The Southwestern Water Conservation District
The West Building, 841 E Second Avenue
Durango, CO 81301

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN
A Regular Board Meeting of the
Southwestern Water Conservation District
will be held via Zoom for the public and
in-person for the board at
841 E 2nd Avenue in Durango, Colorado

Wednesday, June 8, 2022
8:30 a.m. - 4:15 p.m.
Click here to join Zoom
Phone Number: (346) 248 7799
Meeting ID: 835 9975 3537
Password: 474186
Posted and Noticed June 6, 2022
Tentative Agenda
SWCD board members, along with a limited number of staff and consultants, may meet in person at SWCD’s office
(841 E 2nd Avenue in Durango, Colorado). Public participation is available via Zoom only using the connection
information above.
Please text 970-901-1388 if you have difficulty joining the meeting. Please raise your hand to be recognized by the chair.
To raise your hand by phone, dial*9. To raise your hand by computer, please use Alt+Y (Windows) or Option+Y (Mac).
To mute and unmute by phone, dial *6.
Except the time indicated for when the meeting is scheduled to begin, the times noted for each agenda item are estimates
and subject to change. The Board may address and act on agenda items in any order to accommodate the needs of the
Board and the audience. Agenda items can also be added during the meeting at the consensus of the Board.
Agenda items may be placed on the Consent Agenda when the recommended action is non-controversial. The Consent
Agenda may be voted on without reading or discussing individual items. Any Board member may request clarification
about items on the Consent Agenda. The Board may remove items from the Consent Agenda at their discretion for further
discussion.

Wednesday, June 8, 2022

1.0 Call to Order – Roll Call, Verification of Quorum (8:30 a.m.)
2.0 Review and Approve Agenda (8:32 a.m.)
3.0 Executive Session (8:35 a.m.)
3.1
Colorado River Compact, Interstate and Intrastate negotiation matters, including renegotiation of the interim guidelines
3.2
SWCD Programs Coordinator Job Duties

4.0

Summary and Action Items from Executive Session (9:05 a.m.)

5.0

General Counsel Legal Report (9:10 a.m.)
5.1 April Water Court Resume Review (Divisions 3, 4, 7)
5.2 Development of Proposed Tax Increment Finance Agreement with North Main Gateway Urban
Renewal Authority
5.3 Revised Water Rights Abandonment List for Water Divisions 4 & 7
5.4 Status Update: Diligence Application for SWCD Water Rights, Case No. 22CW3005, Division 7
and ASA Water Right, Case No. 22CW3010, Division 7

6.0

Approve and/or Remove Consent Agenda Items (9:25 a.m.)

7.0

Consent Agenda (9:30 a.m.)
7.1 Approval of Minutes (March 31; April 28)
7.2 Acceptance of Treasurer’s Report (April 2022)

8.0

Questions and Comments from the Public (9:35 a.m.)

Break
9.0

Proposed Federal Legislation Establishing Dolores River National Conservation Area (10:00
a.m.)

10.0 Hydrology Reports (11:00 a.m.)
10.1 Colorado River Basin Hydrologic Conditions
10.2 Southwest Colorado Modeling Results –Taylor Adams & John Carron, Hydros Consulting
10.3 Hydrologic Conditions, including updates from the Division Engineers for Water Divisions 4
and 7 – Bob Hurford and Rob Genualdi (11:30 a.m.)
10.4 Dust-on-Snow Impacts – Jeff Derry, Center for Snow and Avalanche Studies
Lunch Break (12:15 p.m.)
11.0 Other Reports (1:15 p.m.)
11.1 Director Reports
11.2 Water Information Program & Roundtable PEPO Liaison Report
11.3 Water Quality Update
11.3.1 Southern Ute Indian Tribe’s Water Quality Standards
11.3.2 Upcoming Regulation 34/35 Hearing, including Bonita Peak and Outstanding
Waters Proposals
11.3.3 San Juan Watershed Program Funding – Letter of Support
11.4 Engineering Report
11.4.1 Upper Colorado & San Juan River Basin Recovery Implementation Programs
12.0 Staff Report (2:00 p.m.)
12.1 CWCB Instream Flow Program Recommendations
12.1.1 2022 - Spring Creek (San Miguel Basin, Montrose County)
12.1.2 Proposed 2023 - Red Canyon, Big A, Kelly and Goat Creeks (San Miguel Basin)
12.2 Update: 2021 SWCD Audit Report Review and Acceptance
12.3 Potential Change in Allocation of SWCD’s Cash Assets, including SWCD’s Certificate of
Deposit Maturing July 16, 2022
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12.4
12.5
12.6
12.7
12.8
12.9

Proposed 2023 SWCD Grant Program Guidelines
Proposed SWCD Director Fee and Travel Reimbursement Policy
Proposed Roundtable Bylaws Revisions regarding SWCD’s Role in Selecting Recorder
Logistics for SWCD Board Workshop July 12th-13th, including Discussion
Possible Support from Colorado State Internet Portal Authority (SIPA) for SWCD Digital
Needs
General Manager Activities

Break (3:00 p.m.)
13.0 Legislative Affairs (3:15 p.m.)
13.1 State Legislative Update
13.1.1 2022 State Legislative Summary
13.1.2 Interim Water Resources Review Committee
13.2 Federal Affairs Update
13.2.1 Ongoing Federal Issues
14.0 Partner Updates (3:30 p.m.)
14.1 Local Trends in Temperature, Precipitation and Runoff - Mike Preston, John Norton
15.0 Executive Session (as needed) (3:50 p.m.)
16.0 Adjournment (4:15 p.m.)
Upcoming Meetings
July 12 - July 13, 2022
August 9, 2022
August 10, 2022

12:00 p.m.
Time TBD
Time TBD

SWCD Special Board Workshop
SWCD Board Basin Tour (Lower Animas and La Plata)
SWCD Regular Board Meeting (Plan for in-person)
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Latest News (/category/press-release)

Division of Water Resources Releases Revised Decennial Abandonment List of Water Rights

Division of Water Resources
Releases Revised Decennial
Abandonment List of Water Rights
The Colorado Division of Water Resources (DWR) has posted the revised decennial abandonment list of water rights, an important process of
Colorado water law and Colorado’s system of administering our state’s water rights.
Every 10 years DWR is required by Colorado law to submit a list of water rights that each Division Engineer has determined meet the criteria of
abandonment to the water court. “Abandonment” is defined as the termination of an absolute water right in whole or in part as a result of the
intent of the owner to permanently discontinue the use of the water under that water right.
“We appreciate the water users’ participation in the Decennial Abandonment process thus far. It is an important feature of Colorado water law
that is beneficial to all water users by providing more certainty to active water users on the river,” said Kevin Rein, State Engineer and Director,
Colorado Division of Water Resources.
The initial abandonment list is carefully crafted every 10 years by the Division Engineers, who administer water rights in 7 different water basins
throughout the state. The list is created by reviewing records of water diversions, conducting site visits, and completing other fact-based
research. The list is revised based on objections received and other information available to the Division Engineers.
The initial abandonment list was published in July 2020 in local news outlets and certified letters were sent to the last-known owner of the
water right. Statements of objection to the initial abandonment list were reviewed by the Division Engineers.
The finalized revised abandonment lists were transmitted to the water courts which will publish notice of the lists in the water court resume in
January 2022. Written protests may be submitted to the water court by June 30, 2022.
The initial and final revised abandonment lists are available on DWR’s website here (https://dwr.colorado.gov/services/wateradministration/water-rights).
The water court’s protest form is on the water court’s website (https://www.courts.state.co.us/Forms/PDF/JDF%20304W.pdf).

###

FINAL REVISED ABANDONMENT LIST OF

December 20, 2021

WATER RIGHTS IN WATER DIVISION 4
Notice is hereby given that, pursuant to section 37-92-401(4) C.R.S. (2021), the Division Engineer, in consultation with the State Engineer, has revised and
finalized the decennial abandonment list, which contains those water rights that the Division Engineer has determined to have been abandoned in whole or
in part. The decennial abandonment list, when concluded by judgment and decree, shall be conclusive as to the water rights determined to have been
abandoned.
The initial abandonment list (published in July 2020) and the final revised abandonment list are available online at:
https://dwr.colorado.gov/services/water-administration/water-rights. The initial and final revised decennial abandonment lists may also be inspected after
December 31, 2021 at the offices of the State Engineer, Division Engineer, and Clerk of the Water Court. Contact the respective offices for information on
hours and/or appointments.
This decennial abandonment proceeding, including any protest proceedings, are subject to Rule 12 of the Uniform Local Rules for All State Water Court
Divisions (Water Court Rules), effective as amended on December 13, 2018 and available on the Water Court’s website at:
https://www.courts.state.co.us/Courts/Water. Any person who wishes to protest the inclusion of any water right on the final decennial abandonment list
shall file a written protest with the Water Clerk and the Division Engineer in accordance with the procedures set forth in section 37-92-401(5), C.R.S (2021)
not later than June 30, 2022. The fee for filing such a protest with the Water Clerk is forty-five dollars ($45.00). The protest shall set forth in detail the
factual and legal basis therefor. A form for such a protest (JDF 304W) is available on the Water Court website.

Bob W. Hurford, Division Engineer

Kevin Rein, State Engineer
1541 Oxbow Drive, Suite 1625 Montrose, CO 81401 P 970.249.6622 www.colorado.gov/water
Jared S. Polis, Governor | Dan Gibbs, Executive Director | Kevin G. Rein, State Engineer/Director

Division Engineer Final Revised Abandonment List
Structure Name

Water Source

ADAMSON PIPELINE

Bieser Creek

0.1000

0.1000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

40013.33662 1972-04-13

1942-03-01

7300500

ALLEN DITCH

North Fork Gunnison River

1.5000

1.5000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

45290.44711 1974-12-31

1972-05-31

4001534

ALT BILL MCMILLAN DITCH

Hubbard Creek

5.0000

2.0000

3.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

38910.00000 1964-01-31

1956-07-13

4001069

BARLOW DITCH

San Miguel River

0.5000

0.5000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

30604.30054 1939-11-01

1932-04-14

6000885

BECKWITH DITCH

Schaefer Creek

7.6600

1.6600

6.0000 C IRR

35991.00000 1954-03-20

1948-07-16

4001548

BENCH DITCH

Coal Creek

2.0000

1.9000

0.1000 C ALL DECREED USES

51021.00000 1989-12-31

1989-09-09

5901658

BILL KNOX PIPELINE

Tomichi Creek

1.6000

1.0000

0.6000 C ALL DECREED USES

44559.42155 1972-12-31

1965-06-01

2800722

BURG DITCH NO 3

Calamity Creek

4.1600

4.1600

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

32547.00000 1939-02-11

1939-02-10

6300511

BUZZARD DITCH NO 1

Muddy Creek

7.5000

3.0000

4.5000 C ALL DECREED USES

36021.00000 1954-03-20

1948-08-15

4001090

BUZZARD DITCH NO 2

Muddy Creek

7.0000

3.0000

4.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

35580.00000 1954-03-20

1947-06-01

4001091

CHUTE DITCH

Muddy Creek

1.5000

0.7500

0.7500 C ALL DECREED USES

38064.36615 1964-01-31

1950-04-01

4001097

CLIFF DWELLERS DITCH
CLIFF DWELLERS DITCH

Blue Creek
Blue Creek

0.5200
2.4600

0.5200
2.4600

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES
0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

31502.00000 1939-02-11
32547.00000 1939-02-11

1936-04-01
1939-02-10

6300517
6300517

CLYDE CABIN DITCH

Muddy Creek

1.5000

0.7500

0.7500 C ALL DECREED USES

20 ACRES

38064.35610 1964-01-31

1947-07-01

4001098

COLLINS DITCH
COLUMBINE DITCH NO 1

Dry Cedar Creek
Beaver Creek

0.2500
3.8000

0.2500
1.9000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES
1.9000 C ALL DECREED USES

57 ACRES

47237.00000 1979-12-31
36425.00000 1954-03-20

1979-05-01
1949-09-23

4100737
4001100

COLUMBINE DITCH NO 2

Fawn Creek

3.0000

1.5000

1.5000 C ALL DECREED USES

45 ACRES

36425.00000 1954-03-20

1949-09-23

4001101

COLUMBINE DITCH NO 3
COLUMBINE DITCH NO 4

Fawn Creek
Cow Creek

6.0000
15.0000

3.0000
7.5000

3.0000 C ALL DECREED USES
7.5000 C ALL DECREED USES

75 ACRES

36425.00000 1954-03-20
36425.00000 1954-03-20

1949-09-23
1949-09-23

4001102
4001103

COLUMBINE DITCH NO 5

Fawn Creek

3.3300

1.8300

1.5000 C ALL DECREED USES

55 ACRES

36425.00000 1954-03-20

1949-09-23

4001104

COYOTE DITCH

West Muddy Creek

25.0000

12.5000

12.5000 C ALL DECREED USES

36764.00000 1954-03-20

1950-08-28

4001105

DUPEE DRAW D

Loutsenhizer Arroyo

5.0000

5.0000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

44559.31532 1972-12-31

1936-05-01

4100615

E H & Z B MARTIN D NO 1
EAST FORK FDR PIPELINE

Gunnison River
East Fork Dry Creek

0.2000
1.0000

0.2000
1.0000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES
0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

41070.00000 1969-12-02
30613.00000 1941-12-04

1962-06-12
1933-10-25

6200586
4100625

EULA BELLE MINE WELL

Mesa Creek

EVERLASTING DITCH
FOREST QUEEN DITCH

Cottonwood Creek
Coal Creek

GUNNISON PIPELINE

Gunnison River

GUNNISON TUNNEL AND SOUTH CAN Gunnison River
HACKLER IRRIGATION SYSTEM POIN Cottonwood Creek
HALLEY DITCH

Buttermilk Creek

HAWKINS DITCH
HAWKS NEST WATER SUPPLY

Cottonwood Creek
North Fork Gunnison River

HEAD & FERRIER DITCH
HEAD & FERRIER DITCH

Decreed
Amount*

Abandon
Amount

Remaining U Abandon
Amount
** Decreed Use(s)***

Abandon
Decreed Place of Use

December 2021
Admin
Number

Adjudication Appropriation WDID
Date
Date

0.0310

0.0310

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

40557.00000 1971-12-31

1961-01-15

6305004

22.2500
3.0000

9.0000
3.0000

13.2500 C ALL DECREED USES
0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

41820.00000 1969-08-11
40569.29735 1965-10-28

1964-07-01
1931-05-31

4001435
5900557

50.0000 (AP)

40.0000

10.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

36904.00000 1954-03-20

1951-01-15

4001631

0.0000
1.0000

50.0000
1.0000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES
0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

36904.00000 1954-03-20
47481.43934 1980-12-31

1951-01-15
1970-04-15

6200617
4002070

6.0000

2.0000

4.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

54421.31897 1999-12-31

1937-05-01

4001436

20.0000
0.1100

10.0000
0.1100

10.0000 C ALL DECREED USES
0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

35885.00000 1954-03-20
45290.29526 1974-12-31

1948-04-01
1930-11-03

4001437
4001638

Curecanti Creek

8.0000

4.4500

3.5500 C IRR

38531.00000 1957-06-20

1955-06-30

5900944

Curecanti Creek

2.5000

2.5000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

39252.38937 1961-01-27

1956-08-09

5900944

HELEN DITCH

San Miguel River

1.0000

1.0000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

32811.32271 1952-07-10

1938-05-10

6000632

INJUNCTION D & WTR SPLY

Cottonwood Creek

7.9000

7.3900

0.5100 C ALL DECREED USES

42213.00000 1971-09-13

1965-07-29

6800615

J W CLINE DITCH

North Fork Gunnison River

8.0000

3.0000

5.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

44194.44068 1971-12-31

1970-08-27

4000928

JENNINGS DITCH

San Miguel River

2.0000

2.0000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

35229.00000 1952-07-10

1946-06-15

6000654

KEMAL POND DITCH
K-K DITCH

East Muddy Creek
Kiser Creek

2.0000
1.5000

2.0000
1.5000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES
0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

49673.49637 1986-12-31
46751.37985 1978-12-31

1985-11-25
1953-12-31

4002385
4000644
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Division Engineer Final Revised Abandonment List
Structure Name

Water Source

K-K DITCH

Kiser Creek

0.5000

0.5000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

50769.37985 1989-12-31

1953-12-31

4000644

KNOB HILL DITCH

Escalante Creek

0.4000

0.4000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

38064.31942 1964-01-31

1937-06-15

4000884

KNOB HILL DITCH

Escalante Creek

1.5000

1.5000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

38064.37451 1964-01-31

1952-07-15

4000884

LEROUX CREEK DITCH

Leroux Creek

88.5600

88.5600

0.0000 C IRR

51864.41019 1992-12-31

1962-04-22

4000926

LIL'S SPG & PD & PL

Gunnison River

0.2000

0.2000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

47847.47787 1981-12-31

1980-11-01

6201273

LONE STAR NO 4 DITCH

Wells Gulch

4.0000

4.0000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

35502.00000 1954-03-20

1947-03-15

4001337

MAC DITCH

Happy Hollow Creek

1.0000

1.0000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

44925.39202 1973-12-31

1957-05-01

4001507

MCMILLAN DITCH

North Fork Gunnison River

2.0000

1.0000

1.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

44737.00000 1972-12-31

1972-06-26

4001720

MCMILLAN DITCH NO 2

Big Gulch

4.0000

1.5000

2.5000 C FIS

46020.45880 1976-12-31

1975-08-13

4001180

MCMILLAN DITCH NO 2

Big Gulch

4.0000

0.5000

3.5000 C IRR

46020.45880 1976-12-31

1975-08-13

4001180

MIKE CUDDIGAN DITCH

Dallas Creek

0.5000

0.1500

0.3500 C ALL DECREED USES

36615.00000 1961-04-14

1950-04-01

6800663

MYLES MCMILLAN DITCH
NEILSON DITCH NO 2

North Fork Gunnison River
Leopard Creek

8.0000
2.5000

4.0000
2.5000

4.0000 C ALL DECREED USES
0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

44194.44068 1971-12-31
31166.00000 1939-11-01

1970-08-27
1935-05-01

4001727
6000711

20.0000

10.0000

10.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

39096.00000 1964-01-31

1957-01-15

4000893

2.0000
0.0500

2.0000
0.0500

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES
0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

48364.00000 1982-12-31
49457.00000 1985-12-31

1982-06-01
1985-05-29

4100830
6201376

ORCHARD CITY IRRIGATION DISTRIC Gunnison River

Decreed
Amount*

Abandon
Amount

Remaining U Abandon
Amount
** Decreed Use(s)***

Abandon
Decreed Place of Use

December 2021

YES

Admin
Number

Adjudication Appropriation WDID
Date
Date

OWENS DITCH
PATTERSON SPRING

Coal Creek
Lake Fork

PENN TUNNEL WTR SUP PL

Marshall Creek

10.0000 (AP)

10.0000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

34945.00000 1952-07-10

1945-09-04

6000734

PITKIN MESA PIPELINE
RAJAH 30 PORTAL EFFLUENT

Cunningham Creek
John Brown Creek

2.0150
0.0700

1.0000
0.0700

1.0150 C ALL DECREED USES
0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

40767.00000 1964-01-31
55152.43829 2001-12-31

1961-08-13
1969-12-31

4001191
6300767

RAY FILES DITCH

Little Dolores River

2.0000

2.0000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

44925.35549 1973-12-31

1947-05-01

7300514

REED OVERMAN DITCH

Dallas Creek

5.0000

5.0000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

35215.00000 1961-04-14

1946-06-01

6800703

ROATCAP DITCH

Roatcap Creek

1.0000

1.0000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

38064.33754 1964-01-31

1942-06-01

4001036

ROC CREEK DIVERSION
ROSE D #1

Dolores River
Loutsenhizer Arroyo

1.4300
1.0000

1.4300
1.0000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES
0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

57343.57169 2007-12-31
53691.51499 1997-12-31

2006-07-10
1990-12-31

6300791
4101757

ROSS DITCH NO. 1

Gunnison River

1.5000

1.5000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

38064.36986 1964-01-31

1951-04-07

4001377

ROSS DITCH NO. 1
ROSS DITCH NO. 2

Gunnison River
Gunnison River

0.5000
1.0000

0.5000
1.0000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES
0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

38064.34789 1964-01-31
38813.00000 1964-01-31

1945-04-01
1956-04-07

4001377
4001378

RYAN DITCH

Gunnison River

1.5000

1.5000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

46020.33237 1976-12-31

1940-12-31

4001380

SALTADO CREEK DITCH
SHORT DITCH EXT FEEDER

San Miguel River
North Fork Gunnison River

0.5000
1.0000

0.5000
1.0000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES
0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

30604.30047 1939-11-01
39900.00000 1964-01-31

1932-04-07
1959-03-30

6001099
4001043

SIGAFUS NO 1 DITCH

Fish Creek

2.0000

2.0000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

38229.00000 1960-03-30

1954-09-01

6200747

SMOCK INDIAN CREEK DITCH
SOUTH FORK DITCH

Lake Fork
Escalante Creek

0.1000
5.0000

0.1000
5.0000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES
0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

40266.31532 1969-12-02
40130.00000 1964-01-31

1936-05-01
1959-11-15

6200751
4000906

TERROR DITCH EXTENSION

West Hubbard Creek

23.0000

10.0000

13.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

50769.46386 1989-12-31

1976-12-31

4001209

THOMPSON FEEDER DITCH

Hay Press Creek

10.0000

7.0000

3.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

35018.00000 1959-07-21

1945-11-16

7300518

TOM WATKINS DITCH

Blue Creek

2.6000

2.6000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

32547.00000 1939-02-11

1939-02-10

6300563

TOM WATKINS DITCH

Blue Creek

0.2600

0.2600

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

31502.00000 1939-02-11

1936-04-01

6300563

TWIN SPRUCE DITCH

Cow Creek

6.0000

6.0000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

38064.35960 1964-01-31

1948-06-15

4001212

VAN LOAN DITCH

Coates Creek

1.3000 (AP)

1.3000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

31836.00000 1941-07-25

1937-03-01

7300540

VAN LOAN DITCH
VAN LOAN DITCH

Coates Creek
Coates Creek

0.0000
5.7400 (AP)

3.9000
5.7400

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES
0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

30895.29144 1941-07-25
35567.00000 1959-07-21

1929-10-17
1947-05-19

7300540
7300540
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Decreed
Amount*

Abandon
Amount

Remaining U Abandon
Amount
** Decreed Use(s)***

Abandon
Decreed Place of Use

December 2021

Structure Name

Water Source

VAN LOAN DITCH

Coates Creek

1.0000

1.0000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

48212.33541 1982-12-31

1941-10-31

7300540

VAN LOAN DITCH

Coates Creek

0.0000

5.7600

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

22848.22088 1916-06-01

1910-06-23

7300540

VAN LOAN DITCH

Coates Creek

0.0000

4.2800

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

30895.24866 1941-07-25

1918-01-30

7300540

WEST HUBBARD DITCH

West Hubbard Creek

9.0000

3.0000

6.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

38064.29766 1964-01-31

1931-07-01

4001219

WILLOW SPRINGS DITCH

John Brown Creek

5.0000

2.5000

2.5000 C ALL DECREED USES

48942.43317 1984-12-31

1968-08-06

6300645

120 ACRES

Admin
Number

Adjudication Appropriation WDID
Date
Date

* An (AP) following the Decreed Amount is used to indicate that the Structure listed has decreed Alternate Point(s) which are subject to abandonment
** Units of specified abandonment amounts: C - CFS; A - Acre Feet.
*** ALL-ALL BENEFICIAL USES, AUG-AUGMENTATION, COM-COMMERCIAL, DOM-DOMESTIC, FIR-FIRE, FIS-FISHERY, GEO-GEOTHERMAL, HUO-HOUSEHOLD USE ONLY, IND-INDUSTRIAL,
IRR-IRRIGATION, MUN-MUNICIPAL, OTH-OTHER, PWR-POWER GENERATION, RCH-RECHARGE, REC-RECREATION, SNO-SNOW MAKING, STK-STOCK, STO-STORAGE, WLD-WILDLIFE
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FINAL REVISED ABANDONMENT LIST OF

December 20, 2021

WATER RIGHTS IN WATER DIVISION 7
Notice is hereby given that, pursuant to section 37-92-401(4) C.R.S. (2021), the Division Engineer, in consultation with the State Engineer, has revised and
finalized the decennial abandonment list, which contains those water rights that the Division Engineer has determined to have been abandoned in whole or
in part. The decennial abandonment list, when concluded by judgment and decree, shall be conclusive as to the water rights determined to have been
abandoned.
The initial abandonment list (published in July 2020) and the final revised abandonment list are available online at:
https://dwr.colorado.gov/services/water-administration/water-rights. The initial and final revised decennial abandonment lists may also be inspected after
December 31, 2021 at the offices of the State Engineer, Division Engineer, and Clerk of the Water Court. Contact the respective offices for information on
hours and/or appointments.
This decennial abandonment proceeding, including any protest proceedings, are subject to Rule 12 of the Uniform Local Rules for All State Water Court
Divisions (Water Court Rules), effective as amended on December 13, 2018 and available on the Water Court’s website at:
https://www.courts.state.co.us/Courts/Water. Any person who wishes to protest the inclusion of any water right on the final decennial abandonment list
shall file a written protest with the Water Clerk and the Division Engineer in accordance with the procedures set forth in section 37-92-401(5), C.R.S (2021)
not later than June 30, 2022. The fee for filing such a protest with the Water Clerk is forty-five dollars ($45.00). The protest shall set forth in detail the
factual and legal basis therefor. A form for such a protest (JDF 304W) is available on the Water Court website.

Robert Genualdi, Division Engineer

Kevin Rein, State Engineer
160 Rockpoint Drive, Suite E Durango, CO 81301 P 970.247.1845 www.colorado.gov/water
Jared S. Polis, Governor | Dan Gibbs, Executive Director | Kevin G. Rein, State Engineer/Director

Division Engineer Final Revised Abandonment List
Decreed
Amount*

Abandon
Amount

Remaining U Abandon
Amount
** Decreed Use(s)***

Structure Name

Water Source

ALLEN PUMP & PIPELINE

Lost Canyon Creek

2.0000

2.0000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

44315.00000 1971-12-31

1971-05-01

7102005

ALLISON LATERAL WW DITCH

Sambrito Creek

0.2500

0.2500

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

53085.00000 1995-12-31

1995-05-05

4600548

AMERICAN TUNNEL PIPELINE

Cement Creek

0.2700

0.2700

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

46979.00000 1978-12-31

1978-08-16

3000722

ARRIOLA CEMETARY PUMP

Alkali Canyon

0.5000

0.5000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

44667.00000 1972-12-31

1972-04-17

3200504

ATWATER DITCH

Alkali Canyon

0.2500

0.0500

0.2000 C ALL DECREED USES

53325.49124 1996-12-31

1984-06-30

3200963

BAIRD GAS WELL WW DIVR

Wilson Gulch

0.1305

0.1305

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

53478.00000 1996-12-31

1996-06-01

3001566

BAIRD GAS WELL WW POND

Wilson Gulch

38.6800

38.6800

0.0000 A ALL DECREED USES

53478.00000 1996-12-31

1996-06-01

3003826

BEARDSLEE WELL

Mud Creek

0.0333

0.0333

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

42914.00000 1972-12-31

1967-06-30

3405001

BIG ROCK SPRING

West Fork San Juan River

0.1000

0.1000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

41016.39964 1968-12-19

1959-06-02

2900530

BISHOP DIVERSION PL

Hartman Draw

0.2000

0.2000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

51134.46598 1990-12-31

1977-07-31

3200832

BODO NO 3 DITCH

Basin Creek

1.0000

1.0000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

36629.00000 1966-03-21

1950-04-15

3001053

BRADSHAW PUMP
BRINKER SPRING

Animas River
Elbert Creek

0.1000
0.1000

0.1000
0.1000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES
0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

56978.53020 2006-12-31
47847.43341 1981-12-31

1995-03-01
1968-08-30

3001680
3000748

BUFFALO BOY PIPELINE

Cunningham Creek

0.0700

0.0700

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

47847.47267 1981-12-31

1979-05-31

3000744

C AND G DITCH
CAMPBELL DITCH

Alkali Canyon
Alkali Canyon

0.5000
0.5000

0.3000
0.5000

0.2000 C ALL DECREED USES
0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

52960.37395 1995-12-31
44559.29371 1972-12-31

1952-05-20
1930-06-01

3200932
3200519

CASON DITCH

Animas River

3.3600

0.8600

2.5000 C ALL DECREED USES

32750.00000 1966-03-21

1939-09-01

3001068

COLUMBIA SPRING NO 2
CORTEZ BALLFIELD PUMP

Dolores River
Mcelmo Creek

0.0330
0.2000

0.0330
0.2000

0.0000 C INDUSTRIAL
0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

45655.42929 1975-12-31
51499.50932 1991-12-31

1967-07-15
1989-06-12

7100629
3200877

COTTENS SPRK SYS NO 1

Animas River

1.0000

1.0000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

42994.00000 1968-05-03

1967-09-18

3000527

COX WELL

Mud Creek

0.0888

0.0888

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

43919.00000 1972-12-31

1970-03-31

3405002

CRAIG DITCH

Animas River

7.5000

2.5000

5.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

36317.00000 1966-03-21

1949-06-07

3001076

CRANE PIPELINE
CROWLEY NO 1 PUMPING STA

Lost Creek
Navajo River

0.2500
0.0530

0.2500
0.0530

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES
0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

36311.00000 1966-03-07
41016.36341 1968-12-19

1949-06-01
1949-07-01

3100591
7700522

CROWLEY NO 2 PUMPING STA

Navajo River

0.0750

0.0750

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

41016.40724 1968-12-19

1961-07-01

7700523

DAVEY WELL #2
DELANEY WELL

Wilson Gulch
Long Hollow

0.1100
0.3500

0.1100
0.3500

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES
0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

48577.48429 1983-12-31
39520.00000 1971-12-31

1982-08-05
1958-03-15

3006263
3305001

DICKINSON DITCH

Animas River

1.0000

1.0000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

44925.41059 1973-12-31

1962-06-01

3000531

DUNSWORTH PIPELINE
EARL HART DITCH

Root Creek
Simon Draw

0.9100
1.0000

0.9100
1.0000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES
0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

32262.00000 1966-03-07
48942.35391 1984-12-31

1938-05-01
1946-11-24

3100584
3200556

EATON PUMP

Long Hollow

0.2500

0.2500

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

45290.41027 1974-12-31

1962-04-30

3300617

EDDYS PUMPING STA NO 2

Lynch Draw

0.5000 (AP)

0.5000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

44737.00000 1972-12-31

1972-06-26

3200747

ELK PARK FISHERIES #2

Florida River

10.0000

4.6900

5.3100 C ALL DECREED USES

51134.51103 1990-12-31

1989-11-30

3001478

FRITZ WELL

Los Pinos River

0.0222

0.0222

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

38531.00000 1971-12-31

1955-06-30

3105003

GARNAND DITCH

Wilson Gulch

0.7500

0.7500

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

35174.00000 1966-03-21

1946-04-21

3001112

GILLILAND SPRING NO 1
GILLILAND SPRING NO 2

Lost Canyon Creek
Lost Canyon Creek

0.1000
0.1000

0.1000
0.1000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES
0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

44559.33722 1972-12-31
44559.37375 1972-12-31

1942-04-30
1952-04-30

7100540
7100541
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Abandon
Decreed Place of Use

December 2021

REMAINDER OF ANY IRRIGATED
LANDS DESCRIBED IN DECREE
84CW0166; “IRRIGATION OF 60
ACRES OF LAND IN THE N ½ SW
¼ OF SECTION 21, T36N, R15W,
N.M.P.M.”

