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Letter to the Citizens of the Southeastern Colorado Water Conservancy District, 
Board of Directors and Executive Director 

December 15, 2010 

To the Citizens of the Southeastern Colorado Water Conservancy District, 
Board of Directors 
Executive Director 

As the Budget Officer, it is my pleasure to present to you the 2011 Budget for the Southeastern 
Colorado Water Conservancy District and the Water Activity Enterprise. TIUs was a collaborative 
effort on the part of the entire staff with leadership and insight from our Executive Director. Please 
use this budget as a guideline for our financial operations in 2011. It has been developed using our 
mission statement; 

Water is essential for life 
We exist to make life better by effectively 

Developing, protecting and managing water resources 

Through the Strategic Plan we develop public trust with leadership within our organization. 
Leadership and planned direction will ensure continuity of water resources for our co=unity, 
participants, and the citizens of our nine counties. Our projects must continue to maintain their 
structure, and new projects such as the Arkansas Valley Conduit, must be built reliably and within a 
time frame to make the costs affordable to all. Due to the nature of our organization and the unique 
circumstances in which we operate, human resources recognizes we must hire and develop the most 
highly qualified people for these projects, and make their employment here desirable and 
competitive. We must also provide the team with the essential tools needed to do their jobs. This 
means our technology must be compatible with today's market. Finally, we must maintain the 
Southeastern Colorado Water Conservancy District with excellent fiscal policy, structure, and 
balance to achieve our long-range planning strategies. 

One of the purposes of the Southeastern Colorado Water Conservancy District (District) is to 
collect tax revenue from the District citizens of the Fryingpan-Arkansas Project (project) and repay 
the Bureau of Reclamation for the construction and maintenance of the Project through the nine 
participating counties. These counties are: 

• Chaffee 
• Fremont 

• El Paso 
• Pueblo 
• Crowley 

• Kiowa 
• Otero 

• Bent 
• Prowers 
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The general fund, commonly referred to as the District, has estimated revenue in 2011 of 
S14,446,809. We have four types of Revenue: 

A. Tax revenue which includes Mill Levy Tax and Specific Ownership Tax 
B. Pass-Through 
C. Grant 
D . Other Revenue. 

• 
• 
• 

A. Tax Collections 

Enterprise Reimbursement 
Interest on investments 
Miscellaneous Revenue 

The tax revenue breaks down into four components. The first three components are the mill levies 
and tax collections from the taxpayers. Each year the District certifies the three different mill levies 
to the nine county treasurers for collection based on the boundaries of the District. 

1. The Contract Mill Levy for 2011 will be set at 0.9 mills based on the calculated limits. 
The Contract Mill Levy can be described as pass-through accounting. One hundred 
percent of the funds collected from this levy are used to pay for the operation, repair 
and maintenance (OM&R), and capital construction costs related to the Project less 
the county collection fee budgeted for Sl10,OOO. The 2011 estimated revenue from 
this ad valorem tax, based on the county assessor reports is $6,650,642. The 
proceeds of the Contract Mill Levy collection are to repay the debt on the 
Fryingpan-Arkansas Project, commonly refe.cred to as the Project. The District 
collects approximately 70 percent of its annual ad valorem Contract Tax in the first 
seven months of the year with two payments due to the Bureau of Reclaniation, one 
in June and one in December. The repayment for 2011 is budgeted at $6,540,642. 

2. A second mill levy is annually certified, currendy at 0.035 mills, to help pay operating 
costs of the District. This mill levy falls under TABOR limitations. The 2011 
estimate for this ad valorem tax, based on the county assessor reports is $233,636. 

3. The third certified mill levy allows the District to budget for abatements and refunds 
of taxes by the local communities. This dollar amount is established by the Division 
of Local Govemments and a levy is set that will generate the assigned dollar amount. 
For 2011 the abatement and refund allowance is set at S90,010 which will use a mill 
levy of approximately 0.012. 

4. The District is also entided to a portion of Specific Ownership (SO) tax to assist 
with the operating, general and administrative expenditures. SO tax is assessed to 
personal vehicles, trailers, boats and other taxable items of similar nature by each 
county. Although the District receives a very small percentage from the counties, 
the budget for 2011 will generate at least $600,000 based on county estimates. 

P:I~t' 2 



Contta<'t Mill 
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6.649."62 

B. Pass-Through Revenue 

District Tax Collections 

Specific 

o.Vlcrship Tax 
Collections 
600.('00 

66.717 

The second type of rev=ue is a pass-through rev=ue activity like mill levy tax. We collect money 
from Fountain Valley Authority (Authority) and from participants in Winter Water Storage Program, 
and apply these paym=ts towards the debt due to the Bureau of Reclamation. We receive a single 
payment from the Authority at the =d of the year, equal to the Authority's paym=t due on the 
debt. The annual payment for 2011 is budgeted for $5,352,760. 

The charge for Winter Water Storage Program to participants is 52.80 per acre foot on storage. We 
anticipate storing 46,000 acre feet of storage in 2011. Our paym=t, which is credited to the Project's 
debt with the Bureau of Reclamation, is budgeted for $128,800. 

C. Grant Revenue 
The third type of rev=ue included in the District Budget is the Grant Rev=ues. In 2011 we have 
six grant funded projects that maintains the District's continued support of work in conservation 
and education. The proposed grant budget provides for $80,173 in grant rev=ue with a District 
dollar match ofS4,950 and a personnel match of$11,700. The Arkansas Valley Conduit will also 
receive grants in the amount of 570,000 with a Water Activity Enterprise match of $6,000. Grants 
are managed by the Conservation Outreach Coordinator. A narrative and a financial breakdown of 
each grant, the associated expenditures and the District's expected match has be= included in this 
Budget. We will receive $4,200 from participants participating in projects related to grant rev=ue. 

D. All other Revenue 
The final source of rev=ue for the District is contained in three parts. 

• Enterprise Reimbursem=t 
• Investm=t Interest 
• Miscellaneous revenue 



I. The Enterprise was created to handle the operation of the business activities within the 
District. Because Enterprise activity uses District resources, a method of reimbursing the District 
for those resources used, is made. To estimate the reimbursement from the Enterprise to the 
District, three expenditures are included. The reimbursement totals 67 percent ofthese activities. 

a) Cost of burdened payroll 
b) Building space and maintenance 
c) Supplies and other overhead expenses 

2. Interest on investments is another revenue source that the District relies on for operational 
funding. The 2011 Budget marks another year of reduced return on investments. By using a 
combination of investment strategies, we are continually trying to keep our return at a competitive 
rate within the market. As other return rates dip to a negative mark, Bills, Bonds, Bullets and Step 
Ups, although conservative, create a return that provides some operational income to the District. 

The District and the Enterprise maintain separate investment accounts to support their diverse 
purposes. These investments are made according to Colorado Revised Statutes and the policies of 
the District, which have been outlined in the District's Financial Management Guide. 

The earnings from these investments arc reinvested immediately in the Money Market account and 
periodically, as bonds mature, into additional bonds with a laddered maturity. 

As the economy continues to deteriorate, the US Treasury continues to buy back long-range 
instruments with higher yields. The District experienced those buy back transactions in 2010 and 
purchased other types of investments that yield slighdy more than other current instruments, and are 
somewhat protected from that buy back. One instrument is called a "step-up". Basically it yields a 
rate and then in future points of time will step-up to a higher rate. Tbis is a callable instrument, but 
still enjoys a slighdy higher rate to balance our portfolio. Another investment type purchased in 2010 
is referred to as "bullets." Bullets are non-callable Govemment Agencies such as Freddie Mac. They 
remain a conservative instrument with a slighdy lower rate of return. All in all, we have no control 
over the economy and therefore, manage our investments with the highest care. 

In Analyzing the current Treasury yields, please refer to the graph below. This graph depicts a five 
year trend for 3 month to 30 year Treasury instruments with the following data : 

Five Year Historical Yield Curve 
Investment 

I I Instrument 2005 2010 1::::.. % 

3 Month 2.24 0.12 -2.12 -95% 
6 Month 2.58 0 .16 -2.42 ·94% 
1 Year 0.21 
2 Year 3.09 0.36 -2.73 ~% 

3 Year 3.25 0.53 -2.72 -84% 
5 Year 3.62 1.13 -2.49 -69"10 
7 Year 1.75 

10 Year 4.21 2.39 -1 .82 -43% 
30 Year 4.81 3.7 -1 .11 -23"10 
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The top line represents the market trend five years ago. The longer the term purchased on the 
investment, the IUgher the yield. In 2005, a 3 month instrument retumed about 2.24 percent and a 
30 Year investment retumed about 4.81 percent. The bottom line represents yields as of 
10/07/2010'. Over the past five years, the decline in 30 year bonds, which normally pay a IUgher 
rate of interest, is down 23%. A three month bond, on the other hand, is down 95%. 30 year rates in 
2010 are slightly IUgher than a five year rate offered in 2005. 

Our investment schedule with anticipated rates, not including our money market account at 
Sunflower Bank is listed on the next page. 



2011 INTEREST FORECAST* 
MRKT 

,W! MATURITY VALUE Interest 

S.E. COL WTR CONS DIST 

FHLMC STEP UP 2.00 11115/2014 $1.500,000.00 $30,000.00 
FHLB STEP UP 1.250 313012015 $1,000,000.00 $12,500.00 
FNMA STEP UP 1.10 812512015 $1,000,000.00 $11,000.00 
FHLB STEP UP 1.00 1112512016 $1,000,000.00 $10,625.00 
FFCB BULLET 1.75 2/2112013 $3,100,000.00 $54,250.00 
FHLB BULLET 1.63 611412013 $2,000,000.00 $32,500.00 

$9,600,000.00 $150,875.00 

Dlstrtct Total $150,875.00 
II WINTER WATER SPILL 

MMKT ACOUNT 0.30 $319,000.00 $960.00 

III REGIONAL RES. PLANNING 

MMKT ACOUNT 0.30 $8,000.00 $12.00 

IV ACTMTY ENTERPRISE 

FHLMC STEP UP 2.00 11/1512014 $1,500,000.00 $30,000.00 
FHLB STEP UP 1.00 11/25/2016 $2,000,000.00 $21,250.00 

$3,500,000.00 $51,250.00 
V AURORA FUND 

FHLB 1.13 31912012 $2,900,000.00 $32,624.00 
FHLB 1.05 5/3012012 $2,000,000.00 $21,000.00 
FNMASTEP UP 1.25 9/1712015 $1,800,000.00 $22,500.00 

$6,700,000.00 $76,124.00 

Entar~rtsa Total $128,346.00 

Totallntarast $279,221.00 

• Provided by Dave Johnson, Wells Fargo Securities 

3. The District also records miscellaneous revenue. It is budgeted at S550 and contains room renral 
and other small miscellaneous items. 

In review of District Operating and Grant Revenue: 
• The single largest source of revenue for operations comes from the Enterprise 

reimbursement to the District. This accounts for 47 percent of the toral operating funds. SO 
tax is our next largest source. All other smaller revenues including interest combine to keep 
the District operating for budgetary purposes. The District also relies on investment returns 
as additional funding. 

• Grant revenues are matched against grant project expenditures and do not contribute or 
assist the daily ongoing operations of the District. 



District Operating and Grant Revenues 

Expenditures 

Abatement and 
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The estimated operational Government Wide expenditures in 2011 ate $4,601,874. 

• The key expenditure within the budget relates to Executive and Leadership activities, 
legislation, studies, project and program support. 

• Human Resources include salaties, benefits. Professional development is broken out. Eight 
employees ate under the direction of the Executive Director, Jim Broderick. We also include 
compensation for the Board of Directors. 
Our Operations staff includes: 

~ Director of Engineering & Resource Management 
• Engineering Support Specialist 

~ Project Manager 
~ Conservation Outreach Coordinator 

• Xetiscape Coordinator (part-time) 
Our General and Administrative Staff includes: 

~ Administrative Manager 
• Administrative Associate 

~ Financial Coordinator & Budget Officer 
An additional narrative on human resources is included. 



