
000338

COMPILATION OF

RESOLUTIONS, COMNENTS AND RECOllT'ENDftTIONS

received by the

COLORADO WATER CONSERVATION BOARD

relating to the reports on

COLORADO RIVER STORAGE PROJECT AND PARTICIPATING PROJECTS

and

GUNNISON RIVER DEVELOHiENT PLAN

i~ * * {.. *

3~ ~

April, 195]



000339

PREFACE

During the week of April 2- 7, 1951, the Colorado Water Con-
servation Board arranged and sponsored a series of public meetings
to explain and discuss the Colorado River Storage froject and Par-
ticipating Projects Report, and also the Reconnaissance Report on
the Proposed Development of the Gunnison River Basin.

These meetings were held as follows:

Durango .  . . Tuesday, April 3
Gunnison    . . . Thursday, April 5
Delta . .    Friday, April 6
Meeker . .  .  . Saturday, April 7

At each of the meetings, it was requested that any and all
interests should carefully consider the proposals contained in
the two above- mentioned reports, and that after such considera-
tion, submit their views and comments to the Colorado Water Con-
servation Board.

These requested comments, in the foI'll! of resolutions and
communications, have been arriving at the office of the Board.
Copies thereof in mimeographed form are herewith submitted.
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RESOLUTION

V~ REAS, officials of the Bureau of Reclamation under the sponsorship
of the Colorado Water Conservation Board have submitted to the citizenry of the
pper Gunnison River Basin ( which means that area from Crystal Creek east to the

Continental diVide) their plans for the construction of certain dams under the
Colorado River Storage Project report, for the storage of water in the Upper
Colorado River Basin, and

V{hereas, one of the da~s proposed, known as the Curecanti Dam, will, if
constructed, impound approximately 2, 500, 000 acre feet of water, and the reser-
v~ir will extend from the dam site east to within one mile of the city limits of
he City of Gunnison, Colorado, and all of the ranches, resorts, and other proper-
Y along the Gunnison River Basin between the dam site and the City of Gunnison

tCll be inundated, and

fuereas, a series of meetings have been held in the upper Gunnison River
5c~in by the various groups and organizations for the purpose of determining
wheoher the construction of the Curecanti Dam would be beneficial or detrimental
t.~ the people in the upper part of the Gunnison River Basin, md

vVbereas, the Gunnison Watershed Conservation Committee was organized and
lected for the purpose of representing the interested organizations and people

1 the upper part of the Basin in connection with said matter, and

V{hereas, after care.t\tl and thorough consideration it is the opJ.me-n of the
people represented by said Committee that the losses and damages that will result
from the construction of the Curecanti Reservoir, as now planned, will far out-
weigh any benefits that might accrue to the people in this area, and that ~he
construction of the said Curecanti Dam as now pl~Th~ed ~~ d the reservoir which
will rerot therefrom will cause irreparable injury anr- loss to the people and
roperty in this area for the foll~ving reasons, to-wit:

1. That it will inundate approximately 20% of the ranch land in this partof the Basin and that the ranches affected are some of the finest anYVlhere in the
state of Colorado; that it will completely inundate two towns, Sapinero and lola,
and twenty- three resorts and many private homes along the Gunnison River; U. S.
Highway No. 50, all approach roads, and approximately 27 miles of railroad,

2.

revenue to

50, 000. 00

That the inundation of said lands will result in a loss of actual
the County of Gunnison from ad valorem taxes amounting to approximately
per year, or about 20% of the total operating budget of Gunnison County,

J. That the lands which will be inundated by the reservoir, as now planned,
enrry and support about 5, 000 head of cattle and 1, 000 head of sheep, and that
his livestock will be lost to the tax strc.cture and economy of Gunnison County.

4. That the proposed reservoir, as new planned, will completely destroyQPproximately 40 miles of the finest trout stream fishing in the United Statesand about 50% of the winter range for big game in the upper Gunnison River Basin.
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5, That the major industries in Gunnison County are livestock raising

and recreation or tourist business, and that the proposed reservoir will decrease
the economy in Gunnison County approximately 25%.

6. It will cause the dispersal of eighteen herds of famous Gunnison
Herefords which have reqUired two generations of i~proved breeding to bring up
to the present high standards.

7. That there is no certainty whatsoever that the proposed projects in
the upper Gunnison River Basin will be found feasible as the surveys have not

yet been completed; the appropriations for the construction of said projects rest
v':i.th Congress alone; and it is problematical if the local people would be willing

burden themselves with the necessary indebtedness to develop said projects
Ten though appropriations are eventually made for their construction, and

Whereas, notwithstanding the seriousness of the situation and the loss and

irreparable injury that will result to the people in the upper Gunnison River
Basin, it is their sincere desire to consider the problems fairly, altruistically
and broadly, particularly with respect to the benefits that will result from the
construction of the dam to other people in western Colorado, and to the people
in the rest of the state and Nation as well, but by the same token the people in
the upper Gunnison River BaSin, who will be the onl, ones injured, are entitled
to fair treatment and consideration and have defin:i.tely concluded that certain

1justments must be made and that the same must be ratified and confirmed by
cnngressional act as a part and parcel of the proposed projects if the construction
of the Curecanti Dam is authorized.

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Gunnison Watershed Conservation Conunittee,

representing the people in the upper Gunnison River Basin, that the following
adjustments be made and incorporated as a part a~d parcel of the Colorado River

Storage Project plans and that the same be sanc"tioned and approved by congressional
dJ

1. That a coffer dam be constructed at some suitable point below Iola
for the purpose of preventing the water in the reservoir from inundating that

part of the Gunnison River Basin above the coffer dam,

2. That the Taylor Park dam, reservn1r waters and increased storage rights
be transferred and conveyed to the people ie the upper Gunnison River Basin for
domestic, irrigation and industrial purposes and that the water stored therein be
used to firm the Curecanti Reservoir, therebt permitting and supporting the con-

struction of the coffer dam lower down the ri,ver.

3. That the engineering surveys and i\rvesti~' tiJnS of, prOjects in the
upper Gunnison River Basin be completed as qulc;cly as possible and prior to any
congressional action on the Curecanti Dam, an~ if the surveys disclose that one
or more of the proposed projects is found to ~ e feasible that the people thereby
ffected shall have the right to insist upon the construction and completion of

said project or projects prior to or concurre~ ly vdth the construction of the
Ourecan~i Dam and as a participating project ~ projects.
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4. That the Government as compensation for the loss of revenue in the
form of taxes and for lowering the economy of Gunnison County, pay to Gunnison

County the sum of ~50o, ooo. 00 prior to the construction of the dam, and a reason-

able a:T.ount .a..~nu.ally therc3ftcr : 1::: mc;y be determined by a sur-vey and in..r;:;:stigtltion -
of an impartial committee or group working in conjunction .vith the local people~

5. That the Government provide whatever funds are necessary for the addi-
tional school facilities as well as maintenance and operation of the same, as may

bo;J required in Gunnison to take care of the additional student load during the
construction period.

6. That the Government re- locate and construct U. S. Highway No. 50 in
accordance with the standard specifications pertaining to a transcontinental road
of that character, and that Gunnison be the terminus on the east and Montrose the
t,arminus on the west.

7. That the Government construct a hard surfaced, modern highway, from the
C::. ty of Gunnison into the Powderhorn and Lake Fork areas to the Hinsdale County

line, and all other access roads on both sides of the reservoir as may be de-
s'i:.royed by the reservoir and as may be found necessary to properly serve the
people in this area.

8. That a definite agreement be made between representatives of the Bureau
of Reclamation, the Fish and Wild Life Service, the Colorado Game and Fish Com-

ssion, the Colorado Water Conservation Board, and the people in the upper Gunni-
n~ River Basin for the formulation of policies relative to the protection and

p:,eservation of fish and wild life, and for the regulation of the waters in the
rGservoirs, and all other matters pertaining to projects directly affecting the
local people.

9. That surveys be made and completed in the upper Gunnison River Basin,
Ising whatever material and information are available in the offices of existing
federal agencies, before the construction of the Curecanti Dam, for the purpose
of determining the best manner and method of irrigating and re- seeding mountain

ranges in order to prevent erosion and to provide additional grass and forage for
livestock and all wild life and upon the completion of the surveys and investiga-
tions some definite arrangement be made to use a reasonable amount of revenues

annually from the sale of power developed under the Colorado River Storage Proj-
ects for the development and irrigation of such ranges.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that in addition to the requirements abOVe men-

tioned, that the following adjustments be provided if the legal considerations
will pennit:

1. That -definite arrangements be made for those rancher~ Whose lands are

to be inundated by the Curecanti Reservoir to have the first priority and right
to re- Iocate on other arable lands under participating projects in Gunnison County,
and that the provisions of the present lav( with respect to the 160 acre tract
limitation be waived or changed to meet the economic conditions in this area.

2. That proper arrangements be made for the transfer, witl10ut reduction,
of range rights and privileges on the National Fbrest and Public Domain, from the
ranches that will be inundated, to any new lands that nill be taken up by the
permittees or their assigneell.
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3. It is questionable whether there will be any good resort sites border-
ing the Curecanti Reservoir yet the resort owners whose lands will be inundated
should be given a preferential right to new locations on Government lands border-
i~~ thi:; rsaer-;vir, ~"'id on othei' reservoirs which may be constructed in the upper--
Gunnison River Basin.

4. That in the acquisition of the lands that will be inundated, and other
property affected by the proposed Curecanti Reservoir, the Government shall take
into consideration the effect of the income tax burden and the devaluation of the
dollar in awarding its compensation to the owners of said properties.

5. That arrangements 1IIe made in the regulation of the water from the TBlYlor
Park reservoir to prevent, as much as possible, the injury to and adverse effect
upon the fish life and fishing conditions along the streams affected, and that the
ocal people have a pennanent voice in such regulatory meas' lres.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that as the above conclusions and requirements he.va
been made after careful, thorough and complete study, debate and consideration,
that it is the finn belief of the people in this area that such requirements are
fair, reasonable and just.

