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1.
Welcome and Introductions
Dr. John Brailsford welcomed committee members and visitors. He introduced
and welcomed Amelia Nuding and thanked her for travelling from Denver to
make this presentation.
2.
Presentation: The Local Waters Alternative to the Lake Powell
Pipeline—Amelia Nuding, Water/Energy Analyst, Western Resource
Advocates

Washington County :
Water Supplies and Projected
Demand

160,000
140,000

Ash Creek

Amelia showed the Baseline Demand Projection and Revised Demand
Projection with revised population projections put out by the state at the end of
2012. She stated, “These projections were used in the draft studies for the Lake
Powell Pipeline proposal and her Local Waters Alternative demand scenario
which incorporates more conservation than was proposed in the draft studies.
Conservation is the cornerstone of this alternative, but it is not the only
solution. In addition, there are volumes of water from reuse and transfers from
agricultural water users that help to shore up supply and close the gap out to
2050.”

GOPB population
projections from Dec
2012

•

Same gpcd levels as
proposed in Draft Study
19: Water Needs
Assessment
• 2010 gpcd = 292
• 2060 gpcd = 242

•

Same current supplies
as in Draft Study 19

120,000
Current
Supplies

100,000

Amelia Nuding explained that Western Resource Advocates (WRA) is
nonprofit conservation organization with headquarters in Boulder, Colorado,
and offices in Utah, Colorado, Nevada, New Mexico and Arizona. She said,
“WRA has been invested in Colorado River Basin issues for a very long time
and has a belief that conservation of water and reuse of water are the first steps
in utilizing water resources efficiently and, after that, it is appropriate to
develop new supply projects. Because we thought the detailed report/draft
studies submitted to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) did
not focus enough on water conservation, we developed this Local Waters
Alternative to the Lake Powell Pipeline as an alternative; and the reason we are
invested in the Colorado River is because it is a really popular river and
supports the livelihood of over 35 million people. “
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Washington County – Two Demand
Scenarios
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Amelia explained, “I got my numbers from a study done by the Pacific
Institute primarily from the experience of other communities in the Colorado
River basin over an almost 20-year time frame where several municipalities
and water suppliers were surveyed. They looked at how their water was used
over time and through that process determined that a majority of water
providers surveyed had in fact decreased their per capita use by 1% per year.
It is challenging to accurately assess gallons per capita per day (GPCD)
because of the differences in measuring by communities, but that is the best
calculation we have. Cities in Utah surveyed were Salt Lake, Provo, West
Jordan, Orem, Springville and Pleasant Grove, so this has happened in Utah.
The study looked at data from an almost 18-year time period.”

Local Waters Alternative - Supply & Demand
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Dave Clark commented, “In the past 30 years, one thing that has been
consistent for Washington County is the Governor’s Office of Planning and
Budget (GOPB) numbers have never been correct, and nine out of ten of these
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Amelia said, “The Local Waters Alternative in comparison to the draft study
focuses on a conservation plan of reducing per capita water use by 1% per year
based on each previous year’s use making the total demand much lower up to
2060. 1% per year includes the type of conservation that happens naturally as
when your old dishwasher breaks and you need to get a new one and it is
automatically more efficient than what is represented by the red line that was
originally proposed. The difference is that the red lines in the Demand
Projections represent a .37 per capita per year reduction which is quite a bit
lower than 1% per year. Additional supplies included in the original draft
studies include reuse, but I have shown a smaller volume of reuse due to the
decreased amount of water that everyone is using in their homes, and planned
agricultural (ag) transfers of water. I am not proposing that potential ag
transfers necessarily happen, but due to the rate of conversion of agricultural
lands to municipal needs, this reflects that potential.”

Based on each previous year’s per capita water
usage
 Majority of 100 cities and water agencies
surveyed achieved 1% per capita per year
over 20 years


• Including: Salt Lake City, Provo, West Jordan, Orem,

Springville, Pleasant Grove
• Pacific Institute. 2011. Municipal Deliveries of Colorado
River Basin Water
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years have been low by a significant amount. I am concerned that the model
used and included in your rate trends are built upon trends in areas including
Las Vegas and Phoenix that have had the greatest reduction since some of
those cities were founded, so I don’t know if you should hang your hat too
much on numbers that have always been wrong.” Amelia said, “in 2008 the
population projections were much, much higher with a dramatic reduction in
2012, so none of us know what is going to happen with population. My
opinion and our organization’s opinion is that if the population grows and
conservation is implemented in a fairly aggressive and responsible manner, if
you reach a point earlier where your community starts to need water, then it
makes sense to look for a new supply option but based on the information we
are working with now, that time doesn’t come for several decades so 1% is
right in line with Governor Herbert’s revised conservation goals for the state of
Utah.”

 Results

in 176 GPCD system-wide
(potable & non-potable)
• 90 GPCD Residential
 35 indoor
 55 outdoor
 (Multi-family homes significantly lower)

• 86 GPCD Commercial, Industrial and

Institutional
11





Achievements in Washington County:
• 13% reduction in per capita use in 9 years
(2000-2009)
Revised State Water Conservation Goal:
25% by 2025:
2000
(GPCD)

2010
(GPCD)

2025
(GPCD)

WC 25% by 2025

338

292

254

Local Waters Alt.

