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Executive Summary

The Southwest Basin Roundtable (Roundtable) is unique for the complexity of
hydrography, political entities, water compacts and treaties, and distinct communities that
it encompasses. The Roundtable provides a forum for water discussions pertaining to nine
distinct sub-basins, including the San Juan River, the Piedra, the Pine, the Animas
(including the Florida River), the La Plata, the Mancos, McElmo Creek, the Dolores and the
San Miguel, eight of which flow out of Colorado.

Many communities, agricultural producers, and natural systems depend on the
water produced by these sub-basins. The Southwest Basin is home to the Southern Ute
Indian Tribe and the Ute Mountain Ute Indian Tribe, the only two Indian Reservations in
Colorado. Neighboring these tribal lands are 10 counties including Archuleta, La Plata,
San Juan, Montezuma, Dolores, San Miguel and portions of Mineral, Hinsdale, Montrose,
and Mesa. These tribal areas and counties represent distinct communities and landscapes,
with their own specific and unique social, economic and environmental values, challenges
and opportunities.

The Southwest Basin is a region of diverse natural systems, agricultural heritage,
outstanding beauty, and extensive recreational opportunities. The area supports many
water-dependent species of wildlife, including warm and cold water fish species
addressed by three different multi-state conservation agreements, and four terrestrial
species that are currently listed under the Endangered Species Act. Many towns within
the area rely heavily on tourism and the recreational industry as a primary economic
driver. Agriculture and the open spaces it maintains contribute to the culture, economy
and quality of life of the Southwest Basin. Municipal and industrial activities round out the
economic and social values and help support the diverse and vibrant communities of the
region.

The Roundtable has developed this Basin Implementation Plan based on the best
available information and current conditions at this time. The Roundtable plans to employ
and maintain the Plan as a living document to be reviewed and updated periodically as
conditions evolve. The Roundtable takes a balanced and cooperative approach to include
and address all water supply needs. While acknowledging that they sometimes represent
competing demands and conflicting interests, the roundtable treats agricultural,
municipal, industrial, environmental and recreational needs equally, and is always open to
new projects and processes that can help address the Basin's goals.

Through its consensus-based discussions, the Roundtable has developed
agreement around several salient aspects of both Basin-wide and state-wide water supply.
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Highlights of these agreements include conditions under which the Basin can consider a
new trans-mountain diversion project, goals for statewide municipal water conservation
measures, and the Basin’s outstanding data needs.

The Roundtable is concerned about any new transmountain diversion (TMD). A
new TMD would increase the risk of a Colorado River Compact call, as well as the risk of
contingency measures to address serious conditions such as the inability to generate
power from Lake Powell or levels of Lake Mead dropping below Las Vegas's intake. An
increase in such risks jeopardizes the Southwest Basin’s ability to develop water supplies
to meet needs in the Southwest Basin and puts additional pressure on the Basin's
agriculture to meet downstream water needs for compact compliance and/or
obligations. Therefore, the Roundtable agrees on seven factors to be addressed prior to
considering a new TMD.

The Roundtable supports the idea that on a statewide basis we all need to be more
efficient with our water use and achieve high conservation. Recognizing that municipal
demand is one of the driving forces behind agricultural dry-up and that outdoor urban
irrigation is one of the highest consumptive uses of municipal water, therefore, the Basin
agrees that before it will consider a new TMD, outdoor irrigation by water providers using
agricultural buy — up and dry-up and/or pursuing a TMD should meet the higher goal of
70/30 ratio of inside to outside use of municipal water by the year 2030.

In Colorado, the authority to establish water policies of the state, determine the
beneficial uses of the water resources, and the administration of water rights pursuant to
the Doctrine of Prior Appropriation fall under the jurisdiction of state government. Itis
recognized that there is a significant amount of land administered by the federal
government in Colorado, which creates the potential for conflicts between state and
federal laws and policies. Federal policies and actions could affect existing and future
water supplies and planning efforts in southwestern Colorado.

Therefore, the Roundtable encourages and supports creative solutions sought
through collaborative efforts, renewal of State-Federal MOUs, and the full recognition and
use of tribal rights under the Colorado Ute Indian Water Rights Settlement to limit
conflicts between state, tribal and federal policies, laws, and land management plans.
Maintaining opportunities that allow for management solutions that provide for multiple
beneficial uses and are protective of environmental and recreational values are critical for
the planning and strategic development of the water resources in the State of Colorado.
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With respect to the Southwest Basin’s Environmental and Recreational values and
water needs, the Roundtable recognizes that there are significant gaps in the data and
understanding regarding the flows and other conditions necessary to sustain these values.
The Roundtable also recognizes that the tools currently available to help maintain those
conditions are limited. The Roundtable has identified two methods that it hopes can help
address and bridge this need for additional information and tools. These are:

1. Evaluation of environmental and or recreation gaps is planned to be conducted
for improvement of non-consumptive resources and/or in collaborative efforts
with development of consumptive IPPs. The evaluations may be conducted by
a subgroup of the Roundtable or by individuals, groups, or organizations with
input from the Roundtable. The evaluation may utilize methodologies such as
the southwest attribute map, flow evaluation tool, R2 Cross, and any other tools
that may be available.

2. Where environmental and/or recreational gaps are identified, a collaborative
effort will be initiated to develop innovative tools to protect water identified as
necessary to address these gaps.

The Roundtable has adopted 21 goals and 30 measureable outcomes to meet
identified gaps and water supply needs. Since SWSI 2010, the Roundtable success rate for
completing IPPs is 44%. A total of 55 projects were completed since the drafting of the
SWSI 2010 list. Through the BIP outreach process 75 new projects were added to the list.
The list totals about 130 IPPs for all sub-basins. Of these 130, about 50% of the IPPs are
for needs such as agricultural, municipal and industrial while the remaining 50% of the
IPPs are for environmental and recreational needs.

To date, the Roundtable has granted $1,791,361 from the Southwest Basin account
and $5,160,359 from the statewide account.
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Section 1: Basin Goals & Measurable Outcomes

The Southwest Basin Roundtable is unique for the complexity of hydrography,
political entities, water compacts and treaties, and distinct communities that it
encompasses. Although the name suggests only one basin, the Roundtable actually
provides a forum for water discussions pertaining to nine distinct sub-basins, including
the San Juan River, the Piedra, the Pine, the Animas (including the Florida River), the La
Plata, the Mancos, McElmo Creek, the Dolores and the San Miguel, eight of which flow
out of Colorado. Together these sub-basins make up the interdependent landscape of
Southwest Colorado.

Many communities, both natural and human, depend on the water produced by
these sub-basins. The Southwest Basin is home to the Southern Ute Indian Tribe and the
Ute Mountain Ute Indian Tribe, the only two Indian Reservations in Colorado. Neighboring
these tribal lands are 10 counties including Archuleta, La Plata, San Juan, Montezuma,
Dolores, San Miguel and portions of Mineral, Hinsdale, Montrose and Mesa. Each of these
tribal areas and counties represent distinct communities and landscapes, with their own
specific and unique social, economic and environmental values, challenges and
opportunities.

Multiple layers of legal agreements govern water use in the Roundtable’s area,
adding additional complexity, opportunity and challenge. While all of the sub-basins are
tributary to the Colorado River and therefore fall under the Colorado River Compact and
the Upper Colorado River Basin Compact, seven are part of the San Juan River sub-basin
and two, the Dolores and San Miguel basins, are part of the Colorado River sub-basin. All
of the water to which the State of New Mexico is entitled under the Upper Colorado River
Compact has its origins in the basins that are part of the San Juan River sub-basin.

A Treaty and settlement with both Ute Indian tribes pertain to waters of each sub-
basin. The La Plata River Compact apportions water between Colorado and New Mexico
with a daily delivery requirement to New Mexico. The San Juan/Chama Project delivers
water trans-mountain from the San Juan River sub-basin in Colorado to the Rio Grande
River in New Mexico to provide a portion of New Mexico's Colorado River entitlement
(annual average of 85,000 to 100,000 AF). These New Mexico obligations are met by the
waters of the Southwest Basin, and affect the water available to meet the needs of the
area’'s communities. The Animas La Plata Compact provides for diversion and storage of
flows for use in both Colorado and New Mexico.

The area supports many water-dependent species of wildlife, including warm and
cold water fish species addressed by three different multi-state conservation agreements,
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and four terrestrial species that are currently listed under the Federal Endangered Species
Act.

Finally, the Southwest Basin is a region of diverse natural systems, agricultural
heritage, outstanding beauty, and extensive recreational opportunities.  Many
communities within the area rely heavily on tourism and the recreational industry as a
primary economic driver. Agriculture and the open spaces it maintains contribute to the
culture, economy and quality of life of the Southwest Basin. Municipal and industrial
activities round out the economic and social values and help support the diverse and
vibrant communities of the region.

This geographic, political, economic and legal complexity leads to unique challenges
and opportunities. Appreciation of this context is basic to the development of the
Roundtable’s goals and to its BIP. Therefore, the Roundtable prefaces its BIP Goals with
the following underlying principles. Many of these are also stated in the Colorado Water
Plan Southwest Colorado Statement of Importance January 2014 (Appendix X), which was
adopted by the Roundtable on January 8, 2014.

The Roundtable:

» Intends to develop, use, and maintain the Basin Implementation Plan as a living
document.

= Agrees that all water uses are important to the future of this region.

» [dentifies specific and unique projects that are important to maintaining the quality
of life in this region and should accommodate the development and maintenance of
flows, including domestic supplies, environmental needs, agriculture, recreation, and
commercial/industrial needs to provide for further economic development.

= Supports multi-purpose projects when possible and when they can be accomplished
in a manner that is protective of the values present.

* Recognizes and upholds the unique settlement of tribal reserved water rights
claims in the Colorado Ute Indian Water Rights Final Settlement Agreement of
December 10, 1986, as authorized by Congress in the Colorado Ute Indian Water
Rights Settlement Act of 1988, Pub. L. No. 100-585, and as amended by the Colorado
Ute Settlement Act Amendments of 2000, Pub. L. No. 106-554 and Pub. L. No, 110-
161 (2007); and the 1991 Consent Decrees.

* Recognizes and addresses the downstream challenges faced by water users in
southwest Colorado due to continued development and pressures from users in the
State of New Mexico; protect interests in southwest Colorado, while complying with
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existing Compact obligations. The entitlement to Colorado River flows for New
Mexico will be based on deliveries from southwest Colorado.

= Intends to preserve the Southwest Basin’s ability to develop Colorado River Compact
entitlements and to meet our water supply gaps.

» Recognizes and addresses the challenges to all water uses that future drought and/or
climate variability may bring.

» Recognizes that the flows necessary to support the full complement of values are not
currently well understood.

= [Limit Conflicts and Promote Collaboration Within the Framework of State, Tribal and
Federal Plans, Policies, Authorities and Rights.

The Roundtable has established 21 goals (Table 1) to address the following seven
themes (in no particular order):

A. Balance All Needs and Reduce Conflict
Maintain Agriculture Water Needs

Meet Municipal and Industrial Water Needs
Meet Recreational Water Needs

Meet Environmental Water Needs

Preserve Water Quality

O mMmgN W

. Comply with CO River Compact and Manage Risk

In order to clarify the desired results of these goals and to help the Roundtable
gauge progress toward meeting the goals over the planning horizon of this BIP (thru
2050), the Roundtable has agreed upon 31 Measureable Outcomes (Table 1). While
recognizing the value of identifying measureable outcomes, the Roundtable is also
cognizant of its limitations.

One limitation is that the development of ambitious but realistic measurable outcomes
requires an understanding of the extent to which the Roundtable’s stated goals are
already being met. Measurable outcomes in this BIP were developed without a thorough
understanding of the current status of those measures and of water supply needs,
particularly for environmental and recreational values.

An additional limitation is that there are factors which may complicate the
attainment of these outcomes. These factors include uncertainty around the ability of
sponsors to implement Identified Projects and Processes due to issues with funding,
permitting, partner support, etc,; lack of sufficient support/interest in implementing a
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Measureable Outcome, concern for unintended consequences, as well as difficulty in
obtaining the necessary data to assess some of the identified outcomes.

Given these limitations and consistent with its principle that this BIP be a “living
document,” the Roundtable intends periodic reviews and updates of its Measurable
Outcomes as more reliable information is developed and attainment is better understood.
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Table 1. Goals and Measureable Outcomes for the Southwest Basin Implementation Plan

A. Balance All Needs and Reduce Conflict

ID | Goals Measurable Outcomes (by 2050)

A1 | Pursue a high success rate for|1. 100% of IPPs shall consider from the initial
identified specific and unique IPPs planning staging maintaining and
to meet identified gaps and to enhancing environmental and
address all water needs and values. recreational needs.

A2 | Support specific and unique new 2. Fomplgte 19 multipurpose IPPs to meet

. . identified gaps.
IPPs important to maintaining the .. )
. e L . 3. Support and participate in 10 IPPs (such as
quality of life in this region, and to '
: processes) that promote dialogue, foster
address multiple purposes , ,
. . . . . cooperation and resolve conflict.
including  municipal, industrial, ) )
. . 4. Atleast 50% of identified watersheds have
environmental, recreational, o
. . existing or planned [IPPs that are
agricultural, risk management, and : L
. protective of critical infrastructure and/or
compact compliance needs. , ,
: environmental and recreational areas.
A3 | Implement multi-purpose IPPs ,
. , .| 5. All towns and major water supply systems
(including the creative ) :
- o, with water supply infrastructure have
management of existing facilities e
watershed/wildfire  assessments that
and the development of new . , )
identify strategies/treatments necessary
storage as needed). g .
; to mitigate the impacts that occur to
A4 | Promote dialogue, foster . : .
: . hydrology in a post-fire environment.
cooperation and resolve conflict . .
: : 6. All major reservoirs have
among water Interests In every e
. . watershed/wildfire  assessments  that
basin and between basins for the : . .
. ¢ : identify strategies/treatments necessary
purpose of implementing solutions . .
) to mitigate the impacts that occur to
to Southwest Colorado’s and . : .
, hydrology in a post-fire environment.
Colorado's water supply challenges
(SWSI 2010).

A5 | Maintain watershed health by
protecting and/or restoring
watersheds that could affect critical
infrastructure and/or
environmental and recreational
areas.

Note that several of these outcomes, indicated by an asterisk, pertain directly to supporting
implementation of the projects and processes, either planned or in progress, that are currently on the
Southwest Basin's IPP list. They will be reviewed and updated in the future.
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B. Meet Agricultural Needs

ID | Goals Measurable Outcomes (by 2050)
B1 | Minimize statewide and basin-wide | 1. Implement projects (e.g. ATMs, efficiency,
acres transferred. etc.) in order to help preserve agriculture
and open space values, and to help
— address municipal, environmental,
B2 Impl'err.1ent effnuepcy measures to recreational, and industrial needs; while
maX|m|z.e beneficial use and respecting private property rights.
production. 2. Implement strategies that encourage
continued agricultural use and discourage
permanent dry-up of agricultural lands.
3. The water providers in the state that are
using dry- up of agricultural land (defined
as requiring a water court change case)
and/or pursuing a new TMD (as defined
B3 | Implement IPPs that work towards

meeting agricultural water supply
shortages.

by IBCC to be a new west slope to east
slope diversion project) shall have a
higher standard of conservation. The goal
for these water providers is a ratio of 70%
use occurs in-house while 30% use occurs
outside (70/30 ratio).

Implement at least 10* agricultural water
efficiency projects identified as IPPs (by
sub-basin).
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C. Meet Municipal and Industrial Water Needs

ID | Goals Measurable Outcomes (by 2050)
C1 | Pursue a high success rate for| 1. Complete 41* IPPs aimed at meeting
identified specific and IPPs to meet municipal water needs.
municipal gap. 2. Consistently meet 100% of residential,
' —— commercial and industrial water system
C2 | Provide safe dr|nk|ng' water to demands identified in SWSI 2010 in each
Spythwest Colorado’s citizens and sub-basin, while also encouraging
visitors. education and conservation to reduce
C3 | Promote wise and efficient water demand.
use through implementation of 3. Implement at least 1* IPP that protect or
municipal conservation strategies enhance the ability of public water supply
to reduce overall future water systems to access and deliver safe
needs. drinking water that meets all health-
C4 | Support and implement water based standards.

reuse strategies.

Change the ratio of in-house to outside
treated water use for municipal and
domestic water systems (referred to as
water providers herein) from the current
ratio of 50% in-house use and 50%
outside use, to 60% in-house use and 40%
outside use (60/40 ratio) for Southwest
Colorado and the entire State by 2030.
Implement 3 informational events about
water reuse efforts, tools and strategies.
The water providers in the state that are
using dry up of agricultural land (defined
as requiring a water court change case)
and/or pursuing a new Trans Mountain
Diversion (TMD) (as defined by IBCC to be
a new west slope to east slope diversion
project) shall have a higher standard of
conservation. The goal for these water
providers is a 70/30 ratio by 2030. This is
a prerequisite for the Roundtable to
consider support of a new TMD.
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D. Meet Recreational Water Needs

D1

Maintain, protect and enhance
recreational values and economic
values to local and statewide
economies derived from

recreational water uses, such as
fishing, boating, hunting, wildlife
watching, camping, and hiking.

. Implement 10* IPPs to benefit recreational

values and the economic value they
provide.