BE IT FURTHER RF.SOLVED, that copies of these resolutions be transmitted to
Governor Dan Thornton, The Colorado . 1ater Conservation Board, the Colorado River
Conservancy District, the Delta County Agricultural Planning Committee, the Board
of Directors of the Montrose Chamber of Commerce, the Colorado State Agricultural
lanning Committee, and to the press.

Upon motion duly made and seconded the above and foregoing resolution was

unanimously passed, approved and adopted by the Gunnison Watershed Conservation
ColllIllittee representing the people in the upper Gunnison River Basin, the 19th day'
of April, A. D. 1951.

ATTEST: GUNNISON WATERSHED CONSERVAT: tON COllMITTEE .

Guy Cox

Secreta.17
By E. L. Dutcher

v.......

AtrSfIN FElT ASSOCIATION

A~ tin, Co1. rado, A:prll 1.6, 1951
Judge Clifford Stone

Denver, Colorado

Dear Sir:

The Austin Fruit Association unanimously passed a resolution as beingin fayor of the Curecanti dam project over the Bridgeport dam project

Yours truly
Austin Fruit Assln.
Hover Dixon, Secy.



OD03~ 5

5-

RECOMMENDATIONS OF TIlE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF SOUTHVlESTERN WATER
CONSERVATION f'ISTRICT TO TIlE COLORADO WATER CONSERVATION BOARD
RELA:IIiiE TO TiI~ m;PORT OF Tii1: REGLAi.lAnON SERVICE oF TIlE UNI'I'EfJ Sl'ATES.~. -~

At a meeting of the Board of Directors of the Southwestern Water Conserva-
tion District the matter of the recommendations to be made to the Colorado Water
Conservation Board concernill{t the report' of the Reclamation Service to the Congress
of the United States came up for discussion. All members of the Board were pres-
ent, but some members had not had full opportunity to examine the proposed report,
and all felt their suggestions should relate to the area included in their own

district.

The general plan of developing liquidating proj~cts first, and out of the
revenues derived therefrom to assist various participating projects met with the
manimous approval of the Board. The general plan of the Reclamation Service to
first install and develop the Echo Park and Curecanti Projects in Colorado appears
logical and meets with the approval of this Board. l.t is the feeling of this
Drard that as soon as power projects are put in operation, the power developed
Rhould first be used in Colorado to the greatest extent possible, and especially
tihould such power be reserved for use by plants erected near to the place where
generated. This means the greatest possible saving in cost, and also means a

Statewide development instead of a localized one.

The Board further believes that as soon as the pmver projects have reached
a certain stage of development, a portion of the net revenues derived therefrom
should immediately be diverted to the investigation and study of the development,
conservation and ,utilization of the waters, of the Upper Colora~o River Basin, and
to that end recommends' ,the ' creation of a special fund to which shall be transferred
a proper proportion of the net revenues derived from Upper Colorado River liquidat-
ing projects, known as the Colorado River Storage Project, to be used for the' pur-
poses stated-- in accordance with the recommendations heretofore made by the Re-
g;.onal Director and approved by the Secretary of the Interior. If these investi-
ga~~ons and ~ tudies are .to be delayed until all ~en liquidating' projects are co~~
ple~ed, it will mean such a long delay, that few people now, li~ing wi+l see the
completion of this work. ..' ." ,

r ~

The Board further believes that it is illogic'al and unnecessary to divert'
water from the Western ' Slope ' of Colorado to the EasterIi Slope at enormous expense,
until ail available lands are irrigated on the VTestern Slope. Many of these lands
under the proposed projects now, contemplated are already partially developed, and
thousands' of acres of' feJ:.tile land can 'be made productive by the application 6f"
waters available :i.~ the near vicinity of ' these lands; and it 'seeinsuseless abd'
fooiish 'to . spend "hundreds of millions of dollars 'to ,take this water to di~tant:
reaa of development on the othe'r sicklof the mountain range; Among the, partici';'

pating, projects we especially recommend for the' consideration of your Board what is
own as the Pine River Extension Project, the Florida 'Water Conservation District

Project and recommend that the La Plata ~onservancy 'Project 'be ~ einstated as being
worthy, of the most serious consideration.., This will benefit a large nUDib,er Qf
people l\W) hav~ alrea.dy Spent a great amoun,t of mone~' in improving their l!l11ds and
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who will eventually have to abandon such fertile soil because of lack of water,
unless this project is completed. Some are already moving away. The Pine Rj,ver
Extension Project means simply the enlarging or addition to the Pine River Proj-
ect already completed and the extension being originally contemplated when the
irst dam or reservoir was built. This project is largely self- liquidating and
t. may be noted that 14, 000 acres of land are noVl paying construction costs of the

dam without any benefit whatever to the owners of such land.

Beyond this, the Board, because of its limited knOWledge, makes no further
recommendations.

Done at Durango, Colorado
this 14th day of April, 1951

SOUTHVlESTERlJ WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT

By D. W. Sexton

Secretary

i~************~~ i~**

THE PINE RIVER IRRIGATION rISTRICT

Ignacio, Colorado

COMMENT OF THE PINE RIVER IRRIGATION DISTRICT 011 : lEPORI' ON THE COLORADO
RIVER STORAGE PROJECT AND PAHTICIPATING PllOJECTS OF THE UPPER COLORADO

RIVER BASIN
APRIL J, 1951

The Pine River Irrigation District approves of the report of the Commission-
3r and of the Regional Director, but desires to make some reservations concerning1e Pine River Project Extension, which is one of the approved participating proj-ects recommended for authorization.

Our comment is fully set forth in our letters of April 4, 1949 and July 12,
J.949 addressed to the Colorado Water Conservation Board, and was discussed at a
meeting of the Colorado Water Conservation Board held in Denver, Colorado on
D~cember 16th and 17th, and set forth in the comment of the Board Which was ad-
dressed to the Regional Director under date of December 17, 1949. However, we wish
to very briefly outline the objections to the proposed report of the RegionalDirector dated January of 1949.

I, The Pine River Irrigation District has always objected to that provisionof the report which provides that the persons within the District who have water
available for their lands would p~ the entire bala~ce of the reimbursable con-
struction costs of the Vallecito Reservoir, and that the persons benefitting under
the Project Extension will be relieved of further payment of these construction

0StS. We have been orally advised that the report will be revised to eliminate
his feature, but we note that in Paragraph " e" of the report of the RegionalDirector on the Colorado River Storage Project that the Director desires that there
e Districts of the Water Conservancy type " one purpose of which shall be to pro-ride revenues for the Project over and above those paid by irrigators to assist in
l'€payment of construction costs allocated to irrigation." Does this mean that the
objectional feature of the proposed report on The Pine River Project Extension is
to be retained?
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2. The District had previously staGed that unless it can be shown that there
is sufficient water in the Vallecito Reservoir to irrigate the lands within the

esent boundaries of the District, the District should not be enlarged to include
diticnal land::: in ~ ithe:r Colorado or- :Jen Hexic6; and We ....,-i.ll part.icularly object

0 inclusion of additional lands if there is to be any more trans- mountain diver-
sion of the waters of the Pine River or its tributaries into the Rio Grande Valley.

Is there any reason why The Pine River Project like the FAien Proj ect and
Paonia Project cannot .be authorized and construction commenced in 1951? We ask
this question particularly in view of the fact that for over ten years more than
i4;OOO acres of privately owned land within The Pir-e Hiver Irrigat{ on District has
been paying construction costs of the Vallecito Reservoir and cannot receive any
water from the Reservoir until the construction of this Extension.

4. When the project is constructed it rdll be necessary to revise the existing
contract with the United states in order to eliminate some of the unworkable
features, and to extend the time of repayment of construction costs of the Reservoir
in order that persons participating in the cost of the Extension vdll be able to
meet their obligations.

THE PINE RIVER IHHIGflTION DISTHICT

By A. M. Emigh
Attorney

it*** n** i~*****

COMMENTS OF THE LA PLATA WATER CONSERVANCY DISTRICT UPON THE PROPOSED
REPORT OF THE BUHEAU OF RECL1\IIATION FOR DEVELOPHENT OF THE UPPER COlO-

RADO RIVER BASIN

It seems to the Board of Directors, by whom the undersigned is authorized
to make these comments, that the plan of the Bureau of Reclamation for the develop-
ment of the Upper Colorado Basin is sound and economically feasible. The place-
ment of a dividing point between the Upper and the LrnJer Dasin at Lee' s Ferry has
probably created some spirit of animosity between the Upper and Lower Basin States.
As a representative of the Bureau of Reclamation aptly pointed out, the Lower
Basin States receive a smooth flow of seven and one half w~ llion acre feet per year
average at Lees Ferry, whereas the Upper Basin States are forced by the very nature
of the Colorado River Compact to accept as theirs, the uneven cycli c flow of water
in the Colorado River.

It appears to us without question, that there must be some form of hold-
over storage on the upper reaches of the Colorado River in order best to utilize
all of the water in the river, not only for the benefit of the Upper Basin but
also of the Lower Basin States.
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An undertaking of this magnitude is, as tile project report points out, very

expensive. We believe that, the Bureau of Reclamation has proposed the best pOB"'" .,

sible method for the financing of the project. iilTe feel that the Bureau has con-

sidered the problems of silt, proximity of power markets and what irrigation may -
be aided by " main stem projects"; but, we also feel that if any precedence is to

be given to any of the projects, the Echo Park and Navajo projects should be con-

sidered first, since it appears to us that the construction of either of these

would in some manner facilitate irrigation in the Upper Basin States.

It occurs to us, that, in these days of large goverrunental expenditures,
such a project as this, with automatic repayment provisions, would be highly de-

sirable, and we do therefore, endorse the Bureau of Reclamation report on the

Upper Colorado River Basin.

Since our interest in the development of The Upper Colorado River Basin is

primarily in the participating project knawn as The La Plata Project, we take the

liberty of making our comments upon that Project separately.

