse N/A 1,100 --- $8,889,000 1993 Present 
Value costs. 
Does not break 
out O&M.

planning No Date 1

A3 Water Resource 
Plan for 
Colorado 
Springs Utilities

Arkansas CSU M&I groundwater N/A 1,650 --- $22, 102,000 NP 1993 Present 
Value costs. 
Does not break 
out O&M.

planning No Date 1

A4 Arkansas Valley 
Pipeline

Colorado Arkansas LaJunta M&I pipeline N/A 18,200 does not 
distinguish 
between average 
and firm yield

$182,500,00 $52,500,000 2003 Present 
Value cost.

planning 2011 2
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Project ID Project Name Other Basin of 

Origin Besides 
Arkansas

Basin of Use Sponsor Project 
Beneficiary

Structural Project 
Type

Non-Structural 
Project Type

Project Notes Additional 
Storage
(acre-feet)

Storage Notes Supply Yield
(acre-feet/year)

Supply Notes Capital Cost O&M Costs Cost Notes Project 
Stage

Timing Prelim. 
Tier

A5 El Paso County 
Water Report

Arkansas El Paso County 
Water Authority

M&I integrated project N/A Infrastructure 
Alternative 1A, 
groundwater 
pumping, 
treatment, 
conveyance, 
reuse

5031 does not 
distinguish 
between average 
and firm yield

$30,909,000 $4,540,000 2002 Present 
Value. 20 year 
planning horizon

planning 2-3

A5 El Paso County 
Water Report

Arkansas El Paso County 
Water Authority

M&I integrated project N/A Infrastructure 
Alternative 1B, 
groundwater 
pumping, 
treatment, reuse, 
conveyance

7441 does not 
distinguish 
between average 
and firm yield

$40,013,000 $6,531,000 2002 Present 
Value. 20 year 
planning horizon

planning 2-3

A5 El Paso County 
Water Report

Arkansas El Paso County 
Water Authority

M&I integrated project N/A Infrastructure 
Alternative 1C, 
groundwater 
pumping, 
conveyence, 
reuse, regional 
water treatment 
plant

5031 does not 
distinguish 
between average 
and firm yield

$33,958,000 $4,286,000 2002 Present 
Value. 20 year 
planning horizon

planning 2-3

A5 El Paso County 
Water Report

Arkansas El Paso County 
Water Authority

M&I integrated project N/A Infrastructure 
Alternative 1D, 
groundwater 
pumping, reuse, 
conveyance, 
regional water 
treatment plant

5031 does not 
distinguish 
between average 
and firm yield

$29,441,000 $4,169,000 2002 Present 
Value. 20 year 
planning horizon

planning 2-3

A5 El Paso County 
Water Report

Arkansas El Paso County 
Water Authority

M&I integrated project N/A Infrastructure 
Alternative 1E, 
groundwater 
pumping, reuse, 
conveyance, and 
regional water 
treatment plant

7441 does not 
distinguish 
between average 
and firm yield

$49,242,000 $6,219,000 2002 Present 
Value. 20 year 
planning horizon

planning 2-3

A5 El Paso County 
Water Report

Arkansas El Paso County 
Water Authority

M&I integrated project N/A Infrastructure 
Alternative 2A, 
groundwater 
pumping, 
conveyance, 
reuse, regional 
water treatment 
plant

5031 does not 
distinguish 
between average 
and firm yield

$57,525,000 $4,302,000 2002 Present 
Value. 20 year 
planning horizon

planning 2-3

A5 El Paso County 
Water Report

Arkansas El Paso County 
Water Authority

M&I integrated project N/A Infrastructure 
Alternative 2B, 
groundwater 
pumping, 
conveyance, 
reuse, regional 
water treatment 
plant

5031 does not 
distinguish 
between average 
and firm yield

$30,768,000 $3,855,000 2002 Present 
Value. 20 year 
planning horizon

planning 2-3

A5 El Paso County 
Water Report

Arkansas El Paso County 
Water Authority

M&I integrated project N/A Infrastructure 
Alternative 2C, 
groundwater 
pumping, 
conveyance, 
reuse, regional 
water treatment 
plant

7441 does not 
distinguish 
between average 
and firm yield

$53,085,000 $5,584,000 2002 Present 
Value. 20 year 
planning horizon

planning 2-3
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Origin Besides 
Arkansas

Basin of Use Sponsor Project 
Beneficiary

Structural Project 
Type

Non-Structural 
Project Type

Project Notes Additional 
Storage
(acre-feet)

Storage Notes Supply Yield
(acre-feet/year)

Supply Notes Capital Cost O&M Costs Cost Notes Project 
Stage

Timing Prelim. 
Tier

A5 El Paso County 
Water Report

Arkansas El Paso County 
Water Authority

M&I integrated project N/A Infrastructure 
Alternative 3A, 
groundwater 
pumping, 
conveyance, 
reuse, regional 
water treatment 
plant

8593 does not 
distinguish 
between average 
and firm yield

$82,192,000 $6,880,000 2002 Present 
Value. 20 year 
planning horizon

planning 2-3

A5 El Paso County 
Water Report

Arkansas El Paso County 
Water Authority

M&I integrated project N/A Infrastructure 
Alternative 4A, 
groundwater 
pumping, 
conveyance, 
reuse, regional 
water treatment 
plant

5031 does not 
distinguish 
between average 
and firm yield

$12,504,000 $3,683,000 2002 Present 
Value. 20 year 
planning horizon

planning 2-3

A5 El Paso County 
Water Report

Arkansas El Paso County 
Water Authority

M&I integrated project N/A Infrastructure 
Alternative 4B, 
groundwater 
pumping, 
conveyance, 
reuse, regional 
water treatment 
plant

7441 does not 
distinguish 
between average 
and firm yield

$16,023,000 $5,262,000 2002 Present 
Value. 20 year 
planning horizon

planning 2-3

A5 El Paso County 
Water Report

Arkansas El Paso County 
Water Authority

M&I integrated project N/A Infrastructure 
Alternative 5A, 
groundwater 
pumping,conveya
nce, reuse, 
regional water 
treatment plant

1300 does not 
distinguish 
between average 
and firm yield

$11,806,000 $1,486,000 2002 Present 
Value. 20 year 
planning horizon

planning 2-3

A5 El Paso County 
Water Report

Arkansas El Paso County 
Water Authority

M&I integrated project N/A Infrastructure 
Alternative 5B, 
conveyance, 
reuse, regional 
water treatment 
plant

1300 does not 
distinguish 
between average 
and firm yield

$9,137,000 $1,307,000 2002 Present 
Value. 20 year 
planning horizon

planning 2-3

A5 El Paso County 
Water Report

Arkansas El Paso County 
Water Authority

M&I integrated project N/A Infrastructure 
Alternative 5C, 
conveyance, 
reuse, regional 
water treatment 
plant

1300 does not 
distinguish 
between average 
and firm yield

$8,092,000 $1,247,000 2002 Present 
Value. 20 year 
planning horizon

planning 2-3

A6 Water Bank 
Program

1

A7 Pueblo RICD 2
A8 Upper Arkansas 

Water 
Conservancy 
District Well 
Augmentation 
Plan

1

A9 Oak Creek 
Reservoir 
Project

Arkansas Florence M&I reservoir 
construction

N/A Joint Project 
w/USACE

2,250 M&I storage Not yet 
determined

Planning 2012 2

A9 Oak Creek 
Reservoir 
Project

Arkansas Florence M&I reservoir 
construction

N/A Joint Project 
w/USACE

5,000 flood control 
storage

Not yet 
determined

Planning 2012 2

A10 Tamarisk 
Removal

Arkansas 480,000 in first 3 
years

$200 per acre 
spraying cost

3
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Arkansas Basin Roundtable Technical Meeting #3 
April 14, 2004 – Pueblo 
Meeting Summary 
 
Welcome and Introductions 
The Statewide Water Supply Initiative (SWSI) Basin Roundtable Technical (BRT) Meetings are 
where local interests meet and exchange ideas, review and present water supply and demand 
data, summarize planning initiatives, and help guide the development of water supply and 
demand objectives and strategies for achieving the objectives. The focus of the meetings is 
primarily on a consensus building process to address specific issues within each river basin. 
This was the third of approximately four BRT meetings in the Arkansas River basin from 
September 2003 through November 2004. 
 
SWSI project team members included Rod Kuharich and Rick Brown from the Colorado Water 
Conservation Board (CWCB), and Paul Brown, Sue Morea, and Kelly DiNatale from Camp 
Dresser & McKee Inc. (CDM). Paul Brown began the meeting by welcoming the BRT meeting 
participants. The BRT members are listed below.  
 

Member Organization Interest Category 
Attended 
BRT #3  

Robert Wiley, Jr. Colorado Farm Bureau Representative Agricultural, Ranching, Ditch and Reservoir 
Companies 

X 

Leroy Mauch Lower Arkansas Valley Water 
Conservation District, Farmer, Rancher, 
Prowers County Commissioner 

Agricultural, Ranching, Ditch and Reservoir 
Companies 

X 

Dan Henrichs High Line Canal Agricultural, Ranching, Ditch and Reservoir 
Companies 

X 

Dennis O'Neill East Twin Lakes Ditches and Waterworks Business, Development and Civic Organizations X 
Dave Sarton Colorado Springs Chamber of Commerce 

Former SECWCD Board Member 
Business, Development and Civic Organizations X 

Bob Jackson Pueblo Businessman Business, Development and Civic Organizations  
Steve Craig Colorado Trout Unlimited 

Collegiate Peaks Chapter 
Environmentalists and Related Organizations X 

SeEtta Moss Arkansas Valley Audubon Society Environmentalists and Related Organizations X 
Matt Heimerich Crowley County Board of Commissioners Local Governments not Directly Providing Water 

(municipal, county, and regional) 
X 

Gary Barber El Paso County Water Authority Local Governments not Directly Providing Water 
(municipal, county, and regional) 

X 

Jim Bensberg El Paso County Board of Commissioners Local Governments not Directly Providing Water 
(municipal, county, and regional) 

 

Alan Hamel Board of Water Works: Pueblo, Colorado Municipal Water Providers X 
Phil Tollefson Colorado Springs Utilities Municipal Water Providers X 
Joe Kelley City of La Junta Municipal Water Providers  
Reed Dils Former Rafting Company owner, co-

founder of Arkansas River Outfitters 
Association 

Recreational and Related Organizations X 
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Member Organization Interest Category 
Attended 
BRT #3  

Greg Felt Outfitters Recreational and Related Organizations  
Jim Broderick Southeastern Colorado Water 

Conservancy District 
Water Conservancy and Conservation Districts X 

Terry Scanga Upper Arkansas Water Conservancy 
District 

Water Conservancy and Conservation Districts X 

Julie Scaplo Lower Arkansas Valley Water 
Conservation District 

Water Conservancy and Conservation Districts X 

Technical Advisors 
Harold Miskel Colorado Water Conservation Board Colorado Water Conservation Board X 
Tom Pointon  Arkansas Basin Advisor X 
Steve Miller Colorado Water Conservation Board Colorado Water Conservation Board X 
Steve Witte Division Engineer State Agencies X 
Mike French Colorado Parks & Outdoor Recreation State Agencies X 
Doug Krieger Division of Wildlife State Agencies  
John Tonko Division of Wildlife State Agencies  
Pat Edelmann U.S. Geological Survey Federal Agencies X 
Tom Musgrove Bureau of Reclamation Federal Agencies X 
Mark Hillman Colorado Senate Legislative Liaison  
Andy McElhany Colorado Senate Legislative Liaison  
Brad Young Colorado House of Representatives Legislative Liaison  
 
Paul Brown reviewed the agenda for the meeting. The agenda included: 
 
Â A review of the SWSI process and status 
Â Preliminary gap analyses 
Â Overview of water supply alternatives performance measures 
Â Development of alternatives 
Â Anticipated activities and input requested from BRT members between now and BRT4 
Â Public comment 
 
Copies of the presentation materials were distributed to BRT members. Comments and 
questions received throughout the meeting were recorded on flip charts and are included in the 
meeting notes below. 
 
