
Metro Roundtable
Colorado’s Water Supply Future:  
Updates and Schedule

August 17, 2010



Overview and Purpose

• Provide a brief overview of major 
technical reports and  their conclusions

• Discuss report schedule: 
– Timeframe for finalizing remaining 
components

– Statewide Water Needs Assessment 
scheduled for: January 2011

– Basin‐specific Reports 1st Quarter 2011

• Solicit feedback from roundtable

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Spend less time presenting and more time discussing
Jacob will walk through slideshow, pass it to Veva for the conservation section, then wrap up the slide show and turn it over to the board for a discussion led by Linda and Todd, with all of us here to answer questions.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Major Findings of the Colorado Water for the 21st Century Reports
2050 M&I Projections:
2050 additional Baseline Demands: 745 KAF -1.1 MAF
Passive Conservation reduces these demands by about 154 KAF for 2050 additional Demands of 591 KAF – 949 KAF
Oil Shale Phase II Energy Report: 
A build-out oil shale industry at 1,550,000 barrels of oil per day could use 0 AF, 59,000, or 120,000 AF depending upon what technologies and other factors are implemented
In 2050, there is a projected range of water use ranging from 0 to 7,200 to 44,000 AF
Identified Projects & Processes: 
IPPs have decreased slightly compared to SWSI reasons including the implementation of some projects and the reduction of size of some of the larger projects due to some providers opting out of participation. 
IPP’s range according to low, medium, or high demands. At 100% success, the range is from 437 KAF to 588 KAF, at high success xxx to xxx, and for low success xxx to 355 KAF.
The Gap: 
The gap, which is dependent on IPP success, ranges from a low of 190 KAF (low demand, 100% IPP success), a mid of 400KAF (mid demand, high IPP success), to a high gap of 630 KAF (high demand, low IPP success). (Note: SWSI gap = 118,000 AF.)
This is a range of 27-37% w/ IPPs @ 100% Success and as low as xxx
Conservation Strategy: 
The strategy estimates potential savings from active conservation programs from 157 KAF - 522 KAF, though due to issues concerning timing, location, and legality not all of this is likely able to be used to fill the gap without significant infrastructure and legal allowances to share conserved water. 
CO River Water Availability Study: 
Approximately 0-800 KAF of new supply may be available to meet future needs
Ag Transfer & New Supply Development Cost Estimates: 
Life Cycle Costs for the large agricultural transfer projects range from $16 B-$24 B 
Life Cycle Costs for the large new supply projects range from $16 B-$19 B  
Alternative Agriculture Transfer Methods Next Steps: 
Presumptive Consumptive Use
Ability to transfer part of CU
Ditch-wide analysis
Nonconsumpitive Needs: 
700+ nonconsumptive projects & methods were identified, 127 of which are planned
Nonconsumptive mapping was finalized for every basin in the state
 Agricultural Needs: 
2050 Agriculture Demands are approximately 5.6 MAF, which is a 15 to 20 % decrease in irrigated acres statewide



• 2050 M&I Water Use Projections– final complete

• Energy Study Phase 2 Revised Water Use Scenarios Memo –
draft roundtable product complete; finalize in August

• M&I Gap Analysis – draft scheduled for August

• Reconnaissance Level cost Estimates for Ag & New Supply Strategy Concepts– final complete

• Ag Demands/  Alternative Transfer Methods –
draft complete; finalize in 2010 Statewide Water Needs Assessment (SNA)

• Nonconsumptive:

– Watershed Flow Evaluation Tool Pilot  Study– final complete

– NCNA Focus Mapping (Phase 1 )– final complete

– NCNA Phase 2 – draft complete; finalize in 2010 State Needs Assessment

• Conservation Products:

– SWSI Conservation Levels Analysis – final complete

– Evaluation of Passive Savings– final complete

– Guidebook of Best Management Practices for Municipal Water Conservation in Colorado–
final scheduled for August

– M&I Conservation Strategies – draft scheduled for September; finalize in 2010 SNA

– Feasibility Study to Assess the Permanency & Penetration Rates of M&I Water Conservation –
draft scheduled for October; finalize in Dec. 2010