We are inforned that, under the criteria set up by the Bureau of Reclama-

tion, the La Plata Project has temporarily been stalled pending further investiga-
tion. We suppose that each project may urge that the development of its own area

is absolutely essential and that the project and the area involved have some

pecllliarity which should appeal to the Department of the Interior and the Congress
of The United States.

Historically,_ the La Plata River and the La Plata River Compact are very

important. We are given to understand, that the United States Supreme Court, in,;;

approving the La Plata River Compact, decided as a question of first impression,
that two sovereign states, may by Compact, settle matters of dispute concerning
rights as between the States. The La Plata River is an inter-state stream having
under it more irrigible acres per second foot of water than any of the other

streams in the San Juan Basin.

These lands lie not only in Colorado but also in New J!exi.co. Imagine how
difficult it must be for a Colorado farmer to stand facing a stream in which some

water is running while at his back his crops are burning; yet he cannot take the

water in the stream because this is the ten day period in which New Mexico is
entitled to the water. The lands lying within the exterior boundary of the La

Plata Water Conservancy District comprise a well-settled area; homes are already
built and have been in existence for many years. These farmers have been plugging
for 2) or 24 years to get dams built and are now getting desperate for water.

Many have moved out. '

Is it too much to ask, then, that the Bureau of Reclamation and the Colo-
rado Water Conservation Board get the proposed La Plata Project completed and in

shape for inclusion in the initial list of participating projects? Certainly there

is no area which needs the water more in the whol.e Colorado H:i:ver Basin, nor which
could use it to better advantage. Although we stated above that we approved of the

general plan of the Bureau, let us say that our primary interest is in_ th,e inclusion
of The La Plata Project therein, particularly in so far as the State I4rne and the

Long Hollow reservoirs are concerned. iTe do not in this comment l1rge that the
AniMDs- La Plata diversion unit of the project be completed and included_ We realiz.
that that.. i$ asking too much for the present; but we do say that the construction
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of either or both ef the reservoirs above mentioned would be of invaluable benefit
to the area.

jated at uurango, Colorado, ~ hi5 5th day of April, 1951.

Victor A. Paulek
President, La Plata Conservancy District

w*

COMMENTS OF THE FLORIDA YiAT1':R CONSERVANCY DISTRICT UPON THE
PROPOSED REPORT OF THE BUREAU OF P.ECLAl! hTION Fon D':VELOPMENT

OF THE UPPER COLORADO RIVER BASIlr

It seems to the Board of Directors, by whom the undersigned is authorized
to make these comments, that the plan of the Bureau of Reclamation for the develop-
ment of the Upper Colorado Basin is sound and economically feasible. The placement
of a dividing point between the Upper and the Lower Basin at Lee' s Ferry has

probably created some spirit of animosity between the Upper and Lower Basin States.
As a representative of the Bureau of Reclamation aptly pointed out, the Lower Basin
States receive a smooth flow of seven and one half million acre feet per year
aye rage at Lees Ferry, whereas the Upper Basin States are forced by the very nature
vf the Colorado River Compact to accept as theirs, the uneven cyclic flow of water
in the Colorado River.

It appears to us without question, that there must be some form of hold- .' "
over storage on the upper reaches of the Colorado River in order best to utilize
all of the water in the river, not only for the benefit of the Upper Basin States
but also of the Lower Basin States.

An undertaking of this magnitude is. as the project report points out, very
expensive. We believe that the Bureau of Reclamation has proposed the best possible
method for the financing of the project. Vie feel that the Bureau had considered
the problems of silt, proximity of power markets and what irrigation may be aided
by " main stem projects"; but, we also feel that if any precedence is to be given to

any of the projects, the Echo Park and Navajo projects should be considered first,
since it appears to us that the construction of either of these would in some

manner facilitate irrigation in the Upper Basin States,

It occurs to us, that, in these days of large governmental expenditures,
such a project as this, with automatic repayment provisions, would be highly de-
sirable, and we do therefore, endorse the Bureau of Reclamation report on the
Upper Colorado River Basin.

Since our interest in the development of the Upper Colorado River Basin is
primarily in the participating project known as The Florida Project, we take the
liberty of making our comments upon that part of the report separately.
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The facts and figures concerning The Florida Project are of course, incorpo-
rated into the Project lleport and it is not our present intention to burden the

aders hereof with unnecessary repetition; therefore we shall quote no facts nor

cgures. We need only to observe a farmer watching his crop burn up for lack of -
ter when there waS, at one time of the year, water available for storage, to

realize that The Florida Project should be dealt with with all expedience. It may
be true that there is not enough water to irrigate all lands lying under The
Florida River, with all of the water needed, but the margin of productivity, of most
f the lands lying under The Florida River is directly related to the amount of

water therein available for irrigation; thus each foot of water in July and August
of any year which can be applied to the irrigation of lands lying under The
Florida River is worth many times the cost of re- payment proposed by the Bureau of
Reclamation.

It is true that in the past there was some dissension concerning the con-

struction of a hold- over storage dam for irrigation on T he Florida rtiver; that was

before the time of the formation of The Florida River 'dater Conservancy District,
n 1948, and we feel that we can unequiVOCally state that there is no opposition
o the construction of a dam on The Florida ltiver, and that there is very active

agitation for such construction.

We are satisfied with the figures as presented by the Bureau of Reclamation,
nd feel that as concerns The Florida Project, the Bureau' s Report on the Upper

rolorado Storage Projects should be approved without delay.

Dated at Durango, Colorado, this 6th day of April, 1951.

Lloyd B. !. lason

President, The Florida Water

Conservancy District

W***.*

Consolidated Offices Road Committees
North Fork Chamber of Commerce, Hotchkiss, Colo.

Crawford Chamber of Commerce, Cr~ lford, Colo.'

Crawford, Colorado
April 13th--- 19S1

Members of The Colorado River Conservation Board,
State Office Building,
Denver, Colorado

Gentlemen:

Please accept this written evidence of our desire to ask that the first Dam,
Reservoir and Power Plant to be constructed on the Gunnison :/iver be located some -,

place in the Black Canyon of this River above the confluence of The Smith Fork
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Creek and the Gunnison River. It is our firm belief that a dam constructed on
the Gunnison River that will store over tVIO million acre feet of water and pro-
d11ce over 48, 000 killowats of Electric power would be more beneficial to a larger
U.'nber of citizens and tax- payers than would ~ dam constructed at Bridgeport

Jhere only 80, 000 acre feet of water can be stored and less than 48, 000 killowats
of power produced. We further believe that the dam located several miles below
Sapinero, Colorado will eventually be of GRFAT BENRFIT not only to Montrose and
t:elta Counties but likewise to the County of Gunnison and the city of Gunnison.

We ask that you weigh the question of the location of the first Dam to be
constructed on the Gunnison River with the fOllowing thought in mind: " Which of
the two proposed dams will be the most beneficial to the largest number of
citizens and tax- payers".

Very sincerely yours,
Consolidated Offices of the Road Committees
of Hotchkiss, Colorado
and Crawford, Colorado

By Leslie J. Savage
Chairman of the Road Committee

n******* KX'~* 1~ W

Judge Clifford stone and Associates,
Colo. Water Conservation Board
Denver, Colorado

Delta, Colorado--April 12th 1951

Gentlemen:
It is the desire of this committee to protect the western slope and its

economic future on the Gunnison River with the recommendation for construction of
Curecanti Reservoir primarily, since the findings of the engineers are that it
will give us greater generation of electrical power and greater storage of water
than any other project examined in this region. We feel that Curecanti Reservoir
must be given precedence over any other dam on the Gunnison River because it is
agreed by the engineers that it will be the most economic in its costs of con-
struction and that is the only basis to fully protect the tax- payers dollar, which
should be protected first under the present set- up. Curecanti Reservoir will have
a minimum of silting and evaporation " lith maximum of results for power and irriga-
tion within the Gunnison River area.

Curecanti Dam is the only dam proposed on the Gunnison River which will
tore water for more than one year to the next year. This storage is needed to

aS3UI'e delivery of water to meet the terms of the 1922 compact and some water will
be held as much as 25 years to guarantee delivery in low run-off years like 1931
and 1940. Since the water will be committed under compact_ it cannot be diverted.
Bridgeport, near '.'lhitewater, wont hold any Imver basin water, its capacity,
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therefore, cannot be used in Colorado for other than a limited supply to Grand
Valley ( about 1400 acres) so that a little diversion could be made from the head
waters of the Colorado River. Ther(l is some question whether Bridgeport Dam
should ever be built, but Bridgeport Dam is given priority in the project pl~~
not Curecartti Dam. Under the 1922 compact the Curecanti Jleservoir should be cOn-
structed FIRST for the protection of our state and western counties and the tax~
payers dollar.

Western Slope Committee
Colorado Cattlemens Association
C. W. Blake, Secretary

w~~*****************

RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, representatives of the DELTA CHAHIlER OF COJJ.ffiRCE, have heard th,e
reports and discussion of the Bureau of Reclamation on the hold- over storage pro-
gram of the Upper Basin States and have considered the reports on the relative
costs and benefits of the Currecanti neservoir and the lIhitewater or Bridgeport
Reservoir and have now given further consideration to the plans for the develop-
ment of the Colorado River and its tributaries, inclUding particularly the
Gunnison River; and

WHEREAS, we have come to the conclusion that the overall Itlan for the con-
struction of ten hold- over storage Reservoirs on the Colorado River and its tribu-
taries in the Upper Basin States is sound; and

InfEREAS, it is our considered opinion that the Currecanti Reservoir has
ubstantial advantages over the construction of the Whi tewater Reservoir; and

WHEREAS, the members of this organization realize the construction of the
urrecanti Reservoir would require the reconstruction of Highway No. 50; and

would require payment for privately owned lands and resorts; We also realize
that the construction of the Whitewater Reservoir would require the relocation of
the Denver and Rio Grande Western Railroad; would also require the acquisition of
privately owned lands and fruit orchards. On the other hand, it is our firm be-
iief that a lake of the size and at the elevation of Currecanti Reservoir would

e a valuable recreational asset to the area above and below said Reservoir site;
md

WHEREAS. we believe that unless the waters of the Gunnison River are fully
put to a beneficial use at the earliest practicable date, that the water will be
t,,-,t to a beneficial use elsewhere.

