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January 8, 2010

Ms. Linda Bassi

Colorado Water Conservation Board
Stream and Lake Protection Section
1313 Sherman Street, Room 723
Denver, Colorado 80203

Re: Colorado Division of Wildlife Instream Flow Recommendations for Morrison Creek.

Dear Linda,

The purpose of this letter is to formally transmit the Colorado Division‘of Wildlife’s (CDOW) Instream Flow
Recommendations for Morrison Creek pursuant to Rule 5n of the Rules Concerning the Colorado Instream Flow
and Natural Lake Levels. The CDOW believes that Morrison Creek should be considered for inclusion into the
Instream Flow Program (ISFP) because it has a natural environment that can be preserved to a reasonable degree
with an instream flow water right. As you know, the State‘of Colorado’s. Instream Flow Program (ISFP) was
created in 1973 when the Colorado State Legislature recognized “the need to correlate the activities of mankind
with some reasonable preservation of the natural environment” (See 837-92-102 (3) C.R.S.). The statute vests the
Colorado Water Conservation Board (Board) with the exclusive authority to appropriate and acquire instream
flow and natural lake level water rights. In order to encourage other entities to participate in Colorado’s ISFP, the
statute directs the Board to request instream flow recommendations from other state and federal agencies.

Location and Land Status

The Morrison Creek instream flow recommendations begin at the confluence of Muddy Creek and extend
downstream to the-confluence with the Yampa River. The-Morrison Creek instream flow recommendation was
segmented at the confluence with Silver Creek. The proposed instream flow segments are located north of the
City of Steamboat Springs. 23% of the proposed segments (Muddy Creek to Yampa River) are located on public
lands and.77% of the proposed segments are located on private lands. It should be noted that there is strong
support-for these instream flow appropriations from the local land owners (see attached February 20, 2009 letter).

Biological Summary and R2CROSS Analysis

The CDOW, Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and local land owners have collected stream cross section
information, natural environment data, and other data needed to quantify the instream flow needs for this reach of
the Morrison Creek. Morrison Creek is classified as a medium stream (between 20 to 35 feet wide) and fishery
surveys indicate the stream environment of the Morrison Creek supports a naturally reproducing brook trout
(Salvelinus fontinalis) population. The Board staff relies upon the biological expertise of the cooperating
agencies to interpret output from the R2CROSS data collected to develop the initial, biologic instream flow
recommendation. This initial recommendation is designed to address the unique biologic requirements of each
stream without regard to water availability. Three instream flow hydraulic parameters, average depth, percent
wetted perimeter, and average velocity are used to develop biologic instream flow recommendations. The CDOW
has determined that maintaining these three hydraulic parameters at adequate levels across riffle habitat types,
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aquatic habitat in pools and runs will also be maintained for most life stages of fish and aquatic invertebrates
(Nehring 1979; Espegren 1996).

The results of the R2CROSS data collection efforts for the upper segment indicate that an instream flow
recommendation of 3.1 cfs, is required to maintain the three principal hydraulic criteria of average depth, average
velocity and percent wetted perimeter, and 1.4 cfs, is required to maintain two of the three principal hydraulic
criteria. The results of the R2CROSS data collection efforts for the lower segment indicate that an instream flow
recommendation of 13.2 cfs, is required to maintain the three principal hydraulic criteria of average depth,
average velocity and percent wetted perimeter, and 8.1 cfs, is required to maintain two of the three principal
hydraulic criteria. However, these results are only based on the physical and biological data collected to date and
do not incorporate any water availability constraints.

Water Availability Analysis and Instream Flow Recommendation

The CDOW staff conducted a preliminary evaluation of the stream hydrology to” determine if water was
physically available for an instream flow appropriation based on data collected at the USGS stream gage for
Service Creek near Oak Creek, CO (#09237800). Subsequent to this preliminary analysis, the CWCB completed
their geometric mean analysis of daily flows for Morrison Creek. We have used the CWCB’s water availability
analysis to adjust the seasonality and quantities of the R2CROSS instream flow recommendation so that the
estimated daily flow of Morrison Creek reasonably exceeds the recommended instream flow amounts. These
seasonal adjustments are reflected in the final instream flow recommendations shown below:

Muddy Creek to Silver Creek

. 3.1 cfs (April 1 through October 31)
. 1.4 cfs (November 1 through March 31)

Silver Creek to Yampa River

. 13.2 cfs (April 1 through August 15)
o 8.1 cfs (August 16 through March 31)

Relationship to State Policy
The CDOW supports the Instream Flow Program because the appropriation of instream flow water rights helps
the CDOW meet our statutory mission as described in Title 33 of the Colorado Revised Statutes (CRS):

§33-1-101 - “It is the policy of the state of Colorado that the wildlife and their environment are to be
protected, preserved, enhanced, and managed for the use, benefit, and enjoyment of the people of this state
and its visitors ... that there shall be provided a comprehensive program designed to offer the greatest
possible variety of wildlife-related recreational opportunity to the people of this state and its visitors and that,
to carry out such program and policy, there shall be a continuous operation of planning, acquisition, and
development of wildlife habitats and facilities for wildlife related opportunities.”

833-2-106 — “(1) The division [of Wildlife] shall establish such programs including acquisition of land or
aquatic habitat as are deemed necessary for management of nongame, endangered, or threatened wildlife. (2)
... the division may enter into agreements with federal agencies or political subdivisions of this state or with
private persons for administration and management of any area established under this section or utilized for
management of nongame, endangered, or threatened wildlife.”

833-5-101 - “It is declared to be the policy of the state that its fish and wildlife resources, and particularly the
fishing waters within the state, are to be protected and preserved from the actions of any state agency to the
end that they be available for all time and without change in their natural existing state, except as may be
necessary and appropriate after due consideration of all factors involved.”



In addition to meeting the state policy discussed above Morrison Creek satisfies criteria identified by the CWCB
for ISF appropriations, including:

a) The recommendations have broad public support;
b) The proposed appropriations will have a positive impact on state or local economies;

¢) The recommendations are part of a water acquisition strategy;

d) The recommendations are part of a collaborative solution to a unique natural resource issue with
federal, state or local partners; and

e) The instream flow amount and timing recommended by CDOW and CWCB staff:
e Is based upon standard scientific methodology and an accurate R2CROSS analysis;
o Reflects the amount of water available for appropriation as an instream flow water right; and

e Isrequired to preserve the natural environment to a reasonable degree.

I have also attached copies of the field data sheets, the R2CROSS modeling runs, and stream photographs. If you
have any questions regarding the attached information or the instream flow recommendations please contact me at
(303)-291-7267.

Sincerely,

Mark Uppendahl
Colorado Division of Wildlife
Instream Flow Program Coordinator

Cc: Grady McNeill, CDOW Resource Support Section Manager — w/o attachments

Jay Skinner, CDOW Water Unit Program Manager — w/o attachments

Dave Graf, CDOW Water Resource Specialist —w/oattachments

Sherman Hebein, CDOW Senior Aquatic Biologist — w/o attachments

Ron Velarde, CDOW Northwest Regional Manager - w/o attachments

Bill Atkinson, CDOW Area Aquatic Biologist — w/o attachments

Jim Haskins, CDOW Area 10 Wildlife Manager - w/o attachments

Libby Miller, CDOW District Wildlife Manager — w/o attachments



Stream: Morrison Creek

Executive Summary

Water Division: 6
Water District: 44
CDOW#: 21294

Segment: Muddy Creek to Silver Creek

Upper Terminus: Muddy Creek
Latitude: 40° 10° 57.8”N Longitude: 106° 45° 00.0"W

Lower Terminus: Silver Creek
Latitude: 40° 14 40.6”N Longitude: 106°47° 13.3"W

Counties: Routt

Length: 5.0 miles

ISF Appropriation: 3.1 cfs (04/01 — 10/31)
2.0 cfs (11/01 —03/31)

Segment: Silver Creek to Yampa River

Upper Terminus: Silver Creek
Latitude: 40° 14’ 40.6”N Longitude: 106°47’ 13.3"W

Lower Terminus: Yampa River
Latitude: 40° 14* 40.6”N Longitude: 106°47’ 13.3"W

Counties: Routt

Length: 4.5 miles

ISF Appropriation:  13.2 cfs (04/01 — 07/31)
10.0 cfs (08/01 — 08/31)
7.9 cfs (09/01 — 03/31)



Colorado Division of Wildlife
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February 20, 2009

Linda Bassi, Esq.

" Stream and Lake Protection Division
Colorado Water Conservation Board
1313 Sherman, Suite 721

Denver, CO 80203

Re:  Morrison Creek Instream Flow Recommendation

Dear Linda,

James Larson, Dequine Family L.L.C. and Flying Diamond Resources, (the “Parties™) are
writing to recommend that the CWCB appropriate a water right for instream flow purposes on
Morrison Creek, under ISF Rule 5 and sections 37-92-102(3) and -302, C.R.S. (2008). Morrison
Creek is located in the Yampa River basin in Routt County, Water District No. 58, Water Division
No. 6, Colorado. In particular, the Parties recommend the CWCB appropriate water rights for
instream flow purposes on Morrison Creek from immediately below the Dequine Ditch Alt Point
#1, as described in the Judgment and Decree, Case No. 95CW35, Water Division No, 6,
downstream to the confluence with the Yampa River (the “Recomumended Reach™). A copy of that
decree is attached to this letter as Appendix A. The Recommended Reach is approximately five
miles, and is shown on the Green Ridge and Blacktail Mountain USGS Quadrangle Maps. A
significant portion of the Recommended Reach is located on property owned by one or more of the
Parties.

