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1

6/21/14 Jacob Beck, Colorado Citizen Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us Text from email: "Are you trying to kill this state and more? All this big talk about protecting the environment but instead 
you turn around and sell out to the highest bidder, ie. oil companies. Water is the life of the western slope but in the 
irresponsible wants and desires of the front range I guess it doesn't matter does it?"

None Staff Response: Each Basin Roundtable is made up of a diverse set of stakeholders and the inclusion 
of both an environmental and recreational representative is required by the Colorado Water for the 
21st Century Act. In addition, representatives from each county, municipalities within each county, 
industry, agriculture, and domestic water suppliers are required. Lastly, a representative from each 
water conservation and conservancy district are also mandated. There are also several other at large 
seats, and many of these are held by environmental interests, and many of the local government 
representatives are also focused on environmental and recreational issues since their citizens care 
about these topics and the area may be dependent on tourism. Lastly, the public will have the ability 
to comment on Colorado's Water Plan over the course of this year and next through several 
iterations. Many roundtables will also be having public review, which the CWCB is encouraging. With 
regards to fracking, this practice currently uses approximately 18,000 acre feet per year, which is a 
very small proportion of Colorado's overall water use. However, there may be some areas where 
there are greater regional effects. In addition, power plants that burn natural gas tomake energy use 
less water than traditional power plants. Colorado's Water Plan will recognize that there is an energy 
water nexus.

2

6/23/14 Peg Rooney, Colorado Citizen Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us A water plan should address, not only water conservation, reuse and agriculture, it should also contain recommendations 
about drought management strategies, the relationship between land use decisions and water availability, improving water 
quality, investment in efficient infrastructure, protection of riparian zones and compliance with the Endangered Species Act 
of 1973. Recommendations: 1. Selling high efficiency plumbing fixtures in new homes 2. Stronger water pricing 3. Water 
conservation plans for utility companies 4. Assessing the broad ecosystem water needs 5. Control and use of flood 
waters/rainwater harvesting 6. Education for water consumers and training for water operations managers 7. Relooking at 
projected growth rates, water demand, need for revised cost estimates before recommending more dams and more 
expansions 8. Requiring strategies for existing reservoirs to operate with increased efficiency 9. Agriculture- Voluntary 
reduction of water use through crop incentive programs, e.g. paying irrigators to fallow some fields; limiting irrigations; 
decreasing the amount of water applied; planting low water crops; delaying irrigation; capturing rainwater 10. Maximize 
water delivery through investments in water supply infrastructure 11. Reject new supply projects from the Colorado River 
12. Require water recycling by "frackers" 13. Temporary demand reduction 14. Maintaining, not weakening, approval and 
permitting processes. Although permitting can take time, it is necessary to determine if proceeding with costly and 
environmentally-sensitive projects are based on realistic and accurate projections. 15. Overcoming the bias toward 
economic and consumptive interests, at the expense of natural resources. 

None Staff Response: Many of the commenter's suggestions are incorporated into Colorado's Water Plan. 
Points 1-3 are captured in Section 6.3.1 "M&I Conservation" and Senate Bill 14-103, also referred to 
as the fixtures bill. Point 4 is captured in Chapter 3 "Water Demand by Sector" and Section 6.6 
"Environmental and recreational projects and methods". Point 5 is captured in Section 7.2 "Natural   
disaster Management" and Section 6.3.2 "Reuse" for rainwater harvesting. Point 6 is captured in 
Section 9.4 "Outreach, education, and public engagement". Point 7 is captured in Chapter 5 "Water 
Demand by Sector", Section 6.5 " Municipal, industrial, and agricultural infrastructure projects and 
methods" and Section 9.1 "Economics & funding". Points 8 and 9 are captured in Section 6.3.4
"Agricultural conservation, efficiency, and reuse" and 6.4 "Alternative Agricultural to Urban 
Transfers". Point 10 is captured in Section 6.5 "Municipal, industrial, and agriculture infrastructure 
projects and methods". Point 11 is captured in Chapter 9 " Interstate and Intrastate Agreements and 
Projects". Point 12 is captured in Section 6.3.5 "Self-supplied industrial". Point 13's meaning is 
unclear. Point 14 is captured in Section 9.3 "Framework on more efficient water project permitting 
processes" which stresses the need to make permitting more efficiency and effective not weaker. To 
the commenter's final point, the four values driving Colorado's Water Plan include attention to 
environmental needs. Those four values are 1) vibrant and sustainable cities, 2) viable and 
productive agriculture, 3) a robust recreation and tourism industry, and 4) a thriving environment 
that includes healthy watersheds, rivers, streams, and wildlife. Meeting Colorado's nonconsumptive 
needs is a critical aspect of Colorado's Water Plan. The Basin Implementation Plans and Colorado's 
Water Plan will incorporate conservation as a critical component to helping meet future water 
needs.
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3

6/24/14 Bill Petty, Environmental Defense Fund Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us Text from email: "To Whom It May Concern: Attached are the names of 1,004 Colorado residents who have signed an 
online alert sent by Environmental Defense Fund on 24 May 2014. Of these responses, 45 have been personalized and are 
attached in a separate document. The text of the original message that they signed reads: Gov. Hickenlooper has said that 
"every conversation about water should begin with conservation," and I could not agree more. Water is our most precious 
natural resource and we must take steps now to protect and preserve it in a way that will benefit Colorado's rivers, wildlife, 
recreation, agriculture, businesses and residents. As you oversee the creation of a plan to meet our future water needs, I 
urge you to prioritize the following goals: 1. Keep Colorado's rivers healthy and flowing. Colorado's rivers are an integral 
part of our unique heritage and way of life. Rivers support our wildlife, agriculture, and a multi-billion dollar tourism 
industry. Protecting and restoring our rivers must be a top priority. 2. Increasing and prioritizing efficiency and conservation 
are crucial to our ability to meet our growing water needs. State studies have shown that existing water conservation 
efforts will have to expanded to ensure we can meet the needs of a growing population. Expand conservation incentives, 
increase indoor and outdoor efficiency and support recycling programs. 3. Help farmers and ranchers increase their profits 
and productivity through investments in modernizing agricultural and water sharing practices. The state should support 
voluntary, compensated, and flexible water-sharing agreements between agricultural producers and growing communities 
while respecting their water rights, as well as incentives to improve agricultural infrastructure that benefits operations and 
rivers. 4. Avoid new, large, trans-mountain water diversion projects.  Trans-mountain diversion projects that drain water 
from West Slope rivers to supply growing Front Range demands are controversial, costly and damaging. Prioritize 
conservation and reuse so we can make every drop count and avoid the need for these projects. Thank you for helping to 
keep these four goals at the forefront of Colorado's water plan drafting process. Please take their concerns into account, 
and make Colorado’s rivers a top priority in the Colorado Water Plan.
Sincerely, Bill Petty"

Spreadsheet of all 
submissions

Staff Response: Thank you to the Environmental Defense Fund for organizing their constituent 
comments. The four values driving Colorado's Water Plan include attention to environmental needs. 
Those four values are 1) vibrant and sustainable cities, 2) viable and productive agriculture, 3) a 
robust recreation and tourism industry, and 4) a thriving environment that includes healthy 
watersheds, rivers, streams, and wildlife. Meeting Colorado's nonconsumptive needs is a critical 
aspect of Colorado's Water Plan. The Basin Implementation Plans and Colorado's Water Plan will 
incorporate conservation as a critical component to helping meet future water needs. Scenario 
planning indicates that a new transmountain diversion may not be needed in the future, however 
some futures suggest that new transmountain diversions may be a necessary part of Colorado's 
water supply portfolio. Colorado's Water Plan will not include any specific transmountain water 
projects, but it will discuss how we can move forward with this option should it be needed, based on 
the IBCC's work. CWCB staff suggests that the commenter read the "Citizen's Guide to Interstate 
Compacts" published by the Colorado Foundation for Water Education.

4

6/24/14 Daniel Trimm, Colorado Citizen Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us Text from email: "I would like to state my objections to proposals to dam and divert Colorado river water on a basis of 
monetary and environmental reasons."

None Staff Response: The four values driving Colorado's Water Plan include attention to environmental 
needs. Those four values are 1) vibrant and sustainable cities, 2) viable and productive agriculture, 3) 
a robust recreation and tourism industry, and 4) a thriving environment that includes healthy 
watersheds, rivers, streams, and wildlife. Meeting Colorado's nonconsumptive needs is a critical 
aspect of Colorado's Water Plan. The Basin Implementation Plans and Colorado's Water Plan will 
incorporate conservation as a critical component to helping meet future water needs. Colorado's 
Water Plan will not include any specific transmountain water projects, but it will discuss how we can 
move forward with this option should it be needed, based on the IBCC's work. The CWCB would like 
encourage to multipurpose projects and full mitigation.

5

6/24/14 Charles W. Howe, Colorado Citizen Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us Text from email: "Ladies and Gentlemen: conservation, water reuse and vast changes in State and national agricultural 
policies must be keys in  our State and national water plans. Our increasing water needs will come from agriculture, 
whether the planners want it or not. Let’s be realistic   while treating the West Slope and the environment as partners.  
Cheers! Chuck (Charles W.)  Howe, Boulder."

None Staff Response: Agriculture uses the majority of water in Colorado and is an important economic 
driver in the state. The Basin Roundtables and the Colorado Water Conservation Board have 
engaged a number of agricultural representatives, pursuant to the Colorado Water for the 21st 
Century Act. For further information, please read Chapter 6.

6

6/25/14 Karen Gale, Colorado Citizen Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us Text from email: "Instead of draining Front Range rivers, drying up Western Colorado, paving over farms, and supporting 
massive public debt, this plan should promote water conservation and efficiency, water recycling, water-sharing 
agreements with farmers, and cost-effective alternatives. These alternatives aren't rocket science - this path forward has 
been laid out to the state government for years."

None Staff Response: The commenter's suggested solutions are included in Colorado's Water Plan. For 
reference, please review Chapter 9. 

7

6/25/14 Sara Carlson, Colorado Citizen Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us Text from email: "I have lived in Colorado for 20 years, and though I am not a native, I own land here and I love this place. I 
am distressed to hear the contents of the proposed Colorado Water Plan. Instead of draining Front Range rivers, drying up 
Western Colorado, paving over farms, and supporting massive public debt, this plan should promote water conservation 
and efficiency, water recycling, water-sharing agreements with farmers, and cost-effective alternatives. I also believe that in 
a time when Colorado's own citizens face drought and water restrictions, Colorado's water should not be sold to bottling 
plants, or sold to water lawns in Arizona and California. It is our responsibility to care for this beautiful place where we live, 
and to protect it for future generations. The Colorado Water Plan as it stands, does neither of these. Please create another 
panel to make recommendations that includes representatives from the environmental sector, river protection/restoration 
groups, and others who are concerned with PROTECTING our natural resources. These voices should represent 50% of the 
panel - equal to the voices of those greedy businessmen interested in EXPLOITING our natural resources."

None Staff Response: Each Basin Roundtable is made up of a diverse set of stakeholders and the inclusion 
of both an environmental and recreational representative is required by the Colorado Water for the 
21st Century Act. In addition, representatives from each county, municipalities within each county, 
industry, agriculture, and domestic water suppliers are required. Lastly, a representative from each 
water conservation and conservancy district are also mandated. There are also several other at large 
seats, and many of these are held by environmental interests, and many of the local government 
representatives are also focused on environmental and recreational issues since their citizens care 
about these topics and the area may be dependent on tourism. Lastly, the public will have the ability 
to comment on Colorado's Water Plan over the course of this year and next through several 
iterations. Many roundtables will also be having public review, and CWCB is encouraging this. 
Additionally, Colorado does not sell water to Arizona or California. Colorado is engaged in and a 
participant of an interstate compact that was ratified by the U.S. Congress. We are obliged to follow 
this compact. The state is working vigorously with other upper basin states and the Colorado River 
Basin as a whole to mitigate any risks Colorado may face with regard to compact compliance and 
other interstate issues.



Colorado's Water Plan - Input Received
between 6/21/2014 - 8/20/2014

Item 
Number

Date Input Provided By Method of Input Submission
Related 

Chapters of CWP 
Framework

Summary of Input
Documents Submitted for 

Review
Staff Responses and Recommendations

8

6/26/14 Lisa Buchanan, Colorado Citizen Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us Text from email: "Attached are comments for the State Water Plan of Colorado.  I have spent numerous hours evaluating 
the EIS for the Moffat-Gross Expansion Project.  The project would essentially dry up the Fraser basin and not achieve the 
stated firm yield goal of the project. In fact, nowhere in the EIS was the firm yield documented as this is not required by the 
Colorado Division of Water Resources.  Given the very large impacts additional diversions will impose on the upper 
Colorado basin communities, all water utilities should be obligated to document the firm yield of their existing and 
proposed water supply systems to better understand what is required to meet future increases in demand and plan for 
drought years. After completing an independent firm yield analysis for the Moffat-Gross project, which is also attached, I 
am more than ever convinced that now is the time to stop further diversions from the Upper Colorado Basins since the 
proposed eastern slope reservoirs or buckets will likely not provide the intended water supply benefit while the western 
slope basins WILL be dried up and pass the "tipping point."  In addition, my analysis of water depletions in the Colorado 
River at Kremmling I provided for the EIS comments, showed that Colorado River flows at this USGS gage have been 
depleted by 70 to 75 percent of pre-diversion flows in the irrigation season; very close to the 90 percent depletion mark 
when calls from downstream Colorado Compact states are highly likely.  Taking more out of the upper basins both for 
Denver and for northern Colorado does not seem like the best path forward. I will be signing up to talk at one of the CWCB 
meetings in July or September."

Comments Staff Response:  The four values driving Colorado's Water Plan include attention to environmental 
needs. Those four values are 1) vibrant and sustainable cities, 2) viable and productive agriculture, 3) 
a robust recreation and tourism industry, and 4) a thriving environment that includes healthy 
watersheds, rivers, streams, and wildlife. Meeting Colorado's nonconsumptive needs is a critical 
aspect of Colorado's Water Plan. The Basin Implementation Plans and Colorado's Water Plan will 
incorporate conservation as a critical component to helping meet future water needs. Colorado's 
Water Plan will not support specific projects, however a broad group of stakeholders including 
members of the environmental community such as Trout Unlimited are in support of the Colorado 
River Cooperative Agreement which includes Moffat Expansion Project. This collaborative approach 
is encouraged in Colorado's Water Plan.

9

6/21/14 - 7/18/14  Emails generated from individuals who 
submitted a form letter online through 
the Environmental Defense Fund and 
change.org

Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us 5.9, 5.6.1, 5.6.4, 
5.11

Copy of form letter: "Gov. Hickenlooper has said that "every conversation about water should begin with conservation," 
and I could not agree more. Water is our most precious natural resource and we must take steps now to protect and 
preserve it in a way that will benefit Colorado's rivers, wildlife, recreation, agriculture, businesses and residents. As you 
oversee the creation of a plan to meet our future water needs, I urge you to prioritize the following goals: 1. Keep 
Colorado’s rivers healthy and flowing. Colorado's rivers are an integral part of our unique heritage and way of life. Rivers 
support our wildlife, agriculture, and a multi-billion dollar tourism industry. Protecting and restoring our rivers must be a 
top priority. 2. Increase and prioritize efficiency and conservation. Finding ways to reduce our water usage is crucial to our 
ability to meet our growing water needs. State studies have shown that water providers will need to reduce current water 
use by 35% by 2050 in order to meet our future demands. Expand conservation incentives, increase indoor and outdoor 
efficiency and support recycling programs. 3. Modernize agricultural and water sharing practices. The state should support 
voluntary, compensated, and flexible water-sharing agreements between agricultural producers and growing communities 
while respecting their water rights, as well as incentives to improve agricultural infrastructure that benefits operations and 
rivers. 4. Avoid new, large, trans-mountain water diversion projects. Trans-mountain diversion projects that drain water 
from West Slope rivers to supply growing Front Range demands are controversial, costly and damaging. Prioritize 
conservation and reuse so we can make every drop count and avoid the need for these projects. Thank you for helping to 
keep these four goals at the forefront of Colorado's water plan drafting process."

Over 5,000 letters 
received

Staff Response: 1) The CWCB and the Basin Roundtables will be working to support conservation, 
environment, and recreation in the Basin Implementation Plans and draft of Colorado's Water Plan. 
Meeting Colorado's nonconsumptive needs is a critical aspect of Colorado's Water Plan. In addition, 
the CWCB's Water Supply Reserve Account (WSRA) grant program has been used by several basins 
to analyze water flow requirements related to ecological values. 2) With regard to conservation, the 
Basin Implementation Plans and Colorado's Water Plan will incorporate conservation as a critical 
component to helping meet future water needs. Initial work indicates that conservation will likely be 
able to meet the needs of an additional one million people. This is not enough to meet all of 
Colorado's future water demand, so Colorado's Water Plan will also encourage balanced 
multi-purpose projects to meet our future water needs. 3) Agricultural water sharing and 
modernizing agricultural efficiencies are aspects of Colorado's Water Plan and included in Section 6.4 
and Subsection 6.3.4. 4) Colorado's Water Plan will incorporate conservation and reuse, however 
those strategies alone might not be enough to meet Colorado's future water needs. Additional 
balanced options need to be explored.

10

6/27/14 Emails generated from individuals who 
submitted a form letter online through 
Save the Colorado website

Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us 1, 5.6, 5.9 Copy of form letter: "Dear Governor Hickenlooper, In your State of the State address, you have said that "every discussion 
about water should start with conservation." I could not agree more -- now it's time to put your words into action! Many of 
Colorado's rivers -- including the Colorado River itself, which flows from Colorado to Los Angeles and Mexico -- are already 
drained and depleted. Further, climate change is a new and bigger threat that will likely decrease the water flowing in our 
rivers. Despite this, some Colorado cities are trying to build more dams and diversions to take even more water out of our 
rivers. This is the wrong path forward! We need to protect and restore the rivers in Colorado so that people in the 
Southwest can have safe, clean, drinking water and healthy rivers flowing throughout our region of the U.S. As you and 
your staff formulate Colorado’s Water Plan, please provide leadership in three key areas: 1. Push for water conservation, 
reuse, and recycling as key steps in securing our future water needs. 2. Do not support new dams and diversions from 
Colorado's rivers. 3. Start focusing on river restoration. I urge you and Colorado’s Water Conservation Board to protect 
Colorado’s future by safeguarding our rivers for future generations. Thank you!"

2 letters received Staff Response: The four values driving Colorado's Water Plan include attention to environmental 
needs. Those four values are 1) vibrant and sustainable cities, 2) viable and productive agriculture, 3) 
a robust recreation and tourism industry, and 4) a thriving environment that includes healthy 
watersheds, rivers, streams, and wildlife. The Basin Implementation Plans and Colorado's Water Plan 
will incorporate conservation as a critical component to helping meet future water needs. Initial 
work indicates that conservation will likely be able to meet the needs of an additional one million 
people. This is not enough to meet all of Colorado's future water demand, so Colorado's Water Plan 
will also encourage balanced multi-purpose projects to meet our future water needs. The state is 
working vigorously with other upper basin states and the Colorado River Basin as a whole to mitigate 
any risks Colorado may face with regard to compact compliance and other interstate issues.

11

6/20/14 - 6/29/14 Emails generated from individuals who 
submitted a form letter online through 
Clean Water Fund's "failuretolead.org" 
campaign

Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us 5.6.4 Copy of form letter: "The upcoming state water plan presents an opportunity to break from the status quo and create 
water policy for the future that reflects - and protects - our diverse water values. Senate Bill 14-023 would have created an 
innovative, collaborative, and modest sharing practice that would have helped our farmers, ranchers and our streams. I am 
disappointed that you chose to veto this important water conservation measure. As the water plan develops, we ask that 
you make a real commitment to protecting our rivers and streams. It's no longer enough to just have 'conversations about 
conservation', we need action as well - at the legislature, within the plan, in our homes, and from our top leaders like you. 
The more the state supports collaborative practices that help us save water, the better able we will be to meet our future 
water challenges and needs. We need your leadership to create change and to implement creative, collaborative solutions 
that protect our farms, rivers, and growing communities. You failed to lead on Senate Bill 14-023, please don't fail to lead 
on our state water plan."

5 letters received  Staff Response: On June 5th, 2014 Governor Hickenlooper vetoed SB14-023. In the Governor's veto 
message, he agrees with the commenter that the goals of the bill are important for our water future 
but he believes that the breakdown of consensus over the legislation would have made it difficult to 
adequately implement the bill. The Governor's message continued by asking the Department of 
Natural Resources and CWCB staff to work with stakeholders to develop a pilot project that 
addresses opponent's concerns. The CWCB staff is committed to collaboration and consensus 
building and will continue incorporate discussions of conservation and agricultural water rights into 
Colorado's Water Plan.
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12

6/29/14 Ellen Hafner, Citizen Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us Text from email: "My husband and I are thinking of moving to Colorado within the next 2 years. Are there parts of Colorado 
that have more consistent water supplies? How do find out if a property we consider buying has a productive well or 
consistent water supply?" 

None Staff Response: The Water Supply Planning Section has drafted Chapter 6 which shows regional 
surface and ground water supply statewide. We encourage testing the productivity of a well when 
purchasing a home. The Division of Water Resource staff may be a good resource to consult when 
choosing to move to a particular homestead in Colorado. 

13

6/24/14 David Leinweber, Anglers Covey Webform submission on 
coloradowaterplan.com

Comments to be considered in Colorado's Water Plan: Water is big business, and there are plenty of stakeholders waiting in 
line for their allocation. Outdoor recreation is often considered small business, and to some degree it is; thousands of small 
businesses just like mine, together contributing $686 billion annually to our national economy. Thi sis almost double the 
auto industry's contribution of $352 billion. Here in Colorado, hunting and fishing alone is an economic driver of about $2 
billion. Overall outdoor recreation in Colorado exceeds $13 billion annually and supports 125,000 Colorado jobs, $4.2 billion 
in wages and salaries, and $994 million in state and local tax revenue. As the owner of a small business that depends on 
healthy, flowing streams, I ask for consideration when it comes to providing water in-stream. Dewatering a streamflow 
below the point at which a stream's ecosystem cansustain itself harms my business and restricts access for anglers. Several 
streams in the Arkansas Basin, for example, do not currently have minimum flows which could protect these resources. The 
Colorado Water Plan must include meaningful efforts to protect and restore healthy rivers and streams as well as preserve 
the responsible environmental and recreational usage of our water. Healthy rivers are vital to our communities. They 
promote property values, support a strong recreation economy, and contribute to the quality of life that makes Colorado a 
great place to live. 

None Staff Response: The four values driving Colorado's Water Plan include attention to environmental 
needs. Those four values are 1)vibrant and sustainable cities, 2) viable and productive agriculture, 3) 
a robust recreation and tourism industry, and 4) a thriving environment that includes healthy 
watersheds, rivers, streams, and wildlife. Meeting Colorado's nonconsumptive needs is a critical 
aspect of Colorado's Water Plan. For more information, please review Chapter 5 and Chapter 7.

14

6/20/14 - 6/29/14 Emails generated from individuals who 
submitted a form letter online through 
the Audubon Rockies

Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us Copy of form letter: "Thank you and the basin roundtables for your remarkable efforts in creating the first Colorado Water 
Plan. The task of quantifying Colorado's current and future water needs is important to me and to fellow Coloradans. To 
create a meaningful Colorado Water Plan, both the consumptive and non-consumptive (environmental and recreational) 
needs must be fully considered and placed on equal ground. Both are important components in long-term planning for our 
water future. Not all basins have committed equal efforts to identifying environmental river flows and water needs. We 
know the needs and gaps for municipal and agricultural water uses, but know nearly nothing about environmental needs or 
gaps. This lack of data leaves our rivers and recreation economies that depend on them in jeopardy. As you and your staff 
develop Colorado's Water Plan, please provide leadership to the basin roundtables in the following areas: 1.) The basin 
roundtables need direction from the CWCB to allow for a time-sensitive placeholder in their BIPs to assess multipurpose 
environmental and recreational river flow needs and gaps. However, environmental flows are difficult to assess because 
they are a continuum, with variables that may not correspond to traditional engineering and legal structures of 
management. 2.) Ask basins to further define environmental and recreational sections (reaches) including the flow needs 
associated with these reaches. Protecting reaches and their corresponding flows provides for: healthy river channels, 
riparian vegetation, bird and other wildlife habitat, boatable whitewater, and fishing needs. Selected best management 
practices should mimic or protect natural hydrographs where they exist. 3.) Establish a common language and quantifiable 
metrics to be used statewide. A common glossary of terms and metrics are needed to compare information accurately 
across basins.  I urge you to provide this clarity of assignment to the basin roundtables so Colorado can have a more 
thorough and meaningful water plan."
 


41 letters received Staff Response: Thank you to the Audubon Society for organizing their constituent comments. 
CWCB staff will send a copy of the letters to the Basin Roundtables. The four values driving 
Colorado's Water Plan include attention to environmental needs. Those four values are 1)vibrant 
and sustainable cities, 2) viable and productive agriculture, 3) a robust recreation and tourism 
industry, and 4) a thriving environment that includes healthy watersheds, rivers, streams, and 
wildlife. Meeting Colorado's nonconsumptive needs is a critical aspect of Colorado's Water Plan. For 
further review, please see Sections 6.6 and 9.1 which suggest funding watershed master plans 
statewide and addresses a number of concerns mentioned by the Audubon Society.

15

7/11/2014 - 
7/16/14

Emails generated from individuals who 
submitted a form letter online through 
the Conservation Colorado website

Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us 5.6.4, 5.7, 5.11 Copy of form letter: " I am writing to support your efforts to create the first ever statewide water plan. Thank you for 
reiterating the importance of the plan, and water conservation, in your recent State of the State address. As our state's 
communities grow, our rivers are becoming increasingly strained. That means we need to change the status quo. We need 
our rivers to be clean and flowing - to support our fish and wildlife, tourism, recreation, and future generations. Colorado's 
Water Plan has the potential to chart an innovative path forward for our state. I urge you to stand up for measures to 
protect and restore our rivers, push for conservation, and for cities to live within their means.  We need to help agriculture 
modernize and increase efficiency, and stop looking to the West Slope to solve our water issues. We need to maintain 
working landscapes, support growing communities, and protect river health. Please ensure that Colorado's Water Plan uses 
our state's ingenuity to "be prepared" for our water future." 

3 letters received Staff Response: Colorado's Water Plan will support Colorado's rivers as described in Section 6.6, 
address the need for increased conservation as described in Subsection 6.3.1, and the need for 
agricultural efficiencies and water sharing practices as described in 6.3.4 and 6.4. With regard to 
new transmountain diversion projects, the IBCC is exploring innovative ways to address this issue in 
a balanced manner. Scenario planning indicates that a new transmountain diversion may not be 
needed in the future, however some futures suggest that new transmountain diversions may be a 
necessary part of Colorado's water supply portfolio. Colorado's Water Plan will not include any 
specific transmountain water projects, but it will discuss how we can move forward with this option 
should it be needed, based on the IBCC's work.
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7/17/14 Shivani Kuckreja, South Carolina Citizen Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us Text from email: "Dear Colorado water planners, My name is Shivani Kuckreja and I am an intern at the Coastal 
Conservation League in Charleston, South Carolina. I am compiling information on the surface water appropriation 
programs and processes of all 50 states in the US and have a question about Colorado's surface water use program. It 
seems that the state already has an application program in place, as I found this application online:  
'http://www.courts.state.co.us/Forms/renderForm1.cfm?Form=175'  Does this indicate that once one obtains a water 
right, one can withdraw as much water as they would like? Does everyone need to obtain a water right regardless of how 
much they would like to withdraw? From my understanding, the following are the fees associated with obtaining a surface 
water right: Minimum Application Filing Fee: Water Attorneys: $150-$300 per hour + Engineering Costs: $100- $200 per 
hour. Are these fees correct? Furthermore, how will the Colorado Water Plan change the process of withdrawing surface 
water?" 

None Staff Response: Water rights are appropriated for specific uses and amounts. The water court filing 
fee for a new water right is $224, and then Applicants must pay the actual cost of publication (in 
local a newspaper).  The commenter's' suggested hourly rates for attorney's & engineers seems 
reasonable. For further information, please contact the Division of Water Resources.

17

7/18/14 Peg Rooney, Colorado Citizen Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us Text from email: "The following is an excerpt from a report by American Rivers and Western 
Resource Advocates July 14, 2014. Five Affordable Solutions To Ensure A Reliable Water Future. These five solutions below 
can help improve the health of the Colorado River, grow the economies of the seven basin states, and protect essential 
western natural habitats. 1. Municipal conservation, saving 1 million acre-feet—Water efficiency programs have worked 
time and again, and represent the lowest cost and greatest business benefits; they sometimes cost five to 10 times less 
than structural projects. Conservation can happen without infringing on consumers and businesses; instead conservation 
can occur through improved landscaping techniques, rebate programs that incentivize water-saving devices, installing new 
appliances and fixtures. In addition, standardized water audits across municipalities routinely result in dramatic savings. 2. 
Municipal reuse, saving 1.2 million acre-feet—Wastewater and gray water can be treated for potable use, and reused for 
irrigation, industrial processing and cooling, dust control, artificial lakes and replenishing groundwater supply. Rainwater 
harvesting using innovative new technologies is a simple additional step. 3. Agricultural efficiency and water banking, saving 
1 million acre-feet—Agriculture is the river’s largest water use, extending across 5.7 million acres of arid western land and 
consuming more than 70 percent of the river’s water. But water shortages will soon inevitably impact the agricultural 
economy and farmers’ livelihood. Voluntarily irrigation efficiency, regulated irrigation, rotational fallowing, crop shifting 
and innovative irrigation technologies are concepts that many farmers already are using. In addition, water banking is a 
market-based approach that allows farmers (and others) to bank their unused water voluntarily. 4. Clean, water-efficient 
energy supplies, saving 160 thousand acre-feet—Generating enough energy for the area’s population requires a significant 
amount of water, particularly to cool down thermoelectric power generation. To reduce the need for water to cool 
thermoelectric power plants, Colorado River basin states can continue to pursue energy efficiency and renewable sources 
of energy like wind, solar photovoltaics, and geothermal, which require little or no water. And new fossil plants can use 
waste water for cooling or air-cooled towers to save water- technologies already adopted by power plants in Colorado River 
Basin states. 5. Innovative water opportunities, generating up to 1 million acre-feet—Inland desalination in certain areas 
with brackish groundwater and surface water is a viable option to stretch water supplies, potentially generating 620,000 
acre-feet of water. In addition, dust-on-snow management can help save a minimum of 400,000 acre-feet of water. Finally, 
tamarisk is an invasive plant that hoards water along the river. Removing dense invasive plants in upland areas will save a 
minimum of 30,000 acre feet of water."

None Staff Response: Colorado's Water Plan recognizes the importance of many of the commenter's 
points, which are incorporated into the following sections: conservation 6.3.1, reuse 6.3.2, 
agricultural efficiency and sharing 6.3.4 & 6.4, and conservation for energy 6.3.5. With regard to the 
commenter's last point on desalination and other innovative water opportunities - water providers 
are considering reverse osmosis however brine disposal is a significant water quality and 
environmental concern. Section 6.3.2 indicates Colorado's support of technological invasion such as 
zero liquid discharge to make such technologies more viable from an environmental stand point. 
Finally, tamarisk does consume a significant amount of water as its monoculture is detrimental to 
many avian species however, tamarisk has not been shown to use a significantly greater amount of 
water than native plants like cottonwoods. The water savings for tamarisk as well as the yields from 
many of the aforementioned strategies are likely overstated. 
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7/16/14 Jeff Wiedner, American Rivers Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us Text from email: "Please find attached comments on the Colorado Water Plan from our constituents. I'm attaching a CSV of 
the comments that have been made and a sample of the letter that would have gone to the water plan email address. The 
action alert was sent in April 2014 with comments having been made as late as July 15, 2014. The comment letter that they 
would have sent: === Dear Director Colorado State Water Conservation Board, As a supporter of American Rivers, 
Conservation Colorado, Western Resource Advocates, Friends of the Yampa, and High Country Conservation Advocates, I 
am writing to ask that you insist Colorado's rivers be protected through specific stream improvement projects identified in 
each river basin. These rivers include the Yampa, Green, Colorado, Fraser, Blue, Eagle, Frying pan, Roaring Fork, and 
Gunnison Rivers. All of these rivers are now being targeted for potential new projects that could drain even more water to 
the Front Range. There simply is not enough water left to satisfy all the demands being made without irreparably damaging 
the health of our world-class rivers. The Colorado River and its major tributaries are the economic foundation of the West 
Slope of Colorado. Current diversions that move water across the continental divide already take more than half a million 
acre feet (over 160 billion gallons) each year. Other projects already in the works will drain even more. Colorado River 
headwaters see as much as 40 to 60 percent of their flow siphoned off by Front Range diversions. Additional diversions 
would take as much as 80 percent from some rivers when they are completed. These massive reductions in flow have left a 
wake of damaged rivers in the heart of Colorado's most famous scenic and recreational areas. Yet the Front Range still 
demands more water. The Upper Colorado River itself is nearly sucked dry, so some interests are shifting their focus to the 
Yampa, Green, and Gunnison Basins. Any new diversion from the Colorado River basin in Colorado must be only a distant 
and last resort. There are many alternatives that must be employed first, including much greater conservation and efficient 
use of both municipal and agricultural water. Colorado's Water Plan needs to incorporate these conservation essentials: * 
High levels of water conservation by urban water providers in their local plans * A more refined and accurate forecast of the 
Front Range's municipal water "gap"
 * An emphasis on water re-use/recycling projects as the infrastructure of the future * 
Recognize that large new trans-mountain diversions from the Colorado River Basin are not the solution for filling the Front 
Range "gap"
 Colorado's Water Plan must also recognize the need to quantify and provide for the real water needs of healthy 
rivers, streams, and a "strong environment."
 The water needs and "gap"
 for municipal, industrial, and agricultural uses are 
well documented, but not for the non-consumptive needs of the environment and recreation. Providing for non-
consumptive needs must be more than just "enhancements" added on to both existing and planned diversions. They must 
be plans in their own right, adding flow to damaged rivers. Flows need to meet the needs of healthy rivers and the species 
they support  not just "minimum flows "
 We need to add specific measures in each basin that support nature and recreation 

Spreadsheet of all 
submissions

Staff Response: Thank you to American Rivers for organizing their constituent comments. The four 
values driving Colorado's Water Plan include attention to environmental needs. Those four values 
are 1) vibrant and sustainable cities, 2) viable and productive agriculture, 3) a robust recreation and 
tourism industry, and 4) a thriving environment that includes healthy watersheds, rivers, streams, 
and wildlife. Meeting Colorado's nonconsumptive needs is a critical aspect of Colorado's Water Plan. 
Scenario planning indicates that a new transmountain diversion may not be needed in the future, 
however some futures suggest that new transmountain diversions may be a necessary part of 
Colorado's water supply portfolio. Colorado's Water Plan will not include any specific transmountain 
water projects, but it will discuss how we can move forward with this option should it be needed, 
based on the IBCC's work. CWCB staff suggests that the commenter read the "Citizen's Guide to 
Interstate Compacts" published by the Colorado Foundation for Water Education. For further 
review, please see Sections 6.6 which addresses a number of concerns mentioned by the letters. 
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7/3/14 WaterforColorado.org Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us Text from email: "Dear James Ecklund and CWCB Board: Attached are the names of 378 Colorado residents who have 
signed an online alert on the website WaterforColorado.org in May and June 2014. It has been brought to our attention 
that your public input email address system was not working properly to capture the comments provided by citizens of 
Colorado. The text of the original message that they signed reads: Dear Director Eklund: Gov. Hickenlooper has said that 
"every discussion about water should begin with conservation," and I could not agree more. Water is our most precious 
natural resource and we must take steps now to protect and preserve it in a way that will benefit Colorado's rivers, wildlife, 
recreation, agriculture, businesses and residents. As you oversee the creation of a plan to meet our future water needs, I 
urge you to prioritize the following goals: 1. Keep Colorado’s rivers healthy and flowing. Colorado's rivers are an integral 
part of our unique heritage and way of life. Rivers support our wildlife, agriculture, and a multi-billion dollar tourism 
industry. Protecting and restoring our rivers must be a top priority. 2. Increase and prioritize efficiency and conservation. 
Finding ways to reduce our water usage is crucial to our ability to meet our growing water needs. State studies have shown 
that water providers will need to reduce current water use by 35% by 2050 in order to meet our future demands. Expand 
conservation incentives, increase indoor and outdoor efficiency and support recycling programs. 3. Modernize agricultural 
and water sharing practices. The state should support voluntary, compensated, and flexible water-sharing agreements 
between agricultural producers and growing communities while respecting their water rights, as well as incentives to 
improve agricultural infrastructure that benefits operations and rivers. 4. Avoid new, large, trans-mountain water diversion 
projects. Trans-mountain diversion projects that drain water from West Slope rivers to supply growing Front Range 
demands are controversial, costly and damaging. Prioritize conservation and reuse so we can make every drop count and 
avoid the need for these projects. Thank you for helping to keep these four goals at the forefront of Colorado's water plan 
drafting process. We urge you take their concerns into account, and make Colorado’s rivers a top priority in the Colorado 
Water Plan. If you need any additional information, please call 303-477-0972 or email sue@rivercampaign.org. Sincerely, 
WaterforColorado.org Team"

Summary spreadsheet of 
letters

Staff Response:  1) The CWCB and the Basin Roundtables will be working to support conservation, 
environment, and recreation in the Basin Implementation Plans and draft of Colorado's Water Plan. 
Meeting Colorado's nonconsumptive needs is a critical aspect of Colorado's Water Plan. In addition, 
the CWCB's Water Supply Reserve Account (WSRA) grant program has been used by several basins 
to analyze water flow requirements related to ecological values. 2) With regard to conservation, the 
Basin Implementation Plans and Colorado's Water Plan will incorporate conservation as a critical 
component to helping meet future water needs. Initial work indicates that conservation will likely be 
able to meet the needs of an additional one million people. This is not enough to meet all of 
Colorado's future water demand, so Colorado's Water Plan will also encourage balanced 
multi-purpose projects to meet our future water needs. 3) Agricultural water sharing and 
modernizing agricultural efficiencies are aspects of Colorado's Water Plan and included in Section 6.4 
and Subsection 6.3.4. 4) Colorado's Water Plan will incorporate conservation and reuse, however 
those strategies alone might not be enough to meet Colorado's future water needs. Additional 
balanced options need to be explored.
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7/7/14 Matt Reed, The Sierra Club Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us Text from email: "Please find attached general comments from The Sierra Club - Rocky Mountain Chapter on the 
development of Colorado's Water Plan. The Rocky Mountain Chapter includes over 40,000 members and supporters in 
Colorado, and has a vested interest in water conservation and riparian health throughout the state. Thank you!"

Letter Staff Response: The four values driving Colorado's Water Plan include attention to environmental 
needs. Those four values are 1) vibrant and sustainable cities, 2) viable and productive agriculture, 3) 
a robust recreation and tourism industry, and 4) a thriving environment that includes healthy 
watersheds, rivers, streams, and wildlife. Meeting Colorado's nonconsumptive needs is a critical 
aspect of Colorado's Water Plan. The Basin Implementation Plans and Colorado's Water Plan will 
incorporate conservation as a critical component to helping meet future water needs. Scenario 
planning indicates that a new transmountain diversion may not be needed in the future, however 
some futures suggest that new transmountain diversions may be a necessary part of Colorado's 
water supply portfolio. Colorado's Water Plan will not include any specific transmountain water 
projects, but it will discuss how we can move forward with this option should it be needed, based on 
the IBCC's work. Colorado's water markets allow for agricultural water rights to be transferred to an 
urban water right through the water court process. Although Colorado's Water Plan does not seek to 
prohibit willing seller from selling their water rights to willing buyers, additional options are needed. 
One of the largest concerns expressed in Colorado's Water Plan is that the status quo could lead to a 
percipitious amount of agricultural dry up. A descirption of Colorado's water law is in Section 2.1 and 
a description of agricultural transfers including alternatives were discussed in Section 6.3.
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7/8/14 Mely Whiting, Trout Unlimited Email to Kate McIntire, forwarded to 
cowaterplan@state.co,us

Summary of recommendations: 1. Increase state and local agency resources to weigh in early in the EIS development 
process 2. Eliminate the section 122.2 process and allow CPW to provide comments directly to the federal agencies 3. Enter 
into MOUs with federal permitting agencies to (1) encourage front-loading of environmental impacts investigations; (2) 
identify common elements in water projects that need to be analyzed; and (3) provide for meaningful stakeholder 
involvement in the development of environmental impacts investigation and of measures to prevent or mitigate impacts. 
These MOUs should be developed with stakeholder input. 4. Involve stakeholders early in the process and preserve 
transparency in decision-making to avoid preventable challenges. 5. Reject far-fetched and/or ineffective suggestions that 
divert attention and resources away from more practical and effective solutions.

Letter Staff Response: CWCB appreciates the detailed letter from Trout Unlimited and will consider the 
permitting improvement suggestion during the revision process of Section 9.3.
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7/8/14 Robert Stocker, Colorado Citizen Webform submission on 
coloradowaterplan.com

Comments to be considered in Colorado's Water Plan: Please see the attached 
letter. 

Letter Staff Response: The current course Colorado is heading down leads to several of the results that the 
commenter mentions. For instance, without action, up to 35% of Colorado's farms in the South 
Platte could be dried up. This is one impetus for why Colorado is pursuing the development of a 
water plan. Colorado's Water Plan will yield better results through support of conservation, reuse, 
sharing agreements between farmers and municipalities, incentive-based of water-smart land use, 
and the development of multi-purpose projects and methods. The CWCB will consider revisions to 
Section 6.3. Additional comments are included in Chapters of Colorado's Water Plan. More 
information on transmountatin divresison can be found in Section 9.2. More information on aquifer 
storage and recharge is available in Section 6.5. More information on water quality is available in 
Section 7.3.
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7/8/14 Marge Vorndam, Colorado Citizen Webform submission on 
coloradowaterplan.com

Comments to be considered in Colorado's Water Plan: The Arkansas River Basin , beside the Arkansas River, is reliant on 
Mountain feeder streams. The health and integrity of those streams has to be a paramount consideration of the Arkansas 
River watershed. Please consider how Millset Creek, St. Charles River, all Apache Creeks, Purgatoire, Cucharas River,, 
Huerfano River and Graneros watersheds, along with other rivers that contribute to Arkansas River flows  along the Front 
Range, contribute to the integrity of the Arkansas River.  How can their traditional (what's left after current water rights 
withdrawal) be preserved for Arkansas River flows? Can instream non-allocated or unused rights be implemented to 
preserve what flows are left on these streams? 

None Staff Response: CWCB staff will pass this on to the Arkansas Basin Roundtable.
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7/10/14 Gary Wockner, Save the Colorado River 
Campaign

Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us Text from email: "Still no response to my question below...  I'd like to get back to these 1,200 people and let them know you 
received their comments.  I ask because I heard you were having trouble with your online comment system.  Did you 
receive them?"

None Staff Response: Thank you for your email and input on Colorado's Water Plan. At each Colorado 
Water Conservation Board (CWCB) Board meeting since September, 2013 there has been a public 
input agenda item regarding Colorado's Water Plan.  All of the comments received via the Colorado's 
Water Plan website or by email to cowaterplan@state.co.us have been included in the CWCB Board 
packets for review and comment and are also linked below.  Depending on the date of submission, 
input has or will be reviewed at the next scheduled CWCB Board meeting.  While not every individual 
receives a direct email reply regarding their input, a CWCB staff response and/or recommendation 
regarding all input received is included in a summary spreadsheet within the related Board packet 
and also available for review online, the link is provided below.  Input received between June 21 
through August 20 will be included in the September Board packet. At this time, the CWCB is in 
coordination with the Governor's Office regarding comments related to Colorado's Water Plan.  As 
you know, the first draft version of the plan will be submitted to the Governor on December 10, 
2014.  Please review the updated schedule including public comment deadlines on the draft of 
Colorado's Water Plan through 2015 online here:  
https://www.colorado.gov/pacific/sites/default/files/CWP-Timeline-052014.pdf You can also learn 
more by reading the May 2014 Statewide and Basin Status Update for Outreach. Please email 
cowaterplan@state.co.us with any additional questions regarding your group's public input.
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7/10/14 Theresa Conley, Conservation Colorado Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us Text from email: "Attached please find my cover letter outlining the actions members of Conservation Colorado have taken 
in the first half of 2014 regarding Colorado's Water Plan that were directed at the CWCB and cowaterplan@state.co.us.  In 
addition to these 880 actions, additional actions were directed at the Governor and other decision makers, I have not 
included those in these materials but I can do so if helpful. In addition to my cover letter, I have attached one document 
with the texts of the comment letters that were submitted to the CWCB as well as the names and contact information of 
the individuals who submitted comments. Unfortunately, due to the timing and the structure of our databases, we are 
unable to retrieve the comment letters that were personalized or the exact dates each of the actions were sent (either 
general or personalized); however, we have included the date ranges. Thank you for your attention to this matter and your 
continued efforts with outreach. If you have any comments or need additional information, please let me know."

Letter, Text from action 
alerts, spreadsheet of 
veto alert, spreadsheet of 
Colorado's Water Plan 
alert

Staff Response: Thank you to Conservation Colorado for organizing their constituent comments. 
Colorado's Water Plan will support Colorado's rivers as will be described in Section 6.6 address the 
need for increased conservation as described in Subsection 6.3.1, and the need for agricultural 
efficiencies and water sharing practices as described in 6.3.4 and 6.4. With regard to new
transmountain diversion projects, the IBCC is exploring innovative ways to address this issue in a 
balanced manner. Scenario planning indicates that a new transmountain diversion may not be 
needed in the future, however some futures suggest that new transmountain diversions may be a 
necessary part of Colorado's water supply portfolio. Colorado's Water Plan will not include any 
specific transmountain water projects, but it will discuss how we can move forward with this option 
should it be needed, based on the IBCC's work.
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7/11/14 Gary Wockner, Save the Colorado River 
Campaign

Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us Text from email: "The South Platte/Metro BIP is being presented to the CWCB at 10:35 on Wednesday.  Do you have that 
presentation in your possesion?  If you have that presentation in your posession, please send it to me today. (It's not 
posted on the basin's webpage.)  If not, point me to who has it so I can get it today or Monday."

None Staff Response: A copy of this presentation and the Basin Implementation Plan is available online at 
www.coloradowaterplan.com

27

7/11/14 Buddy Sims, Colorado Citizen Webform submission on 
coloradowaterplan.com

Comments to be considered in Colorado's Water Plan: A  single marijuana plant uses 6 gallon of water per day on average, 
more if a very large plant.  In Eagle town building a 20,000 sq ft grow house, that 18,000 gallons of water per day with 3,000 
pot plants. Need to regulate number of pot plants in CO as each store has to grow 70% of their pot for retail sale. 

None Staff Response: CWCB staff will have a Board discussion on whether or not Colorado's Water Plan 
needs to incorporate projections of water use for growing marijuana in the water demand 
projections. 
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7/14/2014 Dave Miller, Colorado Citizen Email to Lindsay Cox, forwarded to 
cowaterplan@state.co.us

Text from email:  "Unfortunately, I can not attend CWCB's July 16-17, 2014 Board Meeting in Rangely.  Therefore, please 
immediately forward my attached June 24, 2014 Colorado Water Planning letter and enclosures to all CWCB members, as 
my "Public Input" for Agenda Item No. 14, per CWCB's printed Meeting Agenda instructions.  In addition, please have all 
CWCB members consider this email as my official request to give a 60 minute PowerPoint Presentation titled:  Central 
Colorado Project (CCP) - Colorado's Innovative State Water Plan, at CWCB's September Board Meeting.  Natural Energy 
Resources Company's previously provided Central Colorado Project 32 slide PowerPoint disc, dated 8-1-13 includes detailed 
engineering data.  This overlooked data explains how annual revenues from CCP's high altitude peaking power and western 
blackout protection capabilities will substantially exceed CCP's annual costs to solve Colorado's escalating "water supply 
gap" throughout both sides of the Continental Divide, including down river states.  Curiously, none of CCP's breakthrough 
clean water, energy, and air solutions for Colorado and its down river states are mentioned in any of CWCB's extensive 
efforts to formulate a meaningful State Water Plan. CWCB can quickly correct this state water planning travesty with an 
objective briefing and preliminary NEPA required EIS scoping/modeling evaluation of Central Colorado Project.  Thank you 
CWCB members for considering these comments and our proposed Central Colorado Project briefing at your Board's 
earliest opportunity.  Please advise ASAP."

Letter Staff Response: All of the comments on Colorado's Water Plan, received via the Colorado's Water 
Plan website or by email to cowaterplan@state.co.us will be included in the CWCB Board packets for 
review and comment.  The public comment period for this week's Board meeting closed on June 
20th. While not every individual receives a direct email reply regarding their input, a CWCB staff 
response and/or recommendation is included in a summary spreadsheet within the related Board 
packet and is also available for review online.  Here is a link to the webpage where you can view a 
record of all input received to date (including links to summary spreadsheets and all of the 
documents received).  The input received through June 20th has been posted and is available at: 
https://www.colorado.gov/pacific/cowaterplan/record-input-received-date Due to the already 
crowded agenda for the upcoming September Board meeting, I cannot offer you an hour of 
presentation time on the agenda. However, during our standing public input agenda item, there is an 
opportunity to address the Board. We ask that organizations coordinate with CWCB staff at least 
two week in advance of the meeting date and limit presentation time to a maximum of 5 minutes. 
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7/21/2014 Kari Harden, Colorado Citizen Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us Text from email: "As the landowners (for multiple generations) of more than 90 percent of the property proposed for 
conversion into Morrison Creek Reservoir, we are open to the idea of the project on the condition that it operates and 
functions in a manner that is reasonable, respectful, sustainable, and aesthetic. We have been in discussion with the Upper 
Yampa Water Conservancy District (UYWCD) for many years about the potential reservoir, and as families whose homes 
and livelihoods depend on this land, have carefully considered the personal tradeoffs. The proposed site of the reservoir 
includes valuable agricultural and recreational land, as well as favorite fishing grounds and the wedding locations of our 
daughters and granddaughters. We have been engaged throughout this process with the UYWCD regarding the specifics of 
the construction and operation of the reservoir. One primary concern discussed has been minimizing the draw down in 
order to minimize mudflats in the shallow areas. We have also agreed upon non-motorized recreational use, minimal traffic 
impacts, and private shoreline. Upon weighing the costs and benefits of the project as it relates to the land to which we are 
all deeply devoted, we have worked to also keep at the forefront what is best for the Yampa Valley community and state of 
Colorado. We support the Morrison Creek Reservoir project – but only with the inclusion of the aforementioned matters 
that relate directly to our continued quality of life on the land we have fought to preserve and the natural resources we 
have worked to conserve. Signed, The Dequine family, Germaine family, and Kim Singleton"

None Staff Response: Colorado's Water Plan will not include any specific water projects. The CWCB would 
like to encourage multipurpose projects and full mitigation. CWCB staff will pass this letter along to 
the Yampa/White/Green Basin Roundtable.
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7/21/2014 Richard Saterdal,  Morrison Divide Ranch 
HOA

Email to Kate McIntire, forwarded to 
cowaterplan@state.co,us

Text from email: "We at the Morrison Divide Ranch subdivision, along with our neighbors, have been following the 
proposed Morrison Creek Reservoir with great interest since we first heard about this project in 2007.  There is quite a bit 
of information available regarding this reservoir including information that is pertinent to the Yampa-White-Green Basin 
Implementation Plan (YWG BIP). The proposed Morrison Creek Reservoir is given prominence in the draft YWG BIP by being 
one of only five projects and processes called out by name in the executive summary.  This reservoir is described in Chapter 
4 where its purpose, capacity, storage right, cost and challenges are addressed in Table 4-4 of the draft YWG BIP.  But much 
of this information has not been filled in yet in this table.  For instance, Table 4-4 does not include a cost estimate for this 
project.  However, Resource Engineering prepared a reservoir feasibility study report for the Upper Yampa Water 
Conservancy District (UYWCD) in 2009 that estimated the cost of this project to be $20,300,000. Many of the challenges to 
making this reservoir a viable project and to getting the necessary permits and approvals are also known and should be 
included in Table 4-4.  Construction of the proposed Morrison Creek Reservoir will destroy wetlands and encroach into the 
Sarvis Creek Wilderness area, requiring a challenging permitting and approval process.  This reservoir will also destroy 
prime agricultural hay and meadowlands, as shown below, as well as inundate areas designated by the Colorado Division of 
Wildlife as severe winter elk habitat. [image attached] The proposed Morrison Creek Reservoir will also disrupt and deplete 
the natural flow of the outstanding trout stream below the Morrison Creek dam, especially since the UYWCD wants to 
transfer via pipeline the water stored in this reservoir out of the Morrison Creek basin and into Stagecoach Reservoir. The 
water rights that the UYWCD has for Morrison Creek water are very junior water rights, and for this reason there is a 
substantial risk that the UYWCD will be unable to store water in Morrison Creek Reservoir in dry years or periods of high 
demand.  There are also community opposition, technical and cost challenges that the project must overcome.  The 
benefits of this reservoir must outweigh the drawbacks in order for it to be a viable project.  These issues should be listed in 
Table 4-4 to covey some of the challenges that the proposed reservoir project must overcome. Chapter 2 of the draft YWG 
BIP discusses environmental needs, including instream flows.  It is my understanding that the Colorado Water Conservation 
Board (CWCB) has in recent years obtained decreed instream flow water rights for Morrison Creek downstream of the 
proposed Morrison Creek Reservoir for the protection of aquatic life, but that these rights are junior even to the UYWCD’s 
water rights.  This reservoir will therefore not be required to be operated in a way that maintains minimum flows in the 
creek.  The CWCB has discussed instream flows below the reservoir with the UYWCD and should be able to provide an 
accurate assessment of the potential impacts of the reservoir on instream flows for the YWG BIP. Table 2‑14, Attributes of 
Major Stream and Lake Segments  does not include Morrison Creek   However the UYWCD has done a study that identified 

Image Staff Response: Colorado's Water Plan will not include any specific water projects. The CWCB would 
like to encourage multipurpose projects and full mitigation. CWCB staff will pass this letter along to 
the Yampa/White/Green Basin Roundtable.
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7/22/2014 Leland Swenson, USDA Farm Service 
Agency 

Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us Text from email: "The Colorado Farm Service Agency (FSA) State Committee would like to submit the attached statement 
for consideration in the development of the Colorado Water Plan.  The members of the state committee are listed on the 
letterhead.  They are agriculture producers that represent all regions of Colorado. Thank you for including this in your 
deliberations."

