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Arkansas Valley Conduit participants listen to presentations about the 
AVC at a meeting in La Junta on Thursday, November 17, 2017. 

Kevin Meador (right), Chief Engineer for the 
Southeastern Colorado Water Conservancy Dis-
trict and Patrick Fischer of the Bureau of Recla-
mation discuss the AVC at the November 17, 
2017 meeting in LaJunta. 

SE District to launch AVC “New Concept” study 

The Southeastern Colorado Wa-

ter Conservancy District (District) 

hosted a meeting with Arkansas 

Valley Conduit (AVC) participants 

on Thursday, November 16, to ex-

plain the “New Concept” for the 

AVC, and an $80,000 study that 

will help the Bureau of Reclamation 

(Reclamation) evaluate the pro-

posal. 

The meeting was attended by 

about 20 people, including four Dis-

trict board members: Kevin Karney, 

Carl McClure, Bub Miller and Dal-

las May. 

The participants indicated the 

District needs to do a better job of 

informing them of changes in the 

plan, and this newsletter will help 

that process.  

It was also suggested that we 

have more frequent meetings, and 

those will now occur quarterly as 

well. The next meeting will be in 

March, 2018, but a date has not 

been set. 

The meeting began with brief 

remarks by Karney, who explained 

the importance of the AVC. He said 

the District has made good progress 

in the last year. 

Chris Woodka, Issues Manage-

ment Program Coordinator for the 

District, talked about the history of 

the AVC: 

The AVC is part of the Fry-

ingpan-Arkansas Project that was 

authorized by Congress and signed 

into law by President John F. Ken-

nedy in 1962. It was postponed in 

1979, when some communities opt-

ed for short-term solutions to water 

quality problems. 

As state and federal water quali-

ty standards increased in the late 

1990s, interest in the AVC was re-

kindled. The District was asked to 

actively develop the AVC in 2001, 

and has been working to make it a 

reality for more than 15 years. 

The appraisal level cost for the 

AVC was $400 million in 2011, but 

that number has increased. Recla-

mation is finalizing the feasibility 

level cost estimates, which should 

be released in the near future. 

The Record of Decision for the 

AVC was completed in 2014, after 

the Final Environmental Impact 

Statement was done in 2013. 

But since then, Congress has 

annually appropriated $3 million or 

less, which has meant limited pro-

gress. 

During the past year, the Dis-

trict has worked with Reclamation 

and Pueblo Water to develop the 

“New Concept,” which would 

speed up the process. 
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What is the “New Concept”? 
Kevin Meador, Engineer for the 

SECWCD, explained the New Con-

cept, which would be a way to get 

water east of Pueblo more quickly, 

and hopefully at far less cost.  

The idea developed in the past 

year, and was first explained to par-

ticipants at a meeting in August. 

In the North Comanche alterna-

tive, chosen as the preferred alter-

native by Reclamation in the Rec-

ord of Decision, a treatment plant 

would be constructed at Whitlock 

Treatment Plant, water pumped up-

hill to a regulating tank and sent 

through a gravity-fed pipeline to St. 

Charles Mesa first, and then to oth-

er communities beginning with 

Boone and Fowler. 

The “New Concept” would in-

clude phased connections to the 

AVC route, using excess capacity 

in Pueblo Water’s system rather 

than constructing new facilities. 

The first hookup would be from 

the eastern edge of the Airport In-

dustrial Park to a point near the 

Pueblo Chemical Depot. 

The red lines in the map above 

show the pipeline that would have 

to be built in order to connect with 

the AVC route, shown by dashed 

black lines. Those AVC lines have 

yet to be built. 

Phase 1 would require a pipe-

line approximately 6 miles long 

from the Airport to the Depot. This 

pipeline propbably would be small-

er than the 30-inch diameter line to 

St. Charles Mesa in the North Co-

manche alternative. Additionally, 

the lines on St. Charles Mesa would 

not be needed until later in the pro-

ject, allowing for accelerated con-

struction of the line beginning at the 

Depot. 

There would also be the need to 

construct a small treatment plant to 

remove residual chloramine from 

the water at some point. 

Finally, there may be a need to 

be a pump station, storage tank and 

some sort of treatment plant near 

the point where the 6-mile connec-

tion line meets the AVC. 

A more complete explanation is 

shown in an attached PowerPoint. 

This graphic shows connection points from Pueblo Water’s system to the AVC. The options would be phased in to allow construc-
tion of the pipeline east of Pueblo to begin sooner. 
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New study needed 

Pueblo 

Eads 

Crowley 

County 

Las Animas 
Lamar 

Otero County 

AVC New Concept 

1 

2 

3 

Phased Pueblo Supply 

Route of AVC Bent County Prowers County 

Kiowa County 

La Junta 

Rocky Ford 

Ordway 

Boone 

AVC Participants 
Pueblo County 
Boone 
St. Charles Mesa Water 

Crowley County 
96 Pipeline Company 
Crowley County Water  
   Association 
Crowley 
Olney Springs 
Ordway 
Sugar City 

Bent County 
Hasty Water Company 
Las Animas 
McClave Water Assn. 

Prowers County 
Lamar 
May Valley Water Assn. 
Wiley 
 

Kiowa County 
Eads 

 

 
Otero County 
Beehive Water Assn. 
Bents Fort Water Co. 
Town of Cheraw 
East End Water Assn. 
Eureka Water Co. 
Fayette Water Assn. 
Fowler 
Hancock Inc. 
Hilltop Water Co. 
Holbrook Center Soft Water 
Homestead Improvement 
La Junta 
Manzanola 
Newdale-Grand Valley 
North Holbrook Water 
Patterson Valley 
Riverside Water Co.* 
Rocky Ford 
South Side Water Assn. 
South Swink Water Co. 
Swink 
Valley Water Co. 
Vroman 
West Grand Valley Water 
West Holbrook Water 

RED: Enforcement action from CDPHE Colorado Water 
Quality Division for radionuclides. 
GREEN: Non-Enforceable radionuclide contamination. 
* New to AVC    (As of 2017) 

Meador explained that an $80,000 study is needed to 

evaluate the hydraulics and water treatment under the 

“New Concept.” 

The study will look at water pressures to connection 

points, and water flow or capacity at the connection 

points. The water treatment will look at the removal of 

chloramine residual. 

Patrick Fischer, Project Manager for Reclamation, 

indicated that Reclamation expects to make a decision 

about whether to proceed with the “New Concept” 

within six months of completion of the study. 