A. NATURAL ENVIRONMENT TO BE PRESERVED

Morrison Creek originates in the western Gore Mountains in the Routit National Forest. The
creek flows northwest to its confluence with the Yampa River. The area surrounding Morrison
Creek contains varied ecology and landscape, and supports diverse riparian habitats. Much of the
habitat remains in its native state, undisturbed by agriculture and development. Morrison Creek
supports myriad wildlife species and provides winter range area for elk. Golden eagle and sandhill
crane nesting areas have been identified along Morrison Creek. In 1993, the Colorado Division of
Wildlife classified the fishery as excellent. Recent studies, however, indicate that the quality of the
natural environment and fishery habitat has degraded, despite decreed instream flow water rights
upstream and downstream of the Recommended Reach.

The Recommended Reach would connect decreed instream flow water rights on Silver
Creek and the Yampa River. The CWCB holds instream flow water rights on Silver Creek from its
headwaters to its confluence with Morrison Creek. In Case No. 1326-77, the Water Court, Water
Division No. 6 entered a decree for 1 c¢.fs., for instream flow purposes from the headwaters of
Silver Creek to its confluence with the South Fork of Silver Creek. In Case No. 1328-77, the Water
Court, Water Division No. 6 entered a decree for 5 c.f.s., for instream flow purposes on Silver
Creek from the confluence of the South Fork of Silver Creek to its confluence with Morrison Creek.
The CWCB also holds an instream flow water right on the Yampa River, from the confluence of
Morrison Creek downstream to the inlet of Lake Catamount. That right was decreed for 72.5 ¢.fs.,
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absolute, from April 1 through August 14; and 47.5 c.f.s. from August 15 through March 31, in
Case No. 01CW 106, Water Division No. 6.

B. DRAFT HABITAT ASSESSMENT

In the interest of protecting and improving the unique aquatic habitat of Morrison Creek, the
Parties engaged a private consulting firm to analyze the existing conditions and to identify a course
of action to maintain and improve those conditions.

Habitech, Inc. conducted a site visit and habitat assessment on Augunst 23, 2008. On
September 16, 2008, Habitech, Inc. sent to counsel for the Parties a DRAFT Summary of Morrison
Creek Site Visit and Habitat Assessment (the “Draft Assessment”). A copy of the Draft Assessment
is attached hereto as Appendix B. The Draft Assessment describes the methods that were used to
analyze channel stability, habitat quality and recommends instream flow rates to protect and
improve aquatic habitat in Morrison Creek below its confluence with Silver Creek, following the
CWCB'’s protocol.

The Draft Assessment concludes that current conditions are well below optimum and that
trout resting areas and cover, food production and reproductive capacity are likely impaired due to
high volumes of sand and fine gravels transported in Morrison Creek. The Draft Assessment
concludes that future water withdrawals from Morrison Creek would likely further degrade the
quality of trout habitat.

C. AMOUNT OF RECOMMENDED APPROPRIATION

Habitech, Inc. developed instream flow recommendations based upon the criteria followed
by the CWCB. Those criteria are summarized on page 2 of the Draft Assessment. Based upon the
recommendations of Habitech, Inc. and the information provided above, the Parties recommend the
CWCB appropriate instream-flow water rights in the Recommended Reach, in at least the following
amounts: 18 c.f.s. during the summer months and 4 c.fs. during the winter months. These flow
recommendations may be adjusted based on more detailed field study, including a PHABSIM
analysis. The Parties would support any higher stream flow recommendations developed by the
Division of Wildlife or CWCB staff.

D. . RESOURCE THREATS

There are several existing and potential threats to the existing natural environment within the
Recommended Reach. The Upper Yampa Water Conservancy District (the “District”) has decrees
and pending water rights applications for several water projects that would divert water from
Morrison Creek for storage in Stagecoach Reservoir, including a new reservoir on Morrison Creek.
Admittedly, an appropriation by the CWCB would be junior to those projects. Ultimately, the
District may not obtain decrees for some of those projects, or may choose to pursue other projects.
Under those circumstances, a new appropriation by the CWCB would preserce the Recommended
Reach in its existing condition. In addition, an appropriation by the CWCB would be senior to later
appropriations and protect against additional changes in the stream regimen that would result from
those new appropriations or changes in existing water rights.
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One of the existing threats to the Recommmended Reach is a proposed reservoir on Morrison
Creek. In March, 1993, Hydrosphere Resource Consultants issued the Yampa River Basin,
Alternative Feasibility Study, Final Report (the “Report™). Hydrosphere prepared the Report for the
CWCB, the Colorado River Water Conservation District and the Burean of Reclamation as part of
the Statewide Water Supply Initiative (“SWSI”). Among other things, the Report evaluates
potential reservoir sites in the Yampa River Basin, including but not limited to a reservoir on
Morrison Creek. Excerpted portions of the Report are attached hereto as Appendix C.

The Report describes the existing natural environment that would be affected by a reservoir
on Morrison Creek. The Report states that “[t]he existing fishery is classified as excellent by
CDOW.” Hydrosphere Report, at 4-14. The Report states that “wetlands occur along the entire
reach of Morrison Creek [...].” Id. In addition, the Report describes diverse and abundant wildlife
and ecology.

Ultimately, the Report recommends “that the Morrison Creek site be eliminated primarily on
environmental grounds, although it is arguably the best reservoir site from a technical and economic
perspective.” Id. at 4-29.

The Upper Yarnpa Water Conservancy District is now proposing to build a reservoir on
Morrison Creek (the “Reservoir”) near the site studied and rejected in the Report. The District has
pending two applications for water rights related to the Reservoir. Case No. 07CW61 involves
claims for a change of existing water rights to allow them to be stored in the Morrison Creek
Reservoir. Case No. 07CW72 includes claims for new conditional water rights to be stored in the
Reservoir. The applications in both cases locate the dam for the Reservoir on Morrison Creek, just
below its confluence with Silver Creek.

The Reservoir would significantly alter the natural stream flow regime of Morrison Creek by
storing high flows during the spring runoff for later release during summer, fall and/or winter -
months when strearn flows would normally be much lower. The Reservoir could alter the
temperature, sediment load, and other characteristics of the existing environment, and introduce
foreign aquatic species, such as Northern Pike, that prey on native trout populations. In addition,
the District’s water cowrt applications include claims to pump water stored in the Reservoir into the
Little Morrison Creek drainage for storage in Stagecoach Reservoir. It is likely that much of the
water stored in the Reservoir would be transported to Stagecoach Reservoir for storage and never
released to Morrison Creek.

Case Nos. 07CW61 and 07CW72 have been consolidated for trial, beginning on October 7,
2009. There are several issues for trial that could prevent the District from obtaining decrees in
those cases. Significantly, the Reservoir would inundate a portion of Silver Creek that has a
decreed instream flow right, Case No. W-1328-77, Water Division No. 6. The Reservoir might also
inundate a portion of the Sarvis Creek Wilderness Area, which would require federal approval.
There are other issues that could prevent the District from obtaining decrees in these cases. For
example, in Case No. 03CW53, the Division 6 Water Cowt recently dismissed the District’s
application for new conditional water rights based on the District’s failure to satisfy its burden of
proof including, but not limited to, demonstrating a need for the claimed water rights.
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In addition, the District’s other decreed water rights could affect the Recommended Reach.
For example, the Division 6 Water court recently entered a finding of reasonable diligence and
decree continuing the District’s conditional water rights for diversion of 50 c.f.s. from Morrison
Creek in Case No. 04CW10. Under that decree, water would be diverted from Morrison Creek and
released into Little Morrison Creek for storage in Stagecoach Reservoir.

To continue those conditional water rights, the District must file an application for finding of
reasonable diligence by the end of February, 2015. However, the District may choose not to
develop those conditional water rights in favor of another project, or file an application for a change
of water rights to divert them at a different location on Morrison Creek. According to the recent
testimony of Thomas Sharp, a member of the District’s board of directors, the District is
considering at least six different alternatives to divert water from Morrison Creek to increase the
yield of Stagecoach Reservoir. A copy of a memorandum summarizing those altematives is
attached as Appendix D. By appropriating an instream flow water right for the Recommended
Reach now, the CWCB could preserve and protect the existing natural environinent against
degradation from new appropriations for those alternatives or changes in points of diversion for
decreed water rights.

A new appropriation could also protect the Recommended Reach against depletions from
future exchanges of water rights on Morrison Creek or changes in poiuts of diversion and/or places
of storage for other existing water rights. For example, the district holds several decrees for
conditional water rights for the Four Counties Ditch Nos. 1 and 3 and the Four Counties Ditch No. 3
First Enlargement. The District changed those water rights to allow them to be stored in Stagecoach
Reservoir. The District may, in the future, seek to change those rights to allow them to be diverted
by exchange on Morrison Creek, or stored in the Morrison Creek Reservoir. A new appropriation
by the CWCB would be senior to a later appropriative right of exchange on Morrison Creek, and
would protect against diminished stream flows resulting from future changes of existing water

rights.

In summary, there are numerous threats to the natural environment within the
Recommended Reach. Although some of those projects have decreed water rights or pending
applications for water rights that would senior to a new appropriation by the CWCB, the District
may not build those projects or obtain those decrees. In addition, by appropriating an instream flow
right in the near future, the CWCB could protect the Recommended Reach from degradation that
would result from future changes of the District’s existing water rights and new appropriations.

D. RECOMMENDATION

Based upon the information provided above, and the preliminary conclusions of Habitech,
Inc., the Parties recommend the CWCB appropnate instream-flow water rights on Morrison Creek,
from its confluence with Silver Creek to its confluence with the Yampa River, in at least the
following amounts: 18 c.f.s. during the summer months and 4 c.f.s. during the winter months. The
Parties further recommend that the CWCB file an application for such water rights in the near future
to obtain a senior priority against future appropriations and preserve the stream conditions existing
at the time of the instream-flow appropriation against future changes in water rights. '
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- Very truly yours,
FLYNG DIAMOND RESQURCES DEQUINE FAM]
‘By: Scott Steinbrecher By: _ Scott Steinbrecher

For additional information, please contacl:

Charles B. White

Scott Steinbrecher

Petros & White LLC

1999 Broadway, Suite 3200

Denver, CO 80202 .
(303) 825-1980 i
scott@petros-whitg.com . .



