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Water Supply and Demand 

1. Gunnison Basin Roundtable – Principles, Policies, Priorities, Gunnison Basin Roundtable, 2013. 
Summary of Gunnison Basin Roundtable objectives, priorities and goals for the Basin Implementation 
Plan.  

2. Gunnison Basin Fact Sheet, CWCB, 2006. Summarizes compact information, major storage projects, 
water management issues, basin growth and water demands. Report Link 

3. Gunnison River basin Information Report, CWCB, 2004. General descriptions of Gunnison River 
Projects and Special Operations; water rights, diversions, and operations. Report Link 

4. Water Supply Needs Report for the Gunnison Basin, CWCB, 2006. Inventories water supplies and 
demands in the Basin; helpful reference for general basin information; looks at projected water 
supplies and demands out to the year 2030; catalogs consumptive IPPs. Report Link 

5. Colorado’s Water Supply Future Statewide Water Supply Initiative – Phase 2, CWCB, 2007. 
Summarizes a range of solutions that will help meet future water supply needs through addressing 
water conservation and efficiency, alternative agricultural water transfer methods, delineating 
environmental and recreational resources and needs, and addressing the water gap. Report Link 

6. SWSI 2010 Gunnison Basin Report Basin Wide Consumptive and Nonconsumptive Water Supply 
Needs Assessment, CWCB, 2011. Summarizes SWSI basin specific data and analysis of existing and 
projected consumptive and nonconsumptive water supply needs; and catalogs projects to meet 
needs (IPPs). Report Link 

7. Colorado River Basin Water Supply and Demand Study, United States Department of Interior, 2013. 
Summarizes the next 50 years of current and future water supply and demand imbalances, including 
investigation of impacts of projected climate change. Report Link 

8. Colorado River Water Availability Study Phase I, CWCB, 2009. Study to determine how much water is 
available to meet Colorado’s future water needs considering possible climate change hydrology. 
Identifies the impact of potential climate change to agricultural demands. Report Link 

9. Gunnison River basin Water Resources Planning Model User’s Manual, CWCB, 2009. A reference 
manual that describes the CDSS model which can be used to understand basin operations and issues; 
evaluate the applicability to a planning or management issue; analyze a development or 
management scenario; or estimate conditions under current development over a range of hydrologic 
conditions. Report Link 

10. Historical Crop Consumptive Use Analysis for the Gunnison River basin, CWCB, 2009. A reference 
manual providing approach and results to estimating historical crop consumptive use. Report Link 

11. Technical Memorandum: Reconnaissance Level Cost Estimates for Agriculture and New Supply 
Strategy Concepts, CWCB, 2010. Summary of evaluations for agricultural transfer and new supply 
development strategies. Report Link 
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12. Gunnison Basin Water: No Panacea for the Front Range, The Land and Water Fund of the Rockies, 
2003. Summarizes water rights in the Basin and reasons against a diversion to Front Range. Report 
Link 

13. Aspinall Study: Blue Mesa Reservoir Water Banking, CDM, 2013. Summarizes model tool that was 
developed to assess the effectiveness of using excess capacity storage in the reservoir to avoid, 
forestall, and/or mitigate the magnitude and duration of potential Colorado River Compact 
curtailment.  

14. Aspinall Unit Operations Final Environmental Impact Statement, United States Department of 
Interior, 2012. Summary of proposed action to modify reservoir operations that will result in higher 
and more natural downstream spring flows and moderate base flows. Report Link 

15. Curecanti National Recreation Area Water Resource Scoping Report, United States Department of 
Interior, 1995. Summarizes analysis of water resource issues facing Curecanti NRA to help ensure 
and maintain appropriate reservoir levels. Report Link  

16. Considerations for Modeling a Water Bank at the Aspinall Unit with Current Environmental Flows 
Draft Report, Prepared for the Colorado River Program of the Nature Conservancy, Hydros 
Consulting, 2011. Summarizes a review of computer models to assess their ability to simulate 
different water banking options and their effect on operations and environmental flows. Report Link 

17. Grand Valley Regional Water Conservation Plan, City of Grand Junction, Clifton Water District, and 
The Ute Water Conservancy District, 2012. Summarizes a plan for development and utilization of 
strategies to help improve water use efficiency by addressing supply and demand issues. Report Link 

18. Tri-County Water Conservancy District Water Conservation Plan, Tri-County Water Conservancy 
District, 2012. Summarizes a plan for the development and utilization of a set of strategies that 
provide water suppliers and local communities a means of using water resources in a wise and 
prudent manner. Report Link 

19. Nonconsumptive Toolbox Report, CWCB, 2013. Provides a compilation of information and tools for 
use to address nonconsumptive needs and implementation of projects and methods. Report Link 

20. Assessing Streamflow Needs for Whitewater Recreation in the Gunnison River basin, American 
Whitewater, 2013. Provides baseline information on stream flows and whitewater recreation that 
can be applied to evaluating how future water management actions or risk management strategies 
may impact whitewater recreation. Report Link 

Water Quality and Watershed Health 

21. Statewide Water Quality Management Plan, CDPHE, 2011. Summarizes current conditions of the 
state’s surface waters on a basin scale; key water quality regulations and policies; and serves as an 
education tool for both current and future stakeholders. Report Link 

22. Integrated Water Quality Monitoring and Assessment Report, CDPHE, 2012. Summarizes water 
quality conditions and corresponding standards to assess attainment over the past five years. Report 
Link  
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23. Colorado Nonpoint Source Program 2012 Management Plan, CDPHE, 2012. Identifies and prioritizes 
nonpoint source issues; summarizes coordinating resources and partners to address issues and track 
progress in water quality improvement; and addresses the priorities through on-the-ground 
watershed restoration efforts. Report Link 

24. Total Maximum Daily Load Assessment Gunnison River and Tributaries: Uncompahgre River and 
Tributaries: Delta/Mesa/Montrose Counties, CDPHE, 2011. Summarizes assessment of TMDL of 
selenium and implementation action plans. Report Link 

25. GIS Map of Statewide Water Quality Data, CDPHE, 2013. GIS map portraying stream and lake 
segments with Outstanding Water (OW) use classifications, 303(d) impairments, and TMDL and 
Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) designations. 

26. Water Quality Data Analysis and Interpretation: Curecanti National Recreation Area, National Park 
Service, 1995. Summarizes water quality data collected and interpretation of the data. Report Link 

27. Final Gunnison River Programmatic Biological Opinion, United States Fish and Wildlife, 2009. 
Summarizes biological opinion on modification of the operation of the Aspinall Unit to address flow 
needs for endangered fish. Report Link 

28. Selenium Watershed Management Plan Update, Gunnison Basin and Grand Valley Selenium Task 
Force, 2012. Summarizes relevant background concerning selenium problem, historical planning and 
implementation activities, and recommended strategies for addressing existing and potential new 
sources of selenium loading as part of the on-going management plan. Report Link 

29. Selenium Management Program: Program Formulation Document Gunnison River basin, Colorado, 
prepared by the Selenium Management Workgroup complied by BLM, 2011. Summarizes the 
Selenium Management Program including background and action plan. Report Link 

30. CWCB Watershed Flow Evaluation Tool Pilot Study for Roaring Fork and Fountain Creek Watersheds 
and Site Specific Quantification Pilot Study for Roaring Fork Watershed, CWCB, 2009. Summarizes 
the pilot study to determine if the WFET process for examining ecological risk related to flow 
conditions is a viable option for Colorado. Report Link 

31. Uncompahgre Watershed Plan, Uncompahgre Watershed Partnership, 2013. Summarizes the 
existing conditions; identifies and prioritizes issues; defines objectives of managements; and 
identifies protection and remediation strategies. Report Link 

32. Lake Fork Valley Conservancy Long Term Monitoring Plan 2012 to 2022, Alpine Environmental 
Consultants, 2012. Summarizes monitoring goals and action plans for the watershed. Report Link 

33. Assessment of Riparian and Aquatic Habitat Associated with the Upper Gunnison River, Gunnison 
County, Colorado, Bio-Environs, 2010. Summarizes assessment of the riparian habitat associated 
directly with the Upper Gunnison River channel. Report Link 

34. North Fork of the Gunnison River Watershed Plan Update, North Fork River Improvement 
Association, 2010. Summarizes new water quality data, community concerns, and revised action plan 
for river-restoration. Report Link 
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35. Coal Creek Watershed Protection Plan, Stantec Consulting, 2005. Summarizes existing water quality 
data, known and potential pollution sources, management measures, implementation strategies and 
monitoring plan. Report Link 

36. Gunnison Basin and Grand Valley Selenium Task Forces. Contains various resources and information 
pertaining to Selenium. Web Link  

37. Coal Creek Watershed Coalition. Includes documents and data concerning the mine superfund site, 
water quality data, water shed protection plans (Slate and Coal Creek) and education and outreach 
information. Web Link; Files and Publications Link 

38. Lake Fork Valley Conservancy. Includes documents and data relevant to the conservancy, Henson 
Creek, TMDL assessments, and critical wetlands surveys. Web Link 

39. Uncompahgre Watershed Partnership. Various documents from the Uncompahgre Watershed 
Partnership including the watershed plan. Web Link 

40. Western Slope Conservation Center. Various documents and water quality data including the North 
Fork Watershed Plan. Web Link 

41. Colorado State Forest Service Publications. Information related to forest health; forest management; 
forest insects, diseases, and disorders; and wildfire mitigation and education. Web Link 

42. 2013 Report on the Health of Colorado’s Forests, Colorado State Forest Service, 2013. Updates on 
insect, disease, and wildfires and discussion on active forest management, forest restoration grant 
programs, effective use of beetle-kill trees, wildfire risk reduction, and community education 
programs. Web Link 

43. Colorado Statewide Forest Resources Assessment, Colorado State Forest Service, 2010. A geospatial 
assessment of forest type and ownership including the data used to inform the assessment, the 
process followed, list of people engaged, and actions taken to address priority needs. Report Link 

44. Colorado Statewide Forest Resources Strategy, Colorado State Forest Service, 2010. The strategy 
provides a platform for CSFS and partners to focus efforts on important forest landscapes and 
leverage limited resources to achieve positive and significant results. Report Link 

45. Grand Mesa Uncompahgre and Gunnison National Forests. Includes the proposed forest plan. Web 
Link 

46. Rocky Mountain Region Forest and Grassland Health, U.S. Forest Service. Information related to 
annual forest health reports, insects and disease, and forest health protection. Web Link 

Climate and Drought 

47. Draft Climate Change in Colorado – A Synthesis to Support Water Resources Management and 
Adaptation, Version 3, CWCB, 2014. Summarizes Colorado climate including observed variability and 
trends; overview of available climate models; and global model projections of potential climate 
futures. Summarizes the implications to water resources and discusses using the findings in 
vulnerability assessments and long-range water resource planning. Report Link 
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48. Gunnison Basin Climate Change Vulnerability Assessment for the Gunnison Climate Workgroup, The 
Nature Conservancy Colorado Natural Heritage Program and others, 2011. Summarizes a land-scape 
vulnerability assessment to determine relative vulnerability of 24 ecosystems and 73 species of 
conservation concern. Report Link 

49. The Colorado Drought Mitigation and Response Plan, CWCB, 2013. Provides a blue print for how the 
State will monitor, mitigate and respond to drought. Report Link 

Public Outreach 

50. The Gunnison River basin, A Handbook for Inhabitants, CWCB Gunnison River basin Roundtable, 
2013-14. A public outreach document with the purpose of educating citizens on water issues in the 
Gunnison River basin. Report Link 