Admin
Number

Adjudication Appropriation WDID
Date
Date

Division Engineer Final Revised Abandonment List
Decreed
Amount*

Abandon
Amount

Remaining U Abandon
Amount
** Decreed Use(s)***

Structure Name

Water Source

GINIA SPRING

Dolores River

0.0888

0.0888

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

44559.36159 1972-12-31

1948-12-31

7100542

GIRARD DITCH

Animas River

0.1000

0.1000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

47481.47268 1980-12-31

1979-06-01

3001355

GOFF PUMP STATION NO. 1

Cherry Creek

0.1000

0.1000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

53691.00000 1996-12-31

1996-12-31

3300674

GOSHORN CRITES SPG & PL

Root Creek

0.0100

0.0100

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

44559.32506 1972-12-31

1938-12-31

3100630

GREG & LINDA'S DIVERSION

Spring Creek

0.0400

0.0400

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

55152.49865 2001-12-31

1986-07-11

3000897

HAL MASON DITCH

Trumble Draw

1.0000

0.2500

0.7500 C ALL DECREED USES

48212.37254 1982-12-31

1951-12-31

3001381

HALL/BUTLER DITCH

Spring Creek

0.0100

0.0100

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

55152.49673 2001-12-31

1985-12-31

3000898

HARMON DITCH

Hartman Draw

0.0033

0.0033

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

36755.00000 1962-08-14

1950-08-19

3200749

HARPER IRR SYSTEM NO 2

Salt Creek

0.3330

0.3330

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

47056.00000 1978-12-31

1978-11-01

3001331

HAYS SPRING & DITCH NO 1

Elbert Creek

0.8000

0.8000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

42448.33024 1968-05-03

1940-06-01

3000565

HELMERICKS HORSE TANK

Elbert Creek

0.1000

0.1000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

46751.32992 1978-12-31

1940-04-30

3000712

HENSON PUMP
HIGHTOWER DITCH

Mud Creek
Mud Creek

0.5000
0.1500

0.5000
0.1500

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES
0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

50038.49947 1987-12-31
34966.00000 1962-08-14

1986-10-01
1945-09-25

3400613
3200582

HIGHWAY DEPT WELL 56291

Cascade Creek

0.0335

0.0335

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

41637.00000 1972-12-31

1963-12-31

3005036

HUFFMAN SPRING #3
ISLAND COVE PIPELINE

Cox Canyon
Animas River

0.0020
0.1200

0.0020
0.1200

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES
0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

52595.40908 1994-12-31
32293.00000 1966-03-21

1962-01-01
1938-06-01

3001525
3001126

JANZ NO. 2 DITCH

Mud Creek

2.0000

2.0000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

52960.38531 1995-12-31

1955-06-30

3400695

JEFFRIES WELL NO 1
JOE HERSCH DITCH NO 1

Beaver Creek
San Juan River

0.0222
2.0000

0.0222
2.0000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES
0.0000 C FIS

43433.00000 1974-12-31
41016.39233 1968-12-19

1968-11-30
1957-06-01

3105072
2900629

JOE HERSCH DITCH NO 1

San Juan River

2.0000

1.0000

1.0000 C IRR,STK

41016.39233 1968-12-19

1957-06-01

2900629

KESSELHUTH DITCH

Salt Creek

0.5000

0.5000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

48942.45455 1984-12-31

1974-06-14

3001428

LA PLATA VISTA WELL #2

Lightner Creek

0.0199

0.0199

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

46060.00000 1976-12-31

1976-02-09

3005252

LA PLATA VISTA WELL #3
LA PLATA VISTA WELL #4

Lightner Creek
Lightner Creek

0.0111
0.0089

0.0111
0.0089

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES
0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

46060.00000 1976-12-31
46060.00000 1976-12-31

1976-02-09
1976-02-09

3005253
3005254

LAKEVIEW DITCH

Hartman Draw

0.5000

0.5000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

54421.54222 1999-12-31

1998-06-15

3200998

LEE DITCH
LISENBURY SEEP AND POND

La Plata River
Simon Draw

1.0000
1.0000

1.0000
0.9000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES
0.1000 C IRR

35885.00000 1966-03-21
44559.29584 1972-12-31

1948-04-01
1930-12-31

3300588
3200607

LONG DITCH NO 1

Dry Creek

0.3750

0.3750

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

44194.32506 1971-12-31

1938-12-31

3100616

LONG DITCH NO 2
M & K DITCH

Dry Creek
Salt Creek

0.3750
1.0000

0.3750
1.0000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES
0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

44194.32506 1971-12-31
45734.00000 1975-12-31

1938-12-31
1975-03-20

3100617
3001291

M AND H DITCH

Hartman Draw

0.2500

0.2500

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

44559.39992 1972-12-31

1959-06-30

3200613

MANCOS SCHOOL DIST W SYS
MCCOY WELL NO 2

Mancos River
Los Pinos River

0.2500
0.0666

0.2500
0.0666

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES
0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

45290.43615 1974-12-31
37375.00000 1973-12-31

1969-05-31
1952-04-30

3400585
3105057

MCGUIGAN POND NO1 FEEDER

Florida River

9.5000 (AP)

8.0200

1.4800 C ALL DECREED USES

51193.00000 1990-12-31

1990-02-28

3001543

MCGUIGAN POND NO1 FEEDER

Florida River

5.0000 (AP)

3.5200

1.4800 C ALL DECREED USES

56704.00000 2005-12-31

2005-04-01

3001543

MCNAMARA SPRING PIPELINE

Elbert Creek

0.2017

0.2017

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

40846.00000 1966-03-21

1961-10-31

3000599

MILDRED COMPLEX D NORTH

Hartman Draw

1.0000

1.0000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

44194.43269 1971-12-31

1968-06-19

3200627

MILL CREEK LODGE SPRING

Cascade Creek

0.0333

0.0333

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

46020.36889 1976-12-31

1950-12-31

3005068

MILLIGAN NO 3 DITCH

Alkali Canyon

0.3600

0.2600

0.1000 C ALL DECREED USES

41133.30123 1970-12-31

1932-06-22

3200630

MOORE DITCH
MORGAN WELL #1

Animas River
Los Pinos River

0.8900
0.0330

0.8900
0.0330

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES
0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

45655.44375 1975-12-31
50970.00000 1989-12-31

1971-06-30
1989-07-20

3000696
3105146
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Division Engineer Final Revised Abandonment List
Decreed
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Remaining U Abandon
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** Decreed Use(s)***

Structure Name

Water Source

MORSE PUMP & PIPELINE

Animas River

0.2500

0.2500

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

42448.42330 1968-05-03

1965-11-23

3000693

NICKLES BROTHERS DITCH

Piedra River

8.0000

3.2900

4.7100 C ALL DECREED USES

41743.00000 1968-12-19

1964-04-15

7800590

NORTON PUMP NO 1

Cross Canyon

0.1100

0.1100

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

46963.00000 1978-12-31

1978-07-31

3200742

O.F.C. DITCH

Long Hollow

0.3300

0.3300

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

53325.53304 1996-12-31

1995-12-10

3300673

O'CONNELL AND KING DITCH

Mccabe Creek

3.0000

2.5000

0.5000 C ALL DECREED USES

41016.38990 1968-12-19

1956-10-01

2900678

OLSEN PUMP

Rauh Arroya

0.0500

0.0500

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

49499.00000 1985-12-31

1985-07-10

3200810

OWENS PUMP

Hartman Draw

0.2500

0.2500

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

44194.44194 1971-12-31

1970-12-31

3200638

PALMER SPRING

Simon Draw

0.2000

0.2000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

47993.00000 1981-12-31

1981-05-26

3200769

PATTERSON-BLACKMER DITCH

Narraguinnep Canyon

0.0800

0.0800

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

44725.00000 1972-12-31

1972-06-14

3200640

POMA WELL NO 1

San Juan River

0.2000

0.2000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

47116.38898 1979-12-31

1956-07-01

2905038

POMA WELL NO 2

San Juan River

0.1000

0.1000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

47116.37407 1979-12-31

1952-06-01

2905039

R 4X4 LODE PUMP STA AP PT 2
R 4X4 LODE PUMP STA AP PT 3

Animas River
Animas River

0.0000
0.0000

0.0330
0.0330

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES
0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

56475.00000 2004-12-31
56475.00000 2004-12-31

2004-08-15
2004-08-15

3000980
3000981

R 4X4 LODE PUMP STA PT 1

Animas River

0.0330 (AP)

0.0330

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

56475.00000 2004-12-31

2004-08-15

3000979

REA SEPG SPG & PMPG STA
RECLAMATION IRR PIPELINE

Animas River
Animas River

0.5000
1.0100

0.5000
1.0100

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES
0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

40019.00000 1966-03-21
46558.00000 1977-12-31

1959-07-27
1977-06-21

3001189
3000713

RICKETTS PUMP

Vallecito Creek

0.0100

0.0100

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

46386.46294 1977-12-31

1976-09-30

3100720

RIEPEL DITCH
ROELFS DITCH

Sambrito Creek
Hartman Draw

0.2500
0.9000

0.2500
0.9000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES
0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

50038.49465 1987-12-31
31541.00000 1962-08-14

1985-06-06
1936-05-10

4600543
3200653

ROSEBERRY WELL NO 40902

Lightner Creek

0.0111

0.0111

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

43971.00000 1972-12-31

1970-05-22

3006087

RUBY KING SPRING

Junction Creek

0.0100

0.0100

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

48942.48758 1984-12-31

1983-06-30

3000764

RULE PUMP

Hartman Draw

0.0330

0.0330

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

54906.00000 2000-12-31

2000-04-29

3201012

SCHALLES DITCH NO 2
SIMMONS D NO 1 PL PMP AP A-2

Schalles Draw
Mud Creek

0.4000
0.0000

0.4000
3.0000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES
0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

35154.00000 1966-03-07
44559.44270 1972-12-31

1946-04-01
1971-03-17

3100587
3201046

SIMMONS D NO 1 PL PMP AP B-1

Mud Creek

0.0000

3.0000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

44559.44270 1972-12-31

1971-03-17

3201047

SIMMONS D NO 1 PL PUMP
SIMMONS/PORTER DITCH

Mud Creek
Brumley Draw

3.0000 (AP)
0.2000

3.0000
0.2000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES
0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

44559.44270 1972-12-31
55517.54786 2002-12-31

1971-03-17
1999-12-31

3200667
3201014

SO UTE SUNNYSIDE DIVR

Animas River

1.5000 (AP)

1.5000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

52960.47847 1995-12-31

1980-12-31

3001558

SO UTE SUNNYSIDE DV AP PT 2
SO UTE SUNNYSIDE DV AP PT 3

Animas River
Animas River

0.0000
0.0000

1.5000
1.5000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES
0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

52960.47847 1995-12-31
52960.47847 1995-12-31

1980-12-31
1980-12-31

3001646
3001647

SO UTE SUNNYSIDE DV AP PT 4

Animas River

0.0000

1.5000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

52960.47847 1995-12-31

1980-12-31

3001648

SO UTE SUNNYSIDE DV AP PT 5
SO UTE SUNNYSIDE DV AP PT 6

Animas River
Animas River

0.0000
0.0000

1.5000
1.5000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES
0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

52960.47847 1995-12-31
52960.47847 1995-12-31

1980-12-31
1980-12-31

3001649
3001650

SO UTE SUNNYSIDE DV AP PT 7

Animas River

0.0000

1.5000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

52960.47847 1995-12-31

1980-12-31

3001651

SO UTE SUNNYSIDE DV AP PT 8

Animas River

0.0000

1.5000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

52960.47847 1995-12-31

1980-12-31

3001652

SODEN PUMP

Rauh Arroya

0.0330

0.0330

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

54421.53796 1999-12-31

1997-04-15

3200999

SOUTH UNIT DITCH

Spring Gulch

2.0000

2.0000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

48363.00000 1982-12-31

1982-05-31

3001420

SOUTHER PIPELINE

Lost Creek

0.0300

0.0300

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

36082.00000 1966-03-07

1948-10-15

3100590

STEWARD DITCH NO 2

Lightner Creek

1.0000 (AP)

1.0000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

48577.29584 1983-12-31

1930-12-31

3001325

STEWARD DITCH NO 2 AP 1
STEWARD DITCH NO 2 AP 2

Lightner Creek
Lightner Creek

0.0000
0.0000

1.0000
1.0000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES
0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

48577.29584 1983-12-31
48577.29584 1983-12-31

1930-12-31
1930-12-31

3001639
3001640
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Abandon
Decreed Place of Use

December 2021
Admin
Number

Adjudication Appropriation WDID
Date
Date

Division Engineer Final Revised Abandonment List
Decreed
Amount*

Abandon
Amount

Remaining U Abandon
Amount
** Decreed Use(s)***

Abandon
Decreed Place of Use

December 2021

Structure Name

Water Source

Admin
Number

Adjudication Appropriation WDID
Date
Date

STEWARD DITCH NO 2 AP 3

Lightner Creek

0.0000

1.0000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

48577.29584 1983-12-31

1930-12-31

3001641

STEWARD DITCH NO 2 AP 4

Lightner Creek

0.0000

1.0000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

48577.29584 1983-12-31

1930-12-31

3010050

SUTTON WASTEWATER DIT #2

Animas River

0.2000

0.2000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

51864.36159 1992-12-31

1948-12-31

3001512

TAMARRON LAKE NO 5

Elbert Creek

2.6000

2.6000

0.0000 A ALL DECREED USES

44926.00000 1973-12-31

1973-01-01

3003556

THOMAS WELL #3 (EXEMPT)

Animas River

0.0330

0.0330

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

44564.00000 2002-12-31

1972-01-05

3005178

TRIPP-ZINK WASTE WATER D

Animas River

2.0000 (AP)

2.0000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

43829.36645 1970-12-31

1950-05-01

3000653

TRIPP-ZINK WW D AP A

Animas River

0.0000

2.0000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

43829.36645 1970-12-31

1950-05-01

3000926

TRIPP-ZINK WW D AP B

Animas River

0.0000

2.0000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

43829.36645 1970-12-31

1950-05-01

3000927

UNNAMED SPRING

West Dolores River

0.0100

0.0100

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

43261.42988 1970-12-31

1967-09-12

7100620

WESTERN CONST & DEV CO W

Root Creek

0.0362

0.0362

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

43969.00000 1970-12-31

1970-05-20

3105000

WILDORADO DEEP WELL 13

Dry Creek

1.1000

1.1000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

45655.38350 1975-12-31

1954-12-31

3105080

WOMMER RES NO 1 PMPG STA
WROTENBERY DITCH

Little Bear Creek
Animas River

1.1100
0.5000 (AP)

1.1100
0.5000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES
0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

44925.44718 1973-12-31
45425.00000 1974-12-31

1972-06-07
1974-05-15

3100684
3000688

WROTENBERY DITCH ALT PT

Animas River

0.0000

0.5000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

45425.00000 1974-12-31

1974-05-15

3000689

ZWISLER BEAVER CR PUMP

Beaver Creek

0.1000

0.1000

0.0000 C ALL DECREED USES

51324.00000 1990-12-31

1990-07-09

3100852

* An (AP) following the Decreed Amount is used to indicate that the Structure listed has decreed Alternate Point(s) which are subject to abandonment
** Units of specified abandonment amounts: C - CFS; A - Acre Feet.
*** ALL-ALL BENEFICIAL USES, AUG-AUGMENTATION, COM-COMMERCIAL, DOM-DOMESTIC, FIR-FIRE, FIS-FISHERY, GEO-GEOTHERMAL, HUO-HOUSEHOLD USE ONLY, IND-INDUSTRIAL,
IRR-IRRIGATION, MUN-MUNICIPAL, OTH-OTHER, PWR-POWER GENERATION, RCH-RECHARGE, REC-RECREATION, SNO-SNOW MAKING, STK-STOCK, STO-STORAGE, WLD-WILDLIFE
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District Court, Water Division ___________________, Colorado
Court Address:
CONCERNING THE PROTEST OF
Protestant/Owner:
TO FINAL ABANDONMENT LIST OF WATER RIGHTS
INVOLVING WATER RIGHT IN _____________________
COUNTY

COURT USE ONLY

If Represented by an Attorney, Attorney’s Name and Address:

Case Number:

Phone Number:
FAX Number:

Division:

E-mail:
Atty. Reg. #:

Courtroom:

PROTEST TO FINAL ABANDONMENT LIST

Any person who wishes to protest the inclusion of any water right in a decennial abandonment list after any revision
by the division engineer shall file a written protest with the water clerk and the division engineer. All such protests
to the decennial abandonment list shall be filed not later than June 30, 2022, or the respective tenth anniversary
thereafter. Such protest shall set forth in detail the factual and legal basis therefor. §37-92-401(5), Colo. Rev. Stat.
For the appropriate filing fee, see page 8 of the Non-Attorney’s Guide to Colorado Water Courts. Also, see Rule
12 of the Uniform Local Rules for All State Water Court Divisions for the Procedure Regarding Decennial
Abandonment Lists.

1. Name, mailing address, email address and home telephone number of Protestant/Owner:
Name of
Protestant/Owner

Mailing Address

Email address

Home Phone
Number

2. Describe the Water Right:
A. Name of Structure:
B. Date of Original Decree:

Case No:

Court:

C. Decreed Legal Description of Structure Location (provide 8 ½ x 11 inch copy of the applicable portion of a
USGS topographic map with the location of the structure clearly marked):
____________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________
D. Source of water:
E. Decreed use or uses:
F. Appropriation Date:

Decreed Amount:

G. Amount and use or uses listed as having been abandoned:
_______________________________________________________________________
JDF 304W R6/20

PROTEST TO FINAL ABANDONMENT LIST

Page 1 of 3

H. Former District Number and Page Number where listed on Abandonment List:

3. State factual and legal basis for this Protest:

4. Remarks:

_______________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________
Signature of Attorney (if any)

JDF 304W R6/20

PROTEST TO FINAL ABANDONMENT LIST

_____________
Date

Page 2 of 3

VERIFICATION
I declare under penalty of perjury under the law of Colorado that the foregoing is true and correct.
Executed on the ______ day of ________________, _______, at ______________________________________
(date)
(month)
(year)
(city or other location, and state OR country)
The person signing this verification is: ❑Protestant ❑Engineer ❑Other (describe) ____________________
___________________________________
Printed Name

______________________________________
Signature

Verifications of other persons having knowledge of the facts may be attached to this Protest.

CERTIFICATE OF MAILING
I certify that I mailed a copy of the foregoing Protest to Abandonment List to (insert Division Engineer’s name and
address): __________________________________________________________________________________
on _______________________ (date), postage prepaid.

Signature
___________________________________
Printed Name

_________________________________________________
Signature/Title
Date

________________________________________________________________________________________
Address
City
State
Zip Code

JDF 304W R6/20

PROTEST TO FINAL ABANDONMENT LIST
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Summary of the Proposed Dolores River National Conservation Area (NCA)
June 2022

Purposes
The overarching purposes of the proposed National Conservation Area bill are to:
•
•
•

Ensure protection of all identified Outstandingly Remarkable Values (ORVs).
Respect and protect water rights, private property rights, the use of the Dolores Project and its
allocations, and other historic uses.
Develop an alternative to Wild and Scenic River suitability and potential designation.

Background
A proposed National Conservation Area (NCA) for the Dolores River from below McPhee Dam to
Bedrock has been discussed for many years. In 2008 the Dolores River Dialogue, which is a coalition
of diverse interests in the region, at the request of the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) and Bureau of Land
Management (BLM), convened a broad-based community group called the Lower Dolores Plan
Working Group. The charge to the group was to study pressing issues in the Dolores River corridor
from McPhee to Bedrock. At that time the river had already been found suitable for a Wild and Scenic
River (WSR) federal designation. The group was tasked with submitting a report to the public land
managers to inform an update of the then 19-year old Dolores River Corridor Plan, which provides
management direction for the river, and determine if any agreement could be reached for an alternative
to a potential WSR designation.
The Lower Dolores Plan Working Group, through consensus agreement, decided to explore the
concept of an NCA and appointed a small group (Legislative Subcommittee) to draft a proposal for
further vetting. The Legislative Subcommittee included counties, water managers, conservation
groups, landowners, recreationists, energy companies, and staff from the federal elected officials’
offices (more specifics below).
This proposal has been brought forth in the spirit of the Dolores River Dialogue’s Purpose Statement:
The DRD is a coalition of diverse interests, whose purpose is to explore management
opportunities, build support for and take action to improve the ecological conditions
downstream of McPhee Reservoir while honoring water rights, protecting agricultural and
municipal water supplies, and the continued enjoyment of rafting and fishing.
Why did the Working Group believe an NCA is needed? Why not just leave things as they are?
Local communities have raised a number of key issues about future management of the Dolores River
below McPhee Reservoir. Many of the concerns can be resolved and improved through NCA
legislation:
•
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Dating back to the 1970s, the BLM has found the river “suitable” for designation under the
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. “Suitability” means a river is a candidate for full designation. A

full designation would require an Act of Congress and would include a federal reserved water
right.
•

Populations of three native fish species in the river (Flannelmouth Sucker, Roundtail Chub, and
Razorback Sucker) have declined throughout the Colorado River Basin and there is a potential
that they could be listed under the Endangered Species Act.

•

Some interests support the long-term protection of the Dolores River Corridor and are
supportive of suitability and eventual designation, but are willing to support another tool that
would also maintain protections for Outstandingly Remarkable Values (ORVs). ORVs are
values identified by federal agencies that make a river or stream eligible or suitable for Wild
and Scenic River designation.

These factors, along with others, create a lot of uncertainty regarding management on the Dolores
River due to existing or potential federal actions. Therefore, proposed federal legislation would
provide long-term certainty for interests in the region.
What was contained in the ORIGINAL (2015) NCA proposal?
•

Establishment of a new NCA; establishment of a Special Management Area (SMA) on USFS
lands adjacent to the NCA; and establishment of a new Wilderness Area inside the NCA where
there is an existing Wilderness Study Area. Lands included in the original NCA/SMA proposal
were in Montezuma, Dolores, San Miguel, and Montrose Counties.

•

The permanent release of portions of the Dolores River and tributaries within the NCA
boundary from consideration for Wild and Scenic River status.

•

Protection for existing water rights and private property rights.

•

Continued recognition of and adherence to Dolores Project commitments.

•

Will not affect jurisdiction over county roads (section 6.a. below).

•

Travel would be restricted to designated routes and local travel management policies.

•

A commitment to continue to work to improve native fish habitat and status through a
cooperative effort with the Dolores River Native Fish Monitoring and Recommendation Team,
within the constraints of existing Colorado water law and Dolores Project contracts and
allocations.

•

Whitewater boating will continue to be protected and managed for in the NCA, within available
water supplies.

•

Protection of the Outstandingly Remarkable Values (ORVs, values identified by federal
agencies that make a river or stream eligible or suitable for Wild and Scenic River designation)
associated with Wild and Scenic suitability, within available water supplies.

•

A mineral withdrawal for the NCA, meaning no new mining claims or oil and gas leases would
be allowed within the river corridor. Valid existing rights would be honored.
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•

A prohibition on new dams within the NCA. Small structures such as irrigation diversions and
stock ponds would still be allowed.

What is different with the CURRENT (2021-2022) NCA proposal?
•

Several years ago, Montezuma and Montrose Counties removed themselves from the NCA/SMA

•

Montezuma County has since returned to the discussions

•

All of the other provisions described in the original proposal above would still apply to the
portion of the NCA/SMA in Dolores, San Miguel, and Montezuma Counties.

discussions and therefore the lands in their counties had been removed from the draft
legislation. That includes removing the proposed wilderness designation (currently a
Wilderness Study Area) which is entirely in Montrose County.

Future Management of the NCA/SMA
•

The Bureau of Land Management would primarily manage the NCA with a smaller portion of
land included in this legislation managed by the Forest Service as a Special Management Area.

•

Note: SMAs are only done on USFS lands and NCAs are more typically done on BLM lands.
Wilderness can be designated on either USFS or BLM lands.

•

Following enactment of the bill, an Advisory Council made up of a diverse set of local
stakeholders would be appointed by the Secretary of the Interior. These stakeholders will
represent the same variety of interests covered by the Working Group. The Advisory Council
would advise the Secretaries of Interior and Agriculture on preparation, implementation, and
monitoring of the Management Plan.

The NCA/SMA and Native Fish
The Dolores River Native Fish Monitoring and Recommendation Team exists to address the protection
and ongoing management of the fisheries. The team, which is currently meeting and actively working
together, is made up of diverse stakeholders interested in the native fish and whitewater boating in the
Lower Dolores. The team’s only role is to make recommendations to reservoir operators and fishery
managers for improving native fish habitat and viability in concert with whitewater boating below
McPhee Dam.
Although the proposal requires the Secretary of the Interior to consult with the public and a number of
entities, including the Dolores River Native Fish Monitoring and Recommendation Team in making
decisions about project operation and fisheries management, any adjustments to reservoir operations
recommended by the team is at the discretion of the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR)and Dolores Water
Conservancy District in conformance with Dolores Project and NEPA requirements. The proposed
legislation includes no requirements for changes in flow regimes or releases from the dam. It also does
not mandate any water be appropriated to the fisheries or whitewater boating.
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Detailed Summary of Legislative Proposal
1.

2.

Name of Designated Area
a.

BLM Portion: Dolores River Canyon National Conservation Area (NCA)

b.

USFS Portion: Dolores River Canyon Special Management Area (SMA)

Purpose:
“Purpose.—The purpose of the Conservation Area is to conserve, protect, and enhance the
native fish, whitewater boating, recreational, scenic, cultural, archaeological, natural, geological,
historical, ecological, watershed, wildlife, educational, and scientific resources of the
Conservation Area.”

3.
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Water
a.

The portion of the Dolores River and tributaries within the designated area will no
longer be studied for suitability under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.

b.

Water rights decreed under Colorado Water Law and water rights that are vested
absolute or conditional, upon passage of this legislation, shall not be diminished by this
legislation.

c.

No federal reserved or appropriative water rights express or implied will be established
by the legislation.

d.

Nothing in the legislation will preclude access to valid existing water diversion, storage
and management facilities established under state decrees or pursuant to Bureau of
Reclamation laws and contracts.

e.

Any changes to Dolores Project allocations designed to further the purposes of the Act
shall be instituted within the framework of Dolores Project Contracts, Reclamation law,
the Colorado Ute Settlement Agreement and obligations to Dolores Project allocation
holders.

f.

The Bureau of Reclamation has committed to work with other entities to acquire water
from willing sellers to expand the base pool, or for other fish and wildlife purposes, in
the 1996 Environmental Assessment and the 2000 Operating Agreement. To date no
willing sellers have offered to sell water to the fish pool.

g.

The management of flows below McPhee Dam intended to conserve, protect and
enhance the native fish resources within the NCA, will be in accordance with
Reclamation law and Dolores Project contracts and whitewater boating commitments,

and will be guided by input from interested stakeholders (including the Dolores River
Native Fish Monitoring and Recommendation Team and others). Such guidance will
include the ongoing adaptive management science that evolves from flow management
experiments, and the monitoring of the results of such experiments.

4.
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h.

The Bureau of Reclamation will report each year on progress toward conserving,
protecting and enhancing the native fishery using, in so far as possible, the
Implementation, Monitoring and Evaluation Report prepared annually by the Dolores
River Native Fish Monitoring and Recommendation Team.

i.

New dams and large-scale water developments are prohibited in the NCA. This is meant
to encompass new large water developments such as storage facilities and hydroelectric
facilities, but not to include things like existing small diversion dams or stock ponds,
new minor developments according to existing decreed water rights, or changed
circumstances that could require a modification.

j.

Subject to valid existing rights, ensure that any large-scale water development with a
potential impact on the section of the Dolores River within the NCA will not
unreasonably diminish the scenic, recreational and fish and wildlife values within the
NCA.

k.

Nothing in this legislation will alter the United States’ trust responsibility to the Ute
Mountain Ute Tribe regarding the land, water, and other Indian Trust Assets of the Ute
Mountain Ute Tribe.

l.

The Ute Mountain Ute Tribe’s federal reserved water rights allocations in the Dolores
Project shall not be diminished or altered by this legislation.

Private Property and Other Existing Rights
a.

Valid existing rights will be honored and protected.

b.

The legislation will not infringe upon private property rights nor on the authorities of
county governments. The Management Plan is only applicable to public land in the
designated area. Nothing in the legislation or the management plan will dictate or
prohibit actions on private property.

c.

Acquisition of private property within or adjacent to the NCA will only be allowed if
there are willing sellers or through voluntary exchanges.

d.

The legislation will not burden any private landowner with costs associated with
management plan.

e.

The Secretary shall provide adequate and feasible access:
i.

to private property that is located within and adjacent to the NCA; and

ii.

through the NCA to owners of private property located within or
adjacent to the NCA, if other routes to the property are blocked by
physical barriers.

5.

6.

f.

The Secretaries are authorized to lease or purchase easements on private lands from
willing lessors or sellers for recreation, access, conservation, or other permitted uses
that fulfill the purposes of the NCA.

g.

The legislation will provide for continued use of and access to the Dove Creek Pump
Station.

h.

Valid rights-of-way, including utility corridors, will be honored.

Management Plan
a.

The Secretary of Interior will appoint the Dolores River National Conservation Area
Advisory Council made up of a diverse set of stakeholders to advise the Secretary
throughout development and ongoing implementation of the Management Plan.

b.

Completion of a Management Plan for the NCA will be required within three (3) years
of designation of the National Conservation Area and will consider recommendations
from the Dolores River National Conservation Area Advisory Council, other
stakeholders, and the public and interested stakeholders.

Motorized Use in the NCA/SMA
a. Motorized use will be on designated routes only. Designated routes will be established
as part of the travel management plan required in the NCA Management Plan. The route
commonly known as the Dolores River Road, which begins at the Dove Creek Pump
Station and follows the river north until it becomes San Miguel County Road N14, will
still be subject to the seasonal wildlife closure (as managed by Colorado Parks and
Wildlife) currently in effect just north of the Dolores/San Miguel County line. The
Dolores River Road will be unaffected by the legislation, except that the non-county
portion of the road north of the wildlife closure can be maintained but may not be
improved beyond a primitive state, as it is now.

7.

b.

The construction of new roads will only be allowed for administrative purposes,
protection of public health and safety, or to provide reasonable access to private
property.

c.

Nothing in the proposal affects the jurisdiction over, use, or maintenance of county
roads in the designated area.

Grazing Management
a.

8.

Minerals
a.
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Grazing shall continue within the designated area. Leases and allotments will be
administered in accordance with applicable USFS and BLM laws and regulations.

Minerals can continue to be developed where valid claims and leases exist. New mining
claims or mineral leases will not be allowed.

b.
9.

Ponderosa Gorge Roadless Area
a.
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The legislation will not change uranium production on Department of Energy leases
where it is currently allowed.

The Ponderosa Gorge Roadless Area will be managed to preserve its existing primitive
character. This area is located on both sides of the river between Bradfield Bridge
Campground and the Dove Creek Pump Station and on the east side of the river from
the Pump Station to just north of Snaggletooth Rapid.

DOLORES RIVER CANYON NATIONAL CONSERVATION AREA PROPOSAL
After more than a decade of dialogue and
negotiation, a broad array of interests in
southwest Colorado have crafted a
proposal to designate a portion of the
Dolores River below McPhee Reservoir as
a National Conservation Area (NCA).
Diverse stakeholders include water users,
agricultural interests, local governments,
OHV users, conservation groups, and
recreationists – the NCA proposal they’ve
produced has benefits for all interests.
Photo: Bill Hatcher

What’s in the proposal? (Note: the map will be updated to include Montezuma County lands)
-

-

-

An NCA on BLM lands along the Dolores River Canyon,
from the just below Bradfield Bridge downstream to the
San Miguel/Montrose County line.
A Special Management Area (SMA) on lands along the
canyon managed by the U.S. Forest Service.
The permanent release of portions of the Dolores River
and tributaries within the NCA boundary from
consideration for Wild and Scenic River status.
Protection for existing water rights and private property
rights.
Continued recognition of and adherence to Dolores
Project commitments.
Will not affect jurisdiction over county roads.
Travel would be restricted to designated routes and local
travel management policies.
A commitment to continue to work to improve native
fish habitat and status through a cooperative effort with
the Dolores River Native Fish Monitoring and
Recommendation Team, within the constraints of
existing Colorado water law and Dolores Project contracts and allocations.
Whitewater boating will continue to be protected and managed for in the NCA, within available water
supplies.
Protection of the Outstandingly Remarkable Values (ORVs, values identified by federal agencies that
make a river or stream eligible or suitable for Wild and Scenic River designation) associated with Wild
and Scenic suitability, within available water supplies.
A mineral withdrawal for the NCA, meaning no new mining claims or oil and gas leases would be
allowed within the river corridor. Valid existing rights would be honored.

Background

A proposed National Conservation Area (NCA) for the Dolores River from below McPhee Dam to
Bedrock has been discussed for many years. In 2008 the Dolores River Dialogue, which is a
coalition of diverse interests in the region, at the request of the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) and
Bureau of Land Management (BLM), convened a broad-based community group called the Lower
Dolores Plan Working Group. The charge to the group was to study pressing issues in the Dolores
River corridor from McPhee to Bedrock. At that time the river had already been found suitable for
a Wild and Scenic River (WSR) federal designation. The group was tasked with submitting a report
to the public land managers to inform an update of the then 19-year old Dolores River Corridor
Plan, which provides management direction for the river, and determine if any agreement could
be reached for an alternative to a potential WSR designation.
The Lower Dolores Plan Working Group, through consensus agreement, decided to explore the
concept of an NCA and appointed a small group (Legislative Subcommittee) to draft a proposal for
further vetting. The Legislative Subcommittee included counties, water managers, conservation
groups, landowners, recreationists, energy companies, and staff from the federal elected officials’
offices (more specifics below).
All points of view were respected, and all parties participated in the give and take of cooperative
negotiation. The result is a community-based proposal that has benefits for everyone involved.
After years of discussion and compromise, the group agreed to propose the NCA/SMA
designation. Senator Bennet released a draft bill for public input in September 2021. Comments
were taken and final negotiations have been underway since then.