. At least 80% of the areas with recreational

opportunities have existing or planned
IPPs that secure these opportunities and
supporting flows/lake levels within the
contemporary legal and water
management context. Based on the map
of recreational attributes generated for
SWSI 2010 (Figure 1) 80% of each specific
value equates to approximately 428 miles
of whitewater boating, 185 miles of flat-
water boating, 4 miles of Gold medal Trout
Streams, 545 miles of other fishing streams
and lakes, 3 miles of Audubon Important
Bird Area, 143 miles of waterfowl
hunting/viewing parcels, and 6 miles of
Ducks Unlimited projects.

. Address recreational data needs.
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E. Meet Environmental Water Needs

E1

Encourage and support
restoration, recovery, and
sustainability of
endangered, threatened,
and imperiled aquatic and
riparian dependent species
and plant communities. (See
list of such species in the
Southwest Basin)**

E2

Protect, maintain, monitor
and improve the condition
and natural function of
streams, lakes, wetlands, and
riparian areas to promote
self-sustaining fisheries, and
to support native species
and functional habitat in the
long term, and adapt to
changing conditions.

1.

Implement 15* IPPs to directly restore, recover or
sustain endangered, threatened, and sensitive
aquatic and riparian dependent species and plant
communities.

At least 95% of the areas with federally listed
water dependent species have existing or
planned IPPs that secure the species in these
reaches as much as they can be secured within
the existing legal and water management
context.

At least 90% of areas with identified sensitive
species (other than ESA species) have existing or
planned IPPs that provide direct protection to
these values. Based on the map of environmental
attributes generated for SWSI 2010 (Figure 1)
90% for individual species equates to
approximately 169 miles for Colorado River
cutthroat trout, 483 miles for roundtail chub, 794
miles for bluehead sucker, 700 miles for
flannelmouth sucker, 724 miles for river otter,
122 milrd for northern leopard frog, 921 miles for
active bald eagle nesting areas and 229 miles for
rare plants.

Implement 26* IPPs to benefit the condition of
fisheries and riparian/wetland habitat.

At least 80% of areas with environmental values
have existing or planned IPPs that provide direct
protection to these values.
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**Federally Listed:

e Southwest Willow Flycatcher (Endangered)
Sensitive Species:

e Colorado River Cutthroat Trout

e Roundtail Chub

e Bluehead Sucker

e Flannelmouth Sucker

e River Otter

e Northern Leopard Frog

e Active Bald Eagle Nests

Federally Listed Species not included in SWSI 2010 Needs Assessment:

¢ New Mexico Meadow Jumping Mouse (Proposed Endangered)
e Yellow-billed Cuckoo (Proposed Threatened)
e Gunnison Sage Grouse (Proposed Threatened)
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F. Preserve Water Quality

1D

Goals

Measurable Outcomes (by 2050)

F1

Monitor, protect and improve water
quality for all classified uses.

1. By 2016, replace the following statewide
outcomes with outcomes based on the
current status of these measures in the
Roundtable area, followed by a periodic
status review every five years.

a. 60% of stream miles and 40% of
reservoir acres attain water quality
standards  and support all
designated uses.

b. 15% of impaired stream miles and
reservoir acres are restored to meet
all ~ applicable  water  quality
standards.

c. 50% of stream miles and 30% of
reservoir acres are attaining water
quality standards.

d. 100% of existing direct use and
conveyance use reservoirs attain the
applicable standards that protect the
water supply use classification.

2. Implement 6* IPPs to monitor, protect or
improve water quality.
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G. Comply with CO River Compact and Manage Risk

G1

Plan and preserve water supply
options for all existing and new
uses and values.

G2

Recognize and address the
challenges faced by water users in
southwest Colorado due to
continued  development  and
pressures from users in the State of
New Mexico; protect interests in
southwest Colorado, while
complying with existing Compact
obligations. New Mexico's
entitlement to Colorado River flows
are based on deliveries from
southwest Colorado (SW CO
Statement of Importance).

G3

Preserve Southwest Basin's ability
to develop CO River compact
entittement to meet our water
supply gaps. (SW CO Statement of
Importance).

G4

Recognize and uphold the unique
settlement of tribal reserved water
rights claims in the 1988 Tribal
Water Rights Settlement and the
1991 Consent Decree. (SW CO
Statement of Importance).

G5

Support strategies to reduce
demand in the Colorado River Basin
to ensure levels in Lake Powell are
adequate to produce power.

G6

Support strategies to mitigate the
impact of a Colorado River
Compact curtailment should it
occur.

1. Water providers proposing a new TMD

shall achieve a 60/40 ratio by 2020 and
70/30 ratio by 2030 as a prerequisite for
the Roundtable to consider support of a
new TMD.

. A conceptual agreement is developed

between roundtables regarding how to
approach a potential future trans-
mountain diversion from the West Slope
to the East.

. Protect 100% of pre-compact water rights

in the SW Basins Area.

. Implement 4* IPPs aimed at utilizing Tribal

Water Rights Settlement water.

. Implement 2* IPPs aimed at meeting La

Plata River compact.

. Participate in Compact Water Bank efforts.
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Section 2: Evaluate Needs

2.1 Environmental & Recreational Needs

|dentifying environmental and recreational water needs within the Southwest Basin
poses a significant challenge. In SWSI 2010 the Roundtable was able to identify and map
the location of environmental and recreational values defined by the Roundtable.
However, the water, habitat or infrastructure needed to support the identified values has
not been quantified or identified so the basin’s environmental and recreational supply
needs cannot be fully defined.

Given the constraints of time to develop this BIP, the Roundtable has chosen to
address the issue by adopting an IPP that contemplates the development of this
information:

“Evaluation of environmental and or recreation gaps is planned to be
conducted for improvement of non-consumptive resources and/or in
collaborative efforts with development of consumptive IPPs. The evaluations
may be conducted by a subgroup of the Roundtable or by individuals,
groups, or organizations with input from the Roundtable. The evaluation
may utilize methodologies such as the southwest attribute map, flow
evaluation tool, R2 Cross, and any other tools that may be available. ”

Any changes resulting from the information gathered through the IPP will be
considered in the future, consistent with the Roundtable’s principle that the BIP is a “living
document.”

In developing this BIP, the Roundtable conducted numerous interviews to update
the Basin’s list of IPPs (Appendix A). Guided by the goals and measureable outcomes
identified in Section 1, the Roundtable then used mapping to assess the stream miles of
environmental and recreational values on reaches and water bodies in the Southwest
Basin that are benefiting to some unknown extent from existing protections or IPPs, and
the stream miles of these values that currently do not appear to be benefitting from
protections or IPPs.

The SWSI 2010 presented the results of the Roundtable’s extensive inventory of its
environmental and recreational attributes, or values. This inventory identified the
following 22 environmental (15) and recreational (7) attributes or values, which were then
grouped into six subcategories (Table 2) and mapped (Figure 1) (CWCB 2011).
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Table 2. Southwest Basin Environmental and Recreational Attributes and Categories
identified in SWSI 2010 (CWCB 2011)

Sub-Category Category Attribute
Aquatic-Dependent State 1 Colorado River Cutthroat Trout
Endangered, Threatened 2 Roundtail Chub
and Species of Concern. 3 Bluehead Sucker
4 Flannelmouth Sucker
5 River Otter
6 Northern Leopard Frog
7 Active Bald Eagle Nests
8 Southwestern Willow Flycatcher
Special Value Waters 9 Outstanding Waters
10 Wild and Scenic Eligibility/Suitability
11 CWCB Instream Flow Water Rights
12 CWCB Natural Lake Level Water Rights
13 Durango Nature Studies
Rare Plants and 14 Rare Plants
Significant
Riparian/Wetland Plant 15 Significant Plant Communities
Communities
Whitewater and Flat- 16 Whitewater Boating
water Boating 17 Flat-water Boating
Cold and Warm water 18 Gold Medal Trout Streams
Fishing 19 Other Fishing Streams and Lakes
Waterfowl 20 Audubon Important Bird Areas
Hunting/Viewing 21 Waterfowl Hunting/Viewing Parcels
22 Ducks Unlimited Projects
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Figure 1. Southwest Basin Nonconsumptive Needs Assessment Environmental & Recreational Subcategory Count per Stream

Segment (CWCB 2011, Figure 2-4, pg 2-6)
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Three species that are currently listed under the Federal Endangered Species Act,
but that were not included in SWSI 2010 are the New Mexico Meadow Jumping Mouse
(Endangered), the Yellow-billed Cuckoo (Candidate: Proposed Threatened) and the
Gunnison Sage Grouse (Candidate: Proposed Threatened). Appendix X includes maps of
environmental and recreational values around the basin.

Complete or partial protections for environmental or recreational flows that exist in
the Southwest Basin include the following:

- CWOCB instream flow reaches (decreed, pending, and recommended)
- Reaches found Suitable for Wild & Scenic designation

- Recreational in-channel diversion

- Wilderness Areas

- National Parks

In addition to these protections which are easily mapped to specific reaches or areas,
water management, water administration (i.e. senior water rights), and compact
administration in the Basin, as well as two Programmatic Biological Opinions issued under
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act function to maintain some level of flow in some
rivers sometimes. These protections are not specific to reaches or flows, and therefore do
not lend themselves to mapping. They cover several rivers within and outside of the Basin
and provide some level of long term maintenance of flows out of the state. However, the
level of flow maintained in a given reach of river in a given year is dependent on conditions
elsewhere in the Colorado River basin, and therefore difficult to know or plan on for the
maintenance of a given environmental or recreational value. Programmatic Biological
Opinions, water management, and water administration will be discussed in detail in
Section 3.

Map layers reflecting the stream reaches where the bulleted protections exist were
overlaid onto the map of Southwest Basin environmental and recreational attributes. The
resulting maps (Figures 2 and 3) allow an assessment of the stream reaches where
environmental and recreational values currently exist with some level of protection that
may benefit the values at some unknown level, as well as the stream reaches where no
such protections appear to exist.
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Figure 2. Map of reaches with Environmental Values with no identified flow protections
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Figure 3. Map of reaches with Recreational Values with no identified flow protections
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The Roundtable recognizes that there are significant gaps in the data and
understanding regarding the flow regimes (stream flow frequency, magnitude, duration
and timing) and other conditions necessary to sustain many of the environmental and
recreational values identified in the Southwest Basin. The Roundtable also recognizes that
the tools currently available to help maintain those conditions are limited. Therefore the
Roundtable cautions against any assumption that the presence of an existing protection
(e.g. ISF) is sufficient to maintain or sustain the attribute(s) identified in that reach.
Assessment of the sufficiency of such measures depends on the particular attributes, the
condition of the stream reach and the measures in place. The Roundtable has identified
two IPPs that it hopes can help address and bridge these needs for more information and
additional tools (Sections 4&5).
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2.2 Agricultural, Municipal and Industrial Needs
2.2.1 Agricultural

SWSI 2010 provided information about the methodologies used to develop current
estimates of irrigated acres, estimates of 2050 irrigated acres, and estimates of the
average annual agricultural demand by basin for the year 2050.

Current irrigated acres were estimated using the CDSS program'’s spatial databases
which include crop types, irrigation practices, and water source (i.e. locations of wells or
diversion structures). The most recent year of data collected that is provided as a spatial
database is 2005. According to SWSI 2011, the Southwest Basin has the third highest
percentage of irrigated acres for Colorado’s west slope basins (seventh overall).

To develop estimates for 2050 irrigated acres the baseline of current irrigates acres
were used. Multiple factors (a total of 8) were qualitatively addressed, while three factors
(urbanization of existing irrigated lands, agricultural to municipal water transfers, and
water management decisions) were quantified. For detailed explanation of the
quantification of factors reference SWSI 2010 Section 4.3.1.2 lIrrigation Acres
Methodology. Table 4 provides a comparison of current irrigated acres to estimated
future irrigated acres.
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Table 3. Current and Estimated Future Irrigated Acres by Sub-Basin, from SWSI 2010 (CWCB 2011)

Decrease in Decrease in Irrigated Acres
Current Irrigated Acres Due Due to Agricultural to
Irrigated Acres to Urbanization Municipal Transfers to Estimated 2050 Estimated Decrease in
(acres) (acres) Address M&I Gap(acres Irrigated Acres Irrigated Acres by 2050
Low* High* Low* High* Low* High* Low* High*
San Juan 15,840 626 799 200 413 15,014 14,628 826 1,213
Piedra 7,074 129 165 89 185 6,856 6,725 219 350
Pine 46,755 934 1,347 590 1,220 45,231 44,188 1,524 2,567
Animas 32,193 578 854 406 840 31,209 30,499 984 1,694
La Plata 21,305 382 565 269 556 20,654 20,184 651 1,121
Mancos 11,617 54 72 147 303 11,417 11,242 200 375
McEImo 11,394 43 57 131 270 11,220 11,067 173 327
Dolores 80,368 479 634 943 1,949 78,946 77,784 1,422 2,584
San Miguel 32,879 921 1,314 415 858 31,543 30,708 1,336 2,171
SW Total 259,400 4,100 5,800 3,200 6,600 252,100 | 247,000 7,300 12,400

*Decrease due to other reasons is zero
*Decrease due to planned Agricultural to Municipal Transfers is zero
**Estimates based on projected level of population growth
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The Southwest Basin has numerous reservoirs (e.g. Animas La Plata Project, Electra
Lake, Lemon Reservoir, Vallecito Reservoir, PAWSD reservoirs, Jackson Lake, McPhee
Reservoir, Norwood Water Commission reservoirs, Gurley Reservoir, etc.) that provide or
plan to provide municipal and industrial water. While some extent of urbanization is
inevitable, the Southwest Basin does not assume that current irrigation water supply will
be transferred to meet the municipal and industrial gap. A minor exception is
augmentation planning. Augmentation plans are developed on a case by case basis
where a water rights holder is drying up (taking out of production) their own land in order
to provide additional water supply for a different use (such as domestic water).

The estimated average annual agricultural demand is based on the estimated 2050
irrigated acres and the average amount of water consumptively used by crops on irrigated
lands. The consumptive use (CU) for a crop is the amount of water provided to the crop
during the irrigation season. The irrigation water requirement (IWR) is the amount of
water the crop would use if it were available.  To quantify a crop’s CU, the IWR is
compared to the average water supply, the minimum of these two values over a period
of time (typically months) is the water supply limited consumptive use (WSL CU). The WSL
CU is assumed to represent the water necessary to sustain existing levels of agricultural
acreage.

In addition to agricultural consumptive demands, SWSI 2010 estimated non-
irrigation agricultural consumptive demands, such as stock ponds. For detailed
explanation of the agricultural demand methodology see Section 4.3.1.4 2050 Agricultural
Demand Methodology in SWSI 2010.

Two types of agricultural need were identified during the outreach efforts for the
BIP. One of these we will term an "annual shortage”. This shortage can be quantified by
comparing the WSL-CU to the IWR for a specific basin to indicate how often throughout
the season a crops potential water use (IWR) is met. As an example, Table 5 provides
estimates of current and 2050 annual agricultural demands.
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Table 4. Estimated Current & Future Agricultural Demands in the Southwest Basin, by Sub-basin.

Irrigated Acres Irrigation Water . Water Supply Annual Shortage Non-Irrigation
Requirement (AF/yr) | Limited-CU (AF/yr) (AF/yr) Demand* (AF/yr)

SWSI 2050 SWSI 2050 SWSI 2050 SWSI 2050 SWSI 2050

2010 est. 2010 est. 2010 est. 2010 est. 2010 est.

SanJuan | 15840 | 14,821 34,693 32460 | 22,597 | 21,139 | 12,096 | 11,321 | 2,941 2,752

Piedra | 7,074 6,790 14,839 14,243 8,595 8,250 6,244 5,993 946 908
Pine | 46,755 | 44,710 | 103,096 | 98,586 | 90,515 | 86,555 | 12,581 12,031 | 9,311 8,904
Animas | 32,193 | 30,854 74,431 71336 | 53,817 | 51,579 | 20,614 | 19,757 | 5,843 5,600
La Plata | 21,305 | 20,419 44,493 42,643 14,286 | 13,692 | 30,207 | 28,951 1,757 1,684
Mancos | 11,617 | 11,329 31,560 30,779 16,060 | 15,663 | 15499 | 15116 | 2,716 2,649
McElmo | 72,463 | 11,144 | 157,219 | 26,732 | 110,571 | 23,016 | 46,648 3,717 6,547 6,403
Dolores | 19,298 | 78,365 48,728 | 174,195 | 28,050 | 112,190 | 20,678 | 62,005 | 11,925 | 11,623
San Miguel | 32,879 | 31,125 71,167 67,371 37,396 | 35402 | 33,770 | 31,969 | 3,937 3,727
Total | 259,400 | 249,557 | 580,200 | 558,345 | 381,900 | 367,486 | 198,300 | 190,859 | 45,900 | 44,250

* includes stock ponds, ditch losses, etc.
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The La Plata River basin has about 21,305 acres of
existing irrigated lands (CWCB 2011). The average annual

Table 5. Annual Water
Supply satisfying crops’ IWR

water supply is 23,153 AF. Based on this acreage an'd Sub-basin Shortage
average annual water supply, about 0.71 AF per acre is San Juan 359
supplied to the crops, assuming a high efficiency of Piedra 42%
conveyance losses of 10% and on-farm losses of 25%, as Pine 12%
used by BOR. The IWR is 2.09 AF per acre, so this annual Animas 28%
water supply on average is meeting the IWR about 32% La Plata 68%
of the time for a single irrigation season. Mancos 49%
McElmo 30%
Table 6 is the percentage of water supply on an Dolores 42%
annual basis that is meeting the IWR for the existing San Miguel 47%

irrigated acreage provided in SWSI 2010. The crop’s IWR is meet on average this
percentage of the time. It can been seen from Table 6 that the La Plata River basin shows
the largest discrepancy between the amount of water that the existing irrigated crops
could use if it were available and the amount of water they are supplied with annually.

