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Meeting Goals
Using the technical information developed over the past few years and the information from past 
IBCC breakout sessions, the IBCC will have facilitated discussions on:

1. Frameworks for implementing specific parts of the portfolios
2. Guidelines/principles for transferring water between areas

Outcomes
The IBCC members agreed to next steps for IPPs, new water supply development, conservation, 
non-consumptive needs, and alternative transfer methods.  See Next Steps section below for 
details.
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Following a tribute to Chips Barry provided by Rebecca Mitchell, the group engaged in a 
facilitated discussion of Identified Projects and Processes (IPPs), new water supply development, 
conservation, non-consumptive needs, and alternative transfer methods.  Handouts summarizing 
previous IBCC discussions on these topics were distributed via email and at the meeting prior to 
the discussion.  A letter from the Metro roundtable regarding IPPs, conservation, and the role of 
the roundtables was distributed during the discussion. 

Identified Projects and Processes (IPPs)
The group discussed the roles of the State and the IBCC in IPPs, and identified actions to 
increase their success.   

IBCC members initially discussed the general role of the State in supporting IPPs and whether it 
is appropriate for the State to go beyond vision development and regulation to actually “get 
behind” IPPs by supporting/advocating/weighing in individual projects.  Concerns with such an 
advocacy role include 1) the State having a regulatory role in approving plans, which requires 
neutrality and a review of all of the facts through the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
and other regulatory processes, and 2) the State’s authority in developing and facilitating a vision 
but not in advocacy.  Potential advantages of the State taking a more active and supportive role 
include its ability to speak to how projects can help close the water supply gap in Colorado.

The group then brainstormed more specific roles or actions that the State and/or the IBCC could 
take with respect to IPPs, including:

• Support those basins that have finished their IPPs
• Discuss the relationship between the East and West slopes
• Provide leadership and courage
• Defend the need for a project; defend the need for IPPs in general
• Lay out a way to meet the state’s future water needs: clarify what amount of the projected 

1 million acre feet needed by 2050 will come from IPPs, where those IPPs are needed, 
and what will come from other strategies

• Foster a permissive rather than prohibitive attitude for water projects
• Help change the US Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) approach in always 

seeking alternatives
• The Department of Natural Resources (DNR) including the Colorado Division of 

Wildlife (CDOW) and the Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB) should engage 
earlier in the process, as should the Colorado Department of Public Health and the 
Environment (CDPHE); such entities should talk first and write letters after trying to 
work out issues

• The administrative leadership should make recommendations for agencies to adopt
• Avoid a standard set of rules for everything; allow for context- and area-specific 

approaches
• Identify what a project needs to be successful, e.g., an adequate mitigation plan; use 

projects as case studies to develop a white paper to identify common impediments, 
including larger issues like 1041 authorities held by counties and municipalities

• Develop a white paper on how state government can change the processes
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The group agreed to next steps for IPPs, including holding a workshop to identify criteria for success and 
obstacles, and developing a white paper on the role of the state (see Next Steps section below).  

New Water Supply Development
The group discussed guidelines/principles for transferring water between areas.  Concepts 
discussed included:

• A conceptual plan or compact addressing dispersed need, identifying how much to supply 
to the East Slope, and providing assurance that the West Slope can develop at its own 
pace

• How to meet the West Slope’s interests while negotiating for diversions for the East 
Slope, e.g., through creating a cap on diversion, preserving existing uses, assuring 
environmental and recreation needs, requiring conservation and reuse, creation of water 
banks, or other mitigation measures

o A cap of 150,000 AF was suggested
o Caps may not meet everyone’s interests and may not allow for future needs; they 

could be project- and/or timeframe-specific and carry requirements for certain 
processes and procedures.   On the other hand, flexibility could lead to an “arms 
race” and take away certainty.

o The group discussed providing certainty that a specific, maximum amount of 
water (a “cap”) could be transferred from the West Slope to the Front Range.  The 
group identified several approaches to a potential cap: a permanent cap, a 50- to 
75-year cap, and/or a cap in which only those entities participating in the cap 
agreement would receive the other benefits that might be written into cap 
legislation (status quo remains for non-participating entities).

• A risk analysis on the ramifications of developing additional compact entitlement and 
consideration of risk mitigation measures like infrastructure

• The need to act in the state’s best interest in fully developing its water rights vis-à-vis 
other states

• The need for a flexible system, such as a water bank, that is able to respond to times of 
drought and climate variability and also wet times

• The use of resources such as Blue Mesa as an “insurance policy” that can be developed 
later and/or can be utilized in the event of a Compact call

The group agreed to next steps for new water supply development, including the development of 
a draft guidelines or principles document addressing these issues (see Next Steps section below).