• Professional and technical expenses included in the budget are: 
• Engineering 
• Lobbyist 
• Legal 
• Audit 
• Infonnation Technology Consultants 

• Grant and Conservation projects 
• All other operating expenditures such as office supply, utilities and care and maintenance of 

the facilities. 

Government Wide Operating Expenditures 

Prorcssional 
Development 

1'1. 

Office, Insurance &; 

Facilities (Op 
Contingency) 

3% 

Audit. Payments, Fees, 
Grant & Conservation 

10% 

IT, Vehiclee & 

Equipment 

Southeastern Colorado Water Activity Enterprise 

The Southeastern Colorado Water Activity Enterprise (Enterprise) established in September 
1995, continues to grow as the business activity for the District. The purpose of the 
Enterprise is to include activities such as construction, operation, and repair and maintenance 
of water projects and facilities, and related contracting, financing, and administration activities. 
In March 1999, the Enterprise began studying the future storage of water within the District, 
and all associated engineering studies including structural and non-structural water planning 
management, to meet the water needs of our constituents through the year 2040. In 2010, the 
District was able to establish the Master Contract for District M&I Entities and future long 
tean storage contracts. This is referred to in the budget as the Excess Capacity Master 
Contract. Enlargement is the second piece, and is continuing to move forward and remains a 
budgeted item. The participants in these programs are responsible for contributions to both 
Enlargement and Excess Capacity Master Contract. The "ROY Project" (Restoration of 
Yield) is a program that allows for recapture of water lost due to diminished exchange 
capacity as a result of Pueblo's ruCD (Recreational In-Channel Diversion) negotiations. 
ruCD refers to the Pueblo Kayak Park. ROY is budgeted at $5,000. Aurora, Pueblo Board of 
Water Works, and Colorado Sptings Utilities have made significant contributions to this 
project. Other ongoing projects are the 10,825 project and the Upper Colorado River 
endangered fish recovery program, and other Colorado River issues. Finally, we continually 
strive to focus on both the District's water rights and the Colorado River water rights. 



Revenue 
The revenues that the Enterprise generates comes from water sales, water surcharges, well 
augmentation charges, interest from investments and payments from individuals and 
organizations who participate (participants) in the ongoing projects. The Enterprise is broken 
down into six major components. 

Arkansas 
Vaney Conduit 

$1,202,553 
35% 

RRPG 

water ActIvity Enterprise Revenue 

£nlargement 
S117,On 

3% 

&'Cap Maater 
Contract 
$883,291 

28% 

Enterprl •• 
$839,850 

24% 

SOIl 
--- $194,938 

8% 

1) The Enterprise anticipates the Arkansas Valley Conduit activity will increase in 2011. 
$5 million dollars is included in the 2011 Federal appropriations continuing resolution 
for the Conduit. The Conduit budget includes an additional $888,699 in federal 
appropriations for outside engineering contracts, legal representation, project 
personnel and overhead. Other sources of revenue are: participants, $217,854 and a 
contribution from the District of $20,000 for general and administrative personnel. 
The participant's contribution also pays for outside consultants like lobbying, legal, and 
audit work, and includes charges for overhead and office expense related to the 
administration of the Conduit project as well as any personnel charges not covered by 
the District or the Intergovernmental Personnel Act (lPA). A full discussion of the 
Arkansas Valley Conduit is detailed on pages 43-44. 

2) Excess Capacity Long Tenn Master Contract is a long tenn storage contract for 
storage of non Project water. This project is also fully funded by participants with an 
expected contribution in 2011 of $963,291. The EIS study accounts for $700,000. An 
additional $45,653 in USGS studies and $124,747 in personnel accounts for 91 percent 
of project expenditures. The rest of the project expenditures relates to external 
consultants. 

3) Safety of Dams (SOD) is a project that began in July 1998, and is functionally a 
repayment project to the Bureau of Reclamation. SOD is the reimbursable costs for 
modification of the Pueblo Dam and related facilities, to include M&I (Municipal and 
Industrial) and irrigation (Ag) beneficiaries. The SOD modifications were undertaken 
to fully restore the previous conservation storage capacity and operations of the 



Pueblo Reservoir2. The M&I portion of the payment was completed in 2010. An SOD 
surcharge is billed to participants purchasing the following types of water; Project 
Water, If & When, Carry Over, and Winter Water storage. The charges range from 
$.25 per acre foot (AP) for Winter Water storage to S2.00 (AP) for out of District If & 
When storage. The table below breaks out SOD charges. A full explanation of 
Enterprise Water sales and surcharges follows further in section (5). 

Type of Water Sales 

Project Water Ag & M&I 
Well Augmentation Ag & M&I 
Carry Over Project Water 
If & When in District 
If & When out of District 
Return Flows 
Winter Water Storage 

Charge per AF 

$0.50 
$0.50 
$1.00 
$0.50 
$2.00 
$0.50 
$0.25 

4) The Regional Resource Planning Group (RRPG) is an organization that works in 
alliance with the US Geological Study. Upper Arkansas Area Council of Governments 
describes the group in the following manner: "The U.s. Geological Survey (USGS), in 
cooperation with the Arkansas Basin RRPG, seeks to better define the water quality 
conditions, the dominant source areas, and the processes that affect water quality in 
the Arkansas River basin. The overall goals are to understand the linkages between 
water supply, land use, and water quality issues and to develop methods and tools 
needed to simulate the potential effects of changes in land uses and water 
uses/operations on water quality. To date, the participating entities include the City of 
Aurora, Colorado Springs Utilities, Colorado Water Conservation Board, Lower 
Arkansas Water Conservancy District, Pueblo Board of Water Works, Southeastern 
Colorado Water Conservancy District, and the Upper Arkansas Water Conservancy 
District".3 The Enterprise's financial responsibility regarding RRPG is mainly one of 
pass-through. The Enterprise collects the participant payments to fund the ongoing 
studies for RRPG projects. The difference between the incoming revenue and 
expenditure is the Enterprise contribution to the RRPG. 

5) Enlargement study is an ongoing project that focuses on enlarging the Pueblo and 
Turquoise Reservoirs. The single source of revenue comes from participant 
contributions. The major expenses are the ongoing USGS water studies, and project 
personnel time. These account for about 70 percent of the expenditures, with the 
remaining 30 percent on external consultation. The maintenance level is at about 
S115,OOO to $120,000 per year. In 2011 we are budgeting S117 ,077. 

6) Administrative portion of the Water Activity Enterprise is funded by six sources of 
revenue. The revenue comes from return flows, sale of Project water, well 
augmentation, interest on investments, surcharges and Aurora IGA. Surcharges 
include Safety of Dams (SOD), Water Activity Enterprise, and Well Augmentation. 

2 Contract Number 8-07-60-W07J5 3.(b)(J) 
3 http://www.uaacog.comIBOARD%20P ACKETS/Oclober%2009%20BOD%20Packets/ Attachment%20 J .pdf 
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The SOD surcharge is assessed on all types of water uses, plus on any water stored in 
Pueblo reservoir during the Winter Water Storage Program. For tracking purposes, we 
break out SOD revenue and expense from the Enterprise on the budget and the table 
on page 12. 

Administrative Revenue for WAE 
Project Water 

$307.041 

WAESurcharge 

Because Interest and SOD has been covered, the other four types of Enterprise revenue 
are: 

a) The sale of Project water return flow from both M&I and Ag Project water deliveries. The 
Ag component is based on 40% of the head gate diversions of irrigation customers. For 
2011, this is estimated to be 6,062 AF. It is estimated that there will be approximately 
1,000 AF of M&I Project water return flow sales. The total amount of Project water return 
flow sales is estimated to be 7,062 AF. 

b) The sale of Fry-Ark Project Water is one of the primary sources of revenue for the 
Enterprise. It is estimated that the Enterprise will allocate (or bill for) approximately 43,863 
AFin 2011. 

c) Water Activity Enterprise (WAE) and a Well Augmentation surcharge. 
a. The W AE surcharge is assessed for the following types of Project Water and for 

the use Fry-Ark project facilities. 
1. Project water and Project water return flow sales 
ii. Project water carried over past May 1 of the year following allocation 

(Estimated to be 114,000 AF for 2011.) 
iii. The contracted amount of non-Project water stored in "Excess 

Capacity" space in Project facilities for use both in and out of the 
District. 

b. The Well Augmentation Surcharge is assessed to Municipal and Ag customers 
using "First Use" Project water for well augmentation rather than for direct 
irrigation or municipal use. 

d) Aurora Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) includes surcharges of $100,000 as well as an 
annual administrative reimbursement of $50,000. 

The following table depicts the method that our Engineer uses to calculate water charges: 



Est Water Rates and Surcharges 2011 

Type of Water Sales Surcharges 

Water Augmen Total 
Project Water Rate SOD WAE tatlon Charge 

Agricultural $7.00 $0.50 $0.75 $8.25 
Municipal $7.00 $0.50 $1.50 $9.00 

Project Water used for Wen Augmentation 
"Ag used for Well Augmentation 
"Muni used for Well Augmentation 

Winter Water Storage $2.801 $0.251 - 1 -I $3.051 

Carryover Project Water -I $1.00 1 $1.251 $2.251 

If and When Storage 
Municipal & Agricultural SOD WAE Total 
In District - $0.50 $0.50 - $1.00 
Out of District - $2.00 $4.00 - $6.00 
Aurora - $2.00 $8.00 - $10.00 

WATER ACTIVITY ENTERPRISE 

Human Resources 
The Southeastern Colorado Water Conservancy District (District) has recognized that people are 
their biggest asset. In recognizing that, the District provides very competitive salaries and a fair 
benefits package. 

The District also encourages staff to seek continuing education and certification programs that will 
benefit the District with the wealth of knowledge needed to have knowledgeable and qualified 
individuals representing the District. Dollars are designated in the categories Staff Education and 
Staff Certification in the 2011 Budget. 

The District belongs to several organizations. The Executive Director sees a benefit in sending a 
staff member to these annual conferences to experience the benefits of the organizations that we are 
part of. Dollars have been put into the 2011 Budget to send a staff member to each of the following 
conferences on a rotation basis: 

• Colorado Water Congress 

• Family Farm Alliance 
• National Water Resources Association 



• Arkansas River Basin Water Forum 
• Colorado River Water Users Association 

The District allocates dollars for Sponsorships, Exhibits and Ads. The staff participates on planning 
committees that encourage water conservation and education, such as: 

• Arkansas River Basin Water Forum 
• Children's Water Festival 
• Colorado Water Wise Council 

• Water by Colorado 2012 

• T amatisk Coalition 

• Garden Tours 
• Pueblo Landscape Symposium 

• Peak to Prairie Symposium 

The participation on these planning committees demonstrates the knowledge, expertise, and 
qualified individuals the District has selected to represent the mission of the District. 

2011 Budget Strategy 
The District team planning efforts provide a strategic approach allowing for further project 
development. In 2011, under the direction of the District, the following projects will continue to 
develop in fruition for the future water needs of Southem Colorado and the participants within the 
nine counties. 

1. Conservatively operate within the means of operating revenues. 
2. To payoff the debt to the Bureau of Reclamation in a timely·manner. 
3. To continue supporting the activities and providing professional direction to the Water 

Activity Enterprise for purposes of completing the core projects; Arkansas Valley Conduit, 
Excess Capacity Master Contract, and Enlargement. 

4. To alleviate risk in the general economy by maintaining a portion of unrestricted funds with 
a balanced investment protocol. This risk is identified by decreases in property tax revenue, 
SO tax and changes to the State of Colorado law by amendment or proposition. 

