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Schedule 7
Summary of Change Requests

Department Name: Natural Resources
Submission Date: November 1, 2004
Total Number of Decision Items: 20
Total Number of Base Reduction Items: 0
Priority # IT Request Title Total FTE GF CF CFE FF
1 CYes ENo OGCC - Field Inspectors for Weld & Garfield Counties 121,664 2.0 121,664
2 ClYes MNo DWR - Mileage Operating Expense 87.569 87,569
3 CIYes EWNo DWR - Republican River Compact Compliance 51,861 51,861
4 Yes ENo Parks - Cheyenne Mountain State Park 177,830 121,830 56,000
5 CJYes BMNo SLB - Enferprise Fund/Appropriation 500,000 500,000
6 ElYes HNo CGS - Avalanche Safety Education 50,000 1.0 50,000
7 HYes [No DNR Information Technology Support Request 58,231 3.0 58,231
8 CJYes ENo CWCRB - Severance Tax Projects Increase 255,000 255,000
9 ClYes ENo DNR Emergency Response Funding 100,000 100,000
10 [JYes ENo DWR - Costilla Creek Compact Assessments 5,102 5,102
11 [JYes ENo CWCB - Compact Dues Increase 4.810 4,810
12 HYes No OGCC - Computer Maint./Application Develop. & Support FTE 143,803 1.0 143,803
13 ClYes ENo Parks - Utilities Approp. for Established and New State Parks 114,984 114,984
14 CIYes ENo CWCB - Floodplain Mapping Staff 99248 1.0 24,812 74,436
15 CYes ENo DWR - New Water Administration Personnel 191,192 191,192
16 CIYes ENo CWCB - Water Supply Planning and Finance Admin Staff 37,761 1.0 37,761
17 CIYes ENo OGCC - Piceance & D-J Basin Water Quality Studies + Tools 300,725 300,725
18 ClYes MNo DMG - Minerals Program Line Consolidation 0
19 ClYes MNo Parks - Program Line Consolidation 0
20 ClYes ENo Parks - Self-Sufficiency 0 (611,982) 611982
n/a HYes ENo Parks - Systems Operation and Support 426,000 426,000
n/a WYes No Parks - Vehicle Registration System 175,000 175,000
n/a HYes MNo Parks - Connectivity 44.000 44,000
n/a HMYes [(No Parks - Asset Management 230,000 230,000
Statewide OYes ENo FY 2005-06 Vehicle Lease Line Reconciliation 19,610 (90,934) 36,092 60,521 13,931
Statewide ClYes #No FY 2005-06 Vehicle Replacements 165,816 92,609 1,571 68,493 3,143
Statewide CYes MNo Truth in Rates - Multiuse Network {87,959) 8,229 (93,394) (2,794)
Statewide [JYes ENo Dispatch Services from Department of Public Safety 67,237 1,146 6,649 59,442
Decision Item Subtotal 3,339,484 9.0 | (265,208)] 1,478.412 | 2,037,564 88,716
OYes ENo
Base Reduction Item Subtotal 0 0 Q 0 0
TOTAL 3,339,484 9.0 | {265,208)] 1478412 | 2,037,564 88,716
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Department:
Priority Number:

Department of Natural Resources

10f28

Schedule 6

DECISION ITEM REQUEST for FY 2005-06

Dept. Approval:
OSPB Approval:

Date: /8 é;%qf
Date: }owﬂ/

Division: Colorade Qil and Gas Conservation Commission Statutory Citation:
Program: Operations
Request Title: Field Inspectors for Weld and Garfield Counties
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 ] 8 9 10
Prior-Year Supplemental Total Revised : Decision/Base | November 1 Budget Total Revised Thange from
Fund Actual  Appropriation Request Reguest Base Request Reduction Request Amendment Request Base in Out Year
FY 2003-04 FY 2004-05 FY 2004-05 FY 2004-05 FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 - FY 2005-08 FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 FY 2006-07
Total of All .
Line ltems |Total 2,733,489 2,777,496 2,732,859 121,664 2,854,523 121,218
FTE 32.0 33.0 33.0 2.0 35.0 2.0
GF
CF 2,733,489 2,277,496 2,232,859 121,664 2,354,523 121,218
CFE 500,000 500,000 500,000
FF
Line ltem
Name Total
Personal FTE 28.0
Services GF
CF 2,108,462
CFE
FF
Total
Operating FTE
Expenses GF
CF 293,153
CFE
FF
Total
Accele- FTE 40
rated GF 0
Drilling CF 294,140
CFE 0
FF 0
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1 2 3 4 5 13 7 B8 9 10
Prior-Year Supplemental Total Revi Decision/Base November 1 Budget " Total Revised Change from
Fund Actual Appropriation Request Request Base Request Reduction Request Amendment Request Base in Out Year
FY 2003-04 FY 2004-05 FY 2004-05 FY 2004-05 FY 200506 EY 2005-06 FY 2005-06- FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 FY 200607
Total 2,732,859 2,732,859 117,688 2,850,547 109,290
HProgram FTE 330 33.0 2.0 350 2.0
Costs GF
CF 2,232,859 2,232,859 117,688 2,350,547 109,290
CFE 500,000 - 500,000 500,000
FF
EDO Total 37,734 44,637 44837 3,976 48,613 11,928
Vehicle FTE
Lease GF
Payments* CF 37,734 44 637 44,637 3,976 48,613 11,928
CFE
FF

Cash Fund name/Number, Federal Fund Name:
* Vehicle lease payments are just COGCC's allocation from the total Vehicle Lease Payments line ftem in EDO.

1| /T Request O Yes 01 No (ff yes and request includes more than 500 programing hours, attach IT Project Plan)
Supplemental and Budget Amendment Criteria: Ll Emergency L1 Technical Exror f New Data’ [T Unfaréseen Contingency
Request for New or Replacement Vehicles: [ Yes O No (If yes, a copy of the Schedule 6 will be forwarded to the OSPE analyst assigned to Personnel/DPA}
Request Affects Another Department(s): O Yes O No (if yes, Name of other Department{s)

Operational Account of the Severance Tax Trust Fund and the Oil and Gas Conservation Fund (Fund #170)

)
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REQUEST TO CHANGE THE BASE OPERATING BUDGET

PART B - EFFICIENCY AND EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS

COMMON IDENTIFICATION INFORMATION

Department: Natural Resources

Priority Number: 1 0f 28

Long Bill Group/Division: Colorado Oil and Gas Conservation Commission

Program Title/Work Package Title: Operations '

Change Request Title: Field Inspectors for Weld and Garfield Counties

Statutory Cite: CRS 39-29-109(1)(a)(Il), CRS 38-29-109(1)(c)(l), CRS 34-60-102(1), CRS 34-60-106(2)(d)

SUMMARY OF REQUESTED ALTERNATIVE

This change request is for $121,664 to fund two additional Field Inspectors to address high levels of oil and gas development activity in
Weld County and Garfield County. In order to meet this increased demand on the Colorado Oil and Gas Conservation Commission
(COGCC), funding is requested for:

+ 2.0 FTE Eng/Phys. Science Tech. Il - Field Inspectors
* Operating expenses for in-home offices
+ 2 additional leased vehicles from Fleet Management

Funding for this change request is as follows: $117,688 is requested from the Operational Account of the Severance Tax Trust Fund and
$3,976 is from the Oit and Gas Conservation Fund. The $3,976 is requested from the Qil and Gas Conservation Fund because it is for two
vehicle leases which would be appropriated in the Executive Director's Office, and funding for all of COGCC's potted items comes from the
Qil and Gas Conservation Fund.

PROBLEM OR OPPORTUNITY DEFINITION
Due to the increased drilling activity and corresponding increase in wells in Weld and Garfield Counties during the last 5 years, there have
been a growing number of wells to inspect. The inspectors in these areas perform inspections at a rate that allow the wells in Garfield and

Weld Counties to be inspected once every five years. Because of environmental concems, surface owner issues and surface development
encroachment, an additional inspector is required in each of these two areas.
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AVAILABLE ATERNATIVES

Descripfion of Alternatives

Alternative 1: Add 2.0 FTE Eng/Phys. Science Tech Il in the Operations Section, operating expenses for in-home offices, and 2
additional leased vehicies from Fleet Management.

Cost Estimate: $121,664

Assumptions:

1. 2.0 FTE Eng/Phys. Science Tech Il position’s would be ﬁlrled for 12 months in FY 2006 and thereafter.
2. New positions would need desktop computer and software, office furniture, and on-going operating.
3. 2 additional leased vehicles for 4 months in FY 2006-and 12 months thereafter.

Calculations:

2.0 FTE Eng/Phys Science Tech il @ $3,500/mo plus PERA @ 10.15% and Medicare @ 1.45% = $93,744
2 fax/copier/scanners @ $350 ea. = $700* :
2 laptop computers @ $2,300 ea. = $4,600, 2 sofiware pkgs.@ $500 ea. = $1000, 2 printers @ $200 ea. = $400
~ Total = $6,000*
Office fumiture @ $2,021 X 2 = $4,042*
Operating for 2.0 FTE @ $500/year = $1,000
2 cell phones @ $50/mo. each and two office phones plus internet connections @ $180/mo. each = $5,520
2 new leased Jeep Liberties from Fleet Management @ $497/mo. each for 4 months in FY 2006 = $3,976: and for FY 2007, and

thereafter, the annual cost would be $11,928.

NoOR N~

8. Mileage (Fleet Mgmt. rate $0.171) @ approx. 15,600 miles/year for Weld Co. vehicle and 24,000 miles/year for Garfield Co.
vehicle = $6,682
FY 2006 FY 2007
Total: Personal Services = $ 93,744 $96,088
Operating = 23,944 13,202
Vehicle Lease (EDO) = 3.976 11,928
$121,664 $121,218

* one-time cosis
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COGCC’s Statutory Authority to Implement Alternative 1

CRS 39-29-109(1)(a)Il) (Senate Bill 98-170) One-half of the severance tax receipts credited to the Severance Tax Trust Fund ...shall be
credited to the Operational Account of the Severance Tax Trust Fund and used to fund programs established within the Colorado Oil and
Gas Conservation Commission, the Colorado Geological Survey, the Division of Minerals and Geology, and the Colorado Water
Conservation Board that promote and encourage sound natural resource planning, management, and development related to minerals,
energy, geclogy, and water...

CRS 39-29-109(1)(cX]) ...The General Assembly may appropriate moneys from the total moneys available in the Operational Account of
the Severance Tax Trust Find to fund recommended programs as follows:

(A) For programs or projects within the Colorado Qil and Gas Conservation Commission, up to forty-five percent of the moneys in the
operational account...

(It is important to note that the sum of all COGCC FY 05-06 funding requests from the Severance Tax operational account,
including this request, is approximately 3.2 percent (3.2%) of the moneys forecast to be available in the operational account.
80.1% of available funds are uncommitted. Including requests from other DNR divisions, roughly 79.4% of available severance
tax dollars remain uncommitted.)

CRS 34-60-102(1): Oil and Gas Conservation Act — declares it is to be in the public interest to foster, encourage, and promote the
development, production, and utilization of the natural resources of oil and gas in the state of Colorado in a manner consistent with
protection of public health, safety, and welfare...

CRS 34-60-106(2)(d). The Commission has the authority to regulate...Oil and gas operations so as to prevent and mitigate significant
adverse environmental impacts on any air, water, soil, or biological resource resulting from oil and gas operations to the exient necessary
to protect public health, safety, and welfare, taking into consideration cost-effectiveness and technical feasibility.

Alternative 1 — Linkage to Specific Department Objectives:

Department of Natural Resources Strategic Objectives include:

14  Promote continued development of Colorado’s mineral and energy resources in a manner that is consistent with
environmentat preservation and protection of public health and safety.
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Alternative 2: No Action.

ANALYTICAL TECHNIQUE —~ BENEFIT-COST ANALYSIS
ASSESSMENT OF ALTERNATIVES

Description of Bacquound Information

During the last five years, the number of oil and gas wells in Colorado has grown from 21,870 to 26,500. This is an increase of 21%. Eight
OGCC FTE perform field inspections. Each year they perform a total of approximately 7,000 field inspections. On average, each well is
inspected every 34 years. The total Colorado active well count, as well as the annual number of inspections, is shown in Figure 1.
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FIGURE 1

ANNUAL NUMBER OF ACTIVE WELLS
VS. ANNUAL NUMBER OF INSPECTIONS
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Proposed Garfield County Inspector

The number of wells in Garfield County has increased from 775 to 1,703 during the last five years. This is an increase of 120% (see Figure
2). There are approximately 20 drilling rigs operating in Garfield County (see Figure 3) and about 30% of the State’s new drilling permits are
issued for wells in Garfield County (see Figure 4). In an effort to address the increased workload in Garfield County, the Northwest
Colorado engineer was relocated from Grand Junction to Rifle last year. This resulted in improved COGCC presence in the area, but an
additional inspector is still required there due to the high activity leve! of the area.

The Garfield County area has several additional issues that could be addressed with the addition of another field inspector. During the last
three months, there have been two very serious incidents that involve drilling and completion operations of wells in Garfield County. The
first incident was a drilling rig fire with no injuries, but the drilling rig was severely damaged. The second incident involved impacts to
surface water from an improperly cemented well. With an additional inspector, the OGCC could increase its presence and enforce rules
-more stringently.

FIGURE 2
GARFIELD COUNTY ACTIVE WELL COUNT as of 7:23004
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FIGURE 3

Average Rigs Running per Week in 2003 by Colorado County

(Aweekly average of 49 drilling rigs were running statewide in Colorado in 2003.)
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FIGURE 4

NUMBER OF COLORADO 2003 OIL & GAS DRILLING PERMITS BY
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Proposed Weld County Inspector

The number of wells in Weld County has increased from 8,519 to 11,731 during the last five years. This is an increase of 23% (see Figure
5). There are approximately 11 drilling rigs operating in Weld County (see Figure 3) and about 30% of the State’s new drilling permits are
issued for wells in Weld County (see Figure 4). This growth in the number of wells has been constant over the last five years. Currently, the
inspector in Weld County performs 2,200 inspections each year. With almost 12,000 active wells in Weld County, each well will be
inspected every five years. The addition of another inspector in Weld County would reduce the frequency of well inspections to every 3
years.

Figure 5
WELD COUNTY ACTIVE WELL COUNT sr1104
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Linking Budgetary Expenditures o Beneficial Outcomes

The primary beneficial outcomes of Alternative 1 are:

QOil and Gas Industry, Increases employee availability to perform site inspections, pursue
Local Governments, and enforcement, address landowner concemns, and outreach.

The Public e Reduces potential risk of impacts to public healih, safety, welfare
and the environment.

OGCC Staff « Allows staff to find well problems earlier while the problems are
~ easierfocomect. .
e Resolution of problems quicker lessens the liability of the state.

Application of Analytical Technigue/fAssumptions and Calculations

The following chart provides an analysis of some of the major potential risks to public health, safety, welfare and the environment created
by oil and gas activity which the COGCC will not be able to adequately address without the approval of this request. There is an
incremental risk associated with the diminished ability of the COGCC to focus on risk mitigation because of increased drifling permitting and
regulatory reporting workioad and decreased vehicle availability. This chart assigns a potential cost of each risk item to effected entities
and calculates total potential annual cost avoidance.
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Assessment of Annual Incremental Risk Attributed to Alternative 2 - "No Action”

Health
Annual Safety Cost of Cost
Issue Impact to oggf:rl;ﬁie Frﬁnﬂgzlc Cost of and Ilgicsr: r;:;:,al! Incremental | Incurred
q y Impacts | Welfare Risk by
Impact
Surface
Contamination from owners, Industry
leaking production surface $25,000 10| $250,000 | High 8% $20,833 and
equipment and pits waters, soils, COGCC
ground water
Environmental and land g’;ﬁgf:
owner Impacts by surface $10,000 100 | $1,000,000 | Medium 8% $83,333 | Industry
untimely well site .
. waters, soils
reclamation ; ’
ground water
- . Surface
Wiidiife and livestock | o and $10,000 25| $250,000 | High 8% $20,833 | Industry
impact from oil in pit g
wildlife
Surface
. . owners, Industry
Jnautfiorized discharge | surface $75,000 10| $750,000 | High 8% |  $62,500{ and
p aie waters, soils, - COGCC
ground water
Additional Issues due to current workload management
Delay in delivery of ﬁgntgt :
information to Resellreyl:s $25 3000 Low 100% $75,000 | Various
stakeholder community . !
Public
Delay in Identifying Environmental $25,000 2 Medium 100% $50,000 COGCC
orphan wells response fund ’ ’
Permit delay Industry $8,500 5 Low 100% $42,500 | Industry
Total Cost $2,250,000 $355,000
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Definition of terms used in above chart:

Annual Frequency — Annual average number of total occurrences in Colorado.

Incremental Risk Factor - Percentage of impact not currently being addressed (multiplier to calculate cost of incremental risk).
Reduced availability of office staff to be able to deal with issues due to current workicad management (equivalent to 1 total FTE out of

12 = 8%.)

Cost of Incremental Risk — Portion of annual cost of impacts that is at risk due to current workload management.

Future Value Benefit-Cost Comparisons

Beneéfit of Avoiding Incremental
Risk Attributed to Alternative 2
Year Cost of Alternative 1 "No Action” Net Value
1 o $121e84 |0 0 §3b5000 " o $233;336
2 $121,218 $365,650 $244,432
3 $123,620 $376,620 $253,000
4 $126,082 $387,918 $261,836
5 $128,606 $399,556 $270,950
6 $119,265 $411,542 $292,278
7 $134,202 $423,889 $289,686
8 $136,920 $436,605 $299,685
9 $139,706 $449,703 $309,998
10 $142,561 $463,194 $320,633

Assumptions:

1. Net value is based on the incremental risk cost which could potentially occur in each year.
2. Inflation on Personal Services for 2.0 FTE is 2.5% :

3. There is no inflation on operating.
4. No vehicle cost in year 6, and inflation on Fleet Management vehicle lease is 3% in year 7 with new lease.

5. Inflation on incremental risk cost is 3%.

Conclusion: Alternative 1 provides a satisfactory level of customer service and a lower risk of impacts to public health, safety and welfare
CHANGE REQUEST - 15 . :




and the environment. Alternative 2 “no action” subjects the State to an increasing level of risk.

Description of Key issues fo_r Decision Making

The key issues for decision making are as follows:
s Colorado is experiencing incrementaily increasing risk of impacts to public health, safety and welfare and the environment from
increased oil and gas activity.
* With the projections of increased oil and gas activity, the level of risk is expected to increase if no action is taken to adequately staff
and equip the Division.

Recommendation

The COGCC recommends that funding for Alterhative 1 be approved.
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Schedule &
Decision Item Recquest for FY 2005-06
Dept. Approval:

OSPB Approval:

Statutory Citation: 37-80-102; 37@01; 37-92-502;
37-87-105; 37-87-107; 37-91-104

Date: /¢ /Z 5%‘/
Date: tons{«f

Bepartment: Natural Resources

Priority Number: 2 of 28

Division: Water Resources )
Program: Water Administration; Public Safety

Request Title: Vehicle Mileage
1 ’ 2 3 4 5 ) 8 7 8 9 10
Change from
Prior-Year Supplemental | Total Revised DecisionBase | November 1 Budget Total Revised Base in Qut
Fund Actual Appropriation |  Request Request Base Request Reduction Request Amendment Request Year
FY 2003-04 FY 2004-05 FY 2004-05 FY 2004-05 FY 200506 FY 2005-06 | FY 200506 FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 FY 2006-07
Total of AR} .
Line Items {Total 908,800 1,245,373 0 1,245,373 1,239,017 87,569 1,326,586 0 1,328,586 87.568
' FTE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
GF 707,339 719,036 719,036 712,680 87,569 800,249 800,249 87,569
CF 118,673 465,568 465,568 465,568 465,668 485,568
CFE 82,888 60,769 60,769 60,769 60,789 60,769
FF
Line item .
Name Total 908,800 1,245,373 0 1,245,373 1,238,017 87,569 1,326,586 0 1,328,586 87,568
’ FTE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 c.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Operating GF 707,339 719,036 719,036 712,680 87,569 800,249 800,249 87,569
Expense CF 118,573 | - 465,568 465,568 465,568 465,568 465,568
CFE 82,888 60,769 60,769 60,769 60,769 60,769
FF
Letter Notation:

Cash Fund name/Number, Federal Fund Name:

IT Request 0 Yes X No (If yes and request includes more than 500 programing hours, attach IT Project Plan}

Supplemental and Budget Amendment Criteria: [0 Emergency [ Technical Error 0 New Data [ Unforeseen Contingency

Request for New or Replacement Vehicles: O Yes [X] No {if ves, a copy of the Schedule 6 will be forwarded to the OSPB analyst assigned to Personnel/DPA)
Request Affects Another Department(s): O Yes x No (If yes, Name of other Department({s} H
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Efficiency and Effectiveness Analysis

Department: : Natural Resources
Request Title: Vehicle Mileage
Priority Number: 2 0of 28

Division: Water Resources

Summary of Requested Alternative:

The Colorado Division of Water Resources requests $87,569 in general funds for vehicle mileage expenses to allow the agency to provide
critical water administration and public safety work at the same level of service provided during FY 2002-03. As a result of increases in mileage
rates assessed by Fleet Management, mileage expenses for state vehicles driven by Water Resources have increased 38% since FY 2002-03.
Without addition funding, the agency would be compelled to reduce miles driven by 410,061 miles to remain within budget. This action would
result in canceling all fieldwork that requires state vehicles for 1.4 days out of every five. '

Element No. 2 — Problem or Opportunity Definition.

At the beginning of FY 2003-04, State Fleet Management increased vartable mileage rates to compensate for substantial increases in costs
incurred for maintenance and fuel for state-owned vehicles. Increased maintenance costs are of particular concern for this agency since budget
constraints have allowed for no vehicle replacements for 3 fiscal years. The Division of Water Resources secured a supplemental appropriation of -
$57,590 for FY 2003-04 to compensate for this increase. This allowed the agency to finance critical field services for one year at FY 2002-03
levels. At the beginning of FY 2004-05, the agency incurred additional increases in variable mileage assessments, such that a fwo-year cumulative
increase of 38% has increased our funding shortfall from $57,590 in FY 2003-04 to $87,569 in FY 2004-05. The agency expects to submit a
supplemental funding request of $87,569 for FY 2004-05 to address this shortage. Considering the magnitude of the change, it is now prudent to
request a permanent increase in funding, beginning in FY 2005-06.

The effects of the mileage increase vary across major areas of the agency, since Water Resources uses a different mix of vehicle classes in
each area. Variable mileage percentage increases across vehicle classes are not the same. Following is a table that demonstrates this impact by
major area of the agency. One area of particular note is the new well inspection program, established by SB 03-45. This program planned for
acquisition of eight new vehicles, beginning in the spring of 2004; the fiscal analysis prepared in support of this legislation assumed a variable
mileage rate of $.15/mile. During the first full year of vehicle use, mileage costs will actually be 48% higher than initially envisioned;
consequently, provision is made in this analysis to compensate for that mcrease. :
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VEHICLE COST SUMMARY

LOCATION Ave. annual miles | $/Mile (new) | $Mile(old) | Ylncrease |  Cost {new)

Division 1 38,277 $0.217 $0.158] 373 $86,426 $62.928]  $23,498
Division 2 365,112 $0.211 $0.157] 344 $77,039 57,323 $19,716
Division 3 157,184 $0.217] $0.154] 409 $34,109 $24206]  $9,903
Division 4 122,968 30217 s0153] 418 $26,684 318,814 $7,870
Svsons 139,934 $0.212 %0141 504 $29,666 $15,731 $9,985
Division 6 75,125 $0212 30.165] 285 $15.927 $12,3% $3,531
Division 7 54,234 50215 $0170] 265 $11,660 $9,220 2,441
Denver ao,oéz 50,189 $0.142] 331 $15,132 $11.369 33,763
Well Inspection Program 96,000 _ $0.222 $0150] 480 $21,312 $14,400 36,912
[TOTALS 1,488,896 $50.214 $0.155] 380 $317,954) $230,386]  $87,569
[COST REDUCTION NECESSARY TO MAINTAIN FY 2002-03 COST | $57,569 |

[MLAGE REDUCTION NECESSARY TO MAINTAIN FY 2002-03 COST I 410,061]

Water Administration

If the Division of Water Resources is required to reduce mileage by 410,061 miles, this equates to requiring our field personnel to park their
vehicles for 1.4 days during every 5 working days, thus suspending 28% of field enforcement activities for the entire water season. Should this
occur, the reduction in water diversion observations will precipitate illegal diversions (theft) of water by junior water rights owners. Following
three extremely dry years, water users are sorely pressed to produce a crop. They are expected to be very aggressive in this objective; many farmers
experiencing difficult financial conditions will take whatever water they find, and worry about the consequences of out of priority diversions later.
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All water divisions were asked to project the quantity of water theft likely, under this scenario. Their research projects a potential theft of 143,000
acre-feet of water for this fiscal year. This water is valued at $66.67 per acre-foot. The estimate of value is based upon the assumption that one acre
of irrigated land will generate $200 in income from crop production; one acre of irrigated land typically uses 3 acre-feet of water. At $66.67 per
acre-foot, the estimated value of total crop production lost equals the value of the water, $9,533,300 per year. In addition, lack of adequate field
enforcement activities threatens the ability of this agency to assure compliance with interstate compact requirements; this environment could expose
the State to future litigation activities.

Other mission critical functions of the agency will be impacted, as well. The reduction in mileage will impact the effectiveness of the hydrographic
program streamflow measurement and water year streamflow and water diversion records, real-time satellite transmission of stream flow data, dam
safety program, safe storage level determination and new project approval, and field inspections required under the new well inspection program.

Hydrographic Measurements

The hydrographic program is a comprehensive hydrographic system that conducts streamflow measurements at various sites along the State’s
natural rivers and creeks to determine the amount of water available at that location for distribution to water users. These flow measurements are
determined with equipment in river gauging stations that measure the depth and flow of a river/stream on a continual basis. This information is
_useful to produce/publish annual streamflow records that describe the mean daily streamflow, the instantaneous maximum, lowest mean
streamflow, and monthly/ anniual volumetric totals for a specific river location. The information and records are used to improve administration of
water rights, monitor plans of augmentation to prevent injury to senior water rights, monitor and account for water delivery of reservoir storage, and
collection, breakdown and analysis of complex data from municipalities and other water users for short and long-term planning.

The reduction in available mileage results in reduced measurement and streamflow data collection in every river basin throughout Colorado. The
streamflow measurements provide a time-specific quantification of water available at a particular point and are used to effectively administer water.
There is increasing scrutiny of Colorado’s administration of water and compact deliveries with an eye toward gaining water for downstream states.
An over-delivery of water to downstream states injures Colorado citizens through missed opportunity for beneficial use of that water. An under-
delivery could cause interstate litigation to be initiated by the downstream States or the Federal Agencies. Streamflow measurements are also used
as a calibration tool to adjust for changing streambed conditions that naturally occur due to seasonal flow fluctuations. The ability to maintain
stream gaging stations, which are located at important hydrologic locations throughout the state would be reduced. These gaging stations contain
data recorders that continuously monitor the change in river depth that is used to calculate the mean daily streamflow. This data is extremely
valuable to support water management decisions and to provide current conditions and comparison with long-term data.

Satellite Monitoring System
The satellite-linked monitoring system (SMS) provides the Division of Water Resources, other state and federal entities, and the water user
community with access to real-time and historic streamflow data from gaging stations across the State of Colorado. These data and software

systems provide for more effective water rights administration, water resource management, computerized hydrologic record development, and
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flood warning, The SMS allow the Division of Water Resources to collect, process, store, and distribute any kind of environmental data transmitted
from remote locations. The-data set of interest to the Division is the water level at rivers, streams, diversion structures, and reservoirs. The SMS
converts these raw water level values into several “products” of use to various “clients”. The “products” range from raw data passed on to other
computer systems to the official Hydrographic Records of mean daily stream flows. Our “clients™ include Division of Water Resources personnel
and other water users wanting real-time administrative data, computer systems performing other analyses, and the varied user community of state
and federal agencies, municipalities, canal companies, attorneys, and consulting engineers needing access to real-time and historic stream flow data.

This reduction in travel due to the increased lease rate, if it continues indefinitely, creates hardship in maintaining the satellite monitoring system.
This is a comprehensive system of remote-sensing equipment that is housed in river gaging stations that provide near-instantaneous streamflow
information via satellite relay. The purpose of this satellite monitoring system is twofold: This system is used to provide real-time streamflow data
to water users and water commissioners via electronic access to current streamflow information; this allows our water commissioners to monitor
fluctuating water supply conditions, thus promoting efficiency in water administration and distribution. The remote monitoring system also serves
as an advance warning system to alert officials of imminent flooding conditions. It has become a valuable tool in making real-time adjustments
based on ever-changing streamflow conditions, especially in times of scarce water supply.

Intangible benefits are centered on the reliance that water users have upon an unbiased state authority to regulate water supplies in strict accordance
with water right decrees and Interstate Compacts. This reliance has a proven record of lessening dissension among competitive water users and the
potential for contentious/unnecessary litigation between water users or downstream states.

Dam Safety

The mission of the Dam Safety program is to prevent loss of life, prevent and/or reduce property damage, and to protect the State’s water supplies
from the failure of dams. The Dam Safety program assures a safe environment related to the design, construction, and operation of dams and
reservoirs in accordance with Section 37-87-101 through 125, C.R.S. and Rules and Regulations for Dam Safety and Construction. The program
ingludes the enforcement of a comprehensive set of regulations, policies, and procedures for the construction and maintenance of dams, the safe
operation of reservoirs, and emergency preparedness. The safe storage level is determined by the review and approval of engineered plans for the
copstruction and repair of dams, and regular safety evaluations of existing dams and reservoirs by professional engineers.

Reduction in the ability to perform the necessary duties of the Dam Safety program increases the risk of dam failure resulting in potential loss of life
and property damage. In addition, program reduction is likely to result in the construction of dams and reservoirs by unlicensed engineers, non-
engineers and engineers without the necessary knowledge, experience and skill to design and construct these high-risk structures. A portion of the
existing dams will not be maintained or will be maintained at a significantly lower level resulting in increased failure incidents threatening life,
property and water storage.
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Well Construction

The mission of the Division of Water Resources and The Board of Examiners for Water Well Construction and Pump Installation Contractors is the
protection of the groundwater resources and public safety. This is accomplished through the proper licensing of contractors and the development
and enforcement of rules and regulations for the proper construction of water wells, monitoring and observation wells, and pump installation. The
Division of Water Resources and The Board of Examiners for Water Well Construction and Pump Installation Coniractors, in accordance with
Section 37-91-101 through 112, C.R.S. are responsible to safeguard the public health and to protect and preserve the groundwater resources of the
State of Colorado. The Board promulgates and enforces Water Well Construction Rules related to the minimum construction standards for water
wells, monitoring wells and pump mstallatlon and administrative rules regarding licensure, disciplinary action and correction of improperly
constructed wells.

During FY 2005-06 the agency plans to complete 1,000 construction inspections and observations. A significant curtailment of mileage to perform
these inspections could result in improperly constructed wells, improperly abandoned wells, and improperly installed pumps resulting in greater risk

of groundwater contamination, water contamination, disease, well contamination, and increased number of open and illegal wells. All of these
factors increase risk and reduce protection of the public’s safety.

 The Department’s prioritized objectives relevant to this request include:
1.2 Maximize efficient use of Colorado’s water resources and comply with and enforce other states’ compliance with interstate compacts.

1.7 Assist cifizens in avoiding or mifigating risks to life and property by providing training, information, technical assistance and regulatory
enforcement related to statutorily authorized programs.

2.3 Promote conservation and stewardship of the state’s natural resources among private and public landowners by providing technical assistance
and incentives.
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Element No. 3 — Available Alternatives:

Alternative # 1 (Recommended):

Pravide $87,569 in funding to allow the Division of Water Resources to provide an adequate level of water administration and public safety
services commensurate with the level of service provided during FY 2002-03.

Alternative #2 (Not Recommended):

Provide no additional funding to the agency. Curtail field observations of water diversions by 28%, and reduce the effectiveness of the
hydrographic program streamflow measurement and water year strcamflow and water diversion records, real-time satellite transmission of stream
flow data, dam safety program safe storage level determination and new project approval, and the well inspection program.

Alternative #3 (Not Recommended):
Divert appropriated operating funds from other activities to provide necessary supplemental funding for increased vehicle mileage expenses.

Element No. 4 — Selected Analytical Technique
The Alternative Benefit/Cost Technique is applied to this request.

Element No. 5 —Assessment of Alternatives

Alternative #1

Benefits

Benefits are based upon the economic value of crop production that can be realized with adoption of this alternative.

Total benefits: $66.67/acre-foot x 143,000 acre-feet of water diverted to appropriate senior water rights hoiders = $9,533,300

Costs
The total amount that is requested is $87,569.

Benefit/Cost Ratio: $9,533,300/$87,569 =109
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Calculations and Assumptions

Described above for individual work componeﬁts. The qualitative benefits associated with the impact of increased effectiveness on other programs
affected by this proposal are significant, but could not be quantified.

Alternative #2 — will severely jeopardize the most critical core missions of this agency, including water allocation, interstate compact compliance,
and effective hydrographic, dam safety and well inspection programs.

Alternative #3 — The agency evaluated the feasibility of reducing operating expenses in other areas of the agency to generate the necessary $87,569
for incremental mileage expenses. Operating funds to support the core mission of the agency were reduced through mandatory general fund cuts by
nearly 4% in FY 2002-03 and nearly 3% in FY 2001-02. During this period, the agency also absorbed all inflationary cost increases. The agency
concluded that any shifting of expenditures would simply endanger the same functions impacted by alternative #2; this alternative, consequently,
does not provide any quantifiable benefit.

We recommend adoption of alternative #1.

CHANGE REQUEST - 24




Schedule 6
Decision ltem Request for FY 2005-06
~
Department: Natural Resources Dept. Approval: . Date: / J/"—’ %‘/
Priority Number: 3 of 28 OSPB Approval: ‘ﬁ% Date:  {(¥zs lc{
Division: Water Resources Statutory Citation: ; 37-67-101 ;
Program: Water Administration
Request Title: Repubiican River Compact Compliance
1 2 3 4 5 [ 7 8 9 10
- Change from
Fund Prior-Year Supplemental | Total Revised Deciston/Base | November 1 Budget Total Revised Base in Out
Actual Appropriation Request Request Base Request Reduction Reguest Amendment Request Year
FY 2003-04 FY 2004-05 FY 2004-06 FY 2004-05 FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 FY 200506 FY 2006-07
Total of All ’
Line items |Total 319,352 699,822 0 699,822 251,324 51,861 273,975 0 273,975 50,791
FTE 0.0 0.5 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
GF 191,404 445,781 445,781 222114 51,861 273,975 273,975 60,791
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CFE 120,151 227,929 227,929 0
FF
Line item . .
Name Total 2,009 139,636 0 139,636 0 50,754 50,754 0 50,754 46,363
Repubfican FTE 0.0 05 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
River GF 2,009 139,636 139,636 50,754 50,754 50,754 46,363
Compact CF
Compliance CFE
FF
Line ltem
Name Total 120,151 349,529 0 349,529 0 0p 0 0 0 0
Republican FTE 0.0 0.0 0.0
River GF 121,600 121,600
Roll CF
Forward GFE 120,151 227,929 227,929
FF
Line ltem
Name Total 187,192 210,657 0 210,657 251,324 1,107 252 431 0 252,431 4428
. FTE
Vehicle GF 189,395 184,545 184,545 222,114 1,107 223,221 223,221 4,428
Lease CF 7,797 26,112 26,112 28,210 29,210} 29,210
Payments CFE
FF
Letter Notation:
Cash Fund name/Number, Federal Fund Name;
IT Request [ Yes X No (I yes and request includes more than 500 programing hours, attach IT Project Plan)
Supplementa! and Budget Amendment Criteria: [J Emergency [ Technlcal Error 0 New Data O unforeseen Contingency
Request for New or Replacement Vehicles: [ Yes [0 No (If yes, a copy of the Schedule 6 will be forwarded to the O5SPE analyst assigned to Personnel/DPA)
Request Affects Another Department(s): O Yes x No (If yes, Name of other Department(s) )
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Efficiency and Effectiveness Analysis

Department: Natural Resources

Request Title: Republican River Compact Compliance
Priority: 30f28

Division: - Water Resources

Summary of Requested Alternative: The Division of Water Resources requests $51,861 to satisfy its obligations under the Republican River
Compact and the terms of the Final Settlement Stipulation (FSS) in the case Kansas v. Nebraska and Colorado, No. 126 Original:

o $42,533 personal services for a full time Water Commissioner (Engineering / Physical Sciences Technician IT) to provide on-the-ground
Republican River Compact compliance enforcement. The duties for the Commissioner will include stream flow diversion and well pumping
measurements, verification of irrigated acreage and other land use investigations, and curtailment of well/surface water rights in accordance
with the Compact, the FSS, and the priority system. The Division will utilize its existing FTE allocation from its personal services line.
$4,933 for total operating expenses. '

e "$1,107 for 4 state ledsed vehicle.
$3,288 for total capital expenses.