WATER COURT, WATER DIVISION NO. &, STATE OF COLORADO

Casa No. 95CW35

REFEREE'S RULING - SURFACE (COMDITIONAL IN PART, ABSOLUIE IN PART)

IN THE MATTER OF THE APFLICATION FOR WATER RIGHTS OF:
DEQUINE FAMILY LLC OF MORRISON CREER RANCH
I ROUTT COUNTY, STATE OF COLORADD

The above captioned Application was filed on February 24,
1595, amended on December 1, 1995 and was referred to the Water
Referee in accordance with Sections 37-82-101, et seq., C.R.S. On
May 1, 1995 the Division ZEngineer submitted a Summary of
Ceongultation recommending approval of the Application with certain
clarifications which are incorporated herein.

_ No Statement of Opposition to the Appllcatlon hag been flled
and the time for f111ng such statement has expired. .

The Water Referee hag made such Iinvegtigations as are
necessary tp dJdetermine whether or not the statements in the
Application are trxue and bhas become fully advised with respect to
the subject matter of the Application.

IT Is HEREBY THE RULING OF THE WATER REFEREE:

GENZRAT, FINDINGS
1. The name and address of the Applicant is:

Lou Deqﬁina
22100 RCR 15
Dal Creelr, CO B0457

2. The nams of the structures are:

Dequine Ditch, Dequine Ditch Alt Point #1, Dequine Ditch Alt
Point #2, Deguine Spring.

3. The legal description for each point of diversion is:

Dequine Ditch: SW 1/4 SW 1/4 of Section 11 Township 3 North,
Range 84 Weet of the 6th P.M. at a point 500 feet East of the
West Section line and 1200 feet North of the South Section
line of zaid Section;

Appendix A
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Pagas 2

.

Dequine Ditch Alt Point #1: NW 1/4 SW 1/4 of Section 11
Township 3 North, Rangs 84 West of the 6th P.M, at a point
2600 feet South of the North Section line and on the West lipe

of =zaid Section;

Dequine Ditch Alt Point #2: MW 1/4 NW 1/4 of Section 14

Towneship 3 North, Range 84 West of the 6th P.M. at a point
1000 feet Bast of the West Sectipn line and 600 feet South of
the North Bection. llne of said Sectlon,

in rin NE 1/4 SE 174 of Section 10 Township 2 North,
Rarige 84 West Df the 6th P.M. at a point 200 f=zet West of the
Bast Section line and 1800 feet North of the South 5ect10n
line of saild Section. : .

4, The source of the water for each structurs is:
Deguine Ditch: Morrison Créek of Yampa River; '
Deguine ..Di ;IQh‘Ali; Point #i: Morrison Creek of Yampa River;
Qggging. Ditech A1t Point #2: Morrison Creek of Yampa River;

Dequin ring: Morrison Creek of Yampa River.
5. The date of the appropriation is:
Deguine Ditgk: August 31, 1991;
Dequine Ditch A1t Point #1: August 31, 1931; .
ine Di Alt  Poin : August 31, 1991;
equine ng: June 1, 1968.
&. The appropriation was initiated by:
Deguine Ditch: pumped from creek into diteh;
Dequine Dirtch Alt Point #3: pumped from creek inte ditch;

Deguin i Poin ¢ pumped from creek into ditch;
ine Spring: livestock drinking water.
Appendix A
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FPage 3

B PA WATE

7. Water was applied to benefieial use in connection. with
following structure on the date indicated:

Deguine Ditch: Auqust 31, 1993;
ja) ine Ditch Pod :  August 31, 1891;
in Dit Al bod 2 August 31, 1991;
Deguine Spring: June 1, 1568.
8. The amount of water awarded absclutely is:
Deguine Diteh: 1.25 cfs, abscluta; '
Dequine Dikch Alt Point #1: 1,25 cfs, abpolute;
' Dit Alt  Poin 2: 1.25 cfs, absolute;
D i ring: 0.033 cfs, absdlute-
8. The uses of water under this absolute water right ie:
Deguine Ditch: drrigation, livestock;
Deguine Ditch At Point #1: irrigation, livestock;
puki Y Poi : irrigation, livestock;
Decui ring: liwvestock,
10. The water right awarded herein is awarded absoclutely and
uncoaditionally, subject, however, to all earlier priority rights

of others and to the integration and tabulation by the Division
Engineer of such priorities and changes in accordance with the law.

11. The amount of water awarded conditionally is:

in ring: no additiomal amount of water is awarded
conditicnally. '

12. The use of water under this conditional water xrights is:

Decuine Spring: domestic and irrigation of cne acre.

Appendix A
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13. The water rights awarded herein are conditiopal and are hereby
continued in full foree and effect until %%f¢2%%____, 2002. If
Applicant desires to maintain souch confBitignal decree, an

application for a guadremmial finding of reasonable diligence shall
be filed on or before the last day of,ggighékﬁ_ 2002 or a showing

made on or before such date that the conditighal water rights have
become an absclute water right by reason of thes completion of the
appropriatien.

14. The conditionmal water rights herein awarded are subiect to all
garlier pricrity =xzights of others and to the integration and
tabulation by the Division Engineer of such priorities and changes
in accordance with law.

It is acaordlngly'ORDERED that this Ruling shall be f£iled with
the Water Clerk subject to Judicial review.

It is further ORDERED that a copy of this Ruling shall be
mailed to the ownexr of the land on which the diversion is located:

Tt is further ORDERED that a copy of this Ruling shall be
filed with the appropriate Division Engineer and the State
Engineexr,

Dated -..{’4-51,,,;_. 1Zj 19

BY THE REFEREE 7

Daniel R. Birch N
Water Referese

Water Division No. 6

State of Colarado

No protest was filed in this matter. The foregoing Ruling is
confirmed and approved, and is made the Judgment and Decree of this
Court.

Dated _ 7/~ /6-F6 i

Riclard P, Doucetrte
Water Judgs

Water Division No. 6
State of Colorado

Appendix A
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20 3.62 464 35 5 5 5 41. 6 96.7 32 8.76- 4.93 2.72
21} 3.66 4.67 5 5 5 5 43.3 114 29,1 0.25 486 285
22| 3.9 4.7 5 5 5 5 45,1 114 2.2 9.7% 479 2,58
23} 3,72 4.74 5 5 5 5 46,9 118 24.5 10.2 4.72 . 2.51
24 Y 375 477 5 5 5 5 48,7 118 22,8 1.7 4.65  2.43
253 3.79 4.8 5 5 5 5 50.4 121 21.1  11.2 4.58 2. 36
26 | 3.82 4.84 5 5 5 5 45.9 124 18.5 10.2 4.51 2.29
27 Y 3,85 4,87 5 5 5 5 41.4 127 16 9.2 4,45 2,22
28! 3.83 4.9 5 5 5 5 3.9 110 13.5 B, 19 4.38 214
23| 3.92 493 5 5 5 32.4 105 13.2 7,17 4.31 2.0
a0} 3.95 497 5 5 5 27.8 106 12,8 616 4.24 2 -
31 ) 3.98 5 5 5 107 5. 14 4.17

TOTAL 148 135 L55 155 140 155 5g6 3001 1721 267 160 gl. 5
MEAN 3,48 4 49 5 5 5 5 30. 2 95. 8 57.4 8. 81 5.17 3. D5

AF 215 2617 307 307 274 307 lrg8 5852 3413 530 3ig is1

TOTAL = £5995 CFS-DAYE

MAX = 139 CFS

MIN = 2 CFS5

MEAW FOR 3685 DAYS = 19,2 CFS
VOLUME TOTAL = 13874 ACRE-FT.

02/05/95
4 jo0 AF (DAY AfH . '
50 CF3 = A/F 4" - ol
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Wate Resource Consultants
P.O. Box 944 Lora B, Wesche, President
Laramie, WY B2073 Thomas A. Wesche, PhD, Principal Scientist
(307) 749-4909 (Office)
(307) 742-4752 (Fax) E-mail: 'wesche@aol.com
16 September 2008
TO: Charles B. White, Petros & White, LL.C
FROM: Tom Wesche

SUBJECT: DRAFT Summary of Morrison Creek Site Visit and Habitat Assessment

Introduction:

As you requested, I made a site visit to Morrison Creek (MC) on the Flying Horse Ranch in

* Routt County, CO on 23 August 2008. My purpose was to 1) assess the condition of the MC
channel and trout habitat, 2) collect data to develop a preliminary estimate of MC’s instream
flow needs following the Colorado Water Conservation Board’s (CWCB) procedures, and 3)
establish a study site for conducting a Physical Habitat Simulation (PHABSIM) investigation to
further identify the instream flow needs of MC for maintaining fish habitat. This draft
memorandum summarizes my findings to date.

Methods:

I walked and surveyed MC from the downstream boundary of the ranch up to the confluence with
Silver Creek. Numnerous photographs were taken at waypoints marked on a Garmin
GPSmap60CSx. These will be sent to you on a CD in the near future. Channel condition and
stability was evaluated using the Stream Reach Inventory and Channel Stability Evaluation
(SRI/CSE) procedure developed by the USDA Forest Service (Pfankuch 1975). Aquatic habitat
condition was evaluated using both the EPA Rapid Assessment and the Montana Department of
Environmental Quality Habitat Assessment protocols. The field data forms for these assessment
tools are appended.

