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Flaming Gorge Committee 
Meeting Summary 
October 30, 2012 

 
Attendees 
Gary Barber 
Dan Birch 
Jacob Bornstein 
Rick Brinkman 
T. Wright Dickinson 
Reed Dils 

Mike Gibson 
Betty Konarski 
Kevin McBride 
Tim Murrell 
Ken Neubecker 
Ann Oliver 

Ken Spann 
Bob Streeter 
Kai Turner 
Chuck Wanner 
Bruce Whitehead 
Jim Yahn 

 
Members of the public were also in attendance. 
 
Facilitation Team 
Caroline Beard and Heather Bergman 
 
Action Items 
Heather Bergman Revise the draft report to the Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB) 

based on feedback from Committee members 
Send revised version of the list of benefits and challenges to the following 
Committee members for review: Kevin McBride, Tim Murrell, Betty 
Konarski, Mike Gibson, Reed Dils, Ken Neubecker 
Draft slides on the Committee’s process for inclusion in the presentation to 
the Interbasin Compact Committee (IBCC) and CWCB meeting  

Gary Barber, Ken 
Spann 

Prepare to present the draft process framework at the joint IBCC and 
CWCB meeting 

Kevin McBride, 
Tim Murrell, 
Betty Konarski, 
Mike Gibson, 
Reed Dils, Ken 
Neubecker 

Review the draft list of benefits and challenges Heather sends  

All Committee 
members 

The next meeting is on Tuesday, November 27, from 12 pm to 5 pm and 
will be located in the Sopris C room of the Glenwood Springs Recreation 
Center, at 100 Wulfsohn Rd., Glenwood Springs, CO, 81601. 

 
Public Comment 
Jim Pokrant of the Colorado River Water Conservancy District expressed concern that the work 
the Flaming Gorge Committee has done on the consensus process framework for a new supply 
allocation from the Colorado River may be outside of its scope of work.  He stated that it may be 
more appropriate for the IBCC’s New Supply Subcommittee to do this type of work. 
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Meeting Objectives 
x Finalize flow chart and approach to presentation at the joint meeting of the CWCB and 

the IBCC on November 15 
x Review and agree on changes to the preliminary draft of the report to CWCB 

 
Presentation of Flow Chart to CWCB/IBCC 
The Committee has been developing a process framework with threshold steps for moving 
forward with a major new supply allocation from the Colorado River.  The group agreed that this 
voluntary process has four primary steps:  

1. Basin roundtables agree to have a discussion and identify a range of water to use for 
planning for new water supply development. 

2. A roundtable working group agrees on allocation of new water supply and on generic 
components of a good project (i.e., an interbasin compact). 

3. The IBCC and CWCB review and ratify the interbasin compact (or provide feedback on 
it, in which case the roundtable working group could choose to revise it and resubmit, or 
not). 

4. If/when a project proponent emerges, the generic components of the interbasin compact 
would be applied to the specific project being proposed.  

 
Following the last meeting, Gary Barber and Ken Spann edited the process framework based on 
the Committee’s discussion, and Gary presented the revised version to the group and explained 
the changes he and Ken made.  Members of the Committee discussed these edits and considered 
whether any additional changes should be made to finalize the process framework and prepare it 
for presentation to the IBCC and CWCB at the joint meeting on November 15th.   
 
The Committee discussed and agreed on several proposed changes to the revised flow chart.  The 
purpose of these revisions was to clarify the following issues: 

x The basin roundtables would have a role in the discussion about the quantity of water that 
could be agreed upon for new project development.  

x Discussion about the quantity of water should be informed by existing data and reports 
related to water availability, risk management, mitigation, and the water supply gap. 

x It would not be necessary to agree on a specific quantity of water but rather a range of 
water. 

x The role of the State would need to be clear, so if the interbasin compact does not clearly 
specify the role of the State, it would need to be clarified as part of the project-specific 
dialogue. 