The Division received adequate funding for contracted technical experts needed in the development of compliance models and systems during FY
2003-04 and FY 2004-05. Beginning in FY 2005-2006, the Division must dedicate a permanent employee to compact regulatory compliance
activities. This will address the added workload demand on the Division of Water Resources in achieving compliance with the Republican River
Compact. '

The State of Colorado was successful in negotiating a mutually acceptable Final Settlement Stipulation (FSS) that obviated the need for an
anticipated nine-month trial. In addition to saving an estimated $5 million in legal and technical expenses, the FSS allows Colorado to decide how to
meet our compliance obligations to the compact and how to best protect the agrarian economy in seven counties in northeastern Colorado. Through
legislative creation of a Conservation District and of a regional revenue source, Colorado now has the means to most effectively control this limited
water supply and to dry up the necessary irrigated cropland to assure compliance.

Presently, Colorado irrigates approximately 574,000 acres of croplands by 3,967 large-capacity irrigation wells in the Republican River Basin.
Meeting state-line water delivery requirements of the FSS will require that a number of these wells reduce or cease pumping. The added duties
associated with this increased water administration exceed the capacity of our current staffing levels in the Republican River Basin. This request,
therefore, for added personal services and a state vehicle is directly associated with compliance activities and technical investigations that are
mandated by the FSS and are necessary to assure Colorado satisfies its obligations under the Republican River Compact and the Final Settlement
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Stipulation.
Element No. 2 — Problem or Opportunity Definition.

For the period of 1998 — 2002, Colorado exceeded its Republican River Compact allocation by an average of 4,178 acre-feet per year. The Final
Settlement Stipulation requires Colorado to achieve compact compliance for a five-year average beginning in 2003. Concluding 2003, Colorado
already has fallen out of compact compliance by more than 14,000 acre-feet. Achieving compliance for the five years ending in 2007 may require
the retiring of a large portion of the 574,000 agricultural acres irrigated. House Bill 04-1256 and Senate Bill 04-235 provided for the necessary
means of allowing interruptible water supply agreements and for the creation of a Republican River Water Conservation District respectively. The
Division of Water Resources will now be charged with helping enforce these agreements and working with the conservation district to assure
compliance.

Additionally, the FSS, signed in December 2002, calls for the Division to fulfill the following administrative duties:

s Provide a report of all approved and denied well permits or other requests for well construction within the basin.

o Determine virgin water supply, computed water supply, allocations, imported water supply credit, augmentation credit, and computed

beneficial consumptive use based on methodology set forth in the Republican River Compact Agreement accounting procedures.

¢ Determine stream flow depletions cansed by well pumping.

¢ Pursue system improvements on the basin.

» Limit its use of the flexibility of water derived from sub-basins in excess of specific sub-basin allocations.
The newly assigned Water Commissioner would serve as the lead in all of these administrative duties while providing valuable input on system
improvements and other long-term solutions.

Litigation expenses and non-compliance penalties involving the Arkansas River Compact proved extremely costly. The Division believes that the
negotiated Final Settlement Stipulation favorably enables Colorado to avoid similar costs by actively allocating limited water resources throughout

the basin.

The Division’s statutory obligations are set forth in the following statutes:

Title 37 Article 67 Republican River Compact

Title 37 Article 80 State Engineer :

Title 37 Article 82 Appropriation and Use of Water (Administration of Water in Natural Surface Stream)

Title 37 Article 84 Responsibility of User and Owner (Administration of the Diversion and Measurement of Water)
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The Department’s prioritized objectives regarding interstate river compact obligations include:
1.2 Maximize efficient use of Colorado’s water resources and comply with and enforce other states’ compliance with interstate compacts.
23 Promote conservation and stewardship of state natural resources among landowners by providing technical assistance and incentives.

Element No. 3 — Available Alternatives

Alternative No. 1 (Recominended):

e Appropriate General Funds to cover the costs of added personal services and one vehicle.

e This alternative will fund necessary water administration personnel in the Republican River Basin to curtail out-of-priority diversion, to assure
retired lands are not irrigated, and to measure compact delivery flows at three interstate river compact gaging stations. :

e In terms of Republican River administration, failure to effectively administer water rights in the basin could result in approximately a 20%
reduction of water delivery to the appropriate holders of water rights. This 20% estimate is based on the time required to administer 574,000
agricultural acres spread over seven counties and 7,700 square miles. With approximately 22,000 acre-feet of annual compact entiflement, and
estimating water value at $500 per acre-foot, the basin’s water users receive an added $2,200,000 in entitled water through effective
administration.

Alternative No. 2 (Status Quo, Not Recommended):

e Maintain current Division 1 staff allocation and utilize existing Republican River Basin staff levels, thus risking failure to maintain compliance
with the Final Settlement Stipulation issued by the United States Supreme Court.

¢ Based on prior litigation involving the Arkansas River and Republican River Compacts, such costs to the state can be estimated at $5 million.
These costs may be incurred by the Attorney General and the State Engineer in FY 2006-07 and beyond.

e This alternative assumes that effective water rights administration throughout Division 1 (not related to compact compliance} would be
maintained, with a benefit to owners equal to that in Alternative 1. . :

Alternative No. 3 (Not Recommended):

e Reallocate existing staff from Division 1°s public safety and water administration personnel to ensure compliance. While existing personnel in
these areas are collectively qualified to administer water rights within the basin, a dedicated Republican River Compact Compliance Water
Commissioner would develop a skill set unique to this interstate agreement.

e Though the displaced staff will come from areas throughout Division 1, this analysis uses Republican River Basin administration for quantitative
comparison. Reallocating staff to Republican River Compact administration would resuit in the reduction of water delivery as outlined in
Alternative No. 1. The annual revenue lost under this alternative ($2,200,000) is therefore reflected as benefits in Alternatives 1 and 2.

This does not include indirect or imputed damages to the associated communities that will suffer from lost agricultural revenue.
This alternative has no direct cost to the Division. If is considered the baseline alternative.
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Element No. 4 — Selected Analytical Technique

The selected technique is to compare the cost of each option to the value of the Republican River property owners receiving the total amount of water
to which they are entitled and avoiding further litigation with Kansas and Nebraska.

Element No. 5 — Assessment of Alternatives

There are three alternatives: 1) add requested funding; 2) do not add requested funding, do not re-allocate existing staff, and risk non-compliance
with the FSS; 3) re-allocate Division 1 personnel to the detriment of water administration through the remainder of Division 1.

Alternative Cost Year Benefit to Owners Benefit-Cost Ratio
1 $51,861 1 $22M 42.4
$50,791 2 $22M 433
2 $0 1 $22M -
$5M 2+ $22M A4
3 $0 1 $0 -
$0 2 $0 -

Based upon the three alternatives, Alternative No. 1 is our recommendation due to the avoidance of substantial litigation expenses and due to the
beneficial impact to the decreed water right owners in the Division. This protects the use of Division 1 waters by Colorado water users, thus
maintaining the current benefit level without incurring substantial litigation expenses (Alternative No. 2). While Alternative No. 3 incurs no such
litigation, its reallocation of Division 1 services removes protection of water usage and the corresponding benefit of appropriate administration.
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Breakdown of Alternative No. 1 costs: -

EPSTII
Expense Year1 | Year 2
Salary/mo $ 3,176 $ 3,176
Months 12 12
Salary $ 38,112 $38,112
PERA (10.15%) $ 3,868 $ 3,868
Medicare (1.45%) $ 553 $ 553
Total PS $42,533 $ 42,533
Operatigg:1
Miles to be Driven (person.) | (9mos.) 11,250
Cost/mile (reimburse 4X4) $ 032
" Costof Miles— -~ = - o 83600 - - -
Miles to be Driven (fleet) (3mos.) 3,750 | (12 mos.) 15,000 ;
Cost/mile (fleet) $ 222§ $ 222
Cost of Miles $ 833 $ 3,330
Operating cost $ 500 $ 500
Total Operating $ 4,933 $ 3.830
Leased vehicle ($369/mo.)~ $ 1,107 $ 4,428
Furniture $ 2,021 0
Computer & Software $ 1,267 0
Total Capital $ 3288 0
Total Expense $ 51,861 $ 50,791

1 Assumes vehicle lease begins April 1, 2006. Personal vehicle utilized prior to that date. $.32 and $.222 cost per mile per FY 2004-05 costs.

2] ease estimate of $369 monthly provided by Ron Clatterbuck, New Vehicle Coordinator, State Fleet Management, for a ' ton 4X4 pickup, appropriately _equipped_
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DECISION ITME REQUEST for FY 2005-06

H
Dept. Approval: A) -

Date: /% %"’%‘/

Department: Natural Resources
Priority Number: 4 of 28 OSPB Approval: MM Date: ‘U{?—S lu{
Division: Parks and Cutdoor Recreation Statutory Citation: CRS 33-10/101 {0 33-15-112
Program: Park Management and Maintenance
Request Title: Cheyenne Mountain State Park
1 2 3 4 5 ] 7 8 9 10 .
c Prior-Year Appropriation Supplemental RI\?::Q d Base Decisionl_Base November 1 Budget R:\?it:('a d frcolr::a;gaze
und| Actual FY 2004-05 Request Request Request Reduction Request | Amendment Request in Out Year
FY 2003-04 FY 2004-05 FY 2004-05 FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 | FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 | FY 2006-07
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(B) Total New State Parks Total 1,031,971 1,031,971 177,830 1,209,801 1,209,801 177,830
Program Line FTE 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.6 0.0
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state parks line items) CF 492,797 492,797 121,830 614,627 614,627 121,830
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FF
Program Costs Total 826,171 826,171 95,982 922,153 922,153 95,982
FTE 12.5 12.5 12.5 12,5 0.0
GF
CF
CFE
FF
Seasonal Work Program Total 205,800 205,800 81,848 287,648 287,648| 81,848
FTE
GF
CF
CFE
FF

Letter Notation:

Cash Fund name/Numbet, Federal Fund Name: Parks Cash Fund 172

IT Request O Yes & No {lf yes and request includes more than 500 programing hours, attach IT Project Plan)
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Efficiency and Effectiveness Analysis

Identifying Information

Department: Natural Resources — Division of Parks and Outdoor Recreation
Request Title: Cheyenne Mountain State Park

Priority number: 4 of 28

Summary of Requested Alternative: Operations of Cheyenne Mountain State Park

Performance Measures: Expand recreational opportunities to park visitors

Full year funding to keep first State Park in El Paso County open

Problem or Qpportunity Definition

* Surveys and polls indicate strong public preferences to preserve openspace and invest in expanded recreational and park facilities. In -~ -~

this regard Colorado State Parks’ provision of outdoor recreation with amenities is consistent with public expectations. In particular,
seniors and young families, the fastest growing segments of the population, expect that State Parks will provide updated amenities
such as showers, modern campgrounds, well designed trail systems, frequent safety patrols and environmental education. It is our
responsibility to ensure these facilities are adequately maintained, supported, and accessible to the public, who have paid for their
development and use.

Cheyenne Mountain State Park, the first state park in El Paso County, is located on the southwest edge of Colorado Springs, three
miles from the intersection of 1-25 and Academy Boulevard. The park encompasses 1,680 acres of grassland meadows, forested slopes
and steep, rugged rock faces. Once fully open to the public, Cheyenne Mountain State Park will provide a variety of recreational
opportunities for. Colorado Springs’ citizens and visitors, inchuding camping, hiking, picnicking, wildlife viewing and environmental
education activities.

This park preserves one of the Front Range’s largest remaining parcels of pristine open space in a metropolitan area. The property
(formerly the privately owned JL Ranch) was identified by the City of Colorado Springs as its highest priority for open space
acquisition in the city’s recent Open Space Plan. With significant help from GOCO, the City of Colorado Springs, El Paso County and
our other partners, State Parks purchased this 1,680-acre “Crown Jewel” property at a cost of $16.8 million, including GOCO’s
contribution of $8.6 million. It preserves one of the largest remaining open tracts in the Colorado Springs area, as well as significant
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wildlife habitat and a key part of the city’s visual backdrop. As the first State Park in El Paso County, it will provide new recreational
opportunities to Colorado Spring’s citizens and visitors

Planning for park development is now complete. Significant effort has been made to identify the most sustainable areas for park
development and trails; park roads and facilities will be concentrated on just 80 of the site’s 1,680 acres. As designed, the park will
protect the view shed for the Colorado Springs metropolitan area and preserve significant habitat for native wildlife like bear,
mountain lion, deer, fox, elk, coyote, turkey and numerous bird species, including a highly sensitive Prairie Falcon nesting area. The
visiting public will be able to enjoy the rugged backcountry of this park through a comprehensive trail system. Other park amenities
will include a visitor center, trailhead with parking, a 62—site campground with a camper services building, picnic areas, a group
picnic area, and a maintenance shop and compound. New components not identified in previous iterations of the park’s master plan
include cabins and an event center — a first for Colorado State Parks. In total, it is expected that the development of all facilities will
cost approximately $20 million and construction will continue through FY 2009-10. Current business models indicate that Cheyenne
Mountain State Park should eventually generate enough revenue to cover all operating expenses, making it totally self-sufficient. An
estimated 300,000 people will visit the park annually once development is complete and all areas of the park are open to the public.

In FY 00-01, a caretaker operating budget was funded that established a Park Manager to oversee planning, design and development
activitics, as well as caretaker functions of maintenance, patrol and resource management.

During FY 02-03, a business plan and conceptual plan were both completed for the park. Construction of a trail system has already
begun and will be completed durmg FY 04-05.

In FY 04-05, a budget request was funded to begin limited operations. This funding included 2 staff, each funded for ¥ year.

The FY 05-06 request is for funding of operations for the park to support facilities, scheduled to be completed by FY 05-06. The
following facilities will be fully operational for the entire fiscal year: a 291-site trailhead parking lot and approximately 16 miles of
natural surface trail: The park Visitor Center and the maintenance shop are projected to be open in January, 2006. The 62 —site
campground, camper services building, restrooms, one group picnic area and individual picnic sites will not be complete until late n
the fiscal year, and therefore will be open beginning July 2006 (FY 06-07). Marketing efforts will be initiated to generate visitation
with the goal of maximizing the park’s ability to be self-sufficient.

At total build-out, park amenities at Cheyenne Mountain State Park will include the following:
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¢ Visitor Center (~ 6000 sq. ft.) with multi-purpose room, office space, exhibits, etc., 71 car parking spaces, 11 RV parking
spaces, and frail linkages.

¢ Trailhead parking area with 276 parking spaces, flush restroom, and shade shelter.

* Two individual picnic areas totaling 42 sites, two flush restrooms, trail links and 73 parking spaces.

e A group picnic area with a covered pavilion capable of holding 200 people, a flush restroom, amphitheater, playground,
volleyball court, trail links, and 84 parking spaces.

e An event center (~ 9200 sq. ft.) capable of hosting 250 people, with a boardroom, catering kitchen, administrative office,

and 61 parking spaces.

A small meeting lodge (~ 1600 sq. ft.) with 20 parking spaces.

18 full-service cabins and associated infrastructure.

52 full-hookup campsites with water, sewer and electric.

10 basic walk-in tent sites.

A camper services bmldmg with restrooms, showers, laundry, admin office space, playground with 15 car and 9 RV

parking spaces. : - e . .

3 additional flush restrooms Iocated in and aromld the camp grounds

A maintenance shop (~ 4000 sq. ft.) with 3 bays, storage and office space located in a compound (~ 37,600 sq. fi.) offering

storage, a twelve vehicle line shed and 13 employee parking spaces.

Approximately 1.5 miles of paved, accessible trails.

Approximately 18 miles of natural surface, hiking and biking trails.

All roads and parking lots to be paved.

All utilities provided by Colorado Springs Utilities — water, sewer, electric and natural gas.

Available Alternatives

Alternative #1- Funding based on a fully operaﬁonal, market based park model
o Statutory authority for this alternative: Sections 33-10-101 to 33-15-112 C.R.S.

o Specific Department objectives promoted by this alternative:
1.1  Provide leadership in responding to populanon growth and increasing demands by providing services, information, and

assistance to accommodate economic activity in conjunction with sound stewardship.
1.6  Provide and promote a variety of outdoor recreational opportunities for citizens and visitors.
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2.4  Increase citizen knowledge and understanding of natural resource issues by expanding and enhancing public
information and outreach efforts.
2.5  Improve customer service to the people of Colorado and visitors by demonstrating a 10 percent increase n customer
satisfaction and implementing initiatives to improve access to Department services to under-served populations.
e Create a positive revenue stream that fully supports the operation and staffing costs of this initiative, while helping State Parks
achieve its goal to become more self-sufficient.

Alternative # 2 - Delay or indefinitely postpone full opening of Cheyenne State Park to the public or limit access

e Statutory authority for this alternative: Sections 33-10-101 to 33-15-112 C.R.S. No additional statutory authority needed to delay
or postpone opening,.

e Specific department objectives promoted by this alternative: None of the objectives listed under alternative #1 would be advanced
or promoted by this alternative.

e Citizens will not be able to use facilities constructed with significant amounts of public funding.

Linking Budgetary Expenditures to the Full Range of Outcomes

Stakeholders Beneficial Outcomes of Alternative #1

Outdoor Recreationists e Trail connections with the City of Colorado Springs’ Cheyenne Canyon Park to the north and the
Nature Conservancy’s Aiken Canyon to the south.

. Recreatlonal oppormmtles including campgrounds, picnic areas, hiking, biking, bird watching,
wildlife viewing, and environmental education.

¢ Camping facilities planned for the park will fill a gap in the available camping along the I-25
corridor between metropolitan Denver and Pueblo.
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Citizens °

Future Park Visitors

A positive income stream that supports the park system.

Personal and social benefits derived by citizens who use parks to enhance their lifestyle and health
through outdoor recreation.

Preservation of significant wildlife habitat used by bear, mountain lion, deer, fox, coyote, elk, and
numerous bird species; The Colorado Division of Wildlife has identified a highly sensitive prairie
falcon nesting area in the southwestern portion of the site.

This park has been designated as a GOCO Legacy project, recelving over $5M to date toward
development of facilities. A request for $5.064 M of additional GOCO Legacy Funding has been
submitted to GOCO.

Significant contributions from other partners, including the City of Colorado Springs and El Paso
County, have been made to establish a large regional park linked to regional trail systems.

Preserve the facilities and natural resources for future generations.

e Preservation of facilities and protection of investment.

General types of potential benefits.

The visitors to the park will benefit in having a full array of services available to them. The Jocal residents benefit through enhanced
tourism and recreational opportunities and park visitors benefit statewide by this investment.

Potential reductions in budgetary costs.
This initiative requires no additional General Fund support and has the potential to generate a net positive cash flow.

Timely maintenance and care of facilities should avert major repairs in the future and will increase the life cycle.

Selected Analytical Technique
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Benefit-Cost Analysis

Costs and Benefits to Fund Request
Total Estimated Revenue received from implementing Alternative #1 ~ $125,258

Total Estimated Budget $177.830
Cash Funds $121,830
Cash Funds Exempt (GOCO)$ 56,000

! Colorado’s economic indicators continue to point to a rebound. Four Colorado counties, Douglas, Gilpin, El Paso, and Larimer
received an A+ rating in the State of the Rockies Report Card and Conference Project (based on 15 different indices, including
economic indicators such as unemployment rates, earnings growth, and small business growth). The score is used to measure a
community’s relative level of prosperity in comparison with other Rocky Mountain area counties. The overall economic growth trends
indicate an increase for potential visitation, which supports the need for facilities such as Cheyenne Mountain State Park.

1
““Colorado Close-Up, An Economic Newsletter”, Office of State Planning and Budget, May 2004

Assessment of Alternatives

Alternatives Benefits and Objectives
Enhanced Economic Protect our natural Preservation of
recreational development resources and significant wildlife
opportunities for benefits for local maintain our habitat and open space
local residents and communities investment in
citizens statewide facilities
Alternative #1 — Fund request Yes Yes Yes Yes
Alternative #2 — Do not fund No No . No Yes
request. Delay, postpone,
cancel construction at the

CHANGE REQUEST - 37




Alternatives Benefits and Objectives

Enhanced Economic Protect our natural | Preservation of
recreational development resources and significant wildlife
opportunities for benefits for local maintain our habitat and open space
local residents and communities investment in
citizens statewide . facilities
park.

Key Issues for Decision Making:

General Fund cuts and revenue shortfalls have necessitated a focus on opporfunities to maximize revenue. A business plan was
completed for this park in FY 02-03 and updated during FY 03-04. The business plan was developed using a market-based model] with
the intention fo create an operation that is completely self-sufficient and will guide development and operations. Essential elements of
this plan include:

e amix of facilities and amenities de51gned to generate revenue

e astaff position devoted solely to market the park and its programs and services

o the marketing effort is key to rap1d1y building a strong visitor base that will financially sustain the park.

Projected development costs of $20 nnlhon for the park will bring the total costs for this project, including acquisition, to roughly $36
million. It is important that these facilities be accessible to the State’s citizens and maintained in a way that protects and enhances this

public investment.

Assumptions and Calculations

Operating Costs

Personal Services —Total . $58.498
Park Manager I, including PERA and Medicare* $20,069
Technician IV, including PER A and Medicare* ‘ $21,008
Administrative Assistant IIJ, including PERA and Medicare $17.421

Operating — Total $26,000
Operating costs for new staff - uniforms, training, mileage $ 8,000
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Maintenance and janitorial supplies $ 6,000

Marketing $ 5,000

Trash collection, communications costs, postage and other operating $ 7,000
Utilities - Total $ 11,484

Electricity, water and sewer
Seasonal Work Program - Total $ 81,848
Park Ranger I
12 months @ $9.25/hr x 173 hrs/mo plus PERA and Medicare $21,431
Maintenance Tech ITI
18 months @ $7.99/hr x 173 hrs/mo plus PERA and Medicare $27,767
Visitor Services Tech I
18 months @ $7.61/hr x 173 hrs/mo plus PERA and Medicare $26,447
Program Tech ‘

3 months @ $10.71/hr. x 173/hrs/mo plus PERA and Medicare $ 6,203
Cash Funds : $121,830
Cash Funds Exempt — GOCQO $ 56,000
TOTAL ESTIMATED BUDGET — Cash Funds $177,830
* Annualization of employees approved as part of the FY 2004-05 decision item
Estimated Annual Revenue Summary
Day Use ~ Daily, Annual and Aspen Annual pass sales 3262,420
Total Estimated Revenue $262,420
Less revenue already in base budget {$137,162)
Estimated Revenue available for decision item $125,258

Assumptions:
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e Day Use, before opening- trail use only: 291 parking sites; 65% of visitors purchase daily pass, 21% are annual pass holders but
only 5% would purchase pass at the park; 11% would be Aspen Leaf pass holders but only 2% would purchase pass at the park

Weekend Peak Season — May through September = 42 days x 291 sites x 135% load factor = 16,500 vehicles
65% x 16,500 x $6 daily = $64,349 in daily pass sales

5% x 16,500 x $55 annual = $45,374 in annual pass sales

2% x 16,500 x $27 Aspen annual = $8,910 in Aspen annual sales

Weekday Peak Season — May through September = 112 days x 291 sites x 40% load factor = 13,037 vehicles
65% x 13,037 x $6 daily = $50,844 in daily pass sales

5% x 13,037 x $55 annual = $35,851 in annual pass sales

2% x 13,037 x $27 Aspen annual = $7,040 in Aspen annual sales

~ Weekend Off Season — October through April = 63 days x 291 sites x 30% load factor = 5,500 vehicles
65% x 5,500 x $5 daily = $17,875 in daily pass sales T o

5% x 5,500 x $55 annual = $15,125 in annual pass sales .

2% X 5,500 x $27 Aspen annual = $2,970 in Aspen annual sales

Weekday Off Season — October through April = 148 days x 291 sites x 5% load factor = 2,153 vehicles
65% x 2,153 x $5 daily = $6,998 in daily pass sales

5% x 2,153 x $55 annual = $5,921 in annual pass sales

2% x 2,153 x $27 Aspen annual = $1,163 in Aspen annual sales

Recommendation

Fund the request for operations of Cheyenne Mountain State Park to ensure the park is open to the public and revenue will be
collected to support those operations costs. This request continues the phasing in of operations at Cheyenne Mountain State Park, as

first approved under a FY 2004-05 decision item.
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Schedule 6

CHANGE REQUEST for FY 2005-2006

Department: Department of Natural Resources Dept. Approval by: 4) Date: /¢, Z’%” :
Priority Number: 5 of 28 OSPB Approval by: i Date: lO{rLSLﬁ‘{
Division: State Land Board Statutory Citation: -1-1 (6{(b}{(c});

Program: Various 36-1-120.5 (1) (2) (3); 36-1-122

Request Title: Business Improvement and Maintenance Funding

rior Year ppr. . Nov. from
Fund Actual FY FY Request Base Request Base in Out
2003-04 2004-05 FY 2005- Reduction 2005-6 " Year
06 FY 2005-06 FY 2006-07
State Trust Land TF 567,509 567,509 567,509 500,000 1,067,509 500,000
Evaluations and Trust FTE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Asset Management CFE 567,509 567,509 567,509 500,000 1,067,509 500,000
and Analysis ‘ :

Letter Notation:

Cash Fund Name/Number: Administration Fund/Fund Number 162

IT Request: No '

Supplemental and Budget Amendment Criteria: Emergency  Technical Error New Data  Unforeseen Contingency
Request for New or Replacement Vehicles: No

Request Affects Another Department(s): No
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Efficiency / Effectiveness Analysis

Department of Natural Resources

Request Title: Business Improvement and Maintenance Funding

Priority #: 50f 28

Division: State Land Board

Summary: Provide $500,000 spending authority in order to increase revenue and improve and maintain Board
asset value and revenue. ,

Evaluation: Return on Investment and Rate of Retum

Problem or Opportunity Definition

Problem Statement

. The purpose of the Public School Trust lands entrusted to the State Land Board and as dictated by statute and the state
constitution is to serve as an intergenerational trust for the support of K-12 education. This mission leads the Board towards the

following management principles: :

Maintain or increase land value over time

Generate reasonable and consistent revenue over time

Minimize environmental impacts with a particular focus on Stewardship Trust parcels
Provide a good model of land management '

The Land Board manages approximately 2.9 miilion acres of land from which it derives nearly $12 million in lease revenues for K-
12 per pupil funding. The Board also repositions its assets by selling less productive and/or less valuable land and purchasing
land that has increased current or future value and/or revenue potential.

However, the Board has limited resources to actively increase land value and/or land revenue once the asset is acquired. There
are a multitude of conservative opportunities that would provide quantifiable revenue and/or land value increases. Business
improvement and maintenance funding would be used to help recognize these opportunities.
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The Board currently manages over 50 “developable” parcels of land where business improvement and maintenance funding would
provide significant land value and revenue enhancements with minimal risk. Investment in these lands would include anything
from entitlement work (zoning and platting) to actual construction, such as water and sewer services or roadwork. The use of
business improvement funding on developable lands would help prepare the land for a partnership with a developer(s). The initial
stages of land development yield major increases in land value with relatively minor investment.

Also business improvement and maintenance funding would be used to further develop or redevelop the Land Board’s
“developed” commercial properties, which include buildings and parking lots. The estimated value of the Board's “developed”
assets is around $30 million and generates around $4 million per year. While building revenues covers building operating costs,
the Board is limited in its ability to improve developed land, such as transforming an underperforming duplex apartment into a paid
parking lot or adding major improvements to a building that is currently vacant in order to aftract new tenants.

There are also many opportunities on agricultural lands pertaining to water and water rights. The Board has 12 irrigated farm
properties. Typical annual lease rates for grazing and dry crop are about $2.50 per acre and $14.50 per acre respectively.
Annual irrigated crop leases range from $20 to $150 per acre depending on productivity of the scil and who owns the water and
irrigation infrastructure — the Board or the lessee. The key to maintaining and/or increasing the return from agricultural leases is
the availability of water and the systems that deliver the water to the crops.

Business improvement and maintenance funding would be spent in a targeted manner in order to identify parcels that would have

a high level of return on investment and rate of return. These funds would be spent in a way that would maximize gains and
minimize risk. The Board would fund proven concepts such as parking lots, entitlement services, and irrigation systems.

CHANGE REQUEST - 43




Available Alternatives

Alternative Number One: No Change - allow $500,000 in revenue to be deposited in the Permanent Fund —~ Earning a rate
of return of 6.8 percent — Not Recommended.

A.)  Description:
B.) Demonstrated Authority:

Federal: Federal Statehood Enabling Act of 1875 (Para. 7-12 and 14 and 15).

State: Colorado Constitution, Article IX, Section 9-10.

: Colorado Revised Statutes Title 36, Article 1.

C.) Objectives supporied by this request: 2.2 Provide continuing oversight and stewardship of state land assets by
developing and implementing appropriate management plans or leases for all parcels; 2.7 Assist land owners, water users and
local governments in land-use planning and natural resource management by increasing the availability of relevant information
and data and providing technical assistance; 2.8 Promote a systematic framework for addressing the changing vaiues and
opportunities on state lands which recognizes and utilizes the current potential of these properties while preserving and enhancing
" the qualities that will attract higher and betier uses. These objectives may not be met with this-alternative.~ -~ -+ ===

Alternative Number Two: $500,000 in Business Improvement and Maintenance Appropriation earning a rate of return of
between 10 to 80 percent — Recommended :

A.)  Description:
B.) Demonstrated Authority:

Federal: Federal Statehood Enabling Act of 1875 (Para. 7-12 and 14 and 15).

State: Colorado Constitution, Article X, Section 9-10.

Colorado Revised Statutes Title 36, Article 1.

C) Objectives supported by this request: 2.2 Provide continuing oversight and stewardship of state land assets by
developing and implementing appropriate management plans or leases for all parcels; 2.7 Assist land owners, water users and
local governments in land-use planning and natural resource management by increasing the availability of relevant information
and data and providing technical assistance; 2.8 Promote a systematic framework for addressing the changing values and
opportunities on state lands which recognizes and utilizes the current potential of these properties while preserving and enhancing
the qualities that will atract higher and better uses. All these objectives may be met with this alternative.

CHANGE REQUEST - 44



Analytical Technique

The analysis of this change request includes Return on Investment and Rate of Return. The change request begins with a
comparison of the rate of return for each of the two alternatives and then examines the rate of return generated by each scenario.

Return on Investment is determined by comparing the initial value and/or investments to the final estimated value or total
revenue. It is the return over the original investment. Each return on investment calculation provides a contrast between the
current or anticipated status — the “do nothing” option — and the proposed project.

The Rate of Return is defined as the discount rate that makes the net present value of the initial value plus investment equal to
zero. Rate of return is often identified as a “go no go” analysis technique. It compares the annual rate of return on a particular
project to the annual return from another type of investment such as a government or corporate bond.

For evaluating revenue enhancement projects, the rate of return calculation uses the initial investment and improved annual
revenue and discounts them over a given period of time in order to determine the rate of return. For evaluating land value
enhancement projects, the rate of return calculation compares the initial land value and investments (e.g. improvements) to the
final estimated land value over a given period of time. ‘

The rate of return is therefore affected by the time frame where as return on investment is not. As the time period increases, the
associated rate of return decreases and vice-versa. Each time period selected for the analysis is based on either the normal
lease term or project time horizon. Generally, lease terms for agricultural leases are ten years and commercial leases are five
years. Development project have varied time periods that are defined by specific circumstances, such as local government
approval, water availability, commercial interests, abutting or related developments, developer timeline, etc.

Please note that return on investment and rate of return analysis does not compare the cost to acquire and carry (debt service and
property tax) the property, similar to what a business does when it determines the return on investment and rate of retumn. These
costs are generally not applicable to Board activities because the Land Board received land as a grant, does not borrow to buy
land, and does not pay property tax. :
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Assessment of Alternatives

Background Information

The Land Board generates about $35 million each year from eight trusts. Over ninety percent of this revenue comes from the
Public School Trust lands and assets. The School Trust revenue generated by the State L.and Board is: {1) surface and mineral
lease revenue that is part of the annual School Finance Act and (2) mineral royalty and timber revenue that is added to the School
Trust Permanent Fund managed by the State Treasurer. Annual interest income on the Permanent Fund is also added to the

School Finance Act.

Currently, the State Land Board’s operating appropriation — $3. 6 million in FY 2004-05 — is primarily funded by mineral royatlties
before the funds are deposﬂed in the Permanent Fund.

The analysis of this change request compares the rate of return of spending $500,000 on Board Land for revenue enhancement
-and land valuation increases to the rate of return on Permanent Fund.  The rate of retum and return on investment for the -

Permanent Fund equals the interest rate.
Linkage of Budgetary Expenditures to Outcomes

Funding Alternative Number One: Do not Fund the request — aliow revenues to flow into the Permanent Fund

Will negatively impact the future value and revenue of state trust lands and asset.

Wil negatively impact the future revenue generating opportunities on state trust land.
Will negatively impact the Land Board’s contribution to the state’s public education system since 96% of the land managed by the

SLB is a School Trust asset.

Funding Alternative Number Two: Fund this change request with $500,000 in appropriated funds from mineral royalties and
bonus revenue.

Will provide a basis for an implementation strategy to begin to generate additional revenues for the Board.
Will result in additional funds being available for support of the state’s K-12 educational system.
Will assist the State Land Board in carrying out its mandates as the trustee of the property.
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Cost Assumptions and Calculations

Alternative Number One:

This alternative has no budgetary cost associated with it.

Alternative Number Two:

This alternative would add $500,000 to the State Land Bo.ard appropriation.

Benefits Assumptions and Calculations

Exhibit 1 below summarizes the benefits of the alternatives and associated examples.

Exhibit 1: Summary of Benefits and Cost of Investment Options

Return on
Alternative |Project Cost Investment | Rate of Return
1 Permenant Fund {500,000) 6.8% 6.8%
2 LODO Parking Lot (48,600) 1252.9% 212.77%
2 Mason Street Remodel (360,500) 228.5% 51.14%
2 Bijou Ditch Pivot Replacement (80,000) 80.0% 12.42%
2 Riverside Ditch Pivot (90,000) 73.3% 11.49%
2 6th and Kipling Offsite Improvements (450,000) 42 6% 12.60%
.2 48th and Tower Offsite Improvements (3,000,000) 60.0% 10.70%
2 Faicon Entitlement {277,880) 223.0% 79.60%

Alternative 1 — the do nothing option — does not add any budgetary cost and generates an interest income/rate of return of around
6.8 percent based on the five-year interest rate history of the fund and the future average interest rate yield of the fund. The
return on investment is also 6.8 percent because none on the interest income is invested back into the fund (until FY 2003-04).

Alternative 2 — allowing the Land Board to invest funds — generates a return on investment of between forty to over two hundred
percent (without LODO parking). The rate of return range is between ten and eighty (without L ODO parking). The LODO parking
lot, while a relevant example, is considered an outlier for purposes of establishing return on investment and rate of return ranges

because of the specific market forces at playin its location.
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Alternative 1 Analysis

Attachment 1 is the most recent quarterly report from the State Treasurer’s Office. The report shows 6.8 percent as the five-year
average book yield on the fund, which has been used for the rate of return and retum on investment analysis. It is important to
point out that future interest rates are not expected to be that high. For example the last two years (FY 2002-03 and FY 2003-04)
show an interest rate of only 6.0 percent, which will affect the five-year average in the future.

Alternative 2 Analysis

The following analysié provides real examples of what the business improvement and maintenance funds would be used for. The
examples cover both revenue enhancement, maintenance, and land valuation impacts.

Revenue Enhancement

e LODO Parking
« Mason Street Building Remodel
« Bijou Ditch Farm Pivot Replacement

s Riverside Ditch Pivot Purchase

Land Valuation Enhancement

e 6"and Kipling Offsite Improvements
o 48™ and Tower Commercial Improvements

+ Falcon Planning and Engineering Work
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Alternative 2 Analysis (continued)

LODO Parking

Problem/Opportunity.

Turn underperforming asset into fee parking lot. This project would demolish the current dilapidated duplex building, install a new

surface, and stripe a new 36,000 square foot fee parking lot with approximately 160 spaces. This property is three blocks from
Coors Field so has very high revenue potential. '

Background

The LODO property is a duplex apartment and two adjacent vacant lots (one next to the building and one across the alley). Half

the duplex was rented last year (FY 2003-04) for $750/month. ltis vacant currently.

Analysis:

Return on Investment

The following table represents a return on investment analysis for the parking lot proposal. The proposal would increase annual

revenues by $134,500 beginning in year 2 and over $500,000 for the five year time period.

Exhibit 2: LODO Paid Parking Conversion ROl Comparison

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5
Current .
Revenue | § 9,000 9,000 9,000 9,000 9,000
Costs {500) (500) {500) (500) (500)
Net | 8,500 8,500 8,500 8,500 8,500
Proposed
Revenuel $ 100,500 163,000 163,000 163,000 163,000
Demolition {14,600) |
Asphalt (34,000)
Operating (15,000) (20,000) {20,000) {20,000) (20,000)
Net] § 36,900 143,000 143,000 143,000 143,000
Net Increase in
Annual Revenue| $ 28,400 134,500 134,500 134,500 134,500
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Alternative 2 Analysis (continued)

Rate of Return

Based on the analysis presented in exhibit 2, the rate of return over the five-year time period is 212.77 percent and the return on
investment is over 1,200 percent.

Exhibit 3: Rate of Return Calculation

Proposed

Return on Investment 1252.9%}

Rate of Return 212.77% .

Year - 1] 2 3 4 5
Net Income Siream (48,600) 85,500 143,000 143,000 143,000 143,000
Present value (48,600) 27,336 14,618 48674 |- 1,494 478
Net present value 0 ' ,

Risk

The risk of this project is minimal given the potential for revenue versus the costs. Itisa prime location for a parking lot because it
is only three blocks from Coors Field.