The participants are obligated to bear the cost of the 

study through the AVC Memorandum of Agreement 

executed in 2014 with participants. These costs fall 

under the development costs outlined in Section 

V.A.2. of the agreement. Because the “New Concept” 

is not yet part of Reclamation’s official investigation 

of the AVC, and Pueblo Water has no obligation to 

fund this study, it is the District’s responsibility. 

Reclamation has indicated in several meetings that 

the New Concept could work, might save money and 

would save time. Negotiations with Pueblo Water 

have not begun. 

Meador said the goal is to have “dirt flying” by 

2020, but this study is a necessary first step. 
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Chris Woodka 
Issues Management Program Coordinator 
Southeastern Colorado Water Conservancy District 
(719) 948-2400 
Direct: (719) 766-4253 
Cell: (719) 289-0785 
chris@secwcd.com 

Questions or suggestions? 

Included with this report: 

 Attachment 1. Information Report to SECWCD 

Board November 9, 2017, detailing the poten-

tial costs of the $80,000 to participants. 

 Attachment 2 Agenda for November 16, 2017 

AVC Participants meeting 

 Attachment 3: Attendees at Participants 

meeting on November 16, 2017. 

 Attachment 4: November 16 Power Point 

presentation 

 Attachment 5: Minutes of August 1, 2017, AVC 

Committee and Participants meeting. 

 Attachment 6: Draft MOA Between SECWCD 

and AVC Participant (blank copy) 

 Attachment 7: AVC Presentation For August 1, 

2017 meeting. 

 Attachment 8: New Concept paper, June 2017 

 Attachment 9: Draft 2018 budget for AVC, 

SECWCD Enterprise. 

Will we have control over future rate increases by 

Pueblo Water? 

No contract with Pueblo water has been negotiated. 

In preliminary discussions, Pueblo Water has indicat-

ed it would like to treat the AVC as a large customer, 

although the AVC brings its own water, so the rate is 

not known. 

Why not start building the line out east now? 

Funding has not been sufficient to start construction. 

AVC appropriations have been about $3 million for 

the last few years, which has been used to develop 

the feasibility level design, and to begin work on ge-

otechnical investigations along the route. 

Would savings in capital costs mean more O&M costs 

for participants? 

At this point, we do no know the difference in O&M 

costs under the “New Concept” and Comanche 

North, but we will try to analyze these at some point. 

Could treatment facilities be located east of Fowler? 

A point was raised that Fowler now is being required 

by the state to treat water in such a way that chlora-

mine would be removed at its delivery point, so there 

is no need to remove it before it gets there. Boone 

apparently is in the same situation. This was new in-

formation that will be taken into account. 

Will there be more testing costs associated with chlo-

ramine removal? 

There are always testing costs. The study will look at 

the efficiency of one method of chloramine removal. 

Discussions on testing with the Colorado Department 

of Public Health and Environment are needed. 

Were any grants available to fund the $80,000 study? 

 Given the timeframe in which this study is needed, 

the District chose to seek participant funding, 

matched with budgeted consultant funds. 

mailto:chris@secwcd.com


  

 
 Southeastern Colorado Water Activity Enterprise 

Board of Directors Meeting 
 

Arkansas Valley Conduit/Excess Capacity Master Contract Update 
 

Information Report 

 
 

Date: November 9, 2017        Agenda Item: VI.a. 

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS: 
Information 
 

BUDGET IMPLICATIONS: 
Excess Capacity Master Contract: Pre-payment of $265,959 to the Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), with corresponding deferred revenue from participants. 
Arkansas Valley Conduit (AVC): An $80,000 payment is needed for an engineering report to 
advance the New Concept proposal. 
 

PREVIOUS BOARD ACTION AND/OR ACTIVITY: 
Information. 
 

ISSUE SUMMARY DESCRIPTION: 
Excess Capacity Master Contract: Payment from participants for $265,959 for 6,525 acre-feet 
of storage in 2018 was received in full shortly after the October 1 deadline. An invoice was 
obtained from Reclamation so that the payment could be made prior to the November 1 
deadline in the Contract. 
 
Arkansas Valley Conduit: An $80,000 engineering study is needed in order to advance the New 
Concept proposal. The proposal would use excess capacity in Pueblo Water’s system in a 
phased approach to reduce the amount of time needed to build the AVC. 
 
The proposal by Black and Veatch would accomplish the following: 

1. Hydraulic Analysis to model Pueblo’s system in order to determine if additional pumping 
would be needed for Phase 1 (3 million gallons per day at the southeastern corner of 
the Airport Industrial Park in Pueblo). 

2. Preliminary suggestions for chloramine removal. Because Pueblo Water uses chloramine 
in its process, and the AVC will deliver filtered water, chlorine and/or ammonia must be 
removed from the water entering the AVC. 

Chris
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3. Reclamation’s Technical Service Center could use the engineering report to more quickly 
evaluate the feasibility of the New Concept. 

The goal of the analysis is to develop enough information for Reclamation to make a decision to 
proceed with this alternative, rather than the Comanche North alternative in the 2014 Record 
of Decision. 

There is $20,000 in the 2017 Enterprise budget for AVC consultants, and $20,000 in the 2018 
proposed Enterprise budget. This could leave either $40,000 or $60,000 to be paid by AVC 
participants through quarterly billings in 2018. 

An AVC participants meeting is being planned for mid-November to explain the 2018 charges 
and the progress of the New Concept proposal. The meeting is necessary because an estimate 
of the 2018 budget sent to participants with 3rd quarter billings did not reflect this payment. 

The attached table shows the impact of additional charges, along with the estimated amount 
that will be paid by participants for AVC activities in 2017 (fourth quarter billings are 
estimated). Percentages are calculated by the participants’ requested maximum acre-feet 
capacity in the AVC in 2070. 

