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MEMORANDUM

To: Lane Wyatt, Park County 1041 Permit Coordinator (via email:
qqlane@colorado.net)

From: James W. Culichia, attorney for Center of Colorado Water Conservancy
District

Re: Will-O-Wisp Metro District 1041 Permit Application
Date: August 9, 2006

Dear Lane:

On behalf of the Center of Colorado Water Conservancy District (“CCWCD”), I am
providing you with the following comments regarding the Will-O-Wisp (“WOW”) 1041
Permit application submitted by WOW dated April, 2006.

As you know, CCWCD is an entity with county-wide water interests and it traditionally
has commented as a reviewing agency on all 1041 permit applications that involved
water matters.  CCWCD was recently an applicant for a §1041 special development
permit related to the development of the Randall Ditch project in South Park, thus it is
very familiar with the County’s 1041 procedure.  CCWCD’s primary issue in evaluating
1041 applications is to ensure that the Applicant fully complies with all of the permit
requirements so that the interests of Park County’s citizens, and the 1041 permit process,
are protected.

CCWCD has reviewed, among other items, the WOW application, comments to the
application from Jeffrey J. Kahn, the County’s special water counsel, correspondence
from Robert V. Trout, the attorney for the Woodside Homeowners’ Association, various
correspondence regarding the project and the pending litigation between WOW and the
Woodside Homeowners’ Association, and documents regarding the water rights of
WOW and the Mountain Mutual Reservoir Company.  
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Based upon this review. CCWCD believes there are serious questions regarding the
sufficiency, completeness and timing of the WOW application.  CCWCD’s
recommendation is that the application, in its present form, not be considered for
approval until the Applicant has fully complied with all of the requirements in the
regulations, resolved all of the outstanding legal issues and pending litigation, and
provided the additional hydrologic and scientific evidence required to enable the County
and others to fully evaluate the impacts from the proposed project.

The following are CCWCD’s specific comments regarding the application:

1. Questions regarding hydrology and adequacy of physical and legal water supply.

The WOW project involves development of a point of diversion and/or infiltration
gallery within Elk Creek at the location of the Glasman Ditch #2.  The application states
that WOW’s “existing wells will remain in service once the proposed project is
completed, however, no new wells will be constructed.”  The primary purpose of the
WOW application and the development of the new water sources from Elk Creek will
be to provide service to the Tanglewood Subdivision (f/k/a Pine Ridge) with an
equivalency of 570 taps.  Peak demand for the Elk Creek diversions are estimated to be
in the 0.5 c.f.s. range.

The evidence presented in the WOW application indicates that there are questions
regarding the adequacy of the physical and legal supply of water available to WOW at
the proposed Elk Creek point of diversion.  

Applicants’ engineers have provided the County with estimated stream flows for Elk
Creek and a few years of measured stream flows from 2001-2003.  The estimated flows
were developed back in the early 1980's by Blatchley & Associates who attempted to
create a statistical correlation between measured flows at a USGS maintained gaging
station on the North Fork of the South Platte River below Geneva Creek at Grant (the
“Grant Gage”) and flows on Elk Creek.

Developing a statistical correlation between stream basins is a standard methodology for
water engineers, however, problems can arise in the application of that methodology
which significantly effect the validity of the predicted flows.  This is especially true with
statistical correlations using the Grant Gage.  In the Park County Sportsmen’s Ranch
litigation, PCSR attempted to use the Grant Gage as the basis for making statistical
correlations to flows on Tarryall, Michigan and Jefferson Creeks in South Park. The
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Water Court ruled that the Grant Gage was poorly correlated to those South Park
streams.  Due to a basic lack of comparability between the Elk Creek and Geneva Creek
basins, CCWCD believes that the Grant Gage will not produce valid correlations to
estimate the flows on Elk Creek.  That lack of comparability seems to be borne out by
the actual data submitted by WOW.

Tables 2 and 4 of the WOW Application set forth Elk Creek’s projected versus
measured flows.  Examining the calculated values (Table 2) with the measured rates
(Table 4) supports the conclusion that the estimated flows are in excess of the measured
flows.

