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Basin Roundtable Project Exploration Committee: Flaming Gorge 

January 12, 2012 – 10am to 3pm 

Silverthorne, CO 

Meeting Summary 

 

Attendees 

Gary Barber 

Janet Bell 

Dan Birch 

Rick Brinkman 

Reed Dils 

Mike Gibson 

Eric Hecox 

Betty Konarski 

Kevin McBride 

Tim Murrell 

Ken Neubecker 

Mel Rettig 

Ken Spann 

Kai Turner 

Chuck Wanner 

Bruce Whitehead 

Eric Wilkinson 

Jim Yahn 

 

Facilitation Team 

Heather Bergman and Mikaela Gregg, Peak Facilitation 

 

Members of the public were also in attendance. 

 

Meeting Objectives 

 Welcome new members and get to know one another 

 Review protocols from December meeting 

 Discuss revised preliminary interests and issues list and finalize for stakeholder feedback 

 Agree on when and how the list of interests and issues will be prioritized 

 Begin to identify documents, reports, and studies that address interests and issues 

 Agree on approach for stakeholder feedback on preliminary list of interests and issues 

prioritization and document list 

 Agree on agenda items for March meeting 

 Finalize meeting schedule through June 2012 

 

Introductions and Agenda Review  

Facilitator Heather Bergman briefly outlined the meeting agenda and objectives.  There were several new 

Committee members in attendance; the Committee took some time to introduce themselves and get to 

know each other. 

 

Summary: Environmental, Recreational, and Agricultural Seats 

During the December Committee meeting, the Committee agreed to reach out to various stakeholder 

organizations in an effort to fill the open seats for agriculture, environmental, and recreational 

representatives.  As directed by the Committee, Heather contacted the Colorado Agricultural Water 

Alliance (CAWA) and invited them a) to determine if there is a need for additional agricultural 

representation on the Committee and, if so, b) to nominate individuals to fill up to two allotted seats.  In 

response, CAWA identified Gene Manuello to fill one seat and is working to find another available 

representative to fill the second.  

 

On behalf of the Committee, Heather sent out letters to the environmental and recreational groups 

identified in the December meeting inviting each group to nominate up to two representatives to serve on 

the Committee.  A conference call was held on January 6
th
 for each stakeholder group to discuss and 

develop their representative nominations.  The environmental conference call was attended by seven 

people.  Several environmental stakeholder groups invited to participate in the nomination conversation 

declined for various reasons.  The recreation conversation also had limited participation.  However, from 

these conversations, it was determined that Chuck Wanner will fill the West Slope environmental seats 
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with the hope that (if still willing and available) Bob Streeter will fill the Front Range environmental seat.  

Reed Dils and Ken Neubecker will fill the Front Range and West Slope recreational seats respectively.  

These representatives (as well as others engaged in the nomination conversations) wanted to stress that 

while they are filling specifically identified seats as Committee members, they do not represent the views 

of the environmental or recreational “communities” at large; they are serving as individuals on the 

Committee in order to represent overarching environmental and recreational interests. 

 

Public Comment 

Members of the public did not have comments at this time. 

 

Protocols and Proposed Changes 

The Committee reviewed the protocols developed at the December meeting.  Several issues were 

addressed as the Committee worked to finalize the protocols. 

 It was suggested the voting structure change from 2/3 to 3/4. 

 There were questions about the lack of specific seats for representation by municipal water 

providers on the Committee. 

 There were concerns regarding the protocol language for sharing Committee information and 

documents. 

 There was a desire to see the decision-making protocols distinguish the opinion of the Committee 

from that of the individuals serving on the Committee and their respective affiliations. 

 There was a need to clarify the available funding for travel reimbursement. 

 

Agreement: Protocols 

The Committee agreed to the protocols as revised in the final Committee protocols document, January 12, 

2012 (appended to this meeting summary for reference). 

 

Preliminary List of Interests and Issues 

Following the December meeting, several members of the Committee provided written additions and 

revisions to the list of interests and issues.  The Committee reviewed the revised document, discussed 

when and how the document should be finalized for stakeholder feedback, and recommended an approach 

and timing for prioritizing the list.   

 It may be more realistic and valuable for the Committee to focus on outlining (and then 

addressing) high-level issues rather than work to identify all the interests and issues surrounding a 

project. 

