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1.0 Overview 

This Loan Feasibility Study (Study) establishes the need for Redlands Water & 
Power Company’s (RWP) Roller Gate Replacement Project (Project). This Study 
also documents the technical, economic, institutional, and financial data and social 
and environmental impacts of the Project as requested by the Colorado Water 
Conservation Board’s (CWCB) Water Project Loan Program Guidelines (CWCB, 
January 2006).  

 Executive Summary  

Date:      July 29, 2020 
Applicant name:    Redlands Water & Power Company 
City:      Grand Junction 
County:     Mesa 
State:      Colorado 
Estimated Project Start:     Fall 2020 
Project Length: 4 weeks for installation, 4-8 weeks for 

fabrication. Not concurrent tasks. 
Estimated Project Completion:  March 15, 2022 (no later than) 
Source of water:    Gunnison River 
Current water uses:   Irrigation, commercial, domestic, stock 
Population in service area:  ~9,000 (State Demographer’s Office)  
Current water demand: 850 cfs (irrigation season); 850 cfs (non-

irrigation season) 
Projected water demand: 850 cfs (irrigation season); 850 cfs (non-

irrigation season) 
Shortfalls in existing water supply:  No current water supply shortfalls  
Major crops served: Grass hay, pasture, small grains, and seed 

crops. Fruit orchards and vineyards. 
Total acres served:   ~4,500 total acres (1970 irrigated acres) 

and water for the Redlands Hydroelectric 
Power Plant  

 
Water delivery system description:  RWP’s system generally consists of 26 
miles of canal, a hydroelectric power plant, and 13 pumps that lift irrigation water a 
total of 306 feet to 5 separate canals. 
 
Water is diverted from the left bank of the Gunnison river by a diversion dam located 
approximately 2 ½ miles upstream of the confluence with the Colorado River. For 
the purpose of this report, left or right bank refers to the side of the river when 
looking downstream. The diversion dam is a 330-foot-long structure with headworks 
that parallel  the flow of the river. The headworks has four roller gates to control the 
flow into the Power Canal. The gates are operated in pairs by two electric motors 
that lift the gates with cables. Currently the two downstream gates have been bulk-
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headed and all flow passes through the two upstream gates. It is our understanding 
that the existing gates were installed in the 1940’s. The diversion dam  

 
 

Figure 1. Project Geographic Location. 
 
was retrofitted in the early 1980’s. There is a fish bypass located on the right 
abutment of the dam and a fish screen just downstream of the diversion. Eight 
hundred fifty cfs flows 3 ½ miles down the Power Canal to the hydroelectric plant 
located on the north side of Highway 340. At that point 60 cfs is pumped up 127.5 
feet to the 1st Lift Ditch and Stub Canal. Water from the 1st Lift Canal is pumped 78 
feet up to the 2nd Lift Canal near the intersection of Highway 340 and the Redlands 
Parkway. Both the 3rd Lift and Goat Canals are pumped up 50 feet near the west 
end of the system. 

 Project Background and Purpose 

The Project generally consists of the replacement of the four existing roller gates 
that control the flow of diverted water into the Power Canal. The existing gates are 
approximately 80 years old and have significant corrosion. There is concern that the 
existing gates will fail during the operating season and control of diverted flows into 
the Power Canal will be lost. This could potentially cause either damage due to 

Project Location 
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overflow of the Power Canal or decrease diversion of water during the growing 
season. RWP has already acquired the stainless steel required to fabricate the 
proposed gates. 

 Water Delivery System – Project History 

The Redlands Water and Power Canal was originally constructed starting in 1905 
using private funds. The land owned by the RWP was patented under the Desert 
Entry Act. Water was first delivered for irrigation in 1907.  
 
The canal diverts 850 cfs from the Gunnison River. Of the total water diverted, all but 
60 cfs is used for power generation and discharged into the Colorado River 
downstream of Connected Lakes State Park. The remaining flow is pumped up for 
residential and agricultural irrigation purposes. 

 Project Area Description 

Figure 1 shows the general project area location within Mesa County and proximity 
to the City of Grand Junction. The project is located approximately 2 1/2 miles 
upstream from the confluence of the Gunnison and Colorado Rivers near downtown 
Grand Junction.  
 