SUGGESTED MOTION: 
Information 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 

Attachment 1: Estimated 2018 Costs to Arkansas Valley Conduit Participants 



Attachment 1: Estimated 2018 Costs to Arkansas Valley Conduit Participants  

AVC Participant AF Percent Plus $40,000 Plus $60,000   PAID IN 2017 

City of La Junta       2,040  22.4521%  $         8,980.85   $        13,471.27   $           19,084.31  

City of Las Animas         570  6.2734%  $         2,509.36   $          3,764.03   $             5,332.38  

St. Charles Mesa Water District       1,800  19.8107%  $         7,924.28   $        11,886.42   $           16,839.09  

96 Pipeline Company           27  0.2972%  $             118.86   $              178.30   $                 252.59  

Beehive Water Association           18  0.1981%  $               79.24   $              118.86   $                 168.39  

Bents Fort Water Company         106  1.1666%  $             466.65   $              699.98   $                 991.64  

Crowley County Water Association         824  9.0689%  $         3,627.56   $          5,441.34   $             7,708.56  

Town of Eads         250  2.7515%  $         1,100.59   $          1,650.89   $             2,338.76  

Fayette Water Association             7  0.0770%  $               30.82   $                46.22   $                   65.49  

Hill Top Water Company           45  0.4953%  $             198.11   $              297.16   $                 420.98  

Holbrook Center Soft Water Association           18  0.1981%  $               79.24   $              118.86   $                 168.39  

Homestead Improvement Association             7  0.0770%  $               30.82   $                46.22   $                   65.49  

Town of Manzanola           62  0.6824%  $             272.95   $              409.42   $                 580.01  

May Valley Water Association         410  4.5124%  $         1,804.97   $          2,707.46   $             3,835.57  

Newdale-Grand Valley Water Co.           55  0.6053%  $             242.13   $              363.20   $                 514.53  

Town of Olney Springs           45  0.4953%  $             198.11   $              297.16   $                 420.98  

Town of Ordway         146  1.6069%  $             642.75   $              964.12   $             1,365.84  

Patterson Valley Water Company           15  0.1651%  $               66.04   $                99.05   $                 140.33  

City of Rocky Ford         503  5.5360%  $         2,214.40   $          3,321.59   $             4,705.59  

South Swink Water Company           86  0.9465%  $             378.60   $              567.91   $                 804.53  

Southside Water Association             7  0.0770%  $               30.82   $                46.22   $                   65.49  

Valley Water Company           38  0.4182%  $             167.29   $              250.94   $                 355.49  

Vroman Water Company           32  0.3522%  $             140.88   $              211.31   $                 299.36  

West Grand Valley Water Incorporated           25  0.2751%  $             110.06   $              165.09   $                 233.88  

Town of Boone           60  0.6604%  $             264.14   $              396.21   $                 561.30  

Town of Cheraw           30  0.3302%  $             132.07   $              198.11   $                 280.65  

Town of Crowley            22  0.2421%  $               96.85   $              145.28   $                 205.81  

East End Water Association           11  0.1211%  $               48.43   $                72.64   $                 102.91  

Eureka Water Company           74  0.8144%  $             325.78   $              488.66   $                 692.27  

Town of Fowler         210  2.3112%  $             924.50   $          1,386.75   $             1,964.56  

Hasty Water Company           33  0.3632%  $             145.28   $              217.92   $                 308.72  

City of Lamar       1,200  13.2071%  $         5,282.85   $          7,924.28   $           11,226.06  

Mc Clave Water Association, Inc.           56  0.6163%  $             246.53   $              369.80   $                 523.88  

North Holbrook Water Company             7  0.0770%  $               30.82   $                46.22   $                   65.49  

Riverside           20  0.2201%  $               88.05   $              132.07   $                 187.10  

Town of Sugar City           82  0.9025%  $             360.99   $              541.49   $                 767.11  

Town of Swink           74  0.8144%  $             325.78   $              488.66   $                 692.27  

West Holbrook Water Pipeline 
Association           14  0.1541%  $               61.63   $                92.45   $                 130.97  

Town of Wiley           57  0.6273%  $             250.94   $              376.40   $                 533.24  



  
Arkansas Valley Conduit Participants Agenda  

7:00 p.m. 
 November 16, 2017 

La Junta Municipal Building, 601 Colorado Avenue, La Junta 

 

1) CALL MEETING TO ORDER 
Chris Woodka 
 

2) INTRODUCTIONS 
 

3) OPENING REMARKS 
Bill Long or Kevin Karney 

 

4) PRESENTATIONS: 
A) New Concept Power Point, Chris Woodka & Kevin Meador 
B) An $80,000 study is needed in 2018 to evaluate hydraulics and water 

treatment needs under the New Concept proposal, Kevin Meador 
C) Explanation of Reclamation process for evaluation of New Concept, 

Patrick Fischer 
 

5) OTHER BUSINESS 
 

6) QUESTIONS FROM PARTICIPANTS 
 

7) ADJOURN 
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Arkansas Valley Conduit
Participants Meeting, November 16, 2017
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AVC timeline: Past

• 1962: Arkansas Valley Conduit approved in 
Fry-Ark Project. 

• 1979: AVC stalled as communities explored 
short-term options. 

• 2001: AVC revived by Southeastern Board, 
as issues of Water Quality emerged.

• 2010: STAG process fleshes out needs, cost.
• 2013: Reclamation completes 

Environmental Impact Statement, choosing 
North Comanche route.

• 2014: Record of Decision.



AVC timeline: Present

• December 2016: District staff determines it 
will take too long (10-12 years) to get 
around Pueblo under North Comanche.

• January 2017: New Concept idea discussed 
with Pueblo Water, Reclamation.

• May 2017: Initial meetings with 
Reclamation to sound out New Concept, 
design-build and public-private 
partnerships.

• August 2017: Planning meeting with 
Reclamation.

• November 2017: Technical meeting with 
Reclamation.



AVC timeline: Future

• 2018: District will work with Pueblo Water, 
Reclamation to evaluate hydraulics, 
treatment options 

• 2018: Reclamation will determine if New 
Concept can proceed, determine what type 
of environmental evaluation is needed. 
2019: Contract negotiations for excess 
capacity in Pueblo Water system.

• 2020: “Dirt flying” on AVC



NEW CONCEPT
Arkansas Valley Conduit



North Comanche Route

This route for the AVC was chosen in the FEIS



AVC New Concept

Portion of AVC in Comanche North 
alternative that would not be 
constructed under the New Concept 
alternative. This includes 
modifications to the Whitlock 
Treatment Plant, a pumping station, a 
regulating tank and roughly 16 miles 
of pipeline. 



AVC New Concept

New Concept features would include 
phased connection points with the 
AVC, which are numbered in the order 
that they would be expected to come 
online.

1.

2.

3.



AVC New Concept

Finally, a water treatment plant, 
storage tank and pump station would 
be built near the Pueblo Chemical 
Depot. In the first phase, water could 
be delivered to communities east of 
Pueblo without have to build out the 
St. Charles Mesa section.

1.

2.

3.



New Concept Technical Evaluation Issues

Focus is on two technical issues:

1. Hydraulic Conditions

a.  Water Pressures to AVC Connection Points

b.  Water Flow/Capacity Available to Connection Points

2.  Water Treatment Considerations to Remove Chloramine 

Residual



Questions?