• Portfolios and Strategies – draft scheduled for September 

– Density Memo – draft completed and will be appendix for portfolios memo

• Final 2010 State Needs Assessment Report – due January 2011 timeframe

List of Reports



2010 Schedule

2050 M&I Water Use Projections

Energy Study Water Use Scenarios

M&I Gap Analysis

Reconnaissance Level Cost 
Estimates

Alternative Transfer Methods and 
Agricultural Demands

Nonconsumptive Needs 
Assessments
WFET Pilot Study
NCNA Focus Mapping
NCNA Phase 2

Conservation Work Products
SWSI Water Cons. Levels
Evaluation of Passive Savings
Guidebook of Best Practices
M&I Conservation Strategies
Permanency & Penetration Rates

Portfolios and Strategies (including 
Density Memo)

2010 Statewide Needs Assessment 
Report

2010 2011

Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec JanWORK PRODUCT

FINAL

DRAFT FINAL

FINAL

FINAL
FINAL
DRAFT FINAL

FINAL

FINAL

FINAL

FINAL
FINAL

DRAFT FINAL

DRAFT FINAL

= BRT Outreach

DRAFT FINAL
DRAFT FINAL

More BRT/I BCC work

More BRT/I BCC work



STATE OF COLORADO 2050 
MUNICIPAL & INDUSTRIAL WATER USE

PROJECTIONS
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Want this breakdown by Metro county



‐

100,000 

200,000 

300,000 

400,000 

500,000 

600,000 

700,000 

800,000 

900,000 

Low Middle High

2,008  2,035  2,050 

M
&
I W

at
er
 D
em

an
d 
(A
cr
e‐
Fe
et
/Y
ea
r)

Metro Basin 2050 M&I and SSI Demand

Jefferson SSI

Jefferson M&I

Elbert M&I

Douglas M&I

Denver SSI

Denver M&I

Broomfield M&I

Arapahoe M&I

Adams SSI

Adams M&I



‐50,000

0

50,000

100,000

150,000

200,000

250,000

300,000

350,000

400,000

Low Medium High

2008 2035 2050

O
il 
Sh
al
e 
W
at
er
 D
em

an
ds
 (a

cr
e‐
fe
et
/y
ea
r)

Energy Study Phase II Oil Shale Water 
Demands

Phase I Energy Study Phase II Energy Study

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Natural Gas, Coal and Uranium Water Needs stayed the same. This summary just focuses on Oil Shale Water Demands.

Verbal explanation of 2050 demands.
Explain low, mid, and high IS and AG scenarios
Explain four reasons for reduced demand:
A portion of an in-situ oil shale industry would use some form of down-hole combustion process instead of electrical heaters, which results in reduced electrical generation requirements. 
Combined cycle natural gas fired turbines are used for electrical generation. These require approximately a third less water than coal-fired generation. In addition, this reduces the number of people required to run an oil shale industry.
Extensive industry input helped fine-tune unit water demands 
Inclusion of produced water from the in-situ conversion process




M&I AND SSI GAP ANALYSIS



Components of M&I/SSI Gap Analysis

• 2050 M&I/SSI Demands
– Assume high passive conservation

– Calculate demand increase above current 
conditions (2008)

• Estimate yield of IPPs
– Water provider interviews

– SWSI Phase 1

– NEPA project documentation

– Other sources

• M&I/SSI Gap = Demand Increase ‐ IPPs



2050 M&I/SSI Gap Analysis –
Medium Demand Scenario

Presenter
Presentation Notes
This needs to be the 188K figure b/c include GW




2050 M&I Gaps by County and 
Region (Medium)

Presenter
Presentation Notes
This needs to be the 188K figure b/c include GW
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This needs to be the 188K figure b/c include GW
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Metro Basin M&I Gap – Medium 
Scenario with 100% IPP Success

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Summary of metro IPPS 



Metro Basin M&I/SSI Gap Analysis –
Identified Projects and Processes Summary

Region or 
County

Agricultural 
Transfer 
(AFY)

Reuse 
(AFY)

Growth 
into 

Existing 
Supplies 
(AFY)