N~ V, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that this organization approves the overall
hold- ever storage program as proposed by the Bureau of Reclamation in principle.
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AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the construction of the Currecanti Reser-

voir on the Gunnison River be designated as the initial project of the storage
Reservoirs proposed for the Gunnison River.

AtID BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Currecanti Reservoir be included in the

initial construction projects and that it be given equal priority with the con-

struction of the proposed Echo Park Reservoir project.

AND BE IT FURTHRR RESOLVED that a copy of this Resolution be sent to the

Hon. Clifford Stone, Director of the Colorado Water Conservation Board and that

a copy be sent to the Board of Directors of the Colorado River ~ ater Conservation

District forthwith.

DELTA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

H. R. Holliday
H. R. Holliday, President

M. Murfin

W. M. Murfin, Secretary- Manager

0);'** * ll--~):--l(o*~ f-" -)~,...-"-,, ".,.-) r'i( o-l;." *.;:-**

RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, representatives of the DELTA BUSINESS All]) P;WFESSIONAL WCMEN' S

CLUB have heard the reports and discussion of the Bureau of Reclamation on the

hold- over storage program of the Upper Blsin states and have considered the re-

ports on the relative costs and benefits of the Currecanti Reservoir and the

lVhitewater or Bridgeport Reservoir and have now given further consideration to the

plans for the development of the Colorado River and its tributaries, including
particularly the Gunnison River; and

WHEREAS, we have come to the conclusion that the overall plan for the con-

struction of ten hold- over storage Reservoirs on the Colorado River and its tribu-

taries in the Upper Basin States is sound and for the ultimate benefit of the

United States of America; and

WHEREAS, it appears to us that it is necessary that one of the proposed
storage and power Reservoirs should be constructed on the Gunnison River as an

initial Reservoir in said program; and

WHEREAS, it is our considered opinion that the Currecanti Reservoir has
the following substantial advantages OVer the construction of the Whitewater
Reservoir:

cost.

a) That it will store approximately three times as much water at twice the
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b) That it is the key to the development of the Gunnison River in that
neither the Whitewater Reservoir nor the proposed Crystal Creek . teservoir can

develcp their rated capacities nor furnish firm power until the said Currecanti
RACoa_..^", _ ...... _....__._._._.. 2

v ....""J;tO "'.I. u.\,o ""cu.

c) That upon its construction the Currecanti Reservoir will produce its
full rated electrical energy without the necessity of constructing additional
Reservoirs later.

d) That it is an important integral part of the circuit of power plants
proposed in connection with the hold- over storage program.

e) That the percentage of evaporation loss will be considerably less at
the higher elevation of Currecaitti than the evaporation loss of the Whitewater
Reservoir downstream.

f) That it will furnish a higher rate of pmver revenue for the construction
of necessary and vital participating projects at an earlier date and in larger
amount than a smaller, lower elevation reservoir such as Vlhitewater, dependent
upon a fluctuating water supply.

g) That the storage of water in the head waters of the Gunnison will tend
to firm the irrigation decrees on the River below the Reservoir and will result
in an effective flood control in the Lmver Basin of the Gunnison River.

h) That the construction of the Currecanti Reservoir will make it possible
to apply greater quantities of water to beneficial uses in the area affected and
many years earlier.

AND WHEREAS, the members of this organization re" lize that the construction
of the Currecanti Reservoir would require the reconstruction of Highway No. 50;
culd require the payment for privately owned lands and Resorts; and would re-

c'~:. re a change in type of fishing and recreation on the Gunnison River. We also
ealize that the construction of the Vfhitewater Reservoir would require the re-

location of the Denver and Rio Grande Western Railroad; would also require the
cquisition of privately owned lands and fruit orchards, and because of the low
lavation would produce a lake having very little recreational value. On the

other hand, it is our firm belief that a lake of the size and at the elevation
0f Currecanti Reservoir would be a valuable recreational asset to the area above

d below said Reservoir site; and

WHEREAS, it is contemplated by the overall program of Federal hold-over
storage Reservoirs that all of said projects will eventually be completed and that
acrifices will eventually be made to that end and it is our conclusion that we
hould start with the largest and most valuable development possible at the
resent time; and

WHEREAS, we believe that unless the waters of the Gunnison River are fully
put to a beneficial use at the earliest practicable date, that the water will be
It to a beneficial use elsewhere.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that this organization approves the overall
hold-over storage program as proposed by the Bureau of Reclamation in principle.
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A1~ BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the construction of the CUrrecanti Reservoir
on the Gunnison River be designated as the initial project of the storage ,Reser-
voirs proposed for the Gunnison River.

AND BE IT FURTHER R,-r;:SOLVF.P th.qt th'!:\ Cl1' rreca..1"lti Re~err!oir be includ;'3d
initial construction projects and that it be given equal priority with the
struction of the proposed Echo Park Reservoir project.

A.&.I UU,II;O-

con-

AND BE IT FUHTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this Resolution be sent to the
Ron. Clifford stone, Director of the Colorado Water Conservation Board and that a

copy be sent to the Board of Directors of the Colorado River Water Conservation
District forth'vith.

t- .;!- ~~ ~:. ~~

Attest a true and correct copy.

Iva Reed

Secretary, Delta Business and Professional
V{omen I s Club

YW****** X~***

RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, representatives of the undersigned ditch companies have heard the
reports and discussion of the Bureau of Reclamation on the hold- over storage pro-
gram of the Upper Basin States and have considered the reports on the relative
costs and benefits of the Currecanti Reservoir and the Whitewater or Bridgeport
Reservoir and have now given further consideration to the plans for the develop-
oent of the Colorado River and its tributaries, including particularly the Gunnison
Jiver; and

WHEREAS, we have come to the conclusion that the overall plan for the con-
struction of ten hold- over storage Reservoirs on the Colorado Hiver and its tribu-
taries in the Upper Basin States is sound and for the ultimate benefit of the
Uni ted States of America; and

WHEREAS, it appears to us that it is necessary that one of the proposed
storage and power Reservoirs should be constructed on the Gunnison River as an
initial Reservoir in said program; and

WHEREAS, it is our considered opinion that the Currecanti Reservoir has the
foUOlIiiIlg substant.iel advantages over the construction of the Whitewater Reservoirl

east.

a) That it will store approximately three times as much vlater at twice the

b) That it is the key to the development of the Gunnison River in that neither
the Whitewater Reservoir nor the proposed Crystal Creek Reservoir can develop their
rated capac~t.ies nor furnish firm power until the said Currecanti Reservoir is con-structed.
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c) That upon its construction the Currecanti Reservoir will produce its
full rated electrical energy without the necessity of constructing additional
Reservoirs later.

d) That it is an important integral part of the circuit of power plants
roposed in connection with the holdover storage program.

e) That the percentage of evaporation loss will be considerably less at the

higher elevation of Currecanti than the evaporation loss of the Vlhitewater Reser-
voir downstream.

f) That it will furnish a higher rate of power revenue for the construction
of necessary and vital participating projects at an earlier date and in larger
amount than a smaller, lower elevation Reservoir such as ~ bitewater, dependent
upon a fluetuating water supply.

g) That the storage of water in the head waters of the Gunnison will tend
to firm the irrigation decrees on the River below the Reservoir and will result in
an effective flood control in the Lower Basin of the Gunnison River.

h) That the construction of the Currecanti Reservoir will make it possible
to apply greater quantities of water to beneficial uses in the area affected and
r.any years earlier.

AND WHEREAS, the members of this organization realize that the construction
of the Currecanti Reservoir would require the reconstruction of Highway No. 50;
would require the payment for privately owned lands and Resorts; and would require
a change in type of fishing and recreation on the Gunnison River. We also realize
that the construction of the Whitewater Reservoir would require the relocation of

he Denver and Rio Grande Western Railroad; would also require the acquisition of

privately owned lands and fruit orchards, &~ d because of the low elevation would
roduce a Lake Qaving very little recreational value. On the other hand, it is

our firm belief that a Lake of the size and at the elevation of Currecanti Reser-
voir would be a valuable recreational asset to the area above and below said Reser-
voir site; and

WHEREAS, it is contemplated by the overall program of Federal hold- over

storage Reservoirs that all of said projects will eventually be completed and that
sacrifices will eventually be made to that end and it is our conclusion that we

should start with the largest and most valuable development possible at the present
time; and

WHEREAS, we believe that unless the waters of the Gunnison River are fully
put to a beneficial use at the earliest practicable date, that the water will be
put to a beneficial use elsewhere.

NOW, TfffiREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that this organization approves the overall
oln- over storage program as proposed by the Bureau of Reclamation in principle.

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the construction of the Currecanti Reservoir
on the Gunnison River be designated as the initial project of the storage Reser-
voirs proposed for the Gunnison River.



tJD{)357

17-

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Currecanti Reservoir be included in the
initial construction projects and that it be given equal priority with the con-

struction of the proposed Echo Park Reservoir project.

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this Resolution ~e sent to the Hon.
Clifford Stone, Director of the Colorado Water Conserv~tion 30ard and that a copy
be sent to the Board of Directors of the Colorado River iiater Conservation District
forthwith.

Attest a true and correct copy
THE LAKE FORK DITCH CmpANY

ORCHARD RANCH DITCH CO.

By Ernest A. Bull Pres.
By V. Olin Bruton Pres.

TIff', FORREST DITCH COHPANY
FOGG DITCH C~ fPANY

By W. R. Griffith Pres.
By A. P. Starr Pres.

THE GRAND MESA WATER US1':RS ASSN.