SWSI Process 
Rick Brown reviewed the overall SWSI project schedule, progress to date, and described the 
goals of this third BRT meeting.  
 
Rick pointed out that given the November 15 legislative deadline, it will be very difficult to 
fully evaluate transbasin alternatives. Consequently, the CWCB requested that SWSI identify 
some transbasin concepts, identify issues, and identify affected parties who may be included in 
future discussions. 
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Preliminary Gap Analysis 
Kelly DiNatale presented the preliminary gap analysis for the Arkansas Basin which included 
an initial estimate of gap. The initial gap was calculated by subtracting current demand from 
future demand including 6 percent total demand reduction, which is expected to occur over the 
next 30 years as a result of "passive conservation." "Passive conservation" is defined in SWSI as 
the amount of conservation that is expected to occur from the use of low flow fixtures in both 
new and existing residential and commercial applications. Additional conservation savings will 
also be evaluated as a possible strategy for meeting some or all of the final remaining demand 
gap. Kelly explained that the short term projects (identified projects and processes) as well as 
knowledge of existing supplies and water rights were applied to this initial gap estimate. He 
then described how mid-term and long-term projects would be considered to meet the 
remaining gap. Kelly discussed that supply availability at a basin level would be used as a 
"check" for meeting the remaining demands. 
 
Feedback from the BRT members on the preliminary gap analysis is summarized below. 
 
Â Data in the Western Resources Advocates (WRA) Report should be incorporated into the 

analysis of conservation savings; SWSI team members confirmed that it has been considered. 
Kelly DiNatale explained that SWSI is using a lower value for passive conservation than 
suggested by WRA because Colorado's residential and commercial building "stock" is much 
newer than many of the cities cited by WRA. Because Colorado grew by 30 percent in the 
1990s, most of this growth was subject to the 1992 Energy Conservation Act and low flow 
fixtures and conservation reductions have already taken place. This means that future 
conservation from retrofit of existing plumbing and new construction will occur but at a 
reduced rate. In addition, it was pointed out that more intensive conservation will be 
considered as a strategy for meeting future water needs. 

Â SWSI team members clarified that the estimated 6 percent demand reduction from passive 
conservation is included in the overall demand estimates and preliminary gap estimate. One 
participant suggested that it be shown explicitly instead of "burying" it in the gap (i.e., take 
credit for it). 

Â SWSI team members clarified that the gap is not "negative and positive" but instead 
represents the difference between existing demands and future demands. 

Â One participant suggested that when the supply analysis is complete, it should delineate the 
amount of "available supply," that is available beyond the 2030 planning horizon of SWSI. 

Â It would be more appropriate to include Custer County in the Upper Arkansas subbasin. 
Â Participants clarified that 18,075 AFY of the gap is all in El Paso County, not Pueblo. 
Â One participant questioned which model was used to determine the availability of water for 

successive use (e.g., for Colorado Springs). SWSI team members noted that Colorado Springs 
has indicated they will reuse their water, but participants questioned whether it is possible 
for water providers to completely reuse their consumptive use water entitlements. 

Â It was noted that the theoretical maximum for reuse is difficult to reach. 
Â It was clarified that exchanges for the Urban Counties were based on what water providers 

indicated as being their plans. 
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Â The group discussed whether municipalities were using a worst case or best case scenario for 
yields from exchanges. 

Â Another participant noted that the Fryingpan-Arkansas Project allocation numbers did not 
appear correct.  The group discussed how the 2000 value includes carry over allocations, and 
that that value did not reflect all West Slope water diverted in 2000, but that a significant 
amount of east slope water was available.  It was concluded that the numbers as shown on 
the graph were correct. 

 

Water Supply Alternatives Overview 
Sue Morea described how the water supply alternatives would be developed for the basin. She 
reminded the group that the alternatives developed during SWSI should be considered at a 
reconnaissance level and are not a substitute for local planning.  Based on input from BRT’s 
around the state, the original tiering concept has been redefined to represent identified projects 
and processes (formerly "Tier 1" or "short-term") and unidentified projects and processes 
(formerly "Tiers 2 and 3" or "mid- and long-term").  Sue explained that the water supply options 
provided by the roundtable and additional options developed by the SWSI team will be 
combined to create alternatives which will be organized initially into four themes: demand 
management, infrastructure, agricultural transfers, and environmental/recreational. 
 
Performance Measures 
Sue Morea presented an overview of the performance measures that will be used to measure 
how effective the water supply alternatives are in achieving the water management objectives 
that were developed by the Basin Roundtable. (See BRT #2 Summary for more information on 
Water Management Objectives.) Feedback from the BRT members follows. 
 
Â Is there a different set of criteria for similar alternatives that were submitted by non-M&I 

members? SWSI team members clarified that there is a single list of objectives and 
performance measures. 

Â One suggestion was that the State Legislature should provide additional time after 
November 2004 to discuss inter-basin transfers. 

Â SWSI team members clarified that the SWSI team will conduct the scoring of all the 
alternatives including recreational and environmental alternatives using the individual 
preferences of each BRT member. 

Â Discussion of whether fishing and kayaking should be evaluated as a performance measure 
concluded that they should not.  

Â A BOR study indicating that kayakers have different flow desires than rafting users was 
noted. 

Â One participant questioned why in-stream flow was measured differently than other 
performance measures and that reduction in flow should not get a positive score. 

Â It was noted that winter flows are not as valuable to rafting as other months, so that should 
be taken into account in the performance measures. 

Â One participant questioned why there are three to five performance measures for 
Recreation/Environment compared to one for M&I reliability. SWSI team members noted 
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that scores will be normalized (i.e., it will not matter how many performance measures there 
are). 

Â One participant expressed concern over the water quality scoring scale. 
Â It was also noted that water quality is a concern for M&I use in addition to environmental 

uses. 
 
Alternatives Development 
Kelly DiNatale provided an overview of alternatives development for the basin integrating an 
overview of options that have been provided by Basin Roundtable members, and basinwide 
options such as conservation, augmentation plans, reuse, use of existing facilities, inbasin 
infrastructure, agricultural transfers, and transbasin infrastructure. Kelly reiterated that 
transbasin basin alternatives will be developed at a conceptual level, issues will be identified, 
and affected parties will also be identified.  
 
The following topics were discussed by the group. 
 
Â It was noted that reuse could impact the river by changing the water rights call pattern. 
Â One participant questioned whether reuse will impact senior rights; it was noted that senior 

rights will be calling water anyway, but that some impact will occur to junior water rights. 
Â It was noted that the only reusable water a provider is entitled to is the consumptive use 

portion of the water unless the decree provides that the water is fully consumable (i.e., some 
transbasin water). 

Â Municipal decrees are limited to the decreed amount and agricultural change of use decrees 
usually result in more water in the river than before the change. 

Â It was noted that it can be difficult to get to 100 percent reuse, and that  downstream storage 
is often needed to maximize reuse. 

Â In a dry year, the ability to reuse water can be very limited, due to limited exchange 
potential. 

Â Storage options could include groundwater/ASR (aquifer storage/recovery) in addition to 
surface storage options; however, given the geology and presence of marine shales in the 
lower Arkansas, water quality issues are a significant constraint. 

Â Some ASR is already occurring in Colorado Springs and Pueblo; should look at this option in 
SWSI as it will become more important in future.  El Paso County is thinking about similar 
options; the SWSI team should include that in the analysis if it can be quantified. 

Â If we have a long-term surplus, we may be able to use ASR to augment M&I needs. 
Â Groundwater recharge can be used in conjunction with augmentation. 
Â Agriculture acres required to meet M&I demand is based on firm yield supply for M&I users.  
Â It was noted that the 2002 drought was more severe than the 1950's drought. 
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Significant discussion on environmental options and alternatives followed.  A summary of the 
various viewpoints expressed by participants is presented below. 
 
Environmental Options 
Â It was noted that we may be drying up agricultural lands for instream water needs. 
Â With the gap focusing on meeting demand, environmental options may increase the M&I 

gap. 
Â M&I needs cannot be subverted by environmental options, need to look at every water user. 
Â Imported waters have already increased water for environment. 
Â One participant suggested that tamarisk removal may be a win/win for the environment. 
Â Changing irrigation practices from flood to drip irrigation may reap benefits for the 

environment. 
Â Limiting factors such as selenium may result in taking agricultural land out of production. 
Â Absolute water rights that go beyond minimum streamflow are necessary to protect the 

environment. 
Â Dewatering agricultural lands for instream flow provides water to streams in flood season 

only. Without irrigation, there would be less return flow back to augment lower stream flows 
in the fall and winter months. 

Â Gary Barber and Terry Scanga will write up an environmental option. An opinion was 
expressed that storage is needed to provide more water to environment. 

Â It was suggested that the SWSI team move the permanent pools option from infrastructure 
alternative to environmental alternative. 

Â Environmental alternatives are not consistent with other thematic alternatives; environmental 
issues are an overlay to other themes but should not be considered a separate theme. 

Â Environmental alternatives may be necessary on small streams where there are no projects. 
Â The  CWCB develops an instream flow work plan every year. 
Â Environmental options are a new demand and this is out of place. 
Â Must protect the voluntary flow program in the Arkansas Basin.  This is a success story of 

cooperation. 
Â It is not clear which rivers have environmental flow needs. 
Â There is insufficient water for environmental demands in the Arkansas River basin. 
Â Where you have an agricultural to M&I transfer, you may also have the need to maintain 

stream flows. 
Â Environmental equity - why are the upper portions of streams more important than the lower 

reaches? 
Â The Gunnison Basin wants to show some type of demand on every reach so that there is no 

water left for other uses. 
Â There may be some synergy with the environment in creating these alternatives.  The 

environment is a big part of the Colorado economy.   
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Preparation for Basin Roundtable Meeting #4 
Â BRT members were reminded of the following: 

− Send comments on approach and packaging of alternatives. 
− Alternatives will be sent out for comment during June (comments due 2 weeks after). 

Â Next BRT meeting will be held Wednesday, July 14, 2004 from 2 - 8 p.m. in Pueblo at the 
same location (Southeastern Colorado Water Conservancy District offices). Meeting may start 
at an earlier time.  The date for the meeting has since been changed to Tuesday,  
September 7. 

Â Rick Brown reminded BRT members that they are invited and encouraged to attend other 
basins' BRTs as they may be of interest where there are inter-basin issues. 

  
Public Comments 
All public attendees at the BRT meeting were offered an opportunity to comment. A general 
summary of the public comment portion of the meeting is provided below. 
 
Â There is a serious conflict between groundwater storage and salinity issues. 
Â SWSI team members were urged to look at the CSU salinity control/management research 

study. 
Â Small semi-agricultural properties are on the rise; they are hydrating new areas which have 

water management/quality implications. 
Â Include desalination on Arkansas as an alternative and the multiple use of pipeline rights-of-

way for trails. 
Â Small agricultural towns may increase public reliance on tourist dollars associated with the 

environment, i.e., a river with water in it. 
Â Experience with Endangered Species Act (ESA) issues on the South Platte suggests that costs 

are much greater than an environmental alternative. Environmental buffers could have 
avoided ESA issues in the South Platte drainage. 

Â There is public support for SWSI, and interest in participating as the initiative moves 
forward. 

Â SWSI should keep environmental needs in mind throughout the process: 
- Environmental organizations have provided as much information as they could. 
- Potential benefits of improving irrigation efficiency. 
- Expected some preferences and discussion of results to be presented. 
- "Smart supply" and "Smart storage" thoughts have been contributed. 

Â The Southern Delivery System project will be bringing more water to Fountain Creek and 
there already is a flooding problem and stream bank stability issue in that area. 