Letter Staff Response: Colorado's Water Plan recognizes the importance of agriculture to Colorado. Many 
of the values expressed by the USDA FSA State Committee are incorporated throughout much of 
Colorado's Water Plan. Statement of importane related to agriculture is in Chapter 5, agriculture 
efficiency is detailed in Section 6.3.4,  and alternative transfer methods are discussed in Section 6.4. 
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7/21/2014 Lou Dequine, Colorado Citizen Webform submission on 
coloradowaterplan.com

Comments to be considered in Colorado's Water Plan: As the landowners (for multiple generations) of more than 90 
percent of the property proposed for conversion into Morrison Creek Reservoir, we are open to the idea of the project on 
the condition that it operates and functions in a manner that is reasonable, respectful, sustainable, and aesthetic. We have 
been in discussion with the Upper Yampa Water Conservancy District (UYWCD) for many years about the potential 
reservoir, and as families whose homes and livelihoods depend on this land, have carefully considered the personal 
tradeoffs. The proposed site of the reservoir includes valuable agricultural and recreational land, as well as favorite fishing 
grounds and the wedding locations of our daughters and granddaughters. We have been engaged throughout this process 
with the UYWCD regarding the specifics of the construction and operation of the reservoir. One primary concern discussed 
has been minimizing the draw down in order to minimize mudflats in the shallow areas. We have also agreed upon non-
motorized recreational use, minimal traffic impacts, and private shoreline. Upon weighing the costs and benefits of the 
project as it relates to the land to which we are all deeply devoted, we have worked to also keep at the forefront what is 
best for the Yampa Valley community and state of Colorado. We support the Morrison Creek Reservoir project – but only 
with the inclusion of the aforementioned matters that relate directly to our continued quality of life on the land we have 
fought to preserve and the natural resources we have worked to conserve. Signed, The Dequine family, Germaine family, 
and Kim Singleton 

None Staff Response:  Colorado's Water Plan will not include any specific water projects. The CWCB would 
like to encourage multipurpose projects and full mitigation. CWCB staff will pass this letter along to 
the Yampa/White/Green Basin Roundtable.
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7/24/2014 Molly Mugglestone, Protect the Flows; 
Brooke Webb, Colorado Citizen

Webform submission on 
coloradowaterplan.com; Email to 
James Eklund, forwarded to 
cowaterplan@state.co.us

Comments to be considered in Colorado's Water Plan: Please see a pledge signed by 43 CO elected officials including State 
Senators, State Representatives, County Commissioners, Mayors and City Council members regarding the state water plan. 

Letter Staff Response: Many of the values expressed in the commenters letter are incorporated into 
Colorado's Water Plan. More efficient agricultural water delivery issues are discussed in Section 
6.3.4 ,municiple conservation is discussed in Section 6.3.1. Moderizing and maximining existing 
storages is a common theme and is discussed in Section 6.5 and 6.6. The health and vitatility of 
Colorado's rivers is discussed in Chapter 5 and Section 6.6.
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7/28/2014 Kate Greenberg, National Young Farmers 
Coalition

Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us Text from email: "I hope this finds you well. I am sending along my comments for the State Water Plan on behalf of the 
National Young Farmers Coalition. You'll see it is addressed to the CWCB and a number of roundtables--these are where we 
have supporters in Colorado. The first page is a summary of our statements and the following pages are more in-depth 
comments. I am sending to the respective roundtables and am cc'ing the Colorado Water Plan email address here. In brief, 
the National Young Farmers Coalition supports urban and agricultural conservation as the first and best option to meet 
Colorado's needs. Water education and land-use planning should be scaled up; agricultural conservation incentivized and 
its diverse impacts accounted for; land stewardship that works on behalf of clean and ample water should be elevated as a 
state-wide priority; farmers should be able to contribute to the health of streams and rivers rather than face disincentives 
to conservation; permanently removing water from the land must be a last resort and any transfer should be accompanied 
by strong conservation strategies that plan for the health and productivity of the land over time; and no new transmountain 
diversions should be included in the plan as these threaten the social, economic and ecological foundation on which rural 
communities are built, thus jeopardizing the ability of young farmers and ranchers to make a living off the land.  You'll find 
further detail in the attached document. Thanks so much for your time on this."

Comments Staff Recommendation: The comments on land stewardship such as soil health management, 
rotational grazing, and conservation tillage will be incorporated into Section 6.3.4 on agirculutural 
efficiency and reuse. Other comments are incorporated into Section 6.3.1, Section 
6.3.3, and Section 6.4.
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7/30/2014 Nic Korte, Grand Valley Audubon Society Webform submission on 
coloradowaterplan.com

Text from email: "I hope this finds you well. I am sending along my comments for the State Water Plan on behalf of the 
National Young Farmers Coalition. You'll see it is addressed to the CWCB and a number of roundtables--these are where we 
have supporters in Colorado. The first page is a summary of our statements and the following pages are more in-depth 
comments. I am sending to the respective roundtables and am cc'ing the Colorado Water Plan email address here. In brief, 
the National Young Farmers Coalition supports urban and agricultural conservation as the first and best option to meet 
Colorado's needs. Water education and land-use planning should be scaled up; agricultural conservation incentivized and 
its diverse impacts accounted for; land stewardship that works on behalf of clean and ample water should be elevated as a 
state-wide priority; farmers should be able to contribute to the health of streams and rivers rather than face disincentives 
to conservation; permanently removing water from the land must be a last resort and any transfer should be accompanied 
by strong conservation strategies that plan for the health and productivity of the land over time; and no new transmountain 
diversions should be included in the plan as these threaten the social, economic and ecological foundation on which rural 
communities are built, thus jeopardizing the ability of young farmers and ranchers to make a living off the land.  You'll find 
further detail in the attached document. Thanks so much for your time on this."

None Staff Response: Thank you for your positive comments on the noncosumptive toolbox. Colorado's 
Water Plan does not seek to make fundamental changes to Colorado's water law and limiting all 
future nonconsumpitive use is well outside the bounds of the plan. However, the plan does 
recognize how critical the environment is to Colorado and summarizes the environmental projects 
found in the Basin Implementation Plans in Section 6.6. Colorado's Water Plan also suggests funding 
watershed master plans in Section 9.1. With regard to the commenter's point on desalination and 
other innovative water opportunities - water providers are considering reverse osmosis however 
brine disposal is a significant water quality and environmental concern. Section 6.3.2 indicates 
Colorado's support of technological invasion such as zero liquid discharge to make such technologies 
more viable from an environmental stand point.
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7/31/2014 Celia Greenman, Colorado Citizen Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us Text from email: "Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the State Water Plan.  For my interest in non-consumptive 
use, some of the items I found useful and which were discussed in the Non-Consumptive Toolbox" report (July 2013) were 
the basin maps; the measurable outcomes along with examples; the toolbox; and the decision tree.  When discussing 
ecosystems and sensitive species, use of CPW, CNHP, and TNC evaluations were utilized.  I also appreciate that stakeholder 
groups would be assembled to work on implementation.  With regard to other points: ·         The real quantifiable water 
needs for Environmental and Recreational uses must be determined.  (These are listed as an Action Request). ·         
Minimum in-stream flows may not be adequate as a sole protection for environmental needs and values if water rights are 
too limited or too junior to be effective.·         Rivers and streams should be seen as continuous systems, not isolated 
reaches.  Therefore, close attention should be paid to the connectivity section of the Non-Consumptive Toolbox report. ·         
Environmental and Recreation uses must be factored into discussions of land use, growth, and water supply .. ·         Most 
importantly, all alternatives to a new Trans-Mountain diversion must be implemented before any new project from the 
Colorado River is considered. The Metro Basin Roundtable produced a conservation strategy but it did not seem to 
incorporate some of the ideas discussed in the Non-Consumptive Toolbox.  1) In addition to identifying aquatic species that 
may be in need of protection, plant and animal species in adjacent wetland and riparian areas must also be assessed.  2)  I 
did not read of conservation measures associated with agricultural practices.  Replacement of failing infrastructure in water 
delivery for municipal, industrial, and agricultural use should be a priority.  I do not believe this should extend to the lining 
of irrigation ditches, however, as that would have an adverse effect on surrounding vegetation, particularly cottonwoods.  
3) Also the Metro Fact Sheet on wet and dry periods has not been updated since 1997?  And certain floods (such as the 
1965 flood) are not shown as wet periods, why is this?   I could not connect the illustration of flood losses to the issue of 
water demand. I did not see a Conservation Strategy listed for the South Platte Basin Roundtable."

None Staff Response: We appreciate the commenter reading many of the materials provided. On  July 31, 
2014, the day the commenter submitted comments, the draft of the Basin Implantation Plans were 
also submitted. The plan can be reviewed on www.coloradowaterplan.com.Colorado's Water Plan 
also suggests funding watershed master plans in Section 9.1 and Section 6.6.
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8/4/14 - 8/20/14  Emails generated from individuals who 
submitted a form letter online through 
change.org

Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us Text from email: "Water is Colorado’s most precious resource – allowing our wildlife, agriculture and businesses to thrive. 
But Colorado's water resources are already stretched too thin and the state’s population is expected to double by 2050. If 
we don't act now to protect them, our remarkable rivers and the bald eagles, mule deer, red foxes, cottontails, rainbow 
trout, blue herons and other wildlife that depend on them will be in peril.  Please urge the Colorado State Water 
Conservation Board to prioritize the health of Colorado’s rivers and wildlife as they draft the state’s first-ever water plan."

Over 1,900 letters 
received

Staff Response: The four values driving Colorado's Water Plan include attention to environmental 
needs. Those four values are 1)vibrant and sustainable cities, 2) viable and productive agriculture, 3) 
a robust recreation and tourism industry, and 4) a thriving environment that includes healthy 
watersheds, rivers, streams, and wildlife. Meeting Colorado's nonconsumptive needs is a critical 
aspect of Colorado's Water Plan. The Basin Implementation Plans and Colorado's Water Plan will 
incorporate conservation as a critical component to helping meet future water needs. 
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8/1/2014 Reed Hunker, Colorado Citizen Webform submission to 
coloradowaterplan.com

Comments to be considered in Colorado's Water Plan: Please consider the fracking going on in the head waters of the CRB, 
(refer to the three news articles below). This makes no sense to me. 

Articles attached Staff Response: Fracking currently uses approximately 18,000 acre feet per year, which is a very 
small proportion of Colorado's overall water use. However, there may be some areas where there 
are greater regional effects. In addition, power plants that burn natural gas to make energy use less 
water than traditional power plants. Colorado's Water Plan will recognize that there is an energy 
water nexus.
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8/2/2014 Geoff Withers, Douglas County Rural 
Water Authority

Webform submission to 
coloradowaterplan.com

Comments to be considered in Colorado's Water Plan: As a member of the Douglas County Rural Water Authority Board for 
four years, I am particularly concerned about the continued prospect of the availability of Denver Basin aquifer water to 
those of us who have no real alternative.  Well monitoring in Douglas County continues under a contract with the USGS, 
and Elbert County is trying to establish such a program.  A northern El Paso County group has tried to establish one, and 
apparently Arapahoe County is considering it. It is also critical to scientifically evaluate DB supplies, and encourage - in 
every way possible - municipal high production well users to find alternative, sustainable supplies as early as possible, so 
that rural household and domestic water users can be assured a continued source of supply. 

None Staff Response: The issues raised by the commenter are largely addressed in Colorado's Water Plan.  
Denver basin aquifers are described in Chapter 4 and water supply, projects, and methods are 
decide in Section 6.5, including aquifer storage and recharge. The SWSI 2010 gap numbers which are 
being utlitized in Colorado's Water Plan, include the replacement of 30,000 AF of Denver Basin 
aquifer supplies currently being used. CWCB continues to support groundwater montioring in 
Douglas County.
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8/7/2014 Carl Carnein, Colorado Citizen Webform submission to 
coloradowaterplan.com

Comments to be considered in Colorado's Water Plan: I have read the executive summary of the South Platte portion of the 
plan. My wife and I live in a small subdivision with a special district supplying water in the mountain part of the South Platte 
basin.  On average, we use 30 gpd apiece.  We are legally prevented from utilizing water outside of our home--we can't 
even have a pot of flowers on our deck.  We are familiar with what it takes to conserve water.  In the executive summary of 
the South Platte basin plan, I see very little effort to address what I see as the gross waste of water in Colorado's two main 
urban areas--Denver and Colorado Springs.  The evidence for waste is everywhere--from sprinklers running in golf courses 
and fancy subdivisions to the diversion of water from agricultural uses so that urban users can maintain their leaky faucets 
and toilets without bothering to fix them (I know, because I have friends whose toilets and faucets have leaked for months--
there is no incentive to fix them).  In short, I don't see any effort to (1) provide incentives for real conservation in the urban 
environment, either by individuals or by municipalities that also waste water for frivolous uses; or (2) to control growth as a 
way of reducing the projected 500,000 acre-foot shortfall in 2050.  I believe these two things should be the certerpiece of 
the plan. Everything else is, to me, secondary. Let's all get serious about the truth, which is that water is going to limit 
growth in Colorado.  If the citizens of the state don't wake up and realize that they can easily reduce their water use, we will 
all suffer.  We need to develop basin-wide regulations, and, if necessary, punitive rate structures as conservation tools, and 
we need to start thinking seriously about implementing strategies to reduce population growth. 

None Staff Response: : The four values driving Colorado's Water Plan include attention to environmental 
needs. Those four values are 1) vibrant and sustainable cities, 2) viable and productive agriculture, 3) 
a robust recreation and tourism industry, and 4) a thriving environment that includes healthy 
watersheds, rivers, streams, and wildlife. The Basin Implementation Plans and Colorado's Water Plan 
will incorporate conservation as a critical component to helping meet future water needs. Initial 
work indicates that conservation will likely be able to meet the needs of an additional one million 
people. This is not enough to meet all of Colorado's future water demand, so Colorado's Water Plan 
will also encourage balanced multi-purpose projects to meet our future water needs. The CWCB will 
send this comment to the South Platte/Metro Basin Roundtable.
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8/8/2014 John Whitler, Water Research Foundation Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us Text from email: "I had two minor comments on the reuse section. 1.        This section should recognize that the National 
Research Council identified 14 research needs in its report Water Reuse: Potential for Expanding the Nation’s Water Supply 
Through Reuse of Municipal Wastewater.  Several organizations and institutions are funding DPR related research in follow 
up to this report. 2.       Additionally, there is DPR research being done by organizations beyond just the WRRF/CA DPR 
Research Initiative.  This could be noted by saying, “Individual utilities, and organizations like the Water Research 
Foundation are also funding DPR related research.”"

None Staff Recommendation: Will include suggestion made by the commenter in future revisions. 
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8/11/2014 Laura Belanger, Water Resource 
Advocates

Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us Text from email: "Please accept the attached revised version of Western Resource Advocate’s White Paper on Urban Reuse 
in the Colorado Water Plan to replace the version that was submitted on June 4, 2014 by Drew Beckwith (Table 2 errors 
have been corrected in this version).  Thank you"

WRA's White Paper on 
Urban Reuse

Staff Response: Reuse is an important part of Colorado's Water Plan and is explored in Section 6.3.2. 
Your comments will be taken under consideration during the review of that subsection. Some 
additional information about reuse and how the Basin Implementation Plans incorporated it into 
their draft BIPs can be found in Section 6.2. 
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8/11/2014 Margaret Cozine, Colorado Citizen Webform submission to 
coloradowaterplan.com

Comments to be considered in Colorado's Water Plan: Hello I am concerned that the average citizen in colorado (unlike 
New Mexico, Arizona, California, Texas) cannot harvest rainwater from her roof to use in growing food for her family. 
Please address this in your plan as we now are considered a least progressive state in the West with our complicated and 
punishing water laws. Example: My home had a well permit. I can harvest water, but only to use INSIDE the house. How 
crazy is that? Margaret Cozine 

None Staff Response: Rainwater harvesting does have some limitations within current Colorado water 
law. However, CWCB maintains a pilot program to explore how rainwater harvesting can be used. 
This is further discussed in Subsection 6.3.1.
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8/19/2014 Brenda Miller, Rancher and licensed 
wildlife rehabilitator

Webform submission to 
coloradowaterplan.com

Comments to be considered in Colorado's Water Plan: No more landscaping/watering of road medians on front range-
xeriscape only--no drip systems--only what grows in CO. No more watering cemeteries and ball fields (I grew up playing on 
dirt/weed fields-sometimes someone volunteered to mow) Limit golf course watering to fairways only. Limit how much 
grass/lawn can be grown around a home. Limit what kind of grass can be grown and receive water.    I don't have a lawn--I 
mow the weeds now and then around the house--nothing fancy because I don't have water to use on a lawn!  Things HAVE 
to GET Real Serious!  There are TOO MANY PEOPLE!   Limit the human population---it has to happen now. 

None Staff Response: The percentage of municiple water use is small compared to all other uses. 
However, it is important to use this and other water resources wisely. Conservation and growth.
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8/20/2014 Sue Brown, WaterforColorado.org Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us Text from email: "Hello - Please find attached a letter with a summary of recent comments on the water plan from over 
7000 concerned Colorado residents. These comments were sent directly through the CWCB input email since June 21st, 
2014. These Colorado residents participated through an online alert generated by WaterforColorado.org in order to 
facilitate comments from the public on the state water plan. Each one of them took time from their busy day to read the 
information, make a conscious decision to send an email to you, and become engaged in the water plan process. We trust 
you recognize the value of this participation from people you may normally not hear from on water issues. Please let us 
know if you need any additional information at sue@rivercampaign.org or 303-477-0972"

Letter Staff Response: Thank you to WaterforColorado.org for organizing their constituent comments. 1) 
The CWCB and the Basin Roundtables will be working to support conservation, environment, and 
recreation in the Basin Implementation Plans and draft of Colorado's Water Plan. Meeting 
Colorado's nonconsumptive needs is a critical aspect of Colorado's Water Plan. In addition, the 
CWCB's Water Supply Reserve Account (WSRA) grant program has been used by several basins to 
analyze water flow requirements related to ecological values. 2) The Basin Implementation Plans and 
Colorado's Water Plan will incorporate conservation as a critical component to helping meet future 
water needs. Initial work indicates that conservation will likely be able to meet the needs of an 
additional one million people. This is not enough to meet all of Colorado's future water demand, so 
Colorado's Water Plan will also encourage balanced multi-purpose projects to meet our future water 
needs. 3) Agricultural water sharing and modernizing agricultural efficiencies are aspects of 
Colorado's Water Plan included in Section 6.4 and Subsection 6.3.4. 4) Colorado's Water Plan will 
incorporate conservation and reuse, however those strategies alone might not be enough to meet 
Colorado's future water needs. Additional balanced options need to be explored.
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8/20/2014 Joe Norris, representing  the 
Consolidated Mutual Water Company 
and the Agricultural Ditch & Reservoir 
Company

Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us Text from email: "Please see the attached letter dated August 20, 2014 from the Consolidated Mutual Water Company and 
the Agricultural Ditch & Reservoir Company for substantive comments regarding policy implications of the State Engineer's 
recent participation in water court, especially in the context of change adjudications. The attached file exceeded the 
maximum file size for submission online, so please consider this as a general comment for consideration by the CWCB at its 
next scheduled meeting.  Please contact myself or Evan Ela of my firm if you have any questions regarding this comment 
submission."

Letter Staff Response: CWCB is working with their sister agencies to who are evalutating their own policies 
to meet the values expressed in Colorado's Water Plan. Your comments will be considered in future 
revisions of Section 6.4. 
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8/19/2014 Tracy Irving, Colorado Citizen Webform submission to 
coloradowaterplan.com

Comments on Colorado's Water Plan Website: after many hour of study i have not been able to answer who.how,etc. the 
short or long term water markets are operated or are regulated in co. Why is their not more visibility related to this issue? 
This would seem to deserve some emphasis. My mother always told me if you want to fine the truth - follow the gold 

None Staff Response: Colorado's water markets allow for agricultural water rights to be transferred to an 
urban water right through the water court process. Although Colorado's Water Plan does not seek to 
prohibit willing seller from selling their water rights to willing buyers, additional options are needed. 
One of the largest concerns expressed in Colorado's Water Plan is that the status quo could lead to a 
percipitious amount of agricultural dry up. A descirption of Colorado's water law is in Section 2.1 and 
a description of agricultural transfers including alternatives were discussed in Section 6.3. 
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8/19/2014 Melinda Kassen, IBCC member; Bart 
Miller, Brew Beckwith, and Laura 
Belanger, all with the Western Resource 
Advocates, Theresa Conley, Conservation 
Colorado

Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us Text from email: "As mentioned last week, here’s a memo laying out those elements from draft BIPs we think other basins, 
but also the Colorado Water Plan itself, should adopt."

Memorandum Staff Recommendations: Staff recommends incorporating aspects of the comments into Colorado's 
Water Plan such as integrating consumptive projects with environment and recreation ones, adding 
climate change analysis and developing watershed master plans across the state. These suggestions 
have been incorporated into Section 6.6 next steps. Comments related to conservation will be 
considered in the update to Section 6.3. Comments related to increased yeilds related to identified 
projects and processes is in Section 6.2. Comments related to new supply are in Section 8 and 
alternative agricultural tranfers are in Section 5.7. 
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8/18/14 - 8/19/14 Emails generated from individuals who 
submitted a form letter through Protect 
Colorado's Rivers

Email to cowaterplan@state.co.us Copy of form letter: "Dear Director Eklund:  As a citizen of Colorado, I urge you to prioritize water conservation in our cities 
and towns as you draft our state’s first-ever water plan. Water conservation is faster, better, and cheaper than new water 
projects, which cost billions to build, harm our environment, wreck our rivers, and increase our water bills. With just a 1% 
per year reduction in our water usage, we can conserve enough water to serve 1.8 million families in Colorado for a year. 
We should adopt this 1% per year goal in our state water plan.  We cannot afford to continue taking more and more water 
from our rivers -- water conservation is the way forward for Colorado. Thank you for your leadership, and for protecting the 
future of Colorado’s rivers."

11 letters received Staff Response: The four values driving Colorado's Water Plan include attention to environmental 
needs. Those four values are 1) vibrant and sustainable cities, 2) viable and productive agriculture, 3) 
a robust recreation and tourism industry, and 4) a thriving environment that includes healthy 
watersheds, rivers, streams, and wildlife. Meeting Colorado's nonconsumptive needs is a critical 
aspect of Colorado's Water Plan. The Basin Implementation Plans and Colorado's Water Plan will 
incorporate conservation as a critical component to helping meet future water needs. 
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8/8/2014 Front Range Water Council Received by US mail The Front Range Water Council has divided its comments into five distrinct section reflective of these themes: 1) The need 
to further advance conservation and reuse efforts, while recognizing all that has been accomplished to date. 2) the need to 
lower existing barriers to the implementation of alternative transfer methods and other water sharing opportunities. 3) The 
advancement of concrete, identifiable refinements to the water project premitting processs so as to reduce unnecessary 
costs and delays. 4) The future role of the state in the financing and construction of water projects, both consumptive and 
non-consumptive. 5) Support for the package of priniicples contained in the IBCC Conceptual Agreement. 

Letter Staff Response: Thank you to the Front Range Water Council for putting a considerable amount of 
effort into your comments. In future revisions of sections on conservation, reusue, alternative 
agriculture transfers, and permitting, your comments will be considered. In addition, financing is 
considered as part of Section 9.1 and Section 5.5 will include a description in the appendixes of what 
other states are doing to meet their water supply gaps. The IBCC conceptual agreement on 
transmountain diversions is discussed in Chapter 8 and your comments will be considered in future 
revisions. 
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8/10/2014 High Country Conservation Advocates Received by US mail * Funding for stream management surveys and plans that will fill in the knowledge gap for nonconsumptive needs on 
priority stream segments. *Funding to develop projects on these segments, where there is limited NGO capacity to bring 
nonconsumpitve projects to the table. * Support for augmenting instream flows (by appropriation, acquisition, leasing, and 
water sharing mechanisms) in cooperation with agriculture. * Clear citeria far waer development, requiring conservation, 
reuse, and efficiency strategies before increased diversions - transmountain or otherwise. 

Letter and postcards Staff Response: Thank you for compiling comments into a concise letter. Funding for watershed 
master plans is included as a recommendation under Section 6.2 and 9.1 as well as funding for 
environmental and recreational projects and increasing capacity. Clear critera for water 
development will be considered as part of Section 9.4. Lastly, agricultural and environmental water 
sharing is an imporant multipurpose component mentioned in many Basin Implementation Plans 
and CWCB supports these types of multipurpose and multiparnter projects.  



Last_Name First_Name Street City State ZIP Response_Date Response_Text

Bredvik DeLane 8810 Chipita Park Rd Cascade CO 80809‐1315 5/24/2014 8:53

Hypocrites!  Gov. Hickenlooper has said that "every conversation about water should begin 
with conservation," and I could not agree more. Water is our most precious natural resource 
and we must take steps now to protect and preserve it in a way that will benefit Colorado's 
rivers, wildlife, recreation, agriculture, businesses and residents.  So stop FRACKING!  As you 
oversee the creation of a plan to meet our future water needs, I urge you to prioritize the 
following goals:  Stop wasting and polluting precious water with FRACKING!  1. Keep 
Colorado's rivers healthy and flowing. Colorado's rivers are an integral part of our unique 
heritage and way of life. Rivers support our wildlife, agriculture, and a multi‐billion dollar 
tourism industry. Protecting and restoring our rivers must be a top priority.  2. Increasing and 
prioritizing efficiency and conservation are crucial to our ability to meet our growing water 
needs. State studies have shown that existing water conservation efforts will have to 
expanded to ensure we can meet the needs of a growing population. Expand conservation 
incentives, increase indoor and outdoor efficiency and support recycling programs.  3. Help 
farmers and ranchers increase their profits and productivity through investments in 
modernizing agricultural and water sharing practices. The state should support voluntary, 
compensated, and flexible water‐sharing agreements between agricultural producers and 
growing communities while respecting their water rights, as well as incentives to improve 
agricultural infrastructure that benefits operations and rivers.  4. Avoid new, large, trans‐
mountain water diversion projects. Trans‐mountain diversion projects that drain water from 
West Slope rivers to supply growing Front Range demands are controversial, costly and 
damaging. Prioritize conservation and reuse so we can make every drop count and avoid the 
need for these projects.  Thank you for helping to keep these four goals at the forefront of 
Colorado's water plan drafting process. 



Melena Lori 6468 S Steele St Centennial CO 80121‐2944 5/24/2014 9:04

NOTHING can live without water, clean water. This is why it so important to conserve and 
plan for our water.  Gov. Hickenlooper has said that "every conversation about water should 
begin with conservation," and I could not agree more. Water is our most precious natural 
resource and we must take steps now to protect and preserve it in a way that will benefit 
Colorado's rivers, wildlife, recreation, agriculture, businesses and residents.  As you oversee 
the creation of a plan to meet our future water needs, I urge you to prioritize the following 
goals:  1. Keep Colorado's rivers healthy and flowing. Colorado's rivers are an integral part of 
our unique heritage and way of life. Rivers support our wildlife, agriculture, and a multi‐billion 
dollar tourism industry. Protecting and restoring our rivers must be a top priority.  2. 
Increasing and prioritizing efficiency and conservation are crucial to our ability to meet our 
growing water needs. State studies have shown that existing water conservation efforts will 
have to expanded to ensure we can meet the needs of a growing population. Expand 
conservation incentives, increase indoor and outdoor efficiency and support recycling 
programs.  3. Help farmers and ranchers increase their profits and productivity through 
investments in modernizing agricultural and water sharing practices. The state should support 
voluntary, compensated, and flexible water‐sharing agreements between agricultural 
producers and growing communities while respecting their water rights, as well as incentives 
to improve agricultural infrastructure that benefits operations and rivers.  4. Avoid new, large, 
trans‐mountain water diversion projects. Trans‐mountain diversion projects that drain water 
from West Slope rivers to supply growing Front Range demands are controversial, costly and 
damaging. Prioritize conservation and reuse so we can make every drop count and avoid the 
need for these projects.  Thank you for helping to keep these four goals at the forefront of 
Colorado's water plan drafting process. 

Phillips Thomas PO Box Palisade CO 81526 5/24/2014 9:07

Gov. Hickenlooper has said that "every conversation about water should begin with 
conservation," and I could not agree more. Water is our most precious natural resource and 
we must take steps now to protect and preserve it in a way that will benefit Colorado's rivers, 
wildlife, recreation, agriculture, businesses and residents.  As you oversee the creation of a 
plan to meet our future water needs, I urge you to prioritize the following goals:  1. Keep 
Colorado's rivers healthy and flowing. Colorado's rivers are an integral part of our unique 
heritage and way of life. Rivers support our wildlife, agriculture, and a multi‐billion dollar 
tourism industry. Protecting and restoring our rivers must be a top priority.  2. Increasing and 
prioritizing efficiency and conservation are crucial to our ability to meet our growing water 
needs. State studies have shown that existing water conservation efforts will have to 
expanded to ensure we can meet the needs of a growing population. Expand conservation 
incentives, increase indoor and outdoor efficiency and support recycling programs.  3. Help 
farmers and ranchers increase their profits and productivity through investments in 
modernizing agricultural and water sharing practices. The state should support voluntary, 
compensated, and flexible water‐sharing agreements between agricultural producers and 
growing communities while respecting their water rights, as well as incentives to improve 
agricultural infrastructure that benefits operations and rivers.  4. Avoid all new, large and 
small, trans‐mountain water diversion projects.  Enough already!  The west slope headwaters 
cannot give anymore with destroying the rivers.  Trans‐mountain diversion projects that drain 
water from West Slope rivers to supply growing Front Range demands are controversial, 
costly and damaging. Prioritize conservation and reuse so we can make every drop count and 
avoid the need for these projects.  Thank you for helping to keep these four goals at the 
forefront of Colorado's water plan drafting process. 



Zantzinger Daniel Hale 4800 Baseline Rd Boulder CO 80303‐2699 5/24/2014 9:20

We watch this issue very closely.  Gov. Hickenlooper has said that "every conversation about 
water should begin with conservation," and I could not agree more. Water is our most 
precious natural resource and we must take steps now to protect and preserve it in a way 
that will benefit Colorado's rivers, wildlife, recreation, agriculture, businesses and residents.  
As you oversee the creation of a plan to meet our future water needs, I urge you to prioritize 
the following goals:  1. Keep Colorado's rivers healthy and flowing. Colorado's rivers are an 
integral part of our unique heritage and way of life. Rivers support our wildlife, agriculture, 
and a multi‐billion dollar tourism industry. Protecting and restoring our rivers must be a top 
priority.  2. Increasing and prioritizing efficiency and conservation are crucial to our ability to 
meet our growing water needs. State studies have shown that existing water conservation 
efforts will have to expanded to ensure we can meet the needs of a growing population. 
Expand conservation incentives, increase indoor and outdoor efficiency and support recycling 
programs.  3. Help farmers and ranchers increase their profits and productivity through 
investments in modernizing agricultural and water sharing practices. The state should support 
voluntary, compensated, and flexible water‐sharing agreements between agricultural 
producers and growing communities while respecting their water rights, as well as incentives 
to improve agricultural infrastructure that benefits operations and rivers.  4. Avoid new, large, 
trans‐mountain water diversion projects. Trans‐mountain diversion projects that drain water 
from West Slope rivers to supply growing Front Range demands are controversial, costly and 
damaging. Prioritize conservation and reuse so we can make every drop count and avoid the 
need for these projects.  Thank you for helping to keep these four goals at the forefront of 
Colorado's water plan drafting process. 

Megeath Joe 1250 Humboldt St Denver CO 80218‐2417 5/24/2014 9:21

The river life will die without serious intervention. Please demand conservation. Gov. 
Hickenlooper has said that "every conversation about water should begin with conservation," 
and I could not agree more. Water is our most precious natural resource and we must take 
steps now to protect and preserve it in a way that will benefit Colorado's rivers, wildlife, 
recreation, agriculture, businesses and residents.  As you oversee the creation of a plan to 
meet our future water needs, I urge you to prioritize the following goals:  1. Keep Colorado's 
rivers healthy and flowing. Colorado's rivers are an integral part of our unique heritage and 
way of life. Rivers support our wildlife, agriculture, and a multi‐billion dollar tourism industry. 
Protecting and restoring our rivers must be a top priority.  2. Increasing and prioritizing 
efficiency and conservation are crucial to our ability to meet our growing water needs. State 
studies have shown that existing water conservation efforts will have to expanded to ensure 
we can meet the needs of a growing population. Expand conservation incentives, increase 
indoor and outdoor efficiency and support recycling programs.  3. Help farmers and ranchers 
increase their profits and productivity through investments in modernizing agricultural and 
water sharing practices. The state should support voluntary, compensated, and flexible water‐
sharing agreements between agricultural producers and growing communities while 
respecting their water rights, as well as incentives to improve agricultural infrastructure that 
benefits operations and rivers.  4. Avoid new, large, trans‐mountain water diversion projects. 
Trans‐mountain diversion projects that drain water from West Slope rivers to supply growing 
Front Range demands are controversial, costly and damaging. Prioritize conservation and 
reuse so we can make every drop count and avoid the need for these projects.  Thank you for 
helping to keep these four goals at the forefront of Colorado's water plan drafting process. 



Blackwell Sama 1035 Roxwood Ln Boulder CO 80303‐2856 5/24/2014 9:26

Gov. Hickenlooper has said that "every conversation about water should begin with 
conservation," and I could not agree more. Water is our most precious natural resource and 
we must take steps now to protect and preserve it in a way that will benefit Colorado's rivers, 
wildlife, recreation, agriculture, businesses and residents.  As you oversee the creation of a 
plan to meet our future water needs, I urge you to prioritize the following goals:  1. Keep 
Colorado's rivers healthy and flowing. Colorado's rivers are an integral part of our unique 
heritage and way of life. Rivers support our wildlife, agriculture, and a multi‐billion dollar 
tourism industry. Protecting and restoring our rivers must be a top priority.  2. Increasing and 
prioritizing efficiency and conservation are crucial to our ability to meet our growing water 
needs. State studies have shown that existing water conservation efforts will have to 
expanded to ensure we can meet the needs of a growing population. Expand conservation 
incentives, increase indoor and outdoor efficiency and support recycling programs.  3. Help 
farmers and ranchers increase their profits and productivity through investments in 
modernizing agricultural and water sharing practices. The state should support voluntary, 
compensated, and flexible water‐sharing agreements between agricultural producers and 
growing communities while respecting their water rights, as well as incentives to improve 
agricultural infrastructure that benefits operations and rivers.  4. Avoid new, large, trans‐
mountain water diversion projects. Trans‐mountain diversion projects that drain water from 
West Slope rivers to supply growing Front Range demands are controversial, costly and 
damaging. Prioritize conservation and reuse so we can make every drop count and avoid the 
need for these projects.  Thank you for helping to keep these four goals at the forefront of 
Colorado's water plan drafting process and thank you for your consideration of these 
comments. 

Carnein Carl 507 Donzi Trl Florissant CO 80816‐9296 5/24/2014 9:40

Water conservation should be permanent, not just something we do during drought years.  
Gov. Hickenlooper has said that "every conversation about water should begin with 
conservation," and I could not agree more. Water is our most precious natural resource and 
we must take steps now to protect and preserve it in a way that will benefit Colorado's rivers, 
wildlife, recreation, agriculture, businesses and residents.  As you oversee the creation of a 
plan to meet our future water needs, I urge you to prioritize the following goals:  1. Keep 
Colorado's rivers healthy and flowing. Colorado's rivers are an integral part of our unique 
heritage and way of life. Rivers support our wildlife, agriculture, and a multi‐billion dollar 
tourism industry. Protecting and restoring our rivers must be a top priority.  2. Increasing and 
prioritizing efficiency and conservation are crucial to our ability to meet our growing water 
needs. State studies have shown that existing water conservation efforts will have to 
expanded to ensure we can meet the needs of a growing population. Expand conservation 
incentives, increase indoor and outdoor efficiency and support recycling programs.  3. Help 
farmers and ranchers increase their profits and productivity through investments in 
modernizing agricultural and water sharing practices. The state should support voluntary, 
compensated, and flexible water‐sharing agreements between agricultural producers and 
growing communities while respecting their water rights, as well as incentives to improve 
agricultural infrastructure that benefits operations and rivers.  4. Avoid new, large, trans‐
mountain water diversion projects. Trans‐mountain diversion projects that drain water from 
West Slope rivers to supply growing Front Range demands are controversial, costly and 
damaging. Prioritize conservation and reuse so we can make every drop count and avoid the 
need for these projects.  Thank you for helping to keep these four goals at the forefront of 
Colorado's water plan drafting process. 



Grimsley Teresa Rd 4‐S Alamosa CO 81101 5/24/2014 9:43

Gov. Hickenlooper has said that "every conversation about water should begin with 
conservation," and I could not agree more. Water is our most precious natural resource and 
we must take steps now to protect and preserve it in a way that will benefit Colorado's rivers, 
wildlife, recreation, agriculture, businesses and residents.  As you oversee the creation of a 
plan to meet our future water needs, I urge you to prioritize the following goals:  First & 
foremost, & not even mentioned in this petition, is the fact that Colorado has to "send" X‐
amount of water to other states every year, a practice that REALLY needs to be scrutinized/re‐
evaluated. This practice puts a HUGE burden on a highly agricultural state (Colorado) that is 
already hurting when it comes to water. It doesn't make sense for this practice even to 
continue, when it is at the expense of those who live in & pay taxes to the state of 
Colorado...yet that water benefits people in other states who really don't even have a care in 
the world for Colorado, & who don't support our state financially.  1. Keep Colorado's rivers 
healthy and flowing. Colorado's rivers are an integral part of our unique heritage and way of 
life. Rivers support our wildlife, agriculture, and a multi‐billion dollar tourism industry. 
Protecting and restoring our rivers must be a top priority.  2. Increasing and prioritizing 
efficiency and conservation are crucial to our ability to meet our growing water needs. State 
studies have shown that existing water conservation efforts will have to expanded to ensure 
we can meet the needs of a growing population. Expand conservation incentives, increase 
indoor and outdoor efficiency and support recycling programs.  3. Help farmers and ranchers 
increase their profits and productivity through investments in modernizing agricultural and 
water sharing practices. The state should support voluntary, compensated, and flexible water‐
sharing agreements between agricultural producers and growing communities while 
respecting their water rights, as well as incentives to improve agricultural infrastructure that 
benefits operations and rivers. I live in the San Luis Valley, a highly agricultural area, & it is 
sickening to see that overhead irrigation systems are still being used here, essentially 

Weaver Gary 11986 Bear Creek Dr Franktown CO 80116‐9308 5/24/2014 9:47

Gov. Hickenlooper has said that "every conversation about water should begin with 
conservation," and I could not agree more. Water is our most precious natural resource and 
we must take steps now to protect and preserve it in a way that will benefit Colorado's rivers, 
wildlife, recreation, agriculture, businesses and residents.  As you oversee the creation of a 
plan to meet our future water needs, I urge you to prioritize the following goals:  1. Keep 
Colorado's rivers healthy and flowing. Colorado's rivers are an integral part of our unique 
heritage and way of life. Rivers support our wildlife, agriculture, and a multi‐billion dollar 
tourism industry. Protecting and restoring our rivers must be a top priority.  2. Increasing and 
prioritizing efficiency and conservation are crucial to our ability to meet our growing water 
needs. State studies have shown that existing water conservation efforts will have to 
expanded to ensure we can meet the needs of a growing population. Expand conservation 
incentives, increase indoor and outdoor efficiency and support recycling programs.  3. Help 
farmers and ranchers increase their profits and productivity through investments in 
modernizing agricultural and water sharing practices. The state should support voluntary, 
compensated, and flexible water‐sharing agreements between agricultural producers and 
growing communities while respecting their water rights, as well as incentives to improve 
agricultural infrastructure that benefits operations and rivers.  4. Avoid new, large, trans‐
mountain water diversion projects. Trans‐mountain diversion projects that drain water from 
West Slope rivers to supply growing Front Range demands are controversial, costly and 
damaging. Prioritize conservation and reuse so we can make every drop count and avoid the 
need for these projects.  Thank you for helping to keep these four goals at the forefront of 
Colorado's water plan drafting process. I am a fly fisherman and I want to see the rivers flow 
naturally. All you seem to be doing id supporting greed and growth from the developers. 
ENOUGH....Its unsustainable. 



Weaver Gary 11986 Bear Creek Dr Franktown CO 80116‐9308 5/24/2014 9:47

Gov. Hickenlooper has said that "every conversation about water should begin with 
conservation," and I could not agree more. Water is our most precious natural resource and 
we must take steps now to protect and preserve it in a way that will benefit Colorado's rivers, 
wildlife, recreation, agriculture, businesses and residents.  As you oversee the creation of a 
plan to meet our future water needs, I urge you to prioritize the following goals:  1. Keep 
Colorado's rivers healthy and flowing. Colorado's rivers are an integral part of our unique 
heritage and way of life. Rivers support our wildlife, agriculture, and a multi‐billion dollar 
tourism industry. Protecting and restoring our rivers must be a top priority.  2. Increasing and 
prioritizing efficiency and conservation are crucial to our ability to meet our growing water 
needs. State studies have shown that existing water conservation efforts will have to 
expanded to ensure we can meet the needs of a growing population. Expand conservation 
incentives, increase indoor and outdoor efficiency and support recycling programs.  3. Help 
farmers and ranchers increase their profits and productivity through investments in 
modernizing agricultural and water sharing practices. The state should support voluntary, 
compensated, and flexible water‐sharing agreements between agricultural producers and 
growing communities while respecting their water rights, as well as incentives to improve 
agricultural infrastructure that benefits operations and rivers.  4. Avoid new, large, trans‐
mountain water diversion projects. Trans‐mountain diversion projects that drain water from 
West Slope rivers to supply growing Front Range demands are controversial, costly and 
damaging. Prioritize conservation and reuse so we can make every drop count and avoid the 
need for these projects.  Thank you for helping to keep these four goals at the forefront of 
Colorado's water plan drafting process. I am a fly fisherman and I want to see the rivers flow 
naturally. All you seem to be doing id supporting greed and growth from the developers. 
ENOUGH....Its unsustainable. 

Studt Steven 1020 Rolland Moore Dr Apt 3g Fort Collins CO 80526‐1880 5/24/2014 9:48

Gov. Hickenlooper has said that "every conversation about water should begin with 
conservation," and I could not agree more. Water is our most precious natural resource and 
we must take steps now to protect and preserve it in a way that will benefit Colorado's rivers, 
wildlife, recreation, agriculture, businesses and residents.  As you oversee the creation of a 
plan to meet our future water needs, I urge you to prioritize the following goals:  1. Keep 
Colorado's rivers healthy and flowing. Colorado's rivers are an integral part of our unique 
heritage and way of life. Rivers support our wildlife, agriculture, and a multi‐billion dollar 
tourism industry. Protecting and restoring our rivers must be a top priority.  2. Increasing and 
prioritizing efficiency and conservation are crucial to our ability to meet our growing water 
needs. State studies have shown that existing water conservation efforts will have to 
expanded to ensure we can meet the needs of a growing population. Expand conservation 
incentives, increase indoor and outdoor efficiency and support recycling programs.  3. Help 
farmers and ranchers increase their profits and productivity through investments in 
modernizing agricultural and water sharing practices. The state should support voluntary, 
compensated, and flexible water‐sharing agreements between agricultural producers and 
growing communities while respecting their water rights, as well as incentives to improve 
agricultural infrastructure that benefits operations and rivers.  4. Avoid new, large, trans‐
mountain water diversion projects. Trans‐mountain diversion projects that drain water from 
West Slope rivers to supply growing Front Range demands are controversial, costly and 
damaging. Prioritize conservation and reuse so we can make every drop count and avoid the 
need for these projects.  Thank you for helping to keep these four goals at the forefront of 
Colorado's water plan drafting process.  Because of water demand in the front range, I've 
seen the water in the Colorado river headwaters disappear.  A minimum flow should be set 
for every river, especially one as iconic as the Colorado. 



Jackson Tom 1535 Franklin St Apt 9b Denver CO 80218‐1653 5/24/2014 9:50

Gov. Hickenlooper has said that "every conversation about water should begin with 
conservation," and I could not agree more. Water is our most precious natural resource and 
we must take steps now to protect and preserve it in a way that will benefit Colorado's rivers, 
wildlife, recreation, agriculture, businesses and residents.  As you oversee the creation of a 
plan to meet our future water needs, I urge you to prioritize the following goals:  1. Keep 
Colorado's rivers healthy and flowing. Colorado's rivers are an integral part of our unique 
heritage and way of life. Rivers support our wildlife, agriculture, and a multi‐billion dollar 
tourism industry. Protecting and restoring our rivers must be a top priority.  2. Increasing and 
prioritizing efficiency and conservation are crucial to our ability to meet our growing water 
needs. State studies have shown that existing water conservation efforts will have to 
expanded to ensure we can meet the needs of a growing population. Expand conservation 
incentives, increase indoor and outdoor efficiency and support recycling programs.  3. Help 
farmers and ranchers increase their profits and productivity through investments in 
modernizing agricultural and water sharing practices. The state should support voluntary, 
compensated, and flexible water‐sharing agreements between agricultural producers and 
growing communities while respecting their water rights, as well as incentives to improve 
agricultural infrastructure that benefits operations and rivers.  4. Avoid new, large, trans‐
mountain water diversion projects. Trans‐mountain diversion projects that drain water from 
West Slope rivers to supply growing Front Range demands are controversial, costly and 
damaging. Prioritize conservation and reuse so we can make every drop count and avoid the 
need for these projects.  Thank you for helping to keep these four goals at the forefront of 
Colorado's water plan drafting process.  I appreciate it. 

Goodin Ben 13322 CR 45 Coaldale CO 81222 5/24/2014 9:55

Please don't tell us "to suck it up".  You are horrible at taking care of the environment and 
certainly Colorado's outdoors.  Gov. Hickenlooper has said that "every conversation about 
water should begin with conservation," and I could not agree more. Water is our most 
precious natural resource and we must take steps now to protect and preserve it in a way 
that will benefit Colorado's rivers, wildlife, recreation, agriculture, businesses and residents.  
As you oversee the creation of a plan to meet our future water needs, I urge you to prioritize 
the following goals:  1. Keep Colorado's rivers healthy and flowing. Colorado's rivers are an 
integral part of our unique heritage and way of life. Rivers support our wildlife, agriculture, 
and a multi‐billion dollar tourism industry. Protecting and restoring our rivers must be a top 
priority.  2. Increasing and prioritizing efficiency and conservation are crucial to our ability to 
meet our growing water needs. State studies have shown that existing water conservation 
efforts will have to expanded to ensure we can meet the needs of a growing population. 
Expand conservation incentives, increase indoor and outdoor efficiency and support recycling 
programs.  3. Help farmers and ranchers increase their profits and productivity through 
investments in modernizing agricultural and water sharing practices. The state should support 
voluntary, compensated, and flexible water‐sharing agreements between agricultural 
producers and growing communities while respecting their water rights, as well as incentives 
to improve agricultural infrastructure that benefits operations and rivers.  4. Avoid new, large, 
trans‐mountain water diversion projects. Trans‐mountain diversion projects that drain water 
from West Slope rivers to supply growing Front Range demands are controversial, costly and 
damaging. Prioritize conservation and reuse so we can make every drop count and avoid the 
need for these projects.  Thank you for helping to keep these four goals at the forefront of 
Colorado's water plan drafting process. 



Olson, Ph.D. Sherry 1520 Findlay Way Boulder CO 80305‐6922 5/24/2014 9:57

In Colorado water is our most precious natural resource and we must take steps now to 
protect and preserve it in a way that will benefit Colorado's rivers, wildlife, recreation, 
agriculture, businesses and residents.  As you oversee the creation of a plan to meet our 
future water needs, I urge you to prioritize the following goals:  1. Avoid new, large, trans‐
mountain water diversion projects. Trans‐mountain diversion projects that drain water from 
West Slope rivers to supply growing Front Range demands are controversial, costly and 
damaging. Prioritize conservation and reuse so we can make every drop count and avoid the 
need for these projects.  2. Keep Colorado's rivers healthy and flowing. Protecting and 
restoring our rivers must be a top priority.  3. Increasing and prioritizing efficiency and 
conservation are crucial to our ability to meet our growing water needs.  4. Help farmers and 
ranchers increase their profits and productivity through investments in modernizing 
agricultural and water sharing practices. The state should support voluntary, compensated, 
and flexible water‐sharing agreements between agricultural producers and growing 
communities while respecting their water rights, as well as incentives to improve agricultural 
infrastructure that benefits operations and rivers.  Thank you for helping to keep these four 
goals at the forefront of Colorado's water plan drafting process. 

Hannem Vanessa Clarkson Street Denver CO 80218 5/24/2014 10:20

Water is our most precious natural resource and we must take steps now to protect and 
preserve it in a way that will benefit Colorado's residents, rivers, wildlife, recreation, 
agriculture, and businesses.  As you oversee the creation of a plan to meet our future water 
needs, I urge you to prioritize the following goals:  1. Keep Colorado's rivers healthy and 
flowing. Colorado's rivers are an integral part of our unique heritage and way of life. Rivers 
support our wildlife, agriculture, and a multi‐billion dollar tourism industry. Protecting and 
restoring our rivers must be a top priority.  2. Increasing and prioritizing efficiency and 
conservation are crucial to our ability to meet our growing water needs. State studies have 
shown that existing water conservation efforts will have to expanded to ensure we can meet 
the needs of a growing population. Expand conservation incentives, increase indoor and 
outdoor efficiency and support recycling programs.  3. Help farmers and ranchers increase 
their profits and productivity through investments in modernizing agricultural and water 
sharing practices. The state should support voluntary, compensated, and flexible water‐
sharing agreements between agricultural producers and growing communities while 
respecting their water rights, as well as incentives to improve agricultural infrastructure that 
benefits operations and rivers.  4. Avoid new, large, trans‐mountain water diversion projects. 
Trans‐mountain diversion projects that drain water from West Slope rivers to supply growing 
Front Range demands are controversial, costly and damaging. Prioritize conservation and 
reuse so we can make every drop count and avoid the need for these projects.  Thank you for 
helping to keep these four goals at the forefront of Colorado's water plan drafting process. 



Mitchell John 10260 Woodrose Ln Highlands Ranch CO 80129‐5427 5/24/2014 10:35

Gov. Hickenlooper has said that "every conversation about water should begin with 
conservation," and I could not agree more. Water is our most precious natural resource and 
we must take steps now to protect and preserve it in a way that will benefit Colorado's rivers, 
wildlife, recreation, agriculture, businesses and residents.  As you oversee the creation of a 
plan to meet our future water needs, I urge you to prioritize the following goals:  1. Keep 
Colorado's rivers healthy and flowing. Colorado's rivers are an integral part of our unique 
heritage and way of life. Rivers support our wildlife, agriculture, and a multi‐billion dollar 
tourism industry. Protecting and restoring our rivers must be a top priority.  2. Increasing and 
prioritizing efficiency and conservation are crucial to our ability to meet our growing water 
needs. State studies have shown that existing water conservation efforts will have to 
expanded to ensure we can meet the needs of a growing population. Expand conservation 
incentives, increase indoor and outdoor efficiency and support recycling programs.  3. Help 
farmers and ranchers increase their profits and productivity through investments in 
modernizing agricultural and water sharing practices. The state should support voluntary, 
compensated, and flexible water‐sharing agreements between agricultural producers and 
growing communities while respecting their water rights, as well as incentives to improve 
agricultural infrastructure that benefits operations and rivers.  4. Avoid new, large, trans‐
mountain water diversion projects. Trans‐mountain diversion projects that drain water from 
West Slope rivers to supply growing Front Range demands are controversial, costly and 
damaging. Prioritize conservation and reuse so we can make every drop count and avoid the 
need for these projects.  5. Allow people to reuse rain water as a way to protect our vital 
resources.  6. Pass a bill that forces HOAs to allow xeroscaping without restrictions. This will 
also help protect our vital resources.  Thank you for helping to keep these four goals at the 
forefront of Colorado's water plan drafting process. 

Green Alice PO Box 723 Wheat Ridge CO 80034‐0723 5/24/2014 11:24

Gov. Hickenlooper has said that "every conversation about water should begin with 
conservation," and I could not agree more. Water is our most precious natural resource and 
we must take steps now to protect and preserve it in a way that will benefit Colorado's rivers, 
wildlife, recreation, agriculture, businesses and residents.  As you oversee the creation of a 
plan to meet our future water needs, I urge you to prioritize the following goals:  1. Keep 
Colorado's rivers healthy and flowing. Colorado's rivers are an integral part of our unique 
heritage and way of life. Rivers support our wildlife, agriculture, and a multi‐billion dollar 
tourism industry. Protecting and restoring our rivers must be a top priority.  2. Increasing and 
prioritizing efficiency and conservation are crucial to our ability to meet our growing water 
needs. State studies have shown that existing water conservation efforts will have to 
expanded to ensure we can meet the needs of a growing population. Expand conservation 
incentives, increase indoor and outdoor efficiency and support recycling programs.  3. Help 
farmers and ranchers increase their profits and productivity through investments in 
modernizing agricultural and water sharing practices. The state should support voluntary, 
compensated, and flexible water‐sharing agreements between agricultural producers and 
growing communities while respecting their water rights, as well as incentives to improve 
agricultural infrastructure that benefits operations and rivers.  4. Avoid new, large, trans‐
mountain water diversion projects. Trans‐mountain diversion projects that drain water from 
West Slope rivers to supply growing Front Range demands are controversial, costly and 
damaging. Prioritize conservation and reuse so we can make every drop count and avoid the 
need for these projects.  Thank you for helping to keep these four goals at the forefront of 
Colorado's water plan drafting process. I won't be alive in 2050, but my Goddaughter will be 
and I hope she will be able to have water and see it in the Colorado rivers! 