By J. A. Hunnsicker Sec.

i!- -,~ ";..4

i{' ,,' "';,' -,(' 'H'

RESOLUTION

WHEREAS The Delta-Montrose Rural Pcwler Lines Association has actively en-

ouraged and fostered the construction of the Currecanti Dam on the Gunnison River
for many years, it is h~reby

RESOLVED that the plan of the Bureau of Reclamation for the development of the
Colorado River and its tributaries, known as the Upper Colorado Hiver Basin Project,
is hereby approved; and it is further

RESOLVED that we favor the substitution of the Currecanti Dam for the . ihite-
water Dam, as the dam on the Gunnison River to be constructed in the first phase of
the Upper Colorado River Project concur.rently with the Echo Park Dam.

Dated at Delta, Colorado this 13th day of April 1951 at a Special meeting of the
Board of Directors.

Attest:
John L~ Burritt

President

alph L. Foster
JJi.rector,

G. Blanchard
Vice- President

Fran!: Meakor
D~rector

Kate E Trac~

Secretary- reasurer

lancy NuIter
Director

E. H. Franzmeier
Director
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O. A. Ehrgott
CLERK AND RECORDER

Delta County
Delta. Colorado

April 7, 1951

At a regular meeting of the Board of Delta County Commissioners held on

April 6, 1951 the following Resolution was adopted by the unaninous vote of the

said Board:

RFSOLVED: That we the Board of County Commissioners of Delta County believe

t.hat it is to the best interests of Delta County and of the citizens of Delta

G('u~ty that the Curacanti dam be given the No. 1 Priority in the construction of

clams on the Gunnison iliver.

Voting Aye:
II II

II

ii. F. Blaine,

Charles Kiser

Joe Barnie

Chairman

ATTEST: O. A. Ehrgott
County Clerk & Recorder

vvw**

Delta County Agricultural Planning Committee

Delta, Colorado

April 13, 1951

Honorable Clifford H. stone

212 state Office Building
Denver, Colorado

We the undersigned organizations and service clubs of

Delta County wish to present the following:

RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, representatives of the undersigned organizations have heard the re-

ports and discussion of the Bureau of Reclamation on the holdover storage program

of the Upper Basin states and have considered the reports on the relative costs

and benefi ts of the Currecanti fteservoir and the Whitewater or Bridgeport Reser-

voir and have now given further consideration to the plans for the development of

the Colorado River and its tributaries, including particularly the Gunnison River;

and

WHEREAS, we have come to the conclusion that the overall plan for the con-

struction of ten hold- over storage Reservoirs on the Colorado River and its tribu-

taries in the Upper Basin States is sound and for the ultimate benefit of the

Uni ted States of America; and .:
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WHEREAS, it

storage and pmver
initial F~servcir

appears to us that it is necessary that one of the proposed
Reservoirs should be constructed on the Gunnison Hiver as an

o~;.- 1 T'\...,......_~_. .......~

1'..... 0.........14' ~.......

WHEREAS, it is our considered opinion that the Currecanti Reservoir has the

following substantial advantages over the construction of the Vfhitewater Reservoir:

a) That it will store approximately three times as much water at twice the
cost.

b) That it is the key to the development of the Gunnison River in that
neither the Vfhitewater Reservoir nor the proposed Crystal Creek Reservoir can de-

clop their rated capacities nor furnish firm power until the said Currecanti
eservoir is constructed.

c) That upon its construction the Currecanti Reservoir will produce its
full rated electrical energy 1vithout the necessity of constructing additional
R~ servoirs later.

d) That it is an important integral part of the circuit of power plants pro-
posed in connection ,vith the hold- over storage program.

e) That the percentage of evaporation loss vale_ be considerably less at the

higher elevation of Currecanti than the evaporation loss of the Vfhitewater Reser-
voir downstream.

f) That it will furnish a higher rate of power revenue for the construction
of necessary and vital participating projects at an earlier date and in larger
amount than a smaller, lower elevation Reservoir such as lihitewater, dependent
upon a fluctuating water supply.

g) That the storage of water in the head waters of the Gunnison will tend
to firm the irrigation decrees on the River belavl the Reservoir and will result
in an effective flood control in the Lower Basin of the Gunnison River.

h) That the construction of the Currecanti Reservoir will make it possible
to apply greater quantities of water to beneficial uses in the area affected and

many years earlier.

And

WHEREAS, the members of these organizations realize that the construction of
the Currecanti Reservoir would require the reconstruction of Highway No. 50; would
require the payment for privately 01vned lands and Resorts; and would require a

change in type of fishing and recreation on the Gunnison River. We also realize
that the construction of the Whitewater neservoir would require the relOCAtion of
the Denver and Rio Grande Western Railroad; would also require the acquisition of
privately owned lands and fruit orchards and because of the low elevation would
produce a Lake having very little recreational value. On the other hand, it is
our firm belief that a Lake of the size and at the elevation of Currecanti Reser-
voir would be a valuable recreational asset to the area above and below said
Reservoir site; and
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WHEREAS, it is contemplated by the overall program of Federal hold- over

storage Reservoirs that all of said projects will eventually be completed and

that sacrifices will eventually be made to that end, it is our conclusion that

we should start with the largest and most valuable development possible at. the

j:"esent time.

NOlI, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that these organizations approve the overall

hold- over storage program as proposed by the Bureau of Reclamation in principle.

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the construction of the Currecanti Reser-

voir on the Gunnison River be designated as the initial project of the storage

Reservoirs proposed for the Gunnison River.

AND BE IT FURTHER llESOLVED that the Currecanti Reservoir be included in the

initial construction projects and that it be given equal priority vdth the con-

struction of the proposed Echo Park Reservoir project.

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution be sent to the

Honorable Clifford Stone, Director of the Colorado Water Conservation Board and

that a copy be sent to the Board of Directors of the Colorado River Water Con-

sC~ 1ation District forthwith.

Delta Kiwanis Club

Delta County Farmer I S Union

Delta County Farm Bureau

Ci,ty of Delta

Paonia Farmer' s Union Local 179
01'cnard City
Austin Fruit Association
3attlement Mesa Ditch & Reservoir

1rface Creek Ditch and Reservoir

one Mesa Domestic Water Company
Fruitland Mesa Irrigation Company
Fire Mountain Canal Company
Hartland Ditch Company
Delta Chamber of Commerce

Uncompahgre Cattle &. Horsegrower' s

Stewart Ditch Company
Delta Hotary Club

Crawford Chamber of Commerce

Hotchkiss Rod & Gun Club

Hotchkiss Kiwanis

Hotchkiss V. F. W.

Harry Ifuite Post of American Legion, Delta

awford American Legion
uawf'OI'dFarmer' s Union Local No. 62

Paonia Lions Club

Dal~ a County Veteran' s

ing Classes

Delta County Agricultural Planning Committee

Delta County Commissioners

Delta Lions Club

Delta Sportsman' s Club

Surface Creek Creamery

City of eedaredge
relta, Montrose REA

Orchard City Irrigation Company
Granby Ditch and Reservoir Company
Crawford Clipper Ditch Company
Western Colorado Beetgrower' s Assoc.

Pilot Rock Irrigation Company
North Fork Water Conservancy District

Overland Ditch Company
Holly Sugar Corporation

Assoc. Paonia Chamber of Commerce

Paonia Rot"-"y Club

Needle Hoot Ditch Company
Delta Rod & G= Club

Black Mesa Cattle Pool

Hotchkiss American Legion
Hotchkiss Business Men' s & Women I s Club

Lee l: arts Post of V. F. VI., Delta

Monitor Livestock Association

Delta Canal Company
Alfalfa Ditch Company

on- the- job Trsin- Delta Business & Professional Women' s

Club

Co.

Co.
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This resolution is the result of the combined thinking of the leaders of the above
organizations; but the leadership of these organizations reserve the right to make
further recommendations to help solve the problems confronting the people of the
GUnnison Area. It is felt that the concessions should be made wherever practi-
cable t.o p!,Qte~t the people in the G~~"'. i:;on Arc:., :.nd :;.s long as these concessions
do not interfere with the overall program, it is the opinion of this group that

they should be honored.

Melvin Jaynes, President

Carl H. Povlell, Secretary

Delta County Agricultural Planning
Commi ttee

H************* wi~* w~***

RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, The members of the Cedaredge Lions Club of Cedaredge, Colorado, a

duly chartered service club of Lions International, have studied a report of the
Bureau of Reclamation setting forth its recommendations for the development of
storage reservoirs, power and new irrigation projects in the Upper Basin under
he Interstate Compact of 1922 and the' Colorado River Upper Basin Compact of 1948,

o~ d

WHEREAS, The members of the CedaredgEr Lions Ciub believe that the plan of
the Bureau ' of Reclamation for the developm~nt of the Coiorado River Upper Basin
should be approved, but that

WHEREAS, Since the Bureau of Reclamation has specified that one of the
first two dams should be constructed on the Gunnison River and has recommended
the site at Bridgeport, Colorado, the Cedaredge Lions Club should urge the Bureau
0f Reclamation to change its recommendation from' Bridgeport to Curecanti as the
first storage reservoir to be constructed on the Gunnison River, in order to
obtain the greatest benefit for the Gunnison and Uncompahgre Basins:

NON, TREREFORE, Be It Resolved by the ' Cedaredge Lions ,Club that the plan of
the Bureau of Reclamation for the development' of the Solorado River Upper Basin
is hereby approved, and

Be It Further Resolved that the Cedaredge Lions Club recommends that the
proposed Curecanti Reservoir Dam be designated as the first storage reservoir to
be constructed on the Gunnison River,

And Be It Further Resolved that the Cedaredge Lions Club recommends that
said Curecanti reservoir should in no way be used to further plans for trans-
mountain diversion of waters of the Gunnison Riv~r until such time as present
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and potential uses of water in Western Colorado are fully protected and that the

Cedaredge Lions Club respectfully recommends that property owners in the Upper

GUnnison Valley be given relief in the form of income tax exemption in the forced

sale of property as the result of the abOVe construction.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the above resolution Vlas duly made, seconded and

unanimously adopted on the 23rd day of April, A. D. 1951.

