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STATE OF COLORADO

COLORADO WATER CONSERVATION BOARD

212 State Office Building
Denver, Colorado

December 17, 1946

THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR

I,

Sirl

On behalf of the State of Colorado, and pursuant to

Scotion 1 of the Aot of Deoember 22, 1944 ( 58 Stat. 887),
there is herewith transmitted the oamments, views and reoommen-

dations of the State of Colorado conoerning projeot planning
Report 34- 8- 2 of the Bureau of Reolamation, Department of

Interior, dated Maroh 1946, and entitledl " A Comprehensive
Report on the Development of the Water Resouroes of the Colorado

River for Irrigation, Power Produotion, and Other Beneficial

Uses in Arizona, California, Colorado, Nevada, New Mexico, Utah,

and Wyo-.ning."

These oamments, views and recommendations are submitted

under the authority of Chapter 265, Session Laws of Colorado

of 1937, oreating the Colorado Water Conservation Board and

defining its funotions and in aocordanoe with the designation
of suoh Board by the Governor, pursuant to Seotion 1 of the

Act of Deoember 22, 1944. ( 58 Stat. 887). as the offioial state

agenoy to aot in suoh mattera.

t'

L
I
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COMMENTS, VIEWS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
OF THE STATE OF COLORADO

CONCERNING THE PLANS AND PROPOSALS OF

PROJECT PLANNING REPORT NO. 34- 8- 2

OF THE BUREAU OF RECLAMATION

DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR

ON THE COLORADO RIVER BASIN

DECEMBER, 1946

TO THE SECRETARY OF THE DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR.

Pursuant to the Aot of Deoember 22, 1944 ( 58 Stat. 887), the State

of Colorado .herewith submits its oomments, views ar.d recommendations oon-

oerning the plans and proposais of Project Planning Report No. 34- 8- 2,

of the Bureau of Reolamation, Department of Interior, dated March, 1946,
and entitled, " A Comprehensive Report on the Development of the Water

Resouroes of the Colorado River Basin for Irrigation, Power Production,
and other Beneficial Uses in Arizona, California, Colorado, Nevada, New

Mexioo, Utah, and Wyoming." In submitting these views and recommendations,

oonsideration has been given to the Regional Directors' report, conolusions,

recommendations and substantiating materials, data, statement and appendi-
oes, together with the Letter of Transmittal dated June 6, 1946 from the

Commissioner of the Bureau cf Reclamation to the Seoretary of the Interior.

Summary of Comments, Views and Recommendations

Colorado objects to the Report in its present form and to the. con-

clusions and reomrunendations therein contained and reoommends that it not

be transmitted to the Congress unless and until the requisite oorrecti ons,

mcdifications and additions are made in accordanoe with these views and

reoommendaticns. As a summary of the detailed views and reoommendations

hereinafter contained, Colorado submits I

I'
i

1. The Report improperly treats the Upper Basin differently from

the Lower Basin in the following partioulars.

a) It includes areas located outside the natural basin

of the river but within the states of the Lower Basin which are

now or shall hereafter be benefioially served by water diverted
from the Colorado River System and at the same time excludes
similar areas in states of the Upper Basin;

b) It ignores the allooations of water made by the Colo-

rado River Compaot, the provisions of the Boulder Canyon Prcject
Aot and the California Self-Limitation Aot, and oontemplates
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inoreased uses of water by existing projeots and additional uses

of water by projeots yet to be oonstruoted, oontrary to the pro-

visi ons of the Compaot and the above menti oned statutes;

0) In estimating available water supplies and dep1etion8
it utilizes methods in the Lower Basin whioh differ from those

applied to the Upper Basin.

2. By failing to interpret and oonstrue the oontraots between the

Seoretary of the Interior and the states and water users of the Lower

Basin for the delivery of water from Lake Mead, the Report engenders fur-

ther interstate oontroversy in that,

a) It endeavors to impo8e upon the states the burden of

interpreting, oonstruing and applying these oontraots;

b) It fails to disolose that any " surplus" water delivered

to California water users under these oontraots is not firm. water

sinoe surplus water as defined under the Compaot may not be ap-

portioned between the two basins by interstate oompaot before 19631

0). It fails to diso1ose that the aggregate amounts of water

for delivery to the states and water users of the Lower Basin from

Lake Mead under the oontraots are inoonsisj;ent with the allocations

of water made to the Lower Basin by the Colorado River Compaot,
beoause in the oontraots with Arizona. and Nevada reoognition is made

of reservoir and ohanne1 oonveyance losses while in oontraots with

California water users suoh losses are ignored.

3. The Report is inoonsistent in that water supplies for existing
and potential projeots for the diversion of water from the natural basin

of the Colorado River for use in other basins in ColoradO are estimated

as sums er totals from one basin to another, whereas in other states of

the Upper Basin the estimates ino1ude desoriptions of individual projeots.
I

r

i
1'
r

4. The Report is misleading and inoonsistent in that it lists

individual projeots and presents estimates of oonstruotion oosts, benefits

to the Nation, and oolleotib1e revenues based upon the assumption that

all of suoh projeots will be oonstruoted and operated to the limits of

their ultimate capaoities. At the same time the Report oono1udes that

inadequate water supplies will prohibit the construction of some of these

projeots. Thus in the total figures for costs, returns and benefits, oon-

8ideration is given to projeots whioh cannot be oonstruoted,

5. The Report is unsound in that it fails to give oonsideration

to the desirability and feasibility of individual projeots and thus fails

to furnish any true and usable guide for a developnent program.

6. The Report is unsound in that it attempts to present a oompre-

hensive deve10pnent plan, but ignores the elementary faot that the desired
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orderly development will result from the oonstruotion from time to time

of individual projeots whioh upon full and oomplete investigation prove

to be feasible, justified and needed and whioh will be desired by looal

benefioiaries after their repayment obligations are known.

7. The Report is unsound in reoommending that all seven of the

states of the Colorado River Basin jointly agree upon a determination of

their respeotive rights to deplete the flow of the Colorado River before

major development may prooeed. The . Colorado River Compaot apportions
water between the Upper Basin and the Lower Basin. Neither basin is oon-

oerned with the apportionment between states of the share allooated to

the other basin and neither basin should be restrioted or delayed in its

development by the failure of the other basin states to divide the water

apportioned to that basin by the Colorado River Compaot. Colorado reoog-

nizes the desirability of an allooation of water to the individual states

oomprising the Upper Basin. While it is true that oompaot negotiations
are in progress among the states of the Upper Basin and that the oon-

struotion of additional major projeots should await allooation of water

to the states, there are projeots whioh will assuredly use water falling
well within the equitable share of the state where looated and whioh

should not be made to await any final allooation of water.

8. The Report is unsound in implying that eaoh individual state

should allooate water to speoifio projects within suoh state. Colorado

adheres to the appropriation dootrine of water law and thereunder water

users are entitled to water in aooordanoe with the priority of their

individual appropriations. Any ohange in suoh system in Colorado will

require a oonstitutional amendment.

r'

9. The Report is unsound in that it reoommends that the states

approve projeots for the so- oalled initial stage of development without

there being available at the same time adequate data and infonnation for

the determination of the desirability, eoonomio feasibility or probability
of authorization and oonstruotion of individual projeots. Only in

instanoes where detailed investigations are oompleted and individual

projeot reports are available oan there be a worthwhile seleotion of any

projeots.