Storey Porter 5290 Euclid Ave Boulder CO 80303‐2836 5/24/2014 11:31

As a Colorado physician and hiker I am very concerned about Colorado's Rivers. Gov. 
Hickenlooper has said that "every conversation about water should begin with conservation," 
and I could not agree more. Water is our most precious natural resource and we must take 
steps now to protect and preserve it in a way that will benefit Colorado's rivers, wildlife, 
recreation, agriculture, businesses and residents.  As you oversee the creation of a plan to 
meet our future water needs, I urge you to prioritize the following goals:  1. Keep Colorado's 
rivers healthy and flowing. Colorado's rivers are an integral part of our unique heritage and 
way of life. Rivers support our wildlife, agriculture, and a multi‐billion dollar tourism industry. 
Protecting and restoring our rivers must be a top priority.  2. Increasing and prioritizing 
efficiency and conservation are crucial to our ability to meet our growing water needs. State 
studies have shown that existing water conservation efforts will have to expanded to ensure 
we can meet the needs of a growing population. Expand conservation incentives, increase 
indoor and outdoor efficiency and support recycling programs.  3. Help farmers and ranchers 
increase their profits and productivity through investments in modernizing agricultural and 
water sharing practices. The state should support voluntary, compensated, and flexible water‐
sharing agreements between agricultural producers and growing communities while 
respecting their water rights, as well as incentives to improve agricultural infrastructure that 
benefits operations and rivers.  4. Avoid new, large, trans‐mountain water diversion projects. 
Trans‐mountain diversion projects that drain water from West Slope rivers to supply growing 
Front Range demands are controversial, costly and damaging. Prioritize conservation and 
reuse so we can make every drop count and avoid the need for these projects.  Thank you for 
helping to keep these four goals at the forefront of Colorado's water plan drafting process. 

Barnes Lin 2605 W 133rd Cir Broomfield CO 80020‐5160 5/24/2014 11:44

Gov. Hickenlooper has said that "every conversation about water should begin with 
conservation," and I could not agree more. Water is our most precious natural resource and 
we must take steps now to protect and preserve it in a way that will benefit Colorado's rivers, 
wildlife, recreation, agriculture, businesses and residents.  As you oversee the creation of a 
plan to meet our future water needs, I urge you to prioritize the following goals:  1. Keep 
Colorado's rivers healthy and flowing. Colorado's rivers are an integral part of our unique 
heritage and way of life. Rivers support our wildlife, agriculture, and a multi‐billion dollar 
tourism industry. Protecting and restoring our rivers must be a top priority.  2. Increasing and 
prioritizing efficiency and conservation are crucial to our ability to meet our growing water 
needs. State studies have shown that existing water conservation efforts will have to expand 
to ensure we can meet the needs of a growing population. Expand conservation incentives, 
increase indoor and outdoor efficiency and support recycling programs.  3. Help farmers and 
ranchers increase their profits and productivity through investments in modernizing 
agricultural and water sharing practices. The state should support voluntary, compensated, 
and flexible water‐sharing agreements between agricultural producers and growing 
communities while respecting their water rights, as well as incentives to improve agricultural 
infrastructure that benefits operations and rivers.  4. Avoid new, large, trans‐mountain water 
diversion projects. Trans‐mountain diversion projects that drain water from West Slope rivers 
to supply growing Front Range demands are controversial, costly and damaging. Prioritize 
conservation and reuse so we can make every drop count and avoid the need for these 
projects.  5. Ban fracking.  Stop wasting millions of gallons of water developing a resource that 
has no future and can not be produced economically without polluting precious surface water 
resources forever.  Thank you for helping to keep these four goals at the forefront of 
Colorado's water plan drafting process. 



Karson Sharon 3630 N Carefree Cir Colorado Springs CO 80917‐2031 5/24/2014 12:04

Gov. Hickenlooper has said that "every conversation about water should begin with 
conservation," and I could not agree more. Water is our most precious natural resource and 
we must take steps now to protect and preserve it in a way that will benefit Colorado's rivers, 
wildlife, recreation, agriculture, businesses and residents.  As you oversee the creation of a 
plan to meet our future water needs, I urge you to prioritize the following goals:  1. Keep 
Colorado's rivers healthy and flowing. Colorado's rivers are an integral part of our unique 
heritage and way of life. Rivers support our wildlife, agriculture, and a multi‐billion dollar 
tourism industry. Protecting and restoring our rivers must be a top priority.  2. Increasing and 
prioritizing efficiency and conservation are crucial to our ability to meet our growing water 
needs. State studies have shown that existing water conservation efforts will have to be 
expanded to ensure we can meet the needs of a growing population. Expand conservation 
incentives, increase indoor and outdoor efficiency and support recycling programs.  3. Help 
farmers and ranchers increase their profits and productivity through investments in 
modernizing agricultural and water sharing practices. The state should support voluntary, 
compensated, and flexible water‐sharing agreements between agricultural producers and 
growing communities while respecting their water rights, as well as incentives to improve 
agricultural infrastructure that benefits operations and rivers.  4. Avoid new, large, trans‐
mountain water diversion projects. Trans‐mountain diversion projects that drain water from 
West Slope rivers to supply growing Front Range demands are controversial, costly and 
damaging. Prioritize conservation and reuse so we can make every drop count and avoid the 
need for these projects.  Thank you for helping to keep these four goals at the forefront of 
Colorado's water plan drafting process. 

Markevich Christel 207 Cumberland Gap Rd Nederland CO 80466‐9668 5/24/2014 12:14

Gov. Hickenlooper has said that "every conversation about water should begin with 
conservation," and I could not agree more. Water is our most precious natural resource and 
we must take steps now to protect and preserve it in a way that will benefit Colorado's rivers, 
wildlife, recreation, agriculture, businesses and residents.  As you oversee the creation of a 
plan to meet our future water needs, I urge you to prioritize the following goals:  1. Keep 
Colorado's rivers healthy and flowing. Colorado's rivers are an integral part of our unique 
heritage and way of life. Rivers support our wildlife, agriculture, and a multi‐billion dollar 
tourism industry. Protecting and restoring our rivers must be a top priority.  2. Increasing and 
prioritizing efficiency and conservation are crucial to our ability to meet our growing water 
needs. State studies have shown that existing water conservation efforts will have to 
expanded to ensure we can meet the needs of a growing population. Expand conservation 
incentives, increase indoor and outdoor efficiency and support recycling programs.  3. Help 
farmers and ranchers increase their profits and productivity through investments in 
modernizing agricultural and water sharing practices. The state should support voluntary, 
compensated, and flexible water‐sharing agreements between agricultural producers and 
growing communities while respecting their water rights, as well as incentives to improve 
agricultural infrastructure that benefits operations and rivers.  4. Avoid new, large, trans‐
mountain water diversion projects. Trans‐mountain diversion projects that drain water from 
West Slope rivers to supply growing Front Range demands are controversial, costly and 
damaging. Prioritize conservation and reuse so we can make every drop count and avoid the 
need for these projects.  Thank you for helping to keep these four goals at the forefront of 
Colorado's water plan drafting process.  AND STOP FRACKING!!!!! 



Mayer Anton 3021 W 111th Pl Westminster CO 80031‐6834 5/24/2014 12:28

Gov. Hickenlooper has stated that "every conversation about water should begin with 
conservation," and I could not agree more. Water is our most precious natural resource and 
we must take steps now to protect and preserve it in a way that will benefit Colorado's rivers, 
wildlife, recreation, agriculture, businesses and residents.  As you oversee the creation of a 
plan to meet our future water needs, I urge you to prioritize the following goals:  1. Keep 
Colorado's rivers healthy and flowing. Colorado's rivers are an integral part of our unique 
heritage and way of life. Rivers support our wildlife, agriculture, and a multi‐billion dollar 
tourism industry. Protecting and restoring our rivers must be a top priority.  2. Increasing and 
prioritizing efficiency and conservation are crucial to our ability to meet our growing water 
needs. State studies have shown that existing water conservation efforts will have to 
expanded to ensure we can meet the needs of a growing population. Expand conservation 
incentives, increase indoor and outdoor efficiency and support recycling programs.  3. Help 
farmers and ranchers increase their profits and productivity through investments in 
modernizing agricultural and water sharing practices. The state should support voluntary, 
compensated, and flexible water‐sharing agreements between agricultural producers and 
growing communities while respecting their water rights, as well as incentives to improve 
agricultural infrastructure that benefits operations and rivers.  4. Avoid new, large, trans‐
mountain water diversion projects. Trans‐mountain diversion projects that drain water from 
West Slope rivers to supply growing Front Range demands are controversial, costly and 
damaging. Prioritize conservation and reuse so we can make every drop count and avoid the 
need for these projects.  Thank you for helping to keep these four goals at the forefront of 
Colorado's water plan drafting process. 

Engelking James 2395 Creighton Dr Golden CO 80401‐2148 5/24/2014 13:09

Gov. Hickenlooper has said that "every conversation about water should begin with 
conservation," and I  agree.  Water is our most precious and scarce natural resource. We must 
take steps now to protect it, and to make sure it is available for our future.  We have never 
had an unbiased study of Coloraod's water.  Too many inrerests have been vested in making 
sure that water always flowed uphil to money.  Too little attention has been paid to our 
riversand the needs of stream biota, habitat and non‐human species, to wildlife, recreation, 
scenic beauty, as being as important to our futureas the intersts agriculture, business and 
residential consumptive uses.  As you oversee the creation of a plan to meet our future water 
needs, I urge you to prioritize the following goals:  1. Keep Colorado's rivers healthy and 
flowing.  2. Expand conservation incentivesto increase indoor and outdoor efficiency, and 
support recycling.  3. Help farmers and ranchers increase their profits and productivity 
through investments in modernizing agricultural and water sharing practices.  4. Support 
voluntary, compensated, and flexible water‐sharing agreements between agricultural 
producers and growing communities, while respecting their water rights.  5. Determine good 
incentives to improve agricultural infrastructure that benefits operations and rivers.  6. 
Determine ways to avoid new, large, trans‐mountain water diversion projects.  7. Provide an 
assessment of current and future fracking uses and consumption of water, and early and 
effective guidance for reducing the pollution and consumption of water by fracking.  Thank 
you, and be on guard against water buffalo interference.  Our future depends on new thinking 
for the 21st century, already 1/7th gone. 



Peterson Linda 1325 Redwood Ave Boulder CO 80304‐1131 5/24/2014 13:43

THIS IS AN INCREDIBLY IMPORTANT ISSUE, ESPECIALLY IN OUR CURRENT DROUGHT.  Gov. 
Hickenlooper has said that "every conversation about water should begin with conservation," 
and I could not agree more. Water is our most precious natural resource and we must take 
steps now to protect and preserve it in a way that will benefit Colorado's rivers, wildlife, 
recreation, agriculture, businesses and residents.  As you oversee the creation of a plan to 
meet our future water needs, I urge you to prioritize the following goals:  1. Keep Colorado's 
rivers healthy and flowing. Colorado's rivers are an integral part of our unique heritage and 
way of life. Rivers support our wildlife, agriculture, and a multi‐billion dollar tourism industry. 
Protecting and restoring our rivers must be a top priority.  2. Increasing and prioritizing 
efficiency and conservation are crucial to our ability to meet our growing water needs. State 
studies have shown that existing water conservation efforts will have to expanded to ensure 
we can meet the needs of a growing population. Expand conservation incentives, increase 
indoor and outdoor efficiency and support recycling programs.  3. Help farmers and ranchers 
increase their profits and productivity through investments in modernizing agricultural and 
water sharing practices. The state should support voluntary, compensated, and flexible water‐
sharing agreements between agricultural producers and growing communities while 
respecting their water rights, as well as incentives to improve agricultural infrastructure that 
benefits operations and rivers.  4. Avoid new, large, trans‐mountain water diversion projects. 
Trans‐mountain diversion projects that drain water from West Slope rivers to supply growing 
Front Range demands are controversial, costly and damaging. Prioritize conservation and 
reuse so we can make every drop count and avoid the need for these projects.  Thank you for 
helping to keep these four goals at the forefront of Colorado's water plan drafting process. 

Blakeney Arvin 2300 E Geddes Ave Apt C Centennial CO 80122‐1673 5/24/2014 14:14

Gov. Hickenlooper has said that "every conversation about water should begin with 
conservation," and I could not agree more. Water is our most precious natural resource and 
we must take steps now to protect and preserve it in a way that will benefit Colorado's rivers, 
wildlife, recreation, agriculture, businesses and residents.  As you oversee the creation of a 
plan to meet our future water needs, I urge you to prioritize the following goals:  1. Keep 
Colorado's rivers healthy and flowing. Colorado's rivers are an integral part of our unique 
heritage and way of life. Rivers support our wildlife, agriculture, and a multi‐billion dollar 
tourism industry. Protecting and restoring our rivers must be a top priority.  2. Increasing and 
prioritizing efficiency and conservation are crucial to our ability to meet our growing water 
needs. State studies have shown that existing water conservation efforts will have to 
expanded to ensure we can meet the needs of a growing population. Expand conservation 
incentives, increase indoor and outdoor efficiency and support recycling programs.  3. Help 
farmers and ranchers increase their profits and productivity through investments in 
modernizing agricultural and water sharing practices. The state should support voluntary, 
compensated, and flexible water‐sharing agreements between agricultural producers and 
growing communities while respecting their water rights, as well as incentives to improve 
agricultural infrastructure that benefits operations and rivers.  4. Avoid new, large, trans‐
mountain water diversion projects. Trans‐mountain diversion projects that drain water from 
West Slope rivers to supply growing Front Range demands are controversial, costly and 
damaging. Prioritize conservation and reuse so we can make every drop count and avoid the 
need for these projects.  Thank you for helping to keep these four goals at the forefront of 
Colorado's water plan drafting process.  This is imperative! 



Kurtz Maya 336 Park Dr Glenwood Springs CO 81601‐4164 5/24/2014 19:14

Please act now to protect Colorado's rivers from being drained dry by human wastefulness 
and greed. This issue is very important to me.  Gov. Hickenlooper has said that "every 
conversation about water should begin with conservation," and I could not agree more. 
Water is our most precious natural resource and we must take steps now to protect and 
preserve it in a way that will benefit Colorado's rivers, wildlife, recreation, agriculture, 
businesses and residents.  As you oversee the creation of a plan to meet our future water 
needs, I urge you to prioritize the following goals:  1. Keep Colorado's rivers healthy and 
flowing. Colorado's rivers are an integral part of our unique heritage and way of life. Rivers 
support our wildlife, agriculture, and a multi‐billion dollar tourism industry. Protecting and 
restoring our rivers must be a top priority.  2. Increasing and prioritizing efficiency and 
conservation are crucial to our ability to meet our growing water needs. State studies have 
shown that existing water conservation efforts will have to expanded to ensure we can meet 
the needs of a growing population. Expand conservation incentives, increase indoor and 
outdoor efficiency and support recycling programs.  3. Help farmers and ranchers increase 
their profits and productivity through investments in modernizing agricultural and water 
sharing practices. The state should support voluntary, compensated, and flexible water‐
sharing agreements between agricultural producers and growing communities while 
respecting their water rights, as well as incentives to improve agricultural infrastructure that 
benefits operations and rivers.  4. Avoid new, large, trans‐mountain water diversion projects. 
Trans‐mountain diversion projects that drain water from West Slope rivers to supply growing 
Front Range demands are controversial, costly and damaging. Prioritize conservation and 
reuse so we can make every drop count and avoid the need for these projects.  Thank you for 
helping to keep these four goals at the forefront of Colorado's water plan drafting process. 

Stocker Janice 7924 Chase Cir Arvada CO 80003‐2548 5/24/2014 19:23

Take care of our precious water!  Gov. Hickenlooper has said that "every conversation about 
water should begin with conservation," and I could not agree more. Water is our most 
precious natural resource and we must take steps now to protect and preserve it in a way 
that will benefit Colorado's rivers, wildlife, recreation, agriculture, businesses and residents.  
As you oversee the creation of a plan to meet our future water needs, I urge you to prioritize 
the following goals:  1. Keep Colorado's rivers healthy and flowing. Colorado's rivers are an 
integral part of our unique heritage and way of life. Rivers support our wildlife, agriculture, 
and a multi‐billion dollar tourism industry. Protecting and restoring our rivers must be a top 
priority.  2. Increasing and prioritizing efficiency and conservation are crucial to our ability to 
meet our growing water needs. State studies have shown that existing water conservation 
efforts will have to expanded to ensure we can meet the needs of a growing population. 
Expand conservation incentives, increase indoor and outdoor efficiency and support recycling 
programs.  3. Help farmers and ranchers increase their profits and productivity through 
investments in modernizing agricultural and water sharing practices. The state should support 
voluntary, compensated, and flexible water‐sharing agreements between agricultural 
producers and growing communities while respecting their water rights, as well as incentives 
to improve agricultural infrastructure that benefits operations and rivers.  4. Avoid new, large, 
trans‐mountain water diversion projects. Trans‐mountain diversion projects that drain water 
from West Slope rivers to supply growing Front Range demands are controversial, costly and 
damaging. Prioritize conservation and reuse so we can make every drop count and avoid the 
need for these projects.  Thank you for helping to keep these four goals at the forefront of 
Colorado's water plan drafting process. 



Poessel Sharon 6076 Lamar St Apt 110 Arvada CO 80003‐5647 5/24/2014 19:36

Gov. Hickenlooper has said that "every conversation about water should begin with 
conservation," and I could not agree more. Water is our most precious natural resource and 
we must take steps now to protect and preserve it in a way that will benefit Colorado's rivers, 
wildlife, recreation, agriculture, businesses and residents.  As you oversee the creation of a 
plan to meet our future water needs, I urge you to prioritize the following goals:  1. Keep 
Colorado's rivers healthy and flowing. Colorado's rivers are an integral part of our unique 
heritage and way of life. Rivers support our wildlife, agriculture, and a multi‐billion dollar 
tourism industry. Protecting and restoring our rivers must be a top priority.  2. Increasing and 
prioritizing efficiency and conservation are crucial to our ability to meet our growing water 
needs. State studies have shown that existing water conservation efforts will have to expand 
to ensure we can meet the needs of a growing population. Expand conservation incentives, 
increase indoor and outdoor efficiency and support recycling programs.  3. Help farmers and 
ranchers increase their profits and productivity through investments in modernizing 
agricultural and water sharing practices. The state should support voluntary, compensated, 
and flexible water‐sharing agreements between agricultural producers and growing 
communities while respecting their water rights, as well as incentives to improve agricultural 
infrastructure that benefits operations and rivers.  4. Avoid new, large, trans‐mountain water 
diversion projects. Trans‐mountain diversion projects that drain water from West Slope rivers 
to supply growing Front Range demands are controversial, costly and damaging. Prioritize 
conservation and reuse so we can make every drop count and avoid the need for these 
projects.  Thank you for helping to keep these four goals at the forefront of Colorado's water 
plan drafting process. 

Thompson Mary PO Box 39 Rand CO 80473‐0039 5/24/2014 22:14

Gov. Hickenlooper has said that "every conversation about water should begin with 
conservation," and I could not agree more. Water is our most precious natural resource and 
we must take steps now to protect and preserve it in a way that will benefit Colorado's rivers, 
wildlife, recreation, agriculture, businesses and residents.  As you oversee the creation of a 
plan to meet our future water needs, I urge you to prioritize the following goals:  1. Keep 
Colorado's rivers healthy and flowing. Colorado's rivers are an integral part of our unique 
heritage and way of life. Rivers support our wildlife, agriculture, and a multi‐billion dollar 
tourism industry. Protecting and restoring our rivers must be a top priority.  2. Increasing and 
prioritizing efficiency and conservation are crucial to our ability to meet our growing water 
needs. State studies have shown that existing water conservation efforts will have to 
expanded to ensure we can meet the needs of a growing population. Expand conservation 
incentives, increase indoor and outdoor efficiency and support recycling programs.  3. Help 
farmers and ranchers increase their profits and productivity through investments in 
modernizing agricultural and water sharing practices. The state should support voluntary, 
compensated, and flexible water‐sharing agreements between agricultural producers and 
growing communities while respecting their water rights, as well as incentives to improve 
agricultural infrastructure that benefits operations and rivers.  4. Avoid new, large, trans‐
mountain water diversion projects. Trans‐mountain diversion projects that drain water from 
West Slope rivers to supply growing Front Range demands are controversial, costly and 
damaging. Prioritize conservation and reuse so we can make every drop count and avoid the 
need for these projects.  5. Emphasize conservation and encourage xeriscaping for urban 
dwellers. Water is a sacred resource; we must realize the potential for destruction of water 
sources if we continue mis‐using water as we are doing today.  Thank you for helping to keep 
these four goals at the forefront of Colorado's water plan drafting process. 



Steele L. PO Box 1133 Olathe CO 81425‐1133 5/25/2014 1:11

Gov. Hickenlooper has said that "every conversation about water should begin with 
conservation," and I could not agree more.  Water is our most precious natural resource and 
we must take steps now to protect and preserve it in a way that will benefit Colorado's rivers, 
wildlife, recreation, agriculture, businesses and residents.  As you oversee the creation of a 
plan to meet our future water needs, I urge you to prioritize the following goals:  1. Keep 
Colorado's rivers healthy and flowing. Colorado's rivers are an integral part of our unique 
heritage and way of life. Rivers support our wildlife, agriculture, and a multi‐billion dollar 
tourism industry. Protecting and restoring our rivers must be a top priority.  2. Increasing and 
prioritizing efficiency and conservation are crucial to our ability to meet our growing water 
needs. State studies have shown that existing water conservation efforts will have to 
expanded to ensure we can meet the needs of a growing population. Expand conservation 
incentives, increase indoor and outdoor efficiency and support recycling programs.  3. Help 
farmers and ranchers increase their profits and productivity through investments in 
modernizing agricultural and water sharing practices. The state should support voluntary, 
compensated, and flexible water‐sharing agreements between agricultural producers and 
growing communities while respecting their water rights, as well as incentives to improve 
agricultural infrastructure that benefits operations and rivers.  4. Avoid new, large, trans‐
mountain water diversion projects. Trans‐mountain diversion projects that drain water from 
West Slope rivers to supply growing Front Range demands are controversial, costly and 
damaging. Prioritize conservation and reuse so we can make every drop count and avoid the 
need for these projects.  5. STOP USING OUR WATER TO FRACK GAS WELLS!  WE NEED 
WATER MORE THAN THE GAS BOYS NEED MORE MONEY!  INVEST IN RENEWABLE ENERGY'S 
PERMANENT JOBS, NOT THE BOOM‐BUST TEMPORARY JOBS OF THE FOSSIL FUEL INDUSTRY!  
Thank you for keeping these goals at the forefront of Colorado's water plan drafting process. 

Streid Noe Kathy 2606 Tumwater Ln Boulder CO 80304‐2491 5/25/2014 9:28

I strongly agree with Gov. Hickenlooper  that "every conversation about water should begin 
with conservation."  My grandmother taught me in the 1950's that water is our most precious 
natural resource and that will never change. We must take steps now to protect and preserve 
it in a way that will benefit Colorado's rivers, flora and fauna, recreation, agriculture, 
businesses and residents.  As you oversee the creation of a plan to meet our future water 
needs, I urge you to prioritize the following goals:  1. Keep Colorado's rivers healthy and 
flowing. Colorado's rivers are an integral part of our unique heritage and way of life. Rivers 
support our wildlife, agriculture, and a multi‐billion dollar tourism industry. Protecting and 
restoring our rivers must be a top priority.  2. Increasing and prioritizing efficiency and 
conservation are crucial to our ability to meet our growing water needs. State studies have 
shown that existing water conservation efforts will have to expanded to ensure we can meet 
the needs of a growing population. Expand conservation incentives, increase indoor and 
outdoor efficiency and support recycling programs.  3 Humans depend on agriculture for our 
food supple. It is essential to aid farmers and ranchers in  increasing their profits and 
productivity through investments in modernizing agricultural and water sharing practices. The 
state should support voluntary, compensated, and flexible water‐sharing agreements 
between agricultural producers and growing communities while respecting their water rights, 
as well as incentives to improve agricultural infrastructure that benefits operations and rivers.  
4. Avoid new, large, trans‐mountain water diversion projects. Trans‐mountain diversion 
projects that drain water from West Slope rivers to supply growing Front Range demands are 
controversial, costly and damaging. Prioritize conservation and reuse so we can make every 
drop count and avoid the need for these projects. e.g. Front rangers have the right to have 
grass, but not to water it!  Thank you for helping to keep these four goals at the forefront of 
Colorado's water plan drafting process. 



Siri Cydney 84100 E US Highway 50 Cimarron CO 81220‐9700 5/25/2014 10:11

Gov. Hickenlooper has said that "every conversation about water should begin with 
conservation," and I could not agree more. Water is our most precious natural resource and 
we must take steps now to protect and preserve it in a way that will benefit Colorado's rivers, 
wildlife, recreation, agriculture, businesses and residents.  As you oversee the creation of a 
plan to meet our future water needs, I urge you to prioritize the following goals:  1. Keep 
Colorado's rivers healthy and flowing. Colorado's rivers are an integral part of our unique 
heritage and way of life. Rivers support our wildlife, agriculture, and a multi‐billion dollar 
tourism industry. Protecting and restoring our rivers must be a top priority.  2. Increasing and 
prioritizing efficiency and conservation are crucial to our ability to meet our growing water 
needs. State studies have shown that existing water conservation efforts will have to expand 
to ensure we can meet the needs of a growing population. Please expand conservation 
incentives, increase indoor and outdoor efficiency and support recycling programs.  3. Help 
farmers and ranchers increase their profits and productivity through investments in 
modernizing agricultural and water sharing practices. The state should support voluntary, 
compensated, and flexible water‐sharing agreements between agricultural producers and 
growing communities while respecting their water rights, as well as incentives to improve 
agricultural infrastructure that benefits operations and rivers.  4. Avoid new, large, trans‐
mountain water diversion projects. Trans‐mountain diversion projects that drain water from 
West Slope rivers to supply growing Front Range demands are controversial, costly and 
damaging. Prioritize conservation and reuse so we can make every drop count and avoid the 
need for these projects. YES!  Thank you for helping to keep these four goals at the forefront 
of Colorado's water plan drafting process. 

Christopher Dede 1240 Delphi Dr Lafayette CO 80026‐1102 5/25/2014 12:13

Water is our most precious natural resource and steps must be taken to protect and preserve 
it.  As you oversee the creation of a plan to meet our future water needs, I urge you to 
prioritize the following goals:  1. Keep Colorado's rivers healthy, protected, and responsibly 
managed.  2. Expand conservation incentives, increase indoor and outdoor efficiency and 
support recycling programs to increase crucial conservation..  3. Support voluntary, 
compensated, and flexible water‐sharing agreements between agricultural producers and 
growing communities while respecting their water rights and offer incentives to improve 
agricultural infrastructure that benefits operations and rivers.  4. Avoid new, large, trans‐
mountain water diversion projects. Prioritize conservation and reuse so every drop counts 
and avoid the need for these projects.  Thank you for helping to keep these four goals at the 
forefront of Colorado's water plan drafting process. 



Bird Patricia 10662 Brewer Dr Northglenn CO 80234‐3726 5/25/2014 14:31

Gov. Hickenlooper has said that "every conversation about water should begin with 
conservation," and I could not agree more. Water is our most precious natural resource and 
we must take steps now to protect and preserve it in a way that will benefit Colorado's rivers, 
wildlife, recreation, agriculture, businesses and residents.  As you oversee the creation of a 
plan to meet our future water needs, I urge you to prioritize the following goals:  1. Keep 
Colorado's rivers healthy and flowing. Colorado's rivers are an integral part of our unique 
heritage and way of life. Rivers support our wildlife, agriculture, and a multi‐billion dollar 
tourism industry. Protecting and restoring our rivers must be a top priority.  2. Increasing and 
prioritizing efficiency and conservation are crucial to our ability to meet our growing water 
needs. State studies have shown that existing water conservation efforts will have to 
expanded to ensure we can meet the needs of a growing population. Expand conservation 
incentives, increase indoor and outdoor efficiency and support recycling programs.  3. Help 
farmers and ranchers increase their profits and productivity through investments in 
modernizing agricultural and water sharing practices. The state should support voluntary, 
compensated, and flexible water‐sharing agreements between agricultural producers and 
growing communities while respecting their water rights, as well as incentives to improve 
agricultural infrastructure that benefits operations and rivers.  4. Avoid new, large, trans‐
mountain water diversion projects. Trans‐mountain diversion projects that drain water from 
West Slope rivers to supply growing Front Range demands are controversial, costly and 
damaging. Prioritize conservation and reuse so we can make every drop count and avoid the 
need for these projects.  5.  It is time to limit building.  We will run out of water.  Maybe not in 
the next few years but not far down the road.  Stop building.  Yes, that means people can't 
move here in droves.  We also need to push more for people in the suburbs to conserve 
water.  I can't believe what I see some of my neighbors do that is such a waste of water.  Oh, 
that also includes my city of Northglenn (overwatering of the parks).  Thank you for helping to 

Lawless Julie PO Box 1233 Frisco CO 80443‐1233 5/25/2014 15:11

I understand Gov. Hickenlooper has said that "every conversation about water should begin 
with conservation," and I could not agree more. Water is our most precious natural resource 
and we must take steps now to protect and preserve it in a way that will benefit Colorado's 
rivers, wildlife, recreation, agriculture, businesses and residents.  As you oversee the creation 
of a plan to meet our future water needs, I urge you to prioritize the following goals:  1. Keep 
Colorado's rivers healthy and flowing. Colorado's rivers are an integral part of our unique 
heritage and way of life. Rivers support our wildlife, agriculture, and a multi‐billion dollar 
tourism industry. Protecting and restoring our rivers must be a top priority.  2. Increasing and 
prioritizing efficiency and conservation are crucial to our ability to meet our growing water 
needs. State studies have shown that existing water conservation efforts will have to 
expanded to ensure we can meet the needs of a growing population. Expand conservation 
incentives, increase indoor and outdoor efficiency and support recycling programs.  3. Help 
farmers and ranchers increase their profits and productivity through investments in 
modernizing agricultural and water sharing practices. The state should support voluntary, 
compensated, and flexible water‐sharing agreements between agricultural producers and 
growing communities while respecting their water rights, as well as incentives to improve 
agricultural infrastructure that benefits operations and rivers.  4. Avoid new, large, trans‐
mountain water diversion projects. Trans‐mountain diversion projects that drain water from 
West Slope rivers to supply growing Front Range demands are controversial, costly and 
damaging. Prioritize conservation and reuse so we can make every drop count and avoid the 
need for these projects.  Thank you for helping to keep these four goals at the forefront of 
Colorado's water plan drafting process. 



Wallace Steven 1902 Lydia Dr Lafayette CO 80026‐1307 5/25/2014 16:12

Gov. Hickenlooper has said that "every conversation about water should begin with 
conservation," and I could not agree more. Water is our most precious natural resource and 
we must take steps now to protect and preserve it in a way that will benefit Colorado's rivers, 
wildlife, recreation, agriculture, businesses and residents.  As you oversee the creation of a 
plan to meet our future water needs, I urge you to prioritize the following goals:  1. Keep 
Colorado's rivers healthy and flowing. Colorado's rivers are an integral part of our unique 
heritage and way of life. Rivers support our wildlife, agriculture, and a multi‐billion dollar 
tourism industry. Protecting and restoring our rivers must be a top priority.  2. Increasing and 
prioritizing efficiency and conservation are crucial to our ability to meet our growing water 
needs. State studies have shown that existing water conservation efforts will have to 
expanded to ensure we can meet the needs of a growing population. Expand conservation 
incentives, increase indoor and outdoor efficiency and support recycling programs.  3. Help 
farmers and ranchers increase their profits and productivity through investments in 
modernizing agricultural and water sharing practices. The state should support voluntary, 
compensated, and flexible water‐sharing agreements between agricultural producers and 
growing communities while respecting their water rights, as well as incentives to improve 
agricultural infrastructure that benefits operations and rivers.  4. Avoid new, large, trans‐
mountain water diversion projects. Trans‐mountain diversion projects that drain water from 
West Slope rivers to supply growing Front Range demands are controversial, costly and 
damaging. Prioritize conservation and reuse so we can make every drop count and avoid the 
need for these projects.  5. Kill the Glade Park Reservoir project.  Thank you for helping to 
keep these five goals at the forefront of Colorado's water plan drafting process. 

Miller Lyn 7265 W Center Ave Unit 419 Lakewood CO 80226‐2769 5/25/2014 17:45

Gov. Hickenlooper has said that "every conversation about water should begin with 
conservation," and I could not agree more. Water is our most precious natural resource and 
we must take steps now to protect and preserve it in a way that will benefit Colorado's rivers, 
wildlife, recreation, agriculture, businesses and residents.  As you oversee the creation of a 
plan to meet our future water needs, I urge you to prioritize the following goals:  1. Keep 
Colorado's rivers healthy and flowing. Colorado's rivers are an integral part of our unique 
heritage and way of life. Rivers support our wildlife, agriculture, and a multi‐billion dollar 
tourism industry. Protecting and restoring our rivers must be a top priority.  2. Increasing and 
prioritizing efficiency and conservation are crucial to our ability to meet our growing water 
needs. State studies have shown that existing water conservation efforts will have to 
expanded to ensure we can meet the needs of a growing population. Expand conservation 
incentives, increase indoor and outdoor efficiency and support recycling programs.  3. Help 
farmers and ranchers increase their profits and productivity through investments in 
modernizing agricultural and water sharing practices. The state should support voluntary, 
compensated, and flexible water‐sharing agreements between agricultural producers and 
growing communities while respecting their water rights, as well as incentives to improve 
agricultural infrastructure that benefits operations and rivers.  4. Avoid new, large, trans‐
mountain water diversion projects. Trans‐mountain diversion projects that drain water from 
West Slope rivers to supply growing Front Range demands are controversial, costly and 
damaging. Prioritize conservation and reuse so we can make every drop count and avoid the 
need for these projects.  5. Reduce the amount of non‐recoverable water used by industry, 
particularly the millions of gallons used in fracking.  Thank you for helping to keep these five 
goals at the forefront of Colorado's water plan drafting process. 



Baer Robin 2592 S Independence St Lakewood CO 80227‐2846 5/25/2014 18:58

Gov. Hickenlooper has said that "every conversation about water should begin with 
conservation," and I could not agree more. Water is our most precious natural resource and 
we must take steps now to protect and preserve it in a way that will benefit Colorado's rivers, 
wildlife, recreation, agriculture, businesses and residents.  As you oversee the creation of a 
plan to meet our future water needs, I urge you to prioritize the following goals:  1. Keep 
Colorado's rivers healthy and flowing. Colorado's rivers are an integral part of our unique 
heritage and way of life. Rivers support our wildlife, agriculture, and a multi‐billion dollar 
tourism industry. Protecting and restoring our rivers must be a top priority.  2. Increasing and 
prioritizing efficiency and conservation are crucial to our ability to meet our growing water 
needs. State studies have shown that existing water conservation efforts will have to 
expanded to ensure we can meet the needs of a growing population. Expand conservation 
incentives, increase indoor and outdoor efficiency and support recycling programs.  3. Help 
farmers and ranchers increase their profits and productivity through investments in 
modernizing agricultural and water sharing practices. The state should support voluntary, 
compensated, and flexible water‐sharing agreements between agricultural producers and 
growing communities while respecting their water rights, as well as incentives to improve 
agricultural infrastructure that benefits operations and rivers.  4. Avoid new, large, trans‐
mountain water diversion projects. Trans‐mountain diversion projects that drain water from 
West Slope rivers to supply growing Front Range demands are controversial, costly and 
damaging. Prioritize conservation and reuse so we can make every drop count and avoid the 
need for these projects.  My husband and I are avid canoeists and have participate in many 
outdoor activities in Colorado, summer and winter, for decades. We are most interested in 
the health of our rivers and of the ecology of the whole State of Colorado. Thank you for 
helping to keep these four goals at the forefront of Colorado's water plan drafting process. 

Tackett Marsha 6266 S Crocker St Littleton CO 80120‐2537 5/25/2014 20:03

THANK YOU FOR READING MY PERSONAL COMMENTS, ITEM #2...  Gov. Hickenlooper has said 
that "every conversation about water should begin with conservation," and I could not agree 
more. Water is our most precious natural resource and we must take steps now to protect 
and preserve it in a way that will benefit Colorado's rivers, wildlife, recreation, agriculture, 
businesses and residents.  As you oversee the creation of a plan to meet our future water 
needs, I urge you to prioritize the following goals:  1. Keep Colorado's rivers healthy and 
flowing. Colorado's rivers are an integral part of our unique heritage and way of life. Rivers 
support our wildlife, agriculture, and a multi‐billion dollar tourism industry. Protecting and 
restoring our rivers must be a top priority.  2. Increasing and prioritizing efficiency and 
conservation are crucial to our ability to meet our growing water needs. State studies have 
shown that existing water conservation efforts will have to expanded to ensure we can meet 
the needs of a growing population. Expand conservation incentives, increase indoor and 
outdoor efficiency and support recycling programs.  ....I HOPE THIS CAN INCLUDE 
GRAYWATER STDS FOR RESIDENTIAL USE, PERHAPS EVEN STATE RESEARCH AND TAX 
INCENTIVES TO MFRS OF GREYWATER RETROFIT SYSTEMS.  3. Help farmers and ranchers 
increase their profits and productivity through investments in modernizing agricultural and 
water sharing practices. The state should support voluntary, compensated, and flexible water‐
sharing agreements between agricultural producers and growing communities while 
respecting their water rights, as well as incentives to improve agricultural infrastructure that 
benefits operations and rivers.  4. Avoid new, large, trans‐mountain water diversion projects. 
Trans‐mountain diversion projects that drain water from West Slope rivers to supply growing 
Front Range demands are controversial, costly and damaging. Prioritize conservation and 
reuse so we can make every drop count and avoid the need for these projects.  Thank you for 
helping to keep these four goals at the forefront of Colorado's water plan drafting process. 



HODIE JAKE 145 Starwood Aspen CO 81611 5/26/2014 8:07

So many of our waters have already been ruined by development, drilling, pollution, and 
humans. Enough is enough! Our waters are supposed to be a place of peace and quiet for us, 
and the fish and wildlife which live in them! The animals are running out of places to live and 
be safe. Our dish and wildlife are under threat from so many angles. They desperately need to 
be protected, mainly from humans. Life is hard enough for people, let alone the animals. Can't 
we please offer them some much needed help?! PLEASE save the waters for all future 
generations before they are permanently ruined. Some damage cannot be undone!  Gov. 
Hickenlooper has said that "every conversation about water should begin with conservation," 
and I could not agree more. Water is our most precious natural resource and we must take 
steps now to protect and preserve it in a way that will benefit Colorado's rivers, wildlife, 
recreation, agriculture, businesses and residents.  As you oversee the creation of a plan to 
meet our future water needs, I urge you to prioritize the following goals:  1. Keep Colorado's 
rivers healthy and flowing. Colorado's rivers are an integral part of our unique heritage and 
way of life. Rivers support our wildlife, agriculture, and a multi‐billion dollar tourism industry. 
Protecting and restoring our rivers must be a top priority.  2. Increasing and prioritizing 
efficiency and conservation are crucial to our ability to meet our growing water needs. State 
studies have shown that existing water conservation efforts will have to expanded to ensure 
we can meet the needs of a growing population. Expand conservation incentives, increase 
indoor and outdoor efficiency and support recycling programs.  3. Help farmers and ranchers 
increase their profits and productivity through investments in modernizing agricultural and 
water sharing practices. The state should support voluntary, compensated, and flexible water‐
sharing agreements between agricultural producers and growing communities while 
respecting their water rights, as well as incentives to improve agricultural infrastructure that 
benefits operations and rivers.  4. Avoid new, large, trans‐mountain water diversion projects. 
Trans‐mountain diversion projects that drain water from West Slope rivers to supply growing 

Waterworth Laura 12556 E Tennessee Cir Aurora CO 80012‐3458 5/26/2014 12:20

Please protect our water.  Thank you.  Gov. Hickenlooper has said that "every conversation 
about water should begin with conservation," and I could not agree more. Water is our most 
precious natural resource and we must take steps now to protect and preserve it in a way 
that will benefit Colorado's rivers, wildlife, recreation, agriculture, businesses and residents.  
As you oversee the creation of a plan to meet our future water needs, I urge you to prioritize 
the following goals:  1. Keep Colorado's rivers healthy and flowing. Colorado's rivers are an 
integral part of our unique heritage and way of life. Rivers support our wildlife, agriculture, 
and a multi‐billion dollar tourism industry. Protecting and restoring our rivers must be a top 
priority.  2. Increasing and prioritizing efficiency and conservation are crucial to our ability to 
meet our growing water needs. State studies have shown that existing water conservation 
efforts will have to expanded to ensure we can meet the needs of a growing population. 
Expand conservation incentives, increase indoor and outdoor efficiency and support recycling 
programs.  3. Help farmers and ranchers increase their profits and productivity through 
investments in modernizing agricultural and water sharing practices. The state should support 
voluntary, compensated, and flexible water‐sharing agreements between agricultural 
producers and growing communities while respecting their water rights, as well as incentives 
to improve agricultural infrastructure that benefits operations and rivers.  4. Avoid new, large, 
trans‐mountain water diversion projects. Trans‐mountain diversion projects that drain water 
from West Slope rivers to supply growing Front Range demands are controversial, costly and 
damaging. Prioritize conservation and reuse so we can make every drop count and avoid the 
need for these projects.  Thank you for helping to keep these four goals at the forefront of 
Colorado's water plan drafting process. 



Reither Reese Veronica 8915 W 5th Ave Lakewood CO 80226‐1130 5/27/2014 14:13

Gov. Hickenlooper has said that "every conversation about water should begin with 
conservation," and I could not agree more. Water is our most precious natural resource and 
we must take steps now to protect and preserve it in a way that will benefit Colorado's rivers, 
wildlife, recreation, agriculture, businesses and residents.  As you oversee the creation of a 
plan to meet our future water needs, I urge you to prioritize the following goals:  1. Keep 
Colorado's rivers healthy and flowing. Colorado's rivers are an integral part of our unique 
heritage and way of life. Rivers support our wildlife, agriculture, and a multi‐billion dollar 
tourism industry. Protecting and restoring our rivers must be a top priority.  2. Increasing and 
prioritizing efficiency and conservation are crucial to our ability to meet our growing water 
needs. State studies have shown that existing water conservation efforts will have to 
expanded to ensure we can meet the needs of a growing population. Expand conservation 
incentives, increase indoor and outdoor efficiency and support recycling programs.  3. Help 
farmers and ranchers increase their profits and productivity through investments in 
modernizing agricultural and water sharing practices. The state should support voluntary, 
compensated, and flexible water‐sharing agreements between agricultural producers and 
growing communities while respecting their water rights, as well as incentives to improve 
agricultural infrastructure that benefits operations and rivers.  4. Avoid new, large, trans‐
mountain water diversion projects. Trans‐mountain diversion projects that drain water from 
West Slope rivers to supply growing Front Range demands are controversial, costly and 
damaging. Prioritize conservation and reuse so we can make every drop count and avoid the 
need for these projects.  Thank you for helping to keep these four goals at the forefront of 
Colorado's water plan drafting process.  Rivers are more fun to raft in when there is water in 
the rivers.  My husband is a fly fisherman and needs water in the rivers.  Golf courses are NOT 
that important.  We need to discourage the use of Kentucky blue grass for our lawns. 

Jenkins Edwin 160 Clearwater Rd Carbondale CO 81623‐1807 5/27/2014 16:22

Gov. Hickenlooper has said that "every conversation about water should begin with 
conservation," and I could not agree more. Water is our most precious natural resource and 
we must take steps now to protect and preserve it in a way that will benefit Colorado's rivers, 
wildlife, recreation, agriculture, businesses and residents. I have changed the order.  Let's be 
ultra progressive.  and no more water used for fracking.  As you oversee the creation of a plan 
to meet our future water needs, I urge you to prioritize the following goals:  1. Keep 
Colorado's rivers healthy and flowing. Colorado's rivers are an integral part of our unique 
heritage and way of life. Rivers support our wildlife, agriculture, and a multi‐billion dollar 
tourism industry. Protecting and restoring our rivers must be a top priority.  4. Avoid new, 
large, trans‐mountain water diversion projects. Trans‐mountain diversion projects that drain 
water from West Slope rivers to supply growing Front Range demands are controversial, 
costly and damaging. Prioritize conservation and reuse so we can make every drop count and 
avoid the need for these projects.  2. Increasing and prioritizing efficiency and conservation 
are crucial to our ability to meet our growing water needs. State studies have shown that 
existing water conservation efforts will have to expanded to ensure we can meet the needs of 
a growing population. Expand conservation incentives, increase indoor and outdoor efficiency 
and support recycling programs.  3. Help farmers and ranchers increase their profits and 
productivity through investments in modernizing agricultural and water sharing practices. The 
state should support voluntary, compensated, and flexible water‐sharing agreements 
between agricultural producers and growing communities while respecting their water rights, 
as well as incentives to improve agricultural infrastructure that benefits operations and rivers.  
Thank you for helping to keep these four goals at the forefront of Colorado's water plan 
drafting process. 



Smith Lisa 1615 Oakley Ct Colorado Springs CO 80919‐5409 5/29/2014 11:31

Gov. Hickenlooper has said that "every conversation about water should begin with 
conservation," and I could not agree more. Water is our most precious natural resource and 
we must take steps now to protect and preserve it in a way that will benefit Colorado's rivers, 
wildlife, recreation, agriculture, businesses and residents.  As you oversee the creation of a 
plan to meet our future water needs, I urge you to prioritize the following goals:  1. Keep 
Colorado's rivers healthy and flowing. Colorado's rivers are an integral part of our unique 
heritage and way of life. Rivers support our wildlife, agriculture, and a multi‐billion dollar 
tourism industry. Protecting and restoring our rivers must be a top priority.  2. Increasing and 
prioritizing efficiency and conservation are crucial to our ability to meet our growing water 
needs. State studies have shown that existing water conservation efforts will have to be 
expanded to ensure we can meet the needs of a growing population. Expand conservation 
incentives, increase indoor and outdoor efficiency and support recycling programs.  3. Help 
farmers and ranchers increase their profits and productivity through investments in 
modernizing agricultural and water sharing practices. The state should support voluntary, 
compensated, and flexible water‐sharing agreements between agricultural producers and 
growing communities while respecting their water rights, as well as incentives to improve 
agricultural infrastructure that benefits operations and rivers.  4. Avoid new, large, trans‐
mountain water diversion projects. Trans‐mountain diversion projects that drain water from 
West Slope rivers to supply growing Front Range demands are controversial, costly and 
damaging. Prioritize conservation and reuse so we can make every drop count and avoid the 
need for these projects.  Thank you for helping to keep these four goals at the forefront of 
Colorado's water plan drafting process. 

Olson, Ph.D. Sherry 1520 Findlay Way Boulder CO 80305‐6922 6/4/2014 15:33

Gov. Hickenlooper has said that "every conversation about water should begin with 
conservation," and I could not agree more. Water is our most precious natural resource and 
we must take steps now to protect and preserve it in a way that will benefit Colorado's rivers, 
wildlife, recreation, agriculture, businesses and residents.  As you oversee the creation of a 
plan to meet our future water needs, I urge you to prioritize the following goals:  1. Keep 
Colorado's rivers healthy and flowing.  2. Increasing and prioritizing efficiency and 
conservation are crucial to our ability to meet our growing water needs.  3. Help farmers and 
ranchers increase their profits and productivity through investments in modernizing 
agricultural and water sharing practices.  4. Avoid new, large, trans‐mountain water diversion 
projects. Trans‐mountain diversion projects that drain water from West Slope rivers to supply 
growing Front Range demands are controversial, costly and damaging. Prioritize conservation 
and reuse so we can make every drop count and avoid the need for these projects.  Thank 
you for helping to keep these four goals at the forefront of Colorado's water plan drafting 
process. 



Comments on the State Water Plan  
By Lisa Buchanan; Hydrologist, private citizen.  
315 S. 39th St. 
Boulder, CO 80305 
303-494-9435 
Lrbuchanan55@comcast.net 
June 26, 2014.   
 
As a Civil and Environmental Engineer with several years of experience, I reviewed the EIS for the 
Moffat-Gross Environmental Impact Statement expecting a higher level of professionalism than what I 
found in that document.  However, my work on the EIS lead to some ideas for the State Water Plan that 
are presented below concerning state requirements to analyze and document firm yields of current and 
proposed future water/reservoir systems and methods to assure protection of the Upper Colorado 
Basins in light of extensive existing trans-basin withdrawals to the eastern slope.   

Firm Yield Comment:   

Ironically, most guidance and regulations concerning calculation of and state requirements for firm yield 
of water supply reservoir systems originate from eastern states of the United States; states where water 
supply typically exceeds water demands.  However, in Colorado, where stream flows in western slope 
basins are heavily depleted due to existing trans-basin diversions with additional planned diversions that 
essentially scrape the bottom of the water supply bucket completely drying up the Upper Colorado 
watersheds, there is no state guidance on calculation of nor requirement for documentation of firm 
yield in water supply reservoir systems (personal communication with Geoff Deatherage, Division of 
Water Resources, Colorado).   Currently, entities that propose additional water supply projects in 
Colorado simply provide a firm yield number to the Division of Water Resources.  No back up 
documentation is required.  Documentation of firm yield for existing and proposed projects is 
important; not only to evaluate the efficacy of projects but also to fully assess the water diversions that 
are required to deliver the stated firm yield and subsequently, the true impacts to basins from which 
water is diverted.  The Moffat-Gross Expansion project will be used as an example.   

The New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP) guidance document (NJDEP, 2011) 
provides guidance to state water providers on how to calculate the “safe” or firm yield of surface water 
supply reservoir systems.  Their definition of “safe yield” is “that maintainable yield of water from a 
surface or ground water source or sources which is available continuously during projected future 
conditions, including a repetition of the most severe drought of record, without creating undesirable 
effects…”  The NJDEP guidance was written to “ensure that all people of the state have a sufficient water 
supply and within each basin there are enough water supplies to ensure present and future needs.”  Safe 
yield is estimated on an annual basis since repeating surface water supply and end-user demand 
patterns also vary on this scale.  Because critical period durations and timing during the annual water 
cycle are different for different water supply systems, “expressing safe yield estimates as average rates 
over the critical drawdown periods would result in numeric values with inconsistent temporal bases.”  
Therefore, to maintain consistency, safe yield estimates for each water supply system are reported as a 
“single average annual rate” (NJDEP, 2011).  Thus, according to the NJDEP guidance, the continuous firm 
yield, that delivered every year of the test period, is a better estimator of the success of a water supply 
reservoir system to provide a proposed yield.   



The stated purpose of the proposed Moffat-Gross project (FEIS, page 1-4) is “to develop 18,000 AFY of 
new, firm yield to the Moffat Treatment Plant (MTP) and raw water customers upstream of the MTP….”  
Section 1.4.2 of the FEIS defines firm yield as: “the maximum average annual demand that can be met 
by Denver Water’s system without shortages through the study period.”  However, per the FEIS and 
inconsistent with the NJDEP guidance, the firm yield requirement for the project was determined based 
on one critical period, 1953 to 1957.  This time period may not represent the most critical years of their 
1947 to 1991 study period.   The LP2 screening criteria of the Moffat Gross FEIS states that “Yields are 
considered insufficient to practically provide additional firm yield if there is less than 18,000 AF available 
with a frequency of [more] than 1 in 4 years.”  Therefore, if the yield was not met in less than 25 percent 
of the years in the study period, the Moffat-Gross project could still be considered viable according to 
the FEIS.  Evaluation of the firm yield of the reservoir water supply system over the entire 45 year test 
period, as suggested in the NJDEP guidance, would provide a more realistic estimate of the feasibility of 
the project to consistently supply the required firm yield of 18,000 AFY.  Even though the PACSM 
modeling conducted for the Moffat-Gross project could have been used to document the actual 
projected firm yield for the project, such an analysis was not included in the EIS.   

Yearly withdrawals from surface water and ground water in the water supply system when combined 
with storage in system reservoirs provide the water utilized to meet the firm yield requirement of the 
system as a whole.   Documenting withdrawals needed for the stated firm yield is extremely important 
when evaluating impacts to water supply basins.  Currently Colorado does not require this 
documentation and so impacts to water supply watersheds, including to aquatic life, recreation, 
economics, and other water users may not be accurate.  Again the Moffat-Gross project is used as an 
example.  An independent firm yield analysis (also submitted with these comments) was performed to 
verify that, within the already severely depleted upper Fraser basin, excess basin water available for 
additional diversions could supply the stated firm yield of 18,000 AFY when combined with 72,000 AF of 
additional storage in Gross Reservoir at the frequency required by the LP2 screening criteria.  Additional 
project diversions and therefore the impact of the Moffat project on basin stream flows are hidden in 
incremental PACSM model steps; current condition (7,300 AFY), full use (2,713 AFY), and proposed 
project (10,280 AFY) model scenarios.  According to the EIS only the last step in diversions, 10,280 AFY, 
constituted “project” diversions and resulted in “project” impacts.  However, the independent analysis, 
using slightly higher values than the average “project” diversions, showed that the 18,000 AFY was 
attained in only 54.5 percent of years of the test period; well below that required by the EIS LP2 
screening criteria.  The independent firm yield analysis also showed that all the above diversions 
(average of 20,300 AFY) are required to deliver the 18,000 AFY additional firm yield to Denver at the 
required frequency confirming that the historical Post-Moffat period of record was the appropriate 
baseline from which to evaluate impacts to the upper Colorado basins.  
 
In this example, documentation of the firm yield of the project along with the additional surface water 
diversions required to meet that firm yield is needed to accurately evaluate:  

1. If a project meets its stated firm yield or is feasible,  
2. If the project provides the intended benefit, and  
3. Confirms what baseline should be used to evaluate impacts of water withdrawals from 

water supply basins.    
It is imperative that Colorado supply guidelines/rules by which to evaluate the efficacy of water supply 
projects to avoid construction of large buckets on the eastern slope that will not provide the intended 
water supply benefit, will fill infrequently, and underestimate impacts on water supply basins.  It is 
recommended that guidelines similar to those published by the NJDEP be implemented in Colorado 
prior to approval of any additional storage projects.   



 
Comment on use of 18,000 AF for Purpose of Fracking.   
Several comments were received by CWCB concerning use of valuable eastern slope water for fracking 
purposes.  The response is invariably that 18,000 AF is small compared to total water use on the eastern 
slope and so is insignificant in the overall picture.  However, the Moffat-Gross expansion project entails 
expanding Gross Reservoir to almost triple its current volume and diversion of the remaining water at 
Denver Water’s structures in the Fraser and Williams Fork Basins to achieve a firm yield of 18,000 AFY. 
Therefore, it does not appear that 18,000 AF is insignificant and use of valuable eastern slope water for 
purposes of fracking, by which water is lost to further beneficial uses due to deep injection or pollution 
or both, is of utmost concern.   
 
