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Board of Directors 
Directors are ap-

pointed by District 

Court judges in each 

of the District’s nine 

coun es for four-year 

terms. 

Officers are elect-

ed annually by the 

Board. 

The Board is the 

policy group for both 

the Government Ac-

vity and Enterprise 

Ac vity of the group, 

and sets the annual 

budget for each. 

One of the 

strengths of the Dis-

trict is that its com-

muni es include di-

verse sectors of the 

state’s economy, 

ranging from among 

the most rural to the 

most urban coun es 

in Colorado. Despite 

the differences, the 

board has worked 

collabora vely to pro-

vide supplemental 

water to the region 

for 62 years. 

Bill Long 
President 
Bent County 

Ann Nichols 
Treasurer  
El Paso County 

Howard “Bub” Miller 
Otero County 

Carl McClure 
Crowley County 

Seth Clayton 
Secretary 
Pueblo County 

Alan Hamel 
Pueblo County 

Tom Goodwin 
Fremont County 

Cur s Mitchell 
Vice President 
El Paso County 

Greg Felt 
Chaffee County 

Dallas May 
Prowers‐Kiowa 
Coun es 

Mark Pi er 

El Paso County 

Kevin Karney 
At‐large  

Andrew Colosimo 
El Paso County 

Patrick Garcia 
Pueblo County 

Pat Edelmann 
El Paso County 
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Table of Contents 

Electronic 
 Disclosure:  

If you are reading 
this document elec-
tronically, the frogs 

at the bottom of 
every page allow 

you to jump back 
to the Table of Con-

tents!
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Message from the Executive Director 

James W.  Bro-

derick has been Exec-

u ve Director of the 

Southeastern Colora-

do Water Conservan-

cy District since 2002. 

A Pueblo na ve, 

Mr. Broderick has 

worked with the 

Board, staff, and the 

broader water com-

munity to advance the 

District’s goals, and 

improve rela onships 

both within Colorado 

and throughout the 

United States. 

He is the immedi-

ate Past President of 

the Colorado River 

Water Users Associa-

on. He is a member 

of the Na onal Water 

Resources Associa on 

and Family Farm Alli-

ance. 

He is past presi-

dent of the Colorado 

Water Congress and 

Arkansas Basin 

Roundtable. 

Pardon the pun, but 2020 is a “watershed” year for the Southeastern Colora-
do Water Conservancy District (District). In 2019, the Executive Commit-

tee and Board of Directors initiated and completed a year-long study of finances. At 
the end of 2019, there still were some unresolved issues, which the Board and Fi-
nance Committee are working through in 2020. 

In 2020, we will move the District forward. We have developed an understanding 
of all the components of our budget. We have adjusted rates to meet a revenue short-
fall that has been developing, and would continue to develop, over time. We have 
aligned our budget to the programs and projects we manage. We have identified the 
need for reserves. 

The process forward is a matter of assigning numerical values to the components 
we have identified. 

With the rate study in place, we are in the process of converting our budget from 
one that looks at the capacity to spend revenues as they develop to one which reflects 
actual expenditures with adjustment for inflation. 

Our major goals for 2020 are:  

1) Beginning construction of the Arkansas Valley Conduit.
2) Completion of the surcharge study with the Finance Committee.
3) Annual Review of the newly Development 20-year Capital Improvement

Plan.
4) Determination of funding levels for reserve funds.
5) Setting Project water sales and storage rates at appropriate levels.
6) Successful operation of the James W. Broderick Hydropower Plant.
7) Continued stewardship of the Fryingpan-Arkansas Project.
8) Management and improvement of District assets.
9) Implementing Workforce Planning to assure proper staffing as we move

into the future.

So, how did we get here? 

In 2019, the Board took important strides in meeting the future needs of the Dis-
trict and the Fryingpan-Arkansas Project (Project). 

 As we have learned from the Framing the Future process, which we started in 
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Message from the Executive Director 

2017, the District and Project are evolving. In the 1950s, far-sighted individuals planned the Project and laid 
the groundwork for the District.  

Construction of the Project consumed the 1960s and 1970s. Repayment began in the 1980s, and will con-
tinue until 2031. At times, repayment was not a certain outcome, and the Repayment Contract even contains a 
provision to apply power revenues to local costs if property taxes and water sales were not sufficient. In 2020, 
it is clear that growth in the District has provided certainty to repayment. 

The focus has now shifted to continued operation, maintenance and replacement of the Project. With the 
additional expense of joint seal repairs at Pueblo Dam, it is abundantly apparent that these costs are increas-
ing, and the District is taking steps to prepare for the future. 

In 2020, it is clear that the District’s major role will be as the steward of the Project. This means assuring 
that the operation of the Project is as seamless as possible, anticipating the full range of operation and mainte-
nance, the lifespan of Project features, and the impacts of unexpected outages. 

We’re doing this in steps designed to meet immediate and long-range needs: 

1) Conversion of the Repayment Contract, following the adoption of Amendment 11 in 2018.
2) The completion of the Financial Study, and continued review, to align revenues and expenditures

needed for stewardship of the Project.
3) Asset valuation and condition assessment of Project features.
4) Improved forecasting of Project water availability.

The 2020 Budget Publication reflects how all of the goals and steps outlined above will be addressed in 
the coming year. A more complete idea of the financial structure in the following years, 2021 and 2022, is 
presented in the 2020 Business Plan. Both of these publications are aligned with the 2020 Strategic Plan, 
which was first developed in 2017, and which is designed to guide the District through 2031. 

Finally, we have had exciting news as 2020 begins: federal funding for construction of the Arkansas Val-
ley Conduit. Significant funding is available this year to finish design and to begin throwing dirt. 

Long-range projects requires years of planning, decades of construction, and a purpose that will last a cen-
tury or more. 

The AVC has been a dream of the lower Arkansas Valley for more than 70 years. With the cooperation of 
the Bureau of Reclamation, we have reimagined the construction and funding of the AVC toward a more di-
rect route with multiple funding sources. The AVC would fulfill the Project’s purpose, and is a valuable reme-
dy to contaminated water supplies. 

In the end, the District’s primary function is to provide a reliable supply of high-quality water in a way 
that is fair to all of its stakeholders. At the root of this mission is the responsibility of the District to maintain a 
healthy financial base. The 2020 budget assures the District and its stakeholders that the tools to accomplish 
this mission will be available. 
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Distinguished Budget Presentation 

The District has earned the Govern-
ment Finance Officers Association 
Distinguished Budget Award for eight 
consecutive years.  

The award is the highest form of 
recognition in government budgeting, 
and represents a significant achieve-
ment. This award provides assurance 
that the District’s annual budget 
serves as a policy document, a finan-
cial plan, an operating guide, and a 
communication device.  

This award reflects the commitment 
of the Board and staff to meet the 
highest principles of government 
budgeting. 

The Southeastern Colorado Water Conservancy District budget team, from le , Stephanie Shipley, Leann Noga, Toni Gonzales, 
James Broderick, Chris Woodka, and Bill Long. 
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Mission 

Water is essential for life. We exist to 

make life better by effectively develop-

ing, protecting, and managing water.  

Vision  

As we strive to realize our vision of the 

future, all our actions and efforts will be 

guided by communication, consultation, 

and cooperation, focused in a direction 

of better accountability through  mod-

ernization and integration across the 

District. 

Core Values 

A commitment to honesty and integrity. 
A promise of responsible and profession-
al service and action. 
A focus on fairness and equity. 

Who we are... 
Commi ees 

Board members serve on commi ees which evaluate 
issues prior to considera on by the en re Board. 

Execu ve: Officers and chairs of  other commi ees 
meet on major policy issues.  

Chair: Bill Long 
Vice-Chair: Cur s Mitchell 
Members: Tom Goodwin, Alan Hamel, Carl McClure, 

Ann Nichols, Kevin Karney, James Broderick  
Alloca on & Storage: Reviews allotment of Project 

water to be sold, eligibility policy, and related issues. 

Chair: Carl McClure 
Vice-Chair: Howard “Bub” Miller 
Members: Andy Colosimo, Tom Goodwin, Alan  

Hamel, Cur s Mitchell, James Broderick 

Arkansas Valley Conduit: Looks at AVC components. 

Chair: Kevin Karney 
Vice-Chair: Howard “Bub” Miller 
Members: Carl McClure, Dallas May, James 

Broderick 

Colorado River and Water Supply: Reviews Western 
Slope technical, legal, and poli cal issues. 

Chair: Tom Goodwin 
Vice-Chair: Kevin Karney 
Members: Seth Clayton, Mark Pi er, Pat Edelmann, 

James Broderick 

Finance: Looks at accoun ng, audi ng, budge ng, and 
inves ng. 

Chair: Ann Nichols 
Vice-Chair: Kevin Karney 
Members: Seth Clayton, Greg Felt, Pat Edelmann, 

James Broderick 

Human Resources: Sets employee policy, and reviews 
performance. 

Chair: Alan Hamel 
Vice-Chair: Ann Nichols 
Members: Patrick Garcia, Tom Goodwin, Dallas May, 

James Broderick 

Excess Capacity: Monitors storage issues rela ng to 
non-Project water. 

Chair: Cur s Mitchell 
Members: Kevin Karney, Howard “Bub” Miller, Mark 

Pi er, James Broderick 

Resource & Engineering Planning: Looks at engineer-
ing and legal issues affec ng the District and Project. 

Chair: Cur s Mitchell 
Vice-Chair: Seth Clayton 
Members: Andy Colosimo, Tom Goodwin, Pat Edel-

mann, James Broderick 

(Note: President Bill Long serves on all commi ees.) 
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By the Numbers... 

The Fryingpan-

Arkansas Project has 

provided supple-

mental water for the 

people of southeast-

ern Colorado for near-

ly 50 years. We should 

keep in mind the value 

of the Project and the 

Southeastern Colora-

do Water Conservancy 

District’s role in ad-

ministering and pre-

serving the Project. 

These pages offer a 

quick reference to the 

scope of service pro-

vided by the District 

and the Project.  

5,142 square miles 
Area of the District in 2020. Some areas have 
been added through inclusions since 1958. 

893,000 people

Population of the District in 2020, up from 
about 300,000 when the District was formed 
in 1958. 

217,074 acres 
Irrigated farmland receives Project water 
through District allocations and sales. 
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By the Numbers... 

159,000 acre-feet 
Amount of space reserved for Project M&I carry-
over storage in Pueblo Reservoir. 

108,173 acre-feet 
10-year average for carryover storage in Pueblo
Reservoir.
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By the Numbers... 

6,575 acre-feet 
This amount of space is contracted in 2020 on behalf 
of Enterprise stakeholders through the Excess Capac-
ity Master Contract. The maximum amount of the 
contract is 29,938 acre-feet. 

$42.23/acre-foot 
The rate paid in 2020 to Reclamation for 
Excess Capacity storage in Pueblo Reser-
voir. 

69,200 acre-feet 
Design yield of Project imports, based on his-
torical flows. 

57,836 acre-feet 
The 20-year average for Project imports. 

44,263 acre-feet 
20-year average for allocations after deduc-
tions.

24,164 acre-feet 
The 20-year average for Municipal & Indus-
trial use. 

20,099 acre-feet 
The 20-year average for Irrigation use. 

7,809 acre-feet 
The 20-year average for Return Flows 

133,176 acre-feet

System-wide total 20-year average for Winter 
water storage. 

42,000 acre-feet 
20-year average for storage of Winter water in
Pueblo Reservoir.
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Southeastern Colorado Water Conservancy District Municipal Users 
Fry‐Ark Principles 

Municipal water gets 
priority under the 

Fryingpan-Arkansas 
Project Opera ng 

Principles. 
Project Alloca on 
Principles provide 

the basis for dividing 
Project water among 

regions for munici-
pali es:  

Fountain Valley   
Authority: 25% 

Pueblo: 10% 

East of Pueblo: 12% 

West of Pueblo: 4% 

NPANIW receives 
3.59  percent, which 
is further divided as 

follows: 
Arkansas Valley Con‐

duit (future): 2.18 
Fountain Valley Au‐

thority: 0.48%  
West of Pueblo: 

0.27% 
Pueblo West Metro 

District: 0.34% 
Manitou Springs: 

0.35%. 

Acres of Ireland 
Buena Vista 
Canon City 
East Florence 
Florence 
Fremont County 
Meadow Lake Estates 

Park Center 
Penrose 
Pueblo Water Gardens 
Salida 
Upper Arkansas Water 

Conservancy District 

Fountain 
Valley  
Authority 

Colorado Springs 
Fountain 
Security   
Stratmoor Hills 

Widefield 

Pueblo  

Water 

East of Pueblo 
96 Pipeline Co. 
Avondale  
AGUA 
Beehive Water 
Bent’s Fort Co. 
Boone 
Cheraw 
Crowley County 
Water Assoc. 

Crowley 
CWPDA 
Eads 
East End 
Eureka 
Faye e 
Fowler 
Hasty 

Hilltop 
Holbrook Center  
Homestead 
La Junta 
Lamar 
Las Animas 
Manzanola 
May Valley 
McClave 
Newdale-Grand 
Valley 

North Holbrook 
Olney Springs 
O’Neal Water 
Ordway 
Parkdale 

Pa erson Valley 
Riverside 
Rocky Ford 
St. Charles Mesa  
South Swink 
Southside 
Sugar City 
Swink 
Valley 
Vroman 
West Grand Valley  
West Holbrook 
Wiley 

West of Pueblo 

25% 

10% 

12% 

4% 

The population within the 
Southeastern Colorado Water 
Conservancy District has grown 
from about 330,000 when the Dis-
trict was formed to roughly 
893,000 today. By the year 2030, 
the population is expected to be 
1.3 million. 

The District provides a supple-
mental supply of water for all of 
the cities within its boundaries, as 
well as domestic water for unin-
corporated areas. 

Allocation Principles reserve 51 
percent of the water for municipal 
use. 

In 2006, the Allocation Princi-
ples were amended to allocate 
water from agricultural lands per-
manently dried up by water trans-
fers to municipal use. 

This new supply of municipal 
water, given the ungainly title Not 
Previously Allocated Non-
Irrigation Water (NPANIW) totals 
3.59 percent of diversions, and is 
allocated along proportional lines. 

The NPANIW allocation assist-
ed in the shift of demand as mu-
nicipalities began requesting their 
full amount of Project water.  

Delivery of Project water varies, 
depending on municipal needs and 
availability of storage. The table 
below shows the amount of water 
delivered since 1972, and the aver-
age since 1982, the first year of 
full Project water deliveries. 

Region Ini al Delivery Total  Average 

Fountain Valley 1972 405,977 af 8,457 af 

Pueblo Water 2002 38,271 af 2,126  af 

East of Pueblo 1972 155,595 af 3,241 af 

West of Pueblo 1980 32,948 af 824 af 

Pueblo West 2007 1,485 af 114 af 

Manitou Springs 2003 1,792 af 105 af 

3.59% 
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Southeastern Colorado Water Conservancy District Irrigation Users 

Ag Water 
Irriga on Companies 

Bannister Ditch 
Beaver Park Water 
Bessemer Irriga on 
Cactus Ditch 
Canon City & Oil Creek Ditch 
Canon Heights 
Catlin Canal 
Cherry Creek Farms 
Classon Ditch 
Collier Ditch 
Colorado Canal 
DeWeese Dye 
Ewing Koppe Ditch 
Excelsior Irriga ng  
Fort Lyon Canal 
Garden Park  & Terry Ditch 
Helena Ditch 
Herman Klinkerman 
Highline Canal 
Holbrook Mutual 
Las Animas Consolidated 
Listen & Love 
Michigan Ditch 
Morrison & Riverside 
Otero Ditch 
Oxford Farmers Ditch 
Po er Ditch 
Reed Seep Ditch 
Riverside Dairy 
Saylor-Knowles Seep Ditch 
Steele Ditches 
Sunnyside Park 
Talco  & Co on 
Titsworth Ditch 
Tom Wanless Ditch 
West Maysville Ditch 
Wood Valley Ditch 

Well Associa ons 

Arkansas Groundwater Users 
Associa on 

Colorado Water Protec ve & 
Development Associa on 

Lower Arkan-
sas Groundwa-
ter Users Asso-
cia on 

Fryingpan-Arkansas Project water for agri-
cultural use can be delivered to irrigation com-
panies, but not individual farmers. 

Since 1972, more than 3 million acre-feet of 
Project water has been provided to irrigators. 
This includes the sale of Return Flows, which 
are discussed below. 

Although the Allocation Principles desig-
nate less than half of Project water to irriga-
tion use, more than 80 percent has gone to 
agriculture since deliveries began in 1972.  

Part of the reason for this has been the lack 
of need for water by cities in some years, and 
in recent years, full accounts in Project storage 
that prevent further allocations. 

Irrigation companies generally have re-
quested more water than has been available. In 
most years, there has not been sufficient water 

to fill all of the requests. 

Changes in state laws and policies have also 
increased the demand for agricultural Return 
Flows. 

In 1996, new well augmentation rules relat-
ed to the Arkansas River Compact between 
Kansas and Colorado required farmers to 
measure or otherwise account for pumped 
water usage. Project water became an im-
portant source. 

Similar rules for surface irrigation improve-
ments were put in force in 2010, creating more 
need for Return Flows. 

The District is contemplating agricultural 
first right of refusal programs that allow irri-
gation companies to reuse their own Return 
Flows. The Fort Lyon Canal Pilot Program 
demonstrated how the program could work. 

45.41% 

Lower Arkansas Valley fields/ Jack Goble 

Water sales 
rates were 
raised to 
$13.14 per 
acre‐foot by 
the Board in 
November 
2019. Some 
rates might 
increase, 
pending 
Board ac on 
in early 2020. 
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Southeastern Colorado Water Conservancy District History 

Fry‐Ark Project Costs 

 Construc on:
$498 million

 Interest During
Construc on: $87
million

 Total: $585 mil-
lion

Fry‐Ark Repayment 
 SECWCD Munici‐

pal and Industri‐
al: $58 million

 SECWCD Agricul‐
tural: $76 million.

 Fountain Valley
Conduit: $65 mil-
lion

 Power genera‐
on: $147 mil-

lion.

 Federal benefit:
$237 million 

. 

D roughts and floods were the way 
of life in the Arkansas River basin 
for most of the 20th century.  

Chiefly important to farmers and cities was 
the need for a way to provide more water 
during times of shortage. 

By the mid-1940s, there were already a 
handful of water projects that brought wa-
ter over the Continental Divide, but in the 
post-war era, dreams were big. The Fry-
ingpan-Arkansas Project (Project) would 
bring billions of gallons of new water to the 
Arkansas River basin through a diversion 
high in the watershed. 

The task was to convince skeptical com-
munities on the western slope of Colorado 
that they would not be harmed by the pro-
ject, and to secure statewide agreement to 
take the Project to Congress. The Water 
Development Association of Southeastern 
Colorado, which included business leaders, 
irrigators, cities and chambers of commerce 
from throughout the basin, formed in 1946 
to take on that task. 

The group enlisted financial support for 
its lobbying efforts in a number of ways. 
Among the most colorful was the sale of 
golden frying pans to represent the golden 
future the Project promised.  

The group worked for more than a dec-
ade not only to convince Congress to ap-
prove the Project, but to form a district to 
manage the state and local interests of the 
Project. 

Petitions were submitted to Pueblo District 
Court, and on April 29, 1958, the Southeastern 
Colorado Water Conservancy District (District) 
was formed. Its purpose is to supply water for 
irrigation, municipal, domestic, and industrial us-
es; generate and transmit hydroelectric energy; 
control floods; and other useful and beneficial 
purposes, such as preserving water quality and 
enhancing recreation. 

The District boundaries were drawn so that 
those who would receive the benefits would pay a 
property tax to repay and operate the Project. Wa-
ter sales and outside contracts also are sources of 
revenue to support the Project. 

The District is responsible for repayment of the 

local benefits of the Project, which were calculat-
ed to be $134 million in 1982, over a 50-year peri-
od. ($2 million was repaid while the Project still 
was under construction.) As of the end of 2017, 
about $20 million remained to be paid, and the 
District will be seeking new contract arrangements 
with the Bureau of Reclamation in the next two 
years. 

The District enjoyed its 60th anniversary in 
2018, and has accomplished many of the goals it 
set for itself in 1958. Along the way, it has been a 
leader in Arkansas River water development, not 
only in achieving a more reliable supply and con-
trolling floods, but in providing assistance, direc-
tion, and guidance for all of its constituents. 

USBR 

Charles Boustead, the District’s first general manager, 
shows off a pile of golden frying pans used to promote 
the Fryingpan‐Arkansas Project in the 1950s. 

Life Magazine 
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State law also allowed the District to collect 0.5 
mills in property taxes prior to construction of 
the Fryingpan-Arkansas Project, and 1 mill 
when repayment began. Up to 1.5 mills could 
be charged if payments were in default.  

As the chart shows, the Board of Directors 
chose to assess a 0.4 mill levy until the District 
signed a Repayment Contract with the Bureau 
of Reclamation in 1982. Changes in the Colora-
do Constitution (Gallagher Amendment, 1982; 
Taxpayer’s Bill of Rights, 1992) required adjust-
ments to the District’s mill levy. 

The District’s mill levy in 2020 is 0.893, which 
is divided into three parts. These are 0.900 mills 
with temporary deduction total of 0.860 mills for 
Contract repayment and OM&R; 0.035 with tem-
porary deduction total of 0.033 mills for District 
administration 

n; and 0.009 mills for refunds and abatements. 
Temporary mill deductions are taken to ensure 
State Statue tax collection requirements. 

The District, or Government Activity,  also 
receives revenue from Specific Ownership taxes, 
interest on investments, interfund reimburse-
ments, and other sources.  

The Enterprise, or Business Activity, was 
formed in 1996, and receives 
funding from water sales, sur-
charges on water sales and stor-
age, participant payments, interest 
revenues, and other sources. 

Funding is fully described in 
the Financial Planning section. 
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Southeastern Colorado Water Conservancy District Governance 

There are 15 Board 
members who are 

appointed for four‐
year terms by District 

Court judges. Five 
members are ap‐

pointed annually in 
three out of every 

four years. 
Five appointments 

are scheduled to oc‐
cur in 2020. 

 1958‐1985 
Two seats were 

appointed per county, 
except for one  seat 

shared by Prowers 
and Kiowa Coun es. 

 1985 
 Colorado Springs 

U li es and Pueblo 
Water pe oned the 

court to appoint 
board seats according 

to popula on. 
El Paso County had 
five seats, Pueblo 

County three seats, 
and others one seat. 

Prowers and Kiowa 
s ll shared one seat.  

 1988 
An at‐large seat was 
created, and may be 
filled from any of the 

nine coun es.  

District boundaries include parts of nine counties, 
each of which has incorporated cities, water dis-
tricts or companies, and irrigated agriculture.  

Under Colorado law (CRS 37-45-118), the Dis-
trict has the following powers: 

 To hold and enjoy water, waterworks, water 
rights, and sources of water supply, and any 
and all real and personal property. 

 To sell, lease, encumber, alien, or otherwise 
dispose of water, waterworks, water rights, 
and sources of supply of water for use within 
the District. 

 To acquire, construct, or operate, control, and 
use any and all works, facilities, and means 
necessary or convenient to the exercise of its 
power. 

 To contract with the government of the United 
States or any agency thereof for the construc-
tion, preservation, operation, and maintenance 
of tunnels, reservoirs, regulating basins, diver-
sion canals and works, dams, power plants, 
and all necessary works incident thereto and to 
acquire perpetual rights to the use of water 
from such works and to sell and dispose of 
perpetual rights to the use of water from such 
works to persons and corporations, public, and 
private. 

 To enter into contracts, employ and retain 
personal services;  to create, establish, and 
maintain such offices and positions as shall be 
necessary and convenient for the transaction 
of the business of the District;  and to elect, 
appoint, and employ such officers, attorneys, 
agents, and employees therefore as found by 
the Board to be necessary and convenient. 

 To invest or deposit any surplus money in the 
District treasury, including such money as 
may be in any sinking or escrow fund estab-
lished for the purpose of providing for the 
payment of the principal of or interest on any 
contract or bonded or other indebtedness, or 
for any other purpose, not required for the 
immediate necessities of the District. 

 To participate in the formulation and imple-
mentation of nonpoint source water pollution 
control programs related to agricultural prac-
tices in order to implement programs required 
or authorized under federal and state law. 

 Nothing shall be construed to grant to the Dis-
trict or Board the power to generate, distrib-
ute, sell, or contract to sell electric energy 
except for the operation of the works and fa-
cilities of the District and except for wholesale 
sales of electric energy which may be made 
both within and without the boundaries of the 
District or subdistrict. 

C  S  

Bent 1 

Chaffee 1 

Crowley 1 

El Paso 5 

Fremont 1 

Kiowa‐Prowers 1 

Pueblo 3 

Otero 1 

At‐large 1 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

District ad valorem, specific ownership tax collections 
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Southeastern Colorado Water Conservancy District Governance 

HISTORIC  
DOCUMENTS 

The govern-

ance of the Dis-

trict is  ed to sev-

eral historic agree-

ments and docu-

ments developed 

before and during 

the construc on 

of the Fryingpan-

Arkansas Project 

(Project). One of 

the major purpos-

es of the District 

has always been 

to act on behalf of 

its par cipants in 

southern Colorado 

in ma ers regard-

ing Fryingpan-

Arkansas Project 

construc on, op-

era on, and ac vi-

es. 

Federal historic documents:  

 House Docu‐
ment 187, 
1953: This 
planning docu-
ment laid out 
the scope of the Project and 
was included in subsequent 
legisla on. It described a 
west slope collec on sys-
tem, a transmountain diver-
sion tunnel, hydroelectric 
features, and terminal stor-
age at Pueblo. 

 Fryingpan‐Arkansas Act 
(Public Law 87‐950), 1962: 
Signed into law in Pueblo by 
President John F. Kennedy, 
the act described a system 
to supply supplemental 
water to municipal, industri-
al, and agricultural users in 
the Arkansas River basin. 
Hydroelectric power, as well 
as recrea onal and environ-
mental benefits to the peo-
ple of the United States 
were also mandated. The 
Fountain Valley Conduit and 
Arkansas Valley Conduit 
were both included as fea-
tures of the Project. 

 Repayment Contract with 
the U.S. Bureau of Reclama‐

on, 1982: This contract 
places certain requirements 
on the District, including 
se ng aside 0.9 mills in 
property tax to repay Pro-
ject costs, interest, and 
maintenance, opera on and 
replacement of Project fea-
tures. 

 Reclama on Reform Act of 
1982: Eligible acres for agri-
cultural alloca ons are de-
fined. 

 Authoriza on of the Arkan‐
sas Valley Conduit (Public 
Law 111‐11), 2009: This law 
allows the use of miscellane-
ous revenues to pay for 
parts of the Project not yet 
funded, including the South 
Outlet, Ruedi Reservoir, 
Fountain Valley Conduit, 
and Arkansas Valley Con-
duit. 