10. The Report is unsound in that it contemplates a general group

authorization of projeats for oonstruction rather than a speoifio author-

ization of individual projeots.

Colorado believes that each and all of the foregoing views are

fundamental and important and reoommends that the Report be modified to

oonform therewith. The Report is a good inventory' of development potenti-

alities, as known at the present time, and it oontains muoh valuable

engineering data and faotual information. It must be reoognized that as

a oomplete list of all o.onstruction potentialities or possibUi ties of

using Colorado River water, the Report is far from oomplete,
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Upon the making of the Report as modified in accordanoe with the

objeotions, views and reoommendations noted above, Colorado believes that

the Bureau of Reolamation will have satisfied the requirements of Seotion

15 of the Boulder Canyon Projeot Aot. There will remain, however, for the

future, the task of investigatinr, and reporting on individual projeots for

oonstruotion,

There follows a detailed statement of the oomments, views and recam~

mendations. of the State of Colorado. Referenoe is there made in Paragraph
12 to particular projeots in Colorado for oonsideration as near- future

development probabilities,

Detailed Views and Recommendations

1. Introduction. The Report contains muoh valuable engineering
data and faotual information oonoerning the resources, needs and problems
of the territory oovered by it. This information ooncerns the waters of

the Colorado River and its tributaries in the United States and includes

estimates of the existing and present status of water utilization in each

of the affected states, and of power production in the region therein

designated the Colorado River Basin. The Report also contains a list of

so-oalled potential projeots or units of projects considered possible of

future construction, together with preliminary estimates of their probable
construotion costs under both pre~war and current conditions, and with

estimates ( expressed as totals, rather than by individual projeots) of

the aggregate benefits to the Nation, of the total revenues probably col-

leotible from combined water and power users, and of total depletions,
reported in part as sub- totals by states and in part unallocated among
the states,

Colorado appreciates the. value of this faotual information, and

recognizes that much labor, time and money has been devoted to the pre-

paration of the Report. However, after a careful consideration of its

contents, and its plans and proposals, the view reached by the State of

Colorado is that the Report should be modified, to eliminate its inoon~

sistencies, improve its aocuraoyand completeness, and increase its

utility and value to the affected states and to the Congress. To suoh

ends, Colorado respectfully recommends that the Repcrt be modified before

being adopted by the Secretary of the Interior, and before being trans-

mitted to the President and to the Congress. These oamments shall be

deemed objeotions to the plans and proposals of the Department of Interior
and the Bureau of Reolamation unless and until the Report shall have been

modified in aooordance with these views and recommendations as hereinafter

outlined.

2. Inoonsistent treatment of areas outside of natural basin, The

so- oalled comprehensive Report purports to cover the Colorado River Basin.

Considered in the light of the proposal of the Report that affectedstatee.
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make determinations consistent with the Colorado River Compaot, the Report
is neither comprehensive nor oonsistent with the Colorado River Compaot,
sinoe it relates to and oovers a territory whioh differs from the Colorado

River Basin as defined in the Compaot. The Colorado River Compact, nego-

tiated at Santa Fe, New Mexico, November 22, 1922, divides the Colorado

River Basin at Lee Ferry into an Upper Basin and a Lower Basin, and in

Artiole II thereof defines the Colorado River Basin to inolude all the

drainage area tributary to the Colorado River System in the United States,

and also all parts of the states of Arizona, California, Colorado, Nevada,

New Mexico, utah and Wyoming whioh ( though outside of said natural basin)

are now or shall hereafter be beneficially served by waters diverted from

the Colorado River System." The territory oovered by the Report conforms

to the Compact definition in the Lower Basin, but departs therefrom in the

Upper Basin. It inoludes areas outside the natural basin in California,

but excludes similar areas in Colorado, and in other states of the Upper
Basin, which are parts of the Colorado River Basin as defined in the Colo-

rado River Compact. This different treatment of the Upper and Lower basins,

and of the states of California and Colorado, i8 a matter to whioh the

State of Colorado heretofore has objeoted, for the reason that suoh dif-

ferent treatment is not conduoive to amioable relations and understandings
between the two basins and the two states. The State of Colorado urges

and reoommends that the Report be modified so as to treat both basins and

all states alike, and to make it oonsistent in all respeots with the Colo-

rado River Compaot.

3. Inconsistent treatment of out- basin projeots in Utah and

Colorado. With respect to enterprises and projeots which divert water

from the Colorado River System above Lee Ferry for use outside the natural

basin, the states of Utah and Colorado are not treated alike in the Report.
Such diversion enterprises and projeots in Utah are listed by name and

individually, each with specified depletion estimations, Similar diversion

enterprises and projeots in Colorado are not listed by name or individually,
and their estimated depletions are reported merely as a~gregate diversions

by tributary stream basins. Colorado urges again that the Report be modi-

fied so as to treat all affeoted states alike in the above mentioned and

all other respects.

I.

4. As a comprehensive plan for development the Report is inoomplete
and misleading, The Report oontains a list of so-called potential prcjects,

Actually, this list constitutes an inventory of development possibilities
which in most instances await detailed investigations and individual pro-

jeot reports, It presents estimates of construotion costs, benefits to

the Nation, probable col1eotible revenues from oombined water and power

users, and water supply depletions, for what is described as a stage of

ultimate development. These estimates are based on the assumption, among

others, that all the so- oa11ed potential projects listed in the Report
will be oonstructed and operated to the limits of their assumed ultimate

capacities. At the same time the Report oono1udes that inadequate water

supplies will prohibit the oonstruotion of same of the so- oalled potential
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projeots, Thus, these oonolusions are inoonsistent with eaoh other, in

that the reported total oonstruotion oosts inolude estimates for projeots
whioh, if not oonstruoted, will require no finanoing, and the reported
total benefits and oolleotible revenues are misleading, sinoe they inolude

items that oannot be realized. The assumption of the Report that all the

so- oalled potential projeots, or their alternates, will be oonstruoted,

disregards the findings whioh ultimately must be made as to individual

projeot desirability, finanoial feasibility and eoonomio justifioation,
and henoe disregards the probability of authorization and appropriations
by the Congress, whioh must be based on subsequent detailed investigations
and reports on eaoh projeot possibility. It likewise entirely overlooks

the possibility of private development,

Upon investigation, some of the so- oalled potential projeots will

no doubt be disoarded as undesirable or infeasible, and those whioh are

finanoed and oonstruoted will have been designed upon a basis whioh, in-

stead of ultimate and largest possible oapaoities, will give oonsideration

to essential needs and to proper and more eoonomioal oapaoities. The

Report speaks of " full development in the United States," -- meaning a

stage of development whioh is fixed by available water supplies, and whioh

is something less than the ultimate stage for whioh estimates of oon-

struotion oosts, benefits and oolleotible revenues are presented, but the

Report fails to submit information or estimates as to the supplies of water

to beoame available for use with full development in the United States,

or as to the oonstruotion oosts to be enoountered, or the benefits and

oolleotible revenues to result from that stage of development.