The RWP canal system, in general, supports the residential and agricultural 
irrigation needs for residents who live in the Redlands area of Grand Junction. The 
Colorado National Monument serves as a natural backdrop to the Redlands area. 
This landmark attracts thousands of visitors (local and international) each year, 
impacting both the local and state economy aided by the presence of small 
businesses within this region. Water delivery supports a thriving residential 
construction industry, agriculture and businesses such as wineries in this area. 
There are also two golf courses that are irrigated with this water which have 
significant impacts on the local economy. RWP delivers irrigation water to 
approximately 4,500 acres within their service area, supporting approximately 9,000 
residents. The boundary of the service area is shown below on Figure 2. 
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Figure 2-Service Area 

Project Location 

Service Area Boundary 

Downtown Grand 
Junction 

Power Plant 
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2.0 Project Sponsor 

Official Name of Project Sponsor:  Redlands Water & Power Company (RWP) 
Type of Organization: Private incorporated not-for-profit ditch 

company 
Year Formed:    1905 Originally, 1931 under Current Name  
Status Under which Entity Formed: The Redlands Company 
Shareholders:    1,070  
Shares of Stock:     5,759 of which the RWP owns 59 
Current water uses:   Irrigation, commercial, domestic, stock 
Current water delivery:   Redlands Water Canal System 

 History of RWP 

RWP was originally formed as a private company in 1905. The company was 
reorganized in various forms in the subsequent years and became a non-profit, 
shareholder owned company in 1925. The Redlands Water & Power Company has 
been in operation since 1931. There is currently a 7-person board of directors that 
oversee the operations and administrations of the company. Day-to-day operation is 
directed by the superintendent. 

 Revenue Sources 

RWP has an annual budget of approximately $1.4 million. Currently, the fee per 
share is $195/year. The volume of water per share varies with a share of Power 
Canal water getting 5.8 gpm and a share of any of the Lift Canals getting 3.9 gpm. 
RWP also generates income from selling excess power to Xcel Energy. The current 
contract includes a 2% increase per year. Other income sources included payments 
for the fish screen and other small items such as interest and leases. The three 
major sources of RWP revenue include: 

Table 1-Sources of Income 
Revenue Source Annual Income 

Water Assessment $1,123,000 
Sale of Electric Power $240,000 
Other Fixed Income $57,700 
Total Annual Income $1,413,000 

 Existing Water Supply Facilities (Owned and/or Operated) 

The RWP system generally consists of diverting 850 cfs from the left bank of the 
Gunnison river and using 790 cfs to generate power to pump the remaining 60 cfs 
into 5 separate lift canals for distribution to residential and agricultural users. During 
the off season the power generated is used for additional revenue. A broad 
description of the major features of the system is included below. 
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 Facility Descriptions 

 Gunnison River Diversion Dam 

The diversion dam is located approximately 2 ½ miles upstream of the confluence 
with the Colorado River. It is a 330-foot-long structure with the headworks parallel to 
the flow of the river. The headworks has four roller gates to control the flow into the 
Power Canal. The gates are operated in pairs by two electric motors that lift the 
gates with cables. Currently the two downstream gates have been bulkheaded and 
all flow passes through the two upstream gates. Portions of the diversion dam was 
retrofitted in the early 1980’s. There is a fish bypass located on the right abutment of 
the dam and a fish stream just downstream of the diversion. 

 Fish Screen 

A fish screen was installed in cooperation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the 
Bureau of Reclamation and the U.S. Army Corp of Engineers in 2004. The screen 
protects threatened and endangered species from entering the power plant or 
pumps. The Endangered Fish Recovery Program reimburses RWP for operational 
costs associated with the fish screen. 

 Electric Power Plant 

The plant is located behind the Safeway Shopping Center on Highway 340. It 
operates under a maximum head of 32 feet and has a capacity of 1,600 kilowatts. 
The plant was upgraded in 1982 to increase the capacity from an original 1.400 
kilowatts. The power generated is primarily used for the 5 pumps at Pump Station 
#1, the main and first pumping station. The power that is not required for pumping is 
sold to Xcel Energy which averages approximately 7,500,000 kilowatt-hours 
annually. 