Statewide historic documents: 

 Colorado Water Conserva on 
Act, 1937: The conserva on act 
paved the path for forma on of 
the District in 1958. It was 
amended in 1991. 

 Division 2 and Division 5 water 
rights decrees: Legal vigilance is 
maintained for water rights held 
by the District in both the Arkan-
sas River and Upper Colorado 
River basins. 

 Fryingpan‐Arkansas Project 
Opera ng Principles, 1961: The 
Opera ng Principles are an 
agreement among the District, 
the Colorado River Conserva on 
District, the Southwestern Colo-

rado Conserva-
on District, 

and the Colora-
do Water Con-
serva on Board 
that limit the 
amount of water that can be 
diverted annually and over a 34-
year period. 

 “10,825 Agreement” to support 
Programma c Biological Opin‐
ion for Colorado River endan‐
gered species, 2010: The District 
and other Front Range water 
providers who draw water from 
the Colorado River basin reached 
an agreement to supply half of 
the 10,825 acre-feet of water 
needed to maintain flows for 
four endangered fish species. 

Agreements and decrees: 

 Alloca on Principles Decree, 
1979: These principles reserve 
51 percent of water for munici-
pal use, and further divide water 
among regions. 

 Winter Water Court Decree, 
1987: Under the decree, the 
District administers a program 
that allows agricultural users to 
store non-Project water during 
winter months. 

 Upper Arkansas Voluntary Flow 
Management Program, 1991: 
The voluntary program now is 
operated under five-year plans 
as described in a 2004 court 
decree. 

 Aurora Inter‐
governmental 
Agreement, 
2003: Allows 
excess capacity 
storage for Aurora in Project 
facili es in exchange for com-
pensa on to the District over a 
40-year period. 

 Six‐party Intergovernmental 
Agreement, 2004: Resolves 
issues among Pueblo, Pueblo 
Water, Colorado Springs U li-

es, Fountain, Aurora, and the 
District, while preserving mini-
mum flows in the Arkansas River 
through Pueblo. 

Board policies: 

 Alloca on Policy (revised 2013): 
The policy clarifies how the Allo-
ca on Principles are applied in 
annual alloca ons of Project 
water. 

 Water Rates and Surcharges: 
Water rates are set by the Board 
annually. Surcharges were add-
ed for Safety of Dams (1998), 
Water Ac vity Enterprise (2002), 
Well Augmenta on (2005), and 
Environmental Stewardship 
(2014) 

 Return Flow Policy, 2004: This 
policy determines how Return 

Flows from 
Project water 
(from diver-
sions that are 
not fully con-
sumed) are 
accounted for 
and sold. 

 Not Previously Allocated Non 
Irriga on Water Policy, 2007: 
This policy allocates the sale of 
water from lands that were once 
irrigated, but can no longer re-
ceive water under new court 
decrees. The water can only be 
used for municipal and industrial 
purposes.  
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B y the late 1800s, the nor-
mal flows of the Arkan-
sas River already were 

claimed by farmers who had 
moved into the area, attracted by 
the promise of riches from the 
soil. Overlaid on this landscape 
were young, growing cities in 
need of their own water supplies. 

Coupled with the shortage of 
water were the infrequent, yet 
catastrophic floods of the Arkan-
sas River. The great flood of 
1921 destroyed much of Pueblo, 
particularly its rail yards and 
smelters. A 1965 flood was par-
ticularly damaging to Fountain 
Creek, but flood control dams 
and levees spared Pueblo from 
even greater damage.  

Up until the mid-1900s, even 
the largest cities, Pueblo and 
Colorado Springs, were still de-
veloping strategies for serving 
their growing populations. Pueb-
lo was, until 1964, the larger of 
the two cities and was served by 
two separate water companies 
until 1957. Colorado Springs was 
outgrowing its supply of water 
from Pikes Peak and Fountain 
Creek by the 1950s, and began 
looking to the other side of the 
Continental Divide to fulfill its 
demand for water. 

Water was so important to the 
Arkansas Valley that farmers in 
Crowley County, in partnership 
with the National Beet Sugar 
Co., endeavored to build a tunnel 
to bring water from the Colorado 
River basin to Twin Lakes. This 
new source of water allowed 
Colorado Canal farmers to irri-
gate later in the season, when 
their junior water rights were out 
of priority. 

After World War II, The Water 
Development Association of 
Southeastern Colorado formed to 

take up the task of developing an 
even larger transmountain project 
to bring supplemental water to a 
thirsty population. Business lead-
ers, chambers of commerce, 
farmers, and cities joined forces 
to promote this idea. The Fry-
ingpan-Arkansas Project was to 
be the first phase of the larger 
Gunnison-Arkansas Project. 

It became apparent in Con-
gress, however, that western 
slope opposition to moving large 
quantities of water would have to 
be balanced against the driving 
desire to import water to the 
Front Range.  

Impassioned testimony on both 
sides of the issue began in the 
early 1950s, and eventually, the 
Fryingpan-Arkansas Project 
would be the only portion of the 
larger vision to become a reality. 

For more than a decade, the 
local forces sought to convince 
Congress that the Project was 
needed. Finally, in 1962, the Fry-
ingpan-Arkansas Project Act was 
passed by Congress, and signed 
into law by President John F. 
Kennedy. 

The Act included benefits to 
cities and farmers, protection 
from floods, and public benefits 
for environmental and recreation 
needs. Hydroelectric production 

was also both a benefit and a way 
to pay for the Project. 

Construction began on Ruedi 
Reservoir — compensatory stor-
age for the western slope — in 
1964. It was completed in 1968. 

Following that, the Northside 
and Southside Collection Sys-
tems were built. These comprise 
a system of tunnels, creeks, and a 
siphon that bring water to the 
Boustead Tunnel. The 5.4-mile 
long tunnel takes water to Tur-
quoise Lake through the Conti-
nental Divide, and began deliver-
ing water in 1972, before some 
parts of the collection system had 
been completed. 

Pueblo Dam construction be-
gan in 1970, and the first water 
stored in 1974. Turquoise and 
Twin Lakes were both enlarged 
as part of the Project. 

The Mount Elbert Conduit, 
Forebay and Power Plant were in 
operation by 1981, completing 
the major power component of 
the Project. The fish hatchery at 
Lake Pueblo State Park was dedi-
cated in 1990. 

Execu ve Summary — Sec on 1 

Fryingpan-Arkansas Project History 

“To many 
Members of the 

Congress, to many 
Americans, the 

words Fryingpan-
Arkansas must, of 

necessity, be a 
name which is tak-

en on faith. But 
when they come 

here to this State 
and see how vitally 
important it is, not 

just to this State 
but to the West, to 
the United States, 

then they realize 
how important it is 

that all the people 
of the country sup-

port this project 
which belongs to 

all the people of the 
country.” 

—President John F. 
Kennedy, in 
Pueblo for sign-
ing of the      
Fryingpan-
Arkansas Act, 
August 17, 1962  

F ‐A  P  A , 1962‐1993 
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Execu ve Summary — Sec on 1 

Fryingpan-Arkansas Project Features 
Authorized in 

1962, the Fry-Ark 

Project was built to 

bring water from 

the Colorado River 

basin into the Ar-

kansas River basin. 

The need for 

supplemental wa-

ter is related to the 

over-appropria on 

of the Arkansas 

River.  Runoff nor-

mally peaks in 

June, but the late 

summer months, 

August and Sep-

tember are o en 

dry.  The solu on 

was to store high 

flows for use later 

in the agricultural 

season. 

More storage 

also allowed ci es 

within the basin to 

grow. 

The Fryingpan-

Arkansas Project is 

the largest import-

er of water into the 

Arkansas River   

basin. 

Elements of the Fryingpan‐Arkansas Project 

Reservoirs Capacity 
Ruedi Reservoir 102,369 AF 
Turquoise Lake 129,432 AF 
Mount Elbert Forebay    11,530 AF 
Twin Lakes    140,339 AF 
Pueblo Reservoir 338,374 AF 

Conduits, Tunnels Length 
Southside Collec on    14.2 miles 
Northside Collec on    11.3 miles 
Boustead Tunnel 5.4 miles 
Mount Elbert Conduit    10.5 miles 
Fountain Valley Conduit  45.5 miles 

Other Features 
Mount Elbert Power Plant, 200 megawa s 
Pueblo Fish Hatchery 
South Outlet Pueblo Dam 
North Outlet Pueblo Dam 

Pueblo Reservoir 

Turquoise Lake 

Boustead Tunnel 

Twin Lakes 
Ruedi Reservoir 
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 Annual allocation of 
supplemental water for 
agricultural and munici-
pal use. 

 Analysis of fiscal poli-
cies to ensure adequate 
funding for the Project. 

 Protecting District wa-
ter rights. 

 Completion of the Ar-
kansas Valley Conduit, 
an original purpose of 
the Project that was not 
completed because of 
costs. 

 Flood Control at Pueblo 
Reservoir. 

 Development of Project 
features to ensure the 
economic viability and 
sustainability of the 
District, including hy-
droelectric power gener-
ation developed at 
Pueblo Dam. 

 Development of storage 
planning and contracts 
to mitigate extreme 
drought. 

 Allocation of water 
strategies for wet, dry, 
and average years. 

 Development and relia-
bility of the system in-
cluding analysis of the 
operations, mainte-
nance, and replacement 
of outdated or non-
operational features. 

 Improving features of 
the Project Collection 
System for maximum 
yield. 

 Providing redundancy 
of service at Pueblo 
Dam with an intercon-
nection between the 
North and South Out-
lets. 

 Assuring the safety of 
dams within the Project. 

 Analysis of the current 
policies about “spills,” 
the release of water 
when Pueblo Dam 
reaches capacity, and 
development of a work-
ing model of spill prior-
ity. 

 Enlargement of reser-
voirs to provide addi-
tional storage and to 
protect our water re-
sources. 

 Participation in the 
preservation and con-
servation of southeast-
ern Colorado’s water 
resources. 

 Providing water leader-
ship to the District 
stakeholders of the Fry-
ingpan-Arkansas Pro-
ject and to 
the State 
of Colora-
do. 

Execu ve Summary — Sec on 1 

Fryingpan-Arkansas Project Purposes 
The Southeast-

ern Colorado Wa-

ter Conservancy 

District was 

formed before the 

Fryingpan-

Arkansas Project 

with the primary  

goal of making the 

Project a reality. 

The Project had 

been on the draw-

ing board for 

nearly two dec-

ades before it was 

approved by Con-

gress in 1962. The 

needs of the Ar-

kansas River basin 

are s ll incorpo-

rated into the pur-

pose of the mod-

ern-day project. 
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Fryingpan-Arkansas Project Federal Revenue 
In 2018, the Dis-

trict and the Bureau 

of Reclama on nego-

ated the 11th 

Amendment to the 

1982 Repayment Con-

tract. The District will 

make two payments 

totaling $1,467,572 

annually toward the 

construc on debt of 

the Project,  as well as 

paying  annual OM&R 

costs that include 

rou ne opera ons 

and maintenance, as 

well as extraordinary 

Project maintenance 

and replacement. This 

allows the District to 

use remaining collec-

ons from the 0.9 mill 

levy to set up a Fry-

ingpan-Arkansas Pro-

ject reserve fund 

which can be applied 

to future Project costs 

by mutual agreement 

and Reclama on. The 

District can use the 

interest from the re-

serve fund for District 

purposes. The reserve 

fund is projected to 

be $1.95 million at the 

end of 2019. 

Fryingpan‐Arkansas Project Federal Alloca ons 

Federal Budget Allotments   FY  19      FY 20    

Water & Energy Management & Development  $       44,000  $     27,000 

Land Management & Development   $       75,000  $     75,000 

Fish  & Wildlife Management & Development  $       33,000  $     33,000 

Facility Opera ons  $  8,633,000  $  9,253,000 

Facility Maintenance & Rehabilita on $  5,291,000  $     631,000 

Total Reclama on Allotment $14,076,000 $10,094,000 

Fryingpan‐Arkansas Project Miscellaneous Revenues 

Ac vity Purpose      2019 Actual      2020 Es mate  

Excess Capacity Contracts 

Fountain Valley Authority  $ 2,450,000 $ 3,240,000 

Ruedi Reservoir  $    944,000 $      — 

Firm Contracts 

Project OM&R $  1,520,910 $1,000,000 

When the Fryingpan-Arkansas Project was 
substantially completed in 1981, costs were 
assigned according to the benefits of the Pro-
ject to various purposes. 

The Final Cost Allocation assigns repay-
ment costs for each purpose of the Project, 
and those are reflected in the Operation, 
Maintenance & Replacement (OM&R) cost-
share for each feature (see graph at right). 
The District’s obligation was $134.8 million 
of the total $585 million. 

The items shown in the accompanying ta-
bles (below) do not appear in the District 
budget each year, but contribute to the annual Project operations. 

The District pays about $1.7 million annually toward routine facility operations, as 
well as a portion of facility maintenance and rehabilitation. Hydroelectric power gen-
eration at the Mount Elbert Power Plant accounts for about $5 million in revenues, 
which are used to reimburse Project OM&R costs. 

Fryingpan‐Arkansas Project costs as appor‐
oned in the Final Cost Alloca on in 1981. 

Power, Fish & Wildlife, and Flood Protec on 
costs are paid by the federal government, 
with reimbursement through various “firm 
contracts.” The District pays about 54 per‐
cent of the annual OM&R on the Project. 
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Fryingpan-Arkansas Project OM&R 

Pueblo Dam Contrac on Joints/SECWCD  

In addition to routine maintenance, the Dis-
trict is responsible for a share of extraordinary 
maintenance of the Fryingpan-Arkansas Project. 

The largest expense is likely to be at Pueblo 
Dam, where contraction joints need to be 
sealed. The Bureau of Reclamation estimates 
that $35.6 million will be needed over the next 
five years to complete the project. The District’s 
share would be slightly more than 54 percent, or 
about $19.9 million. 

Other identified projects would total $5.5 
million and require $2.9 million of District 
funding over the next five years. 

Because of the age of Project structures — 
most are approaching 50 years of age — repairs 
or replacements are likely to become more fre-
quent in years to come. 

Total expenditures for OM&R totaled 
$8,000,083 for the federal fiscal year (October-
September) in 2019. These expenditures are 
expected to increase to $8,774,109 in fiscal year 
2020. 

In 2020, the District will begin an asset valua-
tion study, followed by a condi-
tion assessment to determine 
potential Fry-Ark Project needs. 

Feature Descrip on 2018‐22 Total 

Pueblo Dam  
Contrac on Joints 

Contrac on joints would be sealed with a sealant strip 
from eleva on 4,870 –4,921.8. Below eleva on 4870, hy‐
drophilic tubes and steel hoods would be used. 

$35,672,777 
(2022) 

Communica on  
Radio Replacement 

Radio relay equipment at the Granite and Hagerman com‐
munica on sites would be replaced and upgraded. 

$331,000 
(2018) 

Tunnel Weep 
Hole Drilling 

Weep holes on tunnels on the Northside and Southside 
Collec on Systems would be cleaned or bored to prevent 
the build up of hydrosta c pressure. 

$1,228,139 
(2021) 

Cunningham Tunnel 
Invert Lining Repair 

Erosion has created voids in the flow of the tunnel, which 
has a capacity of 270 cfs and is the trunk of the Northside 
Collec on System. 

$1,835,873
(2020) 

System Actuator 
Replacement 

A total of 51 electric slide gates and radial actuators at 14 
of 15 diversion sites in the Northside and Southside Col‐
lec on Systems must be replaced. 

$2,181,893 
(2019) 

2018‐22 District 

$19,902,812 

$179,299 

$632,000 

$994,474 

$1,181,910 
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Fryingpan-Arkansas Project Economic Impact 

The Fryingpan-

Arkansas Project is 

an economic en-

gine, and its true 

value has not 

been fully quan -

fied. 

However there 

have been numer-

ous studies about 

the value of water 

in Colorado, and 

the Project’s mul-

ple purposes 

should be broken 

into component 

parts for analysis. 

Shown on this 

page is an es -

mate of value 

added because of 

the Project in key 

areas. 

Municipal Water  

Water Sales:  $420 million/year

Municipal water sales from the Fryingpan-
Arkansas Project average 13,300 acre-feet annual-
ly. According to “Water and the Colorado Econo-
my” by Summit Economics (2009), the types of 
municipal sales of Project water would average 
$31,500 per acre-foot. 

Water Storage: $480 million/year

About 60,000 acre-feet of water are stored in non-
Project, excess-capacity accounts in Pueblo Reser-
voir each year. The cost of building new storage 
would average about $8,000 per acre-foot, ac-
cording to recent es mates in the Arkansas River 
basin. 

Agricultural Water  

Water Sales: $68.8 million/year

Agricultural sales 
of Project water, 
including Return 
Flows, have aver-
aged 68,800 acre-
feet each year for  
the past 45 years. 
The Summit Eco-
nomics 2009 re-
port placed the 
value at about 
$1,000 per acre-
foot for eastern 
Colorado, which 
receives the bulk of alloca ons. 

Recrea on Water  

Lake Pueblo State Park: $100 million/year

The park was formed in 1975, soon a er Pueblo 
Dam was completed. About 2 million visitors 

come to the park each year for boa ng, fishing, 
wildlife viewing, hiking, biking, swimming and oth-
er ac vi es. A 2009 study by Colorado State Parks 
quan fied the benefits. 

Arkansas Headwaters 
Recrea on Area: 

$60 million/year

Timing of flows under 
the Voluntary Flow 
Management Program 
has enhanced ra ing 
and fishing on the Ar-
kansas River. The val-
ue was calculated by 
the Arkansas River Ou i ers Associa on in 2015. 

Lake County: $2 million/year

A 2005 study by ERQ Associates for the Southeast-
ern  District showed recrea on receipts from Twin 
Lakes and Turquoise Lake totaled about $2 mil-
lion. 

Ruedi Reservoir: $3.8 million/year

Water stored in Ruedi Reservoir and the  ming of 
flows on the Fryingpan River added about $3.8 
million for the local economy, according to a 2015 
study by the Roaring Fork Conservancy. 

Water Quality  
USGS Studies: 

$200,000/year

Stream gauges funded by 
the District in a coopera ve 
program with the U.S. Geo-
logical Survey require 
$200,000 in funding, but 
are part of an invaluable 
network that benefits all water users. 

Flood Control  

Pueblo Dam: $36.8 million (1976‐2019)

Ruedi Dam:  $19.7 million (1983‐2019)

The Bureau of Reclama on annually calculates 
flood control benefits of the Project.  
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SECWCD County Snapshots 

Parts of  nine 

coun es are in-

cluded in the 

Southeastern Col-

orado Water Con-

servancy District.  

Each county 

brings its own 

unique history and 

set of challenges 

when it comes to 

water use and de-

livery. Coun es 

range from the 

rural to urban, 

with varying de-

mographics. 

The following 

pages are a sum-

mary of the nine 

coun es located 

in the District. The 

county profiles are 

updated annually 

for budge ng pur-

poses. 

In the budget 

presenta on this 

year, we have 

added photos of 

wildlife found in 

each of the coun-

es.  

District boundary 

Arkansas River 

 Bent County

 Chaffee County

 Crowley County

 El Paso County

 Fremont County

 Otero County

 Kiowa County

 Prowers County

 Pueblo County

Viewing  

Electronically? 

Reach new 

heights* with 

our towering 

reference 

points. 

* Featured in 2020, the
highest point in each of
our nine coun es.
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Bent County 
History 

Bent County was formed in 1870 and quickly 
renamed as Greenwood County, and was about six 
times larger than its current boundaries. It was re-
named Bent County again in 1876, when the north-
ern portion became Elbert County. In 1889, it was 
redrawn by the state Legislature with its current 
boundaries. 

The area played an important role in Colorado’s 
early history with Bent’s Fort, the Santa Fe Trail, 
Fort Lyon, Cheyenne and Arapahoe Indian reserva-
tions all part of its legacy. 

Its history also encompasses water. Ditches in 
the Las Animas area were among the first irrigation 
projects in the Arkansas Valley, and much of the 
land in Bent County is irrigated under the Fort 
Lyon Canal. There were numerous other smaller  

ditches. In 1948, John Martin Reservoir was com-
pleted as a means to regulate the Arkansas River 
Compact and for flood control purposes. 

Population characteristics 
Agriculture remains an important part of the lo-

cal economy. New jobs were created when a pri-
vate prison opened there 20 years ago.  Later, Fort 
Lyon State Correctional Facility was repurposed as 
a homeless treatment facility. 

Growth is forecasted in the coming years as new 
employees come to the area. 

Fryingpan-Arkansas Project impacts 
Bent County has purchased irrigation and munic-

ipal Project water since 1974. 
Las Animas, Hasty, and McClave will benefit 

from the Arkansas Valley Conduit when it is com-
pleted. 

Execu ve Summary — Sec on 1 

Bent County Snapshot 

Bill Long, 2002 

BENT COUNTY 
Popula on: 5,938 
Growth Rate: ‐1.34% 
(2019) 
Housing Units: 2,265 
Owner‐occupied: 
1,415 (62%) 
Median Income: 
$32,500 
Per Capita Income: 
$14,028 
(Adjusted Census data) 

Major uses of water: 

 Agriculture, 98% 

 Domes c, 2% 
     ( 2010 USGS report)

 John Mar n Res‐
ervoir 

Bent: Pelicans at John Mar n Reservoir State Park/Real Colorado Travel 
Hill near Ninaview, eleva on 4,857 feet/Gene Lutz 
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Chaffee County 
History 

Chaffee County was formed in 1879. Located in 
the heart of the Rocky Mountains, the county expe-
rienced an influx of explorers, miners, railroads, 
farmers, and ranchers in its earliest period. 

A state reformatory for juvenile offenders was 
built in Buena Vista in 1891, and now operates as a 
prison. 

In terms of water development, the Monarch Ski 
Area and Salida Hot Springs complex were built as 
Works Progress Administration projects in 1939. 
The city of Salida later sold the ski area for $100 to 
a private developer, but continues to operate the 
hot springs. There are also hot springs resorts in the 
Buena Vista area, and geothermal power develop-
ment has been investigated. 

Clear Creek Reservoir was built in 1908 by the 
Otero Canal Co. and sold to the Board of Water 

Works of Pueblo in 1955. Several smaller lakes 
and reservoirs are part of the Upper Arkansas Wa-
ter Conservancy District’s water augmentation 
system. 

The Arkansas River Headwaters Area was creat-
ed in 1989. Browns Canyon National Monument 
was designated in 2015. 

Population characteristics 
As tourism increased over the past 30 years, a 

younger population has moved into the area, sup-
porting steady growth. Tourism, retirees and gov-
ernment are the major employment sectors, as the 
area economy has transformed over the past two 
decades. 

Fryingpan-Arkansas Project impacts 
 The area has benefited from the Voluntary Flow 

Management Program, along with municipal and 
agricultural Project water deliveries since 1975. 

Execu ve Summary — Sec on 1 

Chaffee County Snapshot 

CHAFFEE COUNTY 
Popula on: 19,638 
Growth Rate: 1.1% 
(2019) 
Housing Units: 11,040 
Owner‐occupied: 
8,501 (77%) 
Median Income: 
$53,762 
Per Capita Income: 
$28,907 
(Adjusted Census data) 

Major uses of water: 

 Agriculture 94% 

 Domes c 6% 
     ( 2010 USGS report) 

 AHRA, Monarch 
Ski Area, Clear 
Creek Reservoir, 
hot springs, 
Browns Canyon 
Na onal Monu‐
ment 

Greg Felt, 2017 

Chaffee: Elk herd /Scenic Buena Vista 

Mount Harvard, eleva on 14,421 feet/Colorado Mountaineering 
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Crowley County Snapshot 

Crowley: Pronghorn herd/CPW 

Carl McClure, 2005 

CROWLEY COUNTY 
Popula on: 5,810 
Growth Rate: ‐0.25% 
(2019) 
Housing Units: 1,589 
Owner‐occupied: 
1175 (74%) 
Median Income: 
$35,292 
Per Capita Income: 
$14,393 
(Adjusted Census data) 

Major uses of water: 

 Agriculture, 90% 

 Domes c, 10% 
     (2010 USGS report)

 Lake Meredith 

History 

Crowley County was formed 
from the northern part of Otero 
County in 1911.  

Settlement in the area began 
with the arrival of the Missouri-
Pacific Railroad in 1887, and 
irrigation began in 1890. 

The Colorado Canal system, 
which includes Lake Henry, Lake 
Meredith, and Twin Lakes, was 
developed to support relatively 
junior irrigation rights. Orchards, 
vegetables, sugar beets, and live-
stock feed were all major crops. 

Farmers, led by the National 
Sugar Manufacturing Co., drilled 
the Twin Lakes tunnel to bring 
water from the Roaring Fork 
River basin to the Arkansas River 
basin from 1933-1937. 

Most of Twin Lakes shares 
were sold to Pueblo and Colora-
do Springs in the 1970s, after the 
downfall of the sugar beet indus-
try. Most Colorado Canal shares 
were sold to Aurora and Colora-
do Springs in the 1980s. 

Population characteristics 

Historically an agricultural 
economy, Crowley County expe-
rienced an economic decline with 
the sales of Twin Lakes and Col-
orado Canal water rights to cities 
in the 1970s and 1980s. 

Prisons in the county account-
ed for population growth in the 
1990s and early 2000s, agricul-
ture and government are the ma-
jor employers. 

Fry-Ark Project impacts 

Crowley County has purchased 
agricultural and municipal Pro-
ject water since 1972. It is part of 
the AVC. 

The farmland dried up by Au-
rora is no longer eligible for Pro-
ject water, and resulted in a new 
class of municipal allocations for 
the District in 2007, called Not 
Previously Allocated Non-
Irrigation Water (3.59 percent of 
water sales). 

NW corner of Crowley County, eleva on 5,223 feet/ Crowley County Heritage Founda on 

26



Execu ve Summary — Sec on 1 

El Paso County Snapshot 

El Paso:  Greenback cu hroat trout/CPW 

Mark Pi er, 2016 

Ann Nichols, 2006 

Cur s Mitchell, 2014 

Andrew Colosimo, 2018 

EL PASO COUNTY 
Popula on: 699,232 
Growth Rate: 1.82% (2019) 
Housing Units: 271,801 
Owner‐occupied: 172,050 
(59%) 
Median Income: $62,535 
Per Capita Income: $31,217 
(Adjusted Census data) 

Major uses of water: 

 Domes c, 85% 

 Agricultural, 13% 

 Industry, 2% 
    (2010 USGS report) 

 History 
El Paso County predates the formation of the Col-

orado Territory in 1861. The earliest settlers farmed 
in Fountain Creek. General William Palmer founded 
Colorado Springs in 1871. 

Colorado Springs built the Blue River pipeline, 
the Homestake Project (with Aurora), and bought 
water rights on Fountain Creek and in Crowley 
County to supplement its needs. 