Conservation
The group brainstormed the following concepts regarding conservation:

• Avoid redundancy and build on what was done in the past
• Advance, apply, and push for conservation projects
• Consider the technical and economic feasibility (e.g., some best management practices 

(BMPs) would require new plumbing systems)
• Develop a model land use code to encourage changes in efficiencies
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• Develop a process to recognize progress made by water providers
• Conduct a gap analysis of what can be accomplished through conservation
• Improve baseline measurements
• Promote BMPs
• Provide funding for pilots and innovations
• Be aware of negative environmental consequences of efficiency gains for agriculture
• Consider how conserved water will be reused and the different technology and 

implementation systems required for reuse
• Consider that increasing conservation can lead to less water for reuse

The group agreed to next steps regarding conservation, including review of CWCB’s “Colorado 
Statewide Water Conservation Best Practices Guidebook,” development of policy statements 
based on the guidebook, and (as possible) discussion of options for better quantitative measures 
(see Next Steps section below).  

Non-Consumptive Needs
The group discussed how non-consumptive needs can be addressed.  Considerations included:

• Proposed tiering for Phase II: Should the first priority be win/wins for multiple use or 
should it be endangered species?  Some solutions may not be win/win but may be neutral 
to some and favorable for the environment. There was agreement to not focus tiers in 
order of priority.

• Technical teams and basin roundtables are charged with doing needs assessments and are 
already developing priority waters maps; quantification of every river reach is not 
necessary.

• How is the Non-Consumptive Needs Assessment (NCNA) addressed in federal 
permitting?  How will results of quantification be used in policy?

The group agreed to next steps regarding non-consumptive needs, including obtaining a 
summary of existing basin roundtable efforts and progress on non-consumptive uses and 
rewriting the section of the one-page summary that addresses the framework for Phase II of the 
Non-Consumptive Needs Assessment (see Next Steps section below).

Alternative Agricultural Transfer Methods
The group discussed how to reduce transaction costs associated with alternative transfer 
methods.  Discussion points included:

• A task force is exploring alternative transfer methods.
• Storage needs to be addressed in alternative transfer methods and other strategies.  
• Presumptive consumptive use is okay for ATM (Alternative Transfer Methods), but there 

is a concern that presumptive consumptive use for traditional buy-and-dry and ditch-wide 
would just facilitate agricultural dry-up.

• There is a need to consider how agriculture can have the same or better return/yield by 
changing crops or management practices to use less water.  Agriculture is a $6 billion 
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industry and has other benefits; how do we keep agriculture while facilitating transfers/
temporary transfers?

• Agriculture is currently not rewarded for conservation.
• Feasibility of different approaches such as rotational fallowing, water banking with 

storage, and interruptible supply options must be considered.
• Not all ditches are equal in water rights and there is a need to look for the most senior 

water.
• Water yield of managed forests can also increase the water supply.
• Flexibility is needed as everyone has individual needs/demand structures.

The group agreed to next steps regarding alternative transfer methods, including obtaining and 
reviewing a summary of options or report from the task force in advance of August meeting (see 
Next Steps section below).

Next Steps
IPPs: Next Steps
• IPP Workshop

o A task group will hold an informal “workshop” to explore the lessons from and obstacles 
to IPPs.  CWCB staff will help the group gather existing summaries of IPP successes 
and challenges, and the group will examine these for cross-cutting challenges and 
opportunities for State or IBCC action or assistance.  The task group will prepare some 
preliminary thoughts on cross-cutting issues and opportunities for State and/or IBCC 
action for the August meeting.  

o The IBCC members agreed that it is not the role of roundtables, the IBCC, or the State to 
support or reject specific IPPs.  However, there is a significant role for these entities to help 
overcome the many barriers to implementing the IPPs and to more broadly define the overall 
yield each basin needs from their IPPs. 

o Jennifer Gimbel will organize the task group.  Carl Trick, Alex Davis, Eric Wilkinson, 
Melinda Kassen, and Wayne Vanderschuere will participate in the task group.  The group 
will aim to meet during the Colorado Water Congress meeting in Vail at the end of 
August.