Regional 
In‐Basin 
Project 
(AFY)

New 
Transbasin
Project 
(AFY)

Firming In‐
Basin 
Water 
Rights 
(AFY)

Firming 
Transbasin
Rights 
(AFY) IPPs

Denver Metro 14,000 –
22,000

6,000 –
9,000

33,000 –
62,000

9,000 –
14,000

8,000 –
15,000

1,000 3,000 –
5,000

• Existing supplies
• Agricultural transfers (Clear Creek; 
South Platte and Beebe Draw 
Project)

• Gravel lakes and other firming 
storage

• Recapture and exchange plans
• System refinements and 
modifications

• Prairie Waters Project
• Chatfield Reallocation Project
• Eagle River Joint Use Project
• Moffat Collection System Project
• Windy Gap Firming Project
• Highway 93 Lakes

South Metro 7,000 –
10,000

9,000 –
12,000

19,000 –
25,000

27,000 –
28,000

6,000 –
8,000

0 0 • Existing supplies
• Agricultural transfers
• System refinements and 
modifications

• Prairie Waters Project
• ECCV Northern Pipeline Project
• Chatfield Reallocation Project
• Eagle River Joint Use Project
• Moffat Collection System Project
• Rueter‐Hess Reservoir enlargement
• WISE
• Other reuse projects

Total 21,000 –
32,000

15,000 –
21,000

52,000 –
87,000

36,000 –
42,000

14,000 –
23,000

1,000 3,000 –
5,000

Presenter
Presentation Notes
This if fine, but show summary figure for Metro as well by IPP type.
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Metro Basin M&I/SSI Gap Analysis ‐ Results

Region or 
County

Increase in M&I and SSI 
Demand (AFY)

Estimated Yield of 
Identified Projects and 

Processes if 100% success 
rate (AFY)

Estimated Remaining M&I/SSI Gap after Identified Projects and Processes (AFY)

Low Gap
100% IPP Success Rate

Medium Gap
Alternative IPP Success 

Rate (60%)

High Gap Status Quo IPP
Success Rate (50%)

Low Med High Low Med High Low Med High Low Med High Low Med High

Denver 
Metro

97,000  113,000  158,000  74,000  90,000  127,000  23,000  23,000  31,000  53,000  59,000  82,000  60,000  68,000  95,000 

South 
Metro

86,000  94,000  120,000  67,000  73,000  84,000  39,000  42,000  57,000  66,000  71,000  90,000  73,000  79,000  99,000 

Total 183,000  207,000  278,000  141,000  163,000  211,000  62,000  65,000  88,000  119,000  130,000  172,000  133,000  147,000  194,000 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Replace with new metro table
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AGRICULTURAL TRANSFER AND 
NEW SUPPLY DEVELOPMENT 
STRATEGIES



Addressing the Statewide M&I Gap
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2050 AGRICULTURAL DEMANDS AND

ALTERNATIVE TRANSFER METHODS
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Current Agricultural Shortages
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
How hard is it to break out metro counties out of the SP? Could we do this by county?
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35,000 acres (8%)  to

73,000 acres (17%)

51,000 acres (19%) to

77,000 acres (29%)

21,000 acres (8%)  to

28,000 acres (10%)

180,000 acres (22%) to

267,000 acres (32%)

7,000 acres (3%) to

13,000 acres (5%)

83,000 acres (13%) to

84,000 acres (14%)

18,000 acres (15%) to

66,000 acres (53%)

2050 Changes in Irrigated Acres

Statewide Total:
504,000 to 718,00 acres
15 to 20 percent

14,000 acres (12%)

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Current irrigated acres = 622,000
18% of statewide total
2050 decrease due to urbanization and agricultural transfers to meet gap = 4,000
Less than 1% of basin total



Alternative Agricultural Water 
Transfers Report

• Technical Issues
• Legal and Institutional Issues
• Financial Issues/Economic 
Considerations