Colorado Springs, Security, Widefield, Fountain, 
and Stratmoor Hills benefit from the Fountain Val-
ley Conduit, which was built as part of the Fry-
ingpan-Arkansas Project. 

Most recently, Colorado Springs built the South-
ern Delivery System (along with Fountain, Security 
and Pueblo West) to fully use its Arkansas River 
water rights, reuse transmountain water, and provide 
water system redundancy. 

Population characteristics 
El Paso County is the largest county in the Dis-

trict and contributes about 70 percent of the tax rev-
enues. It has remained one of the fastest growing 
communities in the state since the 1960s, largely 
due to military bases in the region, with a mix of 
government, tourism, service, manufacturing, and 
retail employment. It is the only county in the Dis-
trict in which municipal water use is greater than 
irrigation. 

Fryingpan-Arkansas Project impacts 
Early repayment of the Fountain Valley Conduit 

(PL111-11). Homestake is deeply integrated with 
the Project. Southern Delivery System relies heavily 
on the Project for storage and upgraded the North 
Outlet Works to Pueblo Dam. Long-term storage 
contracts have helped in managing water quality 
issues. El Paso County has purchased Project water, 
mostly municipal, since 1972. 

Pikes Peak, eleva on 14,115 feet/ City of Colorado Springs 

Pat Edelmann, 2019 
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Fremont County Snapshot 

FREMONT COUNTY 
Popula on: 47,559 
Growth Rate: 1.39%
% (2019) 
Housing Units: 
19,804 
Owner‐occupied: 
14,853 
Median Income: 
$44,712 
Per Capita Income: 
$20,919 
(Adjusted Census data) 

Major uses of water: 

 Agricultural, 
81% 

 Industrial, 11% 

 Domes c, 8% 
     (2010 USGS report) 

 Royal Gorge 
Bridge, AHRA 

Tom Goodwin, 2011 

History 
Fremont County predates the formation of the 

Colorado Territory in 1861, but its boundaries 
varied until 1877, when Custer County was 
carved from the southern end of the county. 

Canon City grew around the prison built in 
1871. More prisons were added in the 1970s and 
1980s, with a federal prison complex opening 
near Florence in the 1990s. 

Canon City developed a strong manufacturing 
base in the mid-1900s. It became the regional 
hub. Dall DeWeese and C.R.C. Dye developed 
orchards in Lincoln Park by bringing water from 
Grape Creek and constructing a reservoir in Cus-
ter County. 

Florence sprang up along railroad tracks to sup-
port mineral extraction and industry — coal, oil, 
gold, bricks and cement. Penrose became known 
for its orchards. There were numerous dairies in 
Fremont County, and some are still in operation. 

Rural Fremont County was known for its cattle 
ranches. 

The Royal Gorge Bridge was built in 1929, and 
is the cornerstone of a long tourism tradition. In 
1989, the Arkansas Headwaters Recreation Area 
was formed. 

A coal-fired power plant was built in 1897, but 
closed by Black Hills Energy in 2012. 

Population characteristics 
Government jobs, retiree income, and retail 

trade dominate the local economy. The area is 
likely to attract more young adults as job opportu-
nities increase, according to state projections. 

Fryingpan-Arkansas Project impacts 
Fremont County has purchased Project water 

for municipal and irrigation use since 1972. Its 
tourism economy also benefits from the Volun-
tary Flow Management Program. 

Bushnell Peak, eleva on 13, 110 feet/Troy Zohner 
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Prowers-Kiowa Counties Snapshot 

History 

 Both counties were formed in 1889, when Bent 
County was divided into smaller units. They have a 
long history of agricultural endeavors, particularly 
raising cattle, fodder and dryland crops in an often 
semi-arid environment. Crops like sugar beets and 
broom corn were important in the past. 

Irrigated agriculture is a mainstay and the use of 
wells has improved chances for success. Several 
major ditches were washed out in the June 1965 
flood, and later purchased by the Lower Arkansas 
Well Management Association. Prowers County 
irrigators were the group most affected by the 2009 
Kansas v. Colorado Supreme Court ruling. 

The area economy is a shifting vision of what 
could work. When a meat-packing plant in Lamar 
closed in the 1980s, a bus manufacturing plant 
opened. Kiowa County unsuccessfully tried to 
form a state park at the Great Plains Reservoirs in 

the 1990s. Large wind farms that supply renewable 
power are being expanded south of Lamar. 

Population characteristics 

Agriculture continues to be the predominant 
occupation in both counties. Prowers County 
serves as a regional commercial center. 

Fryingpan-Arkansas Project impacts 

Lamar petitioned to join the District in 1968 so 
that it could join the Arkansas Valley Conduit 
when it is built. May Valley and Wiley also are 
AVC participants. Eads is the sole AVC partici-
pant from Kiowa County.  

Prowers County has received municipal and irri-
gation Project water since 1972. Kiowa County has 
not yet received Project water. 

Dallas May, 2016 

PROWERS COUNTY 
Popula on: 12,070 
Growth Rate: ‐0.93% 
(2019) 
Housing Units: 5,981 
Owner‐occupied: 
3,894 (50%) 
Median Income: 
$41,740 
Per Capita Income: 
$22,033 
(Adjusted Census data) 

Major uses of water: 

 Agriculture, 94% 

 Domes c, 4% 

 Industrial, 2% 
     (2010 USGS report) 

KIOWA COUNTY 
Popula on: 1,376 
Growth Rate: 0.14% 
(2019) 
Housing Units: 826 
Owner‐occupied: 628 
(76%) 
Median Income: 
$39,250 
Per Capita Income: 
$23,621 
(Adjusted Census data) 

Major uses of water: 

 Agriculture, 92% 

 Domes c, 8% 
     (2010 USGS report)

Le : Prowers County, Two Bu es, eleva‐
on 4,713 feet/John Kirk 

Above: Western Kiowa County, eleva‐
on 4,697 feet, Kiowa County  
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Otero County Snapshot 

Otero: Pronghorn/CPW 

Howard “Bub”   

Miller, 2005 

OTERO COUNTY 
Popula on: 18,326 
Growth Rate: ‐0.71% 
(2019) 
Housing Units: 8,992 
Owner‐occupied:  
5,755 (64%) 
Median Income: 
$35,051 
Per Capita Income: 
$20,358 
(Adjusted Census data) 

Major uses of water: 

 Agriculture, 98% 

 Domes c, 2% 
(2010 USGS report)

History 
Otero County was formed in 1889 by the split of 

Bent County. 
Located along the route of the Santa Fe Trail, La 

Junta became a stopping point for railroads. Bent’s 
Old Fort National Historic Site is nearby and em-
phasizes the community’s role as an international 
trading site. 

In water history, a pivotal event was the devel-
opment of world-class watermelons and canta-
loupe by shopkeeper George Swink, who irrigated 
his plants via the Rocky Ford Ditch.  

While many other crops were grown, and cattle 
are the big money crop, Rocky Ford cantaloupe 
remain a signature crop for the area. Melon seeds 
produced locally are shipped worldwide. 

Sugar beets later became a major industry for 
Otero County, but when the market for domestic 
sugar collapsed in the early 1980s, the large block 
of Rocky Ford ditch shares (54 percent) owned by 

the American Crystal Co. went on the market and 
was purchased by the city of Aurora. 

 The sale had a domino effect on Otero County’s 
economy over the next 20 years, and efforts were 
made to bring in new types of industry.  

The Rocky Ford Growers Association was 
formed to strengthen the Rocky Ford cantaloupe 
brand. 

Population characteristics 
Otero County’s economy relies on agriculture, 

services, retirees, and government. Its population 
grew in the early 1990s, but has been in decline 
since then. 

Fryingpan-Arkansas Project impacts 
Leaders from Otero County were instrumental 

in reviving the Arkansas Valley Conduit in the 
early 2000s. Of the 40 communities in AVC, 25 
are in Otero County. 

Dry Bluff, eleva on 5,273 feet/John Kirk 
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History 

Pueblo County was formed when Colorado be-
came a territory in 1861. Pueblo was first settled 
at the junction of Fountain Creek and the Arkan-
sas River. A stagecoach town developed near the 
site. 

Then came the railroad, promoted by General 
William Palmer, who founded South Pueblo in 
1871. The Big Ditch (later renamed Bessemer 
Ditch and extended) was completed on Pueblo’s 
South Side in 1874. The first steel mill in the west 
was built at Pueblo in 1881.  

Pueblo grew as the industrial, transportation and 
industrial hub of southern Colorado, surviving a 
massive flood of the Arkansas River in 1921. Dur-
ing World War II, the Pueblo Army Air Base and 
Pueblo Ordnance Depot were built. 

When the Southeastern Colorado Water Con-
servancy District was formed, Pueblo was the 
second-largest city in Colorado and its leaders 
were among the staunchest promoters of the Fry-
ingpan-Arkansas Project. 

During a downturn in the steel market in the 
1980s, the Pueblo Economic Development Corpo-
ration was formed. 

The Pueblo Chile Growers Association was 
formed in recent years to promote the region’s 
famous chile peppers. 

Population characteristics 

Pueblo has enjoyed steady growth since 1990. 
Its major economic drivers are services, retirees, 
government, manufacturing, and tourism. 

Fryingpan-Arkansas Project impacts 

Pueblo Reservoir was built on top of a barrier 
dam west of the city that had been constructed for 
flood protection. The Project has a flood control 
component as well. 

Pueblo County water users have purchased mu-
nicipal water since 1972. Boone is an AVC partic-
ipant. Pueblo West petitioned into the 
District in 1971, but was not able to 
receive Project water until 2007. 
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Pueblo County Snapshot 

Seth Clayton, 2017 

Alan Hamel, 2017 

Patrick Garcia, 2018 

PUEBLO COUNTY 
Popula on: 166,475 
Growth Rate: 0.29% 
(2019) 
Housing Units: 71,116 
Owner‐occupied: 
44,803 (63%) 
Median Income: 
$42,386 
Per Capita Income: 
$23,110 
(Adjusted Census data) 

Major uses of water: 

 Agriculture, 72% 

 Domes c, 24% 

 Industrial, 4% 
     (2010 USGS report)

 Lake Pueblo State 
Park 

Greenhorn Mountain, eleva on 12,352/Steve Garufi 
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Sec on 2 

Offices and Human Capital 

Step 1: Set Strategic Direc-

on 

Step 2: Analyze Workforce, 

Iden fy Skill Gaps and Conduct 

Workload Analysis 

Step 3: Develop Ac on Plan 

Workforce Planning Model 

Step 4: Implement 

Ac on Plan 

Step 5: Monitor, Evaluate and 

Revise 

The District’s profes-

sional staff is an asset 

to those who benefit 

from the Fryingpan-

Arkansas Project and 

those in our Colorado 

communi es.  

In 2020, the District 

staff structure is transi-

oning in an cipa on 

of key re rements. The 

Human Resources 

Commi ee in October 

reviewed a Workforce 

Planning model that 

assures the work of the 

District will con nue 

smoothly during this 

transi on, assuring that 

the staff is able to sup-

port all District and 

Enterprise projects and 

programs. 

Workforce planning goals and opportunities  
The Southeastern Colorado Water Conservancy 

District staff grew throughout the years as the 
needs of the District changed. In the 1960s, a gen-
eral manager oversaw operations with an office 
staff of two people. An outside attorney was also 
employed. 

Throughout the years, employees with special-
ized skill sets were added for engineering, legal, 
financial, conservation, planning, and project man-
agement. 

In response to an increasingly complex and 
technical work requirement, the District has relied 
on consultants and technology to maintain cost 
efficiency. 

Today, the District has 10 full-time employees, 
and one half-time position to accomplish the need-
ed work and manage outside contracts. 

In 2020, another position is anticipated as the 
roles of current employees are transitioning into 
new areas. Part of the reason for this is an upcom-
ing retirement, and those duties are being shifted. 
The other factor is the increased oversight activity 
as the James W. Broderick Hydropower Plant goes 
online, and the Arkansas Valley Conduit prepares 
for construction. 

The District is poised for changes in the upcom-
ing years, which presents both challenges and op-
portunities. 
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Board of Directors 

Jim Broderick 
 Execu ve Director 

2003 

Execu ve Director 

Office 

Toni Gonzales 
Administra ve 
Manager 
1975 

General Counsel & 
Government  

Programs Office 

Lee Miller 
General Counsel 
2011 

Kevin Meador 
Principal Engineer 
2012 

Garre  Markus 
Water Resources 
Engineer 
2014 

Leann Noga 
Administrator 
Finance & Administra on 
2004  

Chris Woodka 
Senior Policy and 
Issues Manager 
2016 

Stephanie Shipley 
Accountant 
2016 

Margie Medina 
Administra ve 
Support Specialist 
2000 

Pa y Rivas 
Administra ve 
Support Associate 
2014 

Liz Ca   
Garden 
Coordinator 
2007 

(Dates show ini al employment with the District) 

Engineering  & 
Water Resources 

Office 

Community Rela ons,  
Outreach &  

Conserva on Office 

Engineering, Planning  
& Opera ons Office 

Finance  & Administra ve 
Services Office 

Accoun ng  
Specialist 
2020 
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On 
the 
job 

Liz Ca , Garden Coordinator 

Kevin Meador, Principal Engineer 

Chris Woodka, Senior Policy and Issues Manager Margie Medina, Administra ve Support Specialist 

Lee Miller, General Counsel Pa y Rivas, Administra ve Support Associate Toni Gonzales, Administra ve Manager 

Stephanie Shipley, Accountant Leann Noga, Administrator Garre  Markus, Water Resources Engineer 
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Offices and Human Capital Budgeting 

SECWCD 

Offices and Human Capital  — Sec on 2 

The staffing chart above reflects transi onal changes in District staff in 2020, as 

well as Workforce Planning moves that fill District staffing needs at the right 

level, at the right cost, and with the appropriate skill sets. 
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Measuring Progress 
Offices and Human Capital  — Sec on 2 

Fry-Ark Opera ons Lead Office (s) Descrip on/Goals 2019 Progress 2020 Target 

Debt Repayment Finance/Legal Repayment of Fry-Ark Debt by 2031 79% 81% 

Project Reserve Fund Finance/Legal Establish Project Reserves 10% 15% 

Fry-Ark OM&R Finance  Payments for District share of Project 100% 100% 

Asset Valua on Engineering Water Resources Inventory of Fry-Ark features 0% 100% 

Condi on Assessment Engineering Water Resources Assessment of Fry-Ark features 0% 50% 

Hydrologic Variability Engineering Water Resources Snow measurement refinements 0% 50% 

Pueblo Dam Interconnect Engineering Planning Connect North and South Outlets 5% 5% 

Fry-Ark Administra on Lead Office (s) Descrip on/Goals 2019 Progress 2020 Target 

Reclama on Reform Act Engineering Water Resources Ongoing program to track irrigated acres 100% 100% 

Transit Loss Modeling Engineering Water Resources Ongoing program to track Fountain Creek flows 100% 100% 

Boundaries & Inclusion Engineering Water Resources Accurate District boundaries and inclusions 95% 100% 

Water Rights Protec on Legal Diligence filings in Districts 2 and 5 100% 100% 

Colorado River Programs Legal Ongoing programs for Colorado River ac vi es 90% 90% 

Conserva on Plan Communica ons Comple on of next plan in 2022 40% 60% 

Water Quality Monitoring Engineering Water Resources USGS coopera ve monitoring programs 90% 100% 

District Opera ons Lead Office (s) Descrip on/Goals 2019 Progress 2020 Target 

Financial Studies Finance Financial study ini ated in 2019 75% 100% 

Headquarters Administra on Opera on and maintenance of building and grounds 100% 100% 

Fleet Management Administra on Replace three vehicles, 6-year rota on 100% 83% 

Informa on Technology Administra on Hardware, so ware, broadband, phones 100% 100% 

Records Management Communica ons Develop electronic filing system  5% 50% 

Human Resources  Administra on Transi onal planning and sustainability  90% 100% 

Communica on & Outreach Communica ons Develop Communica on Plan 75% 100% 

Enterprise Opera ons Lead Office (s) Descrip on/Goals 2019 Progress 2020 Target 

Hydroelectric Power Engineering Planning Construct, operate James W. Broderick Hydropower 100% 100% 

Excess Capacity Contract Programs Ins tute contract for Pueblo Reservoir accounts 100% 100% 

Arkansas Valley Conduit Programs/Engineering Begin construc on of Arkansas Valley Conduit 25% 50% 

New Water Sources Engineering Water Resources Inves gate acquisi on of new water rights 0% 0% 

Storage Programs Programs/Engineering See complete list below 

Water Sales & Storage Engineering Water Resources See complete list below 

Storage Programs Lead Office (s) Descrip on/Goals 2019 Progress 2020 Target 

Recovery of Storage Engineering Planning Recover storage lost to sedimenta on (study) 10% 50% 

Excess Capacity  Contract Programs Ins tute contract for Pueblo Reservoir accounts 100% 100% 

Long-Term Excess Capacity Programs Monitor all excess capacity accounts 100% 100% 

Expansion of Storage Engineering Planning Develop addi onal storage 0% 0% 

Restora on of Yield Engineering Water Resources Develop storage east of Pueblo 20% 60% 

John Mar n Reservoir Engineering Water Resources Establish account in John Mar n Reservoir 10% 25% 

Upper Basin Storage Engineering Water Resources Par cipate in Upper District storage program 10% 25% 

Winter Water Engineering Water Resources Coordinate Winter water storage program 100% 100% 

Safety of Dams Finance Repayment  obliga on by 2024 80% 84% 

Water Sales and Storage Fees Lead Office (s) Descrip on/Goals 2019 Progress 2020 Target 

Project Water Municipal  Finance Establish rates  80% 100% 

Project Water Irriga on Finance Establish rates 80% 100% 

Municipal Carryover Finance Establish rates  20% 100% 

Return Flows Finance Establish rates  80% 100% 

First Right of Refusal Engineering Water Resources Develop guidelines 75% 100% 

Winter Water Finance Establish rates  20% 100% 

Surcharges Finance Establish rates  25% 100% 

Partnerships Lead Office (s) Descrip on/Goals 2019 Progress 2020 Target 

Fountain Creek Transit Loss Engineering Water Resources Ongoing program to track Fountain Creek flows 100% 100% 

Water Quality Monitoring Engineering Water Resources USGS coopera ve monitoring programs 90% 100% 

Regional Resource Planning Engineering Water Resources Annual mee ng to determine work plan 0% 100% 

Water Basin Forum Communica ons Par cipate in planning for April event 100% 100% 

Ark Basin Roundtable  Communica ons Par cipate in basin planning ac vi es 25% 75% 

Voluntary Flow Program    Engineering Water Resources Coordinate summer boa ng flow augmenta on 100% 100% 

Watershed Health Engineering Water Resources Protec on of watersheds above reservoirs 25% 100% 

Reserves Lead Office (s) Descrip on/Goals 2019 Progress 2020 Target 

Fry-Ark Reserves Finance Establish Project Reserves 10% 15% 

Cash Reserve Finance Establish Targets, Funding mechanisms 50% 100% 

Opera ng Reserve Finance Establish Targets, Funding mechanisms 50% 100% 

Capital Reserve Finance Establish Targets, Funding mechanisms 50% 100% 

Exposure Reserve Finance Establish Targets, Funding mechanisms 50% 100% 

District Fund Balance Finance Track Revenues and Expenditures 100% 100% 

Enterprise Fund Balance Finance Track Revenues and Expenditures 100% 100% 

Color Project Stage 

Comple on 

Implementa on 

Design 

Planning 

How are we doing? 

The Business Plan 

breaks out the major 

projects the District is 

working on in a three-

year me frame. 

Staff evaluates the pro-

gress in each project or 

program on a monthly 

basis to determine the 

progress, and reports at 

the end of the year  

where each ac vity 

stands.  

This table breaks down 

projects and programs 

according to each 

office’s responsibility.  

More complete infor-

ma on can be found in 

Sec on 6: Strategic 

Long-Range Planning, 

and in the Business 

Plan, a separate publi-

ca on.   

Interaction of Offices with the Business Plan 

37



Summary of Offices — Introduction & Fund Relationship 

The following is a summary of the offices at the 

Southeastern Colorado Water Conservancy Dis-

trict (District). All Offices are a part of the District 

General Fund and budgeted under Human Re-

source. The District 2020 Adopted Budget of hu-

man resource expenditures total $1,710,556. The 

human resource budget includes wages and ben-

efits and is expressed in table of percentages 

below per office. 

The human capital in the District also performs 

work du es for the Enterprise Water Fund, Hy-

droelectric, and projects. Due to this service pro-

vided the Enterprise, Hydroelectric and projects 

captures a por on of the office costs through an 

inter-fund reimbursement process. In the 2020 

budget the Enterprise Water Fund, Hydroelectric 

and other projects are budgeted to cover 46.43 

percent of the total human resource cost for ser-

vices provided. The District funds will assume the 

expense of the other 53.57 percent. 

Office performance measures are evaluated in 

the form of annual reviews completed by super-

visory staff and/or the Execu ve Director. The 

Execu ve Director’s performance is reviewed 

annually by the Human Resource Commi ee 

members of the Board of Directors. 

Viewing this electronically: 

Click the below bu ons to 

view Office descrip ons! 

Offices and Human Capital  — Sec on 2 

General Counsel &  

Government  
Programs Office 

Execu ve Director 

Office 

Engineering  & 
Water Resources 

Office 

Engineering, Planning  
& Opera ons Office 

Finance  & Administra ve 
Services Office 

Community Rela ons,  
Outreach &  

Conserva on Office 
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Executive Director Office 

The Execu ve Direc-

tor is responsible 

for providing lead-

ership and manage-

ment of the South-

eastern Colorado 

Water Conservancy 

District. The Execu-

ve Director imple-

ments the Board of 

Directors strategic 

vision and policies 

through the pro-

grams and projects 

aligned in the Stra-

tegic Plan, Business 

Plan, and Annual 

Budget.  

This is accom-

plished by building 

and maintaining 

rela onships with 

stakeholders, advo-

ca ng adopted poli-

cy posi ons, and 

implemen ng pro-

grams and projects 

to benefit the Dis-

trict’s local, region-

al, state, and feder-

al officials and agen-

cies in a responsible 

and sound manner. 

Executive	Director		Of ice	

Executive Director Office  

Responsibilities 

 General Counsel & Govern-

ment Programs Office  

 Finance & Administrative  

Office 

 Engineering & Water Re-

sources Office  

 Engineering Planning & Op-

eration Office  

 Community Relations Out-

reach & Conservation Office 

Execu ve Director Jim Broderick reacts to a Board 
resolu on to name the James W. Broderick Hydro-
power Plant for him at the April 2019 Board 
mee ng. 

Offices and Human Capital  — Sec on 2 
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General Counsel & Government Programs Office 

General Counsel 

and Governmental 

Programs Office is 

responsible for 

managing mely, 

effec ve and high 

quality legal ser-

vices. This office 

leads ac vi es 

related to state 

legisla ve affairs 

and reports these 

ac vi es to the 

Board of Direc-

tors, Execu ve 

Director, and staff. 

The General Coun-

sel provides legal 

support to assist 

in the accomplish-

ments of the Dis-

trict’s policy goals 

and objec ves.  

&	Government	Programs	

Of ice		

General	Counsel		

G  C   

G  P   

C  R  P  

The General Counsel of the District manages 

all legal affairs, oversees special counsel, and 

provides a full range of legal services to the 

Board and District staff in the performance of 

their official du es. Specifically, the General 

Counsel ensures that District business is 

conducted according to all applicable state, 

federal, and local laws and regula ons. 

This office leads ac vi es related to state 

legisla ve rela ons. It monitors and analyzes 

proposed bills, amendments, laws, and 

regula ons for poten al impacts on the 

District. This office par cipates in the 

legisla ve and strategic policy decision  

making related to the District’s posi on on 

federal and state legisla on.  

This office coordinates the Colorado River 

Programs with state and federal officials and 

other basin states, on areas of common 

interest, exploring alterna ves to protect and 

enhance the exis ng Colorado River supply.  

Offices and Human Capital  — Sec on 2 
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General Counsel & Government Programs Office 

General	Counsel	&	Government	Programs	Of ice		

Administra ve & Program Goals  

General	Counsel	&	Governmental	Programs	Of ice		

Major Project Goals 

Performance Objectives  (2020) 

 Fry-Ark Contract Conversion  

 Division 5 District Conditional Water Rights 

 Division 2 District Conditional Water Rights  

 State Legislation Updates for the Board of Directors 

 Colorado River Programs 

Performance Objectives (2020) 

 Arkansas Valley Conduit Contract with Reclamation 
and Pueblo Board of Water Works 

 Arkansas Valley Conduit Repayment Contract 

Measurement of Completion  
PERFORMANCE  

Summary  2019 Actual  2020 Projected Goal Justification  

Fry-Ark Contract Conversion  75% 100% In-house Standard 

Conditional Water Rights Division 2 90% 100% In-house Standard 

Conditional Water Rights Division 5 60% 90% In-house Standard 

Arkansas Valley Conduit  Contracts 25% 50% In-house Standard 

Hydroelectric Contracting  100% 100% In-house Standard 

Colorado River Programs 90% 90% In-house Standard 

Performance Results (2019) 

 Informed the Board of Directors about the Reclamation 
contract conversion types and next steps 

 Conditional Water Rights Division 2 completed, presen-
tation  

 Conditional Water Rights Division 5, completion, presen-
tation 

 State Legislation monthly updates to the Board of Direc-
tors  

 Arkansas Valley Conduit groundwork for three-party 
contract with Reclamation, Pueblo Water, and District 

 Hydroelectric Power Project Contracting  

 Colorado River Programs 

Offices and Human Capital  — Sec on 2 
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Finance & Administrative Services Office 

The Finance Office 

provides financial 

planning, analysis, 

and repor ng; 

supports business 

objec ves by 

providing neces-

sary technology 

tools; manages 

financial re-

sources; provides 

effec ve and cost-

effec ve manage-

ment services; 

maintains finan-

cial integrity and 

provides financial 

informa on to 

internal and exter-

nal stakeholders.  

Of ice	

Finance		

G  A  

This office is responsible for financial analysis 

and statement repor ng according to 

principles. Responsible for budget 

development and management long-range 

financial planning, cash and treasury 

management, accounts receivable and 

payable, accountable property, and working 

with external and internal auditors during the 

annual financial audit.  

The grant administra on program assists 

local project and programs by pursuing 

external funding from local, state, and 

federal agencies, along with other funding 

sources.  

This office is responsible for the procurement 

of goods and services, inventory control, 

distribu on of materials, supplies, and 

equipment.   