51. Gunnison Basin Roundtable: 2012 Education Action Plan, 2012. Summarizes the Gunnison Basin’s 
education action plan. Report Link 

52. CWCB Gunnison Basin Round Table. Contains information pertaining to the roundtable and various 
links. Web Link 

53. Upper Gunnison River Water Conservancy District. Includes documents and data relevant to the 
Upper Gunnison River basin. Web Link 

54. Colorado River Water Conservation District. Includes documents and data relevant to the Colorado 
River District boundaries, including the Gunnison River basin. Relevant information includes 
operations and on-going programs and projects. Web Link 

55. CWCB Web Link. Contains links to relevant state documents. Web Link 
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http://cwcbweblink.state.co.us/weblink/search.aspx?dbid=0
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Appendix 3: Education Action Plan 

~~~ Gunnison Basin Roundtable ~~~ 
Michelle Pierce – Chair 

George Sibley – Public Education, Participation and Outreach Liaison 

DRAFT 2015 – GUNNISON BASIN ROUNDTABLE EDUCATION ACTION PLAN 

Overview: The Gunnison Basin Roundtable Education and Outreach Program will focus activities for 
2015 on three areas: 

A. Continue to keep decision-makers and interested general citizenry in the six sectors of the Basin 
informed on the development of the Gunnison Basin Plan and the Colorado State Plan. 

B. Continue existing water education programs in any of the six sectors of the Basin that have such 
programs in place. Local watershed groups especially have initiated public education and 
participation programs addressing problems specific to their areas; these need support for 
continuity. 

C. Lay the foundation for an Education Action Plan for the years 2016-2025, toward some specific 
goals described below to prepare the people of the Gunnison Basin for the cultural and 
economic changes that will probably take place through the decades of the planning period 
(2015-2050).  
The underlying assumption here is that a possible doubling of population statewide, with a fixed 
or quite probably decreasing water supply, will require significant cultural and economic 
changes in Colorado life. The current “generation in charge” that is doing the planning will be 
retiring or otherwise leaving the active field by 2030-35; a new generation, now in school, will 
be taking over the actual execution of the Colorado Water Plan for its critical years. The next 
decade (2015-25) will be critical in developing a moving toward not just public awareness-
raising, but the institutional changes necessary for a more proactive approach to the water 
problems we will face as the Southwest both “fills up and dries up.”   

TASK A:  Continue to keep decision-makers and general citizenry in the six sectors of the Basin 
informed on the development of the Gunnison Basin Plan and the Colorado State Plan This will be 
achieved with continuity from the 2014 Education Action Plan: 

• As benchmarks on the way toward the adoption of a Colorado Water Plan late in 2015 are 
reached, “GBRT Progress Reports” will be drafted by the PEPO Liaison, and distributed in paper 
and electronic format to City Councils, County Commissioners and other Basin decision-makers. 

• An updated website with the evolving Basin and State plans will be maintained, with links from 
local water organization sites, and with online opportunity for public responses. 

• Public meetings will be held in the six sectors of the Basin as benchmarks on the way toward 
adoption of a Colorado Water Plan are reached, and at other times when it seems desirable to 
do so. 

TASK B:  Continue existing water education programs in any of the six sectors that have such programs 
in place. 

• The Basin watershed groups, conservancy districts and some water providers have education 
plans and programs in various stages of development. 
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• The public schools have some water education activities that should be not only continued, but 
also amplified on and expanded. 

TASK C:  Lay the foundation for an Education Action Plan for the years 2015-2025, at the end of which 
time these things will be in place for the rest of the planning period (2015-2050): 

• Every school district in the Gunnison River basin will have an established water education 
program, involving 4th, 7th and 11th grades that will combine responsible field stewardship 
(watershed monitoring, stream cleanups, riparian restoration) with standards-based classroom 
education. This will involve all segments of the curriculum – natural sciences, social sciences, 
arts and humanities. 

• All Basin governing bodies (municipal, county, water-related special districts, and their planning 
staffs) will participate in annual half-day seminars on “the state of the streams and water 
resources” in their sector of the Basin, and in the Basin, state and region at large. 

• Each of the six sectors of the Gunnison River basin will have an annual spring or summer 
celebration focusing on the watershed streams and water resources, combining educational 
presentations (booths, films, readings or theater, etc.) with in-stream activities, displays and 
competitions. (Gunnison’s River Festival or the North Fork’s Float are examples.) 

• Municipal and county governments, Chambers of Commerce, realtors, and others at the 
interface with new and existing residents will have informational materials prominently 
available to inform new and existing homeowners on basic personal water concerns and to help 
engage them in creating water-efficient and climate-appropriate homes and landscaping.  

Toward those goals, these things will occur in 2015: 

A. A Gunnison Basin Education and Outreach Committee (GBEOC) will be organized, composed of a 
representative from each of the six sectors of the Gunnison Basin (Upper Gunnison, North Fork, 
Surface Creek/Grand Mesa, Upper Uncompahgre, Lower Uncompahgre, Lower Gunnison). For 
sectors with existing watershed groups, the education facilitator from that group should ideally 
be a GBEOC member. The Roundtable Public Education, Participation and Outreach Liaison will 
also be a member. This group will meet quarterly (February, May, August and November), prior 
to Gunnison Basin Roundtable meetings, and as necessary between those meetings. 

B. The six sector representatives will explore partnership opportunities in their sector, identifying 
organizations and individuals interested in participating in the water future of their area, either 
financially in supporting project activities or through providing volunteers for program field 
activities, or in other more specific participatory ways. 

C. The six sector representatives, working with funds provided by the CWCB and Roundtable, will 
assess the perceived education needs in their sector, for youths, adults, and specifically targeted 
groups (city councils, county commissions, business organization, etc.), and will report that to 
the full committee. (See the attached exemplary model for youth water-ed needs from the 
Uncompahgre Watershed Partnership.) 

D. The GBEOC will prepare activities for the Roundtable, and possibly for selected other Basin 
organizations, to spur discussion on water-related issues requiring clarified or changed thinking. 
An example will be the challenge of gradually freeing up some water from agriculture for other 
uses over the 35-year time period without diminishing the acreage under irrigation in the Basin. 

E. The GBEOC will (presumably working with other basins and state organizations) develop an 
education program for enlarging basin inhabitants’ thinking about M&I water providers, bringing 
them to acknowledging that water providers are not selling water by the gallon, but are 
providing a service with fixed costs independent of individual use decreases. 
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F. The GBEOC will initiate an inventory of Gunnison Basin land-use planning codes, regulations and 
guidelines as those codes, et cetera, relate to the relationship between land and water. Once 
this is complete, a follow-up study will pull together “Best Practice” analysis of alternatives that 
will try to balance land development with water sufficiency.  

G. The GBEOC representatives in the Upper Gunnison and Lower Gunnison sectors, together with 
other representatives, will initiate discussion with relevant college faculty and officials at 
Western State Colorado University and Colorado Mesa University, and organizations like the 
Youth Corps Association, to initiate a “Water Leaders” program for the Basin, utilizing college 
students to work in the Basin’s public schools, assisting in delivering educational programs, and 
leading small field groups in stewardship activities. 

 

The GBEOC will meet in February 2016, and in February each year following, to evaluate progress on 
those action items, and to determine what the next steps in each area of activity will be toward the 
goals above for the 2016-2025 decade. 
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Appendix 4:  Public Input on Gunnison Basin Implementation Plan 

Index of Materials in Appendix 4 

Part 1:  Record of Public and Other Meetings with Basin citizens and water organizations 
1. Summary Report on all Public and Other Meetings 
Meeting Notes: 
2. 3/25/14 Meeting in Gunnison with County Commissioners and Upper Gunnison Citizens 
3.  4/30/14 Meeting in Hotchkiss with North Fork Citizens – Questions & Responses summarized 
4. 4/30/14 Meeting in Hotchkiss – Tally of results from 5 Input Forms completed and submitted 
5. 6/18/14 Meeting in Gunnison – Senate Bill 115 Gunnison Basin Public Hearing 
6.  2/25/15 Meeting in Gunnison Library – Newspaper report on meeting, WSCU Student Paper 
7.  3/8/15   Meeting in Crested Butte Library, High Country Conservation Advocates & Citizens 
8. 3/16/15 Meeting at Western State Colorado University – Tally of 59 Input Forms from Students 
9. 3/25/15 Meeting at Cedaredge – Questions asked and discussed 
10. 3/25/15 Meeting at Cedaredge – Delta County Independent newspaper report on meeting 
11. 4/6/15   Meeting in Montrose, Uncompahgre Basin – Notes on questions discussed 
12. 4/6/15   Meeting in Montrose – Written input from two citizens 
 
Part 2:  Critiques of the BIP and/or State Water Plan  
13. High Country Conservation Advocates, Upper Gunnison Subbasin (Julie Nania, principal author) 
14. Model Environmental Needs Inventory Project for Upper Gunnison Basin, HCCA 
15. The West Slope Conservation Center, North Fork Subbasin (Sarah Sauter, principal author) 
16. Lynn Cudlip Letter on Agricultural Irrigation Value 
17. Bureau of Land Management Analysis of Basin and State Plans 
18. National Park Service Analysis of Basin and State Plans 
19. Loretta Molitor Letter on Conservation, Reuse and Diversion 
20. Modene Gaulke, Letter on Three Values in Colorado Water Plan Quick Guide 
 
Part 3:  General Letters of Support for Gunnison Basin Implementation Plan  
21. Crawford Water Conservancy District 
22. Upper Gunnison River Water Conservancy District 
23. Gunnison County Stockgrowers Association 
24. Project 7 Water Authority 
25. City of Gunnison 
26. City of Montrose 
27. Town of Ridgway 
28. Menoken Water District 
 
Part 4:  Guides prepared to help citizens understand and search the Basin and State Water Plans 
29. Summary of the Gunnison Basin Water Plan 
30. Quick Guide to major issues addressed in the State and Basin Plans and where to find them in plans 
31. Citizen’s Guide to the Colorado Water Plan – relatively detailed outline of the plan 
32. Input Survey Form (used with most public meetings and available online) 
33.  Results from Input Survey Form, Colorado Mesa University Water Center website 
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1. Public Meeting Summary 

EVENT # PRESENTERS NOTES 

3/25/2014: Public 
meeting in conjunction 
with Gunnison County 
Commissioners Work 
Session 

35 Frank Kugel, 
George Sibley 

Present: 3 County Commissioners, County 
Manager, Gunnison City Manager, two ag 
producers, 5 GBRT members, Crested Butte News 
reporters, members of Upper Gunnison 
watershed/environmental organizations. 
Concerns: Focus on TMD threat; absence of water 
quality as a goal (quickly corrected). Detailed 
notes in Appendix 4 'Meeting Notes'. 

4/16/2014: Lake City, 
joint meeting of 
Hinsdale County 
Commissioners and 
Lake City Council 

25 Frank Kugel, 
Michelle Pierce 

Present: Three County Commissioners, four City 
Council members, Town Clerk, ~15-20 cirizens. 
Concerns: TMD issue, protection of ag water, 
conservation. 

4/30/2014: Hotchkiss, 
Public meeting for 
North Fork Valley 
inhabitants 

80 George Sibley, 
Wendell Koontz, 
Tom Alvey 

General public meeting: no public officials 
present, participants were a balanced mix of 
small to medium-size agricultural producers, 
small business owners, local residents. Concerns: 
TMD issue, Colorado River Compact issues, 
energy production and fracking in the upper 
reaches of the valley. Detailed notes from 
meeting and from Input Forms included in 
Appendix 4 'Meeting Notes'. 

5/13/2014: Orchard 
City Public Meeting for 
Grand Mesa/ 
SurfaceCreek area 

25 Austin Keiser, 
Ron Shaver, 
George Sibley 

Present: One Orchard City Council member, a 
Delta County Independent reporter, one 
candidate for state assembly (ultimately 
unsuccessful), mostly curious and interested 
citizens. Concerns: TMD issue, possible effects of 
irrigation efficiency on landscape (ditch trees, 
etc), Colorado River Compact issues, local IPPs. 

5/14/2014: Cedaredge 
public meeting for 
Grand Mesa/Surface 
Creek area. 