  

ARKANSAS VALLEY CONDUIT COMMITTEE  
AND PARTICIPANT MINUTES 

 August 1, 2017 
 
A meeting of the Arkansas Valley Conduit Committee and Participants was held 
on Tuesday, August 01, 2017 at 1:10 p.m. at the Southeastern Colorado Water 
Conservancy District (SECWCD or District) office. 
 
Chairman Bill Long announced a quorum was present. 
 
COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT:  
Bill Long - Chairman, Howard “Bub” Miller – Vice Chairman, Carl McClure, Dallas 
May and Jim Broderick 
  
COMMITTEE MEMBERS ABSENT AND EXCUSED: 
Kevin Karney 
 
OTHERS PRESENT: 
Participants: Nick Koch, Town of Cheraw; Larry and Maxine Adcock, Riverside 
Water Co.; Claude Schultz, May Valley Water; Calvin Hostetler, Patterson Valley 
Water; Gary Cox, Newdale-Grand Valley and City of Rocky Ford; Joe Kelley, La 
Junta; Ken Wagner and Roy Davis, City of Las Animas; Van Brown, Eads; and 
Norman Noe, South Swink Water and Homestead Improvement. 
  
Alan Hamel, SECWCD Board member; Patrick Fischer, Bureau of Reclamation; 
Keith Goodwin, Otero County Commissioner; Bill McDonald, SECWCD consultant; 
Christine Arbogast, SECWCD consultant; Lee Miller, SECWCD General Counsel; 
and Kevin Meador, Leann Noga and Chris Woodka, SECWCD staff. 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 
Chairman  Bill Long confirmed that members of the Committee received their 
copy of the June 15, 2017 minutes, and if there were any corrections or additions. 
Hearing none, Carl McClure moved, seconded by Bub Miller, to approve the 
minutes. Motion unanimously carried. 
 
PRESENTATIONS: 
Chairman Long welcome Patrick Fischer of the Bureau of Reclamation Eastern 
Colorado Area Office. Mr. Fischer is the new Project Manager for the Arkansas 
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Valley Conduit (AVC), and he told the group about his past experience and goals 
for the AVC. 
Chris Woodka, SECWCD staff, gave a PowerPoint presentation about the progress 
of the AVC during the past year, funding to date and funding still needed to 
complete the AVC. The three major innovations are: 

1.  Looking at a New Concept that will allow the AVC to reach the east side of 
Pueblo sooner than envisioned in the Comanche North alternative 
endorsed in the 2014 Record of Decision. 

2. Working with Reclamation to use a design-build approach that would 
reduce contract procurement time, while increasing flexibility of how 
funding can be applied. 

3. Public-private partnerships. 
 

Jim Broderick explained how the New Concept proposal by SECWCD was 
developed in February, with the cooperation of the Pueblo Board of Water Works. 
Reclamation gave the District and Pueblo Water the nod to develop the New 
Concept and the three agencies met in May to discuss how the New Concept plan 
could move forward. Mr. Broderick said it would save about 8 years and money as 
well. “We’ll be throwing dirt by 2020,” Mr. Broderick said. 
 
While Reclamation has not decided to proceed on the New Concept, the District 
believes the New Concept will be how the AVC is built. Mr. McDonald noted the 
use of Pueblo Water infrastructure already had been contemplated in the 
Comanche North proposal, and the New Concept uses more of Pueblo Water’s 
infrastructure. Mr. Broderick said we will have a good idea by the end of the year 
if the New Concept will proceed. 
 
Mr. Broderick and Mr. Woodka explained in greater detail the New Concept 
proposal and how it would be phased in. In response to questions from 
participants, Mr. Broderick said there are advantages to Pueblo Water, but the 
New Concept makes big savings possible for the AVC. 
 
Kevin Meador and Mr. Broderick explained in greater detail the design-build 
approach and public-private partnerships. The design-build idea would expedite 
construction and remove the “all-or-nothing” funding approach that results from 
purely funding-driven projects. The public-private partnership could address both 
construction and funding issues. 
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Mr. Woodka, Joe Kelley, and Norman Noe talked about how greater efficiencies 
could be gained as the AVC is being constructed by employing ideas such as 
consolidating delivery points. 
 
Mr. Meador asked participants to return technical survey information which was 
delivered to them in 2016. He also asked for updates on the contact list used by 
the District. “Now is the time to let us know if you are planning changes,” Mr. 
Meador said. 
 
Carl McClure asked if the hydraulics at delivery points would change. Mr. Meador 
said Reclamation is working to assure that the water quality and pressure at 
delivery points does not change.  
 
Christine Arbogast reviewed the challenge with appropriations. She explained the 
main hurdle has been convincing the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) of 
the need to fund the project. One of the problems has been OMB asking “what’s 
the federal interest?” OMB replies the federal mandates for clean water should 
be funded by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), but the EPA does not 
fund water projects.  
 
Ms. Arbogast explained that Congress removed earmarked legislation about 10 
years ago, which limits how appropriations may be steered toward the AVC. 
Funding has been difficult in the early stages of AVC, and will be difficult during 
the construction phase. However, the District continues to receive strong support 
for the AVC from the congressional delegation. 
 
Ms. Arbogast said that the District is hoping for greater momentum for the AVC, 
particularly as a result of the New Concept increasing efficiency in the project. Up-
front funding is the difficulty, because this project has no political opposition.  
 
Mr. Broderick clarified that miscellaneous revenues may be used to pay federal 
construction costs and local participant costs, but not for such things as repaying 
a state loan. He reviewed the District’s attempt last year to obtain new federal 
legislation that would have allowed the change. That legislation was not 
successful. 
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ACTION ITEMS: 
None 
 
INFORMATION ITEMS: 

A. Committee report on Arkansas Valley Conduit Update. 

 

OTHER BUSINESS: 

None 

 

NEXT MEETING 

Not determined 

ADJOURN 

Chairman Bill Long  adjourned the meeting at 2:41 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted,  

 

 
Chris Woodka, 
Issues Management Program Coordinator 
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Arkansas Valley Conduit: Description

• 40 communities in six counties have 
signed on. A total of 20,000 taps and 
population of about 50,000 would be 
served.

• By 2070, 22,000 taps and 70,000 
people.

• 10,000 acre-feet of water delivered 
each year

• The Comanche North route was 
chosen as the Preferred Alternative in 
2014 Record of Decision.

• 230 miles of pipeline from Pueblo 
Dam to Lamar and Eads.