5, Channel losses in the Upper Basin must be estimated and used

in oomputations of water supply and depletions, The Report oontains esti-

mates of so- oalled " present" uses or depletions, Inoluded in the reported

present" totals are items representing the present uses by existing in-

basin and diversion enterprises. Colorado notes that the existing total

depletions summarized in the Report for the Upper Basin are not in agree-
ment with the depletions employed in Appendix I to estimate the water

supplies at Lee Ferry.

The Report also oontains allowanoes for future uses of water by
projects now under oonstruction or authorized, and for future inoreased

uses by reason of assumed expansions to ultimate limits under existing
projeots. Together, the estimated existing uses, plus the above menti oned

allowanoes, represent the so- oalled " present" status of utilization or

depletion of Colorado River water. Colorado notes that the water utili-

zation and depletion estimates of the Report are in terms which are not

consistent throughout both basins and in all states. Although the reported
depletion quantities are said to represent the resulting effects upon out-

flows from the Upper Basin at Lee Ferry, and fram the Lower Basin at the

International Boundary, that rule appears to have been applied only on the

Lower Gila River at and below the Phoenix vioinity in Arizona, All other
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depletion estimates presented in the Report are based on the rule of

evaluation at- the- site, and, to indioate their resulting effeots upon
outflows at Lee Ferry or the International Boundary, it beoomes neoessary
to allow for and subtraot the losses whioh the water, if not oonsumed at

the site, would suffer inoident to its oonveyanoe to Lee Ferry or the

International Boundary.

To make the neoessary oorreotions in reported depletion quantities,
information is neoessary oonoerning ohannel oonveyanoe losses. The Report
oontains estimates of ohannel oonveyanoe losses under virgin oonditions

on the Gila River below Phoenix, whioh appear to have been employed to

estimate the depletions in Arizona shown in the Report. It also oontains

estimates of ohannel oonveyanoe losses under virgin oonditions on the

Lower Colorado River below Boulder Dam. These appear to have been employed
to oaloulate the outflows to Mexioo aoroSs the International Boundary, but

to have been disregarded in estimating the depletions in California. The

Report oontains no information oonoerning ohannel oonveyanoe losses along
the Colorado River and its tributaries above Boulder Dam, or in the Upper
Basin above Lee Ferry.

Colorado reoommends, sinoe this information is essential for the

determinations of water supplies available for utilization, and for the

appropriate adjustment and maintenanoe of interstate relations, that the

Report be modified to inolude estimations of ohannel oonveyanoe losses

under virgin, present ( existing), and full development oonditions.

6. Water supplies and depletions should be presented in terms oom-

parable to those of the Colorado River Compaot. In order that affeoted

states may make use of, so far as possible, the plans, proposals and reoom-

mendations of the Report, it is essential that all determinations and esti-

mations of water supplies, streamflow depletions and water utilization and

disposal be in terms direotly oomparable with apportionment provisions of

the Colorado River Compaot. A neoessary first step, in order that both

basins may know what further developments are possible, and what further

uses of water are permissible, within presently authorized limits, is a

oomparison between present uses or depletions within eaoh basin and the

quantities of water heretofore apportioned to eaoh basin by the Colorado

Ri vel' Compaot.

IVhile there may be disagreement among individual states oonoerning

interpretations of some provisions of the Compaot, there appears to be no

basis for dispute between the two basins oonoerning these faotsl ( 1) by
Artioles III ( a) and ( b) thereof, the Colorado River Compaot apportioned

7, 500, 000 aore feet of water per annum to the Upper Basin, and 8, 500, 000

aore feet per ar~um to the Lower Basin; and ( 2) by Artiole III (f) the

Compaot speoified that, at any time after Ootober 1, 1963, if and when

ei the I' basin shall have reaohed the total benefioial oonsumptive use of

said quantities of water, further equitable apportionment may be under-

taken of the surplus water over and above the quantities heretofore
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apportioned, and over and above the surplus awarded to Mexio 0 by the

treaty between the United States and Mexioo.

Aooording to the Report the so- oalled '" present" depletions or uses,

in the two basins, may be summarized as follows, Upper Basin, existing
2, 200, 000 aore f'eet, inorease allowanoe 556, 000 aore f'eet, total " present"
2, 756, 000 aore f'eet; Lower Basin, existing 4, 918, 000 aore f'eet, inorease

allowanoe 3, 583, 000 aore feet, total " present" 8, 501, 000 aore feet. Under

the apportionment provisions of' the Colorado River Compaot, and upon the

findings of the Report, as to present depletions of strearnf'lows or uses

of water, it is apparent that new and additional projeots may be oonstruoted

in the future in the Upper Basin, with a~ gregate uses or depletions up to

4, 744, 000 aore feet annually, without thereby exoeedinf the apportionment
to the Upper Basin heretofore made by the Compaot. In the Lower Basin,

however, no new or additional projeots oan be undertaken, until after

Ootober 1, 1963, exoept to the extent that possible future expansions
under existin~ projeots reoognized by the Report be oorrespondin~ly our-

tailed or prohibited.

The State of Colorado sug~ests that the Report oontains plans and

proposals whioh disregard this patent faot, and reoommends that the Report
be modified to oorreot this omission,

j: .

i

I

1

7. Comprehensive planning must oonf'orm to orderly oonstruotion :.~

desired and justified projeots. Conoerning reoommendation 3, paragraph 70,

of the Regional Direotors t Report, the State of Colorado oonOurs in and

approves of that portion of the proposal involving inoreased appropriations

by Congress, and expenditures by the Bureau of' Reolamation and other

agenoies of the Department of Interior, in order that more oomplete and

aoourate data oonoerning the produotion, use and disposal of waters of the

Colorado River System may beoome available to the Congress and the affeoted

stetes. This is also neoessary to oontinue and expedite the oompletion
of detailed investigations and individual projeot designs and reports, to

the end that an orderly and progressive development of the Colorado River

Basin, as defined by the Colorado River Compaot, may be assured. Suoh a

development will proyide supplemental water supplies as needed for munici-

pal, irrigation and industrial purposes and provide adequate and regulate~
supplies of water for lands that await reolamation by irrigation. Inoi..

dental to suoh reolamation development, will be the produotion of hydro-
eleotrio poWer, the improvement of reoreational advantages, and other op..

portunities in the publio interest, .

However, Colorado oannot subsoribe to that proposal of the Report
whioh olaims or infers that suoh appropriations and expenditures are neoes-

sary or desirable in order for the Department of Interior to formulate and

oarry out a oomprehensive plan of development at this time or in the near

future. Instead, the orderly and progressive development, above mentioned,

should be oarried on by the oonstruotion f'rom time to time of those indi-

vidual projeots whioh, upon investigation, ( 1) are feaSible, justified and
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needed, ( 2) are within each state' s equitable but as yet unestablished

share of water, ( 3) are desired by local beneficiaries after their repay-

ment obligations are known, and ( 4) entail construction costs which may

be finanoed by Congressional appropriations or ctherwise.