F   A  

M  C   
D   

Offices and Human Capital  — Sec on 2 
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Finance & Administrative Services Office 

Finance	Of ice	

Administra ve & Program Goals  

Finance	Of ice	

Major Project Goals 

Performance Objectives  (2020) 

 Timely rate setting under new Policies and Practices  

 Ensure a satisfactory Annual Audit 

 Ensure a satisfactory Annual Budget  

 Safety of Dams on Pueblo Reservoir Debt Repay-
ment by 2024 

 Fry-Ark Contract Debt Repayment by 2031 

Performance Objectives (2020) 

 Assist Board completion of Budget, Rate, and Poli-
cies Discussion 

 Assist Board completion of Surcharge Analysis 

 Hydroelectric Power Project finances 

 Ensure Project cash flows and provide support as 
needed 

 Complete Finance Strategy and Sustainability Study 

Measurement of Completion  
PERFORMANCE  

Performance Results (2019) 

 Led Financial Strategy and Sustainability Study 

 Fry-Ark Contract debt repayment is current  

 Safety of Dams on Pueblo Reservoir debt repayment is 
current  

 Ensure a satisfactory Annual Audit 

 Ensure a satisfactory Annual Budget 

 Quality Annual Budget Publications 

Summary  2019 Actual  2020 Projected Goal Justification  

Financial Strategy and Sustainability Study 75% 100% In-house Standard 

Fry-Ark Debt Repayment 79% 81% In-house Standard 

Fry-Ark Reserves 45% 75% In-house Standard 

Safety of Dams on Pueblo Reservoir 80% 85% In-house Standard 

Annual Audit  100% 100% In-house Standard 

Annual Budget  100% 100% In-house Standard 

Water Rate Setting 85% 100% In-house Standard 

Budget Publication 100% 100% In-house Standard 

Offices and Human Capital  — Sec on 2 

43



Finance & Administrative Services Office  

The Administra-

ve Services 

Office provides 

services that sup-

port the efficient 

opera on of the 

District. Responsi-

bili es include ad-

ministra ve sup-

port to the Board 

of Directors and 

District offices; 

administra on of 

the safety, risk 

management, and 

human resource 

programs; admin-

istra on of the 

records manage-

ment program; 

and management 

of facili es related 

to maintenance 

and building sys-

tems for the main 

office and sur-

rounding land-

scape.  

. 

Services	Of ice		
Administrative		

This office is responsible for the management, 

design, and development of the District staff.  

H  R  

F  S  

ADMINISTRATION & 
BOARD SUPPORT 

This office is responsible for staffing, compensa on, 

benefits design, and administra on; ensuring 

compliance with applicable employment laws; 

wellness program; people policies; employee 

rela ons; and performance management. 

This office provides support to the Board of 

Directors ac vi es related to formal and special 

Board mee ngs, coordina on of travel and events 

arrangements, and safekeeping of official records.  

Other du es include administra ve and opera onal 

responsibility for facility services including oversight 

for ongoing service and maintenance contracts, and 

general opera ons and maintenance of the main 

office and surrounding landscape. 

L   
D  

Offices and Human Capital  — Sec on 2 

I  
T  

The office is responsible for the opera ons, 

maintenance, and business con nuity of the 

informa on technology infrastructure including 

applica ons, networks, servers, and worksta ons 

for the District.  
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Administrative & Employee Service Office  

Administrative	Services	Of ice		

Administra ve & Program Goals  

Administrative	Services		Of ice		

Major Project Goals 

Performance Objectives  (2020) 

 Operation and maintenance of District Headquarters 
facilities  

 Operation and maintenance of District Headquarters 
grounds 

 Operation and maintenance of District Headquarters 
fleet vehicles  

 Ensure human capital staffing  

 Ensure human capital education 

Performance Objectives (2020) 

 Strategically plan for equipment, software, and col-
laboration tools through technology 

 Ensure administrative support as needed 

Measurement of Completion  
PERFORMANCE  

Summary  2019 Actual  2020 Projected Goal Justification  

Headquarters Facilities 100% 100% In-house Standard 

Headquarters Grounds  100% 100% In-house Standard 

Fleet Management 100% 83% In-house Standard 

Human Capital Staffing 90% 100% In-house Standard 

Hardware, Software & Technology 100% 100% In-house Standard 

Performance Results (2019) 

 District Headquarter facilities maintained 

 District Headquarter grounds maintained 

 District Headquarter fleet vehicles maintained 

 Human capital staffing is consistent from prior year 

 Human capital education including First Aid safety and improved administrative technical skills 

 Information technology up to date, Microsoft 365 upgrade 

 Phone system installation, training complete 

Offices and Human Capital  — Sec on 2 
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Engineering, Planning & Operations Office 

Engineering, Plan-

ning and Opera-

ons Office  devel-

ops policies, and 

conducts strategic 

and long-term 

planning. Addi-

onally, manages 

the James W. Bro-

derick Hydropow-

er Plant at Pueblo 

Reservoir. 

Planning	&	Operations	Of ice		

Engineering,		

E  S

R  P   
A  

This office assists in  long-range water 

resource planning and policy analysis within 

the Fry-Ark service area, including ini a ves 

of the Board of Directors.  

This office provides technical assistance for 

all engineering ac vi es within the District, 

including design review, cost es ma ng, and 

other func ons as required. 

P  S  
This office manages the James W. Broderick 

Hydropower Plant at Pueblo Reservoir 

Offices and Human Capital  — Sec on 2 
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Engineering, Planning & Operations Office 

Summary  2019 Actual  2020 Goal Justification  

Build James W. Broderick Hydropower Plant 100% 100% In-house Standard 

Recovery of Storage 10% 50% In-house Standard 

Arkansas Valley Conduit 25% 50% In-house Standard 

Pueblo Dam Interconnect 5% 5% In-house Standard 

Operate James W. Broderick Hydropower Plant 90% 100% In-house Standard 

Engineering,	Planning	&	Operations	Of ice		

Administra ve & Program Goals  

Engineering,	Planning	&	Operations	Of ice		

Major Project Goals 

Performance Objectives (2020) 

 Fine-tune operations at the James W. Broderick Hydro-
power Plant 

 Oversee remaining contract items for the Hydro Plant 

 Attain Lease of Power Privilege compliance with the 
Bureau of Reclamation 

 Provide support for major projects in the District and 
Enterprise 

Performance Objectives (2020) 

 Arkansas Valley Conduit: Coordinate activities with 
Reclamation to initiate construction 

 Launch Recovery of Storage study for Pueblo Reser-
voir 

Measurement of Completion  
PERFORMANCE  

Performance Results (2019) 

 Completed construction of the James W. Broderick Hydropower Plant 

 Worked with Reclamation and CDM Smith to complete Phase 1 of the Arkansas Valley Con-
duit Regionalization study 

 Worked with Reclamation to complete Value Planning Exercise and Path Forward materials 
for the Arkansas Valley Conduit 

 Initiated Recovery of Storage study parameters 

Offices and Human Capital  — Sec on 2 
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Engineering & Water Resources Office 

Engineering, Plan-

ning and Opera-

ons Office man-

ages the water 

deliveries, devel-

ops policies, and 

conducts strategic 

and long-term 

planning for all 

District  and  En-

terprise programs 

and projects. 

Planning	&	Operations	Of ice		

Engineering,		

W  O  

E  S

R  P   
A  

This office is responsible for the efficient 

delivery of Fry-Ark water. It provides front-

line water customer service, water 

accoun ng, and forecas ng. This office is also 

responsible for performing hydraulic and 

hydrologic engineering.  

This office is responsible for long-range water 

resource planning and policy analysis within 

the Fry-Ark service area, including ini a ves 

of the Board of Directors.  

This office provides administra on and legal 

stewardship of Fry-Ark technical records, 

provides technical engineering exper se, and 

supervises project management. 

P  S  
This office assists in the management of the 

James W. Broderick Hydropower Plant at 

Pueblo Reservoir 

Offices and Human Capital  — Sec on 2 
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Engineering & Water Resources Office 

Summary  2019 Actual  2020Goal Justification  

Boundaries & Inclusion 95% 100% In-house Standard 

Reclamation Reform Act  100% 100% In-house Standard 

Winter Water  100% 100% In-house Standard 

Water Quality Monitoring  90% 100% In-house Standard 

Fountain Creek Transit Loss 100% 100% In-house Standard 

Restoration of Yield  20% 60% In-house Standard 

Regional Resource Planning Group  0% 100% In-house Standard 

Asset Valuation 0% 100% In-house Standard 

Condition Assessment 0% 50% In-house Standard 

Water Sales & Storage 100% 100% In-house Standard 

Voluntary Flow Management  100% 100% In-house Standard 

Engineering	&	Water	Resources	

Administra ve & 

Program Goals  

Engineering	&	Water	Resources	Of ice	

Major Project Goals 

Performance Objectives (2020) 

 Completion of District boundaries 
GIS mapping for true-up with 
counties 

 Reclamation Reform Act ongoing 
program to track irrigated acres in 
the District boundaries  

 Winter Water Storage ongoing 
program that allows Ag entities to 
store water during off-season 

 Fountain Creek Transit Loss ongo-
ing program to track Return Flows 
in Fountain Creek 

 Restoration of Yield study, pur-
chase, design, and implement stor-
age to capture water releases down-
stream of Pueblo Reservoir 

 Allocation of Project water and 
Return Flows 

 Provide support for James W. Bro-
derick Hydropower Plant at Pueblo 
Dam 

Performance Objectives (2020) 

 Initiate Fryingpan-Arkansas Project Asset Valuation 

 Initiate Fryingpan-Arkansas Project Condition Assessment 

 Develop Regional Resource Planning Group path forward 

 Develop Irrigation First Right of Refusal policies and procedures 

Measurement of Completion  
PERFORMANCE  

Performance Results (2019) 

 Completed final year of First Right of Refusal Pilot Program 

 Provided support for James W. Broderick Hydropower Plant at Pueblo Dam 

 Completed boundary survey for true-up with counties; applied inclusion manual to District additions 

 Ongoing Reclamation Reform Act  program to track irrigated acres in the District boundaries 

 Ongoing Winter Water Storage Program that allows Ag entities to store water during off-season 

 Ongoing Water Quality Sampling to ensure water quality in rivers 

 Ongoing Fountain Creek Transit Loss program to track Return Flows in Fountain Creek 

 Ongoing Restoration of Yield  study, purchase, design, and implement storage to capture water releases 

 Ongoing Regional Resource Planning program to ensure water quality in the Arkansas River 

 Ongoing Project water allocation 

Offices and Human Capital  — Sec on 2 
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Issues, Programs & Communication Office 

The Issues, Projects, 

Programs and Commu-

nica ons Office pro-

vides outreach ser-

vices to maximize effi-

cient use of the re-

gion’s exis ng water 

supplies through a 

variety of targeted 

programs and ini a-

ve. The community 

rela ons outreach 

furthers local water 

supply through local, 

state, and federal 

sponsored programs 

to promote public ed-

uca on, outreach, and 

technical assistance 

for local leaders.  

&	Communications	

Of ice		

Issues,	Programs	

C  

P   P  

C  R  

The water conserva on program develops regional 

conserva on policies and methods, provides tools 

and training to implement conserva on programs, 

and coordinates the regional water use efficiency 

efforts.  

The community rela ons outreach oversees an array 

of strategies and programs related to increasing 

public awareness for mo va ng and improving 

collabora on, communica ons, and coordina on 

between the District and stakeholders.   

District projects and programs are coordinated to 

prove assurances that necessary ac ons are taken at 

the appropriate me in order to accomplish the best 

results.  

I  M  

As the District’s ac vi es con nue, new issues may 

arise which require decisive ac on by staff to 

con nue to project a forward-moving image among 

area, state, and federal communi es. The office will 

assist in taking proac ve steps, including producing 

long-term planning materials, to ensure the District 

stays on course to accomplish goals. 

Offices and Human Capital  — Sec on 2 
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Issues, Programs & Communication Office 

Issues,	Programs	&	Communications	Of ice		

Administra ve & Program Goals  

Issues,	Programs	&	Communications	Of ice		

Major Project Goals 

Performance Objectives  (2020) 

 Arkansas Valley Conduit planning, development and 
communication 

 Coordination with state and federal agencies and 
associations 

 Budget Publication, Strategic Plan, Business Plan 
updates and improvements 

 Administer Excess Capacity Master Contract 

Performance Objectives (2020) 

 Communication Contact for Arkansas Valley Conduit 
Project, contract negotiations 

 Communication activities for Financial Strategy and 
Sustainability Study 

 Coordination of public outreach for James W. Broderick 
Hydropower Plant at Pueblo Dam 

 Planning liaison for Arkansas River Basin Water Forum 

Measurement of Completion  
PERFORMANCE  

Performance Results (2019) 

 Coordination of the dedication ceremony for the James W. Broderick Hydropower Plant; tours of plant 

 Planning and execution of Fryingpan-Arkansas tour for Department of Natural Resources 

 Completion Budget Publication, Business Plan, and Strategic Plan and ready for distribution 

 Development of path forward for Arkansas Valley Conduit with the Bureau of Reclamation 

 Presentation of District projects and programs to various outside groups 

 Participate in planning of Arkansas River Basin Water Forum 

 Administration of Excess Capacity Master Contract 

Summary  2019Actual  2019 Projected Goal Justification  

Arkansas Valley Conduit development 25% 50% In-house Standard 

Financial Strategy and Sustainability Study 75% 100% In-house Standard 

Coordination with outside agencies 100% 100% In-house Standard 

Tour and Events 100% 100% In-house Standard 

Budget, Business Plan, Strategic Plan 100% 100% In-house Standard 

Excess Capacity Master Contract 100% 100% In-house Standard 

Offices and Human Capital  — Sec on 2 
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Sec on 3 

Financial Planning 

Introduction 
Planning Documents 

The Strategic Plan is a 

long‐term roadmap for 

District and Enterprise 

projects and programs. 

The Business Plan pro‐

vides a blueprint of the 

work that is expected to 

be accomplished in the 

coming three years. 

The Annual Budget is 

a more detailed look at 

the year ahead. 

The Annual Financial 

Report reconciles reve‐

nues and how funds 

were spent. 

Finance Study Review 

A review of the    

Financial Strategy and 

Sustainability  Study 

appears  in this sec on. 

The Financial Planning Section of this document is designed to create a clear under-
standing of the financial structure of the Southeastern Colorado Water Conservancy Dis-
trict also known as the General Fund and Southeastern Colorado Water Activity Enter-
prise, Proprietary Fund also known as the Business Activity.  

Financial analytical, comparisons data, and 2020 Budget explanations and budget state-
ments can be found in the Budget Overview section of this document.  

The 2020 Budget is made up of the Southeastern Colorado Water Conservancy District 
(District) referred to as the General Fund or the Governmental Activities and the Proprie-
tary Fund or Water Activity Enterprise (Enterprise) referred to as the Enterprise Fund, the 
Water Fund and/or the Business Activity for the year January 1 through December 31, 
2020. 

The District’s long-term planning and implementation of the Strategic Plan includes; 
construction of a hydroelectric power plant at Pueblo Dam, completion of key projects in 
storage, the Arkansas Valley Conduit (AVC), operations maintenance and replacement, 
and primary debt of the Fryingpan-Arkansas Project, including developing better tools and 
methods for financial planning, water conservation, and communications.  

In 2019, the District hired the Jacobs Engineering Firm to perform a Financial Strategy 
and Sustainability Study (Finance Study), including a Financial Plan, Analysis of Policies, 
Capital Improvement Plan, Revenue Requirement Analysis, Cost of Service Analysis and 
Rate Design Analysis. The contract was amended to study surcharges in 2020. 

The Board will attempt to resolve several issues that emerged  as a result of the Finance 
Study, including Carryover Storage charges, Winter water charges, Return Flow charges 
and split rates for M&I and irrigation. 
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Financial Strategy and Sustainability Study 

Choosing a Message to Set the Stage 

The Southeastern Colorado Water 
Conservancy District (District) was 

formed in 1958 to improve the water 
resources of the Arkansas River, and 
specifically to develop the Fryingpan-
Arkansas Project (Project).  

When the Project was authorized by 
Congress in 1962, the District already 
had begun the task of funding the legal, 
engineering and clerical support the Pro-
ject required.  

Much of the District’s activity in the 
past 60 years has been focused on pay-
ing off the debt for construction of the 
Project, as well as paying for its share of 
the operation and maintenance of the 
Project.  

In 2019, the District initiated a Finan-
cial Strategy and Sustainability Study to 
develop financial planning tools to cope 
with an aging Project, as well as dynam-
ic changes that are expected to occur in 
the coming years. The District will re-
ceive financial planning tools that will 
allow its Board to make solid planning 
decisions in the future.  

This will help meet the Project’s infra-
structure needs, as well as give the Dis-
trict the means to address future chal-
lenges. 

The District will not change its ad val-
orem tax rate as a result of this study. 
The property tax is tied to the federal 
contract for the repayment and operation 
of the Project. 

Other than taxes, the District primarily 
relies on water sales and storage reve-
nues.  

The Project water sales rate has not 
been raised since 1998, and the District 
has pulled from its reserves or impose 
fees to meet shortfalls in revenue that 
should be covered by sales.  

The price of Project water is just a 
fraction of comparable water that can be 
purchased for supplemental use in this 
area.  

Project water storage fees are 
assessed only as surcharges. 

— Letter to stakeholders, March 2019 

Launching the Study 

The District announced  

the  Finance Study to 

stakeholders in March of 

2019. A series of out‐

reach mee ngs through‐

out the District was host‐

ed by the District to ex‐

plain the need for the 

Study, what tools would 

be developed as a result 

of the Finance Study, and 

how the study would be 

conducted. Jacobs re‐

viewed the financial sta‐

tus of the District and 

then held four work‐

shops from April‐July of 

2019. District staff prom‐

ised stakeholders that 

more outreach mee ngs 

would be scheduled to 

report the results of the 

workshops, the progress 

of the Finance Study, and 

the likelihood of rate 

increases as the study 

neared comple on. 

Those mee ngs were 

held in August, in order 

to give stakeholders suffi‐

cient informa on to pre‐

pare 2020 budgets.  

“ 

“ 
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Financial Strategy and Sustainability Study 

The Workshops 

The workshops were 

held during Execu ve 

Commi ee mee ngs, 

which were open to the 

public and all Board 

members.  The Execu ve 

Commi ee was chosen 

because its members are 

the Board officers and 

commi ee chairs.  At the 

May commi ee mee ng, 

there were numerous 

ques ons about the Fi‐

nance Study process, as 

well as District and Enter‐

prise finances. District 

staff and the consultant, 

Jacobs, met over the 

next few months to 

a empt to answer the 

ques ons raised by the 

Execu ve Commi ee. 

These broadly included: 

 Mill levy op ons 

 TABOR restric ons 

 Bond & debt authori-

ty 

 Restric ons on re-

serves 

 Size of reserves 

 Appropriate me to 

set policies 

Workshop 1, April 23, 2019: 
 Long-Term Financial Plan 

Using projections over a 10-
year period, called a “base case,” 
Jacobs found that the District 
would be losing millions of dol-
lars over the next decade if reve-
nues remained stagnant. Because of state revenue 
restraints imposed by the Colorado 5.5 percent 
Property Tax Revenue Limit and TABOR, the 
only source of increasing revenues is by raising 
rates on water sales and storage in the Enterprise. 

Rate revenues must double over the next 10 
years in order to maintain current financial levels. 
The “base case” study does not look at building 
reserve funds. 

The base case includes only one Capital Im-
provement project, which is the Restoration of 
Yield program, an obligation to build reservoirs 
with partners that is beyond the District’s control. 

Workshop 2, June 27, 2019:  
Establishing Appropriate Reserves 

The Board established fund 
obligation accounts and targets on 
September 20, 2018, but has no 
policies or practices on how or 
when reserve accounts are fund-
ed. Jacobs recommended establish Working Cash, 
Operating, Contingency & Exposure and Capital 
Reserves. 

The District needs better definition and direc-
tion in establishing reserve funds, levels, and tar-
gets. Jacobs recommended Working Cash, Oper-
ating, Exposure, and Capital reserves that reflect 
the District’s unique circumstances, legal struc-
ture, financing capability, and risks of operation. 

Workshop 3, June 27, 2019:  
Allocating Cost of Service 

The goals of the Cost of 
Service Study were to meet 
the revenue requirement, ap-
portion costs among customers 
fairly and equitably, and 
achieve optimal efficiency. 
The Cost of Service Study assigned costs to Dis-
trict and Enterprise functions, as well as classes. 
Classes of customers were identified as Munici-
pal & Industrial, and Irrigation. 

Jacobs based the rate for municipal carryover 
of Project water charges on opportunity costs, and 
surcharges were not studied. The Fry-Ark and 
Hydroelectric Power funds were not considered 
because they are self-sustaining and not affected 
by water rates. 

Workshop 4,  July 25, 2019:  
Water Rates Design and Analysis 

Aggressive, moderate, and grad-
ual scenarios were presented to 
model the impact of raising rates 
quickly or gradually to meet the 10
-year revenue requirement. Jacobs
recommended a split rate for Municipal & Indus-
trial and Irrigation water sales. The municipal
storage carryover rate would be phased in over 5
years to avoid charging for water already stored.
There would be no increase in the first year for
carryover water.

Surcharges were not changed in the analysis, 
because they were instituted by past Boards for 
specific purposes. 

It was emphasized that the Board only approves 
rates for one year, and that increases in the first 
year would not be sufficient to meet the revenue 
requirement. A new analysis in three years was 
recommended. 
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Financial Strategy and Sustainability Study 

Into the Board’s Hands 

In September, the Execu‐

ve Commi ee turned 

the Finance Study over to 

the Board of Directors, 

and a “Financial Ac on 

Plan for the Future” was 

launched. The District 

concurrently conducted 

its annual budget process 

with the s ll incomplete 

Finance Study in process.  

The dra  Financial Strate‐

gy and Sustainability 

Study was presented in 

October, but could not be 

completed un l Decem‐

ber, following Board ac‐

on on 2020 water rates. 

In August, September, 

and October, staff and 

Jacobs answered Board 

ques ons that had been 

raised throughout the 

process. The Board ex‐

tended Jacobs’ contract 

to study the impact of 

incorpora ng surcharges 

into the water sales and 

storage rate structure. 

Rates were approved in 

November, but only a 

por on of the rate analy‐

sis was implemented, 

pending  further discus‐

sion by the Board. 

Compromise With Further Review Chosen for 2020 

The Board recognized the 
need to increase rates to meet 
projected revenue require-
ments, but was undecided on 
key issues. 

In November, the Board 
voted to: 

1) Increase Project water
sales rates to $13.14/af in
2020, up from $7 in 2019.

2) Increase Return Flow
rates to $12/af in 2020,
up from $6/af in 2019.

3) Leave storage charges
unchanged in 2020.

4) Leave surcharges un-
changed in 2020.

(Old rates are shown in Table 
1; approved rates in Table 3.) 

The Board will look at the 
following issues in the first 
quarter of 2020: 

1) Carry-over Storage
charges.

2) Winter water charges.
3) Return Flow charges.
4) Split rates for M&I and

Irrigation.

The Board reserved the op-
tion of increasing charges for 
the unresolved issues in 2020, 
but to levels no higher than 
“Option 1 Aggressive” in the 
Finance Study (Table 2).  

In any case, surcharges will 
remain in place until at least 
2021. 

The changes were outlined 
to stakeholders in a Novem-
ber 25, 2019 letter from Dis-
trict staff. 

Table 1: 2019 water sales and storage rates. 
Table 2: “Op on 1 Aggressive” rates in the Finance Study. 
Table 3: Board‐approved rates, which could change pending 

Board discussion on key issues in early 2020. 
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Financial Strategy and Sustainability Study 

What are the Next Steps for District Finances? Framing the Future 

The Finance Study grew 

out of  the “Framing the 

Future” discussion that 

began in the Execu ve 

Commi ee in 2017. In 

that discussion, the im‐

portance of maintaining 

the Fryingpan‐Arkansas 

Project and its suppor ng 

ac vi es was stressed. 

The District’s role as the 

Project’s sponsor was 

emphasized. The Finance 

Study was the logical 

next step in iden fying 

and implemen ng chang‐

es that will allow the Dis‐

trict to fulfill its role for 

the next 60 years and 

beyond.  

Throughout the Finance Study, there 
was an overarching theme of “Get It 
Right.” 

As President Bill Long said in Novem-
ber: “As president of this Board, it is im-
portant to me that we be in agreement as 
we move forward. We’ve got to move 
forward and work together to take care 
of the future needs of this District.” 

In the history of the District, there has 
been little stimulus to look at the water 
rate structure. While the Project was be-
ing built, and for many years after that, 
there was doubt that the Fryingpan-
Arkansas Project’s costs could be paid 
off within 50 years after the 1982 Con-
tract was signed.  

Water rates were tied to the repayment, 
and past Boards resisted Reclamation’s 
attempts to raise them. 

The District obtained use of the water 
sales revenues in 2010 — nearly 40 
years after the first sales of Project wa-
ter. Water sales and storage revenues 
remain the major source of income for 
the Water Activity Enterprise. As the 
cost of service showed, the rates only 
cover a portion of the true cost. 

The District’s task in the coming years 
will be to meet the goals defined in 
Workshop 3 of the Finance Study: 

 Meet the revenue requirement. 

 Apportion costs among customers 
fairly and equitably. 

 Achieve optimal efficiency.  

In 2020, this course of action will take 
two paths. 

The first will be Jacobs’ next task of 
analyzing surcharges to measure the im-
pact on rates of removing some or all of 
them. Past Boards added the surcharges 
to accommodate specific funding needs, 
and those connections must be defined 
and resolved. 

The second is a deeper, more funda-
mental discussion. This involves the un-
resolved issues of carry-over storage, 
Winter water charges, Return Flow 
sales, and split rates for M&I and Irriga-
tion. 

The District population has tripled to 
nearly 900,000 people in the past 60 
years. The need for supplemental water 
is greater than ever. The Finance Study 
has provided the tools to “Get It Right.” 
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Financial Policies 

Financial Policies 

The 2019 Finance Study 

recommended four new 

financial policies for the 

District , which were 

adopted by the Board in 

October 2019.  At the 

same me, some of the 

more detailed elements 

of the suggested policies 

were adopted as prac c‐

es. The District has an 

Investment Policy in 

place, as well as guide‐

lines for Accoun ng, Au‐

di ng, Budge ng, Cash 

Management, Financial 

Repor ng, Internal Con‐

trol, Records Manage‐

ment , and Other Issues.  

Rate-Setting Policy 

Water rates are set to recover costs, on a long-term basis, net of other revenue 
sources for the Southeastern Colorado Water Activity Enterprise (SECWAE). 

SECWAE will review rates, at least, annually as part of the long-term planning pro-
cess. 

A cost-of-service study will be performed every three years, or as necessary, to fore-
cast the revenue requirement. The cost-of-service study is based on a 10-year planning 
horizon, called the Forecast Period. Rates are set for one year only, called the Firm 
Year. The second and third years are Advisory Years and align with the District’s 
three-year Business Plan. 

Costs shall be allocated to two customer groups: Municipal & Industrial and Irriga-
tion customer groups. 

Rates, under general circumstances, should only be set following public announce-
ment and an adequate provision of time for public comment.   

The Board retains its authority permitted under water delivery contracts to adjust 
rates, as deemed necessary, if rates prove inadequate to cover cost.  