 Pump Stations 

Other than the water users located between the Power Canal and the river, all other 
water deliveries are pumped to 5 separate lift canals. There are 13 pumps which lift 
the water 306 feet. The pumps have electric motors which receive power from Xcel 
Energy with the exception of the first lift which is located at the power plant.
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3.0 Water Rights 

RWP is the holder of three separate water rights for a variety of uses. The original 
rights date to the formation of the original company and includes the majority of the 
water used (Table 1). 
 
Table 2. Summary of RWP Water Rights. 
Owner Amount 

(cfs) 
Adjudication 

Date 
Appropriation 

Date 
Use 

RWP 670 7/22/1912 7/31/1905 Irrigation, Commercial 

RWP 80 7/21/1959 6/26/1941 
Irrigation, Commercial, 

Domestic, Stock 
RWP 100 12/31/1994 10/1/1994 Power Generation 

 Water Availability 

The annual flows and average monthly flows for the Project can be represented by 
the streamflow data collected at the USGS Gage (09144250) Gunnison River near 
Delta, Colorado. This gage has streamflow records from June 1976 to current date. 
The annual average flows are shown in Figure 3 and Table 2 and the average 
monthly flows are shown in Figure 4 and Table 3. 

 
Table 3. Average Annual Flows, USGS Gage 09144250, Gunnison River near 
Delta, Colorado. 1977-2019 (Water Year). 

Year Annual Average Flow 
(cfs) 

Year Annual Average Flow 
(cfs) 

1977 704 1999 1555 
1978 1242 2000 1484 

1979 2393 2001 1047 
1980 2658 2002 707 

1981 1270 2003 819 
1982 1680 2004 791 

1983 3441 2005 1721 
1984 4670 2006 1444 

1985 3914 2007 1476 
1986 3602 2008 2696 

1987 2858 2009 1959 
1988 1420 2010 1294 

1989 799 2011 2213 
1990 600 2012 992 

1991 1391 2013 726 
1992 1421 2014 1643 
1993 2743 2015 1661 

1994 1377 2016 1650 
1995 3437 2017 2057 

1996 2167 2018 1075 
1997 3005 2019 2014 

1998 2300 - - 
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Figure 3-Average Annual Flows, USGS Gage 09144250, Gunnison River near 
Delta, Colorado. 1977-2020 (Water Year). 
 

 
Figure 4-Average Monthly Flows, USGS Gage 09144250, Gunnison River near 
Delta, Colorado. 1977-2020 (Water Year). 
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Table 4- Average Monthly Flows, USGS Gage 09144250, Gunnison River near 
Delta, Colorado. 1977-2020 (Water Year). 
  

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec 

1976 
     

1,282 478 448 558 681 1,295 1,554 
1977 1,486 915 543 366 411 331 274 268 335 398 467 440 

1978 542 618 672 1,569 3,206 3,999 1,523 597 875 898 1,104 1,803 
1979 1,938 2,420 2,787 3,518 5,516 4,530 2,002 1,111 1,114 1,033 1,067 2,039 

1980 2,032 2,045 2,195 3,423 8,111 5,849 1,840 1,135 1,119 1,433 2,247 2,241 
1981 2,143 1,650 1,128 904 1,167 924 399 403 629 850 780 878 

1982 879 2,017 2,167 1,852 3,196 3,068 1,605 1,242 1,678 2,108 2,391 2,444 
1983 2,394 2,329 2,249 1,830 5,271 9,861 6,125 2,578 1,667 1,874 1,867 2,396 

1984 2,984 3,356 3,665 3,794 11,090 13,520 6,506 2,752 2,242 2,753 2,886 2,378 
1985 3,349 3,381 3,696 6,641 8,568 7,156 2,791 1,575 1,835 2,674 2,581 2,715 

1986 3,075 3,206 3,670 4,691 6,875 4,933 4,352 1,923 2,496 2,833 3,156 3,103 
1987 2,981 3,179 3,576 3,796 4,511 2,675 1,851 1,481 1,160 1,429 1,849 1,892 

1988 1,878 1,909 1,957 1,660 1,440 1,253 496 487 814 600 629 603 
1989 513 554 938 1,729 1,383 974 502 550 615 739 617 541 

1990 480 490 505 591 919 872.2 443 424 579 647 615 462 
1991 505 806 810 1,165 3,748 4,147 1,339 1,065 1,377 1,200 1,490 1,466 