-

292

251
10

Amelia said, “The 1% per year by 2060 results in a GPCD of 176 which is
quite a bit lower and more in line with what other communities are using. A
recently established target for residential water use is 90 GPCD which is 35
GPCD indoor water use, which has been shown to exist already today and is
pretty easy to measure because most people use indoor water the same way,
and 55 GPCD outdoor water use. The remaining 86 GPCD water would go for
commercial, industrial and institutional sectors. There are not a lot of
measurements or data about how those sectors use water, and they vary widely
community to community. There may be golf courses or lots of hotels or
restaurants, so this number will be different and is certainly worth deeper
exploration to figure out how that might play out in this community. 2060 is a
long way into the future to figure that out, plus residential water use is a lot
easier to drive down as the population grows with more apartment buildings
and smaller living units to accommodate all of those people and that tends to
drive down per capita water use.”
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 Indoors:

 55

GPCD
Water Sense
Water Budget
Tool
 2.5 ppl/home
 6,500 sq. ft.
 Washington
County Plant List

35 GPCD indoors

 EPA

• Aquacraft. 2011. Analysis of Water Use in New

Single-Family Homes. Salt Lake City
 36 gpcd in high efficiency homes today
 45 GPCD for regular new homes
 Also applicable to retrofitted houses
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Amelia stated, “For 55 GPCD outdoors, we modeled the use for a plot of land to manage. Metering culinary and secondary water is essential to know what is
and figured out what the average size of a home and the outdoor landscaped being used and who it is being used by. When you know these things, there
area was for Washington County and got 6,500 square feet. From the census won’t be nearly as many discussions back and forth about how much water is
data, we got 2.5 people per home, and using
actually being used; and you can then see areas
the EPA Water Sense Budget Tool, we
that need focus and make smarter decisions on
developed a landscape that features primarily
how to use water wisely. One detail of
xeriscape with some patches of grass and a
information not included is that St. George
low water-wise garden. Grass has a lot of
measures their water based on meter size and
1. Implement conservation-oriented rate
great purposes, but a lot of us don’t even use
does not differentiate between residential and
structures.
the grass outside of our house.”
commercial so there are some more details
beyond metering that would be important. The
2.
Meter
all
water
culinary
and
secondary.
Amelia explained how to achieve this rate of
last recommendation is making sure the way
water use over the course of 50 years. She
you grow is as water efficient as possible.
stated, “The first recommendation is to
This pipeline is proposed to accommodate and
3. Embed water efficiency into public
implement
conservation-oriented
rate
provide water for the new growth that is
spaces and new developments.
structures. When water is quite cheap, it is
expected to happen in this area, so one of the
easy to waste, and cities that have
ways to rein in the demand is to make sure
implemented price structures send a signal to
new developments are as water efficient as
users of the value of water. Secondly, measure
15 possible.”
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Amelia said, “Arizona determined that the average single family home uses a sufficient to cover reuse so that cost is assessed in the Cost Analysis Reuse
little more than 10,000 gallons per month, so almost all residential homes section.”
would fall under that first tier and are charged just under $2 per thousand
gallons; but if they use more than that, the price would jump up to above $4 per
thousand gallons. Similarly, the water district also has a tiered rate system
where the first few steps are quite low and in the end it gets really expensive as
well. In contrast, Hurricane, Santa Clara and St. George have really small tiers
that jump up about 10 cents per thousand gallons in price, not conservation
 Less reuse water than in Draft Study 19
oriented tier rate structures that help weed out wasteful practices.”
• 16,900 instead of 27,600 AFY by 2060
 Reflects

smaller population and lower
water use per capita over time

Marginal Price Curves of Water Rate Structures

 Requires

$12.00

Rate per Thousand Gallons

$10.00

new reuse treatment plant to be

built

WCWCD, UT
Tucson, AZ
Hurricane, UT

$8.00

Santa Clara, UT

St. George, UT

$6.00
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$4.00

$2.00

$0.00
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Amelia stated, “I took the reuse water in the Draft Study 19 of 27,600 acre foot
per year (AFY) and estimated, based on the amount of water people would be
using in their homes and incorporated all the communities that are currently
sending their water to the reuse plant. It required lots of estimates, but all-inall it came to 16,900. And, importantly, it will require a new reuse treatment
plant to be developed because the current plant in St. George will not be

Amelia said, “For agricultural water transfers, the planned volume is almost
14,000 AFY compared with the original amount in the Draft Study 19 which
was a little over 10,000 AFY. I recast that volume based on some complicated
data calculations, but basically tried to align the land use studies which said
you are going to need “x” amount of land to support this growing population
and some of this land would have to come from existing agricultural water
users. In addition, the state projections of how much agricultural land would be
converted has not been correct. It has exceeded at a rate three times faster, if
not more, than was projected. The amount of agricultural land that was going
to be converted by 2040 was already reached in 2007, so clearly this is a trend
happening a lot faster than was predicted. This reflects the possibility that
agricultural conversion does proceed at a faster rate than was projected, so
there are several different options: leases can be long or short term, irrigators
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 Planned:13,600

AFY from ag transfers

• Compare with 10,080 AFY in Draft Study 19
 Possible

Additional Ag Transfers

• Similar to historic rates of transfers
• Not necessarily “buy and dry”
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can lease part of their water or they can have a dry year lease such as in a
drought year where they can lease water to a municipality. Other options are
rotational fallowing agreements, which are the most widely implemented,
water banks, deficit/partial irrigation practices and alternate crops that use less
water.”