• Features include a water filter plant at 
Whitlock Treatment Plant at Pueblo; 
pumping stations at Pueblo, and at the 
spur to Eads; and surge tanks near 
Fowler and La Junta.

Assessment level cost: $400 million
(includes 40% “contingency”)



Arkansas Valley Conduit: Funding

To date: $22 million

State: $60 million CWCB loan (pledged)
Federal: Appropriations, $3 million-$5 million annually, so far…

Miscellaneous Revenues: $3.4 
million annually beginning in 2022, 
increasing to $12.5 million annually 
by 2070. For construction or to repay 
federal costs.

Private capital: TBD

PL 111-11 requires 35% local match

Participants:
$700,000 since 2011



Arkansas Valley Conduit: Progress
• In December 2016, the Bureau of Reclamation delivered a 

three-volume Feasibility Design Report to the Southeastern 
Colorado Water Conservancy District.

• The Feasibility Design Report covers all parts of the Arkansas 
Valley Conduit east of the Regulating Tank to be built south 
of Pueblo.

• The Feasibility Design Report for the connection to Pueblo 
Dam, the Interconnect at Pueblo Dam, the Treatment Plant 
at Pueblo and the Pumping Station at  Pueblo is due later this 
year, hopefully by September.

• The preliminary cost estimates in the reports are likely to be 
higher than the Assessment Design level. Those costs, 
however, reflect a “worst-case” scenario in which engineers 
imagine everything that could go wrong.

• The final design has not yet been developed. This will likely 
take two years to develop, provided we can get funding.

• Land must be acquired.
• Construction could begin in 2022.



Arkansas Valley Conduit: Alternatives?
How much water could you purchase annually for $1 per day?

The costs include 
electricity in some 
cases.

The late Orville 
Tomky once told 
me: “You could 
buy a lot of 
bottled water for 
$300 million!”
(The estimated 
cost for the AVC in 
2005.) So can you?



Arkansas Valley Conduit: Alternatives?
How much water could you purchase annually for $1 per day?

Arkansas Valley Conduit: 108,123 gallons/ full cost
308,923 gallons/ @ 35%

The AVC costs assume $500 
million total debt repaid over 
50 years among 20,000 taps, 
with an annual volume of 
10,000 acre-feet. 

With any of these systems, 
there are additional O&M 
costs, of course



Arkansas Valley Conduit: Innovation?

1. Pueblo Water’s system. In the EIS, part of 
Pueblo’s infrastructure from Pueblo Dam to 
the Whitlock Treatment Plant would be 
used. We are investigating whether more 
efficiencies can be found.

2. Design-build strategy. We are working with 
Reclamation on streamlining how elements 
of the AVC are contracted.

3. Public-private partnerships. There could be 
an opportunity to accelerate both financing 
and the construction schedule. This is a new 
area for water systems.

Note: At this point, these are all just ideas, 
which may or may not pan out as we begin 
investigations.



Arkansas Valley Conduit: Next Steps

1. Community Awareness/Marketing: The AVC has 
been authorized for 55 years. It is taking 
generations to build and continued support is 
needed.

2. Compliance Issues: AVC is the most cost-
effective way to deal with state and federal 
water quality compliance.

3. Funding Sources: Federal appropriations need to 
increase, state funding mobilized and private 
funding considered.

4. Economic Development and Growth: Clean 
water is key to livability in rural areas.

5. Political Will: Community leadership is needed 
to keep the AVC on the front burner.



Questions?
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AVC New Concept 
The alignment (Figure 1) for the Arkansas Valley 

Conduit (AVC) was selected as the proposed action in 

the 2014 Record of Decision by the Bureau of Recla-

mation. However, the time needed to build a pipeline 

southwest of Pueblo would be a minimum of 10 years, 

assuming that funding would be available. 

Parts of Pueblo Water’s system were previously 

incorporated into the original AVC, including the 

Joint Use Manifold, Joint Use Pipeline (JUP), and 

modification of Whitlock Water Treatment Plant. Un-

der the New Concept, Pueblo Water could provide the 

amount of water that AVC requires in stages at differ-

ent points from its system (Figure 2). Those points are 

east of Pueblo Memorial Airport Industrial Park, east 

of the Greenhorn Industrial Park, and near Blende on 

the St. Charles Mesa. 

Each of those delivery points would require new 

pipeline in order to reach the alignment of the AVC, 

but the total amount of pipeline to reach the AVC 

route will decrease to about 9 miles from the 20 miles 

that the Comanche North plan calls for. Additionally, 

some construction obstacles such as building through 

part of Pueblo, and crossing I-25 would be eliminated.  

More importantly, by staging the connections, the 

time required to begin making deliveries to communi-

ties facing enforcement action for radionuclide con-

tamination of well water could be reduced. 

The first phase, connecting to Pueblo Water’s sys-

tem at the east end of the airport, would provide about 

3 million to 4 million gallons per day for the AVC and 

could be completed relatively quickly.  

This would be sufficient to meet the water demand 

needs of 16 communities in Otero County currently 

under enforcement actions, as well as meet the AVC 

supply for communities between Boone and LaJunta, 

with the exception of St. Charles Mesa. 

An initial meeting among Reclamation, Southeast-

ern District and Pueblo Water representatives on this 

New Concept was held on May 17, 2017.  

Figure 1: The original AVC alignment. The area circled shows the route through Pueblo addressed in the New Concept proposal 

to use more of Pueblo Water’s infrastructure. 

Includes use of Joint Use Manifold, JUP, modifi-

cation of Whitlock Water Treatment Plant, 

pumping to Regulating Tank and roughly 20 

miles of 30-inch pipeline. 

Chris
Text Box
Attachment 8
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AVC water to Whitlock 

Treatment Plant via 

JUP from Pueblo Dam. 

Key: 
 Pueblo Boundaries 
 Highways 
 AVC Original Route 
 AVC Not Needed in New Concept 
 AVC New Routes in New Concept. 
 Pueblo Water New Pipelines 

1 

2a 

3 

2b 

Figure 2: The New Concept proposal would deliver water from three points of Pueblo’s System to the AVC . The top map shows 

the route of the original AVC eliminated if approved by Reclamation. Two new pipelines (green) would be added to the AVC 

route, while Pueblo Water would construct two pipelines (blue) as part of its system planning needs. 

AVC: Pueblo New Concept 

AVC Alignment 

Phase 1: A 6-mile line from the east 

edge of Pueblo Memorial Airport to 

point near Pueblo Chemical Depot. 

Yield: 3-4 million gallons per day. 