For example, 1963 was a known drought year.  The following table compares the
estimated flows for Elk Creek in 1963 with the measured flows during the 2001-2003
measuring period (all values in c.f.s.):

Month 1963 projected flows 2001-2003 measured flows

January 1.22 2.0, 2.21 (2002); 1.2, 1.08, 1.8, 2.34, 1.16, 1.8,
2.96, 1.08, 1.08, 1.08 (2003)

February 1.47 2.44 (2002); 3.65, 0.95, 2.74, 1.2, 1.2, 2.15,
3.41, 2.96, 2.96 (2004)

March 1.49 2.96, 1.8. 2.26 (2003)
April 2.47
May 5.46 2.43 and 2.31
June 5.99 1.23
July 4.01
August 4.22 1.2, 0.46, 0.43, 0.46, 0.73
September 5.04 0.46, 0.46, 0.39, 0.70, 0.43, 0.69, 1.2, 1.2
October 3.39 1.2, 1.2, 1.2, 1.56, 1.49, 1.8
November 2.07 2.15, 1.59, 1.64, 3.18, 3.41, 1.65, 4.71
December 1.42 1.64, 2.15, 3.65, 6.91

WOW’s actual data indicates that there will be periods of insufficient physical flows in
Elk Creek flows to fulfill the project’s demand.  In addition, there may be legal supply
issues that preclude WOW from taking the full flows that are physically available.
WOW has not adequately addressed either the physical or legal supply questions in its
application.  
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§2-206(5)(a)(1)(a) requires daily stream flows for an average year, a one-in-ten wet
year, and a one-in-ten dry year.

Figure 2 is the one-in-ten dry year, and WOW chose the estimated flows for 1960 to
demonstrate adequacy of its water supply.  As demonstrated above, the streamflow
projections developed by WOW utilizing the statistical correlation with the North Fork
gage are unreliable.  Actual measurements are available from the applicants’ data for
2002, thus it would be preferable to utilize the measured information for determination
of the one-in-ten dry year component of the regulation.

WOW’s project is not like many other water development projects (i.e., CCWCD’s
Randall Ditch Project) where if less water is available in the stream than projected by
an applicants’ engineers, then no water will be diverted.  WOW is a municipal water
provider and once the Tanglewood houses are built, taps will go dry if there is an
inadequate physical supply of water available for diversion.  CCWCD recommends that
the applicant be required to provide additional measurement of stream flows and
alternatives to having its water supply derive primarily from Elk Creek.  Since it appears
that alternative sources may be required, WOW should be required to address the
environmental and other impacts from those alternative sources as part of this 1041
permit proceeding and not in a separate application.

2. Impacts to fisheries and aquatic life do not appear to have been properly assessed.

Impacts to fisheries and aquatic life are required to be evaluated by§2-206(5) of the
County’s regulations and WOW’s application addresses these issues primarily at pages
27-28.  In several respects, the application appears incomplete and based upon
conclusory statements rather than science.  For example, no scientific evidence was cited
as support for WOW’s statements that the “aquatic food web of Elk Creek is estimated
to not be affected by the average daily diversion of 0.3 c.f.s.” (Application at 27).

The average daily diversion is not the proper measuring standard, nor is it proper to base
the impacts upon the projected vs. measured flows.  Rather, one must look at peak
diversions and the effects on Elk Creek based upon real stream flow data.  If the daily
flow in a dry year is less than 0.5 c.f.s. as it was at times during 2002 and 2003, and the
average diversion is 0.3 c.f.s. and the peak diversion is 0.5 c.f.s., then WOW must be
required to demonstrate how constant low flows of 0.2 c.f.s., and a periodic complete
drying of the stream to meet peak demands, will impact the “aquatic food web of Elk



CCWCD’s comments re WOW 1041 Permit Application
Page 5

Creek.”

Likewise, WOW’s application states in that same paragraph: “The withdrawal from the
creek will not dry the stream thereby enabling the food web to be unaffected.”  First, the
premise that the Elk Creek diversions will “not dry the stream” appears to be incorrect
based upon WOW’s own data.  Second, there is no scientific evidence offered to support
this conclusory statement and WOW should be required to provide such evidence.