58



Debt Management Policy 

This policy is a guide to the Southeastern Colorado Water Conservancy District (SECWCD) 
and its Activity Enterprise (SECWAE) for the issuance and use of debt to fund capital projects or to re-
fund/refinance/restructure outstanding debt. SECWCD and SECWAE will ensure compliance with all 
laws, legal agreements, contracts, best practices, and adopted policies related to debt issuance and man-
agement. 

SECWCD and SECWAE will promote cooperation and coordination with all stakeholders in the financ-
ing and delivery of services by seeking the lowest cost of capital reasonably available and minimizing fi-
nancing costs for capital projects and other debt issuances. 

SECWCD’s and SECWAE’s Boards are responsible for authorizing all debt issuance via a Board resolu-
tion. The Board is also responsible for approving the Debt Policy and any material changes to it. 
SECWCD and SECWAE Board members and staff, District officials, and outside advisors are critical in 
the debt issuance process. 

Capital Planning  
The Southeastern Colorado Water Conservancy District (SECWCD) Capital Improvement Pro-
gram (CIP) is a 20-year capital investment plan that encompasses all annual capital expenditures 

on individual capital projects—generally nonrecurring investments in new or existing infrastructure, in-
cluding new construction, expansion, renovation, or replacement projects, with a useful life of at least 10 
years. 

This policy applies to the SECWCD and its Water Activity Enterprise. 

The Executive Director, in consultation with the Board President, will be responsible for development of 
the CIP. The Finance Committee, a standing committee of the Board, will review the CIP annually and 
forward it to the Board for approval 

     The CIP presents the 20-year rolling plan for capital allocation and prioritization. The CIP will be 
updated and published each year. Capital projects will be required to identify benefits to justify the re-
quested capital investment. 

Financial Policies, Practices, and Guidelines

Policies Prac ces Guidelines 

Rate Se ng 
Debt Management 
Unrestricted Reserves 
Capital Planning 
Investment 

Rate Se ng 
Debt Management 
Unrestricted Reserves 
Capital Planning 

Accoun ng Financial Repor ng     
Audi ng                        Internal Control 
Budge ng                     Records Management 
Cash Management     Other Issues 

Financial Planning — Sec on 3 

Financial Policies 
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Financial Policies 

Unrestricted Reserves 

The Southeastern Col-
orado Water Conservancy Dis-
trict (SECWCD) and its Water 
Activity Enterprise (SECWAE) 
have established Unrestricted 
Reserve funds for: (i) operations 
and maintenance activities in 
years of below average income 
due to drought or other events or 
contingencies, (ii) major infra-
structure or equipment failures, 
(iii) extraordinary expenses as-
sociated with major mainte-
nance and rehabilitation pro-
jects, and (iv) new capital pro-
jects and programs.

Reserve policies are to be established and accomplished in accordance with statutory and contractual re-
quirements. This policy does not modify or supersede requirements to maintain certain levels of restricted re-
serves as specified within various existing and future agreements, including but not limited to Amendment No. 
11 To Contract No. 5-07-70-W0086, Between the United States of America and the Southeastern Colorado 
Water Conservancy District, Fryingpan-Arkansas Project, Colorado, as it may be amended, supplemented or 
converted. The board has the discretion to change funding priorities. 

The SECWCD and SECWAE Board will establish funding targets and priorities of Unrestricted Reserves, 
and will adjust periodically as necessary. 

The Executive Director is authorized to commit and expend reserve funds as necessary in his/her judgment 
to protect life and property, provided that as soon as practicable, the Executive Director shall notify the Board 
of such action and obtain Board approval for such commitment and expenditure in a timely manner.  

Reserve Category Purpose Target Funding Level 

Cash Reserve Working cash sufficient to fund cash-
flow variations in a typical operating 
cycle. 

(To be determined) 

Operating Reserve Covers potential interruptions in Dis-
trict Operations and District Enter-
prise Fund revenue streams; and 
may be used to smooth and stabilize 
water rates over the short term. 

(To be determined) 

Capital Reserve Funds capital repair, replacement, or 
betterment of SECWCD properties; 
funds other capital activities that may 
be undertaken by SECWCD. 

(To be determined) 

Exposure Reserve Covers extraordinary, unforeseen 
events not otherwise covered by re-
serves or insurance. 

(To be determined) 

Future Adjustments 
The Board approved the Unrestricted Reserves policy in 

October, with the condition that target funding levels would be 
set in the future. 

Target funding levels for specific elements were identified 
in September 2018 for both the District and Enterprise. How-
ever, no funding mechanisms or timetables were put in place.  

Jacobs recommended broad levels of funding for each cate-
gory, but with the caveat that the final decision should be the 
Board’s, based on its knowledge of specific needs within the 
District. 
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An annual budget is prepared for 
the District and Enterprise funds on 
a basis consistent with generally 
accepted accounting principles 
(GAAP) as it applies to fund finan-
cial statements prescribed through 
the Governmental Accounting 
Standards Board (GASB).  

The Board of Directors enacts 
the budget through appropriation. 

The Executive Director is re-
sponsible for ensuring the District 
operates within the budgetary 
guidelines and that adequate funds 
are available.  

District or general fund basis of 
budgeting is processed on the mod-
ified accrual accounting system.  

This system recognizes revenues 
in the period when they become 
available and measurable and ex-
penditures when the liability is in-
curred.  

The Enterprise fund basis of 
budgeting is presented using an 
accrual basis of accounting, recog-
nizing revenue when earned and 
expenses when the liability is in-
curred. 

The basis of budgeting and basis 
of accounting are shown in the 
chart below. 

Basis of Budge ng and Accoun ng Methods 

Government Fund 

    General Fund Modified Accrual 

Enterprise Fund 

    Proprietary Fund Accrual 

Basis of Budgeting Fund Structure 

District finances are made up of two 
entities. These two entities are the Gov-
ernment Activity and the Business Activ-
ity.  

The Government Activity is made up 
of two subfunds the Fry-Ark Project and 
District operation. The Fry-Ark subfund 
includes the Fryingpan-Arkansas Project 
activity. The District operations includes 
grant activity, operating expense, reoc-
curring capital, and capital improvement. 
The Business Activity is made up of the 
Water subfund and the Hydroelectric 
subfund. The Water subfund includes 
grant activity, operations, and major pro-
jects, reoccurring capital, and capital 
improvement. The hydroelectric subfund 
is the operation of the James W. Broder-
ick Hydropower Plant at Pueblo Dam.  

The Government Activity, which is the 
general fund for the government. The 
primary focus is to ensure that the Fry-
ingpan-Arkansas Project debt is retired 
within the contractual limits and ensure 
payment of the District’s portions of the 
operations maintenance and replacement 
of the Project. Also, to protect and devel-
op the District’s water rights, retain val-
ued knowledgeable employees, and 
maintain capital improvements and capi-
tal projects.  

Within the District accounting system 
and structure, all District or General 
Funds are accounted for under the single 
title Government Activity. The Govern-
ment Activity uses the current financial 
measurement focus.  

The funds through which the functions 
of the District are financed are described 
as Governmental Funds. The District 

operates the Governmental Fund and due 
to the nature and size of operations, does 
not generally utilize other types of funds. 

The Business Activity is a Proprietary 
Fund account for business operations. 
The Business Activity Funds include the 
activities of the Enterprise and major 
projects. The Enterprise was established 
in 1995 and continues to grow.  

The purpose of the Enterprise is to 
undertake and develop commercial activ-
ities on behalf of the District as a gov-
ernment. These activities may include 
construction, operation, replacement and 
maintenance of Fry-Ark Project water 
and facilities, and any related contract-
ing, engineering, financing, and admin-
istration.  

The Business Activity’s primary focus 
is to develop project and programs and 
provide services to the District. The 
Business Activity provides support for 
ongoing projects and programs for the 
many stakeholders and constituents of 
the District. 

Within the Enterprise accounting, sys-
tem and structure projects are consolidat-
ed to constitute the Business Activity 
and/or the Proprietary Fund.  

The projects includes the Southeastern 
Colorado Water Activity Enterprise as a 
whole, Excess Capacity Master Contract 
Project, Enlargement Project, Arkansas 
Valley Conduit Project, and the Hydroe-
lectric Power Plant on Pueblo Dam. 

These divisions were created to ac-
count for the costs associated with each 
project individually. The Business Activ-
ity account uses the flow of economic 
resources measurement focus. 

Major Funds and Subfunds 

Basis of Budgeting & Fund Structure 
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Budgetary Control 

The Budgetary 

control process is 

guided by the Board 

of Directors ap‐

proved Financial 

Management Guide. 

The document is 

reviewed annually 

and provides guid‐

ance to staff in all 

offices and depart‐

ments.  

This document 

provides guidance 

on the requirement 

of a balanced budg‐

et, budget adop on 

and amendment 

process, balancing 

funds, budget for‐

mat, expenditure 

guidelines, revenue 

guidelines, and the 

accurate basic of 

budge ng for each 

fund. 

The Financial 

Management Guide 

has several relevant 

policies to preserve 

and enhance the 

fiscal health of the 

District and the En‐

terprise. It also iden‐

fies acceptable and 

unacceptable cours‐

es of ac on, and 

provide a standard 

to evaluate the gov‐

ernment’s annual 

performance.  

Financial Management Guide 

Below are a few of the highlighted policies that are 
generated from the Financial Management Guide. Addi-
tional information regarding financial policies are located 
in the Financial Management Guide, which is available 
upon request. 

 The District general fund must consist of a 
balanced budget, unless there is a budget-
ed use of reserve funds. 

 The Enterprise proprietary fund can record 
a gain or loss dependent upon the Board of 
Directors guidance of project and pro-
grams set forth in the adopted budget. 

 Purchases over $5,000 are subject to an 
informal or formal bid process and must 
be reviewed and approved by the Execu-
tive Director. 

 Purchases over $25,000 not appropriated 
in the annual budget must be reviewed and 
approved by the Board of Directors prior 
to purchase. 

 Use of fund balance must be reviewed by 
the Finance Committee prior to a recom-
mendation to the Board of Directors for 
budget appropriation. 

 If expenditure exceed the adopted budget-
ed appropriation, the budget must be 
amended, upon this process the budget 
becomes a “Restated (amended) Budget.” 

The District General Fund presents a balanced budget 
for appropriations, except in years when capital outlay is 
needed for projects to uphold the purpose of the District 
and other one-time expenditures that require spending 
from unrestricted funds.  

A balanced budget reflects a single fiscal year that the 
overall difference between government revenues and 
spending equal. Appropriations are enacted by the Board 
of Directors authorizing the expenditure of a designated 
amount of funds for the operations of the District.  

Appropriations for the District and/or General Fund 
include:  Fryingpan-Arkansas activities, grant activities, 
operations, capital outlay including one-time extraordi-
nary expenditures.  

In any year, after the budget has been adopted, if ex-
penditures exceed the appropriated amount for any entity, 
budget amendments are created which consist of a Re-
stated or amended Budget. 

The primary function of the District is to collect ad 
valorem taxes from portions of nine counties to ensure 
that the Fryingpan-Arkansas Project debt is retired within 
the contractual limits and ensure payment of the Dis-
trict’s portions of the operations, maintenance, and re-
placement of the Project.  

DISTRICT 

ENTERPRISE 

(Government Ac vity) 

 The District is primarily 

an administra ve agency with one 

major Project, which in the Fry‐Ark 

Project supported by tax collec on. 

 To finance the opera ons of the 

District, an Opera ng tax is levied 

on the cons tuents within the Dis‐

trict boundaries. 

 A por on of Specific Ownership 

tax also assists the District with 

opera ng expenditures. 

 Finally, the Business Ac vity re‐

imburses the District for personnel 

and overhead in propor on to the 

amount of work staff is budgeted 

to work for Enterprise ac vi es.   

Other revenues may include grants 

and investments. 

(Business Ac vity) 

 The Enterprise is a 

service organiza on that develops 

and manages projects for the Fry‐

ingpan‐Arkansas Project stakehold‐

ers. 

 It is the business ac vity for the 

District. Stakeholders may include 

municipal or agricultural water 

en es, government agencies such 

as the United States Geological 

Survey (USGS), Reclama on, Colo‐

rado Water Conserva on Board 

(CWCB), and/or other partnership 

groups.  

 Funding for the Enterprise is re‐

ceived through the sale and admin‐

istra on of Fryingpan‐Arkansas 

Project water and related surcharg‐

es and fees, reimbursement from 

Project par cipants, grants, part‐

nership contribu ons,  

and investments.  
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The District and 

Enterprise have 

regula ons set 

forth by the State 

of Colorado. When 

expenditures ex‐

ceed appropria on 

of the adopted 

budget, amend‐

ments are made 

and a Restated 

Budget is created.  

The Board of 

Directors will take 

ac on during a 

Board of Directors 

mee ng to Restate 

the Budget and will 

re‐adopt the 

amended Budget. 

On this page are 

the  main statutes 

which affect finan‐

cial prac ces.  

Budgetary Guidelines & Practices 
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The District and 

Enterprise have 

regula ons set 

forth by the State 

of Colorado. When 

expenditures ex‐

ceed appropria on 

of the adopted 

budget, amend‐

ments are made 

and a Restated 

Budget is created.  

The Board of 

Directors will take 

ac on during a 

Board of Directors 

mee ng to Restate 

the Budget and will 

re‐adopt the 

amended Budget. 

On this page are 

the  main statutes 

which affect finan‐

cial prac ces.  

Budgetary Guidelines & Practices 
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Phase 6 – Restated (amended) Budget and Adoption 

The sixth phase only takes place if and when the annual expenditure levels are higher than the adopted 
budget appropriation. This scenario would trigger the restated budget process. The amendment that are 
necessary are made and presented to the Board of Directors. After the amendments made to the budget 
and the budget is adopted a second time in one fiscal year the budget becomes a “Restated or Amended 
Budget.” 

Financial Planning — Sec on 3 

Budget Financial Methodology: 

Phase 1—Budget Call 

 The Executive Director and Budget Officer meet with all department office heads 
to discuss and update the District mission. Budget forms and budget calendar are 
communicated. Emphasis is placed on accurate, prompt, and uniform submissions. 

JULY 

Phase 2 – Obtaining Staff Input 

Staff members begin collecting information, completing budget forms, and return-
ing them to the Budget Officer. The Budget Officer completes analysis of the budg-
et requests and assembles the financial information, goals, and objectives into one 
document for the Executive Director to review. 

Phase 3 – Review & Approval of Budget by the Executive Director 

The Budget Officer meets with the Executive Director on several different occasions 
as each section of the budget is completed. Changes are sometimes made to the budg-
et requests submitted by staff. Once the draft of the proposed budget is complete, cop-
ies are sent to department heads for final review then are sent to the Board of Direc-
tors no later than October 15 according to CRS 29-1-105. On the third Thursday in 
September the Board of Directors designates a Budget Officer, often the Finance 
Manager, in accordance with CRS 29-1-104. 

Phase 5 – Final revision and Adoption  

Any changes to the budget are disclosed to the Board of Directors. The Board of 
Directors adopt the budget via Resolution at their December meeting, for total ex-
penditure totals. The adopted budget motion of action states that the revenues may 
be adjusted upon the final tax assessment from the nine county assessors, which are 
not available until December 10. The Finance and Information Technology Office 
is responsible for seeing that budget expenditures stay within budget boundaries; 
however overall responsibility remains with the Executive Director. The budget is 
reconciled periodically to determine if formal action is required to amend the budg-
et. By January 31 the full budget publication is supplied to the Department of Local 
Governments in accordance with CRS 29-1-113(1). 

Phase 4 – Final Revisions and Public Presentation  

Revisions are sometime made between October 15 and the third Thursday in No-
vember. Once these items have been adjusted the Budget Officer provides a full 
presentation of the proposed budget to the Board of Directors and the public in a 
scheduled Public Hearing in accordance with Colorado Revised Statue 29-1-106
(1). Any interested citizen can review the proposed budget and make comments 
and suggestions at the Public Hearing. 

SEPTEMBER 

OCTOBER 

NOVEMBER 

DECEMBER & 
JANUARY   

The District 
budgetary pro‐
cess assists the 
Board of Direc‐
tors with deci‐
sions as to the 

project and 
program for 
alloca on of 
financial sup‐
port. The Dis‐

trict uses a six‐
phase ap‐
proach as 

listed on this 
page. 

Preparation, Review, Adoption, and Restatement
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Sec on 4 

Budget Overview Descrip on 

and Comparison Data 

Introduction 

One Budget, 

 Two Funds 

The Government 

Ac vity, or General 

Fund, encompasses 

all District business 

and primarily en-

sures that the Fry-

ingpan-Arkansas 

Project is paid off 

and remains opera-

onal. 

The Business Ac-

vity, or Enterprise 

Fund, focuses on 

programs and pro-

jects, and provides 

services to the Gov-

ernment Ac vity. 

The Southeastern Colorado Water Conservan-
cy District (District) finances are made up of two 
entities. The two entities are the Government 
Activity or General Fund and the Business Ac-
tivity, which is the Proprietary Fund. The Gov-
ernment Activity consists of all District business, 
which includes the Fryingpan-Arkansas Project 
activity, grant activity, operations, and capital 
outlay. The Business Activity consists of grants, 
operations, major projects, and capital outlay. 

The Government Activity primary focus is to 
ensure that the Fryingpan-Arkansas Project debt 
is retired within the contractual limits and ensure 
payment of the District’s portions of the opera-
tions maintenance and replacement of the Pro-
ject. Also, to protect and develop the District’s 
water rights, retain valued knowledgeable em-
ployees, and maintain capital improvements and 
capital projects.  

Within the District’s accounting system and 
structure all Governmental Activity are recorded 

and accounted for under the single fund titled 
Southeastern Colorado Water Conservancy Dis-
trict. 

The Business Activity is a Proprietary Fund 
account for Enterprise Business Activity.  

The Business Activity’s primary focus on pro-
grams and projects, in addition to providing ser-
vices to the Government Activity.  

The Business Activity, also known as the En-
terprise, provides support for ongoing projects 
and programs for the many stakeholders and 
constituents of the District. A few of the major 
projects that reside within the Business Activity 
include the Excess Capacity Master Contract, 
Enlargement, Arkansas Valley Conduit, Restora-
tion of Yield, and Hydroelectric Power on Pueb-
lo Dam.  

See the Financial Planning section for a full 
explanation of Government and Business Activi-
ty fund structure.  
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Budget Overview & Tax Revenue 

Annually, the District certifies three differ-
ent mill levies to the nine Boards of County 
Commissioners for collection based on each 
of the nine counties’ assessed value of proper-
ty within the boundaries of the District. Ac-
cording to CRS’s the District receives a draft 
certification of assessed value of property for 
each county by August 25. 

The final certification of assessed value of 
property for each county is due to the District 
by December 10.  From the final assessed 
property values, the Budget Officer can esti-
mate collections for contract repayment and 
operating revenues. The 2019 assessments are 
collected in 2020. The nine counties in the 
District estimate a total assessed value in 2019 
of $9,556,714,722.  Table 4-1 illustrates a 
comparison between assessed values from 
2018 to 2019. Table 4-2 illustrates final as-
sessments and expected collection from each 
county.  

The District certifies all three mill levies and 
submits them to each respective county no 

later than December 15, in accordance with 
the Colorado State Law (CRS 39-5-128). See 
Appendix for document titled County Assessed 
Valuation and Certificate of Tax Levy. 

For the 2019 Budget the District certified 
the following levies; Contract Repayment of 
0.900, Abatement and Refunds of 0.004, and 
Operations at 0.035.  

Table 4-2 provides a layout of each county’s 
estimated contribution regarding the three Tax 
Levies for 2020. To avoid over collection in 
tax revenue and to comply with Colorado 
State Statue the District processed two tempo-
rary Mill Levy deductions. Based on the final 
county assessments and calculated limits. The 
District certified 0.900 for contract mill levy 
with a one-time temporary mill levy rate re-
duction of 0.040 mills to equal a total Contract 
Mill Levy of 0.860. The District also certified 
0.035 for operating mill levy with a one-time 
temporary mill levy rate reduction of 0.033 
mills.  

Tax Calculation 

Tax Timeline 

 August 25— Dra  

cer fica on of 

property values. 

 December 10 — 

Final cer fica on 

of property val-

ues. 

 December 15 —  

Mill levies cer -

fied and sent to 

coun es. 

Property taxes in 

Colorado are col-

lected by individ-

ual coun es. 

Special districts 

such as the 

Southeastern 

Colorado Water 

Conservancy Dis-

trict, receive tax 

revenues only 

for those areas 

within District 

boundaries. The 

District pays a 

fee to each of 

the coun es for 

collec ng the 

taxes. 
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Governmental Revenue and Expenditures  

Grant Revenue 

and Expenditures 

The District 

grant budget in-

cludes a budgeted 

con ngency for 

grant opportuni-

es.   

The budget pol-

icy requires that 

all grants meet 

TABOR require-

ments. In addi-

on, grant reve-

nues equal the 

total expenses to 

maintain a bal-

anced grant budg-

et.  

Grant Revenue 

and matching ex-

penditure total 

$300,000 for the 

2020 Budget.  

Tax revenues are used for the payment made on 
the primary debt and operation maintenance and 
replacement (OM&R) of the Fryingpan-Arkansas 
Project. The taxes are generated by two of the 
three collected mill levies. The District collects 
these two-mill levy’s titled, contract tax and 
abatements and refunds tax and then subtracts any 
prior year tax and any county collection fees to 
calculate the total annual tax revenue.  

Table 4-3 provides a four-year comparison of 
tax mill levy revenue and the 2020 Budgeted as-
sessments. Prior to Amendment 11 of the Fry-Ark 
Contract in 2018 all annual Fry-Ark tax revenues 
were paid to Reclamation for OM&R expendi-
tures and debt.  

Amendment 11 allows the debt payments to be 
amortized through December 2031. Meaning that 
the District makes payments in the amount of 
$1,467,572 annually to decrease the debt of the 
Project.  The amendment also provided that the 
District upfront OM&R expense and create a Fry-
Ark reserve fund held by the District for the bene-
fit of the Project.  

As of December 31, 2019, the Fryingpan-
Arkansas Project outstanding debt is $17,610,866. 
At year-end 2019 the Fry-Ark reserve account is 
estimated at $2,720,000.  

Table 4-4 reflects the total annual payment 
made to Reclamation for the Fryingpan-Arkansas 
Project debt and OM&R expenses. At the time of 
this publication the annual reconciliation of 

OM&R for the Fry-Ark was not complete. 

The District collects money from Fountain Val-
ley Authority and from participants in the Winter 
Water Storage Program; both collections are pay-
able to Reclamation.  

The District receives a single payment from the 
Fountain Valley Authority in December of each 
year; the matching expense is paid to Reclamation 
by December 31. The Fountain Valley Authority 
is budgeted in 2020 at $5,365,000. The 2020 
Budget for Winter Water Storage Program is 
based on an estimated storage of 42,000 acre-feet 
at $2.80 per acre-foot for a total of $117,600. 

The Excess Capacity Master Contract is a stor-
age contract held by the District on behalf of Ex-
cess Capacity participants, fees assessed by Rec-
lamation are paid to the District and then forward 
to Reclamation.  

The 2020 Budget includes $277,662 for 6,575 
acre-feet of storage at a Reclamation contracted 
price of $42.23. 

Reclamation Reform Act (RRA) is a project 
enacted by the Federal government that the Dis-
trict must remain in compliance with as a provi-
sion of the Fryingpan-Arkansas Project contract. 

The District has budgeted $20,000 for possible 
fee bills as a result of RRA compliance.  In 2020 
the District will go through a Reclamation audit 
that occurs every five years. 

Fryingpan-Arkansas Revenue and Expenditures  

69



Budget Overview Descrip on and Comparison Data  — Sec on 4 

Government Activity Operating Revenue 
Operating revenue for the Government Activity, also 

known as the General Fund or District generally consists of 
revenue from the third mill levy through Ad Valorem Tax 
collections titled Operating 
Tax. In addition, other 
revenues include Specific 
Ownership Tax, which is 
not a tax mill levy, inter-
fund reimbursements for 
service, investments, and 
other revenues that enables 
the District operations to 
maintain a balanced budg-
et. 

The largest revenue 
stream to the Government 
Activity, as shown in Table 
4-5, is the interfund reim-
bursements for services pro-
vided by the Business Activ-
ity. The increase and de-
crease of this item is depend-
ent on the level of work
done in the respected pro-
jects within the Business
Activity. The major projects
that have gained momentum
and provided an increase
in this interfund reim-
bursement revenue are the
Hydroelectric Power Pro-
ject and the Arkansas Val-
ley Conduit. In 2020, the
interfund reimbursements
make up 54 percent of the
total District operating
revenue.

Table 4-6 provides the 
effect of a stable District 
revenue stream through 
taxes and investments. Operating revenues have proven to be 
a regular dependable stream of revenue averaging $283,711 
annually. Specific Ownership Tax, continues to have a 
steady income of consumer spending trends in the District’s 
nine counties. Over the past four years Specific Ownership 

Tax revenues average $947,284 per year. This av-
erage was increased significantly in the past three 
years. This is a strong indicator that the District’s 
nine county economies are flourishing.  El Paso 
and Pueblo Counties have had the greatest effect on 
Specific Ownership Tax due to their population 

size. Specific Ownership Tax is a less dependable income 
because it is economically driven. 

The District manages $10,500,000 in short and long-term 
investments, even thought the 
portion of these funds are 
held for a specific purpose. 
Bonds held through Wells 
Fargo Securities which make 
up 76 percent of the invest-
ment portfolio and 24 percent 
are made up of short-term 
liquid investments held with 
COLOTrust. The 2020 Budg-
et for investment revenue, 
based on projected fluctua-
tions in the market is 
$213,535. Investment and 
interest revenue producing an 
average of $164,418 per year. 
The District has $2,000,000 
in bond maturity in 2020 and 
will be looking to reinvest the 
funds while managing risk.  
    The District has created a 
fifteen-year Strategic Plan. 
This will allow leadership to 
look long-term in the future 
of the Districts future to plan 
and accommodate these 
plans. Accompanying the 
Strategic Plan, District staff 
has created a three-year 
Business Plan. The Business 
Plan will serve as a short-
term or near future planning 
mechanism.  

The long-term and short-
term plans attempt to miti-
gate the effect that economic 
volatility has on District 

budgeting. Now that these plans have been implemented, 
staff will begin to review policies and investigate additional 
revenue streams. In 2019 the District completed the Finan-
cial Strategy and Sustainability Study. Please see Appendix 
for additional detail regarding the long and short-term plan-
ning.  

The 2020 Budget forecasts that the District’s operating 
revenues will consist of interfund reimbursements of 54 per-
cent, Specific Ownership Tax of 27 percent, Operating tax of 
11 percent, and investment revenue of  
8 percent as shown in Table 4-7.  
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Government Activity Expenditures 
The budgeted Government Activity total expenditures for 

the 2020 Budget are $18,276,814. The expenditures are 
considered in one of four categories; Fryingpan-Arkansas 
activity $14,444,639, Grant activity $300,000, operating 
expenditures $2,682,175 and Recurring Capital expendi-
tures of $850,000.  

