
AGRICULTURAL ADVISORY BOARD 
Special Meeting Minutes 

June 27, 2011 
 

 
 
Members present:  David Bee, Justin Discoe, Dennis Goeltl, LuAnn Goodyear, Lew Grant, Jason 
Kraft, Val Manning, Minerva Lee, Brett Markham, Gail Meisner, George Reed, Richard 
Seaworth, Jon Slutsky, and George Wallace.  Others present:  Karen Crumbaker (Extension), 
Commissioner Lew Gaiter (County Commissioner liaison, and Linda Hoffmann (Staff liaison, 
Larimer County Planning & Building Division).   
Member absent:  Curtis Bridges 
 
I. Val Manning, Chair called the meeting to order at 8:05 a.m.   
 
II. The speakers for the meeting were not asked to arrive until 8:15. Linda Hoffmann 
distributed information about the Mountain View Feeders project which was scheduled to be 
considered by the Board of County Commissioners at 6:30 p.m. on Monday, June 27, 2011. A 
copy of the materials provided are attached as Attachment A. 
 
III. Mark Easter from Save The Poudre presented information about the Facts About Farming 
white paper prepared regarding the proposed Northern Irrigation Supply Project (NISP). 
Members of the AAB posed questions during the presentation which were addressed by Mr. 
Easter. A copy of the PowerPoint slides used in the presentation are attached as Attachment B. 
 
IV. Eric Wilkinson, Carl Brouwer and Brian Werner from Northern Colorado Water 
Conservation District presented information about the NISP project. A packet of information was 
provided to the AAB to aid the discussion. A copy of that packet is attached as Attachment C.  
 
V.   Following the guest presentations, Linda Hoffmann took notes on the AAB’s comments 
about the information presented. The notes will be used by a sub-committee to begin to draft an 
opinion from the AAB regarding the Save the Poudre’s Facts about Farming paper as requested 
by the Board of County Commissioners. The notes are attached as Attachment D. The AAB 
members who volunteered to serve as a sub-committee to draft the opinion are George Reed 
(chair), Richard Seaworth, Minerva Lee, Lew Grant, Justin Discoe, and David Bee. The sub-
committee will bring a draft opinion paper to the next AAB meeting for consideration by the 
Board. 
 
VI. Following a short break, the AAB discussed the possible Land Use code violation by the 
Mountain View Feeders for expanding a legal, non-conforming use without securing County 
approvals. Richard Seaworth moved, and David Bee seconded a motion to present a letter to the 
County Commissioners from the Ag Advisory Board in support of the Mountain View Feedyard. 
The motion passed unanimously. Discussion continued regarding the content of the letter. A 
motion was made by David Bee and seconded by Gail Meisner to submit the letter drafted by 
George Wallace. The motion passed unanimously. A copy of the letter is attached as Attachment 
E. 



 
VII. The next AAB meeting will be held on July 13, 2011 at 12:30 p.m. at the CSU Larimer 
County Extension office. 
 
VIII. The meeting was adjourned at 12:55 p.m. 
 



Attachment A 

  

 November 29, 1973 Feed Yards were added to the Open Zoning district as a use that required 
Special Review approval. They were called Commercial Feed Yards and defined as: A confined 
enclosure for the feeding and fattening of livestock where the average number of livestock 
exceeds 10 animals per acre of feed yard and where less than 50% of the roughage type feed is 
raised on the same farm premises. 

 1974 aerial identifies the feed yard at 5200 North County Road 19 in existence.  

 1981 aerial photo taken. 

 September 23, 1985 the property was rezoned to Rural Estate. Feed yards were still listed as 
needing  Special Review approval. 

 January 9, 1986 a letter from Gerald L. White, Zoning Administrator for Larimer County, stated 
the feed yard was in existence prior to November 29, 1973 and is considered a nonconforming 
use. It stated in order to expand the capacity of the feed yard, the owner would need county 
approval. 

 1987 aerial photo taken. 

 2000 aerial photo taken showing additional confined enclosures added to the southern part of 
the feed yard operation. 