Assumptions:

Net income stream is annual revenue minus annual operating.
AMPCO System Parking provided cost and revenue estimates. The project would require formal bids that may alter the
cost and revenue but will not significantly change the recommendation or the analysis.
The lot can accommodate approximately 160 paid parking spaces.
Baseball will continue to augment summer revenues
Year 1 revenue assumes 3 months of baseball instead of six months because construction will occur during the summer
months. '
o Monthly Baseball Revenue - $20,800
o Monthly Non-baseball revenue - $6,500
Annual operating costs are for a part time parking lot attendant. Hours will vary based on baseball games.
Land valuation impact is not included in this analysis.
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Alternative 2 Analysis (continued)

Summary:

The investment in converting the LODO property into a fee parking lot will be recouped in a little over two months. This project
would increase revenues for K-12 by over $500,000 in five years and annual revenue by $134,500. The rate of return and return
on investment greatly exceed the return generated by the Permanent Fund. While the return generated by this proposal is very
high, the Board does not have the available funds to carry out this proposal without having to rely on vendor financing which would
require sharing the revenue generated on the lot.

Alternative 2 Analysis (continued)

Mason Street Building Remodel

Problem/Opportunity:

The Mason Street Building in Fort Collins was recently vacated. The building is well located just off South College Avenue. ltisin
what is termed a “B” location, but the building does not have an elevator and needs some basic remodeling in order to attract new

tenants.

Analysis:
Return on Investment

The following calculation compares the current status — vacant — to proposed status — three tenants — for the Mason Street

building. The proposed status includes three tenants utilizing approximately seventy-five percent of the building (16,500 sq ft of
22,000 sq ft). This proposal increases revenue by $823,625 over a five-year time frame and $264,250 beginning in year 2.

CHANGE REQUEST - 51




Exhibit 4: Mason Street Remodel ROl Comparison

‘ Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4
Current
Revenue | $ - $ - |$ - $ -
Maintenance Costs] (3,500) {3,500) (3,500) (3,500
Net (3,500 (3,500) (3,500) {3,500)
Proposed

Lease 1 Revenue (2,500 SQ Fee
@ $1450/ft) $ - 18,1251 % 36,250 | $ 36250 | § 36,250
Lease 2 Revenue (4,000 SQ Fee

@ $14 50/F) $ 34000 $ 68,000 | $ 68,000 | § 68,000
Lease 3 (10,000 SQ Feet @
$17/FD) $ 85000(% 170,000[% 170,000|% 170,000
Tenant Finish Costs (285,000)
Hallway and Lobby Remodel
Costs (5,500)
Elevator; (70,000) I T
L T T Operatingl  {10,000)]  (10,000)|  (10,000)j _(10,000)]

Net;$ (233375)]% 264250|% 264250}% 264,250

Increase in Annual Revenue $ (233375 % 26425013 2642503 264,250
Cumulative Increase in Annual ' ‘
Revenue $ (233,375)] $ 30875]|% 295125|% 559,375

823,625

Alternative 2 Analysis (continued)

Rate of Return

Based on the analysis presented in exhibit 4, the rate of return over the five-year time frame is 51.36 percent and the return on
investment is 228.5 percent.
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Exhibit 5: Rate of Return Calculation

Proposed

Return on Investment 228.5%

Rate of Return 51.136%

Year - 1 2| 3 4 5
Net Income Stream {360,500) 127,125 264,250 264,250 264,250 264,250
Present value {360,500) 84,113 115,686 76,544 50,646 33,510
Net present value 0

Risk

The building is in a good location off South College Avenue. Only minimal work will commence until the prospective tenants sign
a minimum of a five-year lease.

Assumptions

e Cost and revenue estimates were provided by the Management Company — Bartell & Meitus — and represent preliminary
discussions with potential lessees.
Assume one half year lease revenue in year 1.
The calculations above only represent the Board’s share of the tenant finish work. Tenant finish work estimates:
o Lease #1 — $10 per square foot
o Lease #2 — $15 per square foot
o Lease #3 - $17 per square foot
| ease #3 requires an elevator in order to provide access to the second floor.
Revenue analysis assumes per square foot rent ($14.50 per sq. ft.), which is comparable to similar class office space in
Fort Collins.
o Lease #3 is a medical clinic, which is charged a higher rent ($17.00 per sq. ft.).
Alternative 2 Analysis {continued)

« All new tenants are signed to a minimum of a 5-year lease ~ standard practice.

o Net income stream is annual revenue minus annuatl operating expenses.
o Land valuation impact is not included in this analysis.
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Summary:
Remodeling the Mason Street building increases annual revenue by $264,250 and $823,625 over a five-year time period. The

cost breakeven point is a fittle less than a year and a half (1.36 years). The rate of return and return on investment far exceeds
the return generated by the Permanent Fund.

Alternative 2 Analysis (continued)

Bijou Ditch Farm Pivot Replacement
Pivot Example

Problem/Opportunity
Maintain revenue-producing asset. Repiace center pivot sprinkler.
Background

The Bijou Ditch Farm property is located in Morgan County on a ditch system supported by
the South Platte River. The rent for each irrigated property is a function of the property’s
particular circumstances including soil productivity and who owns the improvements
(lessee or SLB). The annual lease rate for this property is $120 per acre because the Land
Board owns the center pivot sprinkler system.

Bijou Ditch Farm property pivot sprinkler is 13 years old as of July 2004. A typical sprinkler life is between 10-15 years. The '
actual sprinkler section has not had any significant problems. However, the entire sprinkler unit has progressively degraded over
time, which includes leaks in tubing from the well pump and the pivot section.

Analysis
Return on Investment

The following analysis compares the cost of replacing the sprinkler to the loss of revenue if the land would no longer be irrigated
(due to loss of the sprinkler). “Current * represents the revenue yield of reverting the property to dry land crop due to lack of a
replacement sprinkler. “Proposed” represents the costs and revenue if the sprinkler is replaced.
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This analysis shows that over a ten-year time frame (10 years is the typical agricultural lease time period) the replacement of the

Bijou Ditch Farm sprinkler will generate $33,940 in net annual revenue compared to converting the property to dry crop status due

to a non-functioning sprinkler.

Exhibit 6: Bijou Ditch Farm Property Pivot Replacement ROl Comparison

Current Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year7 Year8 | Year9
Current '
Irrigated Revenue (120
acres@$120/acre peryear)| $ 14,400
Dry Land Crop {120 acres @
$14.50/arce per year 1,740 1,740 1,740 1,740 1,740 1,740 1,740 1,740 1,740
Net 14,400 | 1,740 1,740 1,740 1,740 1,740 1,740 1,740 1,740 1,740
Proposed '
trrigated Revenue (120 '
acres@$12/acre peryear)| $ 14,400 | $ 14,400 | $ 14,400 | $ 14,400 | § 14,400 | $ 14,400 | $14,400 | $ 14,400 | $14,400 | $ 14,400
Cost of Sprinkler,
Replacement (80,000)
Net|[$ 14,400 | $(65,600) $ 14,400 { $ 14,400 | $ 14,400 | $ 14,400 | $14,400 | $ 14,400 | $ 14,400 | $14,400
Net Increase in Annual
Revenue $ - $(67,340){ $ 12,660 | $ 12,660 | $ 12,660 | $ 12,660 | $12,660 | $12,660 | $12,660 | $12,660
Cumulative Increase in
Annual Revenue $ - $(67,340)| $(54,680)| $(42,020) $(29,360)| $(16,700)! $ (4,040)| $ 8,620 | $21,280 | $33,940

Rate of Return

Based on the analysis presented in exhibit 6, the rate of return over the ten-year time frame is 12.415 percent and the return on

investment is 80 percent.

Exhibit 7: Rate of Return Calculation

Proposed

Return on Investment 80.0%

Rate of Return 12.415%

Year - 1 2 3 4 5 6| 7 8 g 10
Net Income Stream (80,000} 14,400 14,400 14,400 14,400 14,4001 14,400 14,400 14,400 14,400 14,400
Present value (80,000)f 12,810 11,395 10,137 9,017 8,021 7,135 6,347 5,646 5,023 4,468

Net present value

)
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Alternative 2 Analysis (continued)

Risk

The property has well defined water rights and a source of augmentation water required by a recent court ruling. If the current
sprinkler were to become unusable during the growing season there would a minimum loss of $12,660 in lease revenue assuming
no damage to the crop or the damage is covered by insurance. '

Assumptions

Revenue estimates are based on actual lease rates.
Sprinkler pivot replacement costs provided by district manager and current lessee.
By contract, lessees are required to pay maintenance of equipment; therefore, no annual maintenance costs are included.
There will not be any drought related reductions for the property or any drought reductions would not affect irrigated and dry
land crop lease rates equally.
"' Dryland crop can be grown on the property. Alternatively the property would be reverted to a grazing land lease, which is™™
$2.50/acre annual lease rate. '
¢ Land valuation impact is not included in this analysis.

Summary:

Based on the return on investment analysis the breakeven point of the replacement pivot sprinkler is approximately 5.6 years.
Over the ten-year lease, the replacement of the sprinkier would generate a net $33,940 versus reverting the land to a dry land
crop lease. The rate of return and return on investment exceeds the return generated by the Permanent Fund.
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Alternative 2 Analysis (continued)

Riverside Ditch Pivot System Purchase
Problem/Opportunity

Based on terms of a lease, the Board was able to purchase water rights to irrigate a 130-acre farm on the Riverside Ditch.
Currently, the property is not irrigated but is under dry land agriculture. The center pivot sprinkler system includes a settling pond,
electric pump, and pivot and sprinkler sections.

Background

This property is located in Morgan County on a ditch system supported by the South Platte River. The lease rate for each
irrigated property depends on a property’s particular circumstances including soil productivity and who owns the improvements
(lessee or SLB). The annual lease rate for this property is $14.61 per acre. Based on similar properiies in the area the annual
lease rate for irrigating the Riverside ditch property would be $120 per acre.

Analysis
Return on Investment

The following analysis compares the current dry crop lease revenue fo irrigated cropland lease plus the cost to install a center

pivot sprinkler system. The analysis shows that over a ten-year time the pivot sprinkler would generate $47,007 in net revenue as
opposed to leaving the property as a dry land crop lease. The pivot sprinkier pays for itself (breakeven) in 5.77 years.
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Alternative 2 Analysis (continued)

Exhibit 8: Riverside Ditch Property Pivot Sprinkler Installation ROl Comparison

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year4 Year 5 Year 6 Year7 Year 8 Year9 { Year 10
Current
Dry Land Crop (130 acres @
$14.61/arce per year| 1,899 1,899 1,899 1,899 1,899 1,899 1,899 1,899 1,899 1,899
Net 1,899 1,899 1,899 1,899 1,899 1,899 1,899 1,899 1,899 1,899
Proposed
irrigated Revenue (130 _
acres@$120/acre per year)| $ 15,600 | $ 15,600 | $ 15,600 | $ 15,600 | $ 15,600 | $ 15,600 | $15,600 | $15,600 | $15,600 | $15,600
Cost of Sprinkler System|  (90,000)
Net | $ (74,400)| $ 15,600 | $ 15,600 | $ 15,600 | $ 15,600 [ $ 15,600 | $15,600 | $15,600 | $15,600 | $ 15,600
Net increase in Annual )
Revenue $ (76,299)| $ 13,701 | $ 13,701 | $ 13,701 | $ 13,701 | $ 13,701 | $13,701 | $13,701 { $13,701 | $13,701
Cumulative Increase in ey oy
Annual Revenue $ (76,299)] $(62,599)| $(48,898)} $(35,197) $(21,497)| $ (7,796){ $ 5,905 | $19,606 | $33,306 | $47,007

Rate of Return

Based on the analysis presented in exhibit 8, the rate of retum over the ten-year time frame is 11.5 percent and the return on
investment is 73.3 percent. :

Exhibit 9: Internal Rate of Return Calculation

 Proposed

Return on Investment 73.3%

Rate of Return 11.494%

Year - 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Net Income Stream {90,000)] 15,600 15,600 15,600 15,600 15,600 | 15,600 15600| 15,600 15,600 15,600
Present value {90,000)] 13,992 12,549 11,256 10,095 9,055 8,121 7,284 6,533 5,860 5,265
Net present value 0)
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Alternative 2 Analysis (continued)

Risk

The water rights on this property are good because these are “shares” in the Riverside Ditch Company and are senior water
rights. The property’s current lessee (leased since 2003) intends to continue to lease the land whether it will be irrigated or not,
although irrigation would significantly increase his production. He is considered a good lessee and leases other state land.

Assumptions

Revenue estimates are based on lease rates of similar Board properties in the area (e.g. Bijou Ditch Property).

Pivot sprinkler costs provided by the Land Board’s district manager based on local company estimate. Pivot purchase and
installation would need to be subject to a formal bid. $90,000 covers a settling pond, electrical work, a pump, and the
sprinkler assembly.

| essees are required to pay equipment maintenance and operating cost per lease contract, therefore, these costs are not
included.

Assumes that there will be no drought related reductions for the property or any drought reductions would affect irrigated
and dry land crop leases equally.

Assumes dry land crops can continue to be grown on the property. Alternatively the property would be reverted to a
grazing land lease, which s $2.50 per acre annually.

Land valuation impact is not included in this analysis.

Summary:

Based on the retumn on investment analysis the break-even point for instaliing the pivot sprinkler is 5.77 years. Compared to dry
land agriculture, irrigation would increase the annual lease revenue by $13,701 and $47,007 over the entire ten-year time period.
The rate of return and return on investment exceeds the return generated by the Permanent Fund.
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Alternative 2 Analysis (continued)

6™ and Kipling Offsite Improvements
Problem or Opportunity

The Land Board owns a 16-acre parcel of vacant land at 789 Kipling. 789 Kipling is located on the west side of Kipling and north
of 6% avenue in Lakewood. This land is entirely surrounded by developed properties and is prime land for development.
However, development is encumbered by a frontage road, which would need to be relocated in order to maximize the
development potential and the land value.

Analysis
Return on Investment

In its current state, the property is appraised at $3,080,000. The relocation of the frontage road will cost around $450,000. Once
“the offsite improvements have been impléménted, the land value is estimated to increase to $5,035,000. This is a net increase of
$1,505,000 in land value, which is a return on investment of 42.6 percent.

Current Est. Value: - $3,080,000
Frontage Road

Infrastructure Costs: $450.000
Total Board Equity: $ 3,530,000
Est. Land Value with

Frontage Road Improvements: $5,035,000
Net Gain in Value $1,505,000
Return on Investment 42.6 %

Rate of Return

Based on the retum on investment calculations presented above, the rate of return is 12.6 percent over a three year time period.

Years to Complete Project: 3 years
Rate of Return: 12.6 %
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Alternative 2 Analysis (continued)

Risk

The Kipling property is surrounded by development and commercial property. Ultimately, once the offsite work is done, the
alternatives of either development of a long-term ground lease will be compared to a Iand sale in order to determine the next the
best method to move forward.

Assumptions

Before and after property value appraisal are accurate within an acceptable margin of error.
Project requires a bid in order to establish the true cost of the improvement but this will not change the recommendation.
Rate of return calculation assumes that it would take approximately three years to complete the project given the City of
Lakewood approval process and actual construction.

e Revenue impact is not addressed in analysis. However, a proposed ground lease for the property requires the offsite
improvements.

Summary

The land valuation increases allow the Board to grow the corpus of the school trust. The improvements made to the 6™ and
Kipling property will also assist the Board in meeting its goal of entering a commercial 50-year ground lease for the site which
would mean an increase in annual revenues. The rate of return and retum on investment exceeds the return generated by the
Permanent Fund.

Alternative 2 Analysis (continued)

48" and Tower Commercial Improvements

Problem/Opportunity

The Board needs to fund infrastructure work on the 48" and Tower property in order to realize a gain of $4 million in land value.
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Backgroimd

Given its proximity to the Denver International Airport and Front Range Airport as well as Aurora’s Gateway development, Tower
Road has become a major development corridor. The Board has a 160-acre parcei at the corner of 48" and Tower. The first step
to developing the property is to participate in the construction of the intersection and other related infrastructure improvements at
48™ and Tower. The infrastructure improvements are required by the City and County of Denver in order to gain access {o the
property for further development. '

Analysis
Return on Investment

The following is an analysis of the property, which shows the increased value from the investment. The appraised value of the
property is currently $3.0 million and the cost of the infrastructure is $3.0 million. Once the infrastructure is complete, the
estimated value of the property increases to $10 million, which is a retun on investment of 60%.

Current Est. Value: -~ — $30milion- — oo e TR
Traffic Intersection and

other Infrastructure Costs: $3.0 million

Total Board Equity: . $6.0 million

Est. Land Value with

Traffic Intersection: $10.0 million

Net Gain in Value $4.0 mitlion

Return on Investment 60.0 %

Alternative 2 Analysis (continued)

Rate of Return

Based on the return on investment calculations presented above, the rate of return is 10.7 percent over a five year time period.

Years to Complete: 5 years
Rate of Return: 10.7 %

CHANGE REQUEST - 62




Risk

The Land Board is working closely with the Oakwood Homes and the City and County of Denver in order to align any development
of the property.

Assumptions

Before and after property value estimates are accurate within an acceptable margin of error.
Rate of return calculation assumes that it would take approximately five years to complete this project given the City and
County of Denver approval process and actual construction.

s The revenue impact is not addressed in the analysis. The property could then either be sold or be the subject of a ground
lease or some combination of both.

Summary

The 48" and Tower property is part of a greater development area, which includes the new Green Valley Ranch subdivision. The
infrastructure improvements are the first step towards increasing the lease revenue and/or selling the land. The rate of return and
return on investment exceeds the return generated by the Permanent Fund.

Alternative 2 Analysis (continued)

Falcon Planning and Engineering Work
Problem/Opportunity

The Land Board owns a 160-acre unimproved parcel in Falcon. This land abuts several large housing and commercial
developments. In order to aftract a development partner, the land needs planning, entitlement, and engineering work. Given the
lack of available funding, the Board need to find a company that will to provide these services but will not receive payment until a
development partner is awarded the development contract for the property.

Background

Beginning in FY 2004-05, the Land Board was appropriated $92,000 for planning and entitiement services. However, the cost on
the Falcon property exceeds the appropriated funds. This preliminary plan which will cost $277,808 wilt be done by an entitlement
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company which will not receive payment until a Request For Proposal (RFP) is issued and a development partner is awarded the
development contract.

Because the company will not receive payment until the Land Board finds a developer, the company has added 20 percent or over
$55,000 to its cost in order to cover its risk. Although the Board does not pay anything directly for the services, the 20 percent
affects the land value and ultimately the sale proceeds when the land is sold.

Analysis
Cost-Effectiveness

The following cost-effectiveness analysis compares funding the cost of planning and entitlement on the Falcon property with
Board funds to passing those costs on to the successful bidder on the property:

Scenario 1: Fund the planning and entitiement services with Business Improvement Funding and avoiding a 20 percent risk
charged by entitlement and planning.

" Scenario 2: Pass cost of planning and entitlement services on to the successful bidder on the property that includes a 20 percent.

risk charge by entitlement and planning contractor.

Alternative 2 Analysis (continued)

The analysis in Exhibits 10 shows that the project gains $55,579 gain in the net fand value if the Land Board expends internal
funds (scenario 1) as opposed to passing the costs on to the developer (scenario 2). If the Board was to directly pay for these
services, the entiliement company will not take on a risk by fronting the services and hence will not charge the additional 20%.
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Rate of Return

Exhibit 10: Falcon Property Entitlement Cost Effectiveness Analysis

Scenario 1 Scenario 2
Current Estimated Value based on Ave
Agricultual Land Sale price ($1,978 per acre) 316,480 316,480
Planning Expenditures 132,000 132,000
Engineering Expenditures 86,880 | 86,880
Developer Expenditures 59,000 59,000
Additional reimburse due to 20 percent risk - 55,576
Total Planning and Entitlement Costs 277,880 333,456
Estimated sale price of 160 acres based on
average platted land ($55,458 per acre) 1,920,000 1,920,000
Net sale proceeds 1,642,120 1,586,544
Increase in Land Value 1,325,640 1,270,064

Based on the analysis presented above, the rate of return and return on investment for each scenario is presented in Exhibit 11.
The rate of return for scenario 1 is 79.6 percent and the return on investment is 223 percent.

Alternative 2 Analysis (continued)

Exhibit 11: Rate of Return Analysis

Ali Funding Sources (includes Business Improvement Funds)

Scenario 1 Scenario 2

Years to Complete 2 2
initial Land Investment 316,480 316,480 |
Planning and Engineering

Services Funded by the Project 277,880 333,456
Final Land Value 1,920,000 | 1,920,000
Return on Investment 223.0% 195.4%
Rate of Return 79.6% 71.7%
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Risk

Falcon is experiencing significant development activity. It is now the second fastest growing area in the state behind Douglas
County. Since this project is preliminary planning, the risks are low and the explosion of development in the area also boisters the
property’s development potential and reduces the risk. Furthermore, the Board has been able to secure water and wastewater
services from the city, which is crucial to the development of this property. '

Assumpftions

 Average per acre value of the “As Is” land and the preliminary pian per acre value are based on a recent appraisal of the
property |

« If any other factors occur, they affect each scenario equally (e.g. the average price per acre remains the same whether
funded by project developer or by SLB funds).
The rate of return calculation assumes a two-year time frame based on Falcon’s planning and zoning processes.

« The revenue impact is not addressed in the analysis. The property could either be sold or subject to a ground lease.

Summary

Scenario 1 avoids $55,576 in additional costs due to the efimination of the 20 percent charge and has very little risk associated
with it. Sharing the land equity (e.g. scenario 2) in order to reduce risk does not appear to be the correct choice for this project.
The rate of return and the retumn on investment of both scenarios exceed the return generated by the Permanent Fund.

Key Issues For Decision Making

There are several faciors that the Land Board considers when making investment decisions. These include:

Benefit-Cost Analysis

Return on Investmeént and Rate of Return
Environmental Impacts

Local Impacts

Stewardship Trust Impacts

Strategic Considerations (e.g. repositioning of assets)

Descriptions of any omissions, biases. or uncertainties
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None

Reporting

The Land Board wili provide an annual report of its business improvement and maintenance activities. The Annual report would
be submitted with the November 1 budget submission to the Legislature.

The report will cover (1) a plan for the current fiscal year and (2) results from prior year projects.

The report will include revenue enhancement, maintenance, and land value enhancement projects. For each project the report
will provide:

» An opportunity/problem statement,
» Narrative description, and
e Three measures:
o Rate of Return
o Return on Investment
o Break-even analysis (from revenue enhancement projects)

The report will also identify any risk associated with the project and other issues that may impact'the project.

Recommendation

Funding this change request will allow the board to:
¢ |Improve annual revenues

« Maintain annual revenue
¢ Increase Land Value
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Department: Naturai Resources
Priority Number:
Division: Colorado Geological Survey
Program: Colorado Avafanche Information Center
Request Title: Avalanche Safety Education

6 of 28

Schedule &

Dept. Approval: b‘-J ’

OSPB Approval:

Statutory Citation:’C.R.S 24-65;‘15-})3 (8); C.R.S. 34-1-101 (2); C.R.S. 34.1.103(k);
House Bill 95-1314 (1995) . :

BASE CHANGE REQUEST FOR FY(5-06

a

Date: "’Mf

Date: {0 , 2

Cash Fund name/Number, Federal Fund Name:
IT Request [ Yes O No (If yes and request includes more than 500 programing hours, attach 1T Project Plan}
Supplemental and Budget Amendment Criteria: [0 Emergency [ Technical Error [I New Data [ Unforeseen Contingency
Request for New or Replacement Vehicles: [ Yes O No (If yes, a copy of the Schedule 6 will be forwarded to the OSPB analyst assigned to Personnel/DPA}
Request Affects Another Department(s): O Yes O No (If yes, Name of other Department(s)

}

1 2 3 4 5 [ 7 8 9 10
. Change from
Fund Prior-Year o Supplemental | Total Revised Decisiom_Base " November 1 Budget Total Revised : Base in Out
Actual Appropriation Request Request Base Request Reduction Request Amendment Request Year
FY 2003-04 FY 2004-05 FY 2004-05 FY 2004-05 FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 FY 2605-06 FY 2006-07
Total of All ‘
Line tems |Total 552,920 551,921 551,921 565,387 50,000 815,387]
FTE 7.3 7.3 7.3 7.3 1.0 8.3
GF
CF 126,948 125,949 125,949 129,704 129,704
CFE 40,917 401,917 401,917 411,483 50,000 461,483)

FF 24,055 24,055 24,055 24200 24,200
Line ltem ’
Name Total 552,920} 551,921 551,921 665,387 50,000 615,387
Colorado FTE 7.3 7.3 73| 7.3 1.0 B.3
Avalanche GF :
Information CF 126,948 125,949 125,949r 129,704 128,704
Center CFE. 401,917 401,917 401,917 411,483 50,000 461,483

FF 24,055 24 055 24,055 24200 24,200}
Letter Notation:
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REQUEST TO CHANGE THE BASE OPERATING BUDGET

PART B — EFFICIENCY AND EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS

COMMON IDENTIFICATION INFORMATION

Department: Natural Resources .

Priority Number: 6 0of 28 N

Long Bill Group/Division Colorado Geological Survey

Change Reciuest Title: Avalanche Safety Education

Statutory Citation: ~ CR.S24-65.1-103 (8); CR.S. 34-1-101 (2); CR.S. 34.1.103(k); House Bill 95-1314 (1995)
Summary of Request

Colorado is the most avalanche-prone state in the U.S. with the highest number of avalanche deaths since 1950: 201deaths in
Colorado compared to 112 in Alaska, the second leading state. The Colorado Avalanche Information Center was created in 1983 asa
program within the Colorado Geological Survey to reduce the impact of avalanches on recreation, ndustry, and transportation.

The tequest is for a base increase of $50,000 in the CAIC’s Cash Exempt spending authority, and for one (1) additional FTE, so that

" the CAIC can continue its level of service. This request asks for no additional state funding—just the authority to spend more if the
CAIC can raise more from donations. The CAIC’s FTE has been fixed at 7.3 for 21 years. The CAJC has handled the increased
workload by augmenting its permanent staff with temporary and/or contract employees. This has not been an efficient use of current
staff because it takes approximately 300 hours to train a temp/contractor who will most likely not return the following season. Itis
extremely valuable to have permanent staff (rather than temporary staff or contractors) because they learn, through years of
experience, the terrain and the behavior of snow that is unique to Colorado. Contractors and temporary staff are, by their very nature,
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for sale to the highest bidder. The CAIC invests valuable resources to train staff, and they may end up losing them the following year
to a ski area or some other snow industry.

This safety program is working, as shown by these three measures:
(1) Each year the CAIC presents avalanche safety classes to more than 3,000 people: in the last ten years, 34,000 citizens have taken
courses taught by the CAIC;

(2) Colorado’s population has soared by more than 1.4 million people in the last 20 years, and winter sports—a large attraction for
visitors to Colorado—have grown by large numbers as well. This should mean a corresponding rise in avalanche deaths. But in the 21
years of the CAIC’s existence, Colorado’s avalanche fatality rate—with a few ups and downs—has remained virtually unchanged at six
per year, and the number of deaths per capita has fallen and continues to fall;

(3) In 1992, the CAIC entered into a contract with the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) to improve avalanche safety
along Colorado’s highways by providing forecasting for all major avalanche zones and by providing training to CDOT mainfenance
personnel. There has not been a life-threatening highway avalanche incident since the inception of that agreement.

As population has grown, so has demand for the education and forecast services of the CAIC. Avalanche education is popular with the
recreating public, and forecasting is necessary for safer highways and winter backcountry recreation.

Problem or Opportunity Definition

The Colorado Avalanche Information Center was created to promote safety by reducing the impact of avalanches on recreation,
industry, and transportation in the State through a combined program of forecasting and education. Population growth in Colorado
has resulted in mote people in the avalanche-prone areas of the State, for both travel and recreation. Therefore, there is increased
demand for forecast services and avalanche safety training.

Avalanche safety is promoted by reducing the impact of avalanches on recreation, industry, and transportation in the State through a
combined program of forecasting and education. The CAIC provides high quality information to: (1) the users of Colorado’s
backcountry, in order to make recreation safer; (2) the ski industry to support their snow safety efforts at developed recreation areas;
and (3) State agencies for the traveling public and State employees. This is to ensure that students learn to recognize avalanche terrain
and conditions and learn to minimize their risk while traveling or working in potential avalanche terrain. The CAIC increases the
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awareness of avalanches through published and digital reports, maps, educational aids, avalanche-awareness courses, and provides
expert advice for personal safety in times of high and extreme avalanche danger via the news media and hotlines.

Specifically, the CAIC fulfills its mission by:

o Providing daily avalanche hazard bulletins and safety training to reduce avalanche accidents to recreationists. These bulletins are
delivered via telephone hotlines, fax, e-mail, and web site, which total more than 600,000 avalanche hazard send-outs per winfer.
Providing daily assessments of avalanche potential to CDOT for better highway safety.

Executing a state-run, state-of-the-art avalanche program that is efficient and compatible with changing technology.

Providing maximum protection to Colorado citizens and serving as 2 model to other avalanche protection programs.

Assisting the Colorado ski industry by providing weather and avalanche forecasts to snow safety personnel at all major ski resorts
and back-country guide services and assists in avalanche training for ski-area personnel.

* & & @

The problem is that demand for the CAIC services of forecasting and training has outstripped the CAIC’s ability to provide these

services. The CAIC cannot meet the growing demand for its services without increased spending authority. Last fiscal year, the CAIC

eamed $116,230 in donation revenue. There are two reasons that this number is misleadingly low. First, due to constraints on the

spending authority, the CAIC was forced to turn away $10,000 to $15,000 in donation revenue by denying requests to conduct

additional avalanche safety courses. Second, last fiscal year the CAIC deferred almost $23,000 in FY 2003-04 revenue into this fiscal

year. Specifically, the CAIC held checks (revenue) in the amount of $22,953.67 in order to deposit them at the beginning of this fiscal
year (copies of the cash receipt and checks are attached.) CAIC deferred depositing these checks because: (1) unexpended CAIC

donation revenue flows automatically from the Geological Survey Cash Fund into the CAIC donations account at the end of the fiscal

year, and (2) the agency had been given guidance that funds in the donations account could not be used for personal services or

personal service contracts. For this reason, any excess revenue became usable to the CAIC only for supplies and operating expenses —
not to help pay for staff time. For the above two reasons, the CAIC believes they could have earned in excess of $150,000 in donation
revenue last year. Further, there are reasons to believe future revenue may be significantly higher. Most importantly, the Friends of
the Colorado Avalanche Information Center are currently exploring new funding conduits - including ways to make industry

donations tax exempt - in order to encourage donations from industry groups. Finally, it should be noted that CAIC donations are

TABOR-exempt. Hence, this decision item would not negatively impact the State’s budget situation. :

The higher level of donation revenue will allow CAIC to hire an additional permanent part-time forecaster (.80 FTE) and augment the
forecast hours of the remaining staff. Because of the somewhat unstable nature of donations, the CAIC has always managed its staff
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hours/FTE in accordance with the flow of revenue. If donations are lower than normal, the entire staff (including the director and
deputy director) scale back their hours to ensure that they do not over-expend revenue. If donations are higher than the initial estimate,
then the staff will add forecasting hours. This is the way that the CAIC has always managed its personal services expenditures, and the
staff know that their hours depend on the rate of donations. It is also important to note that the 7.3 FTE actually equates to 11
permanent part-time staff, plus three contractors (the average CAIC emplovee equates to 0.65 FTE). The number of CAIC FTE has
not increased in over 10 years, while the demand for avalanche training and forecasting has increased. For example, demand has
increased due to the fact that the use of the backcountry by snowmobilers has grown dramatically in the last several years, as
evidenced by the increased number of snowmobilers caught and/or killed in avalanches. Since 1990, 80 snowmobilers have died by
avalanche nationwide, far more than any other recreation group. This population group is more vulnerable to avalanches as the
machines allow access to areas that were not easily accessed in the past, and also because the machme itself gives the driver a false
sense of security — they believe that they will be able to outrun danger.

Given both actual and projected growth in donation revenue, the Department believes that this decision item is critical to meeting the
level of service that the public demands and expects from the CAIC.

Linkage to Specific State of Colorado and Department of Natural Resources Objectives

This request supports the following DNR Strategic Objectives:

Funding this request furthers the following DNR Strategic Objectives (as listed in the FY 06 Budget Plan-Schedule 1 of the DNR
Strategic Plan-Prioritized Objectives):

1.1 —Respond to the demands by providing services, information, and assistance.

1.6 — Provide and promote a variety of outdoor recreational opportunities for citizens and visitors.

1.7 - Assist citizens in avoiding or mitigating risks to life and property by providing training, information, technical assistance, and
regulatory enforcement related to statutorily authorized programs.
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Available Alternatives

Alterative 1: Grant an jncrease in Spending Authority ($50,000) and an increase of one (1) FTE { Recommended)

Internal Benefits:

1. With one additional permanent staff, workload is spread more equitably.

2. Stress of long work days and weeks is reduced.

3. Cost savings from less overtime.

4. Cost savings from reduced repetitive training of temps or contractors. :

5. Scheduling of forecaster shifts and/or lead instructors for safety courses is easier because all staff have equal skills.
6. Office efficiency is maximized because all staff are as nearly equally productive as possible.

- External Benefits:
1. Increasing public demand for forecast and education services is met.
2. More safety courses available. An increase of 10-15 classes per winter is possible. =
3. Gaps in forecast areas are reduced. For example, there is currently no reliable data from, or forecasting for, the Collegiate Range of
Chaffee and Lake Counties. Additionally, there is currently only a minimal forecasting program in place for the Steamboat zone.
4. Users willing to pay for services are satisfied.
5. Forecasts and safety training are of highest quality because of skilled permanent professional snow-science staff.

Alternative 2: Grant the increase in Spending Authority, but deny the increase in FTE.

Internal Benefits: _

1. With one or two additional temporary staff, workload is spread more equitably.

2. Stress of long work days and weeks is reduced.

3. Slight cost savings from less overtime, which would be offset by increased repetitive training of temps or contractors.

External Benefits:

1. Increasing public demand for forecast and education services is met.
2. More safety courses available.
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3. Gaps in forecast areas are reduced.
4. Users willing to pay for services are satisfied.

Alternative 3: Status Quo {Not Recommended).

Internal Benefits:

1. Status quo. The CAIC staff functions with same workload as time and funds allow and would continue to limit the number of
classes taught each winter.

External Benefits:

1. Status quo. The public receives the same level of service in forecasts available and number of safety courses offered. It is estimated
that about 300 citizens per year are denied access to an avalanche safety course because the CAIC has neither the staff nor the
resources to teach additional courses.

Analvtical Technique

Benefit-cost Analysis has been selected because costs can be determined for the three alternatives while many benefits may be stated
but cannot be easily quantified.

Benefit Analysis

The benefits of a State avalanche forecast and education program are hard to quantify, and there is no guarantee that an increase in
spending will lead to a measurable increase in benefits, as one cannot place a value on human life. But if a single death were
prevented, this additional spending authority would be more than justified. There is strong statistical evidence that the program run by
the CAIC has been effective at saving lives. We have four measures of this success:

(1) Each year the CAIC presents avalanche safety classes to more than 3000 people;

(2) In the 21 years of the CAIC’s existence, Colorado’s avalanche fatality rate—with a few ups and downs-has remained virtually
unchanged at six per year, and the number of deaths per capita has fallen and continues to fall;
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(3) There has not been a life-threatening highway avalanche incident since 1992.

(4) Damage and direct property losses due to avalanche have remained quite low for a decade, averaging less than $100,000 per year.
And economic losses (that resuti from road closures, business and resort closures, décreased tourism, etc) have been suppressed as
well and average several million dolars per year.

To better understand the benefits that come from a professional avalanche program, consider the following two scenarios:

(1) A Boy Scout Troop Master will lead his troop on an overnight snowshoe trip. He had tried to sign up for an avalanche awareness
course, but courses were few and all were already filled, so he was not able to get the training he needed. The group triggered an
avalanche when the leader failed to recognize a dangerous slope and snow conditions. |

(2) Because of inadequate forecasting, an unexpected large avalanche blocks Berthoud Pass at 7 a.m. on a Saturday. Though no cars
are hit, the avalanche prevents 10,000 skiers from reaching Winter Park Resort. The economic loss sustained by the ski resort is

substantial (perhaps $500,000), and there is no way for the resort to make up for the 165, (Note: The Colorado ski industiy is and has’
always been a substantial contributor to the CAIC.)

Incidents similar to these two occur every winter. Additionally, it is estimated that several hundred people every day make or change
recreation or work plans based on their avalanche education and/or the daily forecasts provided by the CAIC. The CAIC touches many
lives, but the benefits are difficult to quantify. However, if the additional spending authority in this decision item is granted and a life

is saved, the benefit will greatly outweigh the cost.

Cost Analysis :
It is important to remember the conditional nature of this Decision Item Request. The increase in Spending Authority will take effect

only if additional cash funds exempt (CFE) can be raised via grants and donations. No funds, no additional spending. There is no cost
to the State with this arrangement. :
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Assessment of Alternatives

Alternative 1

As discussed above, the benefits are difficult to measure, but if a single death were prevented, this additional spending authority would
be more than justified. Additional spending of up to $50,000 in CFE revenues and the skill and professionalism that comes with a
permanent FTE State employee who has earned their forecasting and/or educational skills over many years and is dedicated to the
program will benefit the citizens, businesses, and State agencies of Colorado.