Comment on Protection of the Upper Colorado Basins 
As water supply becomes increasingly over drawn on all Colorado Rivers but, in this case, in the Upper 
Colorado basins, administering water rights while protecting valuable aquatic resources and upper basin 
communities is of utmost importance for the state.  Trans-basin diversions have already put stream 
systems and western slope communities at risk of failure.  A different approach that does not support 
draining western slope basins dry is absolutely necessary.   Mitigation plans for water supply basins 
should be evaluated and adjusted frequently to assure that aquatic systems remain intact in water 
supply basins.  Mitigation plans should not be voluntary and should not depend on acceptance of a 
project that will dry up two important upper Colorado basins; as in the Mitigation and Enhancement 
Contingency Plan for the Upper Fraser, Williams Fork, and Colorado Basins when dealing with the new 
Moffat-Gross Expansion Project.   

Because water use on the eastern slope pushes the upper western slope basins toward perpetual 
drought conditions, it is high time that all state water users take responsibility for impacts of historical 
and potential future trans-basin diversions.   All state water users need to pay into a fund, as a fee tied 
to their water use.  Funds should be utilized to offset costs incurred by the upper basin communities 
caused by low stream flows; a direct effect of trans-basin withdrawals from the upper basins and to 
monitor the health of stream systems from which water is diverted.  In addition, funds could be spent to 
support instream flow conservation efforts similar to the Colorado Conservation Exchange Center for 
Collaborative Conservation at CSU or the Colorado Water Trust.  Ongoing watershed monitoring results 
should be utilized as a management tool for water supply providers to assure that interests of all 
“parties”, including water rights holders, aquatic wildlife, and upper basin communities are protected. 
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Final Memorandum 

From: Lisa Buchanan 

To: The Environmental Group (Citizens for Sustainable Water Management) 

Date: 5/15/2014 

Topic: Evaluation of Feasibility of Attaining 18,000 AFY of Firm Yield from Excess Flows 
Remaining in the Fraser and Williams Fork Basins Combined with 72,000 AF Additional 
Storage in the Expanded Gross Reservoir. 

Summary 

Alternative 1A of the Moffat-Gross FEIS would increase storage in Gross Reservoir by 72,000 AF and 
Denver’s firm yield water supply by 18,000 AF/YR.  Water for this alternative would come from the 
Fraser and Williams Fork basins on the west slope through the Moffat Tunnel into Gross Reservoir on 
the east slope of the continental divide.  Because stream flows in these basins are already depleted, up 
to 70 or 80 percent at the Fraser River at Winter Park USGS gage in the irrigation season, this analysis 
was undertaken to evaluate how much water remains in the basins, referred to as excess basin water, 
above and beyond what is currently diverted to the existing 41,800 AF Gross Reservoir.    

Since measured flow data at Denver’s diversion structures is not available, annual excess basin flows are 
estimated using USGS flow data and Gross Reservoir storage data over the 44 year period of 1966 to 
2013, when data were available at all monitoring locations in all but three years.  Estimated ground and 
surface water inflows that enter the stream between the diversion and USGS gage locations, sometimes 
over several miles, are subtracted from measured stream flows.  Excess basin flows, equal to the yearly 
sum of the adjusted stream flows at the USGS gages, are applied each year toward storage in the 
expanded portion of Gross Reservoir and/or the 18,000 AF additional firm yield for Denver’s water 
supply system.  Firm yield, which accounts for both the water supply inflow and available reservoir 
storage from previous years, is assessed annually over this 44 year period. 

The firm yield of expanded Gross Reservoir is tested against two flow situations.  1) Use of all calculated 
excess basin flows to test the firm yield of the combined reservoir/water supply system; this simulates 
the modeled “current condition” baseline in the EIS.  2) Use of all calculated excess basin flows minus 
the average annual diversion between the modeled “current” and “full use” EIS scenarios; this simulates 
the “full use” baseline in the EIS.   Diversions up to and including the “full use” model scenario of the EIS 
when combined with 41,800 AF of storage in the existing Gross Reservoir meet Denver’s projected 
water supply demands through 2022 according to the EIS.  As stated in the EIS, after 2022, expansion of 
Gross Reservoir by 72,000 AF is required to provide the additional 18,000 AFY of firm yield required by 
2032.  The EIS only considers incremental basin impacts caused by diversions between the “full use” 
baseline and the proposed project to be project related.   
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Overall, results of this analysis indicate that the stated 18,000 AFY firm yield requirement for the 
proposed project, expansion of Gross Reservoir to almost three times its current volume, cannot be met 
under both of the flow situations above representing both the “current” and “full use” EIS baseline 
model scenarios.  Results of this analysis are as follows. 

• The average of all calculated annual excess basin flows closely match the FEIS average additional 
diversions between the “current” and “proposed” model scenarios of the PACSM water supply 
model .  In fact the average calculated excess basin flow is greater than average modeled 
diversions by approximately 2,600 AFY and so represents a “best case” estimate of the ability of 
the proposed project to meet the firm yield requirement of 18,000 AFY. 

• Current conditions EIS baseline: Including storage in the expanded portion of Gross Reservoir 
and all estimated basin excess flows, the reservoir would fill in only 3 years out of 44; the 72000 
AF of extra storage would be depleted or zero in 12 years; the required yield of 18,000 AF/YR 
would be met in 32 years (72.7%) and not met in 12 years (27.2%).   The LP2 screening criteria 
established in the EIS is not met.   

• In fact, it would require 4,000 AFY more than all the calculated excess basin flows of 15,557 AFY 
to achieve the 18,000 AFY firm yield required by the proposed project at the frequency 
required by the LP2 EIS criteria. 

• “Full Use” EIS Baseline: Under the “full use” baseline, a portion of the excess basin flows would 
be diverted through the Moffat Tunnel and the existing Gross Reservoir to the Moffat Water 
Treatment Plant without requiring expansion of the reservoir.  Under this baseline, that 
preferred in the EIS, the expanded reservoir would fill in only 1 year out of 44; the 72000 AF of 
extra storage would be depleted or zero in 20 years; the required yield of 18,000 AF/YR would 
be met in 24 years (54.5%) and not met in 20 years (45.5%) of this 44 year period of record.  The 
percentage of years where the firm yield of 18,000 AF/YR was NOT met substantially exceeds 
the EIS alternative screening criteria of greater than one in four years or 25 percent.  

• Incremental additional diversions from the Fraser and Williams Fork basins are included in the 
“current condition”, “full use”, and “proposed project” model scenarios.  Of these, the impacts 
of only the last, the “proposed project” diversions, on basin stream flow are considered to be 
project impacts in the EIS.  In fact all of the modeled additional diversions, equal to 
approximately twice that of the “proposed project” diversions, are required to achieve the 
stated project firm yield of 18,000 AFY at a sufficient frequency. 

•  Basin impacts attributed to the “project” should reflect all additional diversions included in the 
“current”, “full use”, and “proposed project” model scenarios and are likely twice what is stated 
in the EIS. 

• Guidance published by the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP, 2011) 
define firm or “safe” yield as a continuous quantity of water that can be provided even through 
a historical critical drought period.   Even with 4,000 AFY of additional excess basin flows, 
storage and firm yield in the expanded Gross Reservoir were zero from 1976 through 1978 due 
to average or below average years leading up to these three years.  This is in contrast to the 
selected 1950s critical drought years (1953 to 1957) of the PACSM modeling where the 
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expanded Gross Reservoir filled in wet year 1952 just ahead of the drought period.  The mid-
1970s should also be included as a critical drought period against which to evaluate the 
feasibility of the project to achieve the additional firm yield of 18,000 AFY. 

Analysis Description 

Alternative 1A of the FEIS calls for a substantial increase in Gross Reservoir Storage; from 41,811 AF 
adding 72,000 AF for a total storage volume of 113,811 AF; an increase in storage volume of 172 
percent.  Alternative 1A is noted as the preferred alternative.  Because stream flows in the Fraser River 
basin are already depleted under the current configuration of Gross Reservoir this evaluation was 
undertaken to estimate the additional firm yield of the Fraser and Williams Fork basins if storage in 
Gross Reservoir is increased. 

The FEIS page 2-25 states that “additional water is available for diversion under the existing Denver 
Water Rights from the Fraser River, Williams Fork River and South Boulder Creek.” and (FEIS pg. 2-28) 
“the existing diversion and conveyance facilities (i.e. Moffat Diversion tunnel and South Boulder Creek 
Diversion Canal) have adequate capacity to divert and carry additional flows.”  However, it is unclear 
how much additional water remains at Denver Water’s diversion structures for diversion to the 
expanded Gross Reservoir because 1) Denver Water does not measure surface water flow at each of 
their diversion structures in the Fraser and Williams Fork Rivers and 2) stream flow is monitored by the 
USGS gages that are located one half to several miles below Denver’s diversion gates (See Figure 1).  
Measured flows not only reflect Denver diversion operations but also surface water and ground water 
inflows to the stream that enter between DW diversion points and the USGS gage locations.  Therefore, 
it is not clear how much excess flow is available at the point of diversion for storage in an expanded 
Gross Reservoir.  Flows measured at stream gages located a distance downstream of the diversion 
structures over-estimate the amount of water physically available at the diversion structures.    

Measured USGS stream flow data and storage data in Gross Reservoir are utilized in the following 
analysis to estimate excess flows from the Fraser and Williams Fork basins that would be used to fill the 
expanded reservoir and to satisfy Denver’s increased firm yield of 18,000 AF/YR.  Basin excess flows that 
exceed the firm yield of 18,000 AF/YR would be placed into storage in the expanded reservoir for use in 
years when basin yields are below the target demand rate.  The percentage of years when storage and 
additional flows could or could not meet the targeted firm yield were compared to alternative screening 
criteria LP2 noted in the FEIS: “water must be physically available and legally obtainable from a 
sustainable source in sufficient amounts with sufficient frequency to satisfy needs for additional firm 
yield.”  “Firm yields are considered insufficient to practically provide additional firm yield if there is less 
than 15,000 AF available with a frequency of [more] than one year out of four.”   (FEIS pg 2-6).  Note 
that under screening criteria LP1, that alternatives supply a minimum of 20 percent of the total required 
project storage, the minimum storage volume considered for alternatives was 15,000 AF.  This would 
facilitate operational management of the additional water supply according to the EIS.  Therefore, using 
the EIS 4 to 1 design ratio of storage to firm yield, five storage locations each of 15,000 AF contributing 
an incremental 3,750 AFY of firm yield to the project, are required to achieve the full project firm yield 
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of 18,000 AFY.  Since the expanded Gross Reservoir will have an additional 72,000 AF of storage it will 
provide the entire firm yield.   

Depletion of Stream Flows in the Fraser River Basin Observed at USGS gages  

Stream flow data at the USGS gage (09024000) “Fraser River at Winter Park” located downstream of the 
west portal of the Moffat Tunnel were used to evaluate depletion of native flows in the Fraser River 
caused by current DW Moffat diversions.  This USGS gage has recorded flows from 1911 to the present.  
Years 1911 to 1935 represent the time period prior to Moffat diversions.  Pre-Moffat flows were 
compared to years 1936 to 2013 representing the time period when water was diverted out of the 
Fraser Valley through the Moffat Tunnel (Post-Moffat).  Average and median monthly pre- and post- 
flows are shown in Figure 2.  The percent reduction in monthly average and median pre- to post-time 
periods is presented in Figure 3. 

 

Figure 1 : Denver Water’s 
Diversion System and USGS 
Gage Locations in the Fraser and 
Williams Fork River Basins 

Source: Figure 1-1 FEIS 
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Williams Fork Diversion System 
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Fraser River at Winter Park Gage 

Williams Fork Below Steelman Creek Gage 
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Stream flow in the Fraser River at Winter Park is substantially depleted under current operating 
conditions and Gross Reservoir storage at 41,811 AF.  Average stream flows have been reduced by 
between 60 and 70 percent in May through September.  Median monthly stream flows, lower than 
average monthly flows, are reduced by 70 to 80 percent from pre- to post-Moffat diversion periods in 
May through September under the EXISTING Gross Reservoir configuration.  This means that half the 
time flow depletion at the Fraser River at Winter Park gage could be greater than 70 to 80 percent in 
these months.   

Given the substantial depletion of flow on the main stem of the Fraser River, it is unclear if there is 
sufficient water in the Fraser and Williams Fork basins to fill an additional 72,000 acre feet of an 
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Figure 2: Average and Median Monthly Flows at USGS Gage 09024000; Fraser 
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expanded Gross Reservoir or if there is an additional 18,000 AF of firm yield in the basin particularly 
since additional flows will be obtained primarily during the months of May, June, and July.   

Estimate of Additional Firm Yield of Fraser and Williams Fork Basins 

Additional Firm Yield from the Fraser and Williams Fork basins was estimated as follows: 

1. Excess water at USGS gages in the irrigation seasons (May, June and July) of the 1966 to 2012 
period was calculated by adjusting USGS stream flow data with estimated inflows between 
Denver Water diversion gates and gage locations.  These months were selected for analysis 
because Denver’s proposed additional diversions would occur in the high flow months (May 
through July) according to the FEIS. 

2. Since storage capacity is utilized to meet firm yields in low water years; any supply that 
exceeded 18,000 AF each year was placed into storage in the 72,000 AF of additional storage 
volume of the expanded Gross Reservoir in this analysis.  Water stored from earlier years was 
combined with water supply inflows in each year to achieve the 18,000 AFY firm yield in years 
when the yearly basin flow was less than 18,000 AF.  In addition, it was assumed that the firm 
yield would be used in a flow through manner; thereby maximizing the amount of water 
available for storage in Gross Reservoir while allowing for use of 12,758 AF of storage in Ralston 
Reservoir. 

3. Excess storage volume at the end of each irrigation season was added to the additional basin 
yield of the next irrigation season; this sum equal to the total amount of water in each historical 
year of record that would be available to meet the additional 18,000 AF of demand plus 
additional losses from evaporation (514 AF/YR).  The incremental increase in conveyance losses 
was not included in this estimate though it would further decrease yields from the expanded 
Gross Reservoir.  

4. The number of years when the 18,000 AF of firm yield could and could not be met was tallied; 
the percentage of years when it could not be met was then compared to LP2 screening criteria 
noted in the FEIS. 

5. Excess yield from this calculation corresponds to the difference noted between the modeled 
“current” to “proposed” scenarios of the FEIS.  In the FEIS these excess flows are divided into 
the “Full Use” and the “proposed” scenarios where “Full Use” operates under the current 
configuration of Gross Reservoir at 41,800 AF of storage.   Therefore, as stated in the FEIS, the 
incremental increase in diversions between the “Full Use” and the “proposed” scenarios would 
be used to fill the additional 72,000 AF of storage and provide the additional 18,000 AF of firm 
yield under the proposed alternative.   The incremental increase of diversions noted in the FEIS 
from “current” to “full use” were thus subtracted from the excess basin flows and the firm yield 
evaluated as in number 4 above. 
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Yearly Excess Basin Flows 

The amount of excess water available during the months of May, June, and July in the Fraser and 
Williams Fork Basins was estimated using USGS measured stream flow and reservoir storage data from 
1966 to 2012.  This period was chosen because: 

• Stream flow data were available at all USGS gages in the Fraser and Williams Fork Basins that 
monitored stream flow below DW diversion structures (Downloaded from the Colorado Decision 
Support System (cdss) website). 

• Gross reservoir storage data were available in all but three years of this period (1967, 1987, 
1989) also available through the cdss website.  These three years were omitted from the 
evaluation.  

• This resulted in a 44 year period of record with sufficient measured data to estimate historical 
excess flows and evaluate if a firm yield of 18,000 AF/YR could be achieved with the enlarged 
Gross Reservoir. 

This evaluation is based on two assumptions: 

1. When the Current Gross Reservoir was NOT full (storage was below 41,000 AF), Denver Water 
diverted all available flow at their diversion structures drying up the stream just downstream of 
their gate; therefore, stream flow measured at the USGS gages when Gross Reservoir was NOT 
full reflects surface water and ground water inflow between the diversion points and the gages 
plus any flow obligations downstream of the collection system. 

2. Excess flow would be available only in months of May, June, and July when Gross Reservoir was 
full; this is the when Denver's proposed additional diversions would occur according to the EIS. 

Current Operations at Denver Water Diversion Structures 

Currently Denver Water diverts water that is “physically and legally available at each diversion point 
subject to minimum bypass flows and calls from downstream senior water rights.” “Streams that do not 
have minimum bypass requirements (even those with downstream senior rights) are fully diverted at 
times during the year...”   “This results in no stream flow for some distance below the diversions.  This is 
how Denver Water has operated in the past and plans to operate in the future.” (FEIS p. 3-35)  

In dry years Denver Water diverts “all available flows at each diversion point except for flows required” 
to meet downstream obligations.  In wet years Denver Water diverts “100 percent of the water from 
streams that do not have minimum bypass flow requirements,” therefore, these streams “are fully 
diverted and dried up early in runoff season similar to dry years.  Once Denver Water anticipates filling 
Gross and Ralston reservoirs and water demand is being met, Denver Water will begin to reduce 
diversions” and allow water to flow past their diversion structures in the Fraser Valley until “Gross 
Reservoir begins to be drawn down, typically in mid-summer, when Denver Water will again divert the 
maximum amount available to keep Gross Reservoir as full as possible.” (FEIS p. 3-36). 
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Historically then, except for downstream obligations, Denver Water often dries up flows downstream of 
their diversion points in the Fraser Valley, spilling water past diversion points only when Gross Reservoir 
is full.  What volume of spilled water is available at diversion points in the Fraser Valley and Williams 
Fork watersheds and is this volume sufficient to provide the 18,000 AF of firm yield for an expanded 
Gross Reservoir? 

Historical Storage Data for Gross Reservoir 

Historical storage volumes in Gross Reservoir, read at the end or beginning of each month and 
sometimes mid-month, were evaluated to determine how often and when Gross Reservoir filled 
between 1966 and 2012. Months when storage in Gross Reservoir was greater than 41,000 AF are noted 
in Table 1.  According to the FEIS, water used to fill the enlarged Gross Reservoir would be diverted 
primarily in the months of May, June, and July, therefore, these months were used in this evaluation.  
Note that the existing Gross Reservoir 941,800 AF) filled only once in May and did not fill in the irrigation 
season in 11 years of the 44 years of record.  

Table 1: Months Gross Reservoir Filled; Storage Levels Above 41,000 AF  
Water Year May June July Water Year May June July 

1966 Max 39,979 AF in Jul 1990  x  
1967 Missing storage data in irrigation 

season 
1991  x  

1968 Max 39,419 AF in Aug 1992  x  
1969  x x 1993   x 
1970   x 1994  x  
1971  x  1995   x 
1972   x 1996  x  
1973   x 1997  x  
1974 Max 40,800 AF in Jul 1998 x x  
1975   x 1999 Filled in Sept and Oct 
1976 Max 27,096 AF in Jun 2000  x  
1977 Max 39,898 AF in Jun 2001  x  
1978 Max 40,062 AF in Jul 2002 Max 22,956 AF in Feb 
1979  x  2003  x x 
1980  x  2004 Max 40,381 AF in Oct 
1981  x  2005  x  
1982   x 2006 Max 40,859 AF Jun 
1983  x x 2007  x  
1984  x x 2008  x  
1985  x x 2009  x x 
1986  x x 2010  x  
1987 Missing storage data in irrigation 

season 
2011  x  

1988  x  2012 Max Storage 38,350 in June 
1989 Missing storage data in irrigation 

season 
2013 Storage Data not Entered 

Historical storage data from Gross Reservoir (Colorado Decision Support System - cdss) 
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Adjusted Stream Flows 

Monthly stream flow measurements in May, June, and July in years 1966 to 2013 were used to estimate 
excess flows at the following USGS gages shown in Figure 1: 

• Fraser River at Winter Park (09024000),  
• Vasquez Creek near Winter Park (0902500),  
• St. Louis Creek near Fraser (09026500),  
• Ranch Creek near Fraser (09032000), and  
• Williams Fork below Steelman Creek (09035500). 

It is assumed that excess flows would only be available for additional storage at times when the existing 
Gross Reservoir was full.  Therefore, when Gross Reservoir was NOT full there would be no additional 
water available in that month at that location.    

The median of monthly flows for months when Gross Reservoir was NOT full during the time period 
1966 to 2012 was assumed to represent the inflow between diversion structures and USGS gages; or 
“native downstream inflow” plus downstream water obligations.  This median flow (shown in Table 2) 
was subtracted from monthly flows measured at the USGS gages in months when Gross Reservoir filled 
to estimate the adjusted excess stream flow.  Adjusted flows that were negative, where total flows were 
less than the median adjustment factor, were changed to zero for this calculation.   

Table 2 
Median Monthly Flows (1966 to 2012) For Months When Gross Reservoir Did NOT Fill 

Used to Adjust Monthly Stream Flows in Months When Goss DID Fill 

USGS Gage Elevation 
Feet 

May 
AF/Mth (cfs) 

June 
AF/Mth (cfs) 

July 
AF/Mth (cfs) 

Vasquez Creek near Winter Park (09025000) 8911 1051 (17.1) 878 (14.8) 760 (12.4) 
St. Louis Creek near Fraser (09026500) 8773 1507 (24.5) 2705 (45.5) 1904 (31.0) 
Fraser River @ Winter Park (09024000) 8985 1257 (20.5) 1928 (32.4) 1471 (23.9) 
Ranch Creek near Fraser (09032000) 8665 1139 (18.5) 1236 (20.8) 382 (6.2) 
Williams Fork Below Steelman  (09035500) 9806 1181 (19.2) 5776 (97.1) 2362 (38.4) 
 
Inflow between DWs diversion structures and the USGS gages originate from: 

• Mary Jane Creek up to 11,000 feet elevation on the Fraser River; 
• Lower elevation areas, up to 9,500 feet, on Vasquez Creek, 
• Deadhorse and Spruce Creeks up to 11,584 feet at Bottle Peak on St. Louis Creek, 
• Lower elevation areas, up to approximately 9,500 feet, on Ranch Creek, Hurd Creek, Hamilton 

Creek, Trail Creek, Cabin Creek, Little Cabin Creek, and Dribble Creek. 
• Alpine areas up to 12,348 feet including St. Louis Peak (12246 feet)in the Williams Fork Basin. 

High inflows in June and July are consistent with drainage from high alpine areas, however, 
operations at the Williams Fork basin diversion structures that optimized filling Williams Fork 
Reservoir once Gross Reservoir was nearly full also added to flows recorded at the Williams 
Fork below Steelman Creek USGS gage during this time period (see Williams Fork section). 
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Minimum bypass requirements (FEIS Table 3.1-8) of 10 cfs on the Fraser River, 8 cfs on Vasquez Creek, 
10 cfs for St. Louis Creek, and 4 cfs for Ranch Creek between May 15 and September 15 are reflected in 
excess flow values above.   Bypass flows were incorporated into Right of Way agreements between 
Denver Water and the US Forest Service in 1970.  As part of the Clinton Reservoir Agreement of 1992 
Denver Water reserved the right to reduce bypass flows if mandatory restrictions to in-house domestic 
water use were imposed on its customers (FEIS 3-28).  Table 3.1-9 of the FEIS notes that bypass flows 
were reduced in 1975, 1977, 1980 and consistently in September 2001 through July 2004, the end of the 
FEIS historical period of record (1975 to 2004).  The median inflow value noted in Table 2 above (1966 to 
2012 period of record) likely reflects times when bypass flows were both honored and reduced. 

In addition, calls by higher priority water rights holders on the Fraser River likely increased flows past 
Denver Water diversions during the 1966 to 2013 period of record.  Senior water rights holders include 
but are not limited to Beaver Dam Ditch, Deberard Ditch and Reservoir, Earl Ditch, Joy Ditch, Hammond 
Ditch, Ostrander Ditch, Peterson Ditch, Scybert Ditch, and Winter Park West Wells.  For purposes of this 
evaluation, it was assumed that calls coming from the Fraser River were reflected in the historical flow 
records at the USGS gages and were not available for diversion by Denver Water.   

Excess Basin Flows 

Adjusted monthly stream flows in May, June, and July were summed to estimate the yearly total excess 
basin flow that would be available to fill the expanded Gross Reservoir storage of 72,000 AF.  Estimated 
yearly excess flows are shown in Figure 5. 

 

Average and median excess flows at each USGS gage location are shown in Table 3.  Average estimated 
excess flows compare favorably to average tunnel diversion increases from “current” to “proposed” 
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Figure 5: Excess Yearly Flow in Fraser and Williams Fork Basins 
Estimated Using USGS Flows and Gross Reservoir Storage Data 

in May, June, and July: 1966 to 2012 

Storage Data missing in 1967, 1987, and 1989; these years omitted from analysis. 

Disregarding storage,18,000 AF/YR  
additional yield met 36.6% of time (16 yrs);  
not met in 63.6% (28 yrs) of the 44 years. 
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conditions modeled in the FEIS using the PACSM model (Table 4). In fact, the average of the estimated 
excess flows in both the Fraser and Williams Fork basins combined actually exceeds the modeled 
increase in Moffat flows by approximately 2,600 AF/YR on average and so represents a “best case” 
estimate of the ability of the proposed project to meet the firm yield requirement of 18,000 AFY.  
Average excess flows calculated for the Fraser Basin alone compare closely to the modeled increase in 
the Moffat Tunnel diversions.  

It is valid to compare excess flow derived here with the modeled “current to proposed” scenario’s 
diversion increases because full use system changes occur after 2006 (of the 1966 to 2012 period of 
calculation).  The Full Use scenario included, among others, upgrades to the distribution system from 
the Foothills and Marston treatment plants, changes to Big Lake Ditch Denver water rights such that 
additional water could be stored in Williams Fork Reservoir (as of 2013), and an increase in demand of 
60,000 AF/YR (as of 2006 per the EIS).  It is not clear if water demand remained at the 2006 level 
through 2013.  Full use did not include any additional storage in Denver’s northern water system, 
including Gross Reservoir. 

Table 3 
Average and Median Excess Flows at USGS Gage Locations Available to Fill 72,000 AF of the 

Expanded Gross Reservoir and Provide Denver Water’s 18,000 AF/YR Additional Yield 
USGS Gage Location Average of 

Estimated 
Excess Flows 
(AF/YR) 

Median of 
Estimated Excess 
Flows 
(AF/YR) 

Maximum of 
Estimated 
Excess Flows  
(AF/YR) 

Williams Fork (WF) Below  Steelman  2,682 2,150 11,314 
Ranch Creek near Fraser 2,891 1,636 17,797 
Fraser River @Winter Park 3,323 971 20,837 
St. Louis Creek near Fraser 3,546 2,430 18,693 
Vasquez Creek near Winter Park 3,115 1,183 21,942 
Total Flow Fraser (excluding WF) 12,875 6,220 NA 
Total Flow Fraser & Williams Fk. Basin 15,557 8370 NA 
Period of Record = 1966 to 2012 not including 1967, 1987, and 1989.  Maximum excess flows occurred in 1983 at 
all locations except the Williams Fork basin where maximum flows occurred in 1984.  
 
 

Table 4 
Average Modeled Increases of Tunnel Diversions noted in DEIS (Table H-7.1) 

Gumlick Tunnel comparable to estimated excess flows in Williams Fork Basin 
“Current to Full Use” 887 AF/YR 
“Full Use to Proposed” 1,904 AF/YR 
“Current to Proposed” 2,795 AF/YR 
Moffat Tunnel compares to sum of estimated excess flows in Fraser & Williams Fork 
Basins 
“Current to Full Use” 2,713 AF/YR 
“Full Use to Proposed” 10,284 AF/YR 
“Current to Proposed” 12,998 AF/YR 
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Williams Fork Diversions 

Water rights belonging to Denver Water in the Williams Fork Basin, including those that are currently 
used for trans-mountain diversions on McQuery Creek, Jones Creek, Bobtail Creek and Steelman Creek 
(See Figure 1), are noted in Table 3.1-12 of the FEIS.  Other rights in this basin include conditional flow 
rights from Middle Fork and South Fork of the Williams Fork River, Allen Creek, and Darling Creek that 
have not been developed as well as a storage right for the Williams Fork Reservoir for 96,637 AF.  
“Denver Water’s headwater diversions are protected by Williams Fork Reservoir such that when the 
Denver Water rights are out of priority with respect to senior diverters below Williams Fork Reservoir, the 
reservoir releases water to satisfy the senior diverters….Williams Fork Reservoir is operated in part to 
exchange water to replace out of priority diversions at Denver Water’s Moffat Collection System, Roberts 
Tunnel, and Dillon Reservoir” (FEIS pg. 3-42). 

As stated in the FEIS (pg. 3-42), “Denver Water often diverts 90% to 100% of the average monthly native 
flow from McQueary, Jones, Bobtail, and Steelman creeks from October through April… During the 
summer from May through September, the average monthly percentage of native flow diverted by 
Denver Water varies more and ranges from 24% to 94% under Current Conditions. During those months, 
Denver Water diverts the greatest percentage of native flow in April, May, August and September when 
flows are typically lower. In June and July, Denver Water diverts a much lower percentage of the native 
flow at these locations (24% to 43% on average) because flows are typically much higher during runoff.”  
According to the Upper Colorado River Basin Information  report prepared as part of the Basin Round 
Table efforts for the Upper Colorado Basin (CWCB website 1/1/2007), the “primary operational objective 
[for Williams fork diversions] is to fill Gross Reservoir.  Once filled, the general practice is to cease 
diversions at the collection system in favor of storage in the Williams Fork Reservoir.”  Denver now owns 
the water rights for the Big Lake Ditch which historically diverted just upstream of the Williams Fork 
Reservoir to Reeder Creek.  As of 2013, this water, approximately 10,000 AF/YR, will be used for storage 
in Williams Fork Reservoir.  In addition, under the 10,825 agreement, Denver no longer is required to 
release 5,412 AF to meet USFWS flow recommendations in the 15-Mile Reach in Grand Junction.  
Therefore, approximately 15,400 AF/YR of additional water is now available to Denver Water for storage 
in the Williams Fork Reservoir providing more flexibility for additional diversions through the Gumlick 
Tunnel from the upper Williams Fork basin.  It is unclear how their operations have changed since 2013.   

The assumption in this evaluation, that diversion head gates remain open when Gross Reservoir was not 
full, is not valid during June and July for the upper Williams Fork Basin.  However, calculated excess 
basin flows for the Williams Fork diversion points (2,682 AF/YR average) very closely match the modeled 
increase between the “Current” and “proposed” PACSM model scenarios (2,795 AF/YR average).  
Therefore, calculated excess flows from the upper Williams Fork basin were retained in this firm yield 
analysis.   

Average (Median) flows at the Williams Fork Below Steelman USGS gage in June and July over the 1966 
to 2013 period of record are 6,862 (7926) and 3,448 (2875) AF/mth, respectively.  Arbitrarily assuming 
that “native” inflows entering below the diversion structures but upstream of the USGS gage are 1000 
AF (16.8 cfs) and 500 AF (8.4 cfs) in June and July, respectively; additional water available from the 



13 
 

upper Williams Fork, on average, would be 5,862 and 2,375 AF/mth or 8,200 AF in these two months 
alone.  This additional water from the Williams Fork Basin plus the 2,600 AF overestimate of calculated 
excess basin flows (compared with modeled numbers) is more than sufficient to supply the observed 
average 7,300 AF/Y discrepancy between measured and modeled Moffat Tunnel diversions under the 
“current” conditions scenario (See : Discrepancy Between Measured and Modeled Current Diversions 
section below).  

Firm Yield of Excess Flows Diverted from Moffat and Williams Fork Basins NOT 
Accounting for Full Use Diversions: Current Use Baseline 

In Alternative 1A Gross Reservoir needs to produce an additional firm yield of 18,000 AF/YR to meet 
Denver’s future water demands.  “Firm” yield takes into account storage of extra water (above the 
required yield of 18,000 AF/YR) that can be stored in the reservoir, in this case in the upper 72,000 AF of 
the expanded Gross Reservoir, and used in years when 18,000 AF of excess water is not available in the 
basin or 64 percent of the years between 1966 and 2012 (See Figure 5).  “Firm yield” of excess basin 
water was calculated as follows: 

• End storage for each irrigation season was calculated as end storage from the previous year’s 
irrigation season plus additional excess basin water provided in the current irrigation season 
minus 18,000 AF, the required firm yield for the system.  An additional 514 AF was subtracted 
from the yearly total to account for the incremental increase in evaporation in the expanded 
Gross Reservoir compared to the “Full Use” configuration (as discussed on page 5-15 of the 
FEIS).  Incremental conveyance losses were not accounted for in this calculation. 

• If storage for a given year was negative (i.e. there was not enough water to provide the 18,000 
AF/YR yield) ending storage for that year was set at zero; assuming that water would not be 
taken from the current 41,811 AF in Gross Reservoir to meet the demand.  

• If storage for a given year was over 72,000 AF it was set to 72,000 AF assuming that the current 
41,811 AF or the existing reservoir would also be filled in these years.   

• The previous year storage for the first year (1966), in the 72,000 AF portion of the total 113,800 
AF expanded storage volume, was assumed to be zero as construction of Gross dam would have 
just been completed.   

Estimated storage in the 72,000 AF of the expanded Gross Reservoir for 44 years between 1966 and 
2012 (omitting 1967, 1987, and 1989) is shown in Figure 6.  Storage levels and the ability to meet the 
firm yield requirement of 18,000 AF/YR in the expanded reservoir depend on hydrologic conditions in 
the first few years of filling, periods of drought (mid-1970s and mid 2000s), and periods of high flow 
(mid 1980s, late 1990s, and 2011). Based on this estimate of firm yield of the Fraser and Williams Fork 
Basins the expanded gross reservoir would fill in only 3 years and the 72000 AF of extra storage would 
be depleted or zero in 12 years (assuming all available yield under 18,000 AF would be used). 
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Year 1983 was notable.   High snow pack and spring rains produced major flooding on the Colorado 
River.   June and July issues of High Country News were awash in news of the flood: 

“A record 120,000 cfs was flowing into Lake Powell from late spring snow and rain in the Rocky 
Mountains that no one had anticipated.  On July 2, the lake - considered full at 3700' - was just 3.5 feet 
from its maximum capacity of 3711' and rising three inches a day.” 

“The July 8 issue reported that the dam's spillway began breaking up when officials upped the release to 
92,000 cfs.  The high velocity water was carving out huge holes in one of the tunnels, a process known as 
cavitation that sent chunks of concrete and red silt from the eroding Navajo sandstone bedrock shooting 
into the clear river below the dam. 

The expanded Gross Reservoir almost filled for the first time in 1983 in this calculation.  Previous year 
(1982) excess storage was estimated at 0 AF with an additional 89,919 AF available from 1983 runoff: 
however, after filling an additional volume to 71,919 AF and subtracting 18,000 AF of firm yield, no 
additional water would have passed DWs diversion gates in 1983.  Not only is this an indication of the 
substantial size of the new reservoir but also that filling it will depend on very high flow years, the 
frequency of which may decrease due to climate change.  In this initial analysis, the expanded Gross 
Reservoir was estimated to fill in three years, 1984, 1997, and 1998.  Extra water that could not be 
stored in the expanded reservoir amounted to 49,880, 5,812, and 2,723 AF in these years respectively.  
In all other years barring calls on the river and bypass flow requirements, diversion gates in the Fraser 
valley could remain open throughout the irrigation season, dewatering streams just downstream of the 
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Figure 6: Storage (AF) in Additional 72,000 AF Volume of 

Enlarged Gross Reservoir NOT Accounting for Full Use 

Gross Reservoir Storage Data missing in 1967, 1987, and 1989; these years omitted from analysis 

Additional 72,000 AF of  
enlarged Gross Res. filled 
3 years out of 44 (6.8%). 
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diversion gates, and there would be sufficient storage in the expanded reservoir to accommodate all of 
the flows.  

Firm yield of 18,000 AF/Y was not met in 12 years out of the 44 year period of analysis or 27.3 percent of 
the time (Figure 7).  In particular, an extended dry period occurred in the mid-1970s.   Even though 
18,000 AF/Y of excess yield could be achieved in 1969 through 1973, only in 1971 was storage sufficient 
to provide an additional yield of this amount.  A prolonged period of dry years in the 1970s, perhaps a 
second critical period after the 1950s drought, resulted in low to no excess yield from 1974 to 1978. In 
drought years 2002 and 2012, there was sufficient storage in the expanded Gross Reservoir to achieve 
the desired excess yield of 18,000 AF/Y, however, following high flow years of the late 1990s, storage 
was depleted such that in two years of the mid-2000s excess yield was below 8,000 AF/Y. 

Even with extra diversions; the calculated over-estimate of 2,600 AF/Y and the additional average 
amount water of 2,713 AF/Y that was not allocated to the proposed project (“current” to “full use” 
model scenarios), the firm yield of 18,000 AF/Y was NOT met in greater than 1 in 4 years with the 
expanded Gross Reservoir.  In fact, it would require an additional 4,000 AFY more than all the 
calculated excess basin flows, of 15,557 AFY (2,600 AFY greater than FEIS 12,998 AFY additional 
diversions), to achieve the 18,000 AFY firm yield required by the proposed project (See 
“Comparison of Excess Basin Flows with Modeled Diversions” Section below. 

 

Firm Yield of Excess Flows Accounting for Full Use Diversions: Full Use Baseline 
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Figure 7:  Excess Yield From the Expanded Gross Reservoir 
NOT Accounting for Full Use or Current Use Baseline 

Gross Reservoir Storage Data missing in 1967, 1987, and 1989; these years omitted from analysis. 
 

18,000 AF/Y met in 32 years (72.7%), 
Not met in 12 years out of 44 (27.3%) 
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Because the FEIS states that any water diverted from the basin above and beyond that for the Full Use 
Scenario would be used to fill the expanded Gross Reservoir and contribute to the firm yield of 18,000 
AF/YR, the average annual increase in Moffat Tunnel diversions from “current” to “Full Use” scenarios 
(FEIS Table H-7.1) of 2,713 AF/YR for an average year was subtracted from the adjusted flows and the 
calculation completed as described above.  Storage in the additional 72,000 AF volume of the expanded 
Gross Reservoir is shown in Figure 8.   

Based on this estimate of firm yield of the Fraser and Williams Fork Basins, accounting for Full Use 
diversions noted in the FEIS, the expanded gross reservoir would fill in only 1 year (1984) with 44,454 AF 
of extra water that could not be stored in the expanded reservoir.  The 72000 AF of extra storage in the 
expanded reservoir would be depleted or zero in 20 years (assuming all available yield under 18,000 AF 
would be used).   In particular, from 1972 through the end of the 1970s, excess storage in the expanded 
Gross Reservoir was zero with excess yield also low to zero during this time period (Figure 9).  As before, 
18,000 AF of additional yield was achieved in 2002 because of high flow years in the late 1990s.  
However, excess storage in the expanded Gross Reservoir was depleted by 2002 and very low or zero 
from 2002 to 2008.  Perhaps the 1970s and mid-2000s should be included as other critical time periods 
by which to judge the feasibility of the proposed project. 
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Figure 8: Storage (AF) in Additional 72,000 AF Volume of 
Expanded Gross Reservoir Accounting for Full Use Diversions: 

Full Use Baseline 

Additional 72,000 AF 
of Expanded Gross Resevoir 
Filled 1 year out of 44 (2.3%) 

1. Gross Reservoir Storage Data missing in 1967, 1987, and 1989; these years omitted from 
the analysis. 
2. Average annual increase in Moffat diversions  under Full Use of 2,713 AF subtracted from  
the adjusted excess basin flows in each year from 1966 to 2012.  
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Even with additional excess basin flows of 2,682 AF/Y over-estimated in this calculation, the required 
yield of 18,000 AF/YR would be met in 24 years (54.5%) and not met in 20 years (45.5%) of this 44 year 
period of record.  The percentage of years where the firm yield of 18,000 AF/YR was NOT met 
substantially exceeds the FEIS alternative screening criteria of greater than one in four years or 25 
percent.   

Climate Change Considerations 

Climate change is predicted to decrease surface water supply in the south western United States by 
approximately 10 percent (Averyt, 2013).  Water stress, estimated using the water supply stress index 
(WaSSI), the ratio of water demand to water supply, is predicted to increase due to climate change from 
between 0.4 and 4.0 percent (representing the range in stress index from different basins) to between 
0.1 and 20 percent in western slope Colorado basins (Averyt, 2013).  Note a WaSSI index of greater than 
one means water supply is less than water demand.  Climate change is expected to substantially impact 
water supplies in western Colorado.   

Truncated excess basin flows that account for “full use” model diversions were reduced by 10 percent in 
years when excess flows were available in the Fraser and Williams Fork basins (i.e. when the existing 
Gross Reservoir filled) and the firm yield of 18,000 AFY evaluated as before.  Because flows in 1983 and 
1984 were very high, the expanded Gross Reservoir filled in 1984 with 29,209 AF spilled below the 
diversion structures.  The firm yield of 18,000 AFY was NOT met in one additional year (21 years) or 47.7 
percent of the 44 year period of evaluation.   Firm yields are controlled by high flow years of 1983, 1984, 
1997, and 1998.  As before, no additional yield was available from 1976 through 1978.  Of course, the 
past record cannot predict the timing, volume, and sequence of future water supply years though it is 
anticipated that, due to climate change, droughts may become more severe than the historical record.   
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Figure 9: Excess Yield from the Expanded Gross 
Reservoir Accounting for Full Use: Full Use Baseline 
18,000 AF/Y of yield met in 24 years 
(54.5%); NOT met in 20 or 44 years (45.5%). 
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Basin Impacts are Hidden in Incremental Model Scenarios 

Additional diversions through the Moffat Tunnel are presented incrementally in the FEIS.  First, 7,300 
AFY above measured average diversions are diverted as part of the “current condition” modeling.  
Second, the “full use” model scenario utilizes an additional 2,713 AFY on average.  Third, the proposed 
project utilizes an average of 10,280 AFY more water from the Fraser and Williams Fork basins.  Only the 
third incremental increase is considered project water in the FEIS.  Therefore, impacts to river flows are 
limited to only this last increase in diversions in the EIS analysis.  “Current condition” model results are 
considered one of the baselines of the FEIS and so the first 7,300 AFY is not presented nor addressed in 
the FEIS document. 

Discrepancy Between Measured and Modeled Current Diversions 

Diversions through the Moffat and Gumlick (or Williams Fork Tunnel) Tunnels are monitored and data 
reported in the Colorado Decision Support System database.  Average measured tunnel diversions from 
1984 to 2013 are 56,532 AFY (Figure 10).  Average modeled Moffat Tunnel diversions reported on Table 
H-7.1 are 63,799 AFY; 7,267 AFY more than the measured average.  Measured Gumlick Tunnel diversions 
average 4,954 AFY from 1984 to 2012 and compare to modeled current conditions average diversions of 
8,853 AFY.  Modeled diversions from the Williams Fork Basin exceed measured averages by 3,900 AFY.  
Therefore, of the 7,300 AFY discrepancy noted for the Moffat Tunnel diversions, 3,400 AFY on average 
are supplied by water from the Fraser Valley in the PACSM model.   

 

Average of measured 
Moffat Tunnel 
Diversions (1984-
2013) = 56,532 AFY 

Average of Modeled 
“Current Conditions” 
= 63,799 AFY 
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Tunnel Diversions in 2006, used to delineate “current conditions” in the PACSM modeling, exceeded 
every other year in the 1985 to 2013 period of record by at least 5,600 AFY.  Year 2006 did not represent 
a new plateau in Denver Water’s water supply needs as diversions after 2006 were substantially lower, 
averaging 55,619 AFY and approximately 900 AF less than the 1984 to 2013 30 year average.  Use of the 
2006 baseline condition inflates withdrawals and reduces basin flows under the “current conditions” 
model scenario compared to actual measured stream and diversion flows in the Fraser and Williams 
Fork River Basins.   

Discrepancies between modeled current flow and measured flows are seen at the Fraser River at Winter 
Park and the Williams Fork Below Steelman USGS gages (Table 5) but not at the Vasquez Creek and St. 
Louis USGS gages.  It is unclear why the average annual flow discrepancies (8,961 AF) do not add up to 
that observed for the Moffat Tunnel diversions (7,300 AF) but may, in part, be due to conveyance losses 
in the Moffat collection system and Tunnel. 

 Table 5 
Comparison of Average Post-Moffat Measured Flows with Modeled 

“Current Condition” Flows 
Location Average of USGS 

Post-Moffat Flows 
Average Modeled 

“Current 
Condition” Flows1 

Volume of 
Discrepancy 

Between Flows 
(AF) 

Fraser River at Winter Park Gage (1936 – 2013)2 
Average Annual Flow (AF/YR) 13,020 8529 4,491 

April Average Flow (cfs) 11 4 408 
May Average Flow (cfs) 31 17 876 
June Average Flow (cfs) 79 59 1,185 
July Average Flow (cfs) 34 21 781 

Total Summer months Fraser River at Winter Park 3,2503 
Williams Fork Below Steelman Creek Gage (1966 – 2013) 
Average Annual Flow (AF/YR) 14,074 9,600 4,470 

May Monthly Flow (cfs) 28 10 1,135 
June Average Flow (cfs) 115 88 1,626 
July Average Flow (cfs) 56 50 374 

August Average Flow (cfs) 10 5 316 
Total Summer Months Williams Fork Below Steelman 3,4513 

Total Discrepancy at Fraser and Williams Fork Basin Gages: Measured vs Modeled 
Discrepancy Between Average Annual Flow (AF) 8,961 

Summer Months Discrepancy (AF) 6,700 
1Current Condition Flows from Tables H-7.1, H-1.33, and H-1.55. 
2Averages for the post-Moffat period of record at each gage. 
3Additional 1,209 AF discrepancy summed from August through April at Fraser River at Winter Park Gage and 971 AF summed 
from September through April at Williams Fork Below Steelman Gage. 
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Comparison of Calculated Excess Basin Flows with Modeled Diversions 

The sum of the three incremental diversions from the FEIS, discussed above, matches calculated excess 
basin flows that are required to attain a firm yield of 18,000 AFY in the expanded Gross Reservoir at a 
frequency greater than the LP2 screening criteria (Table 6).   

Table 6: Comparison of Calculated Excess Basin Flows with Modeled Diversions 
Description of Calculated 

Excess Flow  
Calculated Excess 

Flows (AFY) 
Modeled 

Diversions (AFY) 
Description of Modeled 
Incremental Diversions 

Total Calculated Excess Basin 
Flows;   

15,557 7,300 Average discrepancy between 
measured diversions and 
current conditions model 

Additional Flow Required to 
Meet 18,000 AFY Firm Yield in 
Expanded Gross at a 
sufficient frequency. 

4,000 2,713 Current to Full Use Model 
Scenarios 

 --- 10,284 Full Use to Proposed Model 
Scenarios 

Totals 19,557 20,297  
Note: Calculated Excess flows do not include incremental conveyance losses within the Moffat Collection System. 

Impacts to basin stream flow discussions in the FEIS should reflect all diversion increases that are 
required to operate the expanded Gross Reservoir at a firm yield of 18,000 AFY that meets the LP2 
screening criteria.  Limiting responsibility of basin impacts to the third incremental increase in diversions 
in the FEIS significantly under-represents those impacts.  In fact, total diversions required to fully 
operate the expanded Gross Reservoir are approximately twice that stated in the FEIS; therefore, 
impacts to basin stream flows are likely twice what is stated in the FEIS.   
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July 07, 2014 

 

Dear Colorado Water Conservation Board, 

 

The Sierra Club Rocky Mountain Chapter submits the following statement on Colorado’s Water Plan. The 

Rocky Mountain Chapter represents over 40,000 members and supporters throughout Colorado, and 

has a vested interest in water conservation and riparian health in the nine main river basins of the state. 

Our mission is to explore, enjoy and protect the wild places of the earth; to practice and promote the 

responsible use of the earth’s ecosystems and resources; to educate and enlist humanity to protect and 

restore the quality of the natural and human environment; and to use all lawful means to carry out 

these objectives. We thank the Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB) and Governor Hickenlooper 

for your commitment to developing the first-ever statewide plan to guide future water use. 

 

In developing the Water Plan, the CWCB has a critical opportunity to set a positive course for future 

water management and use in Colorado. It is imperative that the heart of the Plan include these four 

conservation actions. First, restoring and protecting rivers needs to be a top priority. Second, the Plan 

must call for meeting demand through increased efficiency and conservation. Third, the Plan should 

provide mechanisms for modernizing agricultural and water-sharing practices. And fourth, large trans-

mountain diversions should be avoided. New supplies, as needed, should be built incrementally and 

developed within the basins of demand.  

 

Colorado’s Rivers Must be Restored and Protected to Remain Healthy and Flowing 

At the foundation of the Water Plan there must be the priority that Colorado’s rivers be healthy and 

flowing. Our rivers support a $9-billion economy and over 80,000 recreation-based jobs. Rafters, 

kayakers, fishermen and other recreationists contribute to a thriving tourism economy because of clean 

waters and adequate river levels. Gold-medal trout, diverse birds, elk, mule deer and other animals 

depend on functioning rivers and riparian health. The Sierra Club Rocky Mountain Chapter urges the 

CWCB to protect river health and water levels to ensure a healthy environment and economy for current 

and future Coloradans.  

 

Water Efficiency and Conservation Must be Prioritized 

Costly, wasteful and environmentally destructive trans-mountain diversions can be avoided in large part 

by expanding conservation incentives, increasing water efficiency, and by developing effective water 

recycling programs. Maximizing current water supply and using it more efficiently makes sense, 

economically, environmentally and politically. Water conservation measures are effective, flexible and 

cost-efficient compared to pipelines and large diversion projects. The Rocky Mountain Chapter urges the 



 

CWCB to meet Colorado’s upcoming water demands through conservation, re-use and common-sense 

solutions, not through big new supplies. 

 

Agricultural and Water Sharing Practices Must be Modernized 

Colorado’s agriculture is a cornerstone of the state’s economy and culture, and farms and ranches 

should not be sacrificed due to poor water management and short-sighted reallocation. The Rocky 

Mountain Chapter calls for a Water Plan that stresses voluntary, compensated and flexible water-

sharing agreements between the agricultural community and growing cities and towns. Irrigation 

practices and infrastructure should be upgraded and modernized through economic incentives, while 

keeping water available for instream flows and riparian health.  

 

New, Large Trans-Mountain Diversions Must be Avoided 

A Water Plan that prioritizes river restoration and protection, water efficiency and conservation, and the 

modernization of agricultural and water sharing practices will render large trans-mountain diversions 

unnecessary. The Front Range’s business-as-usual approach of looking to the West Slope for water can 

no longer be an answer. New, large trans-mountain diversions are too expensive, too inefficient, too 

environmentally damaging and too costly to West Slope communities to be a part of Colorado’s future 

and the de facto Water Plan. On the other hand, conservation and efficiency are less expensive, more 

flexible and more effective. Trans-mountain diversions undermine river health, thus undermining 

Colorado’s economic health and well-being. Conservation, re-use and agricultural modernization are 

effective tools for future water planning. Dewatering the West Slope to feed ballooning Front Range 

populations treats the symptoms while ignoring the cause. The Rocky Mountain Chapter strongly urges 

the CWCB to reject new trans-mountain diversions in Colorado’s Water Plan.  

 

Healthy rivers are the foundation of Colorado’s environmental and economic health. As such, it is 

essential that Colorado’s Water Plan be done right. The Sierra Club Rocky Mountain Chapter urges a 

path forward that conserves water, demands efficiency, protects and enhances Colorado’s environment 

and economy, and promotes greater cooperation among all water users.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

Matt Reed 

Conservation Programs Coordinator 

Sierra Club Rocky Mountain Chapter  

(303) 453-3361 

Matt.reed@sierraclub.org  
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            Mely Whiting, Legal Counsel, Colorado Water Project 
 
 
 

 

Trout Unlimited:  America’s Leading Coldwater Fisheries Conservation Organization 
 

July 8, 2014 
 
 
Colorado Water Conservation Board 
Att: April Montgomery, Chair 
Via email cowaterplan@state.co.us 
 

Re:   Trout Unlimited’s Comments on Draft Chapter 5.10 of the Colorado Water Plan 
 

Dear Ms. Montgomery and Board Members: 
 
 Trout Unlimited (TU) respectfully requests your consideration of the following comments 
on the April 26, 2014 draft of Chapter 5.10 of the Colorado Water Plan (CWP).   
 

Having dedicated significant resources to participation in the permitting process for the 
Windy Gap Firming Project (WGFP) and the Moffat Collection System Project (Moffat) for the last 
10+ years, Trout Unlimited can offer the perspective of a closely involved stakeholder.  After 10+ 
years, we can honestly say we sympathize with the project proponents’ frustrations and concerns 
over the length of time and cumbersomeness of the process.  We hope our perspective and 
suggestions will be helpful in finding a better way. 

 
Understanding the Problem 

 
Before engaging in any process modification, it is important to truly understand the reasons 

for delay.  Otherwise, changes that appear to facilitate expedient decision-making could in fact add 
to the delay.  It is also important to remember that federal agencies are the ultimate decision-makers 
in most water project permitting processes and most delays are associated with federal permitting.   
State decisions occur relatively quickly, unless they are judicially challenged.   

 
 In looking at WGFP and Moffat, as well as the Northern Integrated Supply Project (NISP), 
the greatest delays so far have been in the development of the final environmental impact statements 
(EIS).  It took 5 years for the Bureau of Reclamation to issue the draft EIS for WGFP and another 3 
years to issue its final EIS.  The Moffat draft EIS was issued 6 years after scoping and it took 
another 5 years to issue the final EIS.  The draft EIS for NISP was issued approximately 4 years 
after formal project scoping.  A supplemental EIS was required and is expected to be released this 
year, 5 years after the draft EIS was completed.  A final EIS is also expected in 2014, over 10 years 
after scoping.   
 

Part of the reason for the delays can be traced to the complexity of the issues involved with 
these projects.  Limitations in federal agency resources may also have played a role.  However, our 
sense is that much of the delay – and particularly the delay between the draft and final EIS - was 
caused by the inadequacy of the information and analyses.  These inadequacies triggered challenges 
that led to the development of significant additional information between the draft and final EIS, 
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resulting in significant additional delays.  These challenges came from multiple sources, including 
other federal agencies.   

 
Focus on Effective Solutions   
 

While not much can be done about the time needed to develop and evaluate complex 
information, steps could be taken to reduce delays, particularly the delays between the draft and the 
final EISs.  Some of these steps have been at least partially identified in staff’s draft Chapter 5.10.  
Others have not. 

 
1.  Increase state and local agency resources 
 
Early involvement by state and local agencies as well as other key stakeholders in the 

development of the draft EIS could prevent later challenges that lead to a delayed final EIS.   
 