 There are 2 parcels in its current configuration at a total of 28.75 acres 





 

















NISP and Agriculture

If Built, the Northern Integrated Supply Project 
Would Severely Impact Agriculture in 

Northern Colorado

Mark Easter
For Save The Poudre: Poudre Waterkeeper

Attachment B



Outline

 Description of the NISP Project

 NISP Impacts on Agriculture:
1. Accelerate subdivision of productive Ag land

2. Increase salinization of farmed soils

3. End Free River diversion opportunities

4. Submerge and divide productive Ag land

5. “Initial Fill” and drought year fill likely to come from 
Ag Water

 Reasonable alternatives to NISP



NISP as Currently Proposed
Preferred Alternative

Second 

Alternative



1. NISP would accelerate the 

subdivision of productive ag

land in Northern Colorado
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Greeley
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Loveland

Windsor

Given anticipated 

build-out, will NISP 

really be “saving 

agricultural land?”

At build out, the NISP-
subscribing communities will 
subdivide approx 76,000 
acres of productive farmland. 
About 48,000 acres of that 
total is irrigated.



NISP Financing Plan Creates A 

Relentless Need to Sell New Taps

 At least $400 million of the project costs 

expected to be financed by revenue bonds.

 Bonds would be paid by tap fees, development 

fees, and water rate increases.

 Public debt like this must be serviced.  Default is 

not an option.

 Subdividing Ag Land would essentially be the 

only way to service the debt.



2. NISP would accelerate 

Salinization of 

Productive Crop Lands



Soil Salinity on the

Northern Front Range



SPWCP and Soil Salinity
SPWCP replaces pure, gravity-fed 
Poudre River water with saline 
water pumped up from the South 
Platte River.



SPWCP and Soil Salinity

Larimer-Weld Canal

New Cache Canal

Proposed

Galeton Reservoir

SPWCP

Insertion Points

Brown and Dark Brown Areas 
Indicate Saline Soils



Salinity Decreases Crop Yields



 Salt concentrations in water delivered from Galeton 
likely to range 1000 – 2000 mg/liter.  Current salt 
concentrations are ~50-400 mg/liter.

 70% of crops in SPWCP region sensitive to salt.

 Maintaining yields requires more irrigation water.

 Up to 3,000 acres of irrigated land in the SPWCP 
region likely to be permanently lost from production.

Source: NISP DEIS, USGS, USDA NASS, 
Colorado State University, other sources

Soil Salinity on the

Northern Front Range



3. NISP Would End Nearly All 

“Free River” Diversion 

Opportunities and Impact Many 

Existing Water Users



NISP and Free River Diversions
NISP Diversions Proposed for the 
Highest Existing Diversion Points 
on the Poudre River Main Stem.

Pumps are sized at ~1000 cfs.



NISP Water is Currently Used by Agriculture

Source: NISP DEIS, Colorado State 
Engineer’s Office

Diversion Rights Reservoir Rights

Well Rights

These graphs show existing 
ag, municipal, recreational 
and industrial water users 
who are utilizing water that 
would be taken by NISP.



Current Diverters



Current Reservoir Rights



Current Well Augmentation Rights



4. NISP Would Submerge and 

Divide Productive Ag Land



 NISP proposed reservoir sites and pipeline routes 

currently support a mix of livestock grazing and 

dryland agriculture.

 Direct impact to at least 5,000 acres expected.

 Oil & Gas Production at proposed Galeton site:

 6 currently producing wells

 28 additional permitted wells

 4 abandoned wells

 Additional 80 permitted and producing wells within 1 

mile of the proposed reservoir footprint.

Direct Ag Land and Other Impacts



Farm Land Fragmentation –

Northern Larimer County

 Approx 1/3rd of Owl Canyon Road widened and 
upgraded.  Pressure for a full upgrade likely.

 New Hwy 287 interconnected to other County roads.

 Area fully interconnected with nearby employment 
centers, Interstate / U.S. Highways on 3 sides.

 Pressure to subdivide likely very strong.

 Rerouted Hwy 287 likely perched above the 
surrounding area – consider noise pollution.



5. The “Initial Fill” and Drought-

Year Diversions into Glade and 

Galeton Reservoirs Are Likely to 

Come from N. Colorado and 

West Slope Ag Water.



 NISP DEIS states and NCWCD officials confirm 
– intent is to use up to 100,000 AF of Ag water 
to help fill Glade.