Phase 2a: From Santa Fe 

Drive to alignment point 

near Blende. Yield: 3-4 mil-

lion gallons per day. 

Phase 3: Pueblo system extension from 

Greenhorn Industrial Park to AVC route. 

Yield: 3-10 million gallons per day. 

Pueblo 

St. Charles Mesa 

Airport 

Built by Pueblo as improvements 

Proposed Additions to AVC 

Phase 2b: Hwy. 

227 at Northern 

boosts capacity. 

Boone 
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Background of Proposal 

In late 2016, the District began looking for ways to 

expedite construction to reduce time and costs for the 

AVC. 

The District approached Reclamation in January 

2017 with a concept to maximize use of Pueblo 

Water’s system. Subsequent to this meeting, South-

eastern and Pueblo Water staff met to determine if the 

concept had any merit. 

The use of Pueblo Water’s system was discussed 

during earlier studies, but dismissed because the only 

option explored was a dedicated pipeline, rather than 

using infrastructure already in place, except for the 

Joint Use Manifold, JUP, and modified Whitlock Wa-

ter Treatment Plant. 

Pueblo New Concept Alternative 

Pueblo Water, working with Black & Veatch Engi-

neering on long-range water system planning, deter-

mined it could immediately deliver 3 million gallons 

per day at the end of its system near the Pueblo Me-

morial Airport Industrial Park. 

Points of delivery are detailed in Figure 2. The top 

map shows the path of the original AVC route through 

Pueblo in a broken orange line. 

This part of the AVC would include moving water 

through the JUP, existing Whitlock Water Treatment 

Plant, a pumping station that would pump water to a 

regulating tank south of Pueblo, the regulating tank 

itself, about 7 miles of pipe to the tank, and about 13 

miles of 30-inch pipeline to the delivery point on St. 

Charles Mesa. 

The timing of deliveries would be phased, with the 

AVC responsible for pipelines outside Pueblo Water’s 

service area. 

This approach would provide benefits to the AVC 

participants, who are facing enforcement actions, as 

quickly as possible.   

Pueblo Water could deliver water sufficient to meet 

the needs of the Otero County participants where radi-

onuclides have been identified in groundwater, as well 

as participants along the first part of the route. The 

AVC would not reach May Valley Water Association 

in this phase, since that community is near the end of 

the 130-mile pipeline.  

Going through Pueblo by using its entire water sys-

tem offers the possibility of eliminating up to 10 years 

to reach the first Participant, provided that sufficient 

funding is available. 

The timing of each phase of the Pueblo Water Alter-

native is not yet known. That will depend on the levels 

and sources of funding, as well as the contractual ar-

rangements needed to provide the service. 

AVC: New Concept Changes 

AVC Participants 

Pueblo County 
Boone 
St. Charles Mesa Water 

Crowley County 
96 Pipeline Company 
Crowley County Water  
   Association 
Crowley 
Olney Springs 
Ordway 
Sugar City 

Bent County 
Hasty Water Company 
Las Animas 
McClave Water Assn. 

Prowers County 
Lamar 
May Valley Water Assn. 
Wiley 
 

Kiowa County 
Eads 

 

Otero County 
Beehive Water Assn. 
Bents Fort Water Co. 
Town of Cheraw 
East End Water Assn. 
Eureka Water Co. 
Fayette Water Assn. 
Fowler 
Hancock Inc. 
Hilltop Water Co. 
Holbrook Center Soft Water 
Homestead Improvement 
La Junta 
Manzanola 
Newdale-Grand Valley 
North Holbrook Water 
Patterson Valley 
Riverside Water Co.* 
Rocky Ford 
South Side Water Assn. 
South Swink Water Co. 
Swink 
Valley Water Co. 
Vroman 
West Grand Valley Water 
West Holbrook Water 

RED: Enforcement action from CDPHE Colorado Water 
Quality Division for radionuclides. 
GREEN: Non-Enforceable radionuclide contamination. 
* New to AVC    (As of 2017) 
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During the May 2017 meeting, several technical, 

contractual and environmental issues were identified. 

These are summarized below: 

Technical Issues 

A. Hydraulics — Water system pressures at the 

points of Pueblo Water’s connections to the 

AVC will determine the need for pumping and 

regulating tank locations at the connection 

points with Pueblo. 

B. Chloramine — Pueblo Water would deliver 

water with a chloramine residual that would 

have to be removed by a process yet to be iden-

tified. The location(s) and cost has to be deter-

mined. 

C. Age and Reliability — Reclamation raised 

concerns about the age and reliability of 

Pueblo Water’s system. Maintenance of 

Pueblo Water’s system would remain its respon-

sibility. 

Contractual Issues 

A. Contract  — Reclamation would need to nego-

tiate a treatment and conveyance contract with 

Pueblo Water. 

B. Volumetric Rate — Pueblo Water prefers a 

volumetric rate (see item C. above) which could 

be adjusted to reflect the fact that Southeastern 

owns the water that would be delivered. 

C. Phasing of Payments — Capacity and 

timeframe of deliveries would be negotiated as 

part of the Reclamation contract. 

D. Length of Contract — Reclamation would 

consider a contract in perpetuity to deliver up to 

20 million gallons of treated water per day 

(maximum day capacity for AVC). 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 

A. Impacts of Proposed Improvements — Recla-

mation will have to evaluate how the impacts of 

the New Concept compares to the original AVC 

evaluated in the 2013 EIS. However, Pueblo 

Water anticipates improvements over time 

would occur in areas that already have been dis-

turbed, with the exception of the 6-mile line 

from the Airport to the Pueblo Chemical Depot. 

B. Type of NEPA Action — Reclamation con-

tracting with Pueblo Water for water treatment 

and conveyance would be a federal action sub-

ject to the requirements of NEPA.  The level of 

NEPA compliance has yet to be determined. 

AVC: New Concept Issues 

Costs Under New Concept Eliminated: 

1. One mile of pipe from Whitlock Water Treatment 
Plant to Pumping Plant 

2. Arkansas River Crossing 

3. 6.67 miles of high-pressure steel pipe from Pumping 
Plant to Regulating Tank south of Pueblo 

4. Cost of building through Pueblo (golf course, Pueblo 
Boulevard, Red Creek Springs Road, etc.) 

5. 12.9 miles of 30-inch pipe between Regulating Tank 
and St. Charles Mesa delivery point 

6. Crossing Interstate 25 

7. An old and fragile steel mill water pipe crossing 

8. Building through the new energy complex east of 

Interstate 25 

Costs Under New Concept Reduced: 

1. Pushing St. Charles Mesa Water District delivery 
back to a later date since the need for water is not 
as urgent, according to the St. Charles District 

2. No immediate Whitlock Water Treatment Plant im-
provements would be needed 

AVC Cost Impact Unknown: 

1. Disinfection Contact Basin or other Disinfection Re-
moval Process needed 

2. Pumping Plant(s) and surge tanks relocated 

3. Other appurtenances to be determined after hy-
draulic analysis. 
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AVC: Next Steps for New Concept 
The following actions were agreed upon at the May 

2017 meeting: 

1. Reclamation will complete a conceptual evalua-

tion of the Pueblo Water Concept with the coop-

eration of Southeastern and Pueblo Water. 