More Information on Senator Bennet’s website:
https://www.bennet.senate.gov/public/index.cfm/dolores-river-national-conservation-area-proposal

THE SOUTHWESTERN WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT
Developing and Conserving the Waters in the

SAN JUAN AND DOLORES RIVERS AND THEIR TRIBUTARIES
West Building – 841 East Second Avenue
DURANGO, COLORADO 81301
(970) 247-1302

BOARD MEMORANDUM
From:

Steve Wolff, General Manager

Subject:

Hydrology Update

Date:

1 June, 2022

Operational Changes for the Colorado River Basin – WY22
In light of the prolonged drought, low runoff conditions, and depleted storage at Lake Powell, the
Department of the Interior implemented two specific actions in May designed to keep Lake
Powell elevations above the critical elevation of 3,525’. These actions included:
1) Reducing the Glen Canyon Dam annual releases to 7.00 million acre-feet (MAF) in water
year 2022. The normal scheduled release had been set at 7.48 MAF. This action was
done under Sections 6 and 7.D of the 2007 Interim Guidelines.
2) An additional 500,000 af will be released from Flaming Gorge Reservoir during the
period of May 2022 – through April 2023. This action was undertaken under the
auspices of the 2019 Colorado River Drought Contingency Plan. Although now
additional releases are scheduled to occur from Blue Mesa or Navajo Reservoirs at this
time, the need will be revaluated as necessary.
Taken together, these actions will add approximately one million additional acre-feet of water to
Lake Powell by April 2023.
Streamflow Conditions as of 1 June, 2022
Site
San Juan @ Pagosa Springs (09342500)
Piedra @ Arboles (09349800)
Los Pinos near Ignacio (09353800)
Animas @ Durango (09361500)

Current Flow
364 cfs
199 cfs
0.45 cfs
1,020 cfs

Mean Flow for
this Date
1,490 cfs
1,180 cfs
226 cfs
2,910 cfs

La Plata @ Hesperus (LAPHESCO)
Mancos near Towaoc (09371000)
McElmo Creek near Cortez (09371520)
Dolores River @ Dolores (09166500)
San Miguel @ Placerville (09172500)
San Miguel @ Uravan (09177000)
San Juan @ Four Corners (09371010)

34.8 cfs
0 cfs
31.8 cfs
420 cfs
353 cfs
248
716 cfs

165 cfs
126 cfs
54 cfs
1,740 cfs
716 cfs
1,020 cfs
4,920 cfs

Vallecito Reservoir – Forecast to meet 92% of demands (May 10)
Lemon Reservoir – Forecast to meet 66% of demands (May 5)
McPhee Project Supply – 18% (May 10)
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Dust-on-Snow
impacts

on snowmelt

& str

eamflow

by Jeff Derry, Center for Snow and Avalanche Studies (Silverton, CO)

Introduction
In the Western United States, 70–80% of annual stream discharge originates from
snowmelt. Colorado is a headwaters state. Most major rivers originate in the high Rocky
Mountains and collectively account for 70% of Colorado’s surface water. Mountain
environments are known as responsive indicators of global and regional climate change.
Mountain environments are warming at nearly twice the rate of lowland areas. Studies
have shown that winters are warmer, we are receiving less snow, and the snowpack is
melting earlier. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) approved on
September 24, 2019 its Special Report on Ocean and Cryosphere in a Changing Climate
including implications for the mountain of the West, and these trends are expected to
continue and worsen, affecting storage and delivery infrastructure. (Report available at:
www.ipcc.ch/srocc/home/).
In addition to the influence of climate change, dust-on-snow events can have
substantial effects. Because of the reduction of snow surface albedo (reflectance), these
events can: advance snowmelt timing up to 50 days earlier; enhance snowmelt runoff
intensity; and decrease snowmelt yields. The result is peak runoff is on average three
weeks earlier than normal, with an estimated 5% reduction of annual streamflow in the
Colorado River Basin. The movement of dust around the West has increased 300% in the
last two decades alone with no signs of abating.
This article discusses the growing problem of dust-on-snow. It also covers efforts
by the Center for Snow and Avalanche Studies (a Colorado non-profit) and it’s Colorado
Dust-on-Snow Program to monitor the high mountains for long-term climate driven
changes as well as impacts from dust-on-snow on snowpack and water resources.
Center for Snow & Avalanche Studies and the Senator Beck Study Basin
Climate change researchers around the world have recognized mountains as a sensitive
bellwether of global and regional change. In response, Center for Snow and Avalanche
Studies was founded in 2003 to foster new research on snowpack processes and to monitor
for and detect climate-driven and other changes in regional mountain snow environments.
In that same year our high alpine Senator Beck Study Basin (SBB), located in the Western
San Juan Mountains between the towns of Silverton and Telluride, was established. SBB
is strategically located to enable monitoring and understanding of Upper Colorado River
Basin (Upper CRB) warming, drought, dust-on-snow, and changes in precipitation phase.
SBB is a vital science asset for: advancing snow research; development and validation of
remote sensing technologies; improving hydrologic models; and informing water managers
coping with year-to-year water supply variability and recently emerging system forcings.
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Introduction
In the Western United States, 70–80% of annual stream discharge originates from snowmelt. Colorado
is a headwaters state. Most major rivers originate in the high Rocky Mountains and collectively account
for 70% of Colorado’s surface water. Mountain environments are known as responsive indicators of global
and regional climate change. Mountain environments are warming at nearly twice the rate of lowland
areas. Studies have shown that winters are warmer, we are receiving less snow, and the snowpack is
melting earlier. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) approved on September 24,
2019 its Special Report on Ocean and Cryosphere in a Changing Climate including implications for the
mountain of the West, and these trends are expected to continue and worsen, affecting storage and delivery
infrastructure. (Report available at: www.ipcc.ch/srocc/home/).
In addition to the influence of climate change, dust-on-snow events can have substantial effects.
Because of the reduction of snow surface albedo (reflectance), these events can: advance snowmelt timing
up to 50 days earlier; enhance snowmelt runoff intensity; and decrease snowmelt yields. The result is peak
runoff is on average three weeks earlier than normal, with an estimated 5% reduction of annual streamflow
in the Colorado River Basin. The movement of dust around the West has increased 300% in the last two
decades alone with no signs of abating.
This article discusses the growing problem of dust-on-snow. It also covers efforts by the Center
for Snow and Avalanche Studies (a Colorado non-profit) and it’s Colorado Dust-on-Snow Program to
monitor the high mountains for long-term climate driven changes as well as impacts from dust-on-snow on
snowpack and water resources.
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C enter for Snow & Avalanche Studies and the Senator Beck Study Basin
Climate change researchers around the world have recognized mountains as a sensitive bellwether of
global and regional change. In response, Center for Snow and Avalanche Studies was founded in 2003 to
foster new research on snowpack processes and to monitor for and detect climate-driven and other changes
in regional mountain snow environments. In that same year our high alpine Senator Beck Study Basin
(SBB), located in the Western San Juan Mountains between the towns of Silverton and Telluride, was
established. SBB is strategically located to enable monitoring and understanding of Upper Colorado River
Basin (Upper CRB) warming, drought, dust-on-snow, and changes in precipitation phase. SBB is a vital
science asset for: advancing snow research; development and validation of remote sensing technologies;
improving hydrologic models; and informing water managers coping with year-to-year water supply
variability and recently emerging system forcings.
Highlights of our activities include:
• Monitoring: Long-term climate and snowpack monitoring with our three climate stations, stream gauge
and intense manual snow data collection. Our highly instrumented climate stations collect the entire
energy budget of the snowpack — all incoming and outgoing radiation — necessary to understand affects
of dust-on-snow, snowmelt, and to facilitate hydrologic modeling. Three climate stations in the Upper
CRB collect this suite of information: two are located in SBB and one is located on Grand Mesa near
Grand Junction. SBB is located at the headwaters of three major watersheds: the Uncompahgre which is
a major tributary to the Gunnison River; the Animas River, a major tributary of the San Juan River; and
the San Miguel River, a major tributary to the Dolores River, all of which are tributaries to the Colorado
River. SBB is also approximately12 miles from the Rio Grande Basin.
The high elevation of SBB (11,030’ - 13,510’) also distinguishes it from other experimental
watersheds. The SNOTEL station network in Colorado that measures snow water equivalent of the
snowpack is located in a relatively narrow band of elevation around 10,000’ elevation. Given that
approximately 50% of streamflow in the Upper CRB is generated above 10,000’, this fact highlights the
importance of monitoring higher elevations. Our snowpack and streamflow data are especially valuable
when SNOTEL stations “go blind,” or melt out, and there are no longer ground measurements to base
streamflow estimations from the high alpine areas the remainder of melt season.
• Hosting Interdisciplinary R esearch: Much of present day research concerning snow comes out of
SBB. For example, we hosted NASA’s efforts to develop a snow sensing satellite, called SnowEx, in
2016 and will do so again in 2020. Other scientists in SBB are developing new snow measurement
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instrumentation, some are investigating the influence of dust on the microstructure of snow, and other
folks are looking at the presence of microbes in the dust/snow and its impact on the ecosystem. A full list
of publications out of SBB are available on our websites, codos.org/#lit and https://snowstudies.org/.
• Long-T erm Ecological Studies: Seasonal snow amount and distribution greatly influences vegetation
composition, abundance, and distribution. Alpine areas are considered one of the most vulnerable
ecosystems in the face of climate change, yet there are very few sites with quantitative observations,
complimented with climate and snowpack data, like exist in SBB.
• C olorado D ust-on-Snow Program: The Center for Snow and Avalanche Studies (CSAS) operates the
Colorado Dust-on-Snow Program, an applied science program for stakeholders in the Upper CRB. Duston-snow is identified in the Colorado Water Plan as a major problem for reasons detailed below.
(See www.colorado.gov/cowaterplan ).
Background
This story starts not in Colorado, but in the desert Southwest. Specifically the Southern Colorado
Plateau, encompassing the area of northwest New Mexico, Northern Arizona, and southeast Utah. This
is the dust source area for the majority of dust-on-snow (DOS) events that occur in Colorado. Multiple
lines of evidence demonstrate that disturbance of most dryland soil surfaces increases dust production both
locally and regionally. While dryland soils are often relatively stable when intact, disturbances caused
by recreational vehicles, energy exploration, grazing, increasing aridity, fire, and plowing, can increase
sediment movement by up to several orders of magnitude, in some cases as much 40-fold. Dust emission
and recovery is governed by the interaction of aridity, vegetation, soil stability, and land use.
The migration of settlers of European descent into the western US led to widespread expansion of
grazing, mining, and agricultural activities in the 19th and 20th centuries. In the period following the
development of railroad lines (and heavy transport capabilities for livestock) in the late 1860s, cattle and
sheep grazing greatly intensified across the Western US. In the Navajo Nation tribal lands to the south
and southwest of the San Juan Mountains, high-animal densities and impacts of overgrazing became a
major issue by the early 1890s. By the early 1930s, two thirds of the land area in NE Arizona had been
significantly disturbed by heavy livestock use. Overall, nearly 70% of the natural ecosystems of the
western US have been affected by livestock grazing, resulting in the loss of soil stability and increases in
wind erosion of soil.
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Looking at high alpine lake sediment cores in Colorado, dust loading increased 500% with the arrival
of large livestock herds and intensive agriculture at lower elevations of the western United States in the
mid- to late-1800s. The extensive degradation of western US rangelands led to the Taylor Grazing Act of
1934 that imposed regulations and restrictions on grazing activities in these rangelands. As a result, dust
production fell roughly a quarter as seen in lake-core samples over predisturbance accumulation amounts,
coincident with a reduction in numbers of grazing animals.
During a typical winter season as storms track through this region there is potential — dependent
on such factors as severity/direction of wind and soil moisture — to entrain dust and carry it towards
Colorado. As the wind encounters the Colorado mountains it begins to deposit the dust on the landscape.
Storms that track out of the Southwest are more common and typically more severe (and when soil
conditions may be drying with approaching summer) going into the spring months of March, April, and
May, as this is when we document the vast majority of DOS events. This timing is unfortunate since peak
snow accumulation occurs around the April 1st timeframe, depositing the dust near/at the surface of the
snowpack.
CSAS is the only entity that monitors DOS conditions on an operational basis for the water
community, researchers, and stakeholders. SBB is the primary sentry site for the Colorado Dust-on-Snow
Program (CODOS). Located in Southwest Colorado, it is situated in the first major mountain system
downwind of the desert Southwest, making it the mountain range hit first and hardest by most DOS events.
Hence, it is well-placed to monitor dust deposition on the Colorado snowpack. The CODOS program is
a state-wide effort, with 11 monitoring sites throughout Colorado to assess DOS conditions and report on
local snowmelt and streamflow impacts to a particular watershed.

D ust Effects on Snowmelt
The affect of DOS is dramatic. After a snow storm, typically the result is a clean, bright snow surface
making us reach for our sunglasses to protect our eyes from the bright sun rays being reflected off the
surface. Then in a few days after the snow grains naturally degrade, impurities have blown onto the snow
surface or become exposed from underneath the surface, we notice the snow surface to be not as white and
reflective. What we are witnessing is the change from a high albedo, or high reflective, to a low albedo
(low reflective) snow surface. A high albedo snow surface reflects upwards to 90% of solar radiation back
into space. A low albedo snow surface reflects around 30%-70% solar radiation back into space, with the
rest absorbed into the snow contributing towards warming and melting the snowpack. This is significant
because in Colorado solar radiation accounts for nearly all of the energy that goes towards melting the snow
— as opposed to air temperature, which is a common misconception.
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This is the process that takes place across
our mountain landscape when DOS occurs. A
typical snow season involves hopefully many
storms depositing snow in the Colorado mountains.
Storms that track through a dust source area
prior to entering Colorado may contain dust. It
might be diffuse, intermixed with the new snow
accumulation and therefore hard to see. Or it may
be a definitive discreet layer, deposited just prior to
snowfall on the leading edge of the storm. As the
winter progresses the dust gets buried under a fresh
blanket of snow. But when the dust layer nearest
the surface is exposed on the surface from a lack of
snowfall or spring melt, it increases the absorption
of solar radiation and warms/melts the snowpack
faster than it would have otherwise. This dust layer
accelerates snowmelt down to the next dust layer.
Since dust coalesces at the surface of the snow, the
two dust layers merge at the surface and decrease
albedo further, melting the snow even faster. And
so on and so forth, with each dust layer merging
at the snow surface with previous layers it keeps
getting darker, absorbing more and more solar
radiation.
The overall effect this has is making the
snowpack melt earlier in the season and faster.
How much earlier? Just considering dust forcing
alone, depending on the number and severity of
DOS events the snowpack melts 24 days early
in milder dust seasons and up to 50 days early
in high dust seasons. This early melt is largely
independent of climate change, meaning the dust
makes the snow melt faster in these modeled
analyses, but climate change induced factors can
affect soil stability in drylands and make dust
storms more likely. Some studies have indicated
that dust deposition increases with regional climate
warming.
Dust impacts on the duration of snow cover, as
well as the impacts of the dust itself, can have large
effects on alpine ecosystems. Reduced snow cover
duration affects plant phenology, soil processes,
and fire regimes. Since stream discharge is
earlier and more compressed, the result is reduced
streamflow in latter summer causing increased
water temperatures and stresses to aquatic life.
Impacts from the dust itself can effect phenology,
soil texture and processes; increase snow pH,
conductivity, and ion concentration; and increase
alpine lake nutrient loads by twofold to threefold.
To try to understand the source and influence
of dryland dust in the mountain ecosystem
CODOS maintains a close relationship with the
United States Geological Survet (USGS) and
other researchers. CODOS collects dust samples
from individual events as well as end-of-season
concentrated totals for lab analyses that identify the
mineral, microbe, and nutrient composition.
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The overall affects of DOS on streamflow are striking.
Measured reductions in snow albedo have advanced
Colorado snowmelt by one month on average and resulted
in a higher amplitude and shorter duration hydrograph. One
study looking at pre- and post-disturbance impacts of dust on
albedo in the Upper Colorado River Basin across 1916-2003
found peak runoff at Lees Ferry, Arizona, has occurred on
average three weeks earlier.
It would be a grave mistake to think that this is solely
an Upper Colorado River Basin problem. [Editor’s Note:
The Upper Colorado River Basin is composed of the states
of Colorado, New Mexico, Utah and Wyoming. The
obligations for the Upper Basin to deliver water to Lower
Basin states (Nevada, California and Arizona) are quantity
specific — as long as water is delivered in the amounts
required under the 1922 Colorado River Compact and
various “Law of the River” agreements, their obligations are
satisfied. See MacDonnell & Castle, TWR #167]. DOS can
reduce the overall volume of water available for downstream
users. As mentioned above, studies have shown DOS can
melt the snowpack up to 50 days sooner, shortening snow
cover duration. This accelerated melting exposes vegetation
and soil earlier in spring. This means early season plant
transpiration and increased evaporation from soils suck
water into the atmosphere, water that would normally make
its way into the streams and rivers. Early evapotranspiration
of plants and soils decreases annual runoff in the Upper
Colorado River Basin by 5% of the annual average. That’s
a lot of water — more than 250 billion gallons — enough
to supply the Los Angeles region for 18 months. As the
recently completed Drought Contingency Plans for the
Upper and Lower Colorado River Basins highlight, less
flows in the Colorado River will force all of us to make do
with less. See Kowalski & Snyder, TWR #179 regarding
Drought Contingency Plans for the Upper Basin and Lower
Basin.
Dust-on-snow is a problem presenting additional
complexities and uncertainties into managing water
supplies. When, where, and how fast the snow melts
determines streamflow response. Every winter season the
snowpack amount and distribution is unique and every
season the severity and location of dust across the mountain
landscape and within the snowpack is unique. But each
spring the variation in the Colorado snowmelt-dominated
runoff hydrograph is controlled by dust radiative forcing.
Dust on the surface reduces albedo, absorbs more solar
radiation, and causes increased snowmelt rates resulting in
an increase in streamflows. If dust gets covered by new
snow accumulation and is beneath the snow surface (or
non-existent) then snowmelt rates are lessened. If you view
a graph of albedo (the ratio of incoming versus reflected
solar radiation), you can determine what streamflow
response to expect. If albedo goes up, streamflow goes
down, and if albedo goes down, streamflow goes up. During
a typical spring it is usually an interplay of dust exposure
and weather. If it is a wet spring with regular snowfall
this clean new blanket of snow provides an “albedo reset”
— temporarily restoring a high albedo and hence reducing
streamflows. If spring conditions are dry then when dust is
exposed, it stays exposed, contributing to sustained spiking
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streamflows. Colorado’s recent back-to-back extreme
winters illustrate this very well. In 2018, a very dry winter
meant a very low snowpack. That spring dust quickly was
exposed to the surface, and, because it was also a very dry
spring, this accelerated snowmelt to where the snowpack
melted at least a month earlier than normal and most rivers
reached peak discharge the first half of May.
In contrast, in 2019 we had a lot of precipitation
and large snowpack going into spring. These conditions
continued throughout spring, not only adding to the
snowpack but also providing regular “albedo resets” that
kept the dust covered with a clean and highly reflective
surface, resulting in a nice slow melt season that allowed
streams to not get overwhelmed all at once with rapid
snowmelt. In 2019 full snowmelt was approximately two
weeks later than normal and many rivers peaked around
June 10 but many others peaked around July l. Both years
were similar in terms of the number and severity of dust
layers but spring conditions greatly influenced its exposure
and the roll it played in snowmelt.
Putting this into context is crucial. Knowing the
magnitude and timing/intensity of snowmelt runoff requires
knowing snow water equivalent and snow albedo. In
other words, if you just want to get an idea of how much
water is held in the snowpack you look
at SNOTEL data, snow course data. Or
you might be fortunate enough to afford
LIDAR airborne measurements provided
by the Airborne Snow Observatory that,
when flights are done near peak snow
accumulation, can provide an extremely
accurate estimate of snow water volume.
If, however, you want to know the
timing and rate of snowmelt, you need
to know the snow albedo, which is
largely controlled by dust on the snow
surface. The mountain snowpack is a
natural reservoir. The consequences of
earlier and faster snowmelt is water must
sometimes be quickly passed through
storage reservoirs, lessening water supply
during the hottest parts of summer when
water is most needed. Water managers
need to know timing and rates to
maximize storage, power generation, safe
operations, and allocation of water.
The CODOS Program provides
regular updates that contain near realtime observations and assessments
on how dust will effect snowmelt
and subsequent streamflows to water
managers (i.e. Bureau of Reclamation,
other reservoir operators, state engineers,
ditch operators, municipalities, state and
federal agencies), recreationalists, local
community, and forecast centers (i.e.
NRCS, Colorado Basin River Forecast
Center). This information is an important
tool of a suite of tools that the water
community incorporates into their water
management decision-making process.
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A clear example of the importance of SBB’s station data and DOS observations was illustrated in the
big snow year of 2019. DOS observations informed multiple operations. There was plenty of water held
in the snowpack, but the challenge was to effectively manage flows in the face of multiple demands such as
maximizing reservoir storage, maintaining environmental flows at certain thresholds, and sustaining flows
for boaters. All of these demands required knowing when and how much water would be coming down the
streams. By closely tracking the albedo with our climate stations, dust presence and emergence through
our manual snow profiles, and our high elevation stream gauge observations, we were able to contribute to
a very successful season. Our daily communications with water managers kept them abreast of what was
happening and about to happen in the high country.
As mentioned, radiation and DOS information is one essential tool of many that translates to a
successful season. Knowing how much snow, and where that snow exists in the watershed is, of course,
another important tool. In the middle of June 2019, well after typical peak streamflow, our observations
were still showing a very large snowpack at high elevations, observations not captured by lower elevation
SNOTEL data. This allowed us to inform multiple reservoir operations of the large amount of remaining
water in the high country that still needed to make its way into the streams and storage facilities. This
information helped prevent unwanted reservoir management scenarios such as over-filling, releasing above
safe-release capacity, flooding, etc. As an example, for Vallecito Reservoir near Durango, not over-filling
the reservoir was attributed to three factors: new radar in the Durango area, a new stream gauge in the
watershed, and CODOS observations in the high country.
Dust-on-snow melt forcings and radiation inputs are not typically captured in hydrologic models.
With air temperature being a standard variable collected at weather stations it has been commonly used as
a proxy for radiation. The temperature index-based SNOW17 snowmelt model the Colorado Basin River
Forecast Center (CBRFC) uses is one such model. However CBRFC incorporates special remotely sensed
product to calculate departure from average 2000-2015 dust conditions to come up with a dust radiative
forcing adjustment to tweak air temperature inputs in the SNOW17 snow model. The more dust on the
surface, the higher the air temperature adjustment. This is a big step forward when trying to account for
dust on such a large scale as the Upper CRB. Remotely sensed observations, assuming there is no cloud
cover blocking a clear view to the ground, only gives an idea of dust conditions at a particular point in time.
It is important to keep in mind the best way to understand dust-on-snow severity and extent is by
direct field observations. Direct observations give predictive ability as to the presence of dust, when it
may emerge at the surface, and dust layers merging together, further decreasing albedo. Technology is
trending toward satellite and airborne data
for some good reasons, but the best way
to know snow and DOS is getting boots
on the ground. There will always be a
necessity, now more than ever I would
argue, for ground-based networks given
the ramifications for water managers,
planning, and policy of our changing
environment.
Solutions to the D ust-on-Snow Problem
River systems originating in the
Colorado headwaters are stretched to
the breaking point. Demand far exceeds
supply. In natural systems there are few
options in addressing the supply side of the
water supply/demand equation.
Possible Supply Side actions include:
• Weather Modification (aka cloud
seeding): possible extra 3-4% of
Colorado River water
• Forest Treatments to improve forest
health resulting in possible increased
runoff
• Soil Stability prevention and remediation
measures to prevent dust-on-snow:
potential increase of 5% of Colorado
River water
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In an attempt to address the water quantity side of the equation, addressing soil stability in the major
source regions of the desert Southwest one would think is low hanging fruit. Improving soil stability also
would have all the other benefits ranging from a healthier dryland ecosystem to counteracting some effects
of climate change by snow sticking around longer thereby contributing to regional cooling.
We can do something about increasing soil stability and decreasing the amount of dust that becomes
airborne. Cessation of disturbance generally results in stabilization of soil surfaces within days to years,
depending on the type of stabilizers available. Physical soil crusts can reform with intense rains, and thus
can stabilize surfaces quickly. Cyanobacterial crusts can reform within a few years after disturbance.
Paleoclimate records show multiple examples of regional droughts and megadroughts during AD
900–1300, but lake sediment analysis does not indicate increased dust accumulation during these periods
— emphasizing the importance of soil disturbance to dust emission. There are multiple options to reduce
dust production. The first is protection of soil stabilizers such as biological and physical soil crusts, rocks,
and perennial plants by altering the type, location, and intensity of destructive land use activates. The
second is restoration, where treatments can range from drill seeding, physical barriers to control blowing
dust, perennial grass restoration, and using lab-grown biological soil crusts for restoring disturbed areas.
Whatever treatment is tried, it must recognize soil stability is a prerequisite for revegetation. Avoidance of
soil disturbance is likely the most cost effective approach.
One of the big questions is — would this be a piecemeal endeavor or an organized concentrated
effort, and if so who would organize and spearhead this effort? Land ownership in the Southwest desert
is predominantly federal, including: Bureau of Land Management, Bureau of Indian Affairs, Department
of Defense, and the National Park Service, to name the largest. A commitment can only come about
by understanding the full causes and repercussions, becoming ever more critical in a warming climate.
A sustained research, monitoring, and modeling effort is required to guide best practices for a given
landscape, vegetation, and soil characteristics.

Dust &
Streamflow
Interaction
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The ill-informed view DOS as unavoidable or a natural process, so why do anything about it? This
viewpoint is akin to knowing what causes a disease but not seeking a cure or alleviating its symptoms. The
fact is the Southwest deserts are not naturally dusty — as long as the occurring crust that anchors the soils
is intact. Most with this viewpoint are entities who for a variety of reasons simply do not want to dedicate
resources to solving the problem. Though a few government agencies and communities are taking steps to
address the problem, it is likely to get worse in the future.
For Colorado as a whole, radiation data within or near a particular watershed may be hard to come by,
being non-existent or too spatially distant to be applicable. Analysis of melt forcing under dust, climate
warming, or vegetation change scenarios are not possible without the type of measurements collected at the
two energy balance towers at SBB and one on Grand Mesa. The predicted worsening of DOS in the future,
climate warming, the need to advance the understanding of snow processes for modeling and forecasting
requires measurement of the snowpack energy balance throughout Colorado’s mountains. This is a basic
requirement to support long-term climate and snow monitoring. Long-term monitoring is essential to
document changes to our natural systems. Many climate stations have a brief existence due to funding
challenges. Most funding entities support “projects” — i.e., specific research endeavors that usually last no
more than a few years. If climate stations were part of the project, once the project is over so is the funding
to support these stations. The nature of the short-sightedness of funding sources makes keeping stations
operational a major challenge in the long term. CSAS has been able to keep our highly instrumented
stations going nonstop for 15 years, amassing a very valuable dataset. But we are subject to the whims of
funding cycles like any other non-profit. The future, beyond two to three years, is uncertain.
The extreme importance and over-allocated condition of water supplies in the CRB and the West
in general, not to mention the forecast reductions in water supplies due to climate change, implies that
mitigating dust producing lands that contribute to DOS will/should be a top priority in the near future. This
emphasizes the crucial necessity of DOS monitoring conducted by the Colorado Dust-on-Snow Program to
identify geographic and land-use sources of DOS to help target management and policy changes. And on
a seasonal level, to inform water managers, water forecast centers, and researchers of immediate impacts
DOS will have on snowmelt timing, rates, and potentially overall yield of the winter’s snowpack. All of
which is essential in order to efficiently manage and adapt to the DOS phenomena.
C onclusion
In an era of many challenges, unknowns, and pressures on our mountain systems and water resources
the Center for Snow & Avalanche Studies was established to conduct high alpine climate and snowpack
monitoring and research, as well as operate the applied science Colorado Dust-on-Snow Program. DOS
forces the Colorado snowpack to melt earlier and faster presenting additional challenges and complexities
to water managers. Dust causes the landscape to become snow free earlier in the season with large effects
on alpine ecosystems, including increased evapotranspiration rates that result in a reduction of Colorado
River flows by 5% on average.
The movement of dust around the West has increased 300% in the last two decades alone with no
signs of abating. The primary dust source region for Colorado is the Southern Colorado Plateau — where
land use impacts from off-road vehicles, oil/gas exploration, grazing, increased aridity, and fire to name
just a few — has disturbed desert crusts making dust entrainment into the atmosphere during high wind
events common. Addressing the problem will require a concerted organized effort that includes avoiding
desert crust disturbance and soil restoration. It will also need to include an organization like the Center
for Snow & Avalanche Studies to track and monitor dust mineral, microbe, and nutrient composition to
identify geographic sources, better understand the impacts of DOS in our mountain ecosystem, and provide
assessments of immediate implications to water managers.
For A dditional
I n formation :
Jef f De rry , Center for Snow & Avalanche Studies, 907/ 387-5080 or jderry@snowstudies.org
We bsites at: https://snowstudies.org/; and www.codos.org/#codos

Jeff Derry is originally from Colorado Springs and has a BA in Geography from University of Colorado at Colorado Springs and a
MS in Watershed Science from Colorado State University with an emphasis in snow hydrology. His passion for Polar Regions
led him to work in Antarctica and Greenland as a field camp manager and science technician for ten years. As a consultant in
Fairbanks, Alaska he conducted applied research in the Arctic for five years. The arc of Jeff’s life brought him to the Center for
Snow and Avalanche Studies in 2015 where he now draws upon his range of skills and experience to contribute to the future
development of CSAS.
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Elaine Chick - WIP Update for SWCD Board – June 8, 2022
•

SWCD’s Southwest Water Seminar Presenter Videos – the videos from the presenters at the
SWCD Water Seminar have all been edited and are now available for viewing on SWCD’s
YouTube Channel. You can also access the link from the SWCD website under the Education
tab, then Southwest Water Seminar. There is a link to the YouTube channel.

•

Water Law in a Nutshell Course – The virtual Water Law in a Nutshell course that took place
on April 22nd was another great success. We had 60 attendees with 22 people signing up for
continuing education credit. There were 8 lawyers and 14 realtors who received CE credit.
I am looking at presenting an in person 8 hours Water Law course this summer or fall to take
place at Ft. Lewis College.

•

Rising River Stewards Activity Book – I am very happy to announce that the Rising River
Stewards book has been completed, printed and shipped to the SWCD office. You should have
a copy of the booklet in your board packets. We put this book together in a very short time and I
am very happy with the outcome. It was a great project. I contributed to the activities in this book
along with our other partners all listed on the back page of the book. I was essentially the project
manager, created the storyboard and oversaw all of the content, and worked directly with the
graphic designer to make the book come to life.
The book ended up being 24 pages, including cover and back. The original estimate was that
the book would be 20 pages, in that estimation we did not include the cover pages which took it
up to 24. So, the overall cost increased. The graphic design was $3,500.00 and printing of 5000
books came to $4,870 for a total of $8,370.00. We are still under the budget allowed for the
Children’s Water Festival. Thank you very much to the SWCD board for sponsoring this project!
We will have these books at Animas River Days and the Dolores River Festival, both taking
place the weekend of June 4 & 5. All of the entities who contributed to the book (4 Corners River
Sports, MSI, San Juan Mountain Association, Powerhouse Science Center and the Dolores
River Boating Advocates), will be distributing them from their points of business and to the
education programs they facilitate. I will be working on ways to get them to the schools and
various other outlets for distribution.
On May 26 we invited all of the rafting companies in the Durango area (and all of their guides)
to join us for a pre-book launch at the Powerhouse Science Center. There were 68 rafting
guides that came. I gave them an orientation of a sample book and asked if the rafting
companies would hand out the activity books to all of the kiddos that went on a raft trip with
them. They loved the idea and we will be distributing boxes of books to all of them. Raft guides
rotated through stations to learn about four major concepts: 1) leave-no-trace ethics on the
river, 2) basic river ecology, including a hands-on study of benthic macroinvertebrates, 3)

historical perspective of energy production along the Animas River, and 4) local watersheds, snowpack,
and orientation. The Powerhouse Science Center provided Beer and Pizza for all who attended.
Elaine Chick – WIP Update June 8, 2022
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•

Forest to Faucets – I will be one of the facilitators at the Forest to Faucets teacher workshop
on June 8 – 9. I will probably be out in the forest on the 8th when this board meeting is taking
place, so I may not be able to join in and give you the WIP update in person. As I mentioned
in my last update, we will be using Fozzie’s Farm in Lewis as our main base and have a
variety of experts presenting and hands on activities for the teacher. We will also take them to
McPhee reservoir and Dolores Water Conservancy District and on a forest health tour. As of
writing this update, we have 12 teachers registered. The WIP sponsors all of the kits that are
given to each participant for their school, as well as lunch for both days.

•

SW Basins Roundtable Website – As the PEPO (Public Education, Participation and
Outreach) coordinator for the SW Basin Roundtable, I am overseeing the development of a
standalone website for the Roundtable. I submitted a WSRF grant for the project and it was
approved by the CWCB. We created a new logo, and have approved the home page design. I
am now working on the inside pages and the web developer will be adding content this week.
We hope to have the website completed by the end of the month.
There is a new Public Education, Participation, and Outreach (PEPO) Grant Program that was
established in 2022. The CWCD has increased the fund allotment to each basin for their
designated PEPO coordinators who support basin-specific outreach and education efforts.
The funds increased from $6500 to $25,000 for each basin. In the past the coordinator would
put together an Education Action Plan in order to receive funds for that specific project, the
process has now changed to a grant program. As the PEPO coordinator, I have been working
with a roundtable workgroup committee to see what types of projects the SW Basin
Roundtable would like to dedicate those funds to. We came up with a variety of items and I
am now writing the grant and will present it to the Roundtable for approval prior to submitting
it to the CWCB. Applicants may use funds to cover both time and materials needed. The
deadline to submit the grant application to the CWCB is July 1.

•

WIP is working with Gigi Richard at Ft. Lewis College to create a scholarship fund that will
contribute to either a few students attending a water related conference or tuition and credit
for a water program at Ft. Lewis College. We are in the development stage and should have
something finalized in the next couple of weeks.

•

Thank you for your time.

Elaine Chick – WIP Update June 8, 2022
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WATER QUALITY CONTROL COMMISSION
STATE OF COLORADO
RESPONSIVE PREHEARING STATEMENT OF THE SOUTHWESTERN WATER
CONSERVATION DISTRICT
IN THE MATTER OF THE PROPOSED ADOPTION OF REVISIONS TO THE
CLASSIFICATIONS AND NUMERIC STANDARDS FOR SAN JUAN AND DOLORES
RIVER BASINS (REGULATION NO. 34) AND THE CLASSIFICATIONS AND
NUMERIC STANDARDS FOR THE GUNNISON AND LOWER DOLORES RIVER
BASINS (REGULATION NO. 35)

The Southwestern Water Conservation District (SWCD) submits this Responsive Prehearing
Statement for the above-captioned matter.
A. Summary
SWCD is a political subdivision of the State that was established by the Colorado General
Assembly in 1941 to protect, conserve, use and develop the water resources of the San Juan and
Dolores River Basins as well as to safeguard all waters to which the state of Colorado is
equitably entitled.1 All of Archuleta, Dolores, La Plata, Montezuma, San Juan and San Miguel
counties and parts of Hinsdale, Mineral and Montrose counties lie within SWCD’s boundaries.
SWCD wishes to address the two external proposals before the Water Quality Control
Commission (Commission) for the June 2022 Rulemaking Hearing regarding Regulations #34
and #35. SWCD is supportive of the Bonita Peak Community Advisory Group’s proposal for
carving out a new segment, COSJAF08b, from the upper portion of Mineral Creek and adding an
aquatic-life use classification and standards protective of aquatic species.
SWCD is also generally supportive of the Outstanding Waters (OW) proposal initiated by the
Southwest Colorado Outstanding Waters Coalition (SCOWC), although we have two broad
concerns. The first concern is for the potential of unintended consequences resulting from the
OW designations on public lands, and the second is the possible precedent the Commission may

1

See C.R.S. § 37-47-101 through -151.

set with regard to justifications for OW designations. These two concerns are described in
greater detail below.
B. Discussion
1. Potential Impacts on Land Management Agencies’ Plans and Permits
Under an OW designation, water quality “shall be maintained and protected at … existing
quality”.2 While this is a laudable goal, it may not be realistic or even reasonable because water
quality could change within a segment because of influences outside of the segment watershed or
even outside of the state. For example, with climate change, temperatures are likely to rise and
no longer remain at the conditions at the time of the OW designation. In addition, concentrations
of contaminates such as nitrogen or mercury could increase through atmospheric deposition such
that the initial water quality is not maintained.
That all being said, given that there are no discharge permits upstream or within any of the
proposed OW segments for this hearing, nor are there likely to be in the future given that the
segments lie entirely within U.S. Forest Service (USFS) and U.S. Bureau of Land Management
(USBLM) boundaries, we do not anticipate that dischargers are or will be impacted by the
proposal. We also do not anticipate any impact on the exercise of existing or new water rights as
Colorado law prohibits the Commission and any other state, federal or local agency from using
an OW designation in a manner that impairs the right to use and develop water rights.3 However,
we are concerned about how federal land management agencies may attempt to respond through
their land management plans and special use permits if water quality in OW segments is not
being maintained. For example, the San Juan National Forest is planning a number of forest
treatments to reduce wildfire risks and wildfire impacts. Reducing vegetation has benefits but
could, at the same time, increase water temperatures within a segment. Our concern is that the
USFS may change or not move forward with its forest treatments if a segment is not meeting its
water quality conditions under an OW designation.
Both the Water Quality Control Division (Division) and SCOWC have reached out to USFS
about this issue which has responded that OW designations have little impact on their decisions.
While this is reassuring, we are concerned that as a practical matter USFS personnel and policies
will change over time, and responses to OW designations may change as well. Third parties
opposing USFS plans could also attempt to use the non-attainment of OW designations as part of
their legal challenges.