This is the best possible alternative with the greatest possible benefit.

Alternative 2

The cost to the State associated with this alternative is zero. However, there will be an additional internal cost to the CAIC program in
the form of training. There is frequent turnover in temporary employees or contractors, and this requires repetitious training by the
senior CAIC staff. This is an inefficiency that increases cost. ‘

Benefits would be similar to Alternative 1, but would overall be slightly lower. The reason is a temporary employee or contractor
seldom brings the professional skills to the job that a permanent FTE would possess. The level of service in either forecasting or safety
training would be marginally lower.

Altemative 3
The cost to the State associated with this alternative is zero. Benefits would be the lowest of the three alternatives. Public demand for
services would continue to exceed the CAIC’s abilities to provide service.

Recommendation

The recommendation is to implement Alternative 1, which provides for both an increase in Spending Authority from Cash Fund
Exempt and an additional FTE. The State and its citizens and industries that use the services of the CAIC, would benefit the most from
this alternative. The user pays. Alternative 2 would satisfy the basic need of providing a higher level of service to meet demand.
Again, the user pays. However, there are significant questions of the level of professionalism, the need for and cost of repetitive
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annual fraining, and the lack of continuity year to year of staffing with a temporary employee. Alternative 3 is not recommended. It
does not solve the problem of a State avalanche center that is under-funded and under-staffed to meet the needs of the State.

For these reasons, we recommend Alternative 1.
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Schedule 6
CHANGE REQUEST for FY 05-06

Department: Department of Natural Resources Dept. Approval: UJI&M Date: ¢ 9/z?d/f/
Priority Number: 7 of 28 OSPB Approval: M% Date: Lﬂfﬂs l eY
Division: Executive Director's Office Statutory Citation:
Program: Information Technology
Request Title: Information Technology Support Request
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 ) 10
Change from
Fund Prior-Year Supplemental | Total Revised Decision/Base | November 1 Budget Total Revised Base in Qut
Actual Appropriation Request Request Base Request Reduction Request Amendment Request Year
FY 2003-04 FY 200405 FY 2004-05 FY 2004-05 FY 2005-06 FY 200506 FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 * FY 2005-06 FY 2006-07
EDO -
Information |Total 1,510,047 1,471,751 0] 1,471,751 1,471,751 58,231 1,529,982 0 1,529,082 58,231
Technology {  frg 131 14.0 0.0 14.0 14.0 3.0 17.0 0.0 17.0 3.0
Sorvires GF 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0 0 0
ees. cr|  1510047] 1,471,751 0 1471751 1,471,751 58,231 1,529,082 0| 1,529,982 0
CFE 0 0 0 0.0 0 0] 0 0 0 58,231
FF 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 Y] 0 0

Letter Notation: These funds shall come from Statewide and Departmental Indirect Cost Recoveries
Cash Fund name/Number, Federal Fund Name:

IT Reguest X Yes No (If yes and request includes more than 500 programing hours, attach IT Project Plan)

Request for New or Replacement Vehicles: Yes X No (If yes, a copy of the Schedule § wil be forwarded to the OSPB analyst assigned to Personnel/DPA)

Request Affects Another Department(s): Yes X No {if yes, Name of other Department{s)

}
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Efficiency / Effectiveness Analysis

Department of Natural Resources

Request Title: Executive Directors Office (EDO) Information Technology Support Request
Program Title: All Programs

Work Package: All Programs

Priority #: 7 of 28

Evaluation: Benefit/Cost Analysis

" 1. Summary of Request
This request is to provide information technology support for the Department of Natural Resources (DNR), Information Technology

Section (ITS). This request is for $58,231 to support critical imaging information technology (IT) infrastructure and to provide help
~ desk support for the Department of Natural Resources (DNR). The request Is comprised of two distinct parts: 2.0 FTE for Help
Desk Support and 1.0 FTE for technical imaging support. :

DNR Sirategic Plan Objecfives:
This request meets the following objectives:

Essential Objectives:
1.1 Respond to demands by constituents by providing services, information, and assistance.

1.4 Promote continued development of Colorado’s mineral and energy resources in a manner that is consistent with
environmental preservation and protection of public health and safety.

1.6 Provide and promote a variety of outdoor recreational opportunities for citizens and visitors.

1.7 Assist citizens in avoiding or mitigating risks to life and property by providing training, information, technical assistance
and regulatory enforcement related to statutorily authorized programs.

1.8 Provide an effective, integrated information technology infrastructure capable of supporting the department’s service
delivery, regulatory, and information interchange responsibilities,
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High Objectives: |
2.4 Increase citizen knowledge and understanding of natural resource issues by expanding and enhancing public
information and outreach efforts.

2.5 Improve customer service to the citizens of Colorado and visitors by demonstrating a 10 percent increase in customer
satisfaction and implementing initiatives to improve access to department services to under-served populations.

2.6 Respond to a changing business environment and improve organizational efficiency, decision-making and data
availability by modifying a current system or introducing at least one major technology initiative each year that meets
business objectives and is consistent with industry standards.

2.9 To the maximum exient possible, utilize the states acquired Internet and e-Government capabilities to deploy customer
service applications along with efficient means of delivering information to citizens and constituent groups.

Low Objectives: _
4.2 Ensure that the Department’s administrative functions are run efficiently, consistent with statewide efforts to review and
improve administrative activities and procedures, by conduciing a review of each administrative area by 2007.

Performance Evaluation Measure(s) for the Request:

1) Continued support of current levels of customer service delivery through public services such as access to DNR information and
processing. _

2) Maintenance of current departmental imaging infrastructure to support internal and external customers.

3) Cost avoidance associated with continual turnover of helpdesk staff.

4) Avoiding loss of data, documents, and increased staff down time of departmental imaging infrastructure.

5) Increased level of standard agency performance of employee support and constituent services.

2. Problem or Opportunity Definition.
The problem definition is characterized into two disparate parts. Each of these parts is an integral requirement to support IT service
and functionality within the department.

Problem 1:

The Information Technology Section (ITS) within EDO provides IT help desk support for 230 employees located at 1313 Sherman
Street, at the Parks Division Littleton Operations Center, and five State Land Board (SLB) remote sites outside the Denver
Metropolitan Area. This help desk support includes responding to employee needs to restore service in the office at the desktop,
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services to supported employees working at home or on travel, providing solutions to local area network (LAN) communication
outages impacting these employees, restoration of communications services beyond DNR facilities, dealing with virus protection
and security needs of employees, installation of new hardware and software, disposal of old equipment, and securing service from
IT vendors supporting DNR.

In January 2004, ITS recognized that the current staffing of help desk IT Professionals (1.0 FTE) was insuificient to meet the needs
of these 230 employees. Services requests were found to be queued for extended lengths of time, user satisfaction was at a low
ebb, critical IT projects were being delayed as available IT FTE resources were being reallocated to provide help desk support for
customers (2.0 FTE), and new initiatives were stalled and remained on hold because resources were just not available. To rectify
this problem and restore an adequate level of service, ITS hired two state temporary IT technical people to deal with the back log of
requests and sustain an improved level of service desired by the users. This approach worked but it is temporary. Other initiatives
were brought into play to help deal with the help desk service needs of users while the temporary IT help desk people were
available. First, the Remedy Help Desk Application is being implemented to help manage user requests and improve the
productivity of help desk personnel. A policy spotlight was put on the Acceptable Use Policy to communicate to employees what
violation of the policy means to the safety and security of the IT systems as well as the burden it places on the help desk staff to

remedy the resuits of unacceptable use. Finally, the two state temporary employees were instructed to spend a little more time with

users to provide training on an individual basis.

Information technology is a means to end. The goal of successful information technology is to serve and support the business
requirements of an organization. The Mid-Floor Local Area Network segment provides service to EDO, State Parks (locally), State
Land Board, and the Colorado Geological Survey. Two additional (2.0} FTE to support the increasing requirements of these
divisions is needed to ensure adequate support of their business requirements. ITS has a history of supporting these divisions
without any additional FTE. In fact, ITS has only added one FTE in the last twenty-two years. Information technology has moved
from the “computer room” to the desktop and the support of these desktops users on the Mid-Floor LAN segment is critical o
meeting their business requirements. The benefits are clear. Prior to January 2004, ITS struggled to meet its commitment io
provide help desk support to the users defined above. After the increase of two state temporary employees in January 2004, the
workload was accomplished on time, user satisfaction was increased, and other critical support projects, heretofore waiting for
~ resources to get started, were kicked off and completed to the benefit of Mid-Floor LAN users and enterprise customers throughout
DNR.

As stated above, the current model within ITS to provide the required help desk support is to use six month state temporary

positions or contractor support from the state overflow award. This approach is problematic due to the continual turnover associated
with this staffing strategy. The table below illustrates the relative pros and cons of this staffing strategy:
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Method Pros Cons

Permanent State FTE Continuity, Lower Cost
Six Month Temporary State FTE Lower Salary Cost Continual turnover, Productivity Loss
Contractor Support Flexibility Higher cost, Continual Turnover,

Productivity Loss

The cost of turnover is well documented. According to Forrester Research, the cost of turnover has two elements: hiring costs and
vacancy costs. Hiring costs are the hard costs associated with recruiting a new employee (advertising, screening, interviewing, and
processing candidatés). Vacancy costs are less obvious but include extra work assumed by existing staff, productivity losses, and
loss of knowledge on unfinished projects. Forrester Research states that the average cost to hire ranges from 25 percent to 100
percent of a worker's annual salary (ClO Magazine: June 15,2004, By the Numbers, Jon Surmacz).

Help Desk Oniine, Investing in the Help Desk, (Karen Schoemehl) states the cost of turnover is seen to equal between 75 percent
and 150 percent of a help desk workers salary. The key to minimize support costs is the retain staff and prevent turnover
(http://www.helpdesk-online.com/oldsite/dec? 1/article?.asp).

An additional factor that elevates the cost of help desk support is the cost differential associated with the use of contract staff.
Although the use of contract staff provides great flexibility, that flexibility is paid for at a higher cost. The cost of contract staff can
range to be 30 percent to 70 percent higher than state FTE cost on an annual basis.

Problem 2:

Three divisions in DNR currently utilize the departmental imaging system that was initially installed in 1999. A fourth division, State
Land Board (SLB), has an approved imaging project and will join the other three divisions starting in Fiscal Year 2004-2005. Like
the other three divisions, SLB will require iong term support once the imaging operations are integrated into their business
processes. ITS performs the support contract management for the imaging infrastructure. However, ITS currently lacks the
expertise to provide the divisions with not only day-to-day support of all imaging related systems, but also consultation for changes
and future enhancements. '

The request is for one (1.0) FTE to be added to the ITS staff who would be responsible for the operation and maintenance of the
department’s Imaging infrastructure. This position would be responsible for ensuring that Imaging related software systems are
“properly installed, functioning, and maintained and that appropriate databases are available to users. Additionally, this person
would review, analyze, and make recommendations for future imaging and related technologies in the department.

Imaging application technical expertise at the departmental level does not exist. The divisions have implemented imaging
processes and technology to a varied degree of integration into their workflow. A contractor must make even minor changes to the
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imaging system. Over $50,000 has been spent over the last two years. Additionally, the department has not been able to leverage
the existing capabilities of the imaging system. For example, the departmental Imaging system provides workflow processes that
only one division has utilized. :

3. Available Alternatives

Problem 1: Help Desk Support

Alternative A: : ‘
' Description: Status Quo — Continue with current staffing strategy of temporary state FTE. This will have higher cost of

$50,579 due to staff turnover and employee productivity loss.

Does not meet Departmental Objectives. May result in loss of critical systems, both emp'loyee and public data, and
interruption or loss of public and internal services. ~

_ Alternative B:

Description: Provide Contractor Funding — Fund contractor cost differential of $56,640 betwéen cost of state temporary
staff and projected contractor costs for departmental help desk support.

Meets Departmental Objectives. Will prevent loss of majority of critical systems, both employee and public data, and
interruption or loss of public and internal services.

~ Alternative C:
Description: Staff ITS (Requested Altemative) — Provide 2.0 FTE for help desk support.

Meets Departmental Objectives. Will prevent loss of majority of critical systems, both employee and public data, and
interruption or loss of public and intemal services.

Link to Departmental Objective(s) met by funding requested alternative.
This request will alfow the Department of Natural Resources (DNR) Executive Director's Office (EDO) to meet key
department and state IT goals and objectives as well as accomplish the DNR IT Mission, support the DNR Strategic Plan
and the Department IT Plan. it will enable the DNR to continue to provide the current level of service and support o the
public and our employees. This altemative supports all the strategic objectives listed on pages two and three of this

request.
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DNR IT Goals and Objectives Met

» Infrastructure. DNR believes that it is essential to have a modern and robust network infrastructure in order to
implement digital government and has a goal of establishing such an infrastructure. To that end, DNR will establish
appropriate objectives such as implementing, over time, a modern service-oriented, multi-tiered (N-tier) architecture.

+ IT Management. DNR has a goal of improving and strengthening its management of technology by following best
practices for such vital areas as lifecycle management and project management. DNR will maintain appropriate
objectives such as establishing a sound asset lifecycle management program and a project management office.

« Communication. DNR has a strong need for communication and has a goal of improving it on several fronts.
Technically, the department needs to be able to communicate quickly and reliably with all its offices, employees and
resources. In order to deliver services to its constituents in a wide range of methods, DNR also needs to be able to
communicate with those constituents via a variety of methods, including over the Internet. DNR has a specific goal of
improving education in the domain of natural resources. Appropriate objectives will be established in this area. DNR
also seeks to improve the use of technology in the field through the use of such technologies as remote computing—and
wireless communications.

4. Analytical Technique

Based on the type of request, DNR has completed a benefit-cost analysis to quantify the costs and benefits of each alternative.
These benefits and costs reflect the ability to:

» Demonstrate reduced future expenditures by avoiding higher contractor costs.

+ Demonstrate reduced future expenditures by avoiding staff turnover costs.

» Demonstrate increased staff productivity results by minimizing employee productivity loss.

5. Assessment/Analysis of Alternatives

Problem 1: Help Desk Support

Alternative A: Status Quo — Continue with current staffing strategy of temporary state FTE.
Assessment: High Risk, High Cost

Alternative A has two primary impacts that affect the support of the departmental help desk and the ability to provide desktop
support. This status quo alternative prohibits any ability to improve either of these functions. The risks associated with this
alternative are:
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Continual Staff Tumover

¢ Productivity loss in IT operations staff due to instability in staffing caused by continual staff tumover. Continually replacing
six-month state temporary staff has several costs. These are: '
1) Training time and training cost of new state temporary employees.
2) Partial productivity (50 percent) of new state temporary while in training process.
3) Partial productivity (50 percent) of permanent state IT FTE while providing training.
4) State temporary employees training time is approximately one month or 17 percent of their total availability.
5) Additional workload for the Human Resources personnel and IT management to manage the almost continual
recruitment and staifing tasks associated with continual staff turnover.
6) The average monthly cost of a state temporary help desk staff is $3800.
7) The average IT management salary cost is $6983.

Annual State Temporary Staff Turnover Costs (2.0 Positions)

Total Six-Month

State Temporary . = | Task _ | Productivity | Monthly Annual | Annual
Hiring Tasks Duration Loss During | Salary | Turnover Cost | Turnover Turnover

' , Task Costs per State Temp | Cost per .| Cost, 2.0

, : State Temp | Positions

Training - Temp 1 month 50% $3,800 | $1,900° $3,800 $7,600
Employee ' ‘
Trainer - [T Staff FTE | 1 month 40% $4,279 | $1,711 $3,422 $6,844
Recruitment/Hiring — IT | 0.5 month 30% $6,983 | $1,047 $2,094 $4,198
Management Time ‘
Totals $4,658 $9,316 $18,632

Employee Productivity Loss

e Productivity loss of employees due to greatef down time after incurring a computer problem. Greater down time can be
associated with the one month transition time frame of new state temporary workers. Since state temporary workers tenures
are limited to six months, the transition time frame occurs twice a year. The total transition time frame is then calculated to

be a two-month period.

CHANGE REQUEST - 85




» Productivity loss can also be calculated during & transition time when there is no state temporary help desk support
available. There is a historical perspective showing help desk support lag due to hiring and availability schedules. The
estimate of this support gap is one month per year.

e The fotal transition time frame associated with training and availability for state temporary help desk support is calculated o
be three months.

« As stated above, the IT help desk provides support to 230 DNR employees. The cost of down time can be calculated as:

Average DNR employee salary: $4,630 per month

Down Time: 1 percent of month (1.76 hours per month)

Service Provision Impact: 3 months out of 12

230 employees x ($4,630 salary x 3 month impact) x 0.01down time = $31,947 annual down-time cost for 230 DNR
employees

Other Risks
o Greater risk to IT infrastructure operations environment due to continual staff turnover.
+ Risk of finding experienced staff to accept a six-month temporary position. This risk is market-driven and can be quite difficult
to mitigate.

Summary Table of Alfernative A Costs

Risk : Annual Cost
Continual Staff Turnover $18,632
Employee Productivity Loss ' $31,947
Total _ $50,579

Alternative B: Provide Help Desk with a Contractor - Fund contractor cost differential of $56,640 between cost of state temporary
staff and projected contractor costs for departmental help desk support.

Assessment: High Risk, High Cost
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Alternative B provides the opportunity to provide help desk and desktop support at a higher cost and with a stated legal risk. These
risks and costs are: '

Higher Contactor Cost
Salary Costs ' Six Month Costs per Position | Annual Costs per Annual Costs (2.0
| Position | Positions)
Contractor ($35 x 176 x 6) = $36,960 $73,920 $147,840
State Temporary Staff {$3800 x 6) = $22,800 $45,600 $91,200
Cost Differential $14,160 $28,320 $56,640

¢ The cost to hire contractors is a 62 percent cost increase above the cost of state temporary staff ($56,640/$91,200 = 62
percent).

Other Risks
« Hiring contractors to provide help desk and desktop support has inherent legal risks. The state contracting rules have a
personal services certification form that requires approval of the departmental Human Resources Office. This ceriification
states that any service that can be provided by a state FTE should be and cannot be coniracted. DNR has hired contractors
to perform the help desk support role in the past. The Department of Personnel and Administration (DPA) contract
administrator has advised DNR that DPA will not continue to approve a waiver for desktop support contract services.

Alternative C: Staff ITS (Requested Alternative) - Provide 2.0 FTE for help desk and desktop support.

Assessment: Low Risk, Low Cost

Alternative C asks for 2.0 FTE to provide help desk and desktop support. The permanent staffing of these positions will mitigate the
existing staff turnover and employee productivity loss. : ' .
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Summary Benefit/Cost Table for Problem 1 Alternatives

Alternative

Cost— Annual Cost 2.0 FTE

Benefit

A - Status Quo — Continue with current
staffing strategy of temporary state FTE

Productivity Loss - $31,947
Turnover Cost - $18,632

Total Cost - $50,579

No staff costs for STD, Health, Life or
Dental

B - Provide Contractor Funding — Fund
contractor cost differential between cost of
state temporary staff and projected
contractor costs for departmental help
desk support.

Cost Differential - $56,640

Total Cost - $56,640

C - Staff ITS (Requested Alternative) -
Provide 2.0 IT Professional Il FTE for
help desk support.

Total Cost - $92,970

No Productivity Loss - $31,947
No Turnover Cost - $18,632

Total Benefit - $50,579

Problem 2: Technical Imaging Support

Alternative A:

Description: Status Quo — Apportioned FTE to provide technical support.

Does not meet Departmental Objectives. May result in loss of critical systems, both employee and public data, and
interruption or ioss of public and internal services.

Altern'ative B: .

Description: Provide Contractor Support — Fund contractor cost differentiai.

Meets Departmental Objectives. Will prevent loss of majority of critical systems, both employee and public data, and
interruption or loss of public and internal services. _
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Alternative C: |
Description: Staff ITS (Requested Alternative) — Provide 1.0 FTE for technical imaging support.

Meets Departmental Objectives. Will prevent loss of majority of critical systems, both employee and public data, and
interruption or loss of public and internal services.

Link to Departmental Objective(s) met by funding requested alternative.
This request will allow the Department of Natural Resources (DNR) Executive Director's Office (EDO) to meetkey
department and state IT goals and objectives as well as accomplish the DNR [T Mission, support the DNR Strategic Plan
and the Department IT Pian. It will enable the DNR to continue to provide the current level of service and support to the
public and our employees. This alternative supports all the strategic objectives listed on pages two and three of this

request.

DNR IT Goals and Objectives Met

e Infrastructure. DNR believes that it is essential to have a modern and robust network infrastructure in order fo
implement digital government and has a goal of establishing such an infrastructure. To that end, DNR will establish
appropriate objectives such as implementing, over time, a modern service-oriented, mulii-tiered (N-tier) architecture.

« IT Management. DNR has a goal of improving and strengthening its management of technology by following best
practices for such vital areas as lifecycle management and project management. DNR will maintain appropriate
objectives such as establishing a sound asset lifecycle management program and a project management office.

« Communication. DNR has a strong need for communication and has a goal of improving it on several fronts.
Technically, the department needs to be able to communicate quickly and reliably with all its offices, employees and
resources. In order to deliver services to its constituents in a wide range of methods, DNR also needs to be able to
communicate with those constituents via a variety of methods, including over the Internet. DNR has a specific goal of
improving education in the domain of natural resources. Appropriate objectives will be established in this area. DPNR
also seeks to improve the use of technology in the field through the use of such technologies as remote computing—and

wireless communications.

4. Analytical Technique
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Based on the type of request, DNR has completed a benefit-cost analysis to quantify the costs and benefits of each alternative.
These benefits and costs reflect the ability to:

¢ Demonstrate reduced future expenditures by providing permanent technical staff support.

Problem 2: Imaging Technical Support

Alternative A:

Description: Status Quo — Apportioned FTE to provide technical support.

Currently, DNR uses a contract for technical system and application support. Additionally, support of the imaging effort is
apportioned to several FTE as they function within their perspective divisions. The following table shows the current cost of

supporting the imaging environment:

Apportioned FTE to Provide Technical Support

Division FTE Class Current Annual Contract Total

FTE Cost * Cost Cost
EDO ITPro iV $13,732 $13,732
OGCC ITProV 1 $15,330 $13,000 $28,330
DMG IT Pro [} $12,109 $13,000 $25,109
DWR GP Il $9,793 $13,000 $22,793
CWCB iITProll $10,603 $13,000 $23,603
SLB IT Pro IV $9,994 $9,994
$71,662 $52,000 $123,562

*Current Annual FTE cost is calculated as fifteen percent of actual annual loaded salary cost.

** Current contract cost with Integro, Inc.

» As the departmental imaging system grows the apportioned management of this system causes greater risk by not having a
centralized technica! support focus. Continuing without a specified technical support FTE will promulgate this risky situation.
« Lack of in-house technical resource leads to greater instability of the imaging infrastructirre, which causes system down-time

and employee productivity loss.
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« Continued risk of external constituent complaints due to document system unavailability through the Internet. This risk is
driven by system down-time. '

Alternative B: ‘
Description: Provide Contractor Funding — Fund contractor cost differential.

Alternative B provides the opportunity to provide technical imaging support at a higher cost with contractors. These costs are:
Higher Contactor Cost

Contract cost: $100 per hour
Contract term: 2080 hours per year

Total cost: $208,000

Alternative C: P
Description: Staff ITS (Requested Alternative) — Provide 1.0 FTE for technical imaging support.

Staff ITS (Requested Alternative) |

The addition of an FTE to provide technical support for the DNR Imaging !nitiative will have the following impacts:

¢ Existing contract costs will be reduced approximately forty percent, from $53,000 to $20,000.
« Impact to Divisionat FTE will be reduced by 10 percent as the new FTE provides technical system and implementation
support. ' '

CHANGE REQUEST - 91




Costs of New FTE for Imaging Technical Support

Division FTE Class Current Annual Contract Total

' FTE Cost Cost Cost
EDO IT Pro Ill New FTE _ $56,461 $56,461
EDO IT Pro IV $4,577 $4,577
OGCC ITProV $5,110 $4,000 $9,110
DMG IT Pro Hli $4,036 $4,000 $8,036
DWR GP 1l $3,264 $4,000 $7,264
CwCB iT Pro 1l $3,494 $4,000 $7,494
SLB IT Pro IV $3,331 $4,000 $7,331
$80,173 $20,000 $100,173

* Current Annual FTE cost is calculated as five percent of actual annual loaded salary cost.

** Projected contract cost with Integro, Inc.

The projected annual savings in the first year are $23,389 or 18.9 percent of the current estimated support costs.
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Summary Benefit/Cost Table for Problem 2 Alternatives

Alternative Cost — Annual Cost 2.0 FTE Benefit
A - Status Quo — Continue with current Apportioned FTE Cost: $71,562
apportioned staffing strategy. Contract Cost - $52,000

Total Cost - $123,562

B - Provide Contractor Fundingj— Fund . Contractor Cost - $208,000
cost of contractor staff. : '

Total Cost - $208,000

| C - Staff ITS (Requested Alternative) - New FTE Cost - $56,461 - Apportioned FTE Cost Reduction -
Provide 1.0 FTE for imaging technical Apportioned FTE Cost: $23,814 $47,748
lsupport. .~~~ |ContractCost: $20,000 | Contract Cost Reduction-$32,000 |
Total Cost: $100,455 Total Benefit - $79,748
Conclusion:

Problem 1: Help Desk Support _
The recommended alternative for this problem is Alternative C. The cost of Altemative C is the foaded salary costs for 2.0 FTE in

an IT Professional Il classification. Currently, ITS funds $91,200 of this cost through existing base funds. The actual costs and
requested dollars are stated below in the Summary Costs and Requested Dolfars table.

Problem 2: Imaging Technical Support _
The recommended alternative for this problem is Altemative C. The cost is the loaded salary for 1.0 FTE inan IT Professional Il

classification. The actual costs and requested dollars are stated below in the Summary Costs and Requested Dollars table.
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Other Key issues for decision Makers:

Summary Costs and Requested Dollars

Help Desk

Help Desk
Request Support Support Imaging Support
Position IT Professional il IT Professional Il |IT Professional 11
Salary $3,471 $3,471 $4,216
Months 12 12 12
Annual Salary $41,653 $41,653 $50,592|
PERA (@10.15%) $4,228 $4,228 $5,135
Medicare (@ 1.45%) $604 $604 $734
Total $46,485 $46,485 $56,461
Grand Total for Problems 1 and 2 $149,431
Existing Base Fund Dollars Used to Pay State Temps ($91,200)
Amount Requested for Decision ltem - $58,231

Omissions, Biases, or Uncertainties

None.
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Schedule 6

CHANGE REQUEST for FY 2005-06

W Date: /945%‘/

Department: Natural Resources Dept. Approvai:
;rlc.:r{ty I?Iumber. 8 of 28 . OSPB Approval: W@ \ Date: g}{r%Laf
ivision: Water Conservation Board Statutory Citation: C.R8. 37-60-102, 106, Long Bill
Program: Flood Protection, Water Supply Planning & Finance, Instream Flow & Nafurai Lake Level, and Water Supply Protection Programs
Request Title: Severance Tax Projects Increase
1 2 3 4 5 & 7 8 9 10
Change from
Eund Prior-Year ) Supplemental | Total Revised Decision/Base |- November 1 Budget Total Revised Base in Out
Actual Appropriation Request Request Base Request Reduction Request Amendment Request Year
FY 2003-04 FY 2004-05 FY 2004-05 FY 2004-05 FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 FY 2006-07
Total of Al ‘
Line Iltems {Total 577,335 585,000 585,000 585,000 255,000 840,000 0
FTE :
GF
CF 577,335 585,000 585,000 585,000 255,000 840,000 0
CFE
FF
Severance
Tax Total 577,335 585,000 585,000] 585,000 255,000 840,000] 0
FTE
GF
CF 577,335 585,000 585,000 585,000 255,000 840,000 0
CFE ‘
FF
Letter Notation:

Cash Fund name/Numbet, Federal Fund Name: Severance Tax

IT Request [1Yes X No (If yes and request includes mote than 500 programing hours, attach IT Project Plan)

Supplemental and Budget Amendment Criteria: [ Emergency [l Technical Error 0 New Data O Unforeseen Contingency

Request for New or Replacement Vehicles: [1Yes X No (If yes, a copy of the Schedule & will be forwarded to the OSPE analyst éssigned to Personnel/DPA)
Request Affects Another Department(s): 11 Yes X No {If yes, Name of other Department(s) )
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Efficiency and Effectiveness Analysis

Department: Natural Resources

Request: Severance Tax Pro;ects Increase

Priority Number: 8 of 28

Division: Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB)

Summary of Requested Alternative:
To increase the funds available to the CWCB, its water supplier partners and local communmes from the Severance Tax

Trust Fund Operational Account by $255,000 to:

Conduct water studies and prepare water resource plans;
Produce maps;

Facilitate water conservation; __ . _

Provide educational information;

Rehabilitate water infrastructure;

Protect the environment;

Reduce flood related hazards; and,

Restore streams.

* & o ® 9 s 0 @

Problem or Opportunity Definition: '
Unlike other DNR agencies, the CWCB does request Operational Account funds for annual operatlons Instead, the

CWCB annually solicits applications for projects. This process begins each January when grant applications are due,
continues through March when each application for funds is reviewed, approved or modified, and ranked by the members
of the CWCB. The state Minerals Energy and Geology Policy Advisory (MEGA) Board then reviews the projects and the
rankings and forwards its recommendation to the DNR Executive Director.

For fiscal year 2005-2006, the CWCB received Severance Tax Trust Fund Operatlonal Account grant applications for
fundlng that exceed its currently authorized appropriation.

CHANGE REQUEST - 96




This is not surprising because Colorado is in the sixth year of a drought. The state, acting through the CWCB, has also
been involved in several long-range planning processes — the Statewide Drought Assessment, a Covered Entities
Technical Assistance Project and the Statewide water Supply Initiative (SWSI).

Each of these processes has identified that Colorado water suppliers, and citizens in general, want the CWCB to:
» Provide more technical assistance to deal with drought and water supply related problems;
e To educate citizens about water use, development and conservation,
« To mitigate the impacts of development by reducing flooding related hazards and mitigating this use and
development of water through state-held instream flows;
¢ To generally encourage cooperation and planning among entities with water rights; and,
* Encourage the use of science and technology to solve complex problems.

The Severance Tax funds the CWCB receives help it meets the above demands by funding the projects that sponsors,
often acting through the Board and its staff, have applied for or been encouraged to pursue.

For Fiscal Year 2005-2006 the CWCB received Severance Tax Trust Fund Operational Account grant requests totaling
more than $1.7 million. However, the CWCB is only submitting a Change Request to allow it to fund those additional
projects above the $585,000 base appropriation.

Because the Board has not been granted a Severance Tax increase for several years, the Board began ranking projects
in terms of their importance to stay within a constant funding stream of $585,000 line item appropriation. Projects that
would receive some funding, even if it were less than the full amount of the request, are ranked high. However, the Board
has recommended consistently that Medium projects should be pursued — if not in the Fiscal Year of the request, thanin a
future Fiscal Year. Funding Medium ranked requests gives the CWCB a much better opportunity to meet the immediate
demands that it faces in light of Colorado’s existing water resource conditions. In addition, the CWCB has often funded
Medium ranked projects using Construction Funds. However, this essentially takes Construction Fund revenues away
from loans and long-term projects.

Available Alternatives:
1. No budgetary Change (Status Quo)
2. Increase Severance Tax Appropriation to benefit local and state water activities
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Assessment of Alternatives:
1. No budgetary change (Status Quo — Fund a Portion of the High Priorities) — (Not recommended)
a. Description:
Maintain the CWCB’s current appropriation of $5685,000.

b. Department’s authority to implement the alternative:
C.R.S. 39-29-109

¢. Link to objectives: :
This option allows the CWCB to study water availability, plan for droughts, promote the efficient use of water,
identify and reduce flood risks, plan and manage instream flows, and fund local water study and demonstration
projects. It does not allow the CWCB to meet a majority of the demands for funds for the above purposes, but it
helps. The CWCB would be able to fund alf or a portion of those projects ranked as having a “High” priority. These
objectives correspond with objectives 1.1, 1.2, 1.5 and 1.7 of the DNR Strategic Plan.

" 2. “Increase the Se\fe’ranc‘e”'Tax‘Appropriation’by Amount-Thatis Less Than-the EWCB’s Alocated-Five Percent---——— |-

Share (Fund High and Medium Priorities) — (Recommended)

a. Description:
Expand the use of severance tax by an amount that is less than the five percent share allowed by statute

b. Department’s authority to implement the alternative:
C.R.S. 37-60-102, 106, Long Bilt

c. Link to objectives: |
This option aliows the CWCB to study water availability, plan for droughts, promote the efficient use of water,
identify and reduce flood risks, and plan and manage instream flows and fund those projects that were ranked as
“Medium” priorities, based on the availability of funds. These objectives correspond with objectives 1.1, 1.2, 1.5 and

1.7 of the DNR Strategic Plan.
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Analytical Technique:

The analytical technique used for this decision item is the multi-criteria method. This will allow the evaluation of
performance against multiple objectives or criteria.

Assessment of Alternatives:
Background Information

Since July 1995, one-half of the severance tax receipts credited to the Severance Tax Trust Fund are placed in the
Operational Account. The Operational Account must support programs that promote and. encourage sound natural
resource planning, management, and development related to minerals, energy, geology, and water. The CWCB is allowed
to request up to 5 percent of the funds in the account.

The severance tax revenue that the CWCB has received has been a valuable addition to the funding provided from the
Construction Fund for local water planning activities and water project loans appropriated through the annual Water
Projects Bill.

The projects (see Attachment A) recommended by the CWCB for funding are a mix of projects developed within the
CWCB and projects proposed by outside interests or water user partners.

Link Budget Expenditures to the Full Range of Qutcomes:

« The budget expenditures will benefit the state and help local water suppliers.
There are no external costs to other government entities, private industry, or citizens.
The main internal benefit is that the CWCB will be able to continue to effectively meet its goal of developing,
conserving, protecting and managing water. There are also no other sources of funding for these projects.

« The externa! benefit is that the local water entities will receive funding, technical assistance, and materials to be able
to meet their own water resource goals. The money in the Construction Fund is also preserved for use for loans.
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Application of the Analytical Technique/Assumptions and Calculations:

Multi-Criteria Analysis
Option Upgrade Promote & | Flood Instream Provide Comply with | Develop

water Pian water | Mitigatio | Flow additional local | Severance more water
protection | projects n Planning water planning | Tax policy (in acre-feet)
data ' benefit

Continued X X X X X X X

Funding -

increase Approp. | XX XX XX XX XX XX XX

. = does not achieve program objective

X = may achieve program objective

XX = will achieve or exceed program objective

As shown in the table above, the option of increasing the appropriation as the revenue increases best meets the criteria.

Budgetary Cost Assumptions and Calculations:
It is assumed that the severance revenue will produce adequate funds for the CWCB’s use per S.B. 96-170.

Benefits, Assumptions and Calculations:

It is assumed that the majority of the expenditures and contracts for studies and projects will benefit local communities.

Key Issues for Decision Making:
Historical revenue collections have shown that Severance Tax revenues can fluctuate greatly. Therefore, studies,

planning, grants, and coordinating efforts that can be completed within one year are very appropriate for this fund source.
The key motivation behind creating this fund source was the need to mitigate the loss of valuable non-renewable energy
resources as they are removed from the land. It was desired that a portion of the value of these resources should return to
local communities and the state to be used to help mitigate the loss of these non-renewable resources.
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Water may be Colorado’s most valuable commodity and making more water available for growth, recreation and other
purposes has been a key component in community planning. In fact, when the Severance Tax statutes were enacted,
special consideration was given to using the revenues for water related activities.

Omission, Biases, or Uncertainties:
The main uncertainty is that if energy prices collapse, the revenue would decrease, but there is a statutory Severance Tax
Trust Fund Operational Account reserve that will mitigate risks.

Recommendation:

Increase the amount of funds appropriated to the Colorado Water Conservation Board from the Severance Tax Fund to
conduct and fund water studies, produce mapping projects, generate water plans, and facilitate water plannlng between
multiple water organizations.

The four projects to be funded with this request follow.

Covered Entity Grants $60,000

The CWCB sponsored a “Technical Assistance to Covered Entities Project” effective FY03 to FY04. The project identifies
covered entities required by statute to have conservation plans in order to obtain state financing. Phase | identified
covered entities. Phase Il increased the number of covered entities by providing technical assistance to those without
plans. These funds will implement Phase Ili, which wili assist covered entities to implement the plans developed in Phase
fl.

This project received a medium rating because the legislature had appropriated some funding for this initiative through the
annual Projects Bill. However, since the passage of the new conservation bill (HB 04-1365) the demand for these funds
will greatly intensify.