Following my walk-through, I established a PHABSIM study site just below the confluence of
Silver Creek, following the guidance of Bovee (1997). Four cross-channel transects were
selected to represent riffle, run and pool habitats and measurements of water depth, velocity,
substrate and cover were made across each at a series of up to 23 locations. These measurements
will likely be repeated in the spring and summer of 2009 at two other streamn flow levels and
habitat-flow modeling will then be performed following the guidance of the U. 8. Geological
Survey (2001). One of these four transects (Transect 3) was placed across a shallow riffle for
preliminary instream flow analysis following the CWCB’s R2ZCROSS procedure, as deséribed by
Nehring (1979), Wesche and Rechard (1980), Annear and Conder (1983) and Roach (2008).
Transect hydraulics were modeled using the USDA Forest Service WinXSPRO program (Hardy
et al 2005). The results for Transect 3 (TR3) are appended. A staff gage was installed on river
right about 40 ft downstream of the bridge at the Silver Creek confluence to monitor water stage
during transect measurement and to allow development of a stage-discharge relation following
future site visits.
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Results:

During my walk-through, I observed a number of trout, most appearing to be less than 10 inches
in length, Mr. Dequine indicated the predominant game fish was brook trout (Salfvelinus
Sfontinalis), with lesser numbers of cutthroat trout (Oncorfhiynchus clarki) and rainbow trout (0.
mykiss). Stream flow was measured at 7.44 cfs (staff gage reading = 1.35 {t), with conditions
being low and clear. :

Channe] stability based on the SRI/CSE was rated as “fair” with an overall score of 101 (*“fair”
range, 77 - 114). Most Upper Bank attributes scored in the “good” category, while 9 of 11 Lower
Bank and Channel Bottom attributes fell into the “fair” category. Of particular concern is the
accelerated bar formation and stream bed deposition observed due to the apparent transport of
relatively large volumes of sand and finer gravels into the study reach from the upstream
Morrison Creek watershed. Sediment movement into the study reach from the Silver Creek
watershed appeared to be substantially less.

Habitat quality for most parameters in the EPA and Montana assessment procedures scored as
either “marginal” or “sub-optimal”. Of particular concern are the marginal ratings for “aquatic
structure as cover”, “channel flow status”, “riffle development”, “benthic substrate”,
“embeddedness”, and “sediment deposition”. These ratings suggest the likely impairment of trout
resting areas, food-production, and reproductive capacity due to the accelerated bar formation
and sedhnent deposition discussed above. Such conditions could be further degraded by future
water withdrawals., Overall, habitat quality was 60.5% of optimum based on the EPA procedure

and 55% of optimum based on the Montana protocol.

Instream flow recommendations following the CWCB protocol are based upon the hydraulic
criteria established by Nehring (1979). These criteria include maintaining a wetted perimeter of
at least 50% of the bankfull condition, an average cross-section depth of 0.39 ft for a channel the
width of MC, and an average cross-section velocity of 1.0 ft/sec. Protecting salmonids during the
summer season is accomplished by ensuring all three criteria are met while winter protection is
accomplished by meeting two of the three criteria (Roach 2008). Based upon these criteria and
our hydraulic modeling results for Transect 3, a summer instream flow of about 18 cfs and a
winter flow of about 4 cfs would be appropriate for trout protection on MC below the Silver
Creek confluence.

Conclusions and Recommendations:

My overall assessinent of the Morrison Creek channel and the habitat provided is that current
conditions are well below optimum, with likely impairment of trout resting areas and cover, food
production and reproductive capacity. Such reduced habitat quality is due to the relatively high
voluines of sand and finer gravels being transported into the study reach from the upper MC
watershed. Future water withdrawals would likely degrade trout habitat quality even further. A
watershed-based restoration effort by concerned Jandowners and agencies could prove beneficial
in reducing sediment loading to the system and improving trout habitat quality.

The instream flow recommendations presented above will provide some level of trout habitat

PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL
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protection, but should be considered as preliminary at this time, pending completion of the
recommended PHABSIM analysis in 2009. Recomimendations developed using the PHABSIM
approach will be more ecologically-based as they take into consideration the specific physical
habitat requirements of the trout species and life stages residing within MC. The weighted-usable
area versus flow plots developed for each species and life stage will provide greater insight into
the benefits of protecting different stream flow levels and allow the trade-offs of different future
water developiment scenarios to be more thoroughly evaluated. Further, the extended spatial
{(multiple transects and habitat types) and temporal (3 flow levels field-measured) coverage
afforded by PHABSIM will provide more comprehensive and defensible instream flow
recommendations.

Finally, based upon the degraded habitat conditions observed resulting from the excessive
accumulation of finer sediments, I recommend flushimg flow recommendations also be
developed for MC to assure protection of at least a portion of the annual high flow nunoff. Such
high magnitude, short term flow events can “flush” accummlated fine sediments from the stream
bed and help to improve and/or maintaim overall trout habitat quality. The analysis necessary to
develop such recommendations would use the hydraulic data already being collected at the
PHABSIM transects in conjunction with a bed load transport model such as described by Parker
(1990). The programs needed for this modeling effort are already contained within the
WinXSPRO software package and would require little additional time and expense.
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m#mm:,. Reach Inventory and Channel mﬁ?m@ Evaluation *mmznmm._ ratings by m#ﬂuﬁm

Atérlbute m.nm__m_.; __Good Falr Poor
“Mpper Banks ‘ . i N :
1 [Landform slpe: Bank slope mnmu.mmam nmn@m 2 Bank mmcbm.mﬂmnmm:.g 30-40% Bank siope gradient 40 - 80% £ Bank slopa Em&..ma B0%+ [}
- ) ‘ . ] Frequent.or larga, caosing sediment
. No evidence of past of any potentisl for nfrequent and/ar very small. Mostly «Modefale frequency 2nd $ize, with some raw ﬁmmuw. yedrlong or Imminani danger of

2 Mass wasting hazard future mass wasting intc channsi 3 healed over. Low future potenill 6,75pots erodad by water during high flows. 4 Fame 12
Eszentialty absent flam Tmmadiale channel Present but mastly smalt tsigs and Maderate to heavy amounts,

3 [Debris jam potential prea 2 fimbe. 4 _| Prasent. volume and size are both increasing. predominantly larger sizea. &
96% + plant density: Vigor end variefy- [F6-20%. density. Fawer plant species or 0-7T0%densily, Lowar vigor and stilf fewer- [<E0% denslty plls fewer spacies and lags

Vegetation bank uggests a deep, dense, 5all hinding, ook ower vigor suggests a less dense or [ Specles ferm a somewhat shallow and vigor indlcate poor, discontinuous, and
4 protecticn 255 3 Weep rooi mass. @ disconfinuous root mass. g phallow root. mass. 12
i owser Banks
- ?.su_m for present plus some [nereases. - - JAdequate. Overbznk Hows rare. WID Barely coplains present ppaks. Oecasicnal ,‘ . mu adeqiale. Overbank flaws

5 Kchannel capacity Peak flows contained. WD ratio <7 1 ralio Blo 15, 2 jwerbank floods. WD ¢atio 15-25. 3 Jcommon WD ratic >25 4
K% with large, anguiar houlders 12"+ KO Lo 65%. mostly. small boulder to 20 10 40% with mest in tha 3-67 diameter [<20%reck frsgmenis of gravel sizes, 1-3"

& Banic rack content numarons 2 fobbles 812" 4 Flass. Bjprless. 8

o - - Some praseqt, nmcu_:m EfDSIVE GrOsS - : .
Rocks and ald logs firmly embedded. Flow fuirents and minpr pool fllling.: Moderatzly frequent, moderately unslanle - [Frequent. obstructions and deflectors-
IGbatructions - Flaw pattern withoist cutting or deposiion. Poals Obstructions and deflectors newer and ohstructions and defleciors move with high cause hank eroslon yeardung. Sedimend
7 idefisctors, sediment traps W:n riffles stable ) 2 fess flem. 4 _iwaler causing bank culting and filling of pools. £ a¥iraps full, channel migration occuming, B
Soma, _:__mq_.:zma_..\ al auleorves-and- - . ‘
ifife or non evidani, Infrequent raw banks: ;ommaa_azm, Raw un_._xm may be up'ie Sgalficant. Cuts 12 ta 24" high. Root mat Aimost confinugus culs, some over 24"

8 [Cutting ess than 6" high genacally 4 {12% (& bverhangs and sfoughing avident, 12 high, Fallure of overhangs frequent. 18
A o o
lLitths ar no enlargament of channél or paint Some new Increase in bar formadicn, Eon.mﬂ.ﬁw,amuouag.ugmi gravel and coarsg | _ Exiénsive deposits of predominantly. fine .4 =

9 Deposition - bars 4 Foostly iom coarse gravels. B sund on old and some naw.bars, 12 panicles, Accelerated bar development, g

Channel Bottem ‘ ‘ £
Sharp edges and corners, plan surfaces Raundsd comers and edges, surfacas _ Corners and edges well rounded in two- Well rounded in all dimenslons, surface £
40 [Rock Angularity youghened 1 mmouth and flat. (%% Wimensions. . 5 Emopth. g
Surface dull, darkened, or stained. Mostly dull, but may have up io 35%%. 7 Mixture, 50-50% dull end bright, range: 35 - Predominantly bright, 85%+ expased or
11 Brighinass [Gengrally not “bright’ i pright surfaces. o Wmm\o soolired surfaces.
Congolldation or particle Assoried slzes tightly packed andior Moderately packed with sema. Masily 2 Inosg assoitment with no apparent No packing evident. Loose assortment,
12 packing aveclapping 7 pveriapping. 4 pvertap. 5 Jeasily moved, K
Bottom size dislibution ‘ - . :
nd percent siable No changas in sizes evident. Stable iDistributlon shiftslight” Stable materals Moderatechange In slzes. Stablg materials . |, Markad distibution change, Stable
13 fraterals materials 80-100% 4 [50-80%, 8 p0-50%. ..@ aterials 0-20%, 16
. . W,moa\v‘mmwauwa. Sceur-al conslrictions [0.50% affscted. Deposiiy and sceurat
Less than 5% of the bottom. aftected by nd where grades sieepen, Sgme nbstructings, constriclions, and bends. Some ore: thas 50%.of the bottom In a stale of

i : - : d i T depositlan in pools, fifling of poals. ; r ;
14 |Scouring and depositlon scouring and deposition g - 42 ux of change nearly yearlong. 24