Experience teaches that the necessary investigational program will

require many years to complete; that the construction of some projeots
may be oarried on while investigations of others are underway; that neither

the needs of future generations or the diotates of financail policies can

be anticipated too far in advance. Hence the view of Colorado is that

any plan for the comprehensive and ultimate development of the Colorado

River Basin, which might now be formulated by the Department of Interior,

will be modified from time to time. further, Colorado points out that the

Report itself reoognizes that a comprehensive plan is contingent in a

major way upon the ultimate determination of the apportionment of water

to the individual states. It can be reasonably expected that upon the

determination of such allocations, each affected state will exert an im-

portant influence in shaping the development within its borders and within

its share of Colorado River water, consistent with common operational
features on the river and the provisions of the Colorado River Compact.

t,

8, Joint action of all eeven states is n~~ necessary to an allo-

cation of water. The Report recommends, " that the states of the Colorado

River Basin determine their respective ri~hts to deplete the flow of the

Colorado River consistent with the Colorado River Compact." This proposal

implies that all controversies concerning the waters of the Colorado River

can and should be resolved promptly by the collective action of all seven

affected states. As previously pointed out, the first necessary step

toward oarrying out this proposal involves the apportionments heretofore

made by the Colorado River Compact to the Upper Basin and to the Lower

Basin, recognizing that further apportionments between the two basins,

over and above those heretofore made, oannot be undertaken under the Com-

pact until after 1963,

Colorado reoognizes the necessity and desirability of the states

of the Colorado River Basin determining their respective rights to deplete
the flow of the Colorado River consistent with the Colorado River Compact.

That all of the states of the Upper Basin accept this reoommendation of

the Report and assume that responsibility is evidenced by the fact that

sinoe the Report was issued these states have initiated compact negoti-
ations. for two principal purposes, n~~ely, ( 1) to determine relative rights
of the respeotive states of the Upper Basin in the beneficial consumptive
use of the 7. 500, 000 aore feet of water per annum heretofore apportioned
in perpetuity from the Colorado River to the Upper Basin by Article III

a) of the Colorado River Compact; and ( 2) to determine the relative ob-

ligations of the states of the Upper Division imposed by Article III (d)

of the Colorado River Compact, not to cause the flow of the Colorado River

at Lee Ferry tc be depleted below an aggregate of 75, 000, 000 acre feet for
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any period of ten consecutive water- years. These negotiations were

initiated under the Compact Clause of the Federal constitution.

However, Colorado does not concur in the implied, and often re-

peated assertion, that controversies concerning the waters of the COlorado

River oan and should be resolved by joint action of all seven of the

Colorado River Basin states, nor does the State concede that an adjustment
of all controversies in both the Upper and Lower basins must be settled

before major developments of the water resources of the river may prooeed.
There are controversial matters peouliar to eaoh basin whioh are unrelated

to those in the other, the adjustment of which will permit development
to go forward in one basin although unresolved questions remain in the

other basin.

It is pertinent to point out that after initiation of compaot nego-

tiations by the states of the Upper Basin, it was found neoessary to ap-

point an engineering oonnni ttee to review the water supply and depletion
estimates and other faotual information oontained in the Report, and to

supply data not included in the Report whioh is recognized to be neoessary
or desirable for the negotiation and consunrnmtion of a workable compaot.
It is here suggested that this faot indioates the need for a modifioation

of the Report and the inclusion in it of data and information whioh it does

not now contain.

9. In Colorado there may be no allooation to speoifio projects.
It is asserted in the Report that all the states have not made final allo-

cations of water among projeots within their borders. This implies and

amounts to a proposal that final allooations to individual projeots are

neuessary and must be made in advanoe of their construction. Colorado

po.ints out that no official or agency of the State is aut:.10rized to oomply
with or oarry out such a proposal. No suoh authority. could be granted by
the legislature to any official under the constitution of the State. The

right to divert and use water in Colorado is based upon prior appropri-
ation for benefioial purposes. Any change of principle or method would

require the amending of the State oonstitution.

f.

I:
Under Section 8 of the Reclamation Aot of 1902 the Seoretary of thu

Interior is reouired to appropriate and divert water for reolamation

projects in conformity with the state laws regulating appropriaoion, use

and distribution of water supplies. And it must be noted that , ben hew

projeots are constructed, the rights of existing appropriators must be

reoognized and protected in order that such new projeots may not adversely
affeot established water uses,

Colorado must, therefore, reauest that, on the basis of the existing
laws of the State respeoting water rights, that all statements contained

in the Report which directly or indireotly imply that final allocation to

individual projects is necessary and must be made in advance of further
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projeot construotion by the Bureau of Reclamation or any other public or

private agency, be eliminated.

10, Controversies over contracts for Lake Mead water should be

resolved by the Seoretary of the Interior. The Report asserts that,

there is not complete agreement among the states regarding the interpre-
tation of the Compact and its associated documents, -- the Boulder Canyon
Project Act, the California Self- Limitation Act, and the several oontracts

between the Secretary of the Interior and individual states or agencies
wi thin the states for the delivery of water from Lake Mead." Its authors

say, " this Report makes no attempt to interpret the Colorado River Compact
or any other aots or contraots relating to the allocation of Colorado

River water among the states and among projeots within the states."

It is the view of Colorado that the long- standing controversies

among the states in the main result from these oontracts made by the

Secretary of the Interior with California and agencies thereof, It is

likewise the position of Colorado that the amount of water which may be

delivered under these contracts must be in strict complianoe with the

provisions of the Colorado River Compact and the Boulder Canyon Project
Act. Such complianoe is specified by the contraots themselves. Yet

oertain provisions of these contracts raise oontroversies which admitted-

ly must be settled before an ultimate plan of development may be realizec.

in the Lower Basin.

The Report contemplates the future expansion of existing or ~ uthor-

ized projeots in California, inoluding the Coachella. These allowances

will make the total " present" use of Colorado River water in California

5, 802, 000 aore feet annually. Under the California Self- Limitation

statute, California is limited to 4, 400, 000 aore feet annually plus one-

half of the surplus as defined by the Colorado River Compact. Under

that Compaot the surplus may not be allooated between the two basins until

after 1963. These increased and expanded uses would exoeed the California

share by 1, 402, 000 acre feet annually, The failure to recognize and apply
the limitation self- imposed by California makes the Report misleading.

Colorado respectfully suggests that since the Secretary of the

Interior exeouted these contracts on behalf of the Government, it is in-

oumbent upon him to interpret them separately and in oonneotion with the

Colorado River Compact and the Boulder Canyon Project Aot. Unless the~e

questions are otherwise resolved, it would seem' unreasonable and oontrary
to public polioy for the Department of Interior, without interpreting
the Acts, statutes and contraots above mentioned, to submit this Report,
presaging a plan of development, to the Congress.