Groundwater Atlas $40,000

Work began on the Atlas in 2000. A non-technical soft cover was the first product. An Internet-based ground water atlas
covering the entire state was to follow. This funding will make the atlas available electronically and linked to existing
databases. Dependence on groundwater is increasing. Preparing the atlas electronically will allow the CWCB to
coordinate the efforts of DWR, other DNR agencies, local groundwater management districts and others to collect
information and make it available for local planning. Information will also be useful to mining and energy producing
industries. This project received a medium recommendation only because the CGS was requested to produce a
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groundwater storage study that took priority over the atlas. The CGS is now back on track and this funding is very
important. : ‘

Chatfield Reservoir Reallocation Feasibility Study - Environmental Assessment $105,000

The funds wouid be used for a joint study to determine the availability of additional water supply storage in Chatfield.
CWCB was involved in the Corps of Engineers Chatfield Reservoir Space Reallocation Study effective 1997. in 2003, the
study was expanded to determine a partial reallocation of existing Chatfield Reservoir Storage Capacity for Municipal use.
These funds would cover the cost above the Construction Fund bill that is CWCB’s responsibility. CWCB Staff, Flood
Protection Program, are the managing pariners for the Chatfield Reservoir Reallocation Study. As such, this study will
impact water planning for the Southern Denver Metropclitan and surrounding areas. This project received a medium
recommendation because local partners had not yet committed fo cost-share in the remainder of project. They have since
agreed to come up with remaining $350,000 needed to complete the project and these funds are critical to meeting south
metro area needs.

Designation Floodplain and Hazard Map $50,000
" The funding will be used to provide a digital map that shows up-to-date designations of covered streams and areas of-- -
frequent flooding. CWCB has developed a Map Modernization Program and a statewide Floodplain Criteria Manual. The
next tool needed is to fit hazard mitigation and protection activities within the priorities of local water planning. This project
would provide a digital map, which would show by county, which streams are covered by an up-to-date designation and
which are not. The map would alsc show high priority areas, for example areas where fiooding frequently occurs.
Floodptain protection is an integral part of water planning and management. This program would enable more
communities fo incorporate this as part of their water plans. This project only received a medium rating because it was
thought that our funding would be limited to our current $585K appropriation. However, this project is very important and
we have been asked to provide such a map for several years.
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Attachment A

CWCB Program FY 05-06 Severance Tax Projects List

Proiect N Type of Location & TOtgl (Eostt of Funding Brief D inti f Proiect Prioritv Ranki
ject Name Project Beneficiary | | rojec Request rief Description of Projec riority Ranking
(Estimated)

Studies, plans and projects that

Statewide Water promote the development,

Planning and Studies & conservation, protection and

Grants Grants Statewide $ 250,000 | $ 40,000 management of water. High
Assistance to Covered Entities to

Covered Entity Water Plan develop and implement

Grants Implementation [Statewide $ 120,000 |$ 60,000 conservation plans. Medium

Groundwater Product To link the Atlas to existing

Aflas Implementation [Statewide $ 80,000 $ 40,000 databases for Internet use. Medium

: Interactive intermet based

Ground Water groundwater resource maps for use

Mapping Study Statewide $ 240,000 |$ 40,000 by water planners. High
To plan and implement projects

Native Species |Product _ designed to provide regulatory

Conservation  lmplementation Statewide $ 60,000 $ 50,000 stability. High

Base Flow Hydrograph recession analysis and

Evaluation for base flow estimate to enhance

South Platte South Platte water administration and resource

Streams Study River Basin | $ 77,000 $ 50,000 planning. High

Fountain/

Monument El Paso and Update existing transit loss model

Creeks Transit Pueblo to enable real time data

Loss Study Study Counties $ 300,000 |$ 50,000 incorporation. High
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inventory of diversion structures
Diversion encompassed by the Colorado
Structure Colorado . River for evaluation and potential
inventory Study River - Divs |$ 85,000 85,000 rehabilitation. High
Lessons Leamned Follow-up report to the Drought
from Drought Study Statewide $ 30,000 5,000 Planning Assessment High
Product Conferences, brochures, displays,
Water Education |mplementation |Statewide $ 90,000 35,000 and the State Fair. - High
Engineering support for new
appropriations, analysis of water
ISF Engineering Data Gathering , rights transfers and other instream
Support Analysis Statewide $ 75,000 60,000 flow activities. High
Natural Lake
“TlLevel Data e -
Collection and To prepare natural lake level
Water Rights Data Gathering recommendations on 250 _
Filings Analysis Statewide $ 50,000 ~ 40,000 unprotecied natural lakes. High
Recreational In-
Channel To assist communities to get the
Diversion Product . lengineering and technical support
Support Implementation Statewide $ 50,000 30,000 needed to get these water rights. High
Denver,
Chatfield Arapahoe,
Reservoir Douglas, & To determine the availability of
Reallocation Jefferson additional water supply storage in
Feasibility Study Study Counties $ 3,162,309 105,000  (Chaffield. Medium
Multi-Objective To provide funding for watershed
Watershed restoration projects to selected
Restoration candidates to address watershed
Projects Study Statewide $ 190,000 25,000 planning. High
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Floodplain To provide cost sharing funding to
Engineering address local floodplain planning
|[Studies Study Statewide  [$ 150,000 |$ 35,000  |needs. High
To develop the Snow Data o
: Assimilation System which will
Improved provide a model for analysis of
Snowpack snowpack for water planning and
Forecasting Study Statewide $ 120,000 |$ 40,000 flooding impact. High
Designated Digital map showing up-to-date
Floodplain and  |Product designations of covered streams
Hazard Map Implementation [Statewide $ 50,000 |$ 50,000 and areas of frequent flooding. Medium
Totals $ 5,685,309{% 840,000




Schedule 6
CHANGE REQUEST for FY 05-06
' L) Yy 4
 Department: Department of Natural Resources Dept. Approval: Date: /&/& 3 /0
Priority Number: 9 of 28 OSPB Approval: Date: [olﬂgl bf
Division: Minerais & Geology, Oil & Gas CC Statutory Citation: ‘
Program: ) '
Request Title: Emergency Response Funding
1 2 : 3 - 4 5 i 6 7 8 : 9 10
Fund Prior-Year Supplemental | Total Revised Decision/Base | November 1 Budget Total Revised | Change from
Actual Appropriation Request Request Base Request Reduction Request Amendment | Request Base in Qut Year||
FY 2003-04 FY 2004-05 FY 2004-05 FY 2004-05 FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 FY 2006-07
DMG - ‘
Emergency |Total 0 0 0 0 v} 25,000| 25,000 0 25,000
Response FTE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CF 0 0 0 0 0 25,000 25,000 0 25,000
CFE 0 0 v; o] 0 0 0 0
FF 0 0 0 0 0 Q0 0 0
OGCC - :
Emergency |Total 0 0 0 0 0 75,000] 75,000 o] 75,000
Response FTE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Funding GF 0 0 0] 0 0 0 0 0
CF 0 0 0 0 0 75,000 75,000 0 75,000
CFE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
FF 0 0 0 0] 0 0 0 0
 Lefter Notation: These funds shall come from the Operational Account of the Serverance Tax Trust Fund
Cash Fund name/Number: Operational Account of Severance Tax
IT Request Yes X No (if yes and request includes more than 500 programing hours, attach IT Project Plan) !
Request for New or Replacement Vehicles: Yes X No (If yes, a copy of the Schedule 8 will be forwarded to the OSPB analyst assigned to Personnel/DPA)
Request Affects Another Department(s): Yes X No (If yes, Name of other Deparfment(s) }
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EFFICIENCY AND EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS

Department of Natural Resources

Request Title: Emergency Response Funding
Priority #: 9 of 28

Division: Minerals and Geology
Summary:

Provide the Division of Minerals and Geology spending authority of $25,000 to fund emergency hazardous waste controls in the
event of operator failure at a mine site, until other funds are secured.

Problem or Opportunity Definition

The Division is charged with the responsibility to foster and encourage the development of an economically sound and stable
mining industry and to encourage the orderly development of the State’s natural resources, while requiring those persons involved
in mining operations to reclaim land affected by such operations so that the affected land may be put to a use beneficial to the
people of the State. The Legislature also expects the Division to protect and promote health, safety, and general welfare of the
people. If mining operators are unable to respond to an emergency situation, the Division needs to be able to respond
immediately in order to prevent the spread of hazardous materials through water sources and other environmental media and thus

endanger citizens, wildlife and habitat.

The Division of Minerals and Geology is secking a line item of $25,000 to provide emergency funding for the Division to
respond immediately to mine site emergencies. Such emergencies can be mitigated before hazardous materials spread from the
site if adequate funding can be accessed immediately to hire mitigation contractors. A delay of even a few days can result in
hazardous materials permeating waterways and soils beyond the boundaries of the mine site, jeopardizing public health
conditions. The financial warranty/bond posted by the mine operator is often tied up in bankruptcy proceedings or is not readily
available to banking transactions required to make the funds available to the State. Statutorily, the process for securing bond
moneys for action at a mine site requires at least a 60-day process. The Mined Land Reclamation Act provides for the Mined
Land Reclamation Board to attempt to recover Emergency Response Funds from the permitted operator. In severe situations, the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency will handle the environmental clean up actions at the site if the State is unable, which is
not preferred due to the complexity of their processes. _
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The current method for seeking emergency supplemental funding is referred to as a “1331/Interim Spending Authority” process
(see C.R.S. 24-75-111). According to budget instructions, departments submit 1331 supplemental requests four weeks before a
JBC meeting in order to provide appropriate review by OSPB and JBC staff. In addition, the JBC must send a letter to the State
Controller, who must then book additional spending in COFRS before additional spending authority is officially provided.
Consequently, it takes as long as cight weeks between an emergency happening and emergency spending authority being booked - -
by the State Controller’s Office. We believe that potential public safety, health, and welfare risks often require the Division to
respond more immediately to mitigate threats to public health.

During the 2004 Legislative Session, SB 03-271 (Augmentation of the General Fund through transfers of certain moneys)
transferred $486,613 from the Division of Minerals & Geology Emergency Response Cash Fund to the State General Fund. This
transfer effectively eliminated the fund balance in the Emergency Response Cash Fund. Therefore, DMG has no funds available
to respond to emergency issues. In FY 02-03 $15,214 was spent from that fund for smaller hazardous waste problems at mine
sites.

Statutory Aunthority

C.R.S. 39-29-109, Severance Tax Statute
C.R.S. 34-32-122, Mined Land Reclamation

Department Objectives:

1.1 Respond to demands by constituents by providing services, information, and assistance.

1.4 Promote continued development of Colorado’s mineral and energy resources in a manner that is consistent with
environmental preservatlon and protection of public health and safety.

1.7 Assist citizens in avoiding or mitigating risks to life and property by providing training, information, technical assistance and
regulatory enforcement related to statutorily authorized programs.

Available alternatives:

Alternative 1: (Recommended)
Create a line item in the Division of Minerals and Geology for spending authority for emergencies related to mining activities.
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Alternative 2: (Not Recommended)
Require divisions to expend funds from the Long Bill line item for Operating until a 1331 Emergency Supplemental is approved
and booked into COFRS.

Analytical Technigue

Switch point analysis is the selected technique since it is not possible to accurately determine the benefits of avoiding health, life
and safety issues. Nor is it easy to calculate the costs associated with the potential spread of hazardous materials into the natural
environment (including associated clean up costs). It is assumed, however, that benefits will exceed costs. It is also assumed that
in cases where the responsible party can be identified the division will be reimbursed for expenditures.

Assessment of Alternatives

Background Information

The decision item provides the Division spending authority to draw up to $25,000 per year from the Operational Account of the
-Severance Tax Trust Fund. ‘The histeric costs for-smaller mine emergencies-is-$5,000-$10,000 annually. Cost of mitigation at
large mines far exceeded $25,000 per day in a past occurrence.

Assumptions/Calculations

The Division of Minerals and Geology responded to emergency situations and expended the following from their fund:
FY 00-01 $4,213
FY 01-02 $8,725
FY 02-03 $15,214

As demonstrated above, these expenditures have been doubling each year.
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Given these recent expenditures, including the fact that emergency costs in DMG seem to be increasing, the Division is
requesting $25,000 for this purpose. The requested appropriation prevents the Department, the Governor’s Office, the General
Assembly, and the State Controller’s Office from having to address relatively small mine site emergencies through the
supplemental process. As noted above, there have been small emergencies in each of the last 4 fiscal years. While the Division
hopes not to have to expend any of the requested funding, it seems prudent to be prepared for at least a minimuim level of
emergency response needs.

Key Issues for Decision Making

Depending on when the emergency occurred in the fiscal year, there may not be sufficient funds in the Long Bill appropriation to
pay for response costs. The intent of the request is not to fund the entire cost of responding to an environmental emergency, a
response that might cost millions of dollars. Instead, the request is intended to provide enough funding to bridge the time
between when an emergency happens and the 4 to 8 weeks it takes to receive additional spending authority through the
emergency supplemental process. The request represents an amount that considers the increases that have occurred over the past
three years in what the Division of Minerals and Geology has spent annually to respond to mine site emergencies.
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EFFICIENCY AND EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS

Department of Natural Resources

Request Title: Emergency Response Funding

Priority #: 9 of 28

Division: Colorado Oil and Gas Conservation Commission
Summary:

Provide the Colorado QOil and Gas Conservation Commission (COGCC) spending authority of $75,000 to fund emergency
situations related to oil and gas operations, until other funds are secured if needed.

Problem or Opportanity Definition

The COGCC is charged with the responsibility to foster and encourage the development of an economicatly sound and stable oil
and gas industry and to encourage the orderly development of the State’s natural resources, while requiring those persons
involved in oil and gas operations to reclaim land affected by such operations so that the affected land is restored to its original
condition as nearly as possible. The Legislature also expects the COGCC to protect and promote health, safety, and general
welfare of the people. If oil and gas operators are unable to respond to an emergency situation, the COGCC needs to be able to
respond immediately, in order to prevent the spread of hazardous materials through water sources and other environmental media,
thus endangering the public and environment. '

The COGCC is seeking a line item of $75,000 to provide emergency funding for the agency to respond immediately to
emergencies at oil and gas drilling and production facilities. Such emergencies can be mitigated before hazardous materials
spread from the site if adequate funding is accessed immediately to investigate and collect various water and gas samples. A
delay in identifying the source of contamination can result in hazardous materials permeating waterways and soils beyond the
originally affected area, further jeopardizing public health and environmental conditions.

The current method for seeking emergency supplemental funding is referred to as a “1331/Interim Spending Authority” process

(see C.R.S. 24-75-111). According to budget instructions, departments submit 1331 supplemental requests four weeks before a
JBC meeting in order to provide appropriate review by OSPB and JBC staff. In addition, the JBC must send a letter to the State
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Controller, who must then book additional spending in COFRS before additional spending authority is officially provided.
Consequently, it takes as long as eight weeks between an emergency happening and emergency spending authority being booked
by the State Controller’s Office. We believe that potential public safety, health, and welfare risks often require the COGCC to
respond more immediately to mitigate threats to public health and environment.

Statutory Authority

CRS 39-29-109(1)(2)(I) (Senate Bill 96-170) One-half of the severance tax receipts credited to the Severance Tax Trust Fund
...shall be credited to the Operational Account of the Severance Tax Trust Fund and used to fund programs established within the
Colorado Oil and Gas Conservation Commission, the Colorado Geological Survey, the Division of Minerals and Geology, and
the Colorado Water Conservation Board that promote and encourage sound natural resource planning, management, and
development related to minerals, energy, geology, and water...

CRS 39-29-109(1)(c)(I) ...The General Assembly may appropriate moneys from the total moneys available in the Operational
Account of the Severance Tax Trust Find to fund recommended programs as follows:

(A) For programs or projects within the Colorado Oil and Gas Conservation Commission, up to forty-five percent of the moneys
in the Operational Account...

CRS 34-60-102(1): Oil and Gas Conscrvation Act — declares it is to be in the public interest to foster, encourage, and promote
the development, production, and utilization of the natural resources of oil and gas in the state of Colorado in a manner consistent
with protection of public health, safety, and welfare. ..

CRS 34-60-106(2)(d): The commission has the authority to regulate...oil and gas operations so as to prevent and mitigate

significant adverse environmental impacts on any air, water, soil, or biological resource resulting from oil and gas operations to the
extent necessary to protect public health, safety, and welfare, taking into consideration cost-effectiveness and technical feasibility.

Department Objectives:

1.1 Respond to demands by constituents by providing services, information, and assistance.
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1.4 Promote continued development of Colorado’s mineral and energy resources in a manner that is consistent with
environmental preservation and protection of public health and safety.

1.7 Assist citizens in avoiding or mitigating risks to life and property by providing training, information, technical assistance and
regulatory enforcement related to statutorily authorized programs.

Available alternatives:

Alternative 1: (Recommended)
Create a line item in the Colorado Oil and Gas Conservatlon Commission section of the Long Bill for spending authority for

emergencies related to oil and gas activities.

Alternative 2: (Not Recommended)
Require the COGCC to expend funds from the Long Bill line item for Program Costs until a 1331 Emergency Supplemental is

approved and booked into COFRS. -

Switch point analysis is the selected technique since it is not possible to accurately determine the benefits of avoiding health, life
and safety issues. Nor is it easy to calculate the costs associated with the potential spread of hazardous materials into the natural
environment (including associated clean up costs). It is assumed, however, that benefits will exceed costs. It is also assumed that
in cases where the responsible party can be identified, the COGCC will seek reimbursements for expenditures.

Assessment of Alternatives

Background Information _

The decision item provides the COGCC spending authority to draw up to $75,000 per year from the Operational Account of the
Severance Tax Trust Fund. A recent example justifying this figure is the April 2004 West Divide Creek gas seep near Rifle,
Colorado. A 1331 Emergency Supplemental was requested and approved for $50,000. The total cost to the OGCC for this
incident is expected to be at least $80,000. The time spent preparing the emergency request and moving it through the approval
process took nearly four weeks, and could have taken considerably longer had key individuals not been immediately available to

review the request.
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Assumptions/Calculations

The COGCC often responds to emergency situations that cost the agency between $5,000 and $30,000 per incident. The agency
can usually fund these within its exiting budget to avoid a supplemental request, but with oil and gas activity on the rise, the
likelihood for emergency funding requests also increases. o

The requested appropriation of $75,000 prevents the Department, the Governor’s Office, the General Assembly, and the State
Controller’s Office from having to address, through the supplemental process, relatively small oil and gas related emergencies
that occur late in the fiscal year and cannot be absorbed. The request will also provide bridge funding for larger, more costly
emergencies until additional funding is secured. While the COGCC hopes not to have to expend any of the requested funding, it
seems prudent to be prepared for at least a minimum level of emergency response needs.

Key Issues for Decision Making

Depending on when the emergency occurred in the fiscal year, there may not be sufficient funds in the Long Bill appropriation to
pay for response costs. The intent of the request is not to fund the entire cost of responding to a large and costly environmental
emergency, a response that might cost millions of dollars. Instead, the request is intended to provide enough funding to bridge
the time between the date of the incident and the 4 to 8 weeks it takes to receive additional spending authority through the
emergency supplemental process. The amount of the request reflects recent expenditures incurred in responding to oil and gas
related emergencies. The request is also intended, as discussed above, to provide funding for smaller, less expensive emergencies
that occur late in the year and cannot be absorbed.
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Schedule 6
Decision Iltem Request for FY 2005-06

e

Date: /ﬂéﬁ%ﬁf
Date: i0 "LQID‘{

‘Department: Natural Resources
 Priority Number: 10 of 28
Division: Water Resources
Program: Water Administration

Dept. Approval:
OSPB Approval:
Statutory Citation:

Request Title: Costilla Creek Compact Assessments
1 2 3 i 4 5 6 7 8 9 ) 10
Change from
Prior-Year Supplemental { Total Revised Decision/Base | November 1 - Budget Total Revised Base in Out
Fund Actual Appropriation | . Request Request Base Request Reduction Request Amendiment Request Year
FY 2003-04 FY 2004-05 FY 2004-05 FY 200405 | FY 2005-06 ‘FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 FY 2006-07
Total of All
Line ltems | Total 67,542 70,900 Y 70,9200 ] 70,900 5,102 76,002 . 0 76,002 5,102
FTE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
GF 67,542 70,900 70,800 70,900 5,102 76,002 76,002 5,102
CF
CFE
FF
Line Item
Name Total 67,542 70,900 0 70,900 70,900 5,102 76,002 N 0 76,002 5,102
FTE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 00
Interstate GF 67,542 70,900 70,900 73,900 5,102 76,002 76,002 5,102
Compacts CF
CFE
FF

Letter Notation:

Cash Fund name/Number, Federal Fund Name:

IT Request 00 Yes X No (If yes and request includes more than 500 programing hours, attach IT Project Plan)

Supplemental and Budget Amendment Criteria: [ Emergency [ Technical Error O New Data [ Unforeseen Gontingency

Request for New or Replacement Vehicles: O Yes B No {f yes, a copy of the Schedule 6 will be forwarded to the OSPB analyst assigned to Personnel/DPA)
Request Affects Another Department(s): T Yes x No (If yes, Name of other Department(s) )
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Efficiency and Effectiveness Analysis

Department: Natural Resources . .
Request Title: Costilla Creek Compact Assessments
Priority number: 10 of 28

Division: ‘Water Resources

Summary of Requested Alternative: The Division seeks additional General ¥ unds of $5,102 to cover increases in Colorado’s statutorily mandated
contribution to the Costilla Creek Compact Administration. '

At the annual meeting of the Costilla Creek Compact Administration on May 6, 2004, the budget for FY 2004-05 was approved. Colorado’s share
(50%) was increased from $47,652 to $52,754. This is an increase of 10.7% ($5,102) and reflects additional personnel, administrative, and operating
costs. '

The United States Government, pursuant to interstate compact agreements, assesses Costilla Creek Compact administrative costs. Failure to meet
Colorado’s compact obligations subjects Colorado to costly interstate compact litigation. The Division of Water Resources is therefore requesting

__the additional funding needed to meet Colorado’s Costilla Creek Compact obligation.
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Element No. 2 — Problem or Opportunity Definition.

The Division of Water Resources is required to pay this assessment to support the critical work of the Costilla Compact Commission. Our total
interstate compact budget for FY 2004-05 is $70,900, which is allocated to finance this assessment and to cover travel expenses for Commission
megtings associated with the administration of nine interstate compacts. The United States Government increased its assessment for FY 2004-05 due
to rising Commission transportation expenses (including vehicle replacement) and growing demands of Compact administrators. We anticipated this
increase in expense for FY 2004-05 and adjusted our activity and expenses, accordingly, on a temporary basis for one year; however, we cannot
sustain these increases in program expenses in future years.

Prg-forma budget estimates provided by the United States Geological Survey during Costilla Compact briefing reveal ongoing annual increases of
10%. With no additional funding and ongoing annual increases, Costilla Creek Compact assessments could comprise as much as 90% of the
interstate budget line by FY 2006-07, leaving almost no support for participation in Compact Commission meetings for the remaining eight
compacts. The remaining compact meetings will deal with critical issues related to Colorado, New Mexico, Kansas, and Nebraska compact
compliance and administration. '

Outside of our interstate compact budget, no other funds are available from the allocation of Division funding. Utilizing funds from outside the
compact budget to meet compact obligations would result in under-funding for other necessary operations, such as water administration for

individual water users and interstate water delivery obligations. Many of these operations are, in fact, compact-related.

The Division’s statutory interstate river compact obligations are set forth in the following statutes:

Title 37 Article 61 Colorado River Compact

Title 37 Article 62 Upper Colorado River Compact

Title 37 Article 63 La Plata River Compact

Title 37 Article 64 Animas-La Plata Project Compact

Title 37 Article 65 South Platte River Compact

Title 37 Article 66 Rio Grande Compact

Title 37 Article 67 Republican River Compact

Title 37 Article 68 Amended Costilla Creek Compact

Title 37 Article 69 Arkansas River Compact

The Department’s prioritized objectives regarding interstate river compact obligations include:

1.2 Maximize efficient use of Colorado’s water resources and comply with and enforce other states’ compliance with interstate compacts.
2.3 Promote conservation and stewardship of state natural resources among landowners by providing technical assistance and incentives.
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Element No. 3 — Available Alternatives

Alternative No. 1 (Recommended):

Increase General Fund appropriation to cover rising Assessments. The additional fanding would enable the Division to fulfill its Costilla Creek
Compact Assessment, meet Costilla Creek Compact water-delivery obligations, and maintain appropriate water administration levels in that area.
Maintaining appropriate administration levels provides the dollar benefit described in Alternative No. 3. Our Division therefore secks additional
General Funds of $5,102.

The Division of Water Resources believes that this request is reasonable, given that there has been no operating increase since FY 1989-90 and
that the compact was ratified by the Colorado General Assembly in 1963 and approved by the United States Congress.

Alternative No. 2 (Status Quo, Not Recommended):

Do not fully fund the Assessment and do not deplete the Division’s operating budget. Maintain existing water administration level, resulting in
the dollar benefit described in Alternative No. 3. :

Failure to pay the federally assessed obligation would subject Colorado to the peril of interstate river compact litigation with exorbitant monetary
costs, including attorney fees, penalties, and increased administrative expenses. The ability to protect water use and deliveries to Colorado water

_users would also be adversely affected. e e
Based on prior litigation involving the Arkansas River and Republican River Compacts, such costs can be estimated at $1.5 to $3 million. These

costs may be incurred in FY 2006-07 and beyond.

Alternative No. 3 (Not Recommended):

Meet Costilla Creek Compact obligations and other compact needs by depleting funds for water administration, dam safety, and public safety.
This would result in declining levels of public service and safety and would potentially injure Colorado property and water rights holders by
virtue of ineffective administration of water rights.

In terms of Costilla Creek administration, failure to effectively administer water rights in the basin could result in approximately a 20% reduction
of water delivery to the appropriate holders of water rights. With 2,230 acres of agricultural land irrigated by Costilla Creek, and conservatively
utilizing 20 tons of alfalfa per acre at $100 per ton, the basin’s agricultural community would suffer a loss in annual revenue of $892,000. This is
considered the baseline alternative, and thus reflects no cost or benefit. The annual revenue of $892,000 is reflected as benefits in Alternatives 1
and 2.

This alternative has no direct cost to the Division.
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Element No. 4 — Selected Analytical Technique

The selected techmique is to compare the cost of each option to the value of the Costilla Creek property owners receiving the total amount of water to
which they are entitled.

Element No. 5 — Assessment of Alfernatives

There are three alternatives: 1) add requested funding; 2) do not add requested funding, do not re-allocate Division budgets, and do not pay the
federal assessment; 3) reallocate Division services to the detriment of water administration and pay the federal assessment.

Alternative Cost Year Benefit to Owners Benefit-Cost Ratio
1 $5,102 1 $892,000 174.8
‘ $5,102 2 $892,000 174.8
2 $0 1 $892,000 -
$15-83 M 2+ $892,000 6-.3
3 $0 1 $0 -
' $0 $0 -

Based upon the three alternatives, Alternative No. 1 is our recommendation. This protects the use of Costilla Creek waters by Colorado water users,
thus maintaining the current benefit level without incurring substantial litigation expenses (Altemative No. 2). While Alternative No. 3 incurs no
such litigation, its reallocation of Division services removes protection of water usage and the corresponding benefit of appropriate administration.
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Schedule 6§

CHANGE REQUEST for FY 2005-06

Dept. Approval:

Date: 7 5’/5«5%?/

Department: Natural Resources
Priority Number: 11 o0f 28 OSPB Approvai: Date: !'0[2(;[ o((
Division: Colo Water Conservation Bd Statutory Citation: CRS 37-60-106-101; 37-62-101; 37-69-101
Program: Water Supply Protection
Request Title: Compact Dues Increase
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 ‘ 10
‘ i . Change trom
Fund Prior-Year ) Supplemental | Total Revised Decisionl_Base November 1 Budget Total Revised Base in Out
Actual Appropriation Request Request Base Request Reduction Request Amendment Request Year
FY 2003-04 FY 2004-05 FY 2004-05 FY 2004-05 FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 FY 2006-07
Total of All 7
Line ltems |Total 284,658 284,728 284,726 284,726 4,810 289,536 4,810
FTE
GF
CF
CFE 284,658 284,728| 284,726 284,726 4,810 289,536 4,810
FF i
Interstate
Compacts |Total 284,658 284,726 284,726 .284,726 4810 289,636 4,810
FTE i
GF
CF : :
CFE 284,658 284,726 284,726 284,726 4,810 289,536 4,810
FF
Lefter Notation:

Cash Fund name/Number, Federal Fund Name: CWCB Construction Fund #424
IT Request O Yes X No {if yes and request includes more than 500 programing hours, attach [T Project Plan)
Supplemental and Budget Amendment Criteria: £ Emergency [ Technical Error [ New Data 1 Unforeseen Confingency
Request for New or Replacement Vehicles: O Yes X No {If yes, a copy of the Schedule 8 will be forwarded to the OSPB analyst assigned to Personnel/DPA}

Request Affects Another Department(s): [1Yes X No (If yes, Name of other Department(s)

)

CHANGE REQUEST - 120




Efficiency and Effectiveness Analysis

Department: Natural Resources

Request Title: Compact Dues increase

Priority #: 11 0of 28

Division: Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB)

Summary of Requested Alternative
To pay the $4,810 increase in dues assessed by the Upper Colorado River.

Problem or Opportunity Definition

The State of Colorado assisted in developing four interstate water organizations to clarify Colorado’s rights to water, help
protect those rights, and establish appropriate levels of communication among state and federal officials. The four
interstate water organizations are: 1) Upper Colorado River Commission, 2) Arkansas River Compact Administration, 3)
Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Forum, and 4) Westem States Water Council (WSWC). Two of the four
organizations oversee federal operations of specific reservoir projects that provide water - to-- Colorado water-users in
accordance with Interstate Compacts, which are state statute, and the Governor's water priorities.

Each of the four interstate water organizations establishes a yearly operating budget, of which the State of Colorado pays
an established percentage for dues and/or assessments in accordance with Sections 37-60-106, 37-62-101 and 105, and
37-689-101 and 105 of the Colorado Revised Statutes. The dues are funded each year through two separate line items
(Interstate Compacts and WSWC) in the long bill. Based on previous years’ budget increases, Colorado’s porticn of the
Upper Colorado River Compact Commission assessment dues has increased by $4,810. Colorado pays 51.75% of the
dues assessed to the four Upper Colorado River Basin States and receives a like portion of the water.

Available Alternatives:

1. No action (Status Quo): Do not fund this decision item as requested.
2. Request funding from another source.

3. Increase the compact dues/assessment fine by the amount of $4,810.

Analytical Technique:
A qualitative benefit-cost analysis will be used to evaluate this change request.

CHANGE REQUEST - 121




Assessment of Alternatives:

1. Alternative Number One: Status Quo (Not Recommended)

a. Description:

Do not fund this decision item as requested.

. Department’s authority to implement the alternative:

» C.R.S. 37-62-101 Article Vill and 37-62-105 require the state to pay a portion of the Upper Colorado River
Commission expenses based on the percentage of consumptive use apportioned to it (61.75%).

o C.R.8. 37-69-101, Article VIII E (1) and (2) and 37-69-105 for the Arkansas River Compact Administration’s level
of assessment and the payment thereof, respectively.

o C.R.S. 37-60-101 and C.R.S. 37-60-106(1)(a) and (b) provides for the state to pay its assigned share of the
Colorado River Salinity Control Forum Assessments.

The agency is given departmental authorization to determine the method of spending the remaining appropriation
within the interstate compacts line item once obligated dues/assessments are paid.

c. Anticipated Outcome:

The CWCB’s mission is to develop, conserve, protect and manage the state’s water. To accomplish this, the CWCB
must comply with and enforce other state’s compliance with interstate compacts. Dues to organizations that oversee
administration of interstate compacts have increased $12,727 from FY 2000 to FY 2005. During this same period,
water issues have intensified in part due to the recent drought conditions. Colorado has not been able to have a
representative attend all necessary meetings given the decreasing budget and an increased workload. As a result,
the effectiveness in protecting Colorado’s water interests has been reduced and the leadership role has diminished.
Continuation of this course may ultimately result in a loss of water to Colorado and expensive interstate litigation.
Conversely, full participation significantly reduces those possibilities.

2. Alternative Number Two: Request funding from another source. {Not Recommended)

a. Description:

Fund the increase in dues from the existing appropriation and request that the reduction of compact related travel be
supported by donations from water-related organizations whose interests are represented by the state.
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b. Department’s authority to implement the alternative:
The department has the ability to enter into Intergovernmental Agreements (IGA’s) that could arrange and provide for
payment of state employees or travel costs by water-related organizations.

e C.R.S. 37-62-101 Article VIl and 37-62-105 require the state to pay a portion of the Upper Colorado River
Commission expenses based on the percentage of consumptive use apportioned to it (51.75%).
e C.R.S. 37-69-101, Article ViIl E (1) and (2) and 37-69-105 for the Arkansas River Compact Administration‘s level
~ of assessment and the payment thereof, respectively.
e C.R.S. 37-60-101 and C.R.S. 37-60-106(1)(a) and (b) provides for the state to pay its assigned share of the
Colorado River Salinity Control Forum Assessments. ‘

c. Anticipated Outcome:
The CWCB’s mission is to develop, conserve, protect and manage the state’s water. To accomplish this, the CWCB
must comply with and enforce other state’s compliance with interstate compacts. It is unlikely that other water
---organizations would agree to such-1GA's. Furthermore,-if-they agree-to-such-an-IGA, they-would expect the state-fo- - --
be more vigorous in the protection of their specific interests and to advance their agenda where possible. Such bias
from the state may be a disadvantage to smaller water organizations of the state. Some organizations already send
outside representatives to meetings for that purpose and, at times, advocate positions that are contrary to the State’s

position.

3. Alternative Number Three: Increase the compact dues/assessment line by the amount of $4,810. (Recommended)

a. Description: _
Increase the compact dues/assessment line by the amount of $4,810.

b. Department’s authority to implement the alternative:
C.R.S. 37-62-101 Article VIl and 37-62-105 require the state to pay a portion of the Upper Colorado River
Commission expenses based on the percentage of consumptive use apportioned to it (51.75%). C.R.S. 37-61-101
and C.R.S. 37-60-106(1)(a) and (b) provides for the state to pay its assigned share of the Colorado River Salinity

Control Forum Assessments.

c. Anticipated Outcome:
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The CWCB's mission is to develop, conserve, protect and manage the state’s water. To accomplish this, the CWCB
must comply with and enforce other state’s compliance with interstate compacts. Funding this decision item will allow
the state to:

continue its participation in compact administration and compact-related matters,

protect Colorado’s interests,

create opportunities to bring federal dollars to Colorado through the Salinity Control Program,

continue the current base operation of the compact line item and prevent further cuts to meeting travel,

allow Colorado to effectively protect Colorado’s interests in the face of increasing efforts needed to limit other
states to their compact apportionment, and |

+ allow the CWCB to maintain the relationships necessary to correct obstacles to water development.

In addition, this alternative to fund the request allows the CWCB to meet DNR objectives 1.2, 1.3, and 1.5.

Background Information ,

The Division has a statutory obligation to pay the amount assessed by the Upper Colorado River Commission, the
Arkansas River Compact Commission, and the Colorado River Salinity Control Forum. Having the increase in dues funded
will ensure that the agency meets its statutory obligation while being able to continue the program at its current level of
travel and operation. The agency must travel to compact meetings in order to represent Colorado in compact activities and
to participate in the Colorado River Salinity Control Program. The CWCB represents Colorado’s interest by protecting
Colorado’s ability to develop its compact apportionments which in turn provides economic growth, monitoring the use of
appropriated water rights to assure we remain within our apportionment, planning for future water projects and water rights
to develop unappropriated water supplies, and ensuring that the full amount of water to downstream states is delivered and
thus avoid possible muiti-million dollar lawsuits. The agency also monitors water supply activities in other states to ensure
that appropriations are not exceeded or that any of Colorado’s appropriated water is not lost over time to downstream
users. Continuing Colorado’s full participation in interstate compact administration and related matters ensures the
protection of allocations, enables Colorado to have a voice in compact activities, keeps water available for development of
the State’s agricultural, municipal, recreational, and wildlife activities and allows for economic growth.

The Colorado River Salinity Control Forum was established in 1973 to establish numeric criteria for salinity in the Colorado
River and to implement a Colorado River salinity control program in response to passage of the 1972 Clean Water Act (P.L.
92-500) and Minute 242 of the International Boundary and Water Commission. The salinity control program is essential to
assuring compliance with the salinity standards and Colorado’s ability to continue to develop its compact entitlements.
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Since FY 2000-01, dues to interstate organizations have increased from $218,945 to $231,672 in FY 2004-05, which is an
increase of $12,727. These increases have been absorbed from the operations and travel portion of the line item. During
this period, pressure to address California’s overuse of Colorado River water and environmental issues associated with the
Colorado River Delta have increased several fold. In addition, Nevada and New Mexico are approaching full use of their
compact entitlements to Colorado River water, which requires attention. The agency can no Ionger absorb even modest
increases in compact dues without sacrificing some portion of its ability to represent Colorado in interstate compact
matters. This is now noticeable in decisions not to attend certain meetings involving compact matters.

Linking Budgetary Expenditures to the Full Range of Outcomes:

1. Alternative Number One: Do not fund this decision item (status quo)
1. Colorado would not attend certain meetings involving compact matters because of increased fravel costs.
2. Colorado wili begin to limit and lose institutional knowledge by foregoing attendance at meetings. ‘
3. Colorado will begin to lose its position of leadership on interstate compact matters and thus its ability to fully protect
the states compact entitlements.
2 Alternatwe Number Two: Request fundmg from another source
The items listed under alternative #1 apply to alternative #2 as well as the following:

1. Funding from other sources may tend to prompt agendas of the funding agencies, which may not always be in the
best interests of the State as a whole.
2. Funding from other agencies would impact the budgets of those fundlng agencies.