Clinging aguatic ) Comman. Algal forms-in fow valaclly & . i

vegetation (moss and’  lapyndan: Growth- largely moss-like, dark puat areas. Moss nere 100 ang swiftar Pragant but spotty, mostly in backwater areas, eranntal lypes scarce or absent Yellow- |
+ig plgae) reen: perennlal, In swift walar too. 1 raters. ISeasanal- blooms maks rocks slick. reen, snof term bloom maybe present. [ 4

Cwverall rating i - T e ]
© 7 Add cach olume, add <38 = Excellent, 3¢-76 = Good, 72-114 = Fait,

calumn scares 115+ =Poor,

Stream Name:. \v wu\.\\wﬁh CA

Notes:
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| Reach: muﬁxw.rh h&. .

m#ﬁ%m: (Z ire KRased
Date: 2370

Observer; E

r—

SITE HABITA

Weather Conditions:

£PA

QUALITY EVALUATION FORM -
Warne Clear cardy - L& brnege

River Flow Notes (Qualitatively daseribe volume, ﬁqz&mm recent precipilation, human-caused flow m:E.mm.oE&u

lew

8y & 2.legr

Estimated channel widih:

Approximate lerigth of reach evaluated:

Condition

Category

Optimal

- Subopfimal

Marginal

Poor

1, Aquatic Habitat
Barriers and Diversion
Sinks

Nao physical barriers prevent or
inhibit movement of fish or other
aguatic organisms through the
stream reach; diversion struciures
are absent or prevenl movemertt
of aquatic organisms intc ditches
or other population sinks,

Minimal physical harriers exist
but mostly do not ishibit
movement of fish or other
aquatic organisms through the
stream regch; diversion structures
partially prevent mevement af
aguatic orgatisms into ditches or
other population sinks,

Soms physical harriers exist that
partiaily inhibit movement of fish
or other aquatic organisms
ithreugh the siream reach;
thversion strecures may allow
movement of aquatic prganisms
info ditchas orather populadon
sinks. .

Substantial ghysical barriers exist
that mostly or enlirely prevent
movement of fish ar other
aquatic-organisms through the
stream reach; diversion struetures
encourage movement of aqualic.
organisms inip ditches or other
population sink:

SCORE ___

i

S atiom \w.uinun\.hu. .Eh\. .\,.e_\\ .\...L%\ %hﬁ

Cendition

Category

Optimal

Suboptimal

Marginal

Poor

2, Aguatic Stricture as
Cover

Greater than T0% of subsirate
provides tish cavery mix of
snags, submerged logs, undereit
banks, in-stream rocks larger
than cobbles; structares. stable
(predicled to remain af least 5

40-70% mix of stabie hahitat;
adequate habitat for maintenance
of populations; presence of
additional substrate in the form
of newfall, but npt vet prepared
for calonizaton (may rate at high

20-40% mix of stabls habital;
habiml availability less than
destrable; subsrate frequently

disturbed, remaved, erabsent,

Less than 20% stable babitat;
lack of habitat is chvious;
snbstrateunstable or lacking.

years), end of scaie) :

SCORE___ e
. Condition Category :
Optimal Suboptinual . Marginal Poor

3, Veélocity/ Depth All 4 velocity/depth regimes Only 3 of the 4 regimes present  [Only 2 of the 4 habital regimes-  [Dominated by 1 velogity/ depih
Regimes |present (slaw-deep, slaw- (if fasl-shallow is missing, score |present (if fasr-shallow or slow-  [ragime (usually slow-deep).

shallow, last-deep, fasi-shallow). [lower than if missing other shallow are missing, score low).

(slow is <0.3 'k, deepis»0.3 [regimes). )

). -
SCORE_

Shaltaw - Slow abuad

Diep - Fart abreat

ant
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Reach: Slorrisns Sorrkms CX h‘ \ .\w

Site: Atyrmy A pnre

Date; MM.F NH%.

Observer: i -

Ay

Condition Category

Optimal

Suboptimal

Marginal

Poor

4. Channel Flow Status

banks, and minimal amount of

Warer reaches base of both lower

Vater fills »73% af the awvailable
channel; or <23% of channel

substrate is exposed.

Water fills 25-75% of the
available channel, and/or rifile:

SCORE___

channel subsirate is exposed

Very litue water in-channel and
mosily present as stnding pools.

Candition

Category

Optimal

Suboptimal

Marginal

Poor

5. Channel Alteration

Channelization dhsent or
minimal; siream. with nosimal
paticra.

|Some chanmelization peesent,
jusually in arcas of bridee
|abuntments;

cvidence of past
channelization, i.e., dredging:
{greafer than past 20 yr} may bhe
present, but recent channelization
is not present.

{Channelization may be

extensive; embankments or
shoring structures present-on:
both banks; and 40 to 80% of

|stream reach channelized and.

disrupted,

JInsiream habitat greatly altered

Banks shared with gabion or
cement; aver B0% of the stream
reach channelized and disropled.

or remaved entirely:

SCORE __-
Condition Category
Optimal Suboptimal . Marginal Poor
6. Trequency of Riffles |Ocenrrence of riftles relatively  |Octurmence of riffles infrequent; |Occasional riffles; battom Generally all flat water of
trequent; distance belween riffles |distance between. rffles divided  |contours pravide some habilat;  {shallow Tuns; poor habirat;
divided hy widih of the stream  |hy the width of H:m streamiis 7 to |distance between riffles divided  [distance between riffles divided
<7 (generally 5 1g 7); variety of _u ww the width of the stream is Hu by the widihr-of the: stream is;»25.
fidbitat is key ‘ {0 23
SCORE 90 . L
Conditinn Category

Optimal

Suhoptimal

Marginsl

Poor

7. Channel Sinuosity

NOTE—evaluate in
office

Bends in the stream increase
stream length 3 1o 4 times longer
than if it was straight.

SCORE ___

Bends in the stream increass
stream lepgth 210 3 Gmes longer
than If it was swaight.

Bends in the stream increase
stream lengih 1 (e 2 fimes longer
than if it was siraight.

Channel straight; waterway has
been channelized for a long
distance,
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Reach: \qx\\n,msa Ck

Observer: . r -l

EFPR 3y

Right Bank

Condition Caiegory ]
Optimal Subopfimal Marginal Poor ‘
8. Bauk Stability Banks stable; evidence of erosion [Moderarely stable; infrequent, Muaderately unstable; 30-60% of |nsiable; many eroded areas;
(score each hank, left |or bank Failure absent or simall areas of erosion mosily hank in reactt has areas of “raw’" areas frequent along
hank is on left facing  |minimal; little potential for fupuce |healed pver. 5-30% of bank in  |erosion; high erosion polential  [straizhi sections and bends;
dewnsiream} {problems,. <3% of bank affected. |reach has areas af erosion. |during floods:. nbvioas bank slonghing; 60-
_ , ~ |100% of bank has erasional
lsearg
SCORE___
Lefi Bank
SCORE ___
Right Bank
. Condifion Category
Optimal Subeptimal _Marginal Poor
9. Ripariun Vegetation [More than 75% of the 5(3-75% of the streambank and  [25-30% of the steambank and”  |Less thas 25% of (he sireambank
Cover and Disturbance |streambank and riparian zone 10 |diparian zone to 50 ftbonndary  [riparian zone (0 30 ft boundary  [dnd riparian one to 50 ft
{seore each bank) 50 Ft boundary covered by govered by riparian vegetations  |covered by riparian vegetation;  [houndary covered by riparian
riparian vegeration including iisruption by grazing or cuning  |extensive areas of hare cabble or |vegetation; mostly bare cobble or
trees, shrubs, herbaceous may be evidentbut not secfously |patches of bare soil; disruption  [bare soil; disrupton by grazing
vegeiation, or welland “|affecting viparian vegetation by grazing or culting may be or culling may be prescnt and
emergents; vegelative disruplion [struciure. evident and seriously affecting  |severely affecting riparian
by grazing or cuiting minimal or riparian v€getation stuctureg, yegetation structure,
mw?mn..m_aoﬂ m= planis allowed _ ‘
SCORE ___
Left Bank
SCORE
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VI0rraTer LK - Flyiw g Horiss flour]

EFA VY

it

Condition Category

O_um.ﬂm_

Suboptimal

Marginal

Poor

10, RipafTan
Vegetation zone width
{score each bank)

Widih of riparian zone > 30 fi;
human activities (development,
crops, parks, roads) have not
impacted zone.

SCORE __
Left Bank

SCORE ___
ight Bank

Width of riparian zone 35 1o 30-
fi; human activities have
tmpacted zone onlyminimaily.

Widih of riparian zane 15 0 35

ft; human aciivitics have.

impacred zonea great ¢eal,

Widih of riparian zone, 15 t;
fittle or nc vegetation due Lo-
laman activities.