The La Plata River is also unique in that it is administrated according to the La River
Compact, as well as Colorado water law. See Section 3.2 for details of the compact. The
compact requires half of the measured flow, not to exceed 100 cubic feet per second, at
the Hesperus gaging station be delivered to the state line.

The second type of agricultural need identified in the Southwest Basin is the
amount of irrigable land that is either not currently irrigated or not currently under
production. We term this an irrigation gap. As part of the Animas La-Plata Project (ALP)
the Bureau of Reclamation conducted land classifications of the ALP drainage area and
found many acres that are dry land farmed that are potentially irrigable (DPR Appendix B,
1979). Of the present dry land farming acreage, approximately 30,000 acres could be
irrigated, in addition, 13,000 acres are presently not in crop production that could be
irrigated as well. Assuming an IWR of 1.9 AF per acre (conveyance losses of 10% and on-
farm losses of 25%, as assumed by BOR) the water supply needed to irrigate these new
lands would be about 110,295 AF. This is well out of range for the average annual water
supply in the La Plata Basin to provide for these new lands in addition to the existing
lands’ needs. However, extensive studies identify trans-basin water as a source of potential
water supply. The trans-basin water would be used to meet the demands of the existing
lands in addition to the development of these new lands.
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In some regions the needs of one basin have been met through a trans-basin
diversion. An example is McElmo basin that receives irrigation water diverted out of the
Dolores River through the Dolores Project. The Dolores Project irrigates about 28,500
acres of land from Yellow Jacket to Dove Creek, to the north, and about 7,600 acres around
the toe of Ute Mountain (operated by Ute Mountain Ute Farm and Ranch). The Ute
Mountain Ute Farm and Ranch has identified additional needs for irrigation water (see
Appendix A) in the amount of 4,000 AF. This is a known, quantifiable irrigation gap. Please
see Section 5 for proposed strategies and tools that could potentially meet a portion or
all of this need.
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2.2.2 Municipal

SWSI 2010 provided information about the methodologies used to develop
population projections and future municipal demands by 2050. For a detailed explanation
of municipal demands, reference Section 4.2 M&I and SSI Consumptive Needs in SWSI
2010 (CWCB 2011). Population projections were estimated using standard methods and
forecasting processes utilized by the Colorado State Demographer’'s Office. Due to
uncertainties in projections, low, medium, and high scenarios for population projections
were developed. The State of Colorado is estimated to grow from approximately 5.1
million people to between 8.6 (low) and 10 (high) million people by 2050.

Table 6. Population Projections (source: CWCB 2011)

2050 2050 2050 | % Average Annual

2008 2035 Low Medium High Growth Rate
Archuleta 115670 | 28295 | 32,180 | 34,602 | 37,517 2.23-2.58
County
Dolores 1,993 3,127 3,455 3,692 3,977 1.37-1.69
County
La Plata 51,454 | 87,929 | 95803 | 105276 | 116,996 1.49-1.95
County
Montezuma | 56157 | 41,306 | 45560 | 48529 | 52,062 1.32-1.62
County
Montrose 4177 7787 8,577 9,037 9,661 1.80-2.07
County*
>an Juan 588 683 830 1,098 1,395 0.78-1.95
County
San Miguel 7,966 15,509 | 17,602 | 22,028 | 27,368 1.93-2.93
County
Total 105,180 | 184,640 | 20,4010 | 224,260 | 248,980 1.6-2.1

*Southwest portion of Montrose County

To estimate current and future municipal demands, water demands were based on
the per capita water use rates (provided by water providers throughout the state)
multiplied by the projected population for each county. Numerous factors contribute and
affect the estimated per capita water use. For a detailed explanation on how these values
were determined please reference SWSI 2010 Section 4.2.2.1 2050 M&I Water Demands
Methodology. In summary, local water providers provided per capita water use based on
their existing customers, which was in turn used to estimate county wide water use.
Passive water conservation was also taken into consideration and assumed to range from
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19 to 33 gallons per capita through the year 2050. The municipal and industrial demands
of the Southwest Basin are expected to be between 40,000 and 50,000 AF per year by

2050 (CWCB 2011).

Table 7. 2050 Municipal Water Demand Estimates

Water Demand
2050 Baseline Water Demand (AF/yr

2008 Low Medium High
Archuleta County 2,600 6,600 7,100 7,700
Dolores County 540 940 1,000 1,100
La Plata County 9,800 18,000 20,000 22,000
Montezuma 5,000 8,800 9,400 10,000
County
Montrose

870 1,800 1,900 2,000
County*
San Juan County 120 170 220 280
San Miguel 2,600 5,700 7,100 8,900
County

Total 21,530 42,010 46,720 51,980

*Southwest portion of Montrose County

An M&I gap within Montrose County (Southwest Basin portion) was identified
during the outreach efforts for the BIP. Montrose County representatives provided two
IPPs to meet the municipal and industrial needs over the next 50 years; please see Section
4.4 for summary of the IPPs and Appendix A for the IPP list. The projects will address the
3,200 AF gap between existing water supplies and demands projected to occur by the
year 2060 in the west portion of Montrose County.

Another M&I gap that exists throughout the Southwest Basin is the need for water
delivery infrastructure. This is not a quantifiable water supply gap but rather related to
delivery of safe, reliable potable drinking water. Approximately 35% of the population
within the basins are served by covered entities (public water systems serving at least
2,000 AF of water annually), approximately 40% are served by community public water
systems (i.e. 15 connections or 25 residents; served year around), with the reminder of the
population served by wells, non-community water systems, water hauling, surface water
diversions or some combination of these (S. Harris, pers. comm..). Many residents are in
need of safe, reliable drinking water that are not living within the service area of an
existing water system. The formation of water districts, water authorities, or other entities
to serve and construct rural water delivery systems is necessary to serve current residents
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of the Southwest Basin and to provide for future growth projections. A rural water system
can provide reliability and safe drinking water to residents whose needs might otherwise
not be met. The Southwest Basin has multiple existing or planned reservoirs to serve M&l
water demands. These reservoirs can provide long term water supply for public water
systems.

2.2.3 Industrial

SWSI 2010 estimated future self-supplied industrial water needs (SSI) which includes
water used by self-supplied industries and municipal water provided to large industries.
Subsectors that are included are:

» Large industries such as mining, manufacturing, brewing, and food processing
= Water needed for snowmaking

» Thermoelectric power generated at coal and natural gas fired facilities

= Energy development; such as natural gas, coal, uranium, and oil shale

For the Southwest Basin, the industries specifically noted were snowmaking (within La
Plata and San Miguel counties) and thermoelectric power generation (within Montrose
County). SWSI 2010 reported snowmaking water demands are expected to remain
constant through 2050 because no resort expansions were planned at time of data
collection. For thermoelectric power generation baseline estimates generated through
the SWSI 1 efforts were assumed until 2035 while 2050 estimates were made based on
predetermined percent increase for low (5 percent), medium (25 percent) and high (50
percent) range. SWSI 2010 did not include projections of water demands for energy
development within the Southwest Basin. Such demands may prove to be significant if
drilling of shale beds moves from exploration to production.

SWSI 2010 included these SSI projections within the M&I water demand projections.
These projections also include reductions for passive conservation (a range of 19 to 33
gpcd by 2050 was used). Please see the below Table 8 for a quantification of these values.
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Table 8. 2050 M&I Gap Projections for Counties in the Southwest Basin (CWCB 2011)

2008 2035 2050 Increase in M&I and
Water Demand | Water Demand* SSI Demand* (AF/yr)

(AF/yr) (AF/yr) Low | Medium High
Archuleta County 2,600 5,400 3,500 4,000 4,600
Dolores County 540 790 300 400 500
La Plata County 9,800 15,000 6,800 8,600 10,800
Montezuma County 5,000 7,300 3,000 3,500 4,200
Montrose County** 870 1,500 3,000 3,900 5,000
San Juan County 120 120 30 90 100
San Miguel County 2,600 4,800 2,900 4,300 6,000
Southwest Total 21,530 34,910 19,500 | 24,800 | 31,200

*Water demand including passive conservation
**Southwest portion of Montrose County

SWSI 2010 describes meeting the gap by growth into existing supplies, regional
in-basin IPPs and total yield of IPPs at 100% success rate. A number of IPPs exist to meet
the M&I gap projections. For the complete list of IPPs see Appendix A. Within each sub-
basin, current municipal IPPs have the potential to meet identified gaps if completed as
currently described.

Archuleta County has a projected gap from 3,500 to 4,600 AF per year. This gap
could be met by the IPP described as regional in-basin IPPs which is the Dry Gulch Water
Storage Facility Project. Infrastructure gaps could be met by the proposed IPPs for the
Aspen Springs Distribution System and the Snowball Booster Station with Snowball to
Dutton Diversion Pipeline Project.

Dolores County has a projected gap in the range of 300 to 500 AF per year. This
gap could be met by growth into existing supplies and regional in-basin IPPs. The Rico
Alluvial Pipeline Water Supply Project was recently completed; the Town of Rico
constructed a new groundwater source to meet demands while keeping the existing
surface water diversion in place to provide redundancy. The Dolores Project has existing
M&I water that is not permanently allocated. The Dolores Project already provides M&l
water to the City of Cortez, Montezuma Water Company, Dove Creek, and Towaoc. In
addition, a new reservoir is proposed, the Upper Plateau Reservoir decreed for M&I and
fisheries purposes, which could also supply M&I demands. La Plata County has a projected
gap ranging from 6,800 to 10,800 AF per year. This gap could be met by growth into
existing facilities and regional in-basin IPPs. The Animas-La Plata Project currently has
water allocated for M&I use for the City of Durango, La Plata Archuleta Water District, and
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La Plata West Water Authority. The Florida Water Conservancy District has a multi-
purpose IPP providing augmentation water and M&I water for the Florida River basin.
New regional in-basin infrastructure IPPs include the Animas Airpark Water Distribution
System, La Plata Archuleta Water District Distribution System and the La Posta Road Water
Distribution System.

Montezuma County has a projected gap from 3,000 to 4,200 AF per year. This gap
could be met by growth into existing facilities. Again, the Dolores Project provides M&l
water to water providers within Montezuma County. In the future, Totten Reservoir could
be a potential water source to provide M&I water. Within the Mancos watershed,
reservoirs currently providing M&I water have enlargements planned to increase capacity
and provide additional water supply.

Montrose County has a projected gap ranging from 3,000 to 5,000 AF per year.
This gap could be met by growth into existing supplies and by regional in-basin IPPs.
Existing providers are investigating means of providing additional water, firming of
existing supplies and enlargement of distribution systems. The regional in-basin IPP
consists of a two-phase IPP to conduct a feasibly study to determine reservoir sites and
expected yield, and to construct one or more reservoirs.

San Juan County has a projected gap ranging from 30 to 100 AF per year. This gap
can be met by growth into existing supplies. Currently, there are no IPPs listed that
provide additional water supply. The existing IPPs relate to infrastructure not supply.

San Miguel County has a projected gap ranging from 2,900 to 6,000 AF per year.
This gap can be met by growth into existing supplies. Existing providers are investigating
means of providing additional water, firming of existing supplies and enlargement of
distribution systems.
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Section 3: Constraints & Opportunities

3.1 Analysis of Constraints & Opportunities Based on Existing Data

The purpose of this section is to understand where there appear to be
opportunities for new IPPs to meet remaining needs (i.e. gaps) and what some of the
constraints may be, based on existing data.

Examples of physical and administrative conditions that may act as constraints and/or
present opportunities include:

» Water management and water rights administration (see Section 3.2 for more
detail),

= Current and future hydrology (see Section 3.5 for more detail),

= Sensitive species and habitat location and quality (see Section 3.3)

* Flows and river gradient (e.g. for whitewater and flat-water boating)

» Reservoir capacity and operation agreements

» Regulations/ Permitting

= Water Quality

= Public Land Management laws or policies (e.g. W&S suitability, Wilderness)

Table 10 provides a summary of general opportunities and constraints that the
Roundtable has identified to-date for accomplishing the Goals and Measureable
Outcomes in Section 1.

The Roundtable has not yet, but could in the future, consider reviewing existing
spatial data to study locations around the Basin that might present opportunities for
attaining all or some of the measureable outcomes Moreover, as more information about
environmental and recreational water needs is gathered, additional IPPs may be identified
to meet any updated measurable outcomes. The following sections provide more detail
on some of these conditions.
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Table 9. Summary of Opportunities and Constraints Associated with Southwest Basin Measureable Outcomes.

Theme | Measureable Outcome Opportunities Constraints
A 1. 100% of new IPPs shall [® Incorporate into SW Basin |e Jurisdictions
consider from the initial funding criteria and [ e Timing
planning stages maintaining expectations e Difficult to assess
and enhancing environmental | ®  Partnerships could assist in|® Some of projects have already passed
and recreational needs. funding opportunities, and through their initial planning and have
achieving the desired reached a stage where difficult; options may
outcomes. be limited for achieving all needs within a
given project, requires prioritizing
e Permitting requirements
A 2. Complete 19 multipurpose | ® Look for project specific |® Project Specific
IPPs to meet identified gaps. opportunities. e Water Availability
e Support implementation, to |® Funding
help meet water supply |[® Water Management and Administration
gaps. e Permitting
e Legal Obligations
A 3. Initiate and participate in 10 | ¢ Areas with high demand for | ¢ Hydrology past present and predicted

IPPs that promote dialogue,
foster cooperation and resolve
conflict.

multiple uses and values but
which are over appropriated.
Areas with lower demand
and more opportunity for
common ground among
uses, values and
jurisdictions.

Physical realities (topographic, habitat,
hydrology)
Habitat

Water Administration (Critical areas map)
Reservoir capacity and contracts
Compact requirements
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Theme

Measureable Outcome

Opportunities

Constraints

4,

At least 50% of sub basins have
existing or planned IPPs that
are protective of critical
infrastructure and/or
environmental and recreational
areas and watershed health.

e Although the goal has been
met for portions of each
sub-basin, additional
opportunities do exist to for
Forest Health, Community
Wildfire Protection Planning,
Water Quality and Source
Water Protection Planning in
portions of each sub-basin.

Action depends on collaboration between
various private, tribal, federal, state and
local jurisdictions.

All towns and major water
supply systems with water
supply infrastructure have

watershed/ wildfire
assessments  that identify
strategies/ treatments

necessary to mitigate the
impacts  that occur to
hydrology in a post-fire
environment.

e Smaller entities can also

benefit.

e While each county has a

Community Wildfire
Protection Plan in place, not
every town or major supply
system has a CWPP or
Source Water Protection
Plan  specific = to  its
operations.

Action depends on various private, tribal,
federal, state and/or local jurisdictions
outside of town or water suppliers’ control.
Cost of such assessments.

All major reservoirs have
watershed/ wildfire
assessments  that identify
strategies/treatments
necessary to mitigate the
impacts  that occur to
hydrology in a post-fire
environment.

e While every county has a
CWPP in place, there is
opportunity for Reservoir
specific fire and disaster
planning and management
efforts.

Action depends on various private, tribal,
federal, state and/or local jurisdictions
outside reservoir operators’' control.
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Theme

Measureable Outcome

Opportunities

Constraints

B 1. Implement projects (e.g.|® These tools could be|e Waterrights administration.
ATMs, efficiency, etc.) in order explored and be useful at|e Tools are still in development.
to help preserve agriculture some point. e Not currently active within our basin.
and open space values, andto [e¢ SW Basin will take the
help address  municipal, opportunity to learn from
environmental,  recreational, such projects elsewhere in
and industrial needs; while the state.
respecting private property
rights.
B 2. Implement strategies that|e These tools could be|e Waterrights administration.
encourage continued explored and be useful at|e Tools are still in development.
agricultural use and some point. e Not currently a high priority need within our
discourage permanent dry-up [®¢ SW Basin will take the basin.
of agricultural lands. opportunity to learn from
such projects elsewhere in
the state.
B 3. The water providers in the |e Opportunity for SW Basin to | ¢ Political support/opposition at State level

state that are using dry up of
agricultural land (defined as
requiring a water court change
case) and/or pursuing a new
Trans-mountain Diversion
(TMD) (as defined by IBCC to
be a new west slope to east
slope diversion project) shall
have a higher standard of
conservation. The goal for
these water providers is a ratio
of 70/30.

achieve outcome and help
build support;

Join with Colorado Basin
Roundtable in supporting
this measure.

Participate in conservation
discussions and  pursue
future legislation.
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Theme | Measureable Outcome Opportunities Constraints
B 4. Implement at least 10|e Many more ditches and|e Resources (i.e. funding and match,
agricultural water efficiency districts may also have manpower, expertise).
projects identified as IPPs (by interest or plans. e State water policy
sub-basin). e Lack of financial incentive for efficiency.
e Need to adapt state water policy.
C 1. Complete 41 IPPs identified in | ¢ Many more public or non- e Non-community water systems have not
2014 IPP list (includes all community suppliers may been identified.
basins) aimed at meeting also have need/interest or |e Funding.
municipal water needs. plans.
e Roughly 25% of the
population (Harris and Lile,
pers. comm.) are not covered
by a public water system (i.e.
wells, hauling, non-
community systems).
C 2. Consistently meet 100% of |[e Complete the currently listed | ® Funding.

residential, commercial and
industrial water system
demands identified in SWSI
2010 in each sub-basin.

IPPs, and newly identified
needs.

Connect available M&l
water supplies with areas of
need.