40 Austin Keiser, 
Ron Shaver, 
Hannah Holm 

Present: Cedaredge Town Manager, interested 
citizens. Concerns: Very similar to those from the 
meeting the previous day, but with more 
attention to the numerous small reservoirs on 
Grand Mesa in need of maintenance and 
restoration. 
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6/2/2014:  Montrose 
public meeting for 
Upper and Lower 
Uncompahgre Valley 
area. 

35 Bob Hereford 
(District 
Engineer), Eric 
Knight (BuRec), 
George Sibley, 
Frank Kugel, Jim 
Pokrandt 
(CRWCD) 

This meeting was held in conjunction with the 
Colorado River District 'State of the River' 
meeting. Present: About 50 percent interested 
citizens primarily from Montrose and Delta area, 
and 50 percent GBRT members from around the 
Basin. Concerns: Diminishing water supply in 
Upper Colorado River Basin despite a 'normal' 
water year, implications for Colorado River 
Compact issues, the amount of water lost from 
Blue Mesa Reservoir for endangered fish 
program, TMD issue, selenium concerns. 

11/11/2014:  League of 
Women Voters, Upper 
Gunnison 

25 Frank Kugel, 
George Sibley 

~20 women, 5 men, one ranchwife, rest domestic 
water users urban/suburban. Concerns 
expressed: TMD threat? Oil & gas development 
issues (fracking impact on both quantity and 
quality)? Open space/ag protection? 

12/8/2014:  Western 
State Colorado Univ., 
Upper Gunnison 

24 Michelle Pierce Informational presentation to WSCU class on 
water plan process - undergraduates from diverse 
backgrounds. 

2/4/2015:  KBUT Public 
Radio Station, Upper 
Gunnison 

NA Frank Kugel, 
George Sibley 

Recording short radio spots about planning 
process to be broadcast frequently 

2/13/2015: Ditch & 
Reservoir Company 
Alliance Convention, 
Grand Junction 

85 George Sibley Presentation to statewide convention of ditch 
and reservoir company representatives. 
Concerns: Future of agriculture w/ growth & 
drought, concern about TMD mitigation (even 
possible?), implications for water law. 

2/18/2015:  Gunnison 
Valley Realtors, Upper 
Gunnison 

35 Frank Kugel, Bill 
Nesbitt, Jason 
Ullmann, Bob 
Hereford  

Presentation on planning process mostly to 
realtors and other business persons. Concerns: 
Opposition to TMDs. 

2/19/2014:  High 
Country Conservation 
Advocates, UGRWCD, 
Blackstock Bistro, 
Upper Gunnison 

30 Frank Kugel, 
George Sibley 

Presentation on planning process to group 
including one rafting business owner and several 
whitewater business employees, most of the 
others were citizens with environmental 
interests. Concerns: Instream flows expanded, 
'right to float' resolution, return flow reporting 
accuracy. 
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2/25/2015:  UGRWCD, 
Gunnison County 
Public Library, Upper 
Gunnison 

10 Frank Kugel, 
George Sibley 

Presentation on planning process to group 
including 2 senior citizens, two businessmen, the 
rest were college-age. Concerns: Forest Service 
water-shed management, oil & gas development/ 
fracking, conservation. News-paper account in 
Appendix 4, Meeting Notes. 

3/8/2015:  High 
Country Conservation 
Advocates, UGRWCD, 
Crested Butte Library, 
Upper Gunnison 

9 Julie Nania, 
Steve Glazer 

Present: members of High Country Conserva-tion 
Advocates, RRAFT, citizens. Concerns:  
environmental needs, conservation/protection of 
water quantity & quality. Detailed notes in 
Appendix 4 'Meeting Notes'. 

3/10/2015:  UGRWCD, 
Gunnison City Council, 
Upper Gunnison 

10 Frank Kugel, Bill 
Nesbitt 

Presentation on planning process and progress to 
the City Council, Q&A 

3/11/2015:  
Montrose/Delta 
Counties Realtor Rally, 
Uncompahgre, North 
Fork & Grand Mesa 

100 Austin Keiser Present: mostly realtors, interested citizens. 
Concerns: land use in the planning process, 
transmountain and downriver questions, 
emphasis on importance of public input. 

3/16/2015:  UGRWCD, 
Masters in 
Environmental 
Management (MEM) 
Forum, WSCU, Upper 
Gunnison 

70 George Sibley, 
Frank Kugel, 
Tyler Morrison 
(MEM) 

Presentation on planning process, followed by 
table discussions primarily with WSCU students 
(maybe half a dozen general public). Table 
discussions led by 1 rancher, 1 NCRS official 
(retired), 1 city manager, 1 county commissioner, 
2 recreation industry reps, 2 environmental 
educators. 59 WSCU students filled out Input 
Forms (see response totals in Appendix 4), our 
best sense of what  'the next generation' is 
thinking.  

3/16/2015:  UGRWCD, 
Crested Butte Town 
Council, Upper 
Gunnison 

25 Frank Kugel, Bill 
Nesbitt, Steve 
Glazer 

Presentation on planning process with Q&A and 
discussion of issues involving headwaters 
communities. 

3/17/2015:  Gunnison 
& Colorado Basin 
Roundtables, Joint 
Public Meeting, Lower 
Gunnison 

35 Hannah Holm, 
Rick Brinkman, 
Jim Pokrandt 

Presentation of information on State Plan and 
both Basin Plans and input forms distributed and 
collected. Concerns/questions raised: Oil & gas 
development impacts, water & land use carrying 
capacity, storage opportunities on West Slope. 
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3/18/2015:  UGRWCD, 
Lake Fork Valley 
Conservancy, Lake City 
Council and Public, 
Upper Gunnison 

25 George Sibley, 
Michelle Pierce 

Presentation to City Council and citizens in 
attendance on the planning process with Q&A 
and discussion of issues involving headwaters 
communities.  Concerns: Opposition to TMDs, 
growth control options, Front Range developing 
storage opportunities, conservation & demand 
reduction, public Trust threat to Lake San 
Cristobal. 

3/25/2015:  Grand 
Mesa WCD, Public 
Meeting, Cedaredge, 
Grand Mesa/Surface 
Creek 

35 Austin Keiser, 
Ron Shaver 

Present: interested citizens. Concerns: 
transmountain and downriver conservation, 
impacts on water supply of tree mortality and 
evaporation, condition of Grand Mesa Reser-voirs 
and possibility of assistance in repairs. The 
questions raised are detailed in Appendix 4 
'Meeting Notes'; also a newspaper article. 

4/6/2015: Tri-County 
WCD, Ouray & Ouray 
County officials, 
Project 7, Montrose, 
Uncompahgre Valley 
Public Meeting 

35 Joan Fagan, Mike 
Berry, Adam 
Turner, Marti 
Whitmore 

Present: One Delta County Commissioner, several 
ag people, interested citizens, ~10 GBRT 
members. Concerns: keeping water in the basin 
(what happened to 'Not One Drop'), plan versus 
existing water law, unity among West Slope 
basins, paying for work that needs to be done. 
The questions raised are detaled in Appendix 4 
'Meeting Notes'. 

TOTAL PARTICIPANTS 793   

(Unless otherwise noted, all presenters are GBRT members.) 
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2. GBRT Public Education Meeting 
Gunnison County Commissioners Work Session 

March 25, 2014 
 
Public Comment 
 
Butch Clark:  Large projects in Gunnison County are a threat to current water supply. 

- Proposed mine at Whitepine – County population could double. 
- Fracking – Could involve new demands on Blue Mesa. 

 
Bill Nesbitt:  Conservation – Does conserved water potentially go to the Front Range? 
 
Phyllis Guerreri: Non-consumptive use – Hydropower at Taylor Park may result in year 

round generation and reduced reservoir storage. 
EPA – Has adverse impact on agriculture production.  Education is 
important. 

 
Jen Bock:  BIP requires prioritization of our goals 

- We should maximize utilization of WSRA grant money in basin. 
- Be more aggressive in seeking funds for combined consumptive/non-

consumptive use projects. 
 
Marlene Zanatell: BCNP flows benefit many uses downstream, including fish.   

Ranchers do not want us in their hair – want the ability to sell. 
 
Ken Coleman: Asked if there was any unappropriated water in Gunnison Basin.  Frank 

said Basin was over appropriated in 2003, but water is available in high 
flow years. 

 
Ramon Reed:  No reference to water quality in GBIP goals. 

- Has been added since document was printed. 
 
Gary Hausler:  Is there unappropriated water in other West Slope basins? 

- Yes, Yampa/White and San Juan 
 
Marlene Zanatell: Aspinall provides an insurance policy against Colorado Compact 

curtailment.  The Supreme Court said only 15,000 acre-feet was available. 
- ‘Not One Drop’ still a valid approach. 
- Do not dry up our pastures until there are no Front Range lawns. 

 
Ramon Reed:  New Supply – Take out “New Project…December 31, 2013.”  No TMD. 
 
Gary Hausler: Colorado is working provincially.  BRT process is a subterfuge.  A better 

alternative to meet the gap is the Mississippi River.  It should be 
investigated. 
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Butch Clark: There should be more coordination of Hazmat movement in our basin.  
This puts our water supply at risk. He recommends a warning system 
including irrigators, warning them to close headgates in the event of spill 
in the rivers. 

 
Ken Coleman: Water is a finite resource and continued growth is unsustainable.  Land 

use planning should address this issue. 
 
Marlene Zanatell: Reuse needs to be stressed. 
 
Gary Hausler:  What happens after 2050?  Are we planning beyond that? 
 
Pete Dunda:  What about desalinization as an option for lower basin states? 
 
Ramon Reed:  Constraints must be clarified under the Compact before CWP is adopted. 
 
Bob Drexel:  What is the process for assembling BIP plans into CWP? 
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EMAIL RESPONSES RECEIVED 

George: 

I won't be able to make it to the meeting but salute yours and Frank's efforts to plan ahead. In 
passing two things that worry me: 

(a) Freshwater ecosystems need protection to insure the availability of potable water for rural 
residents and downstream users. Those ecosystems are threatened a variety of forces:Mining: 
Whitepine and Red Lady mines, the potential of fracking in Ohio Creek.: Off road travel 
especially where federal agencies have allowed unrestricted travel (ATV's, RV's,OHV's, dirt 
bikes, across and through watersheds, streams, creeks and drainages).Ranching A considerable 
amount of manure lying about and it is bound to end up in water table. Leroy Poff, CSU 
professor biology is looking at this. 

(b) How to play Phoenix and Denver off against each other so that neither one will be able to 
annnex our "unappropriated" water for anticipated or actual growth. 

Best, 

Frank Coleman (PO Box 116, Parlin, CO 81239, fcoleman@wildblue.net) 

__________________________________ 

 

Hi George, 

I wanted to get back to you with some brief comments about the presentation last week.  Thanks 
for putting it all together. 
 
I think that all the Intrabasin Goals are good. I can't speak to the Statewide Principles as I think 
the exact wording which leads to no transmountain diversion is beyond my ability and 
understanding.   
 
I would like to explore the 5th goal:  “Identify, quantify and encourage beneficial relationships 
between agricultural water uses and nonconsumptive uses.” I would add the words research.  Down 
the road perhaps the Roundtable could fund this research. See the following.  It may lead to a 
NEED, which I believe is the next step. 
 
You mentioned that the ranchers would like to understand how they benefit from the relationship 
between ag water use and nonconsumptive uses.  The link is that in this basin, flood irrigation 
leads to development of wetlands have which numerous ecosystem services ranging from water 
storage to water purification and even carbon sequestration.  The ranchers are farming carbon 
and creating wetlands which support small mammal and birds of the non-endangered type.  The 
new MEM program at WSCU could lead the way in researching these aspects of the relationship 
between ag use and nonconsumptive use.   
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If any of this is of interest, and you want to discuss more, please give me a call at 209-1143.  It 
may be of no help, but the presentation got me thinking. You don't have any easy job and once 
again I am late to the water party though I know it's been going on for 25 years and will continue 
to go on. 
 
Thanks for listening. 
Lynn Cudlip 
 
 
INPUT NOTES FROM LYNN CUDLIP (BIOLOGIST, PART-TIME WSCU FACULTY): 

One of the basin goals expressed in Gunnison Basin Implementation Plan is: Identify, quantify, and 
encourage beneficial relationships between agricultural water uses and nonconsumptive uses.  The goal 
implies that links between the two uses is direct and beneficial though it is difficult to determine the 
benefits gained by the agricultural water users from nonconsumptive users such as recreationists 
utilizing appropriated instream flows.  Perhaps instead, the link or links between the two users are 
indirect; in this basin, both users receive and provide ecosystem services to the basin water landscape. 
In doing so, the agricultural water users and the nonconsumptive water users are benefiting each other 
by providing and expanding ecosystem services in the basin, which in turn benefit each use and the 
entire basin from ecological an environmental standpoint.  When a basin’s environment is healthy, the 
basin’s inhabitants can achieve a healthful living.  

Some ecosystem services associated with water include water purification and storage, wildlife habitat 
maintenance, stream stabilization, groundwater recharge and discharge, and carbon sequestration. One 
agricultural use of water in the Gunnison Basin is flood irrigation; this form of irrigation leads to 
development of wetlands which has extensively expanded the ecosystem services listed above.  While 
we have quantified how many acres are irrigated and can count the tons of hay produced or forage 