1992 1,170 919 935 1,862 2,997 1,897 1,105 1,073 927 934 733 630 
1993 754 1,226 2,605 3,619 9,774 7,485 2,429 1,234 1,412 1,276 1,586 1,671 

1994 1,266 712 1,007 1,442 3,398 1,733 803 703 861 892 898 969 
1995 853 862 1,717 3,088 7,623 10,280 10,110 2,396 1,364 1,860 2,240 2,168 

1996 1,585 1,351 1,712 2,823 4,917 3,426 1,711 985 1,210 1,321 1,582 1,484 
1997 1,627 1,787 3,744 4,458 6,841 7,298 2,725 1,469 1,700 2,303 2,472 2,475 

1998 2,126 1,817 1,841 2,504 5,601 2,893 1,401 988 1,119 1,102 1,127 1,081 
1999 935 888 884 901 3,283 2,418 1,499 2,226 2,261 2,259 1,405 1,432 

2000 1,181 1,007 1,125 2,041 2,730 1,363 1,028 1,199 998 895 915 914 
2001 798 791 920 1,167 2,455 1,194 813 877 794 850 830 809 

2002 753 761 729 813 569 548 693 596 537 494 421 402 
2003 386 383 450 830 2,417 1,669 860 748 738 576 496 485 

2004 470 480 782 1,242 1,662 966 749 707 870 959 638 604 
2005 848 1,204 1,567 3,289 5,191 3,513 1,126 818 892 1,052 918 860 

2006 922 923 1,108 2,773 2,563 1,799 1,490 1,478 1,432 1,319 1,342 1,888 
2007 1,880 1,290 1,745 1,606 2,218 1,214 739 1,093 1,349 1,310 1,386 1,417 

2008 1,701 2,071 1,201 4,114 8,431 6,386 1,742 1,286 1,339 1,130 982 949 
2009 1,069 1,099 1,153 2,370 6,089 4,250 1,996 1,340 1,019 1,007 843 1,063 

2010 991 936 834 1,953 2,989 2,191 824 982 900 918 837 788 
2011 755 1,037 1,525 2,497 4,919 6,947 3,417 1,440 1,456 1,274 1,082 1,753 

2012 1,171 906 1,039 924 727 703 800 796 706 524 509 533 
2013 606 513 550 639 1,404 1,060 832 721 807 736 580 533 

2014 488 567 798 1,888 2,868 8,205 1,230 1,049 824 1,001 822 1,317 
2015 1,373 885 1,024 907 2,514 5,676 2,100 1,079 1,223 1,197 1,232 1,133 

2016 1,374 1,426 1,072 1,691 4,773 2,348 1,224 1,157 1,152 1,009 835 848 
2017 909 1,476 2,066 2,285 6,540 4,850 1,195 1,305 1,339 1,280 1,081 1,939 

2018 1,399 911 924 751 1,297 917 849 761 739 734 510 491 
2019 443 637 794 2,174 4,461 7,690 3,465 1,840 890 953 1,663 1,807 

2020 1,393 
           

Mean of 
monthly 

Discharge 

1,330 1,340 1,540 2,190 4,110 3,780 1,850 1,150 1,140 1,210 1,250 1,350 
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 Water Supply Demands 

The existing and future water demands are 850 cfs year-round. These demands are 
primarily driven by the decreed water uses of the water diverted at the Redlands 
Power Dam to support irrigation and power generation in the Redlands area. Future 
expansion is not being considered at this time. It is expected that the trend of 
agricultural use converting to residential use will continue and reduce demands upon 
the system.
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4.0 Project Description – Analysis of Alternatives & Selected Alternative 

The Project consists of replacing the four existing 80-year-old roller gates with new 
gates. Extensive corrosion has been observed which has led to concerns over the 
durability of the gates. Failure of the gates would make it very difficult to control the 
amount of water diverted into the Power Canal. This could lead to either overfilling 
the canal or interruption of delivery to the power plant. Either scenario is not 
acceptable. 

 Analysis of Alternatives 

Three alternatives were developed for the Project.  The first alternative was a “No 
Action” alternative (Alternative 1). Alternatives 2 included the repair of the existing 
gates. Alternative 3 included the replacement of the gates. Following is a summary 
of each alternative and the justification for selection of the preferred alternative. 