 Project operators requesting “Operational 
Flexibility” to utilize other water sources during 
drought years.

 Likely other water sources would be the 
Colorado and Poudre Rivers.

 Consider however that the proposed location of 
Glade and Cactus Hill allows storage of water 
from 4 watersheds – the Colorado, North Platte, 
Laramie or Cache la Poudre Rivers.

“Initial Fill” and 

“Operational Flexibility”



Conclusion:  NISP Would Severely 

Impact Agriculture in Colorado

Permanent Losses Acreage Impact
- Accelerated Development 76,000 

- Soil Salinization 3,000

- Loss of “Free River” 11,000

- Reservoir, Pipeline Construction 5,000

Recurring Periodic Losses
- “Initial Fill”, “Operational Flexibility” 56,000



The Healthy Rivers Alternative



We Can and We Must Meet our 

Future Water Needs Without 

Ruining Our Rivers
 Accurate, Rational Demand Forecasting

Conservation and Efficiency

Use Development-Displaced Ag Water

Water Sharing Agreements with 
Agriculture

Use downstream storage capacity

Water Reuse

Water Systems Integration

 Limited Ag Water Transfers



Healthy Rivers Alternative (HRA):
Revised Growth Projections

Revised Population Projection
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DEIS projections Midline Growth projection

Population growth in NISP cities will almost certainly 
to be much lower than DEIS projections.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Colorado State 
Demography Office, NISP DEIS



Conservation can meet the 
Majority of our Needs to 2050

Source: Colorado Water Conservation Board



Economic Benefits of the HRA
Healthy Rivers Are Economic Engines

 Support Agriculture: Municipal water conservation, 
Muni-Ag partnerships reduce demand for water, 
taking the pressure off of agriculture for water 
supplies.

 Cost Avoidance: At least $250 million in avoided 
water/sewage treatment costs for the City of Fort 
Collins, unknown but substantial costs expected for 
Windsor, Timnath, Greeley, Boxelder Sanitation, 
others.

 Reduced public debt: The HRA is based largely on 
a “pay as you go” approach, reducing need for 
borrowing.



Comparison: HRA vs. NISP

Comparison Table: HRA vs. NISP
Comparison Item NISP Healthy Rivers 

Alternative
Total Cost $700 - $800 million plus 

finance charges of 
~$400+ million

~$450 million

Total Cost per Acre Foot $18,000 plus finance 
charges of 

~$10,000/acre foot

~$11,000 

Total Acres of Irrigated Agriculture 
Taken Out of Production

~123,000
(65,000 permanently)

~25,000 acres
(growth area only)

Total Acre Feet of Water Removed 
from the Cache la Poudre River

40,000 acre feet 0 

Environmental Impacts to Poudre 
River through Fort Collins 

Extensive
“Violate Clean Water Act”

Minimal to none
Makes Restoration 

Possible



“There can be no worse economic damage that 
could be done to this region than to allow 
environmental quality, especially the health of our
rivers, to be degraded.”

– Northern Colorado Business Report

For more information, see SaveThePoudre.org



Conservation Partners
This presentation and the research behind it were supported in 

numerous ways by the following organizations:

http://thebeancycle.com/�
http://rockymtn.sierraclub.org/pcg/index.html�
http://www.poudrepaddlers.org/�
http://www.fortnet.org/Audubon/�
http://www.fortnet.org/cp/�
http://www.ourcolorado.org/�
http://www.waterkeeper.org/�
http://www.wildearthguardians.org/�
http://www.xerces.org/�
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Attachment D 

 

Notes regarding AAB Opinion on Save the Poudre’s Facts About Farming Paper 

 

1. Growth inducing impacts 

 People aren’t really going to move to where the water is just because there is water 

 Global food prices will encourage people to stay in ag – less likely to sell their water rights, 

particularly if they can do interrupted supply agreements 

 Easements, public awareness of need for ag, etc. will combine to reduce likelihood farmers 

will sell water rights 

 Water is too cheap compared to other utilities. Water suppliers don’t want to invest in 

water storage facilities because water is too cheap  

 No evidence is presented that supports an acceleration of growth rates based on NISP – 

growth will come with or without NISP 

 Growth in population projections are inflated. 