Â Consider a recreational reservoir to mitigate flooding near mile marker 112 on I-25. 
Â Equity disappeared in 1962. Rural representation on the Southeastern Colorado Water 

Conservancy District Board has been reduced. 
Â Senate Bill 215 would reduce the authority of counties. 
Â Water rights are a property right. 
Â Smart supply options should be considered - smarter, cheaper, faster ways of achieving 

objectives. 
− Consider alternatives that do not require new water development. 



Arkansas Basin Roundtable Technical Meeting #3 
Meeting Summary 

 

A   8 

Arkansas BRT Mtg #3 Summary_Final 7-9-04.doc 7/9/2004 

− Push for more cooperation with farmers/cities. 
− Reclaim lost space in reservoirs. 
− Use existing diversions and storage more efficiently. 
− Use EIS process for socioeconomic considerations. 
− Avoid transbasin diversions. 

Â Consider the environmental aspect of water supply for endangered species, e.g., piping 
plover and tern. Water quality issues impact these species (e.g., selenium). 

Â SeEtta Moss submitted comments on alternatives.  It was noted that renewable energy can 
contribute to water savings. 

Â The CSU Rocky Ford salinity station may have some valuable data. 
Â The Pueblo RICD is not shown on the environmental coverages map, though a water right 

has been filed. 
Â RICD options should be listed for El Paso County. 
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Colorado Basin Roundtable Technical Meeting #1 
September 24, 2003 – Grand Junction 
Meeting Summary 
 
Welcome and Introductions 
The Statewide Water Supply Initiative (SWSI) Basin Roundtable Meetings are where local 
interests (water providers, water users, local governments, representatives of federal and state 
agencies, environmentalists, recreationalists, etc.) meet and exchange ideas, review and present 
water supply and demand data, summarize planning initiatives, and help guide the 
development of water supply and demand objectives and strategies for achieving the objectives. 
The focus of the meetings is primarily on a consensus building process to address specific issues 
within each river basin. A portion of each meeting will also be devoted to obtaining information 
and comments from the public. It is anticipated that there will be approximately four Basin 
Roundtable meetings in each basin from September 2003 through November 2004. 
 
SWSI project team members including Rick Brown from the Colorado Water Conservation 
Board (CWCB), and Sue Morea and John Rehring from Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. (CDM), 
began the first meeting by welcoming the Basin Roundtable (BRT) meeting participants and 
providing history on the SWSI project. The BRT nominees are listed below, along with their 
representation and meeting attendance information. 
 

Member Organization Interest Category 

Technical 
Meeting #1 
Attendance 

Dick Proctor Grand Valley Water Users Association Agricultural, Ranching Ditch, and Reservoir 
Companies 

X 

Richard Connel Colorado Farm Bureau Agricultural, Ranching Ditch, and Reservoir 
Companies 

X 

Carlyle Currier Rancher Agricultural, Ranching Ditch, and Reservoir 
Companies 

X 

Chris Jouflas  Agricultural, Ranching Ditch, and Reservoir 
Companies 

X 

Reeves Brown Club 20 Business, Development and Civic Organizations X 
Paul Ohri Businessman Business, Development and Civil Organizations X 
Kristine Crandall Roaring Fork Conservancy Environmentalists and Related Organizations X 
John Trammel Colorado Trout Unlimited Environmentalists and Related Organizations  
Tom Stone Northwest Colorado Council of Governments Local Governments not Directly Providing Water 

(municipal, county, and regional) 
X 

Lane Wyatt Summit Water Quality Committee Local Governments not Directly Providing Water 
(municipal, county, and regional) 

X 

Tilman Bishop Mesa County Local Governments not Directly Providing Water 
(municipal, county, and regional) 

X 

Tom Long Summit County Local Governments not Directly Providing Water 
(municipal, county, and regional) 

X 

Bruce Hutchins Grand County Water & Sanitation Municipal Water Providers X 
Gary Roberts Town of Breckenridge Municipal Water Providers  
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Member Organization Interest Category 

Technical 
Meeting #1 
Attendance 

Gary Hansen Blue Sky Rafting Recreational and Related Organizations  
Bill Baum General Council for Winter Park Recreational and Related Organizations  
Dave Merritt Colorado River Water Conservation District Water Conservancy and Conservation Districts X 
Larry Clever Ute Water Conservancy District Water Conservancy and Conservation Districts X 
Technical Advisors 
Greg Hoskin Colorado Water Conservation Board Colorado Water Conservation Board X 
Scott Fifer  Basin Advisor X 
Kathy Hall  Basin Advisor X 
John Currier  Basin Advisor - Assistant X 
Dave Graf Division of Wildlife State Agencies X 
Alan Martellaro Division Engineer State Agencies X 
Kurt Mill Parks and Outdoor Recreation State Agencies X 
Brent Uilenberg Bureau of Reclamation Federal Agencies X 
Catherine Robertson Bureau of Land Management Federal Agencies X 
 
The SWSI team did identify a few scheduling conflicts for some of the Roundtable participants. 
Consistent and complete participation of Roundtable members is essential to the success of the 
project due to the limited number of meetings. The SWSI project team will confirm the 
participation of Roundtable members to future meetings and recommend scheduling changes 
where conflicts arise. 
 
Overview of SWSI Goals, Objectives, and Process 
Rick Brown and Sue Morea presented the SWSI purpose, goals, and project scope. A copy of the 
slides that Rick and Sue presented are located in the Basin Roundtable Meeting #1 slides file 
located on the Colorado Water Conservation Board website (www.cwcb.state.co.us – click on 
Statewide Water Supply Initiative). Feedback from the roundtable participants on the 
presentation is summarized below. 
 
Purpose and Goals Presentation 
� Sharing information on the SWSI project is important 
� Concern expressed on reaching consensus between basins – the CWCB will take feedback 

from each Basin Roundtable and use that as the basis of discussion for statewide or inter-
basin issues 

� Information from this process will be used as SWSI progresses – a meeting summary will be 
distributed to all BRT participants and the results of today's meeting will be used to guide the 
SWSI process as we move forward. 

� Farm Bureau, River District, and many others have done studies – SWSI should utilize this 
information 

� Need to quantify current demand and then project into the future 
� Implications of Tier 1-2-3 projects: by categorizing options/projects into "tiers" based on the 

status of a project or planning process, we may be able to identify strategies to resolve 
implementation issues 

� Concern regarding use of 30-year planning horizon; suggest using longer planning period 
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Water Management Objectives 
Following the presentation on SWSI purpose, goals, and project scope, John Rehring defined 
terms that will become the basis of the SWSI process and described how water supply objectives 
and subobjectives will be created and used to evaluate water supply alternatives. For the 
purposes of the SWSI project, the following terms and definitions will be used: 
 
Objectives – The goals that define the essential purposes in broad, overarching terms. For the 
purposes of SWSI, an objective will be measurable, non-redundant, concise, and 
understandable. 
 
Performance Measures – The indicators of how well the objectives are being met. 
 
Options – The individual building blocks that consist of projects, management solutions, and 
other options. Options may include surface water, groundwater, storage, water transfer, reuse, 
and conservation themes. 
 
Alternatives – Combinations of options that are designed to accomplish the objectives. For 
example, an infrastructure water supply alternative may include large storage, surface water, 
and groundwater themes, but be light on conservation and reuse themes. 
 
Water supply alternatives may be water supply projects or may be management strategies. 
These water supply alternatives can also be described as the "solutions" to a water supply issue 
and they represent the "how are we going to solve this problem" aspect of the decisionmaking 
process. During this process, different supply and demand management projects and strategies 
are identified, studied, and then combined into complete sets of alternatives. Traditional water 
planning has tended to focus on this aspect alone. However, water resources decisions are 
becoming more complex, incorporating such issues as managing costs, ensuring water quality, 
meeting environmental needs, providing for recreation, balancing urban and agricultural 
interests, and equity. 
 
Given the wide difference of opinions and perspectives that people have regarding Colorado's 
water resources, it is important to focus equally on the "why are we doing this" aspect of the 
decisionmaking process. During this part of the process, basic objectives are defined. The 
development of objectives helps provide insight into people's views of water and water 
resource management. For each objective, associated performance measures are developed that 
represent indices that indicate whether the objective is being achieved. By understanding water 
management objectives, and clearly articulating them to the public, one can better understand 
how different water supply alternatives perform and address the views and values of 
individuals, and possible solutions (i.e., alternatives) can be evaluated in a structured manner. 
Where the two aspects of the decisionmaking process (e.g., the "why" and the "how") come 
together, alternatives are comprehensively evaluated and a preferred alternative is identified. 
 
By defining, up front, the basic objectives for SWSI, it is expected that trade-offs among 
alternatives can be more easily identified/understood and incorporated into an implementation 
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strategy for that alternative. These trade-offs can be the basis for mutual understanding of the 
public’s concerns and needs. A draft list of objectives was developed based on input from the 
first round of SWSI Public Meetings and experience gathered from other successful water 
planning efforts. The draft objectives are not listed in any particular order, but individual 
roundtable members will have an opportunity to indicate their relative preferences on the final 
list of objectives later in the SWSI process. The draft objectives presented included: 
 
� Reliably meet demands 
� Maximize efficient use of existing supply 
� Enhance use of existing system assets 
� Maximize implementability 
� Support recreational needs 
� Provide for environmental protection 
� Promote cost-effectiveness 
� Protect cultural values 
� Provide for a healthy Colorado economy 
� Provide for operational flexibility 
 
Following the draft objectives presentation, the meeting was turned over to the basin 
roundtable participants for open discussion of the objectives. Feedback on the objectives is 
presented below. 
 
Discussion of Objectives 
1. Reliably Meet Demands 

Draft Subobjectives Presented 
� Reliably meet reasonably foreseeable urban water demands under varying hydrologic 

conditions; minimize mandatory water use restrictions 
� Reliably meet reasonably foreseeable agricultural water demands under varying hydrologic 

conditions 
� Provide water where and when it's needed for agriculture and recreation 
� Maintain adequate reserves 
� Sustainably meet demands 
 
Comments 
� Reliably meet West Slope demands before anything else 
� Reliably meet demands for energy development 
� Meet unforeseeable demands 

− Include built-in safety factor 
� Use efficiency to more reliably meet demands 
� A common understanding of supply and demand is needed to ensure good decision making, 

especially in regard to the Colorado River Compact requirements 
� Define reliability (1977 was a benchmark for droughts, but 2002 drought is new benchmark) 
� Consider climate change as it affects water supply 
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� Need to consider unallocated contingencies and changes in use 
� Include security component of water supply as a management objective 
� Different demands have different tolerances for reliability (i.e., agriculture – municipal) – 

consider the needs of end users 
� Some water users are more “flexible” in terms of the ability to change the use to increase 

reliability (i.e., transbasin diversions are 100 percent consumptive and therefore reduce 
flexibility) 
− Protect future opportunities  

� Need information/agreement on what demands we're "reliably" meeting 
� Add consensus to "reasonably foreseeable demands" 
� Develop common understanding of demands 
 
2. Maximize Efficient Use of Existing Supply 

Draft Subobjectives Presented 
� Use appropriate-quality water for appropriate uses 
� Increase reuse and exchanges 
� Increase efficiency of use 
� Reduce evaporation and conveyance losses 
� Continued promotion of conservation best management practices 
 
Comments  
� Increased efficiency needs to be looked at on a basinwide basis, i.e., agricultural use basis 
� Allocating cost effectively will maximize efficiency 
� End goal for efficiency should be defined –efficiency in delivery vs. more flexibility in the use 

of system assets, etc.; efficiency may not produce more availability 
� Efficiency of use must consider hydrology and the fact that multiple uses can occur when the 

first use is “inefficient” 
� Consider redundancy in supply via greater interconnectivity of suppliers 
 
3. Enhance Use of Existing System Assets 

Draft Subobjectives Presented 
� Maximize operations of existing facilities 
� Manage / reduce / capture unintentional reservoir spills 
 