Cedaredge Lions Club

ATTEST: By Philip R. Aust

Philip R. Aust, Secretary

Benson Palmer

By Marion F. Mills, President

J~ i~{t;}-:~*.,~.,~-,.--:;.{;-- l}.,..-~- i:-~-

RESOLUTlON

Whereas, a joint meeting of the U. S. Bureau of Iteclamation and the Colorado

River Water Conservancy Board was held Friday, April 6, 1951, at Delta, in order

to advise those interested of the fact that the plans of the Bureau call for the

Ol1struction of two dams on the Gunnison River, i.e., one at the Curricanti site

and the other at Bridgeport, and

Vlhereas, it seems that the wishes of the citizens of this area are to be

given full consideration in arriving at a decision as to which dam shall be con-

structed first, and

Whereas, several members of our club attended the said meeting and have a

clear understanding of the need by Colorado of these dams in order to protect our

water rights as against the claims and demands of California, and

Vlhereas, it seems to us that ina~much as both dams are to built, and

Whereas, Judge Clifford H. Stone stated that " The greatest weapon to hold

our water and ultimately defeat the claims of California and the lower basin

states was to put it to beneficial use in the quickest possible time", and

Whereas, when comparison is made ~ f the immediate results to accrue by the

construction of the two dams it is difi'i-::ult to understand why anyone cannot see

the importance of building the larger d~ n as soon as possible.

NOVl, THEREFORE, BE IT RFSOLVED that we, the undersigned, as residents of

Delta and Montrose Counties and members of the Fruitland Mesa Vlomens Community
Club wholeheartedly ask, to be put on recQrd as favoring the Curricanti dam prior
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to the Bridgeport construction, and that a copy of this resolution, adopted at a

regular meeting on this 11th day of April, 1951, be forwarded to the Colorado

River Water Conservancy Board at Denver, Colorado.

Julia ~ ndsley
Jf.~s. Evelyn Williamson
Mrs. M. J. Stanfield

Mrs. Kenneth Ayer
Mrs. W. B. Roe

Virginia Zimmermaker
J,!rs > Buford Crisler
i,/[rs, Floyd Wilcox

s. C. E. Crowder

llrS. A. Hulteen

Mrs. Everett George
llrs. Leigh Ankenman

lArs. Edwin Rodstrom

liIrs. Charles Bingham

lJrs. Danel Polson

Mrs. Ralph Caldwell
Mrs. Nels on Ankenman

Mrs. Pete ~7ilcox

Hrs. Win. E. Zimmermaker
llrs. Darrell Oglesby
Mrs. Chas. Majnik
Mrs. I. C. Polson
Mrs. O. D. Glenn
Mrs. N. p. Ha~ ond

Mrs. Howard George
Mrs. Guy Oglesby
l..rs. W. R. Klaseen

Mrs. Bruce G. Hammond

I
w*****

Rifle, Colorado

pril 23, 1951

Att. Judge Stone

Colorado Water Resources Board
Denver, Colorado

Dear Judge Stone:

Mrs. Graham and I want to cast our votes for the development of the water
resources of the western slope of Colorado both for povler and for irrigation, Glen

Canyon and Echo Park and as these pay out from the sale of power, develop the
smaller units i,hich will store up our surplus spring flood water for summer irri-

gation.

I have tried to awaken these people around here and to get people to tell
us of any mineral deposits that they know of, but not much in results. I am glad
that Mr. Larson gave us his pledge all access roads to Echo Park Dam would be

fully explored and where we can saVe the most in construction to build roads that
ill be best for hauling in heavy construction ( dam) machinery, of steel, cement

and gravel.

I feel we can find adequate gravel east of Elk Springs and south of Cross
Mountain and I think it can be hauled into the dam site, just under the Blue Moun-
tain rim, with a very good grade and at the same time build or have laid out the

grade for the finest scenic road around Echo Park Dam.

Having seen in years past the many Highway 40 ( old and new) roads laid out
and the best winter road never surveyed or looked over, I feel we should explore
all excess roads to Echo Park Dam.
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If Artesia or Vernal can show an access road that can be built cheaper and
better and have as good scenic attractions as the under the Blue Mountain rim on

the south side of the Bear River, I am for that road.

We surely enjoyed the IJeeker meetings and we are proud of you and the Water
oard for the gallant fight you are making to protect the water and power of Colo-

rado.

I have analyzed the addresses of all the men from your office, Washington
D. C., the Park and Salt Lake, and I feel they are not ,just paper men, but that
you all know your business.

Yours truly,
Gordon and Ilrs. Graham

w~ X~
Y*~~,~~**~~ i~*

The Uncompahgre Valley Water Users Association

Montrose, Colorado

April 16, 1951

Colorado River Conservancy District Board
Grand Junction, Colorado

Jentlemen:

As a result of the two public hearings held, one at Gunnison and one at
Delta, in our opinion, the Colorado River Storage and Participating Projects are

justified and should have a far- reaching effect on the economy of the Upper River
Basin.

The Principle that waters ar1s~ng in Western Colorado should be first used
to serve the consumptive need, present and potential, in the area in which they
arise, should be recognized by all interests.

The Bureau of Reclamation should make every effort to complete surveys so

that the determination can be made of the present and potential needs for water
on the Western Slope area.

We further believe that it is essential and necessary that said waters be
out to a beneficial use without undue delay and that immediate development for the

rigation of new lands and the supplying of supplemental water to lands now in-
dequately irrigated on the Western Slope should take place.

The Curecanti Dam is the key dam for development in Gunnison, Delta and
Montrose Counties. Unquestionably this dam will be constructed if the ColoradO
River Storage Project is carried forward. , re believe that the Curecanti Dam should
be first constructed ~, d that its construction should be at the earliest practical
date. In our opinien such economic loss as is suffered by Gunnison County by reason
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of the Curecanti Dam and the formation of a reservoir on the Gunnison River above

the dam will be more than offset by the gains which will accrue to Gunnison County.

1'--.
We urge that the program outlined by the Jex report named, " The Gunnison

River Project", be put into operation immediately and that the facilities for the

i~rigation of new land and the furnishing of supplemental water to lands now irri-

gated be constructed without delay.

In our opinion this Project should be considered as a part and parcel of

the Colorado River Storage Project and when the Colorado River Storage project is

submitted to Congress for its approval the Gunnison River Project should be sub-

mitted as a part thereof.

Yours truly,
CC

Colorado State , later Board
Denver, Colorado

H. D. Galloway, Sec.

Governor Dan Thornton
Denver, Colorado

Congressman Aspinall
Washington, D. C.

Congressman Ed. Johnson

Washington, D. C.

X" 1( n ...;}.;~

Consolidated Chamber of Commerce of the North Fork Valley

Crawford, Colorado

April llth--1951

Honorable Clifford H. Stone, Director, and Board Members,

Colorado River Water Conservancy Board

State Office Building
Denver, Colorado

Dear Judge Stone and all Board llembers:

The Consolidated Chamber of Commerce of The North Fork Valley have requested
that this communication be addressed to you for the purpose of conveying to each

of you the unanimous opinion of the members of this Organization that The U. S.

Bureau of Reclamation should construct a d~'n across The Blacl' Canyon of the Gunni-

son River at a point several miles below the town of Sapinero near or at Curicante

Creek- or Pine Creek as the first dam to be constructed on the Gunnison River-- it

being our opinion that such a-ctam would be more benefici~l to a larger number of

water users and tax payers than a dam at Bridgeport.

We have no desire to ask that you recommend the construction of a dam that
would not be just and fair to the people of Gunnison and Gunnison County. Vfe have
given careful consideration to the suggestions made in a report made by
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Hr. Frank Merriell-- as an individual and tax payer and not as an Officer of your

Board-- and will attach hereto this report made by Mr. Meriell - Which we feel is

based upon justice and fairness. We would like to state that we feel that a

secondary dam should be built below the town of Gunnison thai: would insure an all
ear round water level lake where the tourist and people of Gunnison could build

ir Summer homes. Such a lake would eliminate the possibility of their being
ud flat belrn" the town of Gunnison-- or rather just below the City limits of

0unnison. Also we would like to see the dam located further below Sapinero if it

could be done to prevent the water from backing up so close to the town of Gunni-

son. However we don' t know that this could be done.

The people of this community and all members of this organization have an in-

direct interest in the town of Gunnison because of the large number of boys and

girls of the North Fork Valley who attend ~estern State College which is a State
rn~ned College-- located at Gunnison. In addition to this tie these same citizens

have many loyal friends who live in Gunnison County and the town of Gunnison-- and

there is certainly no desire or intent to ask you to do anything that would result
in bringing about a development in that County which should be located in another

place-- after all factors involved have been given careful and honest consideration.
W~ have certainly given this matter careful consideration-- in the light of the

knowledge that Western Colorado and the State of Colorado must - in order to carry

2ut their part of the water division agreement -- use or store the waters of the

olorado River Basin or they will be called upon to let it go to the la~er Colorado
Ri;rF) r basin States-- who are prepared to use every gallon of this water-- not used

or stored by Western Colorado and the State of ~olorado.

We all know that you can' t build Reservoirs without covering up some land and

we all know that dams have to be built Vlhere there is running water and where
natUre has provided natural storage basins-- so in order to take advantage of these
1atural storage basins the dams have to be built at " CERTAIN" locations. Vie

surely can' t go to work and DIG RESERVOIR sites at locations where nobody will be
r:isturbed- therefore the locatIOn of a Dam site is on a par with building a road-
mither can be built without damaging sDmebodys land- that' s why we have the law

eminent domain. Without such a law we would not have any highways- and there
l",)uld be no dams and other public benefits. Our Nation is a Democracy and as such
We believe in and practice the tried and well founded philosophy that we should
do that which is best for the MAJORITY of the people involved.