Opportunity for increased
outreach to suppliers.

Source water quality.

No central place for data

Depends on hydrology, water rights and
administration.

Capital cost versus return ratio.
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Theme | Measureable Outcome Opportunities Constraints

C 3. Implement  projects that |e Engage more Public Water |® Funding for implementation.
protect or enhance the ability Suppliers in Source Water | e Interest,
of public water supply systems Protection Planning. e Lack of urgency,
to access and deliver safe |e Support implementation of |e Jurisdictions
drinking water that meets all identified BMPs from
health-based standards. existing plans.

C 4. Change the ratio of in-house |® More useful measure of|e Concerns that one size does not fit all.
to outside treated water use conservation than per capita
for municipal and domestic use, because per capita use
water systems (referred to as does not fit the same for all
water providers herein) from communities, and because
the current ratio of 50/50 to consumptive use is highest
60/40 for southwest Colorado with outside use.
and the entire State by 2030. |e Legislation

C 5. Implement 3 informational |® Highlight current reuse|e Legal,

events about water reuse
efforts and strategies.

efforts in and out of the
basin.

e Educate about grey water
use law and opportunities.

e Return flow demand and quality,
e State water policy,
Historical use.
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Theme

Measureable Outcome

Opportunities

Constraints

6.

The water providers in the
state that are using dry up of
agricultural land (defined as
requiring a water court change
case) and/or pursuing a new
Trans Mountain  Diversion
(TMD) (as defined by IBCC to
be a new west slope to east
slope diversion project) shall
have a higher standard of
conservation. The goal for
these water providers is a ratio
of 70/30. Water providers
proposing a new TMD shall
achieve a 60/40 ratio by 2020
and 70/30 by 2030 (high
conservation) as a prerequisite
for the Roundtable to consider
support of a new TMD.

e Legislation

. Implement 10 projects to

benefit recreational values and
the economic value they
provide.

e education,

e funding,

e Providing safe and
appropriate access, Fill data
gaps on flow needs.

e Partnerships.

e Hydrology and water administration, private
property concerns,

e Funding,

e Poor recreational etiquette

e Lack of data on flow needs.
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Theme | Measureable Outcome Opportunities Constraints
D 2. At least 80% of the areas with | ® Incorporating benefits from | e Difficult to quantify.
recreational opportunities water administration and [e Assessing sufficient protection. Private
have existing or planned IPPs management. property rights.
that secure these | ¢ Developing data on range of | ® Water availability.
opportunities and supporting flows to support values. e Water quality.
flows/lake levels within the e Lack of data.
contemporary legal and water
management context.
E 1. Implement 15 IPPs to directly [ ® Participation in SJRIP e Water rights
restore, recover or sustain|e Partnerships e Private property
endangered, threatened, and | e Dialogue e Lack of data on flow needs,
imperiled aquatic and riparian | ® Developing data on range of
dependent species and plant flows to support values
communities.
E 2. Atleast 95% of the areas with | # Partnerships e Water Rights
federally listed water dependent | e Dialogue e Private Property
species have existing or planned | ¢ Developing data on range of | ¢ Lack of data on flow needs.
IPPs that secure the species in flows to support values e Not currently mapped as attributes (or
these reaches as much as they can | ¢ Update attribute map. incorrect)
be secured within the existing |® Jointly identify reaches |e Difficult to assess sufficiency of IPPs.
legal and water management where opportunities exist.
context.
E 3. At least 90% of areas with | ¢ Partnerships and Dialogue |e Water rights

identified imperiled species (other
than ESA species) have existing or
planned projects and methods
that provide direct protection to
these values.

Update attribute list,
mapping.

Developing data on range of
flows to support species.
Jointly identify  reaches

where opportunities exist.

e Private property

e Lack of data on flow needs.

e Not currently mapped as attributes (or
incorrect)

e Difficult to assess sufficiency of IPPs.
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Theme

Measureable Outcome

Opportunities

Constraints

E 4. Implement 26 IPPs to benefit | ¢ Partnerships Water rights
condition for fisheries and |e Dialogue Private property
riparian/wetland habitat. e Update attribute list and Lack of data on flow needs.
mapping. Not currently mapped as attributes (or
e Developing data on range of |n'cc?rrect) o
. Difficult to assess sufficiency of IPPs.
flows to support species.
e Jointly identify  reaches
where opportunities exist.
E 5. At least 80% of areas with | Partnerships Water rights
environmental values have |e Dialogue Private property
existing or planned projects |e Update attribute list/ Lack of data on flow needs.
and methods that provide mapping. Not currently mapped as attributes (or
direct protection to these |, Developing data on range of |n.cc.)rrect) N
values. . Difficult to assess sufficiency of IPPs.
flows to support species.
e Jointly identify  reaches
where opportunities exist.
F 1. By 2016, replace the following [ ® Partnerships, Funding,
statewide  outcomes  with [e funding, Legislation,
outcomes based on the|es More consistent and Regulatory policy.
current  status of these

measures in the Roundtable
area.

comprehensive periodic

monitoring
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Theme

Measureable Outcome

Opportunities

Constraints

F 2. Implement 6 IPPs to monitor, |® Funding e Funding

protect or improve water|e Consistent periodic [ ¢ Consistency

quality. monitoring e Jurisdictions

e |dentifying sources e Access
e |dentifying sources is challenging

G 1. Water providers proposing a |® Opportunity for SW Basin to | ® Political support/opposition at State level

new TMD shall achieve a 60/40 achieve outcome and help

ratio by 2020 and 70/30 by build support;

2030 (high conservation) as a |[® Join with Colorado Basin

prerequisite for the Roundtable in supporting

Roundtable  to  consider this measure.

support of a new TMD. Participate in conservation

discussions and  pursue
future legislation.

G 2. A conceptual agreement is |e [BCC working onit. e Water supply,

developed between | e Future Use Allocation (FUA) |e Compact curtailment,

roundtables regarding how e Risk management,

approach a potential future e Future west slope development

trans-mountain diversion from

the West Slope to the East.
G 3. Protect 100% of pre-compact [® Put to beneficial use. Protect | ® Listing on abandonment list is a risk,

water rights in the SW Basin.

historic consumptive use.

e Ability to put to beneficial use in some
cases.
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Theme | Measureable Outcome Opportunities Constraints
G 4. Implement 2 IPPs aimed at|e Supportimplementation
utilizing Tribal Water Rights
Settlement water.
G 5. Implement 2 IPPs aimed at|e Supportimplementation
meeting La Plata River
compact.
G 6. Participate in Compact water |® Demand management. e Data needs.

bank efforts.

Includes most entities in
state interested in water
development in CO River.

e Water rights, administration and policy.
e Voluntary participation.
e Funding.
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3.2 Water Management & Water Administration

The Southwest Basin encompasses approximately 216,075 irrigated aces (in 2005).
These acres are served by rivers, ditches, springs, wells and other bodies of water.
Approximately 6,797 decreed points of diversion exist within the Southwest Basin.
Another 1,850 decreed wells exist and require administration (CDSS 2014). The Southwest
Basin has a variety of water uses that all require proper water management and water
administration.

The Basin’s major export is the San Juan Chama Project. This project is a
component of the Upper Colorado River Compact and allows an average annual diversion
amount of 89,832 AF to be provided to New Mexico. In addition there are a number of
relatively small, high elevation transmountain diversions from the Southwest Basin to the
Rio Grande and Gunnison Basins. However, within the Southwest Basin there are many
diversions from one sub-basin to another.

In Colorado, the authority to establish water policies of the state, determine the
beneficial uses of the water resources, and the administration of water rights pursuant to
the Doctrine of Prior Appropriation fall under the jurisdiction of state government. Itis
recognized that there is a significant amount of land administered by the federal
government in Colorado, which creates the potential for conflicts between state and
federal laws and policies. Federal policies and actions could affect existing and future
water supplies and planning efforts in southwestern Colorado.

Therefore, the Roundtable encourages and supports creative solutions sought
through collaborative efforts, renewal of State-Federal MOUs, and the full recognition and
use of tribal rights under the Colorado Ute Indian Water Rights Settlement to limit
conflicts between state, tribal and federal policies, laws, and land management plans.
Maintaining opportunities that allow for management solutions that provide for multiple
beneficial uses and are protective of environmental and recreational values are critical for
the planning and strategic development of the water resources in the State of Colorado.

Colorado Division of Water Resources Administration

Two Water Divisions have jurisdiction within the Southwest Basin. The majority of
sub-basins are within Division 7, while the San Miguel River and portions of the Dolores
River are administered by Division 4.

Water critical areas exist throughout the Southwest Basin and its sub-basins (Figure
4). When an area is designated as critical (e.g. over-appropriated) the State Engineer
cannot issue a well permit without water being made available for appropriation by means
of an approved augmentation plan (Policy 2004-3: Use of evapotranspiration credit within
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substitute water supply plans involving the exposure of ground water in ponds or
reservoirs not located within the stream bed.)

DWR tracks calling structures along with the time period of administration, the
water source, structure location, appropriation date and water amount called. Figure 4
also shows the location of structures that placed calls between November 1, 2000 and
October 31, 2013.
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Figure 4. Water Critical Basins and structures placing calls between November 1, 2000 and
October 31, 2013 (Source: Division of Water Resources).
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Tribal Water Rights

The Colorado Ute Indian Water Rights Settlement Act of 1988 was amended to provide
modifications to the Settlement Act of 1988 allowing for final settlement of claims of the
Colorado Ute Indian Tribes on the Animas and La Plata Rivers. The claims on all other
rivers in Colorado are settled according to the Settlement Act of 1988. This settlement
provides a firm water supply to the Tribes while not taking water away from existing users.
The Animas-La Plata Project is a crucial component in satisfying the Tribes' reserved water
rights claims from the Animas and La Plata Rivers. This project provides municipal and
industrial supply.

Compact Compliance

The Colorado River Compact of 1922 allocates 7.5M AF of CU annually to: Upper Basin
states (parts of AZ, CO, NM, UT, WY above Lee Ferry, AZ) and Lower Basin states (parts of
AZ, CA, NV below Lee Ferry, AZ). The compact requires the Upper Basin states to provide
on average 7.5M AF during any period of ten consecutive years. The major purposes of
this compact are:

» “Provide for the equitable division and apportionment of the use of the waters of the
Colorado River System;

= To establish the relative importance of different beneficial uses of water, to promote
(nterstate comity;

» To remove cause of present and future controversies;

» And to secure the expeditious agricultural and industrial development of the
Colorado River Basin, the storage of its waters, and the protection of life and property
from floods.”

The Colorado River Basin is thus divided into two Basins, with an apportionment of
use of portions of the Colorado River System waters is allocated to each of them with
provision that future equitable apportionments may be made.

The Upper Colorado River Compact of 1984 allocates 75. M AF apportionment of CU
available to the Upper Basin states as follows:

= AZ 50,000 AF per year,
= CO 51.75%,

= Utah 23%,

= WY 14%, and

= NM 11.25%
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The La Plata River Compact was signed in 1922 and approved by Congress in 1925. It
requires dividing the waters of the La Plata River between Colorado and New Mexico. The
river is administered daily except from December 1 through February 15. The Colorado
DWR maintains two stream gages, one near Hesperus, CO and one at the Stateline, for
administration purposes. The flow of the river between February 15 and December 1 of
each year is apportioned between the two states as follows:

» “Each state shall have the unrestricted right to use all the waters within its boundaries
on each day when the mean daily flow at the Interstate station is one hundred cubic
feet per second, or more;

» On all other days the State of Colorado shall deliver at the Interstate station a
quantity of water equivalent to one-half of the mean flow at the Hesperus station for
the preceding day, but not to exceed one hundred cubic feet per second,”

The Animas-La Plata Compact is an agreement between the State of Colorado and the
State of New Mexico to implement the operation of the Animas-La Plata Federal
Reclamation Project. This project is a part of the Colorado River Storage Project Act. The
Compact allows:

= “the right to store and divert water in Colorado and New Mexico from the La Plata
an Animas River systems, including return flow to the La Plata River from Animas
River diversions, for uses in New Mexico under the Animas-La Plata Federal
Reclamation Project shall be valid and of equal priority with those rights granted
by decree of the Colorado state courts for uses of water in Colorado for that project
providing such uses in New Mexico are within the allocation of water made to state
by articles lll and XIV of the Upper Colorado River Basin Compact.” (37-64-101.
Animas-La Plata Project Compact).”

Programmatic Biological Opinions

Under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, federal agencies must
consult with the US Fish and Wildlife Service to avoid jeopardizing listed species or
harming critical habitat. When possible, the United States Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) does a programmatic consultation that addresses multiple projects. These
consultations require that applicants take specific steps to protect endangered species,
while also allowing multiple projects to go forward. Two such Programmatic Biological
Opinions touch upon water management in the Southwest Basin: Final Biological Opinion
for Navajo Reservoir Operations (USFWS 2005) and the Gunnison River Basin PBO (USFWS
2009).
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The actions of two recovery programs provide compliance with the Endangered
Species Act for water development and water management activities. The Upper Colorado
River Endangered Fish Recovery Program (Upper Program) and the San Juan River Basin
Recovery Implementation Program (SJRIP) are charged with using adaptive management
and measures to recover four species of endangered Colorado River fishes while allowing
water development activities to continue to meet the needs of the people. Program
partners include: State and federal agencies, water and environmental organizations,
power customers, and American Indian tribes.

The recovery programs combined provided Endangered Species Act (ESA) compliance
for 2,354 federal, tribal, and non-federal water projects. The Upper Program provides
1,176 projects ESA for Colorado since 1988 through 2012. These projects total annual
depletions are about 2,122,140 AF. The SJRIP has conducted 293 consultations since 1992
through 2012 within Colorado. These projects total annual depletions are about 217,797
AF. ESA consultation is required within the San Juan basin if a proposed project estimates
annual depletions will be greater than 100 AF.

3.3 Sensitive Species

Colorado River Cutthroat Trout Conservation Strategy

Colorado River Cutthroat Trout (CRCT) is a state-listed Species of Special Concern
in Colorado, Wyoming, and Utah, and also is characterized as a Sensitive Species by
federal land management agencies (BLM and USFWS). Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW)
works closely with UT, WY, and federal land managers to manage for the recovery and
persistence of CRCT throughout their historic range, guided by “Conservation strategy for
Colorado River cutthroat trout (oncorhynchus clarkii pleuriticus) in the States of Colorado,
Utah, and Wyoming (CRCT Coordination Team, 2006).

Implementation of the CRCT Conservation Strategy and showing progress on
measurable benchmarks has allowed the USFWS to maintain its opinion that CRCT is 'not
warranted' for listing under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended. Such a
finding has been beneficial to state wildlife management agencies, but is also of critical
importance to water managers so that consultation with the USFWS under Section 7 of
the ESA is not required for projects in CRCT-occupied waters.

The river basins tributary to the San Juan represented within the Roundtable have
numerous populations of CRCT that are being managed in accordance with the
Conservation Strategy, as shown by the maps located at the following website:
http://ndismaps.nrel.colostate.edu/stockingrestrictions/.
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Three Species Agreement

Three native fish species, roundtail chub, bluehead sucker, and flannelmouth
sucker, occupy some lower portions of most of the basins represented within the
Southwest Basin. Concerns about declines in the three species within the entire Upper
Colorado River Basin (including the San Juan drainage) prompted resource agencies to
draft and adopt a multi-state, multi-agency, range-wide conservation and strategy
agreement that provides the framework for conservation actions designed to preserve
these species across their historic Colorado and five other Colorado River Basin states
along with the United States Forest Service (USFS), Bureau of Land Management (BLM),
BOR, and sovereign tribes, are also signatories to the Three Species Agreement.

The range-wide declines described in the Three Species Agreement speak to the
species’ potential for listing by the USFWS. The Three Species Agreement articulates that
within their jurisdictional authority, signatories are responsible for taking action to
conserve native fish. The agreement is predicated on the concept that collectively, local,
state, and federal agencies and other willing partners can work together with the
communities most affected by a potential listing to develop and implement voluntary
actions that pre-empt the need for federal listing of any of these species under the ESA.

Within the Roundtable planning area, these species are present in many low-
elevation tributaries to the San Juan. The Ute Mountain and Southern Ute Tribes have
been active participants in habitat and flow restoration projects on behalf of these native
fish, and a fairly intensive effort was launched in 2010 to preserve these species below
McPhee Dam in the Dolores River drainage.

CPW is currently developing a state-specific strategy that describes how Colorado
is implementing management actions that will help conserve these species. Monitoring
of populations remains critical to determine the status of the fishery and the persistence
of threats to these populations.

Because these fish tend to be located lower in watersheds that have already undergone
upstream water development, it is imperative that fishery managers work cooperatively
with water managers to continue to implement the voluntary actions articulated in the
Three Species Agreement. In the Southwest Basin, flow protection provided by
downstream compact deliveries, instream flow appropriations, or voluntary flow
agreements may be an important means of maintaining the native fishery.
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3.4 Historical Streamflow

The historical streamflow in the sub-basins of the
Southwest Basin has laid the foundation for the values and
levels of water use that exist in the Basin today. The CWCB
Historical Streamflow Analysis Tool was used to provide a
summary of historical streamflow at key gages (selected by
CWCB) within the Southwest Basin for the study period of
1950 through 2012. Hydrologic classifications of “drought”,
"dry”, "average”, "wet”, and "flood” were given for water
years based on the criteria shown in Table 13. Figure 5
shows the Key Stream Flow Gages in Southwest Basin. This

tool allows for a snapshot of the last 50 years hydrology.