4. Maximize Implementability 

Draft Subobjectives Presented 
� Optimize options for technical, legal, institutional, political, economical, and environmental 

implementability 
� Maintain compliance with Compacts 
� Incorporate sustainability concepts 
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Comments 
� Enhance ability to recapture water 
� Expand purpose and ability to use existing systems 
� Relax institutional constraints 
 
5. Support Recreational Needs 

Draft Subobjectives Presented 
� Provide for in-channel recreational uses 
� Provide adequate reservoir levels for flatwater recreation 
� Operate reservoirs to serve multiple purposes 
� Acknowledge intangible value of recreation 
 
Comments 
� Provide instream flow for corridor enjoyment/experience (broad category) 
� Provide adequate resources for summer and winter recreation, i.e., snowmaking 
� Acknowledge tangible and intangible value of recreation, economy, and environment 
 
6. Provide for Environmental Protection 

Draft Subobjectives Presented 
� Protect fisheries/aquatic life 
� Minimize environmental impacts associated with new projects 
� Enhance riparian habitat 
� Protect and improve water quality 
 
Comments 
� Preserve and improve water quality, i.e., salinity 
� Support recovery programs to ensure protection for all water users and to provide for 

instream flows 
� Meet the Endangered Species Act 
� Protect native aquatic species 
� Enhance environment, not just protect 
� Protect wetlands 
� Baseline is to meet all applicable laws 
� Use in-basin water for in-basin endangered species 
� Environmental enhancements cannot affect yield from existing projects without 

compensation 
� Allocate costs to those who benefit 
� Anything that may affect yield, there must be compensation 
� Floodplain functions recognize flood flows and protect 
� Cannot have reliability without sustainability 
� Reliably interconnected systems may be an option 
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7. Promote Cost-Effectiveness 

Draft Subobjectives Presented 
� Minimize the total lifecycle costs  
� Promote positive cost/benefit 
� Maximimize the ability of users to repay costs 
 
Comments 
� Enhance economic and financial opportunities 
� Allocate costs among beneficiaries 
� Need to consider how we might incorporate cost allocation into objectives – "Pay to Play" 

concept 
� Bureau of Reclamation projects include federal funding 

− Agriculture cannot afford new projects 
� If we want to preserve agriculture, need to allocate the costs elsewhere 
� Recognize indirect benefits (wildlife and open space) of agriculture or irrigated acreage 
� If Federal/State mandates drive/increase the costs of a project, then society should pay for 

the increased cost 
 
8. Protect Cultural Values 

Draft Subobjectives Presented 
� Respect historical character of basin "way of life" and quality of life 
� Maintain agricultural lands and agricultural and rural ways of life 
� Protect, encourage, and enhance cultural diversity 
� Respect urban way of life and quality of life values 
� Minimize harm to downstream users 
 
Comments 
� Protect cultural values basinwide 
� Minimize harm to all users 
� Consider implications to all users 
� Balance traditional and emerging cultures (remove protect, encourage/enhance) 
 
9. Provide for a Healthy Colorado Economy 

Draft Subobjectives Presented 
� Enhance local and state economy 
� Sustain populations 
� Provide for healthy economy in each individual basin 
 
Comments 
� Strive to "sustain populations" 
� Provide infrastructure for growth within basin 
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10. Provide for Operational Flexibility 

Draft Subobjectives Presented 
� Allow highest beneficial use at any time while preserving historical uses/rights 
� Allow use of water for different purposes at different times 
 
Comments 
� Remove institutional barriers 
� Encourage use (instead of allow) of water for different purposes 
� Strive to allow highest beneficial use 
 
Following the discussion on objectives and subobjectives, the participants broke for dinner, and 
then reconvened to discuss demand methodology, basin roundtable meeting logistics, and 
receive public comments. 
 
Demand Methodology 
Sue Morea led the presentation regarding the SWSI approach to determining basin-specific 
water demands. The slides related to this presentation are also on the CWCB website. In 
general, the demand methodology will be consistent between all Colorado River basins, and 
will be forecasted to 2030. The following summarizes the approach for each water demand 
category: 
 
� Municipal & Industrial – The SWSI will use a "per capita" by county approach using the 

State Demographer data, and cross-checked with the CWCB Drought Survey water use 
results and 2000 water use data supplied by water providers. Industrial uses not on 
municipal water supplies will also be included. 

 
� Agricultural – The SWSI will multiply irrigated crop acreage by crop water requirements, 

increase irrigation demand by percent conveyance loss, multiply number of livestock by 
livestock requirement, and assume irrigated acreage/livestock levels remain constant over 
time unless data indicates otherwise. 

 
� Environmental – The SWSI will use decreed in-stream flow requirements by basin, and 

assume current minimum requirements in future years. 
 
The collected demand data will become the base demand. The base demand will then be 
bracketed by high and low demand scenarios. 
 
The following comments regarding the demand methodology were received: 
 
� Include/account for dual distribution systems 
� Factor in tourism and regional differences in irrigation, etc. 
� NWCOG challenged/modified U.S. Census data – updates to be provided to SWSI team 
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� Questions on Roaring Fork data in 2000 DSS – 1993 is a good year to use 
� Irrigated acres – recognize difference between assuming constant acreage vs. constant trend; 

Irrigated acres will remain constant in SWSI evaluations unless directed otherwise by the 
Basin Roundtable 

� Include groundwater data in supply 
� Consider where to categorize snowmaking demand, and make sure it's included 
� Consider how environmental demand method compares to decreed instream flow – 

environmental demand will correspond to the CWCB decreed minimum instream flows as a 
baseline 

� Industries have been built on increased decreed flows, e.g., rafting – impacts on these 
industries should be reflected in scoring of alternatives 

 
Preparation for Basin Roundtable Meeting #2 
� New date for BRT #2 

− January 24, 2004, 2:00 p.m., Glenwood Springs Community Center (tentative – see e-mail – 
later revised to January 21, 2004) 

− Follow-up e-mail to roundtable will provide additional information 
 
Public Comments 
� Request for summary of accomplishments of today’s meeting and SWSI goals – the SWSI 

project was described and the SWSI team and roundtable members discussed basin objectives 
which in turn will be used to evaluate water management alternatives in future roundtable 
meetings 

� SWSI will not interfere with local land use planning; recognize that land use can affect water 
needs 

� Conditional water rights listed in CWCB Fact Sheet do not appear to be realistic. 
� Publications to note: 

− Colorado Water Trust – stream stretches with instream needs 
− Trout Unlimited reports 

� Encourage additional discussion of instream flows needs/uses – statutory framework may 
provide flows that are too low; consider potential statutory changes to encourage leaving 
water in stream  

� Support user fee concept but may not be practical for all types of users (consider "indirect 
payment") 

� Consider including land management plans for federal lands, and the permitting process – all 
land use information gathered to date will be used to determine water use. The permitting 
process for any set of alternatives would follow next.  SWSI will not be attempting to get a 
project permitted. 

� Larry Clever, Tom Stone, and Tom Long may attend the upcoming South Platte Basin 
Roundtable meeting on behalf of the Colorado River Basin Roundtable. 
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Colorado Basin Roundtable Technical Meeting #2 
January 13, 2004 – Glenwood Springs 
Meeting Summary 
 
Welcome and Introductions 
The Statewide Water Supply Initiative (SWSI) Basin Roundtable Technical (BRT) Meetings are 
where local interests meet and exchange ideas, review and present water supply and demand 
data, summarize planning initiatives, and help guide the development of water supply and 
demand objectives and strategies for achieving the objectives. The focus of the meetings is 
primarily on a consensus building process to address specific issues within each river basin. 
This was the second of approximately four BRT meetings in the Colorado River basin from 
September 2003 through November 2004. 
 
SWSI project team members including Rick Brown from the Colorado Water Conservation 
Board (CWCB), and Sue Morea, Kelly DiNatale, and John Rehring from Camp Dresser & McKee 
Inc. (CDM), began the meeting by welcoming the BRT meeting participants. The BRT members 
are listed below. Sue Morea welcomed new BRT members Carol DeAngelis and Rick Sackbauer.  
 

Member Organization Interest Category 
Attended 
BRT #2 

Dick Proctor Grand Valley Water Users Association Agricultural, Ranching Ditch, and Reservoir 
Companies 

X 

Richard Connell Colorado Farm Bureau Agricultural, Ranching Ditch, and Reservoir 
Companies 

X 

Carlyle Currier Rancher Agricultural, Ranching Ditch, and Reservoir 
Companies 

 

Chris Jouflas  Agricultural, Ranching Ditch, and Reservoir 
Companies 

X 

Reeves Brown Club 20 Business, Development and Civic Organizations  
Paul Ohri Businessman Business, Development and Civil Organizations X 
Kristine Crandall Roaring Fork Conservancy Environmentalists and Related Organizations X 
John Trammell Colorado Trout Unlimited Environmentalists and Related Organizations X 
Tom Stone Northwest Colorado Council of Governments Local Governments not Directly Providing Water 

(municipal, county, and regional) 
X 

Lane Wyatt Summit Water Quality Committee Local Governments not Directly Providing Water 
(municipal, county, and regional) 

X 

Tilman Bishop Mesa County Local Governments not Directly Providing Water 
(municipal, county, and regional) 

X 

Tom Long Summit County Local Governments not Directly Providing Water 
(municipal, county, and regional) 

 

Bruce Hutchins Grand County Water & Sanitation Municipal Water Providers X 
Gary Roberts Town of Breckenridge Municipal Water Providers X 
Rick Sackbauer Vail Resorts Recreational and Related Organizations X 
Bill Baum General Council for Winter Park Recreational and Related Organizations X 
Dave Merritt Colorado River Water Conservation District Water Conservancy and Conservation Districts X 
Larry Clever Ute Water Conservancy District Water Conservancy and Conservation Districts X 
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Member Organization Interest Category 
Attended 
BRT #2 

Technical Advisors 
Greg Hoskin Colorado Water Conservation Board Colorado Water Conservation Board X 
Scott Fifer  Basin Advisor  
Kathy Hall  Basin Advisor X 
John Currier  Basin Advisor - Assistant X 
Dave Graf Division of Wildlife State Agencies X 
Alan Martellaro Division Engineer State Agencies X 
Kurt Mill Parks and Outdoor Recreation State Agencies X 
Carol DeAngelis Bureau of Reclamation Federal Agencies X 
Catherine Robertson Bureau of Land Management Federal Agencies  
 
Sue Morea reviewed the agenda for the meeting. The agenda included: 
 
Â A review of the SWSI process and status 
Â Revised water management objectives and subobjectives and the objective "weighting" 

process 
Â Preliminary list of water management "options" and "tiering" 
Â Preliminary results of population estimates and water demands for the Arkansas basin 
Â Overview of draft water supply methodology 
Â Anticipated activities and input requested from BRT members between now and BRT3 
Â Public comment 
 
Copies of the presentation materials were distributed to BRT members. Comments and 
questions received throughout the meeting were recorded on flip charts and are included in the 
meeting notes below. 
 
SWSI Process 
Rick Brown reviewed the overall SWSI project schedule, progress to date, and described the 
goals of this second BRT meeting. Rick noted that a few BRT members (in this basin and other 
basins) had requested that they be able to see other BRT members' comments on materials such 
as the objectives, demand methodology, etc. Rick acknowledged the value of this in a 
transparent process and stated that he is investigating ways of making BRT members' 
comments available electronically, possibly via the CWCB website. Larger reports referenced in 
comments might not be reproduced or scanned.  
 
Water Management Objectives 
Rick Brown presented the revised list of water management objectives and subobjectives, based 
on comments and feedback obtained from the first round of BRT meetings around the state and 
from the CWCB Board meeting in November 2003. Rick explained how the original list of 
objectives was modified based on this input. The SWSI team found through this process that 
there was significant consistency from basin to basin in the types of objectives identified, 
though there are significant differences from person to person and basin to basin in the relative 
importance of each of the objectives to the BRT members. The SWSI process is designed to 
identify and track the relative importance or "preference" each BRT member places on each 
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water management objective. Once water management alternatives are developed, each BRT 
member will be able to see how well an alternative meets their individual preferences and the 
BRT as a whole can see which alternatives have elements that can be largely agreed upon. 
 