5. To maintain an integrated team that is knowledgeable and committed to the adherents of the 
Strategic Plan. 

6. Finally, to integrate a plan for the future of the District that will maintain the components, 
and meet our mission by providing project water for municipalities and industry, agriculture 
and other beneficiaries. 

Challenges and Opportunities for 2011 Budget 
• Significant estimated decreases in revenue as sources of operational funding for the District 

include three intergovernmental shifts in 2010 and investments. 
1) Amendment No.9 of Water Service Contract No. S-07-70-W0086 moved the Project 

water sales from the District to the Enterprise. In the 2010 Budget, the District 
anticipated use of this funding and budgeted S246,416 to be used to supplement the 
operations of the District and held $100,000 in reserve. Once the amendment was 
signed, Project water sales were then moved to the Enterprise from 2009 and 2010 
as a new source of revenue to meet the requirements of the amendment. The 
anticipated Project water sales in 2011 total $307,041. 
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2) Safety of Dams (SOD) Enterprise surcharge payment to the District was in 
repayment of the municipal portion of debt towards the SOD project started in 
1998. The original debt for $957,788 to the District was paid off in 2010, with a final 
payment from the Enterprise of $64,342 in 2010. In the past, the District has 
included this revenue in the operating budget. 

3) The discussion on investments reflects a decline in interest revenue of approximately 
$88,625. 

4) As the Enterprise gathers momentum on Excess Capacity Master Contract, 
Enlargement and Arkansas Valley Conduit, the consumption by the Enterprise of 
staff, facilities, and supplies burdens the financial resources of the District. 

The Enterprise was created to handle the operation of the business activities within the 
District. Because the activity of the Enterprise uses District resources, a method of 
reimbursing the District for those resources must be made. It is important that the 
Enterprise properly reimburse the District for the portion of resources used in 2011 and in 
future budgets. We believe the fair way to make this reimbursement is on a percentage basis. 
This resolves the following issues: 
1) Provides a better budgeting methodology 
2) Simplifies record keeping for all non project related employees 
3) Allows the District's monthly financial reports to be more consistent 
4) Reimburses the District for Enterprise use of resources 

The Enterprise is budgeted to reimburse the District 67 percent of these resources in 2011. 
• The activities and opportunities of the Enterprise are expected to increase over the next 

three years. During this time, the Bureau of Redarnation in partnership with the Enterprise 
and MWH will finish the required EIS study. The detail of the Enterprise and Conduit are 
further discussed throughout this document. 

• Balancing future staffing levels and the continuance of expert consultation to assist and 
promote water development for the citizens within the District, is a challenge human 
resources continues to meet. 

• Preparing for the 50"' Anniversary of the signing of the Legislation for the Fryingpan
Arkansas Project began in the 2010 Budget. In 2011, a portion of the budget will go towards 
a video interviewing and highlighting key historical figures and contain a detailed history of 
the Project. 

2010 Accomplishments 
• Appropriations for the Conduit in preparation for the ElS. 
• Establish the Master Long Term Storage Contract for District water M&I entities and the 

future of long term storage contracts. 
• The completion of the STAG project carried forward to 2010 allowed the Bureau of 

Reclamation to proceed with the NEP A study in the same year. Because the Excess Capacity 
Master Contract was also ready to proceed with a NEP A study, the EIS was completed 
jointly for a tremendous cost savings to the participants. 

• Amendment No.9 of Water Service Contract No. 5-07-70-W0086, was a tremendous 
accomplishment that allows the District to further the strategic direction of funding. 



• A major project was undertaken to review and update the District boundaries for all nine 
counties within the District. 

• Regarding allocation of water, we changed our methodologies which has saved us a great 
deal of administrative time. In line with the timing of the Bureau of Reclamation's calendar 
we allocated 80 percent and then the additional 20 percent. This strategy created a more 
accurate and timely allocation to the participants. 

The 2011 Budget for the Southeastern Colorado Water Conservancy District was prepared with 
the assistance of the operations and administrative staff. Their contribution of time, leadership, 
and expertise is very much appreciated by the Finance Coordinator. As a team we will carefully 
monitor the budget throughout the year in the best interest of the citizens who benefit by the 
District's effort. 

Respectfu\ly submitted, 

Tina White 
Finance Coordinator & Budget Officer 

, 
• I 

2010 Arkansas Valley Conduit Tour: Loo4ing downJrom the top oJthe Pueblo Reservoir Dam. 





NOTICE AS TO PROPOSED BUDGET . 

Notice is hereby given that a Proposed Budget for Fiscal Year 2011 was 
submitted to the Board of Directors of the Southeastern Colorado Water 
Conservancy District on October 15,2010. A copy of the Proposed Budget is on 
file and open to public inspection in the District office located at 31717 United 
Ave, Pueblo, Colorado. The Proposed 2011 Budget will be considered at a 
regular meeting of the Board of Directors to be held at the District Office on 
Thursday, November 18, 2010 at 11:00 a.m., with final action expected at the 
December 9, 2010 Board of Director's meeting. The Proposed 2011 Budget 
includes a separate mill levy for the District's Contract Repayment obligation 
with the federal government (.900 mills) and an Operating mill levy (.035) to 
meet the District's annual operational expenses. In addition, the Proposed 
Budget includes a (.013) mill levy to capture funds lost by Abatements and 
Refunds. Any taxpayer within the Southeastern Colorado Water Conservancy 
District may at any time prior to the final adoption of the Budget, file or register 
comments thereto. 

Dated at Pueblo, Colorado October 15, 2010 

Board of Directors 
Southeastern Colorado 
Water Conservancy District 

(7 '. n () r: " .. f) 
\/,/}n111v:J If)\~() cYU-1l( '-b~ 

,1~mes W. Broderick, Assistant SecretaryfTreasurer 





SOUTHEASTERN COLORADO 

Water Conservancy District 

October 15.2010 

PUBLICA TION NOTICE 
The Pueblo Chieftain, Pueblo, CO 
The Gazette, Colorado Springs, CO 

Re: Notice as to Proposed Budget 

"Your inveSbnent in water" 

Enclosed is a Notice of the Proposed 2011 Budget for Southeastern Colorado Water 
Conservancy District, 31717 United Avenue, Pueblo, CO 81001. This must be posted in 
your newspaper one time, with publication on or before October 25, 2010. 

Please submit the proof of publication and invoice by November 5, 20 I O. 

Sincerely, 

. '(;?t.~ ' '/, /.-,1-,-
. . -;r'-- .- wJl.vU-

- .'" Ti White 
Budget Officer 

tlwl enclosure 

cc: Board of Directors, SECWCD 
James Broderick, Executive Director, SECWCD 
Stephen Leonhardt. Attorney for the District 
Larry Daveline, Auditing Consultant for the District 

31717 UNITED AVENUE • PUEBLO, CO 81001 • PHONE (719) 948-2400 
web site: www.sccwcd.org 

FAX (71 9) 948-0036 





Southeastern Colorado Water Conservancy District 
2011 Final Budget - Government Wide Presentation 

20.11 YEAR END SUMMARY 

20.10. Beginning Fu~d B!lance (Alidited) 

20.11 Projected Ending Fund Balance 

FRY-ARK REPAYMENT ACTIVITY 

USBR Contract Revenues 

DISTRICT 
FUND 

$ 9,795,833 

$ 9,80.8,586 

DISTRICT 
FUND 

Contract Mill Levy_Co~ec!ions _______________ _ . _ 6,!55.Q,6j~ _ 
Fountain Valley Aut~,:,'.i-'Y __ ________ __ _!?.352,760 
Winter Water Storag~ _ _ _ _ 128,80.0. 

Total USBR Contract Revenues 12,132,20.2-

USBR Contract Expenditures ___ _ 
Contract Payment USSR _ _ __ _ ____ ____ ~,54D,642 
F'a~mentf0untain Valley Authority USBR_ _ __ 5 ,~5~,760 

Payment Pr_()j~£t Y"ater Purch~~ - USBR 
Payment - Winter Water Storage - USBR 

Total USBR Contract Expenditures 

OPERATING REVENUES BY FUND 

128,80.0. 
12,0.22,20.2 

DISTRICT 
FUND 

Spec!fic_Own.ership Tax Co.!!ections 60.0.,0.0.0. 
Oper~ting TaxHevenue____ __ 233,636 
Abatement and Refun<!..~!..!~x_~ollections ______ 90.,0.10. 

__ ~~_-_--_-._ _ _ _ __ (5,000) Prior Year Tax 
5r1~'.prise Admin !3_eimb~r~em~~_ _ _ _ __ 1,p~_1 _,8_33_ 
-Grant Revenue - Federal 63,850. 
G-r-a-niReve-nue : State &Local _____ _ 66,3~3_ 
Miscellaneous Revenue -- - - - 550. 

Interest Income 
Project Water Sales 
Enterprise Retliin FTow Water Sales 

__ 1-,-,6:.:1,375 

='-------
Safety of Dams Surcharge 
Atf~ther"urcharge _Reven=--u-e--------· ___ ._.-_. ---

Well AugrTlentatioil 
Pay!!'ent - SECWCO 
P~yments - LAVWCQ. _ ,, _______ . ____ ___ _ 
Payments - Auro!~_ IGA A<!ministratiy~_~~ and \'\I_hen _ ______ . __ _ 
~ayments - Part!~ip~lnts 12,0.3.9 
Federal Appropriations._a'.l~F'A ______ _ 
Enterprise S,O,O, Repayment 0. 

Total Operating Revenues 2,314,60.7 

ENTERPRISE 
FUND 

$9,101~516 

$ 9,298,342 

ENTERPRISE 
FUND 

ENTERPRISE 
FUND 

129,971 
30.7,0.41 -_._-

42,369 
___ ~4,937 

>----__ ~7.@1 
____ 13,80.9 

26,0.0.0. 

_ _ _ _ 130.,.000 
1,458,222 

888,699 

3,478,679 

Page 21 

GOVERNMENT 
WIDE ---

$ 18~89?,~49 
$ 19,10.6,928 

GOVERNMENT 
WIDE 

_. ___ ._ 6,.6§p,6j?_ 
_________ 5!~~?,76D 

128,80.0. 
-- .-.- 12;1:3"2,202 
--- -- ---_ .. 

128,80.0. 
12,0.22,20.2 

GOVERNMENT 
WIDE 

60.0.,0.0.0. 
_ ___ . __ _ ~33,636 
_ _____ ~D,D !.Q 

_" _ _ __ ,, --,5,000.) 
...!'!.t€!.rfun!! activitx.... 
____ _ ~8,85O' 

__ 10.1 ,323 
550. 

291 ,34~ 
30.7,0.41 

--- -42,369 

___ 194,937 

~,§.31 _ 
___ _____ 13,80.9 
___ . __ 26,0.0.0. 

0. 
___ _ 130.,0.0.0. 
___ 1,470.,252_ 

888,699 
0. 

4,70.1,453 

Total Fund Revenues $ 14,446,80.9 $ 3,478,679 $ 16,833,655 





2011 Final Budget - Government Wide Presentation - Page 23 

DISTRICT 
FUND Operating Expenditures By Fund 

Human Resources _. __ . __ 1,196'44fl 
Enterpri~ Reimburse to Distric!..(lnlerlund activity __ •. _ .. _ ._. _____ .. _ 

Annual Audit (Includes statementsJ. ._ .. __ ._ .. _. __ .. _. __ I ~'20Q 
Annual Audit RRA - (Reimbu!sable) ... _ . . _ .. ___ 7,830 
Board of Direc~ors EX"El~se .. ___ . __ . ___ ... _. ~5,93.4 
Capital Payments -SOD ... .._ .. ____ _ .. _ ._ .. 
Capital Ou!h,~y - IT, Bla..c.~t.C>p. . _. __ .. __ .. _ 20,~29 . 
Colorado River Negotiations .... ___ ....... _. ___ 12~Q.0. 

c;onsuiia!1~~bying·.ServT~es: Federal -- ..... _. ____ .. .3,9,000.. 
County Coliectio.!!£ees . . . _. __ 110,000 
CV'!C - Colorado £liver Proj~.9t ~tivities .. _._ . __ ._ .. 1 ~,OO() 
Facilities: Eluilding, Land~.c~ping~tilities . _____ 3.02666 
Grants, ,gonservati~n,-Water Edu~ation .. _ _ _ ... _._. __ .120!~58 
Information Technology ____ 29,555 
Professional Services ._. ___ . _ .. ______ 537,500 
Project EXl?e_n~e _ __ _ ...Cl. 
St~.fI_ C~rt.ificati()~<I.~t! Education ... __ . ___ ....... __ ._ 20,991 _ 
[)i~t!ict SE~9!.~I .E~~n!s ._ .. _ _ _ __ 15,,900 
~~ml?liance S.tudies (NEPA, EIS) . _ .. _____ ._. __ .. ___ _ 
Executive TraveIEx"E!nse _"._. __ . _ ... ____ 12,~() . 