 It is important to acknowledge that not all of the issues and interests listed will be addressed.  It is 

also important, however, to engage the basin roundtables (BRTs) (and other stakeholders) in the 

brainstorming process and ensure they understand the purpose of the exercise and how the 

Committee will use the list in the next phase of the process. 

 It may be valuable to accept the interests and issues list as is and use it as a working document so 

the Committee can begin to engage in the important conversations. 

 There is a need for the environmental and recreational representatives to have an opportunity to 

add to the list before the Committee proceeds. 

 It may be valuable to gain feedback from the BRTs on the content and prioritization of the 

interest and issues document. 

 It was suggested that list should be considered a working document (rather than work to finalize 

it) so that topics can be added as the process and conversations advance.  The list of interests and 

issues should not be finalized until the end of the process. 

 It is important to keep this document and the conversation as broad as possible. 
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 It was suggested the prioritization of interests and issues should be a separate process from 

developing the list itself to ensure that the complete list of interests and issues remains intact and 

part of the record of the Committee’s work. 

 There is a need for the Committee to gain access to (or have a presentation on) the most up-to-

date information regarding Compact compliance.  (This may be a topic for the March meeting.) 

 It may be helpful to develop a categorization system for the list of interests and issues to identify 

which issues and interests apply to any consumptive use of Colorado River water, any new 

transbasin diversion project, or are specific to a Flaming Gorge project. 

 Based on the purpose and design of this process it seems most valuable to address interests and 

issues from an option-based perspective rather than a binary perspective.  More open-ended 

questioning will provide for a more robust, informative dialogue rather than direct the 

conversation to an unanswerable standoff regarding what the specific and unique answer to a 

given question may be. The following additions to the interests and issues list were suggested: 

o Address the topic of externalized costs under the economics section. 

o Broaden the environmental and recreational category to also include social impacts.  

o Address the impacts of building or not building a project on issues of storage (i.e., how 

does building or not building a project impact statewide storage needs?). 

o List mitigation under the “big picture” category. 

o Include issues of compensatory projects (storage) on the West Slope. 

o Add the list of issues and concerns drafted by the Yampa/White BRT in 2009. 

 

Documents, Reports, and Studies 

The Committee began to identify documents, reports, studies, and organizations that might help provide 

the information needed to begin addressing the identified interests and issues regarding a Flaming Gorge 

water supply project.  The Committee also discussed how they might want to learn about this information 

(e.g., reading assignments, presentations from experts, etc.) and how it should be incorporated into 

Committee meetings.  From this discussion and the subsequent recommendations, a working list of 

informational documents and resources was developed (appended to the meeting summary for reference).  

Additional highlights from the discussion include: 

 It is important not to overload the Committee with information.  There is a great deal of 

information available (from an array or sources) but most Committee members will not have the 

time to sift through it all.  It would be helpful if the high-level and most critical information can 

be identified and made easily accessible to the Committee. 

 It may be valuable to find engineering information and/or studies or have a presentation to help 

the Committee gain an understanding of technical elements of a Flaming Gorge project or similar 

transbasin water supply project. 

 It would be valuable for the Committee to hear from the two project proponents; however, there 

seems to be a need to structure these presentations so that the Committee receives specific, factual 

information about each proposed project and to minimize the potential for conflict and/or 

misdirected presentations.  It may be valuable to hear from the project proponents early in the 

process as they might have information needed, additional informational resources, and issues 

and interests that should be considered. 

 It may be valuable to look into proposed and potential oil and gas activity in the areas affected by 

a Flaming Gorge project. 

 It is important for the Committee to reference a variety of sources as there is a range of data, 

information, and perspectives available. 

 The Committee should consider if they want expert presentations to provide information specific 

to a Flaming Gorge project and the hydrology of the Green River or if presentations should 

provide more broad/overarching information applicable to any consumptive use of Colorado 

River water.  
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 It will be important for the Committee to gain a statewide perspective regarding Colorado’s water 

future (e.g., how all efforts throughout the state fit together (water, agriculture, conservation, 

etc.)). 

 There seem to be three critical areas the exploration process should focus on: 1) asking all the 

right questions, even if they are not going to be answered; 2) avoiding abstract questions and 

conversations; and 3) keeping in mind there is the potential for a second stage of this process that 

could provide the opportunity to specifically address the questions outlined in the first stage. 