3. Alternative Number Three: Increase the compact dues/assessment line by the amount of $4,810.

The budget expenditures will pay the Division’s interstate compact dues.

There are no external costs to other government entities, private industry, or citizens

The main intemal benefit is that the Division will be able to maintain efficient management of water issues and
policies by continued participation in water compact discussions, monitoring, and decisions.

The external benefit is that the State's water supply is protected for the present and future generations.

W=

»
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Budgetary Cost Assumptions and Calculations:

1. Funding Alternative Number One: Do not fund this decision item (status quo)
This alternative has no budgetary costs associated with it. There will be a decrease in operating expenditures as funding
will go to the increase in dues, which will uitimately lead to a diminishment in Colorado’s ability to fully participate in
compact matters.

2. Funding Alternative Number Two: Request funding from another source
This alternative has no budgetary costs to the State associated with it. Costs may or may not be covered by other non-
state organizations. If covered, the funding agencies have certain agendas that they may like to see advanced, which
may not always be in the best interests of the State as a whole.

3. Funding Alternative Number Three: Increase the compact dues/assessment line by the amount of $4,810.
Assumptions:
1. The budget line would be increased only by the amount of the increase in dues.
2. Travel and operating would remain at previous fiscal year levels, which are now considered minimal given the
increased travel costs. '

CHANGE REQUEST - 126




Application of the Analytical Technique/Assumptions and Calculations:

Alternative i—Do | Alternative 2—Request

' not fund decision funding from other line item by the amount of
item (status quo) organizations through the dues increases
MOU’s.
Probability Probability Probability
Fully participate in compact-related Low Low to Medium Medium to High
group and organization meetings :
Represent Colorado at compact Medium Medium to High High
decision making opportunities :
Improve community/water related Low Low Medium
organizational relations
Promote water development by Medium Medium Medium to High

government or private citizens.

'| Fully participate in salinity control | Medium -~ Medium to High

projects and program decisions in the
Colorado River Basin

Note: The probability factors used above are defined as follows:

None—There is no probability of accomplishing this objective.
Low— The probability of accomplishing this objective is low.
Medium—Part of this objective may be met.

High—This objective may be met.

Key Issues For Decision Making
The statutory provision for the CWCB'’s authority and responsibility {o represen

t the State of Colorado in negotiating and

entering into compacts and agreements between other states is listed in C.R.S. 37-60-109(1) and (2).

The current FY 2004-05 allocations for these dues and assessments will not cover the increases indicated below without
impacting operations and travel and, therefore, the ability to effectively participate.
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Assumptions and Calculations

Association _ Dues Dues Dues Dues Dues Dues
2000 - 2001 | 2001 - 2002 | 2002 —2003 | 2003 —2004 | 2004 — 2005 | 2005~ 2006

Upper Colorado River $149,000 $154,530 $160,270 $160,270 $160,270 ' $165,080
Commission , ‘
Arkansas River Compact | $40,800 $40,800 $40,800 $40,800 $40,800 $40,800
Administration
Association
Colorado River Basin $29,145 $29,145 $30,602 $30,602 $30,602 | $31,520 *
Salinity Control Forum
Assessment
Western States Water $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $25,000
Council

s proposed

If the increase for dues is not approved and must be absorbed within the current appropriation again, the amount allocated
for compact operations and travel will be reduced again, the level of participation in compact meetings will be reduced, and
Colorado’s representative may not be present to protect Colorado’s interests when issues regarding allocations are
discussed. If this trend in operation and travel reductions continues, Colorado’s ability to defend its compact entitlements
may eventually cease altogether.

Descriptions of any omissions, biases, or uncertainties
There are no unforeseen uncertainties about the request year, but there may be additional, small increases in compact
dues for FY 2006-07.

Recommendation
The Colorado Water Conservation Board recommends alternative #3; that an increase in the appropriation be made in the
amount of $4,810 for the purpose of meeting the costs associated with increased compact dues.

CHANGE REQUEST - 128







Schedule 6
DECISION ITEM REQUEST for FY 2005-06

Date: /%%‘/

Department: Department of Natural Resources Dept. Approval:
Priority Number: 12 of 28 OSPB Approval: Date: lof’&g /6
Division: Colorado Qil and Gas Conservation Commission Statutory Citation: r
Program: Information '
Recquest Title: Computer System Maintenance/Application Development and Support FTE
' 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Change from
Fund Prior-Year Supplemental | Total Revised | Decision/Base | November 1 Budget Total Revised  Basein Qut
Actual Appropriation Request Request Base Request Reduction Request Amendment Request Year
FY 2003-04 FY 2004-05 FY 2004-05 FY 2004-05 FY 2005-06 FY 2605-06 FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 FY 2006-07
Total of All .
Line ltems |Total 2,695,755 2,732,859 2,732,859 143,803 2,876,662 140,334
FTE 32.0 33.0 33.0 1.0 34.0 1.0
GF
CF 2,605,755 2,232,859 2,232,859 143,803 2,376,662 140,334
CFE 500,000 500,000 500,000
FF
Line item
Name Total
Personal FTE 28.0
Services GF
CF 2,108,462
CFE
FF
Total
Operating FTE
Expenses GF
CF 293,153
CFE
FF
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Cash Fund name/Number, Federal Fund Name:

Operational Account of the Severance Tax Trust Fund (Fund #170)
IT Request = Yes [T No (If yes and request includes more than 500 programing hours, attach IT Project Plan)

Suppleinental and Budget Amendment Criteria: [l Emergency I Technical Error O New Data [J Unforeseen Contingency
Request for New or Replacement Vehicles: Tl Yes I No (ifyes, a copy of the Schedule 6 will be forwarded to the OSPB analyst assigned to Personnel/DPA)
Request Affects Another Department{s): O Yes 0 No (If yes, Name of other Department(s)

)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Change from
Fund Prior-Year o Supplemental | Total Revised - Decision/fBase | November1 Budget Total Revised Base in Cut
Actual Appropriation Request Request | Base Request Reduction Request Amendment Request Year
FY 2003-04 FY 2004-05 FY 2004-05 FY 2004-05 FY 200506 FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 FY 200506 FY 2005-06 FY 2006-07
. Total
Accele- FTE 4.0
rated GF 0
Drilling cF| 294 140
CFE 0
FF 0
Total 2,732,859 2,732,859 143,803 2,876,662 140,334
Program FTE 33.0 33.0 1.0 34.0 1.0
Costs GF
CF 2,232,859 2,232,859 143,803 2,376,662 140,334
CFE 500,000 500,000 500,000
FF
| Letter Notation: ~ ~ Thefunds shall be from the Dperational Actount of the Severance Tax Trust Fund T -
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REQUEST TO CHANGE THE BASE OPERATING BUDGET

PART B - EFFICIENCY AND EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS

COMMON IDENTIFICATION INFORMATION

Department: | Natural Resources

Priority N‘umber: 12 of 28

Long Bill Group/Division: Colorado Oil and Gas Conservation Commission

Program Title/Work Package Title: Information

Change Request Title: Computer System Maintenance/Application Development and Support FTE

Statutory Cite: . CRS 39-29-109(1)(a)(Il), CRS 39-29-109(1)(c)(1), CRS 34-60-102(1), CRS 34-60-106(1)(b),

CRS 34-60-106(2)(d)
SUMMARY OF REQUESTED ALTERNATIVE

This request is for $143,803 from the Operational Account of the Severance Tax Trust Fund. $83,092 is for computer maintenance and
updates for the Colorado Oil and Gas Information System (COGIS) necessary to meet State and Department standards requiring an asset
management plan be implemented to address technology changes on a regular basis; and $60,711 and 1.0 FTE is requested to fund an IT
Professional |l and related operating expenses to allow the COGCC to focus on computer system maintenance and management of the
Information Section.

PROBLEM OR OPPORTUNITY DEFINITION

The COGCC has determined that there is an ongoing annual cost of $174,747 for maintaining and updating COGIS. Of this amount,
$91,655 is available through existing funding. This request, for the remaining $83,092 in ongoing annual costs, will keep the COGCC
system current, and will result in avoidance of an expensive and disruptive information system replacement. The primary objective of the
request is to enhance and protect the sizable investments that have been made in Information Management Systems for the COGCC by
keeping the systems current with existing technology. '
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Deskiop Replacement 4 $90,000 - $22,500 |
Deskiop Software 4 $75,513 $18,878
Desktop Peripherals 4 $3,500 $875
Replacement:
Network Infrastructure 6 $46,727 $7,788
Servers 3 $41,964 $13,988
Network Peripherals 5 $103,869 $20,774
COGIS Infrastructure 4 $120,405 $32,351
Software
| Annual Maintenance | 1 T U $57,594 | 77T "$57,594 |
TOTAL : ' $548,571 $174,747
Current appropriation (deduct ' ($91,655)
from total needed) ' ‘
Request ' $83,092 |

Currently, the Manager of the Information Section is responsible for work unit management, defining agency business processes,
information system infrastructure, and application development and support. Due fo the workioad, none of the above described functions
are performed at maximum efficiency. In order to protect the agency’s investment in COGIS, the COGCC proposes to add an application
development and support FTE. This would allow the existing Information Manager to focus on work unit management and improvement in
business processes. '

AVAILABLE ATERNATIVES

Description of Altematives

Alternative 1: Increase funding for computer system maintenance by $83,092 and add 1.0 FTE IT Professional lil at a cost of $60,711.
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Cost Estimate: $143,803

Assumptions:

1. 1.0 FTE IT Professional lil position would be filled for 12 months in FY 2006 and thereatfter.
2. The new position would need desktop computer and software, office furniture, and on-going operating.
3. $83,092 additional funding is needed to fully fund computer system maintenance.

Calculations

1. 1.0 FTE IT Professional [l @ $4,237/mo pius PERA @ 10.15% and Medicare @ 1.45% = $56,742
2. 1 desk top computer @ $1,157 plus software @ $291 = $1,448*

3. Office fumiture @ $2,021*

4. Operating for 1 FTE @ $500/year

TOTAL New FTE $ 56,742
‘ Associated Operating 3,969
Computer Maintenance 83,092

$143,803

* These costs will be onetime costs incurred in FY 2005-06.

COGCC's Statutory Authority fo Implement Alternative 1

CRS 39-29-109(1)(a)(l!) (Senate Bill 96-170) One-half of the severance tax receipts credited to the Severance Tax Trust Fund ...shall be
credited to the Operational Account of the Severance Tax Trust Fund and used to fund programs established within the Colorado Oil and
Gas Conservation Commission, the Colorado Geological Survey, the Division of Minerals and Geology, and the Colorado Water
Conservation Board that promote and encourage sound natural resource planning, management, and development related to minerals,
energy, geology, and water...

CRS 39-29-109(1)(c)(l) ...The General Assembly may appropriate moneys from the total moneys available in the Operational Account of
the Severance Tax Trust Find to fund recommended programs as follows:
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(A) For programs or projects within the Colorado Oit and Gas Conservation Commission, up to forty-five percent of the moneys in the
operational account...

(it is important to note that the sum of all COGCC FY 05-06 funding requests from the Severance Tax operational account,
including this request, is approximately 3.2 percent (3.2%) of the moneys forecast to be available in the operational account.
80.1% of available funds are uncommitted. Including requests from other DNR divisions, roughly 79.4% of available severance
tax doliars remain uncommitted.)

CRS 34-60-102(1): Oil and Gas Conservation Act — declares it is to be in the public interest to foster, encourage, and promote the
development, production, and utilization of the natural resources of oil and gas in the state of Colorado in a manner consistent with
protection of public health, safety, and welfare...

CRS 34-60-106(1)(b): The Commission has the authority to require...the making and filing with the commission of copies of well logs,
directional surveys, and reports on well location, drilling, and production...

-~ ECRS 34-60-106(2)(d): The Commission-has-the authority to regulate. ..Oil and gas operations so as to prevent and mitigate significant
adverse environmental impacts on any air, water, soil, or biological resource resulting from oil and gas operations to the extent necessary
to protect public health, safety, and welfare, taking into consideration cost-effectiveness and technical feasibility.

Altemative 1 — Linkage to Specific Department Objectives:

Department of Natural Resources Strategic Objectives include:

14  Promote continued development of Colorado’s mineral and energy resources in a manner that is consistent with
environmental preservation and protection of public health and safety.

26 Respond to a changing business environment and improve organizational efficiency, decision-making and data availability
by modifying a current system or introducing at least one major technology initiative each year that meets business
objectives and is consistent with industry standards.

Alternative 2: No Action.

ANALYTICAL TECHNIQUE — BENEFIT-COST ANALYSIS
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ASSESSMENT OF ALTERNATIVES

Description of Background Information '
The COGCC underwent an expensive and disruptive overhaul of its iInformation Systems technology in FY 1997-98 to replace an obsolete
system. The new COGGC data system, COGIS, was deployed in 1999 with internet query capability for the following data sets: Well
Information, Electric Logs, Oil and Gas Production, Hearing Orders, Maps, and all of the paper data files were converted to digital image
files. This system is used by the COGCC staff, the Public, and oil and gas operators.

Approximately $0.929 Million was invested in hardware and software to replace the antiquated database system with a modem
Internet/intranet deployed data system. An additional $1.274 Million was invested in document imaging and geographic information systemn
(GIS) hardware and software. The total estimated investment in COGIS is $2.203 million.

Now that full system deployment for COGIS has been completed, some unforeseen costs to maintain and update the system have been
identified. COGCC has continued to increase its Intemnet presence and is providing service to a growing user base. Increased customer
demand for Intemet services requires COGCC to continue to improve its custom applications and upgrade existing hardware and software
applications (see chart below). Software changes and the growing user base require COGCC to upgrade network servers to provide better
service. Evolving Department and Statewide standards and manufacturer support for older software require additional funds for software
and desktop upgrades.

Average Monthly Internet Visitors 1,270 3,845 8,735 14,640
Average Monthly Public Room Visitors 135 105 77 60
Average Monthly Office Visitors 237 154 109 72

Linking Budgetary Expenditures to Beneficial Qutcomes

The primary beneficial outcomes of Alternative 1 are:

Oil and Gas Industry
Local Governments
The Public
COGCC Staff

« Continued high level of customer service in terms of efficient access
to oil and gas data through well maintained, updated Information
Management Systems.

« Efficient customer service (well and facility permitting, etc.) by
COGCC staff made possible through a continually updated
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|  Information Management System.

Application of Analytical Technique/Assumptions and Calculations

Alternative 1 — Computer System Infrastructure

10-Year Present Value of Benefits and Costs 2006$

Year Present Value Costs | Present Value Benefits Net Present Value
1 $ 143,803 | $0 ($143,803
2 $140,334 $0 ($140,334} |
3 ©$140334 1 D L - ($140;334) |
4 $140,334 $0 ($140,334)
5 $140,334 $0 ($140,334)
6 $140,334 $0 ($140,334)
7 $140,334 $0 ($140,334)
8 $140,334 $0 ($140,334) |
9 $140,334 $0 ($140,334)
10 $140,334 | $2,203,000 $2,062,666 |
Total $1,406,809 $2,203,000 $796,191

Assumptions and Calculations:

¢ Assumes a 3% inflation and discount rate.

« Benefitin 10" year = avoided cost of complete future computer system overhaul — present value = $796,191
« Determined by actual cost of the most recent COGCC computer system overhaul between 1997-1998
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Description of Key Issues for Decision Making

Alternative 2 — No Action

10-Year Present Value of Benefits and Costs 2006$

Year Present Value Costs Present Value Net Present Value |
Benefits _
1 $0 $0 $0
2 $0 $0 $0
3 $0 $0 $0
4 $0 $0 $0
5 $0 $0 $0
6 $0 $0 $0
7 $0 $0 $0
8 $0 $0 $0
9 $0 $0 $0
10 $2,203,000 $0 ($2,203,000)
Total $2,203,000 $0 | ($2,203,000)
Benefit-Cost Comparisons
Alternative Total Benefits Total Cost Benefit/Cost | Net Benefits
Alternative 1 $2,203,000 $1,406,809 1.57 $796,191
Alternative 2 $0 $2,023,000 0.00: ($2,203,000)

The key issues for decision making are as foliows:
Increased customer demand for Intemet services requires COGCC to continue to improve its applications and upgrade existing
hardware and software applications.
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» Evolving Department and Statewide standards and manufacturer support for older software require additional funds for sofiware and

hardware upgrades.
» The need to protect the substantial monetary investment that has been made in COGIS by keeping the system current with existing

technology.

Conclusion/Recommendation: Alternative 1 has a higher present value than the other altemative. The COGCC recommends that funding
for Altemative 1 be approved.
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Schedule 6
DECISION ITME REQUEST for FY 2005-06

Date:/%‘% d

Department: Natural Resources Dept. Approval:
Priority Number: 13 of 28 OSPB Approval: Date: Lﬂ [ZQL‘,
Division: Parks and Outdoor Recreation Statutory Citation® S@‘I 01 to 33-15-112 V
Program: Park Managetment and Maintenance
Request Title: Utilities Appropriation for Established and New State Parks
T : 2 3 ‘ 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
. Prior-Year Appropriation Supplemental R:\?it:; d Base Decisionl_Base November 1 Budget R::::; d fr(c:)lr"naggze
und| Actual EY 2004-05 Request Request Request Reduction Request | Amendment Request | in Out Year
FY 2003-04 FY 2004-05 | .\ 5004.05 FY 2005-06 | FY2005-06 | FY2005-06 | FY 200506 | - 00- oo | py 200607
Total of All Line [tems Total 26,811,737 26,811,737 114,984 26,926,721 26,926,721 114,984
FTE 250.6 2506 250.6 250.6
GF 2,831,763 2,831,763 2,831,763 2,831,763
CF 18,150,883 18,150,883 114,984 18,265,967 18,265,967 114,984
CFE 4,940,060 4,940,060 4,940,060 4,940,060
FF 888,931 888,931 888,931 888,931
(A) Total Established State Total 20,375,525 20,375,525 111,334 20,486,859 23,486,859 111,334
Parks Program Line FTE 2261 226.1 226.1 226.1
{Total consolidation of establishe GF 2,667,589 2,667,589 2,667,589 2 667,589
state parks line items) CF 15,527,976 15,527,976 111,334 15,639,310 15,642,946 111,334
CFE 1,760,060 1,760,060 1,760,060 1,760,060].
FF 419,900 419,800 419,900 419,900]
Program Costs Total 16,336,724 16,336,724 111,334 16,448,058 16,448,058 111,334
FTE 226.1 226.1 226.1 2261
GF
CF
CFE
FF
Seasonal Work Program Total 4,018,931 4,018,931 4,018,931 4,018,931
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
. Prior-Year Appropriation Supplemental R::;’: ; d Base DecisionI_Base November 1 Budget R:\?ii:; d frco:fgga:&
und| Actual EY 2004-05 Request Request Request Reduction Request Amendment Request in Out Year
FY 2003-04 FY 2004-05 EY 2004.05 FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 FY 200506 | FY 2005-06 FY 200506 | FY 2006-07
Impact Assistance Grants Total 19,870 19,870 19,870 19,870
FTE
GF
CF
CFE
FF
(B) Total New State Parks Total 1,031,971 1,031,971 3,650 1,035,621 1,035,621 3,650
Program Line FTE 12.5 12.5 12.5 125
(Total consolidation of new GF 164,174 164,174 164,174 164,174
jIstate parks line items) CF 492 797 492, 797( 3,650| 496,447 496,447 3,650
CFE 375,000 375,000 375,000 375,000 [
FF )
Program Costs . .Total 826,171 826,171 3,650 . 829,821} . 8298211 . 3,650
FTE 12.5 12.6 12.5 125
GF
CF
CFE
FF
Seasonal Work Program Total 205,800 205,800 205,800 205,800)
ETE i
GF
CF
CFE
FF

Letter Notation:

Cash Fund name/Number, Federal Fund Name: Parks Cash Fund 172
IT Request O Yes & No (If yes and request includes more than 500 programing hours, attach IT Project Plan)
Supplemental and Budget Amendment Criteria: [] Emergency [ Technical Error O New Data [ Unforeseen Contingency
Request for New or Replacement Vehicles: LI Yes ' No (If yes, a copy of the Schedule & will be forwarded to the OSPB analyst assigned to Personnel/GSS)
Request Affects Another Department(s): [ Yes X No (If yes, Name of other Depariment(s)

)
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Efficiency and Effectiveness Analysis

Identifying Information

Department: Natural Resources - Division of Parks and Outdoor Recreation

Request Title: Utilities Appropriation for Established and New State Parks

Priority number: 13 of 28

Summary of Requested Alternative: This request is to fund costs of utility upgrades implemented at Colorado State Parks
Performance Measures: Expand recreational opportunities to park visitors through improved amenities

Problem or Opportunity Definition

Colorado State Parks’ has continued to see increases in electricity and other utility costs during the past two years. As our visitor base
grows, costs will rise, not only due to price increases but increased demand for services. To respond to this demand, as well as, to
enhance the Division’s self-sufficiency, Colorado State Parks is in the process of addmg/up grading campgrounds with electrical units,
which depend on utilities. While facilities will generate additional revenue, there are some operating costs incurred.

Surveys and polls indicate strong public preferences to preserve open space and invest in expanded recreational and park facilities. In
this regard, Colorado State Parks providing of outdoor recreation with amenities is consistent with public expectations. In particular,
semiors and young families, the fastest growing segments of the population, expect that State Parks will provide updated amenities
such as showers, modern campgrounds, well designed trail systems, frequent safety patrols and environmental education. It is our
responsibility to ensure facilities are adequately maintained, supported, and accessible to the public, who has paid for their
development and use.

Utilities are generally a fixed cost and cannot be reduced without restricting visitor access to facilities. No budget adjustments were

made in FY03-04 to cover utilities rate increases, experienced throughout the state. The utilities expenses associated with new
facilities, on top of unfimded rate increases, are significant and cannot be absorbed within current spending authority.
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Available Alternatives

Altemative #1- Increase Utility Appropriation for expanding State Park services

o Statutory authority for this alternative: CRS 33-10-101 to 33-15-112

e Specific Department objectives promoted by this alternative:
1.1  Provide leadership in responding to populatlon growth and increasing demands by providing services, mformatlon, and

assistance to accommodate economic activity in conjunction with sound stewardship.
1.6  Provide and promote a variety of outdoor recreational opportunities for citizens and visitors.
2.4  Improve customer service to the people of Colorado and visitors by having a full array of services available to them.
e Create a positive revenue stream that fully supports the operation and staffing costs of this initiafive, while helping, State Parks
achieve its goal to become more self-sufficient.

Alternative # 2 — Not approve the Utilities increase

* Specific department objectives promoted by this alternative: None of the objectives listed under alternative #1 would be advanced

or promoted by this alternative.
o Citizens will not be provided the opportunity to use facilities constructed with significant amounts of public funding.

A positive income stream that supports this initiative would be lost.

Linking Budgetary Expenditures to the Full Range of Outcomes

Stakeholders ' Beneficial Qutcomes of Alternative #1
Citizens e A positive income stream that supports the park system
e Personal and social benefits derived by citizens who use parks to enhance their lifestyle and health
through outdoor recreation
Future Park Visitors e Preserve the facilities and natural resources for future generations
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General types of potential benefits.
The visitors to the park will benefit in having a full array of services available to them. The local residents benefit through enhanced
tourism and recreational opportunities and citizens’ benefit statewide by this investment.

Potential reductions in budgetary costs.
This initiative requires no additional General Fund support and has the potential to generate a net positive cash flow.

Timely maintenance and care of facilities should avert major repairs in the future and will increase the life cycle.

Selected Analytical Technique

Benefit-Cost Analysis

The Division 1s already absorbing significant costs in operating line times. There is very little flexibility in the Division’s operating
budget to absorb additional costs as they are already attempting to absorb continued increases associated with utilities, sewer and
water, and electricity. '

Revenue generated by the increase/addition of electric utilities would offset the increased operating costs and help generate additional
cash to support the park system.

Benefit-Cost Analysis
FY 05-06 Utilities Request
Colorado State Parks
Revenue Utilities Net Increase
Projected Expense {in base cash)
Description Increase Increase Revenue
New Electric Camp Sites
Chatfield 120,107 30,756 89,351
Cherry Creek 49,190 10,060 39,130
Projected New Electric Camp Sites 169,297 40,816 128,481
Upgraded Camping - Add Electric -
Boyd Lake 8,924 6,919 2,005
Chatfield 31,800 19,328 12,472
Cherry Creek 57,832 19,171 38,661
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Jackson Lake 11,982 3,017 8,965
John Martin 4,852 3,650 1,202
Lathrop 25,286 11,391 13,895}
St. Vrain 10,140 9,963 177{
State Forest 2,761 729 2,032
Projected Upgraded Electric Sites 163,577 74,168 79,409
Total Projected Change to Utilities 322,874 114,984 207,890

Assessment of Alternatives

Alternatives Benefits and Objectives
i | Provide citizens o
Protect our natural with services and
resources and maintain promote Develop positive revenue
our investment in recreation stream to improve State
facilities opportunities Parks’ vision of self-reliance
Alternative #1 — Fund request : '
Yes ' Yes Yes

Alternative #2 — Do not fund request. No No No

Key Issues for Decision Making:

General Fund cuts and revenue shortfalls have driven initiatives to create additional streams of revenue.

Utilities are generally a fixed cost and cannot be reduced without restricting visitor access to facilities. The utilities expenses
associated with new/expanded facilities accompanied by unfunded rate increases are significant and cannot be absorbed within current
spending authority. Qur current appropriation will be inadequate to fully meet current visitor demand.
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Assumptions and Calculations

Estimated Annnal Revenue Summary

Camping (includes increases from new electric camp sites, upgraded camp sites) $322,874

Total Estimated Revenue ' $322,874

Estimated Annual Utilities Costs Summary

Camping (includes increases from new electric camp sites, upgraded camp sites) $114,984

*Total Estimated Costs $114,984

*EBxcludes Cheyenne Mountain State Park as submitted under separate FY(5-06 Decision Item Request.

Assumptions:
Park Name: Boyd Lake
Upgraded Camping- Add Electric

May through September - Camping . Oce Occ Incremental Fee

Camping # days # sites rate nights Increase

full hook-up

week end 42 64 35.0% 241 54.00 §3,763 N? Aspen
discounts

weekday . 112 64 18.0% 1,161 - $4.00 $4,645 Assume 10% Aspen
discount

Aspen weekday 112 64 1B.0% 129 $4.00 $ 516

October through April- Camping Oce Oce Fee

Camping # days # sites rate nights Increase

full hook-up )

week end 63 64 0.0% 0 $4.00 $§ - These sites are closed in
the off season

weekday 148 64 0.0% 0 $4.00 8 - Assume 10% Aspen
discount

Aspen weekday 148 64 0.0% 0 54.00 § -
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Assumptions:

Peak Season for Camping is May - September

Occupancy rate will vary by park -please indicate assumptions used to determine

Aspen Leaf will receive 50% discount on camping during week - 10% of weekday camping will be Aspen Leaf
50% of the sites will be reserved for average of three nights :
Upgraded sites use incremental fee amount

New sites use current fee to calculate revenue increase

Park Name: Boyd Lake
Increased Utility Costs
Upgraded Camping- Add Electric

May through September - Camping Occ Ocec Utility Cost Total
Camping # days # sites rate nights Per site Cost
-full hoock-up - v : P e o T e T T T B
week end 42 64 35.0% 941 $3.01 % 2,832 No Aspen
discounts
weekday 112 64 18.0% 1,161 $3.01 $§ 3,495
Aspen weekday . 112 64 18.0% 129 $3.01 § 388
Utility
October through April- Camping " Qcc. Occ Cost per
Camping # days # sites - rate nights site
full hook-up
week end 63 64 0.5% 20 $3.01 S 61 These sites are closed in the
off season
weekday 148 64 0.5% 43 $3.01 8§ 128
Aspen weekday 148 64 0.5% 5 $3.01 & 14
’ $ 6,919
Assumptions:

Utility cost per site is based upon meter readings averaging $300/mo/loop.
Three loops = $900/mo. Divide by # of nights=299 nights = $3.01 cost/night.
Sites are closed in the Off season; however minimum usage rate will be charged
by utilities.
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Park Name: Chatfield

New Electric Camp Sites

May through September - Camping Ceccec Oce Fee Total

Camping # days # sites rate nights Increase Cost

full hook-up

week end a2 81 75.0% 2,552 $ 20.00 &$51,030 No Aspen
discounts

weekday 112 81 35.0% 2,858 $ 20.00 557,154 Assume 10% Aspen
dizcount

Aspen weekday 112 81 25.0% 227 $ 10.00 s 2,268

October through April- Camping Occ Occ Fee

Camping # days # sites rate nights Increase

full hook-up

week end 63 81 3.0% 153 $ 20.00 § 3,062 No Aspen
discounts

weekday 148 81 3.0% 324 $ 20.00 § 6,474 Assume 10% Aspen
discount

Aspen weekday 148 81 1.0% 12 $ 10.00 8§ 120

$120,107
Upgraded Camping- Add Electric
May through September - Camping Oce Occ Incremental
Fee -

Camping # days # siteas rate nights ZIncrease

full hook-up

week end 42 120 25.0% 1,260 $ B8.00% 10,080 No Aspen
discounts

weekday - 112 120 15.0% 1,814 $ 8.00% 14,515 Assume 10% RAspen
discount

Aspen weekday 112 120 5.0% 67 S 6.00 3 403
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Park Name: Chatfield

discounts

8.00 § 3,836 Assume 10% Aspen

discount

QOctober through April- Camping ‘ Oce Occ Fee

Camping # days # sites rate nights Increase

full hook-up

week’ end 63 120 3.0% 227 $ 8.00 $ 1,814 No Aspen

weekday 148 120 3.0% 480 S

Aspen weekday 148 120 1.0% 18 5 6.00 § 107
$30,756

Assumptions:

Expanding/upgrading 120 sites with full hookups plus adding 81 sites with electrical service

Peak Season for Camping is May - September
Occupancy rate will wvary by park -please indicate assumptions used to determine

Aspen Leaf will receive 50% discount on camping during week - 10% of weekday camping will be Aspen Leaf

50% of the sites will be reserved for average of three nights
Uygfgded sites use incremental fee amount ’
New cites use current fee to calculate revénie increase

Increased Utilities Cost

New Electric Camp Sites

May through September - Camping T Occ Ttility

Camping # days # sites rate nights Cost per

full hook-up site

week end 42 81 75.0% 2,552 $ 5.00

weekday 112 81 35.0% 2,858 $ 5.00

Aspen weekday 112 81 25.0% 227 s 5.00
Utility

October through April- Camping Oce Occ Cost pex

Camping # days # gites rate nights site

full hook-up

week end 63 120 3.0% 227 $ 5.00

weekday 148 120 3.0% 480 g 5.00

Aspen weekday 148 120 1.0% 18 $ 5.00
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$14,288
$ 1,134

$ 1,134
$ 2,398

5 89
$ 31,800

No Aspen
discounts

Assume 10% Aspen
discount

No Aspen
discounts
Assume 10% Aspen
discount



Park Name: Chatfield
Increased Utilities Cost

Upgraded Camping- Add Electric

May through September - Camping Oce
Camping # days # sites rate
fulil hook-up

week end 42 120 25.
weekday 112 120 - 15.
Aspen weekday riz 120 5.
October through April- Camping Occ
Camping # days # sites rate
full hock-up

week end 63 120 3
weekday 148 120 3.
Agpen weekday 148 120 1.
Assumptions:

Peak Season for Camping is May - September

Occupancy rate will vary by park -please indicate assumptions
Aspen Leaf will receive 50% discount on camping during week -
50% of the sites will be reserved for average of three nights
Upgraded sites use incremental fee amount

New sites use current fee to calculate revenue increase
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Utility
Occ Cost per
nights site

0% 1,260 $
0% 1,814 $
0% 67 $
Ttility
Oce Cost per
nights site
.0% 227 3
0% 480 S
0% 18 $

used to determine

5.00
5.00
5.00

5.00
5.00

5.00

$ 6,300
$ 9,072
] 336

$ 1,134
$ 2,398

$ 89
$19,328

No Aspen
discounts
Assume 10% Aspen
discount

No Aspen
discounts
Assume 10% Aspen
discount

10% of weekday camping will be Aspen_Leaf



Park Name:Cherry Creek
New Electric Camp Sites

May through September - Camping Ocec Occ
Camping # days # sites rate nights fee
full hook-up
week end 42 24 85.0% 857 $ 20.00 $17,136 No Aspen discounts
weekday 112 24 65.0% 1,572 $ 20.00 $31,450 Assume 10% Aspen
) -discount
Agpen weekday 112 24 25.0% 67 $ 10.00 % 605
October through April- Camping Occ Occ
Camping # days # sites rate nights fee
full hook-up
week end 63 24 0.0% 0 $ 20.00 S - No Aspen discounts
weekday 148 24 0.0% 0 . $ 20.00 $ - Assume 10% Aspen
discount
Aspen weekday 148 24 0.0% 0 $ 10.00 3 -
ey . : o - e : $49,190
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Park Name:Cherry Creek
Upgraded Camping- Add Electric

May through September - Camping Occ Occ Incremental Fee

Camping # days # sites rate nights Increase

full hock-up

week end 42 100 27.0% 1,134 $ 4.00 $ 4,536 No Aspen discounts

weekday 112 100 10.0% 1,008 $ 4.00-§ 4,032 Assume 10% Aspen
-discount

Aspen weekday 112 100 3.0% 34 $ 2.00 § 60

October through April- Camping Occ Cce Fee

Camping # days # sites rate nights Increase

full hock-up

week end 63 100 0.0% 0 $ 4.00 $ - No Aspen discounts

weekday 148 100 0.0% ] $ 4.00 $ - Assume 10% Aspen
discount

Zspen weekday 148 100 0.0% 0 $§ 2.00 § -

$57,832
Assumptions:

Peak Season for Camping is May - September

Occupancy rate will vary by park -please indicate assumptions used to determine

Asgpen Leaf will receive 50% discount on camping during week - 10% of weekday camping will be Aspen Leaf
50% of the sites will be reserved for average of three nights

Upgraded gites use incremental fee amount '

New sites use current fee to calculate revenue increase
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Park Name:Cherry Creek
Increased Utilities Cost
New Electric Camp Sites

May through September - Camping ‘ ‘Oce Occ Utility
Camping # days # sites rate nights Cost per
full hook-up * site _
week end 42 24 85.0% 857 $ 4.00 § 3,427 Wo kspen discounts
weekday 112 24 65.0% 1,572 £ 4.00 § 6,290 Assume 10% Aspen
discount
Aspen weekday 112 24 25.0% 67 5 4.00 § 242
Ttility -
October through April- Camping Occ Occ Cost per
Camping ' # days # sites rate nights site
full hook-up '
week -end - e o e 63 . .24 _.....0.5% ... .8 ._ .5 4.00 $ __ 30 NoAspen discounts
weekday 148 24 0.5% 16 $§ 4.00 § 64 Assume 10% Aspen
discount
Aspen weekday 148 24 0.5% 2 5 4.00 $ &
$10,060
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Park Name:Cherry Creek
Upgraded Camping- Add Electric

Utility
May through September - Camping Occ Oce Cost per
Camping # days # sites rate nights site
full hook-up
week end 42 100 27.0% 1,134 $ 4.00 $ 4,536 No Aspen discounts
weekday 112 100 10.0% 1,008 $ 4.00 § 4,032 Assume 10% Aspen
) discount
Agpen weekday 112 100 3.0% 34 $ 4.00 8§ 121
Utility
October through April- Camping Ccc Ccc Cost per
Camping # days # sites rate nights site
full hook-up .
week end 63 100 0.5% 32 $ 4.00 S 126 No Aspen discounts
weekday 148 1¢0 0.5% 67 $ 4.00 § 266 Assume 10% Aspen
discount
Aspen weekday 148 100 0.5% 7 $ 4.00 % 30
$19,171
Agsumptions:

Peak Season for Camping is May - September

Occupancy rate will vary by park -please indicate assumptions used to determine

Aspen Leaf will receive 50% discount on camping during week - 10% of weekday camping will be Aspen Leaf
50% of the sites will be reserved for average of three nights

Upgraded sites use incremental fee amount

Sites are closed in the off season; however

minimum usage rate will be charged by

utilities.
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Park Name: Jackson Lake

Upgraded Camping- Add Electric

May through September - Camping Occ Occ Incremental Fee
Camping # days # sites rate nights Increase
full hook-up
week end : 42 109 27.0% 1,236 $ 4.00 $ 4,944 No Aspen discounts
weekday 112 i09 - 10.0% 1,099 $ 4.00 3 4,395 Assume 10% Aspen

‘ discount
Aspen weekday 112 109 2.0% 24 $ 2.00 § 44
October through April- Camping " Oce Occ Fee
Camping # days # sites rate nights Increase
full hook-up ’ .
week-gnd " e g 109 - 3:0%-- - 206 - ---$--4.00 % . .B24.No Aspen discounts
weekday 148 109 3.0% 436 $ 4.00 § 1,742 Assume 10% Aspen

. discount

Aspen weekday 148 109 1.0% 16 $ 2.00 § 32

$11,982
Assumptions:

Peak Season for Camping is May - September

Occupancy rate will vary by park -please indicate assumptions used to determine

Aspen Leaf will receive 50% discount on camping during week - 10% of weekday camping will be Aspen Leaf
50% of the sites will be reserved for average of three nights

Upgraded sites use incremental fee amount

New sites use current fee to calculate revenue increase
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Park Name: Jackson Lake
Increased Utilities Cost
Upgraded Camping- Add Electric