2
3

C.R.S. § 25-8-209(3)(a).
C.R.S. § 25-8-209(6).
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The Commission has stated for previous OW designations that its intent is not to affect existing
uses on public lands through OW designations, as the segments already meet OW criteria with
those uses in place.4 But how might those uses be treated under permit rules or land
management plans if water quality is degraded instead, albeit by outside influences or actions
well beyond the segment watershed?
SWCD asks the Commission to develop a process whereby, if requested, an allowance can be
made in OW designations such that specific water quality parameters can worsen over time if the
changes are caused by influences or actions outside of the OW watersheds that cannot readily be
controlled, or alternately develop a process whereby the baseline water quality conditions at the
time of OW designations may be adjusted to reflect changes caused by such influences or
actions. We recognize that the Commission is unlikely to develop one of these alternatives at
this hearing, and thereby request the Commission add the following paragraph to its Statement of
Basis and Purpose:
The Commission recognized that water quality in an Outstanding Waters segment may degrade
as a result of outside influences or actions occurring well beyond the segment watershed. That
degradation may result in unintended consequences impacting current and future uses within the
segment, which is not the Commission’s intent. The Commission asks staff to begin working on
possible options that the Commission could take to prevent or mitigate unintended consequences
related to Outstanding Waters designations and brief the Commission on those options before
the next Regulation 31 hearing process begins.
2. Justifications for OW Designations
Our second concern is the precedent the Commission may set at this hearing regarding
justifications for making OW designations. Commission Regulation 31.8(2)(a) sets forth the
circumstances in which such a designation may be made:
(a) Outstanding Waters Designation
Waters may be designated outstanding waters where the Commission makes all of the
following three determinations:
(i) …
(ii) The waters constitute an outstanding natural resource, based on the
following:

4

5 CCR 1002-34.32(F)
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(A) The waters are a significant attribute of a State Gold Medal Trout
Fishery, a National Park, National Monument, National Wildlife
Refuge, or a designated Wilderness Area, or are part of a designated
wild river under the Federal Wild and Scenic Rivers Act; or
(B) The Commission determines that the waters have exceptional
recreational or ecological significance, and have not been modified by
human activities in a manner that substantially detracts from their
value as a natural resource.
(iii) The water requires protection in addition to that provided by the combination
of water quality classifications and standards and the protection afforded
reviewable water under section 31.8(3).
In the past, either the existence of native cutthroat trout or the location within a protected natural
area such as a wilderness or national park have been used by the Commission as rationale for
meeting conditions under section (ii). Here, none of the proposed OW segments have the
characteristics under (ii)(A). The majority of segments proposed for OW designation have native
cutthroat trout, which as we understand it has been a justification used by the Commission under
(ii)(B). For the remaining segments, SCOWC makes various arguments justifying “exceptional
recreational or ecological significance” needing additional protections under (iii). These are
precedent setting justifications that the Commission needs to consider and weigh carefully.
First, the Commission should not use the presence of domestic water intakes as a justification for
OW designation. While SWCD supports efforts to maintain safe drinking water for
communities, this justification is outside the Commission’s current rules and state statute.5
Second, in making OW designations, the Commission may as a practical matter rely partly on
stakeholder support or consensus. In SCOWC’s proposed Statement of Basis and Purpose for
both regulations, they state:
“The Commission also notes that the outreach undertaken by the Southwest Outstanding Waters
Coalition as the proponent of these designations helps to demonstrate broad support for the
conclusion that these waters constitute an outstanding natural resource and that the additional
protection provided by this designation is appropriate.”
SCOWC has undertaken a large outreach effort for which they should be commended. That
outreach has not identified strong opponents to their proposal, but that doesn’t necessarily signify

5

C.R.S. § 25‐8‐209(3)(a).
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broad support. While there may be broad support for their proposed designations, so far in this
hearing process, evidence of broad support has not been demonstrated.
C. Witnesses.
The following individuals may provide testimony at the hearing:




Peter Butler, Ph.D., Technical Consultant for SWCD
Steve Wolff, General Manager for SWCD
Beth Van Vurst, General Counsel for SWCD

D. Conclusion.
SWCD genuinely appreciates SCOWC efforts to reach out to us and to try to mitigate our
concerns. We look forward to further discussion regarding their proposal. We also request that
the Commission address our concerns as we have outlined above. Thank you in advance for your
thoughtful consideration of these issues.

Respectfully submitted this 6th day of April, 2022.

Steve Wolff, General Manager
Southwestern Water Conservation District
841 E. 2nd Avenue
Durango, Colorado 81301
Telephone: (970) 247-1302
Steve Wolff, General Manager stevew@swwcd.org
Beth Van Vurst, General Counsel beth@vanvurst-law.com
Peter Butler, Technical Consultant butlerpeter2@gmail.com
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that on this 6th day of April, 2022, I transmitted by electronic mail a true and
correct copy of the foregoing RESPONSIVE PREHEARING STATEMENT OF THE
SOUTHWESTERN WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT, addressed as follows:
Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment
Water Quality Control Commission
4300 Cherry Creek Dr., South
Denver, Colorado 80246-1530
Email: cdphe.wqcc@state.co.us
_____________________________
Steve Wolff, SWCD
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WATER QUALITY CONTROL COMMISSION
STATE OF COLORADO
REBUTTAL STATEMENT OF THE SOUTHWESTERN WATER CONSERVATION
DISTRICT
IN THE MATTER OF THE PROPOSED ADOPTION OF REVISIONS TO THE
CLASSIFICATIONS AND NUMERIC STANDARDS FOR SAN JUAN AND DOLORES
RIVER BASINS (REGULATION NO. 34) AND THE CLASSIFICATIONS AND
NUMERIC STANDARDS FOR THE GUNNISON AND LOWER DOLORES RIVER
BASINS (REGULATION NO. 35)

The Southwestern Water Conservation District (SWCD) submits this Rebuttal Statement for the
above-captioned matter.
A. Summary
SWCD is a political subdivision of the State that was established by the Colorado General
Assembly in 1941 to lead in the protection, conservation, use and development the water
resources of the San Juan and Dolores River Basins as well as to safeguard all waters to which
the state of Colorado is equitably entitled. 1 SWCD is a party to this hearing for the purpose of
reviewing and participating in the evaluation of the proposals submitted by the Bonita Peak
Citizens Advisory Group (Bonita Peak CAG) and the Southwest Colorado Outstanding Waters
Coalition (SCOWC) to change certain classifications and standards on 20 waterbodies located
within SWCD’s boundaries. 2
As mentioned in its Responsive Prehearing Statement, SWCD supports the Bonita Peak CAG’s
proposal for carving out a new segment, COSJAF08b, from the upper portion of Mineral Creek
and adding an aquatic-life use classification and standards protective of aquatic species. SWCD
reviewed Responsive Prehearing Statements from the Water Quality Control Division (WQCD)
and the Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW) as well as submittals made at the same time from
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and from the SCOWC regarding the proposal
to designate up to 19 stream segments located within SWCD’s boundaries as “Outstanding
Waters”. We appreciate WQCD’s and CPW’s thorough and thoughtful comments on the
Outstanding Waters (OW) proposal developed by SCOWC. SWCD supports efforts to protect
1

See C.R.S. § 37-47-101 through -151.
These water bodies more specifically consist of Bonita Peak CAG’s proposal regarding creation of a new segment
on Mineral Creek (COSJAF08b) and SCOWC’s proposal to designate 19 stream segments as “Outstanding Waters.”
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existing water quality within its boundaries and therefore, by extension, generally supports the
objectives of the OW proposal. However, as further described in its responsive prehearing
statement, SWCD has some concerns and questions that it believes should be addressed before
the Water Quality Control Commission (Commission) takes any action on the proposal. This
includes the request that the Commission add the proposed language from our responsive
prehearing statement to the Statement of Basis and Purpose to initiate a process for addressing
concerns regarding deleterious changes in water quality that may be caused by uncontrollable
activities or conditions outside of the OW watersheds, and the unintended consequences that may
follow. SWCD also shares many of the same questions and concerns described in WQCD’s and
CPW’s responsive prehearing statements and believes these also need to be addressed prior to
any formal action.

B. Discussion
1. Meeting Criteria for an Outstanding Waters Designation
Both WQCD and CPW’s comments focused on meeting criteria in the Commission’s Regulation
31 regarding Outstanding Waters designations. Borrowing from WQCD’s Responsive
Prehearing Statement: 3
The first step in the review of proposals to change an antidegradation designation to OW is to
determine if the basic requirements in Regulation No. 31.8(2)(a) are met. Outstanding Waters
may be designated where:
•

existing water quality for 12 specific parameters is equal to or better than necessary
to protect uses (“12-parameter test”; 31.8(2)(a)(i)), hereinafter referred to as “Factor
1”,

•

the waterbody is considered an outstanding natural resource (e.g., Gold Medal Trout
Fishery, in a National Park, in a Wilderness Area, etc.), OR has exceptional
recreational or ecological significance and has not been substantially impacted by
human activities; 31.8(2)(a)(ii)), hereinafter referred to as “Factor 2”, and

•

the waterbody needs protection in addition to the protections provided by uses,
standards, and a Reviewable designation (31.8(2)(a)(iii), hereinafter referred to as
“Factor 3”.

Consequently, we anticipate that the Commission will find that all three of the above-described
factors have been satisfied prior to designating an OW segment. Given the large number of OW
designations are being proposed, it is possible that in this proceeding, the Commission may

3

WQCD Responsive Prehearing Statement, p. 38.
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decide to designate some, but not all, of the proposed OW segments if additional information is
needed or one aspect of the criteria has not been sufficiently demonstrated.
SWCD has not identified any additional water quality data issues beyond what WQCD and CPW
found in their respective reviews of water quality data submitted under Factor 1. Under Factor 2,
none of the proposed segments within SWCD’s boundaries are designated by a governmental
agency as an “outstanding natural resource”, and SCOWC argues that all of these proposed OW
segments have “exceptional recreational or ecological significance”. In the past, the
Commission has used the existence of a cutthroat fishery as a surrogate for indicating
exceptional significance. We are unaware of any time previously where the Commission has
made an OW designation outside of an “outstanding natural resource” that did not have a
cutthroat fishery.
Many of the proposed OW segments contain cutthroat fisheries, but some do not. We ask the
Commission to carefully consider what metrics it uses and what precedent it sets for meeting the
Factor 2 criteria.
Similarly, the Commission’s support of all the proposed OW segments could set new precedents
for Factor 3. We are unclear that each of the proposed segments need additional protection
beyond that afforded by use classification, Table Value Standards and antidegradation review.
We also wonder if these proposed segments are significantly different than adjacent stream
segments that are not being considered.
In addition, we agree with WQCD’s comment that the presence of domestic water intakes should
not be used as a justification for OW designation. While SWCD supports efforts to maintain
safe drinking water for communities, this justification is outside the Commission’s current rules
and state statute. 4
2. Potential Impacts on Land Management Agencies’ Plans and Permits
SWCD’s other main concerns with regard to OW designations are the potential impacts to land
management agencies’ future management plans and permits, and possible unintended
consequences that may arise. All of the proposed OW segments lie entirely within U.S. Forest
Service (USFS) and U.S. Bureau of Land Management (USBLM) boundaries.
Under an OW designation, water quality “shall be maintained and protected at … existing
quality”. 5 While a laudable goal, water quality may degrade within a segment because of actions
and activities outside of the watershed or even outside of the state. For example, temperatures
4
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are likely to rise with climate change, and concentrations of contaminates such as nitrogen or
mercury may increase through atmospheric deposition.
Our concern is that if water quality conditions in an OW segment negatively change because of
uncontrollable outside influences, responses to changes by land management agencies may
create unintended consequences. For example, if temperatures rise (degrade) from initial
baseline conditions at the time of the OW designation, that may affect an agency’s plan for forest
treatments to reduce the impacts of wildfire, especially if a third party opposed to the plan
challenges the decision based upon water quality nonattainment under the OW designation.
Reducing vegetation has benefits but could, at the same time, increase water temperatures. Or if
temperatures degrade through climate change, land management agencies might put additional
conditions on permits renewals or easements for conveying water rights across public lands.
SWCD would like the Commission to develop a process whereby, if requested, an allowance can
be made in OW designations such that specific water quality parameters can worsen over time if
the changes are caused by influences or actions outside of the OW watersheds that cannot readily
be controlled; or alternately develop a process whereby the baseline water quality conditions at
the time of OW designations may be adjusted to reflect changes caused by such influences or
actions. We recognize that the Commission is unlikely to develop one of these alternatives at
this hearing, and thereby request the Commission add the following paragraph to its Statement of
Basis and Purpose:
The Commission recognized that water quality in an Outstanding Waters segment may
degrade as a result of outside influences or actions occurring well beyond the segment
watershed. That degradation may result in unintended consequences impacting current
and future uses within the segment, which is not the Commission’s intent. The
Commission asks staff to begin working on possible options that the Commission could
take to prevent or mitigate unintended consequences related to Outstanding Waters
designations and brief the Commission on those options before the next Regulation 31
hearing process begins.
The WQCD’s responsive prehearing statement is largely focused on evaluating the information
provided by SCOWC to support the proposed OW designations and provides that the WQCD
intends to continue working with SCOWC and interested parties on the proposed Statement of
Basis and Purpose language that accompanied the SCOWC proposal. SWCD has participated in
at least some of these discussions, but has not yet seen any new, proposed language. We are
open to different wording in our proposed language and will continue to work with the parties to
address everyone’s concerns.

4

3. Party Responses to SWCD’s Concerns and Requests
Our concerns and request to include this language in the Statement of Basis and Purpose has
elicited several responses from SCOWC and WQCD:
•

The Commission has expressly stated during previous OW designations that its intention
is not to affect existing land uses, given that these uses were already in place when water
quality met the criteria for the designation. SCOWC included language in its proposed
Statement and Purpose stressing this point which we greatly appreciate. However, that
doesn’t cover circumstances where baseline conditions may no longer be met because of
outside influences.

•

SCOWC noted that short-term water quality degradation is “allowed for activities that
result in long-term ecological or water quality benefit or clear public interest.” 6 The time
spent doing forest treatments may fall under this exemption, but the impacts of such
actions may last for years, particularly regarding temperature. It’s also unclear if the
exemption would apply where there was already water quality degradation because of
outside influences.

•

WQCD suggested that the final paragraph describing the Factor 1 criteria might allay our
concerns:
In addition, the foregoing notwithstanding, this test shall not be considered to be met
if the Commission determines that, due to the presence of substantial natural or
irreversible human-induced pollution for parameters other than those listed above,
the quality of the waters in question should not be considered better than necessary
to support propagation of fish, shellfish, and wildlife and recreation in and on the
water. 7

This paragraph applies to making initial OW designations and has little applicability to
degradation of water quality that might occur over time due to outside influences.
•

6
7

Both WQCD and SCOWC have talked to the USFS (not sure about USBLM), which
assured them that OW designations have little influence on its permitting or management
plans. However, policy and personnel at federal agencies change over time. Verbal
assurances given one year may not be followed the next. And we would expect that
conservation groups would want land management agencies’ decisions to be influenced
by OW designations. Otherwise, the designations provide little additional protection for

5 CCR 1002-31.8(1)(a)
5 CCR 1002-31.8(1)(a)(i)
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preserving water quality, since there are no discharge permits within or above any of the
proposed OW segments.
•

Both SCOWC and EPA state that OW designations are state-only decisions not needing
EPA approval, implying that if a problem with a designation arose, the Commission
could rescind the designation. If water quality changed because of outside influences, a
designation could be rescinded, and then possibly reinstated with different baseline water
quality conditions, but to us that appears to be an awkward, heavy-handed approach.

•

In conversations, SCOWC has suggested that our concern is a Regulation 31 issue and is
not appropriate for the Commission to address at this hearing. We do not expect the
Commission to resolve this concern in June, but this proceeding is the appropriate forum
to begin this discussion and for the Commission to provide guidance to WQCD on this
issue. This OW proposal is the largest one the Commission has considered in rulemaking
for at least a couple of decades and may become a template for OW proposals at other
basin hearings around the state. If the Commission shares our concern, it should
explicitly express a desire for an approach to address it before planning begins for the
Regulation 31 hearing. Advance planning and direction from the Commission in this
proceeding will highlight the issue for stakeholders in other basins and enable WQCD to
broaden stakeholder engagement in preparation for any proposed approach to be noticed
and considered during the Regulation 31 rulemaking process.
4.

Existing Temperature Data

Many of the segments in this OW proposal do not have good, baseline temperature data.
Temperature is not one of the twelve parameters under Factor 1. However, the Dolores Chapter
of Trout Unlimited (TU), having concerns about the effects of climate change on local cutthroat
fisheries, has collected temperature data regarding the OW designations in the Dolores Basin,
thereby providing baseline data. While this data was not submitted as part of the record for this
rulemaking, it is included under a web address reference given in SCOWC’s Prehearing
Statement.
SWCD believes that having good baseline temperature data for these OW segments is important
because, while temperature is not one of the twelve parameters under Factor 1, the temperature
within any OW segment may not be degraded once the segment is designated as such by the
Commission. We are open to exploring possible support (e.g., data loggers) for collecting more
temperature data with SCOWC, in coordination with WQCD and CPW. Certainly, following up
on TU’s work in the Dolores Basin to document changes over time would be useful. We would
also like to see better temperature data on other proposed OW segments within SWCD’s
boundaries.
6

C. Witnesses.
The following individuals may provide testimony at the hearing:
•

Peter Butler, Ph.D., Technical Consultant for SWCD

•

Steve Wolff, General Manager for SWCD

•

Beth Van Vurst, General Counsel for SWCD

D. Conclusion.
SWCD genuinely appreciates SCOWC efforts to reach out to us and to try to mitigate our
concerns. We look forward to participating in the ongoing discussions regarding the Statement
of Basis and Purpose language as well as reviewing the different parties’ Rebuttals. We also
request that the Commission address our concerns as we have outlined above. Thank you in
advance for your thoughtful consideration of these issues.

Respectfully submitted this 4th day of May, 2022.

Steve Wolff, General Manager
Southwestern Water Conservation District
841 E. 2nd Avenue
Durango, Colorado 81301
Telephone: (970) 247-1302

Steve Wolff, General Manager stevew@swwcd.org
Beth Van Vurst, General Counsel beth@vanvurst-law.com
Peter Butler, Technical Consultant butlerpeter2@gmail.com
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that on this 4th day of May, 2022, I transmitted by electronic mail a true and
correct copy of the foregoing RESPONSIVE PREHEARING STATEMENT OF THE
SOUTHWESTERN WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT, addressed as follows:
Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment
Water Quality Control Commission
4300 Cherry Creek Dr., South
Denver, Colorado 80246-1530
Email: cdphe.wqcc@state.co.us

_____________________________
Steve Wolff, SWCD
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WATER QUALITY CONTROL COMMISSION
STATE OF COLORADO
SUPPLEMENTAL FILING TO THE SOUTHWESTERN WATER CONSERVATION
DISTRICT’S REBUTTAL STATEMENT
IN THE MATTER OF THE PROPOSED ADOPTION OF REVISIONS TO THE
CLASSIFICATIONS AND NUMERIC STANDARDS FOR SAN JUAN AND DOLORES
RIVER BASINS (REGULATION NO. 34) AND THE CLASSIFICATIONS AND
NUMERIC STANDARDS FOR THE GUNNISON AND LOWER DOLORES RIVER
BASINS (REGULATION NO. 35)

May 24th, 2022
In its rebuttal statement, the Southwest Colorado Outstanding Waters Coalition (SWCOC) cited
the Colorado Natural Heritage Program (CNHP) website as one of its informational sources. On
May 17th, after the rebuttal statement deadline and after consultation with the Water Quality
Control Commission office, SWCOC distributed to the parties specific Potential Conservation
Area (PCA) reports located on the cited website in order to help parties find materials used in
support for its Outstanding Waters proposal.
After consultation with the Water Quality Control Commission office, the Southwestern Water
Conservation District (SWCD) is similarly providing other PCA reports from the referenced
CNHP website that it may discuss in its oral testimony at the upcoming hearing. Those reports
are attached hereto as a consolidated exhibit.
In addition, realizing that some parties interested in the Outstanding Waters proposal may not
have read all the materials entered into the record by the Bonita Peak CAG, SWCD also notes as
a courtesy that its oral testimony may reference these submitted materials, specifically, but not
limited to, Figure 1 in the Bonita Peak CAG prehearing statement and Exhibits F, G1, and P.

Level 4 Potential Conservation Area (PCA) Report
Name

Animas River Canyon

Site ID

985

Site Code

S.USCOHP*23784

IDENTIFIERS

PCA

Site Class

Animas River Macrosite

Site Alias

Network of Conservation Areas (NCA)
NCA Site ID

2126

NCA Site Code
S.USCOHP*24870

NCA Site Name
Animas River

County

La Plata (CO)
San Juan (CO)
SITE DESCRIPTION

Site Description

The site includes the floodplain of the Animas River from the confluence of Molas Creek 13.5 miles
downstream (about one mile upstream from Cascade Creek confluence). This is a high quality area with
diverse riparian vegetation, few exotics, and an intact natural flooding regime. The Animas River, between the
confluence of Molas Creek and Little Cascade Creek, forms a spectacular 13.5 mile long canyon. The site
contains a mosaic of high quality riparian communities, including the globally vulnerable montane riparian
forest dominated by white fir, Colorado blue spruce, narrowleaf cottonwood and Rocky Mountain maple. The
natural periodic flooding regime that is critical for regeneration of cottonwoods and willows appears to be
intact. The area has a high diversity of plant species and associations, with few exotic species. Other
important plant species that characterize this stretch include subalpine fir, Douglas-fir, aspen, New Mexican
white pine, thinleaf alder, red-osier dogwood, chokecherry and several willows. Farther downstream, beginning
at about Rockwood, the spruce-fir forest gives way to ponderosa pine, Rocky Mountain juniper and Gambel's
oak. Riparian species such as box elder and river birch become more common than the higher elevation alder
and willows. The Durango-Silverton railroad parallels the river through the site, bringing thousands of visitors
each year through this scenic area. Stops are made at Elk Park, at the northern end of the site, and at
Needleton, near the middle of the site, where passengers may disembark for hiking or sightseeing and be
picked up by a later train. The canyon can be accessed by foot or horseback from Molas Pass, via the Molas
Creek Trail, or from Kite Lake, via the Elk Creek Trail. Most of the canyon is inaccessible to the public.
Key Environmental Factors
No Data
Climate Description
No Data
Land Use History
No Data
Cultural Features
No Data
Minimum Elevation
Maximum Elevation

7,600.00 Feet
9,000.00 Feet

2,316.00
2,743.00

Meters
Meters

SITE DESIGN

Site Map

Y - Yes

Designer

Lyon, M.J.

Mapped Date

12/13/2002

Boundary Justification

The boundary includes the occurrence of Abies concolor - Picea pungens - Populus angustifolia / Acer
glabrum with a buffer of approximately 200 feet upslope due to influences of uplands on stream flow and
water quality. The site also takes in 5 smaller patch riparian forest community occurrences.
2,668.73 Acres

Primary Area

1,080.00 Hectares
SITE SIGNIFICANCE

Biodiversity Significance Rank

B2: Very High Biodiversity Significance

Biodiversity Significance Comments

The Animas River Canyon site is drawn for an excellent (A-ranked) occurrence of the montane riparian
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Level 4 Potential Conservation Area (PCA) Report
Name

Animas River Canyon

Site Code

S.USCOHP*23784

community (Abies concolor - Picea pungens - Populus angustifolia / Acer glabrum ) which is globally
imperiled (G2/S2). There are also excellent (A-ranked) and good (B-ranked) occurrences of globally
vulnerable (G3) riparian communities.
No Data

Other Values Rank
Other Values Comments

No Data
ASSOCIATED ELEMENTS OF BIODIVERSITY
Element
State ID

24823
24810
24518
24743
24541
24692

State Scientific Name

State Common Name

Global
Rank

State
Rank

Driving
Site Rank

Populus angustifolia - Picea pungens / Alnus
incana Riparian Woodland
Abies concolor - Picea pungens - Populus
angustifolia / Acer glabrum Forest
Picea pungens / Alnus incana Riparian Woodland

Montane Riparian Forests

G3

S4

N

Montane Riparian Forests

G2

S2

Y

Montane Riparian Forests

G3

S3

Alnus incana - Salix drummondiana Wet
Shrubland
Populus angustifolia / Alnus incana Riparian
Woodland
Populus angustifolia - Pseudotsuga menziesii
Riparian Woodland

Montane Riparian Shrubland

G3

S3

N
N

Montane Riparian Forest

G3

S3

N

Montane Riparian Forest

G3

S2

N

LAND MANAGMENT ISSUES

Land Use Comments
No Data
Natural Hazard Comments
No Data
Exotics Comments
No Data
Offsite
Tailings piles upstream.
Information Needs
No Data
REFERENCES

Reference ID

Full Citation

163571

Lyon, P. and D. Culver. 2002. Colorado Natural Heritage Program Field Surveys.
ADDITIONAL TOPICS

Additional Topics
No Data
LOCATORS

Nation

United States

Latitude

State

Colorado

Longitude

Quad Code

Quad Name

37107-E6
37107-E7
37107-F6

Mountain View Crest
Electra Lake
Snowdon Peak

Watershed Code

Watershed Name

14080104

Animas

373936N
1074044W

VERSION

Version Date

12/13/2002

Version Author

Lyon, M.J.
DISCLAIMER
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Site Code
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These data are a product and property of Colorado State University, Colorado Natural Heritage Program
(CNHP). These data are strictly "on loan" and should be considered "works in progress". Data maintained in
the Colorado Natural Heritage Program database are an integral part of ongoing research at CSU and reflect
the observations of many scientists, institutions and our current state of knowledge. These data are acquired
from various sources, with varying levels of accuracy, and are continually being updated and revised. Many
areas have never been surveyed and the absence of data in any particular geographic area does not
necessarily mean that species or ecological communities of concern are not present. These data should not be
regarded as a substitute for on-site surveys required for environmental assessments. Absence of evidence is
NOT evidence of absence. Absence of any data does not mean that other resources of special concern do not
occur, but rather CNHP files do not currently contain information to document this presence. CNHP is not
responsible for whether other, non-CNHP data providers have secured landowner permission for data
collected.
These data are provided for non-commercial purposes only. Under no circumstances are data to be
distributed in any fashion to outside parties. To ensure accurate application of data, tabular and narrative
components must be evaluated in conjunction with spatial components. Failure to do so constitutes a misuse
of the data. The Colorado Natural Heritage Program shall have no liability or responsibility to the data users, or
any other person or entity with respect to liability, loss, or damage caused or alleged to be caused directly or
indirectly by the data, including but not limited to any interruption of service, loss of business, anticipatory
profits or indirect, special, or consequential damages resulting from the use of operation of the data. Data
users hereby agree to hold CNHP, Colorado State University, and the State of Colorado harmless from any
claim, demand, cause of action, loss, damage or expense from or related to data users use of or reliance on
the data, regardless of the cause or nature thereof, and even in the event that such cause is attributable to the
negligence or misconduct of CNHP.
These data are provided on an as-is basis, as-available basis without warranties of any kind, expressed or
implied, INCLUDING (BUT NOT LIMITED TO) WARRANTIES OF MERCHANTABILITY, FITNESS FOR A
PARTICULAR PURPOSE, AND NON-INFRINGEMENT. Although CNHP maintains high standards of data
quality control, CNHP, Colorado State University, and the State of Colorado further expressly disclaim any
warranty that the data are error-free or current as of the date supplied
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Level 4 Potential Conservation Area (PCA) Report
Name

Chattanooga Iron Fen

Site ID

447

Site Code

S.USCOHP*23602

IDENTIFIERS

Site Alias

Site Class

PCA

None

Network of Conservation Areas (NCA)
NCA Site ID

NCA Site Code

-

NCA Site Name
No Data

County

San Juan (CO)
SITE DESCRIPTION

Site Description

The Chattanooga and Burro Bridge Iron Fens lie in the Mineral Creek floodplain of the San Juan Mountains, 3
miles south of Red Mountain Pass and 6.5 miles northwest of the Town of Silverton. The Burro Bridge iron fen
is located at the confluence of Mineral Creek and the Middle Fork of Mineral Creek on the lower east wall of
the canyon near the south end of the site. About a mile to the north, the larger Chattanooga iron fen occupies
the valley bottom south of the former town site of Chattanooga. Ohio Peak and Anvil Mountain border the iron
fen to the east and two unnamed 12,000 plus peaks border to the west. Mineral Creek flows along a fault zone
through quaternary glacial deposits at the west edge of the Silverton Caldera. To the north, Mineral Creek
follows the trace of the caldera rim faults. The highly altered Henson and Burns Formations make up the
valley wall east of the fault zone and lower third of the west valley wall. The upper two-thirds of the west valley
wall are the San Juan Formation, derived from ancient volcanoes located northeast of Silverton, and a
sequence of rhyolite ash flows, including the Ute, Blue Mesa, and Sapinaro Mesa Tuffs. Mineral Creek at the
Burro Bridge iron fen is composed of red rocks and large colluvial boulders in the creek bed. Springs emerge
from a truncated alluvial fan emerging from the first drainage south of Browns Gulch on the east side of
Mineral Creek canyon. The drainage provides both substrate and iron-rich water that has created limonite
ledges. The limonite ledges at Burro Bridge iron fen are the most extensive observed in San Juan County and
in Colorado by CNHP. The Chattanooga iron fen is fed by groundwater seeping from eastern valley walls
under Highway 550 and overflow by Mineral Creek. Highly acidic groundwater, mineralized springs emerging
from the lower west wall of the valley feeds the iron fen. A common feature of iron fens is limonite terraces or
iron precipitates that have been deposited onto organic matter in layers. These terraces will perch the water
table and form an extensive network of pools and ponds, Chattanooga iron fen is a good example of this
process, with 25-30% open water. Both iron fens are dominated by acid-tolerant shrubs with a thick ground
cover of a variety of Sphagnum and other mosses. Engelmann spruce ( Picea engelmannii) dominates the tree
layer. Bog birch (Betula glandulosa) and dwarf blueberry (Vaccinium cespitosum) dominate the shrub layer.
Mosses, bluejoint (Calamagrostis canadensis), water sedge (Carex aquatilis), and alpine spicy wintergreen
(Gaultheria humifusa) dominate the herbaceous layer. Dr. David Cooper of Colorado State University
documented several new bryophyte records for Colorado and the United States in the Chattanooga iron
fen.Sphagnum balticum is common in the Chattanooga Iron fen. Until its discovery in Colorado, its known
range in North America extended southward to approximately 510 degrees latitude. S. balticum is the primary
moss in shallow pools with the sedges Carex aquatilis and Carex utriculata. Additionally, a liverwort,
Jungermannia rubra, was documented at the springs and in the water tracks on the exposed limonite. Dr.
Cooper also documented fruticosa lichen Cladina rangiferina at Burro Bridge iron fen. This lichen is common
on the margins of the fen in the Engelmann spruce forest. The lichen is common in the boreal forest region,
however the nearest location to Colorado is in northern Montana.
Key Environmental Factors
No Data
Climate Description
No Data
Land Use History
No Data
Cultural Features
No Data
Minimum Elevation

10,200.00 Feet

3,109.00

Meters
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Name

Chattanooga Iron Fen

Maximum Elevation

Site Code

11,300.00 Feet

3,444.00

S.USCOHP*23602

Meters

SITE DESIGN

Site Map

Y - Yes

Designer

Culver, D.R.