State and local agencies can participate in the EIS process as cooperating agencies.  

However, their meaningful participation requires adequate funding.  The Water Quality Control 
Division (WQCD), the agency charged with initial 401 certifications, lacks staffing to engage in the 
EIS process.  Yet, it relies on the EIS findings to make 401 certification decisions.  Last year, the 
WQCD announced that it would cancel its bi-annual, federally mandated impaired waters review 
(303(d)) process so staff could be re-assigned to the EIS processes for WGFP, Moffat and NISP.  
This is NOT a sustainable solution.  Adequate staffing for meaningful review and involvement in 
the EIS process is critical.  

 
Local government participation early in the process is just as critical and can prevent 

significant delay and duplication particularly when a 1041 permit is required.   
 
2.  Improve the Quality of Draft EIS Documents 
 
Early participation by state and local agencies in the development of the EIS is likely to 

improve the quality of the EIS.  Early participation will also facilitate information needed to make 
state and local decisions which, in turn, prevents additional delays in making those decisions.  Early 
involvement of other stakeholders through informal processes will improve it even more as well as 
help reduce the potential for challenges that will require additional studies once the draft EIS is 
issued.   

 
3.  Eliminate Unnecessary Processes 
 
While not a significant source of delay, the so-called Section 122.2 process added a 

significant and unnecessary burden to the WGFP and Moffat permitting processes.  Before Section 
122.2, which was enacted years ago but forgotten until recently, Colorado Parks and Wildlife 
(formerly Division of Wildlife) commented on the impacts of proposed water projects on fish and 
wildlife and proposed potential mitigation measures directly to the federal permitting agencies.  
Section 122.2 added an elaborate process whereby the fish and wildlife recommendations of CPW 
go first through the Wildlife Commission, then through the CWCB, and finally to the Governor, 
before it goes to the federal agencies.   
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Section 122.2 adds little to the process.  Branded as the “state’s final position” with respect 
to needed fish and wildlife mitigation, the outcome is only a recommendation.  It is not binding on 
the federal agencies or on 401 certification decisions.  Moreover, given  the  restrictions on  the 
state’s ability to formulate mitigation measures imposed by a very restrictive interpretation of the 
statute, coupled with the fact that the state’s proposed mitigation is based on a draft, rather than a 
final EIS, the state’s recommendations are  viewed by the federal agencies as partial mitigation at 
best.  

 
If the state is truly serious about streamlining the permitting process for water projects, it 

should consider enacting legislation eliminating this unnecessary and cumbersome process.  CPW 
can then participate in the EIS process and make its own recommendations directly to the federal 
agencies as it has done in the past.  Of course, CPW’s recommendations should be made in a 
manner that is transparent to the public. 

 
4.  Involve Stakeholders and Preserve Transparency 

  
 For every proposed water project, there will likely be those who oppose no matter what the 
conditions or circumstances.  However, where opposition is based on pertinent, relevant, and well 
supported concerns, it is often heard by federal, state and local decision-makers and can lead to 
delays both in the EIS process and in the final records of decision.  An opportunity for early 
involvement by these stakeholders is likely to reduce challenges that result in delays.   
 

 Conversely, MOUs, MOAs, and other mechanisms to increase agency coordination can lead 
to less duplication and faster decisions, but can also harden the agencies’ position in the absence of 
stakeholder input and create a sense that by the time the project comes to the public a decision has, 
for all intents and purposes, already been made.  This, in turn, can significantly increase public 
opposition and lead to further delays.  Accordingly, any document reflecting agency coordination 
(i.e., MOUs, MOAs, etc.) should be thoroughly subject to public review and comment before 
adopted and should include provision for stakeholder involvement in the coordinated process. 
 
Reject Far-Fetched and Ineffective “Solutions” 
 
 TU is aware of a number of suggestions to streamline the federal process by attempting to 
restrict the scope of federal environmental impacts analysis.  These suggestions range from 
amending NEPA to preclude federal agencies’ ability to investigate impacts beyond initial scoping, 
to developing MOAs with federal agencies doing the same, to development of a programmatic 
(state-wide?) EIS for any and all future water projects.  TU agrees that early identification of issues 
and input in development of the scope of the EIS is very important and commitments from federal 
and state agencies to attempt to do so would be worth pursuing.  However, attempting to bar EIS 
review of issues identified through the post-scoping investigation process would not only require a 
highly unlikely NEPA amendment, it would completely misapprehend the complexities involved in 
evaluation of water development projects of the magnitude requiring an EIS.  This, in turn, would 
lead to challenges and additional delay.  Likewise, identifying common elements that need to be 
developed in an EIS for water projects is a good idea.  However, the development of a full-fledged, 
binding programmatic EIS is not defensible given the significant differences in circumstances and 
impacts from project to project.    
 
 TU is also aware of suggestions to complete the 401 certification between the draft EIS and 
the final EIS to accelerate the state process.  The EIS is the primary source of data relied upon in the 
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401 certification process.  If the draft EIS is defective, so will be the 401 certification and 
challenges will likely ensue.  If efforts to improve the quality of draft EISs – including providing 
early state agency and stakeholder input - succeed, the time between the draft and final EIS will 
likely be short and 401 certifications based on draft documents not needed.  Dedicating agency 
resources to facilitate an adequate EIS process is a much more effective and efficient use of state 
resources than diverting those resources to complete a potentially defective and challengeable 401 
certification a bit earlier in the process.  
 
 Finally, TU is aware of suggestions to change state law to weaken local government’s 1041 
authorities.  TU submits that if there is any hope to reach consensus between east and west slope 
over water projects, this is most certainly not a good course of action.  
 
Summary of Recommendations 
 

1. Increase state and local agency resources to weigh in early in the EIS development process 
2. Eliminate the section 122.2 process and allow CPW to provide comments directly to the 

federal agencies 
3. Enter into MOUs with federal permitting agencies to (1) encourage front-loading of 

environmental impacts investigations; (2) identify common elements in water projects that 
need to be analyzed; and (3) provide for meaningful stakeholder involvement in the 
development of environmental impacts investigation and of measures to prevent or mitigate 
impacts.  These MOUs should be developed with stakeholder input. 

4. Involve stakeholders early in the process and preserve transparency in decision-making to 
avoid preventable challenges. 

5. Reject far-fetched and/or ineffective suggestions that divert attention and resources away 
from more practical and effective solutions. 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
 

 
Respectfully submitted, 

 

 
Amelia (Mely) S. Whiting 
Trout Unlimited 
720.470.4758 
mwhiting@tu.org 

 
 



Denver, Colorado
July, 8, 2014

Dear Board Members:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on Colorado's Water Plan.

I've called Colorado my home for nearly half a century. When I arrived, open country was just a short 
drive from Denver. My wife and I would frequently escape the city by driving on the dirt road to 
Daniels Park in Douglas County. One of my favorite views along the way was an iconic windmill on a 
ranch near a turn in the road. I don't think I could find the location where the windmill once stood. 
Roads have been paved, and the countryside is now filled with housing developments and shopping 
malls. Colorado had done little in the way of intelligent planning for the future. It's heartening to see a 
statewide effort to develop a plan for water.

Responsibility and Sustainability

I hope that Colorado's Water Plan will recognize our generation's moral responsibility to future citizens 
and, indeed, to the future of life itself. The plan needs to be both sustainable and environmentally 
responsible. A 100-year supply of ground water is not sustainable. Reservoirs that fill up with silt after 
several decades are not sustainable. Allocations of water in the Colorado River based on wet-year flows 
are not sustainable.

We fail to live up to our responsibility to life itself when we sate our thirst by degrading natural stream 
flows so much that fish die, surrounding wildlife habitat is destroyed, and wetlands are extirpated. 
Colorado's Water Plan needs to be cognizant of the environmental effects of any changes that we make.

The Front Range population boom is not sustainable. Front Range communities are already 
experiencing its obvious effects: escalating real estate prices, overcrowded classrooms, and traffic jams. 
The effects of relying on an unsustainable water supply are less visible today, but unless we change our 
ways they will have a much larger future impact. We may need to plan for future growth, but doing 
things to encourage it is foolish and irresponsible.

As you continue to develop Colorado's Water Plan I hope you will consider the following suggestions.

Conservation 

Conservation is by far the most cost-effective way to deal with water shortages. Often conservation 
requires a lot of little changes, but little things add up. Conservation strategies might include:

• Developing rate structures that discourage excessive use.

• Educating consumers about developing responsible water-use habits like turning off the faucet 
while brushing teeth.

• Encouraging water-responsible landscaping and eliminating covenants that require things like 
maintaining bluegrass lawns.

• Requiring WaterSense-certified plumbing fixtures in new construction and replacement markets 
(recently done by Senate Bill 14-103).

• Tracking losses in municipal water systems and eliminating leaks.



• Allowing homeowners to collect rainwater from their roofs and reuse graywater in their yards.

• Modifying water law to discourage waste. Our current “use it or lose it” policy does just the 
opposite.

• Promoting water-efficient agricultural practices.

Environment

It's not surprising that Katharine Lee Bates was inspired by Colorado's diverse ecosystems when she 
wrote “American the Beautiful.” From purple mountains to fruited plain we are blessed indeed. A 
heathy environment is by far the best legacy that we can pass on to future generations. Strategies to 
protect the environment should include:

• Establishing science-based standards for flow characteristics required to maintain plants, fish, 
and wildlife dependent on streams and rivers for propagation and survival.

• Modifying water rights to assure that environmental standards are met before water is extracted 
for other uses. (Instream flow rights begin to address this issue. Unfortunately, these are usually 
junior rights. The doctrine of prior appropriation should be modified to recognize rights of the 
stream and the animals that depend on it. They got there first.)

• Minimizing trans-basin diversions. They disrupt ecosystems at both ends of the straw. They 
may also increase the susceptibility of recipient rivers to flooding.

• Recognizing stream health as a beneficial use and allowing non-governmental water rights to be 
established for maintaining stream health.

• Storing water by recharging depleted aquifers. Aquifer storage would minimize evaporation 
loss. Much of the ground water we consume has been successfully stored in aquifers for 
thousands of years. When water is available, let's put some back for future use.

• Appreciating the prairie as an ecosystem worthy of protection. Diverting water from streams for 
irrigating fields of water-hungry plants damages riparian ecosystems near the stream and prairie 
ecosystems near the fields. “Buy and dry” gets a bad wrap. In some cases it may have positive 
environmental consequences. Coloradans should stick to growing crops like wheat in their dry, 
sunny climate. Iowa's sultry summer climate is better-suited to growing corn.

• Requiring minimal standards for returning industrial water to the environment. I'm particularly 
concerned about the practice of injecting fracking effluents into deep wells. We've been down 
this road before with earthquakes and toxic plumes associated with injection wells at Rocky 
Mountain Arsenal. Let's not go there again. Cleaning up toxic effluents should be one of the 
costs of doing business.

Conclusion

Thank you again for allowing me to comment on Colorado's Water Plan. I recognize that my 
suggestions are general and may not fit neatly into the Basin Roundtable format. I hope you will give 
them serious consideration nevertheless.

Sincerely yours,

Robert N. Stocker
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July 10, 2014 

 

Kate McIntire 

Outreach, Education and Public Engagement 

Water Supply Planning Section 

Colorado Water Conservation Board 

1313 Sherman Street, Room 721 

Denver, CO 80203 

 

RE Conservation Colorado Members’ Comments submitted to cowaterplan@state.co.us 

 

Dear Ms. McIntire: 

 

It was come to our attention that the Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB) may not have 

received all of the comments submitted by members of Conservation Colorado. We are resubmitting 

the text of the comments (actions) submitted and the lists of individuals who took action, for your 

records and consideration.  

 

The CWCB has repeatedly advised that it wants a grassroots, bottoms-up approach in developing 

Colorado’s Water Plan. As such, at Conservation Colorado we have engaged our members about the 

plan and invited them to take action by submitting a comment letter to the CWCB, Governor John 

Hickenlooper, or other important decision makers.  

 

As you will find, from January 2014 through June 2014, our members took 880 direct actions targeted 

at the CWCB voicing their concerns and opinions regarding the developing plan; this is in addition to 

actions that were directed at the Governor or other decision makers. I have attached the text of both 

comment letters, titled “Protect Our Rivers” and “It's time for change. But change takes leadership”, as 

well as the list of individuals who took action on each alert. 

 

It is our understanding that the email submission error has been fixed and we will not need to continue 

submitting summary reports of actions and action takers. Please advise if that is not the case. In the 

meantime, please take the concerns and actions of nearly 900 Colorado citizens into account, and 

make Colorado’s rivers a top priority in Colorado’s Water Plan. 

 

Sincerely,  

 

 
Theresa M. Conley 

 

 
CC: Lindsay Cox (lindsay.cox@state.co.us), Colorado’s Water Plan (cowaterplan@state.co.us) 
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Sent on January 25, 2014; Actions taken 1/25/14 – 6/1/14 

412 Citizens too individual action and sent a letter to the CWCB 

31 Citizens edited and personalized letters (letters unavailable) 

 

Subject: Protect Our Rivers 

I am writing to support your efforts to create the first ever statewide water plan. Thank you for reiterating 

the importance of the plan, and water conservation, in your recent State of the State address. 

As our state’s communities grow, our rivers are becoming increasingly strained. That means we need to 

change the status quo. We need our rivers to be clean and flowing – to support our fish and wildlife, 

tourism, recreation, and future generations. 

Colorado’s Water Plan has the potential to chart an innovative path forward for our state. I urge you to 

stand up for measures to protect and restore our rivers, push for conservation, and for cities to live within 

their means.  We need to help agriculture modernize and increase efficiency, and stop looking to the West 

Slope to solve our water issues. We need to maintain working landscapes, support growing communities, 

and protect river health.  

Please ensure that Colorado’s Water Plan uses our state’s ingenuity to “be prepared” for our water 

future." 

Sincerely,  

Sent on June 6, 2014; Actions taken on 6/6/14 - 6/18/14 

468 Citizens took individual action and sent a letter to the CWCB 

Individualized actions cannot be captured at this time 

 
Subject: It's time for change. But change takes leadership. 

The upcoming state water plan presents an opportunity to break from the status quo and create water 

policy for the future that reflects - and protects - our diverse water values. Senate Bill 14-023 would have 

created an innovative, collaborative, and modest sharing practice that would have helped our farmers, 

ranchers and our streams. I am disappointed that you chose to veto this important water conservation 

measure. 

As the water plan develops, we ask that you make a real commitment to protecting our rivers and streams. 

It's no longer enough to just have 'conversations about conservation', we need action as well - at the 

legislature, within the plan, in our homes, and from our top leaders like you. The more the state supports 

collaborative practices that help us save water, the better able we will be to meet our future water 

challenges and needs. 

We need your leadership to create change and to implement creative, collaborative solutions that protect 

our farms, rivers, and growing communities. You failed to lead on Senate Bill 14-023, please don't fail to 

lead on our state water plan. 

Sincerely, 



MemberID First1 Last1 Address City State Zip Email
101888 Emory Aaron 1415 Cooper Ave Colorado Springs CO 80907‐7234 Emory_Kris_Aaron@hotmail.com
101569 Deborah Ahlers 8244 Sand Dollar Dr Windsor CO 80528‐7514 dkahlers@yahoo.com
10991 Charlotte Alexandre 10345 Adams Pl Thornton CO 80229‐8450 CharlotteRN@juno.com

101329 Catherine Alsafi 6356 S Ironton Ct Englewood CO 80111‐6630 Calsafi@aol.com
101556 jose alvarado 80 Dorchester Dr Colorado Springs CO 80905‐2173 josecoro@aol.com
99945 Kristen Andersen 1530 S Florence Way Aurora CO 80247‐8125 tattoosh22@gmail.com

101906 Jon Anderson 1555 Ruby Rd Silverthorne CO 80498 instix@gmail.com
100523 Karen Anderson 230 Mountain View Dr Rollinsville CO 80474 DistantStarKA@cs.com
101681 Robert Anderson 2358 Windmill Dr Longmont CO 80504‐2776 ripanderson@gmail.com
33693 Charles Andrews 3440 W 95th Ave Westminster CO 80031‐2744 rieckiea@gmail.com

100672 Anthony Arcure 4218 W Fountain Way Fresno CA 93722‐4652 newhope4us5@yahoo.com
100677 sam asseff 6932 Noble St Colo Spgs CO 80915‐3153 maduk99@q.com
57107 Joe Baggett 8372 E Amherst Cir Denver CO 80231‐3870 joe.baggett@janus.com;joewbaggett@yahoo.com

100601 Keith Baker 831 McDonald Ave Buena Vista CO 81211 kbaker6474@me.com
18949 Leland Baker 3445 W Arkansas Ave Denver CO 80219‐3477 lhbaker@ecentral.com

101248 Linn Baker 17910 County Road 46 Aguilar CO 81020‐9714 Linngb@yahoo.com
102271 Dave And TBallard 2607 Camp Phillips Rd Wausau WI 54403‐9267 RoyalFlight@gmx.us
100722 Deb Barr 67979 Ridge Way Montrose CO 81403‐7777 debbarr@rmi.net
41250 William Barrett 825 Gilpin Dr Boulder CO 80303‐2522 ganesha7@comcast.net

27 John Bartholow 5402 Old Mill Rd Fort Collins CO 80528‐9106 johnb@fossilcreeksoft.com
102122 Katy Bass 9501 S I 35 Service Rd Moore OK 73160‐3163 urrakamellas@gmail.com
103872 Margaret Baxter 1101 Pembrook Ln Watkinsville GA 30677‐2849 mbaxt686@aol.com
28655 David Becher 1276 Bear Mountain Ct Boulder CO 80305‐6204 david@rrcassoc.com

104522 Drew Beckwith 101 S Buchanan Ct Louisville CO 80027‐9501 drewbeckwith@gmail.com
101608 Carla Behrens 904 Little Leaf Ct Longmont CO 80503‐6442 yayacarlita@comcast.net
101189 Kay and Re Bengston 23873 E Phillips Pl Aurora CO 80016‐7089 jkbengston@msn.com

44 Bruce Berger 835 W Main St Aspen CO 81611‐1623 bberger@rof.net
101477 Ed Billeaud 721 Shekel Ln Breckenridge CO 80424‐8914 edva@earthlink.net
100694 Mary Ann Bizzell 5460 Hampton Ct Willoughby OH 44094‐3299 mabizzellinc@netzero.com
102432 Karina Black 1023 Forest Ave Boulder CO 80304‐2556 kblack.ot@gmail.com
100801 Paul Black 2031 Kerr Gulch Rd Evergreen CO 80439‐6398 paul@theblackshome.net
102732 Ellen Blackmore PO Box 1228 Boulder CO 80306‐1228 ellenblackmore@hotmail.com
101369 Margaret Blakley 5604 S Datura St Littleton CO 80120‐1328 mbblakley@gmail.com
101759 Ron Blidar 6245 Riviera Ct Parker CO 80134‐5537 rbconga@yahoo.com
37518 Kim Blubaugh 11582 E 1st Ave Aurora CO 80010‐4647 kblubaugh@hotmail.com

101892 Neva Blubaugh 4580 Tejon St Denver CO 80211‐1590 nevablu@yahoo.com
100356 Liz Bokram PO Box 9762 Aspen CO 81612‐9762 lizjohnb@msn.com
101582 Robert Bowen 7110 S Gaylord St Centennial CO 80122‐1647 rbowen@oco.net
19144 Leslie Bracewell PO Box 1425 Paonia CO 81428‐1425 bluesmamabear@yahoo.com

102655 Barbara Bradt 1023 Champion Cir Longmont CO 80503‐3602 bbmacc@earthlink.net
101392 John Brannan 6301 W Hampden Ave Denver CO 80227‐5469 ob1dylan@comcast.net
100530 Denise Brennan 2692 Patrick Henry St Auburn Hills MI 48326‐2242 dbre657144@aol.com
101553 Nicole Brennan 1661 S Deframe St Lakewood CO 80228‐6009 brennannic@yahoo.com
104167 Gary Bridges 1009 E 6th St Pueblo CO 81001‐3718 garyb634@outlook.com
23906 Thomas Brinkmeyer 719 W Main St Aspen CO 81611‐1674 tombrinkmeyer@yahoo.com

101338 Ann Brock S Helena St Centennial CO 80015 annbrock@aol.com
101452 Christi Brockway 3732 Mead St Fort Collins CO 80526‐5343 cmbrockway@gmail.com
101349 Dennis Bronner 1280 W Browning Ave Woodland Park CO 80863‐2323 dennbrnn@q.com
101699 C. T. Bronzan 8602 N 39th St Longmont CO 80503‐9050 ct7b@skybeam.com
100874 Jesse Brookstein 2800 Kalmia Ave Boulder CO 80301‐1554 brookstein@hotmail.com
46951 Diane Brower Evans St. Steamboat Spr CO 80487 dbrowerco@yahoo.com

101065 Ronald Brown 214 4th Ave Longmont CO 80501‐5504 conbro.32578@comcast.net
43393 Susan Brown 4529 W Hayward Pl Denver CO 80212‐3006 rowersue@gmail.com
99858 Robert Burnett PO Box 170 Crested Butte CO 81224‐0170 robert.burnett8@gmail.com

102525 David Burns 1023 W Alder St Louisville CO 80027‐1047 dcb1995@comcast.net
20441 Martha W  Bushnell 502 Ord Dr Boulder CO 80303‐4732 marthawdb@comcast.net

102366 Betty Butler 6980 Niwot Sq Niwot CO 80503‐7276 Adillman653@aol.com
101240 Robert Carper 25567 Red Cloud Dr Conifer CO 80433‐7132 rcarper@q.com

7469 Cory Carroll 3213 Nelson Ln Fort Collins CO 80525‐2843 cdc@drcorycarroll.com
104148 Beth Carter Town Crested Butte CO 81224 hurricane10@netscape.com
95648 Merrill Carter 635 Downing St Denver CO 80218‐3426 merrill_a_c@msn.com

102276 Jessica Cerise 3325 Tejon St Denver CO 80211‐3442 meowzer182@gmail.com
59002 Shirley Cervene 8348 Benton Way Arvada CO 80003‐1432 scervene@earthlink.net
100696 Sarah Chamberlain PO Box 618 Henderson CO 80640‐0618 lynxspirit@aol.com
46692 Dorothy Chamberlin 2010 Parkview Blvd Colorado Springs CO 80905‐7632 dottiechambe@earthlink.net

100483 K Chippi 35 E 1st St Nederland CO 80466 oshalee1969@yahoo.com
102046 Bill Chockla 3145 Fish Creek Rd Estes Park CO 80517‐6809 schockla@gmail.com
104331 Randy Christensen Meander Grand Junction CO 81501 insherwoodforest@bresnan.net
102614 Guylene Citta 234 Big Horn Dr Estes Park CO 80517‐9002 guylene@estesvalley.net
101646 Beverly Cole 650 Mountain Meadows RdBoulder CO 80302‐9258 colebev@gmail.com
101642 Michaelc Cole 14 Mountain Shadows Ct Castle Rock CO 80104‐1829 fromundertherock@yahoo.com



99742 Brenda Collins 16 Nine Elms Ave Schenectady NY 12345‐0001 brenda.collins@hotmail.co.uk
22425 Janice Cone PO Box 409 Boulder CO 80306‐0409 janice.cone@gmail.com

101634 Diane Cote 1155 S Saint Vrain Ave Estes Park CO 80517‐5425 estesdiane@live.com
20753 Sidney Covington 6020 S Vivian St Littleton CO 80127‐2369 slcovington@msn.com

101797 Jessica Cress 8473 Gray Ct Arvada CO 80003‐1335 hckychcks@comcast.net
101230 Richard Creswell 2557 S Dover St Lakewood CO 80227‐3161 rickcreswell@yahoo.com
101499 Jill Crouch 3120 Rolling Wood Loop Colorado Springs CO 80918‐4605 waterlily129@yahoo.com
100589 Samuel Cruz 945 Smith St Providence RI 02908‐2704 staino@aol.com
101606 Diane Danby 16883 Weber Way Mead CO 80542‐4547 deedanby@yahoo.com
101817 C.J. Davis 404 2nd St Georgetown CO 80444 cj_davis89@hotmail.com
53446 Jim Davis 2004 Phoebe Dr Billings MT 59105‐3743 bnbadenuf22@bresnan.net

101062 Teresa Daylight 20110 E 43rd Pl Denver CO 80249‐7300 tadaylight007@msn.com
101235 Soencer Dean 5089 W 73rd Ave Westminster CO 80030‐5122 spotabeeme@gmail.com
101346 Carol DeAntoni PO Box 220 Crestone CO 81131‐0220 athena12@fairpoint.net
41358 Donna Depauw PO Box 2024 Estes Park CO 80517‐2024 tatanka62@hotmail.com

103886 Nathan Dewey 2350 S Adams St Denver CO 80210‐5523 nathan.dewey32@gmail.com
100951 Mary Ann Dimand 13460 W 73rd Ave Arvada CO 80005‐2810 maryanndimand@hotmail.com
41605 Michael Dirks 274 S. Holman Way #4f Golden CO 80401 mddirks@gmail.com

101508 Joanne Dixon 216 Steven Dr Colorado Springs CO 80911‐1554 jvdix@yahoo.com
19465 Carol Duell 54 Nighthawk Wood Carbondale CO 81623‐8201 cwduell@rof.net

101084 Michael Dulock Tynan Dr Erie CO 80516 mdulock@comcast.net
69189 Bill Dvorak 17921 US Highway 285 Nathrop CO 81236‐9701 dvorakb@nwf.org

101810 John Eckler 175 Everett St Lakewood CO 80226‐1261 j.eckler@hotmail.com
62562 David Ellenberger 3010 Webster St Wheat Ridge CO 80033‐8074 davidellenberger@hotmail.com
78875 Mark Elting PO Box 880168 Steamboat Springs CO 80488‐0168 dutch4233@yahoo.com
65191 Beth Engelman 10 S Sherman St Denver CO 80209‐1661 rocktherevolution@gmail.com

101051 Mark Enser 650 S Yarrow St Lakewood CO 80226‐3138 enser73@hotmail.com
99844 Renee Estelle 3985 W 104th Dr Westminster CO 80031‐1947 rmfe?@aol.com

102935 Michael W Evans 3731 S Sepulveda Blvd Los Angeles CA 90034‐6888 mikerain@earthlink.net
100564 Zane Evans 1107 Ohio St Quincy IL 62301‐4936 zanequest@yahoo.com
101755 Amy F 2984 S Akron St Denver CO 80231‐4630 amypearl2000@hotmail.com
100629 Megan Faber 1285 S Sherman St Denver CO 80210‐1512 megancatherinefaber@gmail.com
100666 Geralyn Farwell 5135 Hopner Ct Colorado Springs CO 80919‐7951 ggfarwell@comcast.net
32549 Steve Feinglas 1205 Sparta Dr Lafayette CO 80026‐1177 ssfeinglas@msn.com

101433 Dustin Fenster 2233 S Saint Paul St Denver CO 80210‐4907 dustin.fenster@gmail.com
102492 Mary Ferraro 718 Fulton St Aurora CO 80010‐3914 ferrarmt@hotmail.com
101442 Eduardo Fiallos 430 S Miller St Lakewood CO 80226‐2661 e.f.fiallos@gmail.com
101652 Carrie Fischer 423 Concord Ave Boulder CO 80304‐3918 carrie@skyeherbals.com
100714 Jessica Fishman 288 Edwards Village Blvd Edwards CO 81632 jessfishey@aol.com
102099 Susan Fishman PO Box 2448 Edwards CO 81632‐2448 susie6147@aol.com
97856 Sesame Fowler 1269 County Road 626 Gardner CO 81040‐9721 drolma7@gmail.com
100305 Matt Fredricey 1316 20th St SW Loveland CO 80537‐6902 mfredric88@msn.com
101843 Mack Freestone 4220 Page Pl Loveland CO 80537‐7664 mack_freestone@hotmail.com
104134 LeeAnn French 1540 Billings St Aurora CO 80011‐5769 geeangelbaby@msn.com
99871 Susan MariFrontczak 3664 Chase Ct Boulder CO 80305‐5531 susanmarie@storysmith.org

101515 Daniel Fullmer 301 County Road 175 Bayfield CO 81122‐9828 earthiest@yahoo.com
41563 Bo Gates 518 Aspen Lane Hotchkiss CO 81419‐9339 gates_bo@yahoo.com

102814 William Germain 800 E 18th Ave Denver CO 80218‐1078 wmgermain@gmail.com
104500 Linda Gibas 7305 County Road 111A Salida CO 81201‐9718 ljgibas@gmail.com
100747 Susanne Gilbert 7652 S Ammons Ct Littleton CO 80128‐8266 Soozg7@yahoo.com
34367 Lynne Glaeske 3945 S Uinta St Denver CO 80237‐1503 lglaeske@comcast.net
42728 Murlin Goeken 1700 S Filbert Ct Denver CO 80222‐4450 sirmurlin@aol.com

104143 Murlin Goeken 1700 S Filbert Ct Denver CO 80222‐4450 sirmurlin@aol.com
40963 Shelley Gold 1608 S Rosemary St Denver CO 80231‐2604 s_gold@msn.com

100594 Steve Goldhaber 2210 Hillsdale Cir Boulder CO 80305‐5622 gold2718@gmail.com
101156 Raleigh Gould 1422 Canal Dr Windsor CO 80550‐5811 raleighgould@comcast.net
101691 Mark Gowan 6082 S Aberdeen St Littleton CO 80120‐2707 gowansperspective@yahoo.com
102095 Susan Granias 111 Quien Sabe St Pagosa Springs CO 81147‐0229 Boots1741@hotmail.com
21033 Crystal Gray 1709 Spruce St Boulder CO 80302‐4310 graycrystal@comcast.net
52299 Dick Gray 62880 Jeremy Rd Montrose CO 81401‐9242 dgray3265@gmail.com
25072 Elisa Greco 29672 Stingley Gulch Rd Hotchkiss CO 81419‐6704 elisa@paonia.com
37852 Alice Green PO Box 723 Wheat Ridge CO 80034‐0723 alice_green@msn.com

100688 John Griffith 2141 McArthur Ave Colorado Springs CO 80909‐1935 jolomigri@gmail.com
102664 Rosemary Griffith 4989 Kalanianaole Hwy Honolulu HI 96821‐1558 rgriffith@uwalumni.com
100740 mark gustafson 39 Antero Ave Durango CO 81301‐8834 markgus@yahoo.com
65429 Sharon Hale 1361 Lily Lake Dr Colorado Springs CO 80921‐4101 coloradohikers@msn.com

101311 Darren Hall 3550 Madison Ave Boulder CO 80303‐2148 manlotus@aol.com
43509 Judith Hamman 2814 Iowa Dr Fort Collins CO 80525‐4345 jkhamman@me.com
42268 Paul Hanke 3717 Surrey Ln Colorado Springs CO 80918‐2833 paul@paulhanke.com

103856 Alan Hansen 1058 S Dahlia St Denver CO 80246‐2826 alanhansen@me.com
100536 Nancy Harlow 1152 E Purcell Ln Pueblo CO 81007‐1202 jhathorcreations@q.com
102640 Lois Harris 458 Champlain Dr Claremont CA 91711‐2753 msclois@aol.com



102566 Barbara Hart 8725 Rugby Ct Colorado Springs CO 80920‐5365 bjrhart@yahoo.com
103498 Scott Hatfield PO Box 18421 Boulder CO 80308‐1421 hatscott@comcast.net
101882 David Hawkins 113 Stone Canyon Road Lyons CO 80540 batteryboy0@gmail.com
52864 Kay Hawklee 1739 County Road 21A Canon City CO 81212‐9830 khawklee@aol.com
20176 Gernot AndHeinrichsdorff 418 Dahlia St Colorado Springs CO 80904‐1310 heinrichsdorff@comcast.net

101661 Charlene Henke 3850 S Atchison Way Aurora CO 80014‐5194 charly5580@gmail.com
27238 Pauline Heuscher 24601 Sorrento Ln Cedaredge CO 81413‐8422 pheuscher@gmail.com
41567 Elizabeth Hickman‐Heyner3885 Myers Gulch Rd Evergreen CO 80439 lheyner@hotmail.com
24129 Barbara Hill 2935 El Torro Rd Grand Junction CO 81503‐2925 billbarbhill@msn.com
77230 Jerry Hillman PO Box 776 Delta CO 81416‐0776 eloso7j@netscape.net
7652 Michael Hobbs 11745 Spring Dr Northglenn CO 80233‐1236 mhobbsco@gmail.com

101535 Kate Holland 11165 E Alameda Ave Aurora CO 80012‐6477 katesails@msn.com
307 Richard Holman 5670 S Newport St Greenwood Village CO 80111‐1712 jrh@ecentral.com

45640 Charles Horn 6186 Terry Way Arvada CO 80403‐7500 horndreams@msn.com
24778 Warren Howard 622 S Devinney Way Lakewood CO 80228‐2345 wrayhoward@yahoo.com

101330 Larry Hoyle 2520 Raleigh St Denver CO 80212‐1215 lhoyle@centurylink.net
104823 Patrick Hubbard PO Box 457 Collbran CO 81624‐0457 pat.hubbard@comcast.net
102408 D Huber 8230 E Otero Cir Centennial CO 80112‐3309 dianemhuber@msn.com
42165 Sonia ImMasche 730 Cottonwood Dr Fort Collins CO 80524‐1517 simmasch@gmail.com

101350 Deborah Irwin 9574A Brentwood Way Broomfield CO 80021‐4373 debbieirwin@comcast.net
24532 Christophe Isensee 174 Flying S Dr Durango CO 81301‐8712 cpi@frontier.net

103115 art jacobson 648 S Pennsylvania St Denver CO 80209‐4114 artworks101@q.com
101816 Claudia Jacobson 8300 Fairmount Dr Denver CO 80247‐6533 claudiadenco@gmail.com
53525 Susan Jacobson 648 S Pennsylvania St Denver CO 80209‐4114 suezjacobson@gmail.com

101365 Robert James Iv 13557 W Amherst Pl Lakewood CO 80228‐4952 james6979@aol.com
18935 Gina C. Janett 730 W Oak St Fort Collins CO 80521‐2512 ginaciao@frii.com
19995 JoLynn Jarboe 3204 S Dahlia St Denver CO 80222‐7304 jolynn234@yahoo.com
28613 William Jenkins 710 Mathews St Fort Collins CO 80524‐3313 nawr01@msn.com

100316 Deanna Jenne PO Box 245 Mesa CO 81643‐0245 djbutterfly5@gmail.com
101234 Donald Jennemann 13453 Monroe St Thornton CO 80241‐1466 donjenne@q.com
22936 Ann Johnson 235 Oak Run Rd Carbondale CO 81623‐2804 Weekeepeemee67@yahoo.com

103612 diane johnson 11057 Glengate Cir Highlands Ranch CO 80130‐6981 benny_johnson1@yahoo.com
103693 Philip Johnson P O Box 683 Paonia CO 81428 pjohnsn3@tds.net
35821 William Jones 10506 W Sundance Mtn Littleton CO 80127‐3806 wmjones55@mac.com

101898 Cynthia Jorgenson P O Box 201 Buffalo Creek CO 80425‐0102 cindyanne9506@wildblue.net
101650 Angelique Justich Frisco Street Frisco CO 80443 a.justich17@yahoo.com
101781 Neil K Highlands Denver CO 80212 Coolhandneil1@yahoo.com
101206 Katherine Kautz 2060 E 112th Pl Northglenn CO 80233‐2284 kmkautz@comcast.net
39070 Mary Keithler 11322 E Ida Ct Englewood CO 80111‐4135 Mkeithler@yahoo.com
43394 Corinne Kelly 1080 Fairway Ct Boulder CO 80303‐2978 kelly1080@comcast.net

103852 Mylee Khristoforov 464 King Center Denver CO 80204‐4735 caspersm@msudenver.edu
101521 Janet King 1700 Pierce St Lakewood CO 80214‐1457 kinjanet@gmail.com
39880 Jon Kirkpatrick PO Box 1549 Silverthorne CO 80498‐1549 jonpolitics@comcast.net
40728 Brooks Kline 2610 Iris Ave Boulder CO 80304‐2498 brookskline@tarafain.com
24486 Piera Kllanxhja 839 Chipeta Avenue Grand Junction CO 81501‐3347 piera839@bresnan.net

101505 Nicole Knapp 17755 Smugglers Rd Monument CO 80132 nicolelknapp@yahoo.com
102326 Michael Kolesar 2938 Hinkley Dr Fort Collins CO 80524‐9300 mkolesar@mindspring.com
100582 Kevin Korda 744 Manitou Ave Manitou Springs CO 80829‐1810 samhain71@msn.com
101557 Mary Belle Kral 11550 Crow Hill Dr Parker CO 80134‐7116 msboo@q.com
28603 Connie Kreider 417 E Espanola St Colorado Springs CO 80907‐7647 edu_connie@yahoo.com

100571 Michelle Ku 212 S Olive St Denver CO 80230‐6948 michelle_ku@msn.com
101475 Maya Kurtz 336 Park Dr Glenwood Springs CO 81601‐4164 mayachristine@ymail.com
19460 Karen Lampke 3307 Kittery Ct Fort Collins CO 80526‐2358 kklampke@comcast.net

101774 Chris Larason 126 Newton St Denver CO 80219‐1341 stendec66@hotmail.com
101484 Karen Larsen 6857 S Bannock St Littleton CO 80120‐3815 jdbfan@aol.com
101788 Barbara Lasley Yale Ave 6‐101 Denver CO 80231 buddadrumki@comcast.net
104497 Corinne LaViolette 2617 N Main St Flagstaff AZ 86004‐3461 cml72@nau.edu
101281 Cynthia Lay 4540 Zephyr St Wheat Ridge CO 80033‐3262 cindy4540@comcast.net

7521 Sonja Leonard 646 Franklin St Denver CO 80218‐3626 sonja@leonardleonard.com
104200 Michael Levitt 2520 Ryan Rd Concord CA 94518‐2636 mlevitt4@yahoo.com
104032 Robert Levitt 512 Duke Ln Fort Collins CO 80525‐1509 edml2009@gmail.com

7842 Nakia Lilly 2701 Garden Dr Fort Collins CO 80526‐1333 nakia.lilly@colostate.edu
101847 David Lipman 2143 S Acoma St Denver CO 80223‐4123 davidmlipman@cs.com
37068 Caroline LipLippincott 960 E 4thave 81301 CO 0 carolinelippincott@gmail.com

101560 Chelo Ludden PO Box 277 Trinidad CO 81082‐0277 chelodiazludden@gmail.com
102610 Robert Luke 1853 Tracy Ln Auburn CA 95603‐2823 coolhan_99@yahoo.com
45788 Kelly Lyon 441 NE Spanish Ct Boca Raton FL 33432‐4129 kellylyon@comcast.net
64368 Kristin Maas 9846 Kiowa Rd Parker CO 80138‐6816 kristinmaas@myedl.com

101618 Tracey Macdonald 6702 E Ithaca Pl Denver CO 80237‐1217 tsmacdonald@yahoo.com
100670 Angie Mackey 4850 S Everett St Littleton CO 80123‐1868 asarrault@hotmail.com
52758 Kristyn MacPhail 9236 W Euclid Ave Littleton CO 80123‐3101 kristyn377@yahoo.com

101087 Alex Macumber 26109 E Davies Dr Aurora CO 80016‐6101 alexmac0035@hotmail.com



101489 chris macwaters 211 N Sherwood St Fort Collins CO 80521‐2027 captainplanet2b@yahoo.com
101286 Bonnie Mandell‐Rice 2540 Outlook Trl Broomfield CO 80020‐9669 velsubus@yahoo.com
100593 Michael Manes 6002 W Alder Ave Littleton CO 80128‐6037 mrmanes@gmail.com
102097 Sean Manning 2205 Mesa Rd Colorado Springs CO 80904‐1821 seanman_@hotmail.com
22029 Lisa Maragon 455 Steele St Denver CO 80206‐4416 lcmaragon@aol.com

100565 Phillip Markis 5810 W 111th Pl Westminster CO 80020‐3288 pmarkis@msn.com
101674 Michael Marquardt 580 Reeder Mesa Rd Whitewater CO 81527‐9515 mrmarquar@msn.com
101284 Pat Martin 1429 Adams St Denver CO 80206‐2615 yytghtgh@hotmail.com
100695 Cindy Massey 5781 S Spotswood St Littleton CO 80120‐2030 ahhhfinally@yahoo.com
103815 Sally Matchett 3909 W Brambling Ln Grand Junction CO 81506‐5241 sally‐matchett@msn.com
101554 Bear Mateja 8989 W 14th Ave Lakewood CO 80215‐4839 bearsthere@hotmail.com

7040 Betina Mattesen 3982 Ridge Rd Nederland CO 80466‐9713 bmattesen@hotmail.com
101551 Robert W McAllister 2028 S Sherman St Denver CO 80210‐4016 bobmca@centurylink.net
101721 M McCarthy 1 Dontgiveitout Fort Collins CO 80525 tccmam@yahoo.com
101668 Glenn McCaslin 8924 S Round Rock St Highlands Ranch CO 80126‐2220 glenn.mccaslin@gmail.com
104042 Maggie McCormick 8000 W Crestline Ave Littleton CO 80123‐1285 dwyht2011@gmail.com
101379 Hazel McCoy 1040 Gay St Longmont CO 80501‐4313 lezahwolfe@gmail.com
101313 Barbara McElnea 6059 County Road 100 Carbondale CO 81623‐8815 barmac@sopris.net
100592 Alison McGinty 1137 Columbine St Denver CO 80206‐3166 Alison.mcginty@gmail.com
104413 Joanne McGrew PO Box 8971 Breckenridge CO 80424‐9029 Paddleprincess@hotmail.com
32722 Mary McGuire 11962 Park Heights Ave Owings Mills MD 21117‐1518 maryfmcguire@msn.com

445 Richard McKee 1037 Champion Cir Longmont CO 80503‐3602 jimmckee3@comcast.net
101473 Stephen McMath 1042 Obenchain Rd Laporte CO 80535‐9730 smcmath@frii.com
100558 Tom McMurray PO Box 326 Crestone CO 81131‐0326 tommcm2737@gmail.com
100610 Amanda McNeill 312 E Montezuma Ave Cortez CO 81321‐3223 amcneill@dinecollege.edu
21231 Andy McNutt 5815 Orchard Creek Ln Boulder CO 80301‐5821 wamcnutt@hotmail.com
33567 James McVey 1098 Eldorado Ave Nederland CO 80466‐9539 mcvey@colorado.edu
38808 Paul Melamed 15344 Gold Hill Rd Boulder CO 80302‐8797 paulm@ionsky.com

102969 Amy Mendelsohn 538 Beaver Brook Canyon REvergreen CO 80439‐4939 shop@surflong.com
100597 Javier Mendez 1326B Alewa Dr Honolulu HI 96817‐1201 mendezj@hawaii.edu
101419 Catherine Mendoza 2935 S Yampa Way Aurora CO 80013‐6163 cathym012345@gmail.com
101852 Keri Merriman 5044 S Youngfield Ct Morrison CO 80465‐1646 kerimerriman@msn.com
101368 Alicia Merritt 147 S Trenton St Denver CO 80230‐6995 alicia.s.merritt@gmail.com
102712 Shannon Milhaupt 2559 16th St Denver CO 80211‐3940 smmilhau@yahoo.com
54838 JoAnn Miller 612 Lodgepole St Grand Junction CO 81504‐5548 jmiller11@bresnan.net

101859 Caitlin Milligan Burland Dr Bailey CO 80421 cemilligan@aol.com
99878 Georgia Moen 2565 Hot Springs Ct Colorado Springs CO 80919‐3533 gmoen@coloradocollege.edu

102365 LopamudraMohanty 1542 River Birch Dr Saint Peters MO 63376‐7822 lopamudra_giri@hotmail.com
102663 Carol Monaco 15200 Clinton St Brighton CO 80602‐5667 cmonaco@marketwiseinsights.com
14950 Delia Monsivais 3781 W 90th Way Westminster CO 80031‐3108 delia.monsivais@yahoo.com
99754 Roberta Mooney 3356 Stuart St Denver CO 80212‐1716 Roberta.T.Mooney@gmail.om
77114 Ellen Moore PO Box 1270 Nederland CO 80466‐1270 evmmoore@gmail.com
40169 THOMAS MOORE 5000 Boardwalk Dr Fort Collins CO 80525‐6220 guapo5151@hotmail.com
37087 Joseph Moreng 2441 Red Ranch Dr Grand Junction CO 81505‐8634 JHM@morengtel.com

102171 John Moszyk 4278 Bordeaux Dr Saint Louis MO 63129‐3810 Johnmoszyk48@hotmail.com
28319 Mark Mountford 964 Priscillas Way Grand Junction CO 81505‐8408 iradbigm2004@yahoo.com
98463 Jack Mudry PO Box 40093 Denver CO 80204‐0093 jackgregory50@yahoo.com

100626 Lauren Murdock 3940 Via Lucero Santa Barbara CA 93110‐1650 murdock_ls@hotmail.com
100458 Sandra Murray 2910 N Powers Blvd Colorado Springs CO 80922‐2801 horsnhound@gmail.com
103809 Eugene Murret 2645 W 37th Ave Denver CO 80211‐2821 jmurret@yahoo.com

7641 Toni Nading 1834 Glenwood Ln Highlands Ranch CO 80126‐4051 tnading@comcast.net
101309 Jason Nardell 1484 Meeker Dr Longmont CO 80504‐3017 Jason.Nardell@gmail.com
100551 Alan J Nazzaro 19033 E Cody Ave Parker CO 80134‐7481 alannazzaro@comcast.net
102626 Doug Nelson 111 Pine Way Broomfield CO 80020‐2908 dougnelson49@gmail.com
99870 Ricki Newman P O Box 11168 Aspen CO 81612‐9628 rickinewman@yahoo.com

101766 Brenda Nix 1607 S Balsam Ct Lakewood CO 80232‐6725 himeichigo13@msn.com
65262 Robin Ore 1500 Bonforte Blvd Pueblo CO 81001‐1601 robnore@gmail.com
14240 E. p PO Box 178 Talmage CA 95481‐0178 liz1952@gmail.com
23925 Scott Pace 2524 58th Ave Greeley CO 80634‐4525 scottpacemd.1@comcast.net
40927 Scott Painter 18236 E Caley Dr Aurora CO 80016‐1164 e_scottpainter@msn.com

101223 LOUIS PALAZZINI 930 Tucson St Aurora CO 80011‐6652 masterall2000@yahoo.com
47161 N Parker 2075 River Walk Ln Longmont CO 80504‐7341 natalie@jnparker.com
25383 Susan Peirce 143 Eagle Feather Way Lyons CO 80540‐8450 speirce@prodigy.net
37530 Drew Pelton 1225 Claremont Dr Boulder CO 80305‐6603 drew_pelton@yahoo.com

102398 Yuka Persico 237 Goldenwood Cir Simi Valley CA 93065‐6772 yuka@persico.net
35330 Rory Pierce 4335 Quay St Wheat Ridge CO 80033‐4961 roryanddee@comcast.net

101597 Janeene Porcher 13568 W 23rd Pl Golden CO 80401‐6804 janeene52@gmail.com
100691 NM Porter 5040 Bosuns Way Ypsilanti MI 48197‐7140 nmp_yellowsub@hotmail.com
102068 Nancy Pruckno PO Box 2784 Avon CO 81620‐2784 npruckno@hotmail.com
104274 Carol Putnam PO Box 759 La Veta CO 81055‐0759 crayola@centurytel.net
63165 Kurt Putz 7772 S Biloxi Way Aurora CO 80016‐7050 kurt_putz@yahoo.com
62306 Connie Pyle 2414 Hidden Valley Dr Grand Junction CO 81507‐3002 conwynn@hotmail.com



41417 Aron Ralston 928 Mapleton Ave Boulder CO 80304‐4147 captainfunhog@hotmail.com
23034 rich ranieri 145 Little Dipper Rd Wolcott CO 81655 beanzboy@centurytel.net
41439 Sharon Ray 530 San Juan Ave Saguache CO 81149 Sharexio49@hotmail.com

100479 Mark Reback 1606 N Avenue 55 Los Angeles CA 90042‐1107 mark@consumerwatchdog.org
533 Peggy Reeves 1931 Sandalwood Ln Fort Collins CO 80526‐1527 peggyreeves1@comcast.net

40751 Roger Reinking 6226 Misty Way Longmont CO 80503‐8829 reinkingccm@comcast.net
100542 Ron Reitan 789 Clarkson St Denver CO 80218‐3243 ronreitan@yahoo.com
101619 Caroline Richardson PO Box 264 Placerville CO 81430‐0264 dunewolf@hotmail.com
102859 Rebecca Richmond 236 Garnet Rd Silverthorne CO 80498 becky236@comcast.net
40247 Paul Ries PO Box 1732 Granby CO 80446‐1732 freebeingries@yahoo.com
47225 Barbara Roach 650 Iris Ave Boulder CO 80304‐1754 broach3@juno.com

100469 Nichole Robillard 11305 E Berry Dr Englewood CO 80111‐3910 nichole63us@yahoo.com
101336 Gregory Robinson 2793 W Long Dr Littleton CO 80120‐8159 msylvir@aim.com
77428 Richard Rodriguez 7136 Newhall Dr Highlands Ranch CO 80130‐4115 kmrwinning@yahoo.com
37471 Megan Roemer PO Box 7093 Boulder CO 80306‐7093 Sistermeg@hotmail.com

102556 Robert Rogan 1905 Orleans St Detroit MI 48207‐2906 rob57ert@yahoo.com
100596 Nicole Rosa 615 N Prospect St Colorado Springs CO 80903‐3044 nicki@totalmath.net
100803 Kathryn Rose 2749 Lafayette St Denver CO 80205‐4448 mizkate52@msn.com
101400 Eric Roth 1455 Wilson Pl Louisville CO 80027‐1562 e.a.roth786@gmail.com
102876 Janet Rutigliano PO Box 3213 Basalt CO 81621‐3213 jrutiglia@earthlink.net
24789 Robert Ryan 21386 E Wanderlust Pl Parker CO 80138‐8809 robertryan7@comcast.net
21327 John Saccardi 1420 Foxtail Dr Broomfield CO 80020‐7020 john.r.saccardi@seagate.com
17741 Dominick Saia 263 Hoover Ave Louisville CO 80027‐2137 nicksaia@msn.com
63693 Gregg Saunders 26 Spyglass Dr Littleton CO 80123‐6652 gsaunder@hotmail.com

101173 Rachel Scarlata 3855 Elk Rdg N Divide CO 80814‐7747 rachel.scarlata@gmail.com
102530 Connie Schaefer 832 Kane Dr Longmont CO 80501‐6663 connieschaef@q.com
100880 Curtis Scheib P. O. Box 773 Salida CO 81201 ecoman@ecodepotusa.com
100860 Jack Schlotte PO Box 635153 San Diego CA 92163‐5153 photojack53@yahoo.com
100473 Bonnie Schmdit PO Box 1742 Durango CO 81302‐1742 bonniems000@msn.com
102702 Lucinda Schneller 5659 S Iris Way Littleton CO 80123‐2339 schnell26@comcast.net
35876 Lynette Schneller 12125 W 107th Ave Broomfield CO 80021‐5007 lives4dreams@aol.com

102306 Catherine Schuberth 2544 Yosemite St Denver CO 80238‐2763 Schuberthc@yahoo.com
43479 James Schurz 720 S 2nd St Montrose CO 81401‐4249 pjschurz@yahoo.com

101828 David Schwartz 10001 E Evans Ave Aurora CO 80247‐3555 djs1414@hotmail.com
101624 Alison Sebesta 18380 Chandler Pl Monument CO 80132‐7922 Alyakm80908@yahoo.com
101799 Susan Secord 1280 Fairfield Dr Boulder CO 80305‐6438 sasecord@aol.com
102836 Wolfgang Seibold 2296 Waneka Lake Trl Lafayette CO 80026‐3157 seiboldwolfgang@aol.com
101225 GwendolynSeifried PO Box 953 Elizabeth CO 80107‐0953 seifbb2@yahoo.com
38812 Linda Selto 4435 Burr Pl Boulder CO 80303‐1115 lindaaselto@gmail.com
25418 Michelle Sewald 1401 Wewatta St Denver CO 80202‐1315 Masewald@yahoo.com
60193 Linda Shaffer 2450 Shiprock Way Colorado Springs CO 80919‐3860 linda.d.shaffer@gmail.com
3451 Floss Shahbegian 15415 24th Rpad Whitestone NY 11357 fshahbegian@verizon.net

101434 Beth Shemo 306 Daniwood Grv Florissant CO 80816‐5805 beth.shemo@gmail.com
20371 Randall Shepard 8383 Marshalls Rd Austin CO 81410‐8302 rcs54@juno.com

100764 ANSI Shotwell 3575 Pierce St Wheat Ridge CO 80033‐6335 Andreia_shotwell@hotmail.com
101119 Charity Showalter 5423 Statute Dr Colorado Springs CO 80922‐2375 logically_1@hotmail.com
101116 Dennis Shull 395 S Clarkson St Denver CO 80209‐2125 dennis.shull@adams12.org
100663 Joseph Shulman 6249 Romo St San Diego CA 92115‐6932 jhshulman1@cox.net
102725 Steve Shultz 1475 S Quebec Way Denver CO 80231‐2666 skeletorsteve@yahoo.com
21444 Jim Sickafoose 11340 W 38th Ave Wheat Ridge CO 80033‐3939 jsickafoose@comcast.net

101385 Charlotte Sines General Delivery Yosemite National P CA 95389‐9999 ladycatx@yahoo.com
101485 Donna MarSlack 3609 Capulin Dr Loveland CO 80538‐2490 donna_slack@comcast.net
20119 Cynthia Small 918 Cottonwood Cir Golden CO 80401‐1730 csmall103@comcast.net

102638 Miles Small 1304 Hillcrest Dr Fort Collins CO 80521‐4268 milessmall@hotmail.com
42732 Todd Smarr 1401 Wewatta St Denver CO 80202‐1315 toddsmarr@yahoo.com

101367 Brittanysm Smith 4701 S Washington St Englewood CO 80113‐6925 Brittanysm7777@gmail.com
102600 Vince Snowberger 354 S Taft Ct Louisville CO 80027‐9510 vsnowberger@yahoo.com
102355 Todd Snyder 1941 Turk St San Francisco CA 94115‐4396 todd.clark.snyder@gmail.com
100088 Annette Soucy 610 Colorado Ave Brush CO 80723‐2138 asoucy7@gmail.com
63188 Emily Spencer PO Box 52 Dinosaur CO 81610‐0052 queen.frostine@gmail.com