11, Initial stage of development. Among the plans and proposals
is recommendation 1, paragraph 70 of the Regional Directors' Report,
that the states of the Colorado River Basin, aoting separately or jointly,

reoommend for construotion, as the next stage of development, a group of
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projeots, the streamflow depletions of whioh will assuredly fall within

ultimate allooations of Colorado River water whioh may be made to the

individual states. 
Ii Elsewhere the Report speaks of affeoted states de-

ciding from among " known potentialities" whioh projeots they desire to

have the Bureau of Reolamation oonsider for oonstruotion. At another

plaoe the Report says that detailed information is available for a sub-

stantial number of potential developments and only data of a reoonnaissanoe

nature for others, but from all information available it should be possible,

prior to a final settlement of water rights ( by oompact if possible, or

litigation if necessary), to seleot a group of projeots whioh are urgently
needed, or whioh will be key units of the oomprehensive plan for oon-

struotion as the next stage of development. Colorado, as herein previously
mentioned, says the so- oalled potential projeots listed in the Report

might, more appropriately, be termed an inventory of development possi-
bilities that largely await detailed investigation and individual projeot

reports. As an inventory of development possibilities in Colorado, the

list is inoomplete. It fails to inolude development possibilities upon

whioh investigations have been initiated by the Bureau of Reolamation

sinoe the list was oompiled, and others whioh local interests and state

offioials and agenoies have sinoe brought to the attention of the Bureau

of Reolamation. Considered as a list of known potentialities, Colorado

asserts that the data oontained in the Report, or elsewhere available

through individual projeot reports, oonoerning the so- oalled potential

projects in the State are wholly inadequate for determining at this time

the desirability, or eoonomio feasibility, or probability of authorization

and oonstruotion of individual projeots. Muoh of the data is largely of

a reoonnaissanoe nature.

The ooncept that " the eoonomio feasibility of the group of projeots
inoluded in the next stage of development would be oomprehended in the

finding of feasibility for the over- all ultimate development of the basin,"

is subjeot to ohallenge from the data appearing in the Report, wherein

annual oosts to the Nation, if based on oonstruotion oosts estimated in

the Commissioner' s letter, may be found to exoeed the annual benefits to

the Nation, whioh in turn are subjeot to question sinoe they are based on

estimated gross values of orop and power produotion. Inasmuoh as the

Report plans that " when the next stage of development has been deoided

upon, it may be presented to the Congress for authorization of construotion,"

it would seem to be equally as feasible, and perhaps would involve less

delay, to plan to submit to the Congress eaoh individual projeot report
as it is oompleted, ( where suoh submission to Congress is required under

existing law), and thereby provide for an orderly and progressive develop-
ment in aooordance with both looal needs and publio interest. In this

oonneotion, note the views and reoommendations of the State of Colorado

set forth in the foregoing paragraph 7.

12. Colorado projeots, It is respeotfully suggested by Colorado

that the. list of projeots submitted by the Report does not provide a basis

for an inteiUgent seleotion by the State of projeots for oonstruction.
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For many years the State has been urging the investigation and issuanoe

of reports on specifio projeots within its borders. These investigations
and reports have reaohed various stages of completion. Based thereon

and beoause of known informati on on these projeots, the State is able and

desires to urge an early issuanoe of reports on, and consideration for

early oonstruotion, of a group of projeots hereinafter mentioned. These

projeots are all within the Colorado River Basin and will cause a depletion
of water supplies assuredly within the ultimate allocation of Colorado

River water whioh may be made to the State. Consideration of these projeots
for oonstruction should not be delayed pending the oonsummation of an

Upper Colorado River Basin oompaot. These projeots do not constitute an

exolusive list and the list should be subject to expansion as investigations

prooe.ed. The projeots, with brief referenoes to their nature and investi-

gational and authorization status, are as follows:

l'

a) Pnonia Projeot. This projeot was authorized in 1939
and since that time $ 900, 000 has been appropriated for its oon-

struction. The sum of $848, 470. 50 now remains available to the

Bureau of Reolamation to proceed with actual construction. Be-

oause of ohange in design, inorease in costs and necessary repay-

ment arrangements, it was found necessary to seek a reauthorization

or amended authorization. The necessary district organizations
of water users have been set up. More recently the water users

have agreed to inorease their unit obligations for the water and

have, with the concurrenoe of the State, suggested a longer repay-

ment period. The final report has been oanpleted and the project
is before the Department of Interior for approval and for sub-

mission to the Congress for reauthorization. Tb3 project will

provide supplemental water supplies for presently irrigated lands.

The storage faoilities of this projeot provide a capacity of

14, 000 acre feet.

i

l

f
r
t

b) Pine River Extension, This project will provide
laterals and distribution faoilities for the oonveyanoe to project
lands of water stored by the Valleoito reservoir, located in

Southwestern Colorado. The Valleoito dam and reservoir is a

Bureau of Rec~arnation project completed in December, 1942. It

stores 125, 000 acre feet of water. The existing facilities below

the dam do not serve all of the lands whioh may, and are intended

to be, irrigated with water stored in Vallecito reservoir. The

Pine River Extension constitutes a unit of the project. Investi-

gations of the Pine River Extension have proceeded to the point
where a report of the Regional Director, Region 4, Bureau of

Reclamation, is expected in the very near future. Obviously, in

the interest of the water users under the Fine River projeot, as

well as in the interest of the Government, in order to make stored

water available for irrigation of land, the Pine River Extension

should be considered for early construction,
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c) La Plata Project. This project is located in South-

western Colorado. It includes two units, namely, the Long Hollow

reservoir, to provide storage facilities for the irrigation of

lands in Colorado, and the State line reservoir, to store water for

the irrigation of lands in New Mexico. Both reservoirs are located

in the La Plata River Basin and are intended to regulate the flow

of water of that river to provide supplemental water supplies for

presently irrigated lands. These project units have been under

investigation for ten years, or more. A number of' reports have

been issued. The water users in Colorado have created a district

to contract with the Government. The erratic flows of the La Plata

River created interstate controversies which resulted in an inter-

state compact which apportioned the water between New Mexico and

Colorado and made necessary at times the rotation of water use

between water users of the two states. This resulted in serious

reductions of available water for long established farm units in

Colorado. The entire area has suffered seriously from drought con-

ditions. The only solution is construction of both units of the

La Plata project. Eventually these units may be and can become

a part of a larger project ultimately to be investigated, involving
the inter-basin diversion of water into the La Plata River. The

State has conferred on numerous occasions with interested water

users and more recently considered with the local interests and

the Bureau of Reclamation a proposed final report. It is expect~rt

that this report will be completed in the office of the Regional
Director, Region 4, Bureau of Reclamation, in the near future and

will be ready fer submission to Congress. Because of this situation

Colorado urges early consideration of the construction of both

units of this project. Conferences with the officials of New

Mexico have resulted in an agreement between the two states. . New

Mexico, we believe, will join in this request.

d) Florida Project, This project has long been under

investigation. A final report is scheduled for early consider-

ation by the Regional office, Region 4, Bureau of Reclamation.