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Technical Issues
Suitable irrigated lands (i.e., having adequate water yield, water quality/soil suitability)
Infrastructure requirements compared to traditional agricultural transfers
Impact of geography on alternative transfer viability (e.g., stateline vs. upstream water right)
Water quality impacts (e.g., effects of reduced river flows due to agricultural transfers on TMDLs, salinity, etc.)
Legal and Institutional Issues
Administrative/Verification
Legislative or regulatory changes necessary to facilitate implementation of alternative agricultural transfer program
Water court process related to program approach and implementation (i.e., water court test case)
Program administration (i.e., by end user, governmental agency, agricultural water rights owners, or ditch and reservoir companies)
Likelihood of success if agricultural user is not required to bind the land and water to irrigation (short term protection of agriculture)
Program conditions necessary to ensure that private property rights are not impaired (how will a leasing program affect value of other water rights)
Financial Issues/Economic Considerations
Estimate costs to organize and administer a program
Identify parties that could contribute to costs (governmental entity)
Estimate portion of the total land and water rights value that will need to be paid to an agricultural user as compensation for enrollment in a program
Streamline/equalize water court transaction costs
Cost vs. supply certainty for municipalities purchasing water via alternative agricultural transfers
Compare annual local impacts of a rotational fallowing program with a permanent dry-up that includes voluntary payment in lieu of taxes
Tipping points/thresholds to maintain viable agricultural economics/communities






Alternative Transfer Methods 
Next Steps
• Presumptive consumptive use

• Canal or ditch systemwide historical 
consumptive use analysis

• Transfer of a portion of consumptive 
use



SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION
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Presentation Notes
Major Findings of the Colorado Water for the 21st Century Reports
2050 M&I Projections:
2050 additional Baseline Demands: 745 KAF -1.1 MAF
Passive Conservation reduces these demands by about 154 KAF for 2050 additional Demands of 591 KAF – 949 KAF
Oil Shale Phase II Energy Report: 
A build-out oil shale industry at 1,550,000 barrels of oil per day could use 0 AF, 59,000, or 120,000 AF depending upon what technologies and other factors are implemented
In 2050, there is a projected range of water use ranging from 0 to 7,200 to 44,000 AF
Identified Projects & Processes: 
IPPs have decreased slightly compared to SWSI reasons including the implementation of some projects and the reduction of size of some of the larger projects due to some providers opting out of participation. 
IPP’s range according to low, medium, or high demands. At 100% success, the range is from 437 KAF to 588 KAF, at high success xxx to xxx, and for low success xxx to 355 KAF.
The Gap: 
The gap, which is dependent on IPP success, ranges from a low of 190 KAF (low demand, 100% IPP success), a mid of 400KAF (mid demand, high IPP success), to a high gap of 630 KAF (high demand, low IPP success). (Note: SWSI gap = 118,000 AF.)
This is a range of 27-37% w/ IPPs @ 100% Success and as low as xxx
Conservation Strategy: 
The strategy estimates potential savings from active conservation programs from 157 KAF - 522 KAF, though due to issues concerning timing, location, and legality not all of this is likely able to be used to fill the gap without significant infrastructure and legal allowances to share conserved water. 
CO River Water Availability Study: 
Approximately 0-800 KAF of new supply may be available to meet future needs
Ag Transfer & New Supply Development Cost Estimates: 
Life Cycle Costs for the large agricultural transfer projects range from $16 B-$24 B 
Life Cycle Costs for the large new supply projects range from $16 B-$19 B  
Alternative Agriculture Transfer Methods Next Steps: 
Presumptive Consumptive Use
Ability to transfer part of CU
Ditch-wide analysis
Nonconsumpitive Needs: 
700+ nonconsumptive projects & methods were identified, 127 of which are planned
Nonconsumptive mapping was finalized for every basin in the state
 Agricultural Needs: 
2050 Agriculture Demands are approximately 5.6 MAF, which is a 15 to 20 % decrease in irrigated acres statewide