 
Approach to Presentation to CWCB and the IBCC 

x The group agreed that Gary Barber and Ken Spann should work together to deliver a 15-
minute presentation on the draft process framework during the joint IBCC and CWCB 
meeting. 

x Members of the Committee stated that it would be best to bring hard copies of the process 
framework to the meeting and avoid sending out any electronic copies before the 
framework is finalized. 

x The Committee decided that there should be a list of the assumptions of the process 
framework included in the presentation to the IBCC and CWCB.  Some of these 
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assumptions are that there is a municipal and industrial (M&I) water supply gap, some 
water to fill the gap may need to come from the Colorado River, the current legal 
framework would apply, all roundtables would be affected by a new supply project, and 
the proposed process would be voluntary.  Members of the Committee also stated that the 
meaning of the stop sign in the process framework should be clarified. 

x The Committee determined that it would be beneficial to create an overview of the 
process outlined in the framework, particularly for the presentation to the IBCC and 
CWCB. 

x The group discussed the need to allow the State the ability to negotiate with other states 
regarding Colorado’s allocation under the Colorado River Compact and agreed that the 
process outlined in the flow chart is not intended to dictate or constrain how the State 
negotiates. 

 
Discussion of the Preliminary Draft of the Report to CWCB 
The Committee reviewed a preliminary draft of the final report to CWCB, which was prepared 
by Heather Bergman and distributed to the Committee prior to the meeting.  Members of the 
Committee considered whether the report includes an appropriate amount of detail and whether 
anything is missing that should be included.  They also discussed whether this is the right 
approach to the report and whether there is agreement among the Committee members regarding 
the recommendations that will be made to CWCB.  The Committee will be presenting the final 
report to CWCB in December. 
 
Additional Information to Consider for Inclusion in the Report 

x In the background section of the report, members of the Committee suggested that 
information regarding presentations that were made to the group by non-members be 
included.   

x The group suggested that a description of the phases of the Committee’s work be 
described in the background section.  These phases included an educational phase early in 
the process as well as phases focused on the challenges and benefits of a Flaming Gorge 
project, and the group’s work ended with the development of the consensus process 
framework for getting statewide support for a new supply project. 

x To provide context to the summary of the Committee’s work in the report, the group 
discussed the possibility of including all of the meeting summaries as attachments.  The 
meeting summaries may be useful for providing a clearer picture of the Committee’s 
discussion of the potential benefits and challenges of a Flaming Gorge project and how 
this conversation evolved into a discussion about the principles of a good new supply 
project. 

x In past meetings, members of the Committee spent time discussing the role of the Bureau 
of Reclamation (BOR) in working with upper basin states prior to contracting water for 
any large diversion out of the Colorado River system.  Because of this, it was suggested 
that the final report include an attachment concerning Jennifer Gimbel’s letter to the 
Committee clarifying the BOR’s role in this context.  

x Committee members suggested that the work Tim Murrell and Jacob Bornstein did on 
state involvement in addressing water supply issues in other states be included in the 
report as an attachment. 
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x The Committee discussed whether the current list of concerns and potential benefits of a 
Flaming Gorge project is appropriate for inclusion in the report.  Some were concerned 
that the current list is not balanced.  Others expressed concern that revisiting the list could 
cause the group to reopen a discussion that has been completed and that is less productive 
than the present focus on the flow chart and other issues related to new supply projects 
more generically.  The group agreed that Heather should revise the list with an eye 
toward a more balanced presentation of both concerns and challenges and then circulate 
to a few Committee members for review prior to the next meeting. 

 
Report Approach 

x The Committee decided that the first five pages of the report should include the 
recommendations for the CWCB as well as an overview of the Committee’s work and the 
list of principles of a good new supply project.   

x Members of the Committee stated that they think the report should be a transparent 
document and provide a complete overview of what the Committee has discussed, 
including the benefits and challenges of a Flaming Gorge project. 

x Heather will work to revise the draft report based on the Committee members’ feedback 
and circulate it prior to the next meeting. 

 
Public Comment 
No public comments were made. 