 Jobs drive growth, not availability of water. 

 The amount of land lost to growth is related to land planning footprint not water storage. 

 Once the farm land is gone; it’s gone. 

 The NISP project is going to suck up a lot of water from farms – will happen with or without 

NISP. What is the lesser of the two evils? 

2.  Salinity of soils caused by NISP may be overstated as a diversionary issue 

 Graph shows we are already flushing salt out of the soil 

 Salinity in river at point shown is from waste water treatment  return flows at that point 

 Salinity just isn’t a big deal 

 Soils in area of irrigation application are sandy and won’t hold the salt 

3.  What is the solution for water leaving the state 

 Water leaving Colorado for cranes in Nebraska isn’t my biggest concern 

 Free water diversions downsteam that provide augmentation water for wells don’t work 

very well without storage/infiltration facilities. Related to timing of use of the water too. 

That isn’t accounted for in the Poudre paper. 

 Augmentation plans may be approved for some small farmer 

 The junior rights mapped may not account for impact of reservoir at Sterling 

 The maps of rights used for augmentation plans will only be accurate (or relevant) in years 

when there is water in the river but none at the state line. 

 Sterling reservoir can only capture water when their inlet is appropriate for the water level 

in the river 

4.  NISP submerges productive ag land 

 Where Glade reservoir will be isn’t very productive land, some under pivot, most is grazing 

 Permitted/producing oil wells in Weld County will make that ground very expensive 



 Fracking impacts could include the ability of the reservoir to hold water 

 Proposal appears to be addressing impacts to Weaver ranch if 287 is rerouted 

 A more significant impact from moving 287 could be the growth inducing impacts of the new 

roads connecting 287 to Laramie and I-25 

5.  Initial fill and ongoing diversions will come from west slope water 

 So what. 

 Statement is misleading. Again the water will be from willing sellers or in wet years when there 

is excess available. 

 Infill to Glade is too high – they can only get water into reservoir when the river is high enough 

for the inlet to operate. Water from other places can’t get to the Glade (without a pump station) 

 Monroe only serves North Poudre 

 Water Supply Company could give up some water because they have Chambers Lake. That’s 

high enough to give up the water at a point that could put water into Glade 

 Galeton has more exchange options. They are low in the system, so many more districts/users 

have a way to provide water that could actually get into Galeton. 

 There could be a slight increase in rental water but it’s quite speculative 

 Can’t use ag water without adjudicating the water for municipal use. 

 1/8th of the Grey Mountain decree might be available for ag because it’s owned by a group of 

irrigation suppliers currently  

 “Operational flexibility” is a scary term to me. Could use that for any purpose. “Sideboards” are 

defined well. What about long term? Could they take ag water based on the municipal need? 

Answer: not without court actions to enable. Statement regarding “could refill Glade with ag 

water at any time” is misleading, but it’s not clear if Northern has those rights or not. Public 

sentiment/law will control the issue long term. 

4.  Other thoughts 

 Financial stability of participants is a concern. They should know if the participating towns 

and districts are bondable. Not well conceived plan at this point 

 National Geographic had an article recently showing water rates around the world. Our 

water is way cheap compared to world prices. 

 Willing sellers will be easier to find if the cost of water drives the price offered up. 

 Bring up the issue of 1041 – pros and cons 

 Is it another layer of bureaucracy? 

  Does it provide a useful tool to make our comments stick? 

 Details like the siphon versus the pumping station at the inlet is a big deal 

 Fort Collins water policy is another related issue that is important. Fort Collins has been 

successful in dropping the per capita use of water. Very open to sharing water supply for ag 

but will take a year or more to reconsider their policy. Fort Collins utility does not serve all 

for the City of Fort Collins. Some portions in north and south extremities are serviced by 

Districts. The % of water Fort Collins will need within their planning horizon is known (but 

not to us today.) 



 Conservation trends were not well documented and considered. It cannot solve the water 

supply problem. 

 Food supply is going to have to be considered to be as important as water. Have to have ag 

water to have local food 

 Landscaping standards are still pushing water use high than it needs to be. 

Inconsistency in numbers presented 

Haligan and Seaman are both downstream of Glade 

 



Attachment E
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