Mapped Date

12/17/2002

Boundary Justification

The boundary is drawn to include Mineral Creek and Middle Fork of Mineral Creek floodplain and slopes
below the steep cliffs, which rise on both sides of the river. The boundaries incorporate an area that will allow
natural hydrological processes such as seasonal flooding, sediment deposition, and new channel formation
to maintain viable populations of the wetland. It should be noted that the hydrological processes necessary to
the riparian elements are not fully contained by the site boundaries. Given that the elements are dependent
on natural hydrological processes associated with Mineral Creek and its Middle Fork, any upstream activities
such as water diversions, impoundments, and mining development could potentially be detrimental to the
wetland. This boundary indicates the minimum area that should be considered for any conservation
management plan.
309.42 Acres

Primary Area

125.22 Hectares
SITE SIGNIFICANCE

Biodiversity Significance Rank

B2: Very High Biodiversity Significance

Biodiversity Significance Comments

This site supports an excellent (A-ranked) and a good (B-ranked) example of a globally imperiled (G2/S2)
plant community and multiple occurrences of disjunct Sphagnum species known to occur in acidic wetlands
at more northerly latitudes. Currently there are only 15 iron fens known globally, five of which occur in San
Juan County.
Other Values Rank

No Data

Other Values Comments

No Data
ASSOCIATED ELEMENTS OF BIODIVERSITY
Element
State ID

State Scientific Name

Global
Rank

State
Rank

Driving
Site Rank

23433
18455

Sphagnum girgensohnii

G5

S1

Sphagnum platyphyllum

G5

S1S2

Narrowleaf Peatmoss

G5

S2

Dwarf Birch/sphagnum Shrubland

G2

S2

N
N
N
Y

19804

Sphagnum angustifolium

24720

Betula glandulosa / Sphagnum spp. Shrub Fen

State Common Name

LAND MANAGMENT ISSUES

Land Use Comments
No Data
Natural Hazard Comments
No Data
Exotics Comments
No Data
Offsite
No Data
Information Needs
No Data
REFERENCES

Reference ID

Full Citation

158301

Culver, D.R. and P. Lyon. 2002. Colorado Natural Heritage Program Field Survey to
San Juan County.
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Level 4 Potential Conservation Area (PCA) Report
Name

Chattanooga Iron Fen

Site Code

S.USCOHP*23602

ADDITIONAL TOPICS

Additional Topics
No Data
LOCATORS

Nation

United States

Latitude

State

Colorado

Longitude

Quad Code

Quad Name

37107-G6
37107-H6

Silverton
Ironton

Watershed Code

Watershed Name

14080104

Animas

375209N
1074326W

VERSION

Version Date

12/17/2002

Version Author

Culver, D.R.
DISCLAIMER

These data are a product and property of Colorado State University, Colorado Natural Heritage Program
(CNHP). These data are strictly "on loan" and should be considered "works in progress". Data maintained in
the Colorado Natural Heritage Program database are an integral part of ongoing research at CSU and reflect
the observations of many scientists, institutions and our current state of knowledge. These data are acquired
from various sources, with varying levels of accuracy, and are continually being updated and revised. Many
areas have never been surveyed and the absence of data in any particular geographic area does not
necessarily mean that species or ecological communities of concern are not present. These data should not be
regarded as a substitute for on-site surveys required for environmental assessments. Absence of evidence is
NOT evidence of absence. Absence of any data does not mean that other resources of special concern do not
occur, but rather CNHP files do not currently contain information to document this presence. CNHP is not
responsible for whether other, non-CNHP data providers have secured landowner permission for data
collected.
These data are provided for non-commercial purposes only. Under no circumstances are data to be
distributed in any fashion to outside parties. To ensure accurate application of data, tabular and narrative
components must be evaluated in conjunction with spatial components. Failure to do so constitutes a misuse
of the data. The Colorado Natural Heritage Program shall have no liability or responsibility to the data users, or
any other person or entity with respect to liability, loss, or damage caused or alleged to be caused directly or
indirectly by the data, including but not limited to any interruption of service, loss of business, anticipatory
profits or indirect, special, or consequential damages resulting from the use of operation of the data. Data
users hereby agree to hold CNHP, Colorado State University, and the State of Colorado harmless from any
claim, demand, cause of action, loss, damage or expense from or related to data users use of or reliance on
the data, regardless of the cause or nature thereof, and even in the event that such cause is attributable to the
negligence or misconduct of CNHP.
These data are provided on an as-is basis, as-available basis without warranties of any kind, expressed or
implied, INCLUDING (BUT NOT LIMITED TO) WARRANTIES OF MERCHANTABILITY, FITNESS FOR A
PARTICULAR PURPOSE, AND NON-INFRINGEMENT. Although CNHP maintains high standards of data
quality control, CNHP, Colorado State University, and the State of Colorado further expressly disclaim any
warranty that the data are error-free or current as of the date supplied
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Name

Cement Creek Iron Fen

Site ID

1006

Site Code

S.USCOHP*23594

IDENTIFIERS

PCA

Site Class

None

Site Alias

Network of Conservation Areas (NCA)
NCA Site ID

NCA Site Code

-

NCA Site Name
No Data

County

San Juan (CO)
SITE DESCRIPTION

Site Description

Cement Creek is located northwest of the Town of Silverton and south of the Town of Gladstone. Cement
Creek flows along a steep, narrow valley, with peaks on both sides ascending to over 13,000 feet. The creek
runs through the center of the Silverton Caldera, which is composed of Oligocene andesitic lavas. Iron fens
and associated limonite ledges can be found along 4 miles of Cement Creek starting just south of the Town of
Gladstone. The most prominent iron fens are located at the Tiger Gulch and Topeka Gulch. The Cement
Creek Iron Fens are fed by groundwater seeping from eastern and western valley walls as well as overflow
from Cement Creek. A common feature of iron fens is limonite terraces or iron precipitates that have been
deposited onto organic matter in layers. These terraces will perch the water table and form an extensive
network of pools and ponds, Cement Creek Iron Fens are good examples of this process. Cement Creek Iron
Fens are dominated by acid-tolerant shrubs with a thick ground cover of a variety of Sphagnum spp. and other
mosses. Engelmann spruce (Picea engelmannii) dominates the tree layer. Bog birch (Betula glandulosa) and
dwarf blueberry (Vaccinium cespitosum) dominate the shrub layer. Mosses, bluejoint (Calamagrostis
canadensis), water sedge (Carex aquatilis), and alpine spicy wintergreen (Gaultheria humifusa) dominate the
herbaceous layer.
Key Environmental Factors
No Data
Climate Description
No Data
Land Use History
No Data
Cultural Features
No Data
Minimum Elevation
Maximum Elevation

10,200.00 Feet
11,300.00 Feet

3,109.00
3,444.00

Meters
Meters

SITE DESIGN

Site Map

Y - Yes

Designer

Culver, D.R.

Mapped Date

12/17/2002

Boundary Justification

The boundary is drawn to include the Cement Creek floodplain from Gladstone to just above the confluence
of Cement Creek with the Animas River. The boundaries incorporate an area that will allow natural
hydrological processes such as seasonal flooding, sediment deposition, and new channel formation to
maintain viable populations of the wetland. It should be noted that the hydrological processes necessary to
the riparian elements are not fully contained by the site boundaries. Given that the elements are dependent
on natural hydrological processes associated with Cement Creek, any upstream activities such as water
diversions, impoundments, and mining development could potentially be detrimental to the wetland. This
boundary indicates the minimum area that should be considered for any conservation management plan.
607.35 Acres

Primary Area

245.79 Hectares
SITE SIGNIFICANCE

Biodiversity Significance Rank

B2: Very High Biodiversity Significance
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Name

Cement Creek Iron Fen

Site Code

S.USCOHP*23594

Biodiversity Significance Comments

This site supports a good occurrence (B-ranked) of a globally imperiled (G2/S2) iron fen plant community.
No Data

Other Values Rank
Other Values Comments

No Data
ASSOCIATED ELEMENTS OF BIODIVERSITY
Element
State ID

State Scientific Name

24720

Betula glandulosa / Sphagnum spp. Shrub Fen

State Common Name

Global
Rank

State
Rank

Driving
Site Rank

Dwarf Birch/sphagnum Shrubland

G2

S2

Y

LAND MANAGMENT ISSUES

Land Use Comments
No Data
Natural Hazard Comments
No Data
Exotics Comments
No Data
Offsite
No Data
Information Needs
No Data
REFERENCES

Reference ID

Full Citation

158301

Culver, D.R. and P. Lyon. 2002. Colorado Natural Heritage Program Field Survey to
San Juan County.
ADDITIONAL TOPICS

Additional Topics
No Data
LOCATORS

Nation

United States

Latitude

State

Colorado

Longitude

Quad Code

Quad Name

37107-G6
37107-H6

Silverton
Ironton

Watershed Code

Watershed Name

14080104

Animas

375125N
1074034W

VERSION

Version Date

12/17/2002

Version Author

Culver, D.R.
DISCLAIMER
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Site Code

S.USCOHP*23594

These data are a product and property of Colorado State University, Colorado Natural Heritage Program
(CNHP). These data are strictly "on loan" and should be considered "works in progress". Data maintained in
the Colorado Natural Heritage Program database are an integral part of ongoing research at CSU and reflect
the observations of many scientists, institutions and our current state of knowledge. These data are acquired
from various sources, with varying levels of accuracy, and are continually being updated and revised. Many
areas have never been surveyed and the absence of data in any particular geographic area does not
necessarily mean that species or ecological communities of concern are not present. These data should not be
regarded as a substitute for on-site surveys required for environmental assessments. Absence of evidence is
NOT evidence of absence. Absence of any data does not mean that other resources of special concern do not
occur, but rather CNHP files do not currently contain information to document this presence. CNHP is not
responsible for whether other, non-CNHP data providers have secured landowner permission for data
collected.
These data are provided for non-commercial purposes only. Under no circumstances are data to be
distributed in any fashion to outside parties. To ensure accurate application of data, tabular and narrative
components must be evaluated in conjunction with spatial components. Failure to do so constitutes a misuse
of the data. The Colorado Natural Heritage Program shall have no liability or responsibility to the data users, or
any other person or entity with respect to liability, loss, or damage caused or alleged to be caused directly or
indirectly by the data, including but not limited to any interruption of service, loss of business, anticipatory
profits or indirect, special, or consequential damages resulting from the use of operation of the data. Data
users hereby agree to hold CNHP, Colorado State University, and the State of Colorado harmless from any
claim, demand, cause of action, loss, damage or expense from or related to data users use of or reliance on
the data, regardless of the cause or nature thereof, and even in the event that such cause is attributable to the
negligence or misconduct of CNHP.
These data are provided on an as-is basis, as-available basis without warranties of any kind, expressed or
implied, INCLUDING (BUT NOT LIMITED TO) WARRANTIES OF MERCHANTABILITY, FITNESS FOR A
PARTICULAR PURPOSE, AND NON-INFRINGEMENT. Although CNHP maintains high standards of data
quality control, CNHP, Colorado State University, and the State of Colorado further expressly disclaim any
warranty that the data are error-free or current as of the date supplied
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THE SOUTHWESTERN WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT
Developing and Conserving the Waters of the

SAN JUAN AND DOLORES RIVERS AND THEIR TRIBUTARIES
IN SOUTHWESTERN COLORADO
West Building – 841 East Second Avenue
DURANGO, COLORADO 81301

June XX, 2022

(970) 247-1302

The Honorable John Hickenlooper
374 Russell Senate Building
Washington, DC 20510
Re: Support of four-million-dollar allocation to the San Juan Watershed in U.S. EPA 2023
Budget
Dear Senator Hickenlooper:
On behalf of the Board of Directors of the Southwestern Water Conservation District (“SWCD”),
I would like to express our support for the four-million-dollar allocation to the San Juan Watershed
Program in the EPA’s 2023 Budget. The EPA’s request for the San Juan Watershed was recently
zeroed out by the appropriations committee for 2022.
The health of the San Juan watershed is critical to four states and at least three tribes in the Four
Corners region, providing water for food production, drinking water, recreation opportunities, and
other cultural uses. Meanwhile, the region struggles with water quality contamination from
historic mining and other uses.
SWCD was established by the Colorado legislature in 1941 to conserve, protect, and develop the
waters of the San Juan and Dolores Rivers and their tributaries. Following that mandate, SWCD
strongly supports coordinated, watershed-based efforts to assess, protect, and restore water quality
conditions in the San Juan Basin. Such efforts were advanced by past WIIN Act funding, which
facilitated additional collaboration among the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, four states,
and three tribes to establish watershed-wide priorities, assess accomplishments, and maximize
water quality improvements.
Unfortunately, funding cuts may slow progress on these critical paths to water quality
improvements, just as the Four Corners region experiences ongoing drought that further
exacerbates water quality concerns for those dependent on the resource. As you know, the San
Juan River is an important tributary of the Colorado River Basin, on which nearly 40 million
people and seven states depend for clean water.
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SWCD re. EPA funding for San Juan Watershed Program
June 2022

As part of your continued advocacy for Colorado’s water future, we respectfully request that you
work to secure the four-million-dollar allocation in the EPA’s budget allocated to the San Juan
Watershed Program. Thank you in advance for your time and attention.

Sincerely,

Steve Wolff, General Manager
Southwestern Water Conservation District

HARRIS WATER ENGINEERING, INC.
954 EAST SECOND AVENUE, #202
DURANGO, COLORADO 81301
970-259-5322
carrie@durangowater.com
Memorandum
June 1, 2022
To: SWCD Board of Directors
From: Carrie Padgett
Subject: Engineering Report for the June 8, 2022 Board Meeting
The following is a summary of the topics Carrie Padgett worked on for SWCD since the last Board
meeting, during the months of April and May in 2022. For more background and detail please
contact me.
San Juan and Upper Basin Endangered Fish Recovery Programs
I participated in multiple committee conference calls and the annual May meeting over the past
two months. The annual May meeting was full of exciting news
Steve and I are also participating in discussions with our water development interests
representatives regarding recent activities at Long Hollow reservoir in the La Plata basin. We
learned through CPW staff that last fall the reservoir was drained and the screened outlet works
was removed. The potential for escapement of illegally stocked fish, in this case small mouth bass,
is a major concern for CPW and the Recovery Program. These nonnative fish are of huge concern
in the Upper Basin Program while we currently do not have them in San Juan Basin. Steve and I
will work with our representatives, La Plata Water Conservancy District, and CPW to develop
future management activities to prevent future escapement of illegally stocked fish. To date, CPW
and New Mexico agencies have sampled the La Plata River mainstem and no small mouth bass
have been detected.
The 2021-2022 Program Highlights booklets are now available. I’ve attached a copy of the most
recent booklet for your review. The recovery programs website got an update this spring. I found
it very user friendly and stocked full of useful information. If you’re interested, you can visit the
site here:
https://coloradoriverrecovery.org/sj/
Navajo Reservoir
I attended the quarterly Navajo Reservoir Operations on April 19; this meeting was held virtually.
Summary points of the meeting are described below. As of May 11, the releases from the reservoir
were 300 cfs.



Drought conditions have improved in our region since this time last year but still persist.
There is a significant soil moisture deficit that will impact runoff.
The snow water equivalent peaked at 88% of median.
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The April-July runoff most probable forecast for Navajo is 315,000 AF (50% of average)
to 590,000 AF (94% of average) with a median projection of 390,000 AF (62% of average).
Based on these forecasts, no spring peak release is planned.
No shortages are projected for water users in 2022.
It is expected reservoir releases will remain low (300 to 500 cfs) throughout runoff season
with releases expected to be higher than normal (600 to 1,000 cfs) throughout the summer
and fall to hit target base flows.
Projected end of the water year storage ranges from 45% to 64% full with a median
projection of 53% full; this median projected has a reservoir elevation of 6,022 feet.

Animas Watershed Partnership (AWP)
The steering committee continues to meet regularly. AWP will kick off the first phase of the
Animas stream management plan process this summer. A kickoff meeting will be held in the
upcoming months. If you or someone you know may be interested in participating, please let me
know. The group hopes to have a diverse set of stakeholders to help guide this process and
subsequent stages.
Instream Flow Assistance
In May of 2021, I attended an all-day sight visit in the San Miguel basin regarding two potential
ISF filings. Rob Viehl (CWCB), Roy Smith (BLM), Mark and Sandy Ragsdale (DWR), and I
conducted two site visits: meeting with waters users of Spring Creek and touring the Gurley
Reservoir ditch system. As you may remember, BLM is proposing a seasonal water right on Spring
Creek with the purpose of preserving riparian habitat along the creek. The site visit was very
productive. The water users had a lot of concerns and questions about how ISFs are proposed,
decreed, and operated into the future. We had the right team of people there that the water users
trust (i.e. Mark) with the knowledge to answer their questions. I was able to offer my assistance in
helping these water users in quantifying any existing water uses that are currently not decreed.
In April of this year, I was able to finally follow up with one water users and provide technical
assistance. I generated a series of maps showing her un-decreed ponds while helping her quantify
the size, capacity, and filing rate for each pond. I provided this technical information to CWCB
for the inclusion in the future ISF decree filing.
06CW127 Case
I continue to provide engineering support while reviewing notice of intent applications for the
06CW127. For my review I verify applicant information, proposed water sources, proposed
locations of use, and proposed depletion rates.
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Endangered Fish Recovery in the Upper Colorado River Basin

R

ecovery program partners work over large geographic areas and are committed to recovering threatened and endangered
Colorado River native fshes. Tey participate on managing and technical committees, perform feld work, attend meetings,
provide funding, and present scientifc fndings. Te partners are the recovery programs.
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Committed Cooperative Partnerships That Work

T

he Upper Colorado River Endangered Fish Recovery Program (Upper Colorado Program) was established in 1988. Te
goal of the Upper Colorado Program is to recover four fsh species (Colorado pikeminnow, humpback chub, razorback sucker, and bonytail) of the Colorado River basin listed as endangered or threatened under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) in the
Green and Colorado river basins while water development proceeds in accordance with state, tribal, and federal law.
Te San Juan River Basin Recovery Implementation Program (San Juan Program) was established in 1992 to recover Colorado
pikeminnow and razorback sucker in the San Juan River basin.

Both programs
•
•
•
•
•

are partnerships among state agencies, hydropower customers, federal agencies, tribes, conservation groups, and water users,
operate in accordance with federal, state water and wildlife law, tribal water rights, and interstate water compacts,
apply adaptive management to improve fsh populations and promote healthy ecosystems,
use capital funds to build infrastructure and annual funds for management actions to support recovery, and
provide ESA compliance for over 2,500 federal multipurpose, nonfederal, and tribal water projects.

Highlights is produced annually to summarize the recovery programs’ progress toward recovery of the endangered fshes. Tis document is not a
publication of the U.S. Department of the Interior or its agencies. All uncredited photographs are courtesy of the recovery programs.
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Cost Sharing Supports Species Recovery

A

ctions to recover the endangered fsh are supported by substantial cost sharing among program partners, including
Bureau of Reclamation, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the states of Colorado, Utah, Wyoming, and New Mexico,
power customers, water users and environmental organizations. Support for the programs is provided in terms of both
annual and capital funds. Public Law 106-392 authorizes capital and annual funding for the programs and recognizes some
of the cost sharing contributions provided by program partners. In addition to direct fnancial support authorized by P.L.
106-392, substantial “in-kind” support is provided by program partners which is essential to recovering endangered fsh.

ANNUAL FUNDS

Public Law 106-392 as amended authorized use of hydropower revenues generated by sale of power from the Colorado
River Storage Project (CRSP) and appropriations to Reclamation (P.L. 116 – 9) to provide annual funding of the recovery
programs for 2020-2023. Annual funding is authorized for operation and maintenance of capital facilities, monitoring of
endangered fsh populations and habitat, research, water management, nonnative fsh management, public involvement, and
program administration. Te states, USFWS, and water users also contribute annual funding to both programs each year. In
addition to direct funding, in-kind support for annual activities is provided by the states, tribes, water users, and environmental organizations (see discussion below regarding in-kind support for the programs).

CAPITAL FUNDS

Capital facilities for species recovery include hatcheries, fsh passages and fsh screens on water diversion structures to expand
habitat and avoid entrainment of endangered fsh, fsh screens on reservoirs to avoid release of nonnative fsh and to provide
for reservoir sport fshing, restoration of habitat, and acquisition of water for endangered fsh consistent with state law and
interstate water compacts approved by Congress. Capital funding has been provided by CRSP power customers ($17 million) and, the 4 upper basin states ($17 million). In addition, the states, governmental organizations, water users and tribes
make substantial in-kind monetary and nonmonetary contributions toward implementation of capital projects.

Authorized Capital Construction Cost-Sharing for Upper Colorado and San Juan Programs
Upper Colorado Recovery Program . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $179 million
San Juan Recovery Program . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $30 million
Total
$209 million*
*Sources of Revenue
Federal

Non-Federal
Power Revenues:
States:
Water and Power:

Congress (Approps. in USBR’s budget):
Total Revenue

Capital Project Cost-Sharing by the States

Colorado
$17 million
$17 million
$87 million**
$121 million
$88 million
$209 million

Total
Amount
$9.15 M

Upper Colorado
Program
$8.07 M

San Juan
Program
$1.08 M

New Mexico

2.74 M

None

2.74 M

Utah

3.42 M

3.42 M

None

Wyoming

1.69 M

1.69 M

None

$17.00 M

$13.18 M

$3.82 M

Total

** Contributions by water and power customers are recognized and credited as cost-sharing towards recovery in Section 3(c)(4) of P.L. 106-392. Tese
costs have included water provided from Wolford Mountain Reservoir and the Elkhead Reservoir enlargement and costs of replacement power purchased
due to modifying the operation of Flaming Gorge and Aspinall Unit Dams.

IN-KIND FUNDING

In-kind funding is defned as funds or activities that are not included in annual work plans of the programs that provide substantial and essential services that make the programs efective in accomplishing conservation actions. In many cases, water,
wetlands, and other essential resources are donated or leased that substantially expands the scope of recovery actions funded
by the recovery programs. Te programs cannot achieve the goal of recovery of the listed species without these in-kind contributions. Examples of these contributions are provided on page 5.
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Better Together — Voluntary Actions by Non-Federal Partners
JICARILLA APACHE, NAVAJO NATION, SOUTHERN UTE, AND UTE MOUNTAIN UTE
Tribal partners are vital to the ongoing San Juan River Basin Recovery Implementation Program eforts. Tribes contribute personnel and
facilities, permit access to their lands, participate on various committees to provide professional and scientifc expertise, and serve as liaisons to
facilitate agreements and permits. Additionally, Tribes actively seek alternate funding opportunities to enhance conservation eforts and sustain
natural resources benefcial to threatened and endangered species.

STATES OF COLORADO, NEW MEXICO, UTAH, AND WYOMING
Te States’ policy, regulatory, and wildlife agencies provide valuable technical and scientifc expertise, ensuring the actions of the programs
support state residents and natural resources. States contribute by coordinating water releases to maximize benefts for multiple parties, ensuring
delivery of water to species habitat, monitoring and conducting research on native and nonnative fshes, providing funding for gages to assess
water quantity and quality, removing nonnative fsh from the river while preserving critical angling opportunities, and implementing policies and
regulations to protect endangered fsh. State experts participate in educational outreach opportunities in the form of classroom visits, fshing
tournaments, and community heritage celebrations that increase awareness of the Colorado River basin and its unique species.

THE NATURE CONSERVANCY AND WESTERN RESOURCE ADVOCATES
Tese groups provide time and resources to both recovery programs in habitat restoration, water acquisitions, and irrigation improvements.
Nonprofts donate time and expertise to guide the programs’ adaptive management processes.

HYDROPOWER USERS AND COLORADO RIVER ENERGY DISTRIBUTORS ASSOCIATION
Over 5 million customers in the seven western states of Arizona, Colorado, Nebraska, Nevada, New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming use
renewable hydropower from the Colorado River Storage Project (CRSP) reservoirs as a source of their electricity. Federal reservoir operations
provide a variety of environmental benefts that are essential to native and endangered species. When CRSP dams are reoperated, hydropower
output may be restricted, which increases costs to WAPA and CRSP power customers for replacement power. Tose replacement power costs
are recognized by Congress as a contribution to the programs. Colorado River Energy Distributors Association donates time, resources, and
expertise to guide the programs’ adaptive management processes.

WATER USERS
Since 1997, more than 2 million acre-feet of water has been provided by Colorado water users from Green Mountain, Ruedi, Wolford Mountain,
Williams Fork, Granby, Windy Gap, Dillon, Homestake, Upper Blue, and Willow Creek reservoirs and the Palisade Bypass. Tese water
deliveries enhance spring and summer fows that improve habitat for the endangered fsh in the 15-Mile Reach of the Colorado River. In addition,
Colorado water users have donated and leased water annually to support habitat for endangered fsh. Utah water users provide fows to the lower
Duchesne River, with delivery through Starvation and Big Sand Wash reservoirs. Contributions by water users are valued in millions of dollars.

Te pie charts on pages 6-7 summarize funding of the programs since inception through FY 2022.
In-kind contributions are included where monetization was possible.

Voluntary
Contributions are
Valued in Millions
of Dollars
Annually

PERMANENT WATER POOLS

Power Plant Refurbishment

SPONSORSHIP OF FISHING TOURNAMENTS
Temporary Water Pools

RESERVOIR EXPANSION

COORDINATION OF FLOWS

Environmental Compliance Studies

REMOVE HARMFUL SPECIES

REPLACEMENT WATER & POWER COSTS
Restoration of Fish Communities

PROTECTION OF WATER RIGHTS
Construction & Maintenance of Reservoir Nets & Screens
Gaging Station Funding

COORDINATED POLICY & PLANNING

Information and Education

IRRIGATION EFFICIENCY PROJECTS
Regulation & Policy Changes

STAFF & EXPERTISE
DECISION SUPPORT TOOLS
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Upper Colorado River Endangered Fish Recovery Program (UCREFRP)

UCREFRP Total Partner Contributions = $466,655,000 (FY 1989-2022)
Bureau of Reclamation:
capital cost of Ruedi Reservoir
fish water releases
(FY03-12) $7,349,000

Federal Appropriations

$14,314,000

Colorado

$30,933,000
Utah

$8,005,000
Wyoming

$3,082,000

Bureau of Reclamation
(Capital) $108,342,000
Water Users

$44,152,000
CRSP* Power Revenues
(Capital) $16,994,000

U.S. Fish &
Wildlife Service
CRSP* Estimated
Power Replacement
Costs Recognized by
Congress
$74,690,000

$43,021,000

CRSP* Power Revenues
(WAPA*) Base Funding

$115,774,000

San Juan River Basin Recovery Implementation Program (SJRIP)

(SJRIP)Total Partner Contributions = $97,697,000 (FY 1992-2022)
Federal Appropriations

Southern Ute Indian Tribe

$1,970,000

Bureau of
Indian Affairs

$6,668,00,000

$7,430,000

Jicarilla Apache Tribe

$19,000
State of Colorado

$1,613,000

Bureau of Reclamation
(Capital)
$16,082,000

U.S.
Bureau of Land
Management

$350,000

U.S.
Fish & Wildlife Service

State of New Mexico

$4,780,000

$5,281,000
FCPP* Consultation

$2,674,000

The Nature Conservancy

$1,151,000

CRSP* Power Revenues
(WAPA*)

$49,644,583

* Colorado River Storage Project (CRSP)
* Four Corners Power Plant (FCPP)
* Western Area Power Administration (WAPA)

S
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UCREFRP Projected Expenditures by Category (FY 2022 only)
Nonnative
Fish Management

11%

Habitat Restoration &
Management

Instream Flow
Identification
and Protection

41%

24%

Propagation &
Genetics
Management

Information, Education
and Public Involvement

1%

Program
Management

Research & Monitoring

8%

9%

6%

SJRIP Projected Expenditures by Category (FY 2022 only)
Nonnative Fish
Management

1%

Instream
Flow Identification
and Protection

4%

Habitat
Restoration &
Management

21%

Information,
Education & Public
Involvement

Propagation
and Genetics
Management

15%

1%
Program
Management

11%

Research and Monitoring
47%
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Endangered Species Act Compliance Streamlined for Water Projects

T

he Upper Colorado River and San Juan River recovery programs work with local, state, federal, and tribal agencies to meet
the needs of people and endangered fsh. Te programs’ goal is to achieve full recovery (delisting) of the endangered fshes,
not just to avoid jeopardy (ofset impacts of water project depletions) under the ESA. Te recovery programs provide ESA compliance for water development and management activities for federal, tribal, and non-federal water users. Tis includes all Bureau
of Reclamation multipurpose water and hydropower projects across the Upper Colorado and San Juan river basins. Water project
depletion impacts are provided with ESA compliance by the recovery programs.

The recovery programs currently provide ESA compliance for 2,500+ water projects depleting more than 3.7
million acre-feet per year. No lawsuits have been fled on ESA compliance for any of these water projects.
Upper Colorado River Endangered Fish Recovery Program
Summary of Endangered Species Act Section 7 Consultations
1988 through 2021

Historical
Depletions

New
Depletions

Total

Acre-Feet/Yr

Acre-Feet/Yr

Acre-Feet/Yr

1,259

1,915,682

207,233

2,122,915

Utah

266

517,898

101,541

619,439

Wyoming

434

83,498

40,946

124,463

CO/UT/WY

238

(Regional)

(Regional)

Total

2,517,078

349,738

2,866,816

State
Colorado

Total

Number of Projects

1

2,197

1

Small depletion projects (<100 acre-feet per year) consulted on between July 3, 1994, and October 1, 1997, when the Recovery Program did not track the
number of these projects by state. Depletion totals associated with these 238 projects are captured by state under new depletions.

San Juan River Basin Recovery Implementation Program
Summary of Endangered Species Act Section 7 Consultations
1/1992 through 12/31/2021

State

Number of
Projects

Depletions
Acre-Feet/Yr

New Mexico

27

605,690

Colorado

321

218,098

Utah

16

9,140

Total

363

832,928
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The Elements of Recovery

INSTREAM FLOW IDENTIFICATION & PROTECTION

Te Bureau of Reclamation and upper basin water users manage releases from
10 reservoirs to provide spring and base fows to assist with endangered fsh
recovery in the Yampa, Duchesne, Green, Colorado, Gunnison, and San Juan
rivers. Endangered fsh fow management occurs while respecting all existing
water rights. Te programs work cooperatively with federal, state, and local water
managers to provide fows for endangered fsh.

HABITAT RESTORATION

Te programs reconnect historical habitat through fsh passages, create habitat
in foodplains, and screen irrigation canals to prevent entrainment of endangered
fsh. Tese migratory fsh now have access to over 900 miles of river across the
upper basin. In addition, over 2700 acres, of foodplains and side channels provide
warm, food-rich environments to support young life stages of razorback sucker
and bonytail.

NONNATIVE FISH MANAGEMENT

Te programs work with state partners to manage nonnative sport-fsheries in
a manner compatible with endangered species recovery, including screening
reservoirs with nonnative fsh to protect downstream fsheries and removing
predatory nonnative species from the rivers. Te nonnative fsh threat is one of the
most challenging to manage, with new species showing up in new locations almost
annually. Long-term control of some species will likely need genetic or biological
control mechanisms.

INFORMATION AND EDUCATION

Te programs are unique, supporting species recovery and water development to
improve communities across the upper basin. Outreach specialists attend community and professional events, raise razorback sucker in classrooms, and provide
professional communication products.

PROPAGATION & STOCKING

Hatchery-produced, stocked fsh are used to reestablish naturally self-sustaining populations of razorback sucker, Colorado pikeminnow, and bonytail. Fish
stocked by the recovery programs are as genetically diverse as possible. All three
stocked species are reproducing in the wild.

reclassifed (or
proposed) from
endangered to
threatened

o
f
LARGE
IRRIGATION
CANALS

have been screened or
modifed.

o
f
RESERVOIRS

have been screened to
prevent nonnative fsh
escapement with 1 more
pending.

o
f
FISH
PASSAGES

have been constructed.

RESEARCH & MONITORING

Te programs conduct research and monitoring to generate information on abundance, reproduction, growth, and survival of endangered fsh in the wild. Data is
used to evaluate and adjust management actions and recovery strategies through
adaptive management.

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT

o
f
FISH SPECIES

Te programs provide ESA compliance for basin-wide water development activities, using a innovative structure to adaptively manage on-the-ground recovery
actions at a system-wide level, rather than project by project. Tis allows for more
efective recovery actions and more efcient environmental compliance.

o
f
RECLAMATION
RESERVOIRS

reoperated to provide
endangered fsh flows.

ALL UNCREDITED PHOTOGRAPHS COURTESY OF THE RECOVERY PROGRAMS OR THEIR PARTNERS.
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Status of the ESA Listed Colorado River Fishes
COLORADO PIKEMINNOW

cade. Bureau of Reclamation experiments with summer dam releases
to improve habitat for young Colorado pikeminnow.

STATUS

In 2020, a Species Status Assessment and 5-year review were
completed for Colorado pikeminnow based on the Population Viability
Analysis published in 2018. USFWS recommended no change from
endangered status for the Colorado pikeminnow.

Lives 40+ years. Adults migrate 200+miles to specifc spawning
sites.
‘Endangered’ since 1967. Recovery can occur upstream of Glen
Canyon Dam. Te largest self-sustaining population in the Green
River has declined since 2000.

GOOD NEWS
Colorado pikeminnow continue to successfully produce wild juvenile
fsh. Broodstock collection eforts have been successful in collecting
young-of-year fsh from the Colorado and Green rivers, ensuring
genetic integrity of the species remains intact.

CURRENT ESA LISTING ACTION

WHAT’S NEXT
Revision of the Recovery Plan has begun for this species, in
coordination with experts across the species range.

GREATEST REMAINING THREAT
Persistent high densities of invasive predatory fsh which compete with,
and prey on, young Colorado pikeminnow are a problem throughout
the upper basin. Stocked juvenile Colorado pikeminnow are slowly
accumulating to the adult life stage in the San Juan River but a large
proportion of fsh are regularly reproducing.

WHAT WE’RE DOING ABOUT IT
Partners have increased invasive fsh control eforts over the past de-

RAZORBACK SUCKER

Lives 40+years. River populations spawn during peak flows in the
spring; larval razorback sucker need warm productive floodplain
habitat to survive. This species can also complete its life cycle in
reservoirs and reservoir inflow areas in Lake Powell.

STATUS

‘Endangered’ since 1991. Proposed for reclassification.

GOOD NEWS

Razorback sucker are surviving, migrating, expanding range, and
reproducing across the upper basin, including in Lake Powell.
Successful reproduction is common in lower basin reservoirs. Recent
detections in the Green River document the first wild recruitment
to the adult life stage since the species was functionally extirpated in
the 1990’s. Detection of razorback sucker larvae at the confluence
of the Animas and San Juan rivers indicates upstream expansion of
successful spawning by over 20 miles.

MAJOR ACCOMPLISHMENTS

WHAT WE’RE DOING ABOUT IT
Managing spring flows; controlling nonnative fish; increasing the
number of floodplain wetlands to provide safe nursery habitat to
promote self-sustaining populations in the wild.

CURRENT ESA LISTING ACTION

A Species Status Assessment for this species was completed in 2018,
followed by a 5-year review that recommended razorback sucker be
downlisted from endangered to threatened based on the species’ continued positive response to management actions. Management actions
will need to continue into the future throughout the Colorado River
system. A proposed downlisting rule was published on July 7, 2021.

WHAT’S NEXT

USFWS is working to incorporate comments submitted on the proposed rule into a final downlisting rule.

TIMELINE TO PUBLISH THE PROPOSED RULE
2022.

The upper basin programs have established broodstocks, reintroduced
populations, developed and managed habitat for young fish, and
are starting to see the first signs of wild recruitment. Lower basin
populations are generally stable through active stocking.

GREATEST REMAINING THREAT

Persistent high densities of invasive predatory fish prey on young
razorback sucker and limit recruitment to the adult life stage.
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Status of the ESA Listed Colorado River Fishes
HUMPBACK CHUB

Lives 20-40 years. All life stages found in short stretches of deep
canyon habitat.

STATUS
Listed as ‘Endangered’ in 1967. Reclassifed as ‘Treatened’ in
November 2021.

GOOD NEWS
Westwater Canyon population has rebounded from ~1,000 adults
between 2007 and 2012 to around 3,300 adults currently. Other
Upper Basin populations appear stable or increasing.

CURRENT ESA LISTING ACTION
In October 2021, the USFWS published a fnal rule to reclassify
humpback chub from endangered to threatened. Tis rule became
efective in November 2021.

WHAT’S NEXT
USFWS will work to revise the recovery plan for humpback chub,
incorporating new scientifc data about species ecology and threats to
the species.

MAJOR ACCOMPLISHMENTS
Flow and temperature management, and nonnative fsh control actions
appear to be on target and providing positive results.

GREATEST REMAINING THREATS
Increases in nonnative fsh populations close to humpback chub
populations are a clear and present danger.