 It may be valuable to put together several schematic maps to help the Committee visualize the 

projects and potential project impact areas.  

 It may be valuable to look at the portfolios being developed by the basin roundtables in order to 

gain an understanding of basin-specific water demands and needs. 

 There may be value in hearing presentations from some of the organizations and groups in 

opposition of the project.  As with the project proponents, it may be wise for the Committee to 

identify a series of specific questions for opponents to address to ensure that such presentations 

add information and value to the Committee’s deliberations. 

 

Getting Feedback 

The Committee discussed options for gathering feedback from the BRTs on the preliminary list of 

interests and issues and on the preliminary list of documents, reports, and studies.   

 It may be helpful to provide online (website) access to the documents as well as circulating the 

documents in written form via email, to the BRT meetings, and at the March Summit. 

 There may be a way to incorporate the documents and the request for feedback into the Water 

2012 campaign in order to gain BRT and public feedback. 

 It is important to clarify what type of feedback is needed at this time.  At this stage the Committee 

is requesting feedback in the form of additions to the documents, not answers or suggestions to 

remove topics, etc.  It will also be important to highlight that these are working documents and 

additions can be made as needed throughout the process. 

 There may be a need to wait to gather input regarding the prioritization of the interests and issues 

until the list is more “complete.” 

 There may be a need to provide the BRTs, the Interbasin Compact Committee (IBCC), and the 

Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB) with an opportunity to provide feedback on the list 

of interests and issues prior to releasing the document for public feedback; it may be more 

productive to release a more complete and prioritized list to the public at a later time.  There 

seems to be a need to provide the public with clarification and more accurate information 

regarding the process before asking for feedback. 

 In order for the Committee to keep to its timeline, it may be helpful to provide all BRTs with a 

request for feedback and a hard deadline for submissions. 

 During the public feedback phase, it would be helpful to gather contact information in order to 

provide accountability and transparency for the feedback provided. 

 

Agreement: Getting Feedback 

The Committee agreed that the interests and issues document and the list of informational documents and 

resources will be revised as per the meeting discussion, circulated via email to Committee members for 

one last round of additions, and then made available as working documents for feedback from the BRTs, 

the IBCC, and CWCB on Wednesday, January 18.  Committee members, roundtable chairs, and the 

facilitation team will ensure the documents are circulated and any feedback is submitted to Heather by 5 

pm on March 13. 
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Next Steps 

 

Materials for Roundtable, IBCC, and CWCB Feedback 

 Heather and Mikaela will: 

o Revise the preliminary list of interests and issues to reflect today’s discussion 

o Prepare a typed list of the informational documents and presentations identified at today’s 

meeting 

o Send the above documents to the Committee for additions and revisions on Friday (1/13) 

o Integrate any feedback received on the above documents by Tuesday (1/17) at 2 pm and 

then send revised documents to Committee members by noon on Wednesday (1/18)  

o Work with Committee members and roundtable chairs to ensure roundtable review of 

above documents prior to the March 27 Committee meeting 

o Circulate the above documents to the Colorado Water Conservation Board and the 

Interbasin Compact Committee for review and comment 

 Committee members will: 

o Review and send any desired revisions to the preliminary list of interests and issues and 

the list of documents to Heather by 2 pm on Tuesday, January 17 

o Ensure that their respective roundtables have an opportunity to review and provide 

feedback on the above documents and ensure that their comments are submitted to 

Heather by 5 pm on March 13  

 Eric Hecox will check with the US Army Corps of Engineers to determine what, if any, NEPA 

(National Environmental Policy Act) documents are available regarding a Flaming Gorge project.  

Eric will also check for public information available regarding the Compact Compliance Study.  

Heather and Mikaela will include any such documents in the above list. 

 

Planning for the March 27 Committee Meeting 

 The goal for the meeting is to invite speakers to address: 

o State of Colorado efforts to answer key questions related to water supply availability, 

risk, portfolios, etc. and how they all “fit together” (Eric Hecox will coordinate with the 

State and prepare presentation) 

o Compact Entitlement, Compact compliance, and associated risks and issues (Eric Hecox 

will coordinate with the State) 

o State of Wyoming perspectives on a Flaming Gorge project, specifically from the 

Wyoming Water Development Authority, State Engineer, and possibly the Attorney 

General (Heather will contact these entities and invite them to participate) 

o The two project concepts (Heather will contact both project proponents and invite them 

to participate) 

 Heather will draft an agenda based on responses from invited speakers and circulate it to the 

Committee for review as soon as it is available. 