 No Action Alternative (Alternative 1) 

Alternative 1 would entail continuing to use the existing gates. The risks associated 
with this alternative are significantly greater than the other two Alternatives. As 
shown below the existing gates have extensive corrosion to the side members. 
Failure of the side members would likely result in the gates partially obstructing the 
flow through that bay; and/or the gates being stuck in a partially or fully open 
position. Depending upon flows in the river this could result in excessive or 
inadequate flow to the Power Canal. If the flows are too low, it may be possible to 
increase the flow by removing the bulkheads in place over the lower two bays. At 
that time, it would be necessary to plan for a full canal shut down to replace or repair 
the damaged gate. In that case the costs will be similar to Alternative 2 or 3 but the 
ability to plan and budget for it will be diminished. This alternative has no initial cost 
but in the long-term 
would potentially cost 
more due to the need to 
react to the situation 
rather than plan for it. It 
also carries the risk of 
losing control of the 
flows into the canal and 
causing property 
damage due to 
overtopping the Power 
Canal and flooding 
adjacent properties. 
This alternative is not 
recommended. 

Figure 5. Condition of the Existing Gates. 
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 Repair the Existing Gates (Alternative 2) 

Alternative 2 evaluated the repair of the existing gates. A preliminary analysis of the 
gates indicated the steel members used are undersized for current design 
standards. Although they have functioned adequately for 80 years, they would have 
to be brought up to current standards during the retrofit. The scenario evaluated was 
to bulkhead the upstream gates and empty the canal. This would allow access to the 
backside of the gates. Once they are accessible each member would be examined, 
and all corrosion would be removed by abrasive wheel or complete removal of the 
corroded member. An engineer would have to direct the work. Some members may 
only need to be cleaned up; others would require reinforcing. After a more detailed 
analysis it may be necessary to add additional members. There will be limited 
access to the front of the gate. The principal disadvantage of this alternative is that it 
will require an extended shut down of the Power Canal. At this time the income 
generated by the power plant during the off season is approximately $1,200 per day. 
We estimate that this alternative will require two months to complete, resulting in 
approximately $50,000 to 60,000 of lost revenue. This is in addition to the cost of the 
work. We estimate that this option will add 10 to 20 years to the expected life of the 
gates. This alternative is not recommended. 

 Replace the Existing Gates (Alternative 3) 

This alternative includes the 
removal and replacement of the 
existing gates with new 
stainless-steel gates. RWP has 
recently performed this on the 
river bypass gates and has 
recent experience . The 
proposed gates would be 
constructed like the existing 
river gates which are shown to 
the right. The principal 
difference would be a 40% 
increase in width and additional 
stiffening needed to support the 
additional load. An advantage 
of this alternative is that it is 
possible to install seals on the 
sides and bottom of the gate 
which allows better control of 
the canal. It is anticipated that 
with a stronger gate and stainless steel that these gates will be expected to last for 
80 to 100 years. If the gates are fabricated prior to shutting the canal down, we 
estimate this alternative will require 3 to 4 weeks to install. Installation will require 
bulkheading the two upstream bays, draining the canal, importing granular material 

Figure 6. New Stainless Steel Bypass  
Gates. 
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to allow for dry access to the back side of the gates, removal of the existing gates 
and installation and adjusting of the new gates. This option will result in $20,000 to 
30,000 of lost revenue due to no power generation. 

 Preferred Alternative 

Alternative 3 is the Preferred Alternative based upon the uncertainty associated with 
Alternative 2. Although Alternative 2 could cost less in the near-term, it will only 
extend the expected life of the gates by 10 to 20 years. Alternative 1 was not 
considered feasible due to the excessive risk of property damage or loss of ability to 
deliver water. The failure to deliver water to the many residential and commercial 
users that have come to rely on it is incalculable.  

 Costs 

RWP has already acquired the stainless steel needed to build the gates. Several 
fabricators and contractors were consulted to develop a cost estimate for the 
fabrication and installation of the gates. This project is fairly atypical, so a 10% 
contingency was applied to the estimate to account for the unknowns involved. 

 Impacts 

The man-made impacts associated with Alternatives 2 and 3, include, but are not 
limited to: 

• Temporary construction-related activities. 
 
There are no natural environmental impacts associated with any of the alternatives. 