SWSI Recommendations
1. Ongoing Dialogue Among all Water Interests

2. Track and Support the Identified Projects and Processes

3. Develop a Program to Evaluate, Quantify and Prioritize 
Environmental and Recreational Water Enhancement Goals

4. Work Towards Consensus Recommendations on Funding 
Mechanisms for Environmental and Recreational 
Enhancements

5. Create a Common Understanding of Future Water Supplies

6. Develop Implementation Plans Towards Meeting Future 
Needs

7. Assess Potential New State Roles in Implementing Solutions

8. Develop Requirements for Standardized Annual M&I Water 
Use Data Reporting

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Ongoing Dialogue Among all Water Interests
Progress: HB 1177 created roundtable process that broadened dialogue, continue to assess trade-offs of in-basin ag transfers vs. new water supply development, development of how future water transfer projects can be planned for both the receiving and originating basin benefit; have worked on helping improve coordination between permitting agencies; developed options for future alternatives in strategies report. 
Still Needing work: issues associated with possible competition for the same sources of water, improve permitting process; collaborative implementation of IPPs.

Track and Support the Identified Projects and Processes
Progress: BNDSS database, provider interviews and ID of specific IPP issues; IBCC subcommittee; state role in working w/ permitting entities. 
Still Needing work: See next slide

Develop a Program to Evaluate, Quantify and Prioritize Environmental and Recreational Water Enhancement Goals
Progress: Completed mapping exercise, gathered existing and planned projects, methods, and studies. Completed Watershed Flow Evaluation Tool, Colorado and Yampa/White basins moving forward w/ tool. Moving forward with Phase II to narrow in on projects.
Still Needing work: Complete phase II and develop implementation plans to get work done in remaining areas.

Work Towards Consensus Recommendations on Funding Mechanisms for Environmental and Recreational Enhancements
Progress: Established Colorado Watershed Restoration Grant Program and funding for purchase of water rights for Instream Flows. In addition WSRA grants are available for nonconsumptive needs.  Colorado Healthy Rivers Fund was reauthorized in 2008.
Still Needing work: New supply IBCC subcommittee is considering adding a fee for future transfers and/or transbasin diversions.

Create a Common Understanding of Future Water Supplies
Progress: CRWAS phase I. Continued development of CDSS for RG, NP, SP, and Ark
Still Needing work: CRWAS Phase II; completion of CDSS statewide.

Develop Implementation Plans Towards Meeting Future Needs
Progress: Completed M&I Demands to 2050 report. Some basins are looking into how to address needs specifically, such as the Arkansas, and CWCB staff are working with Roundtables to better determine projects and methods to meet the needs
Still Needing work: Could use future development

Assess Potential New State Roles in Implementing Solutions
Progress: IPP subcommittee will be looking at state roles
Still Needing work: Could use future development

Develop Requirements for Standardized Annual M&I Water Use Data Reporting
Progress: Conducted outreach; developed survey; HB 10-1051 
Still Needing work: incorporation into BNDSS
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Let’s put this at the end.



Statewide Summary of 
Nonconsumptive Projects & 
Methods Status

Project and Methods Status # of Projects and Methods
Restoration Project 392
Flow Protection 142
Information 172
Unknown 5

TOTAL 727

* Some overlap occurs between project and methods 
types

Project and Methods Status # of Projects and Methods
Completed 343
On‐going 195
Planned 127
Proposed/Recommended 18
Unknown 17

TOTAL 700
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Metro Summary of 
Nonconsumptive Projects & 
Methods Status
• Total Projects and Methods ~ 6

– Completed = 4

– Ongoing = 0

– Planned = 2

– Proposed = 0

• Planned Projects
– Westerly Creek Greenway Master Plan

– Chatfield Reallocation

Presenter
Presentation Notes
I’m sure there are very few projects for the metro area, so let’s list them.



Planned Projects and 
Methods by Basin
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NCNA Phase II Schedule
2010 2011

Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr

FINAL

MILESTONE

Develop List of Projects and 
Methods

Deliver Projects and Methods to 
BRTs

Develop Geodatabase of Projects 
and Methods

Mapping Analysis

Outreach to BRTs
• Review Initial "Gap Areas"
• Areas for BRT Focus
• Support for Planned or 
Recommended Projects

Incorporate Results into Statewide 
Needs Assessment Report

Roundtables Finalize Methods to 
Address Nonconsumptive Needs
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