Sincerely yours,
Consolidated Chamber of Commerce of the
North Fork Valley
By ~ eslie J. Savage, Secy. Pro Tem

P. S. Just a personal wnrd from Leslie J. Savage
As proof that the views concerning the question of where dams should be

located-- as outlined in this letter are in line with my personal views and actions
I wish to make the following observations; The location selected for the Smith
Fork dam- in event this participating project is constructed- as it now looks like
it will be-. vithin a reasonable time-- the waters impounded by this dam will furnish
supplemental water for 7700 acres of land- nrn" in cultivation and 2100 new land
that can be

irrigated--making a total of 9800 acres under this Smith Fork project.
The water stored in this dam to irrigate 9800 acres of land will absolutely cover
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up over 786 acres of land that I own-- which is as good ranch land as there is in
the Gunnison River Valley-- and which is supplied by as good water right as there
is in the North Fork of t.he Gurmison Valle~T.. The qu.uity of the l:l...""ld tha.t I o;,-n
this 786 acres) is far above the average quality of the lands that will be under
he Smith Fork Reservoir ( 9800 Acres) so that you can see that it will be neces-

ary for me to give up over 8% as: mu'ch land as will be benefitted by the con-
t'truction of the Smith Fork 9800 acre reservoir-- and I might mention here that
from this 786 acres of land I receive an income that is more than sufficient to
provide for me and my family-- but regardless of this splendid income- I will pay
nny one ~ l,OOO. OO in cash that will prove that I have ever said or done anything
that would slow up or prevent the construction of the Smith Fork project-- and the
reason for my action 'is in keeping with the views expressed in this letter con-

8rning the construction of the dam in the Black Canon of the Gunnison-- I want to
see these dams located where the greatest good to the greatest number will be
realized, knowing as we all do- that if we fail to store or use the waters that are
Jow available- the day will come- and it' s not far off when somebody else will own

title to this water and those who are to follow us- will find that we sold them
0C..,m the river by failure to do our duty to them- and future generations.

Sincerely yours,
Leslie J. Savage

i~ w..**.. W*****~~**~~** i~**~*

Crawford, Colorado

April 21st--- 1951

Hc-norable Clifford H. Stone- Director & Board Members,
G010rado River Uater Conservancy Board,
State Office Building
Jenver, Colorado

lentlemen:

Will you please attach this as a P. S. to letter we wrote you dated l~th inst.

Since we wrote you on the 11th in which we said that it was our opinion in
order to carry out the obligation of the State of Colorado with reference to the
Division of the water of the Colorado River Basin-- we would be compelled to either
store or use the water our State was entitled to that it would be best for the
first dam located on the Gunnison l/iver to be located below Sapinero, we have con-
ferred with Mr. Ed Dutcher and P. P. Mickelson of Gunnison and they have told us
of a number of requests that the people of Gunnison and the Gunnison River Valley
expected to make in event it was decided to build the first dam below Sapinero.It is our opinion that careful and favorable consideration should be given to the

wests made by these Colorado- Gunnison County citizens-- as we are of the opinionchat they should be given special priority rights because of the many hardshipsthat will fall upon Gunnison County and the citizens who own ranches and all those
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who na "- I' hOlllH alCllll 'the CtImft1aon River ~ Ill. our let-'ter at by U~ ~
state. that 118 had no duire te recQlllllend the COllItrwtt101l. of a de 'that WOQ1d
result ill. not being juat and fair to the people or OaMisOll. and GumI:I..on CCl\II1t7.
I'Ve all. poill.ted out the U.. or Mencl.lh1p that. m.t_ btJtweeD the people ot t.he

110"'h Forie Valley and the peeple or GulIn1son because or the larp ftUlIIbel" of b01S
and e!Pb from the Nort.h Fork Di. trin who . totelll! We. tem SMte College.

We .. Ie tlult you give the l'eQuut. and re. olut1oDS that will be IUIlm1tted W
YOIl It:y the people of Clunni.. Oft CcluIl.ty ", ry poasibl. consicler. tion and t:'eat, tIlem.
in keeping with the Oold11l. Rule wh1eh teaches us to do unto others as we 1IW14
haTe theal do unto UI.

Sincerely YCllU'I,

Consolidated Chlllllbel' of CoIlIIIlePCI. of
North Fork Valley

1ly Leslie J. Savage S' QT. Pro T-.

COMMENT CF
l-HE COLORADO RIVER WATER CGlSERVATICIl DISTRICT
U on Two Reporta 01' the ~ au at Recllllll8.t1on:
iz Gunnison ' ver Pro ee 0 ora' orado

Ter Stor e Pro ec ci ati projec s,

i>per olorado River as n.

Recei.,ed !lay- 10, 19S1)

After such .~ u the Directors have been able t.o give the reports on
hese projects, and suoh infol!'lllation about local Views as they were able to obtain
n their own localities, and the following meetings:

April 4th - Meeting of the Board of Directors in Gunnison for preliminary
study of the problems of Curecanti reservoir and the probable Gunnison County re-
action to the proposal;

April Sth - Meeting under the auspices of the Colorado Water Conservation
Eoard, in Gunnison, at which both the Gunnison River Project Report and Colorado
River Storage Proj~ Report were explained and questions were asked and answered;

April 11th - Meeting in Delta at which some fifty county groups were repre-
sented and a resolution was adopted expressing the general ccunty view in favor of

recanti reservoir;

April 12th - Meeting at. ,Montrose at which some twenty county groups were
epresented and which endorsed a resolution iidopted 'by 'the Montrose County 'Chamber

C'f Commerce on April 3, 19S1;
Ap1'1.1 16th - Meeting of the Board of Directors in Gunnison with' the Drafting

r~inlllittee o~ th4t Gunnison Watershed Conservation Committee at which the Board
learned most of the conditions :the Drafting Committee felt were necessary to prevent
10"" - . os-

s!J<e' to Gwmison County;
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April 17th - Regular quarterly meeting of the Board of Directors in Gunnison
at which consideration was given to general comment with respect to the two proj-
ects;

April 17th - Meeting with ~~. Craig Goodwin in Gunnison at which were dis-
cussed some conditions not mentioned in the meeting on the 16th to be set up by
Junnison County, and there was a general discussion of the matter; and with infor-
mation which has come to the Directors from various sources as well as studies
that have been made in their office, the Board of Directors of the District has the

following comment to make concerning these reports:

1, The Gunnison River Project ! teport is a good catalogue of some of the possibili-
ties for growth and improvement in that Basin, but the Directors feel that it is
by no means a complete report on all the problems and possibilities of the Basin.
Further investigation, which it is assumed will be done, is needed in several areas

to assure more complete and economical plans for the efficient use of existing
water supplies, and perhaps improving the economic status of some of the projects
p.' oposed.

Specific examples are: Further study should be given the use of high power
neads on Uncompahgre river above Ouray; study should also be undertaken with the
i jea of producing and storing enough water from Uncompahgre river, and possible
dlversions to it, so that, with Cimarron creek as an added source of supply, the

tncompahgre Valley might be irrigated without recourse to Gunnison river, or at
least, with reduced demand on that river.

Similarly more complete studies of the high sources of North Fork of Gunnison
river should be undertaken with the idea, by storage, of power production and pos-
sible salvage of water to fully develop the North Fork area, itself, and possibly
to supply areas outside the Horth Fork Valley.

Finally, it is suggested that the Bureau of Reclamation, in cooperation with
1e Synthetic Liquid Fuels Investigation of the Bureau of Mines, strive to deter_

line at the earliest possible time the prospective deroands for water which will
follow upon the undertaking of commercial production of oil from coal within the
c' unnison River Basin. It should be attempted to secure from the Bureau of Mines a

reliable estimate as to plant and attendant domestic use of water for such a develo~
ment,

2). The Directors sincerely hope that quick authorization and appropriation for the
building of the Colorado River Storage Project, even if necessary, without the
participating projects, can be secured from the Congress. The present situation
of the Upper Division States is a precarious one, and safety in the use of water
allotted to the Upper Basin can only be assured by prompt and continued prosecution
of this project until a reserve of water in storage large enough to assure the re-

quired delivery to the Lower Basin in periods of low runoff has been made.

3). If the consent of the Congress can be secured to the creation of the proposed
ColoradO River Account, the monies it is proposed to accrue in this account can be
u3ed, as the report proposes, to reimburse the United States for such part of the
ost of Participating Projects as cannot be repaid by the irrigation beneficiaries

of those projects. This will assure the construction of many projects from which
he National benefit is worth while, in spite of the fact that the projects them-

selves are not individually repayable.
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But the Board of Directors recommends that at all times funds from the Colo-
rado River Account be given priority for reimbursement of participating projects
within the natur~l basin.

4). The Board of Directors is in complete agreement with the proposal to build Echo
rk reservoir within the Dinosaur National Monument.

In spite of the objection of many " Wildlife" organizations that this reservoir
vr0uld ruin the Monument, the Directors wish to point out that when the Monument was
c!' eated it was only wi th the understanding that future water facilities were not
r.'__ be precluded by such creation, and that the National Park Service has held this
ai"ea closed to any development for 12 years' ,vi thout spending a penny of public funds
t, open it up, and that condition .vill continueiindefinitely unless from the build-
1" eg of this reservoir means may be found to penpi t the general public access to and

joyment of its scenic beauties in safety. ' If' it is not built, limited access to
l" canons of Green and Yampa rivers will on~ be possible to people willing to

3 such journeys at the risk of their lives~ and who will be more concerned with
t ~ing out alive than the beauties of what they can see. Even with the reservoir

them these canons will be beautiful and people can see them.

The proposed investigations by agencies of " he Department of Interior, other
chan the Bureau of Reclamation, in the Upper Colorado River Basin, should be
dckly carried out by those agencies to the end ' that a fully implemented view of

211 the resources of the Upper Basin, in all respects, can be visualized.