available, we have not quantified what other services these irrigated hay meadows provide. The type of 
irrigation that occurs in Gunnison County simulates a wetland environment where soils are saturated for 
an extensive part of the growing season. Like wetlands the irrigated hay meadows store water for later 
release to streams; they are highly productive and as a result sequester carbon; they provide habitat for 
small mammals and birds which are a food source for larger mammal and avian species.  None of these 
services have been quantified and other ecosystem services have not been identified.  Any new water 
supply project which would reduce the amount of irrigated land in Gunnison County should be 
evaluated for its impact to these services.  And while some would argue that conversion of sagebrush 
habitat to hay meadow has incurred impacts to the Gunnison landscape and its inhabitants, removal of 
irrigation water and leaving the land fallow could have tremendous impacts on the ecosystem services 
that would be diminished. Habitat would diminish as a result of little plant cover; water storage would 
not occur as precipitation events may cause surface runoff and erosion without vegetative cover; carbon 
sequestration would be reduced. Under conditions of irrigation cessation, these changes in ecosystem 
services should also be researched and quantified. 

Nonconsumptive uses also provide ecosystem services.  Water remaining in streams and creeks provide 
habitat and a water source for wildlife and domestic grazing animals including cattle and sheep. 
Instream flows also provided habitat for aquatic insects and algae that are the food source for fish; 
presence and maintenance of fish in our streams is important to a healthy environment and economy in 
our area. Intact stream systems support streambanks that are stable, which do not contribute massive 
amounts of eroded material to downstream users; a dynamic equilibrium has been established whereby 
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established instream flows lead to degradation and aggradation of stream materials in a way that 
reduces erosive energy found in less healthy stream systems.  And water left in the stream may serve as 
a source of water farther down the stream for additional agricultural uses, while providing recreation for 
boaters and fishers alike.  Like agricultural water uses, nonconsumptive use of water and the links to 
ecosystem services have not been identified, quantified or researched. The new MEM program at WSCU 
could lead the way in researching these links between established water uses and ecosystem service, 
and by extension, the relationship between agricultural water uses and nonconsumptive water uses in 
the Gunnison Basin.  
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3. NOTES FROM NORTH FORK VALLEY MEETING 

April 30, 2014, 7:00, Hotchkiss Senior Center 

~80 people were present for the meeting, including 5 members of the Gunnison Basin Roundtable. 

The meeting went as described on Page 1. Wendell Koontz gave the welcome and introduction of the 
topic; George Sibley did the presentation of the plan for the BIP Committee. Neal Schweiterman took 
notes; Tom Alvey addressed many of the questions. Other Roundtable member present: Henry LeValley. 

Comments, Questions discussed: 

~ How would Colorado water supplies be curtailed in the event of a “Colorado River Compact Call”? (A 
number of responses were offered: Priority would be enforced, but junior water going to the cities 
would not be entirely shut off; how it would be curtailed remains to be worked out. The Compact itself 
makes no provisions for a “call.” But California and Arizona have considerable power in Congress, should 
it come to legislation.) 

~ Is the BIP taking into account the possible impacts of the EPA rule-making about “waters of U.S. 
interest”? 

~ Will the BIP have specific projects listed? (The participants had the unedited and unfiltered list of 
potential projects assembled from the technical meetings and other input, but were warned that it was 
just to show what is on the table, and not to be considered a final list. Tom Alvey handled the question, 
observing that feasibility will be a big factor in determining which projects and programs go in the final 
BIP.) 

~ Is more storage possible? (Opinions offered indicate that more storage is mostly a matter of whether 
larger entities – state or national governments – make it a priority; otherwise, probably limited to some 
enlargements and improved storage through infrastructure repair and maintenance.) 

~ What is GBRT stance on transmountain diversion? (Variations on this occurred in subsequent 
questions – obviously on many people’s minds. RT members indicated that there is probably “not one 
drop available” in the headwaters part of the Basin, and then went through all the conditions, risk 
factors and compensations Front Range diverters would have to address for West Slope RTs before 
there could be even a firming project, let alone a major TMD.) 

~ Is rooftop collection (cistern use) legal? Will it or should it be? Under what conditions? 

~ Should we be collecting fees or compensation for bottled water originating on the West Slope but sold 
elsewhere? (No one had an answer for that one.) 

~ Will the Colorado Water Plan have the same structure and format as the BIPs? (No one knows for sure; 
mention was made of a possible “conflict committee” to resolve impasses.) 
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~ The fundamental problem is unfettered Front Range growth; how can they be made to live within their 
means? (Led to brief discussion of land use planning issues, the commitment to local control, the power 
of development proponents, etc.) 

~ Is the BIP taking into account the tree-ring studies showing that the 20th century was unusually favored 
with above average precipitations? (Brief discussion of the need for low, medium and high water 
scenarios in planning.) 

~ From a local small farmer: can the majority owners of a ditch company sell the ditch’s water out from 
under small owners who would oppose the sale? (No one knew for sure – thought it probably depended 
on the bylaws of the ditch companies.) 

~ Does the BIP address alluvial recharge of wells and springs? (Discussion of surface-ground waters, 
difficulty of establishing sources, etc. Shutdown of South Platte wells mentioned.) 

~ If a farmer or rancher reduces his use through more efficient irrigation systems, can he lease or sell the 
saved water? (While there has been recent legislation about this, no one seemed to know for sure what 
has and has not been actually passed, what the actual situation is – need to be able to answer this one. 
It was noted that the farmer could do nothing to his system that injured other users.) 

~ Has the GBRT decided to support or not support conservation of irrigation waters?  (Could only say we 
support ag conservation measures that are consistent with the law, avoid injury to other users and their 
decrees, etc.) 

~ Has the GBRT taken stand on Shell (and other energy companies) buying irrigation water rights for oil 
shale production? (Pointed out our goal to “discourage” conversion of ag water to anything else “within 
the context of private property rights.” We don’t stand in the way of “willing seller” situations.) 

~ Are the small domestic water companies accounted for in the GBRT plan, and how will they be 
handled as they double their users?  (Raised the idea under discussion in the Upper Gunnison, of a 
multi-district conservation plan bringing together all the “non-covered” (<2,000 af/yr) domestic water 
providers in a single conservation/efficiency plan, sharing consultant fees, resident expertise, and where 
possible, water supply. This would probably work in other parts of the Basin, and we need to make sure 
it is in the plan.)  
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4. INPUT FOR GUNNISON BASIN WATER PLAN – North Fork 
Five residents of the North Fork sub-basin of the Gunnison Basin filled out Input Forms 
at the April 30, 2014 public meeting in Hotchkiss. Their responses are totaled here…. 

STATE GOALS – The Governor has said the Colorado Water Plan must include 
the following goals: 

A. A productive economy that supports vibrant and sustainable cities 

B. Viable and productive agriculture 

C. A robust skiing, recreation, and tourism industry 

D. Efficient and effective water infrastructure promoting smart land use 

E. A strong environment with healthy watersheds, rivers and streams, and wildlife 
 

From your Gunnison Basin perspective, which of the five goals do  
you consider most important?       A    B3    C    
D    E2 

Which do you consider least important to the Gunnison Basin?   A3    B    C2    
D    E   

Do any of the five appear potentially harmful to your sense of 
the Gunnison Basin’s future?          A2    B    C    D    E     
No3 

If there proves to be insufficient water to fulfill all of those goals, which 
one(s) do you think should sacrifice a portion to fulfill the others?   A4    B1    C2    
D1    E 
(None circled indicates a belief that there will be no need for such sacrifice.) 
 

Indicate your agreement, disagreement or uncertainty about these statements: 

The Gap is a state problem and should have state-level solutions 
in which all citizens share the burden statewide.   Agree2    Not sure
 Disagree3 

There is probably enough West Slope water for at least   
one more major transmountain diversion.    Agree    Not sure
 Disagree5 
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Any further Colorado River water development in/from any   
West Slope basin will negatively affect all West Slope basins. Agree4    Not sure1
 Disagree 

 

GUNNISON BASIN USES AND GOALS 

Indicate your agreement, disagreement or uncertainty about these statements: 

The Gunnison Basin population will double by 2050.  Agree1    Not sure4
 Disagree 

This part of the Basin has a healthy economy.   Agree1    Not sure1
 Disagree3 

This part of the Basin has a healthy environment.   Agree4    Not sure1
 Disagree 

This part of the Basin is sufficiently diversified economically. Agree3    Not sure
 Disagree2 

A priority goal of protecting existing uses in the event of 
future development is appropriate for the Gunnison Basin.  Agree4    Not sure1
 Disagree 

Except for the Primary Goal, the Basin Roundtable’s other planning goals have no priority 
assigned; however, we would like for you to indicate the relative importance you think they should 
have:      (top four ranked for each) 

A. Discourage the conversion of currently productive agricultural land to all other uses within the 
context of private property rights. 3 first, 1 third 

B. Improve agricultural water supplies to reduce shortages. 1 second, 1 third 

C. Identify and address municipal and industrial water shortages. 1 fourth 

D. Quantify and protect nonconsumptive water uses.  1 fourth 

E. Maintain and, where necessary, improve water quality throughout the Basin.  1 second, 2 fourth 

F. Describe, quantify and encourage beneficial relationships between agricultural and environmental 
and recreational water uses.  1 second, 1 third  

G. Restore, maintain, and modernize critical water infrastructure, including hydropower. 2 first, 1 
second, 1 third 

H. Maintain an active and comprehensive public education process about water resources in the 
Gunnison Basin.  
1 second, 1 third, 1 fourth 
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The Gunnison Basin Roundtable draft planners have identified water needs in the three areas 
below, as described on the ‘Progress Report 2a.’ 
How would you prioritize projects to meet those needs (1,2,3, with 1 being “most important’)? 

Agricultural needs 4 1st, 1 2nd   Municipal/Domestic/Industrial needs 1 2nd, 4 3rd   Nonconsumptive 1 
1st, 3 2nd, 1 3rd 

Do you have concerns about the “Projects List” for your area? Something left off? 

Do you have other concerns about the future of the Gunnison River and its water that 
you feel the Roundtable needs to consider? (Attach another sheet if necessary) 

Opportunities to develop small water storage projects all over our area. 

Energy use of water should be discouraged. Protecting area’s food producing capability is most 
important. 

Specifically address fracking. Family planning for population control.  
 

 

 

Personal information: 

What Gunnison Basin county do you live in?      

Mesa     Delta (5)     Montrose     Ouray     Gunnison    Saguache     Hinsdale 
 
What best describes the place where you live? 

 City     Suburb     Town     Unincorporated Village     Farm/Ranch (5)     Other Rural 
 

What is your age?  Under 20    20-29    30-49 (2)    50-65 (2)    Over 65 (1) 
 
What best describes your role in the local community? 

 Agriculture (4)     Retail/Service     Professional     Education    Student     Government 

 Retiree (1)     “Lone Eagle” (living here, working elsewhere)     Other _________________ 
 
What is your principal interest(s) in water (other than domestic needs)?       Agriculture (5)     Fishing 
(1) 

 Whitewater Rec     Flatwater Rec     Water Professional     Environmental (1)     Other 
_________________    
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5. Senate Bill 115 Gunnison Basin Public Hearing 
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6. Meeting in Gunnison Library – Newspaper report on meeting, WSCU Student Paper 
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7. Notes from Water Input Meeting at the Crested Butte Old Rock Library – 3-8-15 
Note-taker: Cassidy Tawse-Garcia 

Attendees: 
• Julie Nania (Facilitator) 
• Steve Glazer 