100500 Erin Stark 612 Pearl St Denver CO 80203‐3817 erinstark@msn.com
27222 Laurel Starr laurelstarr@hotmail.com Golden CO 80401 laurelstarr@hotmail.com
101239 Barbara Stasiak 7675 S Algonquian Way Aurora CO 80016‐7040 bstasiak2002@yahoo.com
101525 Ruby Stearns 15 Morningside Dr Wheat Ridge CO 80215‐6645 stearnsbf@juno.com
104166 Richard Stehlik 730 Iris Ave Boulder CO 80304‐1756 richaras@comcast.net
100729 Deanna Steinke 3333 S Washington St Englewood CO 80113‐2741 thunder_rabbit@yahoo.com
101088 Jahnavi Stenflo 2831 20th St Boulder CO 80304‐2703 jahnavisong@yahoo.com
103407 Amanda stevens 1631 N 19th St Grand Junction CO 81501‐6615 blaundjones@hotmail.com
101504 Tatyana Stevens 23264 Two Rivers Rd Basalt CO 81621‐9228 tatyanastevens@yahoo.com
101584 Vickie Stimac 515 Walnut St Windsor CO 80550‐5145 vickiestimac@earthlink.net
104266 Sherry Stockert 9841 Jefferson Pkwy Englewood CO 80112‐5967 sherry.stockert@yahoo.com

7126 Marilyn Stone PO Box 1534 Paonia CO 81428‐8034 marilynstone@tds.net



100618 Bruce Stotts 2207 Creststone Ct Fort Collins CO 80525‐5665 Bruce.C.Stotts@intel.com
17653 Rebecca Strelitz 4309 Parsons Way Castle Rock CO 80104 rebecca.strelitz@gmail.com

100575 Carol Suchecki 6024 Buckingham Pkwy Culver City CA 90230‐6828 carolsuchecki@aol.com
41719 Ann Tagawa 2210 Mariposa Ave Boulder CO 80302‐7939 anntagawa@msn.com

101316 Betty Tagge 833 Dexter St Denver CO 80220‐4135 batfat@msn.com
19127 Edward Talbot 197 Tz Trl Grand Junction CO 81503‐9614 Stuffyorder@msn.com
36087 Timothy Taylor 3021 S Jay St Denver CO 80227‐3898 timakirataylor@yahoo.com
38919 Steven Tempelman 9612 Aspen Hill Cir Lone Tree CO 80124‐5493 stempelman@me.com

100664 Malaika Thompson 1575 Red Hawk Ct Steamboat Springs CO 80487‐2320 malaika_thompson@yahoo.com
41480 Joyce Thorn 1232 Race St Denver CO 80206‐2811 Jcthorn@earthlink.net

100739 Sandy Tippett‐Smith 302 Kim Dr Silt CO 81652‐8715 stippett@rof.net
42347 Kathy Tolman 4735 Reed St Wheat Ridge CO 80033‐3546 kathytolman@msn.com

100477 Karen Trench 14064 E Princeton Pl Aurora CO 80014‐5129 karen@trenchassociates.com
101176 Tom Tripp 3839 Bonneymoore Dr Fort Collins CO 80524‐6415 tripptom@comcast.net
104085 Laurian Unnevehr 680 Deer Park Ct Grand Junction CO 81507‐9579 lunnevehr@gmail.com
36537 Jerry Unruh 225 Earthsong Way Manitou Springs CO 80829‐2845 jerryunruh42@msn.com
65232 Alexander Vail 788 9th St Boulder CO 80302‐7527 alexandervailis@gmail.com

101488 PriscilladeaVance 612 Crawford Cir Longmont CO 80504‐1308 vancedean@msn.com
101480 Skip Vena PO Box 220 Woodland Park CO 80866‐0220 skip@happyassranch.com
100718 jacqueline victor 2243 Forest St Denver CO 80207‐3830 jvictor@du.edu
101629 Martin Voelker 1712 Rimrock St Golden CO 80401‐2528 mv@martinvoelker.com
100496 Brian Volk 10281 Royal Eagle Ln Highlands Ranch CO 80129‐6282 briangvolk@yahoo.com
101132 Stephanie Voss 621 1st St Golden CO 80403‐2312 snvoss@gmail.com
101244 Kristin Vyhnal 1124 Koss St Erie CO 80516‐5417 kristin_vyhnal@hotmail.com
100110 Joanne Wagner 4601 Windigo Trl Madison WI 53711‐2730 jlwagner@wisc.edu
101142 Kelly Webb 3465 S Columbine Cir Englewood CO 80113‐7608 kellybwebb@gmail.com
102113 Carla Weston 226 S Washington Ave Loveland CO 80537‐6443 carla_weston@msn.com
101298 Pat Wigglesworth 2190 S Holly St Denver CO 80222‐5634 viva@pcisys.net
57116 Michelle Wilkes 1607 Cottonwood Dr Louisville CO 80027‐2808 michellewilkes52@hotmail.com

101630 Deborah Williams 17273 E Wyoming Pl Aurora CO 80017‐4398 dgwill1217@yahoo.com
52187 Lynn Wilsey 5809 S Walden Ct Centennial CO 80015‐5921 wilseyl@ameriteach.com

104309 Ian Wilson 2255 Val Disere Cir Steamboat Springs CO 80487‐2052 wilson_ian4208@yahoo.com
101120 Jennifer Wittlinger 3353 Willow Brook Ct Steamboat Springs CO 80487‐1811 jjsingleton@hotmail.com
101274 Fred Wohl 675 Tamarisk Ct Louisville CO 80027‐1064 fred.wohl@yahoo.com
101579 Jeffrey Wolfe 1011 Acacia Dr Colorado Springs CO 80907‐4521 Jelowolf@rams.colostate.edu
20323 Sam Wood 2307 Stepping Stones Way Colorado Springs CO 80904‐2756 swood@frii.com

102485 Lynde Wooster 9358 W Oregon Pl Lakewood CO 80232‐6472 lew@partnershipsforhumanity.org
98661 Genevieve Yazzie PO Box 884 Craig CO 81626‐0884 Genevieve.Yazzie@gmail.com
65433 RedLion York 2001 Creekwood Dr Fort Collins CO 80525‐1329 redyork@gmail.com
40914 Patricia Youngson 3850 Paseo Del Prado Boulder CO 80301‐1548 pkyoungson@yahoo.com
101191 Susan Zimmerman 951 Steele St Denver CO 80206‐3946 contours@q.com
105112 Jeri Zimmermann 333 Grand Ave Las Animas CO 81054‐1021 jerizimmermann@gmail.com
100724 Albert Zook 2922 W 55th Ave Denver CO 80221‐1620 alzook70@yahoo.com
65029 Jarett Zuboy 400 Entrada Dr Golden CO 80401‐4868 zuboyjarett@hotmail.com

12 Chris Arend 2807 Florence St Denver CO 80238‐2986 chris@conservationco.org
106340 Tracey Fowler 503 Rudd Ave Canon City CO 81212‐3351 treyc.artist@gmail.com
101309 Jason Nardell 1484 Meeker Dr Longmont CO 80504‐3017 Jason.Nardell@gmail.com
102626 Doug Nelson 111 Pine Way Broomfield CO 80020‐2908 dougnelson49@gmail.com
40693 Anne Pogoriler 3137 Josephine St Denver CO 80205‐4152 anne.pogoriler@gmail.com

105866 Nicole Shaffer 4377 Teeter Totter Cir Colorado Springs CO 80917‐2936 camarofox24@msn.com
101367 Brittanysm Smith 4701 S Washington St Englewood CO 80113‐6925 Brittanysm7777@gmail.com
106158 sarah white 2945 18th St Boulder CO 80304‐3111 sarah@conservationco.org
106355 Jeri Zimmermann 333 Grand Ave Las Animas CO 81054‐1021 world09@centurylink.net



June 24, 2014 

NATURAL ENERGY RESOURCES COMPANY 
•••••••••••••••••• 

P.O. Box 567 • Palmer Lake, Colorado 80133 
71 9-481 -2003 • fax 719-481-3452 

centralcoloradoproject@comcast. net 
www.centralcoloradoproject.us 

Mr. John Stulp, Special Policy Advisor to the Governor For Water 
Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB) 
Colorado lnterbasin Compact Committee (IBCC) 
Colorado's River Basin Roundtable Chairs and members 
1313 Sherman Street, Room 721 
Denver, Colorado 80203 

Subject: Colorado's breakthrough Western Clean Water, Energy, and Air Plan 

Dear Colorado State Water Planners: 

The enclosed documents (and numerous previous documents) briefly explain how innovative 
high altitude multiple river basin pumped-storage projects could quickly solve escalating 
clean water, energy, and air crises for all western states, while also generating surplus funds 
for control of major forest fires and floods. 

Regretably, none of Colorado's costly efforts to develop a meaningful State Water Plan (as 
directed by Colorado's 2003 Legislature, and recently by Governor Hickenlooper) have 
considered the breakthrough renewable water and energy capabilities of high altitude 
multiple river basin pumped-storage projects for highly variable droughts, growth, blackouts, 
and climate change needs throughout western states and power grid. 

In view of these basic, but unrecognized facts, Colorado's appointed and volunteer water, 
energy, and environmental planners should immediately cooperate with federal permitting 
agencies and all western states to model, evaluate, and develop breakthrough high altitude, 
multiple river basin pumped-storage projects. Such projects are essential for current and 
future human and environmental needs. I would be honored to discuss in more detail. 

4'P.&~ 
Allen D. (Dave) Miller, President, & regional water, energy, environmental planner since 1986 

Encls: Docs dated 6-16-14; 4-30-14; 4-07-14; 3-21-14; 3-27-14; 6-10-14; CCP PowerPoint disc 

cc: Governor John Hickenlooper; U. S. Secretaries of Interior, Agriculture & Energy; EPA 
Administrator; Western Governors; The White House; CEQ; Congressional Resources 
Committees; USBR; USACOE; Colorado Legislators & Congressional Delegation; CO Governor's 
Energy Office; Colorado Water Resources and Power Development Authority; Colorado Water 
Congress; Colorado Foundation For Water Education; Colorado Water Court Committee; 
selected local, state, federal leaders. 



NATURAl ENERGY RESOURCES COMPANY 
•••••••••••••••••• 

P.O. Box 567 • Palmer Lake, Colorado 80133 
71 9-481-2003 • fax 719-481 -3452 

centralcoloradoproject@comcast. net 
www. centra lcoloradoproject. us 

June 16, 2014 

Secretary Sally Jewell 
U.S. Department of Interior 
1849 C Street, NW 
Washington, D. C. 20240 

Secretary Ernest Moniz 
U. S. Department of Energy 
1000 Independence Ave. SW 
Washington, D. C. 20585 

Secretary Tom Vilsack 
U. S. Department of Agriculture 
1400 Independence Ave. SW 
Washington, D. C. 20250 

Administrator Gina McCarthy 
Environmental Protection Agency 
1200 Pennsylvania Ave. NW 
Washington, D. C. 20460 

Subject: Breakthrough western clean water, energy, and air solutions 

Dear Secretaries Jewell, Vilsack, Moniz, and Administrator McCarthy: 

The enclosed documents briefly explain how innovative high altitude multiple river basin 
pumped-storage projects could permanently solve our nation's clean water, energy, and air 
crises for western droughts, growth, and climate change, while also providing surplus 
revenues for vital forest fire and flood control needs. 

Unfortunately, all western states and federal agencies have failed to objectively evaluate 
such projects, as required by good science and National Environmental Policy Act rules. 

In view of these basic facts, I respectfully request your personal support for a cooperative 
federal and western state program to model, evaluate, and develop high altitude multiple 
river basin, pumped-storage projects. These self-funding projects are essential to eventually 
replace traditional low altitude dams on western rivers that are filling with silt, concentrating 
pollutants, causing excessive regional evaporation losses, risking human lives, and harming 
river environments. 

Your favorable responses to this potentially historic request will be greatly appreciated by 
our nation's current and future generations. Thank you. 

~?7ft 
Allen D. (Dave) M~resident and regional water/energy/environmental planner 

Encls: Documents, dated 4-30-14; 4-7-14; 3-21-14; 3-27-14; 6-10-14; CCP PowerPoint Disc 

cc: Western Governors; The White House; CEQ; Congressional Resources Committees; USBR; 
USACOE; selected local, state, federal leaders and entities. 



April 30, 2014 (revised) 

Allen D. (Dave) Miller 
P. 0. Box 567, Palmer Lake, Colorado 80133 

719-481-2003 Fax 719-481-3452 
centralcoloradoproject@comcast.net 

www.centralcoloradoproject.us 

The Honorable John Hickenlooper 
Governor of Colorado 

Colorado Legislators 
State Capitol Building 

136 State Capitol 

Denver, Colorado 80203 
200 E. Colfax Ave. Rms. 271 & 346 
Denver, Colorado 80203 

Subject: Colorado's ignored sustainable water and energy solutions 

Dear Governor Hickenlooper and Colorado Legislators: 

Since 2003, Colorado has had over 400 water planners and numerous contractors engaged in a 
unique, basin-centric, statewide water planning process. Unfortunately, this costly experiment 
has failed to provide sustainable solutions for our headwater state's escalating renewable 
water shortage crises. In fact, Colorado's current Draft State Water Plan supports several 
ongoing farm and aquifer dry-up proposals, and transmountain reuse-to-extinction projects, 
that are threatening our state's economic and environmental future. 

Recent public documents describe how Colorado's innovative, but ignored, high altitude 
multiple river basin pumped-storage options could soon provide high value peaking power 
needed to prevent Western blackouts, while increasing the productivity of limited water 
resources throughout multiple Southwestern river basins. Pumped-storage is also essential to 
achieve Colorado's 30% renewable energy goals from sporadic wind and solar operations. 

Preliminary evaluations of Colorado's breakthrough Central Colorado Project (CCP) have 
confirmed its annual net peaking power revenues will substantially exceed its annual net water 
solutions costs throughout Colorado's five major river basins {Gunnison, Rio Grande, Arkansas, 
South Platte, and Colorado). Surplus revenues from CCP's Western blackout prevention 
capabilities can also be used to reduce Colorado's escalating utility and farm dry-up costs, while 
funding our state's neglected flood and forest fire control capabilities. 

Unfortunately, Colorado'sigrass roots water planners have not had the vision and political 
courage needed to objectively evaluate and implement Colorado's breakthrough high altitude, 
multiple basin, pumped-storage solutions. Colorado's Executive and Legislative Branch leaders 
must correct our state's seriously flawed renewable water and energy planning process. 

Allen D. (Dave) Miller, strategic water and energy planner since 1986 

Ends: Public Water & Energy Planning Documents, dated 4-7-14; 3-21-14; 3-27-14; & 1-8-14 
cc: Colorado State Auditor; selected local, state, regional, and federal leaders and agencies 



NATURAL ENERGY RESOURCES COMPANY 
•••••••••••••••••• 

April7, 2014 (revised} 

P.O. Box 567 • Palmer Lake, Colorado 80133 
719-481-2003 • fax 719-481 -3452 

centralcoloradoproject@comcast.net 
www. centralcoloradoproject. us 

Urgent Memo For: Colorado Springs Mayor Steve Bach; Council Members; and Jerry Forte 

From: Allen D. (Dave} Miller ~ regional renewable water and energy planner 

Subject: Overlooked Water, Energy, Flood, and Forest Fire Solutions 

The enclosed documents explain how projected revenues from Central Colorado Project's (CCP) 
innovative high altitude, multiple river basin, pumped-storage operations could quickly reduce 
regional water and energy costs, while funding vital flood and forest fire control needs. 

Unfortunately, Colorado Springs Utilities' (CSU) obsolete Southern Delivery System (SDS) Phase 
One pipeline, currently being constructed from USSR's flood-limited Pueblo Reservoir has, and 
will, substantially increase local water user costs. If and when SDS's proposed Phase Two 
terminal reservoirs are financed and constructed, all residential and business water rates could 
double every few years under today's expected slower growth scenarios. 

In addition to SDS's escalating water user costs and ignored dam safety concerns, its inefficient 
fossil-fueled, pipeline pumping operation is being constructed to eventually use and reuse 
CSU's previously developed transmountan diversion rights to extinction. Although Colorado's 
unique transmountain reuse-to-extinction concept is technically allowed under an obscure 
1969 Colorado water law, its long-term economic and enviromental impacts can be devastating 
for down river farms, cities, states, and environments. 

Curiously, none of SDS's major transmountain reuse-to-extinction impacts on Southeastern 
Colorado and down river states were properly evaluated by state and federal permitting 
agencies. This serious oversight is a major violation of National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) rules. It is also compelling justification for an emergency Supplemental EIS modeling 
comparison of Southern Delivery System vs. Central Colorado Project. 

In view of these facts, Colorado Springs Mayor, Council Members, and Utilities Direrctor should 
immediately seek an emergency Supplemental EIS comparison of Southern Delivery System and 
Central Colorado Project. CSU's projected urgent needs for SDS were based primarily on a fast 
growth scenario from development of Banning Lewis Ranch, east of Colorado Springs. There 
may also be valid technical reasons to convert SDS's partially completed pipeline from Pueblo 
Reservoir into a cost-effective flood control facility for El Paso, Teller, and Pueblo Counties. 
Projected cash flows from Central Colorado Project's high value 3,000 megawatt peaking power 
operation for Western blackout protection needs can also be used to reduce local and regional 
utility costs, while funding neglected local flood and forest fire control capabilities. 

Encls: Urgent Regional Water and Energy Planning Messages, dated 3-21-14, 3-27-14, 1-8-14 
cc: Southeastern Colorado leaders & media; CO water planners; federal permitting agencies 



March 21, 2014 

NATURAL ENERGY RESOURCES COMPANY 
•••••••••••••••••• 

P.O. Box 567 • Palmer Lake, Colorado 80133 
71 9-481 -2003 • fax 719-481-3452 

centralcoloradoproject@comcast. net 
www.centralcoloradoproject. us 

Urgent Message For: Colorado Governor John Hickenlooper; Arizona Governor Jan Brewer; 
Arkansas Governor Mike Beebe; California Governor Jerry Brown; Idaho Governor C. L. "Butch" 
Otter; Kansas Governor Sam Brownback; Montana Governor Steve Bullock; Nebraska Governor 
Dave Heinenman; Nevada Governor Brian Sandoval; New Mexico Governor Susana Martinez; 
North Dakota Governor Jack Dalrymple; Oklahoma Governor Mary Fallin; Oregon Governor John 
Kitzhaber; South Dakota Governor Dennis Daugaard; Texas Governor Rick Perry; Utah Governor 
Gary Herbert; Washington Governor Jay lnslee; Wyoming Governor Matthew Mead 

From: Allen D. (Dave) Miller, ~ regional renewable water and energy planner 

Subject: High altitude, pumped-storage solutions for Western clean water and energy needs 

The enclosed U.S. Patent Abstract and Central Colorado Project (CCP) Schematic describe how 
innovative high altitude, multiple river, multiple state, pumped-storage projects could quickly 
solve escalating renewable water and energy shortage crises for highly variable western droughts, 
blackouts, growth, and climate change conditions. 

In view of these major breakthrough capabilities, I respectfully suggest all western states unite 
with federal agencies to identify, evaluate, and develop such projects, as soon as possible. 

After returning from this year's National Governors Association Conference in Washington, D.C., 
Governor Hicken looper advised about 300 of Colorado's governor-appointed and volunteer water 
planners that federal agencies would support development of large renewable water and energy 
projects-- if western states agree on the projects to develop. 

Natural Energy proudly offers its self funding Central Colorado Project (CCP) as a model renewable 
water and energy solution for all western states. I would be honored to give CCP briefings, when 
and where invited (see CCP PowerPoint, etc. at www.centralcoloradoproject.us). 

Thank you for considering this urgent message in support of all western states. 

Ends: U.S. Patent Abstract, dated 1-11-11; Central Colorado Project (CCP) Schematic 

cc: Secretaries of Agriculture, Interior, and Energy; The White House; CEQ; EPA; USBR; USACOE; 
WAPA; Congressional Water and Energy Committees; Colorado Congressional Delegation and 
Legislators; Western Tribes; Western Governors Association; President of Mexico. 
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SCHEMATIC OF CENTRAL COLORADO PROJECT (CCP) 
Colorado's optimal State Water Plan 
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NATURAL ENERGY RESOURCES COMPANY 
•••••••••••••••••• 

P.O. Box 567 • Palmer Lake, Colorado 80133 
71 9-481 -2003 • fax 71 9-481-3452 

centralcoloradoproject@comcast.net 
vvww. centra lcoloradoproject. us 

February 6, 2014 (revised 3-27-14) 

Urgent Public Comment For: Governor John Hickenlooper; Mike King, Executive Director, 
Dept. of Natural Resources; John Stulp, Special Policy Advisor to the Governor For Water, and 
Director of lnterbasin Compact Committee; all governor-appointed IBCC members; James 
Eklund, Director, Colorado Water Conservation Board; all governor-appointed CWCB 
members; Tonug Deora, Executive Director Governor's Energy Office; all governor-appointed 
Colorado Water Resources and Power Development Authority (CWRPDA) members; all 
volunteer Basin Roundtable chairs and members; all Water Court-appointed River 
Conservation/Conservancy District members; all consultants and contractors involved with 
preparing Colorado's State Water Plan; Colorado's Congressional Delegation; Colorado 
legislators; Colorado State Auditor; CO Counties Inc.; CO Municipal league; CO Water Court 
Committee; CO Water Congress; CO Foundation for Water Education. 

From: Allen D. (Dave) Miller,4 regional renewable water and energy planner 

Subject: Colorado's fatally-flawed Draft State Water Plan 

Your recent decisions to exclude all new transmountain alternatives from Colorado's initial 
Draft State Water Plan, while promoting harmful transmountain reuse, farm dry-up, and 
aquifer depletion alternatives, is potentially the most damaging economic and environmental 
travesty in our state's history. Please consider the following Colorado State Water Plan facts: 

Fact No. 1 Colorado is the only western state that has never developed and maintained a 
professional State Water Plan, in close coordination with federal permitting and funding 
agencies, to guide its vital statewide water development decisions; 

Fact No.2 Colorado's 1937 Legislature established our state's governor-appointed, basin­
oriented, Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB) to primarily ... plan, protect, and develop 
Colorado's interstate entitlements for current and future generations; 

Fact No. 3 Soon thereafter, 52 tax-funded Water Conservation/Conservancy Districts were 
formed to protect local interests of major Colorado river basins on both sides of the Divide; 

Fact No.4 Colorado's 1982 Legislature also authorized our state's governor-appointed 
Colorado Water Resources and Power Development Authority (CWRPDA) to primarily help 
Colorado plan, fund, and develop both large and small water and energy projects, that would 
beneficially use Colorado's entitled, unused, and vulnerable interstate waters; 

Fact No.5 U.S. Department of Interior's periodic Colorado River Consumptive Uses & Losses 
Reports clearly indicate Colorado's water planners have failed to develop and beneficially use 
about 30% of Colorado's annual3.87 million acre-feet legal share of the Colorado River; 



Fact No.6 "USE IT or lOSE IT" is the most fundamental water law of the West. Colorado's 
divided water planners have ignored this reality, regarding unused Colorado River rights; 

Fact No. 7 Colorado is fortunate to be the primary headwater state and renewable water 
source for our nation's arid Southwestern Region on both sides of the Continental Divide; 

Fact No.8 About 85% of Colorado's water originates on the west side of the Divide, and about 
85% of Colorado's population, irrigated farms, water needs, and expected growth, are east of 
the Divide. This means Colorado's most vital water planning decisions and solutions have, and 
should continue to involve, major transmountain diversion projects to benefit both slopes; 

Fact No.9 From 1987 to 1990, Colorado's Water Resources and Power Development Authority 
(CWRPDA), and the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (USBR), jointly evaluated 19 large Gunnison 
transmountain diversion projects, as part of CWRPDA's major Upper Gunnison-Uncompahgre 
Basin Feasibility Study. An update of USBR's detailed cost per acre-foot comparisons would 
clearly confirm several of these potential Gunnison transmountain alternatives are superior to 
all transmountain reuse, farm dry-up, and aquifer depletion alternatives currently being 
included in Colorado's Draft State Water Plan (see USBWs attached 2 page Summary); 

Fact No.10 As indicated in USSR's Gunnison Transmountain Study Summary, all of its proposed 
Aspinall Marketable Pool alternatives from USBR's Blue Mesa Reservoir are substantially 
superior, both economically and environmentally, to the transmountain reuse alternatives 
currently being constructed for Metros Denver and Colorado Springs; 

Fact No. 11 Congress authorized USBR's Aspinall Reservoirs in 1956, primarily to help Colorado 
develop 300,000 acre-feet of its unused Colorado River Rights for statewide needs. Colorado 
Supreme Court Decision 98SA327 recently confirmed this overlooked and unfulfilled reality; 

Fact No. 12 EPA wisely vetoed Metro Denver's twenty-year Two Forks Dam Project, primarily 
because: ... superior water sources were improperly screened from the environmental studies 
(i.e. Colorado~s untapped Gunnison and Yampa branches of the Colorado River). Chips Berry 
and Dave Miller were the only outsiders invited to EPA's Atlanta Office, when and where EPA's 
Two Forks Veto Statement was drafted. They were also the only outsiders invited to the 
Environmental Community's Two Forks Veto Party in Denver; 

Fact No. 13 Although never officially recognized by Colorado's Legislative and Executive 
Branches, CWCB and CWRPDA's legal mandates to "plan, protect and develop Colorado's 
interstate rights" were largely compromised during 1990, when Colorado's State Engineer and 
CWCB Director were both suddenly fired on the same day, without any public explanation. 
CWRPDA's and USSR's cooperative Upper Gunnison Phase 2 Study of 19 viable Gunnison 
Transmountain Alternatives was also abruptly cancelled before publication, without any public 
explanation. USBR was forced to reprogram one million dollars within its FY 1990 budget; 

Fact No. 14 Since 1990, CWCB has been heavily involved with several questionable study 
initiatives, and Colorado's unique grassroots, basin-centric, water planning processes that 
have failed to solve Colorado's escalating water shortages, farm dry-ups, and high costs; 



Fact No. 15 Since 2007, Colorado's water planners have intentionally stonewalled Natural 
Energy's breakthrough, U.S. Patented, multibasin, pumped- storage solution for Colorado and 
its down river states (Utah, Arizona, Nevada, California, New Mexico, Texas, Kansas, Oklahoma, 
Arkansas, Nebraska}. This project is called: Central Colorado Project {CCP); 

Fact No. 16 Within a few months, cooperative state-federal modeling can confirm projected 
annual net revenues from CCP's high value, 3,000 megawatt, pumped-storage operation for 
western blackout protection needs will exceed CCP's breakthrough water supply costs 
throughout Colorado's five major river basins (Gunnison, Rio Grande, Arkansas, South Platte, 
and Colorado} and down river states, on both sides of the Divide (See Natural Energy's 32 slide 
PowerPoint Briefing at www.centralcoloradopro;ect.us). CCP's net annual cash flows can also 
be used to reduce regional utility costs and provide funds for neglected regional flood and 
forest fire control needs; 

Fact No. 17 Curiously, Colorado is the only western state that has never formulated and 
maintained a professionally prepared State Water Plan, in close coordination with federal 
permitting and funding agencies, to guide its vital water development decisions for current and 
future generations. In contrast, Colorado's water planners are largely part-time, non­
professional volunteers, representing limited local and self interests; 

Fact No. 18 Good science and National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) rules clearly require 
objective modeling and scoping comparisons of all reasonable alternatives, when considering 
major water planning and development decisions. Preliminary modeling of Central Colorado 
Project's unique water and energy solutions for Colorado and its downriver states could be 
completed within a few months, if given a high priority by responsible state and federal leaders; 

Conclusion As our nation's primary headwater state, Colorado is fortunate to have the snow 
melt and innovative high altitude, multiple river basin, pumped-storage sites needed to quickly 
solve escalating renewable water and energy shortage crises, throughout Colorado and our 
nation's arid Southwestern Region on both sides of the Continental Divide. Unfortunately, 
Colorado also has hundreds of volunteer water planners and over 70% of our nation's water 
lawyers, who have vested interests in maintaining their state's artificial water shortages, 
inflated water right values, and gridlocked water planning process. Now, after a costly 10 year 
grass roots water planning process, as directed by Colorado's Legislature, Colorado's governor­
directed Draft State Water Plan will not include any new statewide and regional solutions, 
when published this December. Colorado's Executive and Legislative Branches should 
immediately unite behind an emergency western state and federal program to model, plan, and 
develop innovative high altitude multiple river basin pumped-storage projects. Such projects 
are urgently required to solve the Western Region's escalating renewable water and energy 
shortage crises for highly variable drought, growth, and climate change conditions. 

Encl: USBR's Gunnison Transmountain Diversion Alternatives Summary Sheet 

cc: Secretaries of Interior, Energy, and Agriculture; EPA; USBR; USACOE; The White House; CEQ; 
Western governors; Congressional Committees; selected business, education, and 
environmental leaders. 
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Cost./AF Cost/AF Cost/AF Cost/AF Cost/At 

Alternative DescriPtion Ann•Jal w/ 90/. w/ 80?. w/ 70?. w/ 60i. w/ 501. 
CcJst./AF T•Jnnels TIJilrte ls Tunnels Tunnels Tunnels 

I 

;,L TERI~ATIVE U (60r000 AF/l:lr) $534 $486 $4313 $390 $342 $295 
Transmountain Diversion from Ta~;~lor Park t.c1 Ar~.ansas R· r 
~ravit~;~ deliver~;~ s~;~stern followin~ 'Buena Vista Route. 

t. 
,.,L TERNATIVE 12 (60r000 AF/~;~t•) $902 $834 $766 $698 $630 $563 
Transrnountain Diversion from Tal:llor.Park to s, Platte R, r 

I sravi~w del~verl:l sl:lstern followin~ Duena VisLa Route, 

rK TERNfrTIVE 13 (60r000 r!IF/~;~r) $337 $318 $299 $280 $261 $242 
411 Transruountain Diversion from Tal:llor Park to Arkansas Ror ---- ---- --~--· 

f'IJIJIP lift froru Tal:llor Parkr followin~ Buena Vist PuruP Route. 

ALTERNATIVE :J:4 <60r000 AF/~;~r) H55 $633 $611 $589 $567 $545 ..... 
Transmountain Diversion from Ta~;~lor Park to s, Platte Ror 
PUIIIP lift. from Ta~;~lor Parkr followin~ Buena Vist PuruP Route. 

_, 
f'ILTERNATIVE t5 <210r000 AF/~;~r) $441 '$422 $402 $382 $362 $343 
F'tJIJIP lift. froru Blue Mesa to Tal:llor Parkr transmounLain diversion 
from Ta~;~lor Park to Arkansas R.r ~ravit~;~ deliver~ s~;~steru 
followin~ ~uena Vista Route. 

ALTEfWAiiVE i6 (210r000 AF/~;~r) $648 $619 $590 $561 $532 $503 
PuruP lift froru Blue Mesa to Ta~lor Pari•,, transruounLain diversion 
from TaYlor Pork t~ s, Platte f(,, ~ravitY deliverY sYstem 
followins Buena Vista Route. .... 
f.rL TEfHifrTIVE t7 (210r000 AF/~r·) $307 $380 $372 $364 '$357 $3•19 

~ P•Jnrr• lift froru Blue Mesa to TaYlor Parkr transmoun~ain diversion 
from Tawlor Park to Arkansas Ror PUIIIP lift froru Tawlor Park 
followins Duena Vista Pump Route. • ALTEf{IUITIVE i8 <210r000 AFhll') $505 $494 $484 $474 $463 $453. 
F'IJfilp lift from Dlue Mesa to Ta~;~lor Parkr transmounLain diversion ---- --- ---- ---- • from Tawlor Park to s, Platte Ror pumP lift from Tawlor Park 
.followin~ Buena Vista PumP Route. 

AL TEfmATIVE H (60r000 AF/~;~r) $556 $510 ·$463 .$417 . $370 $324 v 
Transmountain·Diversion from Ta~;~lor Park to Arkansas R.r 
PIJIJrP lift from Tawlor Parkr following North Route. 

....; 

ALTERNATIVE 4:10 (60r000 AF/~;~r) $746 $685 $624 $5,64 $503 $442 
Transmountain Diversion from Tawlor Park to G, Platte Ror ---- ---- ---- ..J r•unrP lift. from Ta~;~lor Parkr followin~ North Route. . 
AL TEf<NATIIJE U 1 (210r000 AF/wr> $460 ~441 $422 $402 ~383 $364 
F'•Jmr> lift from Blue Mesa to Ta~;~lor Parkr transmountain diversion .._; 

from Tu~;~lor Park to Arkansas Ror PIJIIIP lift from TaYlor Park 
followins North Route. 

..) 

AL TErWATIVE H2 (210r000 AF/~;~r) $550 $525 $500 $475 $450 $425 
PtJmP lift from Blue Mesa to TaYlor Parkr transmountain diversion ---- ---- .. from Tawlor Park to a, Platte Ror PIJIItP lift from Ta~;~lor Park 
followin~ North Route. ., 

• 
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ALTERNATIVE 413 *<120r000 AF/~r> 
IJI'd on f' a 1·1~ 14a·l;el' StJf'l·' 1 ~ P roJac t., 

ALTERNATIVE t14 <7ar100 AF/~rl 
Colle~iaLe Ran~e ProJecL, 

ALTERNATIVE t15 (73r100 AF/wrl 
Colle~ial.u Ran~e ProJect w/o AlmonL Dam. 

ALTERNATIVE t 16 (210r000 AF/~r) 
f·l.uur• lift. ft·on• f.lltJe 11esl!t t.tt 1'c11ui.chi Crer~l<. T•Jrmal r Ll•ansntotJnLail& 
diver•gion t.o At·~.ansas Ror followings, At·~,ansas t~. l~o•JLeo 

ALTERNATIVE t 17 (60r000 AF/wrl 
Pum~ lift from Blue Hesa to Toruichi Creek Tunnelr transmounlain. 
diversion l;o Arkansas Ror followin~ s, Arkansas Ro Rou~e. 

ALTERNATIVE t 18 (210r000 AF/~rl 
Pum~ lift from Blue Hesa t.o Monarch Tunnelr Lransrnount.ain 
diversion t.u Arkansas Ror followings. Arkansas R· Rout.e. 

ALTERNATIVE I 19 <60r000 AF/wrl 
I'''·'""' li.f·L fr•ou, Bl1.1o l'las~t to l·lon<&I'C:h Tunnelr ll•ansnotiiJitl.<lin 
diversion Lu Ar~ansas Ror followin~ S, Arkansas R• Ro1.1Le, 

* NIH ~VH'II1lfiL b<rsed on NEGO ccrncepl, Clf wei. IH!at• sLo1•ase ~lil,ll 
oj 1'\-.1 ~tea I' •:fal :l VIH'i E!S, (IC LtJa l fliiiCIIJrt 1·. 1J f Bl'tl'tl.llll sl',o I' i'Hle .J, II 
u ... !. Cll'l r-· '"'"· r~ese ··veri. I' l!IHIEil s 60,000 AF I 

AlrntJf.ll 
l!os 1./AF 

$EJ7ti 

$833 

$831 

$405 

$723 

$358 
--

$623 

$836 $790 $760 

$776 $718 $661 

$773 $716 $658 

$387 $368 $350 

$679 t634 $589 

$348, $338 $328 
--- ---- ----
i;594 $565 $;l36 

Added Note These USBR Summary Sheets show 8 of USBR's 19 Gunnison Transmountain Alternatives 
evaluated for CWRPDA's unpublished Upper Gunnison-Uncompahgre Basin Feasibility Phase 2 Study 
Report, would have provided an average annual 210,000 acre-feet of USBR's 300,000 acre-feet Aspinall 
Marketable Pool Water Rights, for Colorado's Front Range growth and drought protection needs. An 
objective update of these cost estimates with today's much lower 50 year financing costs would confirm 
these alternatives are still economically and environmentally superior, to all Transmountain Reuse 
Alternatives currently being constructed and/or planned for Metros Denver and Colorado Springs. 
Please also note Natural Energy's proposed high altitude Taylor Park-Union Park Pumped-storage 
Transmountain Alternative No. 13 would have increased Metro Denver's average annual water supply 
by 120,000 acre-feet, with an average annual diversion of only 60,000 acre-feet from the Upper 
Gunnison Basin's Taylor River. Please also note that Union Park's high value peaking power revenues 
from its Taylor Park-Union Park pumped-storage operation for Western brown and blackout protection 
needs were not included in USBR's water supply evaluations for Front Range drought and growth needs. 
Copies of USBR's detailed sheets for each Gunnison Transmountain Diversion Alternative evaluated can 
be obtained from CWRPDA at 303-830-1550, or USBR at 970-248-0641. 4'~ 
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Arkansas Basin 
Roundtable 

PUlNHUaG OUR 
~'IIAT£8 FUTURE 

Arkansas River Basin Roundtable 
Basin Implementation Plan Input Form 

The Arkansas River Basin Roundtable is charged by the Colorado General Assembly to 
assess the water supply needs of the basin and propose projects and methods to address 
those needs. As a citizen who is interested in water issues in the Arkansas Basin, you are 
being asked for your input as the Roundtable balances the competing needs for water: 
agriculture, municipal, recreation, environmental and industrial. You can obtain 
additional information at our website: http://www.ArkansasBasin.com. 
Thank you for your input. 

Name: Aile~ D. (Dave) IVIiller, ~ 10, 2014 (Required for inclusion) 
centrakoloradooroject@comcast.net 

Contact Information: www.centralcoloradoproject.us phone: __ }19-481-2003 

I reside in --=-=E=I P=a=s=o _______ County or DoN ot Reside in Arkansas Basin D 
(County Name) 

What do you believe are the important needs OI' areas of concern in the use ofwater in 
the Arkansas River Basin? 

Arkansas River Basin Roundtable and all of Colorado's unique Basin Water Planning 
Roundtables have failed to consider the following important needs and vital areas of concern 
in the use of water throughout our state's major river basins: 

• The major breakthrough capabilities of innovative high altitude multiple river basin 
pumped-storage projects for sustainable clean water, energy, and environmental 
needs throughout Colorado and our nation's arid southwestern states have been 
improperly ignored since this advanced concept was granted a U. S. Patent, dated 
January 11, 2011 {1-11-11)i 

• None of Colorado's governor-appointed water planners and volunteer Basin 
Roundtable planners have explained why they support the dry-up of Eastern Colorado 
farms, towns, and environments with major transmountain reuse to extinction 
projects, while opposing development of our state's threatened Colorado River rights 
with self-funding high altitude pumped-storage solutions throughout multiple river 
basins on both sides of the Divide; 

• Why are Colorado water planners ignoring U. S. Department of Interior Dam Safety 
Reports indicating U. S. Bureau of Reclamation's earthen Pueblo and Taylor Park Dams 
could suddenly fail catastrophically with only 55% of today's Probable Maximum 
Flood (PMF) criteria? Many thousands of lives on both sides of the Divide could be 
saved with innovative multiple basin pumped water and energy storage projects. 

----------------



What action or actions should be taken to address your needs or concerns? 

All of Colorado's appointed and volunteer water, energy, and environmental planners should 
immediately unite behind an emergency state-federal modeling evaluation of Central 
Colorado Project (CCP). As indicated in Natural Energy Resources Company web site, 
enclosed 38 slide PowerPoint disc and supporting documents, a recent engineering 
evaluation indicates peaking power revenues from CCP's western blackout protection 
capabilities will more than cover Colorado's new water supply costs for droughts, growth, 
and climate change for at least the next 100 years. CCP's unprecedented economic 
advantages can also cover Colorado's unfunded costs for control of floods and forest fires. 

Can you identify a specific project or solution that could address your needs or 
concerns? 

Emergency modeling evaluations and development of Colorado's breakthrough high altitude 
multiple river pumped-storage solutions will automatically eliminate our headwater state's 
artificial water shortages, inflated costs, and irrigated land and water speculations. 

What else do you think the Arkansas River Basin Roundtable should consider in 
developing the Basin Implementation Plan? 

Grass-roots input are important for solving many complex issues. However, Colorado's costly 
nine year Statewide Water Supply Initiative (SWSI) to develop a meaningful State Water Plan 
with part-time nonprofessionals from competing river districts, is an unreasonable 
expectation. Colorado will soon have its sustainable State Water, Energy, and Environmental 
Plan for the foreseeable future with preliminary, NEPA required, scoping evaluations of our 
state's most promising high altitude mulitple river basin pumped-storage projects. 

Please forward copies of this completed Arkansas Basin Input Form, CCP PowerPoint disc, and 
supporting documents to all appointed Colorado Water Conservation Board members, 
lnterbasin Compact Committee members, and Basin Roundtable Chairs. I will forward copies 
to Governor Hickenlooper, Colorado Legislators and Congressional Delegation, Congressional 
Resources Committees, federal permitting agencies, western governors, and selected local 
government, business, education, environmental, and media entities. Thank you. ~ 

Mail to: Ms. Elise Bergsten, P.O. Box 1834, Colorado Springs, CO 80901 
or e-mail to: elise.balancedmgmt@gmail.com 



OO}t tbtthlo ~bitftain 
Roundtable fears more farm dry-ups could be in store 

BY CHRIS WOODKA The Pueblo Chieftain 
Published: January 8, 2014; Last modified: January 9, 2014 04:00AM 

A state water plan that fails to look at every option would put Arkansas Valley farms at risk 

The Arkansas Basin Roundtable wants more emphasis on increasing storage and finding new water supplies in order to 
stop raids on agricultural supplies. 

However, the reluctance of theW estern Slope to budge on those issues could doom the Arkansas Valley to more farm 
dry-ups as Colorado rushes to adopt a water plan. 

"It's frustrating as hell," said Jay Winner, the general manager of the Lower Arkansas Valley Water Conservancy District 
who represents the roundtable on the state Interbasin Compact Committee. "There are five or six people (on the ffiCC) 
who just want to maintain the status quo." Jeris Danielson, general manager of the Purgatoire River Conservancy District 
and the basin's other mcc representative, called a draft planning document "polysyllabic piffle" that prevents progress. 

"If you read it, it's all slanted to make sure no new projects happen," Danielson said. 

Winner suggested that a year like 2011, where snow hit near record levels in the Colorado River basin and drought began 
in the Arkansas River basin, could have been a starting point for discussions about maximizing use of existing projects. 

"It's all a big stall on the Western Slope," Winner said. 

Instead, the state bas limited discussion of new projects or expanded storage. 

Roundtable Chairman Gary Barber said the Flaming Gorge Task Force, a process that involved all of the nine basin 
roundtables talking about statewide water projects, addressed many of the same issues the state wants to talk about in 
Gov. John Hickenlooper's proposed water plan. 

But that work was stopped short in 2012 by the Colorado Water Conservation Board. 

Failing to consider new sources of supply or more storage would only increase pressure on municipal purchases of farm 
water in the Arkansas Valley, said Jim Broderick, executive director of the Southeastern Colorado Water Conservancy 
District. No one disagreed. 

"The basin should be saying not one drop, like the Western Slope," said Reeves Brown, a Beulah rancher and Lower Ark 
board member who has pushed for putting a higher public value on ag water. "We ought to be able to defend our water!' 

Keeping ag water in the Arkansas Valley also benefits tourism by keeping flows in the river, said Chaffee County 
Commissioner Dennis Giese. 

'We need this river to run through our valley," Giese said. cwo ... @chie{tain.com 
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July 21, 2014 

 

To:  Colorado Water Conservation Board 

FROM: Colorado Farm Service Agency State Committee 

SUBJECT:   Colorado Water Policy 

____________________________________________________________________________ 

Agriculture in Colorado is of vital importance, providing the economic, social, environmental 
and cultural basis of our state.  Maintaining and expanding the future viability of agriculture in 
Colorado must be a top priority in the Colorado Water Plan.  To that end the members of the 
Colorado State Farm Service Committee endorses the following principles and values to be 
incorporated in the Colorado Water Plan (CWP).    

• Agricultural water rights in Colorado must be protected and enhanced by the CWP.  
Agriculture throughout Colorado must be viewed equally.    

• Agricultural interests in one part of the state should never be elevated over the 
agricultural interests in another part of the state. 

• Future agricultural needs in Colorado must be considered and planned for in the CWP. 

• Under no circumstances should agriculture be penalized for more efficient water use 
methods. 

• Agriculture must be recognized for the stewardship it continues to provide to wildlife 
and riparian habitat.  Open spaces, working landscapes and conservation easements 
must be protected and enhanced in the CWP.  

• Future residential, municipal and industrial water supply projects that incorporate 
agricultural and non-consumptive water supplies must be prioritized over single or 
limited use water supply projects. Agriculture water appropriations must be protected 
from unintended consequences created by other uses and industries. 

• The CWP should promote water conservation in each basin to fully utilize the available 
water supply within each basin before any trans-basin diversions are considered. 

• The importance of the non-consumptive benefits should not be underestimated in the 
CWP. The historic use of agricultural water rights, including traditional flood irrigation, 
provides a water flow regime that maintains wetlands, recharges alluvial aquifers, 
augments minimal stream flows and provides late season flows to downstream users.   
These practices help mitigate environmental concerns, including threatened and 
endangered species. 

• Both water quality and quantity must be protected to support viable agriculture. 

USDA  
Farm Service Agency 
Colorado 
 
Colorado  
Farm Service Agency  
 
Denver Federal Center 
Building 57, RM 2760 
PO Box 25426 
Denver. CO 80225-0426 
 
Voice 720-544-2876 
Fax 720-544-2966 



 

Did you know? The Colorado River was originally called the Grand River, but on July 25, 1921 

Congress renamed it. On the Colorado River’s 93rd birthday, we honor it for serving as the 

backbone of the West. Our state benefits from a balanced economy, including robust 

agriculture, recreation, industry, outdoor-service and technology sectors, which are all 

dependent on healthy rivers.  Water is fundamental and indispensable to vibrant economies 

and healthy communities, anchoring the assets that make Colorado unique and provide our 

competitive advantages.  As we develop the first statewide water plan, we, as elected officials 

and leaders in the state, call on Governor Hickenlooper and the Colorado Water Conservation 

Board to tackle our water challenges with solutions that retain the economic value of our rivers. 

The state plan should:  

 Identify investments in and improvements to irrigation infrastructure for more efficient 
agricultural water delivery, irrigation and reuse, and incentivize best practices and 
strategies to help sustain this foundational industry;  

 Prioritizes municipal conservation, committing Colorado’s growing urban areas to 
reducing per capita municipal water use by 35 percent by 2050, which is the target set 
by the State Water Supply Initiative; 

 Prioritizes modernizing and maximizing existing storage and delivery systems over new 
diversions that harm our rivers, in-stream flows, wildlife, and recreation economy;  

 Recognizes that the health and viability of our rivers as natural and economic resources 
must be prioritized in water policy and management. 

 

State Senator Jessie Ulibarri, SD 21 

State Senator Irene Aguilar, SD 32  

State Senator Michael Johnston, SD 33 

State Senator Lucia Guzman, SD 34  

State Representative Dan Pabon, HD 4 

State Representative Crisanta Duran, HD 5  



State Representative Paul Rosenthal, HD 9  

State Representative KC Becker, HD 13  

State Representative Diane Mitsch Bush, HD 26 

State Representative Brittany Pettersen, HD 28  

State Representative Joe Salazar, HD 31 

State Representative Dominick Moreno, HD 32  

State Representative Leroy Garcia, HD 46  

State Representative Randy Fischer, HD 53  

State Representative Mike McLachlan, HD 59 

State Representative Millie Hamner, HD 61 

State Representative Ed Vigil, HD 62  

Denver City Councilman Albus Brooks 

Denver City Councilwoman Robin Kniech 

Denver City Councilman Paul Lopez 

Denver City Councilwoman Judy Montero 

Denver City Councilman Chris Nevitt 

Denver City Councilwoman Deborah Ortega 

Denver City Councilwoman Susan Shepherd 

Denver School Board Member Arturo Jimenez 

Denver School Board Member Landri Taylor 

RTD Board, Angie Rivera-Malpiede 

Avon Town Engineer Justin Hildreth 

Breckenridge Town Councilman Gary Gallagher 

Breckenridge Town Councilwoman Wendy Wolfe 



Crested Butte Mayor Aaron Huckstep  

Crested Butte Town Councilman Glenn Michel  

Crested Butte Town Councilman James Schmidt   

Gunnison County Commissioner Jonathan Houck  

Gunnison City Councilman Richard Hagan  

Gunnison City Councilwoman Carolyn Riggs  

Mesa County Board of Commissioners Chair Steve Acquafresca 

Mt. Crested Butte Mayor Pro Tem and Councilman Gary Keiser 

Paonia Mayor Neal Schwieterman 

Pitkin County Commissioner Steve Child  

Ridgway Mayor John I. Clark 

Summit County Commissioner Karn Stiegelmeier 

Telluride Mayor Stu Fraser  

 

 

 

   



	
  

National	
  Young	
  Farmers	
  Coalition	
  
1221	
  Main	
  Ave.	
  Durango,	
  CO	
  81301	
  

	
  
RE:	
  Comments	
  for	
  Colorado	
  Water	
  Plan	
  
To:	
  Colorado	
  Water	
  Conservation	
  Board,	
  Southwest	
  Roundtable,	
  Colorado	
  Roundtable,	
  
Yampa/White	
  Roundtable,	
  Rio	
  Grande	
  Roundtable,	
  Metro	
  Roundtable	
  
From:	
  Kate	
  Greenberg,	
  National	
  Young	
  Farmers	
  Coalition,	
  Durango,	
  CO	
  
Date:	
  7/28/2014	
  
	
  
The	
  National	
  Young	
  Farmers	
  Coalition	
  represents	
  a	
  generation	
  of	
  young	
  people	
  in	
  the	
  U.S.	
  
and	
  in	
  the	
  above	
  Basins	
  in	
  Colorado	
  who	
  are	
  making	
  farming	
  and	
  ranching	
  viable	
  careers.	
  
Among	
  the	
  top	
  barriers	
  to	
  career	
  in	
  farming—	
  along	
  with	
  impossible	
  land	
  prices,	
  access	
  to	
  
capital	
  and	
  the	
  aging	
  farmer	
  population—	
  is	
  water.	
  The	
  decisions	
  we	
  make	
  today	
  will	
  
determine	
  our	
  ability	
  to	
  produce	
  food,	
  build	
  viable	
  rural	
  communities,	
  and	
  enhance	
  our	
  
natural	
  resources	
  in	
  the	
  decades	
  ahead.	
  	
  
	
  
Comments	
  Summary	
  
The	
  following	
  summarize	
  the	
  comments	
  of	
  the	
  National	
  Young	
  Farmers	
  Coalition:	
  	
  
	
  

• Conservation	
  of	
  urban	
  and	
  agricultural	
  water	
  is	
  the	
  first	
  and	
  best	
  option	
  to	
  meet	
  
Colorado’s	
  future	
  needs.	
  	
  

	
  
• Urban	
  conservation,	
  water	
  education,	
  and	
  land-­‐use	
  planning	
  should	
  be	
  scaled	
  up	
  to	
  

reduce	
  pressures	
  on	
  agriculture.	
  	
  
	
  

• Agricultural	
  water	
  conservation	
  should	
  be	
  incentivized	
  and	
  pursued	
  locally	
  to	
  
account	
  for	
  impacts	
  to	
  producers,	
  downstream	
  users	
  and	
  ecosystem	
  services.	
  	
  

	
  
• Land	
  stewardship,	
  including	
  agricultural	
  practices	
  such	
  as	
  soil	
  health	
  management,	
  

rotational	
  grazing	
  and	
  conservation	
  tillage,	
  should	
  be	
  elevated	
  as	
  a	
  state-­‐wide	
  
priority	
  to	
  empower	
  farmers	
  in	
  efforts	
  which	
  contribute	
  to	
  conservation,	
  fortify	
  the	
  
land	
  against	
  uncertainty	
  and	
  enhance	
  productivity.	
  	
  

	
  
• Farmers	
  and	
  ranchers	
  should	
  be	
  able	
  to	
  contribute	
  to	
  the	
  health	
  of	
  our	
  streams	
  and	
  

rivers	
  rather	
  than	
  face	
  disincentives	
  to	
  conservation.	
  	
  
	
  

• Any	
  efforts	
  that	
  permanently	
  remove	
  water	
  from	
  the	
  land	
  must	
  be	
  a	
  last	
  resort	
  and	
  
all	
  transfers	
  of	
  water,	
  whether	
  permanent	
  or	
  temporary,	
  should	
  be	
  developed	
  in	
  
tandem	
  with	
  strong	
  conservation	
  strategies	
  that	
  plan	
  for	
  the	
  health	
  and	
  productive	
  
capacity	
  of	
  the	
  land	
  over	
  time.	
  	
  



	
  

National	
  Young	
  Farmers	
  Coalition	
  
1221	
  Main	
  Ave.	
  Durango,	
  CO	
  81301	
  

	
  
• No	
  new	
  transmountain	
  diversions	
  should	
  be	
  included	
  in	
  the	
  states’	
  water	
  plan.	
  Such	
  

projects	
  threaten	
  the	
  social,	
  economic	
  and	
  ecological	
  foundation	
  on	
  which	
  rural	
  
communities	
  are	
  built.	
  It	
  is	
  irresponsible	
  to	
  serve	
  the	
  benefit	
  of	
  some	
  at	
  the	
  expense	
  
of	
  others.	
  	
  

	
  
Comments	
  on	
  Section	
  5.6.1	
  M&I	
  Water	
  Conservation	
  
Water	
  Conservation	
  Recommendations	
  
Foundational	
  Activities	
  
Cities	
  and	
  towns	
  have	
  improved	
  conservation	
  over	
  time	
  but	
  it	
  has	
  not	
  been	
  enough.	
  
Foundational	
  practices,	
  including	
  increased	
  land-­‐use	
  planning,	
  that	
  greatly	
  increase	
  urban	
  
conservation	
  while	
  reducing	
  pressures	
  on	
  agriculture	
  should	
  be	
  scaled	
  up	
  and	
  adopted	
  
across	
  the	
  state.	
  It	
  has	
  been	
  shown	
  in	
  state	
  policy	
  reports,	
  past	
  successes	
  of	
  urban	
  water	
  
providers	
  and	
  their	
  plans	
  for	
  the	
  future	
  that	
  per	
  person	
  water	
  use	
  can	
  be	
  reduced	
  at	
  a	
  rate	
  
of	
  1%	
  per	
  year.	
  