Amelia said, “The Lake Powell pipeline in my report is estimated as being $1.5
billion so this is obviously larger than we are hearing now; it might be $1
billion. That came from the economic analysis in the draft study. I tried to
account just for the portion that Washington County would use and relied on
some old data from 2008, so perhaps that was not the best data to use. It also
includes operation and maintenance (O&M) and that is expressed as 2010
present value dollars. Two scenarios were modeled in the economic study, a
3% discount rate and a 4.14% discount rate. Both are in the full report, but I
am just showing 3% here. The effect on the price is the same on the alternative
as the pipeline itself. The alternative total as I estimated it is only $500 million
so this is a third of the cost of LPP. This cost estimate involves a host of
assumptions and does need considerable refinement; however, this preliminary
estimate, I believe, shows that it is worthy of further consideration and
exploration.”

LPP

$1,512.8 million

Local Waters Alternative Estimated Costs
Transfer Options:
 Leases: Long or short-term, dry year
 Rotational fallowing agreements
 Water banks
 Deficit/partial irrigation practices
 Alternate crops

Cost in Millions under a 3% Discount Rate

20

Community Conservation
Costs

$303.3

Reuse

$151.5

Agriculture

$55.5
+infrastructure costs

Alternative Total

$510.4
+infrastructure costs
24
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 Draft

Richard Kohler said, ”My problem is with the community conservation cost
numbers. You may want to make comparison costs of what Las Vegas is
spending, but just the rebates to take turf out and put zeroscape in is $15,000
per acre foot; and that is just the money paid out and is not counting overhead,
advertising and staffing. Then, North Las Vegas is putting in a reclamation
plant and their capital cost is around $12,000 per acre foot,. And I don’t get
agriculture at all so I am having trouble with your numbers which I think
should be double. You have to spend some money to accomplish what you are
proposing.”

Study 10 estimated Cost:

(cheapest configuration)
Draft Study 10 Estimated Costs
3% discount rate
1,847,000,000

 Washington

Amelia said, “The cost estimates are pretty high level estimates that could use
some refinement. As for the 1% a year, based on water use today by other
communities, I think that is feasible.”

County’s portion estimated:

Local Waters Alternative Estimate
3% discount rate
$1,512,800,000
23

Richard Kohler said, ”It is feasible today in history, but in the future why
would it be? If you are taking low level rates or low level fruits. You cannot
continue taking them forever because they are just not going to be there.”

Amelia responded, ”That is true. You are going to reach a point of maximum
Dave Clark said, “The Lake Powell study has all the life cycle O&M costs and efficiency in indoor water use.”
I want to make sure all the costs including O&M are included in the alternative
Amelia said, “It is difficult to assess the cost of conservation and there isn’t a
process. You don’t show that in conservation do you?”
plethora of data, but I got my information from the revised 2010 Water
Amelia said, “O&M is included in the reuse facility and the process in Conservation Plan for Washington County in a study conducted by Maddaus.
conservation inherently includes that because it is the cost of the utilities as They had several figures based on the level of conservation that the county
would implement, and the cost for each acre foot basis shows the highest cost
well as the customers so the infrastructure costs would apply.”
of almost $14,000 per acre foot which includes not only the cost of the utility,
Dave Clark asked if the anticipated revenue projected as a result of the pipeline but they would have to pay for administration, staff time, planning and the cost
to the community. I felt that was the best localized number available to use.
is meted out because that is important.
The state of Colorado did a fairly thorough assessment and statewide estimated
Amelia said, ”No, I don’t believe it is incorporated, but I will have to go back between $5,000-10,000 per acre foot so while this is higher, since it is local, I
went with the higher number.”
and recheck. I made every effort to make a comparison.”
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Richard Kohler said, “If you have got $14,000 per acre foot and 100,000 acre
feet coming in the pipeline, that is $1.4 Billion so in your summary you say
$300 Million?”

than it would be, it actually increases it because you are taking O&M in the
future and bringing them forward.”