Operating expenditure policy requires that expenditures 
match operating revenue to present a balanced governmen-
tal budget, unless there is a planned use of reserve funds. 
For purposes of consistency, Recurring Capital expendi-
tures are included in the analysis of operating expenditures 
as shown in the Budget financial statements. The 2020 
Budget Operating expenditures are illustrated by percentage 
in Table 4-8.  

In 2020, the largest planned expenditure of the operating 
budget is Human Resources, this includes payroll and 
benefits and makes up 49 percent of District opera-
tions. A portion of the Interfund reimbursing revenue 
assist with coverage of this expense. Actual compared 
to 2020 Budget of Payroll and Benefits is shown in 
Table 4-9.  

The District is expected to experience a slight adjust-
ment in staffing position in 2020. This is due to adjust-
ment as a result of workforce planning, see Section 2.  
The District completes a salary and benefits survey 
every three years, that survey was completed in 2018. 

Illustrated in Table 4-10 are outside and professional ser-
vices also known as consulting activities, which accounts for 
14 percent of the District 2020 Budget. This category in-
cludes the annual audit contracts, outside engineering con-
sultants, salary and benefits survey consultant, general attor-
ney fees, and other related expenses.   

Headquarter operating expense includes insurance, office 
supplies, utilities, administrative expense, telephones and 
information technology, and automobile maintenance which 
makeup a total 8 percent of the operating budget.  

Meetings and travel expense reflects 4 percent of the oper-
ating expense for all staffing positions and members of the 
Board of Directors.    

As required, the Government Activity General Fund has 

remained under the adopted budgeted expenditure limit set 
forth by the Board of Directors as indicated in Table 4-11.  

In the past four years the District has not  seen the need to 
implement a Restated Budget. Total operating expenditures 
have averaged $2,279,821 actual expenses 
over the past four years. 
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Government Activity Capital Outlay  
In 2019 the District capital improvement expenditures 

totaled $309,013. The District purchased new chairs for 
the Board of Directors meeting room and a fully func-
tioning office copy machine totaling $67,929. The Dis-
trict continues ongoing engineering expenditures for the 
protection of the District conditional water rights in Di-
vision 5 As well as the  nine counties District boundaries 
in the amount of $48,818. The Finance Strategy and Sus-
tainability Study expenditures totaled $192,266.   

Recurring Capital expenditures in the District 2020 
Budget total $850,000 and include the following items: 
$100,000 for the implementation of an electronic records 
filing system, technology upgrades, and landscape up-
grades. Other items total $750,000 and include, $10,000 for 
Colorado River Issues, $200,000 for the study of Recovery 
of Storage, $40,000 for the Fry-Ark asset assessment, 
$80,000 for the Fry-Ark condition assessment, $10,000 for 
Watershed and Healthy Forest, $60,000 for new SNOTEL 
sites, $100,000 for the continued Finance Study to study Sur-
charges, and $250,000 for water rights protection engineer-
ing and legal expense.  

Over the years 2013 and 2014 the District expended re-
serve savings in the amount of $2,018,219 for the 10825 Pro-
ject. The 10825 relates to the protection of the District’s Fry-
ingpan-Arkansas Project water rights. This purchase impacts 
future operating budgets because there are OM&R annual 
charges of an estimated $2,000 payable by the Business Ac-
tivity. In 2014, the Board of Directors enacted an Environ-
mental Stewardship Surcharge of $0.75 per acre-foot placed 
on all water sales to recover this expenditure. This surcharge 

will be discussed in the Business Activity Operating Revenue 
portion of this document.  

In 2020, the District extended the service agreement with 
Jacobs Engineering to study in detail the Surcharges assessed 
by the Enterprise on all types of Water sales.  

Due to timing factors, what is adopted in the annual budget 
is not always what is expended as you can see when referring 
to Table 4-12.  

The schedule below reflects of Capital expenditures for 
2019 actual through 2022 budget. This is a portion of the 
District’s 20-year Capital Improvement and Projects Plan. 

This will assist the District to ensure that all assets are re-
paired or replaced through their useful life as well as ensure 
the District is working with innovative tools.  

This Capital planning period was designed to align with 
the three-year Business Plan that accompanies the District’s 
Strategic Plan.  

Strategic Component Action Item Element 2019 
Actual 

2020 
Budget 

2021 
Forecast 

2022 
Forecast 

Core Business 
Facilities, Information Technology, 
Vehicles, and Landscape  

$67,929 $100,000 $280,000 $120,000 

Future Water Supply & 
Storage 

Colorado River Issues $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 

Recovery of Storage  $200,000 $50,000 $50,000 

Fry-Ark Asset Assessment $40,000 $20,000 

Fry-Ark Condition Assessment $80,000 $120,000 $30,000 

Watershed Management & Healthy 
Forest 

$10,000 $10,000 $10,000 

Water Supply Protection 
& Efficiency 

Water Right Protection & District 
Boundaries  

$48,818 $250,000 $250,000 $250,000 

Water Supply Storage & 
Power  

Finance Study $192,266 $100,000 $75,000 

SNOTEL Site $60,000 $70,000 $70,000 

Total  $309,013 $850,000 $810,000 $615,000 
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Enterprise Water Fund Operating Revenue 

The Enterprise Water Fund or Enterprise is a consolida-
tion of the Enterprise Administration, and projects such as 
Excess Capacity Master Contract, Enlargement, and the Ar-
kansas Valley Conduit.  

Starting in the 2018 period Budget the Hydroelectric 
Power Project is presented separate even though it is a part 
of the Enterprise. This was done to create transparency as a 
result of the start of the Project construction in 2017.   

The Enterprise Water Fund revenues are made up of wa-
ter sales, surcharges assessed on water sales, participant’s 
payments, federal appropriations through the Intergovern-
mental Personnel Act (IPA) contract, investments, partner-
ship contributions, interfund reimbursements and other.  

The total 2020 Budgeted operating revenues can be 
found broken out by percentage in Table 4-13, making up a 
total of $2,260,490. 
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y Enterprise 
surcharge, Well Augmentation surcharge, Aurora IGA fee, 
Safety of Dams (SOD) surcharge, and the Environmental 
Stewardship surcharge. See 

Fryingpan-Arkansas

In 2020 The District extended the service agreement with 
Jacobs Engineering to study in detail the Surcharges assessed 
by the Enterprise on all types of water sales. The study will 
investigate the elimination or modification of surcharges 
water sales and storage rates for 2021 and beyond.

Budget Overview Descrip on and Comparison Data  — Sec on 4 

Enterprise Water Fund Operating Revenue 
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Other Enterprise & Hydroelectric Power Revenues 

Enterprise 

Grants 

The Enterprise 

grant budget 

includes a budg-

eted con ngen-

cy for grant op-

portuni es.  The 

budget policy 

requires that all 

grants meet TA-

BOR require-

ments. In addi-

on, grant reve-

nues equal the 

total expenses 

to maintain a 

balanced grant 

budget. The 

2020 Budget has 

a total of 

$300,000 

planned for as-

sistance with 

Enterprise pro-

jects.  

 (IPA) 

Investment interest is another revenue source 
that the Enterprise relies on for operational fund-
ing. The Enterprise currently has $10,998,000 
invested in purchased bonds held through Wells 
Fargo Securities, LLC and COLOTrust. CO-
LOTrust is a Colorado local government invest-
ment pool for liquid funds. The 2020 Budget for 
investment interest, based on projections are 

$195,422. The Enterprise has approximately 
$2,375,000 in bond maturity in 2020.  

Enterprise Hydroelectric Power Project Revenues  

Other Enterprise Operating Revenues  

Pueblo Dam Hydro plant/SECWCD 
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Enterprise Water Fund Operating Expenditures 
The budgeted Enter-

prise Water Fund total 
expenditures for the 
2020 Budget is 
$3,898,203. The ex-
penditures are com-
prised into three catego-
ries; 1. Grant activity 
$300,000, 2. Operating 
Expenditures 
$2,198,203 and 
$350,000 in Recurring 
Capital expenditures, 
and 3. one Capital Pro-
ject totaling 
$1,050,000. 

The Enterprise Water 
Fund  has a 2020 budg-
eted total of $2,548,203 in operating expendi-
tures which includes Enterprise projects. The 
Enterprise administration expenses are matched 
with operating revenues such as water sales and 
surcharges. The Excess Capacity, Enlargement, 
and Arkansas Valley Conduit projects are self-
balancing budgets due to participant payments. 
The various 2020 budgeted operation expendi-
tures are illustrated by percentage in Table 4-17. 

 In  2020, the largest expense of the Enterprise 
Water Fund is the Interfund Reimbursement for 
Services from the Enterprise, which encompass 
65 percent of the budgeted operating expendi-
tures. The Enterprise Interfund Reimbursement 
is budgeted based on estimated hours worked per project 
and/or program and a calculated overhead charge. The 
overhead charge includes facilities use and other regular 
annual expenses such as utilities, supplies, etc. This is a 
strong indicator that the Enterprise projects are moving 
forward as outlined in the Strategic Plan. An illustration 
of the past four years and 2020 Budget regarding inter-
fund reimbursements can be located in Table 4-18.  

Table 4-19 provides a view of the percentage distribu-
tion of the total Enterprise Interfund Reimbursement. 
Please note that the 

 for the Arkansas Valley Conduit provides a reve-
nue to cover the majority of the AVC personnel cost but 

does not provide revenue for overhead costs. 
The Enterprise Administration has assumed 
the costs of this portion of the overhead and is 
included in the 84 percent.     

 The Enterprise budget consists of 13 percent 

outside and professional services expense. The total of 
$283,420 expenses are mainly distributed over the projects 
as indicated in Table 4-20.  
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Other Enterprise & Hydroelectric Power Expenditures 

   In the early stages of the Hydroelectric project the 
 supported by the Enterprise reserve funds. Due to the fact the construction is complete and the 

Project has experienced positive 2019 revenues from energy generation sales, the operations of the 
project will be supported with Hydroelectric revenues.  

In 2020 the budgeted operating expense totals $963,867 and encompasses headquarter operations, 
meeting and travel, outside profes-
sional services, personnel and over-
head cost, travel expense, and ex-
pense associated with a on site tours. 

From the conception of the project 
in 2012 through 2019 the project has 
expended an estimat-
ed $3,133,000 in 
Enterprise reserve 
funds (See Table 4-
21). 

The 2020 Budget Enterprise Water Fund 
recurring Capital totals $350,000. The total 
makes up; Interfund transfer funds and a por-
tion to study Upper Basin Storage. The Capi-
tal Project and development of the Restoration 
of Yield Storage Project is Budgeted for 
$1,050,000 for the purchase of phase 1 of the 
project.  

The schedule below reflects the Enterprise Capi-
tal expenditures for 2019 actual through 2022 
budget. This is a portion of the District’s 20-year 
Capital Improvement and Projects Plan.  

See section titled Major Fund 
 for back-

ground on the above Capital Outlay items.  

Hydroelectric Power Project Operating Expense 

Enterprise Water Fund 
Capital Outlay 

Strategic Component Action Item Element 
2019  
Actual 

2020 
Budget 

2021 
Forecast 

Recurring Capital 
Fund Transfer & Upper Basin 
Storage 

 $0 $350,000 $335,000 

Restoration of Yield Phase 1 Purchase  $0 $1,050,000 $200,000 

Total  $0 $1,400,000 $535,000 

2022 
Forecast 

$335,000 

$200,000 

$535,000 

Partnerships 
account for 17 per-

cent of the total 
Enterprise Water 

Fund opera ng ex-
penditures. The ma-

jor por on of the 
expenses are part-

nership contracts 
with the United 

States Geological 
Survey (USGS) and 

lobbying. 

The USGS col-
lects stream gauging 

samples and water 
quality data on riv-

ers and reservoirs in 
the District bounda-

ries. The data col-
lected by the USGS 

is beneficial and 
shared by many pro-

jects.  

The Enterprise 
is budgeted to use 
reserve funds per 

the Board of Direc-
tors. Total Enter-

prise opera ng reve-
nues subtracted by 
the total opera ng 
expenses, es mate 

that $1,128,845 will 
be used from re-
serves for opera-

ons in 2020, mainly 
due to the  ROY Cap-

ital Project.   

This is stated in 
the 2020 Budget 

Finance statements. 

See the 

 sec on of this 
document for pro-

ject descrip ons. 
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The Government and Enterprise 
presentation Table 4-22 provides 
an overview of the Government 
Activity and the Enterprise Water 
Fund. 

Table 4-23 provides, in the 
2020 Budget the Government 
Activity accounts for 78 percent, 
the Enterprise Water Fund ac-
counts for 16 percent, and the 
Hydroelectric Project accounts for 
6 percent of the total Government 
and Enterprise appropriated ex-
penditures. The District expense 
budgets are mainly consistent. 
The Enterprise increases in 2020 
Budget is due to the ROY Capital 
Improvement Project. The Hydro-
electric Project construction was 
completed in 2019, and forecasts 
indicate that the project will gen-
erate sufficient revenues to cover 
expenses in 2020.  

Table 4-24 provides the com-
parison of actual revenue and ex-

penditures and the 
trends of the past five 
years  of the Govern-
ment Activity and the 
Enterprise Water 
Fund.  

Budget Overview Descrip on and Comparison Data  — Sec on 4 

Hydroelectric Power Capital Outlay & Budget in Brief Overview 

The 2020 Capital Outlay expense 
total for Pueblo Dam Hydroelectric 
Power is $490,000. This expendi-
ture is the remaining construction 
contract reimbursable by the Colo-
rado Water Conservation Board 
(CWCB) loan and $20,000 for the 
Hydro building sign.  

Hydroelectric 
Power Capital  
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Fund Balances 
The year-end 2019 estimates can be 

found in Table 4-25. This estimation is 
based on actual revenues and expendi-
tures as of month end December 31, 
2019, prior to year-end entries. 

In 2019, the Fry-Ark Project estimated 
fund balance is expected to decrease 
$113,907 due to the December 2019 Fry-
Ark contract payment.  

At the time of this publication the De-
cember 2019 payment was estimated and 
had not been processed.  The $113,907 
decrease would create a year-end 2019 
balance in the Fry-Ark reserve of  
$2,720,850.  

The District is expected to experience 
an increase of  $372,979 in general fund 
balance. This is a direct result of the un-
planned increase in specific ownership 

tax and interest income. The $372,979 
increase will would create a year-end 
2019 balance in the District of 
$13,115,228.  

The Enterprise estimated fund balance 
is forecasted to increase $402,845, due to 
high Project water sales and interest in-
come.  

The 20-year average for water sales is 
44,263 acre-feet and the amount that was 
sold in 2019 was 63,000 acre-feet. The 
2019 year-end estimated fund balance for 
the Enterprise totals $11,953,490. 

The District and Enterprise have expe-
rience a healthy increase in interest in-
come due to diversifying in investment 
strategy by using COLOTrust. CO-
LOTrust is a Colorado local government 
liquid daily demand investment pool. 

The Hydroelectric Project estimated 
fund balance is forecasted to increase by 
$547,045. This is due to the high water 
year and energy generation in 2019.

Table 4-26 applies the 2018 audited 
financial fund balances, applies the 2019 
estimated fund balances and then applies 
the 2020 Adopted Budget.  

Please note that this is an estimate and 
the final year-end fund balances can be 
found in the 2019 Annual Financial Re-
port (audit).   

The District has implemented a Strate-
gic Plan, Business Plan, and a 2019 Fi-
nance Strategy and Sustainability Study 
to address future reserve spending. These 
plans can be viewed in the Appendix. 
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Government Activity Budget Statement 
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Enterprise Administration Budget Statement 
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Enterprise Project Budget Statements 
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Enterprise Project Budget Statement 
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Enterprise Project Budget Statement  
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District Adopted Budget Resolution  
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Enterprise Adopted Budget Resolution  

86



Sec on 5 

Major Fund Driving Factors, 
Projects, Programs, and  
Partnerships 

Introduction 
District funds are divided be-

tween Government and Enter-

prise funds as a way to fulfill the 

Mission of the District: To pro-

vide, protect, and manage water 

resources. 

This sec on looks at the 

Major Fund Driving Factors, 

Partnerships, Programs, and 

Projects of the District’s Govern-

ment and Enterprise funds. 

Reports in this sec on sum-

marize the scope, status, and 

planned work in both the Gov-

ernment and Enterprise Funds. 

Government Funds are 

closely aligned with the core 

purpose of the District, which is 

to manage the Fryingpan-

Arkansas Project in consulta on 

with the Bureau of Reclama on. 

Enterprise Funds are the 

business arm of the District, re-

flec ng ways that the Project 

can be developed to benefit all 

water users in the Arkansas Riv-

er basin. 

Excess Capacity, Enlarge-

ment, Arkansas Valley Conduit, 

and Pueblo Dam 

Hydroelectric 

funds will be dis-

cussed in more 

detail in this sec-

on. 

Major Fund Sources: Major Expenditures: 

Fryingpan‐Arkansas Project: 
Contract mill levy, Fountain 
Valley Authority, Winter water 
storage, Excess Capacity Mas-
ter Contract, RRA fee reim-
bursement. 

$13.93 million 

GOVERNMENT GOVERNMENT 

Fryingpan‐Arkansas Project: Con-
tract mill levy, Fountain Valley 
Authority, Winter water storage, 
Excess Capacity Master Contract, 
RRA fee reimbursement. 

Grant Revenue: Capacity $300,000 
Grants and Administra on: Re-
served capacity allows District to 
apply for grants. 

District Opera ng Revenue: 
Opera ng tax mill levy, Specific 
Ownership tax, interfund reim-
bursements, interest income. 

$2.76 million 
District Opera ng Expenses: Hu-
man resources, headquarters 
opera ons, mee ngs and travel, 
outside professional services, 
water conserva on and educa-

on. 

$1.8 million 

$700,000 

Partnerships: Regional Re-
source Planning Group fee, Au-
rora IGA administra ve fee, 
project par cipant fees, USBR 
Intergovernmental Personnel 
Agreement. 

$300,000 

$1.68 million 
Hydro expenses: Debt service, 
fees, overhead, OM&R. 

Grants and Administra on: 
Reserved capacity allows Enter-
prise to apply for grants. 

ENTERPRISE ENTERPRISE 

Water Sales, Surcharges and 
Investment Revenue: Project 
water sales, Return Flows, well 
augmenta on, surcharge reve-
nue, investments. 

Hydroelectric Power: Sales of 
electrical power to Fountain, 
Colorado Springs U li es. 

Enterprise Opera ng Expenses: 
Interfund payments to District for 
personnel and overhead, outside 
and professional services and 
Safety of Dams. 

Partnerships: Regional Resource 
Planning Group fee, U.S. Geolog-
ical Survey co-op programs, Ar-
kansas Valley Conduit, Enlarge-
ment, Excess Capacity contract. 

Grants: Capacity 
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Fryingpan-Arkansas Project Funding 

Most of the mon-

ey collected to 

fund the Fry-

ingpan-Arkansas 

Project (Project) is 

passed through to 

the federal gov-

ernment in order 

to repay the con-

struc on cost of 

the Project, to 

cover interest on 

the municipal por-

on of the debt, 

and to pay the op-

era on, mainte-

nance and re-

placement 

(OM&R) costs of 

the Project. 

In 2020, Project revenue is projected to 
be $13,927,404. This amount includes: 

 A net collection of $8,145,106 in 
Contract mill levy taxes. 

 A payment of $5,365,000 from the 
Fountain Valley Authority. 

 Collection of $117,600 from the 
Winter Water Storage Program. 

 Collection of $277,662 from Excess 
Capacity Master Contract partici-
pants. 

 RRA $22,036 

Contract Mill Levy 

When the Project was declared substantially 
complete in 1981, the District entered Contract 
negotiations with the Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation). Several sources of revenue were 
included in the 40-year Repayment Contract. Un-
der the 1962 Fryingpan-Arkansas Project Act, the 
District has 50 years to pay off the debt.  

The District’s primary source of revenue is a 
0.9 mill levy on property in parts of nine counties. 
The mill levy is temporarily reduced to 0.860 in 
2020. 

The cost of the Project was calculated by Recla-
mation to be $585 million, and the District’s share 
was $134.7 million. In December 2019, the re-
maining debt totaled $17.6 million. Two payments 
totaling $1,467,572 annually will be made until 
2031 under the most recent Contract amendment. 

Projected routine OM&R costs for the Project 
have been about $1.8 million annually, but will 
increase to an average of $8.6 million annually 
over the next three years, according to Reclama-
tion’s most current projections.  

The District has established a reserve fund for 
future Project expenses, to be spent in ways mutu-
ally agreed on with Reclamation. The District is 
able to spend the interest on this fund for any pur-
pose. 

Fountain Valley Authority 

The District is identified as the collection agen-
cy for the Fountain Valley Authority (Authority) 
under its 1985 Contract with Reclamation, The 
Authority owes $12 million for the pipeline, and 

makes annual payments of $5.36 million. 

Public Law 111-11 allows miscellaneous Pro-
ject revenues to be applied to the debt to pay it off 
sooner. In 2019, PL 111-11 applied about $2.5 
million to the Authority and $944,000 to Ruedi 
Reservoir. Miscellaneous Revenues will total 
about $3.5 million in 2020, and increase each year 
as rates and contracted storage amounts increase.  

The Authority could pay off its debt as soon as 
2021, about three years ahead of the previously 
projected payoff. 

Winter Water 

The Winter Water Storage Program allows 
farmers to store water in Pueblo Reservoir, John 
Martin Reservoir or ditch company reservoirs 
from November 15-March 15 each year. The Dis-
trict manages this program in cooperation with 
Reclamation and the Colorado Division of Water 
Resources. 

Water stored in Pueblo Reservoir generates 
$117,600, which is applied to PL 111-11.  

Excess Capacity Master Contract 

The District in 2016 negotiated a 40-year con-
tract with Reclamation to store non-Project water 
in Pueblo Reservoir if and when space is availa-
ble. 

A total of 29,938 acre-feet is available to the 37 
participants under this contract. So far, 16 partici-
pants have signed up for 6,575 acre-feet of stor-
age. The amount can increase, but not decrease. In 
2020, participants paid $277,662. 

Pueblo Dam Construc on 1972/SECWCD 
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2020 Budget: 
Included with‐
in Contract 
payments. 

Major Fund Driving Factors, Projects, Programs and Partnerships — Sec on 5 

Government Projects & Programs 

The District  

partners with the 

Bureau of Recla-

ma on to ensure 

that the Project is 

operated  in com-

pliance with all 

federal laws, rules 

and regula ons. 

The founda on of 

this rela onship is 

spelled out in the 

1962 Fryingpan-

Arkansas Act and 

reinforced by sub-

sequent contracts 

and agreements. 

The District’s role 

is as an intermedi-

ary between the 

federal govern-

ment and state or 

local cons tuents. 

The four programs 

on this page re-

flect the District’s 

ongoing responsi-

bility.  

Reclamation Reform Act 

The Reclamation Reform Act (RRA) of 1982 defines acreage limita-
tions to agriculture. Project water users within the District boundaries 
are required to certify their landholdings by filing RRA forms prior to 
receiving an allocation of Project water. District staff provides infor-
mation and guidance to landowners. 

In 2013, the District’s Water Allocation Policy was altered to specify 
that it is the agricultural water organization’s responsibility to pay the 
District any administrative fees or bills for full-cost water (water which 
is sold at a higher rate to ineligible lands, if available). Water users are 
not eligible to receive Project water until bills are paid. 

Commingling Plans 

Only irrigation companies, not individual farmers, are eligible to re-
ceive Project water. All shareholders in a ditch company may not be 
eligible for Project water (see RRA section above). The commingling 
plans are meant to assure that Project water delivered within a ditch sys-
tem reaches only those farms which are eligible for Project water.  

District staff continues to investigate methods to assure that Project 
water is delivered only to eligible lands.

District Boundaries 

District boundaries were approved in Pueblo District Court in 1958 to 
include only those areas likely to benefit from the Fryingpan-Arkansas 
Project. Only areas within District boundaries may receive Project Wa-
ter. The boundaries also define the property owners who pay ad valorem 
taxes to support the Project. Boundaries may be altered in three ways: 

1. By annexation to municipalities within the District.
2. By landowner petition.
3. By election, including property owners and residents.

In 2019, District staff improved GIS mapping to align recorded
boundaries with actual boundaries throughout the District. Staff also 
applied the 2018 Inclusion Manual to new boundaries, and prepared 
inclusions during the past year for District Court. 

Fry-Ark Facilities Operations,  
Maintenance, and Replacement 

Under its Contract with Reclamation, the District is obligated to pay a 
share of the costs of operation, maintenance, and replacement (OM&R) 
of Fry-Ark facilities.  

During 2019, Reclamation began replacement of contraction joint 
seals on Pueblo Dam, a $35.6 million project for which the District has a 
56 percent cost share. 

In 2018, the District and Reclamation signed the 11th Contract 
Amendment that developed a payment schedule for debt, prepaid 
OM&R costs, and allowed the District to establish a reserve fund for 
large future expenditures. 

2020 Budget: $22,036 for 
planned audit, unpaid 
bills. 

2020 Budget: Included 
within Engineering, Plan‐
ning, and Opera ons 
expenditures. 

2020 Budget: Included 
within Engineering, 
Planning, and Opera‐

ons expenditures. 
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District Operating Revenue 

The District has 

a $2,764,408 op-

era ng budget for 

2020, which is 

funded by a 0.035 

opera ng mill levy 

(temporarily re-

duced to 0.033 

mills), Specific 

Ownership taxes, 

interfund reim-

bursements, in-

vestment reve-

nue, and smaller 

miscellaneous rev-

enues. 

There are five sources of revenue for District 
operations: 

1. Interfund reimbursements: These are
payments from the Enterprise for personnel
and headquarters costs. This charge for
service varies from half to two-thirds of the
District’s operating budget.

2. Specific Ownership tax: This tax is col-
lected on all vehicles in Colorado and ap-
portioned to governments within each
county according to their rate of taxation.

3. Operating mill levy: The District, by
Board action, assesses a 0.035 mill levy for
operations in each of nine counties. Tempo-
rarily reduced to 0.033 for 2020.

4. Investments: Investments on fund balanc-
es held by the District account for a portion
of operating revenue.

5. Miscellaneous revenue: The District
charges for rental of meeting space, and
receives funds from some outreach activi-
ties, which are used to offset costs. This is
expected to total about $1,000 in 2020, and
is not reflected in the accompanying chart.

Operations funding shifted over the past 60 
years: 

 1959-71: A portion of the District’s 0.4 mill 
levy was set aside for eventual repayment of 

the Project. Only about one-quarter of the 
amount collected was used for operations. 
The fund balance grew to $1.8 million by 
1971. Interest on investments was the other 
main source of revenue. 