• State Role in IPPs
o CWCB staff will prepare a draft one-page document regarding the IBCC’s view of the 

State’s role in IPPs.  The IBCC will review and discuss this document at the August 
meeting.

o IBCC member ideas on this issue include
 Overarching State role

• Facilitation and/or advocacy
• Stating that a project is needed to address gap but not advocating
• Supporting projects if they have been approved by a Round Table

 Additional State functions: analysis, financial support, provision of unbiased 
information, assist in permitting, facilitate communication and permitting with 
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federal agencies (like EPA) and in federal processes (like NEPA and 401 
certification) 

 Challenges
• Can the State advocate for projects while also serving an oversight or 

regulatory role through its approval of mitigation plans or other functions?  
• Can the policy and regulatory roles be balanced?
• Is the State a single, homogenous entity, or are different agencies 

independent actors (i.e., DOW, State Engineer, DWR, CDPHE, DNR, 
Attorney General)

• The IBCC could identify a number of acre-feet that need to come from 
IPPs to address gap.  This would assist the State in stating that an 
individual project is needed.

 Leadership and vision:
• The State should (at the Governor’s level) demonstrate leadership and 

courage and prepare a vision for meeting Colorado’s water needs.
• The IBCC should prepare the vision, submit it to the Governor, and 

encourage the Governor to support and implement it.
 Actions the State can take:

• State agencies should engage earlier in the IPP process
• State could commit to and encourage creativity and flexible solutions 
• State could engage as a problem-solving partner in permitting and 

approval and help project proponents find ways of addressing problems or 
concerns.

• State could clarify the authority of the State Engineer’s Office
• State could express openness to context-sensitive or Basin-sensitive 

solutions and focus less on universal rules and approaches.
• The State could clarify processes in writing, particularly the chain of 

command and escalation procedure for questions or concerns related to 
permitting or other regulatory functions.

• The State could have a policy of “presuming success” for IPPs and work 
to facilitate that to the best of its ability.  This would mean focusing on 
how a project would/could work.

New Supply: Next Steps
• IBCC will review draft guidelines or principles for new supply development at August 

meeting.
• Alex Davis will draft and circulate for review and discussion to Melinda Kassen, Taylor 

Hawes, Mark Pifher, T. Wright Dickinson, Steve Harris, Peter Nichols, Dan Birch, and 
Carlyle Currier.

Conservation: Next Steps
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• CWCB staff will send IBCC members the final “Colorado Statewide Water Conservation 
Best Practices Guidebooks” when it is available in July.

• Wayne Vanderschuere will lead a task group in an effort to review the best management 
practices (BMPs) guidebook and create broad policy statements based on the result of the 
BMP Guidebook.  The group agreed that the review of BMPs and the development of policy 
statements should focus on the ability of utilities to adopt and implement best management 
practices rather than on percent reductions.  If the task group feels it is appropriate and can 
make progress, they will also discuss options for better quantitative measure of 
conservation.

• Jay Winner, Jeff Devere, and Taylor Hawes will participate in the task group.  The Gunnison 
Round Table may serve as a sounding board for the task group.

• CWCB staff will send IBCC members a link to the Density memo and Linking Land Use 
Planning and Water Supply Planning Report.  

Non-Consumptive Uses: Next Steps
• CWCB staff will send IBCC members a summary of existing efforts and progress on non-

consumptive uses at the Basin Round Tables and at the State (if applicable), as well as a 
related memo.

• CWCB staff will rewrite the section of the one-page summary that addresses the framework 
for Phase 2 of the Non-Consumptive Needs Assessment.  The new draft will highlight the 
goal of achieving “win-win” solutions, with preventive future listing of endangered/threaten 
species and protecting economic values as priorities or tools in the effort to achieve win-win 
solutions.  Additionally, the rewrite will indicate that some projects will not be multi-use and 
will therefore not offer gains to other issue areas but more likely is neutral to those other 
uses.

Alternative Agricultural Transfer Methods: Next Steps
• The task force exploring alternative methods will distribute summary of options or report to 

IBCC members in advance of August meeting.  IBCC members will review the summary/
report prior to the meeting and discuss at the next meeting.

August Meeting: Key Agenda Items
• Review one-page statement to State regarding its role in IPPs 
• Review summary from IPP workshop group
• Discuss draft guidelines on new supply development from task group
• Discuss options for avoiding/mitigating compact obligations
• Discuss draft policy statements from the conservation group
• Discuss how the non-consumptive needs assessment work being done by the basin 

roundtables fits into the broader water supply planning efforts 
• Discuss alternative agricultural transfer methods from task force

Additional Issues to Address (in 2010 or as part of work plan for 2011)
• Reuse as independent issue (separate from IPPs and conservation)
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• Improved forest management
• Tamarisk/Russian olive removal
• Model land-use planning code
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