Insurance_. .._ .. __ _ .. _ ...... . ___ .. 17,250 
Office Expense,Jnsurance & SUPJll!.es 34,785 
Staff Business Travel 21,037 
Ll.:!::):~.-s. Co-op Programs _. 
Regional Resourc~ Planning Group ____ _ 

'Vehicle Repair & Maintenance _______ _ 
Operating Contingen~y ____ _ 
Grant Contingency 

__-::3,200_ 
50,000 

------- ---.- 50,000 
20,000 

2,411,854 
AVC Program Contribution 

Total Operating Expenditures 

Total Revenues Over (Under) Expenditures 12,753 

2011 YEAR END SUMMARY 
DISTRICT 
FUND 

... - -

201 0 _f!~~ised En~ing FUl!d Balanc':.. $ __ . ~ 7.~~-!l_3~_ 
2011 Projected Ending Fund Balance $ 9 ,808,586 

ENTERPRISE 
FUND 

-_._._-
____ 1,12.9_1!.8~3 
__ 24,799 

60,0()0 

_ .. _. ___ ..... ~~-,OOO 

_.------ - ... 
_. ___ .. 83~.,.68.~ 

34,150 

_._. __ 742,000 

3,49:; . 
15,785 

145,1 06 
_ __ .. ~60,OOO 

$ 
$ 

3,281,853 

196,826 

ENTERPRISE 
FUND 

... 

9,101~.!~ 
9,298,342 

GOVERNMENT 
WIDE 

1,196,449 
_ fI1terfund a~tivifL . 
__ .. _ . ___ 36,999 

__ ... _._ .. _ J ,fl?Q. 
. _ ... __ .. 45,934. 

6(),OQ() 
... ?(),~29 

_ _ _ _1_2!0()0_ 
116,O_~ 

.. _._._ 11(),O()() 
14,000 

___ .__ .30,666. 
___ . __ ... 2()2,5~8. 

__ .. . _.~9,555 
_. ___ .. 1,374,185 
_ .. ___ ~1.50 

_ ...... __ 20'fl~!_ 
15,000 

742,000 
- 12~476-

._ ... 1,7,250 
__ 38,280 

. __ .. _ 36,822 
___ _ ,)45,106 
___ 160,000 
__ . ..3,200 

____ 50,000 

50,000 
-"'--- 20,000-

4,601,874 

209,579 

GOVERNMENT 
WIDE 

_ . __ ..... - - -
$ IB,897,349 

$ 19,106,928 





Tax Revenue Calculations 
And TABOR 



Every year, the nine participating counties in accordance with state law, send the Finance office their 
total assessed valuations for the current year. The first mailing is generally a year end estimate and is 
received on or around August 25"'. The final assessment is due by December 10'h. From these 
assessed property values, we estimate collections for contract repayment, operations and abatement 
and refunds. For 2010 values and assessments that will be collected in 2011, the following table 
estimates an increase in assessed values of $7,255,096. 

2010 Total Values & Assessments for 2011 Collections 

Bent 8/26/2010 
Chaffee 8126/2010 
Crowley 8118/2010 
EIPaso 8125/2010 
Fremont 8/27/2010 
Kiowa 8/1212010 
Otero· 8/23/2010 
Prowers 8/25/2010 
Pueblo 8/30/2010 

Total 1 

(Estimates as of December 10, 2010) 

2009 
Assessed Value 

49,723,732 
302,011,424 

30,726,424 
5,342,589,198 

350,087,095 
1,488,360 

109,567,542 
54,169,150 

1,171,084,051 

7,411,446,9761 

2010 
Assessed Value 

48,515,413 
308,980,806 

30,997,193 
5,340,984,980 

345,617,189 
1,494,810 

111,654,250 
54,769,750 

1,175,687,681 

7,418,702,0721 

Value 
Change 

-1 ,208,319 
6,969,382 

270,769 
-1,604,218 
-4,469,906 

6,450 
2,086,708 

600,600 
4,603,630 

7,255,0961 

Percent 
Change 

-2.43% 
2.31% 
0.88% 
-0.03% 
-1.28% 
0.43% 
1.90% 
1.11% 
0.39% 

0.10% 
In order to calculate the operatlng mill levy for the District, TABOR calculations must be done to 
insure that we are not overcharging the tax payer. TABOR refers to the Taxpayer Bill of Rights. 
TABOR is a method of limiting the growth of government Increases in overall tax revenue are tied 
to inflation and population increases unless larger increases are approved by referendum. "In 1992, 
the voters of the state amended Article X of the Colorado Constitution to the effect that any tax 

increase resulting in the increase of govenunental revenues at a rate faster than the combined rate of 
population increase and inflation as measured by either the cost of living index at the state leve~ or 
growth in property values at the local level, would be subjected to a popular vote in a referendum. 
lbis applies to any cities and counties in Colorado as well as the state itself. The calculations for 
Tabor are included in the next tables, to verify the budgeted basis for the reader's knowledge. These 
calculations are generally completed on FoOD DLG-53a. The rate of inflation to use in this 
calculation is issued by DOLA, the Department of Local Affairs http://dola.colorado.gov for 
September of 201 0, the Office of State Planniog and Budgeting issued a CPI projection of 1.0%. 
The year end CPI for budget planniog in 2011 will not be issued until December. 

Operating tax revenue is affected by TABOR. However the contract mill levy is not affected, as it 
used for the repayment of the "pre-TABOR" debt in the Project lbis mill levy is set at .9 for as 
long as the District must repay the Bureau of Reclamation for the project, subject only to the 5.5% 
calculation. 
The mill levy is calculated based on the Division of Local Government (DLG) at .035 to cover the 



operational expenses of the District. The final mill levy on abatements & refunds is an average based 
on each counties assessment. The table below identifies the estimated calculations of revenues based 
on our collection for all Levies in 2010 for the 2011 budget. The projected revenues identified in the 
District budget as Contract Mill Levy, Operating Tax Revenue and Abatement and Refund of Tax 
Collections are calculated at $6,676,832, $259,655, and $93,726 respectively. These calculations are 
subject to change based on December 2010 assessments. 

SOUTHEASTERN COLORADO WATER CONSERVANCY DISTRICT 

Collections for all Levys - 2010 for 2011 Budget 
Update 12113/2010 

2010 Percent Cont. (lc! Repayment Operating Abatements & Refunds Total 
County Assessd Value oITotal Mill Levy Collections Mill Levy Collections Mill Levy Collections Collections 
Bent 48,498,681 0.66% 0.900 43,649 0.035 1,697 0.012 591 45,937 
Chaffee 308,766,872 4.18% 0.900 277,890 0.035 10,807 0.012 3,761 292,458 
Crowley 30,997,193 0.42% 0.900 27,897 0.035 1,085 0.012 378 29,360 
EI Paso 5,317,085,380 71.95% 0.900 4,785,377 0.035 186,098 0.012 64,765 5,036,240 
Fremont 344,902,239 4.67% 0.900 310,412 0.035 12,072 0.012 4,201 326,685 
Kiowa 1,495,290 0.02% 0.900 1,346 0.035 52 0.012 18 1,416 
Otero 110,787,939 1.50% 0.900 99,709 0.035 3,878 0.012 1,349 104,936 
Prowers 54,033,495 0.73% 0.900 48,630 0.035 1,891 0.012 658 51,179 
Pueblo 1,173,035,661 15.87% 0.900 1,055,732 0.035 41,056 0.012 14,288 1,111,077 
Total 7,389,602,750 1.00 6,650,(>42 258,636 90,010 6,999,289 

Contract + Operating Ad Valorem = 0.935 $ 6,909,279 
Total compared 2009 to 2010 Assessed Values & projected taxes 

2010 7,389,602,750 0.900 6,650,642 0.035 258,636 0.012 90,Q10 6,999,289 
2009 7,411,363,287 0.898 6,655,404 0.034 251,986 0.009 66,702 6,974,093 

I ncrease(Decrease) (4,762) 6,650 23,308 25,196 

Based on Assessments provided by the counties by December 10, 2010 





The Grant Budget 
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SOUTHEASTERN COLORADO WATER CONSERVANCY DISTRICT 
AND 

ARKANSAS VALLEY CONDUIT 

Proposed 2011 Grant Budget 

The Outreach Coordinator will be responsible for sUbmitting all applications and managing the 
District's grants. Some of the proposed grants are contingent upon receiving them from the 
various grantors. The contingent grants are indicated on the grant budget with an asterisk (*). 
These particular projects will not be undertaken unless they are funded or the project will be 
scaled back to fit the District's budget. 

The proposed grant budget specifies the total revenue to be $154.3 73 and the total cost of the 
proposed grant funded projects to be $159,323. The cost to the District is $4,950. The District 
will benefit greatly by being able to provide $ I 59,323 worth of projects at the cost of $4,950 to 
the District. For every dollar the District contributes, the District could potentially receive $3 I in 
grant revenue toward the development and implementation of the projects. 

The District has consistently received approximately $25,000 to $35,000 from the USBR
Water Conservation Field Service (WCFS) grant program. This grant is designated by USBR to 
fund the implementation of the District's Water Conservation Plan. The WCFS grant application 
will be submitted in April 2010, it is usually funded in the summer and projects are scheduled to 
be comp~eted before the end of201 I. 

Project 1: Arkansas River Watershed Invasive Plants Plan (ARKWIPP) Implementation 
A) ARKWIPP Projects: In 2009, the District received $150,000 in CWCB grant funding and 
$10,000 from the LA VWCD to support four "on the ground" tamarisk projects and a Colorado 
State University monitoring project. The timeline to expend the grant funds is a three year 
period (2009 - 201 I). In 201 I, grant revenue is anticipated to be $45,723. The projected grant 
expenditures are expected to be $45,723. The grant will conclude in July 201 I. 

B) ARKWIPP Website: The District has developed an informative and educational website for 
the ARKWIPP project, www.arkwipp.org . The website features strategies for river restoration, 
educational opportunities, resources and research and the entire ARKWIPP mapping project. 
USBR -WCFS grant funds of $900 will be used to pay costs for hosting and updating the 
website. 

Project 2: Xeriscape Education 
A) Xeriscape brochures: Funded through the USBR-WCFS this grant wiII provide $750 to 
reprint the District's Lawn Watering Guide brochure. Reclamation funded the original design 
and printing. The total cost of the project should be $ I ,500. The District will provide the 
additional $750 of the cost of reprinting the brochure. 

B) Xeriscape website: The USBR-WCFS grant should provide $800 to host and update the 
www.secwcdxeriscape.org website. The website provides District constituents with a resource to 



learn about the xeriscape principles, low-water use plants, and efficient irrigation technology 
without traveling to Pueblo to tour the garden or to attend workshops and classes. 