• Sue Navy  
• Dan Omasta  
• Arvin Ram  
• Cassidy Tawse-Garcia  
• Kate Vogel  
• Jeff Whiteside  
• Jen Hildebrandt 

 
Questions from attendees: 

• Cities 
• Agriculture 
• Tourism 
• Efficient/ Effective infrastructure 
• Healthy watershed, rivers, wildlife 
• *what, where and when are there “co-benefits?”  

 
-1st priority of Gunnison BIP is to maintain agriculture and existing uses 
 
Conversation: What are you interested in or do you perceive as tensions in current plan?  

• Steve: Interested in support of bills that would allow agricultural efficiencies to be transferred to 
ISF  

• Sue: Perceived tension between Ag and ISF 
• -Steve: Recent Ag efficiencies should go to environment.  Should go downstream. 
• Dan: Is CWP a prior appropriation system? With RRAFT (River Rafting Adventures for Tomorrow) 

What is most important to you in plan? 
• Cassidy: Advocate for a balanced approach of multiple uses 
• Jeff: Interested in recreation and environmental uses 
• Steve Glazer: Smart land use/ efficiency, keep municipal supplies in check  Protection (of our 

West Slope water) is most important  
• Kate: Clean and access to drinking water is major importance, water for golf courses not 

important 
• Sue: Improving retention of water (ground water), restoration  
• Dan: Restoration, preserve water in its natural state, allowing ecosystems to store it for us.  

Ag section of plan says that 10% of water is going to invasive species  Need more efficient 
land use, on Ag properties 

 
Efficiencies: 

• We don’t have the same amount of municipal water use as more populated areas, because of 
our rural nature (Gunnison Basin) 

• With Ag  Kathleen Curry will be first to promote junior rights of users.  
• Entire group promotes/supports better/greater research into efficiency improvements. Some 

examples of these are: 
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o Low-flow appliances 
o Rainwater collection 
o Xeriscaping 
o Native Shrubbery 
o Users 
o Conservation to help with climate adaptation 
o Use Denver Water’s conservation measures as a positive example of efficiency 
o Rate structuring  
o Re-use of water (use more times) 

• Dan  Find Efficiencies, target bigger users 
 
-“Use it or lose it”  Leasing and rotational fallowing  options to create water and create efficiencies 
 
-What are some considerations of “Buy and Dry”?  Fallowing? 

• Consider loss of yield for next year(s) (for hay) 
• Look at crops in Gunnison Basin that could do well with fallowing (besides hay) 
• Row cropping  
• Start to retire inefficient lands  

 
-What are some concerns for people for future? 

• Arvin: More water staying on the Western Slope  “Good water, for good coffee” 
• Sue: Adequate water for habitat needs 
• Dan: Adapting to climate change 
• Jeff: Maintain quality of water 
• Steve: Adapting to changes conditions and increasing demands 
• Kate: Ditto to Steve’s comments  water for people to drink 
• Steve: The plan needs to get WAY more specific 
• Dan: The resource protection chapter is the shortest of plan? Why? 
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8. MEM FORUM - INPUT FOR GUNNISON BASIN WATER PLAN 
This is the tallied results from 59 Input Forms that were submitted by Western State Colorado 
University students following a Forum organized by graduate students in the University’s 
Masters in Environmental Management and the Upper Gunnison River Water Conservancy 
District. 
  
STATE GOALS – The Governor has said the Colorado Water Plan must include the 
following goals. Please rank these goals 1 through 5 from most important to least important 
from your personal perspective (‘1’ is most important to you): 
RANK        1 2 3 4 5 
 
A productive economy that supports vibrant and  
sustainable cities      4 5 17 11 21 
 

 
Viable and productive agriculture    2 11 19 16 10 
 
 
A robust skiing, recreation, and tourism industry  0 6 9 18 25 
 
 
Efficient and effective water infrastructure promoting  
smart land use      11 23 11 12 1 
 
 
A strong environment with healthy watersheds, rivers  
and streams, and wildlife     41 13 2 1 1 
 
One sheet did not answer at all in this section. 
 
 
There are three possible sources for the ‘new water’ to meet that gap, listed below. 
Please rank these, 1 through 3, indicating which source you believe most of the water 
should come from (1), to which source the least should come from (3): 
 
RANK          1 2 3
 No answer 
Municipal and Industrial conservation, upfront demand reduction  
(requiring efficient fixtures & appliances, rewarding xeriscaping,  
delivery system efficiencies, etc), reuse (cleaning ‘used’ municipal  
water and moving it through the system again)    51 8 0 
 

229 



Gunnison Basin Implementation Plan  Appendix 4: Public Input on GBIP 
DRAFT 4/17/15   

Transfers from agriculture (conversion of farmland to  
suburban development, land-fallowing, temporary leases, etc)  6 32 15
 6 
 
New supply (new West Slope-to-East Slope transmountain  
diversions, new storage reservoirs, cisterns if legalized, etc)  2 10 41
 6 
 
 
GUNNISON BASIN GOALS 
The priority goal for the Gunnison Basin Water Plan is to protect existing uses in the 
event of future development.  
What is your degree of support for this primary goal? 
          Fully Support     Support with conditions      Oppose     Neutral/No opinion         
No answer  
      16   40         2   1  
 
OTHER BASIN GOALS: The eight goals below are specific goals to be fulfilled within the 
context of the primary goal above. What is your relative degree of support each of these? 
Discourage the conversion of currently productive agricultural land to all other uses 
within the context of private property rights. 

 Fully Support     Support with conditions      Oppose     Neutral/No opinion         
No answer  
  17   28       11    2             
1 

Improve agricultural water supplies to reduce shortages.  
 Fully Support     Support with conditions      Oppose     Neutral/No opinion         
No answer  
  18   31       4   5            
1 

Identify and address municipal and industrial water shortages.  
 Fully Support     Support with conditions      Oppose     Neutral/No opinion         
No answer  
  22   27       3   4           
3 

Quantify and protect nonconsumptive water uses.  
 Fully Support     Support with conditions      Oppose     Neutral/No opinion         
No answer  
  43   13      1   1          
1 

Maintain and, where necessary, improve water quality throughout the Basin. 
 Fully Support     Support with conditions      Oppose     Neutral/No opinion         
No answer  
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  51   7      0                              0         
1 

Describe, quantify and encourage beneficial relationships between agricultural and 
environmental and recreational water uses.  

 Fully Support     Support with conditions      Oppose     Neutral/No opinion         
No answer  
  46   11      0   0        
2 

Restore, maintain, and modernize critical water infrastructure, including hydropower.  
 Fully Support     Support with conditions      Oppose     Neutral/No opinion         
No answer  
  18   38      1   1        
1 

Maintain an active and comprehensive public education process about water resources 
in the Gunnison Basin.  

 Fully Support     Support with conditions      Oppose     Neutral/No opinion         
No answer  
  48   9      0   0        
1 

 
Indicate (1-4) your preference for approaches to achieving these goals? 
 RANK   1  2  3  4  No 
Answer 
Funding   2  11  22  20  
 4  
Incentives   16  19  13  7  
 2 
Regulation   5  12  12  26  
 4 
Education   31  12  7  5  
 4 
 
Do you have other concerns about the future of the Gunnison River and its water – 
including the Basin Plan Project List – that you feel the Roundtable needs to consider 
further? (Attach another sheet if needed) 
Personal information: 
What Gunnison Basin county do you live in?      

Mesa        Delta        Montrose        Ouray      
Gunnison  56     Saguache   Hinsdale   Other 1    

No Answer 2 
 
What is/are your principal interest(s) in water (other than domestic needs)?        

Agriculture   13    Fishing  9 Whitewater Rec  13    Flatwater Rec  5    Water 
Professional   8 
 Environmental  45     Other    5 
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9. Meeting at Cedaredge – Questions asked and discussed  
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10. Meeting at Cedaredge – Delta County Independent newspaper report on meeting 
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11. QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS RECEIVED AT PUBLIC MEETING 
UNCOMPAHGRE RIVER BASIN (UPPER AND LOWER), APRIL 6, 2015 

Notes compiled by Marti Whitmore, Ouray County Attorney 
• Regarding the M&I ‘Gap’ for 2050 – Has there been discussion about changing water law? 

The group was reminded that the Governor’s directive mandated that the State Water Plan would be 
drawn up within the prior appropriation doctrine. 

• Are West Slope group working cooperatively to respond to TMD issues? 
The West Slope Roundtables’ Caucus was cited as the best example of such cooperative effort. 

• How did the Gunnison Basin go from ‘Not one drop’ to ‘Here are the conditions for a TMD’? 
Response emphasized the cost and absence of real resolution from litigation; observed that the 
‘conditions’ are stringent enough to perhaps preclude a TMD. 

• Questions were raised about ‘agricultural efficiency.’ 
Response dealt with problems of impacts to other water users through changed return flows, and 
legislative efforts to enable farmers/ranchers to conserve or lease water without loss of rights. 

• Could ag producers change to less water intensive crops? 
Ag producers in the audience said they grow what sells, and can’t afford to change just on basis of 
water use. 

• Question on goals, and who is in charge of carrying them out? Implementation of the plan? 
Most of the projects proposed to meet the goals will be driven by the proponents; the CWCB will 
have funding for some projects, based on how well they fulfill both local and state goals and needs. 

• What does it mean to say that any new project must assume all risks associated? 
Project proponents (whether for TMDs or local-basin projects) must go into it with eyes wide open; 
there will be no new ‘firm yield’ projects, and diverters must be prepared for the possibility that they 
may only be able to divert their water once every 5, 10, 15 years. West Slope project proponents may 
not be able to afford that kind of risk, but the Front Range has the capacity and perhaps eventually 
the desperation to pay a lot for a little. 

• One participant stated a belief that there should be no property rights, in land or water, that the 
common good should prevail over private property (public trust?). 
A couple other participants spoke up in defense of property rights, but the discussion moved on 
without serious followup to the statement.  

• Where do funds come from for projects? 
The CWCB funds numerous projects around the Basins. Municipal projects are generally funded by 
user charges, but often with bonding help from organizations like the Water and Power Authority. 

• What drives TMD, and under what conditions? 
The ‘can and will’ evaluation of projects was briefly outlined, which since Union Park includes proof 
of a sufficient water supply. 

• Will our taxes go up to pay for all of this? 
Impossible to say right now. Water rates will almost certainly increase even if there is strong 
conservation, as communities need to expand their supply options. State funding may increase, 
requiring either diversion of funds or raising of new funds. 
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12. WRITTEN COMMENTS SUBMITTED 
UNCOMPAHGRE RIVER BASIN MEETING APRIL 6, 2015 

From a Montrose County Inhabitant:  Sharing and management are key to proper and responsible use 
of water. ‘Education’ often gets a grimace reaction (by me and others). But it will become a significant 
key issue to allowing western water law to continue. Without knowledge and proper understanding of 
the issues and their importance, an uneducated public will get pulled toward an egalitarian sharing 
model of ‘public good’ fairness (public trust?).  
We cannot let people on the Front Range, or anywhere, think that a state constitution 
proposition/petition to eliminate the current doctrine would be a good idea. 

From a Montrose County Inhabitant:  Concern on the plan: does it take into consideration ground water 
and the balance that needs to be maintained with surface and ground water, and the health of the 
environment and the impact on the river system and others when water is diverted. We need to 
consider the West Slope and our future needs. People must follow the waste water law of needing to 
make sure that unused water is getting back to a water way and not just sitting on the land.  
Before transferring more water to the East Slope, are those communities doing the most they can to 
conserve the water they have? How accountable are they for their water? 
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13. High Country Conservation Advocates  
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243 



Gunnison Basin Implementation Plan  Appendix 4: Public Input on GBIP 
DRAFT 4/17/15   

14. Model Environmental Needs Inventory Project for Upper Gunnison Basin, HCCA 
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15. The West Slope Conservation Center 
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16. Lynn Cudlip Letter on Agricultural Irrigation Value