John Rehring presented an overview of how the objectives will be weighted by individual BRT 
members and then used in the evaluation of alternatives in later phases of SWSI. An example 
weighting form for the objectives and subobjectives was reviewed. It was stressed that the 
"numeric" alternative evaluation process in SWSI is intended to provide information on 
individual preferences, but that the numeric results serve as a starting point for BRT discussion, 
rather than determining the final disposition of an alternative. Later BRT meetings will focus on 
discussion of the alternatives based on these results. The process is not one of "majority rules" or 
a "vote," rather it is a facilitated discussion that seeks common ground between diverse 
interests. 
 
Feedback from the BRT members on the objectives and subobjectives is summarized below. 
 
Â One participant asked why environmental protection was changed to environmental 

enhancement. Rick Brown noted that the options we identify may improve, not just maintain, 
environmental conditions. 

Â Another participant sought clarity on what process was used for refining the objectives and 
subobjectives and the specific language used. The SWSI team took BRT and public input, 
along with CWCB board feedback, to refine and revise the lists. 

Â Suggestions on objectives and subobjectives raised by BRT members at BRT Meeting 2 
included: 
− Cost effectiveness – consider "equitably" instead of "fairly" 
− Environmental enhancement –  

• Avoid/mitigate environmental impacts makes it somewhat defensive/counter to 
other objectives 

• Would like to see native species listed in subobjective language 
− Consider clarifying the subobjective on phreatophytes to indicate non-native or "exotic" 

phreatophytes as there are native phreatophytes that should be preserved 
− Complying with all existing laws may not be appropriate, as we may want to examine 

alternatives that require a change in the law; it was clarified that this criterion should be 
broadly interpreted and alternatives may currently or in the future comply with applicable 
laws, thereby not excluding possible future regulatory or legal changes. 

Â A participant requested that the objective weighting forms be posted on the SWSI website 
 
Preliminary List of Project Options and Tiering 
There is a significant amount of information and studies available on water projects and 
potential water management options in each basin. The SWSI team is seeking to identify and 
document specific information and projects where available, with input from the BRT members 
and the Basin Advisors. Since one of SWSI's overarching principles is to not interfere with local 
water planning initiatives, we are especially interested in learning about existing water supply 
options/projects and existing planning efforts, and documenting how these will be applied to 
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future water needs (i.e., applied to any "gap" between projected demands and supplies). SWSI 
also anticipates that "gaps" may exist even after existing efforts are implemented, and that 
additional water supply options may need to be developed.  
 
John Rehring presented a preliminary draft list of project options, as identified by BRT members 
and project advisors, for meeting water needs in the basin. These options will be cataloged, then 
"packaged together" into alternatives for meeting the basin's needs. The project "tiering" 
definitions were reviewed, with Tier 1 projects being those that are identified by the project 
sponsor(s) as being on a direct path toward implementation. Tier 2 and 3 projects are further 
from implementation, either based on their status (planning or conceptual level identification of 
a water management solution) or on the basis of issues associated with their implementation 
(e.g., significant disagreement from within the BRT on whether/how to proceed with the 
option, lack of funding, legal or institutional issues, etc.) 
 
Tier 1 options will be documented as meeting a particular need in the basin. For purposes of 
SWSI, it will be assumed that these options will be in place by the 2030 planning year, and the 
resulting effects (e.g., delivery of water to the project beneficiaries) will be applied to the 
projected "gap," if any, between future basin supplies and demands. Tier 2 and Tier 3 projects 
will be evaluated in various combinations by packaging them into alternatives for consideration 
and discussion by the BRT. The preliminary draft list discussed by the BRT members at the 
meeting is appended to this meeting summary. 
 
Feedback from the BRT members follows. 
 
Â One participant asked for clarification on options that seem to be somewhere between Tier 1 

and Tier 2. In those cases, SWSI will defer to the project sponsor's preference. 
Â The Coordinated Facilities Study (CFS) evaluated options geared toward a specific purpose; 

it may be worth looking at the "non-selected" options from this study in SWSI to see if those 
options could effectively serve other needs. 

Â Owens Creek project should be Tier 3 
Â CFS options may not be Tier 1 
Â One option to consider is the removal of the Shoshone Plant call in times of drought; this is 

not near implementation  
Â It was suggested that the SWSI team contact project sponsors to obtain their perspective on 

project tiering 
Â Fraser Valley Water Supply – all options listed should be Tier 3 

− Several options were evaluated in this study, all as different ways of achieving a single 
objective; only one project would be selected from this list to meet this need 

− Mitigation components should be included 
− Alsbury Dam is complete and should be deleted from the list 

Â Eagle River Basin issues – "growth control" as outlined in the Eagle River Basin Issues report 
should be Tier 2 or 3 

Â Significant discussion centered on the definition of project tiers in SWSI. Some options are 
clearly Tier 1, such as a project that is in design or construction, but there are several 
initiatives underway (e.g., Upper Colorado [UPCO] study, Eagle River discussions) where 
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there is a process for evaluating options for meeting water needs – even if that "Tier 1 
process" has not identified a "Tier 1 project" for implementation to date. Questions revolved 
around whether SWSI would or should be evaluating options in cases where such a process 
is underway, or whether SWSI should consider those water needs to be met in the future – 
essentially assuming that the identified process would result in successful "Tier 1" type 
solutions. 

Â Following the above discussion it was recommended that the definition of tiering be 
reevaluated 
− If processes like UPCO and Fraser Valley are not being considered in SWSI, there is little to 

discuss at the BRTs 
− SWSI should focus on whether there is an unmet need for water, rather than how a project 

proponent views their project or process 
− Need to consider whether SWSI should be involved in existing/ongoing processes and 

initiatives in the basin, as this could create confusion and/or fragment existing 
collaborative processes 

− It was noted that however SWSI interfaces with these existing efforts, there is a need to be 
consistent between basins 

− The SWSI team should consider allowing debate in SWSI on options being discussed in 
"Tier 1 processes" 

Â The UPCO Study was cited as an example of a "Tier 1 Process" although some in the group 
felt that having additional options might also be a good idea 
− Most projects listed under UPCO should be Tier 3 since UPCO is very broad and is trying 

to identify a suite of possible alternatives around specific objectives – no Tier 1-type 
projects have been decided on from that process to date 

− The WWTP below Fraser is complete 
Â It was mentioned that there should be clarity in the list between "study sponsor" and 

"construction project sponsor" as the two entities may not be the same in each case 
Â Sulphur Gulch option should be somewhere in the Tier 2.5 to Tier 3 range – "going nowhere" 

according to one participant 
Â Grand Valley Management Project is in construction, 50% done, should be removed from list 
Â Irrigation canal lining does not have any specific locations/facilities identified at this time 

and has significant legal issues – should be Tier 3. The salinity control program provided a lot 
of piping of ditches and canals. 

Â Wolcott Reservoir 
− Still significant issues; should be listed as Tier 2 
− SWSI should evaluate its merits against objectives 
− Should clarify whether SWSI is looking to address local issues only, or larger planning 

issues 
Â It was noted that some projects may serve both east and west slope needs, CWCB would like 

SWSI to look at this from a statewide basis 
Â It was suggested that Tier 1 "processes" might include: 

− Wolcott 
− UPCO 
− possibly the Fraser River Valley study 

Â Give thought to separating "processes" from "projects" in tiering 
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Â SWSI might identify new ideas/tools to facilitate meeting multiple basins' needs 
Â It was suggested that the Grand Valley Lake project (consisting of new diversions, new 

reservoir storage, and new flow management of captured waters associated with these 
facilities) should be Tier 3 

Â Wolford enlargement is estimated to be approximately 4,000 to 5,000 acre-feet (i.e., less than 
indicated on preliminary draft list) 

Â Jerry Creek Reservoir should be a Tier 1 option 
Â Black Lakes enlargement should be a Tier 1 option 
 
Demand Projections 
The preliminary results of demand projections, both statewide and specific to the Colorado 
River basin and its counties, were presented by Kelly DiNatale. Kelly also briefly reviewed the 
methodology used to develop municipal and industrial (M&I), agricultural, and environmental 
and recreational water demands for the 2030 planning year. Demand projection information 
developed under SWSI will be posted to the SWSI web site (www.cwcb.state.co.us). 
 
Feedback from the BRT members follows. 
 
Â One participant asked whether the M&I percent of total water use reflects in-basin M&I uses 

only, or if it accounts for trans-basin diversions. CDM will verify. 
Â The SWSI team is seeking feedback on per capita demands, with respect to the relative 

growth rates of tourism-based use vs. growth in residential use. M&I per-capita numbers 
include both tourists use and residential use, so different rates of growth would change the 
overall per-capita use figure and affect projections of future M&I demand. 

Â While individual basins' average per-capita M&I demand estimates were presented, one 
participant also expressed an interest in seeing the statewide average per capita use value 

Â Need to clearly state that tourism use is in M&I per capita numbers 
Â Need to show Rio Grande basin on per capita use by basin slide 
Â Significant growth in Pitkin County is anticipated 
Â Need to stress conservation – people moving here don't have as strong a buy-in to 

conservation as is needed; it was noted that a range of conservation assumptions will go into 
bracketing high/low demands 

Â Need to clarify that Shoshone power plant is in Garfield County and the Orchard Mesa 
Power Plant is in Mesa County 

Â Consider asking cities/counties whether they anticipate filing for any recreational in-channel 
diversions (RICDs) for inclusion in SWSI accounting 

Â A BRT member pointed out that the legal filings for the CWCB instreat flow program right 
does not always match the results of biological studies. Consider alternative methods for 
calculating these and consider using study number instead of the water right values. It was 
pointed out that the SWSI team may consider this as an "alternative" rather than as a base 
demand. 

Â Consider other demand databases (e.g., USFS) for recreational/environmental flows 
Â A BRT member pointed out that tourism/tourists want to see higher flows than minimum 

requirement; there are economic and aesthetic issues as well as recreational/environmental 
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benefits of higher than minimum flows in streams. It was pointed out that the SWSI process 
may consider higher than minimum flows as an alternative; and would like to see specific 
recommendations from the BRTs. 

Â CWCB Board can consider proposals to increase decreed flows for environment through their 
new water rights acquisition program 

Â Instream rights are very junior and may therefore offer little environmental/recreational 
benefit 

Â Consider "paper water" (water right or legal entitlement) vs. "wet water" (actual quantities 
observed) in forming alternatives to meet environmental/recreational objectives; even 
though the water right may indicate allocation of water to a specific user or stream segment, 
the effects of variable hydrology on stream flows (and the fact that wet water flows are 
sometimes less than the paper water values) should be accounted for in evaluating 
alternatives. 

Â Several federal agencies address instream flows differently from one another (e.g., USFS vs. 
others) – different methods (R2 Cross vs. others) may affect flow requirements on federal 
lands 

Â Subdividing agricultural lands (e.g., 400-acre into 20-acre parcels) can increase irrigated acres 
and should be considered in SWSI 

Â Check GIS coverage of Snowmass Village/Aspen for land use data 
 
Supply Methodology 
Kelly DiNatale presented a brief overview of the methodology to be employed in SWSI for 
estimating water supplies. The preliminary results of these analyses will be presented at BRT 
#3. Feedback from the BRT members indicated that it is important in the Colorado Basin to 
address where water is available, not just how much water is available. 
 
Preparation for Basin Roundtable Meeting #3 
Â BRT members were reminded of the following deadlines: 

− Completed objectives weighting forms due back by January 27, 2004 (two weeks) 
− Additional input on preliminary options list due by January 27, 2004 (two weeks) 
− Comments on preliminary demand results due by January 27, 2004 (two weeks) 
− Supply Methodology memo to be distributed by January 30, 2004 
− Comments on Supply Methodology due by February 13, 2004 

Â Next BRT meeting will be held in Glenwood Springs (tentative location - Community Center) 
on April 28, 2004 (2:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.) 