WHAT WE’RE DOING ABOUT IT
Control nonnative predators to prevent them from impacting
humpback chub throughout the Colorado River system. Te Bureau of
Reclamation adaptively manages dam releases to support the habitat
needs of humpback chub.

BONYTAIL

Live 40+years. Very near extinction in the late 1980’s, requiring an
aggressive stocking program.

STATUS

WHAT WE’RE DOING ABOUT IT
Continue research to determine the most important limiting factor to
survival in the wild.

CURRENT ESA LISTING ACTION

‘Endangered’ since 1980.

USFWS is not considering a change in listing status at this time.

We are starting to recapture more stocked fish.

Continue to experiment with new hatchery techniques, diets and
stocking strategies to improve survival in the wild.

GOOD NEWS

MAJOR ACCOMPLISHMENTS

WHAT’S NEXT

Both the upper and lower basins have developed hatcheries and currently stock large numbers of healthy adults. Researchers recently
recaptured a bonytail that had survived twelve years in the Colorado
River since stocking. Since 2015, stocked bonytail reproduced in the
wild in the Green River subbasin. More fish are being detected on
in-stream antennas.

GREATEST REMAINING THREAT

Still unknown. Stocked fish are not surviving well.

Recovery Programs’ Future afer 2023
Te Cooperative Agreements that implement both programs will sunset in 2023. As outlined in PL 116-9, program partners are committed to
work with the Secretary of the Interior to submit a Report to Congress on recommendations for the programs post-2023.

The Report to Congress will contain:
•
•
•
•

A description of the programs’ accomplishments
Current listing status of the four listed species and their projected status in 2023
Total programs’ expenditures (by funding source) through fscal year 2021 and projected expenditures through 2023
Identifcation of recovery activities and projected costs by the programs beyond 2023

Status Report – Over the past few years, technical and managerial representatives from both programs have identifed and prioritized

post-2023 activities and developed estimates of associated annual and capital costs. Program partners will submit their recommendations to
the Secretary of the Interior for inclusion in the Report to Congress by September 30, 2022.
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1313 Sherman Street, Room 718
Denver, CO 80203

Jared Polis, Governor
Dan Gibbs, DNR Executive Director

P (303) 866-3441
F (303) 866-4474

TO:

Colorado Water Conservation Board Members

FROM:

Robert Viehl, Chief
Stream and Lake Protection Section

DATE:

May 17, 2022

Rebecca Mitchell, CWCB Director

AGENDA ITEM: 15 c. 2022 Instream Flow Appropriation: Spring Creek (Water Division 4)
Staff Recommendation: Informational item no Board action required.
Background:
Div
4

Stream

Watershed

County

Length
(miles)

Spring Creek

San Miguel

Montrose

7.47

Flow Rate cfs/
Timing

Upper Terminus

Lower Terminus

headwaters

Crabtree Ditch headgate 1.1 (03/15 - 05/31)

At the January 2017 instream flow (ISF) workshop the Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
submitted an ISF recommendation on Spring Creek for consideration by the CWCB. Spring Creek
is located within Montrose County and is approximately 14 miles northwest from the town of
Nucla. To assist in its water availability analysis CWCB staff installed a temporary streamgage
on Spring Creek in fall 2016 and maintained it until fall of 2020. Having reviewed and analyzed
the available data CWCB staff were prepared to commence the appropriation process on Spring
Creek in January 2020. CWCB staff pulled the recommendation for consideration in 2020 with
the intent to conduct additional outreach because concerns were raised about undecreed uses
occurring on Spring Creek that needed to be recognized.
Difficulties contacting landowners and the pandemic delayed outreach efforts. in May of 2021,
staff from the CWCB, BLM, DWR and a consultant representing Southwestern Water
Conservation District (SWCD) met with land and water right owners. At this meeting the
consultant working for SWCD agreed to assist these individuals in documenting their current
undecreed uses for recognition under statute 37-92-102 3 (b).
Staff had email and telephone conversations with DeeAnna Burbridge in January 2022 to get an
update on the status of documenting undecreed uses. On January 24, 2022, the CWCB formed
its intent to appropriate ISF water rights on Spring Creek. No notices to contest were submitted
in this matter before the deadline of March 31, 2022. On May 2, 2022 CWCB staff received
documentation from the SWCD consultant of some current undecreed uses occurring on Spring
Creek. On May 4, 2022, CWCB staff received a letter dated April 25, 2022 from current water
users on Spring Creek, some of whom attended the May 2021 meeting, demanding that all
efforts cease and that no further efforts be taken on the ISF appropriation on Spring Creek.
Interstate Compact Compliance • Watershed Protection • Flood Planning & Mitigation • Stream & Lake Protection
Water Project Loans & Grants • Water Modeling • Conservation & Drought Planning • Water Supply Planning

CWCB staff needs additional time to coordinate with the recommending entity and determine
how to proceed. Therefore staff is delaying any recommendation for further action on
the Spring Creek ISF appropriation, and no Board action is being requested at this time.
Attachment: April 25, 2022 Letter from DeeAnna Burbridge, et al. regarding the Spring Creek
ISF
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THE SOUTHWESTERN WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT
Developing and Conserving the Waters in the

SAN JUAN AND DOLORES RIVERS AND THEIR TRIBUTARIES
West Building – 841 East Second Avenue
DURANGO, COLORADO 81301
(970) 247-1302

BOARD MEMORANDUM
From:

Steve Wolff, General Manager

Subject:

Management of SWCD’s Cash Assets

Date:

1 June, 2022

SWCD’s total cash assets currently (as of 1 June, 2022) reside in the following accounts:
Account

Bank of Colorado
COLOTRUST
1st SW Bank
1st SW Bank

Type

Checking
PLUS+
CD #1
CD #2 & #3

Amount

$ 3,631,452
$
1,002
$ 511,582
$ 523,902

Interest Rate
0.38%
0.87%

Maturity Date
N/A
N/A
July 2022
January 2023

We have checked with 1st Southwest Bank about reinvesting in new jumbo certificate of deposit
(CD). They have offered a 24-month CD with a rate of 0.4%. These rates may increase in the
coming months.
As expected, we have seen interest rates in all three of COLOTRUST accounts increase. Current
daily yields (%) are as follows:
COLOTRUST Prime (Government-style portfolio)
0.65
COLOTRUST Plus+ (Every-day fund for liquid investments)
0.91
COLOTRUST Edge (medium-term investments and strategic reserves) 0.85
Given the increase in interest rates I believe it is appropriate to consider moving a portion of
SWCD’s cash reserves to a COLOTRUST investment account.
To provide a short overview of COLOTRUST:
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•

•

•
•
•
•

COLOTRUST is a Local Government Investment Pool (LGIP) created in accordance
with Colorado’s Pooling Act to pool the surplus moneys of local governments and invest
it in alignment with the principles of safety, liquidity, and yield;
COLOTRUST has been serving local governments since 1985, and in that span of time
has never failed to meet a client’s redemption nor deviated from the stable Net Asset
Value per share of $1.00;
COLOTRUST currently manages ~$14B of local government funds. There are roughly
1,700 Participants in the COLOTRUST Pool;
COLOTRUST is rated AAAm by Standard and Poor’s, which is the highest possible
principal stability fund rating a LGIP can receive;
COLOTRUST is annually audited by an independent auditing firm and is also subject to
review from the Colorado Securities Commissioner.
COLOTRUST (PRIME & Plus+ accounts) only invests in U.S. Treasury securities, U.S.
government agencies, bank deposits, repurchase agreements, highly rated commercial
paper, and corporate bonds.

However, COLOTRUST deposits are not insured via FDIC nor PDPA and, unlike a CD or
interest bearing checking account, there is no guaranteed rate of return. Details on each
COLOTRUST account type can be found here.
As a starting point for discussion, I would offer three possible options for consideration.
•

Option 1: Continue on our current course. Maintain all cash in our current Bank of
Colorado checking account and continue to look for CDs that may offer a better interest
rate to place cash reserves in. Total amount of funds ultimately placed in CD’s would be
dependent on rate at terms of CDs available.

•

Option 2: Work towards increasing our rate of return by moving some cash reserves
(~$1,000,000) into a COLOTRUST PRIME account. Continue to look for CDs that may
offer a better interest rate to place additional cash reserves in. Seek to maintain ~
$1,000,000 in our checking, but that will be dependent on rate and terms of CDs
available.

•

Option 3: Work towards generating a higher rate of return by transferring our current
assigned fund balances to new sub-accounts in a COLOTRUST PRIME account. This
would result in transfer of $3,466,000 ($2,080,000 – Water Defense, $1,386,000 – Water
Development) into two subaccounts. Once our July CD is cashed out, we would have
approximately $680,000 of operating cash remaining in our Bank of Colorado checking
account. The Board may also choose to have staff regularly “sweep” any funds above a
certain level from our operating checking account into our existing COLOTRUST Plus+
account. The Board may consider a maximum threshold limit for our checking account
of somewhere between $250,000 and $500,000, with all funds above that swept into the
COLOTRUST PLUS+ account.

Certainly, there are many other options. The above just provides a range to consider.
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In preparation for this discussion, SWCD staff discussed the benefits and risks associated with
investing in COLOTRUST with SWCD’s auditor (FredrickZink), Gene Bradley (AP Board
Member, Treasurer and CPA) and with Brent Turner (COLOTRUST). Based on those
discussions, I am confident that any risk associated with investing in COLOTRUST is minimal,
and an acceptable level. I also believe all three options outlined above, as well as many possible
variations, comply with SWCD’s Investment Policy (adopted 2/17/22; attached). Ultimately
however, this decision rests in your hands as SWCD’s Board of Directors holds the fiduciary
duties to oversee and maintain the financial integrity of the SWCD.
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Adopted 2/17/22

SOUTHWESTERN WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT
INVESTMENT POLICY
I.

OBJECTIVE: The purpose of the Southwestern Water Conservation District’s (SWCD)
investment policy is to establish guidelines for management of the District’s cash assets.
The primary objectives of the District’s investment activities, in order of priority, shall
be: (1) safety of principal, (2) maintenance of sufficient liquidity to meet all operating
expenses that may be reasonably anticipated and (3) attainment of a market rate of return
under allowable market products. The District’s investment policy shall comply with
State and Federal laws governing investment of public monies and shall serve to assure
that the Board of Directors of SWCD and its staff comply with and are protected by the
laws which govern the investment of public monies. Any revisions or extensions of such
laws will be part of this Investment Policy immediately upon the effective date following
enactment.
This policy shall facilitate the District’s cash operating needs, as well as its investment
objectives and demonstrate responsibility and prudence on the part of the District’s Board
of Directors and staff in the management of the District’s investment and operating funds.

II.

FINANCE COMMITTEE: The District’s Finance Committee shall authorize and
direct the entire District’s investments in consultation with the District staff, District
board and any contracted professional financial advisor.
If deemed necessary, the Board is authorized by this policy to establish an Investment
Committee which may include non-board members (i.e. FINRA or other certified
investment advisor(s)). However, a majority of the membership of the Investment
Committee shall consist of SWCD directors. The Investment Committee makes
investment recommendations to the SWCD board for final approval.

III.

ELIGIBLE DEPOSITORY INSTITUTIONS: The District shall, in accordance with
all laws governing the investments of public entities in the State of Colorado, invest only
in instruments that are defined as eligible investments for public entities as stated in
C.R.S. § 24-75-601.1. Legal investments of public funds are subject to any additional
restrictions or authorizations of this Investment Policy.

IV.

INVESTMENT ADVISOR(S): When/if deemed necessary, the District may seek to
retain professional investment advisor(s). The Finance Committee, with support of
District staff, shall develop and issue an RFP, review proposals, and make
recommendations to the board for final approval. Once selected, any investment
advisor(s) will, at a minimum:
(1) Meet with District staff and/or District’s Investment Committee quarterly, and
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(2) provide monthly reports on the District’s assets portfolio(s) indicating the previous
balance, current balance and monthly change, as well as any transaction (e.g.,
purchase, sale, etc.) completed within that month for each fund under the firm’s
management; and
(3) REVIEW AND AUDIT OF INVESTMENTS: All investments of the District shall be
subject to review, audit and examination by the District’s auditor and Treasurer.
(4) REVIEW OF INVESTMENTS AND INVESTMENT POLICY: The allocation of
the District’s cash assets will be reviewed annually by the District’s Board of Directors at
the October regular meeting. In conjunction with the review of investments, this
Investment Policy will also be reviewed an any proposed amendments brought forth for
consideration by the Board. If conditions warrant, the Board of Directors may make any
changes to the investment portfolio at any regular Board meeting.

THE SOUTHWESTERN WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT
Developing and Conserving the Waters in the

SAN JUAN AND DOLORES RIVERS AND THEIR TRIBUTARIES
West Building – 841 East Second Avenue
DURANGO, COLORADO 81301
(970) 247-1302

BOARD MEMORANDUM
Date:
June 1, 2022
From:
SWCD Staff
To:
SWCD Board of Directors
Subject:
Proposed 2023 SWCD Grant Program Guidelines
Enclosed with this memo are proposed revisions to the 2023 SWCD grant program guidelines,
which we would ask the board to consider adopting at the June board meeting.
In keeping with the SWCD board’s feedback to limit the changes this year, our suggested revisions
mainly relate to adjusting the category allocations and related rules with the goal of leveraging
federal funding from the Bipartisan Infrastructure Law that constituent water project sponsors may
pursue in the coming year. The remaining changes listed here are proposed clarifications to better
communicate expectations to applicants.
Proposed guideline changes
•

•

Page 2, Adjust allocation of available funds by category: increase to $125,000 from
$100,000 for water supply projects, increase to $50,000 from $37,500 for studies and
forums, decrease to $10,000 from $12,500 for education, and decrease to $65,000 from
$100,000 for emergencies. These allocations assume a 2023 grant program budget of
$250,000 but would be adjusted proportionally should that total increase or decrease
upon budget adoption.
Page 4, Reduce water project funding available per applicant from $75,000 to
$60,000 in one year and from a total of $150,000 to $120,000 over five years to better fit
available funding for the category and allow two large projects to be approved.

Proposed clarifications
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Page 1, Add bulleted list to remind applicants of minimum requirements on front page.
Page 1, Explain that emergency situations may be considered throughout the year.
Page 2, Revise table to include all funding limits by category in one place.
Page 5, Clarify acceptable documentation of qualified entity status.
Page 6, Detail information required regarding pre-compact water rights.
Page 7, Outline documentation required for grant disbursement.
Page 7, Add that Board may request funds returned rather than grant an extension.
Page 8, Explain process for submitting a late final report.

THE SOUTHWESTERN WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT
Developing and Conserving the Waters of the

SAN JUAN AND DOLORES RIVERS AND THEIR TRIBUTARIES
IN SOUTHWESTERN COLORADO

2023 GRANT PROGRAM GUIDELINES
A.

BACKGROUND

The Southwestern Water Conservation District (“SWCD”) is a political subdivision of the
State that was established by the Colorado General Assembly in 1941 to protect, conserve, use and
develop the water resources of the San Juan and Dolores River Basins as well as to safeguard all
waters to which the state of Colorado is equitably entitled.1 SWCD periodically offers financial
assistance in the form of grants to “qualified entities,” as that term is defined below in Section C.1,
that are carrying out projects consistent with SWCD’s statutory purposes. Funding for this program
is subject to SWCD’s discretion as well as its annual budget and appropriation process. The Board
retains the right, in its sole discretion, to approve, reduce, or deny any grant request.
Prior to applying, please ensure you as the Applicant can answer “yes” to each of the following
questions:
Are you a qualified entity (see page 3)?
Are you located within the District boundaries (see page 3)?
Is the project anticipated to start and finish in 2023 (see page 3)?
Are you providing cash or in-kind match of at least 25% of the total project cost (page
4)?
 Is the SWCD grant request for less than 50% of the total project cost (page 4)?
 Have Iyou spoken with SWCD staff (Laura Spann, 970-247-1302) about the project
and grant application prior to submission?





B.

GENERAL PROGRAM INFORMATION

For the 2023 grant program, applications may be submitted from November 1st through
December 10th of 2022. Applicants are encouraged to submit their application as early as possible
within the given time frame so that there is adequate time to work with SWCD staff to ensure that
the application meets all requirements in advance of the December 103th deadline. Funding for
emergency situations may be considered by the board as they occur. Applications received after

1

See C.R.S. § 37-47-101 through -151.
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December 10, 2022 will not be considered. Final decisions will be made by the board no later than
March 1, 2023.
The deadlines provided above apply to routine grant requests and may be modified to address
emergency situations. SWCD understands that emergency situations may arise from catastrophic
or unforeseen events, such as flooding, at other times of the year. The Board endeavors to annually
allocate a portion of the grant program funds for emergency requests. Examples of emergency
situations include but are not limited to: flood event causing damage to diversion or measurement
structures, catastrophic canal or pipeline failure that prevents the delivery of water, spillway or
dam failure, regulatory restrictions, wildfire impacts including post-fire runoff and other impacts,
and toxic spills. Please contact SWCD staff directly if this occurs to discuss the possibility of
submitting an emergency grant application.
SWCD annually anticipates receiving grant requests well in excess of the available funds. The
maximum amount of money potentially available from SWCD in the 2023 calendar year for all
grant recipients is shown on the table below.
Grant Funding
Category

Proposed 2023 Funds
Available
(Total Grant Program
$250,000)

Annual Maximum
Grant Request per
Applicant per
Category

Development or
improvement of water
supply and watershed
restoration or
enhancement projects,
including related
design, engineering
and construction

$100125,000

$60,000

Five-Year
Maximum Grant
Funds Received
per Applicant per
Category
$120,000

Studies and facilitating
stakeholder
involvement on waterrelated matters,
including water quality

$37,50050,000

$20,000

$40,000

Educational purposes,
including teaching
seminars, workshops
and related programs

$1210,0500

$5,000

$10,000

Emergency requests

$100,00065,000

N/A

N/A
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The maximum amounts for each category may be adjusted on an annual basis after development
of the initial budget for the upcoming fiscal year. Prior to submitting an application, please visit
SWCD’s website to read the latest proposed 2023 grant funding available.
Any member of SWCD’s Board of Directors or Staff with a financial or property interest in a grant
request will disclose any such interest or other conflict of interest and recuse themselves from
participating in any recommendation, vote, or decision-making process related to that grant
request.
C.

ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS
1.

ELIGIBILITY

SWCD will only consider financial assistance requests from “qualified entities” for: (1)
development or improvement of water supply and watershed restoration or enhancement projects,
including related design, engineering and construction, (2) studies and facilitating stakeholder
involvement on water-related matters, including water quality, (3) educational purposes, including
teaching seminars, workshop, and related programs, and (4) emergency situations “Qualified
entities” are defined by statute to include any public entity, non-profit corporation, not-for-profit
corporation, carrier ditch company, mutual ditch or reservoir company, unincorporated ditch or
reservoir company, or cooperative association within the boundaries of the District.2 All projects,
studies, and program grants will be limited to “raw” or untreated water supplies, except as provided
below. Only projects or portions of projects located within the District’s boundaries are eligible
for grant funding.
SWCD will not consider grant requests or funding for:
a. Projects that have already been completed; however, the board may make an exception
for projects completed within the past six months arising from the emergency situations
described on page two of these guidelines;
b. Municipal or domestic drinking water projects that do not qualify as a “public water
system,” which is defined for the purposes of these guidelines to mean any system that
does not have a public water system ID number with the state of Colorado;
c. Any part of a municipal or domestic “public water system” which is unrelated to raw
water storage or delivery. Applications for eligible portions of public water system
should include the state ID number for the system;
d. Wastewater treatment projects;
e. Legal fees or payroll costs. If your project includes these costs, please identify them as
a separate line-item in the proposed budget and explain how you will pay for those
costs without using SWCD grant funds;
2

C.R.S. § 37-47-107(1)(j.5).
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f. Grant administration costs; or
g. Weed management projects, although consideration will be given to programs that
specifically remove phreatophytes if the Applicant demonstrates it has a plan, including
funding, for appropriate revegetation and ongoing maintenance.
2.

MATCHING CONTRIBUTIONS

SWCD will not award a grant for more than 50% of the total project costs,3 and Applicants
must demonstrate that they are actively contributing to the project for which they are requesting a
grant. Any grant approval will be contingent on the recipient demonstrating prior to disbursement
of the grant that the Applicant has secured funding for the remaining total project costs.
In addition, Applicants or beneficiaries of the proposed project must also demonstrate that
they will provide, through a cash contribution and/or in-kind goods or services, at least 25% of the
total project costs (in other words, half of the matching funds). Applications proposing use of inkind goods and services as all or a portion of the required matching contribution must provide
detailed information identifying time and valuation (at an hourly or total project rate) of in-kind
contributions. The Board may, at their option, consider previous expenditures directly related to
the proposed project as matching contributions if those expenditures occurred within six months
of the grant application deadline.
The Applicant’s 25% match cannot be met through a loan from SWCD.
Non-profit, or non-governmental organizations, serving on behalf of a broad group of local
constituents that do not receive tax revenues and do not have opportunities for third party
contributions for the project, may request a reduction of the match requirement to 10% of the total
project cost (subject to approval by the Board) by garnering and documenting strong community
or watershed support for the project.
3.

LIMITS ON GRANT FUNDING

The amount of funding each “qualified entity” may receive from SWCD is further limited
to the following:
a. Recipients of grants for development or improvement of water-related projects may not
receive more than $60,000 in a single year or a total of $120,000 in any given five (5)
year period.
b. Recipients of grants for participation in public forums and the performance of studies
may not receive, more than $20,000 in any single year or a total of $40,000 in any given
five (5) year period.
For multi-phase projects, “total project costs” shall mean all costs related to the particular phase of the project for
which the Applicant is requesting funding.

3
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c. Recipients of grants for educational purposes may not receive more than $5,000 in a
single year or a total of $10,000 in any given five (5) year period.
Additional funds, outside of SWCD’s grant program, may be available through SWCD’s
loan program. Please review Section I below or contact SWCD staff to find out more about
SWCD’s loan program.
4.

APPLICATION INSTRUCTIONS AND PROCESS

Completion of SWCD’s application form is required for SWCD to consider requests for
financial assistance. The Board will not consider applications that do not meet the minimum
requirements. To ensure consideration for funding by SWCD, please apply for a grant before the
water project, study or educational program has been initiated. Please use the following
application:
General Application for Financial Assistance 2023
Each application should be typed or printed legibly and include, at a minimum, the following:
a. Documentation confirming the Applicant is a qualified entity per the definition on page
2 of these guidelines. Examples of proper documentation include (but are not limited
to) articles of incorporation, and corporate bylaws, or a Ccertificateion of registration
Ggood Sstanding from the Colorado Secretary of State;
b. Project type, description and location, including the county or counties within which
the grant funds will be applied;
c. Total grant amount requested;
d. Total project cost4;
e. Anticipated timeline for the project, study or educational request;
f. Matching contributions provided by or requested from other funding partners,
including the anticipated decision date for those funding requests if not already
approved;
g. Detailed project expense budget, including as a percentage of the total any costs of
administering the grant;
h. Applicant’s matching contributions, including a detailed description of in-kind
materials and services, if any, to be provided by the Applicant should be included with
basis for in-kind valuations;
If the requested grant will be used to fund part of a multi-phase project, please provide a summary, including a
total project cost estimate and anticipated timeline, for completion of the overall project.

4
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i. Applicant’s current financial statements, including a summary of reserves and
assessments that demonstrate adequate financial resources for ongoing operation,
maintenance, and repair;
j. Identification of whether, and if so how, the requested grant will aid in the
development, use, or protection of pre-compact water rights, along with a description
ofa “Water Rights Tabulation” report from the the , theof the structure associated with
the water right(s), and Colorado Division of Water Resources;
k. Identification of project partners and beneficiaries; and
l. Summary of Applicant’s previous funding requests and grant awards from SWCD.
Please attach additional sheets as necessary to fully answer any question in order to assure
that all information that might be helpful in evaluating your application is considered. Please
return the signed copy of the application to Southwestern Water Conservation District and retain
a copy for your records. Please submit to the following address or email: Southwestern Water
Conservation District, 841 E. 2nd Avenue, Durango, CO 81301 or lauras@swwcd.org. Once your
grant application is received, it will be reviewed by SWCD staff to ensure that it meets the
minimum requirements before consideration by the Board. Staff will endeavor to share its funding
recommendation with the Applicant prior to the meeting.
The Board will hold a meeting in February 2023 to review and consider the applications.
Applicants are encouraged to attend the meeting at which the funding requests will be considered,
either in person or by phone, so that they can provide a brief summary of their grant request and
answer questions that may arise. The Board requests a thorough, completed application form be
submitted in lieu of a formal presentation.
For questions about the application or board meeting, please contact SWCD staff by phone
(970-247-1302) or e-mail (lauras@swwcd.org). For your reference, agendas are generally posted
to the swwcd.org website one week prior to regular board meetings.
D.

EVALUATION CRITERIA

Grant proposals will be evaluated based upon how well the proposed project, study or
educational request carries out the purposes of the SWCD. The Board will give special
consideration to grant proposals that further the use or protection of pre-compact water rights and
the development of Colorado River Compact entitlements as well as educational-related requests
that complement or otherwise further SWCD’s existing programs.
Furthermore, Applicants must demonstrate adequate shareholder assessments and reserves
for ongoing operation, maintenance, and repair of their infrastructure. The Board will give
favorable consideration to grant proposals from Applicants that are proactively and financially
planning for their own future needs.
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E.

FUNDS DISBURSEMENT

Once a grant application has been reviewed and approved by the Board, a request for the
release of grant funds may be made during 2023. If the Applicant will not be able to use the funds
in that year, please contact the SWCD office as soon as possible.
For grant funds to be released, the Applicant must:
t1. Sign the “Document of Understanding” that accompanies the grant approval letter;
2. Ccomplete a “Request for Release of Funds” form found on the website;
3. and Pprovide written documentation that all committed matching funds have been
secured; and and
4. that Provide written documentation that confirms the Applicant continues to be a
qualified entity (see examples of appropriate documentation on page 5).
The signature of the Applicant’s authorized representative on the “Request for Release of Funds”
formis form indicates that the funds are needed at that particular timetime and that the Applicant
ensures and verifies that the funds are only being used for the specific purpose(s) described in the
application and amount(s) indicated in SWCD’s grant approval letter. The Applicant agrees to
allow SWCD to display a public notice identifying the project or activity as being partially funded
by the SWCD. Additional documentation may be requested at SWCD’s discretion prior to release
of funds.
In the event the project, study, or program for which the grant was awarded ultimately
comes in under budget, the grant recipient must return a pro-rata portion of the remaining funds to
SWCD within 45 days of completion. For example, if the completed project, study, or program is
$20,000 under budget and SWCD contributed 20% of the total anticipated project costs, then the
grant recipient must return $4,000 (20% of $20,000) to SWCD.
F.

CHANGING THE USE OF FUNDS

If the Board approves funding for the application, and at a future date the intended use of
funds changes, please notify staff as soon as possible. Board review and approval of the change is
necessary. Otherwise, SWCD requires reimbursement of funds.
G.

GRANT EXTENSION REQUESTS

If the Board approves funding for the application, and completion of the project, study,
program or other grant-funded task has not occurred in 2023, the Applicant must submit a written
grant extension request to SWCD Staff describing the progress to date and the projected timeline
for completion. At that time, Staff may elect to approve a one-year extension. Grant extensions are
usually limited to one year. However, at its option, the Board may approve grant extensions of
more than one year, the Applicant may be required to submit a new application, or if funds have
already been disbursed, the Board may request that the funds be returned..
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H.

ANNUAL REPORTING REQUIREMENT

If the Board approves funding for the application, the Applicant must provide a written
report and/or supporting documentation of the work accomplished no later than December 31,
2023. This written report will include a detailed accounting of the use of funds including
supporting documentation for any expenses incurred. Additional documentation may be requested
at the discretion of SWCD. See sample final reports at swwcd.org. If the Applicant cannot submit
the final report by the deadline, they must submit a written request for an extension of time to
SWCD Sstaff prior to December 31, 2023 approval whichthat explains the reporting delay and a
proposed final submittal date. TThe Board will not consider future grant requests from Applicants
that do not comply with this provision and .submit an acceptable final report.
I.

LOANS

Loans and/or loan-grant packages may be approved for water-related projects or
construction, studies, educational programs, and sponsorships. The terms and security for payment
will be determined at the time the loan is approved. All documents required by SWCD for the loan
shall be executed before SWCD will release the approved loan amount. Documents that SWCD,
at its sole discretion, may require include, but may not be limited to, a loan agreement, promissory
note, deed of trust for real property, and/or a uniform commercial code financing statement for
personal property.

SOUTHWESTERN WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT
BOARD OF DIRECTORS
POLICY REGARDING
TRAVEL & MEETING REIMBURSEMENT FOR
BOARD MEMBERS AND DISTRICT STAFF

_____________________________________________________________________________________
I.

PURPOSE
C.R.S. § 37-47-105 states that “The directors of the [Southwestern Water Conservation
District] shall receive as reimbursement for nontravel expenses a sum of up to one
hundred dollars per day while actually engaged in the business of said district and in
addition shall be entitled to their actual traveling and transportation expenses when away
from their respective places of residence on district business.”
This policy provides further detail regarding requirements for reimbursement of nontravel
expenses for members of the Southwestern Water Conservation District (SWCD) Board
of Directors (Directors), as well as reimbursement of travel expenses incurred by
Directors and staff while engaging in Southwestern Water Conservation District (District)
business.

II.

DEFINING DISTRICT BUSINESS
Being “actually engaged in the business of the District” is further defined for the
purposes of this policy as travel for, attendance at, or participation in:
(a) in-person or telephonic/video meetings of the Board of Directors (Board) and
Board Committees, regardless of whether the Director is a member of the
Committee; and
(b) the following if the Director is representing the District on a matter related to
the District’s business: in-person or telephonic/video meetings, or discussions
with state, county, local, and federal officials and District constituents;
educational and policy presentations and seminars; meetings with another
Board member regarding District business, District staff, consultants or third
parties; and judicial or administrative hearings or proceedings.
(c) Other activities directly related to the performance of Director duties such as
meeting preparation, reviewing and approving financial information, and
similar matters.

III.

DIRECTOR FEES

Draft - June 2022 – Version 2.0

By statute, the compensation to be paid to the District's Directors shall be up to $100 per
day while engaged in the business of the District. This “Director Fee” is paid in addition
to the traveling and transportation expenses incurred when away from the Director’s
place of residence on District business.
Director Fees shall be:
(a) $100 per day while engaged in one or more of the activities described above
in Section II; and
(b) $100 for travel of three (3) hours or more to attend a physical meeting on a
day before or after such meeting, conference, seminar, hearing or proceeding.
Directors may elect to waive their request for this Director Fee or request a reduced
amount, as is their individual preference.
IV.

DIRECTOR AND STAFF TRAVEL REIMBURSEMENT
Directors and staff engaging in travel on behalf of the District shall always endeavor to
minimize travel expenses whenever reasonably possible.
Expenses considered proper for reimbursement are:
(a) Airline tickets;
(b) Mileage (at the current IRS rate) for use of personal automobile, and actual
costs for attendant tolls and parking charges;
(c) Taxi, rideshare (such as Uber or Lyft), limo, subway, automobile rental or bus
fares (including appropriate tips) incurred in fulfilling the purpose of the trip;
(d) Lodging for only the room fee, resort fee, parking, internet, and/or taxes at an
establishment convenient to the place(s) of business necessitating the trip;
(e) Meals needed during travel status (including appropriate tips) and which are
not billed to the District or to any other entity; and
(f) Registration fees required of attendees at conferences or training sessions
which are not billed directly to the District.
Expenses which will not be reimbursed are:
(a) Entertainment while on the trip;
(b) Alcohol;
(c) Room service;
(d) Taxi or other fares for activities not related to business of the District;
(e) Attendance at any event of a “fundraising” nature for political candidates or
parties, or any organization not directly linked with the purposes of the
District;
(f) Purchase of personal use items which the traveler would buy for his/her own
use when not in travel status; and
In addition, companions accompanying the traveler on a District trip must pay the
differences in room costs, food, registrations or other expenditures.

Draft - June 2022 – Version 2.0

Directors and staff should provide sufficient notice whenever possible to cancel a room
reservation, conference registration or flight so the District can pursue a full refund.
V.

REIMBURSEMENT PROCESSING
To apply for reimbursement, the current version of the travel expense form with
appropriate receipts and signature should be submitted to the District within 60 days
following the official District business and within the same fiscal year as the travel
occurred.
Travel expenses, other than mileage, should be supported by receipts. For audit
purposes, please provide as much detail as possible in your travel reimbursement
requests, including general topic of meeting, location, date, and attendees if more than
one person is covered.
Questionable submittals for reimbursement will be provided directly to the Board
Finance Committee for review and approval prior to the preparation of any payment.
Advances on travel expenses are not permitted. Instead, the District can assist by directly
booking lodging, transportation, and registration fees if necessary, or accelerating
issuance of reimbursement payment.

AUTHORITY:

Board Motion DATE TBD
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THE SOUTHWESTERN WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT
Developing and Conserving the Waters in the

SAN JUAN AND DOLORES RIVERS AND THEIR TRIBUTARIES
West Building – 841 East Second Avenue
DURANGO, COLORADO 81301
(970) 247-1302

BOARD MEMORANDUM
Date:
May 31, 2022
From:
Laura Spann, Programs Coordinator
To:
SWCD Board of Directors
Subject:
Possible Roundtable Bylaws Revisions re. SWCD Role in Selecting Recorder
While seeking a new recorder to replace Laura, the Southwest Basins Roundtable realized that their current
bylaws empower SWCD to appoint the recorder. Those provisions are highlighted below.
Article V, Roundtable Leadership, Section 2. Number and Qualifications. “…The Recorder shall be
selected by the Board of Directors of Southwestern Water Conservation District. The Chairperson,
Vice-Chairpersons, and Recorder shall serve a one-year term with no limit on the number of terms
served.”
Article V, Roundtable Leadership, Section 8. The Recorder of the Roundtable. “The Board of
Directors of the Southwestern Water Conservation District shall appoint a Recorder, subject to
approval of a majority of Roundtable Members. The Recorder shall be custodian of the Roundtable’s
records and shall keep a list of the address of each Member. The Recorder shall also perform, or cause
to be performed: (1) the responsibility for all record keeping of the Roundtable; (2) official recording of
formal decisions of all Roundtable proceedings; and (3) any other duties as may be assigned by the
Roundtable.”
The Roundtable has formed a committee to review the bylaws, including updating the recorder-related provisions.
Steve is participating in the bylaws committee as SWCD’s Roundtable representative; Laura is also participating
to provide input on the recorder aspects of the bylaws.
As background, when the Roundtable first started and was not supported by CWCB monies, SWCD committed
its staff and resources for Roundtable administration and meeting costs. Now, recorder time is reimbursed by the
CWCB and guided by a CWCB scope of work.
SWCD’s mention in the bylaws may not be necessary. Further, the Roundtable may wish to select their own
recorder, especially as new funds available through PEPO grants may authorize additional duties for that
individual. If at any time in the future, the Roundtable needs assistance, it has been staff understanding that the
SWCD board wishes to see the Roundtable well-supported and would step in to assist. This bylaws change does
not exclude SWCD from offering a recorder in the future. If the board agrees with this view, SWCD staff will
relay this perspective to the Roundtable bylaws committee.
As a sidenote, SWCD’s address is also listed as the Roundtable’s principal office, which we don’t see a problem
with. The Roundtable may have another physical address in mind, which is also fine.
Article I Name and Purpose/Mission, Section 1. Name. “…The principal office is located at 841
Second Avenue, West Building, Durango, CO 81301.