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17. Bureau of Land Management Analysis of Basin and State Plans 
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18. National Park Service Analysis of Basin and State Plans 
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19. Loretta Molitor Letter on Conservation, Reuse and Diversion  
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20.  Modene Gaulke, Letter on Three Values in Colorado Water Plan Quick Guide 
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21. Crawford Water Conservancy District  
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22. Upper Gunnison River Water Conservancy District 
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23. Gunnison County Stockgrowers Association
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24. Project 7 Water Authority
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25. City of Gunnison
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26. City of Montrose
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27. Town of Ridgway
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28. Menoken Water District
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29. Summary of the Gunnison Basin Water Plan
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30. Quick Guide to major issues in State and Basin Plans and where to find them:
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31. Citizen’s Guide to the Colorado Water Plan
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32. Input Survey Form (used with most public meetings and available online)
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33. Results from Input Survey Form, Colorado Mesa University Water Center website
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Appendix 5:  Grand Mesa Water Conservancy District Letter on Permitting Issues 
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East River near Crested Butte Observations 
• Most of the physical flow on the East River is dedicated to downstream senior water rights 

including the Gunnison Tunnel rights, Aspinall Unit storage and hydropower rights, and Black 
Canyon of the Gunnison minimum flow rights 

• Some of the physical flow could be developed for in-basin use under the Upper Gunnison Basin 
subordination agreement 
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• Flow for a new junior right without Aspinall project subordination, for example a new transbasin 
diversion, is only available in extremely wet years   
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Ohio Creek at Baldwin Observations 
• Similar to the East River (and all tributaries above Blue Mesa Reservoir) , most of the physical 

flow on Ohio Creek is dedicated to downstream senior water rights including the Gunnison 
Tunnel rights, Aspinall Unit storage and hydropower rights, and Black Canyon of the Gunnison 
minimum flow rights 

• Some of the physical flow could be developed for in-basin use under the Upper Gunnison Basin 
subordination agreement 

• Flow for a new junior right without Aspinall project subordination, for example a new transbasin 
diversion, is only available in extremely wet years   
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Tomichi Creek at Sargents Observations 
• As with other tributaries above Blue Mesa Reservoir, most of the physical flow on Tomichi Creek 

is dedicated to downstream senior water rights including the Gunnison Tunnel rights, Aspinall 
Unit storage and hydropower rights, and Black Canyon of the Gunnison minimum flow rights 

• Some of the physical flow could be developed for in-basin use under the Upper Gunnison Basin 
subordination agreement 

• Flow for a new junior right without Aspinall project subordination, for example a new transbasin 
diversion, is only available in extremely wet years   
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Lake Fork at Gateview Observations 
• As with other  tributaries above Blue Mesa Reservoir, most of the physical flow on Lake Fork is 

dedicated to downstream senior water rights including the Gunnison Tunnel rights, Aspinall Unit 
storage and hydropower rights, and Black Canyon of the Gunnison minimum flow rights 

• Some of the physical flow could be developed for in-basin use under the Upper Gunnison Basin 
subordination agreement 

• Flow for a new junior right without Aspinall project subordination, for example a new transbasin 
diversion, is only available in extremely wet years   
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Cimarron River below Cimarron Canal Observations 
• Most of the physical flow on the Cimarron River not diverted through the Cimarron Canal is 

dedicated to downstream senior water rights including the Gunnison Tunnel rights,  Crystal and 
Morrow Points storage and hydropower rights, Black Canyon of the Gunnison minimum flow 
rights, and Redlands Canal power rights 

• Some of the physical flow could be developed for in-basin use under the Upper Gunnison Basin 
subordination agreement 

• Flow for a new junior right without Aspinall project subordination is only available in extremely 
wet years  
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Smith Fork near Crawford Observations 
• Most of the physical flow on the Smith Fork is dedicated to downstream senior water rights on 

Smith Fork including irrigation rights, reservoir rights (Smith Fork Feeder Canal to Crawford 
Reservoir) and exchange rights associated with the Smith Fork Project  

• Unlike the tributaries above the Gunnison Tunnel and Aspinall reservoirs, some water is 
available during runoff about 50 percent of the years in the study period, and could potentially 
be developed to meet in-basin consumptive and/or non-consumptive needs 
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West Muddy Creek below Overland Ditch Observations 
• Unlike most tributaries in the Basin, Muddy Creek tributaries above Paonia Reservoir have 

limited physical flow; in most years all physical  flow is diverted for irrigation on Muddy Creek 
tributaries 

• Physical streamflow and water available for future use are essentially the same; there is physical 
water available during the runoff in less than 50 percent of the years in the study period 

• The minimal physical streamflow means there are less opportunities to develop water beyond 
the existing direct uses and exchanges associated with the Paonia Project and Overland Ditch 
uses  
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Surface Creek near Cedaredge Observations 
• Most of the physical flow on Surface Creek is dedicated to downstream senior water rights on 

Surface Creek and Tongue Creek, including irrigation and storage uses on Alfalfa Run 
• Minimal water is available during runoff about 40 percent of the years in the study period; 

potential new projects would only have flow available in very wet years 
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Uncompahgre River near Ridgway Observations 
• On average much of the physical flow is also available for future use, however in dry years there 

is no water available 
• Potential new projects in the Upper Uncompahgre basin would not yield water during dry years 

and would require carry-over storage to produce a firm supply 
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Gunnison River at Colorado Confluence Observations 
• The physical streamflow is the same as water available for future use, since no downstream 

water rights or demands are represented in the model 
• The Gunnison River contributes to approximately 40% of the flow of the Colorado River at the 

state line gage based on the 1975 through 2005 period. 
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East River near Crested Butte Observations 

• The Low Projection indicates that on average the runoff on East River would occur earlier and 
more flow would only be available for future use in May than historically 

• The High Projection results in more average annual available flow than historically, and also 
shows more water available earlier than historically 

• The projections generally follow the same annual patterns as historically; however there are less 
years when water would be available for future use after meeting the downstream senior uses  
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Ohio Creek at Baldwin Observations 
• Both the Low Projection and High Projections indicate that on average the runoff on Ohio Creek 

would occur one month earlier and more flow would be available for future use in May than 
historically 

• The High Projection results in more average annual available flow than historically 
• The climate projections generally follow the same annual patterns as historically; however there 

are less years when water would be available for future use after meeting the downstream 
senior uses 
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Tomichi Creek at Sargents Observations 
• Both the Low Projection and High Projections indicate that on average the runoff on Tomichi 

Creek would occur one month earlier and more flow would be available for future use in May 
than historically 

• The High Projection results in more annual available flow than historically 
• The climate projections generally follow the same annual patterns as historically; however there 

are less years when water would be available for future use after meeting the downstream 
senior uses  
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Lake Fork at Gateview Observations 
• Both the Low Projection and High Projections indicate that on average the runoff on Lake Fork 

would occur earlier and more flow would be available for future use in May than historically 
• The High Projection results in more average annual available flow than historically 
• The climate projections generally follow the same annual patterns as historically; however there 

are less years when water would be available for future use after meeting the downstream 
senior uses  
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Cimarron River below Cimarron Canal Observations 
• The Low Projection indicate that on average the runoff on the Cimarron River would occur 

earlier and more flow would be available for future use in May than historically 
• The High Projection results in more average annual available flow than historically and more 

years with available flow than historically 
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Smith Fork near Crawford Observations 
• The Low Projection indicate that on average the runoff on Smith Fork would occur earlier and 

more flow would be available for future use in April than historically 
• The High Projection results in more average annual available flow than historically and more 

years with available flow than historically 
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West Muddy Creek below Overland Ditch Observations 
• Unlike other tributaries, neither climate change projections indicate an earlier shift in runoff and 

available flow for future use 
• The High Projection results in more average annual available flow than historically and a few 

more years with available flow than historically  
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Surface Creek near Cedaredge Observations 
• The Low Projection indicate that on average the runoff on Surface Creek would occur earlier and 

more flow would be available for future use in April than historically 
• The High Projection results in more average annual available flow than historically and a few 

more years with available flow than historically 
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Uncompahgre River near Ridgway Observations 
• Both climate projections indicate that on average the runoff on the Uncompahgre River would 

occur earlier 
• Both climate projections result in less average annual available flow for future use than 

historically 
• The High Projection has available flow the same years as historical, but generally it is less; the 

Low Projections has fewer years with available flow  
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Gunnison River at Colorado Confluence Observations 
• The High Projection yields the same average annual flow as historical; however the runoff 

pattern is different 
• On average, the High Projection results in more flow in April and May, and less flow during the 

summer and fall months 
• The Low Projection has similar May runoff as historically, however results in less flow in every 

other month 
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Slate River Segment 4 Instream Flow Observations 

• The average natural flow is greater or equal to the instream flow right in every month  
• On average, there is enough physical flow in the river to meet the instream flow right every 

month except September 
• Natural flow was less than the instream flow right in the late irrigation season (August through 

September) in the dry years of 1977 and 2002 
• Senior irrigation diversions reduced river flows below the instream flow right from July through 

October during the dry years 
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Cement Creek Instream Flow Observations 

• The average natural flow is greater or equal to the instream flow right in every month  
• On average, there is enough monthly physical flow in the river to meet the instream flow right  
• Natural flow was less than the instream flow right in the winter months (January through 

March) during 1977; in 2002 the natural flow was generally greater than the instream flow right 
• Senior irrigation diversions reduced river flows below the instream flow right in July through 