Available information is adequate to indicate to the State that

the investigation of this project should be expedited in order

that it be considered for construction. The project is lccated

in Southwestern Colorado and will provide supplemental w~ter sup-

plies for presently irrigated lands.

e) Dolores Project. This project is located in South-

western Colorado and will divert waters from the Dolores River

for the irrigation of lands which are under dry farm operations.
A major portion of the project lands lies in Colorado but a part
of them is in Utah. The proposed project lands are highly pro-
ductive, but in the event of drought conditions may be subjected
to serious crop losses. Irrigation supplies are needed upon

presently non- irrigated lands in order to bring about diversified

farming and assure more stabilized farm oonditions, The project
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has long been under investigation. Colorado urges that these

investigations be expedited in order that the projeot may be

oonsidered for oonstruotion.

f) Silt Projeot, This projeot is located near Rifle,

Colorado, and will store water diverted from Rifle Creek to make

available supplemental water supplies for presently irrigated
lands, The projeot has lQng been under investigation and Some

preliminary reports have been issued thereon. A final report is

in the prooess of preparation and is soheduled for early oonsider-

ation by the offioe of the Regional Direotor, Region 4, Bureau of

Reolamation. Colorado requests t hat the soheduled issuanoe of this

report be followed and that the projeot may be oonsidered for oon-

struotion,

q,

g) Collbran Projeot, This projeot is looated near Grand

Junotion, Colorado. It has been under investigation for many

years. Originally this proposed development was for the irrigation
of lands, now under oultivation with inadequate water supplies,
looated in the Plateau Valley, In reoent months a revised plan
for this projeot to also provide munioipal water supplies for the

City of Grand Junotion and vioinity, and to afford an inoidental

produotion of power, has been under investigation by the Bureau

of Reolamation. It has been found neoessary to expedite this

investigation due to the population growth in Grand Junotion and

the reoogni tion of the desirability of providing stook and domestio

water supplies for the area in the vioinity of Grand Junotion.

It is now indioated that the present souroe of munioipal water for

Grand Junction will be adequate for a period of only about three

years, and that water for this purpose must be obtained from other

souroes within that time, Upon the basis of present data and infor-

mation it seems highly probable that this projeot may be eoonomi-

oally justified under the provisions of the 1939 r~olamation Aot.

Beoause of this urgent need for domestio water supplies, as well

as the desirability of providing supplemental supplies for irri-

gation of lands in Plateau Valley, Colorado urges that the investi-

gation on this projeot be oompleted and a report issued early this

year in order that the projeot may be oonsidered for oonstruotion,

h) Little Snake Development. The Little Snake River, a

tributary of the Colorado River, orosses and reorosses the Colorado-

Wyoming boundary line. For a number of years the Bureau of Recla-
mation has oonducted investigations oonoerning the so- oalled ulti-

mate development of the Little Snake River, inoluding exportations
from and importations to the Little Snake River Basin, and inoluding
the proposed oonstruotion in the near future of a relatively small

projeot to serve lands in Colorado and Wyoming requiring supple-
mental water supplies for dependable irrigation, and to irrigate
some new lands in both states. Two Ilmall reservoir projeots, one
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located in Colorado and the other in Wyoming, have been investi-

gated, A report has been anticipated by the two states for a

number of years. Interstate relatio~s on this river are suoh

that the two affeoted states expeot to enter upon oompaot nego-
tiations. Commissioners for this purpose have been appointed by
the two states. The adjustment of interstate relations is de-

pendent in a major way upon a settled plan of deyelopment in the

Little Snake Basin. Colorado urges that the investigation of

these pr oposed reservoir units of the Little Snake project be

expedited in order that any such project development whioh may be

found economically feasible may be considered for oonstruotion.

i) Investigation of Specifio Projeots Reoommended~

Southwestern Water Conservation Distriot. When the Colorado Water

CClli" e;::;s.tion BOllrd held its meeting to consider the proposed report
of tho Seoretary of the Interi or on the development of the water

resouroes of the Colorado River Basin, the Southwestern Water Con-

servation District, a legal entity oreated under state Statutes,

specifioally requested that the Borad urge the Bureau of Reclama-

tion to initiate the investigati on of a number of pro posed projeots
needed in Archuleta County in Colorado in order to properly serve

that seotion of the State. The St~te ooncurs in this request and

includes herein the descriptions submitted by the Southwestern

Water Conservation District of these proposed project developmenta
as foIl CJWS.

I) Mill Creek. This proposed project will supply
supplemental water to lands now under irrigation that oan

never be supplied from any other project. Development of

the projeot would require a stora~e reservoir and approxi-
mately 10 miles of diversion and dist,.;.bution canals. In

most instanoes the existing canals would only require en-

larging. A minimum of 1, 500 aores of farming and pasture
lands would be servioed by this project.

n ( 2) Four Mile and Turkey Cl' eek Lakes r It will be

noted that in the report of ju1y 3, 1945 there is an indi-

cation of an over- lapping between the Four Mile and Turkey
Creek, and the Dutton Park projeots, Further stucy may
determi~e that due to the limited drainage area that would

supply the water to Four Mile and Turkey Creek Lakas no

water would be available for the Dutton Park area. There-

fore, we want to list only 6, 000 aores for supplemental water
and 13, 000 aores of new farming and pasture land. The pro-

posed development requires the enlargement of the Lakes as

well as the existing ditches.

3) Dutton Park, This project oould and would be
servioed by oanals and possibly a small reservoir in the

O' Neal Park Projeot whioh is now listed by the Bureau of

Reolamati on.
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4) Buckles - Harris Lakess This project would

require new dams to increase the capacity of the Lakes and

the enlargement of existing ditches and s orne new ditches.

This project would probably serve only part of the land in

Coyote Park and should be considered in case the Dulce-

Chama- Navajo Project listed by the Bureau of Reclamation

never materializes."
I,

13. Report in its present form should not be submitted for the

approval of the Congress. The Report purports to be an inventory of water

supplies, existing water utilization and development possibilities of the

Colorado River. It is indicative of the integrated relationship of indi-

vidual project potentialities, but its value for this purpose is limited

to the information contained therein being used only to develop an inte-

grated plan when and as presently undetermined factors are resolved and

further material information made available. As pointed out herein,

oertain material considerations necessary for a oomprehensive plan of de-

velopment, cannot be disregarded. Otherwise, the Report would result in

further confusion and intensify future controversies, For instance, as

elsewhere explained herein in detail, ( 1) the Report contains plans for

utilization of Colorado River water which if realized would be contrary

to the Colorado River Compact; ( 2) potential project developments are in-

cluded which are oontingent upon, and may be modified by, the future ap-

portionment of water among the affected states; ( 3) necessary interpre-

tation of basic legal instruments, which constitute the law of the river,

remains unanswered; ( 4) inventoried potentialities admittedly exceed avail-

able water supplies; ( 5) material inconsistenoies in the Report exist

and potential developments of prime importance to some of the states are

not properly refleoted thereby because of the failure of the Report

properly and consistently to cover all territorial areas of development

in the states comprising the Colorado River Basin, as defined by the Colo-

rado River Compact; ( 6) important and necessary factual data and infor-

mation for the operation of the river under conditions of comprehensive

development, and material in effectuating a pro~ressive, integrated plan

are not found in the Report; ( 7) and it follows that nc reliable basis

for the economio justification of the plan of projeot development, set

forth in the Report, is established.