Â Gunnison BRT #3 scheduling notes 
− Preliminary dates shown of 4/21/04 and 7/21/04 conflict with River District meeting 
− Gunnison Water Workshop is 3rd or 4th week of July, should avoid scheduling Gunnison 

BRT #3 during this event. 
 
Public Comments 
All public attendees at the BRT meeting were offered an opportunity to comment or ask 
questions of the SWSI team and BRT members as part of the evening session of the BRT 
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meeting. A general summary of the public comment portion of the meeting is summarized 
below. 
 
Â Be cautious of looking at issues at too high a level 

− Consider effective rainfall in agricultural consumptive use rates (especially in South Platte 
basin) 

− Per capita demand – look at consumptive use not gross amount – difference can be used 
for many other uses "downstream" 

− Discuss demands before options in South Platte BRT 2 
− Converting water from agriculture to M&I does not eliminate the need for storage 

Â Support was expressed for the basin-level SWSI approach. Most smaller communities don't 
have means to conduct studies – general public has low recognition of importance of water 
supply planning/conservation. Encourage River District and others to have dialogue with 
communities and general public. There is a need for education on water supply as the general 
public may not be thinking about water supply issues. 

Â Minimum stream flows are junior water rights; consider how much protection is really 
provided by this. Environmental protection holds significant economic importance via 
tourism. 

Â SWSI should focus on water needs more than specific projects. SWSI has the most potential 
impact if it follows this approach. 



Basin: Colorado
Options Catalog - PRELIMINARY DRAFT
Project ID Project Name Other Basin of 

Origin Besides 
Colorado

Basin of Use Sponsor Project 
Beneficiary

Structural Project 
Type

Non-Structural 
Project Type

Project Notes Additional 
Storage
(acre-feet)

Storage Notes Supply Yield
(acre-feet/year)

Supply Notes Capital Cost O&M Costs Cost Notes Project Stage Timing Prelim. 
Tier

C1 Coordinated 
Facilities Water 
Availability Study

N/A Colorado CWCB Environmental  N/A excess capacity Alternative 1b 
Expanded 
Coordinated 
Reservoir 
Operations 
Program 
(CROPS) - Ruedi 
Reservoir 
operations

NP --- 7,000 --- NP NP --- planning No Date 1

C1 Coordinated 
Facilities Water 
Availability Study

N/A Colorado CWCB Environmental  N/A excess capacity Alternative 1d 
Expanded 
CROPS - Modify 
Colorado-Big 
Thompson (CBT) 
west slope 
facilities 
operations

NP --- 20,000 --- NP NP --- planning No Date 1

C1 Coordinated 
Facilities Water 
Availability Study

N/A Colorado CWCB Environmental  N/A excess capacity Alternative 1e 
Expanded 
CROPS - Denver 
Water system 
modified 
operations

NP --- 20,000 --- NP NP --- planning No Date 1

C1 Coordinated 
Facilities Water 
Availability Study

N/A Colorado CWCB Environmental  N/A excess capacity Alternative 1f 
Expanded 
CROPS - Bypass 
Diversions to 
storage

NP --- 20,000 --- NP NP --- planning No Date 1

C1 Coordinated 
Facilities Water 
Availability Study

N/A Colorado CWCB Environmental  N/A excess capacity Alternative 1g 
Reduce 
constraints on 
CROPS

NP --- 20,000 --- NP NP --- planning No Date 1

C1 Coordinated 
Facilities Water 
Availability Study

N/A Colorado CWCB Environmental  reservoir 
construction

N/A Alternative 4f  
New Storage 
Projects Below 
Shoshone: Roan 
Creek Reservoir

NP --- 20,000 --- $1,140 $16.60 power 
only

September 2000 
costs

costly alternative 
that requires 
pumping to 
reservoir; should 
be considered if 
other alternatives 
are not sufficient 
to provide 20,000 
AF

No Date 1

C1 Coordinated 
Facilities Water 
Availability Study

N/A Colorado CWCB Environmental  reservoir 
construction

N/A Alternative 4g  
New Storage 
Projects Below 
Shoshone: Logan 
Mtn Reservoir

NP --- 10,000 --- unknown $42.00 power 
only

September 2000 
costs

costly alternative 
that requires 
pumping to 
reservoir; should 
be considered if 
other alternatives 
are not sufficient 
to provide 20,000 
AF

No Date 1

C1 Coordinated 
Facilities Water 
Availability Study

N/A Colorado CWCB Environmental  reservoir 
construction

N/A Alternative 4h  
New Storage 
Projects Below 
Shoshone: Owens 
Creek Reservoir

NP --- 10,200 firm yield  $1,700 NP September 2000 
costs

water could only 
be stored during 
runoff; site limited 
by channel 
constraints; was 
not investigated in 
Phase 2

No Date 1

S:\Task 10 & 11 Options-Alts\Alternative Catalog\CO-alternative-catalog.xls DRAFT 1/8/2004



Basin: Colorado
Options Catalog - PRELIMINARY DRAFT
Project ID Project Name Other Basin of 

Origin Besides 
Colorado

Basin of Use Sponsor Project 
Beneficiary

Structural Project 
Type

Non-Structural 
Project Type

Project Notes Additional 
Storage
(acre-feet)

Storage Notes Supply Yield
(acre-feet/year)

Supply Notes Capital Cost O&M Costs Cost Notes Project Stage Timing Prelim. 
Tier

C1 Coordinated 
Facilities Water 
Availability Study

N/A Colorado CWCB Environmental  reservoir 
construction

N/A Alternative 4k  
New Storage 
Projects Below 
Shoshone: Dry 
Hollow Reservoir

NP --- 20,000 --- $2,900 $26.20 power 
only

September 2000 
costs

costly alternative 
that requires 
pumping to 
reservoir; should 
be considered if 
other alternatives 
are not sufficient 
to provide 20,000 
AF

No Date 1

C1 Coordinated 
Facilities Water 
Availability Study

N/A Colorado CWCB Environmental  N/A excess capacity Alternative 6a 
Insurance Pool 
Release of stored 
water from 
existing reservoirs 
in addition to 
CROPS

NP --- 20,000 --- NP NP --- planning No Date 1

C1 Coordinated 
Facilities Water 
Availability Study

N/A Colorado CWCB Environmental  N/A excess capacity Alternative 6a 
Insurance Pool 
Removing 
Shoshone Power 
Plant priority call

NP --- 20,000 --- NP $47,000 O&M costs 
directly 
associated with 
implementing 
specific 
alternative; 
September 2000 
costs

planning No Date 1

C1 Coordinated 
Facilities Water 
Availability Study

N/A Colorado CWCB Environmental  N/A excess capacity Alternative 6a 
Insurance Pool 
Environmental 
Pools (Ruedi and 
Wolford Mountain 
Reservoirs)

NP --- 20,000 --- NP NP planning No Date 1

C1 Coordinated 
Facilities Water 
Availability Study

N/A Colorado CWCB Environmental  reservoir 
construction

N/A Webster Hill NP --- 30,000 firm yield (average 
of 20,000-40,000 
acre-feet/year)

$76,000,000 NP Capital costs 
associated with 
modifying 
existing facilities 
and/or new 
facility 
construction 
($26-$134/AF 
firm yield/year) ; 
September 2003 
costs

planning No Date 2

C2 Fraser Valley 
Water Supply 
Alternatives Study

N/A Colorado NWCCOG QQ M&I and 
Environmental

integrated project N/A II-A.1 Ranch 
Valley Reservoir 
with Pump back to 
Moffat Collection 
System

25,000 --- NP --- $33,400,000 $2,700,000 Capital costs 
are construction 
costs and do not 
include 
estimates or 
allowances for 
contingencies, 
engineering, 
permitting, 
administration, 
land acquisition 
or mitigation; 
O&M costs are 
pumping costs 
(energy) ; 2003 
present value 
costs

planning No Date 2

S:\Task 10 & 11 Options-Alts\Alternative Catalog\CO-alternative-catalog.xls DRAFT 1/8/2004
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Project ID Project Name Other Basin of 

Origin Besides 
Colorado

Basin of Use Sponsor Project 
Beneficiary

Structural Project 
Type

Non-Structural 
Project Type

Project Notes Additional 
Storage
(acre-feet)

Storage Notes Supply Yield
(acre-feet/year)

Supply Notes Capital Cost O&M Costs Cost Notes Project Stage Timing Prelim. 
Tier

C2 Fraser Valley 
Water Supply 
Alternatives Study

N/A Colorado NWCCOG QQ M&I and 
Environmental

integrated project N/A II-A.3 Windy Gap 
Diversion for 
"Around the Horn" 
delivery to Denver 
Water via 
NCWCD/Broomfie
ld Pipeline

N/A --- NP --- $32,900,000 $2,000,000 Capital costs 
are construction 
costs and do not 
include 
estimates or 
allowances for 
contingencies, 
engineering, 
permitting, 
administration, 
land acquisition 
or mitigation; 
O&M costs are 
pumping costs 
(energy) ; 2003 
present value 
costs

planning No Date 2

C2 Fraser Valley 
Water Supply 
Alternatives Study

N/A Colorado NWCCOG QQ M&I and 
Environmental

reservoir 
enlargement

N/A II-A.5 Purchase 
additional East 
Slope Storage in 
Denver Water 
Moffat Expansion

25,000 --- NP --- $75,000,000 NP Capital costs 
are construction 
costs and do not 
include 
estimates or 
allowances for 
contingencies, 
engineering, 
permitting, 
administration, 
land acquisition 
or mitigation); 
2003 present 
value costs

planning No Date 2

C2 Fraser Valley 
Water Supply 
Alternatives Study

N/A Colorado NWCCOG QQ M&I and 
Environmental

integrated project storage I-A.4 Reuse 
Reservoir and 
Pump  back to 
upper Fraser 
Valley with Option 
(a) Ranch Valley 
Reservoir

8,000 --- NP --- $31,800,000 $21,300,000 Capital costs 
are construction 
costs and do not 
include 
estimates or 
allowances for 
contingencies, 
engineering, 
permitting, 
administration, 
land acquisition 
or mitigation; 
O&M costs are 
pumping costs 
(energy) ; 2003 
present value 
costs

planning No Date 2

C3 Alsbury Dam and 
Reservoir Project

N/A Colorado WDWCD, 
CWCB, CDW

Agricultural and 
M&I

reservoir 
construction

N/A Alsbury Dam and 
Reservoir

250 --- NP --- $138,000 NP 1991 costs design No Date 1

C4 Eagle River Basin 
Water Issues

N/A Colorado Eagle River 
Assembly

Environmental N/A conservation --- NP --- NP --- NP NP --- planning No Date 1

C4 Eagle River Basin 
Water Issues

N/A Colorado Eagle River 
Assembly

Environmental N/A growth control --- NP --- --- --- NP NP --- planning No Date 1

C4 Eagle River Basin 
Water Issues

N/A Colorado Eagle River 
Assembly

Environmental reservoir 
construction

N/A --- 5900 range of 1,300 to 
10,500 acre-feet 
possible.

NP --- $35,400,000 NP Range of cost 
from $4000-
$8000 per acre 
foot provided. 
Assumed capital 
cost only and 
1994 dollars.

planning No Date 1
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Project ID Project Name Other Basin of 

Origin Besides 
Colorado

Basin of Use Sponsor Project 
Beneficiary

Structural Project 
Type

Non-Structural 
Project Type

Project Notes Additional 
Storage
(acre-feet)

Storage Notes Supply Yield
(acre-feet/year)

Supply Notes Capital Cost O&M Costs Cost Notes Project Stage Timing Prelim. 
Tier

C5 Upper Colorado 
River Basin Study 
(UPCO)

N/A Colorado UPCO Group M&I and 
Environmental

N/A bypass options Fraser River 
above and below 
Fraser - Denver 
Water use of 
Fraser and 
Williams Fork 
collection 
systems, Windy 
Gap via CB-T 
system.