Average Monthly Hydrologic Classification

Table 10. Hydrologic
Classification Criteria
Percentile | Hydrologic
Range | Classification
0.00 - 0.05 Drought
0.06 - 0.24 Dry
0.25-0.75 Average
0.76 — 0.94 Wet
0.95-1.00 Flood

The average monthly flows by hydrologic classification are graphed for each stream gage.
While this does not tell the whole story, it does show the variability between drought and
wet years and the different volumes between average and wet. The following series of

graphs are for each stream gage as generated by the tool.
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Figure 5. Key Stream Flow Gages in Southwest Basin
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Figure 6. San Juan River at Navajo
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Figure 7. Piedra River at Arboles
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Figure 8. Pine River at Boca
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Figure 9. Animas River at the State Line
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Figure 10. La Plata River at the State Line
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Figure 11. Mancos River at Towaoc

AVERAGE MONTHLY FLOWS BY HYDROLOGIC YEAR CLASSIFICATION
MANCOS RIVER AT TOWAOC
USGS 09371000/DWR MANTOWCO
WY 1952 - 2011

Average Annual Flow 32,688 AF

29,072
o

=

(]

£

>

] R 18,997

Z 18,210 17,733
S

[T

>

=

€

S 12,400

11,049

6,1 /'629
,375
,80
/ ,240/4 \ z 53
g %%;t,__s_s.,zgs

\62

Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Ju

= =—Flood == =—Wet - =—Average == ==Dry — =—Drought

64|Page



Figure 12. Dolores River near Dolores
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Figure 13. Dolores River near Bedrock
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Figure 14. San Miguel River near Placerville
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Figure 15. San Miguel River near Uravan
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3.4 Predicted Future Hydrology

Phase | of the Colorado Water Availability Study (CRWAS) considered five climate
change scenarios, all treated as if they were equally probable. Preliminary findings of the
CRWAS show that compared to current conditions, projected future climate conditions
may lead to a number of changes in the Colorado River basin within western Colorado
(the “Study Area”). According to the Colorado Drought Mitigation and Response Plan,
Annex C. Climate Change Implications (CWCB 2013), some of the projected conditions
directly pertinent to the Southwest Basin include changes in temperature, precipitation,
crop irrigation requirement, hydrology as summarized below.

Temperature
» Each of the five climate projections shows an increase in average annual and

monthly temperature within the Study Area, with average annual increases ranging
from 1.8°F to 5.2°F.

Precipitation
= Generally increases in the winter months and decreases in the summer months.

» Average winter increases are smaller in the southwestern portion of the Study Area.

* Increase in temperatures causes a shift from snow to rain in the early and late
winter months.

» Study Area winter average changes by 102% to 116% of historical.

= Study Area April through October average changes by 82% to 105% of historical.

Crop Irrigation Requirement (based on acreage and crop types identified in a 1993
acreage inventory)
» Increases throughout the Study Area for all climate projections (average annual

increase by 1.9 to 7.4 inches depending on projection).

* Increases are primarily due to higher temperature and lower irrigation-season
precipitation, which increase the number of growing season days for perennial
crops, and crop demand for irrigation water.

= Peak CIR continues to occur in the same month as it has historically.

= Study Area average annual growing season increases by 8 to 32 days.

Climate-Adjusted Hydrology
» At over 80% of the sites, the majority of climate cases suggest a decrease in annual

flow.
* Annual flow is more likely to increase in parts of the Yampa basin and at some
higher elevations.
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Annual flow is more likely to decrease in southwestern watersheds and at lower
elevations.

At 75% of locations, all climate cases showed a shift toward earlier runoff, and at
all locations, some climate cases showed a shift toward earlier runoff. Runoff shifts
earlier by an average of 8 days.

Modeled Streamflow

Flows are generally higher than historical in May and June and lower in July through
March.

The historical annual low-flow values generally fall within the range of projected
low-flow values.

Water Available to Meet Future Demands

Upstream locations on main rivers and smaller tributaries generally have less flow
available to meet future demands as a percent of modeled streamflow than gages
farther downstream that include more tributary inflow.

Most locations show less water availability for three of the five climate projections,
although one projection shows more water available at the locations selected to
display CRWAS results.

Generally more water availability in April and May, corresponding to the shift in
natural flow hydrographs.

The historical annual minimum water availability values generally fall within the
range of projected minimum water availability values for 2040 throughout the
Study Area.

Modeled Reservoir Storage

Earlier peak runoff, reduced flows during the peak irrigation season, and increased
crop demands result in more use of water in reservoirs, resulting in more reservoir
fluctuation.

Reservoirs are generally drawn down to lower levels, and generally fill to historical
levels.

Modeled Consumptive Use

Average annual consumptive use in the San Juan basin is less for every climate
projection.

Projected consumptive use in the San Juan generally increases in spring months
only

Total consumptive use for the Study Area is greater than for historical climate
conditions for most climate projections.
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» Although modeled consumptive use generally increases, not all crop demands are
met in any basin. Similar to historical conditions, there continue to be water
shortages on tributaries and in the late irrigation season for the projected
conditions.

In order to allow a better understanding of how projected, climate-impacted stream
flows differ from historic and prehistoric conditions, the 2013 update to the Colorado
Drought Mitigation and Response Plan (CWCB) developed graphs to compare the
prehistoric, historical and projected flows, providing context within which to consider the
56-year period experienced from 1950 through 2005, as well as the need for adaptations
to meet future needs.

The projections of future streamflow were obtained for a number of locations in the
Colorado, South Platte and Arkansas River basins. Reconstructions of prehistoric flows
have been made for a large number of stream gauges in Colorado (NOAA, 2013). Sixteen
locations were selected where both climate change projections and prehistoric
reconstructions exist, including the Dolores and Animas River in the Southwest Basin.

Figure 3 shows the comparison for the Animas River at Durango and Figure 4 shows the
comparison for the Dolores River. The 56 year running average of the prehistoric
reconstruction (paleo data) is the solid blue line. The end of the solid blue line represents
average conditions over the most recent 56 years. The dashed lines show the averages for
each climate-impacted flow scenario. Both graphs show that all projected scenarios fall
outside of the highest and lowest 56-year average flows in the prehistoric reconstruction,
and seven of the eight projected scenarios are below the historical average flow,
indicating that the projections of future flows are drier.

The BIP points out that "Because there is greater scientific confidence in the
quantification of prehistoric flows than in the quantification of projected flows, there is a
better scientific basis to support adaptation measures based on the variability of
prehistoric flows. On both the Animas and the Dolores, all of the projections fall outside
the range of the prehistoric flows, and suggesting that decisions regarding adaptation
should primarily consider the projections of future flow in order to develop management
strategies that will meet future needs.

The BIP also notes that “it is important to keep in mind that these comparisons use 56-
year average flows. Annual droughts, and multi-year spells will be superimposed on the
average flows, so the curves and projections do not represent the most severe conditions
that may face a system.”
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Figure 16. Comparison of historic and prehistoric flow reconstruction to average future flow projections for the Animas
River at Durango, from the Colorado Drought Mitigation and Response Plan (CWCB 2013)
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Figure 17. Comparison of historic and prehistoric flow reconstruction to average future flow projections for the
Dolores River, from the Colorado Drought Mitigation and Response Plan (CWCB 2013)
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Section 4: Projects & Methods

The SWSI 2010 Identified Projects and Processes (IPP) list went through an in depth
updating process for inclusion into the BIP. The BIP consultants outreached to over 100
people across the nine sub-basins requesting updates and identification of new IPPs. The
following sections describe outreach efforts, and provide a summary of current IPPs, as
well as conceptual IPPs. Conceptual IPPs are ideas for projects or processes that people
or entities within the basin have, but which do not yet have a sponsor who is actively
pursuing implementing the idea.

For a complete list of the IPPs for all sub-basins please reference Appendix A. The
Roundtable takes a collaborative approach to treat all types of IPP equally and to evaluate
them equally for all environmental, agricultural, recreational, municipal, industrial and
multi-purpose needs alike.

4.1 Education, Participation & QOutreach

This section provides a summary of the Roundtable Education Action Plan (EAP)
activities both completed and planned. Specifically, this section provides information on
how the Roundtable informed local decision makers and the public about the Colorado
Water Plan (CWP). This section includes: number and locations of public meetings (or
sessions at regular Roundtable meetings), as well as number of attendees and recorded
demographics/professional affiliations; additional engagement mechanisms and related
outreach; other notable features of the Roundtable outreach activities; and a 2015 and
long-term (2016-2020) EAP, to include budget.

Number and Locations of Public Meetings

There is a half hour social networking opportunity before each of the Roundtable
meetings that the public is invited to and they are also invited to attend the Roundtable
meetings themselves. The demographic/professional affiliations of the general public
attendees are recorded in each of the Roundtable meeting minutes. Starting with when
the BIP planning process began in the fall of 2013, Appendix X provides a list of those
who attended the Roundtable meetings. The number of public in attendance at the
Roundtable meetings breaks down as follows:

* November 2013: 31 public in attendance; 25 members in attendance
* January 2014: 15 public in attendance; 25 members in attendance
» March 2014: 22 public in attendance; 22 members in attendance
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» May 2014: 21 public in attendance; 20 members in attendance

In addition, information about the Interbasin Compact Committee (IBCC)/roundtable
process and the CWP has been presented at many local events (e.g., Kiwanis, Rotary, etc.),
the annual Water 101 Seminar, and the annual Water in the West Art Show. Local
presentations included:

= Kate Mclintire (Colorado Water Conservation Board; CWCB), Kristin Maharg
(Colorado Foundation for Water Education; CFWE), and Denise Rue-Pastin (Water
Information Program; WIP) conducted a one hour public education and outreach
workshop session prior to the November 2013 Roundtable meeting. The majority
of roundtable members and some public were in attendance and it was well
received. In addition, the importance of public education and outreach was
discussed as an agenda item during this meeting.

» Denise Rue-Pastin made a presentation to the Durango Kiwanis Club
(approximately 30 in attendance) on November 12, 2013 that provided an
extensive discussion of the CWP, including a wide variety of handouts.

» Denise Rue-Pastin provided a presentation at the Durango High Noon Rotary
meeting on March 27, 2014 (approximately 50 in attendance) that provided an
extensive discussion of the CWP, including a wide variety of handouts.

= Mike Preston, Dolores Water Conservancy District, made presentations (including
handout materials) to the Montezuma Valley Irrigation Company Board of
Directors and staff (approximately 40 in attendance) on April 8, 2014 and the
Dolores Water Conservancy District Board of Directors and staff (approximately 35
in attendance) on April 10, 2014.

= Bruce Whitehead, Southwestern Water Conservation District, provided CWP
information at a 4CORE meeting on May 1, 2014 (approximately 15 in attendance).

* Rod Profit, San Juan Water Conservancy District, made a CWP presentation on May
7, 2014 to the Pagosa Springs Town Council (approximately 25 in attendance).

* Rod Profit and Val Valentine provided a CWP information session at the Archuleta
County Board of Commissioners meeting on May 14, 2014 (approximately 15 in
attendance).

» Rod Profit attended the regularly scheduled June 2014 meeting of the Pagosa Area
Water and Sanitation District to provide information on the CWP (approximately
30 in attendance).

* Rod Profit attended the regularly scheduled June 2014 meeting of the Park Ditch
Company to provide CWP information (approximately 20 in attendance).
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Additional Engagement Mechanisms and Related Outreach

Area newspapers are invited to each of the Roundtable meetings and various local
papers periodically ran information pieces related to the CWP and the importance of
public input. Examples include the Cortez Journal (Circulation: 7,500; Geographic area:
Predominantly the Cortez/Dolores/Mancos areas), the Durango Herald (Circulation: 9,400;
Geographic area: Nine-county Dolores/San Juan River Basin), and the Pine River Times
(Circulation: 1,600; Geographic area: Predominantly the Bayfield area). The WIP website
has 67 newspaper articles posted that specifically reference the CWP. A sampling of those
articles includes:

= May 5, 2014 — Water planning: What Colorado could learn from Texas (Durango
Herald)

= April 11, 2014 — Water supply concerns dominate regional seminar (Pine River Times)

» April 8, 2014 — Haven't heard of the Colorado Water Plan? (Durango Herald)

» March 7, 2014 — Governor pushes state water plan (Durango Herald)

* January 23, 2014 — Colorado continues to wrangle over last drop (Durango Telegraph)

* January 30, 2014 — Anxiety builds over state water plan (Durango Herald)

= October 30, 2013 - Protecting Colorado’s water future by Bruce Whitehead (Durango
Herald and Southwestern Water Conservation District).

In addition, a local radio station, K-WUF, provided coverage and information on the CWP
in May 2014. K-WUF serves all of Archuleta County and parts of La Plata, Hinsdale, and
Mineral Counties in Colorado, as well as portions of northwest New Mexico. Moreover,
the WIP website (www.waterinfo.org) provides information on the IBCC/roundtable
process, as well as links to provide public input to the CWP.

Other Notable Features of the Roundtable Outreach Activities

The Roundtable wanted local decision makers and the public to understand the
status of the basin's consumptive and non-consumptive needs and planned projects.
Related to this, the Roundtable hired a consulting team to work on their BIP. The
consultants met with numerous individuals and organizations to obtain input to update
the Roundtable consumptive and non-consumptive needs assessment, as well as planned
projects related to the BIP. To-date, the BIP consultants have met with and talked to 83
individuals and organizations throughout the Dolores/San Juan River Basin. Appendix X
provides a list of those who were contacted. The consultants reviewed and have
incorporated all public input comments into this Roundtable BIP.

It should be noted, too, that the Roundtable wanted to promote partnerships for
new projects and methods. Therefore, each funding application to the Roundtable was
required to provide information related to collaborative efforts, including cost-sharing.
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Over the years, too, the Roundtable has made numerous recommendations to applicants
about potential future partners. Moreover, the BIP consultants continually worked to
obtain input and promote partnerships.

In addition, the Roundtable felt it was important that the public understand how
they are represented on the roundtable. Related to this, the CWCB produced a very
informative Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) and fact sheet related to the IBCC and
roundtable process that explained how they are represented. Both pieces were regularly
distributed at each of the Roundtable bi-monthly meetings throughout 2013 and 2014.
Also, in early January the CWCB produced a Roundtable fact sheet and that has been
disseminated at each of the Roundtable meetings. It was also sent to the entire
Roundtable email list which is distributed to more than 75 individuals and organizations.
Roundtable members and the public were asked to widely share the FAQ's and fact sheets
with their constituents. This information is also available at the WIP office in Durango and
has been used extensively and disseminated at various public events.

Due to the natural variability of river flows and the hydrologic cycle, the Roundtable
thought it was important that local decision makers and the public understand the
potential for dry as well as wet years. Information pieces related to this were disseminated
at each of the Roundtable meetings, as well as various events and presentations. Some of
those pieces came from or included:

= Cech, T.V. (2010). Principles of water resources (3™ ed.). Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley &
Sons. [Note: Chapter 3 surface water hydrology, to include river components and
morphology]

» Colorado Foundation for Water Education. (2009). Headwaters: Administering
Colorado’s water resources scarcity rules. Denver, CO: Author.

» Grigg, N. S. (2008). Total water management: Practices for a sustainable future.
Denver, CO: American Water Works Association. [NOTE: Chapter 9—Ilaws and
regulations]

= Maxwell, S. (Ed.). (2008). The business of water: A concise overview of challenges and
opportunities in the water market. Denver, CO: American Water Works Association.

In addition, the CWCB developed a drought fact-sheet that was continually disseminated
at each of the Roundtable meetings. This fact-sheet, as well as additional informational
pieces related to variations in the hydrologic cycle, is available on the WIP website and at
the WIP office. They have been disseminated at various functions throughout the
roundtable process.
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Outreach Plan

It will be important to continue to provide information to local decision-makers and
the public about the Roundtable BIP so that people understand what is in the BIP and are
better able to connect to their role in implementing the BIP. In addition, the Roundtable
believes it is important to plan for educational programs that allow for deeper exploration
of the important water issues within the Southwest Basin. To those ends, the following
provides an outreach/education action plan and budget for 2015, as well as a broader,
long-term (five year) plan for outreach:

Continue with bi-monthly Roundtable meetings currently scheduled for: July 9,
2014; September 10, 2014; and November 12, 2014. Add through December 2015
Continue with all of the public education and participation outreach activities
identified in Section 4.1 of this BIP (e.g., local presentations, Annual Water 101
Seminar, newspapers, radio, website, etc.).

Continue with all of the other notable features of Roundtable outreach activities to
include keeping local decision makers and the public informed about consumptive
and non-consumptive needs and planned projects, promoting partnerships,
providing information about how they are represented on the roundtable, and
disseminating information on natural variability of river flows and the hydrologic
cycle.

Moreover, the Roundtable will continue with key components identified in their
original EAP to include:

Consumptive Projects: Relay ‘gap’’ information, to include an action plan and
public participation process, communicate statewide implications of the identified
projects and processes, engage diverse stakeholders, and provide assistance and
information to the Roundtable members and public related to prioritizing projects.
Non-Consumptive Projects: Keep the public and roundtable members informed
about non-consumptive projects and help to bridge the consumptive and non-
consumptive communities while highlighting progressive, multi-purpose solutions.
* Roundtable Member Education: Provide Roundtable members information and

education related to a wide variety of water-related issues and interests (e.g.,

" The gap for the Dolores/San Juan River Basin ranges from a low of 5,120 acre-feet (AF) to a
high of more than 15,000 AF. Relaying this information, to include an action plan and public
participation process, is viewed as a high priority education and outreach component (WIP, 2012,

p. 2).
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climate change, drought planning, groundwater hydrology, interstate
compacts, water quality regulation, etc.).
» Support and utilize existing water education efforts.