Project 3: Agriculture Water Conservation Program 
A) Agricultural water conservation program website: Funded through the USBR-WCFS this 
grant will provide $400 from the $4,400 grant toward this program. The $400 will be used to 
host and update the District's www.secowaterwise.org website. The website provides accurate 
state-of-the-art weather information to constituents by providing crop evapotranspiration (Et) 
values and weather forecast information. The website also provides important resource and 
research materials on improving irrigation water efficiencies and crop development. 

B) COAgMet Outreach Program: In addition, $4,000 in USBR grant funds will be used to the 
support the agriculture conservation education and outreach program. The District has partnered 
with Colorado State University Extension to support a program that will post crop Et rates in the 
local newspapers. It has been noted that many agricultural irrigators do not have time to retrieve 
Et rates from the internet. Having these rates posted in the newspaper each day will encourage 
them to utilize Et in their irrigation management and thus will conserve water and proper crop 
management. 

Project 4: School Education/Outreach 
A) Project Wet: Funded through the USBR-WCFS this grant will provide $5,000 in funding for 
the cost to sponsor a Project WET trainings for teachers within the District. The training 
emphasis will stress the value of water, water conservation, and the importance of the Fryingpan
Arkansas Project to the region. Costs include a curriculum guide and an educational CD for each 
attendee. The cost also includes the expense of an instructor for the training. 

B) Children's Water Festival: In addition the USBR-WCFS grant will provide $2,000 in support 
of the Children's Water Festival that is held in conjunction with st. Charles Mesa Water District, 
the Board of Water Works of Pueblo, Pueblo West Metro District, Colorado State University
Pueblo, Bureau of Reclamation and the District. The Festival provides hands-on demonstrations 
and dozens of classroom presentations that are related to water to local fourth grade students. 

Project 5: Management Analysis for Upper Arkansas Basin 
In 2010, the District received a grant from CWCB for $33,600 to conduct a study by Dr. Paul 
Flack on a Management Analysis for the Upper Arkansas Basin. Both the District and the Upper 
Arkansas Conservancy District has agreed to contribute $4,200 each toward the study. In 2011, 
the total revenue from the grant and the UA WCD contribution will amount to $24,800. The 
costs for the project will total $29,000. This leaves a remainder of$4,200 as the District's 
contribution to the study. The project will conclude by the end of20 II . 

Project 6: Arkansas Valley Conduit Water Conservation Plan 
A) Develop Arkansas Valley Conduit Water Conservation Plan: The District has contracted with 
a consultant to assist in the development of a regional Arkansas Valley Conduit (AVC) water 
conservation plan (Plan). The consultant will also assist with developing the water conservation 
programs within the Plan. The District recently completed an interview process to determine the 



participant's conservation needs that the plan will focus on. A strong effort will continue to be 
put forward to engage the participants in this process. 

For the years 2009 - 2011 the total grant revenue received to develop the Plan for the AVC 
equals $79,926. In 2009 and 2010 the District received a total of$40,000 in USBR-WCFS grant 
funding toward the development of the Plan. $20,000 received from the 2009 grant was used for 
2010 project expenses. This leaves $20,000 from the 201 0 USBR-WCFS grant which will be 
used for 2011 project expenses. 

In addition, in 2010 the District received a grant for $39,926 from the CWCB Office of 
Conservation and Drought Management to assist with the development of the A VC Plan. 
$19,926 of these funds was expended in 20 I o. This leaves a remainder of $20,000 that will be 
used in 201 1. The $20,000 will be considered grant revenue in the 2011 grant budget. 

The total cost to complete the AVC water conservation plan is $79,926. The costs in 2010 were 
$39,926. The remaining $40,000 will be expended in 2011 to complete the Plan. 

B) Implement the Arkansas Valley Conduit Water Conservation Plan: In 201 I, the District 
intends to apply for CWCB and USBR grant funds to assist the participants in implementing the 
programs within the water conservation plan. The District anticipates receiving $\5,000 in grant 
revenue from the CWCB Office of Conservation and Drought Management. In addition, the 
District will request $15,000 from the USBR-WCFS grant program, for a total of$30,000 in 
grant revenue. 

Costs for the implementation of the A VC Plan should be $30,000. The costs will include the 
development of a website that will house the Plan and a toolbox of water conservation programs. 
The website will be available to the A VC participants so they can pick and choose which 
programs best suit their personal conservation needs. The District will also provide technical 
assistance to the participants as they implement the programs. 

lrrigalirm CllfltJl- SEea U7aftr 1V',:rr 
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Southeastern Colorado Water Conservancy District and Arkansas Valley Conduit 

Projects with Grant Funding for 2011 Budget 

Federal and State Grants 

Description 181 181 506 504 510 303 302 

Project 1 Project 2 Project 3 Project 4 

ARKWIPP ARKWIPP Xeliscape Xeriscape AgWC 
Project Wet 

projects website brochures website Program 

REVENUES 4572 900 7S0 80 440 500 
Payments - Partidoants 

[Q;yCB-WSRA 
CWCB-ARKWtPP (2009-2011 4572 
·CWCB - Conservation 
'USBR-WCFS pmgram 900 750 60 440< 500 

~D-contribution 750 
. Perwnn I 2 900 8Q( 1.00< 5 000 

rOTAI EXPENOrrURES 45.72 900 1.5001 80a 4.401 5.0001 
I Proiects E>CDenses 4572 
Consultant for Prolects 
Web hos~nQ/uodales 900 50 40C 
ICon _ An 4.00C 
IXeriscaoe , & Dublications 30 
Xeriscape broc::hures 1.50 
Project WET teacher trainings 500 

Protect Personnel 2.00 900 80 1.00 5.00Q 
TOTAL PROJECT EXPENSES WrrH 

47,72 1,80< 1 ,SO< 1,60( 5,400 10,00 PERSONNEL 

COST TO DISTRICT /750 

• IndicalM COfltingency. No profects win be undertaken unfess funded or modified 10 adhar 10 the Dfs(rlct budget. 

.. $20,000 from !he 2010 USBR-WCFS IJlBI1twll be used 10 CO't'er !he 2011 costs to devalop Ihe AVe Water Conservation Plan 

DIstrict Dollars Compal'8d 10 Granl Dollars: Each Dlstrlr;l $1 19 equal to
Each DIslrlcl $1 19 &qual to - with 
personnel costs Induded 

($31) 

($35) 

Children's 
Water 

Festival 

200 

2.00Q 

2.00< 

2.001 

2.0001 

2.00< 

4,000 

400 

Project 5 

Management 
Analysis for 
Upper Ali< 

Basin 
2480 
4.20C 

20.60< 

420C 

N.OOI 

29.00e 

N,OOI 

(4200 

750 750 

Project 6 

Develop Implement 
AVCWC AVCWC TOTALS 

Plan" Plan 

40 3000 1S4 373 
4200 

20 600 
4572l 

20 ,000 15 000 35000 
2O,QOC 15 000 488511 

49511 
11.lUi 

40.0001 30.0001 159.323 
2400 7172l 

4000 69000 
6.ooe 7800 

4000 
300 

1500 
5000 

11700 

40,00< 30,00 171,023 

/4.9SQl 
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Description 

U 
Payments - Partidpants 
CWCB-WSRA 
CWCB-ARKWIPP (2009-2011) 
'US BR-WCFS program 

SECWCD-Contn"bulion 
Project PelSonnel 

Ie PftP.l,ECTC _ . r,' B.8 
Pr eels Expenses 
Consultant for Proiects 
Web hosting/updates 
Conservation - Ag 

Xerisca-,," programs & publications 
Xeriscape brochures 
Projecl WET leachertra ilings 

Proiect PelSonnel .. ."" .... , 
SL 

COST TO DISTRICT 

Southeastern Colorado Water Conservancy District 

Projects with Grant Funding for 2011 Budget 
FEDERAL GRANTS 

181 506 S04 510 303 302 

Pro ect 1 Pro ect2 Pro ect 3 Pro eel 

ARKWIPP Xeriscape Xeriscape AgWC 
Project Wei 

Chlktren 's 
website brochures \Wbs~e Program Water Festiva 

IlOO 7!O 10 I .. ..cool I 2.0JI0I! 

900 750 800 4.400 5.00 2.00( 

75C 
90( SOl 10001 500 20001 

1 
900 1 1.s®1 lOb i 4.4001 UO 2~ 

2.001 

900 500 400 
4 .000 

300 
1.5001 

5.00 

900 80 1000 500 2.001 
-

1,800 1,1OG 1,800 5AGO , 10,00 .. .oao ' 
I 1 

0 (7501 0 01 0 

-Indicates contingency. No projects Villi be undertaken unless funded or mcx:lifled b adhert! b the Dislnct budget 

District CoRars Canpa-ed 10 Grant Oollars: Each District S 1 Is equal to -

Each Oistrict $1 Is equal to -wllh personnel 
($17) 
(S:!) 

STATE GRANTS 

\ 81 <\lIO 

Pro ect1 Pro eetS 
Management 

ARKWIPP Analysis for 
TOTALS 

projects Upper Art< 
Basin 

4J723 24.8001 14.37 
4.200 4.200 

20.600 20.600 
45.723 45.723 

13.850 

4200 4950 
2°OC 11700 

4J.723 2!1 000 , .. -;3231 
4572 47.723 

29 000 29 000 
1 800 
4.000 

300 
1.500 
5,000 

2.OC 0 11 700 

47,n 29 .0001: , , 101,023 

0 14200 /L 
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ARKANSAS VALLEY CONDUrrWAlER CONSERVAll0N PLAN 

Projects with Grant Funding for 2011 Budget 

STAlE AND FEDERAL GRANTS 

Description 750 750 

TOTALS 

'Indicales conlingency. No projects will be undertaken uniess funded or modffied ID adhere ID the District budget. 

"$20,000 from the 2010 USBR-WCFS grant wi l be used to cov ... fle 2011 costs 10 develop the AVC Wal ... Conservation 
Plan 

Ent ... prise Dolla", Ccmpared to Grant Dolla", : 

Ent ... prlse Dolla", Ccmpared to Grant Dolla", w~h personnel costs 
Included 

$ 

$ 

{7.00} 

{B.DD} 
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SOUTHEASTERN COLORADO WATER CONSERVANCY DISTRICT 

The activity within the operation of the Enterprise continues to accelerate during 2011 as the 
focus turns towards the Arkansas Valley Conduit (AVC), Southeastern Excess Capacity Long 
Tenn Master Contract. This redirection of personnel to focus more on the Enterprise, affects 
the District through the reimbursement revenue and the allocation of resources. The District 
continues to maintain its focus on repayment of the debt. The largest dollar amount that the 
District includes in its budget relates to the repayment of the construction costs for the Fry
Ark Project and the continuing costs incurred in the operation and maintenance of the 
Project. 

Historically the primary concern was to generate adequate funds to "achieve payment of 
reimbursable costs allocated for repayment by the District within the prescribed 50-year 
repayment period" as well as payment of the annual operation, maintenance and repair cost as 
deemed appropriate. 

The 30-year repayment tracking includes two years in the first five years that the debt actually 
increased slightly because the funds collected did not cover all of the operation, maintenance, 
and interest apportioned to the Project. Since those early years, the District has been faithful 
and conscientious in its payments to the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), covering 
all the annual costs and reducing the debt ahead of the required schedule. 

Budget year 2011 continues with the repayment and as of 2009, and the District has been 
relieved of the interest portion of the M&I, due to a completed repayment of that portion of 
the debt. Legislation was passed in the U.S. Congress opening the way for the District to 
manage and allocate funds to complete the A vc. Appropriated funds to facilitate the planning 
process on the conduit were included in the Federal budget process. The District has 
established a leadership role, based in part, on the strength of its history of faithful financial 
stewardship. 