1;"

f'

t.

Intimately related with these considerations, is the fact that areas

susceptible of development through the utilization of Colorado River water

are located in four different regions under the organization of the Bureau

of Reclamation. Two of these regions comprise areas outside of the natural

basin of the Colorado River.' Apparently the directors of these two regHlns

had no part in the preparation of the Report. There exists a necessity

of integrating the activities and plans of separate regions interested in

the use of Colorado River water within and without the natural basin in

portions of states which are a part of the Colorado River Basin as defined

by the Colorado River Compact, Project plans for the diversion of water

from the natural basin must envision the appropriate plans for water
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utilization within tributary areas of the Colorado River Basin. This is

particularly important in suoh states as Colorado where a policy is

followed, heretofore approved by the Bureau of Reolamation, of proteoting
present and prospeotive uses of water within the natural basiri in the

State in conneotion with plans for transmountain diversion projects, A

program for the integration of the activities of these interested regions
in oooperation with the interested states for the furtheranoe of state

programs should be initiated.

In view of this situation, it seems inconceivable that the Report
in its present form and at this time should be transmitted to the Congress
for its approval. It is Colorado' s view that the Report oonstitutes a

oomplianoe with Seotion 15 of the Boulder Canyon Projeot Aot ( 45 Stat.

1057), if modified in aooordanoe with the views and reoommendations herein

oontained, and the data and information oontained therein will aid the

states and the Government in the progressive formulation of a oomprehensive

plan and in the development of a program of individual projeot authorization.

t
I ,
I ",'

I
l
f,
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Engineering Data

1, Discrepa~cies in basic data. Data concerning the flow. of the

Colorado River at Lee Ferry are presented in Appendix 1 by year~ for the

period 1897~1943. These consist of estimate~ by the Bureau of Reclamation

for the period l897~1921, and of records by the U. S. Geological Survey
for subsequent years. Colorado notes that the U. S. Geological Survey has

also published ectimates for the period l897~l92l whioh differ in most

years; and in some by substantial amounts, fro" the Bureau of Reclamation

estimates present;ld in the Report. Such discrel'onoies in the basic data

reported by cooperating agenc~es are confusing, nod h~ve required the

Engineering Conunittee of the Upper Colorado River Basin Compact COllllllission

to undertake correlation studies and make its own estimations.

2, Natural Conveyanoe Losses above Lee Ferry. The s~ called virgin
flow. of the Colorado River at Lee Ferry was calculated in Appendix I, for

each year of the 189701943 period, as the sum of: ( 1) the actual flow as

estimated or recorded, plus ( 2) the quantity of water estimated to have

been consumed by the lands, irrigated within the natural basin and to have

been diverted from the natural basin for use outs ids. Expressed as an

average for the period 1897u1943, tt~ virgin flow of the Colorado River at

Lee Ferry, thus caloulated, is reported at 16. 270, 000 acre feet annunJJ.yo
With respect to the quantities of water estimated to have been utilizea

upstream from Lee Ferry, attention has previously been dir~cted to the fact

that the quantities employed in Appendix I ( See Paragraph 5, " Detailed Views

s:l.d Recommendations" above) to calculate virgin flows differ from the

estimates of existing uses reported in the substantiating material. In

both estimates the evaluations were made as of project sites, _ the quantities
of water consumed by the irrigation of lands within the natural basin abnve

Lee Ferry being calculated by multiplying the number of acres irrigated by a

unit rate of consumptive use considered to be applicable in accordance with

prevailing temperaturesl and the quantities diverted from tho natural ba" i~

being measured at project sites.

Colorado notes, however, that the Report, disrege.rding the natural

channel losses incident to the conveyan~e of w8ter downstream to Lee Ferry,
applieff ths full amount of the estimated upstreem uses, or the straa~

depletions at project sites, to the flow at Lee F8~~ Yo This erroneous

aRsumption of the Report, that water, if not used and consumed ~ pstrgam.
wculd arrive in full amount at Lee Ferry, has requirod the Engineeri~g
Committee of the Upper ColoradO River Basi.n Compac.:; Conunission to ul!dertaJ:e

studies and make estimations of natural conveyance losses along the Colorado,
Green and San Juan rivers and certain of their tributaries above Lee Ferry,
particularly in the States of Utah and New Mexico.

3. Sourceff by States o.f Stream Flow, . The Report presents no

information cvnoerning the sources by State~ of the flow' of the Colorado
River at Lee Ferry. Thi~ omission of data, essential to determinations of.,
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respeotive rights and obligation~ of individual states above Lee Ferry, has

further extended Rnd oomplioated the work of the Upper Basin Engineering
Commi ttee. The R.eport should present estimate~ of the oontributions of eaoh

state to the
long..
time average virgin flow. of the Colorado River at Lee

Ferry, together with similar information for a period suoh as 1931- 1940
when streamflows for ten oonseoutive year~ wore the lowest of reoord.

4. Pasture Land Irrigation. The Report estimate~ that, ultimately,

500, 000 aore feet of wate.~ il be oonsumed annually by the irrigation for

pasture purposes of 500, 000 aores' of land in the Upper Basin. This is in

addition to lands presently irrigated and to be served by so_ oalled potential

projeots listed in the Report. Colorado notes that, while this allowanoe

of 500, 000 aore feet of water is inoluded in the reported total ultimate

depletions upstream from Lee Ferry, the Report fail~ to desoribe the

required fRcilitiee and works, or to inolude estimateffi of their oonstruotion

oosts. The Report also fails to segregate thim assumed future oonsumption of

water among individual states, or to indioate the looations of the assumed

pasture lands on the maps presented in Appendir II, More definite and

detailed information would faoilitate both the planffi for the development and

the pending negotiations among affeoted states, Sinoe the existing aoreage

irrigated in the Upper Basin inoludes- hay_lands from whioh the orops. are

harvested: at times and at othelr timell are used for the pasturing of livesto<lk,

it appears that the assumed future pasture lands might similarly be olaosif"ed

as irrigated lands, without attempting to distinguish between methods of

harvesting. The required works and faoilities might properly be inoluded

wi th so- oalled potential projeots as oonstruotion possibilities.

0

5. Reservoirs above Lee Ferry. The so- oalled potential projeot~
listed in the Report inolude a number of possible reservoirs in the Upper
Basin above Lee Ferry, at sites along the Colorado, San Juan and Green

rivers, looated generally below the lands irrigated in the Upper Basin.

Their purposes inolude power production, flood control, silt detention,

streamflow regulation, and hold- over storage. The Report presents estimetee

of' oonstruotion oosts and power production for ea0h reservoir, but failff to

disolose information as to the status of upstream development assumed fOIr

purposes of estimating the power produotion, The total loss of water from

the whole group of reservoirs is reported: at 831, 000 aore feet per year,
but the Report fail~ to segregate the estimated total loss a~ong individual
reservoirs, or to explain the faotors employed in estimating the reservoir

losses, A comprehensive' engineering investigation is required, including
definite and detailed: river and reservoir operation studies, the results of

whioh should appear in the Report, to the end that oonstruotio~ oostffi and

water losse~ may be oompared with project benefit5, and to define the areas

and interests that woulcr benefit from operatioms of the reservoirm for their

various intended purposes.