It should be noted, that in addition to all of the Roundtable members and their
associated organizations, future partners that could be involved in assisting with
educational programming may include the Colorado Division of Water Resources,
Colorado Water Conservation Board, Animas Watershed Partnership, Mountain Studies
Institute, San Juan Citizen's Alliance, Trout Unlimited, and Southwestern Water
Conservation District.

This section provided a summary of the Roundtable EAP activities that were
conducted in the 2013-2014 timeframe. The goal of Roundtable EAP outreach activities
to date has been to inform decision makers and the public about the roundtable process
and how they can effectively participate in the CWP. Thus far, it is conservatively estimated
that more than 2,300 members of the public, plus roundtable members in the Dolores/San
Juan River Basin have been informed and/or involved in the CWP and public input process.
Constituent support for the Roundtable BIP will be important to meet future water supply
needs. The Roundtable believes that well-informed members and the public will help to
execute this BIP. The Roundtable plans to continue their public education, participation,
and outreach activities well into the future.
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e 2015 EAP and Budget

ONGOING COMMENTS
)BJECTIVE/TASK LEAD TIMELINE EXPENSE | PROCESS/PROJECT? & NOTES
! ar.ea papers Of Ro.undta.ble Denise Rue- Quart'erly WIP Coordinator
es, time, and location; including Pastin meetings $541 Yes time est
‘public' invitation 2016-2020 ]
all - consumptive  and  non- Denise Rue-
> related activities and meetings Pastin 2016-2020 $541 Yes
site
tations to  various local Varies 20162020 $625 Ves Coples.and
'S materials
. L . . Copies, plus 75
e informaron s provided at | Denise Rue | 5016-2020 $1,125 Yes issues of the
P CFWE Water Law
5C $500
on on a variety of topics at Handouts; No, but info needs will be Copies and
. TBD $625 .
meetings Speaker TBD cont. assessed materials
SC: $500
Jltablg meetings are posted on | Denise .Rue— 20162020 $541 Ves WIP (.Zoordlnator
‘and in quarterly newsletters Pastin time est.
y Roundtable update section in | Denise .Rue— 2016-2020 $947 Ves WIP (.Zoordlnator
WIP quarterly newsletters Pastin time est.
Roundtable tab/section on the | Denise .Rue— 20162020 $947 Ves WIP (Foordmator
Pastin time est.
formation provided at each of Denise Rue-
ble meetings on an information Pastin 2016-2020 $625 Yes Copies
janizations that could help with
- CDWR, CWCB, SJCA, SWCD, Varies 2016-2020 N/A Yes
C. $500

$8.017




Table 12. Roundtable 2016 to 2020 EAP and Budget

ONGOING COMMENTS
GOAL OBJECTIVE/TASK LEAD TIMELINE EXPENSE | PROCESS/PROJECT? & NOTES
a) N.Otlfy all area papers Of unndtaple Denise Rue- Quarterly WIP Coordinator
meeting dates, time, and location; including Pastin meetings 2015 $ 108.20 Yes time est
Roundtable ‘open to the public' invitation 9 '
members an.d b) Post all consumptive and non- Denise Rue- Throughout
Qe”era' . public consumptive related activities and meetings Pastin 20?5 $ 108.20 Yes
|nform§t|on and on WIP website
education related - . .
to  consumptive c¢)  Presentations to  various local Varies Throughout $ 12500 Ves Copies and
and hon- organizations 2015 ’ materials
Con'sumptinecwp d) Roundtable information is provided at | Denise Rue- Throughout $ 22500 Ves ii?f:soéfatzz
projects an . .
each Annual Water 101 Workshop Pastin 2015 CEWE Water Law
e) Other/Misc: $ 100.00
a) Drought planning information at| Handouts; 8D § 12500 No, but info needs will Copies and
Roundtable meeting Speaker TBD ' be cont. assessed materials
Roundtable b) Climate change information at Roundtable Handouts; 8D $ 12500 No, but info needs will Copies.and
Members meeting Speaker TBD be cont. assessed materials
Education c) Water qua.lllty regu.latlon QAR water Handouts; No, but info needs will Copies and
hydrology information at Roundtable TBD $ 125.00 .
. Speaker TBD be cont. assessed materials
meeting
d) Interstate compacts information at Handouts; TBD $ 12500 No, but info needs will Copies and
Roundtable meeting Speaker TBD ) be cont. assessed materials
e) Other/Misc: $ 100.00
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Table 13. Continued Roundtable 2016 to 2020 EAP and Budget

ONGOING COMMENTS
GOAL OBJECTIVE/TASK LEAD TIMELINE EXPENSE | PROCESS/PROJECT? & NOTES
a) All Roundtable meetings are posted on | Denise Rue- Throughout $ 10820 Ves WIP Coordinator
WIP website and in quarterly newsletters Pastin 2015 X time est.
Support and
Utilize  Existing | P) There is a Roundtable update section in | Denise Rue- Throughout WIP Coordinator
9 . $ 18935 Yes )
Water Education | €ach of the WIP quarterly newsletters Pastin 2015 time est.
Partners and | ¢) There is a Roundtable tab/section on the | Denise Rue- Throughout $ 189.35 Yes WIP Coordinator
Efforts WIP website Pastin 2015 ' time est.
d) Water mformatpn provided at'each of ‘Fhe Denise Rue- Throughout '
Roundtable meetings on an information . $ 125.00 Yes Copies
Pastin 2015
table
e) Other organizations that could help with . Throughout
efforts (e.g., CDWR, CWCB, SJCA, SWCD, etc) varies 2015 N/A Yes
f) Other/Misc. $ 100.00
TOTAL $ 1,978.30
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4.2 Watershed Health & Water Quality

Wildfire, water quality degradation and other issues related to watershed health
can impact and endanger critical water supplies through impacts to water supply
infrastructure, environmental or recreational values, and/or water quality. The Colorado
Wildland Fire Susceptibility Index (Figure 18), developed by the Colorado State Forest
Service, provides one tool for gaging levels of fire risk within the Southwest Basin. Go to
http://www.coloradowildfirerisk.com/ to obtain fire risk information for specific locations.
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Figure 18. Colorado Wildland Fire Susceptibility Index (Colorado State Forest Service 2008)
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The protection, maintenance, and restoration of Colorado’s water resources are
managed by the Clean Water Program within the Colorado Water Quality Control Division
(WQCD). Colorado’s water quality is assessed periodically in conjunction with the Water
Quality Control Division's triennial review of water quality standards, the development of
discharge permits, the 303(d) List and Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs), and the
completion of special studies. Water bodies are listed as “impaired” under Section 303(d)
of the Clean Water Act when monitoring data demonstrates that the water quality
standard for a pollutant or pollutants is being exceeded. Figure 19 shows the segments
listed as impaired in the Southwest Basin.
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Figure 19. Stream segments listed as impaired in the Southwest Basin

[To be inserted at a later date]
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Current IPPs

There are watershed health protection projects and methods occurring or
completed within each of the Southwest Basin’s eight sub-basins. These efforts range
from broad collaborative watershed groups, to collaborative groups focused on forest
health or water quality to more focused community wildfire mitigation plans aimed at
protecting property and source water protection plans to protect drinking water supplies.
The dialogue and action fostered by these efforts can help protect critical water supplies
from harm by fire, contaminants or other hazards.

In the San Juan sub-basin, there are two groups working on forest and watershed
health focused on public and private lands. The San Juan Headwaters Forest Health
Partnership includes people and organizations representing multiple interests working to
strengthen understanding of methods for improving forest health and long-term
resilience of the watersheds of the Upper San Juan Basin, to broaden knowledge of current
conditions and opportunities, to develop and implement a set of management
approaches and projects, as well as monitoring and adaptive management.

The Chama Peak Land Alliance formed the San Juan -Chama Watershed
Partnership (sanjuanchama.org) to engage public and private stakeholders in
collaborative planning and decision-making in the Navajo River and Rio Blanco
watersheds of Colorado (as well as the Chama watershed in New Mexico). These
watersheds are at very high risk for wildfire and insect and disease mortality, yet they
sustain agricultural operations, tourism-based economies, wildlife populations and public
recreation, as well as supply over 50% of the water supply for Santa Fe and Bernalillo
Counties in New Mexico, via the San Juan Chama Diversion.

In the Animas sub-basin two collaborative groups are working on water quality
issues. In the upper watershed, the Animas River Stakeholders Group is focused on water
quality challenges related to historic mining and natural mineralization in the upper
Animas watershed. The ARSG’s mission is to improve water quality and aquatic habitats
in the Animas River watershed through a collaborative process designed to encourage
participation from all interested parties. Focusing lower in the basin, the Animas
Watershed Partnership works to protect and improve the quality of water resources in the
Animas River. AWP's efforts to date have focused on nutrient, sediment and bacterial
levels based on recent and current sampling efforts, including the Animas Watershed
Based Plan (2011). The Microbial Source Tracking and Nutrient Sampling Project aims to
identify the animal sources of bacterial contamination in the Animas River close to the
Southern Ute/New Mexico Boundary, as well as to measure and compare the
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concentrations of E. coli, total nitrogen and total phosphorus in the Animas River and the
Florida River close to their confluence.

In the Mancos sub-basin, four efforts focus on water quality and watershed health.
The Ute Mountain Ute Tribe, the Mancos Valley Watershed Group have completed
watershed and water quality assessments, and implement projects aimed at improving
watershed health. The Ute Mountain Ute Tribe Environmental Programs Department
recently completed its Mancos River Water Quality Assessment: 2011-2012 (Ute Mountain
Ute Tribe 2013). The Assessment is available at
http://www.utemountainuteenvironmental.org/index.cfm/water-quality/surface-
water/monitoring-assessment/.

The Mancos Valley Watershed Group completed the Mancos Watershed Plan in
2011. The group was formed in 2006 and brings together private landowners,
environmentalists, recreationalists, government agencies and concerned community
members to address goals including improvement of fishing, reduction of copper loading
in the East Mancos, working with irrigators to improve diversions, improvement of the
ecological function of the river, and improvement of summer flows through the town of
Mancos and downstream. In addition as part of the Bureau of Reclamation’s Colorado
River Salinity Control Program, the U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural Resource
Conservation Service's Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP) provides cost
share assistance to landowners in the Colorado River basin, including all sub-basins of the
Southwest Basin, who install salinity control measures. Finally, the Mancos Water
Conservation District plans to conduct Natural Disaster Planning.

In the Dolores River Watershed several groups are focusing on different aspects of
watershed health, The Dolores River Dialogue is a coalition of diverse interests, whose
purpose is to explore management opportunities, build support for and take action to
improve the ecological conditions downstream of McPhee Reservoir while honoring water
rights, protecting agricultural and municipal water supplies, and the continued enjoyment
of rafting and fishing. The Dialogue has completed several assessments, including the
Way Forward, and the Dolores River 319 plan.

The Dolores River Restoration Partnership is a public- private collaboration
“working to remove invasive plants whose extensive growth has displaced native plant
communities, impaired wildlife habitat and forage, hindered recreational opportunities,
and increased risks associated with wildfire.” Their goals include: to “Increase the number
of acres of sustainable, healthy riparian and floodplain plant communities in the
watershed while reducing those dominated by tamarisk and other invasive, non-native
plant species,” and to “Increase opportunities for the next generation of stewards; increase
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public safety both by reducing wildfire-related risks and improving highway safety; and
improve aesthetics.” They have completed the Dolores River Restoration Action Plan
(Dolores River Restoration Partnership 2010) which identified the riparian and floodplain
locations where restoration activities should focus.

Trout Unlimited is currently developing the Upper Dolores River Assessment. This
is an assessment of fisheries and riparian conditions of the Upper Dolores Watershed
aimed at applying the best science to support restoration activities, including
identification of possible restoration and irrigation infrastructure improvement
partnerships in the Dolores Watershed, reaches of the Dolores main stem for possible
restoration work, monitoring, reconnection and/or reintroduction projects on important
tributary streams for native and wild trout.

In the San Miguel sub-basin, the San Miguel Watershed Coalition works to
"advance the ecological health and promote the economic vitality of the watershed
through the collaborative efforts of the entire community. Our ultimate goal is to realize
a watershed that is healthy in every respect while offering a sustainable and quality
lifestyle for all who live in it. The coalition periodically compiles and issues a watershed
health assessment entitled the San Miguel Watershed Report Card.

Also pertinent to water quality in a tributary of the San Miguel are the Carbenaro
Mine Adit Reclamation and the Carribou Mine Tailings and Adit Reclamation Projects,
both aimed at mitigating heavy metal loading to Howard's Fork.

The Uncompahgre Plateau Collaborative Restoration Project (UP CFLRP) is a
collaborative effort engaging public and private partners in efforts “to enhance the
resiliency, diversity and productivity of the native ecosystem of priority National Forest
System lands on the Uncompahgre Plateau, Colorado using best science available and
collaboration.” The group is active in forest health issues across the Uncompahgre
Plateau, including portions of the San Miguel and Dolores watersheds. The UP CFLRP is
completing projects including "active restoration on 160,000 acres that involves
prescribed burns, mechanical treatments, timber harvests, invasive species treatments,
native plant establishment, trail and road relocations (sediment control), riparian
restoration and improvements for Colorado cut throat trout.” (http://uplandscape.org/)

In La Plata, Archuleta and Montezuma Counties, FireWise of Southwest Colorado
has Chapter Coordinators working with home and property owners to help them
understand their fire risk and recommend actions they can take to mitigate that risk. The
organization does education/outreach, planning, and some implementation activities
(creation of demonstration sites, grant writing, incentives for homeowners, etc.
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The main “planning” effort that FireWise of Southwest Colorado is currently
supporting is the development of Community Wildfire Protection Plans or CWPPs. There
is a CWPP in place for each of the five counties in Southwest Colorado, as well as 17
subdivision-level plans in place and another 12 such plans underway.

While the CWPP plans focus primarily on what the subdivision can do, many of
them also make recommendations for actions to be taken on public lands that adjoin the
subdivision. Although the primary emphasis of these CWPPs is on creating defensible
space for homes the wildfire mitigation they promote also helps support healthy forests
and healthy watersheds.

FireWise of Southwest Colorado works closely with  the Colorado State Forest
Service, BLM/USFS, fire departments, Offices of Emergency Management, NRCS,
Conservation Districts and other non-profits like the Southwest Conservation Corps and
San Juan Headwaters Partnership (P. Wilson, Pers. Comm.).

Finally, Source Water Protection Plans promote protection of public water systems
from fire and other potential hazards/sources of contamination. These are voluntary
planning efforts that public water suppliers can pursue with funding support available
through CDPHE and technical/planning support provided by the Colorado Rural Water
Association. In developing these plans, participating public water suppliers identify their
water sources and planning areas, inventory and prioritize potential hazards /sources of
contamination, and identify Best Management Practices that they or partners can
implement to protect their sources of drinking water.

In the Southwest Basin, 23 public water suppliers have completed or are in the
process of developing Source Water Protection Plans for their surface and/or
groundwater intakes. These plans cover the following planning areas: In the Animas basin,
the Florida River watershed upstream of the Durango-La Plata Airport’s water intake, the
Animas River watershed upstream of the City of Durango’s water intake, and the Falls
Creek and Dyke Creek drainages. In the Mancos basin, the source areas for the Mancos
Rural Water Company, Mesa Verde National Park, and the Town of Mancos. In the Dolores
basin the source areas for The town of Rico, Town of Dolores, City of Cortez, Montezuma
Water Company, and the Town of Dove Creek.

4.3 Conservation Projects & Processes

Current IPPs
Currently the SW Basin Roundtable does not identify any municipal water
conservation projects. This lack of identified IPPs should not be interpreted to mean that
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there are no efforts in place or planned to enhance levels of conservation in the basin, as
not every municipality or public water supplier responded to our requests for IPPs.

IPP Concepts

In the course of the interviews gathered around the basin to identify existing IPPs, project
concepts also were discussed and compiled. These are ideas for projects or processes that
people or entities within the basin have, but which do not yet have a sponsor who is
actively pursuing implementing the idea. One IPP concept identified during the planning
process is to work with public water suppliers, including municipalities, to assess their
current indoor to outdoor water use ratio and to incentivize attainment of the 60/40 ratio
included in the SW Basin Measureable Outcome B3. Another IPP concept is the
development of irrigation efficiency programs.

4.4 New Multi-Purpose, Cooperative, & Regional Projects & Processes

The BIP will be used to foster multi-purpose, cooperative and regional IPPs.
Throughout the efforts of updating the IPP list, new partnerships have formed and new
IPPs were identified. While all basins strive towards multi-purpose, cooperative and
regional IPPs not all basins identified new projects during these outreach efforts. Some
basins may have existing IPPs, developed during the SWSI 2010 efforts, which already
encompass the essence of Section 4.4. Below are specific IPPs that are highlighted for IPPs
that demonstrate new multi-purpose and cooperative efforts towards implementation of
projects and processes.