The Proposed 2011 District Budget is in the process of combining the budget process with 
the long range focus and strategy of the Board of Directors. As work continues between 
District staff and the Bureau of Reclamation, an Intergovernmental Personnel Act (lP A) 
agreement has been made. This funding source has allowed the AVC project to progress. The 
Proposed Budget is presented with all the infonnation currently available - structured to 
provide clear direction financially, while maintaining a dynamic vision for future growth and 
change. 

Notes from the left column of the 2011 Budget presentation: 

Revenue notes: 

1. Contract Mill Levy Collections are based on assessed values submitted to the District by 
the nine participating counties within the District boundaries. This is discussed in detail 
from pages 15 - 20. 

2. Grant Revenues are supported by a separate detailed schedule to clearly identify the 
programs that are being funded. A $50,000 contingency line item is included in both the 



revenue and expenditure sections of the budget as is recommended for grants we are 
pursuing in 2011, and to prevent a restatement of the Budget. 

3. Specific Ownership Tax (note 3a.) and Interest (note 3b.) revenues are budgeted to be 
consistent with the prior year as a reflection of the current economy. 

4. The Enterprise was created to handle the operation of the business activities within the 
District. Because Enterprise activity uses District resources, a method of reimbursing the 
District for those resources has been revised. Enterprise Administrative Reimbursement 
funds include payments made to the District from the Water Activity Enterprise that 
represent the use of resources such as staff, supplies, facilities, and office equipment by 
specific projects and can include support from outside participants, such as the Excess 
Capacity and Enlargement groups. This budget line item is based on the individual project 
budgets as well as Board policies that direct the relationship of the District and the 
Enterprise. 

5. As a result of Amendment No.9 of Water Service Contract No. 5-07-70-W0086, the Project 
Water Sales have moved from the District to the Enterprise. 

6. The Enterprise Surcharge Payment line item has been used in the past to reimburse the 
District for funds expended for the repairs and maintenance costs that resulted from the 
Safety of Dams study by Reclamation. The surcharge was paid off to the District in 2010. 
This line item has been included to allow the Board the ability to formulate policy to meet 
future needs appropriate to these funds. 

7. Contract Mill Levy Collections are expected to increase by $21,352 in 2011. The 
repayment to the Bureau of Reclamation is the collection less the County Collection Fee. 

In Summary: The District has an overall decrease of $515,752 in operating revenues not 
including the Enterprise Reimbursement. The significant estimated decreases are; Project 
Water Sales totaling $346,416 the Enterprise surcharge payment of $104,578, and a decline in 
Interest revenue of approximately 588,625. With some minor increases in other revenue 
streams, the District will be operating with an overall revenue reduction. The Enterprise 
reimbursement for District resources has been budgeted for $1,091,833. Operating 
expenditures have also been decreased by $70,991 to further balance the District budget. 
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Southeastern Colorado Water Conservancy District 
Proposed 2011 BUDGET 

November 18, 2010 

2010 APPROVED YEAR TO 2011 FINAL 
Revenues BUDGET DATE BUDGET 

Fry-Ark Repayment Revenues 
Contract Mill Levy Collections 6,649,462 6,596,443 6,650,642 

Founlain Valley Authorily 5,352,760 5,382,396 5,352,760 

Winter Water Storage 112,000 140,033 128,800 

Grant Revenues 
Grant Contingency 50,000 - 50,000 

Grant Revenue State/Local 125,020 56,630 66,323 

Transit Loss Study Contributions 20,000 20,000 -
Federal Grant 28,200 28,126 13,850 

Operating Revenues 
Specific Ownership Tax Collections 600,000 616,782 600,000 

Interest Income 250,000 157,761 161,375 

Enterprise Admin Reimbursement 608,705 387,675 1,091,833 

Project Water Sales 346,416 - -
Operating Tax Revenue 252,042 251,833 233,636 

Enterprise Surcharge Payment 104,578 62,241 -
Abatement and Refund of Tax Collections 66,717 66,305 90,Q10 

Miscellaneous Revenue 600 215 550 
Cooperative Management & RRA Payments - 12,030 

Prior Year Tax (12,000) (512 (5,000) 

Total Revenues 14,554,500 13,765,928 14,446,809 

2010 APPROVED YEAR TO 2011 FINAL 
Expenditures BUDGET DATE BUOGET 

Fry-Ark Expenditures 
Contract Tax Payment - USBR (Net of fees) 6,539,462 3,341,362 6,540,642 

Counly Collection Fees 110,000 108,209 110,000 

Reserve 100,000 - -
Payment - Winter Water Storage - USBR 112,000 140,033 128,800 

Payment - Fountain Valley Authorily 5,352,760 - 5,352,760 

Payment - SECWCD AVC Contribulion - 70,000 20,000 

Operating Expenditures 
Annual Audit (District Portion) 18,000 16,837 12,200 
Annual Audit RRA - - 7,830 
Board Expenses 17,240 11,312 17,184 
Board Travel & Meeting Expense 28,010 22,752 26,750 
Building Board Room Presentation Equipment 2,000 - 2,000 
Building & Grounds Maintenance 29,915 11,793 20,066 
Capital OUliay 30,000 27,885 20,429 
Colorado River Negotiations 12,000 466 12,000 
Computer & Internet Service & Support 39,210 24,667 19,055 
ConservationiXeriscape Education 4,070 1,818 19,235 
Consunant HR Breadbasket - - 2,500 
ConsultanVLobbying Services - Federal 30,000 20,496 30,000 
Contingency - Operating 56,017 - 50,000 
CWC - Colorado River Project Aclivities 12,000 11,876 14,000 
District Special Events 4,000 - 15,000 
Fry-Ark Tours 7,000 - 9,500 
Engineering Outside Contracts 28,000 22,418 22,000 
Executive Director Travel & Meeting Expense 15,420 9,990 12,470 
Human Resources 1,081,761 884,074 1,196,449 

Page 41 - 42 

Increase t 
(Decrease) 

2010 to 2011 ! 

1,180 l 

16,~00 J 
-

(58,697) 
(20,000) 
(14,350) 

I 
- I 

(88,625)j 
483,128 

(346,416) 
(18,406) 

(104,578) 
23,293 

(50) 

12,03~ 

7,000 I 
(107,691D 

Increase 

I (Doero •• o) 
2010 to 2011 

i 

1,180 . 

-
(100,000) 

16,800 

-
20,000 

-
(5,800) 
7,830 

(56) 
(1,260) 

- ; 
(9,849) 

(9,571) 

-
(20,155) 
15,165 

2,500 

-
(6,017) 
2,000 

11,000 
2,500 , 

(6,000) 1 

(2,950)1 
114,688 
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Southeastern Colorado Water Conservancy District 
Proposed 2011 BUDGET 

November 18, 2010 

2010 APPROVED YEAR TO 2011 FINAL 
Expenditures - continued BUDGET DATE BUDGET 

. 

Ins_~ra..':'.:e - Property & Liability 20,300 17,244 17,250 

. _ _ _ L~gal Representation 51 5,500 472, 190 51 5,500 

Office Expenses & Supplies 26,050 25,866 27,985 1--- - . - .---. . 
_._~ Sponsor,;hips, Exhibits & Ads 9,000 2,492 6,800 

Staff Business Travel 8,980 5,049 21 ,037 ---
Staff Education/Certification 14,972 6,785 20,991 -- -

_ _ . __ Telephon~.& Utilities 27,160 20,836 21 ,100 

_ ___ I(.~icle l3~air & Maintenance 5,000 5,299 3,200 

. , ___ P_r9~."tlG!~nt Expenses (Includes contingency) 211 ,920 70,572 11 8,723 

___ ProjectlG! .ant Expenses (Federal) 37,300 20,600 20,600 

Operating Expenditures Subtotal 2,290,825 1,71 3,317 2,281,854 
~---.--'------

Total Expenditures 14,505,047 5,372,921 14,434,056 

Total Revenues Over (Under) Expenditures 49,453 8,393,007 12,753 

Page 41 ·42 

Increase 1 
(Decrease) , 

2010102011 ! 
(3,050) 

· 1 
;:J 

1,935 i 
(2,200)1 
12,057J 
6,019 1 

(6,060~ 
(1 ,800H 

(93'197~ 
(16,700) 

(8,971) 

(70.991)1 
. .>j 

• • 
(36.700» 



SOUTHEASTERN COLORADO WATER CONSERVANCY DISTRICT 
COMPARISON of REVENUE & EXPENSE 

2009 Audit - 2010 Approved Budget - 2011 Final Budget 
Page 43 

2009 2010 2011 
AUDIT APPROVED FINAL 

BUDGET BUDGET 
PROJECT REVENUES 

Contract Mill Levy Colleclions 6,377,436 6,649,462 6,650,642 
Fountain Valley Authority 5,359,648 5,352,760 5,352,760 
Sale of Project Waler 359,128 346,416 
Winter Water Storage 134,505 112,000 128,800 

TOTAL PROJECT REVENUES 12,230,717 12,460,638 12,132,202 

PROJECT EXPENDITURES 
USBR Repaymenl Contract 6,252,455 6,539,462 6,540,642 
County Collection Fees 104,043 110,000 110,000 
Founlain Valley Aulhority 5,359,648 5,352,760 5,352,760 
Project Water Payment & Reserves 359,128 100,000 
Payment - SECWCD AVC Contribution 20,000 
Winter Water Siorage 134,505 112,000 128,800 

TOTAL PROJECT EXPENDITURES 12,209,779 12,214,222 12,152,202 

NET TO BALANCE 20,938 246,416 \20,000) 

OPERATING REVENUES 
S.O. Tax Colleclions 724,994 600,000 600,000 
Enterprise Admin Reimbursement 528,075 608,705 1,091,833 
Participant payments 80,000 12,030 
Interest 173,500 250,000 161,375 
Operating Mill Levy Collections 248,037 252,042 233,636 
Grant Revenue 83,669 173,220 80,173 
Transfer in from Enterprise Surcharge 84,246 104,578 
Abatement & Refunds Collections 57,270 66,717 90,010 
Misc. Revenues/Inclusion Fees 947 600 550 
Prior Year Taxes (18,013) (12,000) (5,000) 
Grant Contributions/Contingency 50,000 50,000 

TOTAL OPERATING REVENUES 1,962,725 2,093,862 2,314,607 

OPERATING EXPENDITURES 
Board Expenses 35,910 47,250 45,934 
Capital Outlay 7,461 30,000 20,429 
Computer & Internet services & support 6,915 39,210 19,055 
Facilities & Vehicles 25,145 34,915 23,266 
Granls & Projects Expenditures 109,623 249,220 139,323 
Human Resources 1,057,201 1,081,761 1,196,449 
Office~nsurance/Utilities 83,950 73,510 74,165 
Operating Contingency 56,017 50,000 
Outside Services (Legal, Engin., & Audit) 587,023 591,500 582,200 
Staff Business Travel 41,611 24,400 33,507 
Staff Education & Certification 8,885 14,972 20,991 
Water Sponsorships & Co-Op Funding 15,696 48,070 76,535 

TOTAL OPERATING EXPENDITURES 1,979,420 2,290,825 2,281,854 

NET TO FUND BALANCE 41243 491453 12,753 

Fund Balance Dec 31, 2009 9,795,833 

Fund Balance Estimate Dec 31, 2010 9,845,286 

Fund Balance Estimate Dec 31, 2011 9,816,332 





Southeastern Colorado 
Water Activity Enterprise 





Southeastern Colorado Water Activity Enterprise 

Arkansas VaDey Conduit, Southeastern Excess Capacity Long Term Master Contract, 
and Enlargement 

In 2011 the major focus for the Arkansas Valley Conduit (Conduit) and Southeastern Excess 
Capacity Long Term Master Contract (Master Contract) projects will be the Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) and all the supporting work it entails. The project manager will spend a 
large amount of his time and resources working in the Enterprise. These projects will also require 
significant time from project team with assistance from additional staff. In addition to the direct 
work on the EIS, these projects will require supporting engineering and legal work on the study and 
on the Conduit Conservation Plan. This outside support work will require coordination and 
oversight from the staff. 