COMMENTS

| .wlb.‘m.h\‘

Score 7 }2)

| \h.,.\.mbﬁ_ = §0,. 5% .»un,..hwhmu!&k.
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Monfﬁ.nawﬁabitat Assessment Field Data Sheet

Stream __f A7 /y o/ ﬁ.‘;’ ﬂ” C*

Sife )= /L&f Horre Koned

Riffle/Run Prevalence

Date /o o Inwestigator . Z&!‘
[ e e —— ===
Habitat .Guhgﬂw
Paramprter , " '
. Chprtienml . Aub-Optima Murginsl — Poor
.| Well-dawlnped | , Riffia we wide g Reduced rifTie arss Ritflez wirtually qon-
1A, Riffie Devalppment riffle: ritfie 38 wide | strew but fength thet in not sx wids eudxtamt )
. . aE Eroam ard fexs than two times | as strean end (e
axmnds twp Hmes waidti, . Iongth Iass thew two
width of sream. ’ Smes wirth,
sconE ) 8-10 &3 35 B
) ‘ : Divorae Bubaiaris Subgiraty dveree, Subeirmte dominatsd 1 Monotonmis fine
18. Benttie Subsirwte dominested hv‘ w:thhbmdam ' by hodrook. gravel, sond, wiit or
H cobbls, . cahble bist bedrack, | boukdars, fine bedrack mum
{ boalder, fina gravel, | growel, sand or sdft;
[ | or sand prevaloot. ,cobble pressnt.
scoRe Y o . 80 | __ &8 , @ , 35 D-
_ ' | Graval, cobble, of Gravel, cobble, of Oravel, sobbly, o | Gravel, cobble, or
2, Embaddpdoess. | boulder particles sra | boulder partiales 2 | badder particles-ard | hoekder partiaies are
betwean 0-25% hertwiben 25-50% hetwaan G0-75% et 78% 7
surrourded by fins sunmmded by flbe | surrounded by fine. susraunied by fine
sodirrmrit (particies | entimant. ‘ sediust. sadiment.
oz than B.35mm . :
< o lrzmn |
seomE (| .20 | 1115 __BaD o
" | Ghonoel itertions | Bome chanmelization | New smbatkmments | Banks shorsd with-

[ 2. Chanmet Atamtion abeent or minimal: present, usiadly b7 ' | present on both geblon or ament:
Ichrrtolizution, atrewry pagiem 1 arkmd of eraxgings, banks; and 40 tc over B0% of thi
straightenitg, dredging, apperently in navoral | sto, gvidanos of B0% of the girsem plrachi rencyy
other nitmretions) utnie. gast plworaticns rench channelized channellzed and

' ' thefofe past 20 yry | and dismupted. . dishupted.
may pe present, but | .
more recent chanoel |

; sltorition {8 nin
preesrt. ‘

f SEORE {1 16-20 i 1945 ___Bao o

| - o : | Littis arna Some now incresss | Moderara depastiivh Heaw d.npu:lt: u‘f
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STAGE  #SEC
(f1)
03
0.4
0.5
0.6
0.7
0.8
0.9
1
1.1
1.2
1.3
1.4
1.5
1.6
1.7
1.8
1.9
2

A A AAAAAAA A A~~~

Marriston Creek TR3
August 2008

AREA

(sq ft}
1,79
3.68
5.8
7.89
10.31
13.19
16,26
19.37
2252

287

28.92
3218
3546
38.77
421
45.45
48.84
52.286

PERIM  WIDTH

(ft)

16.83

20.62
219
2217
27.36
3048
31.38
31.79
32.21
32.64
33.07
33.47
33.79
341
34.42
34.74
3515
356

- {ft)

18.77

20.55

21.81
21.99

27.09
30.11

30,94

313

31.66

32.02
32.38
a7t
32.95
33.19
33.43
33867
34.02

3442

R
()

o
018

0.26
0.36
0.38
043

0.52

0.61
Q.7
0.79

0.87

0.96
1.05
1.14
1.22
1.3%
1.38
1.47

DHYD - SLOPE

ft
0.1

0.18

Qzr
0.36
+0.38
0.44
0.53
0.62
0.71

0.8

0.89

0.98

1.08
117
1.26
1.36
1.44
1.52

i}
0.003
0.003
0.003
0.003
0.003

0.003-

0.003
0.003
0.003
0.003
0.003
0.003

0.003

0.003
0.003
0.003
0.003

n

0.026
0.026
0.026

-0.028

0.026
0,026.
0.026
0.025
0.025
0.025
0.025

(.025:

0.025
0.025
0.024
0.024
0.024
0.024

VAVG
(ft/s}
0.69
0.98
1.28
1.59
1.64
1.81
2.08

2.3
2.54
2.78
2.98

3.2
341 .
3.62
3.82
4.02
4.21
4,39

Q.
{cfs)
C1.28
367
7.48
12.68

- 158.93

23.92
33.44
44 .82
5717
71.66
B6.26

40282
120.84
140.15. -

160.76
182.65
205.52

228.52

SHEAR.

(psf)
0.02-
0.03
£.05
0.07.
0.07
0.08-
0.1.
0.11
.13
0.15
0.16
0.18
|
Q.21
0.23
0.24
.26
0.27
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EBvaluation of Potential Reservoir Sites

mcemtamty about current CDOW and Service policy regardmg the stockmg of pon-native
species other than salmopids in the Yampa River besin, S

The data collection at each site was limited 1o a visual svaluation of the eﬁsﬁng Efrepm
habitat conditions, narrative description of the potential reservoir area, and stream channe)
stability rating, The existing stremm habitat, reservoir charactarietics and parrative description
were récorded on "Geperal Stream Hzbitat Survey”™ forms. The strezm chammel stability was
rated nsing the Pfarkuch (1978) method and recorded om the survey form. ‘Watér temperature
mmd water quality were evaluated neing the availsble USGS water gnality records, Fishery
information was obtained from the CDOW Database, Reservoir fishery potenual was
svaluated using the model of McConnaJl et al, (1984,

Cultural F{esources

The pctennal for unpads on cultural and historical resonrces was examined by reviswing
readily availghle information from the Colprado Historical Scciety. A literature search was
performed to ascertain which, if any, portions of the sites had been surveyed for archaeclogical
and historical sites. The fle search was completed m Avgust of 1691, Ten sites were
identified and twelve surveys were found. The relevant survey reports were reviewed and the
identified sites’ Iocations relative to the reservoirs determined. A brief discnseion was held
with officers of the State Historical Preservation office to determine the general likelihood of
cultural resourcss in the vicinity of the reservoirs.

The fils gearch reports list the types of sites smd & assesment a3 1o the fites’ ehglbﬂlty
for the National Register, Asssstments are efther from the field, i.e, the surveyor, or official,
from the State Historical Preservation Office, All sites and ﬁndmgs are classified gt one of
cleven @ifferent types, The ohly site types identiffed in this file search were "other historical
gite” type, "isolated find*, "open camp” and "open lithic". Open camp refers to sites Toeafdd
in an open topographic situation and consisting of features or artifacts which indicate domﬂstlc
activity, defined by the presence of one or more of the following: gronndstons, ceramics, fire
hearths, middens, ard nsvally containing waste flakes and chipped tools. Open lithic refers 4o’
sites confaining lithic {stone) matarial, usually waste Jekes a.nd chipped stone tools, Jocated i m

an ppen mpogrsp}m situation.
Summary of Field Evaluations

Morrison Creek Site y . .

Brgingering Aspects. Two possible dam sites were identifisd along the lower reach of

Morzison Creelk. Only the upper site was included jn the field survey; however, it appeared

. that the lower site has very similer characteristics. The sits is sitnated within a narkow canyon
with steep rock abutments on either side of the cresk. - Alihough 2 dam was at one time
considered at the canyon entrance upstream of the sites viewed in the Held, it apparently never
received serions congideration 25 no enginéering docnmentation for such 2 project has been
located, Virtnally no other backgronnd information éxists for the Morrison Creek site, and
USGS 7.5' quadrangle sheets provide the best available mapping. '

: Morrison Creek through fhe canyon is 2 high gradient stream but appears o cary only a
light pediment 1oad, No evidence of mining activity in the area was segn. This siie would be
best suited for either a rocldill or rollar—compacted concrete dam wifh an overtopping spillway;
the dam crest would be appronmataly 430 feet Iong, Consmctzon access and a stacm, area
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Evzluation of Potential Ressrvoir Sites

would need 1o be constructed near the sits, which lies in magged terrain, No geological hazafds
were nnted at this level of evaluation, .

Hydrology. This site is desirable from a water delivery perspective since it lies
yipstream of most potential demsnd areas. Average anmual inflow s estimated to be bout
59,000 acre~feet. The maximmum size reservoir that the site topography wonld allow would be
zhont 31,000 acre-feet, and sits characteristics would logically suggest development to this

capacity.
Site Development Cogt, A reservoir of 31,000 acre-feet (af) total volnme at the

Morrison Creek site would have development costs-in the ranpe of 14 to 21 million dollars,
This figurs represents a cost of approximately $90C per acre foot of reservoir active storage.

r

. Recreation. The recreation potential of & Morxison Creek reservoir is limited by
digtance from Craig, by the relatively pobr access to the site itself, and by Dompetmun from

* the nearby and more accessible Stagecoach Reservoir. Although a raservoir af Marrison Creek
would.be very scenic when full, with refatively small amounts of drawdown. it would exhibit
extensive mudflats in‘those portions of the basin that are most accessible and visible, The
reservoir would have a surface area of roughly 400 acres af the high water Iine. Given the -
poor access and good substitutes aveflable close by, about 100,000 visits :mght be expected -
angnglly undar chzent conditions.