John explained that the nature of the meeting is to have discussion, but not a
Amelia said, “That is because the cost of conservation is only applied to the debate.
amount of conservation that is beyond what the county is already planning on
doing. This cost of conservation is only the additional amount of conservation Richard Kohler said, “It is wrong and I just cannot accept it as truth.”
and that number would go down even more as a result of the governor’s
revised target.”
John told Richard to write out all his questions, comments and differences and
they will be included in the follow up and in the meeting summary and on the
Richard Kohler asked how the $14,000 per acre foot was calculated.
website. (See Richard Kohler’s response at the end of the Meeting Summary)
Amelia stated, “Every year it is a 1% decline so whatever volume of water that Amelia responded, “I really do appreciate constructive criticism and if there are
represents every year, that number is applied ever year. This is a time series of improvements to be made, I agree with you they should be made. However, I
expenditures so all those expenditures over time, in one sense you could add believe I did a reasonable job with comparisons.”
them all up, but they are all discounted back to the 2010 present dollar values
as it was done in the economic studies.”
Richard Kohler said, “You don’t get the yield you are saying you get.”
Amelia said, “The price changes when you discount it and the cost of the Lake
Powell pipeline is also discounted back to 2010 dollars. The methodology was
not provided in the economic study, they just say 2010 dollars. The
expenditures were originally planned to occur somewhere around 2015 and
2018 or however long it takes to build the pipeline and that gets discounted
back to 2010 dollars. I explained that I tried as much as possible doing apples
to apples comparisons, but there are probably some improvements that could
be made.”
Richard Kohler said, “Capital costs are different than O&M. If you are
spending $1 million for a pipeline, it is so much an acre foot, and if you are
buying conservation at $14,000 it is so much an acre foot. You just don’t get
the yield you say you are getting. Present value doesn’t make the number less
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 Based

on Draft Study Report10 “water
market” costs
 Average value $3,750/AF since not all
necessarily purchased, some may be
leased etc.
 Additional infrastructure costs not
assessed

 Cost

for a 10 mgd reuse facility
on CO State Report high estimate
$13,500/AF for
 Includes capital costs, O&M, treatment,
infrastructure and conveyance
 Based

28
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Amelia explained, “For the cost of the
reuse plant, I estimated the cost to build
a 10 million gallon per day (MGD)
reuse facility. Again, I didn’t have a lot
of local data. I knew the plant in St.
George cost about $4 million and
assumed that amount was just an
extension or an add-on to the existing
wastewater treatment plant which is why
it cost so little. Again I used the state of
Colorado report and took the high
estimate cost. This is not a reverse
osmosis plant. If it were, that cost was
estimated in the draft studies and would
maybe double it to $300 million and the
highest estimate was $350 million. “

Amelia said, “The water transfers
number was taken directly from the
Draft Study Report 10. It was not
explained very well in the report, but
I selected the average value of
transferring water because some of it
wouldn’t necessarily be purchased
but might be leased, in which case
the cost might be lower. Additional
infrastructure costs were not assessed
so that resulted in a total of $56
million.“

 The

conservation potential in
Washington County is significant

 Need

for pipeline is not imminent

 Need

for improved data on water use and
supplies is imminent

 Alternative

could cost much less and is
worthy of further study
29

Amelia stated, “The take away I
would like for the group to have from
this presentation is that the
conservation potential in the county
is really significant and the need for
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the pipeline is not imminent. If lots of conservation is implemented over
several years and you are achieving that 1% or more each year, you are driving
down the GPCD, and population growth explodes, then it is time to take a look
at the need for that pipeline again. It is my belief, however, that you should
maximize efficiency and reuse before investing in new supply projects. The
need for improved data on water needs and supplies is important. It is
something that would help to alleviate a lot of the debate that has been going
on about how much water is available, current supplies, as well as inconsistent
data about how water is used. This alternative could cost much less. If these
cost estimates are not right, which they most certainly are not, then what is the
right number? I think that the result, which is so much less than the pipeline, is
worthy of further consideration.”
Questions from members of the committee:

conservation was very important and we should be doing conservation, but I
have found from legislative experience that there is always two sides to every
coin and the truth is usually in the middle. I have found that you need to follow
the money and a report like this typically is about six figures so I am curious
about who sponsored and paid for this report.”
Amelia: “I wrote the report and I am a salaried employee of WRA. We receive
a majority of our funding from foundations and grants. I believe that when I
was doing this, it was funded through Hewlett and/or the Packard Foundation,
but I want to make sure that is correct.”
Chris Hart: “I am the one that requested we get you here, and it has been very
informative so I am grateful for your efforts. How many on the committee
have read surveys that fund or partially fund their water supply through
property tax? That is an issue here that has been under some debate.”

Scott Hirschi: “I think I heard you say that if our population continues to grow,
at some point in time, we will need water resources beyond what is available in Amelia: “I am not aware of communities other than in Utah that use property
the county. Is that what you said? Amelia responded, "If sufficient taxes, and I agree that property taxes don’t help to send that price signal to
conservation has been implemented, yes.”
customers.”
Karl Wilson: “On your ag conversion, some of that has to do with converting
actual water rights from secondary to culinary. Did you take into consideration
the haircut the state engineer takes when you do the ag conversion? The
reduction amount for example in LaVerkin, I think, the haircut is around a 50%
reduction in converting from secondary to primary.”

Darin Thomas: “A little research that I have done into WRA, I think they
propose to get rid of Lake Powell altogether, to remove the dam altogether, and
does that have anything to do with what we are discussing here? I know you
mention that we would have to get water somewhere else. If we get rid of Lake
Powell, where would we get that water?”

Amelia: “I used the same numbers that were used in the draft study and based
it on that conversion, and in my report I made mention of the fact that there
wasn’t a lot of information provided about that. There was a fairly general
number in terms of the amount of acre feet per acre that were yielded, and that
number seemed like it could have been significantly improved.”

Amelia: “That idea has nothing to do with this project, and it is not a belief of
WRA or myself.”