 1972-81: Water sales began to repay a por-
tion of the cost of construction for the Project. 
Half of the 0.4 mill levy went to direct pay-
ments. Interest and sale of Return Flows con-
tributed to operating revenues. Specific Own-
ership tax began in 1973, and began to pro-
vide additional funding. The fund balance 
grew to $4.4 million by 1981. 

 1982-96: The Repayment Contract with Rec-
lamation required a 0.9 mill payment from the 
District. Operating funds came out of the re-
maining 0.1 mill the District is authorized to 
assess under Colorado law. Revenue limits 
under two state constitutional changes have 
restricted the operating mill levy to 0.035 
mills. Fund balance was $7.62 million in 
1996. 

 1996-2020: The creation of the Enterprise 
changed the fund structure for the District, 
providing a new source of revenue through 
interfund reimbursements. Interest rates have 
decreased in recent years, but Specific Own-
ership taxes remain strong. The District fund 
balance was about $12.6 million at the end of 
2019. 

Interfund Reimbursements: 

$1,490,923 

Specific Ownership 
taxes: $743,578 

Opera ng mill levy: 
$315,372 

Investments: $213,535 
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District Operating Expenses 

This page de-

scribes how Dis-

trict funds are 

spent, and out-

lines capital pro-

jects that are an-

cipated in 2020. 

Opera ng expend-

itures are budget-

ed at $2,682,175 

in 2020, while re-

curring capital 

projects total 

$850,000.   

Human Resources 

Human Resources expenditures total 
$1,710,556 in the 2020 budget, an increase of 10 
percent over the 2019 budget. This covers wages 
and benefits of  District staff and Directors. 

There were no significant changes in the size 
of staff or duties in the prior year.  

The Human Resources Committee is discuss-
ing workforce planning as some employees near 
retirement. This will have an impact on office 
structures and duties in 2020 and 2021. 

Headquarters Operations 

Operation of the District’s headquarters at 
31717 United Avenue in Pueblo are expected to 
total $294,336 in 2020. This includes a $50,000 
expenditure contingency. 

Meetings and Travel 

The budget for meetings and travel includes 
staff and Board members. In 2020, the District has 
budgeted for spending capacity of $145,536. 

Travel is important, as the District must work 
closely with the Bureau of Reclamation, its prima-
ry partner in the operation of the Fryingpan-
Arkansas Project. 

District staff also must attend frequent meet-
ings in the region, within the nine-county area. 

The District maintains three vehicles for this pur-
pose. 

In addition, the District maintains member-
ships in state, regional, and federal associations in 
order to interact with water professionals in order 
to enhance services. 

Outside and Professional Services 

A total of $489,380 has been budgeted for out-
side services, which are vital part of the District’s 
operation. This allows the District to tap into the 
expertise of others to augment staff activities. 

This includes auditors, lobbyists, lawyers, en-
gineers, and human resources consultants. 

In 2020, an increase of 31 percent is foreseen. 

Water Conservation and Education 

The budget includes $42,367 for outreach ac-
tivities. The District maintains a demonstration 
garden highlighting wise water use and Xeriscape 
techniques. 

The District participates in community activi-
ties such as the Arkansas River Basin Water Fo-
rum each year. 

In 2020, the District will contribute $19,750 
toward boat inspections at Pueblo Reservoir to 
reduce the threat of aquatic nuisance species. 

District Headquarters/SECWCD 
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Enterprise operating revenue is expected 
to come from the following sources in 2020: 

Water Sales: $632,602 

Return Flow Water Sales: $128,950 

Surcharges: $580,763 

Well Augmentation: $13,593 

Storage Fees: $222,640 

Interest Income: $195,422 

Partnerships: $110,000 

Aurora Administrative Fee: $50,000 

Project Participants: $369,228  

USBR IPA: $166,160  

Major Fund Driving Factors, Projects, Programs and Partnerships — Sec on 5 

Enterprise Operating Revenue 

Enterprise reve-

nue is variable, 

depending on the 

water available 

for sales, storage 

and hydroelectric 

genera on. For 

budge ng purpos-

es, the District 

relies on 20-year 

averages for wa-

ter sales and Re-

turn Flows. Sur-

charges on stor-

age remain more 

consistent, as the 

level of Project 

carryover and Ex-

cess Capacity stor-

age has not fluc-

tuated in recent 

years. Water sales 

rates were in-

creased for 2020, 

and the Board is 

looking at carryo-

ver storage charg-

es,  Return Flow 

charges, Winter 

water, and split 

rates in 2020. Sur-

charges are being 

studied, but will 

remain at current 

levels un l 2021.    

Project Water Sales 

The District began collec ng revenues from 
Project water sales in 2010 under an 
amendment in the Repayment Contract 
with the Bureau of Reclama on. The rate 
for the water is $13.14 per acre‐foot, and 
could increase, pending Board ac on prior 
to May 2020. 

The budget is calculated on the 20‐year 
running average for Project water imports, 
which is  57,846 acre‐feet. A er deduc‐

ons, that would yield about 44,263 acre‐
feet. Revenues for 2020 are projected  to 
total $632,602. 

Deduc ons: 

 Twin Lakes exchange: 3,000 
acre‐feet 

 Leadville and Pueblo fish hatch‐
eries: 200 acre‐feet 

 Transit loss: 10 % 

 Evapora on: 10% 

Enterprise Surcharges 

The Enterprise collects surcharges on water 
sales and storage as a way to fund projects 
and programs that arose without a source of 
funding. Shown below are the years in which 
each surcharge began and the amount they 
are expected to generate in 2020, based on 20
‐year averages for water delivery and storage. 

1998 – Safety of Dams: $175,270 

2002 – Water Ac vity Enterprise: $218,115 

2005—Well Augmenta on: $13,593 

2013 – Environmental Stewardship: $187,378 

Total Surcharges: 
$594,605 
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Enterprise Projects & Programs 

The Enterprise has 

four major projects or 

programs. Listed below 

are expenditure capaci-

es in the 2020 budget : 

1. Arkansas Valley

Conduit, 

$344,609 

2. James W. Bro-

derick Hydro-

power Plant, 

$1,683,554 

3. Excess Capacity

Master Contract,

$103,489 

4. Enlargement,

$87,290 

Arkansas Valley Conduit 

The Enterprise continues to provide adminis-
trative support, lobbying efforts, engineering, 
and legal assistance for the Arkansas Valley 
Conduit (AVC). This year’s budget also in-
cludes water quality monitoring through U.S. 
Geological Survey Cooperative Programs. Rec-
lamation is working on final design for the first 
reach of the AVC this year. Revenues are pay-
ments from program participants. 

James W. Broderick Hydropower Plant 

The hydroelectric power generation plant at 
Pueblo Dam was completed in 2019, and began 
producing revenues for the Enterprise. Reve-
nues totaled about $1 million. The 2020 Budget 
estimates $1.2 million in revenues, and 
$963,867 in expenses.  

Excess Capacity Master Contract 

District staff administers the Excess Capacity 
Master Contract, provides legal services, and 
coordinates with Reclamation for the 37 partic-
ipants. Participants also pay for water quality 
monitoring through USGS cooperative pro-
grams. Revenues are payments from program 
participants. 

Enlargement 

The Enlargement participants are obligated 
through agreements made during the Preferred 
Storage Options Plan. Payments cover adminis-
trative expenses, and USGS cooperative pro-
grams. Revenues are payments from program 
participants.       

Pueblo Reservoir 

Pueblo Dam & Reservoir 

Broderick Hydropower Plant 
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The Colorado River is the primary source of 
water for the Fryingpan-Arkansas Project, so 
protecting it is a priority for the District. 
Through the Enterprise, the District engages 
in several programs that enable the District to 
bring water into the Arkansas River basin. 

In 2020, these programs add up to more 
than $61,000. Some of the activities include: 

 Weather modification: The District  
contributes $9,600 toward a $275,000 
program. Partners include the Colorado 
Water Conservation Board, Front Range 
Water Council, and ski areas at Brecken-
ridge, Keystone, and Vail. 

 Colorado River Project: In cooperation 
with the Colorado Water Congress, the 
District contributes more than $21,000 
toward the Upper Colorado River Endan-
gered Species Recovery Implementation 
Program. This is the key link in commu-
nication between the state and federal 
government on Colorado River issues. 

 The 10,825 Program: This program pro-
vides 10,825 acre-feet of water annually 
to protect Colorado River flows for four 
species of endangered fish. The Front 
Range Water Council contributes half of 
this amount. The District’s cost is $2,000. 

The Enterprise con nues to 

work with local, regional, state, 

and federal partners to improve 

water resources, management, 

and quality throughout the 

state of Colorado. 

The mission of the District 

includes developing, protec ng, 

and managing water. The Dis-

trict’s vision statement es this 

quest to communica on, con-

sulta on, and coopera on 

through moderniza on and in-

tegra on. 

With those quali es in mind, 

the District has sought out op-

portuni es to work with others 

throughout its 60-year history. 

Indeed, the District was formed 

by disparate interests: Farmers 

from the plains, merchants from 

the ci es, industrialists, bank-

ers, and ranchers from the high 

country. 

The founding members of the 

District intended for it to be not 

only a source of addi onal wa-

ter for the Arkansas River basin, 

but a way to watch over and 

enhance the precious resource 

that means so much to all com-

muni es in the arid West. 

Sec on 5 

Focus on Partnerships 

Colorado River Services 
Hunter Creek/SECWCD 

Jim Broderick, Execu ve Director 
of the Southeastern Colorado 
Water Conservancy District, pre‐
sided over the Colorado River 
Water Users Associa on annual 
conven on in Las Vegas, Nevada, 
in December 2019. 

Colorado River Water 
Users Association 

SECWCD 
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The Regional Resource 
Planning Group was formed 
in 2003 under the District’s 
Intergovernmental Agree-
ment with Aurora.  

In cooperation with the 
U.S. Geological Survey, the 
group 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 strategic goals are to 
understand the relationships between water 
supply, land use, and water quality issues.  

The group seeks to develop methods and 
tools needed to simulate potential effects 
of changes in land use, water use, and op-
erations on water quality.  

The Enterprise’s financial responsibility 
is mainly one of pass-through. The Enter-
prise collects the participant payments to 
fund the contracted U.S. Geological Sur-
vey studies for special projects. 

Regional Resource Planning Group 

 Aurora Water 

 Colorado Springs U li es 

 Lower Arkansas Valley Water Conservancy Dis-
trict 

 Pueblo Water 

 Southeastern Colorado Water Conservancy Dis-
trict 

 Upper Arkansas Water Conservancy District 

2020 BUDGET IMPACT: $135,000  
(Southeastern District contributes $25,000) 

Regional Resource Planning Group 
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Partnerships 

Fountain Creek Transit Loss 

 Monument 

 Woodmoor 

 Triview 

 Donala 

 Forest Lakes 

 Palmer Lake 

 Fountain Mutual Irriga on Co. 

 Colorado Springs U li es 

 Fountain 

 Widefield 

 Security 

 Stratmoor Hills 

 Chilco e Ditch 

 AGUA 

 Cherokee Metro 

 Colorado Centre 

 Southeastern District 

2020 BUDGET IMPACT: $3,215 

Fountain Creek Transit 
Loss Planning Group 

In 1988, the U.S. Geological Survey and 
Colorado Springs Utilities completed a study 
to develop a method to estimate transit loss on 
Fountain Creek from Colorado Springs Utili-
ties’ Las Vegas Street wastewater treatment 
facility through the alluvial valley along 
Fountain Creek downstream about 42 miles to 
the Arkansas River in Pueblo.  

The study resulted in a transit loss account-
ing model for quantification of Return Flows 
on Fountain Creek which has been in continu-
al use since April 1989. The model has been 
expanded to include Monument Creek.  

The Division Engineer’s Office uses the 
model to calculate the amount of reusable 
water arriving at the Arkansas River and at 
ditch headgates in between.   

The District participates in the Fountain 
Creek Transit Loss Program to better manage 
the District’s obligation to ensure Project wa-
ter and Project water Return Flows are used to 
extinction. 

In 2020, there will be 17 participants, in-
cluding the District. 

Front Range  
Water Council 

The Front Range Water 
Council formed in 2008 to ad-
vocate for their mutual interests 
as transmountain diverters of 
water from the Colorado River 
basin’s West Slope to the Colo-
rado Front Range. 

Staff members meet regularly 
to discuss issues and formulate 
policy positions. 

The District, as a member of 
the Front Range Water Council, 
has committed to 12 percent of 
the annual costs. 

The Group spent much of 
2019 discussing Colorado River 
issues in light of Drought Con-
tingency Plan discussions and 
resolutions among the seven 
states in the Colorado River 
Compact. 

Front Range Water Council 

 Aurora Water 

 Colorado Springs U li es 

 Denver Water 

 Northern Water 

 Pueblo Water 

 Southeastern Colorado 
Water Conservancy District 

 Twin Lakes Reservoir and 
Canal Company 

2020 BUDGET IMPACT: $26,368  
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The District and the Colorado Department of Natural Re-
sources toured the Fryingpan-Arkansas Project in September 
2019. Bureau of Reclamation employees also participated in the 
tour. 

The tour provided an in-depth look at the Project for state 
employees who were not familiar with the Project, including Di-
vision of Water Resources personnel from Divisions 2 and 5, 
Colorado Water Conservation Board, DNR management, Attor-
ney General’s office, and the Governor’s office. 

The group visited the James W. Broderick Hydropower Plant 
at Pueblo Dam, the Mount Elbert Power Plant at Twin Lakes, the 
East Portal of the Boustead Tunnel at Turquoise Lake, and the 
Collection System, including the West Portal of the Boustead 
Tunnel. 

The tour was an opportunity for Southeastern District and 
Bureau of Reclamation staff to discuss Fry-Ark Project opera-
tions, water rights, goals, and challenges with these state offi-
cials. State officials gained on-the-ground knowledge and insight 
about the Project, with interdepartmental participation. 
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Partnerships 

SECWCD 

2019 Colorado DNR Fry-Ark tour 

SECWCD Rachel Zancanella 

Lori Lest 
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Partnerships 

Hydro Dedication 
On September 16, 2019, the James 

W. Broderick Hydropower Plant was
dedicated at a ceremony attended by
about 100 people.

Reclamation Commissioner Bren-
da Burman and Congressman Scott 
Tipton delivered addresses at the 
event, and Southeastern Board Presi-
dent Bill Long made the formal dedi-
cation. 

The group enjoyed tours of the 
plant following an hour-long ceremo-
ny. 

Among the special guests were 
Jim’s wife Cindy and their daughter 
Amy.  
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Partnerships 

Because water is such a scarce 
commodity, it is important for all 
of the citizens of the Arkansas 
River basin to understand the 
importance of water conservation. 

In 2019, the District was in-
volved with programs and tours 
which promote the efficient use 
of water, conservation, and col-
laboration. The Demonstration Garden at 
District headquarters regularly hosts 
guests and answers questions about native 
plants. Staff works with community 
groups to provide information on these 

topics. 

There were many formal 
and informal tours of the 
newly completed James W. 
Broderick Hydropower 
Plant throughout the year. 

District staff made presentations to nu-
merous outside groups throughout the 
year. One of the most intensive efforts 
were meetings throughout the District on 
the Financial Strategy and Sustainability 
Study, which included potential rate hikes. 

The District also provided sponsorship 
and support for several events throughout 
the year, including the Arkansas River 
Basin Water Forum, water tours, and the 
Leadership Pueblo program. 

2020 WATER CONSERVATION & EDUCATION 

Tours & Anniversary  Events…………...$12,000 

Sponsorships, Exhibits & Ads…………..$  6,952 

Xeriscape Educa on………………………..$  2,952 

Garden Tours…………………………………..$     713 

Water Conservation Education & Outreach 

Colorado Parks & Wildlife 
Lake Pueblo State Park and the Arkansas 

Headwaters Recreation Area were formed fol-
lowing completion of the Fryingpan-Arkansas 
Project. 

The Southeastern District works with Colora-
do Parks and Wildlife through a variety of pro-
grams as these two highly popular recreation 
areas continue to be developed. 

Through careful water management, these 
amenities have remained successful for the ben-
efit of all the state’s residents. 

At Pueblo Reservoir, the District participates 
in discussions regarding water levels, keeping 
in mind recreation activities while managing 
accounts of Project and Excess Capacity water 
to the full benefit of stakeholders. 

In 2020, the District, along with Pueblo Wa-
ter and Colorado Springs Utilities, will contrib-
ute $19,750 toward boat inspections for Aquatic 
Nuisance Species (ANS). The inspections are 
necessary to assure that boaters do not spread 
ANS from lake to lake, the most common way 
such species spread. 

Demonstra on garden in full bloom. 

SECWDC 

Colorado Parks & Wildlife 

Lake Pueblo, rated a fishing hot spot, provides over 4,600 surface acres of 
water, 60 miles of shoreline and almost 10,000 acres of land.  
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In 1990, the Voluntary Flow Management 
Program on the Upper Arkansas River was 
formed to assure flows were available for fish 
habitat and recreation between Turquoise 
Lake and Pueblo Reservoir. 

The results have been spectacular. The 
reach of river, located within the Arkansas 
Headwaters Recreation Area, is the most pop-
ular commercial rafting spot in the nation, and 
a Gold Medal trout fishery as well. 

The District coordinates the program 
through a five-year contract  among Colorado 
Parks and Wildlife, Chaffee County, Arkansas 
River Outfitters Association, Trout Unlimited 
and the District. The contract outlines parame-
ters for the program.  

The Arkansas River Basin Water 
Forum (ARBWF) began in 1995 as a 
way to discuss water issues in a re-
laxed environment similar to a college 
classroom setting. 

The event is rotated to communities 
throughout all parts of the basin, and 
continually updates presentations with 
an emphasis on the region where the 
event is being held. The usual format 
includes a VIP Dinner the night before 
the forum, two days of presentations, 
and tours of notable water-related ac-
tivities within the highlighted region. 

This year’s forum is April 23-24 at 
in Salida and will look at the develop-
ment of water issues of concern to 
entire Arkansas River basin. 

Over the years, the program for the ARBWF 
has evolved to include scholarships, an art contest, 
and the annual presentation of the Bob Appel 
Friend of the Arkansas River Award. Several 
Southeastern District Board members have re-
ceived the award since it was first given in 2005. 

The Southeastern District has a long history of 
supporting the ARBWF, both through financial 

sponsorship ($2,500 in 2020), and in the planning 
process.  

In fact, the first forum, “A River of Dreams and 
Realities,” was dedicated to the late Tommy 
Thomson, who died in 1994 after serving since 
1966 as the general manager of the Southeastern 
District. Thomson was chairman of the ARBWF 
at the time of his death, and worked throughout 
his career to bring together the basin’s water com-
munity. 
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Partnerships 

Arkansas River Basin Water Forum 

Pueblo Chie ain 

U.S. Senator Cory Gardner speaks at the Arkansas River Basin 
Water Forum in April 2019. 

Arkansas 
Basin 
Roundtable 

The Arkansas Basin 
Roundtable was formed 
in 2005 by state legisla-
tion that created a tem-
plate for statewide col-
laboration on water is-
sues. 

The Roundtable has 
met monthly since that 
time to discuss water 
issues, and to review 
requests for state grants 
and loans that have been 
made available for water 
projects. 

The Roundtable is 
branching out to include 
public education about 
water issues, forest 
management programs, 
and acting as a focal 
point for issues such as 
Colorado’s Water Plan. 

Upper Arkansas Voluntary Flow Management Program 

Arkansas River Tours 
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Sec on 6 

Strategic Long‐Range Planning 

Strategic Plan, Budget,   
Mission, Vision, and Goals 

The Strategic Plan clarifies 

the rela onship of the budg-

et to the mission, vision, and 

goals of the District. 

The Strategic Plan iden -

fies the key areas of focus in 

four areas: 

 Water supply, storage, 
and power 

 Water supply protec on 
and water efficiency 

 Future water supplies 
and storage 

 Core business 
The first three focus areas 

are incorporated in the Mis-

sion Statement of the Dis-

trict, while the core business 

strategy relates to the Vision 

Statement. Our Core Values 

are guiding principles for all 

of our service and ac on. 

This sec on is a recap of 

the previous year and a look 

ahead to the future. 

Mission Statement 

Water is essen al for life. We exist to make life 

be er by effec vely developing, protec ng, 

and managing water. 

Our Vision 

As we strive to realize our vision of the future, 

all our ac ons and efforts will be guided by com-

munica on, consulta on, and coopera on, fo-

cused in a direc on of be er accountability 

through moderniza on and integra on across 

the District. 

Core Values  

A commitment to honesty and integrity. 

A promise of responsible and professional 

service and ac on.  

A focus on fairness and equity. 
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Fryingpan-Arkansas Project Goals & Strategies 

Moving into the Future 

2017: 

The Execu ve Commi ee and Board 

review District history and finances in 

the “Framing the Future” discussion. 

2018: 

Amendment 11 to the Fryingpan-

Arkansas Project restructures con-

struc on debt and OM&R payments. 

Reserves established. 

2019: 

Financial Strategy and Sustainability 

Study analyzes finances, makes fund-

ing recommenda ons. 

2020: 

Board implements changes 

to align revenues and ex-

penditures. Contract con-

version process begins.    

Asset Valuation, Condition Assessment 
During the “Framing the 

Future” discussion, the aging 
infrastructure of the Fry-
ingpan-Arkansas Project was 
a centerpiece for discussion. 

While the District’s share 
of the construction costs for 
the Project will be paid off in 
2031, stakeholders will de-
pend on the Project’s dams, 
conduits, and pipelines for the 
many decades that will fol-
low. 

Beginning in 2017, the Board con-
tinued a tradition that has always in-
cluded laying the groundwork for 
both present-day needs and future 
generations. 

In 2020, two important studies are 
planned to continue this vigilance. 

The Asset Valuation will look at 
key features of the Project, providing 
an estimate of what it would cost to 
repair or replace them. 

The Condition Assessment will 
provide a picture of when the District 

should expect to see greater costs for 
normal replacements above and be-
yond annual operation and mainte-
nance costs.  

This proactive approach comple-
ments the management of the Project 
by the Bureau of Reclamation. Ulti-
mately, federal processes will deter-
mine when replacements are needed. 

But from a financial planning 
standpoint, the reserve fund estab-
lished in 2018 will be employed in a 
more strategic manner because of 
these planning studies. 

Sugarloaf Dam construc on in the 1970s. 
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In 2020, the District is 
scheduled to move on a plan to 
digitize records in order to con-
serve space and maximize effi-
ciency in retrieving infor-
mation. 

State laws require electronic 
access in a usable format for 
public information requests. 

District staff is investigating 
which system to choose in or-
der to get the maximum benefit 
at the most affordable price. 

Strategic Long‐Range Planning — Sec on 6 

District Goals & Strategies 

Headquarters improvements 

Electronic Records Management 

In 2020, the District will 
begin improvements in the 
Board and conference rooms 
to improve audio-visual com-
ponents. 

Remote teleconferencing 
saves time and travel expense. 
The systems in place are out-
dated. Furniture and lighting 
are also being upgraded. 

The Human Resources 
Committee discussed 
Workforce Planning in 
October, 2019.  

Some of the changes 
discussed by the committee  
could occur in 2020. 

Workforce planning as-
sures that changes in Dis-
trict staff will not adversely 
impact the Mission, Vision 
and Values of the District. 

District staff has grown 
over the years to accom-
modate increasing activity. 

Workforce Planning  

District  

Objec ves 

The District pro-

vides support for 

both the Fryingpan

-Arkansas Project

and the Water Ac-

vity Enterprise. 

From a financial 

planning stand-

point, the District 

has to have the 

proper tools and 

resources to ac-

complish that end. 

During the 2019 

Financial Study, 

many of these on-

going costs were 

iden fied and can 

now be addressed 

through strategic 

programs.  

Step 1: Set Strategic 

Direc on 

Step 2: Analyze Workforce, 

Iden fy Skill Gaps and Con-

duct Workload Analysis 

Step 3: Develop Ac on Plan 

Workforce Planning Model 

Step 4: Imple-

ment Ac on Plan 

Step 5: Monitor, Evaluate 

and Revise 
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The James W. Broderick Hydropower Plant was 
completed in 2019, and will begin its first full 
year of electric power production in 2020. 

This is a monumental step in the history of the 
District that is the result of years of planning. 
Working under a lease of Power Privilege with the 
Bureau of Reclamation, the District was able to 
fulfill a goal that had been dreamed about for dec-
ades, ever since the 
completion of Pueblo 
Dam in 1975. 

During the 18-
month construction 
period, Mountain 
States Hydro, the gen-
eral contractor, 
worked with the Dis-
trict under a design-
build agreement. This 
allowed the comple-
tion of the $20.5 mil-
lion, 7.5 megawatt 
plant. 

The Hydropower 
Plant is able to generate power from flows ranging 
from 35-810 cubic feet per second through the 
North Outlet of Pueblo Dam. The plant will pro-

duce an average of 28 million kilowatt-hours an-
nually, enough to power 2,500 homes. The power 
will be sold to Fountain and Fort Carson (through 
Colorado Springs Utilities), which is expected to 
generate an average of $1.2 million  annually.  

In the near future, the revenues from the Hydro-
power Plant will pay off the $17.2 million loan 
from the Colorado Water Conservation Board, 

and the loan from the 
Water Activity Enter-
prise, along with vari-
ous fees associated 
with transmitting the 
power. 

Years from now, the 
revenues will help 
fund Enterprise activi-
ties, such as the 
OM&R payments for 
the Arkansas Valley 
Conduit.  

The District is in the 
forefront of a national 
effort to develop sus-

tainable renewable sources of power. The James 
W. Broderick Hydropower Plant is just the first
step into a brighter future.

Strategic Long‐Range Planning — Sec on 6 

Enterprise Goals & Strategies 

Enterprise  

Objec ves 

In the Enterprise 

Ac vity, efforts 

centered on five 

major long-range 

ac vi es: 

 Establishment 

of a Master 

Contract for 

Excess Capacity 

storage in 

Pueblo Reser-

voir. 

 Construc on of 

a hydroelectric 

genera on fa-

cility at Pueblo 

Dam. 

 Con nued de-

velopment of 

the Arkansas 

Valley Conduit. 

 Restora on of 

Storage, Recov-

ery of Yield, 

and Enlarge-

ment of reser-

voirs. 

 Watershed 

protec on pro-

grams. 

LAKE PUEBLO STORAGE 
1986 — Reclama on is-

sues temporary “if-and-
when” contracts 

2000 — Pueblo Water 
obtains long-term excess 
capacity contract. 

2005 — Environmental 
Assessment on excess 
capacity storage com-
plete. 

2007 — Aurora awarded 
long-term contract. 

2010 — Southern Delivery 
System long-term con-
tract approved. 

2016 — SECWCD long-
term contract signed. 

Pueblo Reservoir was designed to 
accommodate storage of Project 
water, and by design, the reservoir 
is below full capacity in most years. 
Over the years, more and more of 
this excess capacity, or “if-and-
when” storage has been assigned. 