6). The proposal for funds to be accrued in a special account to speed Upper Basin
investigations by the B11reau of Reclamation, is a~ rpble; but attention is called
to the interval at the start of the project when sm~ funds will not be available,
and it is especially urged that funds for continuing investigation at the quickest
possible rate are essential. \

The residents of the natural basin of the Colorado river vdthin Colorado have
ot been able to secure the surveys needed to establi~h the present and potential
de of water within the natural basin in Colorado. Url~il the data made available
y such surveys are considered, it is impossible to de~ ermine the relative benefits

from the use and re- use of the water wi thin the natural' basin, vii th the resultant
Jsidue or return flow which remain in the stream and be available to fulfill our

obligation at Lee Ferry, or to determine how such uses ~ ll conform to the State
policy to protect the present and future needs within tlu! basin. lienee we cannot
wait until the accumulation of funds from the Colorado " ver Storage Project to
complete the general features of the Upper Basin survey ~ Western Colorado.

7). Insofar as the sentiment of the immediate locality is known, it is believed
that it would be preferable not to build the Whitewater OP Bridgeport reservoir
at this time, nor in any case, unless and until holdover add regulatory storageis built higher on Gunnison river.

The reasons for this view are: a) this reservoir does 510t contr:lbute to the
nain aim of the Storage Project 'since it has practically no 'holdover, and veryLttle ~ latory value; b) considerable money will be saved,in its construction
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if it is built after the river is controlled by storage built above; c) without
regulation and holdover storage above it, its value in power generation is very
small for it will only produce uneconomical amounts of seasonal energy at very high
cost; d) no effort has been made to ascertain that the necessity to move the rail-
road out of the river canon between Grand Junction and Delta will not result in an

attempt to abandon this railroad on the part of the Denver and Rio Grande Western
Railroad Company.

In the foregoing the changes suggested by Mr. Delaney have been incorporated as
well as some other changes and additions. The whole has been rearranged, so that
the only thing necessary to finish the comment is what may be drafted as applying
to Curecanti reservoir).

Crawford, Colorado

May 8, 1951

Judge Clifford H. stone, Director
Colorado Water Conservation Board
Denver 2, Colorado

Dear Sir:

At a meeting called to consider the Smith Fork ~~ J Project, the fOllowingResolution was passed and ordered sent on to you at once.

Whereas, the Bureau' s Colorado River Storage Project and Participating Proj-ects has been presented to this Crmvford- Smith Fork Project Association.

And Whereas local interest desires authorization of the Colorado River StorageProgram.

Therefore be it resolved that this Association go on record approving Con-
gressional Authorization of the entire Program.

Harvey A. Barsch chairman

C. E. Drexel secretary

After further study, this Association will report the sentiment found here
regarding the local Dam project. We can have it, we think well within the statedtj,me limit.

Yours truly,

C. E. Drexel
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Mr. Ray E. Peterson

Administrative Assistant
Colorado Water Conservation Board

2 State Office Building
Jc: lVer, Colorado

Received by phone
5- 17- 51)

Meeker, Colorado

Dear Mr, Peterson:

This will aCknowledge your letter of May 1 and confirm our telephone
8nversations on subsequent dates relative to the comments from northwest Colo-
do on the proposed Colorado River Storage Project. We understand that such
ments, together with those submitted from other sections of the State, will

eve as a basis in the formulation of the Official Comments of Colorado by the
lter Cons!1rvation Board, and that such comments must be submitted to the Secretary

0f the Interior not later than June 15, 1951.

It is our intention, and work is now in progress to such end, to prepare,
rather detailed comments of a comprehensive nature concerning the proposed stor-
age units that will be established on the Green and Yampa Rivers in and near the
Dinosaur National Monument. We will seek the endorsement of the various civic
cod county organizations and governments at that time.

Such a report will give a general endorsement to the principle of
the necessity of river regulatory faciliti~s of the type proposed in
the Colorado River Storage Project report, ns being essential to the
continued agricultural and industrial development in the Upper Basin
of the Colorado River. Specific support will be voiced concerning the
locations of the' Echo Park, Flaming Gorge, Split Mountain and Cross
Mountain dam sites.

Specific reservations and objections, however, will be made relative to
certain administrative and planning details as that concerning the above- mentioned
i'"servoir sites, the agricultural economy of northwest Colorado, and the general
complexion of the program.

We will reserve all comments at this time relative to the controversial
aspects of the proposed project which are concerned with other tributary basins,
particularly the Gunnison. It is our position that such problems must be solved
by the people directly affected and our interests therein vlill be devoted solely
to those phases which will affect the program as a whole.

I have been authorized to make such statements herein contained as well
as to prepare the complete comments as mentioned above by the Board of Directors
of the Colorado Echo Park Dam Association meeting at Meeker, April 15, 1951. The
Chambers of Commerce of Grand Junction, Rifle, Glenwood Springs, Meeker, Rangely,
Artesia, Craig, and Steamboat Springs, are currently affiliated with the Colorado
Echo Park Dam Association, as well as the city gover~~eDts of Glenwood Springs and
Meeker.

We anticipate that our comprehensive comments will, be completed and mimeo-
graphed for distribution through your channels wi thin the next two weeks.

Sincerely yours,
Gordon A. Weller

Executive Secretary
COLORADO ECHO PARK DAM ASSOCIATION
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Cooperative Extension Work

in

Agriculture and Home Economics

Delta, May 16, 1951

Tr. Ray E. Peterson

Administrative Assis~ant

Colorado Water Conservation Board

l2 state Office Building
1; 8nver, Colorado

Dear Mr. Peterson,

In reply to your letter addressed to Mr. Thiilliam Dodd and Allen Brown both

of Delta, I am sending you a copy of a letter which was mailed May 3rd to the

Gunnison Water Shed Conservation Committee. This letter states in part, the feel-

ing of the people of this area in regard to the construction of Curecanti Dam. It

also expresses our feeling in regard to the Gunnison ? roposal made to protect
their interests.

If you would care for further information from our committee we would be glad
to send you further reports.

Very truly yours,
Carl H. Powell

County Agricultural Agent

Dllta, Colorado

May 3, 1951

The Gunnison Watershed Conservation Committee,

Gunnison, Colorado.

Attention Mr. E. L. Dutcher, Chairman:

Gentlemen:

Subsequent to the general meeting of the 52 organizations in Delta County
on April llth and the passage of a Resolution in favor of the construction of the

Curecanti Reservoir, we received your suggestion that we consider such reasonable

conditions as Gunnison County might wish to demand in connection ,Tith the con-

struction of this Reservoir.

In delivering our original Resolution, we reserved the right to furnish a

Supplemental Resolution to assist Gunnison County in obtaining reasonable pro-

tection against damage premises on the condition that Gunnison County would

actively support the construction of this Reservoir.

On receipt of your Resolution, we called another general meeting of the

Delta County organizations and as a result appointeej ~ C:01llJllittee of 9 to consider

your Resolution and to make an effort to unify our positions. After individual

and group study of your Resolution, this Committee met on May 2nd and we may be

wrong in our interpretation of the Resolution, but we are unable to come to the

conclusion that the Resolution favors the construction of Currecanti Reservoir.
We are unable to find a recitation of any of the advantages of the construction
of this Reservoir, such as were outlined not too many. years ago bY, the Gunnison
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Wa,tel"shed Committee. The Resolution does appear to set forth a number of dis-

advant!!ges. At the same time, we honestly believe that the Gunnison County Com-

mitt.ee is endeavoring to consider the problems fairly, altruistically arid ui':oad:ly
th respect to the benefits that will result from the construction of the dam to

0ther people in Western Colorado, the state and the Nation, and it is upon this

basis that we still hope that a unified conclusion can be reached between Gunni-

son, Montrose and Delta Counties.

Our over- all conclusion is that the Currecanti Reservoir is the key to the
t\, ture development of the Gunnison River and that unless this project is included
lD the initial phase of the construction of the hold- over projects, that a very
erious and probably successful attempt will be made to put the waters of the

Gunnison ~ iver to a beneficial use elsewhere before the water can be put to a

beneficial use in its present locality. We know what happened to the Roaring Fork.
F~ 0m the point of view of firm power prOduction, aid to participating irrigation

c'ojects, River control, silt control, and for the future development of other

Gwp.r and hold- over projects on the Gunnison River, a11d other benefits, it is our

r.onclusion that the construction of the Currecanti lieservoir is of paramount im-

portance and transcends any local losses that may result from its construction.

In general, we concur \~ th Gunnison County that the individuals affected

should be fully compensated; that any dispossessed stock men should be given
preference in the selection of newly developed lands; that resort owners should
be given preferences for sites on the Lake; and that a definite understanding
should be reached to retain the waters of the Taylor Park Reservoir in the local

area and that the people of Gunnison County should be given all of the protection
that is economically and engineeringly feasible.

In connection with the requests specified in your Resolution, a group of

Delta County representatives sat in with the Montrose group in arriving at their
conclusions and at the present we are inclined to agree . vith them on their

cp8cifio comments. We are inclined to believe that the Gunnison Committee is
t ,"! dng too dark a view of the effect on recreation potentialities and from a tax

point of view, we are unable to find any credit given for the tax revenue that no

1oubt will be derived from the use of at least a million dollars worth of con-

struction machinery being brought into the County during the entire construction

period. It also appears to us that at least some of the members of the Gunnison
Committee are not familiar with the number of livestock and assessed valuations
shown by the 1950 Gunnison T~ Roll.

It occurs to us that there is much room for better understanding of the
problems connected with this project between the peoples of these CoUnties and

subject to your desires, we feel that it would be worth while to have a meeting
of the Gunnison County Committee of 9, the Montrose County Committee of 6, and the
Delta County Committee of 9, to make an honest effort to unify our support of this
project. We know that all of these Committees have ;, ut in hours and days of time
on this problem; that their work has been done in good faith and for the benefit
Dc the whole rather than for the benefit of any particular section or County.
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Since it has been announced that the Colorado Water Conservation Board

W1.1.J. now have unt..~.1. June 15th to mak~ itc recom.~!!ndati~~..8 t.o thA Bureau. this

ad~itional time can be used to advantage by the representatives of ' these three

Counties in an effort to get together on the united front and we will appreciate

it if you will advise us of your further desires.

Very truly yours,

THE DELTA COUNTY WATER COMMITTEE

By Wm. J. Dodd

Chairman

By Carl H. Powell

Secretary

I'