Dave Clark:

Richard Kohler: “WRA and its advocates are active at least in Colorado about
encouraging reusable energy to be used for pumping because there is a link
between water use and energy both ways, and you have called it a win/win to
“The water taskforce the legislature created thought that use renewable energy. That is planned with the Lake Powell pipeline. Are you
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in favor of those kinds of initiatives connected to the pipeline?”
Amelia: “I wasn’t aware that there were proposals to pumping and renewable
energy and that there was a natural gas alternative. With the water issue aside,
that would be favorable to the pipeline.”

big drought we had in 1956 and all our landscape died and we couldn’t wash
our cars, so if we plan on conservation for 20 years and then decide that we are
going to run out of water, are we too late? There are other waters here, but
they will not supply the amount that Lake Powell will; and I don’t think we can
meet that 1% and get down to 90 gallons per person. So maybe I will sign my
name on the top of the sheet, and we can start studying and see how much
water we can conserve, and all people here can sign up and we can watch it
and get a reporting from us and see if it can be done because if it can I am all
for it, but if it cannot be done, we cannot wait 20 years.”

Paul Clove: “Back to the 1% per year reduction, you said the study was done
over an 18-year period. Does that 1% represent the actual reduction that you
observed over that 18-year period and are you assuming that 1% could be
continued another 45 years, or is that concept that we have already taken
advantage of going to be harder to realize with diminishing returns? I am just Amelia: “I appreciate that comment and like that idea. That is something that
curious where that 1% came from.”
this community needs to decide for itself and balancing out the impending
drought or multi-year drought and planning is the crux of the planning that I
Amelia: “That 1% came from that report and so it actually might not be 1% am sure Ron and others are trying to address.”
per year based on previous years. In some communities, it actually represents
more water reductions. The reductions in water use reduction was actually Floyd Jackson: “Is this something that the people here are willing to address?
more than 1% in Washington County, but it was only over a nine year period; They are already studying mine, but I quit washing my car and I have changed.
and you are right, those first efforts in conservation are the easy stuff, but what We have to tell the truth so we have accurate data.”
gives me confidence is that the resulting GPCD is a reasonable rate of water
use in other communities water use.”
Amelia: “That is a great idea. At my work we started what we call water smack
down where we see what other employees use, and it would be effective to see
Natalie Larson: “St. George is a peculiar area. We are not Phoenix, or Arizona, water use and how you can become more efficient.”
and we are not Denver and we don’t fit Las Vegas, and you have to flush a
toilet and have it go somewhere and we do need outdoor areas, and I don’t see Laron Hall: “This question is for Ron. What happens if we don’t build that
that number coming down that far over the next years, it is just not a reasonable pipeline? It is my understanding that we are going to lose the water if
figure.”
something isn’t done with it.”
Floyd Jackson: “We are in a drought period right now and did not fill Sand
Hollow or Quail Creek this last year, and we are draining Sand Hollow at about
100 acre feet a day right now to feed into Quail Creek because that is where the
water treatment plant is. If we have another year like the last and runoff starts
to go down, then all this theory and 1% doesn’t mean anything to me if I am
worrying about if we are going to have a drought year. I was here in the last

Ron Thompson: It is protected by the compact, but some of these groups want
to drain Lake Powell. To change the compact would take seven states and the
US government to agree to it. The compact has stayed the same, but how we
interpret it, how we share surpluses, how we deal with shortages and how we
operate it have all been worked out over the years by agreement and always by
consensus of the seven states.”
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A brief break was taken after which John introduced Eric Millis and thanked
him as well for coming down to give us an overview of the legislation that
began the Lake Powell Pipeline process.
3.

Presentation: The Lake Powell Pipeline Development Act
Eric Millis, Deputy Director, Utah Division of Water Resources

Eric Millis stated he had been asked to talk about the LPP Development Act,
some of the history of the project, and the state of Utah’s involvement with the
project. He said, “Water has always been a precious commodity in this area
because there is not a lot of it here and the population has grown very rapidly.
The water district managers have looked out into the future to see future water
needs so water will be available when needed. In the early 1990s we were
asked to look at the feasibility of bringing water from Lake Powell to this area,
so we did studies that showed that Washington County would be up against the
limits of their water supply by 2020 and that a pipeline from Lake Powell is
feasible. Because these big projects take a long time, probably 20 years or
more to develop, the Lake Powell Pipeline Development Act was passed by the Eric explained, “The state is involved because it can provide the umbrella
organization to help the two districts work together to develop the project.
state legislature in 2006.”
Also the state of Utah has relationships with the Colorado River basin states as
well as the state of Arizona on a state-to-state basis. This is important because
the source of water for the project is the Colorado River and the project is
expected to begin in Arizona upstream of the Glen Canyon Dam and dip into
Arizona and then into Utah. Also, the nature of this size pipeline project would
be difficult to build in phases. It would be 20-25 years after completion
perhaps before it would be to full capacity and full development and so it was
contemplated with the Act that the state help with the financing of the project
and the lion’s share of the cost, and that share from the state would be repaid in
time through the purchase of water by the districts. This project fits within the
states view and strategy as to how we move into the future to assure we have
an adequate water supply.”
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Eric said, “This act is very similar to the one
created for the Bear River Development Project.
The money was appropriated and it funds
engineering studies, environmental permits, land
purchases and rights of ways, and that is what we
are working on today with the help of a consultant.
The districts will have up to 50 years to pay for the
water. We anticipate selling the water in blocks so
the districts do not have to pay all the costs upfront.
After the state has been paid back, then title will be
transferred to the districts’ ownership. We also
anticipate and expect we will have hydropower and
will have revenues that will help pay for project
expenses and pumping costs on the project. We
anticipate about 86,000 acre feet of water will be
delivered at full capacity of the project, 4,000 acre
feet of that to Kane County and 82,000 acre feet to
Washington County.”