	
  
Incentives	
  for	
  outdoor	
  water	
  conservation	
  measures	
  
It	
  is	
  a	
  tragic	
  loss	
  when	
  agricultural	
  water	
  is	
  transferred	
  to	
  meet	
  the	
  consumptive	
  use	
  needs	
  
of	
  ornamental	
  plants	
  or	
  lawns	
  in	
  urban	
  areas.	
  All	
  land-­‐use	
  planning	
  should	
  prioritize	
  the	
  
lowest	
  water-­‐use	
  option,	
  particularly	
  in	
  ornamental	
  consumptive	
  uses	
  (i.e.	
  consumptive	
  
uses	
  that	
  do	
  not	
  contribute	
  to	
  food	
  production	
  or	
  significant	
  ecosystem	
  services	
  and	
  whose	
  
aesthetic	
  contributions	
  could	
  be	
  matched	
  equally	
  by	
  minimal	
  to	
  no	
  water-­‐use	
  lawns,	
  
boulevards	
  and	
  other	
  spaces).	
  	
  
	
  
Water	
  Conservation	
  Education	
  and	
  Outreach	
  
“Implement	
  far	
  reaching	
  water	
  conservation	
  education	
  and	
  outreach	
  measures	
  for	
  creating	
  
water	
  stewards	
  across	
  different	
  segments	
  of	
  the	
  population.”	
  (P.10).	
  Such	
  efforts	
  are	
  
commendable,	
  particularly	
  with	
  the	
  goal	
  of	
  cultivating	
  “stewards,”	
  and	
  should	
  include	
  great	
  
efforts	
  to	
  educate	
  Colorado	
  citizens	
  on	
  the	
  very	
  close	
  connections	
  between	
  their	
  water	
  use	
  
and	
  the	
  food	
  we	
  grow.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
Partnerships	
  
We	
  agree	
  partnerships	
  and	
  collaboration	
  are	
  essential	
  to	
  effective	
  conservation	
  strategies.	
  
As	
  with	
  all	
  recommendations	
  in	
  this	
  draft	
  plan,	
  land	
  and	
  water	
  use	
  decisions	
  should	
  include	
  
land	
  and	
  water	
  stewards,	
  managers	
  and/or	
  researchers	
  who	
  can	
  contribute	
  “field-­‐based”	
  
knowledge	
  of	
  biology	
  and	
  ecology.	
  Land-­‐use	
  decisions	
  should	
  always	
  be	
  connected	
  to	
  land-­‐
based	
  expertise	
  (and	
  not	
  be	
  born	
  solely	
  from	
  the	
  rendering	
  of	
  numbers	
  in	
  far-­‐away	
  places).	
  	
  
	
  
Comments	
  on	
  Section	
  5.6.4	
  Agricultural	
  Conservation,	
  Efficiency	
  and	
  Reuse	
  
General	
  Comments	
  on	
  Agricultural	
  Efficiency	
  
In	
  general,	
  opportunities	
  for	
  agricultural	
  efficiency	
  improvements	
  are	
  many.	
  But	
  uniform	
  
efficiency	
  upgrades	
  are	
  not	
  appropriate	
  across	
  all	
  agricultural	
  operations.	
  We	
  support	
  the	
  
need	
  for	
  “careful	
  consideration,”	
  as	
  stated	
  in	
  this	
  section,	
  prior	
  to	
  making	
  too	
  many	
  
agricultural	
  lands	
  highly	
  technologically	
  efficient	
  in	
  order	
  to	
  evaluate	
  the	
  myriad	
  of	
  impacts	
  
such	
  changes	
  would	
  make	
  on	
  other	
  values	
  and	
  services	
  (P.25).	
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We	
  strongly	
  encourage	
  the	
  State	
  and	
  Basin	
  Roundtables	
  to	
  expand	
  the	
  common	
  
understanding	
  of	
  efficiency	
  to	
  include	
  the	
  ability	
  of	
  the	
  land	
  to	
  produce	
  overtime	
  and	
  
sustain	
  functioning	
  biological	
  systems.	
  As	
  summarized	
  in	
  this	
  section,	
  all	
  Roundtables	
  have	
  
cited	
  a	
  need	
  to	
  “improve	
  agricultural	
  efficiency”	
  and/or	
  “modernize	
  critical	
  water	
  
infrastructure.”	
  (P.28).	
  On	
  the	
  whole,	
  efficiency	
  improvements	
  are	
  referred	
  to	
  as	
  upgrades	
  
in	
  irrigation	
  technology	
  and	
  delivery.	
  But	
  efficiency	
  gains	
  will	
  be	
  largely	
  under-­‐realized	
  if	
  
the	
  land	
  is	
  unable	
  to	
  effectively	
  deliver	
  water	
  to	
  the	
  crops;	
  thus,	
  mechanical	
  efficiencies—
such	
  as	
  upgrades	
  in	
  delivery	
  systems	
  or	
  irrigation	
  technology—are	
  put	
  to	
  their	
  best	
  use	
  in	
  
tandem	
  with	
  appropriate	
  land	
  stewardship	
  practices—such	
  as	
  cover	
  cropping,	
  
conservation	
  tillage,	
  and	
  rotational	
  grazing.	
  These	
  practices,	
  when	
  managed	
  properly,	
  
increase	
  the	
  moisture	
  holding	
  capacity	
  of	
  the	
  soil,	
  regulate	
  ground	
  temperature,	
  and	
  
develop	
  soil	
  structure—a	
  few	
  of	
  the	
  many	
  benefits	
  land	
  stewardship	
  practices	
  provide	
  for	
  
water	
  conservation	
  and	
  productivity.	
  	
  
	
  
While	
  some	
  mention	
  is	
  made	
  in	
  this	
  section	
  to	
  include	
  on-­‐farm	
  stewardship	
  practices,	
  such	
  
as	
  conservation	
  tillage,	
  cover	
  cropping	
  and	
  mulching,	
  the	
  opportunities	
  individual	
  
producers	
  have	
  to	
  proactively	
  enhance	
  water	
  efficiency	
  and	
  conservation	
  through	
  
improved	
  land	
  health	
  management	
  need	
  to	
  be	
  significantly	
  elevated	
  in	
  the	
  discussion.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
Comments	
  on	
  Potential	
  Recommendations	
  

1. We	
  support	
  incentives	
  for	
  on-­‐farm	
  efficiency	
  and	
  conservation	
  opportunities.	
  
	
  

2. We	
  commend	
  the	
  inclusion	
  of	
  land	
  stewardship	
  practices	
  that	
  can	
  increase	
  on-­‐
farm	
  conservation	
  such	
  as	
  mulching;	
  however,	
  there	
  are	
  many	
  more	
  tools	
  in	
  the	
  
toolkit	
  that	
  should	
  be	
  emphasized	
  including	
  conservation	
  tillage,	
  cover	
  cropping,	
  
holistic	
  management	
  of	
  grazers,	
  irrigation	
  timing	
  and	
  monitoring,	
  smart	
  
technology,	
  etc.	
  In	
  addition	
  to	
  engineers,	
  policy-­‐makers	
  and	
  economists,	
  those	
  
who	
  live	
  and	
  work	
  on	
  the	
  land	
  should	
  be	
  included	
  in	
  conservation	
  discussions	
  so	
  
as	
  not	
  to	
  miss	
  opportunities	
  that	
  exist	
  within	
  natural	
  processes.	
  	
  
	
  

5.	
  	
  	
  “To	
  create	
  incentives	
  for	
  implementing	
  agricultural	
  conservation	
  measures,	
  the	
  
cost	
  of	
  these	
  measures	
  could	
  be	
  borne	
  by	
  the	
  beneficiaries	
  of	
  the	
  re-­‐purposed	
  
water.”	
  We	
  support	
  cost	
  sharing	
  for	
  efficiency	
  and	
  conservation	
  gains	
  so	
  as	
  to	
  
reduce	
  the	
  burden	
  placed	
  on	
  producers.	
  	
  

	
  
6.	
  	
  	
  As	
  in	
  #1,	
  we	
  support	
  incentive-­‐based	
  improvements	
  that	
  take	
  into	
  account	
  the	
  

scale,	
  region,	
  and	
  other	
  contexts	
  of	
  a	
  given	
  operation(s)	
  in	
  addition	
  to	
  the	
  
ecosystem	
  services	
  that	
  operation(s)	
  provides.	
  	
  

	
  
Comments	
  on	
  Section	
  5.7	
  Alternative	
  Agricultural-­‐to-­‐Urban	
  Transfer	
  Methods	
  
As	
  stated	
  in	
  this	
  section’s	
  first	
  “Background”	
  paragraph,	
  we	
  agree	
  that	
  the	
  “permanent	
  
removal	
  of	
  water	
  from	
  agricultural	
  lands	
  will	
  negatively	
  impact	
  our	
  economy,	
  food	
  security,	
  
environment	
  and	
  cultural	
  identity.”	
  (1).	
  Buy-­‐and-­‐dry	
  is	
  not	
  the	
  answer.	
  
	
  
Interruptible	
  Supply	
  Agreements	
  remain	
  at	
  the	
  will	
  of	
  the	
  water	
  right	
  holder	
  to	
  undertake.	
  
While	
  minimizing	
  the	
  amount	
  of	
  fallowed	
  lands	
  should	
  be	
  a	
  priority,	
  if	
  fallowing	
  is	
  to	
  occur	
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it	
  is	
  critical	
  to	
  plan	
  for	
  what	
  will	
  happen	
  to	
  the	
  land	
  following	
  water	
  removal.	
  Will	
  it	
  be	
  left	
  
barren,	
  contributing	
  to	
  dust-­‐on-­‐snow	
  events	
  or	
  the	
  perpetuation	
  of	
  weed	
  seed	
  production?	
  
Will	
  it	
  be	
  planted	
  in	
  a	
  single	
  cover	
  crop	
  that	
  reduces	
  erosion	
  but	
  does	
  little	
  to	
  build	
  soil	
  
biology	
  or	
  nutrients?	
  Or	
  will	
  it	
  be	
  planted	
  in	
  a	
  diversified	
  and	
  soil-­‐and	
  climate-­‐specific	
  
cover	
  crop	
  that	
  will	
  enhance	
  the	
  future	
  productivity	
  of	
  the	
  land	
  while	
  reducing	
  negative	
  
consequences	
  of	
  the	
  fallow?	
  These	
  are	
  just	
  a	
  few	
  of	
  the	
  many	
  questions	
  that	
  should	
  be	
  tied	
  
to	
  any	
  water	
  transfer.	
  	
  
	
  
It	
  is	
  in	
  the	
  interest	
  of	
  all	
  stakeholders,	
  including	
  cities	
  that	
  depend	
  on	
  this	
  resource,	
  to	
  
invest	
  in	
  the	
  long-­‐term	
  health	
  of	
  the	
  land—both	
  as	
  a	
  storehouse	
  of	
  water	
  supply,	
  the	
  
foundation	
  of	
  rural	
  economies,	
  and	
  for	
  current	
  and	
  future	
  food	
  security.	
  While	
  farmers	
  and	
  
ranchers	
  must,	
  of	
  course,	
  remain	
  autonomous,	
  cities	
  should	
  increase	
  their	
  investment	
  and	
  
incentives	
  in	
  practices	
  that	
  improve	
  the	
  health	
  and	
  productivity	
  of	
  lands	
  from	
  which	
  they	
  
buy	
  water.	
  In	
  addition,	
  impacts	
  to	
  the	
  community	
  and	
  other	
  third	
  parties	
  that	
  land	
  supports	
  
need	
  to	
  be	
  thoroughly	
  studied	
  and	
  accounted	
  for.	
  
	
  
Lastly,	
  no	
  new	
  transmountain	
  diversions	
  should	
  be	
  part	
  of	
  any	
  basins’	
  or	
  the	
  states’	
  
portfolio	
  as	
  such	
  projects	
  will	
  bring	
  down	
  heavy	
  costs	
  upon	
  rural	
  communities—costs	
  rural	
  
residents	
  will	
  bare	
  over	
  time	
  as	
  the	
  economic,	
  ecological	
  and	
  social	
  impacts	
  of	
  dewatering	
  a	
  
landscape	
  will	
  harm	
  local	
  business,	
  threaten	
  the	
  economic	
  drivers	
  of	
  recreation	
  and	
  
tourism	
  and	
  jeopardize	
  rural	
  identities	
  and	
  livelihoods	
  in	
  the	
  short-­‐	
  and	
  long-­‐terms.	
  
Likewise,	
  such	
  projects	
  eliminate	
  any	
  opportunity	
  for	
  young	
  people	
  to	
  farm	
  or	
  ranch	
  those	
  
lands	
  from	
  which	
  the	
  water	
  was	
  removed.	
  	
  
	
  
We	
  should	
  focus	
  our	
  efforts	
  on	
  creative	
  solutions	
  that	
  elevate	
  conservation,	
  stewardship	
  
and	
  collaboration	
  and	
  remember	
  to	
  prioritize	
  those	
  values	
  for	
  which	
  there	
  may	
  not	
  be	
  easy	
  
numbers	
  but	
  without	
  which	
  our	
  lives	
  as	
  Coloradans	
  would	
  be	
  drastically	
  changed.	
  	
  
	
  
Thank	
  you	
  for	
  your	
  time	
  and	
  consideration	
  of	
  public	
  comment.	
  We	
  look	
  forward	
  to	
  
continued	
  engagement	
  during	
  the	
  planning	
  process.	
  
	
  
Sincerely,	
  
	
  
Kate	
  Greenberg	
  
Western	
  Organizer,	
  National	
  Young	
  Farmers	
  Coalition	
  
Durango,	
  CO	
   	
  
kate@youngfarmers.org	
  
	
  
The	
  National	
  Young	
  Farmers	
  Coalition	
  represents,	
  mobilizes	
  and	
  engages	
  young	
  farmers	
  to	
  
ensure	
  their	
  success.	
  We	
  support	
  practices	
  and	
  policies	
  that	
  will	
  sustain	
  young,	
  independent	
  
and	
  prosperous	
  farmers	
  now	
  and	
  in	
  the	
  future.	
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California Shuts Down Injection Of Fracking Waste To
Protect Scarce Water

This article originally appeared on ProPublica.

California officials have ordered an emergency shut-down of 11 oil and gas waste injection sites and a review more than 100 others in the
state's drought-wracked Central Valley out of fear that companies may have been pumping fracking fluids and other toxic waste into drinking
water aquifers there.

The state's Division of Oil and Gas and Geothermal Resources on July 7 issued cease and desist orders to seven energy companies
warning that they may be injecting their waste into aquifers that could be a source of drinking water, and stating that their waste disposal
"poses danger to life, health, property, and natural resources." The orders were first reported by the Bakersfield Californian, and the state
has confirmed with ProPublica that its investigation is expanding to look at additional wells.

The action comes as California's agriculture industry copes with a drought crisis that has emptied reservoirs and cost the state $2.2 billion
this year alone. The lack of water has forced farmers across the state to supplement their water supply from underground aquifers,
according to a study released this week by the University of California Davis.

The problem is that at least 100 of the state's aquifers were presumed to be useless for drinking and farming because the water was either
of poor quality, or too deep underground to easily access. Years ago, the state exempted them from environmental protection and allowed
the oil and gas industry to intentionally pollute them. But not all aquifers are exempted, and the system amounts to a patchwork of protected
and unprotected water resources deep underground. Now, according to the cease and desist orders issued by the state, it appears that at
least seven injection wells are likely pumping waste into fresh water aquifers protected by the law, and not other aquifers sacrificed by the
state long ago.

"The aquifers in question with respect to the orders that have been issued are not exempt," said Ed Wilson, a spokesperson for the
California Department of Conservation in an email.

A 2012 ProPublica investigation of more than 700,000 injection wells across the country found that wells were often poorly regulated and
experienced high rates of failure, outcomes that were likely polluting underground water supplies that are supposed to be protected by
federal law. That investigation also disclosed a little-known program overseen by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency that exempted
more than 1,000 other drinking water aquifers from any sort of pollution protection at all, many of them in California.

Those are the aquifers at issue today. The exempted aquifers, according to documents the state filed with the U.S. EPA in 1981 and
obtained by ProPublica, were poorly defined and ambiguously outlined. They were often identified by hand-drawn lines on a map, making it
difficult to know today exactly which bodies of water were supposed to be protected, and by which aspects of the governing laws. Those
exemptions and documents were signed by California Gov. Jerry Brown, who also was governor in 1981.

State officials emphasized to ProPublica that they will now order water testing and monitoring at the injection well sites in question. To date,
they said, they have not yet found any of the more regulated aquifers to have been contaminated.

"We do not have any direct evidence any drinking water has been affected," wrote Steve Bohlen, the state oil and gas supervisor, in a
statement to ProPublica.

Bohlen said his office was acting "out of an abundance of caution," and a spokesperson said that the state became aware of the problems
through a review of facilities it was conducting according to California's fracking law passed late last year, which required the state to study
fracking impacts and adopt regulations to address its risks, presumably including underground disposal.

California officials have long been under fire for their injection well practices, a waste disposal program that the state runs according to
federal law and under a sort of license — called "primacy" — given to it by the EPA.

For one, experts say that aquifers the states and the EPA once thought would never be needed may soon become important sources of
water as the climate changes and technology reduces the cost of pumping it from deep underground and treating it for consumption. Indeed,
towns in Wyoming and Texas — two states also suffering long-term droughts — are pumping, treating, then delivering drinking water to taps
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from aquifers which would be considered unusable under California state regulations governing the oil and gas industry.

In June 2011, the EPA conducted a review of other aspects of California's injection well program and found enforcement, testing and
oversight problems so significant that the agency demanded California improve its regulations and warned that the state's authority could be
revoked.

Among the issues, California and the federal government disagree about what type of water is worth protecting in the first place, with
California law only protecting a fraction of the waters that the federal Safe Drinking Water Act requires.

The EPA's report, commissioned from outside consultants, also said that California regulators routinely failed to adequately examine the
geology around an injection well to ensure that fluids pumped into it would not leak underground and contaminate drinking water aquifers.
The report found that state inspectors often allowed injection at pressures that exceeded the capabilities of the wells and thus risked
cracking the surrounding rock and spreading contaminants. Several accidents in recent years in California involved injected waste or
injected steam leaking back out of abandoned wells, or blowing out of the ground and creating sinkholes, including one 2011 incident that
killed an oil worker.

The exemptions and other failings, said Damon Nagami, a senior attorney with the Natural Resources Defense Council in an email, are
"especially disturbing" in a state that has been keenly aware of severe water constraints for more than a century and is now suffering from a
crippling drought. "Our drinking water sources must be protected and preserved for the precious resources they are, not sacrificed as a
garbage dump for the oil and gas industry."

Still, three years after the EPA's report, California has not yet completed its review of its underground injection program, according to state
officials. The scrutiny of the wells surrounding Bakersfield may be the start.
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Poisoning the Well: How the Feds Let Industry Pollute the Nation’s
Underground Water Supply

A view of the dry bed of the E.V. Spence Reservoir in Robert Lee, Texas, in October 2011. Records show that environmental officials have granted more than 50 aquifer
exemptions for waste disposal and uranium mining in the drought-stricken state. (Calle Richmond/Reuters)

by Abrahm Lustgarten
ProPublica, Dec. 11, 2012, 1:01 a.m.

Federal officials have given energy and mining companies permission to pollute aquifers in more than 1,500 places across the country,

releasing toxic material into underground reservoirs that help supply more than half of the nation's drinking water.

In many cases, the Environmental Protection Agency has granted these so-called aquifer exemptions in Western states now stricken by

drought and increasingly desperate for water.

EPA records show that portions of at least 100 drinking water aquifers have been written off because exemptions have allowed them to be

used as dumping grounds.

"You are sacrificing these aquifers," said Mark Williams, a hydrologist at the University of Colorado and a member of a National Science

Foundation team studying the effects of energy development on the environment. "By definition, you are putting pollution into them. ... If

you are looking 50 to 100 years down the road, this is not a good way to go."

As part of an investigation into the threat to water supplies [1] from underground injection of waste, ProPublica set out to identify which

aquifers have been polluted.

We found the EPA has not even kept track of exactly how many exemptions it has issued, where they are, or whom they might affect.

What records the agency was able to supply under the Freedom of Information Act show that exemptions are often issued in apparent

conflict with the EPA's mandate to protect waters that may be used for drinking.

Though hundreds of exemptions are for lower-quality water of questionable use, many allow grantees to contaminate water so pure it

would barely need filtration, or that is treatable using modern technology.

The EPA is only supposed to issue exemptions if aquifers are too remote, too dirty, or too deep to supply affordable drinking water.

Applicants must persuade the government that the water is not being used as drinking water and that it never will be.

Sometimes, however, the agency has issued permits for portions of reservoirs that are in use, assuming contaminants will stay within the

finite area exempted.
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In Wyoming, people are drawing on the same water source for drinking, irrigation and livestock that, about a mile away, is being fouled with

federal permission. In Texas, EPA officials are evaluating an exemption for a uranium mine — already approved by the state — even

though numerous homes draw water from just outside the underground boundaries outlined in the mining company's application.

The EPA declined repeated requests for interviews for this story, but sent a written response saying exemptions have been issued

responsibly, under a process that ensures contaminants remain confined.

"Aquifer Exemptions identify those waters that do not currently serve as a source of drinking water and will not serve as a source of

drinking water in the future and, thus, do not need to be protected," an EPA spokesperson wrote in an email statement. "The process of

exempting aquifers includes steps that minimize the possibility that future drinking water supplies are endangered."

Yet EPA officials say the agency has quietly assembled an unofficial internal task force to re-evaluate its aquifer exemption policies. The

agency's spokesperson declined to give details on the group's work, but insiders say it is attempting to inventory exemptions and to

determine whether aquifers should go unprotected in the future, with the value of water rising along with demand for exemptions closer to

areas where people live.

Advances in geological sciences [2] have deepened regulators' concerns about exemptions, challenging the notion that waste injected

underground will stay inside the tightly drawn boundaries of the exempted areas.

"What they don't often consider is whether that waste will flow outside that zone of influence over time, and there is no doubt that it will,"

said Mike Wireman, a senior hydrologist with the EPA who has worked with the World Bank on global water supply issues. "Over decades,

that water could discharge into a stream. It could seep into a well. If you are a rancher out there and you want to put a well in, it's difficult

to find out if there is an exempted aquifer underneath your property."

Aquifer exemptions are a little-known aspect of the government's Underground Injection Control program [2], which is designed to protect

water supplies [3] from the underground disposal of waste.

The Safe Drinking Water Act explicitly prohibits injection into a source of drinking water, and requires precautions to ensure that oil and

gas and disposal wells that run through them are carefully engineered not to leak.

Areas covered by exemptions are stripped of some of these protections, however. Waste can be discarded into them freely, and wells that

run through them need not meet all standards used to prevent pollution. In many cases, no water monitoring or long-term study is

required.

The recent surge in domestic drilling and rush for uranium has brought a spike in exemption applications, as well as political pressure not to

block or delay them, EPA officials told ProPublica.

"The energy policy in the U.S is keeping this from happening because right now nobody — nobody — wants to interfere with the

development of oil and gas or uranium," said a senior EPA employee who declined to be identified because of the sensitivity of the subject.

"The political pressure is huge not to slow that down."

Many of the exemption permits, records show, have been issued in regions where water is needed most and where intense political debates

are underway to decide how to fairly allocate limited water resources.

In drought-stricken Texas, communities are looking to treat brackish aquifers [4] beneath the surface because they have run out of better

options and several cities, including San Antonio and El Paso, are considering whether to build new desalinization plants for as much as

$100 million apiece.

And yet environmental officials have granted more than 50 exemptions for waste disposal and uranium mining in Texas, records show. The

most recent was issued in September.

The Texas Railroad Commission, the state agency that regulates oil and gas drilling, said it issued additional exemptions, covering large

swaths of aquifers underlying the state, when it brought its rules into compliance with the federal Safe Drinking Water Act in 1982. This

was in large part because officials viewed them as oil reservoirs and thought they were already contaminated. But it is unclear where, and

how extensive, those exemptions are.

EPA "Region VI received a road map — yes, the kind they used to give free at gas stations — with the aquifers delineated, with no detail on

depth," said Mario Salazar, a former EPA project engineer who worked with the underground injection program for 25 years and oversaw

the approval of Texas' program, in an email.

In California, where nearly half of the nation's fruits and vegetables are grown with water from as far away as the Colorado River, the

perennially cash-strapped state's governor is proposing to spend $14 billion to divert more of the Sacramento River from the north to the

south. Near Bakersfield, a private project is underway to build a water bank, essentially an artificial aquifer.

Still, more than 100 exemptions for natural aquifers have been granted in California, some to dispose of drilling and fracking waste in the
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Aquifer Exemptions Granted

The aquifer exemptions approved by the EPA each year are according to

a partial list of approvals provided to ProPublica by the agency in

response to a FOIA request.

Source: Environmental Protection Agency

state's driest parts. Though most date back to the 1980s, the most recent exemption was approved in 2009 in Kern County, an agricultural

heartland that is the epicenter of some of the state's most volatile rivalries over water.

The balance is even more delicate in Colorado. Growth in the Denver metro area has been stubbornly restrained not by available land, but

by the limits of aquifers that have been drawn down by as much as 300 vertical feet. Much of Eastern Colorado's water has long been piped

underneath the Continental Divide and, until recently, the region was mulling a $3 billion plan to build a pipeline to bring water hundreds of

miles from western Wyoming.

Along with Wyoming, Montana and Utah, however, Colorado has sacrificed more of its aquifer resources than any other part of the country.

More than 1,100 aquifer exemptions have been approved by the EPA's Rocky Mountain regional office, according to a list the agency

provided to ProPublica. Many of them are relatively shallow and some are in the same geologic formations containing aquifers relied on by

Denver metro residents, though the boundaries are several hundred miles away. More than a dozen exemptions are in waters that might

not even need to be treated in order to drink.

"It's short-sighted," said Tom Curtis, the deputy executive director of the American Water Works Association, an international non-

governmental drinking water organization. "It's something that future generations may question."

To the resource industries, aquifer exemptions are essential. Oil and gas drilling waste has to go somewhere and in certain parts of the

country, there are few alternatives to injecting it into porous rock that also contains water, drilling companies say. In many places, the same

layers of rock that contain oil or gas also contain water, and that water is likely to already contain pollutants such as benzene from the

natural hydrocarbons within it.

Similarly, the uranium mining industry works by prompting chemical reactions that separate out minerals within the aquifers themselves;

the mining can't happen without the pollution.

When regulations governing waste injection were written in the 1980s to protect underground water reserves, industry sought the

exemptions as a compromise. The intent was to acknowledge that many deep waters might not be worth protecting even though they

technically met the definition of drinking water.

"The concept of aquifer exemptions was something that we 'invented' to address comments when the regulations were first proposed,"

Salazar, the former EPA official, said. "There was never the intention to exempt aquifers just because they could contain, or would obviate,

the development of a resource. Water was the resource that would be protected above all."

Since then, however, approving exemptions has become the norm. In an email, the EPA said that some exemption applications had been

denied, but provided no details about how many or which ones. State regulators in Texas and Wyoming could not recall a single application

that had been turned down and industry representatives said they had come to expect swift approval.

"Historically they have been fairly routinely granting aquifer exemptions," said Richard Clement, the chief executive of Powertech

Uranium, which is currently seeking permits for new mining in South Dakota. "There has never been a case that I'm aware of that it has not

been done."

In 1981, shortly after the first exemption rules were set, the EPA lowered the

bar for exemptions [5] as part of settling a lawsuit filed by the American

Petroleum Institute. Since then, the agency has issued permits for water not

"reasonably expected" to be used for drinking. The original language allowed

exemptions only for water that could never be used.

Oil companies have been the biggest users of aquifer exemptions by far. Most

are held by smaller, independent companies, but Chevron, America's second-

largest oil company, holds at least 28 aquifer exemptions. Exxon holds at least

14. In Wyoming, the Canadian oil giant EnCana, currently embroiled in an

investigation of water contamination related to fracking in the town of

Pavillion [6], has been allowed to inject into aquifers at 38 sites.

Once an exemption is issued, it's all but permanent; none have ever been

reversed. Permits dictate how much material [7] companies can inject and

where, but impose little or no obligations to protect the surrounding water if it

has been exempted. The EPA and state environmental agencies require

applicants to assess the quality of reservoirs and to do some basic modeling to

show where contaminants should end up. But in most cases there is no obligation, for example, to track what has been put into the earth or

— except in the case of the uranium mines — to monitor where it does end up.

The biggest problem now, experts say, is that the EPA's criteria for evaluating applications are outdated. The rules — last revised nearly
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three decades ago — haven't adapted to improving water treatment technology and don't reflect the changing value and scarcity of fresh

water.

Aquifers once considered unusable can now be processed for drinking water at a reasonable price.

The law defines an underground source of drinking water as any water that has less than 10,000 parts per million of what are called Total

Dissolved Solids, a standard measure of water quality, but historically, water with more than 3,000 TDS has been dismissed as too poor for

drinking. It also has been taken for granted that, in most places, the deeper the aquifer — say, below about 2,000 feet — the higher the

TDS and the less salvageable the water.

Yet today, Texas towns are treating water that has as high as 4,000 TDS and a Wyoming town is pumping from 8,500 feet deep, thousands

of feet below aquifers that the EPA has determined were too far underground to ever produce useable water.

"You can just about treat anything nowadays," said Jorge Arroyo, an engineer and director of innovative water technologies at the Texas

Water Development Board, which advises the state on groundwater management. Arroyo said he was unaware that so many Texas

aquifers had been exempted, and that it would be feasible to treat many of them. Regarding the exemptions, he said, "With the advent of

technology to treat some of this water, I think this is a prudent time to reconsider whether we allow them."

Now, as commercial crops wilt in the dry heat and winds rip the dust loose from American prairies, questions are mounting about whether

the EPA should continue to grant exemptions going forward.

"Unless someone can build a clear case that this water cannot be used — we need to keep our groundwater clean," said Al Armendariz, a

former regional administrator for the EPA's South Central region who now works with the Sierra Club. "We shouldn't be exempting aquifers

unless we have no other choice. We should only exempt the aquifer if we are sure we are never going to use the water again."

Still, skeptics say fewer exemptions are unlikely, despite rising concern about them within the EPA, as the demand for space underground

continues to grow. Long-term plans to slow climate change and clean up coal by sequestering carbon dioxide underground, for example,

could further endanger aquifers, causing chemical reactions that lead to water contamination.

"Everyone wants clean water and everyone wants clean energy," said Richard Healy, a geologist with the U.S. Geological Survey whose

work is focused on the nexus of energy production and water. "Energy development can occur very quickly because there is a lot of money

involved. Environmental studies take longer."
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Study: Colorado River Basin
drying up faster than previously
thought

By Reid Wilson  July 24    

The Colorado River supplies water to seven states and about 40

million people. (Graphic: U.S. Bureau of Reclamation)

Seven Western states that rely on the Colorado River

Basin for valuable water are drawing more heavily

from groundwater supplies than previously believed,

a new study finds, the latest indication that an

historic drought is threatening the region’s future

access to water.

In the past nine years, the basin — which covers

Wyoming, Colorado, Utah, New Mexico, Nevada,
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Arizona and California — has lost about 65 cubic

kilometers of fresh water, nearly double the volume

of the country’s largest reservoir, Lake Mead. That

figure surprised the study’s authors, who used data

from a NASA weather satellite to investigate

groundwater supplies.

About two-thirds of the water lost over the past nine

years came from underground water supplies, rather

than surface water.

“We were shocked to see how much water was

actually depleted underground,” Stephanie Castle, a

water specialist at the University of California at

Irvine and lead author of the report, said in an

interview.

While surface water in the Colorado River Basin is

closely regulated by the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation,

states are left to regulate groundwater on their own.

Some states, like California, have no groundwater

management rules; others, like Arizona, have gone

so far as to transfer surface water from the Colorado

River into underground aquifers for later use.

The Bureau of Reclamation allocates water in strict

proportions to each of the seven states within the

basin, where 40 million people rely on the Colorado

River.

Those allocations have gotten smaller as drought has
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swept the West over the past 14 years. Lake Mead is

at its lowest level since it was created, after

construction of the Hoover Dam in the 1930s,

leaving a “bathtub ring” around the lake. Most years,

every drop of water is pumped out of the Colorado

River before it empties into the Gulf of California.

But what surprised scientists was how much

groundwater had been making up the difference.

More than three quarters of the water lost over the

past decade came from underground. Groundwater

doesn’t replenish as quickly as surface water, which

comes from rain and snow, and the heavier-than-

expected usage is straining already limited resources.

“You get a wet year, you get some precipitation, and

those reservoirs can fill right back up,” Castle said. “It

can take years, or hundreds of years, to refill

groundwater basins.”

Scientists at U.C.-Irvine, the California Institute of

Technology, the National Center for Atmospheric

Research and NASA observed surface and

groundwater levels using the Gravity Recovery and

Climate Experiment satellite.

The authors conclude federal officials allocated 30

percent more water from the Colorado River than

was actually available. The gaps were made up by

groundwater. Across Western states, the farmers and



urban areas that rely on groundwater are already

seeing declining water tables, an indication that

supply is running low. And while federal officials

work to keep water levels high enough at reservoirs

like Lake Mead and Lake Powell, in Arizona, to

generate power, there is no similar strategy in place

to husband groundwater supplies.

Climate change and pressures wrought by booming

populations in cities like Denver, Phoenix, Los

Angeles and San Diego will only stress water supplies

more in the coming decades, the study concluded.

Those stresses will mean reservoir storage won’t be

enough to quench the region’s thirst, putting even

more pressure on underground supplies.
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“We really don’t know how much water is down

there. We’ve already depleted a lot of it. There could

be more, but when we have to start to dig deeper to

access it, that’s a bad sign,” Castle said. “If [ground

water basins] continue to be depleted, they don’t

come back up.”

The report will be published in a forthcoming issue

of Geophysical Research Letters, the journal of the

American Geophysical Union.
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Colorado’s State Water Plan White Paper – Reuse 

The Gap  

Colorado faces a challenge in determining how to meet the future water demands of a rapidly growing 

population. Many stakeholders, with assistance from the State, have expended significant time and 

thought into how to solve this challenge – work remains ongoing and will continue into the future. 

Meeting our State’s urban “gap” will require water providers to decrease demands, increase supply1, and 

use supplies more effectively.  

Our inability to control the climate, precipitation, or the decisions of all water actors should result in an 

immediate and long-term focus on fully optimizing supplies through reuse as allowed under Colorado law. 

In addition to reuse through exchanges, reuse projects in which water is physically captured and returned 

to distribution systems are rapidly becoming a preferable and viable option and are representative of the 

type of solution that is needed to manage our urban water supplies in an uncertain future.  

The Colorado State Water Plan should acknowledge reuse as an attractive and viable alternative to be 

considered by all water users as alternative strategies are compared. Incentives to promote the full and 

effective utilization of reusable water supplies should be accompanied with regulatory and financial 

support. 

The Goal 

The Governor and the Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB) can provide critical leadership in the 

Colorado Water Plan by setting a goal of promoting the full and effective reuse of municipal supplies and 

by initiating a reuse planning process to determine the most effective way to achieve that goal. Reuse by 

individual communities is important, but regional and intergovernmental opportunities on a watershed 

basis are likely to provide the greatest value as partnerships share costs and infrastructure and increase 

flexibility in making water available when and where it’s needed.  

Evaluating reuse opportunities will be a complex undertaking. Given the importance of understanding and 

comparing supply alternatives for their ability to help meet the M&I “gap,” developing a Colorado reuse 

plan should be a priority and targeted for completion by December 2015. This will require the state to 

quickly prioritize the development of a reuse plan, dedicating sufficient financial and staff resources, and 

acquiring consultant assistance. At the same time, Basin Implementation Plans should include an 

evaluation of reuse opportunities associated with all existing and potential supplies and projects (for 

example, for the IPPs in Table 2). 

Other states’ planning processes can provide useful examples to aid Colorado in moving forward. As the 

May 16th draft of Chapter 5.6.2 of the Colorado Water Plan notes, significant headway on reuse is being 

made in California as a result of statewide reuse goals and legislation. Oklahoma’s Water for 2060 

                                                           
1 Healthy, flowing rivers and streams are integral to sustaining the Colorado we all value. New supplies must be 

developed in ways that don’t harm, and may enhance, streamflows.  
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legislation sets a goal of no additional fresh water use statewide in 2060 than in 2012 with that goal being 

achieved through conservation, efficiency and reuse. An Advisory Council is charged with recommending 

programs and incentives toward meeting those goals to the Governor and Legislature by late 2015. In 

Arizona the Governor appointed a Blue Ribbon Panel on water sustainability to improve the long term 

sustainability of Arizona’s water supplies through increased conservation and recycling. The Panel initially 

focused on increasing reuse through detailed examinations of water quality, regulatory, infrastructure and 

public acceptance challenges 

Reusable Supplies and Means of Reuse 

Colorado’s Appropriation Doctrine allows for specific water sources to be reused, though successive reuse 

of many return flows by downstream water users occurs regularly. Reusable supplies typically include 

most transbasin imports, the consumptive use portion of transferred water rights2 (usually from 

agriculture), non-tributary groundwater, and native supplies with reuse decreed (typically newer rights).  

Reuse may occur in a variety of ways. The exchange of reusable return flows with downstream water users 

is common and historically has been an effective means of reuse. However, as streamflows become fully 

appropriated, the ability to develop new exchanges is greatly limited. Lack of integrated delivery 

infrastructure also limits exchange opportunities. Direct reuse occurs when utilities capture reusable 

returns flows and return them to their water system for appropriate treatment and distribution, as in 

Denver Water’s non-potable reclaimed water system3, for example. Indirect reuse occurs when return 

flows are routed through an “environmental barrier” (a stream or river) before being recaptured, treated 

appropriately, often blended with other supplies, and distributed. Recycled water can be used for potable 

uses or non-potable uses, such as irrigation and industrial processes. Colorado has potable indirect reuse 

projects in place with Aurora’s Prairie Waters Project4 being perhaps the best known example of this. All 

direct use projects in the state are currently for non-potable uses only. However, indirect potable reuse is 

common, with municipalities throughout the state diverting upstream water providers’ return flows. With 

proper treatment and monitoring – especially looking to the future – direct potable reuse is a highly likely 

approach to addressing the gap.  

How to Achieve the Goal 

Fully optimizing reuse of municipal supplies will require a reuse plan, with at least three sub-elements 

that: (1) quantify opportunities; (2) evaluate all reuse options; and (3) chart a path forward. Public 

education and awareness will be critically important to gaining further support especially when compared 

to other strategies. 

Develop a State Reuse Plan  

Our water supplies are an extremely precious resource and we need to ensure we are efficient and 

effective in our use of them. Maximizing reuse potential will require creative, collaborative approaches 

that utilize shared infrastructure and foster institutional change. This effort will necessitate close 

coordination and a transparent partnership between state agencies, water providers, the reuse 

                                                           
2Only the portion of a transferred water right that was historically consumed can be reused to ensure that historical 

return flows are maintained and that other water users are not injured. 
3 http://www.denverwater.org/WaterQuality/RecycledWater/ 
4 https://www.auroragov.org/LivingHere/Water/WaterSystem/PrairieWaters/index.htm 
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community, and the general public. The media will play a critical role in delivering appropriate messages 

and characterizations of all future water projects and programs, especially with the larger scale for reuse 

potential that will be considered going forward. A state planning process focused on developing a 

comprehensive understanding of reuse potential, obstacles, as well as the means to overcome those will 

move us towards our goal. Basin Implementation Plans can begin laying the groundwork by clearly 

identifying reusable supplies associated with existing and planned and potential supplies and projects. 

Reuse opportunities should be evaluated alongside other potential supplies to identify coincident benefits 

as well as tradeoffs, costs, reliability, public concerns, and other issues. We should also evaluate how the 

state can facilitate and incentivize progress, for example, exploring various funding sources and regulatory 

reform to support reuse projects and education and communication necessary to achieve public 

acceptance.  

Evaluate All Reuse Options  

All means of reuse need to be considered and potable reuse needs to grow as a viable option, especially 

looking towards the future. Non-potable reuse is important in stretching supplies but insufficient demand, 

especially in the non-irrigation season, can constrain the development potential for outdoor water 

programs. Non-potable uses also require separate delivery infrastructure because water isn’t treated to 

drinking water quality. This can be very expensive and is severely limited for application to existing 

developments where new infrastructure is required. When water is treated to potable quality, a 

tremendous benefit is that it can be delivered through one set of delivery infrastructure to all customers in 

all seasons and managed as one with other supplies. Whether direct or indirect potable reuse, such an 

approach requires intensive and effective monitoring to ensure public safety of drinking water supplies.  

Regional reuse projects may provide the greatest value. Such projects could take many forms. A Colorado 

Reuse Plan could consider partnerships, such as WISE, or even the feasibility of a regional water supply 

institution. Shared infrastructure to maximize reuse yields should be evaluated, possibly including, but not 

limited to gravel pit regulating storage, reservoir peak carryover storage, regional pump back systems, and 

water treatment and distribution systems.  

Accurately Quantify Opportunities 

It’s critical that reasonable and realistic projections be developed when quantifying the “gap” and 

potential reuse water supply project yields. A key element is that when water is reused to extinction 

through successive reuse one acre-foot of reusable supply has the potential to be extended to include an 

addition acre-foot of reuse.5 Additionally a long list of supplies may be reusable: new water from growth 

into existing re-usable supplies, transferred agricultural consumptive use from purchases and dedications 

of agricultural supplies (including the urbanization of agricultural lands), alternative agriculture transfers 

(ATMs), new transbasin diversions, non-tributary groundwater, and native supplies with decreed reuse. 

The CWCB Portfolio Tool, developed as part of the 2010 Statewide Water Supply Initiative (SWSI), 

identifies a variety of reuse Identified Projects and Processes (IPPs, Table 1). The Portfolio Tool also 

includes numerous others IPPs that would have additional reuse potential (Table 2) as each is based at 

                                                           
5 Colorado Springs Utilities and the Pueblo Board of Water Works are examples of water providers that successfully 

realize one acre-foot of reuse for every acre-foot of reusable supply, doubling the effectiveness of these supplies.  
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least in part on reusable supplies. When we consider reuse from these and existing supplies, it’s clear that 

significant reuse opportunities exist, especially in the Arkansas and South Platte River Basins.  

Utilities’ water conservation plans, water master plans, and similar documents often provide useful 

provider-specific information, but a compilation of regional data is needed. Examining the Front Range 

Denver Metro region, the 1999 Metropolitan Water Supply Investigation6 (MWSI) estimated future 

reusable return flows totaling 268,000 AFY, with plans by communities to reuse approximately 186,000 

AFY through exchange, direct, and indirect reuse. However, the MWSI report is more than 15 years old so 

estimates must be updated to reflect current reuse supplies, plans, and potential. A 2012 report by 

Western Resource Advocates (WRA), Trout Unlimited, and the Colorado Environmental Coalition7 

estimated municipal reuse in the Arkansas basin could increase to a total of 46,500 AFY and additional 

projects are currently being evaluated or developed.  

Work needs to be done to update reuse IPPs. For example, the WISE (Water Infrastructure and Supply 

Efficiency) partnership needs to be clearly identified. This project would utilize Aurora Water’s Prairie 

Waters Project infrastructure to also deliver reusable supplies to Denver and, when excess supplies are 

available, to ten Douglas County entities to help reduce their reliance on nonrenewable groundwater. 

WISE is estimated to provide up to 60,000 AFY on average at build out for South Metro entities and about 

15,000 AFY of dry year supplies for Denver Water upon project completion.8 Similarly, the Colorado River 

Cooperative Agreement (CRCA), signed in the fall of 2013, states that “Denver Water will fully construct its 

recycled water system with the capacity to provide 17,500 acre-feet annually...” The CRCA includes 10,000 

AFY of additional reuse or conservation by Denver Water and estimates that Denver Water’s exchanges 

will increase by 21,700 AFY on average.  

Facilitate Progress 

The mention of water reuse often prompts a list of reasons why such projects are difficult to implement, 

but all new water supplies come with complex challenges. Rather than being deterred by such hurdles, we 

should instead determine what needs to be done to overcome them. Funding, technical assistance, 

political support and public acceptance will be essential.  

A wealth of resources exists to aid in making progress. In Colorado we have WateReuse Colorado and the 

RMSAWWA/RMWEA Joint Reuse Committee (Rocky Mountain Section American Water Works 

Association/Rocky Mountain Water Environment Association. These include reuse professionals (utilities, 

consultants, researchers, and others), many of whom already have reuse programs in place. These same 

organizations also have national associations focused on increasing the viability and acceptability of water 

reuse. Tremendous resources are being invested in research in treatment technologies (much focused on 

potable reuse), energy use, cost benefit analyses, social research, and much more.  

The State can help incentivize reuse projects by exploring funding options from the Water Supply Reserve 

Account, other CWCB funds, and/or the Colorado Water Resources and Power Development Authority to 

                                                           
6 Hydrosphere Resource Consultants, 1999. Metropolitan Water Supply Investigation Final Report. To the Colorado 

Water Conservation Board. January, 1999. 
7 Western Resource Advocates, et al., 2012. Filling the Gap: Meeting Future Urban Water Needs in the Arkansas 

Basin, March 2012. http://westernresourceadvocates.org/water/fillingthegap/FillingTheGapArkansas-Final.pdf  
8 http://www.denverwater.org/SupplyPlanning/WaterSupplyProjects/WISE/ accessed on April 17, 2014. 
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incorporate grant/loan combinations or lower interest rates for reuse projects. Bureau of Reclamation 

Title XVI and other reuse specific funding opportunities should also be investigated.  

We can increase education and outreach to water providers, planners, the public, and others about the 

important role that reuse can and does play in meeting water needs in our state. Educating people about 

the hydrologic cycle, the strict regulatory environment in which recycled water treatment and use occurs, 

and the incidental potable reuse that takes place every day, will go a long way towards increasing 

acceptance of reuse, especially direct potable reuse.  

In Conclusion 

Strong leadership and state initiated reuse-specific planning is necessary to meet the goal of fully 

optimizing reuse potential. We must better understand reuse opportunities, develop political support, and 

pursue collaborative, creating thinking. Reuse is a valuable supply alternative, increasing yields from new 

and existing supplies, and is one of the most resilient water resources available to us, even under 

uncertain climate and hydrologic conditions.  

It is recommended that more descriptive reuse projects and programs be identified by the Basin 

Roundtables and stakeholder groups so the concepts introduced in this White Paper can be considered by 

legislators and the interested public. Those concepts should be developed to a level where the primary 

infrastructure and operating conditions are represented along with an initial assessment of the 

environmental, social and economic attributes of the proposal. In that way, the reuse proposals can be 

more readily compared against other water supply approaches.  

Table 1: Reuse IPPs from the CWCB Portfolio Tool  

Basin Project 
Yield (acre-feet/year) 

Low Medium High 

Arkansas El Paso County Water Authority Reuse 2,500 2,500 2,500 

Arkansas Pueblo BWW Reuse Plan 21,000 25,000 30,000 

Colorado 

City of Aspen - Golf course reuse/West Aspen 

Reclaimed Project 540 540 540 

Metro City of Aurora - Prairie Waters  4,900 6,900 9,700 

Metro 

City of Thornton - Recapture and exchange with 

gravel lakes  1,000 1,200 1,500 

Metro City of Brighton - recapture and exchange  2,000 2,200 2,900 

Metro Town of Castle Rock - Reuse of existing firm yield  1,900 1,900 1,900 

Metro ECCV - Northern Project  3,700 3,900 4,500 

Metro City of Northglenn - Existing reuse plan 450 500 650 

South Platte Erie - Reclaimed water  3,700 3,800 4,300 

South Platte City of Longmont - Union pumpback 1,800 2,100 3,000 

TOTAL 43,490 50,540 61,490 
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Table 2: IPPs with Reuse Potential from the CWCB Portfolio Tool 

Basin Project Type* Project 
Yield (acre-feet/year) 

Low Medium High 

South Platte Agricultural Transfers City of Longmont - Water rights dedication policy 3,800    3,900    4,200  

South Platte Agricultural Transfers City of Greeley - Acquisition of Poudre ag rights  9,000    9,000    9,000  

South Platte Agricultural Transfers Other South Platte Ag Transfer Projects - Northern 6,100    6,400    7,300  

South Platte Firming Transbasin Rights Various Participants - Windy Gap Firming Project  18,000  19,000  21,000  

Metro Agricultural Transfers City of Brighton - Ag transfers (well aug), SPlatte & Beebe   2,200    2,500    3,200  

Metro Agricultural Transfers Other Metro Ag Transfer Projects - Denver Metro 12,000  14,000  19,000  

Metro Agricultural Transfers Other Metro Ag Transfer Projects - South Metro   5,100    7,100    9,600  

Metro Agricultural Transfers City of Northglenn - Clear Creek ag rights  300   350   450  

Metro Agricultural Transfers City of Arvada - Clear Creek ag rights  500   600   700  

Metro Firming Transbasin Rights City and County of Broomfield - Windy Gap Firming Project    3,500    3,800    4,800  

Metro New Transbasin Project City of Aurora - Eagle River Project    3,200    4,500    6,300  

Metro New Transbasin Project Denver Water - Total Share of Moffat Collection System 

Project

  8,700  10,000  14,000  

Metro New Transbasin Project City of Arvada - Moffat Collection System Project    1,400    1,800    2,200  

Arkansas Agricultural Transfers Pueblo BWW acquiring shares in Bessemer Ditch.   5,000    6,200    7,200  

Arkansas Agricultural Transfers Other Arkansas Ag Transfer Projects - Upper Arkansas   3,600    3,600    3,600  

Arkansas Agricultural Transfers Other Arkansas Ag Transfer Projects -Southwestern  620   620   620  

Arkansas Firming Transbasin Rights Eagle River Joint Use Project   5,500    5,500    5,500  

Arkansas Firming Transbasin Rights Arkansas Valley Conduit   1,800    2,500    3,400  

Arkansas Firming Transbasin Rights Other Arkansas Firming Transbasin Projects - Upper   3,600    3,600    3,600  

*Additionally, “Firming In-Basin Rights”, “Growth Into Existing Supplies”, and “Regional In-Basin Project” project types should be evaluated to determine if 

sources include reusable water supplies.   

 



August 20, 2014 

Dear James Eklund and CWCB Board: 

This letter provides a summary for your records of online comments 
submitted on the water plan from 7,000+ Colorado residents since June 
21st, 2014. These concerned Colorado residents participated through an 
online alert generated by WaterforColorado.org in order to facilitate 
comments from the public on the state water plan. Each one of them took 
time from their busy day to read the information, make a conscious 
decision to send an email to you, and become engaged in the water plan 
process. We hope you recognize the value of this participation from people 
you may normally not hear from on water issues.  

The text of the original message signed by over 7,000+ Colorado residents 
reads: 

To: Director Eklund  
 
Gov. Hickenlooper has said that "every discussion about water should begin with 
conservation," and I could not agree more. Water is our most precious natural 
resource and we must take steps now to protect and preserve it in a way that will 
benefit Colorado's rivers, wildlife, recreation, agriculture, businesses and residents.  
 
As you oversee the creation of a plan to meet our future water needs, I urge you to 
prioritize the following goals: 
 
1. Keep Colorado’s rivers healthy and flowing. Colorado's rivers are an integral part 
of our unique heritage and way of life. Rivers support our wildlife, agriculture, and a 
multi-billion dollar tourism industry. Protecting and restoring our rivers must be a 
top priority.  
 
2. Increase and prioritize efficiency and conservation. Finding ways to reduce our 
water usage is crucial to our ability to meet our growing water needs. State studies 
have shown that water providers will need to reduce current water use by 35% by 
2050 in order to meet our future demands. Expand conservation incentives, 
increase indoor and outdoor efficiency and support recycling programs.  
 
3. Modernize agricultural and water sharing practices. The state should support 
voluntary, compensated, and flexible water-sharing agreements between 
agricultural producers and growing communities while respecting their water 
rights, as well as incentives to improve agricultural infrastructure that benefits 
operations and rivers.  
 



4. Avoid new, large, trans-mountain water diversion projects. Trans-mountain 
diversion projects that drain water from West Slope rivers to supply growing Front 
Range demands are controversial, costly and damaging. Prioritize conservation and 
reuse so we can make every drop count and avoid the need for these projects.  
 
Thank you for helping to keep these four goals at the forefront of Colorado's water 
plan drafting process. 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to provide this summary of the comments 
from citizens across Colorado concerned about the future of water in our 
state.  

If you need any additional information, or full file of the signers, please call 
303-477-0972 or email sue@rivercampaign.org.   

Sincerely,  

WaterforColorado.org Team 

 

 

mailto:sue@rivercampaign.org
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Re: · ·C9mme"'ts on Development of (:olorado's State Water Plan - - . . . 

· be~ Mr. Eklund; · ·· 
~ --, j I 

As you may be aware, a number:<)fwat~r ~users throughout the stat~ have recently' 
engaged .in polic.y-discussions and correspop.dence with Governor John Hickenlo,oper~ ·Dick 
Wolfe,-State Engineer, Mike King,. Executive Director of the Department of Natural Resources, 
John Stulp,' Chairman of the Infer basin Compact Corrimittee, ·and other various watedeaders ·. 

· , thr61:1ghout the state.,' These discussions have specifically'focused on the recent legal positions . 
taken by the State Engineer Office ("SEO") in Wate~ Court cases and the resulting policy,. · 

•··. impacts. ,This letter ser~ves to' apprise you and the CWCB of these discussions iri: the context of . 
. the Colmado State Water P~an, and to also present geJ;J.enil ~OJ11m~nts of The Consolidated' ' . 

Mutual Water Co!llpany ·("Consolidated Mutu.'al") and Agricultural Ditch,and Reservoir .. · . 
·Company/Golden CaQ.al and Reservoir Corripa~y. (''Agricultural DitCh") to the draft Plan. 

_._, i-.. ' . . ' . . . 

Constituency Rep~esented · 

C~nsolidated Mutual is a non--profit ~cq:rporatioil ofthe State of Colorado that owns and , 
operates a mtmicipaf w:ater supply system for the' benefit of its shareholders and customers. It . · 

' millntains a' portfolio of water rights for supplying its system, ~ including both. changed agricultural 
rights and newer municipal appropriations. Prudenftrianagement' of these rights requit.es - .-. · 
successi've changes of previou-sly quantified water rights to incorporate these· water yields into an . 