August of 1997; there appears to have been some significant precipitation over the Cement 
Creek watershed that provided flow to meet the instream flow right in July of 2002 
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Ohio Creek Segment 2 Instream Flow Observations 

• The average natural flow is greater or equal to the instream flow right in every month  
• On average, there is enough physical flow in the river to meet the instream flow right every 

month except September 
• Natural flow was less than the instream flow right in the late irrigation season (August through 

September) in the dry years of 1977 and 2002 
• Senior irrigation diversions reduced river flows below the instream flow right from July through 

October during the dry years 
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Ohio Creek Segment 3 Instream Flow Observations 

• The average natural flow is greater than the instream flow right in every month  
• On average, there is enough monthly physical flow in the river to meet the instream flow right  
• Natural flow in 1977 was less than the instream flow right in the winter months (November 

through February) 
• Senior irrigation demands reduced river flows below the instream flow right in late irrigation 

season (July through September) during the very dry years 
• Lagged return flows from irrigation provide increased flow in November and December 

compared to natural flow absent irrigation 
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Tomichi Creek Segment 1 Instream Flow Observations 

• The average natural flow is greater than the instream flow right in every month  
• On average, there is enough monthly physical flow in the river to meet the instream flow right  
• Natural flow in 2002 was less than the instream flow right from June through February; because 

natural flow was so low, there was essentially no flow available for senior irrigation uses; 
therefore physical flow was the same as natural flow most months 

• Natural flow was less than the instream flow right in January and July in 1977.  
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Tomichi Creek Segment 2 Instream Flow Observations 

• The average natural flow is greater than the instream flow right in every month  
• On average, there is enough monthly physical flow in the river to meet the instream flow right 

except in the late irrigation season months (August and September) 
• Natural flow in 2002 was less than the instream flow right from June through February; because 

natural flow was so low, there was essentially no flow available for senior irrigation diversions 
except in April and May 

• The lagged return flows associated with the 2002 April and May irrigation diversions increased 
the physical flow to above the instream flow right in June and July; if those diversions had not 
occurred, the instream flow right would not have been satisfied during those months. 
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Quartz Creek Segment 2 Instream Flow Observations 

• The average and in dry years, natural flow is greater than the instream flow right in every month  
• On average and in dry years, there is enough monthly physical flow in the river to meet the 

instream flow right   
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Cebolla Creek Instream Flow Observations 

• The average natural flow is greater than the instream flow right in every month  
• On average, there is enough monthly physical flow in the river to meet the instream flow right  
• Natural flow was less than the instream flow right in July and August in 2002, and in August of 

1977 
• Senior irrigation diversions caused the physical flow to be less than the instream flow right in 

July and August in 2002 
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Cimarron River Instream Flow Observations 

• The average natural flow is greater or equal to the instream flow right in every month  
• On average, there is not enough physical flow in the river to meet the instream flow right in 

August through March 
• In 1977, the natural flow was less than the instream flow request in August, September, and 

December; in 2002 the natural flow was less than the instream flow request in August 
• There was physical flow to meet the instream flow right in 2002 only in the month of May; there 

was physical flow to meet the instream flow right in 1077 only in the months of May and 
October 
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North Fork Gunnison River Instream Flow Observations 

• The average natural flow is greater or equal to the instream flow right in every month  
• On average, there is enough physical flow to meet the instream flow right except in October 
• Natural flow was less than the instream flow right in the late irrigation season (August through 

October) in the dry years 
• Lagged return flows from irrigation and Paonia Reservoir operations provide increased flow in 

June, July, and August compared to natural flow absent operations in the dry years 
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Beaver Creek Instream Flow Observations 

• The average natural flow is greater or equal to the instream flow right in every month  
• On average, there is enough physical flow in the river to meet the instream flow right every 

month 
• Natural flow were higher than the instream flow right every month during the dry years of 1977 

and 2002 
• Senior irrigation diversions, primarily Ridgway Ditch, reduced river flows below the instream 

flow right in the late irrigation season (August and September) in 1977  
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West Fork Dallas Creek Instream Flow Observations 

• The average natural flow is greater or equal to the instream flow right in every month  
• On average, there is enough physical flow in the river to meet the instream flow right every 

month  
• Natural flow was greater than or equal to the instream flow right in every month during the dry 

years of 1977 and 2002 
• Senior irrigation diversions reduced river flows below the instream flow right in May, July and 

August during the irrigation season in the dry years of 1977 and 2002; physical flow was less 
than the instream flow right during the winter months in 1977 
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Appendix 12: Project Analyses – Paonia Case Study 

Paonia Case Study Goals 

1. Investigate opportunities for Projects that benefit Consumptive and Non-consumptive needs 
2. Investigate benefits of increased agricultural efficiency specifically as it relates to reservoir use 

Model Parameters: 

1. Paonia Reservoir 
a. Account for Fire Mountain Canal = 12,650 AF 
b. Account for Ragged Mountain Exchange user = 2,000 AF 
c. Reservoir drawn down for Flood Control based on USBR Rule Curves 

2. Fire Mountain Canal 
a. Baseline:  Average Monthly Efficiency = 51% 
b. 70% Simulation:  Average Monthly Efficiency = 70% 
c. Headgate “demands” calculated based on CIR/Average Efficiency 

3. Ragged Mountain Exchange Users 
a. Baseline: Average Monthly Efficiency = 50% 
b. 70% Simulation:  Average Monthly Efficiency = 70% 
c. Headgate “demands” calculated based on CIR/Average Efficiency 

Ragged Mountain Exchange Users 

• Ragged Mountain Exchange Users do not increase CU with increased efficiency 
• Limited by Reservoir Storage (2,000 AF account) 
• Reduced headgate diversions = reduced return flows above Paonia  Reservoir 
• Inflow to Paonia Reservoir changes little with increased efficiency  

o Reduced Diversions = Reduced Return Flows (they offset each other) 

Fire Mountain Canal  

1. Reduced Headgate Demand due to more efficient delivery system = Reduced Direct Diversions 
2. Reduced Headgate Demand due to more efficient delivery system = Reduced Reservoir Use 
3. Minimal increase in Consumptive Use since generally receives full supply; however operational 

efficiencies would likely results time and cost savings  
4. Reduced Direct Diversions = Increased Flow past Headgate 
5. Reduced Reservoir Use = Increased EOM Content in Paonia Account (that is until releases are made 

for flood control) 
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Appendix 13: Project Analyses – Meridian Lake Enlargement 

Approach 
The following approach was taken to investigate the benefits of enlarging Meridian Lake from 
its current capacity of less than 500 AF to 1,381 AF.  The project includes Meridian Lake off 
Washington Gulch, filled from a carrier ditch with a maximum 15 cfs capacity. The reservoir 
would provide late season supply to irrigation diversions on Slate River and East River 
downstream of the confluence; domestic and augmentation requirements; and provide storage 
for fish and wildlife. The analysis was performed using the existing Gunnison River basin 
StateMod model with the following revisions: 

1) Included an enlarged Lake Meridian with total of 1,391 AF capacity on Washington Gulch 
(Node ID = 593663). The reservoir was given two accounts: 1,101 AF for irrigation, domestic 
and augmentation uses and 280 AF for fish and wildlife uses.  The volumes are based on the 
four reservoir storage rights and their associated uses. 

2) Included a new diversion on Washington Gulch upstream of the reservoir (Node ID = 
593663_C).  The new canal serves as a carrier ditch to convey water from Washington Gulch 
Creek to the reservoir.  The canal capacity was set to 15 cfs. 

3) Provided operating rules that direct StateMod to carry water from Washington Gulch to the 
reservoir using the reservoir’s individual rights and associated priorities, limited to the 15 
cfs capacity of the carrier structure. Note that no losses were assigned. 

4) Provided operating rules that direct StateMod to deliver water from the Meridian Reservoir 
irrigation account to meet “shorted” irrigation demands on Slate Creek and downstream 
demand on East River. 

Results 
Review of the model results focused on reductions in shortages to irrigation structures on the 
Slate River and East River downstream of the confluence with Slate River.  Figure 1 shows the 
time-series of Slate River and East River shortages with and without the Meridian Lake 
enlargement project based on 1975 through 2005 historical hydrology. Demands are defined as 
the amount of water irrigators need to divert from the river, based on current irrigation 
practices, to meet a full crop supply throughout the irrigation season. As noted, the model 
estimates that irrigation demands are shorted on average by 6,300 AF percent without the 
project.  Shortages are reduced to 5,350 AF with the project.  The largest reduction in 
shortages occurs during moderately dry years. 
 
Figure 2 shows average monthly shortages with and without the project.  As shown, Meridian 
Lake enlargement provides benefit in terms of shortage reductions throughout the irrigation 
season.  Average annual diversions increase on Slate River and East River by 950 acre-feet. 

399 



Gunnison Basin Implementation Plan  Appendix 13: Project Analyses 
DRAFT 4/17/15  Meridian Lake Enlargement 

 
 

 
 
Figure 3 shows the simulated monthly reservoir contents. As shown, the irrigation account is 
fully used during dry and average years.  In wet years, for example the mid-1980s, there 
would be water available in the reservoir for other uses.  Figure 4 shows the average monthly 
pattern of reservoir content.  As shown, the reservoir begins filling in the fall after the irrigation 
season, then is able to complete the fill in most years during April and May. 
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Figure 1

Slate River and East River Shortage Comparison - Meridian Lake Enlargement

Modeled Shortages - No Project Modeled Shortage - with Project

Average Annual Slate River and East River below Slate Shortages 
w/out Project = 6,300 Acre-Feet 
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Figure 2
Average Monthly Slate River and East River Shortage Comparison - Meridian Lake 

Enlargement

Modeled Shortages - No Project Modeled Shortage - with Project

Average Annual Shortages 
Reduced by 950 Acre-Feet  
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Because the reservoir was able to fill most years, further analysis was performed to determine 
if a larger reservoir could meet additional shortages.  Based on the estimated natural flow in 
Washington Gulch, it does not appear that additional flow is available most years to store in an 
increased enlargement.  
 
An operating rule directing StateMod to release water from the fish and wildlife account was 
not included; however the instream flow on Slate River benefited from releases for 
downstream irrigation.  Shortages to the Slate River instream flow right decreased in July, 
August and September; however they increased during the storage months. 
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Figure 3

Meridian Lake Enlargement Simulated EOM Storage
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Figure 4
Meridian Lake Enlargement Average Monthly EOM Storage

Simulated EOM Storage Irrigation/Dom/Aug Pool F&W Pool
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Appendix 14: Project Analyses – Cunningham Lake Rehabilitation 

Approach 

The following approach was taken to investigate the benefits of rehabilitating the existing 
Cunningham Lake Reservoir structure.  The 80 acre-feet reservoir is not currently used irrigation 
due to structural limitations.  The project includes an off-channel reservoir (Cunningham Lake 
Reservoir) filled from Little Mill Creek Ditch.  The reservoir would provide late season supply to 
irrigation diversions below the reservoir outlet on Mill Creek that provide habitat for Sage 