San Juan River Basin
A Geothermal Greenhouse Partnership (GGP) has formed within the San Juan River

basin. The GGP mission is as stated: “Harnessing intrinsic renewable solar and geothermal
energy to grow safe, sustainable, reliable and affordable food for local people, and provide
an attraction for visitors, year around. In doing so, create educational opportunities, nurture
local businesses, create jobs and cultivate pride and economic vitality. *

The project consists of three phases: 1) Development of partnership and building
capacity within the organization; 2) Construction of the project will commence and
utilization of the facilities; and 3) Expanding the influence of the GGP and further
education and outreach efforts. The GGP has relationships with local, state, and national
public and private entities such as: Pagosa Springs Town Council, Archuleta County Board
of County Commissioners, Archuleta School District 50-Jt, U.S. Senator Mark Udall,
Southwest Organization for sustainability, Growing Spaces, Pagosa Verde, 4Core — Four
Corners Office for Resource Efficiency, Davis Engineering Service and Reynolds &
Associates Architecture Engineering.
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Also with in the San Juan River basin multiple processes have formed. Each having
a diverse group of stakeholders working together to address multiple known needs. The
Chama Peak Land Alliance seeks conservation minded landowners to work collaboratively
together to practice and promote ecological and economical sound land management.
The San Juan Headwaters Forest Health Partnership is committed to collaborative
approaches to improve the health and long-term resilience of mixed-conifer forests and
the communities associated with these forests.

Mancos River Basin

The Ute Mountain Ute Tribe has received a grant to develop a Water Conservation
and Management Plan. The plan is a process to discuss development of the Ute Mountain
Ute Tribe allocations in the La Plata, Mancos, San Juan and McEImo basins. This includes
development with non-tribal partners within the Mancos River valley, development into
western La Plata County and eastern Montezuma County, additional needs from the
Dolores Project in the amount of 4,000 AF.

Mancos Water Conservancy District has provided an IPP describing the need to
conduct planning for natural disasters such as fire, floods, etc... This project is in the initial
planning stages and will try to address protection of water supply and water quality for
all values if a natural disaster were to occur.

Dolores and McEImo River Basins

The Dolores Water Conservancy District and the Ute Mountain Ute Tribe are jointly
pursuing the development of an energy dissipating structure (EDS) hydropower project.
This is a collaborative process between users of the Dolores Project. The EDS site is
located on the Towaoc Highline Canal at the transition between Reaches 2 and 3. The
EDS would be a source of renewable energy and annual revenue for the two parties. This
IPP combines renewable energy with existing agricultural delivery practices.

Another IPP the Dolores Water Conservancy District is a proponent of is an
optimization study for the entire Dolores and McEImo river basins. The study plans to
review the available water supplies to evaluate whether the water is being used as
effectively as possible while using existing facilities. The study will recommend additional
management methods and/or facilities that may improve effectiveness. This study will
collaborate with users of the Dolores Project, upper and lower Dolores River, and McEImo
Creek users.

San Miguel River Basin

Montrose County provided a new multi-purpose IPP for the portion of the county
within the Southwest basin. The Montrose County Firming Project will consist of two
phases. The purpose of the project is to provide a reliable source of water for municipal
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and industrial demands over the next 50 years. The first phase is to be completed by
2018, which is a feasibility level engineering study of proposed storage sites and diversion
points pursuant to recent water right filings. The second phase of the project will be to
construct one or two reservoirs, in addition to the Nucla Town Reservoir Enlargement, and
the direct flow points of diversion. The project will address the 3,200 AF gap between
existing water supplies and demands projected to occur by 2060 in the western portion
of Montrose County. The reservoirs release will also provide non-consumptive piscatorial
use and water quality improvements.

4.5 M&l Projects & Processes

Throughout the efforts of updating the IPP list, existing M&I IPP’s were updated
when applicable and new M&I IPPs were identified. While all sub-basins have M&l needs,
not all basins identified new IPPs during these outreach efforts. Below are specific IPPs
that demonstrate the types of M&I IPPs existing or planned within the Southwest Basin.

The IPP list consists of about 30% municipal projects and/or processes. Every basin
has a need for safe, reliable water supplies and adequate infrastructure. The types of IPPs
are water diversion structures construction, improvements to infrastructure, construction
of new infrastructure, and storage facilities (new and existing), to name a few.

The Dry Gulch Water Storage Facility Project is a noteworthy project for providing
municipal water supply. It will incorporate both consumptive and non-consumptive uses
for State and local purpose. The primary proponent of the project is presently San Juan
Water Conservancy District. The off stream facility will have storage capacity of up to
11,000 AF. The project will utilize gravity flow and syphoning to fill and maintain water
levels; this is a cost effective and environmental friendly approach. The project is the
preliminary stages and is currently resolving land ownership issues and securing funding.

Across all sub-basins, the potential for micro hydropower is being explored. As the
technologies for hydropower progress so does the potential for production. These
potential hydropower projects could be associated with irrigation infrastructure and/or
other multi-purpose projects. Multiple sub-basins have specific IPPs addressing the
development of hydropower. Within the San Juan River basin, a small hydropower project
associated with the Dry Gulch Project (utilizing Park Ditch delivery infrastructure) would
be developed in conjunction with the dam project. The Florida Water Conservancy District
within the Animas River basin listed hydropower as need to be meet during utilization of
a new water right (other needs addressed as well). Within the Mancos River basin, there
is potential for hydropower facilities within the canals and ditches with the Mancos River
valley.
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The Dolores and McEImo River basins already have existing hydropower facilities
with two new additions to the IPP list. As described previously in Section 4.4, the Energy
Dissipating Structure Hydropower Development is jointly pursued by the Dolores Water
Conservancy District and Ute Mountain Ute Tribe. The Dolores Water Conservancy District
is also pursuing a development of a Plateau Pumpback Project. This project would utilize
water released from an upper reservoir through a penstock to generate hydropower and
pumped back to the upper reservoir during off-peak demand.

4.6 Agricultural Projects & Processes

Throughout the efforts of updating the IPP list, existing Agricultural IPP's were
updated when applicable and new Agricultural IPPs were identified. While all basins have
some agricultural IPPs, not all basins identified new IPPs during these outreach efforts.
Below are specific IPPs that are highlighted to demonstrate the types of agricultural IPPs
existing or planned within the Southwest Basin.

One overarching concept for all sub-basins is the need for ditch company
improvements and efficiency projects. A plethora of irrigation systems exist in the
Southwest Basin; this leads to not all systems being represented on the IPP list. To account
for these systems, a general IPP exists as a place holder for irrigation systems utilizing
open ditches to deliver water. There is potential to upgrade these ditches (by lining or
piping) to conserve water. Other efficiency projects may exist and should be developed
as needed. Along with this overarching concept, specific IPPs exist for ditch companies
that have identified planned improvements and efficiencies. These projects include ditch
linings and headgate improvements.

Multiple reservoirs exist within the Southwest Basin. The majority of these
reservoirs provide some quantity of agricultural water supply. Agricultural water delivered
from a reservoir may require pumping stations, canals, ditches, piping, and delivery boxes
for connection with irrigators. All these components require routine maintenance and
upgrades. Efficiency improvements are made to conserve water and potentially provide
additional water supplies.

Vallecito Reservoir provides agricultural, municipal, tribal and environmental flows
year-around. Two IPPs are listed regarding the reservoir and infrastructure repairs. Along
with these repairs, continued improvements are being made to the delivery systems and
on-farm irrigation practices that utilize Pine River Irrigation District shares.

Florida Water Conservancy District has multiple needs within the Florida River
drainage (a tributary of the Animas River). One of the many components of their IPP is
irrigation system improvements by the Florida Mesa Ditch Companies that would firm up
agricultural delivery and provide additional water supply for those other uses in Lemon
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Reservoir through the reduction of losses in the delivery system. Currently, nearly all of
the irrigation system delivering water from Lemon Reservoir consists of old, open ditches.
To date 3 miles of ditches have been lined, with future plans to continue these upgrades.

Long Hollow Reservoir is a 5,400 AF storage project in Long Hollow (a sub-basin
of the La Plata River) with construction scheduled to be completed in the fall of 2014. This
reservoir will be used for Compact compliance and exchange water for irrigation water
supply. Potential uses for augmentation and exchange for domestic wells exist too. Along
with the reservoir construction, a water delivery study will be conducted to better meet
La Plata River Compact requirements to the State of New Mexico.

Southwester Water Conservation District holds water rights in the Animas River
that are decreed and available to meet irrigation demands within the La Plata basin. This
water supply could potentially provide water for supplemental supplies on existing
irrigated lands and to provide a supply for full service lands.

The Mancos Water Conservancy District provided multiple new IPPs. These range
from reservoir enlargements, inlet rehabilitation for reservoirs, river measuring stations to
improve water management, and ditch piping to improve conservations.

Irrigators in McEImo Canyon have expressed the need for agricultural water in the
early part of the irrigation season. A pilot project was conducted for a single year: Totten
Reservoir provided releases for agricultural uses during the early months of the irrigation
season. For this to become permanent release improvements to Totten Reservoir must
be made.

Multiple reservoirs exist within the San Miguel basin that have IPPs for reservoir
improvements to enlargements. These reservoirs provide agricultural water to their
surrounding areas as well as water for other uses. It is important to maintain these
reservoirs so supplemental irrigators needs are meet.

4.7 Environmental Projects & Processes

This section provides an overview of the environmental IPPs currently identified in
the Southwest Basin. In the San Juan and Piedra sub-basins, IPPs aim to restore and
improve stream, wetland and Colorado River cutthroat trout habitat. Six IPPs focus on
restoration of aquatic and riparian habitat, and channel stability. These include the Cat
Creek Watershed Project, San Juan River Bank Stability Project, the Navajo River
Restoration, Spring Creek Restoration, San Juan River Village MD River Restoration, and
the Lower Piedra from Hwy 160 to Navajo Lake Projects. Two projects aim to enhance or
create wetlands: Crowley Ranch Reserve Wetland Enhancement and the Sambrito Project.
Two projects focus on working with private landowners to improve habitat for Colorado
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River cutthroat trout Conservation Populations. These are on Himes Creek and Headache
Creek.

In the Pine River sub-basin, the River Ranch Pine River Habitat Improvement Project
will restore aquatic and riparian habitat and channel stability. The Vallecito Reservoir In-
Stream Flow Project aims to allow donation of an in-stream flow to the CWCB to enhance
fish habitat.

In the Animas River sub-basin IPPs aim to improve stream habitat, Colorado River
cutthroat trout habitat and water quality. Four projects focus on improving riparian
habitat, aquatic habitat and/or water quality, including the Salmonid Habitat
Improvement Animas above Howardsville, Animas River Vegetation Management, Florida
River Water Quality Initiative, El Rancho Florida Florida River Riparian and Aquatic Habitat
Improvement, and the Florida River Habitat and Water Quality Improvement Projects.
Two projects focus on native fish. The Hermosa Creek CRCT Metapopulation Project works
to create and sustain habitat for Colorado River cutthroat trout, while the Florida River
Habitat Assessment hopes to work with private landowners to assess habitat for native
warm water fish.

In the La Plata River sub-basin two projects aim to control invasive species: the
Southern Ute Indian Tribe Management of Invasive Riparian Species and Long Hollow
Reservoir Non-Native Fish Control.

In the Mancos River sub-basin, three projects aim to improve aquatic habitat for
native warm water and non-native trout, and/ or riparian habitat. These include the
Mancos Fishing Habitat Improvements, Mancos River Habitat and Diversion Project -
Phase Il, the Ute Mountain Ute Tribe's Mancos River Restoration (riparian and aquatic
natives). The Habitat Assessment of the Mancos River is focused on assessing the quality
of the lower Mancos for native warm water fish.

In the Dolores and McEImo sub-basins three IPPs have the potential to help
address flow needs for native warm water fish (among together with other needs). These
include the DWCD Optimization Study, the Upper Plateau Storage Reservoir, the
Proposed Instream Flow on the Dolores River. The Dolores River Restoration Partnership
and the Dolores Project McPhee Reservoir Aquatic Nuisance Species (ANS) Protection aim
to maintain and improve riparian and aquatic habitat respectively by controlling non-
native species. The Upper Dolores River Assessment will evaluate riparian and aquatic
habitat quality. The Redburn Ranch will improve aquatic habitat connectivity for the non-
native trout fishery. The Future River Stewards project will engage in water quality
sampling and river stewardship education to benefit all uses.
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In the San Miguel sub-basin four IPPs address maintenance of flows for
environmental values. These include the Naturita Creek Proposed ISF, Flow Protection for
Area of Critical Environmental Concern, San Miguel Instream Flow, and Suitability - Wild
and Scenic Rivers Act. Three projects focus on improving habitat for native fish species:
one for Colorado River cutthroat trout (Woods Lake Colorado River Cutthroat Trout
Refuge), and two for native warm water fish (Tabeguache Creek Native Fish Barrier
Removal Project, CCC-Ditch Fish Ladder Repair). The Valley Floor River Channel
Restoration project will improve both aquatic and riparian habitat, Three IPPs focus on
developing new reservoirs which, in addition to meeting municipal and agricultural needs
could include benefits to environmental values. These are the Montrose County Firming
Project Phase 1and Phase 2, and the San Miguel Project.

In addition several projects are multipurpose processes focused on watershed and
forest health and/or water quality. These have the potential to benefit multiple values,
including environmental values. These IPPs are covered in depth in Section 4.2.

4.8 Recreational Projects & Processes

Current IPPs

IPPs that have recreational benefits occur throughout the Southwest Basin. Three
IPPs help maintain or improve whitewater boating recreation. These include the Four
Corners Paddle Trail (Animas sub-basin) Upper Dolores River Recreation Access, San
Miguel Potential Recreational In-Channel Diversion, San Miguel Suitability - Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act, and the CCC-Ditch Fish Ladder Repair.

The following three IPPs will benefit flat-water boating recreation: the Dry Gulch
Storage Facility Project, Lake Nighthorse Recreation, Dolores Project McPhee Reservoir
Aquatic Nuisance Species (ANS) Protection, as well as fishing and waterfowl viewing
opportunities. In addition, eight IPPs plan specifically to improve fishing, waterfowl
viewing and/or hunting opportunities around the basin. These include the San Juan River
Village MD River Restoration, the Spring Creek Restoration, the Crowley Ranch Reserve
Wetland Enhancement, River Ranch Pine River Habitat Improvement, Salmonid Habitat
Improvement Animas above Howardsville, Mancos Fishing Habitat Improvements, Upper
Dolores River Assessment, and Rehabilitation of Priest Lake.

Finally, the several water quality IPPs listed in Section 4.2 have the potential to benefit all
uses, including Recreation.

IPP Concepts
One IPP concept is to update the identification of boatable reaches and boatable/usable

days for the rivers in each sub-basin.
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Section 5. Strategies & Tools for the Projects and Processes

In order to implement this BIP, address the identified challenges and opportunities
within the Basin and ensure reliable water supplies into the future the Roundtable has
identified a suite of strategies and tools. Included are the overarching strategies
considered by the Roundtable in development of the Projects and Processes discussed in
the following sections. Also included are big picture tools for implementation of the IPPs.
The Roundtable recommends and supports these strategies and tools for implementation
of IPPs and cross-basin cooperation.

5.1 Strategies

The water supply in the southwest basin, as in the entire Colorado River Basin, is very
erratic and highly variable from year to year. Tree ring data for nearly 1200 years indicates
that the water supply has historically has had decades long wet cycles and dry cycles.
These overarching strategies attempt to set a framework for how the basin will “live”
through these fluctuating water supplies while implementing our Projects and Processes.

» The Roundtable treats and evaluates all IPPs equally, whether they are
consumptive, non-consumptive, projects or processes. This approach strengthens
the foundation of collaboration and dialogue that already exists within the Basin,
as well as the opportunities for partnerships to address existing and future water
supply challenges. The potential to build partnerships across a range of interests
and needs is identified as a key opportunity and strategy for achieving all of goals
and many of the measureable outcomes identified in this BIP.

» Funding strategies to encourage sponsors to pursue a broad set of potentially
complementary funding sources, and to consider funding their projects from more
than one source.

» The Roundtable intends to continue to cooperate with other Basin Roundtables to
implement components of this BIP, as well as to address new challenges and
pursue new opportunities that may arise in the future.

» Education and outreach about water values, water supplies, available funding
options and new information and tools will be a critical component for the
implementation of this BIP. Education and outreach are specifically identified as
strategies in measureable outcomes, IPP or opportunities relating to M&I water
conservation and reuse, agricultural water projects, recreational uses, water quality
and watershed health.

» Continually improving water management and conservation by all water users is
critical to meeting water demands of any type. At times there is simply not enough
water to meet even one demand without considering all of the possible demands.
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Specific IPPs have not been developed for all possible management and
conservation opportunities but overall strategies include:

» Maintain and improve irrigation delivery facilities in order to reduce
shortages, continue amount of irrigated lands especially pre-Compact
lands, and where possible leave additional flows in streams.

» Continue to reduce the amount of water needed for municipal, domestic,
and industrial purposes through conservation efforts to meet the goal and
measureable outcome herein.

» Environmental and recreational investigate ways to maintain the desired
values with available water supplies.

5.2 Tools for Implementation of IPPs

Education
Key audiences for outreach about resources and tools to meet water needs include

municipalities, drinking water suppliers, mutual ditch companies and irrigation districts,
water conservation districts, recreational companies, resource agencies, non-
governmental organizations, and the people of the Southwest Basin and the State of
Colorado. Such education efforts can occur on many levels throughout the SW Basin,
from individual water users and suppliers around the basin, to collaborative watershed
groups, to the Basin-wide level. of the Southwestern Water Conservation District and the
Water Information Program. Continued funding for the Water Information Program will
help ensure that consistent information is shared and disseminated around the basin to
all users and interests.