Arkansas VaDey Conduit 
In 2010, the Bureau of Reclamation selected MWH to perform the EIS and they have signed a 
$4,234,203 contract to complete the EIS. This study will continue through at least December 2012. 
The work covered in the EIS includes: 

• Project Management 

• Resource Planning 

• Public Involvement 

• Field Studies 

• Purpose and Need 

• Alternatives Analysis 

• Affected Environment 

• Environmental Consequences 

• Draft EIS 

• Public Review of the EIS 

• Compilation of the Final EIS 

• Record of Decision 

• Project Closeout Ribbon culling ceremony for the Arkansas Valley Conduit 

An additional $5 million is included in the 2011 Federal appropriations continuing resolution (CR) 
that will allow other work to be performed in support of, and in conjunction with the EIS. This 
funding will be handled through the Bureau of Reclamation to keep the Conduit project on the fast 
track. This additional work includes: 

• Preliminary Right of Way Investigation 

• Corridor Study 
• Geo-technical Study 

• Conceptual Design 
• Reclamation Oversight 

• Hydrologic Modeling 

Kevin Meador will remain as the District's Engineer and technical support to assist with the project 
management and engineering components of the study. Staff will work closely with Kevin, the 



Bureau of Reclamation, MWH and its sub-consultants during the EIS in the areas of project 
expertise, oversight, coordination, and project management and administration. 

The District has entered into an Intergovernmental Personnel Act (IP A) with the Bureau 
Reclamation to cover the personnel and travel costs associated with the study. Additionally, Federal 
legislation has been introduced and is expected to be passed that will allow funding to £low to the 
District to cover its' costs (including personnel) as well as the engineering and legal support needed 
on the project. If the legislation is passed, the IP A will no longer be needed, as those costs will be 
covered under the legislation. This funding could amount to about $890,000 during 2011. 

Southeastern Excess Capacity Long Term Master Contract 
It was agreed in 2010 that the Master Contract project will be included in the Conduit EIS, allowing 
both projects to move concurrendy. The Master Contract will provide long-term storage contracts 
to twelve District entities as welI as all of the Conduit participants. The work covered in this portion 
of the EIS includes: 

•. Project Management 

• Surface Water Hydrology and Modeling 

• Environmental Consequences 

• Land-Based Effects 

• Water Quality 

• Wedands 
• Ciroundwater 
• Aquatic Resources 

• Data Collection 

• Agricultural transfers 

A separate contract for the Master Contract portion of the EIS will be signed with the costs being 
covered by the participants wanting storage. The costs associated with the Conduit entities for 
storage will be included in the Conduit funding. 

For both the Conduit and Master Contract, in addition to the specific NEPA study costs, general 
administration, legal, and lobbying activities will continue with these costs being paid for by the 
appropriate participants. 

Enlargement 
The En1argement project is continuing to move forward, which will require monitoring by staff as 
well as administration of the cooperative Water Quality Monitoring Program with the USCiS. 

In Conclusion: As the Conduit and Master Contract projects progress during the 2011 budget cycle, 
the Enterprise will rely on District staff to further the projects expediendy. The cost savings in this 
preliminary work will possibly reduce the overall costs originally forecasted for the Conduit project. 

I'.lgl' ..JH 



Regional Resource Planning Group 

Outreach is an extemalleadership program that the Enterprise is actively engaged. An example of an 
Outreach program that has multiple use projects is the Regional Resource Planning Group. 

The Regional Resource Planning Group (RRPG) was formed as a result of the 2003 IGA between 
Aurora and the SECWCD. For the first five years (2004-2008) Aurora contribute $50,000 each year 
to theRRPG. 
Currendy there are six (6) entities in the RRPG. The entities are: 

The City of Aurora (Aurora) 
The Board of Water Works of Pueblo (BWWP) 
Colorado Springs Utilities (CS-U) 
The Lower Arkansas ValIey Water Conservancy District (LA VWCD) 
The Southeastern Colorado Water Conservancy District (SECWCD) 
The Upper Arkansas Water Conservancy District (UA WCD) 

Revenues collected by the participants are used for the following projects: 

1) Development of a Webpage. 
2) Applegate Groups Line Diagram of the Arkansas River from Leadville to the Kansas 

Border, and the River graphing charts. 
3) Aqua Engineering's facilitating of the Water Transfer Committee 
4) Colorado Mountain College Fen Research Project. 
5) The on-going USGS "Arkansas Basin Water-Quality Study" which for 2010, 2011, and 2012 

is projected to cost $160,000 per year. 

Beginning in 2009, the six (6) entities in the RRPG have been making annual contributions to 
continue the Water Quality studies. In mid 2010, Aurora & the LA VWCD negotiated a settlement 
and Aurora made an extra $75.000 contribution to the RRPG. The extra monies will be used in the 
future for the USGS Arkansas Basin Water-Quality Study. 

Calculation of Water Revenue 

Water revenue is calculated annually by the Engineer. It includes water sales and surcharges. These 
calculations are based on historical averages, current storage, and contractual agreements. The 
following table of calculations is presented as a reference to the Water Activity Enterprise budget 

P.lJ.!l' .t-, 





2011 District and Enterprise Revenues for Water & Surcharges 

2011 Budgeted 
Water Sales Based on 43 B63 AF Project Water Allocated & Sold by The District 

IVF Rate $ Revenue IVF Rate $ Revenue .11 

Project Water (Enterprise) IVF a SOD SOD WAE WAE _ 
Municipall-_---'2;;3"'.9"'4;;:5~$;___:1;;:6""'7 .",6;;:15<,.0",0+$l:_-,0<,.5::0+$l:_-1""1",.9~7",2",.5",0+.;$'---;c1.,,,50:+'f$--,35~.917.50 1 

Agricultural 19.918 $ 139,426.00 $ 0.50 $ 9.959.00 $ 0.75 $ 14.9~.50 I 

TOTAL WATER SALES 43.883 $ 307.041.00 $ 21.931.50 $ 5O.B56.cial 
" 

IVF Rate $ Revenue IVF Rate $ Revenue I 

~R~e~tu~m~F~lo~W~S~ ____ ~~~~r-__ ~IV~F~~~W~at~e~r~@$6~.O~O~~S~O~D~~.-~S~O~D~~~ __ ~W~A~E~_+.---W~AE i 
Municipall-__ -;1"'.0"'0;;:0~$;_-;;"'6."'00:::0<'.0"'0;+$l:___:0<'.5::0+$l:_-...."..;50~0"'.0"'0+.;$;_--·-H$----·.--11 

AgriCUlturalr-____ ~6.~0~62~~$'--~3;;6.~3;;72~.~00~-"$'--..::0"'.5"'OCJ_:$i:_ __ -;3"'.~03:;;1"'.0;;;0~ ... $-----'.--"-"$----_ __ =---J 
7.062 S 42.372.00 S 3.531.00 $ 

IVF Rate $ Revenue 
AU.9!"entation Surcharge IVF Water @ $2.60 SOD ; SOD 

Muni AUgmentatiOnr-____ -74,c;1*16;-t~$'----'1;;0.,o7~0"'1.,,60~~$'----c..:.-' $-.,----'. 
Ag AugmenlationL-____ ~1 "'.1,;:95~.;$'----,*3."'1,,07;;:.*00;:_c-"$'---.:.. __ '0..;$ -----.-

Total Augmentalton 5.311 S 13.808.60 $ 

TOTAL Water/ Return/Augment. I' . ---~:_'~ __ +i -_"$-c...·_-..::3"'S,,3."'2=21"'."'SO"-'t-' ------1Ir.---,.~==t-I-------t-;; 1--,,;;-;;=;;;;-1 
TOTAL SOD and WAE r- '-- : l iS 25.462.50 I I $ 50.856.00 

Surcharge Revenues 
$7.00/AF AiFRatel -$ Revenue-I-N F Rate ._)- '$ Revenue-; 

DistrictProiectWater IVF Water Sales SOD ! SOD WAE WAE I 
-""'="-'-====---cM=un::;i::;ci=-pa::;Ir----"""---.--,-~E=nt"'e'=rp=rI"'se""--+·$,-"''"OC'.;5"'0"'f-,i- -----·"--J;- ·-1-:50 $-''''--~, 

AgricuHuralr--------.--ftC"'0~tt~ect§:!s~a~bo;;v"'e:9-.;;$--·~0:.50 i $ =h··---0'751 $-----:-1 
TOTALS· . ---I $ .. · ~_~·_·-_C n::.'] 

Winter Water Storage A1F Rate Or " $ Revenue I---NF Rater - $" Revenue 
Surcharge Fees SOD SOD WAE 1 WAE 
-""'===="-------;M=un::;i::;ci=-pa::;Ir----"""-----.....!.~.I\!L~=-+--'~o;;· ·-I----- ~ ot---·-"=---I 

AgricuHuratf------==::-+---::c==---+·$,-"'0:-;.2"5~jl $. 11.500.00 ~~~. ,;00'1'1' ';F=====j 
TOTALS " $ 11.500,00 1 •... =n. __ ' ._---= . .......J 

"'=,.-;------;;:-- '- - .. . - _._ --- -;:--, 
Carryover Water Storage AlF Rate I $ Revenue ! AfF Rate! $ Revenue I' 

Surcharge Fees SOD I SOD I WAE' WAE 
==="-':-M;::u"'n""ic""iP""al:-;&'-A"-9-ri'-Cu""H""u-ra-:lI;:::~;;;i~~-l:::~~~~::~~~$;~""1"'''0'''''o...!.; '$114:0'00.00 I $-'-'j :isl$- 142.500'.00 1 
_______ ......!.T-"0-"TAL=S't-_---'==..l... ____ -'-_.-·T$ ···114.000.00 T'-' ----~IL..!4f,500.00 ! 

~!~~:r~~ ~~~a.ct Storage Aif;~te .1 ... _ $ _R;_~_~~~ __ I .. _IV_· ~_:;te -I' _~.R;-v:-~_ue_] 
-----~ln-.-;:D".is..,.tn,.-·ct+--'-''':-::-=::-T---'=F''---I-;$,-=-:;,0'':.5"'0 i $ 23.675.00 $ 0.50 $ 23.675.00 1 

Out-of·District (R.~~n:T~~~f----=;;;;;:+=i~§i~=F$b~2~: 0:;:~~'Jo}_~;I;:l~~_~~J'I_~-:':!J 
Out of Basin (Aurora) - $ 2.00 j $ 20.000.00 ~ 8.~0 i $ 80,000.00 

TOTALS 
Mine 

Water/Storage Fee. S 363.221.60 
SOD Surcharge Revenue $ 174.937.50 
WAE Surcharge Revenue S 217.631,00 

- 2011 Water Sates & Surcharge $' 755.790.1(j' 

Watar&Storage 
Fees" 

$ 363.221,60 

P.I~('· :;1 

$ Revenue 
SOD-

S 174.937.50 
bclucJes Aurora 

$ Revenue - -1 
I 

S 2~~31.00 I 
Bcciu es Aljror~ 

*** Aurora's Out of Basin Surcharge are accounted 
for elsewhere tn the Budget 

f----o,7', "'Ex- c"'lu-d"e':':s;oW' ;i:.:::nter-Water:;S"'to~:r='ag:=e::w::ht'i~ch:-c:is-:pa=ss:-:e"'d----i 
L-______ -'t"'hr"'o .~gh to the Bureau of Reclamation 

Revised 10/512010 RWH 





Southeastern Colorado Water Activity Enterprise 
Proposed 2011 Budget November 18, 2010 