Grouse. The analysis was performed using the existing Gunnison River Basin StateMod model 
with the following revisions: 

5) Included the 80 AF “off-channel” reservoir (Node ID = 593660) off Mill Creek.  The reservoir 
was given one irrigation account. 

6) Included Little Mill Creek Ditch (Node ID = 590982).  The new canal serves as a carrier ditch 
to convey water from Mill Creek to the reservoir using the existing 5.75 cfs water right with 
the 1924 adjudication date.  The canal capacity was set to 5.75 cfs. 

7) Provided operating rules that direct StateMod to carry water from Mill Creek to store in 
Cunningham Lake Reservoir.  Note that no losses were assigned; i.e. it was assumed the 
canal would be lined. 

8) Provided operating rules that direct StateMod to deliver water from Cunningham Lake 
Reservoir to meet late season “shorted” irrigation demands under two ditches on Mill Creek 
(McGlashan South Side and McGlashan North Side ditches) and two ditches on Ohio Creek 
(Hinkle Irrigation and Hinkle Hamilton ditches) that provide habitat for Sage Grouse. 

Results 

Review of the model results focused on reductions in shortages to irrigation structures served 
by the Cunningham Lake Reservoir.  Figure 1 shows the time-series of shortages for the two 
McGlashan ditches with and without the Cunningham Lake Reservoir Rehabilitation project 
based on 1975 through 2005 historical hydrology. Demands are defined as the amount of water 
irrigators need to divert from the river, based on current irrigation practices, to meet a full crop 
supply throughout the irrigation season. As noted, the model estimates that irrigation 
demands are shorted on average by 785 AF without the project.  Shortages are reduced to 
725 AF with the project.  The largest reduction in shortages occurs during average and dry 
years. 

Figure 2 shows average monthly shortages with and without the project.  As shown, 
Cunningham Lake Reservoir provides benefit in terms of shortage reductions during the late 
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irrigation season months (July, August and September). Average annual diversions under the 
four ditches increase by 60 acre-feet. 

 
 

 
 
Figure 3 shows the simulated monthly reservoir contents. As shown, the irrigation account is 
fully used during most years.  Only in extremely wet years, for example in 1986, there would 
be water available in the reservoir for other uses.  Figure 4 shows the average monthly pattern 
of reservoir content.  As shown, the reservoir begins filling in the fall after the irrigation season, 
then is able to complete the fill in most years during March and April. 

0

200

400

600

800

1000

1200

Ac
re

-F
ee

t

Figure 1
Shortage Comparison - Cunningham Lake Reservoir Rehabilitation Project
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Average Monthly Shortage Comparison - Cunningham Lake Reservoir Rehabilitation 
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Because this project would rehabilitate and existing reservoir, further analysis was not 
performed to determine if a larger reservoir could meet additional shortages.  

  

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

Ac
re

-F
ee

t
Figure 3

Cunningham Lake Reservoir Simulated EOM Storage
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Cunningham Lake Reservoir Average Monthly EOM Storage

Simulated EOM Storage Reservoir Capacity
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Appendix 15: Project Analyses – Upper Long Branch Reservoir 

Approach 
The following approach was taken to investigate the benefits of the Long Branch Reservoir 
project.  The project includes Upper Long Branch Reservoir on the Long Branch tributary to 
Tomichi Creek.  The reservoir would be filled from available snowmelt on the tributary and 
would provide supplemental water to irrigation diversions on Long Branch and Tomichi Creek 
primarily downstream of the confluence. The analysis was performed using the existing 
Gunnison River basin StateMod model with the following revisions: 

9) Included Upper Long Branch Reservoir with total of 1,500 AF capacity on Long Branch (Node 
ID = LB_Res). The reservoir was modeled with a single irrigation account.  

10) Provided a 1,500 AF storage right with a priority just senior to the Aspinall Unit storage and 
power right; the storage right is the most junior right on Tomichi Creek. 

11) Provided operating rules that direct StateMod to deliver water from the Upper Long Branch 
Reservoir to meet “shorted” irrigation demands on Long Branch, and both upstream and 
downstream of the Long Branch tributary on Tomichi Creek. 

Results 
Review of the model results focused on reductions in shortages to irrigation structures on the 
Long Branch and Tomichi Creek. 
 
Figure 1 shows the time-series of Long Branch and Tomichi Creek shortages with and without 
the Upper Long Branch Reservoir project based on 1975 through 2005 historical hydrology. 
Demands are defined as the amount of water irrigators need to divert from the river, based on 
current irrigation practices, to meet a full crop supply throughout the irrigation season.  As 
noted, the model estimates that irrigation demands are shorted on average by 16,900 AF 
without the project.  Shortages are reduced to 15,000 AF with the project.  The largest 
reduction in shortages occurs during moderately dry years. 
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Figure 2 shows average monthly shortages with and without the project.  As shown, Upper Long 
Branch Reservoir provides benefit in terms of shortage reductions only during the early 
irrigation season (May and June). In every year, the reservoir is empty by the end of July.  
Average annual diversions increase on Long Branch and Tomichi Creek by 1,900 acre-feet. 

 
 
Figure 3 shows the simulated monthly reservoir contents. As shown, the reservoir is fully used 
every year during the simulation. 
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Figure 1

Tomichi Creek Shortage Comparison - Upper Long Branch Reservoir Project

Modeled Shortages - No Project Modeled Shortage - with Project

Average Annual Tomichi Creek main stem Shortages 
w/out Project = 16,900 Acre-Feet 
with Project = 15,000 Acre-Feet 
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Average Monthly Tomichi Creek Shortage Comparison - Upper Long Branch Reservoir 
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Figure 4 shows the average monthly pattern of reservoir content.  As shown, there is water 
available to store some water in the fall, but the reservoir primarily fills from March through 
May.  The reservoir is only able to fill to its 1,500 AF capacity about 10 years out of the 30 
year simulation period.  There is physical and legally available water to store up to 1,200 AF 20 
years out of the 30 year simulation period.  The average content shown in Figure 4 is influenced 
by the 8 years when the reservoir cannot even fill to 50 percent capacity. 

 

Because the reservoir was unable to fill most years, further analysis was performed to 
determine if a smaller reservoir could provide the same yield to reduce shortages. A 1,200 AF 
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Figure 3

Upper Long Branch Reservoir Simulated EOM Storage
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reservoir provided less supply to reduce shortages; 1,600 AF per year compared to 1,900 AF per 
year. 
 
Note that although the model was directed to provide supply to any ditch experiencing 
shortages upstream or downstream on Tomichi Creek, most water was delivered by exchange 
to upstream ditches.  These ditches are called out earlier by downstream senior ditches; 
therefore there is both demand and exchange potential during May and June.  By July when the 
downstream senior ditches also begin experience shortages, the reservoir is empty and cannot 
provide benefits. 
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Appendix 16: Project Analyses – Farris Creek Project 

Approach 
The following approach was taken to investigate the benefits of developing the Farris Creek 
Reservoir Project.  The project includes two on-channel reservoirs (Farris Creek Reservoirs 1 and 
2) on Farris Creek.  These reservoirs would provide late season supply to irrigation diversions 
both upstream and downstream on East River and Farris Creek. The analysis was performed 
using the existing Gunnison River basin StateMod model with the following revisions: 

12) Added a “combined” reservoir with a single 3,000 AF account located on Farris Creek (Node 
ID = 593602).  This is a reasonable approach because there does not appear to be significant 
inflow between the two reservoir sites. 

13) Provided a 3,000 AF storage right with a priority just senior to the Aspinall Unit storage and 
power right; the storage right is the most junior right on Slate River and its tributaries. 

14) Provided operating rules that direct StateMod to deliver water from Farris Creek 
Reservoir(s) to meet “shorted” irrigation demands on Slate River both upstream and 
downstream of the reservoir location. 

Results 
Review of the model results focused on reductions in shortages to irrigation structures on the 
main stem of East River both above and below the Farris Creek tributary. 
 

Figure 1 shows the time-series of main stem Slate Creek shortages to demands with and 
without the Farris Creek Reservoir project based on 1975 through 2005 historical hydrology. 
Demands are defined as the amount of water irrigators need to divert from the river, based on 
current irrigation practices, to meet a full crop supply throughout the irrigation season. As 
noted, the model estimates that irrigation demands are shorted on average by 8,500 AF 
without the project.  Shortages are reduced to 6,800 AF with the project.  The largest 
reduction in shortages occurs during average and dry years. 
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Figure 2 shows average monthly shortages with and without the project.  As shown, Farris 
Creek Reservoir(s) provides benefit in terms of shortage reductions primarily during June and 
July, with some benefits during the later irrigation season months (August and September). 
Average annual diversions increase on the main stem of East River by 1,700 acre-feet. 

 
 
Figure 3 shows the simulated monthly reservoir contents. As shown, the reservoir is fully used 
during dry and average years.  In wet years, for example the mid-1980s, there would be water 
available in the reservoir for other uses. 
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Figure 1

Slate River Shortage Comparison - Farris Creek Reservoir Project

Modeled Shortages - No Project Modeled Shortage - with Project

Average Annual East River main stem Shortages 
w/out Project = 8,500 Acre-Feet 
with Project = 6,800 Acre-Feet 
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Figure 2
Average Monthly Slate River Shortage Comparison - Farris Creek Reservoir Project

Modeled Shortages - No Project Modeled Shortage - with Project

Average Annual Shortages 
Reduced by 1,700 Acre-Feet  
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Figure 4 shows the average monthly pattern of reservoir content.  As shown, the reservoir 
generally fills in April and May. 

 
 
The reservoir was unable to fill in about half of the analyses years.  There may be opportunity 
to further fill using a feeder ditch from Brush Creek; however the decree does not list either of 
these tributaries as an additional source.  
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Figure 3

Farris Creek Reservoir Simulated EOM Storage
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Appendix 17: Project Analyses – Gunnison River Flow below Redlands Canal 

Approach: 

1) Use daily measured streamflow for the Gunnison River below Redlands Canal gage.  Note that the 
measurements have been verified for the period 2004 through 2012 and are available from the DWR 
website under gage ID GUNREDCO.  For the period 1995 through 2003, the measurements are still 
considered provisional (i.e. have not been verified).  These data are available on the DWR website as 
Administration Flow. 

2) The daily flow was compared to the FSEIS baseflow requirements (Figure 1) and the number of days 
per year (1995 through 2005) in which the flow was less than required was tabulated (Figure 2). In 
addition, the percent of days on average for each month over the 1995 through 2012 period when 
the flow was less than baseflow requirements were calculated (Figure 3). 

a. Base flow requirements below Redlands Diversion Dam are generally 300 cfs each month 
b. In Moderately Dry years (2000, 2001, 2003, 2004, 2007 and 2010), bypass flows can be 

reduced in months except June, July, and August. 
c. In Dry years, (2002, 2012) bypass flows can be reduced in months except June and July. 

3) When baseflow requirements were not met based on historical streamflow measurements, the 
releases from storage to meet the flows were estimated (Figure 4).  
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Figure 2
Number of Days per Year that Measured Streamflow at Gunnison River 

below Redlands Canal was less than Baseflow Requirements
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Figure 3
Average Percent of Days per Month that Measured Streamflow at 

Gunnison River below Redlands Canal was less than Baseflow 
Requirements (1995 to 2012) 
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Reservoir Releases to Maintain Baseflow Requirements

Total Volume Reservoir Releases 
1995 through 2012= 40,500 AF
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