 Economic Analysis and Feasibility 

The structural integrity of the canal is critical to delivering water to the RWP canal 
users. This Project will allow for an orderly planning and installation process which 
will result in the least disruption to the industries that rely on the canal. 

 Institutional Requirements 

As this is essentially a repair project on a privately-owned facility, there are no 
institutional requirements that must be met. As a repair it does not even require a 
building permit. 

 Environmental Considerations 

This Project involves extending the normal annual shut down period of the Power 
Canal by approximately one month. All the work will be performed on the existing 
structure and will not require alterations or expansion of the canal. There are no 
environmental impacts associated with this work. 
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 Right-of-Way/Land Requirements 

The entire Project will occur on property owned by RWP. No right of way is required. 

 Cost Estimate 

Table 5 provides the Engineers Opinion of Probable Cost for this project.  
 
Table 5. Engineers Opinion of Probable Cost 

Construction Item Estimated Cost 
Gate Fabrication  

Materials $50,000 

Labor $90,000 

Gate Fabrication Subtotal: $140,000 
Installation and Canal Improvements  

Dewatering $25,000 
Concrete Repair $100,000 
Install Gates $100,000 
Dredge Canal $35,000 
Riprap Canal Bank $50,000 

Installation and Canal Improvements Subtotal: $310,000 
Fabrication, Installation and Canal Improvements Total $450,000 

10% Contingency $45,000 

Total Construction Cost $495,000 
Additional Engineering Services $15,000 

Total Construction and Engineering Cost $510,000 

 Implementation Schedule 

The current plan is to fabricate the four gates during the fall of 2020 and install them 
during a planned shut down in between Mid-October 2021 to Mid-March 2022 when 
river elevations and weather are most beneficiary. An early install could be January 
or February 2021 if more advantageous for RWP. 



CWCB Loan Feasibility Study July 2020 

15 
 

5.0 Financial Feasibility Analysis 

 Loan Amount 

Total Project Costs:   $510,000 
CWCB Loan Requested:   (up to) $400,000 
Term:      20 Years 
Interest Rate Sought:   1.5% 

 Financing Sources 

Non-federal cost share for the Project will be sought through a State funded loan 
through the CWCB and RWP cash and in-kind contributions.  RWP is contributing 
cost share to the project of $110,000 via in-kind contributions related to the 
development, implementation and management of the Project. Table 6 summarizes 
the funding sources for this Project. 
 
Table 6. Summary of Funding Sources. 

Funding Sources Funding Amount 
Non-Federal entities  

    RWP Cash $60,000 (12%) 

    RWP In-Kind Services and Providing Material $50,000 (10%) 
    Colorado Water Supply Reserve Account (WSRA) Loan $400,000 (78%) 

TOTAL PROJECT FUNDING $510,000 

 
RWP will bid the construction portion of the project to several prequalified 
construction companies. The construction costs shown in Table 4 are estimates for 
each of the components to furnish and install all the equipment. Generally, the low 
bidder will be selected based on a determination of acceptable qualifications. The 
construction contractor will be hired to perform mobilization, erosion control, 
fabrication and installation of the gates. 
 
Consultants will be secured for each of the non-construction costs including: 
Construction management & testing, Survey, Overhead & Project Management, 
Reporting, NEPA related efforts, and detailed design engineering. 

 Other Expenses  

Professional assistance will be required to address legal, audit and compliance 
matters related to the project.  All assistance related to this task will be through the 
use of consultants.  These expenses have already been included in RWP’s annual 
budget and will not be specifically included in the cost of the project. There is also a 
1% loan origination fee. 
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 Indirect Costs  

The indirect costs have been identified with this Project include loss of revenue 
associated with not being able to generate power for the duration of the project. This 
has been estimated at $1200 per day for a 30-day construction period. The overall 
indirect cost is $36,000. 

 Total Costs  

Total project cost for construction and implementation is $546,000. 

 Loan Repayment Sources 

Assuming a 20 yr. fixed loan of $400,000 the annual debt service would be $23,322. 
The annual debt service on $400,000 would be well within the RWP ability to service 
the debt.  