conservation, various management strategies and
through water development. Conservation is very
important to us, and we have worked with the
governor on his conservation goals. We have
watched the people of the state conserve water
resources, and they have done a magnificent job
and are working very hard at the goal the governor
has set. Right now statewide since 2000, we have
about an 18% reduction in per capita municipal and
residential water use. The goal of 25% reduction by
2060 gave us almost 500,000 acre feet of water
towards the future needs which is about 60% of
anticipated needs.”

Eric said, “The Utah Division of Water Resources’
mission is to plan, conserve, develop and protect
Utah’s water resources. We have a pretty strong
strategy of meeting future needs through water
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Eric said, “Our management strategies are encouraging conservation first and
foremost, but also agricultural water conversion, water reuse, aquifer storage
and recovery, dry year leases, etc. When we talk about agricultural conversion,
we are not talking about buy and dry, we are talking about agriculture to urban
conversion where homes and businesses are built on the land. Whether these
are projects to get water to where it is needed or new source development
projects we see these as an important part of the picture and this is where Lake
Powell pipeline would fit in. We feel like it is an important project and will
eventually be needed in this area. It offers the water supply protection for this
area by providing an additional water source separate and apart from the Virgin
River supply, drought protection, a backup supply for an emergency that might
crop up and protection against climate change. We had the Bureau of
Reclamation (BOR) do some modeling for us to help us determine whether or
not the Colorado River and Lake Powell is a good supply of water for the
project and the results of their efforts show that it is. The BOR did an
estimation of Colorado River stream flows over the years based on tree ring
data. Through the ups and downs and long droughts, the average water flow
stays fairly constant all along, and since Lake Powell was constructed, the lake
has filled, dropped and fills again and some good wet years could fill it up
again.”

Richard Kohler asked who and when this idea started. Eric said, “The district
was looking out for future water needs and where the water supplies are and
our director at the time, Larry Anderson, who was Utah’s interstate stream’s
representative, was aware of water that was available through Utah’s unused
allocation. He knew the district had a need and Lake Powell had a supply and
knew that a pipeline was feasible. We started looking at it and following study
after study arrived at the point where we are now.”
Floyd Jackson asked if the pipeline would go around the Indian reservation
rather than through it. Eric said, “Our proposed alignment right now is to go
south of the reservation. We do have an alternative highway alignment that
would go through the reservation and are having discussions with the Kaibab
Tribe.”
Floyd Jackson asked how many reservoirs will be constructed when the project
is done. Eric said, “There will be a small reservoir at the high point east of
Kanab and principal reservoirs would be in the Hurricane Cliffs, one above as a
forebay and one below as an afterbay of the power plant that would be built
there.”
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Dave Clark asked Eric to update us on the timeline. Eric said, “No one knows
when the project will be finished, but we now have new population projections
and are working through the Water Needs Assessment (WNA) which really is
the driving document that states when the water will be needed and how much
we would deliver over time. The WNA is being prepared by MWH, our
consultants, who are the principal authors, and we are working closely with
them along with Kane county and Washington county water conservancy
districts. We have done quite a few studies and have had to do some updates
and additional work based on additional comments. We anticipate putting out
the preliminary licensing proposal this winter and that document will then
have, I believe, a five-month review and within a year we expect to file a
formal licensing application with FERC. Right now we are working on the
first phase which is the gathering and assembling of information and giving
that information to FERC who will then write the Environmental Impact
Statement. We expect that to be a two-year process for them that in the end
will result in our getting the licensing permits necessary for the project.”
4.

Public Comments

Questions from Paul Van Dam to Eric Millis: Why did Iron County drop out
of the group seeking water from the LPP? How much was their share? What
will the yearly cost be to Washington County?
Question from Georgia Barker to Eric Millis: Why doesn’t the DWR educate
cities, towns and water districts better on water rate structures where the tiered
rates are broader—wasting water would “get the resident’s” attention because
of pocketbook impacts.
Comments and question from Tom Butine: The LPP is high risk in terms of
supply and affordability. It continues to support over-consumption. It’s in line
with past big government projects, paid for by the public and enriching the few
developers and land owners. There are cheaper, less risky alternatives
available. We should be a shining example of conservation and local water
usage before we consider external sources. We should not explore high risk,
high cost projects like the LPP. Both the projected cost and anticipated water
supply should be highly probable. Is there a financial probability analysis? Is
there a Lake Powell supply probability analysis?