2. A Memorandum of Understanding is being de-

veloped between Reclamation and Pueblo Water 

to evaluate using existing infrastructure. 

3. The study of the New Concept will not affect 

completion of the Feasibility Design Reports 

underway by Reclamation.  

4. Evaluation of the New Concept will be complet-

ed to appraisal level design. 

5. Reclamation will develop a list of questions and 

issues to be addressed, while the District will 

provide a draft scope of services. 

6. Reclamation will evaluate the New Concept in  

FY 2018-19. 

AVC: Funding Status 

For FY 2017, Congress appropriated $3 million for the 

AVC.  The project is also eligible for an allocation of addi-

tional "plus-up" money which Congress provided to Recla-

mation for its use on on-going projects.  Reclamation's deci-

sion as to how to allocate this additional "plus-up" money 

among eligible projects is expected shortly. 

For FY 2018, the Administration has requested $3 million 

for the AVC.  Congress is working on FY 2018 appropria-

tions at this time. 

In January, the District developed the following budget 

scenario for funding, assuming of the original AVC. These 

figures could be adjusted to incorporate the New Concept: 

FY2018               $3.0M  (Administration Budget) 
FY2019               $9.5M    
FY2020               $9.5M 
FY2021               $12.0M 
FY2022               $15.5M 

AVC: Project Status 
The Feasibility Level Design Reports for 

the original AVC will be complete in Sep-

tember and the Summary Cost Report in 

November 2017.  

Reclamation is completing the Feasibility 

Level Design Reports for the modification 

of  Whitlock Water Treatment Plant, pump-

ing plant and pipeline to the regulating plant 

and Interconnect (connection between Pueb-

lo Dam’s North and South Outlet Works.  

All other portions of the AVC have been 

completed and were detailed in a Feasibility 

Design Report Technical Memorandum re-

leased in late 2016. 

 

In May, Reclamation and the District presented an 
overview of  the AVC at a Reclamation’s Water In-
frastructure and Alternative Financing Forum that 
explored the concept of public-private partnerships 
(P3) for financing, construction and operation of 
Reclamation projects. 

Reclamation sent industry representatives a Re-

quest for Information seeking feedback on potential 
water resource projects for P3 financing.  

Reclamation and the District are considering mak-
ing the AVC a pilot program under some sort of P3 
arrangement.  

We are awaiting responses from industry repre-
sentatives in June 2017. 

AVC: Public-Private Partnership Exploration 
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AVC: Design-Build Approach 

The District has approached Reclamation with an 

idea that would potentially reduce the time needed to 

procure contracts and design segments of the AVC. 

Called “design-build,” this concept is being employed 

in the District’s hydropower project at Pueblo Dam. 

For the AVC, up to five years of construction could 

be covered in one design-build contract, greatly reduc-

ing the time that would be required to design each seg-

ment separately. 

Design-build contracts allow for multi-year con-

tracts, which would reduce the time needed for design 

and procurement. 

Reclamation is receptive to this idea, and sees the 

value of reducing the number of contracts for this 

large and complicated project. 

By contracting with Pueblo Water for phased water 

deliveries, a design-build approach could be used to 

begin construction of the AVC elements at the eastern 

edge of Pueblo. This could include a pumping plant, 

storage and treatment as well as pipe in the ground. 

Figure 3: The top timeline shows how the AVC would be built under traditional Reclamation procedures. The red areas repre-
sent preparatory activities such as contract procurement and site investigations. The orange areas are design phases. The yellow 
areas are construction. Under a design-build approach, construction would begin earlier. 



 

Southeastern Colorado Water Conservancy District/ AVC New Concept June 5,2017|Page7 

AVC: Congressional Support 
The AVC continues to receive exceptional support 

from the Colorado Congressional delegation. 

On March 7,  U.S. Rep. Scott Tipton testified in 

Congress on the need for the AVC. 

On May 31,  Tipton was joined by his colleagues 

Ken Buck, Ed Perlmutter and Doug Lamborn in sup-

porting funding for the AVC during the Congressional 

budget hearings (see joint letter below) . 

The AVC also continues to be supported by U.S. 

Sens. Cory Gardner and Michael Bennet, who wrote a 

letter on June 6 requesting additional funding for the 

AVC. 

Tipton’s remarks (in part) and both letters from the 

delegation are printed here. The District appreciates 

the efforts of our Congressional delegation. 

Statement of Congressman Scott Tipton (CO-03) 
Before theHouse Appropriations Subcommittee on Energy 

and Water Development  
Regarding Appropriations for the Arkansas Valley Conduit 

March 07, 2017  
... Like the people of Flint, Michigan, the communities of the 

Lower Arkansas Valley in Southeastern Colorado deserve ac-
cess to a safe, reliable source of drinking water. While the 
threat is not from lead, they face the daunting issue of natu-
rally occurring, cancer-causing radioactive materials in drink-
ing water supplied primarily from wells. The means to address 
this problem is construction of the Arkansas Valley Conduit 
(AVC), an original feature of the Fryingpan-Arkansas Project, 
authorized in 1962. 

 The need for this local-federal partnership could not be 
clearer than in the pursuit of the Arkansas Valley Conduit. 
Since an amendment to that original authorization was enact-
ed in 2009, this committee and the Administration have pro-
vided funding which completed the required environmental 
analysis and the ongoing feasibility work. The current sched-
ule would likely allow for construction to begin in 2019 or 
2020.  

When completed, the AVC will serve 50,000 people who 
rely on nearly 40 water systems. This worthy project to pro-
tect rural America is sponsored by the Southeastern Colorado 
Water Conservancy District (District).  

The need for the AVC was recognized when prominent local 
leaders from the Lower Arkansas Valley banded together in 
the 1930s. These visionary rural advocates recognized the 
need to improve their water supply, and that the effort to do 
so would be a long process. The plan then, as it is today, was 
to provide clean water to their citizens through a regional ap-
proach. Currently, Lower Arkansas Valley residents get their 
water from small water systems, all with less than 5,000 cus-
tomers and some with fewer than 100 taps, and all of them 
struggling to remain viable in a world where water quality 
standards are becoming ever more restrictive.  