- Ttility
May through September - Camping Oce Occ ‘Cost per
Camping # days # aites rate nights site
full hook-up o
week end 42 109 27.0% 1,236 $ 1.00 $ 1,236 No Aspen discounts
weekday 112 109 10.0% 1,089 $ 1.00 $ 1,099 Assume 10% Aspen
discount
Aspen weekday 112 109 2.0% 24 $ 1.00 § 24
Ttility
Octcher through April- Camping Occ Occ Cost per
Camping # days # sites rate nights site
full hook-up
week end 63 109 3.0% 206 $ 1.00 8 206 No Aspen discounts
weekday 148 109 3.0% 436 $ 1.00 & 436 Assume 10% Aspen
discount
Aspen weekday 148 109 1.0% 16 $§ 1.00 $ 1le
- $ 3,017
Agsumptions:

Deak Season for Camping is May - September

Occupancy rate will vary by park -please indicate assumptions used to determine

Aspen Leaf will receive 50% discount on camping during week - 10% of weekday camping will be Aspen Leaf
50% of the sites will be reserved for average of three nights

Upgraded sites use incremental fee amount
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Park Name: John Martin State Park
Upgraded Camping — Add Electric

May through September — Camping Oce Occ Incremental Fee
Camping # days # sites rate nights Increase )
full hock-up .
week end 42 44 27.0% 499 $ 4.00% 1,996 No Aspen
discounts
weekday 112 44 10.0% 444 $ 4.00 § 1,774 2Rssume 10% Aspen
discount
Aspen weekday 112 44 3.0% 15 $ 3.00%5 44
October through April- Camping . " Oce Oce Fee
Camping # days # sites rate Nights Increase
full hook-up ’
week end 63 44 3.0% 83 $ 4.00 $§ 333 FNo Aspen
discounts
"weekday 0 77 SR C 148 . a4 3.0% 176 .~ §-4:00- § 703 Assume 10% Aspen
discount
Aspen weekday 148 44 0.1% 1 $ 3.00 $ 2
4,852
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Park Name: John Martin State Park

Increased Utilities Costs
Upgraded Camping- Add Electric

May through September - Camping

Camping
full hook-up
week end

weekday

Aspen weekday

October through April- Camping
Camping

full hook-up

week end

weekday

Aspen weekday

Agsumptions:

# days

42
112

ilz2

# days

63
148

148

Peak Season for Camping is May - September
Cccupancy rate will vary by park -please indicate assumptions used to determine
Aspen Leaf will receive 50% discount on camping during week - 10% of weekday camping will be Aspen Leaf
50% of the sites will be reserved for average of three nights
Upgraded sites use incremental fee amount
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# sites

# sites

44

44

44

44

44

44

Ccc
rate

Oceg
rate

27.0%
10.0%
3.0%

3.0%
3.0%
0.1%

Utility
Oce Cost per
nights site

499 $
444 8
15 $

Utility
Occ Cost per
nights site

83 $
176 S
1 5

3.00
3.00
3.00

3.00

3.00

U W

1,497
1,331

44

249
527

3,650

No Aspen
digcounts
Asgume 10% Aspen
discount

No Aspen
discounts
Assume 10% Aspen
discount



Park Name: Lathrop State Park

Upgraded Camping- Add Electric

May through September - Camping . Oce Oce Incremental Fee
Camping # days # sites rate nights Increase
full hock-up
week end ’ 42 80 70.0% 2,352 ° $ 4.00 § 9,408
weekday 112 80 32.0% 2,580 5 4.00 $ 10,322
Aspen weekday 112 80 32.0% 287 § 2.00 $ 516
October through April- Camping Oce Occ Fee
Camping . # days # sites rate nights Increase
-full -hook-up- oo S s e e e bl
week end 63 80 25.0% 1,260 $ 4.00 § 5,040
weekday B 148 80 0.0% 0 $ 4.00 $ -
Aspen weekday ‘ ) 148 80 0.0% 0 $ 2.00 3 -

: $ 25,286
Assumptions:

Peak Season for Camping is May - September
Occupancy rate will vary by park -please indicate assumptions used to determine

No Aspen
discounts

Assume 10% Aspen
discount

No Aspen
discounts

Assume 10% Aspen
discount

Aspen Leaf will receive 50% discount on camping during week - 10% of weekday camping will be Aspen Leaf

50% of the sites will be reserved for average of three nights
Upgraded sites use incremental fee amount
New sites use current fee to calculate revenue increase
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Park Name: Lathrop State Park
Increase Utilities Costs
Upgraded Camping- Add Electric

Utility
May through September - Camping Oce Oce Cost per
Camping # days # sites rate nights site
full hook-up
week end 42 80 70.0% 2,352 § 1.75 § 4,116 Ho Aspen
discounts
weekday 112 80 32.0% 2,580 § 1.75 § 4,516 Assume 10% Aspen
. discount
Aspen weekday 112 B0 32.0% 287 $ 1.75 $§ 452
Utility
October through April- Camping Occ Occ Cost per
Camping # days # sites rate nights site
full hock-up
week end . 63 g0 25.0% 1,260 § 1.75 § 2,205 No hAspen
. discounts
weekday 148 BO 0.5% 53 $ 1.75 § 93 Assume 10% Aspen
discount
Aspen weekday 148 80 0.5% 6 $ 1.75 8 9
$ 11,391
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Park Name: St. Vrain State Park

Upgraded Camping- Add Electric

May through September - Camping Cce Oce Incremental Fee
Camping # days # sites rate nights Increase
Electric only
week end 42 33 55.0% 762 $§ 4.00 $ 3,049 No Aspen
discounts
weekday 112 33 25.0% 832 $ 4.00 § 3,326 hAssume 10% Aspen
’ " discount
Agpen weekday 112 33 10.0% 37 $ 2.00 § 148
October through April- Camping Ocec Occ Fee
Camping # days # sites rate nights Increase
Electric only
week end 63 33 20.0% 416 . '§ 4.00 $ 1,663 No Aspen
) discounts
weekday--——- - e .148. ... 33 10.0%_ .. 440 4 4.00 $ 1,758 Assume 10% Aspen
discount I
Aspen weekday 148 33 10.0% 49 $ 4.00 $ 195
$ 10,140
Assumptions:

Peak Season for Camping is May - September :

Occupancy rate will vary by park -please indicate agsumptions used to determine )

Aspen Leaf will receive 50% discount on camping during week - 10% of weekday camping will be Aspen Leaf
50% of the sites will be reserved for average of three nights

Upgraded sites use incremental fee amount

New sites use current fee to calculate revenue increasge
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Park Name: St. Vrain State Park
Increased Utilities Cost
Upgraded Camping- Add Electric

May through September - Camping
Camping

Electric only

week end

weekday

Aspen weekday

October through April- Camping
Camping

Electric only

week end

weekday

Aspen weekday
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# days

42

112

112

# days

63
148

148

# sitesz

# sites

33
33
33

33
33
33

Occ
rate

Occ
rate

55.0%
25.0%

10.0%

20.0%
10.0%

10.0%

Occ Utility

nights Cost per

site
762

832
37

Utility

Oce Cost per

nights site

416
440

45

$

5.00
5.00

5.00

2.00
2.00

2.00

w W

3,812
4,158

185

822
879

98
9,963

No Aspen
discounts
Assume 10% Aspen
discount

No Aspen
discounts
Assume 10% Aspen
discount



Pafk Name: State Forest

Upgraded Camping- Add Electrie

May through September - Camping Occ Occ Incremental Fee
Camping ) # days # sites rate nights Increase
full hock-up
week end 42 32 27.0% 363 $ 4.00 § 1,452 No Aspen
discounts
weekday 112 32 10.0% 323 $ 4.00 $ 1,290 Assume 10% Aspen
discount
Aspen weekday 112 32 3.0% 11 $ 2.00 % 13
Octcber through April- Camping Ocec Occ Fee
Camping # days # sites rate nights Increase
full hock-up
week end 63 32 0.0% 0 $ - No Aspen
e e e e . R I, discounts . . ..
weekday 148 32 0.0% 4] S -~ Assume 10% Aspen
- discount
Agpen weekday 148 32 0.0% 0 s -
$ 2,761
Agsumptions:

Peak Season for Camping is May - September

Occupancy rate will vary by park -please indicate assumptions used to determine
Aspen Leaf will receive 50% discount on camping during week - 10% of weekday campi
50% of the sites will be reserved for average of three nights '

Upgraded sites use incremental fee amount

New sites use current fee to calculate revenue increase
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Park Name: State Forest
Increased Utilities Cost
Upgraded Camping- Add Electric

May through September - Camping Oce
Camping # days # sites rate
full hook-up

week end 42 32 27
weekday 112 32 10.
Aspen weekday 112 32 3.
October through April- Camping Occ
Camping # days # sites = rate
full hock-up

week end 63 32 0
weekday 148 32 0
Aspen weekday 148 32 0

Assumptions:

Peak Season for Camping is May - September

Occupancy rate will vary by park -please indicate assumptions
Aspen Leaf will receive 50% discount on camping during week -
50% of the sites will be reserved for average of three nightsg
Upgraded sites use incremental fee amount .

New sites use current fee to calculate revenue increase

Sites are closed in the off

season; however minimum usage

rate will be charged by

utilities.
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Ttility
Occ Cost per
nights gite

.0% 363 $ 1.
0% 323 $ 1.
0% 11 5 1.
Utility
Occ Cost per

nights site

.5% 10 $ 1.
.5% 21 g 1.
.5% 2 s 1.

used to determine
10% of weekday camping

00 § 363 No Aspen
discounts
00 § 323
discount
00 S -10
00 $§ 10 No Aspen
discounts
00 $ 21
discount.
00 § 2
-] 729

will be Aspen Leaf

Assume 10% Aspen

Agsume 10% Aspen




Schedule 8
CHANGE REQUEST for FY 2005-06

Cash Fund namefNumber, Federal Fund Name: Construction Fund (CFE) #424, Federal Emergency Management Assistance (FF)

IT Request 00 Yes X No {If yes and request Includes more than 500 programing hours, attach IT Project Plan)

Supplemental and Budget Amendment Criferia: [0 Emergency [ Technica! Error [l New Data [ Unforeseen Contingency

Request for New or Replacement Vehicles: O Yes X No (If yes, a copy of the Schedule 6 will be forwarded to the QOSPB analyst assigned to Personnel/DPA)
Request Affects Another Department{s): O Yes X No (if yes, Name of other Department(s) )

—
Department; Natural Resources Dept. Approval: . Date: /&, Z‘/%
Priotity Number: 14 of 28 OSPB Approval: A hﬂ :; Date: hgiu\f
Division: Colo Water Conservation Bd Statutory Citation: RS 37-60-T06(1)(c}, 31-23-301, 30-28-114, 37-
Program: Flood Protection Program 60-106({1)(c}), 24-65.1-403(3)
Request Title: Floodplain Mapping Staff
1 2 3 4 : 5 € 7 8 9 10
. Change from
Fund Prior-Year [ Supplemental | Total Revised Decision/Base | November1 Budget Total Revised Base In Out
Actual Appropriation Regquest Reqguest Base Request Reduction Request Amendment Request Year
FY 2003-04 FY 2004-05 FY 2004-05 FY 2004-05 FY 2005-06 FY 200506 FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 FY 2006-07
Total of All E
Line items |Total 86,471 2,631,048 2,631,048 2,631,048 99,248 2,730,296 53,649
FTE 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0 1.00 31.0 1.00
GF :
CF
CFE 24,812 13,941
FF 86,471 86,471 86,471 86,471 74,436 160,907 45,708
Personal
Services Total 2,603,269 2,544 577 2,544 577 2,544 577 13,941 2,558,5181 13,941
FTE 29.0 29.0 29.0 29.0 0.25 20.25¢ 0.25
GF ‘
CF
CFE 2,603,269 2,544,577 2,544,577 2,544 577 13,941 2,558,518} 13,941
FF
Operating  |Total 0 0 0 0 10,871 10,871 0
FTE .
GF
CF
CFE 10,871
FF
FEMA Total 86,471 86,471 86,471} 86,471 74,436 160,907f 45,708
FTE 1.00 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.75 1.75 0.75
GF
CF
CFE
FF 86,471 86,471 85,471 86,471 74,436 160,907 45,708
Letter Notation:
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Efficiency and Effectiveness Analysis

Department: Natural Resources

Priority Number: 14 of 28

Division: Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB)
Request: Floodplain Mapping Staft

Summary of Requested Alternative:

The Colorado Water Conservation Board requests 1.0 FTE and associated spending authority of $99,248 for a State

Floodplain Mapping Coordinator (Physical Science Researcher/Scientist Il). Of the total amount, 25% or $24,812 would

be funded from the Construction Fund (CFE). The remaining 75%, or $74,436, would be paid from federal funds. The

Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) cost share is 75% federal funding with a 25% state match. The

federal funds will come from FEMA's newly created Map Modernization Management Support (MMMS) program. The

CWCB has submitted an application to FEMA and this request has already received verbal approval form the federal

government with written approval pending. - T I

The position will oversee the expenditure and management of increased federal funding to states for updating floodplain
maps. The adoption of accurate maps is a condition for participation in the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP).
The NFIP is the only program that provides federally backed flood insurance policies to flood prone communities. The
NFIP offers many benefits to Colorado communities and financial assistance to the CWCB. An estimated $3-$5 million in
annual federal funding will be provided to the State, which will need to be “matched” by state and local entities with cash
or in-kind activities. The CWCB will cooperate with Colorado communities to provide the required match. In addition,
FEMA is assisting states and their communities to develop digital and electronic mapping programs that are web-based,
user-friendly, and more easily distributed and updated.

Problem or Opportunity Definition: ~

Water Planning Relationship: State statutes require the CWCB to assist in the prevention of flood damages and to
designate 100-year floodplain areas in Colorado. Many floodplain maps are outdated and in need of revision or
replacement due to physical changes in the basin, along the stream, or other reasons.

The CWCB has identified at least 113 communities in Colorado that need updated floodplain maps. FEMA released
information that states will begin receiving federal funding, which can be used to fund a “State Floodplain Mapping
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Coordinator” position. The CWCB believes that there is an opportunity to have significant oversight in the management,
technical guidance, development of electronic and digital mapping standards and completion of updated floodplain maps
and studies for communities throughout Colorado. This will be through a financial investment by the State that is only 25%
of the cost of this position. This position will help utilize more of the federal funding on behalf of local governments,
ensure that larger quantity and higher quality studies are completed through improved local/state/federal coordination
efforts.

The following statutory authorities direct the CWCB Flood Protection Section and help formulate its goals and program
elements.

¢ Section 37-60-106(1)(c), CRS requires the CWCB to assist in the prevention of floods and flood damages.

* Sections 31-23-301 and 30-28-111, CRS provides that legislative bodies of local jurisdictions may provide zoning
regulations for land uses on or along any storm or floodwater runoff channel or basin only after designation and
approval by the CWCB.

s Section 37-60-106(1)(c), CRS directs the CWCB to designate and approve storm or ﬂoodwater runoff channels or
basins and to make such designations available to legislative bodies of local jurisdictions.

+ Section 24-65.1-403(3), CRS directs the CWCB to coordinate all floodplain studies activities in the State that are
conducted by federal, local or state agencies.

* An August 1, 1977 Executive Order requires the CWCB to provide assistance to entities in meeting the
requirements of the National Fiood Insurance Program.

Available Alternatives:
1. No budgetary change (a) — minimal state involvement in floodplain mapping initiative
2. No budgetary change (b) -~ place mapping coordinator responsibilities on current FTEs and eliminate other
responsibilities of those FTEs which is not acceptable due to a number of new and existing statutory
workload responsibiliies (new responsibilities include Recreation [n-Channel Diversions, Weather
Modification Permitting and studies, Stream Restoration project granting and project management, AND
FEMA Cooperating Technical Partner roles).

3. Fund 25% of the new FTE - significant state involvement and management in federal, state, and local
floodplain mapping with increased federal funding to Colorado for much needed floodplain maps and related
studies.
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Analytical Technique: _
The analytical techniques used for this decision item are the multi-criteria and benefit-cost analyses. It is assured that on
person completely dedicated to the FEMA floodplain mapping initiative will ensure the success of Colorado’s efforts.

Assessment of Alternatives:

1. No budgetary change (a) — minimal state involvement in floodplain mapping

a. Description: ‘ :

As the state agency with the statutory responsibility for floodplain management, the CWCB has an obligation to
work with communities outside the Denver Metro Area to provide technical assistance and funding for floodplain
mapping needs. (Within the Denver Metro. Area, the Urban Drainage & Flood Control District handles these
responsibilities but coordinates with the CWCB through the FEMA - Cooperating Technical Partners Program.)
Floodplain maps serve as the basis for floodplain management, provide guidance for wise land use decisions, and
assist with emergency operations and planning for flood events and eligibility to participate in the NFIP.

“b: Department’s authority to implement the alternative: —----- B

. ‘Sections 37-60-106(1)(c), 31-23-301, 30-28-111, Section 37-60-106(1)(c), and C.R S. Section 24-65.1403(3) |

. August 1, 1977 Executive Order requires the CWCB to provide assistance to entities in meeting the
requirements of the National Flood Insurance Program.

c. Anticipated Outcome:

The CWCB has minimal map funding fo assist communities with floodplain studies and development of maps and
only has in-house capability through staff time and the use of consultants to complete 2-3 floodplain studies per
year. Without budgetary change, the state’s communities will continue to have a minimum level of funding and
technical assistance. The age and relevance of the floodplain maps will continue to be more unrepresentative of
actual conditions, and the loss of fife and cost of damages from flood losses will continue to grow. Changes to
maps carried out by FEMA will have a very low level of local and state acceptance without a leading role by the

CWCB.

2. No Budgetary change (b) — place mapping coordinator responsibilities on current FTEs
a. Description:
The State has a statutory responsibility to designate 100-year fioodplain information. The Board reviews and
approves all floodplain delineation contained in floodplain information reports. The Board action allows all Colorado
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communities to adopt legally enforceable floodplain information for regulatory purpeses. The Board’s Flood
Protection Section provides technical and engineering assistance for flood mitigation planning activities, multi-
objective projects, weather modification permitting and scientific studies and watershed and stream restoration
initiatives. The Board’s technical actions assures that reasonably uniform standards are applied to 1) hydrologic
and hydraulic study investigations, 2) identification and designation of all floodplains, and 3) the design and
construction of flood control projects.

b. The Department’s authority to implement the alternative:

. Sections 37-60-106(1)(c), 31-23-301, 30-28-111, and 37-60-106(1)(c), C.R.S.

. August 1, 1977 Executive Order requires the CWCB to provide assistance to entities in meeting the
requirements of the National Flood Insurance Program. Currently, the Flood Protection Program has a
backlog of nine county wide digital flood insurance studies that need a technical review and program
implementation activities.

c. Anticipated Outcome:

it would not be feasible to place the responsibilities of a mapping coordinator on current FTE. The Flood Protection
Section has 5.0 FTE and is currently engaged in 65 flood related projects, 9 watershed/stream restoration studies,
sixteen weather modification projects/permits, two scientific studies of statewide concern and impact, and four
Recreational In Channel Diversion (RICD) projects. At least 38% (or 25) of these projects (or 1.0 FTE per year)
would need to be tabled in order to manage a project of the magnitude of the FEMA Map Modermization Initiative.
The Flood Protection Section also has many other customer service/project duties, aside from floodplain mapping,
which would have to be reevaluated.

Fund 25% of the new FTE - significant state involvement in floodplain map modernization initiative

a. Description: '
The FEMA Map Modernization Initiative (MMIP) has allowed for 75% federal funding with a 25% state match to
fund a position to manage studies to meet FEMA and state programmatic goals. it is anticipated that $3-$5
million will be allocated to Colorado in the Federal Fiscal Year 04-05 budget. Funds will be available to
complete a significant number of floodplain map updates and create maps for communities. The Colorado Flood
Map Modermization Business Case Plan dated March 2004 outlines $58,500,000 in funding needs to complete
all the floodplain mapping requests from local communities. The MMIP has received a Congressional five-year
authorization with an annual funding approval.
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The following are the goals of the creation of the position of State Floodplain Mapping Coordinator:

Reduce the average age of Colorado’s Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) from 14 years to 6 years.

Develop FIRMs for half of the unmapped flood prone communities in Colorado.

Convert at least 15% of the FIRMs to digital format for the highest priority flood prone areas in Colorado.

Ensure compliance with CWCB technical standards for floodplain delineations . '

Ensure that studies within the Denver Urban Drainage & Flood Contro! District (UD&FCD) meet UD&FCD

technical standards -

Provide for meaningful local/state participation in the planning for and implementation of floodplain studies

throughout Colorado , '

7. Ensure that floodplain studies are completed according to schedule and within budget

8. Ensure that unique hydrologic and hydraulic conditions experienced in Colorado are properly considered as
part of all floodplain studies '

9. Maintain current performance levels by Flood Protection Section staff for other section responsibilities

10. Provide digital floodplain maps fo the many end users and customers that require such information

Al e

o

b. The Department’s authority to implement the alternative:
Section 37-60-106(1)(c), C.R.S.

c. Anticipated outcome:

State contributed funding at 25% for the new FTE would greatly enhance the State’s ability to effectively lead
and manage mapping of floodplains in Colorado and to achieve FEMA mapping initiative program goals. Itis
no coincidence that 84 communities participated in the CWCB's floodpiain mapping workshops in 2002. Many
communities’ maps are outdated, do not reflect community growth and are largely ineffective for floodplain
management. The items listed below, under the heading “link to Specific Department Objectives,” explain the
goals of FEMA and the State, which could be accomplished by funding this position. Previous experience with
FEMA has shown that proactive and efficient work for FEMA enables the CWCB to get additional funding from
other Region 8 states that were not able to meet FEMA goals. In short, funding this position will allow us to
more fully utilize Colorado’s entitiement to FEMA mapping funds and then access other neighboring state funds
that were turned back into FEMA Region VIII.

Having a new FTE dedicated to this initiative will support many facets of managing this initiative such as:
contracting, developing scopes of work, coordination with local govemments, quality confrol and project
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management, public meeting and local/state floodplain information adoption processes. The new FTE would -
likely increase the CWCB's capacity to participate in 4-6 new countywide floodplain studies per year and will
increase the likelihood of additional FEMA grant dollars. This will, in turn, allow the State and local governments
to produce quality products at a faster pace and access more of the FEMA mapping initiative federal funds. This
new FTE will also ensure that reports meet state standards and will assist in the state level adoption process
known as “Colorado’s floodplain designation and approval process”. The CWCB Floodplain Informational
System includes 620 floodplain information reports, of which many need to be converted to digital format. The
new floodplain mapping funds will assist with the conversion of these existing reports. Of the FEMA Region VIl
western states, Colorado has experienced unprecedented population explosion and community growth along
streams and flood prone areas. Colorado is the third fastest growing state in the nation, which has brought
about significant new development and infrastructure to handle the increasing population and community
needs. Increasing the State’s capability to produce new and more accurate floodplain maps will be the
cornerstone of good local/state floodplain management and produce many benefits for Coloradoans.

This alternative allows the CWCB to meet DNR'objectives 1.1and 1.7.

Link to Specific Department Objectives: '

The proposed budget expenditures of alternative 3 allow the Flood Protection Section to further its goals and also
effectively meet the goal of the FEMA Map Modernization Plan. The Flood Protection Program is directed to prevent flood
damages, review and approve floodplain designations prior to adoption by local government entities, and provide local
jurisdictions with technical assistance and floodplain information. Approval of alternative 3 would assist the Flood
Protection Section in achieving their goals and objectives. The following list contains the floodplain management program
objectives and goals: ‘

Hazard Identification: Enables the State to identify and map communities that have no flood hazard mapping
Floodplain Designations & Regulations: Establishes the linkage between updating the maps and creating flood
reports for the adoption by Board action |
Community/Basin Planning: Enables the State to provide technical assistance for flood mitigation planning activities
based on hazard identification.

Project Implementation: Enables the Board to identify and provide technical assistance for the design and funding
of flood mitigation and prevention projects as well as pursue non-structural measures for the reduction of flood risks
to life and property.
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e Flood Prepare-dness: Enables the Board to assist communities in flood preparedness activities. Accurate floodplain
maps enable county emergency managers to adequately assess problem areas and evacuation procedures.
« Engineering/Technical Assistance: Ensures that new floodplain studies and maps will be consistent with state

technical standards regarding hydrologic and hydraulic analyses for Colorado streams and watersheds.

e Federal-State Program Coordination: Directly accomplishes the CWCB Flood Protection Sections mission of
coordinating with federal government and making federal resources easily attainable for local govemments.

Application of the Analytical Technique/Assumptions and Calculations:

Mulfi-Criteria Analysis

Flood Protection Section / FEMAs Map Modernization Plan goals

Program Alternative Reduce Map % of Convert Compliance | Compliance | Meaningful Ensure Ensure best Ensures
' floodplain unmapped 15% of with CWCB With State studies are hydrclogy Program
maps age flood prone | flood maps floodptlain UDFCD involvement | on schedule and maintains
- - (1|  areas _ | fodigital | _ study | _fioodplain and and within hydraufic levels in other
{2 floodmaps | standards |  study “coordinatio |~ budgef | conditions
3) ) standards n are {9)
{5) (®) ) considered
{8)
Alternative 1 N N
No budgetary change
— minimal state
involvement in
floodplain mapping
Alternative 2 *e Y Py ¢
No Budgetary change
—mapping coordinator
responsibilities on
current FTE’s ‘
Alternative 3 e *e . X *e X *e X ..
Fund 25% of the new :
FTE — significant state
involvement in
floodplain mapping
Key: Does not meet goal; ¢ Minimally meets or may meet goal; ¢+ ¢ Meets or exceeds goals
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Benefit-Cost Analysis

Amount of |Allows the State| Allows the | Risk for Loss |Updating
Federal Funds | to update old |State to avoid| in NFIP (Natl |designated
Cost to the State would| maps & prevent| lawsuits for Flood Ins. [Floodplains
Alternative . utilize annually | flood threat and| bad data Program) [interval
implement ,
damage by 50%
1: No budgetary change — $0.00 $0.00 No No High 35-yr interval
minimal state involvement in
floodplain mapping _
2: No Budgetary change — $0.00 $600,000 A portion Crises Only |Moderate 15-yr interval
mapping coordinator
responsibilities on current : -
3: Fund 25% of the new FTE — $99,248 $2.5 million |Yes (see item "A" Yes, No-risk (fully- [less than 5-yr
significant state involvement in (25% below for ratio | Programmatic |operational intervat
floodplain mapping ' CF/CFE) benefit info of Process  |program) '
(75% FF) 8:1)

Item “A”: The following numbers are compiled on the basis of the State’s experiences from the 100-year frequencies for floods over five
different areas. The average flood event causes $8.2 million in damage. However, the State experiences an average annual flood loss of $49.0
milfion. Approving alternative #3 would allow the State to update floodplain maps (at an average of four to five counties per year — 5%), prevent
the flood threats, and reduce flood damages by 50%. Using the previously mentioned facts, the State shall receive a benefit of 5% x $8.2 million
x 50% damage prevention = $205,000 benefit. With an annual State cost of $25,000, which yields a cost-benefit ratio of 8:1 to the State.

The benefit-cost analysis above shows that with approval of alternative #3, funding the new FTE, the State would be able
to utilize $2.5 million per year to update and modernize floodplain maps. This would, in turn, prevent lawsuits against the
State for having bad data, allow 243 communities to maintain their insurance eligibility, and provides for a less than 5-year
interval that the State updates floodplain maps.
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Budgetary costs Assumptions and Calculations:

Due fo the nature and complexity of hydrology and hydraulics in floodplain studies, it is anticipated that a minimum of a
degree in a water resources profession or related field is required and that a Physical Science Researcher/Scientist Il
(PSRS II) has been identified as the classification to hire the individual with the specific technical skills to be the State
Floodptain Mapping Coordinator. '

The Mapping Coordinator will ensure the preparation of adequate topographic information, hydrologic information,
hydraulic information, and a GIS presentation that meets local, state and federal needs. The Mapping Coordinator will
have a lead project management role and will, therefore, be meeting with local officials and consultants throughout
Colorado. In order to support those functions of the position, it is proposed that additional computer software and
hardware be made available, that GIS training be provided, and that additional equipment be purchased. In addition to
one-time expenses, it is proposed that there be annual expenses for travel and for the use of a vehicle from the State
Motor Pool or a private rental agency for travel to meetings.

PERSONAL SERVICES:
Physical Scientist Researcher Il -~ $49,968
PERA @ 10.15% 5,072
Medicare 724
Total $55,764
OPERATING: _
I. Annual ArcView licensing fee: $ 1,000

Il. Estimated travél costs:

. 20 overnight trips — lodging @ $75/night $ 1,500

. 20 overnight trips — per diem @ $34/day x 2 days $ 1,360
SUBTOTAL $ 2,860

IIl. Vehicle rental (State Motor Pool or State vendor)

. 20 trips x 2 days per trip @ $58 per day $ 2,320

Total $ 6,180
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Operating and Capital Outlay Costs (one-time}):

Computer software and hardware:

l.
. ArcIMS Software to allow web access to GIS information $ 9,000
. An ArcView license for creation and accessing of GIS layers $ 6,500
. A server for ArclIMS web distribution of GIS information $ 7,000
. A computer for all work functions, including GIS $ 1,715
. Additional Hardware to run GIS $ 1,400
. Laptop computer, printer, software $ 3,368
TOTAL $29,983
Il. GIS training @ $1,000 per class x two classes (one-time cost): $ 2,000
Ilf. Equipment (one-time cost):
e GPS survey equipment $ 3,500
¢ Digital camera $ 800
' TOTAL $ 4,300
V. Office Furniture $ 2,021
GRAND TOTAL $99,248

Key issues for decision-making:

The federal funds now being appropriated for floodplain mapping represent a 10-fold increase compared to previous
years’ floodplain mapping budgets. The CWCB has never had an annually funded program for fioodplain studies to
address statewide floodplain mapping requests, although funds were provided in recent years from grants from the
Severance Tax Operational Account and the Construction Fund. Having FEMA provide funding for 75% of the cost of
map and study updates and a State Floodplain Mapping Coordinator will increase the ability of the smaller communities in
Colorado either to identify flood hazards through new maps or update maps to meet current conditions. Colorado has
seen significant growth over the last 20 years and the conditions of communities along streams have changed drastically.
The new federal commitment to updating maps provides a great opportunity for Colorade to update maps that are, in
many cases, as much as 20 years old.
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Omissions, Biases, or Uncertainties:

A number of components to prepare floodplain mapping are experiencing an ongoing rapid rate of change. These include
computer hardware, surveying and cartographic equipment; topographic mapping, hydrologic, hydraulic, and GIS
software; and technology for topographic mapping, hydrologic analysis, hydraulic analysis, and GIS. The pace of change
creates a stronger need for management of floodplain mapping activities in Colorado. The program is being designed to
incorporate as much technical and methodological flexibility as possible to accommodate future needs and changes.

There is a significant degree of variability in local GIS capabilities among the 332 counties, cities, and towns in Colorado.
Flexibility is the key when accommodating future changes in mapping technology and methodologies, but a high level of
uniformity must alsoc be present in all mapping projects. The program is being designed to accommodate the full range of
local GIS capabilities, from no capability to a very advanced capability.

Recommendation:
Fund the State’s 25% share of the requested FTE, including the operational expenses and the one-time capital outlay, as
"described in Aliemative 3. o e e ST
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Schedule 6
Decision ltem Request for FY 2005-06

Department: Natural Resources
Priority Number: 15 of 22
Division: Water Resources
Program: Water Administration

Dept. Approval:
OSPB Approval:
Statutory Citation:” 37~

-92-50}; 37-82-501

Date: 7 Zf%/

Date: 0 h& lf"‘(

Cash Fund name/Number, Federal Fund Name:
IT Request I1 Yes X No (If yes and request includes more than 500 programing hours, attach IT Project Plan} )
Supplemental and Budget Amendment Criteria: [J Emergency [ Technical Error D New Data [ Unforeseen Contingency

Request Affects Another Department(s}: ] Yes x No (if yes, Name of other Department(s), }

Request for New or Replacement Vehicles: [ Yes [ No (If yes, a copy of the Schedule 6 will be forwarded to the OSPB analyst assigned te Persennel/DPA)

Request Title: Water Administration Service Personnel
1 4 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Change from
' Fund Prior-Year Supptemental | Tetal Revised Decision/Base | November1 Budget Total Revised Base in Qut
Actual Approprlation Request Request Base Request Reduction Request Amendment Request Year
FY 2003-04 FY 2004-06 FY 2004-05 FY 2004-05 FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 FY 20056-06 FY 200506 FY 2005-06 FY 2006-07
Total of All -
line ltems {Total 16,784,077 18,780,538 0 18,780,539 18,048,924 191,192 18,240,116 0 18,240,116 188,883
FTE 2185 250.6 250.6 250.6 0.0 250.6 250.6 0.0
GFi 12,322,164 | 14,545,938 14,545,938 | 13,823,265 191,192 | 14,014,457 14,014,457 188,883
CF 4,377,570 4,157,940 4,157,940 4,149,030 4,149,030 4,149,030
CFE 82,888 76,661 76,661 76,620 76,629 76,629 '
FF 1,455
Line item
Name Total 15,678,085 17,324,509 0| 17,324509] 16,558,583 172,267 { 16,730,850 0§ 16,730,850 172,267
’ FIE 2185 250.6 250.6 2506 0.0 250.6 250.6 .0
Persanal oF| 11,425430| 13,642,357 13,642,357 | 12,888,471 172,267 | 13,060,738 13,080,738 172,267
Services CF 4,251,200 3,656,260 3,666,260 3,654,252 3,654,252 3,654,252
CFE 16,892 15,892 15,860 15,860 15,860
FE 1,455
Line ltem i
Name Total 808,800 1,245,373 0 1,245,373 1,239,017 16,711 1,255,728 0 1,255,728 7,760
FTE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0
Operating GF 707,339 719,036 719,036 712,680 16,711 729,391 729,391 7,760
Expense CF 118,573 465,568 465,568 465,568 465,568 465,568
CFE 82,888 60,769 60,769 60,769 60,768 60,769
. FF
Line ltem
Name Total 197,192 210,657 0 210,657 251,324 2,214 253,538 ¢ 253,538 8,856
FTE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Vehicle GF 189,395 184,545 184,545 222,114 2,214 224,328 224 328 8,856
Lease CF 7,797 26,112 26,112 29,210 28,210 29,210
Payments. CFE
FF
Letter Notation:
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. Efficieﬁcy and Effectiveness Analysis
Identifving Information

Department: Natural Resources

- Request Tifle: ‘ Water Administration Service Personnel
Priority number: 15 of 28
Division: ‘Water Resources

Summary of Request
This request is for $191,192 general funds to provide additional field water administration in response to a growth in workload.
Each request is described and justified separately as an individual efficiency & effectiveness analysis.

Problem or Opportunity Definition ) .
Increased water administration workload has been identified in specific areas of the state. This workload is directly related to the population growth
experienced in those areas, and a commensurate increase in the complexity of water administration necessary to meet increasing water demands for a

limited resource.

Available Alternatives . . . S e S e
1. Recommended: Add funding to meet the increased demands for service. Many water administration services have been or will soon have to be

reduced to sub-standard levels in order to meet the most critical demands. In some cases, the public has had to provide its own water administratio
resulting in the state’s inability to properly validate and reasonably enforce the prior appropriation doctrine. ‘
2. Status Quo: Continue current service level with existing staff. Reallocate staff to meet the most critical demands, cutting less-critical — yet still

statute-required — public services.

Department Objectives
1.1, 1.2, 1.7, 2.1, 2.3, 2.6, 2.7

Analytical Technique Used _
An individual benefit-cost analysis has been performed for each specific request. Most often, the benefits are measured in added value of entitled water

delivered to senior water rights holders. One exception, in Division 5, is noted in the table on the next page.

Assessment of Alternatives
An individual assessment has been provided for each specific request.

Cost Calculations and Assumptions 7
Detailed cost components have been provided for each specific request, including personnel services costs , operating, mileage expectations of the speci
position, first-year capital costs, and in two cases, a state leased vehicle. [See table on next page.]
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Monthly Selary

Months 12 5 4 12 6 ke

Salary 55,068 12,220 13976 57,660 15,438 154,362

PERA (@10.15%) 5,589 1,240 1419 5,852 1,867 15,667

Medicere (@1.45%) 798 177 203 836 24 2238

Miles to be driven: 0 5833 6,000 13,000 5000

per mile cost: 026 0.32 0.30 032

'Cost of miles: - 1,504 1,020 3842 1,600 8,885

Opesating cost: 500 - - 500 250 1,250

Cepitel

Oifice fumiture . 2,021 2021 4042

Corputer & Softwere 1,267 1,267 2,534

Cther

istyear $benefit. | $ 970,000 | $ 2,000,000 | $ 150,000 | $ 975,000 | $ 3750001 $ 4,470,000

2ndyear$benefit  |$ 1,870,000 | $ 2,600,000 $ 158,400 | $ 975,000 | $ 375000 | $ 5978400
(see nofes below)

1st year B/C ratio: 14.9 1229 8.6 133 19.7 234

2nd year B/C ratior 30.2 14341 9.0 13.5 197 N7

Due to widely varying watar costs, and difficulty in measuring incremental vetter volumme,

Division 5 EPST Il benefits are based on fegal and engineering fees required to develop augmertation plans.