At page 27 of the Application, WOW states that “fish populations on Elk Creek are
estimated to be primarily composed of brook trout with smaller populations of rainbow
trout, longnose sucker, and white sucker in the lower elevations of the creek...”  

There was no evidence submitted that fish sampling of the affected upstream reaches
was conducted as was required of CCWCD in its Randall Ditch Project application.
Moreover, I am advised that native cutthroat trout inhabit the upper reaches of Elk Creek
in the vicinity of the Elk Creek diversion.   Since no fish population studies were
actually conducted, WOW should be required to perform appropriate fish surveys at
appropriate times to document what types of fisheries could be impacted by its
diversions from Elk Creek and the stream flows for making those impact projections
should be based upon real measurements as opposed to the projected flows.

3. Need for Wetlands and USACE §404 Permits.  

The Denver Regional Office of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has jurisdiction over
construction activities within wetlands and stream channels.  The WOW application
includes development of a diversion point and collection gallery within Elk Creek, thus
it appears that a 404 permit will be required.  In addition, it appears that there will be
development in jurisdictional wetlands.  There have been recent changes in the USACE
policy regarding wetlands development and a copy of these regulations are attached.
It does not appear from the application that WOW has consulted with the USACE
regarding the project nor have they adequately addressed the wetlands impacts of the
project.  CCWCD recommends that the wetlands and §404 permit issues be fully
addressed prior to proceeding with this application.  

4. Evaluation of facilities not included in the application but likely required for
operation of the WOW project. 
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The application states at §2-207(3)(h), p. 47, that there are no plans “at this time...for
any impoundments in the development.  However, this subject may be revisited at later
date if any surface storage structures are required in the District.  An amendment to this
1041 permit application will be submitted if at a later date is required to construct an
impoundment for surface raw water storage.”

Based upon the limited hydrology that does exist for Elk Creek, which demonstrates that
there may be insufficient water in Elk Creek during dry years to fulfill WOW’s
requirements, it appears that water storage will likely be required.  Water storage is also
likely to be required for the Mountain Mutual plan for augmentation to legally operate
during periods of low flows in Elk Creek.   WOW has a conditional water rights decree
for Woodside Reservoir, however, there are covenants for the Woodside Subdivision
that prohibit construction of water storage facilities within Woodside and there is
pending litigation regarding this issue between WOW and Woodside.  In addition, the
original plat for the subdivision does not indicate that a reservoir will be constructed on
certain lots within Woodside, though WOW has maintained that it has easements to
construct the Reservoir as shown on the recorded plat.

Because of the pending litigation, the apparent lack of easements for the Reservoir, the
impacts to the affected property owners whose lots would be impacted by the Reservoir,
legal questions about WOW’s ability to condemn the parcels where the Reservoir would
be located, and the apparent need for the Woodside Reservoir to make the WOW project
viable, WOW should be required to include the Reservoir in its present application and
fully study all of the impacts.

CCWCD does not believe that it is appropriate for WOW to “amend” the 1041 permit
at a later date, as stated by WOW, when there is a substantial likelihood that water
storage will be required.  All of the impacts from the proposed project must be evaluated
as part of the primary permit application and not as future amendments to an already
permitted project for which the applicant may later claim to have vested property rights.

Other issues concerning the Application have been addressed by Jeffrey J. Kahn, Park
County’s special water counsel.  CCWCD agrees with Mr. Kahn’s analysis and
recommendations and will not reiterate them here.

Conclusions.  

CCWCD believes that the WOW application is deficient in several critical respects and
it recommends that the application not be considered for approval until the Applicant
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fully addresses the concerns and issues raised in this memorandum.  

If we can provide you with any additional information or analyses, or be of any further
assistance, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Very Truly Yours,

James W. Culichia

James W. Culichia

cc: Center of Colorado Water Conservancy District (U.S. Mail)
Richard Toussaint (Via email: rtoussaint@tnclaw.com) 
Robert V. Trout (Via email: rtrout@troutlaw.com) 
Tom Eisenman (Via email: TEisenman@parkco.us) 
Jeffrey J. Kahn (Via email: jkahn@blglaw.com)
Stephen Groome (Via email: pcattorney@parkco.us)