Funding Mechanisms

It is clear that additional funding strategies and mechanisms will be needed to fully
implement this BIP. One novel strategy with potential to develop and fund more
multipurpose projects and potentially support multiple IPPs in one funding effort is the
idea of "bundling” a package of proposals. Such a bundle might seek funding for a
number of different projects within the basin, within a sub-basin, or at a specific site. As
an example, a municipal supply project could be “bundled” with an effort to benefit flows
or aquatic habitat for a sensitive species elsewhere in the same sub-basin. Such a strategy
might take a watershed health approach to meeting a broader set of water shed needs.
The advantage of such a strategy is that it might be more easily funded due to its
multipurpose nature.

Using two or more complimentary funds from different levels of private, local, state
and/or federal funding will often be helpful in obtaining the funding match required by
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any one source. Examples of some sources that may be complementary and could work
well together depending on the IPP include:

Local

e Private funds
e Southwestern Water Conservation District Local governments
e Non Profit organizations

e Water Supply Reserve Account Grants from CWCB through the Roundtable

e Loans from CWCB

e Colorado Non-Point Source Program Grants

e Southwest Wetland Focus Area Funding from CPW

e Source Water Protection Planning Grants from CDPHE

e (Colorado Parks and Wildlife Grants(HPP, Fishing is Fun, etc)

e Loans from the Colorado Water Resources and Power Development Authority for
municipal water systems

Federal

e Working Lands for Wildlife Funds from the NRCS and USFWS
e RCPP, EQIP, WIP, or CREP cost-share funds from NRCS

e Water SMART grants (BOR).

e Partners for Fish and Wildlife

This is NOT an exhaustive list. Grant funding programs come and go over time. Their
availability changes with budgetary constraints, and other factors. Check early with
individual agencies to see what funding options they may have available, and when the
deadlines are for application.

Recommendations
In addition to these strategies, the Roundtable submits three recommendations to
the State of Colorado:

WSRA funds are a secure and important source of funds for implementation of the
Southwest BIP. CWCB should not manage these funds on a “use it or lose it" basis.
The Roundtable is concerned that doing so would discourage the development of
more thoughtful and high quality IPPs by forcing the Roundtable to disperse these
funds in a more quick and potentially indiscriminant fashion. The Roundtable
recognizes that there are gaps in the data and understanding regarding the flows
and other conditions necessary to sustain the environmental and recreational
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values identified in the Southwest Basin. The Roundtable also recognizes that the
tools currently available to help maintain those conditions are limited. The
Roundtable has identified two IPPs, described below under Partnerships, to help
address and bridge this need for additional information and tools. These IPPs
should be considered on even priority with other IPPs when considered for basin
and state WSRA funding. Though the WSRA Supplemental Scoring Matrix
describes a scoring matrix for ranking funding, this should only be used as one of
many criteria and should NEVER be used as the sole criteria for funding.

Partnerships

Developing partnerships and collaborative efforts can be an effective tool for
accomplishing multi-purpose IPPs. Partnerships are particularly well suited to combine
with two or more funding sources mentioned above. Partnering with different interests
has the potential to can expand the funding opportunities such as partnering with the
Southern Ute Tribe and/or Ute Mountain Ute Tribe to support implementation of the
Tribal Settlement and other mutually beneficial IPPs.

The Roundtable specifically plans to use partnerships and collaboration to
implement the following two IPPs developed by the Roundtable to help evaluate
environmental and recreational gaps:

1. Evaluation of environmental and or recreation gaps is planned to be conducted
for improvement of non-consumptive resources and/or in collaborative efforts
with development of consumptive IPPs. The evaluations may be conducted by
a subgroup of the Roundtable or by individuals, groups, or organizations with
input from the Roundtable. The evaluation may utilize methodologies such as
the southwest attribute map, flow evaluation tool, R2 Cross, and any other tools
that may be available.

2. Where environmental and/or recreational gaps are identified, a collaborative
effort will be initiated to develop innovative tools to protect water identified as
necessary to address these gaps.

Additional Information and Analysis

In developing this BIP, the Roundtable identified three key data gaps that should be
addressed in order to significantly improve the Basin’s ability to plan for and ensure
reliable water supplies for all uses into the future. The questions behind these data gaps
are:

1. What are the current demands and future needs for water to serve all major
industrial uses in the Southwest Basin (i.e. snowmaking, mining, oil and gas
development, etc.)?
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2. What are the water supply related needs of the non-community nonpublic
water systems in the Basin? How can the Roundtable identify and improve
communication and outreach to these systems?

3. What are the flows and other conditions necessary to sustain environmental or
recreational values associated with specific reaches around the Basin? What are
boatable flows for segments that support recreational whitewater boating
values?

4. What new or existing tools can be developed and employed at the reach, local,
basin and/or state level to maintain the conditions that sustain environmental
or recreational values on segments around the Basin?

5. What specific stream and lake segments currently support environmental and
recreational values within the Roundtable? What are those values? The
segments and values mapped for SWSI 2010 should be brought up to date.

By addressing these questions, the Roundtable plans to develop tools to fill data or
analysis gaps that challenge the Basin’s ability to adequately plan for and maintain water
supplies for all values and uses within the Basin.

Cross-Basin Cooperation

The Southwest Basin intends to continue its involvement in two current cross-basin
cooperative efforts. One is the IBCC's effort to develop a conceptual agreement between
roundtables regarding how to approach a potential future trans-mountain diversion from
the West Slope to the East, including the discussion of a possible Future Use Allocation.
Another cross —basin cooperative effort is the Southwestern Water Conservation District's
participation as a member of the Water Bank Working Group to develop a Compact water
bank.
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Section 6. How the BIP meets the Roundtable’s Goals &
Measureable Outcomes

The Roundtable has crafted the BIP to represent the values and goals of the
Southwest Basin. The BIP’s implementation will meet identified gaps and water supply
needs as related to these goals and measurable outcomes. Where water supply needs
and gaps are not known, the BIP provides for a process to develop the information and a
loop back to revise the BIP as needed, consistent with the Roundtable’s principle that the
BIP is a “living document.”

Since SWSI 2010, the Roundtable success rate for completing IPPs is 44%. A total
of 55 projects were completed since the drafting of the SWSI 2010 list. While many
projects are now complete, through the BIP outreach process an additional 75 projects
were added to the list. Table 14 shows the breakdown of completed IPPs to date by sub-
basin. To date, the Roundtable has granted $1,791,361 from the Southwest Basin account
and $5,160,359 from the statewide account.

Table 14. IPPs Completed To Date

IPPs outstanding Success Rate

from SWSI 2010 | NEW IPPs | Completed | for 2011 list
San Juan 4 11 3 43%
Piedra 3 2 7 70%
Pine 4 6 16 80%
Animas 16 15 13 45%
La Plata 6 5 0 0%
Mancos 6 17 4 40%
Dolores/McEImo 11 12 4 27%
San Miguel 21 7 8 28%
Total 71 75 55 44%

The list totals about 130 IPPs for all sub-basins. Of these 130, about 50% of the IPPs are
for needs such as agricultural, municipal and industrial while the remaining 50% of the
IPPs are for environmental and recreational needs.
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Meeting Theme A,B, C, and F Goals and Measureable Outcomes
Table 15 shows how IPPs listed in Appendix A will address the following goals

identified by the Roundtable in Section 1, assuming they are completed: by 2050.

A.

mOoOnNnw®

Balance All Needs and Reduce Conflict
Maintain Agriculture Water Needs

Meet Municipal and Industrial Water Needs

Preserve Water Quality
Comply with CO River Compact and Manage Risk.

Table 15. How the Southwest Basin Implementation Plan IPPs address Theme A, B, C, F,
and G Goals and Measureable Outcomes

Theme

Measureable Outcome

Basin Implementation Plan

A

1.

100% of new IPPs shall consider
from the initial planning stages
maintaining and  enhancing
environmental and recreational
needs.

Not known.

Complete 19 multipurpose IPPs
to meet identified gaps.

19 IPPs on list to date.

Initiate and participate in 10
processes that promote
dialogue, foster cooperation and
resolve conflict.

10 IPPs on list to date.

At least 50% of sub-basins have
existing or planned IPPs that are
protective of critical
infrastructure and/or
environmental and recreational
areas and watershed health.

100% of sub-basins have
existing or planned IPPs.
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Theme

Measureable Outcome

Basin Implementation Plan

. All towns and major water supply

systems with water supply
infrastructure have watershed/
wildfire assessments that identify
strategies/ treatments necessary
to mitigate the impacts that
occur to hydrology in a post-fire

environment.

100%

. Al major

have
watershed/ wildfire assessments
that identify
strategies/treatments necessary
to mitigate the impacts that
occur to hydrology in a post-fire
environment.

reservoirs

100%

Implement agricultural sharing
projects in order to help preserve
agriculture and open space
values, and to seek other means
to address municipal,
environmental, recreational, and
industrial needs; while respecting

private property rights.

No IPP.

Implement strategies that avoid
permanent agriculture transfers.

No IPP.
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Theme

Measureable Outcome

Basin Implementation Plan

. The water providers in the state

that are wusing dry up of
agricultural (defined as
requiring a water court change
case) and/or pursuing a new
Trans-mountain Diversion (TMD)
(as defined by IBCC to be a new
west slope to east slope diversion
project) shall have a higher
standard of conservation. The
goal for these water providers is
a ratio of 70/30.

land

For 2013: Pagosa (75/25)
Durango (57/43)
(60/40)

Cortez

. Implement at least 10 agricultural

water efficiency projects
identified as IPPs (by sub-basin).

10 IPPs

. Complete 41 IPPs identified in

2014 IPP list (includes all basins)
aimed at meeting municipal
water needs.

41 IPPs (about 30% of total
IPP list)

. Consistently meet

100% of
residential, commercial and
industrial water system demands

in each sub-basin.

Unknown

. Implement projects that protect

or enhance the ability of public
water supply systems to access
and deliver safe drinking water
that meets all health-based

standards.

1 SWPP IPP
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Theme

Measureable Outcome

Basin Implementation Plan

. Change the ratio of in-house to

outside treated water use for
municipal and domestic water
systems (referred to as water
providers herein) from the
current ratio of 50/50 to 60/40
for southwest Colorado and the
entire State by 2030.

. Implement 3

informational
events about water reuse efforts
and strategies.

No IPP.

. The water providers in the state

that are wusing dry up of

land (defined as
requiring a water court change
case) and/or pursuing a new
Trans Mountain Diversion (TMD)
(as defined by IBCC to be a new
west slope to east slope diversion
project) shall have a higher
standard of conservation. The
goal for these water providers is
a ratio of 70/30. Water providers
proposing a new TMD shall
achieve a 60/40 ratio by 2020 and
70/30 by 2030 (high
conservation) as a prerequisite
for the Roundtable to consider
support of a new TMD.

agricultural

Included in TMD criteria

. By 2016, replace the following

statewide outcomes with
outcomes based on the current
status of these measures in the
Roundtable area.
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Theme

Measureable Outcome

Basin Implementation Plan

1.

60% of stream miles and 40% of
reservoir
quality standards and support all
designated uses.

acres attain water

TBD

15% of impaired stream miles
and reservoir acres are restored
to meet all applicable water
quality standards.

TBD

50% of stream miles and 30% of
reservoir are attaining
water quality standards.

acres

TBD

100% of existing direct use and
conveyance use reservoirs attain
the applicable standards that
protect the water supply use
classification.

TBD

Implement 6 IPPs to monitor,
protect or improve water quality.

6 IPPs

Water providers proposing a
new TMD shall achieve a 60/40
ratio by 2020 and 70/30 by 2030
(high
prerequisite for the Roundtable
to consider support of a new
TMD.

conservation) as a

See above.

A conceptual agreement is
developed between roundtables
regarding how approach a
potential future trans-mountain
diversion from the West Slope to
the East.

In progress.
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Theme | Measureable Outcome Basin Implementation Plan
G 3. Protect 100% of pre-compact | Protected by current DWR
water rights in the SW Basin. policy on pre-22 rights.
G 4. Implement 2 IPPs aimed at|2IPPs
utilizing Tribal Water Rights
Settlement water.
G 5. Implement 2 [IPPs aimed at|2IPPs
meeting La Plata River compact.
G 6. Participate in Compact water | SWCD is participant in
bank efforts. Water Bank Working Group

Meeting Theme D and E Goals and Measureable Outcomes

In order to begin to gage how well this BIP may address the Goals and Measureable
Outcomes identified to meet Environmental and Recreational water needs, the map of
2014 environmental and recreational IPPs (including multipurpose IPPs) (Figure 20 & 21)
was overlaid onto Figures 2 and 3, the maps of Southwest Basin environmental and
recreational attributes with no identified flow protections. This mapping allows an
assessment of the stream reaches where environmental and recreational values exist with

some level of protection, project or process that could benefit the values at some level,
and of the stream reaches where no such protections, projects or processes appear to

exist.
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Figure 20. Map of all 2014 Environmental, Recreational or Multipurpose IPPs and
Recreational Attributes without Flow Protections

Meters
] 15,000 30,000 £0,000

Legend

Ernvironmental, Recreational, or Multipurpose IPPs
ammmes Recreational Attributes without flow protections
WCQ%-E

| Wilderness, National Parks, ISFs, or W&S Suitable

110|Page



Figure 21. Map of all 2014 Environmental, Recreational or Multipurpose IPPs
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The Roundtable recognizes that there are significant gaps in the data and
understanding regarding the flow regimes (stream flow frequency, magnitude, duration
and timing) and other conditions necessary to sustain many of the environmental and
recreational values identified in the Southwest Basin. The Roundtable also recognizes that
the tools currently available to help maintain those conditions are limited. Therefore the
Roundtable cautions against any assumption that the presence of an existing protection
(e.g. ISF) or of an IPP is sufficient to maintain or sustain the attribute(s) identified in that
reach. Assessment of the sufficiency of such measures depends on the particular
attributes, the condition of the stream reach and the measures in place, and is better
conducted on a reach by reach basis. The Roundtable has identified two IPPs that it hopes
can help address and bridge these needs for more information and additional tools
(Sections 4&5).

Table 16 summarizes available information about how well this BIP may address the
suite of Theme D and Theme E goals and measureable outcomes identified in Section 1
upon completion of the Environmental and Recreational IPPs in Appendix A. The analyses
of stream miles in this table make use of the information on values developed in SWSI
2010, maps of the existing flow protections in the Southwest Basin (e.g. ISFs, Minimum
Lake Levels, RICDs, Wilderness and National Park Service lands, and Wild and Scenic
Suitability), and the Southwest Basin 2014 updated IPP list.

It is important to note that the stream mile percentages in Table 15 do not necessarily
measure anticipated progress toward the corresponding measureable outcome upon
implementation of the 2014 IPPs. Rather, these percentages represent only the miles out
of all the stream miles occupied by a specific value, where some level of protection, benefit
or attention from existing protections, or from current IPPs may exist upon completion of
those IPPs. The Roundtable cannot measure the sufficiency of these protections or the
anticipated projects and processes at this time.
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Table 166. How the Southwest Basin Implementation Plan IPPs may address Recreational
(Theme D) and Environmental (Theme E) Measureable Outcomes

Theme | Measureable Outcome Basin Implementation Plan

D 1. Implement 10 IPPs to benefit | There are 10 IPPs currently listed that
recreational values and the | involve education about, enhancement
economic value they provide. of, protection of, or access to

recreational uses.

D 2. At least 80% of the areas with | While the level to which they may be
recreational opportunities have | secure is unknown, the percent of total
existing or planned IPPs that | stream miles for each recreational
secure these opportunities and | attribute that have some level of
supporting  flows/lake levels | protection, benefit or attention from
within the contemporary legal | existing protections or from existing or
and water management context. | planned IPPs is:

Whitewater Boating: 83 %

Flatwater Boating: 4%

Gold Medal Trout Streams: 1%

Other fishing Streams and Lakes: 60%
Audubon Important Bird Areas: 8%
Waterfowl Hunting /Viewing Parcels:
52%

Ducks Unlimited Projects: 22%

(Note: these cannot be added to for a
total percentage because some
attributes are found within the same
reach.)

E 1. Implement 15 IPPs to directly | There are 10 IPPs listed that aim to
restore, recover or sustain | restore, recover or sustain endangered,
endangered, threatened, and |threatened, or imperiled aquatic or
imperiled aquatic and riparian | riparian dependent species or plant
dependent species and plant | communities.
communities.
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Theme

Measureable Outcome

Basin Implementation Plan

2. At least 95% of the areas with
federally listed water-dependent
species have existing or planned
IPPs that secure the species in
these reaches as much as they
can be secured within the
existing legal and  water
management context.

TBD. Not currently known because we
do not currently possess maps of the
habitat for these species.

3. At least 90% of areas with

identified sensitive species (other
than ESA species) have existing or
planned projects and methods
that provide direct protection to
these values.

While the level to which they may be
protected is unknown, the percent of
total stream miles for each sensitive
species that have some level of
protection, benefit or attention from
existing protections or from existing or
planned IPPs is:

Colorado River Cutthroat Trout: 72%,
Roundtail Chub: 43%,

Bluehead Sucker: 49%,

Flannelmouth Sucker: 54%

River Otter: 66%,

Northern Leopard Frog: 32%,

Active Bald Eagle Nests: 40%,

Rare Plants: 42%.

(Note: these cannot be added to for a
total percentage because some
attributes are found within the same
reach.)

4. Implement 26 IPPs to benefit the

condition of fisheries and
riparian/wetland habitat.

There are 26 IPPs that aim to benefit
the condition of fisheries, riparian or
wetland habitat.

5. At least 80% of areas with

environmental  values  have
existing or planned projects and
methods that provide direct
protection to these values.

Not known.
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