NP --- NP --- NP NP --- planning No Date 2

C5 Upper Colorado 
River Basin Study 
(UPCO)

N/A Colorado UPCO Group M&I and 
Environmental

reservoir 
construction

N/A Fraser River 
above and below 
Fraser - reservoir 
would require 
pump back. 

2

C5 Upper Colorado 
River Basin Study 
(UPCO)

N/A Colorado UPCO Group M&I and 
Environmental

N/A instream flow 
reduction

Fraser River 
above and below 
Fraser - make 
Vasquez Creek 
consistent 
throughout reach

NP --- NP --- NP NP --- planning No Date 2

C5 Upper Colorado 
River Basin Study 
(UPCO)

N/A Colorado UPCO Group M&I and 
Environmental

N/A conservation Fraser River 
above and below 
Fraser

NP --- NP --- NP NP --- planning No Date 2

C5 Upper Colorado 
River Basin Study 
(UPCO)

N/A Colorado UPCO Group M&I and 
Environmental

groundwater N/A Fraser River 
above and below 
Fraser - 
groundwater could 
be used for dry-
year water supply

NP --- NP --- NP NP --- planning No Date 2

C5 Upper Colorado 
River Basin Study 
(UPCO)

N/A Colorado UPCO Group M&I and 
Environmental

wastewater 
treatment 
consolidation

N/A Fraser River 
below Fraser - 
would require 
pump back

NP --- NP --- NP NP --- planning No Date 2

C5 Upper Colorado 
River Basin Study 
(UPCO)

N/A Colorado UPCO Group M&I and 
Environmental

N/A reservoir releases Colorado River 
above Fraser 
River Confluence -
maintain CWCB 
instream flow

NP --- NP --- NP NP --- planning No Date 2

C5 Upper Colorado 
River Basin Study 
(UPCO)

N/A Colorado UPCO Group M&I and 
Environmental

N/A reservoir releases Colorado River 
below Fraser 
River and above 
and below 
Kremmling

NP --- NP --- NP NP --- planning No Date 2

C5 Upper Colorado 
River Basin Study 
(UPCO)

N/A Colorado UPCO Group M&I and 
Environmental

N/A conservation Colorado River 
below Fraser 
River and above 
and below 
Kremmling

NP --- NP --- NP NP --- planning No Date 2

C5 Upper Colorado 
River Basin Study 
(UPCO)

N/A Colorado UPCO Group M&I and 
Environmental

reuse N/A Colorado River 
below Fraser 
River and above 
and below 
Kremmling  - 
reuse on front 
range is 
controversial

NP --- NP --- NP NP --- planning No Date 2
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Basin: Colorado
Options Catalog - PRELIMINARY DRAFT
Project ID Project Name Other Basin of 

Origin Besides 
Colorado

Basin of Use Sponsor Project 
Beneficiary

Structural Project 
Type

Non-Structural 
Project Type

Project Notes Additional 
Storage
(acre-feet)

Storage Notes Supply Yield
(acre-feet/year)

Supply Notes Capital Cost O&M Costs Cost Notes Project Stage Timing Prelim. 
Tier

C5 Upper Colorado 
River Basin Study 
(UPCO)

N/A Colorado UPCO Group M&I and 
Environmental

reservoir 
construction

N/A Colorado River 
below Fraser 
River and above 
and below 
Kremmling  - 
Jasper Reservoir

NP --- NP --- NP NP --- planning No Date 2

C5 Upper Colorado 
River Basin Study 
(UPCO)

N/A Colorado UPCO Group M&I and 
Environmental

pump back N/A Colorado River 
below Fraser 
River and above 
and below 
Kremmling  - 
pump back to 
Windy Gap from 
Colorado River at 
Kremmling

NP --- NP --- NP NP --- planning No Date 2

C5 Upper Colorado 
River Basin Study 
(UPCO)

N/A Colorado UPCO Group M&I and 
Environmental

N/A reservoir releases Colorado River 
below Fraser 
River and below 
Kremmling 

NP --- NP --- NP NP --- planning No Date 2

C5 Upper Colorado 
River Basin Study 
(UPCO)

N/A Colorado UPCO Group M&I and 
Environmental

water intake N/A Colorado River 
below Fraser 
River and below 
Kremmling - Town 
of Kremmling 
plans for new 
intake facility

NP --- NP --- NP NP --- planning No Date 2

C5 Upper Colorado 
River Basin Study 
(UPCO)

N/A Colorado UPCO Group M&I and 
Environmental

reservoir 
enlargement

N/A Blue River above 
Dillon Reservoir  - 
above French 
Gulch

NP --- NP --- NP NP --- planning No Date 2

C5 Upper Colorado 
River Basin Study 
(UPCO)

N/A Colorado UPCO Group M&I and 
Environmental

mine cleanup N/A Blue River above 
Dillon Reservoir  - 
along French 
Gulch

NP --- NP --- NP NP --- planning No Date 2

C5 Upper Colorado 
River Basin Study 
(UPCO)

N/A Colorado UPCO Group M&I and 
Environmental

N/A substitution 
agreement

Blue River above 
Dillon Reservoir  - 
along French 
Gulch

NP --- 1,050 Range of supply 
available is 250-
1850 acre-
feet/year

NP NP --- planning No Date 2

C5 Upper Colorado 
River Basin Study 
(UPCO)

N/A Colorado UPCO Group M&I and 
Environmental

N/A water rights 
purchase

Tenmile Creek 
above Dillon 
Reservoir

NP --- NP --- NP NP --- planning No Date 2

C5 Upper Colorado 
River Basin Study 
(UPCO)

N/A Colorado UPCO Group M&I and 
Environmental

reuse N/A Tenmile Creek 
above Dillon 
Reservoir - 
Summit County 
golf courses

NP --- NP --- NP NP --- planning No Date 2

C5 Upper Colorado 
River Basin Study 
(UPCO)

N/A Colorado UPCO Group M&I and 
Environmental

reservoir 
construction

N/A Tenmile Creek 
above Dillon 
Reservoir - Eagle 
Park Reservoir

NP --- NP --- NP NP --- planning No Date 2

C5 Upper Colorado 
River Basin Study 
(UPCO)

N/A Colorado UPCO Group M&I and 
Environmental

N/A shaft pumping Snake River 
above Dillon 
Reservoir - 
Montezuma 
during 
snowmaking 
season

NP --- NP --- NP NP --- planning No Date 2

C5 Upper Colorado 
River Basin Study 
(UPCO)

N/A Colorado UPCO Group M&I and 
Environmental

N/A water rights 
purchase

Snake River 
above Dillon 
Reservoir

NP --- NP --- NP NP --- planning No Date 2

C5 Upper Colorado 
River Basin Study 
(UPCO)

N/A Colorado UPCO Group M&I and 
Environmental

reservoir 
construction

N/A Snake River 
above Dillon 
Reservoir - Peru 
Creek Drainage

NP --- NP --- NP NP --- planning No Date 2
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Basin: Colorado
Options Catalog - PRELIMINARY DRAFT
Project ID Project Name Other Basin of 

Origin Besides 
Colorado

Basin of Use Sponsor Project 
Beneficiary

Structural Project 
Type

Non-Structural 
Project Type

Project Notes Additional 
Storage
(acre-feet)

Storage Notes Supply Yield
(acre-feet/year)

Supply Notes Capital Cost O&M Costs Cost Notes Project Stage Timing Prelim. 
Tier

C5 Upper Colorado 
River Basin Study 
(UPCO)

N/A Colorado UPCO Group M&I and 
Environmental

mine cleanup N/A Snake River 
above Dillon 
Reservoir

NP --- NP --- NP NP --- planning No Date 2

C5 Upper Colorado 
River Basin Study 
(UPCO)

N/A Colorado UPCO Group M&I and 
Environmental

reservoir dredging N/A Dillon Reservoir 
and Blue River 
below Dillon 
Reservoir

NP --- NP --- NP NP --- planning No Date 2

C5 Upper Colorado 
River Basin Study 
(UPCO)

N/A Colorado UPCO Group M&I and 
Environmental

groundwater N/A Dillon Reservoir 
and Blue River 
below Dillon 
Reservoir - dry 
year water supply

NP --- NP --- NP NP --- planning No Date 2

C5 Upper Colorado 
River Basin Study 
(UPCO)

N/A Colorado UPCO Group M&I and 
Environmental

N/A excess capacity Blue River below 
Dillon Reservoir - 
simulate natural 
hydrology

NP --- NP --- NP NP --- planning No Date 2

C5 Upper Colorado 
River Basin Study 
(UPCO)

N/A Colorado UPCO Group M&I and 
Environmental

reuse N/A Blue River below 
Dillon Reservoir - 
reuse on front 
range is 
controversial

NP --- NP --- NP NP --- planning No Date 2

C5 Upper Colorado 
River Basin Study 
(UPCO)

N/A Colorado UPCO Group M&I and 
Environmental

N/A conservation Blue River below 
Dillon Reservoir

NP --- NP --- NP NP --- planning No Date 2

C5 Upper Colorado 
River Basin Study 
(UPCO)

N/A Colorado UPCO Group M&I and 
Environmental

groundwater N/A Blue River below 
Dillon Reservoir

NP --- NP --- NP NP --- planning No Date 2

C5 Upper Colorado 
River Basin Study 
(UPCO)

N/A Colorado UPCO Group M&I and 
Environmental

pump back N/A Blue River below 
Dillon Reservoir - 
Green Mountain 
pump back

NP --- NP --- NP NP --- planning No Date 2

C6 Sulpher Gulch 
Reservoir

N/A Colorado NP NP reservoir 
construction

N/A Sulpher Gulch NP --- NP --- NP NP --- planning No Date 2

C7 Grand Valley 
Management 
Project

N/A Colorado NP NP N/A excess capacity Grand Valley 
Management 
Project

NP --- NP --- NP NP --- planning No Date 2

C8 Irrigation Canal 
Lining

N/A Colorado NP NP existing system 
improvements

N/A lining/piping of 
canals used for 
irrigation

NP --- NP --- NP NP --- planning No Date 2

C9 Wolcott Reservoir N/A Colorado NP NP reservoir 
construction

N/A Wolcott Reservoir NP --- NP --- NP NP --- planning No Date 1

C10 Colorado River 
Return 
Reconnaissance 
Study

N/A Colorado CWCB integrated project N/A --- NP --- 250,000 yield in total not 
specific to 
Colorado Basin

$3,700,000,000 $220,000,000 --- planning No Date 3

C10 Colorado River 
Return 
Reconnaissance 
Study

N/A Colorado CWCB integrated project N/A --- NP --- 500,000 yield in total not 
specific to 
Colorado Basin

$6,000,000,000 $420,000,000 --- planning No Date 3

C10 Colorado River 
Return 
Reconnaissance 
Study

N/A Colorado CWCB integrated project N/A --- NP --- 750,000 yield in total not 
specific to 
Colorado Basin

$8,700,000,000 $620,000,000 --- planning No Date 3

C11 Grand Valley Lake 
Project

N/A Colorado NP M&I and 
Agricultural

integrated project N/A pipeline and 
reservoir

200,000 --- NP --- NP NP --- planning No Date 2

C12 Wolford Reservoir 
Enlargement

N/A Colorado Colorado River 
Water 
Conservancy 
District, Middle 
Park Water 
Conservancy 
District

M&I reservoir 
construction

N/A --- 60,000 --- 23,000 firm yield (average 
of 20,000-40,000 
acre-feet/year)

NP NP --- planning No Date 2

C13 Jerry Creek 
Reservoir 
Enlargement

2
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Colorado Basin Roundtable Technical Meeting #3 
April 28, 2004 – Glenwood Springs 
Meeting Summary 
 
Welcome and Introductions 
The Statewide Water Supply Initiative (SWSI) Basin Roundtable Technical (BRT) Meetings are 
where local interests meet and exchange ideas, review and present water supply and demand 
data, summarize planning initiatives, and help guide the development of water supply and 
demand objectives and strategies for achieving the objectives. The focus of the meetings is 
primarily on a consensus building process to address specific issues within each river basin. 
This was the third of approximately four BRT meetings in the Colorado River basin from 
September 2003 through November 2004. 
 