" Terrestrial Erology. The Morrison Cresk site is 1dcated in an uppe: mentane/subalpine
valley that is characterizad by a bigh degree of ecologicel znd landscape diversity, In addition
to the diverse riparian habitate including willow shrublands, wet graszy meadows and fens,
there are spruce-fir forests (some of which are t1d growth in character), aspen woadlands,
meadows and varions types of shrublends. The natlve habitat types slmw Oply Limited evidence
of past distrrhance from agncultnral activities,

"Wildife populutions in the valley and nearby vicinity are indoubtedly diverse in terms
of both game and nop-game species. Large year-round pnpulaﬁons of mmile deer and elk occur,
WRIS mapping information 1denﬁﬂes the area 28 being within eIk "winter range” as well as
within elk "severe winter ra.uge Also, the site is within greater Sandhill crane and sharp-
tailed prouse "overall range”. Sandhill crane and golden eagle nastmg areas have been -
identified within the area that would be inundated,

Wetlands oceur along the entire reach of Morrison Creek with the greatest extent pf
development oceurring in the upper reaches of the areas that would be tmmdated by a
reservoir, Thess weflands consist of wet meadows dominated by grasses and sedges and
willow shrubla:nds

gmgug Ecolppy. Stream habitat in the Morrison Creek Reservoir area is pre.ﬂnmmanﬂy
riffle-run habitat with some pools on the outside of meander bends, Siream substrate in the
1E8BTVOIT area i3 cobble and gravel. There is spawrning habitat at the pool-rifile intarfaces, .
Water cla.rity is good even at bankfull discharge. Bank stability is good thronghout the gite.
-There is extensive bank cover on the stream with litfle evidence of grezing, The existing
fishery is classified as excellent by CDOW. There are no Im:m:ng factnrs listed for this site.

'Ihe Iower Lalf of the potential reservoir area is hzavﬂy fcrestad with large coniferous
forests with tree heights axceeding 80 feet Large crganic debris from the stands is in the
charme] and elong the stream banks, Tree rootwads ‘and downed frees provide instream cover,
in many gections of ﬂm gtream.
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Evzaloation of Potertial Reservoir Sites

The upper reservoir grea is currently hay meadews and has the potentzal t0 be exposed
during reservoir operationt \ which would elevate tnrbidity levels in the zeservoir, The
reservair elevation if approximately 7800 feet and tharefore water t&mperamrw Ehould remain
suitablp for trout. The tailwater area is relatively steep gradlent stream with large bonlders,
step pools and cascades. Stream habitat iy more Imted in this secf:mn of the stream than that

found in the reservoir area.

Colturs] Resourees. No gpecific surveys of fhe ares to be _inundatad were identified,
However, a total of gix axcha&nlogical sites were identified which wonld be impacted by the
Morrison Creek reservoir, No official determination as to the sites’ eligibility to the National
Register has been made, Three of the sites are open lithic gites which have a "field needs data™
statue, which means fhat a determipation has beep made by the surveyor that more informatinn
Is necessary before an unofficial (feld) or officlal determinztion can be made, An additiopal”
open lithic site and two isolated finds have "field not eligible” status, meaning the surveyor
thonght the sites would not be eligible for listing an the National Regstez Official
determination would need to be-made if the site were to be considersd further.

OF the sites considered ot this stage, Mordson Crek reservoir had the greaiast patential
tmpact on knowe archaeological resources,

Waltnn Cresk Si.te

En ggeermg Agpects. USGS 7.5" quadrengle sheets provide the best available mapping
for the Walton Cresk site since virtnally no other background information exists. The dam
axis at the Walton Creek sits would be loceted at the narrowest section of the draipage hasin
" approximately 4 miles above the confluence with the Yampa River. The site would reqmn
dam approximately 1,250 feet long and 300 feat high,

Both abntments are of moderate slope consisting largely of metamorpbic and igneons
rock with some silty clay. Material aveilshle for dam construction in the immediate vicinity
consists of rock and ¢lay. The most prohable dam construction method would be earthfill or
rocldill. This site would require an overtopping type of spillway or possibly a spillway
comstructed along the fight abutment. Side slopes within fhe reservolr area are modﬁrate o
very steep. No gwlngm hazards were noted at this Ievel of evaiuation. )

: Egdmlagg This site is favofable in terms of water delivery, being” upstceam of most
potential demand arexs. Average pnmual inflow is estimated to be ebout 64,000 acre-feet. The .
maximum size reservoir that the site topography wonld allow would be ahout 25,000 acre-fast,
gnd site characterdstics wonld logically suggest devaiopme:ut of this capacity. ’Ihe sediment
 Joad i in Walton. Creek appears to be light.

Site Development Costs. A, reservoir of 25,000 af total volume st the Walton Crsek site
would have development costs in the range of 120'to 150 million fiollars, due pritnarily to the
large dam gize required. This ﬁgure represents a cost of approximately $6,400 per acre foot of
Teservoir active storage

Recreation, Agcess to the Walton Creek site Is better than that for Morrison Creek, the
site Itself being only a few miles off of U.5. Highway 40. Siill, the site is quits remate From
Craig. The reservoir wonld have fzirly stegp side slopes and a rafher uniform "bathtub® shepe
wifh few opportunities for boat ramps znd campgronnds. Ths reservoir would provids only
ghomt 200 acres of snrface area when full, About 50 000 ermual visits might be expected wnder
1991 conditions,
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Evaluation of Potential Reservoir Sites

was added partly at the suggestion of T8G af its August 16, 1951 mzeﬁnr This ruggestion
was followed up when it appeared that the evdluation would lead to the elimination of &l but-
ome Upper bagin Jong-term storage site, The evaluation data for the Stageéoach EnIargement
alternauve was derived from the Fmal EIS for the Stagecorch Project.

Sie Selection Recummenda’nons

Based on the foregoing evaluations, the multi-fisciplinary evaluation team developed a
set of preliminary recommepdations regarding the sites that should be carried forward into
formulating of alternatives. ‘The sites recommendad for farther cnmside.raunn are listed In

Tsgbie 4-6 and shown in Figore 4-3.
Teble 4-6

Sites Recommended for Further Consideration

Stagecoach Reservoir Enlargement

Elk Creek Off-channel Storage

Elkhead Reservoir Enlirgement

Williamg Fork near Hemilton -

East Fork Williame Fork sbove Willow Crezk

th p bF by

"Morison Creek

It was recommended that the Morrison Creek site be eliminated primarily on
environmental gronnds, althongh it it arguably. the best reservoir gite from a technical and
economic pesspective, A regervelr at the Morrison Creek site would inundate a well-developed
and diverss forest ecosystem, such of which i old growth in nature, The npper reaches of the
reservoir would imundete relatively large areas of subzlpine wefland; with cyclical opei:ation,
these watland areas would become broad nmud flats. In addition, Morrison Creek is the orly
stream visited which is currently rated as an excellent fishery by COOW. The reservm: would
gls0. inmndate the grestest numbér of known archaeolegical s1tes.

"Walton Crezl

Tt was recommended that the Welton Creek site be gliminatzd primearily on the basis of
development cost. ‘While ths site has good inflow and few eavironmental constraints, the
ghape of the valley ic.such that a relatively Iarge dam embankment is udavoidable. Otfher sites
sdied offer suhstauﬁaﬂy lowe.r cost per unit of storage

Pilot. Knub

Tt was recommended fhat the Pilot Enob aite be eliminated from firthér consideration
‘based on both techmical and environmente] grounds. From a technical perspactive, the site is
inferior to the enlargemert of Elkhead Reservoir with which it would tompete for 2 water
supply. The site is £lso velatively inconvenient g get fo, which Hmits its recreational vatue.
From an epvironmental perspeciive, development of any lo:nc-term watbr storags capacity
Would eucroach upon large wetland areas whmh ars kmowr. Sandhill crans habitat,
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Morrison Creek Diversion Status Summary

1. Diversion at Silver Creek/Mormnson Creek Confluence

This site has excellent access.

For 2003, the peak flow below the confluence was 826 cfs (6/1/03). Flow averaged
approximately 300 cfs from April 28" through June 12%.

We have considerable concern about the amount of sediment transported in Morrison
Creck from Muddy Creek. This sediment will end up in Stagecoach.

A mile long pipeline is required from the diversion structure below the confluence to

‘the upper Little Morrison Creek drainage. 500 feet of the pipeline would be buried at

approximately 50 feet deep. 5o
Two options considered:

o Open trenching: cost estimated at $2,200,470

o Boring: cost estimated at $4,572,350
The highest average monthly stream flow for Little Morrison Creek occurs in April
and measures approximately 7 cfs. Normal flow in Little Morrison Creek would
quadruple with the diverted water. There is significant concern about the probable
deterioration of the existing natural Little Morrison Creek channel due to the diverted
water,
An alternative would be to continue the pipe down county road 16 to Stagecoach
thereby preserving the Little Morrison Creek channel. Miro recommends this N
alternative. - £t

2. Diversion up Silver Creek

The proposed diversion site is located on National Forest property and borders the
Sarvice Creek Wilderness Area.

Access to the site would be very difficult requiring a bridge and steep road
constructed over a mountain.

The Silver Creek water runs extremely clear and thus does not have the potential
sedimentation problem of Morrison Creek.

This option would require a 2000 foot bore through the mountain.

As a result of the higher diversion elevation, the pipeline (with the exceptmn of the
bore) would be at standard depth.

This concept has the same potential negative impact on the Little Morrison Creek
drainage as the concept above.

No cost estimate was developed for this concepl

3. Diversion at Morrison Creek Bridge Crossing on County Road 16

This diversion point is above the confluence of Silver Creek and Morrison Creek.
Therefore, this option does not get the benefit of the Silver Creek water.

This site has excellent access.

We have considerable concern about the amount of sediment transported in Morrison
Creek from Muddy Creek. This sediment will end up in Stagecoach.
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A several mile long pipeline is required from the diversion structure to the upper
Little Morrison Creek drainage. 500 feet of the pipeline would be buried at over 70
feet deep. _
This concept has the same potential negative impact on the Little Morrison Creek
drainage as the concepts above.

No cost estimate was developed for this concept.

4, Morrison Creek Canyon Diversion

A diversion structure would be placed in Morrison Creek Canyon. A pipeline would
transport the water around the hill to Stagecoach. This option may combine both an
open trench pipeline as well as a bored pipeline.