THE SOUTHWESTERN WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT
Developing and Conserving the Waters in the

SAN JUAN AND DOLORES RIVERS AND THEIR TRIBUTARIES
West Building – 841 East Second Avenue
DURANGO, COLORADO 81301
(970) 247-1302

BOARD MEMORANDUM
From:

Steve Wolff, General Manager

Subject:

July Board Workshop

Date:

31 May, 2022

We are working on the content and logistics for our Board workshop which is scheduled for July
12 – 13, 2022. We are proposing to have two topics for discussion during this workshop. (1)
July 12 PM – “District Resources” (including revenues, TABOR, budget priorities and SWCD
staffing). (2) July 13 AM – “Colorado River: Law of the River and Inter- and Intrastate
Administration”. A preliminary draft of the proposed agenda is attached for your review. I
believe both of these topics help us carry-out priorities outlined in our strategic plan.
We are currently not planning for any type of hybrid option for this meeting. Only in-person
attendance. That format would allow us to hold this workshop elsewhere in the District and we
welcome suggestions from the Board as to possible appropriate, alternative locations. Wherever
we end up, we will plan to have dinner together as a group the evening of July 12.
In your Board packet is a preliminary agenda for the workshop. Please review the proposed
agenda and provide any comments back to me during the Board discussion of this agenda item at
the June Board meeting or shortly thereafter.

THE SOUTHWESTERN WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT
Developing and Conserving the Waters in the

SAN JUAN AND DOLORES RIVERS AND THEIR TRIBUTARIES
West Building – 841 East Second Avenue
DURANGO, COLORADO 81301
(970) 247-1302

BOARD MEMORANDUM
Date:
June 2, 2022
From:
SWCD Staff
To:
SWCD Board of Directors
Subject:
Possible Support from Colorado State Internet Portal Authority for SWCD’s
Digital Needs
As SWCD has gradually transitioned to a lot of digital services recently, it’s happened in a
piecemeal fashion. There are opportunities now to streamline these services, increase SWCD’s
digital service capacity, reduce costs, and increase security. However, it’s hard to find
appropriate IT support for a small office to address these challenges. Fortunately, the Colorado
State Internet Portal Authority (SIPA) provides such support for small governments across
Colorado. If the board agrees, we’d like to begin exploring SIPA’s offerings in more detail.
Challenge: SWCD has growing digital needs:
•

•

•

•

•

SWCD’s files are slowly moving to the cloud as staff time allows for their scanning and
organizing. It’s also much easier to share these files with SWCD’s consultant team. But
as we digitize, we need to select a cost-effective, long-term cloud storage solution that
effectively integrates with SWCD’s systems and partners. There are many options.
As SWCD has moved financial information and transactions online, there are associated
costs with additional services such as Bill.com. We need support in better understanding
how to automate these services and keep SWCD’s financials secure from fraud.
As we digitize, cybersecurity becomes increasingly important. SWCD needs support in
ensuring that files are safe from hackers or loss. Consistent IT support is hard to find in
Durango for a competitive rate for a small government.
The public engages with local governments online. As part of SWCD’s ongoing outreach
efforts, we incur regular website maintenance costs, a newsletter distribution
subscription, and other services we have yet to pursue. Special projects also arise, such as
the need to conduct regular search engine optimization or comply with state laws
regarding web accessibility.
All these efforts, along with SWCD phones, computers and hybrid board meetings,
require dependable and secure internet at the office. We see opportunities to improve here
as well.

Meanwhile, digitization results in a laundry list of subscription services, some overlapping.
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Opportunity: Fortunately, Colorado has a government entity that focuses specifically on helping
governments within the state to address their digital needs, making it possible for the public to
access information and conduct government business online.
The Colorado Statewide Internet Portal Authority (SIPA) is self-funded and, per their website,
“provides technology solutions and is a procurement vehicle for those technologies, negotiating
private sector partnerships and prices, so governments don't have to.” SIPA offers a micro-grant
program to support improved digital public access to government resources. SIPA is also the
oversight body of the colorado.gov web portal. In an initial conversation with them, SIPA seems
to offer much more as a knowledgeable guide to prioritizing and sorting through digital services
with a specific eye for local government needs and constraints.
Some specific examples of how SIPA may help SWCD include:
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•

Procuring Google Workspace or Microsoft Office at a discount and help us decide which
service best fits SWCD.
Connecting us with two vendors that provide IT managed services and get us quotes.
Procuring cybersecurity services, virus software, and training.
Helping us evaluate cost-effective VOIP phone, newsletter distribution, and event
registration services.
Should a micro-grant be approved, SIPA could provide funding for digitization, ADA
website accessibility, website search engine optimization, and other efforts to help our
constituents better reach us (and us them).
Potentially hosting SWCD’s website to colorado.gov, which is free for local governments
and may provide cost savings.
Advise us on how to prioritize these and other opportunities and what services might fit
our small government best.
As time allows, seek opportunities that may benefit the Water Information Program,
which has several digital services, a website, and other needs.

Asks: If the Board sees value in seeking SIPA’s support, the first next step will be to authorize
general counsel to review the Eligible Government Entity (EGE) Agreement, which SIPA
requires to procure quotes for products and services on our behalf and accept our application for
micro-grants. Once the agreement is in place, SWCD can continue to work with SIPA to
prioritize our digital needs and bring a plan to the board for how to address them.

THE SOUTHWESTERN WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT
Developing and Conserving the Waters in the

SAN JUAN AND DOLORES RIVERS AND THEIR TRIBUTARIES
West Building – 841 East Second Avenue
DURANGO, COLORADO 81301
(970) 247-1302

BOARD MEMORANDUM
From:

Steve Wolff, General Manager

Subject:

General Manager Activities

Date:

31 May, 2022

This memo is provided with the intent of keeping the Board of Directors informed of some of my
more relevant activities/meetings between each regular board meeting that is not on-going or
regular duties. This memo covers the period from February 14 to June 1, 2022.
1. Met regularly with Peter Butler and Beth Van Vurst on the Outstanding Waters proposal
and other matters related to proposed revisions to the Water Quality Control
Commission’s Regulations 34 & 35. Included:
a. Discussions with the Southwest Colorado Outstanding Waters Coalition and
Water Quality Division staff
b. Preparation and filing of documents as necessary
2. Ongoing discussions relative to San Miguel Basin water planning.
3. Attended Family Farm Alliance annual meeting in Reno, NV.
4. Laura and I traveled to Norwood and presented at a workshop put on by Colorado Ag
Water Alliance.
5. Ongoing discussions on Colorado River matters with staff from the Colorado River
District and Colorado Water Conservation Board.
6. Gave lecture on Colorado River issues to water policy class at Fort Lewis College.
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7. Met with coalition of folks related to Redmesa Reservoir rehabilitation project. Progress
continues as NRCS awarded 55k for the Preliminary Investigation Feasibility Report
(PIFR).
8. Ongoing discussions with both San Juan and Upper Colorado Endangered Fish Recovery
Program partners about needed legislation and future funding track.
9. Ongoing work with Hydros Consulting on two modeling efforts; 1) Colorado River
efforts in conjunction with Colorado River District, and 2) Phase III downscaling work in
Southwest Colorado.
10. With Jim Lochhead (Denver Water), made virtual presentation to the University of
Arizona Water Center Seminar Series on Colorado River issues.
11. Attended Upper San Juan Watershed Enhancement Partnership workshop in Pagosa
Springs.
12. In coordination with Colorado River District, have interacted with Colorado
Congressional staff on several occasions to discuss Colorado River issues.
13. Organized a virtual meeting of the Upper Colorado River Commission Engineering
Committee to hear an update on proposed Drought Response Operations agreement
activities from UCRC and Bureau of Reclamation staff.
14. Traveled to Silverton and met with San Juan County Manager relative to maintenance
and development of the 05CW088 water rights. Beth Van Vurst, Carrie Padgett and
Charlie Smith also attended.
15. In Montrose, Beth Van Vurst, Carrie Padgett and I met with Rehoboth Land Partners,
their attorney and Division 4 Engineer (Bob Hurford) to discuss cases 19CW3045 and
19CW3087. Beth Van Vurst and Carrie Padgett also attended.
16. Attended Southwest Basin Roundtable meeting in Durango.
17. With Beth Van Vurst, met with Navajo Development Company team to discuss case
20CW3016 in Denver. Peter Foster also attended for SWCD.
18. Did interview for KOB-TV (Albuquerque) on cloud seeding in southwest Colorado.
19. Met with Celene Hawkins to go over CWCB board agenda. These are always
informative discussions and I appreciate Celene taking the time to do this.
20. Attended NWRA Federal Issues meeting in Washington DC. These meetings are always
informative and worth the trip. While there, also attended a Colorado delegation meeting
set-up by Colorado Water Congress.
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21. Participated in Colorado River Water Users Association trustees mid-year meeting
(virtual).
22. Made presentation to La Plata Leadership class on local water issues.
23. With Amy Huff, made presentation to La Plata Board of County Commissioners on local
water issues.
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The 2022 legislative session ended just before midnight on May 11. This year there were 657
pieces of legislation introduced. At the beginning of the session the issues that were going to be
the primary focus by legislative leadership and Governor Polis included education, public safety
and policies that make Colorado more affordable. Superseding even these stated agendas
however was the overarching theme of this legislative session – spending the more than $2.6
billion of federal stimulus money.
Some of this federal stimulus money was allocated to wildfire mitigation and prevention. This is
an important issue in the SWCD region as it relates to watershed management, and we
monitored several bills that provided support for local communities to implement programs
related to forest management and wildfire mitigation.
Another wildfire related bill that had direct ties to water was SB22-114: Fire Suppression Ponds
Water Rights. This was a proposal from Colorado Counties, Inc. to give county commissioners
the authority to designate certain ponds as fire suppression ponds and protect them from being
drained by the State Engineer for being out of priority. The bill was introduced early in the
session but didn’t see final action until the end due to the significant stakeholder work CCI did
with other water interests. In the end, the bill allows for a limited number of fire suppression
ponds to be designated but provides protection against injury by allowing water rights owners
to challenge the designation approval.
Water is always a hot topic at the legislature and this year we saw 9 bills introduced that dealt
with several different policy issues. With the ongoing drought that most of Colorado and the
surrounding region is experiencing, much of the conversation centered around how to stretch
the limited supplies of water over many different needs. This included legislation to incentivize
turf replacement in urban areas (HB22-1151) and a bill that provided funding through irrigation
districts to provide loans for water conservation and infrastructure improvement projects
HB22-1092). Colorado’s efforts to use every drop of water we are entitled to caught the
attention of our neighbors to the northeast and the State of Nebraska made a surprise
announcement that they were going to invoke a little known provision in the South Platte
Compact to build a canal in northeastern Colorado to bring water into Nebraska. This prompted
a swift response from some Colorado legislators who introduced a bill (SB22-029) that directed
the State of Colorado to prioritize water infrastructure investment spending on projects in the
South Platte River Basin. While a noble cause, it caused significant concern from water users in
the rest of the state and ultimately the bill died in the House Ag Committee.
Perhaps one of the most contentious water bills was SB-028, Investment Water Speculation.
This was a bill that came from the Water Resources Review Committee and the intent was to
define “investment water speculation” and prohibit that practice from occurring. Many water
experts argued that this policy change was not needed and agreed that Colorado already has
some of the most stringent anti-speculation laws on the books.Others argued that proving
intent of a water buyer that the transaction is only for financial gain is all but impossible.

Ultimately the bill died on the calendar after not receiving a final vote in the Senate Ag
Committee.

In other water news, the Water Resources Review Committee members have been announced.
They are:
- Senator Kerry Donovan (D-Vail), Chair
- Representative Barbara McLachland (D-Durango), Vice Chair
- Senator Jeff Bridges (D-Greenwood Village)
- Senator Sonya Jaquez Lewis (D-Boulder)
- Senator Cleave Simpson (R-Alamosa)
- Senator Jerry Sonnenberg (R-Sterling)
- Representative Marc Catlin (R-Montrose)
- Representative Karen McCormick (D-Longmont)
- Representative Hugh McKean (R-Loveland)
- Representative Dylan Roberts (D-Eagle)
Currently the committee is scheduled to meet on the following dates:
August 4, 2022 (location TBD)
August 24, 2022 (Steamboat Springs, Colorado Water Congress Summer Meeting)
September 22, 2022 (State Capitol, Denver)
Topics for discussion have not been announced but CLS monitor the discussions and will send
out more information as it becomes available.
The 2023 legislative session begins on January 9. It is an election year and due to legislators
either leaving their current office to pursue a different office or term limits we expect to see
significant change in the make-up of the General Assembly next year. The first round of voting
gets underway in the primary, which is June 28. The General Election will be held on November
8, 2022.

June 2, 2022

Prepared by Colorado Legislative Strategies

Southwestern Water Conservation District
HB22-1007

Assistance Landowner Wildfire Mitigation

Sponsors:
Summary:

D. Valdez (D) | M. Lynch (R) / C. Simpson (R) | P. Lee (D)
The bill creates the Wildfire Mitigation Resources and Best Practices
Grant Program in the Colorado State Forest Service. Grant recipients
must be an agency of local government, a county, a municipality, a
special district, a tribal agency or program, or a nonprofit organization.
Grant funds may be used to conduct outreach among landowners
regarding available resources and best practices for wildfire mitigation.
Commencing no later than the 2023-2024 state fiscal year, the bill
requires the General Assembly to annually appropriate money from the
General Fund to the Healthy Forests and Vibrant Communities Fund to
implement the grant program Grants are awarded each January
beginning in 2024. The CSFS must submit a report to the Wildfire
Matters Review Committee each September beginning in 2025.
Under current law, the state income tax deduction for wildfire mitigation
expenses is scheduled to become unavailable after tax year 2024. The
bill extends the deduction for one year, through tax year 2025. The bill
also creates an income tax credit for wildfire mitigation expenses.
Between tax years 2023 through 2026, the credit is available to
landowners with federal taxable income of no more than $120,000,
adjusted for inflation, and is equal to 25 percent of the taxpayer’s cost
for wildfire mitigation expenses, up to $625 per year.

Status:
Fiscal Notes:

5/20/2022 Sent to the Governor
Fiscal Note

HB22-1011

Wildfire Mitigation Incentives For Local Governments

Sponsors:

L. Cutter (D) | M. Snyder (D) / T. Story (D) | P. Lee (D)

Summary:

The bill creates the Wildfire Mitigation Incentives for Local
Government Grant Program in the Colorado State Forest Service. The
program will provide grants to municipal and county governments to
either match funds received from a dedicated revenue source or expand
existing programs focused on forest management or wildfire mitigation
efforts. Grants must be used to match the dedicated revenues raised by
the local governments for activities such as forest thinning, wildfire fuel
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reduction and outreach and education efforts to property owners and the
public.
The grant program will be funded through $10 million from the state
General Fund. The grant program is repealed, effective September 1,
2027.

Status:
Fiscal Notes:

5/10/2022 House Considered Senate Amendments - Result was to
Concur - Repass
Fiscal Note

HB22-1012

Wildfire Mitigation And Recovery

Sponsors:

L. Cutter (D) | D. Valdez (D) / J. Ginal (D) | P. Lee (D)

Summary:

The bill requires the State Forest Service to develop a publicly accessible
statewide carbon accounting framework that yields carbon stock and flux
estimates for:
•
•

Ecosystems by county and forest cover type; and
Wood products.

The State Forest Service must also develop a forest carbon co-benefit
framework for project-level forest management practices, including
wildfire mitigation. The framework will be used to train practitioners in
adaptive management practices to be incorporated into current forest
management practices.
The framework will be funded through $3 million from the General
Fund.
Status:
Fiscal Notes:

5/25/2022 Sent to the Governor
Fiscal Note

HB22-1092

Loans From Irrigation Districts To Landowners

Sponsors:
Summary:

M. Soper (R) | D. Roberts (D) / J. Bridges (D) | D. Coram (R)
The bill allows an irrigation district to borrow money, which may be
used to make loans to landowners to be used to make improvements to
private water delivery systems or for other types of projects that increase
water conservation or to improve delivery or drainage systems. The
irrigation district must include in its annual appropriation resolution all
amounts payable by landowners and indicate the amount payable by
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each tract within the irrigation district for which a landowner has
received a loan.
The bill specifies that the irrigation district cannot assess landowners to
raise money to fund the loans. The bill further specifies that in the case
of default in the payment of any loan installment, the county treasurer
may assess upon the eligible real property a tax lien for the payment of
the whole of the unpaid installment; except that, the county treasurer
shall not assess a tax lien for the entire value of the landowner's portion
of the irrigation loan issued by the water district.
Finally, the bill states that the county treasurer will receive $5 per tract
assessed for loans issued to landowners by an irrigation district, and this
$5 will be assessed against each participating tract.

Status:
Fiscal Notes:

4/12/2022 Governor Signed
Fiscal Note

HB22-1097

Dissolution Of Special Districts

Sponsors:
Summary:

D. Valdez (D) / C. Simpson (R)
Under current law, municipalities and regional service authorities are
authorized file an application for dissolution with a special district’s
board of directors. This bill expands that authorization to boards of
county commissioners. The bill also expands current law to allow a
board of county commissioners and a special district that is wholly
within a county’s boundaries and has no outstanding debt or financial
obligations to mutually consent to dissolution via a court order without
an election.

Status:
Fiscal Notes:

3/17/2022 Governor Signed
Fiscal Note

HB22-1151

Turf Replacement Program

Sponsors:
Summary:

M. Catlin (R) | D. Roberts (D) / J. Bridges (D) | C. Simpson (R)
Before July 1, 2023, the bill requires the CWCB o develop a turf
replacement program and work with independent third parties to
incentivize the voluntary replacement of nonessential irrigated turf on
residential, commercial, institutional, or industrial properties. The bill
specifies that an entity that already administers or plans to administer a
turf replacement program may apply for matching funds from the state
program. An eligible applicant must provide up to 50 percent of the costs
to develop and implement a local program and must begin
3
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implementation within 12 months of receiving a grant. The program is to
be funded by a one-time transfer of $2 million from the General Fund.
Status:
Fiscal Notes:

5/25/2022 Sent to the Governor
Fiscal Note

HB22-1301

Controlled Environmental Agricultural Facility As
Agricultural Property

Sponsors:

M. Soper (R) | D. Roberts (D) / K. Donovan (D) | C. Simpson (R)

Summary:

This bill specifies that a controlled environmental agricultural facility
(CEA) is valued for assessment purposes as all other agricultural
properties. Beginning with property tax year 2023, this bill defines a
CEA facility as a nonresidential structure and related equipment
combining engineering, horticultural science, and computerized
management techniques to optimize hydroponics, plant quality and food
production efficiency from the land’s water for human or livestock
consumption. This does not apply to marijuana cultivation.
The bill specifies that a CEA facility may not violate the terms of any
applicable water court decree or materially injure water rights or
conditional water rights.

Status:
Fiscal Notes:

5/20/2022 Signed by Governor
Fiscal Note

HB22-1316

Colorado Water Conservation Board Construction Fund
Project

Sponsors:

K. McCormick (D) | M. Catlin (R) / K. Donovan (D) | C. Simpson (R)

Summary:

Status:

The bill appropriates a total of $17,080,000 from the CWCB
Construction Fund for specified water-related projects. Please see the
Fiscal Note for the list of projects. In addition, the bill transfers $3.0
million between water-related cash funds and authorizes the CWCB to
loan up to $13,130,000 from the CWCB Construction Fund to the town
of Breckenridge to rehabilitate the Goose Pasture Tarn dam.
5/23/2022 Signed by Governor

Fiscal Notes:

Fiscal Note
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HB22-1322

Water Quality Regulation

Sponsors:

A. Benavidez (D) | A. Valdez (D) / D. Moreno (D) | J. Gonzales (D)
B.
The bill adds the Water Quality Control Commission (WQCC) to the list
of agencies required to conduct outreach to and engagement of
disproportionately impacted communities regarding proposed state
actions, defined under current law as rulemaking proceedings, licensing
proceedings, and adjudicatory hearings. The bill also requires the WQCC
to utilize criteria promulgated in rule for designating waters as useprotected, and establishes a five-year statute of limitations for bringing
actions alleging a violation of the Water Quality Control Act or any rules
or orders under the act.

Summary:

Status:
Fiscal Notes:

5/31/2022 Sent to the Governor
Fiscal Note

HB22-1323

Updates To State Forest Service Tree Nursery

Sponsors:
Summary:

Status:
Fiscal Notes:

M. Snyder (D) | M. Froelich (D) / B. Rankin (R) | J. Ginal (D)
The bill requires that the Colorado State Forest Service (CSFS) upgrade
and improve its seedling tree nursery to expand capacity and contribute
to reforestation efforts. The bill requires physical upgrades and
improvements in several areas of nursery operations, including the
addition of full time professional nursery staff. The CSFS must contract
with management and reforestation professionals to analyze the
nursery’s capacity and knowledge investments to better address
reforestation needs in response to wildfire, flood, insect, and disease
events.
5/25/2022 Sent to the Governor
Fiscal Note

HB22-1345

Perfluoroalkyl And Polyfluoroalkyl Chemicals

Sponsors:
Summary:

L. Cutter (D) | M. Bradfield (R) / J. Gonzales (D) | P. Lee (D)
Starting January 1, 2024, the bill prohibits the sale or distribution of
certain consumer product categories that contain intentionally added
PFAS chemicals. These product categories include carpets or rugs,
cosmetics, fabric treatments, food packaging, juvenile products, oil and
gas products, textile furnishings, and upholstered furniture. The bill also
requires manufacturers of cookware sold in the state containing
intentionally added PFAS in the handle or in any surface that comes into
contact with food or beverages to list the presence of PFAS chemicals on
the product label in both English and Spanish. It also modifies the state
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procurement code and restrictions on the use of class B firefighting
foam.

Status:

PFAS chemicals are synthetic chemicals that were developed to coat
products to make them heat, water, and oil resistant. They have become
prevalent in a variety of products including nonstick cookware, waterrepellant clothing, stain-resistant fabrics, and firefighting foams.
According to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, there are over
4,000 different types of PFAS that have been manufactured in the last 70
years.
5/11/2022 House Considered Senate Amendments - Result was to
Concur – Repass

Fiscal Notes:

Fiscal Note

HB22-1358

Clean Water In Schools And Child Care Centers

Sponsors:
Summary:

Status:

E. Sirota (D) / F. Winter (D) | R. Fields (D)
The bill requires that all eligible elementary schools, child care centers,
and family child care homes test for the presence of lead in drinking
water sources using a state-certified laboratory by May 1, 2023, and
according to an established testing schedule thereafter. Middle schools
(grades 6-8) must start testing their drinking water sources by November
30, 2024. Schools and facilities will make their results publicly available
and submit to the WQCC, which will make the results publicly available
on its website within 30 days. If tests show that drinking water sources
contain lead in an amount of five parts per billion or more, the facility
must determine and implement a remediation plan. CDPHE will provide
training to all facilities as well as provide technical assistance to facilities
located in rural areas.
5/31/2022 Sent to the Governor

Fiscal Notes:

Fiscal Note

HB22-1363

Accountability To Taxpayers Special Districts

Sponsors:

M. Weissman (D) | A. Boesenecker (D) / J. Gonzales (D) | T. Story (D)

Summary:

The bill modified statutory provisions governing the issuance of debt by
metropolitan districts. The bill would have prohibited a local government
from approving a service plan for a proposed metropolitan district that
permits the purchase of district debt by any entity with which a director
has disclosed a conflict of interest. The bill also prohibited metropolitan
district board members that approved the issuance of any debt while
serving on the board from acquiring any interest in the debt, except if the
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Fiscal Notes:

debt is acquired indirectly through an investment fund if the member has
no input into or control over the individual securities that the fund
purchases. For metropolitan districts created on or after January 1, 2023,
prior to issuing debt to a director of a metropolitan district or to an entity
requiring the director to make a conflict of interest disclosure to its local
government, the metropolitan district must obtain a statement of a
registered municipal advisor certifying that the interest rate of the debt
does not exceed certain limitations as outlined in the bill.
5/5/2022 Senate Committee on State, Veterans, & Military Affairs
Postpone Indefinitely
Fiscal Note

HB22-1379

Wildfire Prevention Watershed Restoration Funding

Sponsors:
Summary:

K. McCormick (D) | M. Catlin (R) / K. Donovan (D) | C. Simpson (R)
The bill makes the following transfers totaling $20.0 million from the
Economic Recovery and Relief Cash Fund:
• $3.0 million to the Healthy Forests and Vibrant Communities
Fund in the Colorado State Forest Service to support wildfire risk
mitigation and watershed resilience;
• $2.0 million to the Wildfire Mitigation Capacity Development
Fund in DNR for wildfire mitigation and fuel reduction projects;
and
• $15.0 million to the CWCB Construction Fund for watershed
restoration and flood mitigation project grants, administering the
grant program, and to provide grants and assistance in applying
for grants to local governments.

Status:
Fiscal Notes:

5/31/2022 Sent to the Governor
Fiscal Note

SB22-007

Increase Wildfire Risk Mitigation Outreach Efforts

Sponsors:

T. Story (D) | P. Lee (D) / L. Cutter (D) | M. Snyder (D)

Summary:

The bill requires the Colorado State Forest Service to convene a working
group to consider how best to conduct an enhanced wildfire awareness
month outreach campaign in 2023 and 2024. The campaign is intended
to educate and incentivize residents living in the wildland-urban
interface (WUI) to engage in wildfire risk mitigation efforts.

Status:
Fiscal Notes:

5/18/2022 Sent to the Governor
Fiscal Note

Status:
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SB22-013

Boards And Commissions

Sponsors:
Summary:

S. Fenberg (D) | C. Holbert (R) / A. Garnett (D) | H. McKean (R)
The bill makes changes to requirements for boards and commissions
where membership is based on representation from congressional
districts, as well as various other changes to procedures for membership
and appointments, including when the boundaries of a district change
and when boards gain or lose members due to congressional
redistricting.
The bill requires all boards and commissions, except where statute or
constitutional provision provide otherwise, to:
•
•
•
•

fill vacancies for the remainder of unexpired board member
terms using the appointing authority that made the initial
board member appointment;
allow directors or executive directors who are ex officio
members of a board to designate another person within their
agency to fulfill their duties on the board;
define “minimum majority” as the lowest number of
members that is more than half of all board members;
allow board members to participate remotely in board
meetings; and,

only count a partial term toward a member's term limit if it is
greater than half the length of a standard term for the board.

Status:
Fiscal Notes:

2/25/2022 Governor Signed
Fiscal Note

SB22-028

Groundwater Compact Compliance Fund

Sponsors:

C. Simpson (R) | J. Sonnenberg (R) / D. Roberts (D) | M. Catlin (R)

Summary:

This bill creates the Groundwater Compact Compliance and
Sustainability Fund for groundwater compact compliance and
groundwater resource sustainability and conservation purposes. The fund
will be administered by the CWCB. The General Assembly dedicated
$60 million from federal stimulus money the state received for this Fund.

Status:
Fiscal Notes:

5/23/2022 Governor Signed
Fiscal Note

SB22-029

Investment Water Speculation
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Sponsors:
Summary:

C. Coram (R) | K. Donovan (D) / K. McCormick (D)
D.
The original version of the bill defined and prohibited investment water
speculation. It authorized the State Engineer to investigate purchases of
agricultural water rights that are suspected of investment water
speculation and authorized the Attorney General to investigate frivolous
complaints of water speculation. The bill was very contentious and did
not get scheduled for committee debate until late in the session. Due to
the complexity of the issue and the widespread opposition to the
introduced version of the bill, Senate sponsors agreed to amend the bill
to direct the Water Resources Review Committee to discuss the topic
during the interim, however, in a surprise move the bill was laid over and
a final vote was not taken. The Committee did not convene again for the
rest of the session and the bill died on the calendar.

Status:

4/21/2022 Senate Committee on Agriculture & Natural Resources Lay
Over Amended

Fiscal Notes:

Fiscal Note

SB22-030

Expand Water Resources Review Committee To Include
Agriculture

Sponsors:
Summary:

K. Donovan (D) | J. Sonnenberg (R) / B. McLachlan (D) | M. Catlin (R)
The bill expands the scope of the Water Resources Review Committee to
include identifying, monitoring, and addressing agriculture issues, and
renames it the Water Resources and Agriculture Review Committee.
There were discussions to specify that the WRRC would only address
agricultural issues that directly involve water matters but no amendments
were offered to do so.

Status:
Fiscal Notes:

3/30/2022 Governor Signed
Fiscal Note

SB22-114

Fire Suppression Ponds Water Rights

Sponsors:
Summary:

D. Hisey (R) | T. Story (D) / D. Roberts (D) | M. Catlin (R)
The bill allows a board of county commissioners to consult with the
local fire prevention district to apply to the State Engineer to have
certain ponds designated as fire suppression ponds. The Colorado
Division of Fire Prevention is required to promulgate rules to establish
criteria for fire prevention ponds. The county commissioners must
identify ponds in areas where the outbreak of a fire could result in a
major wildfire disaster and perform a needs assessment of each such
9
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pond. If a pond that is under consideration for designation as a fire
suppression pond is located in whole or in part upon private property, a
board must acquire the voluntary written approval of each owner of
private property that abuts the pond before the board applies to the state
engineer for the designation of the pond as a fire suppression pond. For
each pond that is identified and under consideration as a potential fire
suppression pond, a board must provide notice of such fact to the state
engineer.
The water in a fire protection pond is not considered a water right, does
not have priority, and may not be adjudicated. The bill limits the amount
of water that can be held in such ponds to less than 30 total surface acres
in any county with some exemptions. Water rights owners in the area
where a proposed fire suppression pond is located may petition the water
court to request a review of the State Engineers decision to approve a
pond. The bill specifies that a fire suppression pond is presumed to not
cause material injury to vested water rights. A holder of a decreed water
right may rebut the presumption by providing evidence to the state
engineer sufficient to show that material injury has occurred or will
occur to the decreed water right.
The designation of a fire protection pond expires after 15 years, but the
state engineer may redesignate the pond if all the conditions are met.

Status:
Fiscal Notes:

The State Engineer is prohibited from ordering any pond to be drained if
the pond is under consideration for designation as a fire suppression
pond or if the pond has already been designated as a fire suppression
pond. An exemption was added to the bill that allows the State Engineer
to drain the pond for compact compliance purposes.
5/25/2022 Sent to the Governor
Fiscal Note

SB22-115

Clarifying Terms Related To Landowner Liability

Sponsors:

S. Jaquez Lewis (D) | B. Gardner (R) / M. Soper (R) | K. Tipper (D)

Summary:

The bill clarifies terms related to landowner liability and declares that
the Colorado Court of Appeals and Supreme Court decisions in Rocky
Mountain Planned Parenthood, Inc. v. Wagner should not be relied upon
concerning whether third-party criminal activity can be anticipated
based on how controversial the landowner’s goods or services are and
that a landowner could be liable for harm predominantly caused by
third-party criminal activity.
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Status:
Fiscal Notes:

4/7/2022 Governor Signed
Fiscal Note

SB22-126

Prioritize Water Storage Projects South Platte Basin

Sponsors:
Summary:

Fiscal Notes:

J. Sonnenberg (R) | K. Donovan (D) / R. Holtorf (R)
Under current law, CWCB is authorized to finance water projects from
the CWCB Construction Fund and gives first priority to projects that will
increase the beneficial consumptive use of the state’s undeveloped
interstate compact-entitled waters. As introduced, the bill amended this
first priority to include projects that increase or improve undeveloped
compact-entitled water storage in the South Platte River Basin to
increase beneficial consumptive use in a manner that reduces reliance on
transmountain diversions. The bill was amended in the Senate
Agriculture and Natural Resources Committee on March 24 to remove
language giving priority to the South Platte River Basin in the CWCB
loan process. The bill then just stated that first priority for the CWCB
loans should be devoted to projects that will increase the beneficial
consumptive use of Colorado's undeveloped compact-entitled waters,
including in the South Platte River Basin. This was not enough to
address the concerns of the other river basins and the bill ultimately died
in the House Agriculture, Livestock & Water Committee.
3/28/2022 House Committee on Agriculture, Livestock, & Water
Postpone Indefinitely
Fiscal Note

SB22-131

Protect Health Of Pollinators And People

Sponsors:
Summary:

S. Jaquez Lewis (D) | K. Priola (R) / C. Kipp (D) | M. Froelich (D)
The bill updated pesticide regulation in a number of ways:
• Restricted the use of pesticides on the grounds of schools,
preschool programs, child care centers, and children’s resident
camps.
• Directed DNR to study and develop recommendations on how to
address pollinator decline and increase pollinator health in the
state.
• Created the Noncoated Seed-Applied Systemic Insecticide Pilot
Grant Program in the Department of Agriculture to provide
financial incentives to farmers to use non-coated seeds.
• Increased the number of pesticides on the restricted-use list at the
Department of Agriculture

Status:
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•

Status:

Repealed state authority over pesticide regulation which would
allow local governments to regulate pesticide use, except for
agricultural purposes.