I

l

The affeoted state5 above Lee Ferry need to know. how far' development
oan proceed before any of the potential oapaoity of these reservoir5 will be

needed for holdover storage purposes. They should be advised as to how muoh
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hoMcver storage oapaoi tj'" will be needed when the uselF of water and deple tions

of streamflows above we Ferry have reaohed' the quantity heretofore apporti oned

to the Upper Besin by the Colorado River ComlRot. This is neoessary to insure

that flows at Lee Ferry will not be depleted below. an aggregate of 75, 000, 000

ac~ feet fo~ any perioa of ~en oonseoutiv~ years, suoh as 1931- 19401 and

they should also be advised ae to what the reservoir losses at that stage. of

development might total. Likewise, they should be informed that, when the

16, 270, 000 e.ore feet of virgin floVl at Lee Ferry has been depleted by
7. 500, 000 aore feet, inoluding upstream reservoir losses, the remaining flow.

at Lee Ferry might be equated to a flow. of 8, 770, 000 aore feet, provided
that suffioient reservoir oapaoity be oonstruoted and operated for holdover

stor~ge and streamflow regulation purposes; and they should be informed as

to the possibilities for oonstruoting the required reservoir oapaoities, as

well as oonoerning the losses involved.

0()

The Report indioates that any studiee made in oonneotion with these

so_ oalled potential reservoire appear to have been devoted to their assumed

operatione primarily for power purposes. The total power produotion at all

the reservoirs will greatly exoeed the needs for power in the natural drainage
basin above Lee Ferry for forty years, aooording to the foreoast oontained

in the Report. The Report proposes to market this surplus power, in part,
in areas outside the natural basin in Uoah and Colorado ( whioh areas are not

oovered by the Report), but mainly in the Lower Basin market arero where power
defioienoies are anticipated in the near future.

Colorado points out that projeots, under oonstruotion and proposed in

Colorado, for diverting waters of the Colorado River Symtem fcr irrigation
use and for munioipal and industrial purposes in the South Platte and

Arkansas River valleY$ in eastern Colorado, _ being areas within the

Colorado River Basin as defined in the Colorado River Compaot, .. will also

produce. power sufficient in amount for the future needs of eastern Colorado

fo.~ many decades in the future. Hence the Report should not oontemplate the

r.~rketing in eastern Colorado of surplus power produoed at the reser70ire

njel!' di scussiono

Ji,

6, Colorado River Water S~ pliss Available in the UnitAd Stateso
Conolusions of the Report, respectii1g the water supplies of the, Colorado
River available in the United States, are based on the flow' of the Colorado
Rivel" al; the Interne:tional Boundary, as oaloula ted for so- oalled virgin
oonditions, Starting with the estimated virgin flow at Lee Ferry of

6,,270, 000 aore~ feet annually, the aggregate. oombined effeot of all
tri"outary inflows to the river seotion below' Lee Ferry ( Inoluding the Gila

River~, and of all natural consumption of water and ohannel losses

inoident to the oonveyanc6 of Colorado River w&t~r from Lee Fe~ ry, and of

Gila River water from the Phoenix vicinity, to the International Boundary,
is estimated in the Report to have inoreased the virgin flow' at the

International Bound&ry to an ~ erage of 17, 720, 000 aore feet annually.
Allowing for a future flow. to Mexioo averaging 1, 500, 000 acre feet annually,
as. required by Treaty, the Report oonoludee that the remaining 16, 220, 000

aore feet is the water supply of the Colorado River available for depletio~

Il
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in the United States.

Colorado says that this conclusion of the Report is inaoourate, and
is oonfusing if not misleading to the affected states and the Congress. It
involves the implied assumption that the natural oonsumption of water and

the ohannel losses of virgin flow. volumes and conditions will prevaili Un_

iminishc& in amount regardless of futura streamflow. volumes and conditions,
an assumption which, being contrary to known fac'efF, ill unjustified. In

order to depleta the flow. into Mexico from its estimated virgiR volume of

17, 720, 000 acre feet, to its future volume of 1, 500, 000 acre feet as fixs~

by the Treaty, it will be neoessary to utilize in the United States a

quantity of water materially greater than' the reported 16, 220, 000 acre feet

annually. The amount by which the uses of wate~ and depletions of stream_
flows in the United States will exoeed 16, 220, 000 acre feet annually, will
be determined by the e~ tent to which the natural consumption and losses of
water. whioh pre.vailed under the streamflow volumes of virgin conditions,
are reduoed. or prevented. or avoided, or are' ccnverted to beneficial

oonsumptive uses. with development in the United States.

0

Colorado points out that existing developments and uses of water
in the United States have alread7 had the effect of reducimg the natural
losses under virgi~ oonditio4s; thae the estimated 1, 030, 000 acre feet of
natural: or virgin ohannel 10s5 in the seotion of the Colorado River fl'(,nr

Boulder Dsn to Laguna Dam has; been materially reduoed in amount si nee Lake
Mead came into operation, by reaso~ of the more regulated streamflow. volumes
and the reduoed flows to Mexico; that the estimated 1, 007, 000 acre feat of
naturali or virgin channel loss in the seotion of the Gila River from the

vicinity of Phoeni~ downstream. incident to the conveyance af 2. 279, 000
acre feet of estimated natural or virgin oondition inflows to the Phoeni%
vicinity, has Binoa been largely reducedl in amount by the developmentS" which
store, divert, use and consume the water supplies 6t; and above the Pr.oeniJK
vicinitYI and that all such channel loss reductions constitute savings; or

the sal vagSf of wate!'"~ whioh oorresp~ n<l:lngJly add to the supplieS' available i~.
the United" States'. Tl>> above mentioned example sunder presenit developmer...~'i'
aI~ in amount~ whioh are subject to determination by comparative analytioal
studies.

Colorado sayS' that further reduotiona in the natural losseS' of virgil!l!
condition~ will ne~ essa~ily accompany the future progressiv~ development in
the United States; and that in the future, with full developmont in the
United StateII', whe~ the flow. of the Colorado Rivor at Lee Perry has bee~
reduce~ from its vi~ gil!l! volume of about 16, 000, 000 aore feet to about hale
that amount. and when the flow. of the Colorado River at the International
Boundary ha~ been reduoecf from ita virgilll' volume of about 17, 700, 000 acre feet
to about 1. 500, 000 acre feet. the further reduotionll' in natural losses will

furthe!'" inorease the supply of water available in the United StateS'o The
future salvagSf of water is subject to estimation from engineering dat~ and
studieS' with as much assurance of accuracy as estimations of the future
depletions by so- called potential projects. Estina tionS' of salvageQl watelr
cle arly should be included in this Report on the future development and, ful]
utilization in the United States. of all the waten of the Colorado River
System available to the State~ of the Colorado River Basin.