Most of the communities east of Pueblo rely on well water, 
because the surface flows in the Arkansas River are historically 
intermittent. The dissolved solids in both the surface and 
ground water are above the levels for human consumption at 
most times during the year, a problem that can be overcome 

by using Pueblo Reservoir as a source of clean water, as is 
planned with the AVC. The alternative solution to remove 
these particles from the water is reverse osmosis, which some 
AVC participants are already employing. This is costly, energy 
intensive and produces byproducts that require additional 
disposal methods.  

More than one-third of the water systems in the Lower Ar-
kansas Valley already are facing state enforcement actions, 
guided by federal EPA standards, for naturally occurring radio-
active contaminants such as radium and uranium in their wa-
ter supplies. Several others have elevated levels that do not 
violate state standards.  

Those communities could be forced to spend millions of 
dollars above and beyond the cost of the AVC until the pipe-
line is built. More and more towns have found that their 
groundwater contains naturally occurring cancercausing radi-
oactive contaminants, such as radium and uranium. A total of 
14 towns have water supplies containing radioactive elements 
in concentrations that exceed primary drinking water stand-
ards, as mandated by the federal Safe Drinking Water Act.  

... The regional approach is the most cost-effective way to 
deal with this complex problem. Were each of these small 
water providers to fix their water quality issues alone, the cost 
of meeting the federally mandated standard would cumula-
tively be much more than the cost of the regional conduit 
being developed. However, recognizing the size and scope of 
the project, the District continues to work with Reclamation to 
improve both functional and fiscal efficiencies as the AVC 
nears its final design.  

All of the participants of the project, as well as the District 
and Reclamation, have worked to contain costs for the AVC, 
by using some existing infrastructure and making appropriate 
modifications as the project is being designed.  

... They remain committed to seeing the AVC built so that it 
can fulfill its purpose. While this revenue stream is guaran-
teed, the District, in cooperation with the State of Colorado 
and the Bureau of Reclamation, continues to look at every 
method of reducing the overall cost of the project to build it in 
a fiscally responsible manner.  

… I strongly urge my colleagues to continue to provide fund-
ing to move the Conduit into the construction phase as soon 
as possible. ... 
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Southeastern Colorado Water Conservancy District

2018 Proposed Budget
Arkansas Valley Conduit Project

Statement of Revenues and Expenditures 
(In Whole Numbers)

2016 Budget 2016 Actual 2017 Budget (Sep 30)

2017 Actual 

Budget

Proposed 

2018 

Grant Revenue

State

Grant Revenue State/Local 200,000 0 0 0 0

Total State 200,000 0 0 0 0

Total Grant Revenue 200,000 0 0 0 0

Grant Expenditures

Expenditures

Project/Grant Expenses 200,000 0 0 0 0

Total Expenditures 200,000 0 0 0 0

Total Grant Expenditures 200,000 0 0 0 0

Total Grant Revenues Over (Under) 
Expenditures

0 0 0 0 0

Operating Revenue

Participant Payments

Payments - Participants 159,760 121,418 147,910 36,979 234,760

Total Participant Payments 159,760 121,418 147,910 36,979 234,760

Federal Appropriations & USBR

Federal IPA USBR Contract 205,475 36,941 173,444 29,640 165,912 

Total Federal Appropriations & USBR 205,475 36,941 173,444 29,640 165,912 

Total Operating Revenue 365,235 158,359 321,354 66,619 400,672

Operating Expenditures

Headquarter Operations

Board/Committee Meals 100 0 100 0 102

Total Headquarter Operations 100 0 100 0 102 

Meetings and Travel

Directors Airfare 7,200 1,668 7,200 0 7,329

Directors Hotels 9,600 0 9,600 0 9,715

Directors Meals 2,400 0 2,400 0 2,443

Directors Mileage Reimbursement 1,200 0 1,200 0 1,221 

Executive - Airfare 3,600 577 3,600 0 3,664 

Executive - Hotels 4,800 192 4,800 0 4,886 

Executive - Meals 1,200 6 1,200 0 1,221 

Executive - Other Travel Expense 1,200 36 1,200 0 1,221

Meeting Expense 500 0 500 0 509

Meeting Meals 500 0 500 0 509

Staff Business and Traning- Airfare 0 597 0 846 0 

Staff Business and Traning- District 
Vehicle Gas

5,500 70 5,500 99 5,598

Staff Business and Traning- Hotels 1,600 10 1,600 318 1,629 

Staff Business and Traning- Meals 400 43 400 70 407 

Staff Business and Traning- Other 
Travel

200 73 200 24 204

Total Meetings and Travel 39,900 3,274 39,900 1,357 40,556 

Outside and Professional Services

Consultant/Lobbying Services - 
Federal

30,000 30,297 30,000 21,479 30,000

Water Policy Management 
Consultants

25,000 20,345 25,000 12,308 25,000

Engineering Outside Contracts 50,000 46,204 25,000 0 25,448

Project Studies 0 0 0 0 80,000

Draft as of  
11/8/2017
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Southeastern Colorado Water Conservancy District

2016 Budget 2016 Actual 2017 Budget (Sep 30)

2017 Actual 

Budget

Proposed 

2018 

Total Outside and Professional 
Services

105,000 96,845 80,000 33,787 160,448

Personnel and Overhead

Office Overhead 2,429 2,429 6,802 5,102 9,386

Project Personnel 209,474 48,034 186,220 46,789 181,598

Total Personnel and Overhead 211,903 50,463 193,022 51,890 190,984 

Partnerships

U.S.G.S. Co-op Programs 8,332 7,802 8,332 4,462 8,582

Total Partnerships 8,332 7,802 8,332 4,462 8,582

Total Operating Expenditures 365,235 158,384 321,354 91,496 400,672

Total Operations Revenues Over 
(Under) Expenditures

0 (26) 0 (24,877) 0

Total Revenues Over (Under) 
Expenditures

0 (26) 0 (24,877) 0

Beginning Fund Balance

0 (19,930) 0 0 0

Total Beginning Fund Balance 0 (19,930) 0 0 0 

Ending Fund Balance 0 (19,956) 0 (24,877) 0 

2018 Proposed Budget
Arkansas Valley Conduit Project

Statement of Revenues and Expenditures 
(In Whole Numbers)

Draft as of  
11/8/2017
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