Fiscal Notes:

3/3/2022 Senate Committee on Agriculture & Natural Resources
Postpone Indefinitely
Fiscal Note

SB22-158

Species Conservation Trust Fund Projects

Sponsors:
Summary:

Status:
Fiscal Notes:

K. Donovan (D) / K. McCormick (D) | P. Will (R)
The bill appropriates $6.0 million from the Species Conservation Trust
Fund for programs submitted by DNR. The programs are designed to
conserve native species that are threatened or endangered under state or
federal law or are likely to become candidate species as determined by
the United States Fish and Wildlife Service. Please see the Fiscal Note
for the full list of programs funded.
5/9/2022 Sent to the Governor
Fiscal Note

SJR22-002

Water Projects Eligibility Lists

Sponsors:
Summary:

K. Donovan (D) / K. McCormick (D) | M. Catlin (R)
This resolution approves the projects on the Water Project Revolving
Fund Eligibility List administered by the Colorado Water Resources and
Power Development Authority. Please see the text of the official
resolution for the full list of projects funded.
3/17/2022 Governor Signed

Status:
Fiscal Notes:
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Bill #

SWCD
Water
River Short Title
Position Congress District

HB22-1007

SWCD
Bill Matrix
June 1, 2022
Sponsors

Most Recent Status

Fiscal Note
Fiscal Note

HB22-1097

Assistance Landowner Wildfire Mitigation D. Valdez (D) | M. Lynch (R) / C. Simpson 5/20/2022 Sent to the Governor
(R) | P. Lee (D)
Wildfire Mitigation Incentives For Local
L. Cutter (D) | M. Snyder (D) / T. Story (D) | 5/10/2022 House Considered Senate
Governments
P. Lee (D)
Amendments - Result was to Concur Repass
Wildfire Mitigation And Recovery
L. Cutter (D) | D. Valdez (D) / J. Ginal (D) | 5/25/2022 Sent to the Governor
P. Lee (D)
Support Loans From Irrigation Districts To
M. Soper (R) | D. Roberts (D) / J. Bridges
4/12/2022 Governor Signed
Landowners
(D) | D. Coram (R)
Dissolution Of Special Districts
D. Valdez (D) / C. Simpson (R)
3/17/2022 Governor Signed

HB22-1151 Support Support

Support Turf Replacement Program

5/25/2022 Sent to the Governor

Fiscal Note

5/20/2022 Signed by Governor

Fiscal Note

5/23/2022 Signed by Governor

Fiscal Note

5/31/2022 Sent to the Governor

Fiscal Note

5/25/2022 Sent to the Governor

Fiscal Note

HB22-1011

HB22-1012
HB22-1092

HB22-1301
HB22-1316 Support Support
HB22-1322
HB22-1323

Support

HB22-1345

Support

HB22-1358
HB22-1363

Oppose

HB22-1379

Support

SB22-007
SB22-013
SB22-028

Support Support

Controlled Environmental Agricultural
Facility As Agricultural Property
Colorado Water Conservation Board
Construction Fund Project
Water Quality Regulation
Updates To State Forest Service Tree
Nursery
Perfluoroalkyl And Polyfluoroalkyl
Chemicals
Clean Water In Schools And Child Care
Centers
Accountability To Taxpayers Special
Districts

M. Catlin (R) | D. Roberts (D) / J. Bridges
(D) | C. Simpson (R)
M. Soper (R) | D. Roberts (D) / K. Donovan
(D) | C. Simpson (R)
K. McCormick (D) | M. Catlin (R) / K.
Donovan (D) | C. Simpson (R)
A. Benavidez (D) | A. Valdez (D) / D.
Moreno (D) | J. Gonzales (D)
M. Snyder (D) | M. Froelich (D) / B. Rankin
(R) | J. Ginal (D)
L. Cutter (D) | M. Bradfield (R) / J. Gonzales
(D) | P. Lee (D)
E. Sirota (D) / F. Winter (D) | R. Fields (D)

Fiscal Note

Fiscal Note
Fiscal Note
Fiscal Note

5/11/2022 House Considered Senate Fiscal Note
Amendments - Result was to Concur Repass
5/31/2022 Sent to the Governor
Fiscal Note

M. Weissman (D) | A. Boesenecker (D) / J. 5/5/2022 Senate Committee on State,
Gonzales (D) | T. Story (D)
Veterans, & Military Affairs Postpone
Indefinitely
Wildfire Prevention Watershed
K. McCormick (D) | M. Catlin (R) / K.
5/31/2022 Sent to the Governor
Restoration Funding
Donovan (D) | C. Simpson (R)
Increase Wildfire Risk Mitigation Outreach T. Story (D) | P. Lee (D) / L. Cutter (D) | M. 5/18/2022 Sent to the Governor
Efforts
Snyder (D)
Boards And Commissions
S. Fenberg (D) | C. Holbert (R) / A. Garnett 2/25/2022 Governor Signed
(D) | H. McKean (R)
Support Groundwater Compact Compliance Fund C. Simpson (R) | J. Sonnenberg (R) / D.
5/23/2022 Governor Signed
Roberts (D) | M. Catlin (R)

Fiscal Note

Fiscal Note
Fiscal Note
Fiscal Note
Fiscal Note

SB22-029

Oppose

SB22-030
SB22-114

Support

SB22-115
SB22-126

Oppose Oppose

SB22-131

SB22-158

Amend

Investment Water Speculation

D. Coram (R) | K. Donovan (D) / K.
McCormick (D)

Expand Water Resources Review
Committee To Include Agriculture
Fire Suppression Ponds Water Rights

K. Donovan (D) | J. Sonnenberg (R) / B.
McLachlan (D) | M. Catlin (R)
D. Hisey (R) | T. Story (D) / D. Roberts (D) |
M. Catlin (R)
S. Jaquez Lewis (D) | B. Gardner (R) / M.
Soper (R) | K. Tipper (D)
J. Sonnenberg (R) | K. Donovan (D) / R.
Holtorf (R)

Clarifying Terms Related To Landowner
Liability
Oppose Prioritize Water Storage Projects South
Platte Basin

Protect Health Of Pollinators And People

Support Support

SJR22-002 Support Support

Species Conservation Trust Fund Projects
Water Projects Eligibility Lists

4/21/2022 Senate Committee on
Agriculture & Natural Resources Lay
Over Amended
3/30/2022 Governor Signed

Fiscal Note

5/25/2022 Sent to the Governor

Fiscal Note

4/7/2022 Governor Signed

Fiscal Note

3/28/2022 House Committee on
Agriculture, Livestock, & Water
Postpone Indefinitely

Fiscal Note

3/3/2022 Senate Committee on
Agriculture & Natural Resources
Postpone Indefinitely
K. Donovan (D) / K. McCormick (D) | P. Will 5/9/2022 Sent to the Governor
(R)
K. Donovan (D) / K. McCormick (D) | M.
3/17/2022 Governor Signed
Catlin (R)

Fiscal Note

S. Jaquez Lewis (D) | K. Priola (R) / C. Kipp
(D) | M. Froelich (D)

Fiscal Note

Fiscal Note

TRENDS IN TEMPERATURE, PRECIPITATION AND STREAM RUNOFF
IN THE SAN JUAN MOUNTAINS: 2000 – 2021
MARCH 2022

John Norton
La Plata County, Colorado
and
Michael Preston
Montezuma County, Colorado

Dedication
This paper is dedicated to the memory of John Porter: friend, mentor and father-in-law.
From the time John took over as General Manager of the Dolores Water Conservancy
District in 1980, he was on the cutting edge of access to, and analysis of, emerging snow
and stream measurement technologies.
John’s rigorous use of all available data sources as a water manager was extended to his
service as a leader on multiple governing boards including the Southwest Water
Conservation Board, Colorado Water Congress, Colorado Water Resources and Power
Development Authority, Colorado Water Trust, Southwest Basin Roundtable, Colorado
River Water Users Association, Empire Electric Coop and Water Education Colorado;
many of which John Chaired.
What made John such a strong leader was a combination of his remarkable interpersonal
skills and his disciplined approach to organizing data and facts to help him and his
associates make good decisions. People trusted John as a person, and they trusted the
depth of his factual knowledge.
John received many awards including the Wayne Aspinall Water Leader of the Year Award
from Water Congress in 2000 and the Diane Hoppe Leadership Award from Water
Education Colorado in 2021, to mention a few.
John would have embraced this paper, added value to it, interpreted it and shared it with
the water leaders that looked to him to provide a factual foundation to the complex water
and watershed issues that we continue to face.

1

Can It Really Be This Dry?
This paper was inspired by an excursion to the alpine tundra of the Animas River
watershed during a protracted heat wave in mid-June 2021. At an elevation of nearly
13,000 feet, there was very little snow, parched soils and dry vegetation. These conditions
are not “typical” for the San Juan Mountains in June or really any other month. However,
they have become more and more commonplace over the past 20+ years.
As I stood there overlooking the Needle Mountains contemplating the dryness that
surrounded me, I tried to recall the San Juans of the 1980’s and 1990’s. The San Juans
of my younger years were known for their lushness. A time when summer rains were so
abundant, they were almost annoying. Good luck getting the campfire going. Or winters
with snow of such depth that the structural integrity of any building was at risk. Shovel the
roof and then go to work. Autumns of cool, crisp days with golden aspens framing a clear
blue sky and snow white mountain peaks. And of course, there was the spring runoff that
pretty much delivered other than the periodic dry year.
As the heat of the day came on, it was difficult for me to conjure these memories. I knew
that circumstances were different. In fact, very different. But I didn’t know how other than
it is much drier. So, with a combination of curiosity and concern, I began to contemplate
how these changes might be measured. The following paper is a summary of the resulting
research which was undertaken in an attempt to gain a greater understanding of the
changes in temperature, precipitation and stream runoff that have occurred in the San
Juans during the 21st century. Michael Preston and I have prepared this paper as a
contribution to general knowledge in the spirit of “citizen science”.
John Norton
Retired Land and Water Appraiser
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San Juan Mountains: Temperature, Precipitation and Stream Runoff
“Just the Facts”
The following paper is an important fact-based contribution to understanding the impacts
that the drought period beginning in 2000 has had on the river basins that flow out of the
San Juan Mountains. During my 12 years as Manager of the Dolores Water Conservancy
District (DWCD), beginning in 2007, we pieced together historic SNOTEL, stream gage
and temperature data in an attempt interpret present conditions and prepare for the future.
As Chairman of the Southwest Basin Roundtable, during the same period, I saw other
Roundtable members grappling with similar analytical challenges, in their home basins
from a variety of perspectives including water management, forest health, water related
ecology and water-based recreation.
As we were all trying to organize and analyze hydrologic facts in our home basins, we
began to collectively realize that significant trends were developing that were affecting all
river basins emanating from the San Juan Mountains. Recent studies have concluded
that the period from 2000 to 2021 is the driest period in the Colorado River Basin in 1200
years. We saw dramatic local instances of the onset of this period including record low
precipitation in 2002 and the resulting Missionary Ridge Fire which burned over four
drainages, damaging water infrastructure and triggering mudslides, during runoff and rain
events, for years to come. We all hoped that these events were anomalies, but we now
know that the pattern of drought and wildfire intensified over the next 20 years in the river
basins of the San Juan Mountains.
One question that many of us have been pondering, as the drought has continued to
deepen is: How much have the variables of temperature, precipitation and stream flow
changed, since the onset of the current drought beginning in 2000? We have “stories”
about painful drought related events in our home basins, and a desire to relate these
stories to hard facts in order to understand and deal with the challenges that are currently
unfolding in the river basins of San Juan Mountains.
When John Norton shared with me his factual analysis of the hydrologic changes since
2000 and invited me to add my perspective as a water manager and forest health
advocate, I embraced the opportunity to be part of this paper.
The focus of the paper is on the historic facts concerning changes in temperature,
precipitation, and stream runoff from 2000 to 2021 in the San Juan Mountains. Primary
data sources are 23 SNOTEL sites and 18 stream gages addressing the San Juan,
Dolores, Gunnison and Rio Grande river basins.
This paper is intended as a tool to address basin level trends while providing easy access
to facts that will help us analyze past episodes of the drought saga in our home basins in
order to shape the unfolding of current and future episodes. This paper and its appendices
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use the period from 1990 to 1999 to establish baseline averages to measure the changes
from 2000 forward.
In the hydrologic cycle that characterizes the San Juan Mountains, timing matters. This
paper and appendices look at the variables of temperature and precipitation across the
entire period from 2000-2021 annually, monthly and by season. Stream flow data is
presented by year to demonstrate annual hydrologic yields that resulted from the variables
of temperature, precipitation and timing in any given year.
Water managers get questions throughout the winter about current snowpack conditions
and the prospects for a good water supply when the snowpack melts and runs off. During
my tenure as Manager of DWCD my consistent answer was: “If we are going to have a
good water year, we need good snow-pack by Christmas and the early part of January
just to get by. If we get significant precipitation in late-January, February or March, an
adequate water year will become a good water year.” My gut feel, as a water manager is
validated in Appendix B which shows an increase of precipitation in December of +45%
between 2000 and 2021, against the 1990s baseline, while January and February each
decreased by -6%, March decreased by -28% and April decreased by -52%.
This is one of many examples of how I applied the data in this paper to check my
experienced-based assumptions and the utility of John’s analytical approach. The data in
this paper is organized to provide easy access to temperature, precipitation, and river flow
data, so others can fact check their assumptions about the past episodes and frame their
strategic assessments concerning current and future conditions on a macro or river basin
level.
This paper does not interpret or model any of the data. All the data comes from the
SNOTELs and river gauges in use for the entire 10-year 1990s baseline and the drought
period from 2000 to 2021. The analysis uses familiar metrics such as degrees Fahrenheit,
water inches of precipitation and acre feet of stream run-off. All forms of interpretation
and modeling are up to the users of the data in this paper.
In this era of collaboration, inclusion and transparency, the purpose of this paper is to
provide a common, reliable set of facts that can be easily accessed, analyzed and
organized to meet the needs of the institutions, collaborative groups and individuals that
will help shape our water and watershed future.
Michael Preston
Retired General Manager, Dolores Water Conservancy District
Former Chair, Southwest Basin Roundtable
Currently:
Ute Mountain Ute Tribe: Water Consultant; President, Weenuch-u’ Development Corp. Board
Coordinating Committee, Dolores Watershed Resilient Forests (DWRF) Collaborative
Steering Committee, SW Rocky Mountain Restoration Initiative (RMRI)
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Summary
▪ During the time period 2000 thru 2021, average annual temperature in the San Juan
Mountains has increased by +3.6 ºF while average annual precipitation has
decreased by -7.0 inches or -19.0%.
▪ The fall season has experienced the greatest average annual temperature increase
(+4.1 ºF) while the winter season exhibited the least (+3.2 ºF). Average annual
precipitation increased during the winter season by +0.7 inches or +7.5% while
decreasing significantly during the spring, summer and fall seasons with declines
ranging from -1.9 to -3.1 inches or -24.7% to -30.1%.
▪ Combined annual stream runoff from 18 principal rivers/creeks emanating from the
San Juan Mountains has decreased from 4,031,185 to 2,946,123 acre feet; a
decline of -1,085,063 acre feet or -26.9%. The magnitude of this decrease varies
by river basin: San Juan (-34.1%); Dolores (-29.2%); Gunnison (-14.5%); Rio
Grande (-20.6%).
▪ Stream runoff relative to precipitation has a degree of variability when compared on
an annual basis. A given amount of precipitation does not always generate the
anticipated quantity of stream runoff. However, when viewed over a longer time
frame, the variability in stream runoff relative to precipitation is reduced significantly.
Introduction
Beginning in the year 2000, the Colorado River Basin, as well as much of the Western
United States, entered into an extended period of reduced precipitation combined with a
long term rise in temperature; a trend that has continued through the past year. The San
Juan Mountains, located in Southwest Colorado and Northern New Mexico, have
experienced the same trends in temperature and precipitation. Given that these
mountains provide the source of stream runoff for the San Juan, Dolores, Gunnison and
Rio Grande river basins, an understanding of what changes have occurred to temperature,
precipitation and stream runoff is important.
The purpose of this paper is to document changes to temperature, precipitation and
stream runoff in the San Juan Mountains that have occurred for the years 2000 thru 2021.
To accomplish this task, a ten year baseline from 1990 thru 1999 was established against
which all changes have been measured. This decade was selected as it is the last full 10
year period prior to the decline in precipitation for the broader region that began in the year
2000. However, precipitation records indicate that for the San Juan Mountains the cycle
of relative dryness began as early as 1998. A fixed baseline will provide the basis to
measure changes that have already occurred in the 21st century as well as future
increases and/or decreases.
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This paper presents a simple statistical analysis of historical trends in temperature,
precipitation and stream runoff in the San Juan Mountains relative to the 1990-99 baseline
period. It is not a sophisticated hydrologic or climate model that attempts to explain the
causal reasons for these trends. Nor does it attempt to make projections or predictions
about future trends. Rather, its purpose is to hopefully facilitate a clearer understanding
of what has occurred in the San Juan Mountains during the 21st century in terms of
changes in temperature, precipitation and stream runoff. To this end, it relies on basic
summation, average, moving average and regression statistical analysis.
The analysis utilizes temperature and precipitation information recorded by the Natural
Resource Conservation Service’s (NRCS) Snowpack Telemetry (SNOTEL) system.
There are presently 34 SNOTEL climate sites in the San Juan Mountains. As of January
1, 1990, 23 of these sites had been constructed and were collecting both temperature and
precipitation data. Climate data from these same 23 sites have been used throughout this
analysis. The other 11 sites were constructed after January 1, 1990 with climate
information collected after that time. As such, data from these 11 sites has not been
incorporated into this research.
The analysis also relies on stream runoff information maintained by the Colorado Water
Conservation Board (CWCB) and Colorado Division of Water Resources (DWR). Data
from a total of 18 stream gauges are used in the analysis. These gauges are operated
either by the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) or the DWR with 16 gauges located in
Colorado and two in New Mexico.
This paper quantifies annual temperature, precipitation and stream runoff on a calendar
year basis. The 1990-99 baseline is a ten year fixed average. A running ten year average
begins with the 1991-00 period and ascends accordingly for a total of 22 separate ten year
periods. References to current or present conditions are referring to the most recent 201221 period. Seasons described in the paper are based on meteorological seasons.
Temperature is measured in degrees Fahrenheit (ºF), precipitation in inches and elevation
in feet. Both temperature and precipitation averages/totals are rounded to the nearest
tenth as are percentages. Annual stream runoff is expressed in acre feet rounded to the
nearest acre foot.
Temperature
Since the 1990-99 baseline period, average annual temperature in the San Juan
Mountains, as recorded by the NRCS SNOTEL network of climate sites, has increased
from 35.7 ºF to 39.2 ºF equating to a +3.6 ºF overall increase. All 23 SNOTEL sites
registered temperature increases for this time period ranging from +2.4 ºF to +5.5 ºF.
Similarly, all 12 months experienced temperature increases with the greatest occurring in
June (+5.5 ºF) and November (+5.3 ºF) while the least was February (+1.7 ºF). See
Appendix A, B & F.
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Precipitation
Average annual precipitation in the San Juan Mountains has decreased since the 199099 baseline period from 36.9 to 29.9 inches which is a decline in average annual
precipitation of -7.0 inches or -19.0%. All 23 SNOTEL sites recorded average annual
precipitation declines. These declines range from -2.3 to -12.8 inches or -8.9% to -29.8%.
Three of the 12 months experienced increases in average annual precipitation with
December displaying by far the greatest change with an increase of +1.1 inches or
+45.4%. The remaining nine months all registered declines in average annual
precipitation. While precipitation declines were significant in March, June, August,
September, October and November, the month of April demonstrated the largest decline
in precipitation of -2.0 inches or -52.4%. See Appendix A, B & F.
Seasons
Relative to the 1990-99 baseline period, all four seasons experienced increases in
average temperature. While the winter season benefited from an increase in precipitation,
the spring, summer and fall seasons all had significant declines. The result is that the
winter season increased proportionately from 25.6% to 33.9% of total annual precipitation
while the combined spring, summer and fall seasons declined from 74.5% to 66.0% of
total annual precipitation. See Appendix C.
Winter: The combined months of December, January and February had an increase in
average temperature of +3.2 ºF. Average precipitation increased by +0.7 inches or +7.5%.
This increase was due entirely to the month of December which increased by +1.1 inches
versus declines in January and February of -0.2 inches respectively.
Spring: Average temperature in combined March, April and May increased by +3.3 ºF
while average precipitation declined by -3.1 inches or -30.1%. The decline in precipitation
was concentrated in March (-1.1 inches or -27.9%) and April (-2.0 inches or -52.4%). May
experienced essentially no change in precipitation.
Summer: Combined June, July and August had a +3.8 ºF average temperature increase.
This temperature increase was greatest in the month of June (+5.5 ºF). Average
precipitation decreased by -1.9 inches or -24.7%. While July demonstrated a small
increase in precipitation (+0.2 inches or +6.6%), declines occurred in June (-0.6 inches or
-43.4%) and August (-1.4 inches or -39.0%).
Fall: With an average temperature increase of +4.1 ºF, the combined fall months of
September, October and November have the greatest increase in temperature of all four
seasons. November stands out with an increase of +5.3 ºF. Average precipitation
declined by -2.7 inches or -28.6%. Precipitation declines were displayed in all three
months: September (-0.5 inches or -16.0%), October (-1.2 inches or -39.3%) and
November (-1.1 inches or -29.2%)
7

Stream Runoff
Stream runoff has been measured via gauges on 18 principal rivers/creeks emanating
from the San Juan Mountains. These streams flow into one of four river basins: San Juan,
Dolores, Gunnison and Rio Grande. No attempt has been made to correct for reservoir
storage or depletions upstream of the gauges and therefore the amounts reported are not
“natural flows”. See Appendix D.
As compared to the 1990-99 baseline period, all 18 gauges recorded declines in stream
runoff. Overall, the combined stream runoff from the San Juan Mountains has decreased
from 4,031,185 to 2,946,123 acre feet; a decline -1,085,063 acre feet or -26.9%. All four
river basins have experienced reductions. However, these reductions have not been
uniform with the San Juan decreasing by -34.1%, the Dolores by -29.2%, the Gunnison
by -14.5% and the Rio Grande by -20.6%. The greatest decreases in stream flow are
concentrated along the south-southwest front of the San Juan Mountains with the northnortheast front experiencing declines of less severity.
Stream Runoff vs Precipitation
In the San Juan Mountains, the amount of stream runoff relative to precipitation has a
degree of variability when viewed on a yearly basis. An individual year of substantial
precipitation does not necessarily correlate to a year of substantial stream runoff. Multiple
factors are involved including the timing of precipitation during the year, i.e., does it
accumulate as snow or rain, temperature, soil moisture, the amount of precipitation during
the previous Oct, Nov, Dec (start of the water year), wind, and dust on snow conditions to
name a representative few. Exceedingly low precipitation years such as 2002, 2012, 2018
and 2020 appear to have uniformly resulted in reduced stream runoff. See Appendix E.
However, when viewed through a longer time frame, the variability in stream runoff relative
to precipitation is significantly reduced. Comparing the 1990-99 baseline period to ten
year moving averages for both stream runoff and precipitation, it becomes apparent that
there is a fairly direct relationship between the two. Whether by the visual comparison of
the ten year moving averages for stream runoff and precipitation or by plotting an
independent variable (precipitation) against a dependent variable (stream runoff) in a
simple regression analysis, it appears that over the long run there is a relatively close
correlation between stream runoff and precipitation.
Data & Method
This study utilizes temperature, precipitation and stream runoff information for the 32 years
from 1990 thru 2021. Temperature and precipitation is based on both monthly and annual
statistics while stream runoff utilizes annual statistics only. There are 9,467 data points
for temperature with 101 data points missing from the record; about 1% of total possible.
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Precipitation is based on 9,568 data points with none missing. Annual stream runoff
utilizes 576 data points also with none missing.
Microsoft Excel is the software used for data retention and statistical analysis. The 19,611
data points were downloaded from their source, retained, distributed across 189 separate
spreadsheets and then analyzed to derive the reported results. This paper represents a
summary of the total analysis.
Sources
Applied Climate Information System (SC-ACIS), National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA) Regional Climate Centers, Climate Data, available at
http://scacis.rcc-acis.org/, last accessed March 1, 2022.
Colorado’s Decision Support Systems (CDSS), Colorado Water Conservation Board and
Colorado Division of Water Resources, Stations – Current and Historical, available at
https://dwr.state.co.us/Tools/Stations?Stations=All, last accessed March 1, 2022.
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SNOTEL Temperature & Precipitation Change From 1990-99 Baseline Average
Temp
Precip
Precip
Elevation * Change ** Change *** % Change

SNOTEL
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

Bateman
Beartown
Cascade
Chamita
Cumbres Trestle
El Diente Peak
Hopewell
Idarado
Lily Pond
Lizard Head Pass
Lone Cone
Middle Creek
Mineral Creek
Molas Lake
Red Mountain
Scotch Creek
Slumgullion
Spud Mountain
Stump Lakes
Upper Rio Grande
Upper San Juan
Vallecito
Wolf Creek Summit

9,300
11,600
8,880
8,400
10,040
10,000
10,000
9,800
11,000
10,200
9,600
11,250
10,440
10,500
11,200
9,100
11,560
10,660
11,200
9,400
10,200
10,880
11,000

4.7
2.4
4.5
3.9
3.2
2.6
4.9
3.2
5.0
5.5
3.7
3.6
2.9
2.7
2.4
5.1
3.8
3.5
3.5
4.1
3.3
3.2
5.0

* Feet Above Sea Level
** Degrees Farenheit
*** Inches
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-4.9
-6.3
-7.0
-8.0
-8.2
-4.8
-8.1
-3.6
-7.9
-5.8
-5.0
-11.0
-5.9
-4.6
-5.7
-5.8
-2.3
-9.4
-10.1
-4.6
-10.5
-9.3
-12.8

-18.1%
-15.1%
-19.4%
-29.8%
-19.2%
-13.5%
-24.3%
-10.8%
-22.9%
-17.8%
-14.7%
-25.9%
-17.9%
-12.9%
-12.8%
-18.2%
-8.9%
-19.0%
-24.9%
-20.7%
-19.2%
-25.4%
-23.5%

N

Ridgway

Norwood

10
6
16

Cortez

18
3

Creede

20

2

South Fork

12
19

Dolores

17

8
15
13
14

11

Saguache

Lake City

Ouray

21

22

23
9

Mancos

Antonito

4

5

7

Tierra Amarilla

Tres Piedras

1
FIGURE 1 – SNOTEL SITES
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+3.7ºF
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+3.2ºF

+3.8ºF

+2.4ºF
+2.9
ºF
+5.5ºF
+2.7ºF
+2.6ºF
+3.5ºF
+2.4ºF
+4.5
ºF
+5.1ºF
+3.5ºF

Dolores

Saguache

Lake City

Ouray

Creede

+4.1ºF
South Fork

+3.6ºF
+5.0ºF

+3.2ºF

Mancos

+3.3ºF

+5.0ºF

+3.9ºF

Tierra Amarilla

+3.2ºF

Antonito

+4.9ºF
Tres Piedras

+4.7ºF
FIGURE 2 – SNOTEL TEMPERATURE CHANGE
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Ouray

-14.7%
-17.8%
-13.5%
-18.2%

-10.8%
-12.8%
-17.9%

-8.9%
Creede

-12.9%
-19.0% -15.1%
-19.4%

-20.7%

South Fork

-25.9%
-23.5%

-24.9%
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Lake City

-19.2%
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-29.8%
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Tres Piedras

-18.1%
FIGURE 3 – SNOTEL PRECIPITATION CHANGE
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Molas Lake SNOTEL Climate Site - March 2, 2022
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Annual Temperature & Precipitation Change From 1990-99 Baseline Average

Period

Average
Temp *

Average
Temp
Change *

1990-99
1991-00
1992-01
1993-02
1994-03
1995-04
1996-05
1997-06
1998-07
1999-08
2000-09
2001-10
2002-11
2003-12
2004-13
2005-14
2006-15
2007-16
2008-17
2009-18
2010-19
2011-20
2012-21

35.7
35.9
36.2
36.3
36.6
36.7
36.9
37.0
37.3
37.4
37.5
37.6
37.6
37.9
37.9
38.1
38.3
38.4
38.6
38.8
38.8
39.0
39.2

0.2
0.5
0.7
1.0
1.0
1.2
1.4
1.7
1.8
1.8
1.9
2.0
2.3
2.3
2.5
2.6
2.8
2.9
3.2
3.2
3.4
3.6

* Degrees Farenheit

Average
Precip **

Average
Precip
Change **

Average
Precip
% Change

36.9
36.2
35.6
34.5
33.6
33.2
33.1
33.0
32.8
33.1
32.7
33.0
33.2
33.3
33.6
33.3
33.3
32.6
31.8
30.2
31.2
29.8
29.9

-0.8
-1.3
-2.5
-3.4
-3.7
-3.8
-3.9
-4.1
-3.8
-4.2
-3.9
-3.8
-3.7
-3.3
-3.7
-3.6
-4.4
-5.2
-6.7
-5.7
-7.1
-7.0

-2.1%
-3.5%
-6.7%
-9.1%
-10.0%
-10.4%
-10.6%
-11.2%
-10.3%
-11.4%
-10.6%
-10.2%
-9.9%
-8.9%
-10.0%
-9.8%
-11.8%
-14.0%
-18.3%
-15.5%
-19.2%
-19.0%

** Inches
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19

Monthly Temperature & Precipitation Change*

Month

Temp
Change **

Precip
Change ***

Precip
% Change

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

4.2
1.7
3.1
4.4
2.4
5.5
3.4
2.3
3.7
3.2
5.3
3.8

-0.2
-0.2
-1.1
-2.0
0.0
-0.6
0.2
-1.4
-0.5
-1.2
-1.1
1.1

-6.4%
-6.5%
-27.9%
-52.4%
0.6%
-43.4%
6.6%
-39.0%
-16.0%
-39.3%
-29.2%
45.4%

Annual

3.6

-7.0

-19.0%

* 2012-21 Average relative to 1990-99 Baseline Average
** Degrees Farenheit
*** Inches
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Precipitation - Seasonal Comparison
40.0
35.0
26.0%

30.0

22.9%

INCHES

25.0

20.3%
18.8%

20.0
15.0

28.2%

24.3%

25.6%

33.9%

1990-99

2012-21

10.0
5.0
0.0
Winter

Spring

Summer

Fall

Seasonal Temperature & Precipitation Change*

Season

Temp
Change **

Precip
Change ***

Precip
% Change

Winter (Dec-Feb)
Spring (Mar-May)
Summer (Jun-Aug)
Fall (Sep-Nov)

3.2
3.3
3.8
4.1

0.7
-3.1
-1.9
-2.7

7.5%
-30.1%
-24.7%
-28.6%

Annual

3.6

-7.0

-19.0%

* 2012-21 Average relative to 1990-99 Baseline Average
** Degrees Farenheit
*** Inches
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Precipitation

24

Moving Average

1990-99 Baseline Average

2021

2020

2019

2018

2017

2016

2015

2014

2013

2012

2011

2010

2009

2008

2007

2006

2005

2004

2003

2002

2001

2000

1999

1998

1997

1996

1995

1994

1993

1992

1991

1990

Inches

Precipitation - Winter (Dec, Jan, Feb)
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Precipitation
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Moving Average
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2021
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2018

2017

2016

2015

2014

2013
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2010

2009

2008

2007

2006

2005

2004

2003

2002

2001
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1997

1996

1995

1994

1993

1992

1991

1990

Inches

Precipitation - Spring (Mar, Apr, May)
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Moving Average

1990-99 Baseline Average
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2017

2016
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2014

2013
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2009

2008

2007

2006

2005
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1995
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1992

1991

1990

Inches

Precipitation - Summer (Jun, Jul, Aug)
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0.0
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2002
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Inches

Precipitation - Fall (Sep, Oct, Nov)
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Annual Stream Runoff Change From 1990-99 Baseline Average

A
B
C
D
E
F

G
H

I
J
K
L

M
N
O
P
Q
R

Gauging Station

River Basin

1990-99
Average
Annual
Runoff *

San Juan River Near Carracas
Piedra River Near Arboles
Los Pinos River At La Boca
Animas River Near Cedar Hill
La Plata River At Hesperus
Mancos River Near Mancos

San Juan
San Juan
San Juan
San Juan
San Juan
San Juan

470,209
310,906
188,418
717,908
31,305
25,199

296,575
211,707
110,129
493,388
20,563
16,101

-173,634
-99,199
-78,289
-224,520
-10,742
-9,099

-36.9%
-31.9%
-41.6%
-31.3%
-34.3%
-36.1%

Total San Juan

1,743,945

1,148,463

-595,482

-34.1%

Dolores
Dolores

319,297
186,194

218,816
139,296

-100,481
-46,898

-31.5%
-25.2%

Total Dolores

505,491

358,112

-147,379

-29.2%

Gunnison
Gunnison
Gunnison
Gunnison

126,263
75,016
170,792
29,936

101,233
59,656
153,399
29,561

-25,030
-15,360
-17,393
-375

-19.8%
-20.5%
-10.2%
-1.3%

Total Gunnison

402,007

343,849

-58,158

-14.5%

Rio Grande
Rio Grande
Rio Grande
Rio Grande
Rio Grande
Rio Grande

44,320
649,078
77,558
227,798
85,894
295,095

42,305
556,295
61,715
184,396
63,869
187,120

-2,015
-92,783
-15,843
-43,402
-22,025
-107,975

-4.5%
-14.3%
-20.4%
-19.1%
-25.6%
-36.6%

1,095,699

-284,044

-20.6%

Dolores River At Dolores
San Miguel River Near Placerville

Uncompahgre River Near Ridgway
Cimarron River Near Cimarron
Lake Fork At Gateview
Cochetopa Creek Below Rock Creek Near Parlin

Saguache Creek Near Saguache
Rio Grande Near Del Norte
Alamosa River Above Terrace Reservoir
Conejos River Near Magote
Los Pinos River Near Ortiz
Rio Chama Near La Puente

Total Rio Grande 1,379,743

Total
* Acre Feet
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4,031,185

2012-21
Average
Annual
Runoff *

Average
Annual
Runoff
Change*

Average
Annual
Runoff
% Change

2,946,123 -1,085,063

-26.9%

J –20.5%

K –10.2%

N

L –1.3%

I –19.8%

M –4.5%

Ridgway

Norwood

H –25.2%
Ouray

Saguache

Lake City

Creede

N –14.3%
South Fork

G –31.5%
Dolores

O –20.4%

F –36.1%
Cortez

Mancos

E –34.3%

D –31.3%

B –31.9%

C –41.6%

P –19.1%

Antonito

A –36.9%

Q –25.6%

Tierra Amarilla

R –36.6%

FIGURE 4 – STREAM RUNOFF CHANGE
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Precipitation
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