2010 Approved Budge;:t ___________ r-___ .,.--:""":----,,,--__ ..,...,,.~ .=____,,_--,_,_:__:_:_=__:_.___:_:_-r=_=_:_:_::::_.,,_-.. - --;-:=:-:::-, ... ; ;---., ... _- !~;n. :, - C:~_:;;-~=;_-~~_;;;;_;:;:::-;r--:::_:___;_:;:=-:::--:-r---___r---., 
B~~~Oet 2~1,1 Finat! B~~~Oet 1

2011 
Final B~~:et 1

2011 
Finali B::et '2011 Finaq B~~~ 1

2011 
Final ~~~:~t !201i- Final B~~~~t i2011 Final B~~~~t i2~~1 Finalj 

REVENUES 

Water Water Ex Cap Ex Cap Enlarge- Enlarge- AVC AVC AVC .• ,~~. AVC AVC ~~.~ 
Activity Activity SOD SOD Master Master RRPG RRPG General General AVC "r.r~ STAG ~ "", a 

Contract Contract ment ment Admin Admin NEPA Grant Grant 
Budget n"~~~~ 

~~~~>~~err~II&W~:Aa~etteurm~IF~llo~m--------~~42.~ 3~~+-----~----~--~----~-----+-----+-----r----.L-----~----~----+-----+---~~--~~~~!~,,,~O ~2 __ ~~~(,~:~}~ ; 
SeQ 139,B34 174,937 174,937 

~1:I:est Income I 2~ 13,809 43_3 , 972 ' . • 2~~::~ 1!!::~~ 
ViAE 2,2-:-,98 217,631 24,744 236,942 217,631 

:::;:~:~ AuroralGA 150,000 130,000 20,000 -20,000 _ 50.000. ~ 150,~00 

;-, • - - - 1, 963,291 121,76S 117,077 - • 174,95S 217.854 1~ ,045 - 1 1 

1- • - 20,000 20.000 6,000 5C ~~ - 70.000 26,000 
CWCBRoUiid Table 6E 137 :- . 66,137 • 
Grant , . State 35,000 _ 35,000 
IGniiit 1- Federal 35,000 31B.307 • ~;"OOO 

""I ! ,,~ Group 160.000 ~ 100,000 1 BO.OOe I 
, '.;" " FederailPA • 130,315 
" Q" C • • , •• '.. : ~~Hl!, f 

160.972214:955 237,B54 -, • 3,47B.6"9 , PRC 839,649 164,578 11, 963,291 117,077 

fAnnual Audit 

I Outside 

, pOrtion) 10,000 13,000 3,000 3,933 3,000 _3,9~3 3,000 ~ 19,000 24,799 
24.000 24,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 2Q.OOO ~ 74,000 86,000 
42,000 30,000 5,000 50,000 519,6S5 423,583' - 599,6B5 : 

. I Leoal 
Leoal 

20,000 _ 20,000 
33,000 33.DOC 60,000 40,000 15,000 15,000 4ii000 24.000 100.000. - 148,000 212'.00'0 

i 1 Studies (NEPA, E!S) 700,000 700,000 

'~I~toU~c:::::~rr~~~~0°t:Jll~25~~,:~~:::::-t::::-~~~~~~BOBI~,,933~:3§31~,,0004=:~331,,~933t:::::-4=:::::-t:63.~Lo~OOt=:~591~,,933~:::-:J~§611~91 .. ~6S5~~423.~583t::::::-~IQ".7~11:~::~~~1~0:IQI'MB~75~.:.~~~~' 
USGS Water Siudies 

I l Group 
1 P~~t SUPDOrt 

['i'Oa25NEPA Cosl Share 
Capiial , (USBR . SOD ·AG 
'Wai8( 

TOTAL 

=CIlPald. 
!Dlr~tor 'avroll 

IProi~1 I 
fTOTAL ADMIN. 

IOFFICE 

ITravel 

1ITAi: 

I to District 

I ,& 

50,000 

20,000 
25.500 

95,SOO 

53,BOO 45,638 45,653 45,63B 45,653 141.276 145,106 
160--:000 , 16( ,OOC . 

22,000 ~,ooo 22,000 ' 
42.000 25,500' 42.000 

60,000 60,000 60,000 60,000 
6,000 76,000 • 82,000 

-~:.<f-":':=::~~~:-~=~ ·t=15145; .. 63~B~:E 45;,,~653t::E 45;,,§:63Bt=:4~5;;ill,,653t_~~t:Jl~6O'J.O~OO+·== -:f:=:-=t=:= .+=:~76 .. 0~00:::::= -t::::-=!:::~~~;~I~',:~:~:tJ5~11!I:Gii!06j'· . 
20:000 20,000 

12,000 24,120 
20,000 
12,000 

20,000 
24120 

616,613 ' 

42,000 
8.700 
6,000 
2.500 

59,200 

616,613 , 

8,700 
3,000 
2,175 

13,875 

-

. 
-
. 

-

. 

. 
-

~~~~811,8~~r_~35;~",000~-2~6;~,,~3T_-~t_-~~1~04,00~0-~111~.,5~30--~.~2~00,9~53~1~44~,045+--~~~,~~~32(ll.~9~55l -= Bl,B~ 35,000 26,~3 • • 124.000 31,530' • 200.953 14,045 _ 500.045 981.68B 

14,080 

~ 
4SO 

16,430 

23,M6 
1,250 
1,500 

500 
26,896 

1,000 
600 
450 

B,130 

_ BllB 
1,000 

600 
4SO 

10,B28 

46.500 9.660 6S,061 108,660 110':{45-

~~--;I~~).:~~tQ(*"5----+-----+---~_f---.-l~:~!S:,~900200-l-, --.!! :15~~,:: ;! ':~~, 
1.000 370 - _ 4.400 3,495 

- 57,400 21.9i5 - 6S.061 • . 141,160 141,575 -

~=::T~·(O~)·T~AL~~~:::::::::::t~~~:J9~03,4~OBt':::~I64,~55·7~B::::~60,,0~00~r l~,~~t:~963~1,,2~991~Jl~21,7~6St:~~q:Jll~00~~,,000~:TII6(~~.~000~~~+=JII13~1 .. 3~7B~::.::~~964,~699t:::~~7r,~628t::::::-~~~~t3 81 ,853 

163~. - - • - 433 972 -1~"i--:1~241.'4:;;1:7~61· ---_t---.-11--:60:::-::,86;;:5'1+---.!---,:1~79,6=-251----1=-965,.8-2--l6 
Enterprise Admin Reimbursement in District Budget 58B,705 i $ 1,091 ,B33 : 
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SOUTHEASTERN COLORADO WATER ACTIVITY ENTERPRISE 
COMPARISON of REVENUE & EXPENSE 

2009 Audit - 2010 Approved Budget - 2011 Final Budget 
Page 55 

2009 2010 2011 
APPROVED FINAL 

AUDIT BUDGET BUDGET 

OPERATING REVENUE 
Interest Income 201,239 250,000 129,971 
Project Water Sales 307,041 
Return Flow Water Sales 55,536 42,102 42,369 
Surcharges and Well Augmentation 413,893 391 ,385 406,377 

Total Operating Revenue 670,668 683,487 885,758 
PROJECT REVENUE AND GRANTS 

Payment - SECWCD 70,000 70,000 26,000 
Payments - All other 355,000 320,000 310,000 
Payments - Participants 404,481 1,530,836 1,298,222 
Grants - Federal & State 306,942 384,444 70,000 
Federal Appropriations and IPA 888,699 

Total Project Revenue and Grants 1,136,423 2,305,280 2,592,921 

TOTAL REVENUE 1,807,091 2,988,767 3,478,679 

OPERATING EXPENDITURES 
Annual Audij (Enterprise portion) 14,800 19,000 24,799 
ConsuitingiLobbying Services 62,638 74,000 86,000 
Engineering Outside Contracts & Legal 453,643 470,583 619,685 
Legal Representation 88,092 148,000 212,000 
Administrative Personnel 11,000 32,000 44,120 
Office Expense 86,452 32,500 31,430 

Operating Expenditures Total 716,625 776,083 1,018,034 
PROJECT EXPENDITURES 

Compliance Studies 1,000,000 700,000 
Project ROY 667 5,000 5,000 
USGS Water Studies 138,980 141,276 145,106 
Regional Resources Planning Group 130,000 100,000 160,000 
Other project exp & cap improvement payments 25,014 105,500 206,000 
Surcharge payment to District 104,578 
Project Personnel and Overhead 511,875 576,705 1,047,713 

Project Expenditures Total 806,536 2,033,059 2,263,819 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES 1,523,161 2,809,142 3,281,853 

2831930 1791625 1961826 

Fund Balance Dec 31, 2009 9,101,516 

9,281,141 

Fund Balance Estimate Dec 31, 2011 9,477,967 





Additional Contributors: 

Margie Medina, Ribbon Cutting Ceremony Photograph 

Picture on the front cover and of the top of Pueblo Reservoir Dam, courtesy of Dan Kugler, PE 
Black & Veatch 

Stephen H. Leonhardt, Esq., Bums, Figa & Will, P.e., TABOR research and opinion 

Larry A. Daveline, C.P.A, MBDG, P.C., TABOR research 

Dave Johnson, Wells Fargo Securities, L.L.C., Investment council 

Published December 15, 2010 

31717 United Avenue, Pueblo, CO 81001 





AJF 
Ag 

ARKWIPP 

Aurora 

AVC 

BWWP 

CPI 

CSU 

CWCB 

DISTRICT 

DOLA 

EIS 

ENfERPRISE 

Excess Capacity 

Fry-Ark 

FVA 
IGA 

IPA 

LAVWCD 

M&I 

Master Contract 

mill 

Mill Levy 
Muni 

MWH 

NEPA 

OM&R 

Reclamation 

RICD 

ROY 

RRPG 

SECO 

SECWCD 

SELTEC 

SO Tax 

SOD 

STAG 

TABOR 

The Authority 

The Conduit 

The Project 

UAWCD 

USBR 

USGS 

WAE 

WCFS 

Southeastern Colorado 
Water Conservancy District 

TABLE OF TERMS AND ACRONYMS 

2011 Budget 

Acre Foot Water 

Agricultural 

Arkansas River Watershed Invasive Plants Plan Implementation 

City of Aurora 

Arkansas Valley Conduit 

Board afWater Works Pueblo 

Consumer Price Index (TABOR Calculations) 

Colorado Springs Utilities 

Colorado Water Conservation Board 

Southeastern Colorado Water Conservancy District 

Depa~entofLocalAJfairs 

Environmental Impact Statement 

Southeastern Colorado Water Activity Enterprise 

South Eastern Long Tenn Excess Capacity Master Contract 

Frying~Pan Arkansas Project (Entire System from Bousted Tunnel down) 

Fountain Valley Authority 

Inter Governmental Agreement 

Intergovernmental Personnel Act 

Lower Arkansas Valley Water Conservancy District 

Municipal and Industrial 

South Eastern Long Term Excess Capacity Master Contract 

Millage tax: The amount per 1000 that property tax is calculated on 

An Act Valorem tax that a property owner must pay annually on their property 

Municipal 

MWH Global: Engineering firm hired by USBR for the AVC project 

National Environmental Protection Act 

Operations, Maintenance and Repair 

United States Buccau of Reclamation 

Recreational In-Channel Diversion 

Restoration of Yield 

Regional Resource Planning Group 

Southeastern Colorado Waterwise 

Southeastern Colorado Water Conservancy District 

South Eastern Long Term Excess Capacity Master Contract 

Specific Operating Tax: Collected on personal vehicles, such as automobiles and trailers 

Safety of Dams Program 

State and Tribal Assistance Grant 

Taxpayer BiU of Rights • Colorado Law 

Fountain Valley Authority 

Arkansas Valley Conduit 

Frying-Pan Arkansas Project (Entire System from Bousted Tunnel down) 

Upper Arkansas Water Conscrvancy District 

United States Bureau of Reclamation 

United Statcs Geological Survey 

Southeastern Colorado Water Activity Enterprise 

Water Conservation Filed Service 
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