This is a more efficient use for 
the Reservoir which provides a ben-
efit for Project stakeholders. With-
out such a storage option, more 
costly reservoirs would have to be 
built or water that could have been 
stored would be released. 

The District signed a 40-year 
contract with Reclamation in 2016 

that allowed 16 communities to 
begin storing 6,525 acre-feet of 
water in Pueblo Reservoir. Storage 
in 2020 is 6,575 acre-feet. As much 
as 29,938 acre-feet could be stored 
under the Contract, and another 21 
participants eventually will join. 

Reclamation’s long-term con-
tracts for excess capacity storage 
provide for stepped-up increases 
over time up to almost 100,000 acre
-feet.

In the future, revenue from that
storage will help pay construction
and repayment costs of the Arkan-
sas Valley Conduit.

Pueblo Reservoir Excess Capacity Storage 

James W. Broderick Hydropower Plant 
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A 2004 agreement to support Arkansas 
River flows through Pueblo commits the 
District to a portion of costs for the Resto-
ration of Yield program. 

The program allows participants to store 
water that is passed through Pueblo in sup-
port of the ROY program in order to ex-
change it into Pueblo Reservoir at a later 
date. 

The group is planning to purchase land 
for a reservoir and/or reservoir space down-
stream from Pueblo, as soon as 2020. 

The largest entities in the program are 
Colorado Springs Utilities, Aurora Water, 
and Pueblo Water, who collectively hold 86 
percent interest. The District, Fountain, and 
Pueblo West are minority partners. 

Because new storage is expensive, and 
the timing and control of funding are in the 
hands of the larger partners, the District 
included this as a capital reserve item in 
financial planning. 

The Board will make the final determina-
tion for expenditures related to ROY. 

The District is the lead 
agency for the Arkansas 
Valley Conduit. 

Working with federal, 
state, and local agencies, 
our goal is to align fund-
ing sources and complete 
planning for the AVC in 
2020, beginning construc-
tion in 2021. 

The Colorado General 
Assembly is set to act on 
a $100 million funding 
package approved by the 
Colorado Water Conser-
vation Board.  

Efforts continue to re-
store federal funding. 

Strategic Long‐Range Planning — Sec on 6 

Enterprise Goals & Strategies 

Erosion at the burn scar from the 
2016 Hayden Creek fire in Fremont 
County. 

Watershed Protection 
Wildfires throughout Colorado 

and other western states have in-
creased erosion and sedimentation 
in river basins. 

One of the outcomes for water 
providers is the increased silt load in 
reservoirs. The Fryingpan-Arkansas 
Project depends heavily on storage. 

The District again partnered with 
the Bureau of Reclamation in 2018 
for wildland fire response and miti-
gation, through Project Contract 
payments. 

The District also is looking at a 
proposal by the Arkansas Basin 
Roundtable that would jointly fund 
a fulltime watershed protection co-
ordinator. 

The budget impact is unknown at 
this point. 

Arkansas Valley Conduit 

SECWCD 

Restoration of Yield 

Pueblo Reservoir has 
lost 20,000 acre-feet of 
storage since opening in 
1975. 

In 2020, the District 
will fund a study to find 
the best way to recover 
the lost storage. Dredg-
ing, enlargement, or new 
storage are among possi-
bilities. 

Recovery of Storage 
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B  P  S  

The Business Plan is aligned to the 
Strategic Plan. The Business Plan 
is a mid-range view of the Dis-
trict’s long-range objectives, which 
are embodied in the Strategic Plan. 

Business Plan Review 

The District adopted a new 

Business Plan in 2017. It 

provides a three-year guide 

as both a planning and 

budget tool. 

In the past three years, it 

has expanded to be er in-

corporate more of the goals 

in the Strategic Plan, while 

reflec ng the annual work 

that is done in each area. 

The 2020 Business Plan has 

been revised to include 

“component classes” as well 

as individual areas of work. 

In the 2020 Budget Docu-

ment, progress in each area 

of the Business Plan will be 

reviewed, along with the 

goals in the upcoming year.   

Components 

The Southeastern Colorado Water Conservancy District has two 
funds, which are the District and Enterprise funds. The District 
fund has the Fryingpan-Arkansas Project subfund and District 
Operations subfund. The Enterprise fund has the Water and Stor-
age subfund and the Hydroelectric subfund. 

Component Classes have been added to 
the 2020 Business Plan as a way to iden-
tify common purposes of programs and 
projects which contribute to one or more 
Strategic Plan areas, and may be part of 
either the District or Enterprise funds.  

 Fry‐Ark Opera ons

 Fry‐Ark Administra on 

 District Opera ons

 Enterprise Programs 

 Storage Programs  

 Water Sales & Storage 

 Partnerships

 Reserves  

Component Classes 
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Strategic Long‐Range Planning — Sec on 6 

C  C : 

Fry‐Ark 
Opera ons 

The District works in 

partnership with the 

Bureau of Reclama-

on to operate the 

Fryingpan-Arkansas 

Project, sharing costs 

for construc on, 

OM&R and be er-

ments. District inves-

ga ons will help 

iden fy future fund-

ing needs. 

Fry-Ark Debt Repayment 

Under Amendment 11 to the Fryingpan-
Arkansas Project Contract, payments to the 
Bureau of Reclamation are set at 
$1,467,572 per year until 2031, when the 
existing debt will be paid off. 

Fry-Ark Reserve Account 

A reserve has been established to hold reve-
nues from the Contract mill levy for future 
Fry-Ark Project expenses. Interest from the 
reserve contributes to District Operating 
Fund revenues. 

Fry-Ark OM&R 

Project operations, maintenance, and 
replacements are funded from the Con-
tract mill levy. An advance payment 
was established under Amendment, but 
OM&R costs are determined by annual 
reconciliation by Reclamation. 

Asset Valuation,  
Condition Assessment 

Contracts will be prepared this year to 
begin an asset valuation of Fry-Ark fea-
tures. The condition assessment will 
look at the timing and expense of peri-
odic replacement. 

Hydrologic variability 

Snow measurement sites at higher elevations would improve forecasting of 
yield from the Fry-Ark collection system. The District is working with other 
agencies to determine the best method. 

Pueblo Dam Interconnect 

An underground 84-inch pipeline would 
connect the North and South Outlets at 
Pueblo Dam to improve reliability, offer 
redundancy, and allow for shutdowns due 
to emergencies or routine maintenance. 
Action is envisioned in future years. 
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C  C : 

Fry‐Ark 
Administra on 

The District has nu-

merous programs 

which support and en-

hance the Fryingpan-

Arkansas Project. It is 

crucial to protect the 

legal rights to water 

and to provide staff 

the tools to properly 

administer the District. 

Strategic Long‐Range Planning — Sec on 6 

Reclamation Reform Act 

The District ensures compliance with the 1982 Reclamation Reform Act in an 
annual, ongoing program design to limit federal water deliveries to family farms. 

Fountain Creek Transit Loss Monitoring 

This annual program allows 
the District to track Return 
Flows of Project water on Foun-
tain Creek, which is necessary to 
assure that Project water is fully 
utilized. The District is among 
17 entities who contribute to this 
program. 

Boundaries and Inclusion 

A boundaries survey was undertaken in 2019 with the assistance of Wilson 
Water in order to “true up” present-day boundaries with those described when 
the District was formed in 1958. This will assist in property tax assessment, as 
well as Project benefits. 

Water Rights Protection 

This ongoing program assures District water rights in Division 2 and Division 
5 are fully protected. Conditional water rights diligence filings are scheduled in 
2022 and 2024. 

Colorado River Programs 

The District has ongoing agree-
ments through various partnerships 
to maintain Colorado River basin 
flows, and enhance environmental 
conditions. This allows the District 
to divert flows for use in the Arkan-
sas River basin. 

Conservation Plan 

The District is required to file a Conservation Plan with the Bureau of Recla-
mation every five years. The next plan will be filed in 2022. 

Water Quality Monitoring 

Water quality monitoring is essential for Project and Enterprise purposes alike. 
Many of the U.S. Geological Survey programs in place are required under past 
agreements. 
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C  C : 

District 
Opera ons 

District opera ons sup-

port the Fryingpan-

Arkansas Project, Dis-

trict ac vi es and En-

terprise ac vi es. Peo-

ple, buildings, vehicles, 

and technology are in-

cluded in this category. 

Financial Strategy and Sustainability Study 

The District undertook a comprehensive study of its finances in 2019, and the 
Jacobs Engineering firm completed a financial report that produced a financial 
plan, analysis of policies, capital improvement plan, revenue requirement analy-
sis, cost of service analysis, and rate design analysis. The Board will continue 
the financial discussion in 2020. 

Headquarters Improvements 

Headquarters improvements continued in 2019 with the replacement of some 
furniture. In 2020, projects include mud-jacking the east end of the building, au-
dio-visual upgrades, and outdoor demonstration upgrades. 

Fleet Management 

The District owns three vehicles, which are replaced in a six-year rotation. A 
new vehicle was purchased in 2019.  

Information Technology 

The District annually makes improvements to keep electronic hardware and 
software up-to-date. Phone, computer, copier, and software improvements were 
made in 2019. 

Records Management 

The District continues to evaluate a system that will streamline access to elec-
tronic records. Implementation is scheduled in 2020. This will serve both inter-
nal and public information purposes. 

Human Resources 

The Board approved a plan which increased responsibility and duties of some 
staff members. The Human Resources Committee looked at Emergency Succes-
sion and Workforce Planning in 2019, with Board Action possible in 2020. 

Communication and Outreach 

The District staged a major event for the dedication of the James W. Broderick 
Hydropower Plant at Pueblo Dam in 2019. The District also coordinated a tour 
of the Fryingpan-Arkansas Project with the Colorado Department of Natural Re-
sources, and provided leadership for the Arkansas River Basin Forum in 2019. 
Planning for 2020 events is underway. 

Execu ve Commi ee Workshop/SECWCD  
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C  C : 

Enterprise 
Programs 

The Water Ac vity 

Enterprise is the busi-

ness arm of the Dis-

trict. The comple on 

of the James W. Bro-

derick Hydropower 

Plant in 2019, the ad-

ministra on of  the 

Excess Capacity Mas-

ter Contract, the Ar-

kansas Valley Con-

duit, and Recovery of 

Storage are major 

programs. 

James W. Broderick 
Hydroelectric Plant 

The James W. Broderick 
Hydroelectric Plant was 
completed in May 2019, 
and will be in its first full 
year of operation in 2020. 
The focus will be on fine-
tuning operations of the plant. 

Excess Capacity Master Contract 

The annual program will 
increase storage capacity to 
6,575 among 16 entities in 
2020. The 40-year program 
began in 2016, and allows 
participants to store non-
Project water in Pueblo Res-
ervoir. 

Arkansas Valley Conduit 

The Arkansas Valley Conduit remains the highest priority for the Enterprise. 
The AVC is an original feature of the Fryingpan-Arkansas Project, is as vitally 
necessary today as it was in 1962, when the Project was first authorized. The 
District held preliminary AVC contract discussions with Reclamation in early 
2019, completed a study of Regionalization, completed a Value Planning study, 
and gained Colorado Water Conservation Board approval for a $100 million 
funding package. The goal in 2020 is to obtain federal funding to begin con-
struction. 

New Water Sources 

One purpose of the District is to buy water rights as needed. The Dis-
trict has not done this in the past, but might have the need and oppor-
tunity in the future. This item is included in the Business Plan for fu-
ture reference. 

Storage Programs 

Storage is key to maintaining a water supply that meets the needs of all stake-
holders in the District. A portfolio of storage programs is discussed in more de-
tail in the next section of this report. 

Water Sales and Storage 

The Board took action in 2019 to increase water rates for the first time in 20 
years. The new rates will take effect in 2020. 
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C  C : 

Storage  
Programs 

Storage is essen al to 

the opera on of the 

Fryingpan-Arkansas 

Project, and benefi-

cial to all stakehold-

ers of the Southeast-

ern District. Reser-

voirs created by stor-

age provide recrea-

on opportuni es, 

while crea ng 

aqua c habitat. 

Recovery of Storage 

The Board voted in 2019 to study ways to recover storage that the Fryingpan-
Arkansas Project has lost. Bathymetric studies show that more than 20,000 acre-
feet of storage space in Pueblo Reservoir has been lost to sedimentation since 
1975. The study, which will begin in 2020, will look at ways to recover storage 
through dredging, enlargement, new storage or other methods. Any implementa-
tion will require coordination with the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Long-Term Excess Capacity Contracts 

The District’s Excess Capacity Master Contract is one of four major contracts 
that allow storage in Pueblo Reservoir that total nearly 100,000 acre-feet. In ad-
dition, there are smaller long-term contracts and annual contracts. Revenues 
from these contracts will be applied to construction and repayment of the Arkan-
sas Valley Conduit beginning in 2022. 

Expansion of Storage 

The District discussed expansion of storage in the late 1990s and early 2000s. 
This would involve enlargement of Pueblo Reservoir to accommodate non-
Project water. Water users have looked toward other solutions to fill gaps identi-
fied in the 1998 Water Needs Assessment Study, but enlargement remains an 
Enterprise program. 

Restoration of Yield 

Restoration of Yield is a program to obtain storage downstream from Pueblo, 
in order to support Arkansas River flows through Pueblo. The District is a minor 
partner in the program, and shares costs annually in the program. 

John Martin Reservoir Storage 

Pueblo is among water agencies that are looking at accounts in John Martin 
Reservoir. The Arkansas River Compact Administration is considering the pro-
posal. 

Upper Basin Storage 

The Upper Arkansas Water Conservancy District is working on a multipurpose 
storage project at Trout Creek that may lead to additional storage upstream of 
Pueblo. The District is not yet an official participant, but could be in the future. 

Winter Water 

Winter Water stores non-Project water from November 15-March 15 each 
year. The District coordinates the program in conjunction with other agencies. 

Safety of Dams 

Safety of Dams work on Pueblo Dam was completed by the Bureau of Recla-
mation in 1999. The Enterprise collects a surcharge to recover its costs, and 
makes annual $60,000 payments to Reclamation through 2024. 
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C  C : 

Water Sales 
and Storage 

Water and storage 

sales provide revenue 

for the Enterprise, 

which is the business 

arm of the District. 

The 2019 Financial 

Strategy and Sustain-

ability Study offered 

a new way of looking 

at the Enterprise wa-

ter rate structure. 

Project Water Sales, Municipal and Irrigation 

Water sales revenue funds Enterprise Activities. The Financial Strategy and 
Sustainability Study recommended a split rate for water sales, but the Board in 
November 2019 chose to implement a uniform increase to $13.14 per acre-
foot, pending further discussion. The Board will discuss the issue further in 
2020. 

Municipal Carryover Storage 

Allocation Principles set aside 159,000 acre-feet for Municipal Carryover 
storage. Surcharges are applied to this water, and the municipalities are re-
sponsible for evaporative losses. The Financial Study recommended a charge 
on storage, which is under consideration by the Board in 2020. 

Return Flows 

Return Flow sales benefit Enter-
prise Activities. The Board has ap-
proved a $12 per acre-foot charge, 
but a higher rate was recommended 
in the Financial Study. The Board is 
considering the rate in 2020. 

First Right of Refusal 

The District launched a pilot pro-
gram in 2014 that allowed farmers on 
the Fort Lyon Canal to claim return 
flows from Project water. In 2019, 
Rocky Ford High Line Canal and Ox-
ford Farmers Ditch were added to the 
program. Other large canals will be 
evaluated in 2020. 

Winter Water 

Revenues from Winter water previously funded Project costs. Amendment 
11 to the Repayment Contract allows them to fund Public Law 111-11 costs. 
The Financial Study recommended additional charges that would provide En-
terprise Revenues. The Board will review this in 2020. 

Surcharges 

The District amended its contract with Jacobs Engineering to analyze sur-
charge revenue in 2020. Surcharges were added from 1998-2014 to fund spe-
cific programs. During financial discussions in 2019, the Board asked what 
the impacts would be on other rates if surcharges were reduced or eliminated. 
The study will be complete in 2020, but surcharges will remain at current lev-
els at least until 2021. 
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C  C : 

Partnerships 

The District partners 

with other agencies 

to provide needed 

water services for its 

stakeholders. Part-

nerships are a valua-

ble to collabora vely 

work with others in 

the Arkansas River 

basin to achieve com-

mon goals. 

Fountain Creek Transit Loss Model 

The District works in partnership with 17 entities to 
track flows on Fountain Creek in this annual program. 

Water Quality Monitoring 

Stakeholders in the Enlargement, Excess Capacity, and Arkansas 
Valley Conduit programs fund U.S. Geological Survey water qual-
ity monitoring programs. The program is ongoing. 

Regional Resource Planning Group 

The Regional Resource Planning Group was formed in a 2003 agreement be-
tween the District and Aurora to establish water quality guidelines and projects. 
The group did not meet in 2019, and is considering next steps in 2020. 

Arkansas River Basin Water Forum 

The District contributed planning, resources and 
presentations to the Arkansas River Basin Water 
Forum at Pueblo in 2019. The 2020 Forum is at 
Salida in April. 

Arkansas Basin Roundtable 

The Roundtable was formed by state legislation in 2020 to look at water issues 
throughout the Arkansas River basin, and establish connections with other ba-
sins. The District is an active participant. 

Voluntary Flow Management Program 

The Voluntary Flow Management Program on the upper Ar-
kansas River in 1991 as a way to optimize flows for fish and 
recreation. The District hosted a meeting in November to 
review the program’s performance. Native flows were suffi-
cient to keep river levels above the target throughout the July 
1-August 15, 2019 boating season.

Watershed Health 

The District supports water-
shed health through its opera-
tion, maintenance and repay-
ment funding of the Fryingpan-
Arkansas Project. Cooperative 
efforts within the basin are 
looking at measures to promote 
watershed health in light of re-
cent wildfires. 
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C  C : 

Reserves 

The Board created 

strategic fund reserve 

categories in October 

2019 as a result of 

recommenda ons 

from the Financial 

Strategy and Sustain-

ability Study. In addi-

on, Amendment 11 

to the Fry-Ark Con-

tract in 2018 created 

reserves for Project 

OM&R. The Board 

will discuss reserve 

funding targets and 

mechanisms in 2020. 

Fryingpan-Arkansas Reserve 

A reserve has been established to hold revenues from the Contract mill levy for 
future Fryingpan-Arkansas Project expenses. Interest from the reserve contributes 
to District Operating Fund revenues.  

Cash Reserve 

The cash reserve holds working cash sufficient to fund cash-flow variations in a 
typical operating cycle. 

Operating Reserve 

The operating reserve covers potential interruptions in District Operations and 
Enterprise Fund revenue streams. It may be used to stabilize water rates in the 
short term. 

Capital Reserve 

The capital reserve funds repair, replacement, or betterment of District proper-
ties and other capital activities undertaken by the District. 

Exposure Reserve 

The exposure reserve covers extraordinary, unforeseen event not otherwise cov-
ered by reserves or insurance. 
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Description 

2020 Rates and Surcharges ($/ac-ft) (as of 11/21/2019) 

Proposed 

Water Rate 
($) 

Safety of 
Dams 

($) 

Water 
Activity 

($) 

Environmental 
Stewardship 

($) 

Augmenta-
tion 
($) 

Proposed 

Total Charge 
($) 

Project Water Sales 

Irrigation 13.14  0.50 0.75  0.75  -- 15.14 

Municipal 13.14  0.50 1.50  0.75  -- 15.89 

Project Water Sales used for Well Augmentation 

Irrigation used for Well Augmentation 13.14  0.50 0.75  0.75 2.60 17.74 

Municipal used for Well Augmentation 13.14  0.50 1.50  0.75 2.60 18.49 

Storage Charges 

Winter Water Storage* 2.80  0.25  --  0.75  -- 3.80 

Carry-Over Project Water --  1.00 1.25  0.75  -- 3.00 

If and When Storage 

In District --  0.50 0.50  0.75  -- 1.75 

Out of District --  2.00 4.00  0.75  -- 6.75 

Aurora --  -- 10.00  --  -- 10.00 

Project Water Return Flows 

Irrigation 12.00  0.50  --  0.75  -- 13.25 

Municipal 12.00 0.50 -- 0.75 -- 13.25

*Board Approved Rates as of November 21, 2019 for FY 2020
(subject to change pending addi onal Board ac on in first quarter of 2020)
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Bent County  

Cer fica on of Valua on 

and  

Cer fica on of Tax Levies 

County Assessed Valua ons and Cer fica on of Tax 
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Chaffee County  

Cer fica on of Valua on 

and  

Cer fica on of Tax Levies 

County Valua ons and Cer fica on of Tax Levies 
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County Assessed Valua ons and Cer fica on of Tax 

Crowley County  

Cer fica on of Valua on 

and  

Cer fica on of Tax Levies 
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County Assessed Valua ons and Cer fica on of Tax 

El Paso County  

Cer fica on of Valua on 

and  

Cer fica on of Tax Levies 
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County Assessed Valua ons and Cer fica on of Tax 

Fremont County  

Cer fica on of Valua on 

and  

Cer fica on of Tax Levies 
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County Assessed Valua ons and Cer fica on of Tax 

Kiowa County  

Cer fica on of Valua on 

and  

Cer fica on of Tax Levies 

Appendix  — Sec on 7 

121



 

County Assessed Valua ons and Cer fica on of Tax 

Otero County  

Cer fica on of Valua on 

and  

Cer fica on of Tax Levies 
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County Assessed Valua ons and Cer fica on of Tax 

Prowers County  

Cer fica on of Valua on 

and  

Cer fica on of Tax Levies 
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County Assessed Valua ons and Cer fica on of Tax 

Pueblo County 

Cer fica on of Valua on 

and  

Cer fica on of Tax Levies 
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5.5% Tax Revenue Limits Calcula ons 
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Acre-Foot of Water An acre-foot of water is the amount of water that would cover an acre of land to a depth of one 
foot, or 325,851 gallons. 

Aurora City of Aurora 

AVC Arkansas Valley Conduit : The Arkansas Valley Conduit (AVC), is a proposed water supply 
project to serve the needs of communities in the lower Arkansas Valley, a pipeline 
(Interconnect) to convey water between the existing south outlet works and a future north outlet 
works at Pueblo Reservoir…” Reclamation Newsletter October 2012 

Balanced Budget A balanced budget reflects one single fiscal year that the overall difference between govern-
ment revenues and spending equal. 

Basin The Basin refers to the Arkansas River Basin unless otherwise stated 

Board The Board refers to the Board of Directors of the District 

Budget A financial plan for a defined period of time 

Capital Outlay or Capital 
Expenditure 

Capital outlay or capital expenditure are defined as changes for the acquisition a the delivery 
price including transportation, cost of equipment, land and buildings, or any other permanent 
improvement with a value of $5,000 and a useful life expectancy of greater than one year. 

CPI The Consumer Price Index (CPI) is a measure of the average change over time in the prices 
paid by urban consumers for a market basket of consumer goods and services. 

CRS Colorado Revised Statues 

CWCB Colorado Water Conservation Board 

DISTRICT Southeastern Colorado Water Conservancy District (General Fund) 

DOLA Department of Local Affairs (State of Colorado) 

Enterprise Southeastern Colorado Water Activity Enterprise (Proprietary Fund) 

ED ED refers to the Executive Director of the District 

Excess Capacity Southeastern Long-Term Excess Capacity Master Contract for storage in Pueblo Reservoir to 
improve water supply. Also known as Master Contract. 

Fountain Valley Authority A pipeline that is part of the Fry-Ark contract with Reclamation 

Fry-Ark Fryingpan-Arkansas Project  (Entire System from Ruedi Reservoir east to Pueblo) 

Fund Fiscal and accounting entity with a self-balancing set of accounts 

Fund Balance The net position of a government fund which is the difference between assets, liabilities, de-
ferred outflows of resources, and deferred inflows of resources. 

FVA Fountain Valley Authority 

General Fund Governmental Activities and/or District Fund 

Governmental Activities District Activities generally financed through taxes, intergovernmental revenues, and other 
none change revenues. 

Governmental Fund Funds generally used to account for tax-supported activities. 

IGA Intergovernmental Agreement (Contract) 

IPA Intergovernmental Personnel Act: The Intergovernmental Personnel Act Mobility Program pro-
vides for the temporary assignment of personnel between the Federal Government and state and 
local governments, colleges and universities, Indian tribal governments, federally funded re-
search and development centers, and other eligible organizations. 

LoPP Lease of Power Privilege: Contractual right given to a nonfederal entity to utilize, consistent 
with project purposes, water power head and storage from Reclamation. projects for electric 
power generation. 

Glossary of Terms 
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Master Contract Southeastern Long-Term Excess Capacity Master Contract. Also known as Excess Capacity. 

Mill Millage tax: The amount per $1,000 of assessed valuation of real property, which is used to 
calculate taxes. 

Mill Levy An ad valorem tax that a property owner must pay annually on their property 

MOA Memorandum of Agreement (Contract) 

OM&R Operations, Maintenance and Repair 

Plan The Plan refers to the District’s Strategic Plan 

Proprietary Fund Business Activities and/or the Enterprise Fund 

PSOP Preferred Storage Options Plan: a plan to enlarge reservoirs for storage, as well as investigating 
other storage methods 

Reclamation United States Bureau of Reclamation 

RWC Plan Regional Water Conservation Plan 

Restated Budget When the original Adopted Budget is required to be amended due to the expenditure levels 
higher than the appropriation, this will trigger a Restate Budget process. When the Budget is 
adopted a second time in one fiscal year the budget becomes a “Restated Budget”. 

RICD Recreational In-Channel Diversion: RICDs are functionally similar to instream flow rights in 
that they allow the appropriation of an amount of streamflow for use within the river channel. 
Unlike instream flow rights, however, RICDs require that the flow be “diverted, captured, con-
trolled, and placed to beneficial use between specific points defined by control structures.” 

ROY Restoration of Yield: Methods of restoring or increasing water yield, and water quality 

RRA Reclamation Reform Act 

RRPG Regional Resource Planning Group 

SECWCD Southeastern Colorado Water Conservancy District. Also referred to as the District. 

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

SOD The Safety of Dams program focuses on evaluating and implementing actions to resolve safety 
concerns at Reclamation dams. Under this program, Reclamation will complete studies and 
identify and accomplish needed corrective action on Reclamation dams. The selected course of 
action relies on assessments of risks and liabilities with environmental and public involvement 
input to the decision-making process. 

TABOR Taxpayer Bill of Rights Amendment of the Colorado Constitution Section 20 Article X 

The Conduit AVC, Arkansas Valley Conduit 

The Project Fryingpan-Arkansas Project  (Entire System from Ruedi Reservoir East to Pueblo) 

USBR United States Bureau of Reclamation, also referred to as Reclamation 

USGS  United States Geological Survey 

WAE Southeastern Colorado Water Activity Enterprise 

WM&C Plan Water Management and Conservation Plan: The District’s five year water and conservation 
plan. 

Glossary of Terms 
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