John said the comments and questions will be put into the record and the Questions from Jeffrey Allen: 1) Why does CIRPAC have biased members? 2)
respective responses will be forthcoming.
Why doesn’t the conservancy promote conservation? 3) Why does the
conservancy require subsidies from cities and taxpayers? 4) Why can’t impact
Comments from Barbara Bergman: Amelia Nuding presented a thoughtful, fees pay for existing debt and how can the conservancy pay for the pipeline
well-researched presentation which the water conservancy should adopt. I see debt? 5) Why does the conservancy require such an expensive building and
very little effort to conserve in Washington County. Also, charging more to fence? 6) Why hasn’t the conservancy projected impact fees expected from
high water users would be effective. Today’s (8/15) Tribune has a front-page new population figures? 7) Can the conservancy assure county residents that
article re: The lack of water in Lake Powell. The pipeline project is ignoring no taxpayer funds will be used for the pipeline (tax assessment or subsidies)?
this aspect and will be spending millions of our dollars for no water. We
should VOTE on this expenditure.
Question from G. Scott Hansen: Why are we not charging users for the actual
cost of water? What consideration has been given to total water reclamation?
Question from Lisa Rutherford to Amelia Nuding: If Albuquerque is
supporting over 600,000 people on approximately 100,000 acre feet of water at Question from Leroy Fox: Would taking the pipeline through the reservation
150 gpcd, how many people could our estimated total water support?
save time and money?
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Questions for Amelia from John Wadsworth:
1) Your report doesn’t seem to allow or show any leeway for changes in any of the numbers used, like what happens if the population shifts up by 3% or
10%? Then where does conservation take us and where do we go for water without the pipeline at that time?
2) What if the farmers decide they don't want to convert to as many rooftops as your model shows? What does that do to the projections for conservation?
3) And where in the report are risk factors identified and addressed? Drought, climate change, floods or the EPA making us leave more water in the Virgin
River to protect the endangered fish?
4) What if the water treatment requirements are increased to get rid of the pharmaceuticals and other contamination we hear about? Will that affect
conservation?
5) What will our community look like when all the green space and agricultural lands are taken away and how does that impact our quality of life? It had a
bad effect on the Logandale and Bunkerville, Nevada areas selling their irrigation water to Las Vegas Water Authority.
6) How much more money will we have to spend for infrastructure, roads, highways and small lots with no greenery? Areas that have no greenery are hotter
than those areas with lawns, trees and shrubs.
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RICHARD KOHLER’S Comments on Alternatives to Lake Powell Pipeline
Western Resource Advocates
Page 7 Graph

The implications of additional conversions of agriculture water use for urban use are unexamined. River flows depend in part on return flows from agricultural
water use. The suggested reduction of irrigated agricultural land will have a dramatic impact on the local microclimates near presently irrigated land
contributing to urban heat island temperature increases (and indirectly global warming), increasing temperatures will increase water requirements for
evapotranspiration of surrounding agricultural and urban landscapes, increasing temperatures will also require additional electrical energy for air conditioning
(which requires the use of additional water for power generation). Taking water from agriculture precludes local food sourcing and indirectly requires
additional energy for food transportation.
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Richard Kohler’s comments continued

Page 7 Page 8 1% Conservation per Year and 1% Conservation Rate
The logic behind this premise is that since numerous communities have reduced water use at the rate of 1% per year over the last 20 years, that this same rate
of decreasing water consumption can be sustained indefinitely into the future. This oft repeated assertion cannot be supported when the various factors that
have contributed to reductions in water use over the last two decades are examined closer.
Indoor water consumption has been reduced because 3.5 gallons per flush toilets common before 1990 have been largely replaced with 1.6 gallons per flush
(even some 1.2 gallons per flush) at present. Similar dramatic improvements for showerheads, washing machines, dishwashers have also been adopted since
1992 when building codes mandated these changes. Future water saving technologies which might reduce the water consumption of toilets to 1.0 gallons per
flush exist, but the pragmatics of hygiene seem to limit the minimum flush to 0.8 gallons. Similar real world limits exist for all other indoor water use, which
can only be exceeded by abandoning water as
the primary method of providing indoor hygiene (switching to composting toilets or less frequent bathing and laundry cycles).
Outdoor water consumption has been reduced primarily through smaller lot sizes and the trend toward xeriscape, low water use plants and more efficient
irrigation methods. There are water savings associated with switching from mesic to xeric landscapes. But once those savings are realized, little if any water
savings can be realized by refining xeric landscapes short of eliminating landscape altogether.
Page 9 Passive Conservation
The description of passive conservation is guilty of this same error in projecting past achievements into the future. The simple fact is that the innovations in
low water use plumbing fixtures and standards that occurred in the late 1980’s and the early 1990’s has no equivalent in the present.
Both indoor and outdoor water use will approach very real and practical limits within the next decade so. Projections of future water conservation must
recognize these harsh realities and should not rely on the unexamined hope that we can do just as good in the future as we have in the recent past.
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Richard Kohler’s comments continued

Page 10

The projection of an increasing rate of water conservation (1% greater savings each year) reflected in the alternative demand scenario depicted in this graph is
a misrepresentation unsupported by facts and not based in reality.
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Richard Kohler’s comments continued