Access to the diversion would be difficult.

As this diversion point is below the confluence of Silver Creek and Morrison Creek,
this option would also have the potential sedimentation problem.

There would be a significant cut in the hillside for the road and pipeline.
Commissioner Monger stated that the county would not likely approve this design
due to the environmental impacts.

The project has been estimated to cost approximately $1,000,000.

5. Irrigation Ditch on YL e {4

1)

This diversion point ds above the confluence of Silver Creek and Morrison Creek.
Therefore, this option does not get the benefit of the Silver Creek water.

This diversion site would have excellent access.

We have considerable concem about the amount of sediment transported in Morrison
Creek from Muddy Creek. This sediment will end up in Stagecoach.

A several mile long irrigation is required from the diversion structure to the upper
Little Morrison Creek drainage. This potential ditch would impact multiple property
OWneErs.

Likely very high maintenance costs.

This concept has the same potential negative impact on the Little Morrison Creek
drainage as the concepts above.

No cost estimate was developed for this concept.

6. Pump Back from Confluence of Morrison Creek and the Yampa River

This diversion point is below the confluence of Morrison Creek and the Yampa River.
Access may be an issue as the diversion point is on private property (Bill Gay)

Pipeline would follow the existing road up to Stagecoach.

Pumps would pump excess water from Morrison Creek up to Stagecoach.

The ongoing operating cost would be the difference in what we get for producing

electricity and what we pay for electricity as well as the additional electricity losses to
overcome the frictional line losses. SUIPEN 1
Least environmentally damaging project overall. TE B T4 K
No cost estimate has been established for this concept.
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7. Morrison Creek Canyen Tunnel

s  Access to the diversion would be difficult.

e Ags thig diversion point is below the confluence of Silver Creek and Morrison Creek,
this option would also have the potential sedimentation problem.

¢ An approximately 1.25 mile tunnel would be bored through the mountain. After the
tunnel, the diversion water would run down an open charmel. Likely the open
channel would need to be improved to handle the diversion water,

¢ No cost estimate has been established for this concept.

fobort Gleddond,
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July 31, 2009

Linda Bassi, Esq.

Stream and Lake Protection Section
Colorado Water Conservation Board
1313 Sherman Street, Suite 721
Denver, CO 80203

Re: Morrison Creek Instream Flow Recommendation
Dear Linda:

The Upper Yampa Water Conservancy District is pursuing several potential projects with the
primary objective of providing drought protection to the Upper Yampa Basin. Several of these
projects center on Morrison Creek. We have previously discussed these projects with the
CWCB, mcludmg staff of the Stream and Lake Protection Section. Indeed the District requested
and participated in the origirial field visit with your staff to assess flow needs of Morrison Creek.
This was done to aid in project planning and was prior to the current requests for an ISF on
Morrison Creck. Additionally, as part of the District’s Stipulations in water court filings, we
have committed (and fully expected) to. work with the staff of the CWCB on mitigation of the
Silver Creek ISF should the Morrison Creek Réservoir project come to fruition. Remember,
funds from the CWCB’s. 1177 funds have partially financed the feasibility study for the Morrison
Creek Reservoir option.

Since several projects are currently under study we suggest that an ISF on Morrison Creek is
premature. As you are aware any water development project on Morrison Creek will involve
consultation with many agencies in order to craft appropriate mitigation. For the reserveir under
study that would include at a minimum the CWCB, the Water Quality Control Division, the
Colorado Division of Wildlife, the U.S Fish and Wildlife Service, Routt County, the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, The U. 8. Forest Service and the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. Input form these agencies and the public will be
necessary to meet both environmental and water supply needs of the Upper Yampa Basin. An
ISF on Morrison Creek at this time, prior to this input, is not warranted. We respectfully request
that. the Morrison Creek ISF proposal be withdrawn until the appropriate project to supply
drought protection to the basin 1s decided upon and appropriate coordinated environmental
mitigation decisions can be completed with all parties.

Sincerely,

7 o

Kevin McBride, P.E.
District Manager

Mailing Address Location Telephone
P.O. Box 880339 Fish Creek Filtration Plant (970) B79-2424



SHARP, STEINKE, SHERMAN & ENGLE LLc

Attorneys and Counselors at Law
401 Lincoln Avenue
P.O. Box 774608
Steamboat Springs, Colorado 80477
Telephone: (970) 879-7600 FAX: (970) §79-8162
sharp@steamboatlawfirm.com

MARK E. STEINKE THOMAS R. SHARP
MELINDA H. SHERMAN Of Counsel
GARY S. ENGLE
KARINA SERKIN SPITZLEY

August 1, 2009

VIA EMAIL
Mr. Jeff Baessler
Stream and Lake Protection Section

Colorado Water Conservation Board
Denver, CO

Re: Proposed Instream Flow for Morrison Creek, Water Division 6
Dear Jeff:

I have been a director for over 30 years of the Upper Yampa Water Conservancy District.
I have been general counsel for over 35 years to the Morrison Creek Metropolitan Water and
Sanitation District. I am currently the chairman of the Yampa-White River Basin Round Table.
[ have been involved for more than 30 years in water policy and water development in the Upper
Yampa River Basin. [ am currently Routt County’s representative on the Colorado River Water
Conservation District Board of Directors.

I was previously a member for 3 years of the Colorado Water Conservation Board, ending
about 2 and Y2 years ago. During that period, the BLM proposed a new instream flow
appropriation on Morrison Creek. I strongly objected to the new appropriation at that time, and
informed the Stream and Lake Protection Section and my fellow board members on the CWCB
that the water users, Upper Yampa District, and Morrison Creek Metro District needed to defer
any action on Morrison Creek for a new instream flow appropriation for a period of 5 years while
we settle out how and where Morrison Creek water can be used and developed to (i) firm up the
yield of Stagecoach Reservoir, and (ii) provide supplemental long-term M&I water to the upper
basin, including particularly the 11,000-acre Stagecoach area which is an urban growth center in
Routt County’s master plan and which already has about 700 residents. Indeed, the south end of
the Stagecoach area, including more than 1,000 platted lots, lies in the upper reaches of Morrison
Creek.

The Board and BLM agreed to defer action on a Morrison Creek instream flow.

Now, only 2 and ¥; years later, due to requests other than from BLM, the subject of
appropriating instream flows on Morrison Creek has again reached nearly formal stages.
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Neither the Upper Yampa District nor the Morrison Creek Metro District have resolved
and completed the necessary focus on the location, method, and amounts of Morrison Creek
water necessary for M&I development and to firm up Stagecoach Reservoir. The Metro District
is still in the middle of its first major water supply master plan by HRS Water Engineers. Unless
the proposals to make a new appropriation of instream flow on Morrison Creek are deliberately
deferred and delayed for another couple of years at most, at least the Metro District may have to
prematurely file for various water rights on upper Morrison Creek before it is even finally
determined that such a filing is necessary for the final solution for water supply to the portion of
the District on upper Morrison Creek.

I strongly and urgently request that the proposal for an instream flow on Morrison Creek
be deferred and delayed for 2 more years, so that the total delay does not exceed the 5 years
agreed to by the BLM when I was on the CWCB board.

During that time, the efforts of both the Upper Yampa District and the Metro District may
become focused and finalized, so that the future instream flow appropriation will not encumber
or impede such efforts.

Thank you for your consideration. Please consider this as my testimony at the August 4
meeting at the Routt County courthouse, which I cannot attend as I will be in the Leadville area.

Very truly yours, e

) Tt (5. S

Thomas R. Sharp
:trs
cc: Geoff Blakeslee (via email)
Kevin McBride (via email)
Steve Colby (via email)



MORRISON CREEK METROPOLITAN WATER & SANITATION DISTRICT
24490 Uncompahgre Road, Oak Creek, Colorado 80467
Telephone (970) 736-8250 / Fax (970) 736-0177
Email: info@mcwater.org

August 3, 2009

VIA EMAIL
Mr. Jeff Baessler
Stream and Lake Protection Section

Colorado Water Conservation Board
Denver, CO

Re: Proposed Instream Flow Recommendation on Morrison Creek in Water Division 6
Dear Mr. Baessler,

The Morrison Creek Metropolitan Water and Sanitation District (MCMWSD) is the entity which is
responsible for providing water and sanitation services to the Stagecoach subdivisions south of Steamboat
Springs. The MCMWSD currently serves approximately 400 service connections and has water distribution
lines in place which serve another approximately 300 as yet undeveloped lots. In addition there are another
approximately 1800 platted lots which currently do not have water distribution lines but which could be
serviced in the future. Most of these platted lots lie in the south area of the District which is tributary to
Morrison Creek. There is also substantial unplatted land in the District boundaries which is identified for
future development in land use plans.

The MCMWSD currently relies on groundwater pumped from the Browns Park aquifer for all of its supply. A
water supply master plan has recently been prepared by HRS Water Consultants Inc. for the District. This plan
has determined that wells drilled into the Browns Park aquifer could supply the Districts needs until close to
full buildout. Many of these wells will need to be located in the southern area of the District which is in the
Morrison Creek drainage. HRS Water Consultants are currently studying how these wells may affect the
surface streamflows.

We are concerned how a premature instream flow designation on Morrison Creek will affect our ability to
provide for our service area. We would particularly ask that the designation be delayed until the MCMWSD
has completed all masterplanning and investigative studies and has firmed up its future supply. We are also
aware of efforts by the Upper Yampa Water Conservancy District to complete projects on Morrison Creek
which could provide clear advantage to the MCMWSD for direct supply and/or augmentation purposes.

Thank you for consideration of our concerns and do not hesitate to contact me should you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Steve Colby


mailto:info@mcwater.org
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District Manager

cc: Board of Directors, MCMWSD
Geoff Blakeslee
Kevin McBride
Doug Monger, Routt County Commissioner