• evolving and developing municipal supply system. The Agricultural Ditch is a nor{-profit . · 
. company thatmaintains a~ extensiV,e dit~hand reservpir ·system for' supplying agricultural, 

_· industrial and municipal water users in· the .western Denver metropolitan atea. Agricultural use · . 
. 'ofwater'under this systemhassteadily declined 'dueto urbanization Within its s~rvice area, ' . 
making agricultural ptoducti(m under th~ system less important in ec:onqmic terms when 

L ' cbmpared to other areas Of th~ state where. iriigated agriculture predominates . . 

THE CONSOLIDATED MUTUAL WATER COMPANY 
12700 West 27th Avenue • P.O .. Box 150068 • Lakewood, Colorado 80215 

. . , Telephone (303)238-.0451 • F~ '(303)237~?5~0 ·, 
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Background 

As is readily apparent to· Consolidated Mutual and many others, Colorado is at the 
beginning of a new era of water law in that many originally decreed irrigation water rights with 
senior priorities, and therefore with reliable water yields, have already been changed and 
quantified for a new place or type of use and now must be adjudicated by the water courts again 
to authorize some different aspect of the use such as point of diversion or place of use. Thus, 
Consolidated Mutual and the Agricultural Ditch's concerns contained here do not address any 
specific Basin Implementation Plan or proposed project thereunder, but address the State's 
evolving policies regarding administration and adjudic'ation of water rights. Because some draft 
sections have not yet been released, we hope you will consider these comments in the drafting of 
Section 6 of the State Water Plan, titled "Alignment of State Resources and Policies." 

The explicit goals sought to be achieved by the creation of the State Water Plan are (1) 
vibrant and sustainable cities, (2) viable and productive agriculture, (3) a robust recreation and 
tourism industry, and (4) a thriving environment that includes healthy watersheds, rivers, 
streams, and wildlife. Aligning Colorado's water resources and policies means coordination and 
recognition of all of the above goals in the State Water Plan. As the very consideration of a State 
Water Plan implies, Colorado is facing new challenges and conflicts between varying interests 
which require looking beyond the specific details of any one water right or water user to the 
greater hydrologic, legal and practical impacts of any policies adopted by such a Plan. 

The SEO's Current Policy 

The SEQ's policy recently has focused on requiring requantification of individual senior 
water rights (especially senior rights that have been quantified by the water courts) and basing 
this policy on a perceived need to protect junior or yet unappropriated water rights. This policy 
results in decreases in the consumptive use yield of senior rights that have been previously 
quantified and which yields are relied upon by municipalities and industries as their bases of 
supply. The SEO has determined to follow this aggressive path in water court adjudications 
rather than relying on the statutory precepts of abandonment. 1 The SEQ's policy has, in effect, 
imposed a policy in favor of forfeiture of established senior water rights - forcing any entity 
wishing to make adjustments in its water supply infrastructure to absorb a decrease in the yield 
of its water rights. The SEQ policy has shifted emphasis from ensuring administrability2 to 
aggressively diminishing yields and exacerbating the phenomenon of "buy and dry" of additional 
agricultural water rights. The effect of this policy causes a continual decrease in the most senior 
water rights in use and makes Colorado more vulnerable to interstate compact calls. 

1 The State Engineer's Office is required to maintain a decennial abandonment list of all water rights that is believes 
have been abandoned through nonuse and intent not to use the same. §37-92-40 I, C.R.S. 
2 "The state engineer shall be responsible for the administration and distribution of the waters of the state .... " §37-
92-301(1), C.R.S. The Colorado Supreme Court has also pronounced that the state engineers must administer 
decreed priorities only and should have "no concern" for unappropriated waters. Fort Morgan Reservoir & 

Irrigation, Co. v. McCune, 206 P. 393 (Colo. 1922). 
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Comment 1: Avoiding Unnecessary Buy and Dry 

Tl;le policy of avoiding unnecessary buy-and-dry of agricultural land has been a clearly' 
stated goal for the State Water Plan and of many water leaders throughout Colorado. As 
described above, the current policies and practices of the SEQ have undermined the reliability of 
existing municipal and industrial water supplies and will cause a steady erosion of senior 
priorities. Reliable water rights are no longer appropriated from mostly over-appropriated 
sources, but must be purchased and adjudicated for a new purpose. Endles.s requantification as 
advocated by the SEQ will require municipal users, and others in need of reliable water supplies~ 
to seek out purchase of additional senior agricultural rights to offset the erosion of their firm­
yields. The result of the SEQ's current positions is to force water supply entities to acquire more 
water rights in non-urbanizing agricultural areas of the state, causing.loss of additional irrigated 
agriculture. In order to maintain viable and productive agriculture alongside vibrant and 
sustainable cities, the State Water Plan should unequivocally state a policy of maintaining the 
yields of senior water rights and prevent further intensifying the competition for reliable (senior) 
sources ofwater. 

Comment 2: Active Opposition/Litigation by the SEO in Water Court Causes Has Caused 
Uncertainty and Inefficiency 

The State Water Plan should recognize that the active participation by state agencies, in 
particular the SEQ under its current policies, in water court litigation has a large effect on the 
reliability and efficiency of water use throughout the state. Lately, the positions taken by the 
SEQ as an active party litigant have been counter-productive to establishing reliable water yields 
by users and have created confusion and uncertainty for all water user~. The practice of 
aggressively pursuingrequantification of water rights in change cases that follow the original 
court-adjudicated quantification of water rights has only recently become an objective of the 
SEQ. Recently, the SEQ has taken the legal position that in every successive change of water 
rights, no matter how minor, requantification is required and such requantlfication must include 
every single year of the water right's history even though such period would differ from the 
period upon which the original quantification was based. The result encourages uncertainty and 
lengthy litigation that, if successful, has· the effect of continually eroding the court-established 
yields such water rights over time. While the legal framework for determination of historic 
consumptive use in second-generation change cases is not explicitly clear3

, we believe the better 
approach is for the SEQ to adopt a uniform administrative policy that will not create more 
confusion, uncertainty, .and costly litigation. The legislative process should address uncertainty 
in the law instead of policy choices by a state agency. 

We recommend adopting a clear policy in the State Water Plan that defines the State 
Engineer' s role that emphasizes administration of existing water rights, not aggressively 
pursuing legal theories that undermine established yields of changed senior water rights, many of 

3 This legal question is currently on appeal before the Colorado Supreme Court in Wolfe v. Sedalia Water and 
Sanitation District, 14SA 12. 
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which define the ·State'swater resources foundation that is ·free from interstate compact 
administration. This is a state resource that should be protected by the State Water Plan. In 
short, the State Water Plan should advocate state policies, including those of the agency charged 
with administration of the State's water resources, that preserve and protect the established yields 
of senior water rights rather than encourage the plunder of water from predominantly agricultural 
regwns. 

In addition, basic economic principles dictate that more information and certainty in a 
market will decrease tran~action costs and create an efficient marketplace. If Colorado hopes to 
incorporate all four goals of the State Water Plan and align its water resources and policies, an 
effiCient market for water rights will be critical. Confusion and uncertainty caused by current 
SEQ policies and actions will exacerbate the already high transaction costs. associated with 
acquiring, changing, using and marketing a water right. 

Comment 3: Recognition of Fundamental & Practical Realities of Water Use 

We believe the current legal positions of the SEQ ignore the fundamental nature of water 
rights in Colorado as well as the practical concerns of every water user in the state. A water 
right, once judicially recognized and quantified based on its consumptive use during a 
representative historic period, provides its holder the right to use water in that amount under a 
given priority. Although the water right may be changed through adjudication for a different 
type or place of use, its priority is constant and its priority maintains the val~e of the water right. 
When a water right is newly purchased by a municipality, often there are practical constraints 
whichrequire some time before the funding and infrastructure are in place to complete the 
change and put the water to its changed beneficial use. The SEQ's approach has indisputably 
been to force requant!fication of such rights, and cause a downward adjustment in every 
transaction based on non- or less-than-full use during these transition periods. This strict 
approach ignores the practical realities experienced by all water users and continually erodes the · 
priority system. The policies of the SEQ should seek accurate accounting for water usage and 
abandonment in accordance with statutory procedures where merited, and should not include 
aggressive litigation in water court cases. The State Water Plan should therefore discourage any 
policies that punish and disfavor transactions and changes of water rights, and instead encourage 
an active and certain water market. 

Additional Discussion Regarding the SEQ's Policies 

As described earlier, water -users across the State have been involved in discussions . 
· regarding this topic recently. We call your attention to. the following letters attached hereto as 

additional support of Consolidated Mutual and the Agricultural Ditch Company's concerns: 

1. Letter from Michael Queen and Gary Theander to Governor Hickenlooper et al:, 
State Engineer's Legal Positions and Implications for the Colorado Water Plan (April4, 2014). 

!) 
i 
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2. Letter from Cynthia Covell et al. to John Suthers and Dick Wolfe, State 
Engineer's Recent Positions in Water Court Cases and Impact on Water Providers (March 5, 
2014). . 

3. Letter from Cynthia Covellet al. to Dick Wolfe, State Engineer's Recent 
Positions in Water Court Cases and Impact. on Water Providers (February 26, 2014). 

4. Letter from Jack Lewis et al. to Dick Wolfe, State Engineer's legal positions in 
pending water rights change cases on Clear Creek (February 5, 2014). 

Thank you for hearing our concerns. We look forward to reviewing the complete draft of 
the State Water Plan once published and to continued participation in the review process. 

THE AGRICULTURAL DITCH AND THE CONSOLIDATED MUTUAL 
RESERVOIR COMPANY IT GOLDEN WAT RCOMPANY 
CANAL AND RESERVOIR OMP ANY 

· ~<~b 
Gary T eander, Manager 

cc: The Honorable John Hickenlooper, Governor 
Mike King, Executive Director of Natural Resources 
Dick Wolfe, State Engineer 
John Stulp, Chairman of the Interbasin Compact Committee 
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Gov, John W. Hickenlooper 
State of Colorado 
136 State Capitol 
Denver, CO 80203M1792 

John Stulp, Chairman 
Interbasin Compact Committee 
136 State Capitol 
Denver, CO 80203-1792 

Mike King, Executive Director 
Director ofNatural Resources 
1313 Sherman Street, Room 718 
Denver, CO 80203 

April4, 2014 

VIA U.S. MAIL 

Re: State Engineer's Legal Positions and Implications for the Colorado Water Plan 

Dear Governor Hickenlooper and Messrs. Stulp and King: 

As you may be aware, a group of parties with pending or decreed water rights change 
cases on Clear Creek, as well as other parties affected by change cases on Clear Creek, recently 
corresponded with Dick Wolfe, State Engineer, about the participation of his office in pending 
water rights change cases involving senior priority agricultural water rights from Clear Creek in 
the western portion of metropolitan Denver. In particular, we have recently experienced changes 
in long standing positions by the State Engineer in such cases, which in our opinion will lead to 
uncertainty, instability, and greater erosion of agricultural water supplies in the State of 
Colorado. Copies of our letter to Mr. Wolfe and his response to us are attached for your 
reference. To his credit, in response to the letters, Mr. Wolfe has scheduled meetings during 
April with the water legal community and with water users in the South Platte watershed. 
However, the undersigned remain concerned that those involved with the Colorado Water Plan 
may be unaware of the Division of Water Resources and Attorney General's Office positions. 

To summarize the troubling positions, the State Engineer's Office has: 

1) Challenged the widely-accepted "Coors Factors" methodology for quantifying 
irrigation return flow percentages even though that methodology has been litigated, 
incorporated into multiple water court decrees, become a standard for such changes 
on Clear Creek, and accepted as an appropriate methodology by many water 
resources experts for more than 30 years; 

Tllll CONSOUPATED MUTUAL WATER COMPANY 
12700 \'Vc~t 27th Avenue • P.O. 13ox 150068 • Lol,cwood, Coldt~do 80215 . 

Telephone (303)233-045 I • F11.'< ('303)237-5560 
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2) Challenged the widely-accepted historical agricultural study periods for Clear Creek 
ditch companies and asserted that the study period must include the years up to the 
present during which time the historically irrigated areas have been progressively 
transformed into urban environments; 

3) Asserted that the applicants in the pending cases must perform new ditch-wide 
analyses of the irrigation systems even though the water court has repeatedly 
approved the parcel-specific method of analysis and the use of the historical yields 
from the prior adjudications; and 

4) Asserted that historically irrigated lands must be dried-up and monumented even 
under these water-short ditch systems where the formerly irrigated lands have been 
developed into urban environments and no injury to other water rights has been 
demonstrated. 

What continues to trouble the undersigned is the overall impact of these positions on the 
goals of the proposed State of Colorado's Water Plan. The State Engineer's positions ignore the 
fact that land use and demographic patterns have evolved quickly in this formerly agricultural 
region of the greater Clear Creek watershed. As you may know, a large portion of the western 
Denver Metropolitan area was once irrigated by major ditch systems that divert water from Clear 
Creek. Progressive urbanization of these areas began in the late 1950s and has continued 
steadily since that time. As a result, the signatory water supply entities have purchased water 
rights from farms and ranches located in this urbanizing area as such rights have become 
available, and then changed those rights for municipal purposes through the statutory water court 
process. Approximately 50 water rights change cases have occurred under these major ditch 
systems in the last 40 years, beginning in the 1970s. These cases have involved substantial 
proportions (well over 50% in many of the ditch systems) of the acreage subject to irrigation. 
These cases have been adjudicated upon a representative period of historical use dating from 
1929 through the late 1950s- an agricultural period before the urbanization ofthese lands began. 
The State Engineer is now challenging this accepted practice of establishing the measure of the 
changed water rights on the agricultural period and in so doing, is de~stabilizing this common 
methodology, and legally sanctioned practice, of quantifying the agricultural water rights. 

We believe that the legal positions of the State Engineer's Office will significantly curtail 
further transfer of water and water rights from these urbanizing areas and instead refocus such 
transfers on the remaining agricultural areas in the state. Our group will argue that the water 
amotmts in question are based on actual historical practices and therefore cannot exceed 
historical agricultural use. We are certainly willing to litigate the technical merits ofthe State 
arguments in the water court setting, but we are concerned that the ultimate result will increase 
litigation in a relatively well-settled area of the law and niay exacerbate the trends that' the 
Colorado Water Plan seeks to avoid. The State Engineer's positions are unnecessary for 
protecting state interests and ignore the practical constraints experienced by municipal and 
industrial water suppliers in acquiring and changing senior water rights for their needs. 

THE CONSOLIDATED MUTUAL WATER COMPANY 
1·2700 \'\lest 271'1t AY<mttc • !~0. aox 150068 • L~k~wood, Colot•tdo 80215 

Ttlephcmc (303)23U-04!i l • Fax (~0.3)237-5560 
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As you well know, the process of converting agricultural water for urban purposes has 
occmTed in many places in the state. In the western Denver Metropolitan ru·ea, buy and dry has 
accompanied urban development on the same lands, thereby creating developmental growth in 
place of dried agriculture. This is not the case in mru1y other agricultural regions. We believe 
the positions of the State Engineer's Office will force the water supply entities to acquire water 
rights still in agricultural production in other areas of the state, to dry up the irrigated acreage and 
to change the water rights for municipal purposes in direct contravention to the principles 
articulated by the proponents of the Colorado Water Plan. We ru·e bringing this to your attention 
so that the statewide implications of these legal positions can be considered. 

Thank you for hearing our concerns. We would like the opportunity to discuss this 
situation with state policy leaders such as yourself at the earliest possible time. 

THE AGRICULTURAL DITCH AND 
RESERVOIR COMPANY/THE GOLDEN 
CANAL AND RESERVO R COMPANY 

cc: Dick Wolfe, State Engineer 
David Nettles, Division 1 Engineer 

THE CONSOLIDATED MUTUAL 
WATER COMPANY 

Paul Benington, Assistant Attorney General 
Ema Schultz, Assistant Attorney General 

TI·Ill CONSOLIDATED. MUTUAL WATER COMPANY 
11700 \'V'cst 27th AvcJ\Ue • P.O. 13ox l5006fl • Lakc:wocld, Colorado 80215 

Tdcpll<lnc (303)'.3!1-0451 • Fax (:l0.1)2'1l -~560 
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Peter C. Johnson 

RE: State Engineer's Recent Positions in Water Court Cases and Impact on Water 
Providers 

Dear Mr. Suthers and Mr. Wolfe, 

Recently our firm became aware of a letter dated February 26, 2013 from certain 
Colorado water attorneys to Mr. Wolfe. That letter concerned certain positions taken by the 
State Engineer's Office, the Division Engineers' Offices, and the attorneys representing those 
offices. Specifically, the letter raised concerns with the number of cases "seeking 
requantification of previously quantified water rights, to limiting historical consumptive use 
available from senior water rights on a variety of rationales, and to asserting . . . speculat[ion] or 
hoarding water rights." See Letter from Cynthia Covell, et a/ to Dick Wolfe , February 16, 2014 
(attached, hereinafter "Water Providers Letter"). 

Speaking for our firm and not necessarily on behalf of any particular client, we agree 
with the points made in the Water Providers Letter. However, we write this letter to emphasize 
three additional points : 
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First, our office has considerable respect for the staff at the Division of Water Resources, 
the State Engineer's Office (SEO), the various Division Engineers' Offices, and the Attorney 
General's Office (AGO). We are continually aware of the good work done by your offices on 
behalf of the State of Colorado. We are writing this letter not as an attack, but as an opportunity 
to communicate with you outside the circumstances of a particular case, and separate from any 
ongoing litigation. We sincerely hope you consider the comments of this letter, as well as the 
Water Providers Letter in that context. 

Second, the Water Providers Letter emphasized certain policies being pursued by the 
SEO and AGO are hampering the efforts of smaller municipal water providers. We do not 
dispute this position, but would note these policies hamper most water users in Colorado. These 
policies have been pursued, almost singularly, through litigation of change of water rights cases, 
but notably have not been incorporated into the other duties which the State Engineer's Office 
preforms. 

We find the scope of application of these policies to be particularly troubling. 
Specifically: (A) the SEO and AGO are not uniformly applying this policy to all change of water 
rights cases in which they participate, and (B) the SEO, despite years of active administration of 
a water right, will take the position in a change case that the water right should never have been 
used in a manner that for decades was condoned by the SEO, and should now be reduced . It 
comes as some surprise to water users seeking approval of a change of water rights when the 
AGO vigorously argues for a large reduction in the right, which the SEO and DEO have been 
actively administering for decades in a way now claimed to be "injurious" to other water users. 

The result of such inconsistent application of this policy, is to cause uncertainty in the 
value of a water right, confusion as to how the SEO and AGO view the law, leading to 
uncertainty as to what to expect in change proceedings, as well as increased expense in change 
proceedings, all of which ultimately result in a greater reluctance to seek a change of water right. 

Third, both the reasoning and the authority behind the policies being pursued by the SEO 
and AGO are unclear. We understand the SEO and AGO each have obligations to interpret and 
enforce of the law, and as well they have a certain degree of "enforcement discretion." 
However, the law regarding the need for requantification of a previously quantified water right is 
far from clear, as evidenced by the prior administration of water rights that both agencies have 
sought to reduce in the context of water right change cases. In these circumstances, rather than 
making law though test cases, we believe the legislative process is the more appropriate forum in 
which to seek a change or clarification of the law. We believe this is all the more true in these 
circumstances because the policies being pursued appear to be contrary to the underlying intent 
and overall trend of most of the legislation enacted during the last few years. For example 
consider the water bills passed in 2013: 

• SB13-075, codified at C.R.S. § 37-90-108 (establishing that use of designated 
groundwater in lesser amount than that permited does not give rise to a reduction 
in the maximum amounts of the right); 



• SB13-019, codified at C.R.S. § 37-92-305(3)(c), (constraining the ability to 
reduce a water right based upon periods of non-use, or reduced use under certain 
circumstances); 

• SB13-041, amending C.R.S. § 37-92-103(4) (expanding the definition of 
beneficial use, in part, to ensure water diverted and stored but not yet put to use 
will be recognized as part of the water right); 

• SB13-074, codified at C.R.S. § 37-92-305(4)(a) and 503(9), (establishing 
streamlined procedures, and limitations on the ability to reduce a water right in 
change of water rights cases as pertaining to total historical number of acres 
irrigated); 

• SB13-078, amending C.R.S. § 37-92-305(3.6), (establishing streamlined 
procedures in change of water rights cases involving erroneously described points 
of diversion); 

• HB13-1248, codified at C.R.S. § 37-60-115(8) (promoting alternative transfer 
mechanisms with standardized historic consumptive use assumptions without 
requirement of going through a judicially binding historical consumptive use 
analysis); 

• HB13-1130, codified at C.R.S. § 37-92-309, (expanding the ability to temporarily 
transfer water rights without requirement of going through a judicially binding 
historical consumptive use analysis); 

While our office did not support all of these pieces of legislation, when viewed together 
some common themes emerge: a distrust of consumptive use analyses in water court, 
uncertainty regarding the value of long-standing water rights, and alternatives to judicially 
binding historical consumptive use analyses. In short, this collection of legislation attempts to 
reduce distrust of the water rights transfer process by increasing predictability of the outcome. 

Considering the laws being enacted by the legislative branch, and the policies which they 
espouse, it is particularly curious to us that the SEO is aggressively litigating reductions to 
existing senior water users, even where no other water users have similar concerns. 

For these reasons, we strongly support the suggestion made in the Water Providers Letter 
to have discussions between the SEO, AGO and the water bar regarding such policies. We may 
have different ideas about the meaning and requirements of the law as it stands today, but we 
should be able to reach some agreement on how competing policy considerations should be 
balanced, what the law should be going forward, and the means by which the law should be 
changed or clarified to reflect that balance. That is the outcome we should seek to achieve 
through such discussions. 

Thank you for your time and consideration of these matters, and we look forward to 
opportunities to meet with you on this topic. 



Encl: Water Providers Letter 

ec (w/o encl): Paul Bennington, Esq. 
Cynthia Covell, Esq. 

By: 

Respectfully Submitted, 

AN OSTRAND 

o n M. Dingess 
jdingess@dodpc. com 
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By Aus-tf:F:~ 
ahamre@dodpc.com 
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Re: State Engineer's Recent Positions in Wate1· Court Cases 
and Impact on Water Providers 

Dear Dick: 
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We are attorneys who represent providers of municipal and domestic water supplies throughout 
Colorado. Our clients are mostly special districts, towns, and small cities, but include some private water 
providers as well. All of them are working hard to develop sufficient legal, reliable water supplies to 
meet anticipated future water demand in their communities. This is an ongoing, expensive and time­
consuming process, as you know. 

In order to acquire the needed water supplies, these communities must typically develop plans for 
augmentation, exchanges, and change senior water rights through the water court process. A junior 
municipal water right is simply too unreliable at this point in Colorado's water law history to provide finn 
yield. The communities must therefore acquire senior water rights and change them to municipal, 
augmentation, exchange, and related uses in the water courts. Both the acquisition of water rights and 
prosecution of change cases are extremely time- consuming and costly, involving both legal and 
engineering fees. 

Our clients, and we who represent them, fully support effective administration of Colorado water 
rights and productive input from the State and Division Engineers ("Engineers") in water comt cases. 
However, we have become increasingly puzzled and concerned about the positions your office, your 
division offices, and your attorneys have been taking in recent months and years in water court cases 
these communities have filed . It seems to us that the Engineers are devoting inordinate time and 
resources to seeking requantification of previously quantified water rights, to limiting historical 
consumptive use available from senior water rights on a variety of rationales, and to asserting that these 
mostly small communities, that are trying to secure water supplies in advance of demands, are speculating 
or hoarding water rights. The amount of water involved in these cases is small in relation to Colorado's 
overall water supply. The Engineers' approach to these cases greatly increases the cost of these 
communities' water supply planning, consumes significant resources of the Engineers as well, and 
appears to us to undermine the goals for the State Water Plan. 
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We are familiar with recent water court cases in several water divisions in which providers, which 
we believe are appropriately trying to "get ahead of' or at least keep up with anticipated growth, seek to 
use consumptive use credits from water rights that were previously quantified, either on a ditchwide basis 
or on a parcel basis, to firm up or supplement their supplies. The Engineers have challenged 
quantification in a number of these cases, arguing that changed circumstances [Williams v. Midway 
Ranches Property Owners h1c., 93 8 P .2d 515 (Colo. 1997)] require a reduction in historical consumptive 
use based on lack of use or reduced use of the quantified credits between the date of quantification and 
the date of anticipated use. Likewise, we are aware of other cases in which long-accepted engineering 
practices are challenged (although alternatives are not proposed), long-accepted study periods are 
challenged in favor of study periods that do not demonstrably lead to a quantification that is more 
appropriate, and even cases in which court-decreed quantifications are claimed to be inaccurate, without 
evidence that an alternative quantification will better prevent injury. Finally, we are aware of cases in 
which water providers are accused of speculation when they seek to quantify a water t•ight for future use. 
This approach seems to demand requantification for the sake of requantification, rather than reflect a 
legitimate concern for protection of othet· water rights. Indeed, in many of these cases, the other affected 
water rights are represented in the water court proceeding, and have concurred with the applicant's 
quantification and/or engineering. The Engineers seem to be seeking to diminish senior water rights 
without a clear demonstration that this is needed to prevent injury or to comply with interstate compacts. 
Because the targets of the Engineers' approach are often small entities, they do not have the resources to 
engage in protracted litigation. 

The Engineers' approach means that ditchwide quantifications, favored by the Supreme Court, 
are inadvisable if there is not an immediate use for all of the consumptive use credits associated with the 
ditch right. The water provider that seeks to include previously-quantified consumptive use credits in its 
portfolio of water supplies does so at its peril. If the projected water demand fails to occur exactly as 
anticipated, the community's investment in water rights, augmentation plans, and augmentation supplies 
is devalued. The community has a less reliable water supply to meet the demand when it arises. The 
water provider must acquire additional supplies and embark upon new water court proceedings, while 
simultaneously figuring out how to meet the shortfall between the now-immediate demand and the 
reduced supply. In addition to the cost and uncertainty of this type of water supply "planning," it seems 
to us to exacerbate the "buy and dry" of agricultural lands, in direct contravention of the State Water 
Plan's avowed goal of reducing "buy and dty." Meanwhile, although the reduction in available 
augmentation supplies by these tactics is vety significant to an institutional water provider, the overall 
amount is small in the context of Colorado's water supplies, and does not appear to justify the resources 
the Engineers are investing. 

We do not understand what goal the Engineers seek to achieve by eroding these senior water 
rights. If the goal is to reduce senior water rights in order to increase the availability of water for 
decreed instream flows, this appears to be an inefficient and heavy-handed way to achieve it. While 
reducing the yield or allowable diversion of senior rights may allow some junior water rights to divert 
more often, those juniors most typically divert water from the streams and rivers as well, so the overall 
amount of water remaining in a stream or river is not increased. Statutorily authorized instream flow 
donations, together with the active work of entities I ike the Colorado Water Trust are far more efficient 
and effective in protecting and enhancing instream flows. If the goal is to assure compact compliance, 
this seems an ineffective means of assming it. Simply reducing the yield or allowable diversions of 
senior water rights does not assure that more water is available for compact compliance, but it does 
increase the number of communities that will be affected by a compact call. 
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We share the Engineer's concems about compact compliance. We share the Engineers' desire for 
proper administration of Colorado water rights. However, we do not believe that the Engineers' cmrent 
approach, which is costly and can be especially devastating to small water providers, is serving the goals 
of compact compliance or proper administration. Moreover, we believe the approach contravenes the 
State Water Plan. 

We would be glad to meet with you to discuss these concems in greater detail. 

BUCHANAN & SPERLING P.C. 

~~~~~~/~~~-=~~~~~~~~,'~·~ 

g:e;~;~--n~r// 
Cynthia F. Covell 
Andrea L. Benson 

CARLSON, HAMMOND & PADDOCK, LLC 

7Jl 0-.r-; ~ . 

FISCHER, BROWN, BARTLETT & GUNN, P.C. LYONS, GADDIS, KAHN, HALL, JEFFERS, 
DWORAK & GRANT 

William R. Fischer 
Daniel K. Brown 
Donald E. Frick 
Sara J.L. Irby 
Brent Bartlett 

YATES LAW FIRM LLC 

Alan G. Hill 
Scott Baker 
Ashley Pollock 

COLLINS, COCKREL & COLE, P.C. 

Evan D. Ela 

cc: Pnul Bcnington, Assistant Attorney General 
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Madoline Wallace-Gross 
Steven P. Jeffers 

PETROCK & FENDEL P.C. 

Frederick A. Fendel III 
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We shnro the 13nghlccJ·'s conccms nl>oul compncl compllnncc. We shnro tho Bnglnccrs' doslro for 
pro pet· odminlslmtion ofColorndo wntoJ'I'lghts. HowovoJ', we do not believe tlmt tho Engineers' current 
nppronch, which Is costly nn<l cnn bo cspcclnlly dovnstntlng to smnll wotcr pmvldcrs, Is serving the gonls 
ofcompncl compli.nnco or proper odmlnlstrotlon. Moreover, we bollovo tho nppronch controvcnos the 
Stnto Wntor Plnn. 

We would be glnd to moot with you to discuss those concorns In grentcl' dotnil. 

BUCHANAN & SPBRLINO P.C. 

Sln_~croly yours: .---;:;7 (.:1 'J i)ttz~-./6~-<J·t!~~ 
Cynthln F. Covoll 
Andren L. Denson 

CARLSON, HAMMOND & PADDOCI<, LLC 

Mnry Mend 1-lnmmond 

FISCIJHI~, BI(OWN, DARTLE11' & GUNN, P.C. 

(~' ~ ~ 
LYONS, GADDIS, KAHN, HALL, JEFFrms, 
DWOHAK & GHANT 

· Willinmlt Fisc 1cr 
Donicll<. Umwn 
Donold H. Frick 
Snro J.L. Jrby 
Dront Bnrtlctt 

YATES LA \V FIRM LLC 

Allin G. Bill 
Scott Baker 
Ashley Pollock 

COLLINS, COCKREL & COLB, P.C. 

Hvnn D. Bin 

cc: l'nul B~nlugton, Asslslnnl Auorncy Ocncmt 
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Frederick A. Pcndellll 
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We share the Bngineet•'s concems about compact complhmce. We share the Engineers' desil'e for 
proper administration of Colorado water rights. However, we do not believe that the Bngineet·s' cmrent 
approach, which Is costly and can be especially devastating to small wnte1· providers, is serving the goals 
of compact compli.nnce ot· prope1· administration. Moreover, we believe the nppronch contrnvenes the 
State Water Plan. 

We would be glad to meet with you to discuss these concerns in greatet' detail . 

BUCHANAN & SPERLING P.C. 

::-:--.,.....-....,...-~.....,.,.--- -·---
Veronica A. Sperling 

Sincerely yours, _.-;;/ 

(~ ''J v ;.~,~~·~~/G:.- t:/·tJt!-1 
Cynthia F. Covell 
Andrea L. Benson 

CARLSON, HAMMOND & PADDOCK, LLC 

M11ry Mend Hmn'mond 

FISCHER, BRO\VN, BARTLE'If & GUNN, P.C. LYONS, GADDIS, KAHN, HALL, JEFFERS, 
DWORAK & GRANT 

William R. Fischet· 
Daniel K. Brown 
Donald E. Frick 
Sara J.L. Irby 
Bl'cnt Bllltlctt 

Y ATBS LAW FIRM LLC 

~C£!? AI~- ... -·---
Scott Bnker 
Ashley Pollock 

COLLINS, COCKREL & COLE, P.C. 

Evan D. Ela 

cc: l'Rul Bcnlngton, Asslstnnt Attornc)' Ocnoml 
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We share the Engineer's coucems nbout compact complinnce. We shnre the Engineers' desire for 
propel' ndminlstmtlon ofColorndo water rights. However, we do not believe that the Engineers' current 
npproach, which Is costly and can be especially devastating to sm!lll water providers, is se1ving the goals 
of compact complinnce o1· prope1· administration. Moreover, we believe the approach contmvenes the 
State Water Plan. · 

We would be glad to meet with you to discuss these coucems In gre~ttel' detail. 

BUCHANAN & SPERLING P.C. 

Veronica A. Spel'llug 

Slncorely yoms, ---//.7 
611 'I it;<-~·-..:( (_~-d-ef.!J! 
Cynthia F. Covell 
Andt·en L. Benson 

CARLSON, HAMMOND & PADDOCK, LLC 

Mary Mead Hammond 

FISCHER, BROWN, BARTLEif & GUNN, P.C. LYONS, GADDIS, KAHN, HALL, JEFFERS, 
DWORAK & GRANT 

William R. Fischo•· 
Daniel I<. Brown 
Donald E. Frick 
Snm J.L. Irby 
Brent Bn11lett 

YATES LAW FIRM LLC 

Alun G. Hill 
Scott Bakel' 
Ashley Pollock 

cc: Paul Bcnlngton, Assistant Allorncy Ocncml 
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We share the Enginetll''s concems nbout compact complinnce. We shore the Engineers' desh·c for 
proper ndminlstmtlon ofColomdo wnter rights. However, we do not believe thnt the Engineers' eurrent 
oppronch, which Is costly ond cnn be espceinlly dovastntlng to small wntcr providers, is serving the goals 
of compnct compliance or proper administration. Moreover·, we believe the nppronch contrnvcnos the 
State WAter· Plan, . 

We would be glad to meet with you to discuss these concerns in greater detail. 

BUCHANAN & SPERLING P.C. 

Veronica A. Sperling 

Sincerely yours, --//7 
(1 )1 y }r:;"-:·--:/ (~-~fet!f 

C)111thin F. Covell 
Andren L. Denson 

CARLSON, HAMMOND & PADDOCK, LLC 

FISCHER, BROWN, BARTLEIT & GUNN, P.C. 

Willimn R. Fischer 
Dnniel K. Brown 
Donnld E. Fr·ick 
Sam J.L. Irby 
Brent Bnrtlelt 

YATES LAW FIRM LLC 

Ainu G. Hill 
Scott Baker 
Ashley Pollock 

COLLINS, COCKREL & COLE, P.C. 

Evnn D. Eln 

cc: Paul Dcnlnglon, Asslslanl Allorncy Ocncml 

PETROCK & FENDEL P.C. 

-------------------Frederick A. Fenclel III 
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We shnt-e the Engineer's concems 11bout compnct compliance. We shore tho Engineers' de.slre for 
propet· administration of Colorndo wntel' l'lghts. Howevet•, we do not believe thl\t the Engineers' omTent 
nppronoh, which Is costl)' und cnn be especially devnstntlng to small water providers, Is serving the go1lls 
of compact compli,nnoe Ol' proper ndmlnlstmtlon. Moreover, we believe tho nppronch collll'ftvones the 
State Wate1· Plan. 

We would be glad to meet with you to discuss these concems in grentel' detail. 

BUCHANAN & SPERLING P.C. 

Ve1'onica A. Sperling 

FISCHER, BROWN, DARTLB'IT & GUNN, P,C. 

Willhun R. Fischer 
Daniel I<. Brown 
Donold E. Frick 
Snrn J,L.lrby 
Brent Bartlett 

YATES LAW FIRM LLC 

Alnn G. Hill 
Scott Bnket· 
Ashley Pollock 

COLLINS, COCI<REL & COLE, P.C. 

EvnnD. Eln 

cc: Paul Benlngton, As9lstnnt Attorney Gcnornl 
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February 5, 2014 

VIA EMAIL I U.S. MAIL 

Re: State Engineer's legal positions in pending watea· rights 
change cases on Cleat· Creek 

Dear Dick: 

This letter is a collaboration among several parties with pending 
or decreed water rights change cases on Clear Creek as well as other 
parties affected by change cases on Clear Creek. As you are probably 
aware, yom office and the Division 1 Engineer (the "Engineers"), have 
entered several pending cases on Clear Creek as an opposer. The pending 
cases involve changes to relatively small portions of the water rights 
decreed to such stmctures as the Chmch Ditch, the Farmers High Line 
Canal, the Agricultural Ditch, and others. The first of such cases set to be 
tried is Case No. 12CW303, Application of the City of Black Hawk, which 
seeks changes to shares in the Farmers High Line Canal, Church Ditch, 
Agricultural Ditch Company, Manhart Ditch Company, and Consolidated 
Juchem Ditch and Reservoir Company. Other pending cases are Case 
No. 13CW17, Application ofThe Consolidated Mutual Water Company; 
Case No. 08CW141, Application of the City of Northglenn; Case No. 
05CW 112 and Case No. 11 CW237, Applications of the City of Arvada. 

The Engineers' positions in these cases, as we have leamed 
through statements of opposition, disclosmes, and meetings with your 
counsel Paul Benington . of the Attorney General's office and 
representatives of your office and the Division I office, include the 
following: 
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( 1) The Engineers are challenging the widely-accepted "Coors Factors" methodology for 
quantifying itTigation return flow percentages even though that methodology has been 
litigated, repeatedly been incorporated into Clear Creek change decrees by the water 
comt, become a standard for such changes on Clear Creek, and has been accepted as an 
appropriate methodology by many experts in water resources for ovet· 30 years. In 
several cases, this methodology has been determined as the most protective of the river, 
and the Engineers have stipulated to decrees in several such cases. 

(2) The Engineers are challenging the widely-accepted historical agricultural study periods 
for these ditch companies, which periods vary somewhat from ditch to ditch, but 
generally span from approximately 1929 through the early 1970s, and assert that the 
study period must include the years up to the present dming which time the historically 
irrigated areas have been progressively transformed into urban environments. 

(3) The Engineers assett that the applicants in the pending cases must perform new ditch­
wide analyses of the irrigation systems even though the court has repeatedly approved 
the use of the historic yield from the prior adjudications and a new ditch-wide 
methodology has not been noticed to other shareholders as such in these cases. The 
Engineers' change in position after so many years and so many approved changes could 
jeopardize the share allocations held by share owners that still use their shares for 
irrigation pmposes. The Engineers seem to be arguing that a ditch-wide analysis could 
reduce the yield, and value, of the shares still in irrigation to "0". The Engineers' 
position should have been asserted, if at all , in the 1970s, when the Coors factors were 
first developed in litigaHon and in settlement. Many of the Cleat· Creek ditches have 
had a majority of their ownership changed to municipal use, in some cases over 90%. 

(4) The Engineers assert that historically irrigated lands must be dried-up and monumented 
even under these water-short ditch systems where the formerly irrigated lands have been 
developed into urban environments and no injury to other water rights has been 
demonstrated. 

The parties involved in these cases respectfully request that you reconsider these positions in 
light of both the practical considerations and the greater implications. From a practical perspective, the 
Engineers' positions will create protracted litigation on Clear Creek which, for the last 35 years, has 
been largely avoided due to the wide acceptance of the "Coors Factors." Using a study period 
representative of when the water rights were in agricultural use is entirely appropriate to determine 
consumptive use because of the long period of use when the watet· rights were used predominantly for 
irrigation and the extensive mbanization of the historically irrigated lands in the intervening years. 
Water use patterns have changed in the period of time since the ditches' water rights were primarily 
used for agricultmal purposes, due to purchases and changes of those water rights by municipalities to 
municipal uses, including years of non-diversion dming which municipal change cases have been 
pending, and the fact that the mostly municipal users of these changed water rights have diverted 
within volumetric and consumption limits imposed by the "Coors Factors" in their respective change 
cases. Changes in hydrology and stream administration have also impacted mot·e recent diversions. 
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In the bigger picture context, the municipal, agricultural and industrial water users involved 
have come to rely upon the range of yields established by the res judicata factual assumptions built 
into the prior change decrees that relied on the "Coors Factors." They have based their purchases of 
additional rights on these yields and conditions and factored them into their long-range planning 
horizons. If the pending cases determine that the yields remaining to the unchanged agricultural shares 
in this urbanized basin are not what the water users have come to rely upon, or even "0", the 
municipalities acquiring water rights will lose a substantial investment, and be forced to look 
elsewhere on the South Platte River or the West Slope to secure additional water supplies. In addition, 
such a determination will certainly devalue and disadvantage the water rights of the existing minority 
shareholders of these companies who still usc the rights tor agricultural use, who have not been 
provided notice of this possible outcome, and who arc not represented in these cases. The Engineers' 
position in these cases runs counter to what we understand is the State's preference to minimize the 
dry-up of agricultural lands in rural parts of Colorado. Continued dry-up of irrigated acres under the 
Clear Creek irrigation systems is inevitable due to this continuing urbanization. Success by the 
Engineers on these issues will effectively persuade the cities to acquire current agricultural water rights 
from downstream rural areas, and thereby exacerbate the "buy-and-dry" phenomenon that the State 
seeks to limit. 

We believe that the State Engineer has a duty to look beyond one oi: two specific cases to see 
the greater hydrologic, legal and practical impacts of the Engineers' relatively recent decision to raise 
the objections outlined above in these Clear Creek change cases. We are hopeful that you will respond 
promptly to these issues as pre-trial deadlines are imminent [n Case No. 12CW303. That trial is 
scheduled to begin on June 30, 2014, and if there is any way to resolve these issues short of litigation, 
we believe it would be in the best interests of all. In addition, the Engineers' position in Case No. 
12CW303 is endangering pending agreements for future flows in North Clear Creek between the City 
of Black Hawk, Gilpin County, the Colorado Water Conservation Board, and Colorado Department of 
Public Health and Environment. We would be happy to meet with you if that would speed a 
resolution. 

Thank you for your prompt time and attention to this matter. 

Sincerely, 

CITY OF BLACKHAWK CITY OF ARVADA 

. S \1' o· ~IU " I " ~-lm u IVan, uector o t1 ttles 
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THE CONSOLIDATED MUTUAL 
WATER COMPANY 

FARMERS IDGH LINE CANAL AND 
RESERVOIR COMPANY 

Curt Aldstadt, President 

Gll..PIN COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY CITY OF NORTHGLENN 
COMMISSIONERS 

Gail Watson, Board Chair David Willett, Dh·eotor of Public Wm1Zs- -

CITY OF THORNTON CITY OF WESTMINSTER 

Emily Hunt, Water Resources Manager Michael C. Happe, Utilities Planning and 
Engineering Manager 

THE AGRICULTURAL DITCH AND COORS BREWING COMPANY 
RESERVOffi COMPANY I THE GOLDEN 
CANAL AND RESERVOffi COMPANY 

TOWN OF GEORGETOWN 

Ben Moline, Managet·, Watet• Resou1·ces and 
Environmental Compliance 

cc via e-mail: David Nettles, Division Engineer, Water Division No. 1 
Paul Benington, Esq., Office of the Attomey General 
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TilE CONSOLIDATED MUTUAL FARMERS IDGH LINE CANAL AND 
WATER COMPANY RESERVOffi COMPANY 

Michael E. Queen, President Cm·t Aldstndt, Presid6llt 

GJLPJN COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY CXTY OF NORTHGLENN 
COMMISSIONERS 

Oail Wntson, Board Chair David Willett, Directo1' ofPub1io Works 

CITY OF THORNTON CITY OF WESTMINSTER 

Bmlly Hunt, Water Resou\'ces Mannger 

Tim AGlUCUL'l'URAL DITCH AND COORS BREWING COMPANY 
RESERVOm COMPANY /-'!:HE GOLDEN 
CANAL AND RESERV~ANY 

TOWN OF GEORGETOWN 

Ben Moline, Manager, Water Resources and 
Environmental Compliance 

co via e-mail: David Netlles, Division Engineer, Wnter Division No. 1 
Paul Benington, Bsq., Office of the Attomey General 
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THE CONSOLIDATED MUTUAL 
WATER COMPANY 

Michael E. Queen, President 

GILPIN COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY 
COMMISSIONERS 

FARMERS HIGH LlNE CANAL AND 
RESERVOIR COMPANY 

Curt Aldstadt, President 

CITY OF NORTHGLENN 

David Willett, Director of Public Works 

CITY OF WESTMINSTER 

Emily Hunt, Water Resources Manager Michael C. Happe, Utilities Planning and 
Engineering Manager 

THE AGRICULTURAL DITCH AND COORS BREWING COMPANY 
RESERVOIR COMPANY I THE GOLDEN 
CANAL AND RESERVOIR COMPANY 

TOWN OF GEORGETOWN 

Ben Moline, Manager, Water Resources and 
Environmental Compliance 

cc via e-mail: David Nettles, Division Engineer, Water Division No. l 
Paul Benington, Esq., Office of the Attomey General 
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TfiE CONSOLIOATEll MUTOAL 
. WATER COMPANY 

GILl.>lN COON'£\' :BOARD O!f COUNTY 
CO¥MI$SIONERS . .. 

.. .. . .. 

CITY OF THORNTON 

J.i'AnMmRS l,:IIGH LINE. CANAL ANl> . 
RESERVOm COMPANY 

. . . 

CITY OF WnS'rMli'ISTER . 

_ /~~~1P..s=": "----,-------'--
Miohnel C, Happo; Utili Plamiing and · 
EngineerlngManflger . 

THE AGIUCUl}l'U.RALDlTCRAND coons BRiiwl.NG COMPANY 
ImSlmVO~ C0Ml!Atl1' I TIDl:GOLDEN 
CANAL AND RESERV<>JfH.:leMPANY 

. . 

B~Ii'iVi(;l"ili~;-Manogel', Water Rcsotll'OCII attd 
E11virarimentof CoznJ>linn(le . 

TOWN OF GEORGE1'0W.N 

cc viu e·mnll: · bavld NeltlCli; P1vision E11gineer, Water Dlvlaion No, 1 
Paul Beningloii, ESq., Office of'tbil AUomey Oeneml 
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THE CONSOLIDATED MUTUAL FARMERS IDGH LINE CANAL AND 
WATER COMPANY RESERVOIR COMPANY 

Michael E. Queen, President Cutt Aldstadt, President 

GILPIN COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY CITY OF NORTHGLENN 
COMMISSIONERS 

Gail Watson, Board Chair David Willett, Director of Public Works 

CITY OF THORNTON CITY OF WESTMINSTER 

THE AGRICULTURAL DITCH AND 
RESSERVOIR COMPANY/ THE 
GOLDEN CANAL AND RESERVOIR 
COMPANY 

TOWN OF GEORGETOWN 

Michael C. Happe, Utilities Planning and 
Engineering Manager 

COORS BREWING COMPANY 

Ben Moline, Manager, Water Resources and 
Environmental Compliance 

cc via e-mail: David Nettles, Division Engineer, Water Division No. 1 
Paul Benington, Esq., Office of the Attorney General 

{00370864.00CX /2) 
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THE CONSOLIDATED MUTUAL 
WATER COMPANY 

Michael E. Queen, President 

GILPIN COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY 
COMMISSIONERS 

Gail Watson, Board Chair 

CITY OF THORNTON 

Emily Hunt, Water Resources Manager 

THE AGRICULTURAL DITCH AND 
RESERVOIR COMPANY I THE GOLDEN 
CANAL AND RESER OIR COMPANY 

TOWN OF GEORGETOWN 

Tom Hale, Town Administrator 

FARMERS HIGH LINE CANAL AND 
RESERVOIR COMPANY 

Curt Aldstadt, President 

CITY OF NORTHGLENN 

David Willett, Director of Public Works 

CITY OF WESTMINSTER 

Michael C. Happe, Utilities Planning and 
Engineering Manager 

COORS BREWING COMPANY 

Ben Moline, Manager, Water Resources and 
Environmental Compliance 

cc via e-mail: David Nettles, Division Engineer, Wate1· Division No. J 
Paul Benington, Esq., Office of the Attomey General 

I 
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THE CONSOLIDATED MUTUAL FARMERS HIGH LINE CANAL AND 
WATER COMPANY RESERVOIR COMPANY 

Michael E. Queen, President Cutt Aldstadt, President 

GILPIN COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY CITY OF NORTHGLENN 
COMMISSIONERS 

Gail Watson, Board Chair David Willett, Director of Public Works 

CITY OF THORNTON CITY OF WESTMINSTER 

Emily Hunt, Water Resources Manager Michael C. Happe, Utilities Planning and 
Engineering Manager 

THE AGRICULTURAL DITCH AND COORS BREWING COMPANY 
RESSERVOIR COMPANY/ THE 
GOLDEN CANAL AND RESERVOIR 
COMPANY 

TOWN OF GEORGETOWN 

Ben Moline, Manager, Water Resources and 
Envil'Onmental Compliance 

cc via e-mail: David Nettles, Division Engineer, Water Division No. l 
Paul Benington, Esq., Office of the Attorney General 

{OOJ70864.00CX Ill 
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THE CONSOLIDATED MUTUAL FARMERS HIGH LINE CANAL AND 
WATER COMPAN\' RESERVOIR COMPANY 

Michael E. Queen, President Curt Aldstadt, President 

GILPIN COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY CITY OF NORTHGLENN 
COMMISSIONERS 

Gail Watson, Board Chair David Willett, Director of Public Works 

CITY OF THORNTON CITY OF WESTMINSTER 

Emily Hunt, Water Resources Manager Michnel C. Happe, Utilities Planning and 
Engineering Manager 

TilE AGRICULTURAL DITCH AND COORS BREWING COMPANY 
RESERVOIR COMPANY I THE GOLDEN 
CANAL AND RESERVOIR COMPANY 

TOWN OF GEORGETOWN 

~~~ 
Tom Hale, Town Administrator 

Ben Moline, Manager, Water Resources and 
Environmental Compliance 

co via e-mail: David Nettles, Division Engineer, Water Division No. 1 
Paul Bcnington, Esq., Office of the Attorney General 



 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To:  Becky Mitchell, Jacob Bornstein, Kevin Reidy, CWCB Staff 
From:  Bart Miller, Drew Beckwith, and Laura Belanger (WRA), Theresa Conley (Conservation Colorado), 

Melinda Kassen (WaterJamin Legal & Policy Consulting) 
Date: August 19, 2014 
Re: Basin Implementation Plan (BIP) elements for utilization in Colorado Water Plan 
 
We have read the recently-released draft BIPs and wanted to provide you with some preliminary ideas 

on specific BIP elements that we find useful and appropriate.  We urge you to incorporate these into the 

full Colorado Water Plan and encourage other roundtables to adopt these for their final BIPs.  

Environmental and Recreational Flows: 

 Include a commitment for the flows necessary to preserve environmental and recreational 
attributes (Colorado and other BIPs) 

 Sub-basin stream management plans should be a 1st tier IPP—1st tier being funded/done in time for 
SWSI 2016 (Gunnison, Colorado, & Southwest BIPs). 

 Quantification of flow needs (Colorado and Yampa/White/Green BIPs); the supermajority of BIPs 
recognize the need for additional data collection to further assess non-consumptive needs. 

 Systematic approach of determining (quantifying) effects on E&R attributes from both climate 
change and proposed new consumptive IPPs (Yampa/White/Green BIP). 

 Maps depicting consumptive, E&R, and other features (Colorado BIP, Chapter 6). 
 
Conservation 

 Statewide commitment to [SWSI 2010] “high” municipal conservation (Colorado & Southwest BIPs). 

 “Push the practical limits on conservation and reuse,” including serious consideration of Direct 
Potable Reuse (S. Platte/Metro BIP).  

 Integrating water and land use planning, including specific recommendations and actions (Colorado 
& Gunnison BIPs). 

 
IPPs 

 At least 80% IPP success (IBCC No/Low Regrets; all BIPs except S. Platte/Metro). 
 
New Supply 

 A river basin desiring to import additional water from another basin must first maximize or “push 
the practical limits on” use of its own water supplies first—including conservation and reuse—
before seeking/getting new imports (IBCC New Supply conceptual agreement; Colorado, 
Yampa/White/Green, Southwest, & Gunnison BIPs; quoted language from S. Platte/Metro BIP, 
similar intent in Arkansas BIP). 

 Risk management criteria (Gunnison BIP). 

 No state funding for a new TMD (Gunnison & Yampa/White/Green BIPs, implicit in Colorado BIP). 

 Availability of additional water from Colorado River is in doubt (Colorado BIP, p. 4), so use IBCC 
Framework to preserve the option for a new TMD in the future (Rio Grande BIP). 
 

Alternative Agricultural Water Transfer Methods (ATMs) 

 State must make ATMs easier (Arkansas BIP).  



ONTRANGE 
:ATER COUNCIL 

August 8, 2014 

Colorado Water Conservation Board 
1313 Sherman Street, Room 721 
Denver, CO 80203 

RE: Comments on Colorado's Water Plan 

Dear Board Members: 

Introduction 

1600 West 12'h Avenue 
Denver, CO 80204-3412 

The members of the Front Range Water Council (FRWC) include Denver Water, Aurora Water, 
Colorado Springs Utilities, Northern Colorado Water Conservancy District, Pueblo Board of 
Water Works, Southeastern Colorado Water Conservancy District (SCWCD), and the Twin 
Lakes Reservoir and Canal Company. Together, the FRWC members are responsible for 
providing a reliable water supply to over eighty percent of the State's population, while the 
communities they serve generate over eighty percent of the state's total economic output, 
including from both the agricultural and commercial sectors. (See: Water and the Colorado 
Economy, December, 2009). The FRWC members have been active participants in the South 
Platte, Metro and Arkansas Basin Roundtables, and have closely monitored the activities of the 
Colorado River Basin Roundtable. In addition, a number of the FRWC organizations employ 
staff who currently serve, or have served, on the Interbasin Compact Committee (IBCC) and the 
CWCB. 

Let us state up front that the members of the FRWC embrace conservation and reuse, and will 
continue to support additional efforts in these arenas. However, conservation and reuse alone 
will not solve all future water supply shortfalls; maximizing the success of existing and yet to be 
identified IPPs, the judicious development of additional available Colorado River Compact 
entitlements, together with agricultural transfers of some type, will also be required. In that 
regard, the FRWC has been a consistent supporter of the "4legs of the stool" concept, focused 
on meeting Colorado's future water supply needs while minimizing the dry-up of productive 
irrigated agriculture. It is within this context that the following comments are offered. 

As the members of the FRWC have reviewed the draft chapters of the Colorado Water Plan 
(Plan) and the individual Basin Implementation Plans (BIPs), a number of themes have emerged 
which we would like to bring to your attention. It is our hope that the following observations 
will assist in producing a comprehensive and actionable Plan that advances, in a productive 
manner, the effort to close the state water supply gap, both consumptive and non-consumptive, 
while meeting the values described in the Governor's Executive Order. 

Aurora Water, Colorado Springs Util ities, Denver Board of Water Commissioners, Municipal Subdistrict- Northern Colorado 
Water Conservancy District, Northern Colorado Water Conservancy District, Board of Water Works of Pueblo, Southeastern 

Co lorado Water Conservancy District, Twin Lakes Reservoir & Canal Company 
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