Page 11 Page 12 System Wide Gallons per Capita per Day Graphs

A first glance the chart above seems to indicate that Washington County ranks third in water use rates when compared to other cities in the West. But further
examination reveals that the selection of cities intentionally skews the result. Ask yourself why so many cites from Colorado are shown. When the same chart
is annotated indicating which of these cities is located at elevations higher than St. George a different meaning emerges. More than half (16) of these cities are
located at elevations substantially higher than St. George. These higher elevations create milder climates and lower evapotranspiration rates and hence less
water use.
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Richard Kohler’s comments continued

Some of the other cities with climates more similar to St. George (Phoenix, Tucson, Las Vegas and Mesa) have much larger populations and higher
population densities. Others (Clarkdale AZ, Buckeye AZ, Safford AZ, Casa Grande AZ) have such small populations and so few commercial or industrial
land uses as to make comparison meaningless. If the chart was presented with these 24 cities removed an entirely different picture would emerge.
Per capita water use statistics are impacted by many variables. Some like climate (average annual temperatures, rainfall), topography, population, and
population density can and should be accounted for when making city to city comparisons. Other variables like water availability, proximity to water supply,
water quality, demographics (age profile of community, household size, employment), characteristic street widths, typical lot sizes, landscaping traditions/
patterns, percentage of agricultural land are more difficult to assess but might also be discussed in more meaningful city to city comparisons. However, the
largest difficulty in making such comparisons are the vast differences in data, data collection methods, data parameter selection and data analysis techniques.
These are more often than not impacted by the political agendas of the various local and state bureaucracies involved. Western Resource Advocates has
manipulated data and made arguments to advance an agenda.
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Richard Kohler’s comments continued
Page 13
Buried in the small text at the bottom of page 13 is the statement, “With this adjustment (for seasonal population), Washington County’s 2010 total residential
use would be 138 gpcd (between Denver and Chandler in Figure 5)...” That would put Washington County much more in the middle of these 30 cities in per
capita water use. Since, the criticism above for eliminating 24 of these cities is still valid, a comparison with the remaining cities (Scottsdale, Yuma, Lake
Havasu City, Chandler, Washington County, Peoria) places Washington County in a much better light at second lowest in per capita water consumption.
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Richard Kohler’s comments continued
Page 14 and Page 43
Buried in the small text at the top of page 14 is the statement, “Several cities have similar, or even drier and hotter, climates and still use less water, as
documented in Appendix C.”
Appendix 3, Table C4 which compares Washington County Water Use with the hot, dry communities of Las Vegas, Tucson and Albuquerque illustrates how
Western Resource Advocates can select data and make comparisons to distort reality. The distortion here is caused by comparison between cities with
populations of approximately 2 million (LV), 1 million (TUS), and 600,000 (ABQ) vs St. George Area 120,000. Larger cities inherently use less water per
capita simply because of their greater populations and population densities. (It should also be noted that Albuquerque is situated at elevations between 5,000
and 7,000 feet and enjoys a much different climate than St. George. This is clear from the data tabulated in Table C4.)
At the bottom of page 14 there is a footnote citing a 2011 Aquacraft study concerning the indoor water use of WaterSense New Homes compared with
average new homes and older homes. The relevant general conclusion from this study is shown below.
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Richard Kohler’s comments continued
WaterSense Standards include the following: Recent advancements have allowed toilets to use 1.28 gallons per flush or less while still providing equal or
superior performance. This is 20 percent less water than the current federal standard of 1.6 gallons per flush. The WaterSense label is used on toilets that are
independently certified to meet rigorous criteria for both performance and efficiency. Only water–saving toilets that complete the certification process can
earn the WaterSense label. Did you know that standard showerheads use 2.5 gallons of water per minute (gpm)? Water–saving showerheads that earn the
WaterSense label must demonstrate that they use no more than 2.0 gpm. The WaterSense label also ensures that these products provide a satisfactory shower
that is equal to or better than conventional showerheads on the market. EPA worked with a variety of stakeholders—including consumers who tested various
showerheads —to develop criteria for water coverage and spray intensity. All products bearing the WaterSense label—including water–efficient
showerheads—must be independently certified to ensure they meet EPA water efficiency and performance criteria.
The Aquacraft 2011 study contains statistical information derived from a very small sample of homes (25 total). The study began in 2005 (a year before the
WaterSense Standards were adopted). The high efficiency homes built to standards different from those adopted by the EPA in the WaterSense program. With
the exception of those 25 homes where end use monitoring was implemented the data was collected through the mail by a survey from answers to 55
questions. The 2011 Aquacraft study contains a great deal of data the describes aggregate water use and the difficulties with adoption of low use water
innovations. (See the following paragraph.)
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Richard Kohler’s comments continued
The self-described limitations of the 2011 Aquacraft study suggest a very different conclusion than that drawn by Western Resource Advocates. (See the
following paragraph.)
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2013 CIRPAC Meeting Schedule
John thanked Amelia and Eric for traveling a long way to make their presentations.
He then announced the next meeting would be held:
Thursday, September 26, 2013

4:00 – 6:00 pm

Adjourn
The meeting was adjourned at 6:00 p.m.
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