 Mike Gibson, Gary Barber, Dan Birch, and Ken Neubecker or Reed Dils will work with Heather 

to identify key questions to pose to the project proponents to help frame their presentations and to 

determine the appropriate length of these presentations. 

 

Public Comment 

 A member of the public from Wyoming expressed his opposition regarding the development of a 

Flaming Gorge project and offered to serve as a resource for the Committee as it begins 

addressing the interests and issues outlined. 
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Colorado Water Conservation Board Water Availability Information 

At the request of the Committee, Eric Hecox, CWCB staff, provided a brief overview of state studies 

related to water availability. 

 

Water availability has two parts, 1) local physical and legal availability and 2) availability under any 

applicable compacts.  

 

Local Availability 

 This is the area for which the Colorado River Water Availability Study (CRWAS) contains 

significant information.  It looked at local physical and legal availability at a significant number 

of sites throughout Colorado under historical, paleo-hydrology (based on tree ring analysis), and 

different climate change assumptions.  An interesting conclusion from this is that the range of 

water availability based on historic hydrology falls within the range under different climate 

change scenarios.  This was unknown going into the study as many thought it was certain that the 

future will not look anything like the past.  However, CRWAS was conducted in the Colorado 

River System within Colorado and did not include the Green River at Flaming Gorge. 

 Information on local availability at Flaming Gorge is available from the Bureau of Reclamation 

(BoR).  Several years ago, the BoR produced a letter regarding the Million project, outlining their 

ability to contract such a project with about 160,000 acre-feet for water development on an 

annual-average basis. 

 

Availability under Compacts 

 The draft Phase I of CRWAS addressed water availability based on the terms of applicable 

compacts in order to define the quantity of water that might be available for development under 

the same hydrologic assumptions (historical, paleo-hydrology, and climate change).  This is 

where the range of 0 to 800, 000 acre-feet of available water from the Colorado River system for 

future development came from.   

 The Colorado Water Conservation Board is currently addressing how to proceed with Phase 2 of 

CRWAS.  The Board is looking into appropriating funds for a risk management study with the 

potential for a second stage of research. 

 The Statewide Water Supply Initiative (SWSI) also included an analysis of water available for 

development in the Colorado River system.   It did not attempt to comprehensively analyze how 

much water Colorado has left to develop; rather, it analyzed whether the ranges being considered 

for new water supply development were reasonable.  SWSI analyzed several west slope projects 

at 100,000 acre-feet and at 250,000 acre-feet.  SWSI looked at whether these were reasonable 

quantities under applicable compacts and the Bureau of Reclamation’s hydrologic determination 

(the level of development BoR is comfortable committing to).  Under conservative assumptions 

by BoR, but not taking into account climate change, there is likely 450,000 acre-feet of water 

from the Colorado River Basin that could be developed.  SWSI did not conclude that this was 

available, but rather that looking at 100,000 acre-feet and 250,000 acre-feet projects are 

reasonable. 

 

Discussion 

 It is important to recognize the uncertainty regarding the availability of water, as represented in 

the wide range outlined in the CRWAS and the varying numbers from SWSI and BoR.  These 

studies do not provide a safety net for water development and they do not address what could 

happen if these numbers are wrong and there is overdevelopment in the Colorado River. 

 The uncertainty of water availability should serve as a guide for the Committee to look at risk and 

variability rather than trying to determine where the numbers came from, how they were 
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calculated, and which ones are “right.”  It is more significant to discuss what the range of 

availability quantities means, specifically regarding a Flaming Gorge project. 

 This information should be used by the Committee to look at whether risk management 

conversations should focus on methods for avoiding a Compact call or methods for minimizing 

the risks of a Compact call. 

 Water availability is an irrelevant issue for this discussion; the purpose of this project is not to 

determine if there should be a project.  The Committee needs to focus on outlining the issues and 

risks, not assessing the feasibility of a project. 

 The Committee should also discuss the possible benefits/enhancements that could result from a 

project. 

 The key issue is not if the state is willing to take risks regarding its water future--the state has 

been taking risks since the development of the Compact).  The issue is how much risk the state is 

willing and able to take. 