SWSI project team members included Rick Brown from the Colorado Water Conservation Board 
(CWCB), and Sue Morea and Kelly DiNatale from Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. (CDM). Sue 
Morea began the meeting by welcoming the BRT meeting participants. The BRT members are 
listed below. 
 

Member Organization Interest Category 
Attended 
BRT #3  

Dick Proctor Grand Valley Water Users Association Agricultural, Ranching Ditch, and Reservoir 
Companies 

X 

Richard Connell Colorado Farm Bureau Agricultural, Ranching Ditch, and Reservoir 
Companies 

X 

Carlyle Currier Rancher Agricultural, Ranching Ditch, and Reservoir 
Companies 

X 

Chris Jouflas  Agricultural, Ranching Ditch, and Reservoir 
Companies 

X 

Reeves Brown Club 20 Business, Development and Civic Organizations X 
Paul Ohri Businessman Business, Development and Civil Organizations  
Kristine Crandall Roaring Fork Conservancy Environmentalists and Related Organizations X 
John Trammell Colorado Trout Unlimited Environmentalists and Related Organizations X 
Tom Stone Northwest Colorado Council of Governments Local Governments not Directly Providing Water 

(municipal, county, and regional) 
X 

Lane Wyatt Summit Water Quality Committee Local Governments not Directly Providing Water 
(municipal, county, and regional) 

X 

Tilman Bishop Mesa County Local Governments not Directly Providing Water 
(municipal, county, and regional) 

X 

Tom Long Summit County Local Governments not Directly Providing Water 
(municipal, county, and regional) 

X 

Bruce Hutchins Grand County Water & Sanitation Municipal Water Providers X 
Gary Roberts Town of Breckenridge Municipal Water Providers X 
Rick Sackbauer Vail Resorts Recreational and Related Organizations X 
Bill Baum General Council for Winter Park Recreational and Related Organizations X 
Dave Merritt Colorado River Water Conservation District Water Conservancy and Conservation Districts X 
Larry Clever Ute Water Conservancy District Water Conservancy and Conservation Districts X 
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Member Organization Interest Category 
Attended 
BRT #3  

Technical Advisors 
John Redifer Colorado Water Conservation Board Colorado Water Conservation Board X 
Scott Fifer  Basin Advisor  
Kathy Hall  Basin Advisor X 
John Currier  Basin Advisor - Assistant X 
David Graf Division of Wildlife State Agencies X 
Alan Martellaro Division Engineer State Agencies X 
Kurt Mill Parks and Outdoor Recreation State Agencies  
Carol DeAngelis Bureau of Reclamation Federal Agencies X1 

Sue Moyer (for Carol 
DeAngelis) 

Bureau of Reclamation Federal Agencies X 

Ed Warner Bureau of Reclamation Federal Agencies X 
Catherine Robertson Bureau of Land Management Federal Agencies X 
1 Substitute attended 
 
Sue Morea reviewed the agenda for the meeting. The agenda included: 
 
Â A review of the SWSI process and status 
Â Preliminary gap analyses 
Â Overview of water supply alternatives performance measures 
Â Development of alternatives 
Â Anticipated activities and input requested from BRT members between now and BRT4 
Â Public comment 
 
Copies of the presentation materials were distributed to BRT members. Comments and 
questions received throughout the meeting were recorded on flip charts and are included in the 
meeting notes below. 
 
SWSI Process 
Rick Brown reviewed the overall SWSI project schedule, progress to date, and described the 
goals of this third BRT meeting. Feedback from the BRT members is summarized below. 
 
Rick pointed out that given the November 15 legislative deadline, it will be very difficult to 
fully evaluate transbasin alternatives. Consequently, the CWCB requested that SWSI identify 
some transbasin concepts, identify issues, and identify affected parties who may be included in 
future discussions. 
 
Â Several BRT members wanted additional clarification on the transbasin alternative approach. 

Many of the Colorado BRT members are interested in participating in discussions with other 
basins regarding transbasin diversions. 

Â Questions regarding the dialogue going on in other basins were answered by the SWSI team, 
with a note that no decisions impacting the Colorado Basin have been made in other basins. 

Â The supply analysis method was clarified. In basins such as the Colorado where there is a 
CWCB Decision Support System (DSS), the team will rely on that tool for a more detailed 
analysis. 
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Â Some discussion was held regarding why processes like UPCO should tell CWCB about their 
goals and plans. It was noted that SWSI is seeking to provide an overview of all basins water 
needs and solutions in order to develop a statewide report. 
 

Preliminary Gap Analysis 
Kelly DiNatale presented the preliminary gap analysis for the Colorado Basin which included 
an initial estimate of gap. The initial gap was calculated by subtracting current demand from 
future demand including 6 percent total demand reduction, which is expected to occur over the 
next 30 years as a result of "passive conservation." "Passive conservation" is defined in SWSI as 
the amount of conservation that is expected to occur from the use of low flow fixtures in both 
new and existing residential and commercial applications. Additional conservation savings will 
also be evaluated as a possible strategy for meeting some or all of the final remaining demand 
gap. Kelly explained that the short term projects (identified projects and processes) as well as 
knowledge of existing supplies and water rights where applied to this initial gap estimate. He 
then described how mid-term and long-term projects would be considered to meet the 
remaining gap. Kelly discussed that supply availability at a basin level would be used as a 
"check" for meeting the remaining demands. 

Feedback from the BRT members on the preliminary gap analysis is summarized below. 
 
Â It was noted that in 2000, M&I uses represented 75% of water use in Colorado. 
Â The future per capita water demand forecast for Glenwood Springs should include demands 

for future parks and recreation uses. 
Â It was clarified that passive conservation efforts are assumed to yield an additional 6 percent 

reduction in M&I water use by 2030. Passive water conservation includes savings that will 
happen based on retrofit and new development. SWSI team members confirmed that 6 
percent is the amount of additional savings even though existing conservation measures have 
"hardened" demand somewhat.  

Â Power generation demand assumptions were discussed. 
Â Additional conservation measures will be an considered as an option as part of the 

alternatives analysis. 
Â It was noted that the Garfield and Mesa County population growth rates are higher than the 

forecast increases in water demands. The difference for Mesa County is attributable to power 
demands increasing at a lesser rate than population growth. The Cameo power plant water 
demands will be removed from the SWSI self-supplied demand forecast for Mesa County 
since this is a very low consumptive use, run of the river diversion. 

Â SWSI team members clarified that commercial and industrial demands are built into the "per 
capita" demand forecast. 

Â The group discussed how to handle agricultural land that has been or will be taken out of 
production. Many cities and towns require water rights upon annexation and annexed lands 
are often irrigated. It was noted that New Castle is annexing into agricultural land. 

Â The group discussed different ways of incorporating possible future oil shale production 
water needs. 
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Â SWSI team members clarified that the demand forecasts study presented represent the 
middle range estimate on demands; a range of high and low demands will also be prepared. 

Â One participant noted that the Coordinated Facilities does not "make" any water it seeks to 
provide for endangered fish flows. 

Â The Brush Creek project won't be implemented until after 2030 and should possibly be 
removed from the list. 

Â It was noted that projects less than 500 acre-feet in size are not specifically included in the 
SWSI analyses, but that these projects could possibly be "grouped." 

Â Some expressed concern that UPCO is a single effort shared by Summit and Grand County. 
Another distinguished that UPCO is not a planning effort, it is a study effort. It is not certain 
if UPCO will succeed in meeting the needs identified in the study. 

Â Wolford Reservoir Enlargement is expected to provide a 5000-8000 AF increase in storage 
with firm yield equal to about 25% of storage. 

Â It was noted that many Ute Water Conservancy District customers do not water their lawns 
with Ute Water, instead using ditch water. 

Â It was clarified that transbasin diversions out of the basin do not factor into the demand 
analysis but will be considered in the supply analysis. 

Â One participant noted that the Town of Silt may have a gap. 
Â Another noted that the Garfield County gap may be much less than shown. 
Â Differences in Summit County projection methods between UPCO and SWSI estimates were 

discussed, but participants noted that the end results were similar. 
Â It was noted that environmental water uses are not numerically estimated in the numbers 

presented at BRT3. 
Â It was noted that estimates of future demand should point out that Mesa County includes a 

large self supplied M&I demand. (The Cameo demand will be eliminated since it is very low 
consumptive use.) 

Â It was clarified that the 2456 AF M&I future supply in Mesa County does not include Brush 
Creek. 

Â Differences in UPCO numbers should be noted in the water supply availability analysis. 
Â There may be increases in irrigated lands in Mesa County. 
Â Agricultural shortages are generally on side tributaries and a result of the lack of physical 

supply. 
Â There may be future changes in agriculture through the biotech industry resulting in 

different crops with different water requirements. 
Â Corrections should be made to Pitkin County shortage estimates for agricultural demands. 
 

Water Supply Alternatives Overview 
Sue Morea described how the water supply alternatives would be developed for the basin. She 
reminded the group that the alternatives developed during SWSI should be considered at a 
reconnaissance level and are not a substitute for local planning. Based on input from BRTs 
around the state, the original tiering concept has been redefined to represent identified projects 
and processes (formerly "Tier 1" or "short-term") and unidentified projects and processes 
(formerly "Tiers 2 and 3" or "mid- and long-term"). Sue explained that the water supply options 
provided by the roundtable and additional options developed by the SWSI team will be 
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combined to create alternatives which will be organized initially into four themes: demand 
management, infrastructure, agricultural transfers, and environmental/recreational. 
 
Performance Measures 
Sue Morea presented an overview of the performance measures that will be used to measure 
how effective the water supply alternatives are in achieving the water management objectives 
that were developed by the Basin Roundtable. (See BRT #2 Summary for more information on 
Water Management Objectives). Feedback from the BRT members follows. 
 
Â There is more river-based recreation than commercial rafting; it was suggested that the 

measure be changed to "River-based Recreation." 
Â Meeting Minimum Standards is not environmental enhancement; suggestion was to change 

the scale for this performance measure. 
Â One participant suggested a "CPR" approach (Conserve, Protect, Restore) to stream flows and 

suggested considering CPR in the Performance Measures. 
Â Another participant suggested considering use of 2002 drought conditions in evaluating 

supplies. 
Â Another participant asked whether the scoring of Performance Measures could be extended 

to streams not impacted by Programmatic Biological Opinion. It was noted that such streams 
are included on the Water Trust maps. 

Â One participant suggested that projects be broken out by county. 
Â Another noted that solutions from UPCO may come from subsets of process. 
Â Another participant asked the group to consider possible constraints on the number of 

projects that could be permitted. 
 
Alternatives Development 
Kelly DiNatale and John Currier provided an overview of alternatives development for the 
basin integrating an overview of options that have been provided by Basin Roundtable 
members, and basinwide options such as conservation, augmentation plans, reuse, use of 
existing facilities, inbasin infrastructure, agricultural transfers, and transbasin infrastructure. 
Transbasin basin alternatives will be developed at a conceptual level, issues will be identified, 
and affected parties will also be identified. John Currier provided an overview of the supplies 
available in the basin. 
 
The following topics were discussed. 
 
General: 
Â One participant stated that the methodology is confusing. 
Â Add option: Green Mountain Pumpback is being talked about by Denver Water. 
Â Add option: Tamarisk removal. 
Â The group discussed a possible systemwide Environmental Impact Statement. 
Â Williams Fork pumpback could be reconfigured to provide water for transbasin delivery. 
Â One participant stated that reuse does not work here like it does on the Front Range. 

Augmentation plans allow full reuse of return flows. 
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