 Financial Impacts 

Revenue and Expenses were predicted for the term of the loan. A detailed schedule 
is shown below in Table 7. The loan origination fee is shown as a payment in 2020. 
This schedule includes the revenue assumptions for the first 10 years from the 
Pumpline Replacement Project loan that was obtained earlier this year. Shown in the 
table are predicted expenses assuming a 1% rate of inflation which include the 
annual loan payment. Without the extra burden of the loan it was found that $5 
increases in assessments would be required at regular 3 to 4-year intervals. The 
effect of the added loan payment was to move the need for the first $5 increase two 
years sooner than would have occurred otherwise.  

 TABOR Issues 

There are no TABOR issues. 

 Collateral 

The RWP has sufficient assets and real property to provide collateral for the term of 
the loan.  

 Sponsor Creditworthiness 

RWP’s sources of income were discussed above.  Copies of the three most recent 
audit reports of financial statements (2016, 2017, 2018) are included as attachments  
to this study. 
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Table 7-Income and Expense Analysis 

 

 Predicted 

Expenses 

 Loan 

Repayment 

 Total Predicted 

Expenses 

 Predicted 

Share Income 

 Predicted 

Fixed Income 

 Predicted 

Power Income 

 Predicted 

Total Income 

2020 1,376,038$  4,000$         1,380,038$          195$               1,123,005$        57,700$            240,000$            1,420,705$    

2021 1,389,798$  23,322$       1,413,120$          195$               1,123,005$        57,700$            244,800$            1,425,505$    

2022 1,403,696$  23,322$       1,427,018$          195$               1,123,005$        57,700$            249,696$            1,430,401$    

2023 1,417,733$  23,322$       1,441,055$          195$               1,123,005$        57,700$            254,690$            1,435,395$    

2024 1,431,911$  23,322$       1,455,233$          195$               1,123,005$        57,700$            259,784$            1,440,489$    

2025 1,446,230$  23,322$       1,469,552$          200$               1,151,800$        57,700$            264,979$            1,474,479$    

2026 1,460,692$  23,322$       1,484,014$          200$               1,151,800$        57,700$            270,279$            1,479,779$    

2027 1,475,299$  23,322$       1,498,621$          205$               1,180,595$        57,700$            275,685$            1,513,980$    

2028 1,490,052$  23,322$       1,513,374$          205$               1,180,595$        57,700$            281,198$            1,519,493$    

2029 1,504,952$  23,322$       1,528,275$          205$               1,180,595$        57,700$            286,822$            1,525,117$    

2030 1,520,002$  23,322$       1,543,324$          210$               1,209,390$        57,700$            292,559$            1,559,649$    

2031 1,535,202$  23,322$       1,558,524$          210$               1,209,390$        57,700$            298,410$            1,565,500$    

2032 1,550,554$  23,322$       1,573,876$          210$               1,209,390$        57,700$            304,378$            1,571,468$    

2033 1,566,060$  23,322$       1,589,382$          215$               1,238,185$        57,700$            310,466$            1,606,351$    

2034 1,581,720$  23,322$       1,605,042$          215$               1,238,185$        57,700$            316,675$            1,612,560$    

2035 1,597,537$  23,322$       1,620,859$          215$               1,238,185$        57,700$            323,008$            1,618,893$    

2036 1,613,513$  23,322$       1,636,835$          220$               1,266,980$        57,700$            329,469$            1,654,149$    

2037 1,629,648$  23,322$       1,652,970$          220$               1,266,980$        57,700$            336,058$            1,660,738$    

2038 1,645,944$  23,322$       1,669,266$          220$               1,266,980$        57,700$            342,779$            1,667,459$    

2039 1,662,404$  23,322$       1,685,726$          220$               1,266,980$        57,700$            349,635$            1,674,315$    

30,746,106$        30,856,424$  

Year

 

Assessment 

Per Share 

Expenses Income

Total Expenses Total Income
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6.0 Conclusions and Recommendation 

• The existing gates are nearing the end of their reliable lifespan. 

• Replacement of the gates is the most feasible alternative. 

• There are no regulatory or permitting issues that would prevent replacing the 

gates. 

• RWP can fund the replacement through a combination of CWCB loans, cash 

and in-kind contributions. 

• RWP has the financial creditworthiness to repay the loan. 

• The project is both technically and financially feasible. 
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7.0 Attachments 

Roller Gate Preliminary Plans 
2016 Independent Auditor’s Report 
2017 Independent Auditor’s Report 
2018 Independent Auditor’s Report 
Articles of Incorporation 
Current Financial Statements 
 


