The resulting lower benefit-cost ratio relative to other positions reflects the assessment method)

rather than the significance of this position.
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Glossary of Terms:

Alluvial Well:
Those wells located near a stream, consisting of alluvium (clay or silt or gravel carried by rushing streams and deposited where the sircam
slows down), whose depletion has a direct negative impact on streamflow.

Augmentation:
A plan for augmentation allows an out-of-priority water right to continue to divert by providing replacement water to senior water rights
affected by the junior diversion. Pooling of water resources, exchanges of water, substitute supplies of water, and/or development of new
supplies of water may be means of augmentation. The plan is confirmed in a Water Court case, which may result in changes to established
water rights, and/or adjudication of new water rights. n many cases, an accounting method is decreed which is then used to compute and

record the proper application of the decreed plan.

Diversion:
The physical redirection of water flowing in a natural stream, into a ditch, canal, pipeline, or other conveyance structure. A diversion is the
typical exercise of a water right by a water right owner.

~ Interstate Compact:
Colorado’s unused water ultimately ends up in a downstream state. In all the river basins of our state, water flows downstream to a series of

other states and is subject to one or more interstate compacts. An interstate compact specifies how much water Colorado may consume
before delivering the water at the stateline for downstream use by one or more states. The specification describing this apportionment varies
from compact to compact. The result is that every interstate compact is in effect a downstream water right that must be satisfied, just as
downstream water rights must be satisfied in Colorado, provided that the right is currently “in priority”.

On call: :
This term describes a stream that cannot supply sufficient water to satisfy all water rights demanding water. A “call” consists of a call date

— the priority date of a water right which is not fully satisfied, and a location on the stream. Any stream system, from the uppermost
tributary to the stateline downstream, may have muitiple calls in place simultaneously.

Streamflow: ,
The amount of water flowing in a siream at any given time. The amount is difficult to judge without a measuring device, normally a

calibrated gage placed at a stream location from which readings may be taken and flow computed. Currently, many streamflow data
readings are transmitted via satellite to a central site in Denver, flows computed, and streamflow amounts are subsequently made available

via a variety of media within mimites or hours to water users and water administrators.
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Water Administration:
This activity is performed primarily by field personnel called “water commissioners” (classified as engineering technicians and engineering
assistants). These personnel access real-time streamflow data for their hydrologic area and determine which water rights are in priority and
which are out of priority, based upon a list of quantified water rights ordered by seniority. This ensures that the proper senior water rights
who are in priority and wanting water receive their water, and those who are out of priority do not. The process is performed by water
commissioners by visiting headgates, water users, and/or by telephone. It may be either passive — the water user is informed of their proper
headgate change and expected to make the change him/herself, or active - by actual physical adjustment of the headgate, sometimes
including the application of a chain and lock, and a headgate “order”, directing that no change is to be made by others. Records of
diversions and changes are kept, and settings may be adjusted more than once daily. The variation of stream conditions from upstream to
downstream, and the dispersion of water rights over the hydrologic area — upstream and downstream, on the main stream and tributaries —
plus the varying nature of hydrologic conditions within the area, such as the amount, timing, and location of irrigation return flows, for
example, make this process complicated. A good water commissioner requires a high degree of knowledge, computational ability and
judgment, and benefits greatly from local experience and good interpersonal skills.

Water right:
In Colorado, a water right is a property right, established by physically applying water to beneficial use. A water right is specified by a
location, an amount, a priority date (normally the date of first use of the water), and the types of use allowed for that water right. A water
right is perfected by having it adjudicated in a court process (now performed by district courts designated as Water Courts). A water right
may be changed in use and location, while maintaining its priority date. It may also be transferred from one owner to another, separately
from the water right change process. |
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Department: Natural Resources

Request Title: Division 5 Water Administration Engineer for Augmentation Plans/Hydrographer (PE I)
Division: Water Resources

Summary of Requested Alternative: The Division seeks $65,243 to assist in water administration on the upper Colorado River. An added
Professional Engineer for Division 5 would be appointed 1/3 Hydrographer and 2/3 Augmentation Plan Administrator for the upper half of Diviston
5.

Population growth in Division 5 (Glenwood Springs office) and rising demand for diversions to the Front Range have substantially increased our
water administration responsibilities. This demand is reflected in the number and complexity of Water Court decrees and in the rising number of
diversion structures requiring state oversight. The gap between existing staffing levels and the staffing needed to meet our statutory requirements
continues to widen. Increasing complexity of water rights (particularly augmentation plans) and the addition of 400-450 new decrees each year
(including 35 to 70 new plans for augmentation) necessitates adding an Engineer to supervise and support Water Commissioners.

The joint use of facilities such as reservoirs and ditches for both irrigation and municipal purposes has added to the difficulty of administering the
waters of the upper Colorado River. Any new development within the basin will need a plan of angmentation to develop a reliable water supply.
~ Even without the continuous addition of new water rights and detailed plans of augmentation, the present needs for water administration and

oversight of complex plans exceed the current personnel resources in Division 5. The area of particular concerm is in the headwaters of the basin,
where local development and Front Range cities compete with established downstream senior water rights. The areas include Grand, Summit,
Eagle, and Pitkin Counties, where the majority of Colorado’s water supply resides. These counties also include the majority of Colorado’s ski
industry, a growing number of golf courses, and a steady conversion of agricultural lands to other uses, most notably residential. In some instances,
providing for a reliable water supply can involve purchasing water at over $20,000 per acre-foot while incurring legal and engineering fees of up to
$40,000. Proper administration is therefore critical in ensuring that these dollars are well spent.

Additionally, heightened demand for a limited water supply has increased to at least 1.33 FTE’s the Hydrographic duties in Division 5, though
currently only 1.0 FTE is staffed. With an ever-tightening water supply, stream gaging and water administration measurement will be more
frequent and critical, approaching the need for 2 FTE’s in the Colorado River Basin in the near term. '

The Division of Water Resources is therefore requesting an additional Professional Engineer L. The requested monthly salary of $4,589 represents
the entry-level salary for this position. 1

1 FY 2004-05 Compensation Plan.
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Element #2 — I"roblem or Opportunity Definition:
Professional Engineer for Augmentation Plans (67% of this request):

Division 5 does not have adequate staffing to administer plans of augmentation and other complex decrees. We struggle to not only manage and
account for the complex changes of water rights, exchange plans, and augmentation plans associated with the East Slope Diversions by Denver
Water, Northern Colorado Water Conservancy District, Golden, Colorado Springs, Aurora, and Westminster, but must also handle the rapidly
growing needs of Eagle, Summit, and Grand Counties (including Water Districts 36, 37, and 51). It is important to track the diversions and
accounting as required by the Water Court in over 500 decreed augmentation plans in these Water Districts to assure that users are operating within
their court-decreed limitations, thus preventing injury to vested senior water rights. Using an Engineer to supervise and support Water
Commissioners offers the most feasible means of accomplishing these tasks.

The last four years of drought have required fair and equitable accounting for both East Slope and West Slope demands for this most valuable
source of water. The many changes of water rights have lead to complex angmentation plans and exchanges. Examples of this complex water
accounting include:

e A 2004 water court case allowing water that originates in the Arkansas River drainage at the Arkansas Well to exchange through Dillon to
Williams Fork Reservoir and then through the Williams Fork Project Tunnel to Clear Creek, before being used by Golden. The Arkansas
Well water is also decreed for use in Eagle, Summit, and Grand Counties, thus complicating the accounting process for the Arkansas Well.

e The reservoirs in Grand and Summit Counties are used to help mitigate the impacts to the Endangered Species in the 15 Mile Reach. The
Endangered Species mitigation pools in these reservoirs are the last to fill within the reservoirs. The depletions associated with the
augmentation plans and exchanges, therefore, impact the endangered species if not properly administered. Thus far, Colorado has avoided
Section 7 Consultation” for these Endangered Species based on a recovery program that relies on these mitigation pools. If endangered
species were impacted, development of water in the Colorado Basin would be significantly curtailed and would become lengthy and
expensive due to Section 7 Consultations.

¢ The Water Commissioners in Water Districts 36, 37, 38, and 51 receive complicated accounting of water diverted by multiple water users.
These users include many Bast Slope and West Slope cities, and other entities with complex accounting and delivery methods such as the
Middle Park Conservancy District, Clinton Ditch and Reservoir Company, Eagle Park Reservoir Company, the Colorado River Water
Conservation District, the USBR, the Basalt Water Conservancy District, and the West Divide Water Conservancy District. Accounting for
the prior summer and fall depletions often does not occur until mid-winter.

2 Gection 7 of the Endangered Species Acts requires a consultation, directed by the United States Fish & Wildlife Service, on the status of an endangered species. If the USFWS
determines that the species is no longer making reasonable progress, the agency can issue a jeopardy opinion on the species and halt future water development.
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Water Commissioners have a full workload, devoting all their time to traditional water rights administration of irrigation and the historic non-
irrigation uses. Today’s water court decrees not only add to the sheer number of rights that must be administered, they also increase the areas that
are over-appropriated, and they continue to evolve in complexity. This requires innovative approaches to water administration that is not expected
of the traditional Water Commissioner. Programs to track accounting for angmentation plans and exchanges are too complex for water
commissioners to create and continually modify with the addition of water rights. This position will develop and maintain systems to monitor water
court changes, thus supporting Water Commissioners in their daily activities and preventing injury to existing water uses on the East and West

Slopes.

Integrity of the Prior Appropriation Doctrine through equitable distribution of the water of the basin is an absolute necessity for orderly use and
development of existing and future supplies. To allow further widening of the gap between the capabilities of Division 5 and the needs of the water
users will lead to distrust and an uncooperative spirit in the water community.

Hydrographer (33% of this request):

Division 5 hydrographic duties are extensive and include:

e Stream flow measurements, publishing, and repair of ten published stations. By decree and stipulation, the Division is required to
provide full hydrographic service to eight of these stations, all located on the Fryingpan River. These stations serve many critical
functions, including data provision that saves millions of dollars in additional waste water treatment by Aspen Consolidated
Sanitation District, snowmaking diversions to ski resorts, and exchanges of some of the state’s most highly-valued water. Currently,

our Hydrographer is able to handle only the most critical needs of these stations.

e Satellite monitoring systems at 25 permanent stations that require annual maintenance, upgrades, monitoring; satellite monitoring
systems at 12 stations with shared maintenance responsibilities.

¢ Coordination with cooperator agencies, planning, and budgeting; data requests, from within DWR and from the public; and gaging
record input, personnel training, equipment maintenance, and other administrative duties.

Due to current man-hour shortages, only the more critical functions have been completed during the past two years. For example,
approximately 90 total published station measurements per year have been made, out of 190 needed.

Additional tasks that would be undertaken with added personal services:
e Publish an additional 2-6 existing stations and 100 published station measurements.

e Add new rated stations with chart or satellite monitoring.

o Requests for new temporary or permanent gaging stations come in each year from the public and from water commrissioners.
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To accomplish all of the mandated services, a part-time Hydrographer is needed in addition to the current 1.0 FTE. The value of these added
services can be very conservatively calculated in terms of the price of a published station. Including monitoring, publishing, and repairs, water
districts pay approximately $10,000 annually for one such station (the United States Geological Survey charges about $15,000). Pro-rating the
annual workload of the current Hydrographer, complete maintenance of one station consumes 100 hours. One third FTE (690 hours) therefore
could be conservatively valued at $70,000. This excludes the value of abiding by court decrees and avoiding litigation. This also understates the
value of administering water to the owners of water rights who have incurred the publishing station cost only as a portion of the total cost of
obtaining their water. ‘

Though the needs for Augmentation Plan Administration and Hydro graphic duties require more than the proposed additional personal services, the
merging of these duties into one position offers the most feasible option. The Division of Water Resources is therefore requesting an additional
Professional Engineer I with computer programming skills, knowledge of water rights, and hydrographic skills. The new staff person will review
the existing accounting systems currently administered by water users, and then develop improved spreadsheets, accounting processes, data
exchange processes, and verification methods that will ensure the increased complexity and volume of these decrees are properly administered and
do not injure other water rights. This individual will also operate gaging stations with satellite monitoring equipment, make stream-gaging
measurements, rate measuring devices, and develop official gaging records.

These functions of the Division are authorized in the following statutes:

Title 37 Article 80 Water Rights and Irrigation

Title 37 Article 82 Appropriation and Use of Water (Administration of Water in Natural Surface Streams),

Title 37 Article 83 Exchange of Water and Transfer From One Stream To Another

Title 37 Article 84 Responsibility of User and Owner (Administration of the Diversion and Measurement of Water)
Title 37 Article 87 Reservoirs (Administration of Water Storage and Release from Reservoirs).

Title 37 Article 92 Water Right Administration and Distribution

Element #3 — Available Alternatives:

Alternative No. 1 (Recommended):

e Add an Engineer to our staff to develop and operate efficient automated systems to account for the use of the surface water of the upper
Colorado River. This includes daily reporting and verification of diversion and return quantities of water by suppliers in accordance with
Water Court decrees. The Engineer will provide coordination between the various water users and the affected Water Commissioners to
assure that water 1s administered timely.

e The request includes operating and data processing support sufficient to effectively perform the functions in a timely manner.

e At this time, minimal travel is anticipated for the new position.
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e Tangible benefits of adding this Engincer include maximizing the use and inherent economic value of water used for municipal and
domestic water supplies, ski areas including snowmaking, golf course development, other local industries, and crop irrigation. Intangible
benefits are centered on the reliance that water users have upon an unbiased state authority to regulate limited upper Colorado River water
supplies in strict accordance with water right decrees. This reliance has a proven record of lessening dissension among competitive water
users and the potential for contentious and/or unnecessary litigation, and of protecting the integrity of water law.

o . There is a cost to senior water right owners if water is not administered in a timely and efficient manner. For economic reasons, every effort
should be made to get more timely and accurate administration. The projections of greater competition for the water supply in the
Colorado River Basin guarantee increased complexity and a growing list of water court decrees.

e A calculation of the dollar value of these benefits includes providing assurance of water delivery to the holders of senior water rights, that in
today’s market have a value of at least $250 an acre-foot in the lower part of the basin, where water is least valuable. This position would
be responsible for preventing holders of junior water rights and others from diverting water to which they are not entitled. Any water
diverted by these entities, which exceeds their entitlement, bas a direct impact on the senior water right holders equal to the value of the
water rights they own. It is estimated that if this position is funded, senior water rights will receive a maximum additional 12,000 acre feet
of water per year to which they are entitled. The 12,000 acre-feet estimate is based on the replacement supply of only the largest sources
that do not report timely. This added delivery resulting from increased staffing is estimated at 30% of 12,000 in the first year, 60% 1n the

~ second year, and 90% in succeeding years. '

Alternative No. 2 (Not Recommended):

e Continue to accept delayed and incomplete water supplier reports on the amount of water taken and returned to the Colorado River basin
with limited validation of the accuracy of the reporting.

e Because the upper Colorado River is over-appropriated, senior water rights will be injured by this lack of more detailed, timely
administration in accordance with court decrees.

e There is no direct cost to the state for this alternative.

e There is a negative value in the loss of the property of the senior water right holders if the situation on the upper Colorado River is not -
addressed. The senior owners will continue not to receive water to which they are entitled and will suffer the economic consequences.

Element #4 — Selected Analytical Technique

The selected technique is to compare the cost of each option to the added value to the property owners receiving the total amount of water to which
they are entitled. The value of the water selected 1s water lost to downstream senior rights on the mainstem of the Colorado River, as they are the
least valuable and easiest to quantify. The value of water in the Headwaters areas ot any tributary of the Colorado River is extremely variable, and
yet much more valuable than in the lower basin. Additionally, only the easiest sources of replacement have been identified. Therefore, every
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assumption uses the most conservative estimates and results in the conservative benefits-to-cost in Element #5. Finally, this analysis does not
attempt to quantify the potential water user litigation expenses transpiring from failure to administer water rights nor the value of maintaining the
peace and integrity of the Prior Appropriation Doctrine.

Element #5 — Assessment of Alternatives

There are two alternatives: 1) Add an Engineer position and resolve the problem; 2) do not add the Engineer position and subject Colorado’s water
rights system to increasing abuse.

Alternative No. 1 shows the expenditure of $65,243 and assumes that 30% of all municipalities will report daily in regards to all diversions that
they make within Year One. In succeeding years, the percentage of municipalities and water users that report daily diversions will be increased to
60%, in the second year and 90% in the third year. The value to the senior water rights owners who receive water to which they are entitled is
therefore conservatively estimated at $900,000 if only 3,600 acre-feet of additional water is delivered during the first year. The added benefit of
$70,000 for hydrographic services is added to reach $970,000. Alternative No. 2 is to add no additional resources and to deal with the problem with
current staffing levels. There is no direct cost to the state. However, there is a continuing cost to the downstream senior water rights owners.
Because this is the base scenario, zero benefit is assigned.

Alternative | Year Cost ‘Benefit to owneérs Ratio of
benefit/cost
#1 1 $65,243 $970,000 14.9
2 $61,955 $ 1,870,000 30.2
#2 1 0 0 0
2 0 0 0

Recommendation: ,
Increase appropriation to the Division of Water Resources by $65,243 to fund a water administration Engineer in the upper Colorado River.

CHANGE REQUEST - 186



Breakdown of Costs:

PEI
Salary/mo $ 4,589
Months 12
Salary $ 55,068
PERA (10.15%) $ 5,589
Medicare (1.45%) $ 798
Total PS | $ 61,455
|
Total Operating $ 500
Office Furniture $ 2,021
Computer & Software $ 1,267
Total Capital $ 3,288
Total First year , $ 65,243 |
Benefits $970,000
B/C ratio - 149
Total Second Year $ 61,955
Benefits $1,870,000
B/C ratio 302
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Department: Natural Resources

Request Title: Division 1 Deputy Water Commissioner (Districts 8, 9, 80 - Cherry Creek, Plum Creek, Bear Creek,
North Fork of the South Platte) (EPSA III)
Division: Water Resources

Summary of Requested Alternative: Increase water administration for water rights in the Douglas County and Jefferson County area by adding
$16,268 to fund 5 additional months of work.

The Division of Water Resources, Water Division 1 (Greeley office), is not able to keep up with all the water rights administration issues associated
with the expansive growth in the area south of Denver, a region with very limited water resource availability. The combination of growth and
limited resources has dramatically increased the competition for water and need to administer this resource to prevent injury to senior rights.

Specifically, the rapid growth of municipal users along Cherry Creek, Plum Creek, and Bear Creek has created more complex water diversion

' systems and accounting. To prevent injury to senior users, it is important to verify the diversions of these users and assure that the accounting for
the users is accurate and in accordance with statutes and water court decrees. Presently, we have insufficient funding to establish the accounting
needed to utilize such information as structure identification numbers, decree limits, case numbers, and well permit numbers. With an established
accounting system, our staff could monitor and obtain the appropriate information. The additional months of personnel time would allow staff to
begin to verify that the actual diversions are correct and to review the accounting for accuracy.

To properly administer water rights for municipal users, we must improve our monitoring of stream flows so that administrative decisions may be
based on accurate information. Cherry Creek and Plum Creek, in particular, must be closely monitored due to the difficulty in maintaining an
accurate stage discharge relationship arising from the channel conditions of the two small streams.

In addition to growing numbers of municipal diversions, this arca has witnessed substantial rural residential growth, requiring added need for well
inspections and other administrative duties. Meeting ongoing irrigation demands within these basins has also become increasingly difficult, as our
staff has been stretched to deal with more complicated municipal diversions.

Not only must commissioners keep track of municipal and rural surface and ground water usage, they should also keep records associated with the
use of Denver basin wells to assure that they are complying with statutory requirements concerning aquifer life. Presently, we are not able to
achieve this function, but would like to be able to in the future, as these rights too should be administered.

Currently, a part time person is involved in-assisting in these Districts, but is not able to provide the backup necessary to the lead commissioners in
these areas. The specific need in this area is sufficient funding of an Engineering Assistant IIl (upgrading a part-time position to full time} to
conduct many of the field investigations and monitor flow conditions. These field investigations will include responding to complaints concerning
illegal water usage, investigating well applications, and recording well and ditch diversion amounts. This will free supervisory staff to focus on the
larger issues associated with setting up and reviewing complex accounting and assuring that users comply with t.c corditions specified in thewx
decree and statutes. This will also provide the lead commissioners the ability to adequately respond to the many questions from municipal users,
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homeowners associations, and other public interests. Having a full-time person will also allow the continuity necessary to have a person furnish
adequate support to the lead commissioner and will provide adequate succession training in the event the lead water commissioner leaves the area.
Training a person for this position is a large investment of time and effort on the part of the lead water commissioner and it is highly imperative that
a full-time status of this deputy position be assigned if we have any hope of retaining a fully competent person.

The Division of Water Resources is therefore requesting to upgrade an existing seven-month Engineer Physical Science Assistant Il to full-time
status. With continued urban and semi-urban growth in these districts, we presently do not have sufficient resources to adequately respond to
administrative demands. The requested monthly salary of $2,444 represents the entry-level salary for this posii:ion.3

Element #2 — Problem or Opportunity Definition:

Douglas and Jefferson counties have experienced dramatic municipal and rural residential growth since 1990. Census 2000 data indicates that the
population of Douglas County grew by 191% from 1990 to 2000 (1990 population = 59,541 and 2000 population = 172,718). Douglas County’s
January 1, 2003 population estimate is 215,226. Census 2000 data for Jefferson County indicates a 20.2% population increase from 1990 to 2000
(1990 population = 438,430 and 2000 population = 527,056). Jefferson County’s latest population estimate is 529,401. The increase has
substantially heightened the demand for services from the Division of Water Resources both to administer and to respond to complaints concerning

water use in the area. Not only is administration necessary between users in these drainages, but most water rights along Plum Creek, Cherry

Creek, Bear Creek and the North Fork of the South Platte are junior to users on the main stem of the South Platte and adequate administration is
necessary to prevent injury to these users.

Municipal users have had to develop sophisticated plans to deliver to their customers adequate water resources supplied by Denver basin aquifers,
Jimited surface streams, and their associated alluvial aquifers. Since 1999, the number of augmentation plans has increased by 252 from 111 to 363
(327% increase), while the number of decreed water rights has increased by 3,266 from 12,076 to 15,342 (27% increase). Also since 1999, the
pumber of wells permitted has increased by 9,927.

In addition to municipal growth, rural residential populations have expanded within this area. This has resulted in increased needs for field
inspections so that users comply with their well permits. There has also been a significant increase in the number of complaints associated with
small illegal dams, expansion of use of exempt wells, and with other surface water related problems. Present staff covers an area extending from
Woodland Park in the south, Grant in the west, and the south edge of Denver in the north in addition to eastern cities Castle Rock, Franktown and
Parker. All regions are rapidly expanding in population. One field trip to the Woodland Park area takes a full day to investigate diversions and
potential water use violations.

There still remains a small active irrigation demand within these basins. Our office is tasked with administering both surface and ground water
rights within the area. At the present time, we are not always capable of administering all the surface water rights on some of the tribufaries in this
area due to lack of personnel. This allows injury to senior appropriators to occur within these Districts. In addition, inadequate records of diversion

3 FY 2004-05 Compensation Plan
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hurt the property value of senior users who cannot verify their historic use in change cases. Likewise, we have not had the staif to effectively
administer alluvial wells in this area to assure they are augmenting and not injuring senior rights.

These functions of the Division are authorized in the following statutes:

Title 37 Article 82 Appropriation and Use of Water (Administration of Water in Natural Surface Streams)

Title 37 Article 84 Responsibility of User and Owner (Administration of the Diversion and Measurement of Water)
Title 37 Article 87 Reservoirs (Administration of Water Storage and Release from Reservoirs)

Title 37 Article 92 Division Office Function and Responsibilities/Augmentation Plans and Water Court

Element #3 — Available Alternatives:

Alternative No. 1 (Recommended):

¢ Adding $16,268 in personal services funding will allow this full-time assistant to complete field inspections of well and surface water usage,
to assess compliance of decrees and well permits, to collect diversion information on the river, and to monitor stream flow data.

A calculation of the dollar value of these benefits includes potential injury to the holders of senior water rights, which in today’s market
have a value worth up to $2,000 an acre-foot annually. This position would help properly administer augmentation plans and make certain
that junior water rights or others do not divert water to which they are not entitled. It is estimated that if this position is funded Colorado
water rights owners may receive a minimum additional 2,000 acre fect of water per year to which they are entitled, assuming the merease in
deliveries are 50% in the first year, 65%, 80%, and 90% in succeeding years.

e The request includes operating and data processing support sufficient to effectively perform the functions in a timely manner.
e At this time, some travel on rough roads within and out of the Division is anticipated for the new position.

e Tangible benefits of increased funding include better administration of water resources in this area through protection of senior water rights.
Intangible benefits include improved response time to the multitude of complaints and inquiries of users in Douglas and Jefferson Counties.
Water users who depend upon an unbiased state authority to regulate water supplies in strict accordance with water right decrees and
statutes have less potential for contentious litigation between themselves. '

e Having a full time person will also provide the training and continuity necessary to adequately support the lead commissioner and to provide
adequate succession training in the event the lead water commissioner leaves the area.
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Alternative No. 2 (Not Recommended):
e Continue to accept inadequate administration in this area with the associated loss in water to these who have senior water rights and are
entitled to the water.
¢ Risk worsening response time to complaints and inquiries, increasing disputes between individual water users, delayed and incomplete
water supplier reports outlining the amount of water taken pursuant to the augmentation and exchange plans in Water Districts 8, 9, and 80,
and declining accuracy of the reporting.

e Because Bear Creek, Cherry Creek, Plum Creek and North Fork of the South Platte are all over-appropriated, senior water rights will be
injured by this lack of detailed, timely administration in accordance with Water Court decrees. There is no direct cost to the state for this

alternative.

e There is 2 negative value in the loss of the property of the decreed water right holders on Bear Creek, Cherry Creek, Plum Creek and North
Fotk of the South Platte. The senior water rights owners will not receive all of the water to which they are entitled and will suffer the

€CONOMmIC consequences.

. Element#4—Selected Analytical Fechnique - - - —- - - - e s e
The selected technique is fo compare the cost of each option to the value to the property owners of receiving the total amount of water to which they

are entitled.
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Element #5 — Assessment of Alternatives

There are two alternatives: 1) provide additional funding to resolve the problem; 2) do not provide additional funding and allow inappropriate
diversions to continue to the injury of senior rights. There is not an attempt to project the cost of additional litigation under Alternative No. 2.

Alternative No. 1 shows that the expenditure of $16,268 will ensure better administration and response to users within Division 1. The value to the
semior water rights owners who receive water to which they are entitled is conservatively estimated at $2,000,000 and $2,600,000 in years one and

two, respectively, assuming 50% and 65% of 2,000 acre-feet are respectively delivered.

Alternative No. 2 is to add no additional resources and allow the illegal diversion and use to continue. There is no direct cost to the state (absent the
costs of potential litigation). However, there is an ongoing injury to the decreed senior water rights owners. As this is the base scenario, zero

benefit is assigned.

Alternative | Year Cost Benefit to owners Ratio of
_ benefit/cost
#1 1 $16,268 $2,000,000 122.9
2 $18,169 $2,600,000 143.1
#2 1 0 0 0
2 0 0 0

Based upon the two alternatives, Alternative No. 1 is our recommendation due to the beneficial impact to the decreed water right owners and well

owners in Water Division 1.
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Breakdown of Costs:

EPSTI Year 1 Year 2
Salary/mo ‘ $ 2,444 $ 2,444
Months 5 5
Salary $12,220 $12220
PERA (10.15%) $ 1,240 $ 1,240
Medicare (1.45%) $ 177 $ 177
Total PS $ 13,637 $ 13,637
Operating:*

‘Miles to be Driven (person.) | (2mos.) 2,333 | (7mos.) 8,000

Cost/mile (4X4 reimburse) $ 032 $ 032

Cost of Miles $ 747 $ (2,560)

. Miles to be Driven.(fease).. | (3mos.) . 3,500} (12mos.) 14000 e -
Cost/mile $ 0.222 $ 0222 '
Cost of Miles $ 777 $ 2,664

Operating cost ' $ 0 $ 0

Total Operating ' $ 1,524 $ 104

Leased vehicle ($369/mo.)’ $ 1,107 $ 4,428

Total Expense : ' $ 16,268 $ 18,169
Benefits $2,000,000 $2,600,000 |
B/C Ratio 122.9 143.1

4 Assumes vehicle lease begins April 1, 2006. Personal vehicle utilized prior to that date. $.32 and $.222 per mile are the current costs for FY 2004-05. Year 2 reflects negative
personal miles because current personal miles will be converted to fleet miles.

5 1 ease estimate of $369 monthly provided by Ron Clatterbuck, New Vehicle Coordinator, State Fleet Management, for a % ton 4x4 pickup, appropriately equipped.
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Department: Natural Resources

Request Title: Division 5 Colorado River Mainstem (District 5) Water Commissioner (EPST II)
Division: Water Resources

Summary of Requested Alternative:

The Division seeks $17,518 to improve administration of water rights, plans of augmentation, delivery of reservoir storage, collection breakdown
and analysis of complex data from municipalities and other sophisticated users, and to improve service to the public regarding well permitting and
water use related to development.

The Water District 51 position is currently eight man-months, and works 2/3 of each month. This request constitutes four man-months to make this
position full-time. Water District 51 is the headwaters of the Colorado River in Grand County. It includes the towns of Winter Park, Fraser,
Granby, Grand Lake, and Hot Sulphur Springs. It has two ski areas, many golf courses, and extensive development on the majority of the private
land in east and north Grand County. The Water District has five transmountain diversion projects: the Colorado Big Thompson, Grand River
Ditch, Berthoud Pass Tunnel Canal, Moffat Tunnel System, and the Williams Fork Project. These carry 60% of all transmountain water in the State
of Colorado.

The District has changed from primarily agricultural to primarily recreation and commercial. The ever-diversifying local uses of water include
snowmaking, golf course irrigation, and numerous lakes, ponds, and other water amenities for rural and mountain development. The remaining
agriculture, either part of a trophy ranch or on five to 40 acre tracts, requires more attention from Water Commissioners than traditional agriculture.
Therefore, the nature of the job has changed from one where focus is on the irrigation season to one with intensive year-round demands. Growth
statewide creates an incremental increase in demands each year on the water resources of the Division, extensively in Water District 51.

The Division of Water Resources is therefore requesting additional personal services funding and an upgrade to Engineering Physical Sciences
Technician II. The requested salary of $3,494 represents a 10% increase above the entry-level amount of $3,17 6° due to the need for understanding
and experience in municipal, recreational, and agricultural water administration. i

Element #2 — Problem or Opportunity Definition:

With growth comes a heightened demand for water and a rising number of water delivery systems that rely on ever-increasingly complex legal
mechanisms. Water District 51 acquires 25-30 new water right decrees (including 5-10 plans of augmentation) each year. These structures or plans
can be very large and complex, or very small and difficult to detect. With both, more time is demanded of our field personnel. The upper Colorado
River Basin is over-appropriated 10-12 months per year. The Windy Gap Firming Project, Denver Water’s plans to increase Fraser River and
Williams Fork depletions, and the eventual build-out of existing exchange plans will all require daily decisions on streams that currently need less
frequent administration. The competition for the dwindling surplus creates an ever-increasing value for the water and requires more and more
vigilant administration. This increased workload continues to shift to intensive year-round scheduling, as opposed to the historic high demands in

® FY 2004-05 Compensation Plan
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the irrigation season and diminishing winter workload. To accomplish our statutory duties, the job requires a year-round Water Commissioner,
instead of the current eight man-month position. Division 5 has reorganized and adjusted man-months for the past 20 years. We have reached the
point where this can no longer be accomplished without creating an equally large problem in those areas that sacrifice man months.

Not only has the position evolved into a 12-month responsibility, but the level of complexity and purpose of contact have for some years
necessitated an upgrade from an Engineering Physical Science Tech I to a Tech II. Located two and a half to three hours from the Glenwood
Springs Division 5 office, the position operates independently. The individual in this position must therefore be capable of covering very
contentious, complex, and critical issues with infrequent support or supervision. *

These functions of the Division are authorized in the following statutes:

Title 37 Article 80 Exchange of Water

Title 37 Article 82 Appropriation and Use of Water (Administration of Water in Natural Surface Streams),
Title 37 Article 84 Responsibility of User and Owner (Administration of the Diversion and Measurement of Water)
Title 37 Article 87 Reservoirs (Administration of Water Storage and Release from Reservoirs).

~ Title 37 Article 92 Division Office Function and Responsibilities/Augmentation Plans and Water Court

Element #3 — Available Alternatives:

Alternative No. 1 (Recommended): -
Tncrease the Water Division 5 funding by $17,518 for position number 2117 in Water District 51, making it a full-time position.

The request does include additional operating cost for travel.

Benefits of adding these man-months include (1) maximizing the use and economic value (which can be among the highest in the state) of
water for irrigation, domestic, stock, snowmaking, power and municipal purposes; (2) ensuring the fair distribution of the resource through
the monitoring of augmentation plans and curtailment of unadjudicated and junior water users; and (3) providing improved public service
related to water use development and well permitting.

Proper administration reduces personal and legal conflict between competing water users.

e The value of water and the amount of administration required will fluctuate widely throughout the district. Therefore, this analysis
calculates benefits based on the cost of the augmentation plans rather than the value of the water appropriated. The most basic
augmentation plan has a minimum legal fee of $7,500. Engineering fees can equal legal fees. The value of the water and infrastructure
needed to deliver the augmentation water adds greater costs. Complex plans cost tens of thousands of dollars in legal fees alone. Improper
administration of these plans suggests to the water user that his expenditure cannot be justified, and therefore develops distrust and a
tendency to attempt to circumvent the prior appropriation system. '
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Alternative No. 2 (Not Recommended):

¢ Maintain existing staffing levels in Division 5.
o Identify and eliminate customer service that is not specifically required by statute.

¢ Rely more heavily on water users’ self-administration of their water rights. This creates distrust and disputes, which may generate a larger
workload on staff in the Glenwood Springs office, and consequentially added non-compliance; as distrust increases, so does non-
compliance. For example, failure to enforce one household use permit mushrooms into many out-of-compliance wells. Failure to properly
administer one out-of-priority pond leads to the construction of many ponds without water rights and equipment to administer them. This
also reduces perception that the Division of Water Resources is capable of doing its job.

e There is no direct cost to the state for this alternative; however, increased costs to defend against future litigatidn may be incurred.

e There is a negative value in the loss of the property of the senior water right holders if the situation is not addressed. The senior owners will
continue not to receive the water to which they are entitled and will suffer the economic consequences. Additionally, these owners will
spend time and money on legal efforts to enforce their water rights and to pressure the Division to fulfill its responsibilities.

Element #4 — Selected Analytical Technique

The selected technique is to compare the cost of each option to the cost of an angmentation plan. Using a somewhat different approach in this case,
this benefit/cost analysis assumes the money to develop the existing augmentation plans was money well spent.

Element #5 — Assessment of Alternatives

Using a minimum cost of $15,000 for legal and engineering foes (note the legal fees can be many times larger than this number) applied to the
existing 125 plans in Water District 51, the benefit in administering these plans has a perpetual vaiue of $1,875,000 or an annualized value at 8% of
$150,000. Assuming we gain seven similar plans each year, the benefit would increase by $8,400 annually. This analysis excludes the cost of the
water for the augmentation supply (which can range from $400 per acre-foot to $25,000 per acre-foot), but assumes 100% of the value is realized
under each alternative.
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Cost

Alternative Year Benefit of Owners Ratio Benefit/Cost
#1 1 $17,518 $ 150,000 8.6
2 $17,518 $ 158,400 9.0
#2 1 0 0 0
2 0 0 0

Based upon the two alternatives, Alternative No. 1 is our recommendation. The measured value placed on the augmentation plans by their holders
alone far outweighs the cost of filling this position. Far greater than the measured value of these plans, however, is the beneficial impact to all

water users, the prevention of future litigation, and integrity of the state’s water administration system.

Breakdown of Costs:
EPSTII
Salary added $ 3,494
Months _ 4
Total Salary $13,976
PERA (10.15%) $ 1,419
Medicare (1.45%) $ 203
_Total PS | - $ 15,598
|
Operating:
Miles to be Driven 6,000 |
Cost/mile $ 06.32
Cost of Miles $ 1,920
Operating cost 3 0
Total Operating $ 1,920
Total $ 17,518
Benefits $150,000
B/C ratio 8.6
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Department: Natural Resources
Request Title: _ Division 3 Supervising Water Commissioner (EPST III)
Division: Water Resources

Summary of Requested Alternative: The Division seeks $73,085 to assist in the administration of water rights, augmentation plans, and interstate
compact delivery requirements.

Currently, the Division of Water Resources is finding it difficult to effectively supervise the administration of water rights, adequately account and
verify augmentation plans, and efficiently apportion water flows to rights in concert with delivering interstate compact requirements.

All major rivers in Division 3 (Alamosa office) are on call from March through October each year. The two largest rivers, the Rio Grande and
Conejos, are on call all year due to compact delivery obligations. Additional decrees are being sought for recharge and storage during the winter
months on both the major and minor drainages. There is an increasing number of court actions to change the use of agricultural wells to add
structures for commercial purposes. As these court actions are completed, the Water Commissioners must add these new rights to the list of
structures to be administered and accounted for. Additionally, more augmentation plans are filed every year, each of which must be administered in
order to insure that there is no injury to vested water rights.

The increasing population growth of the other compact states (New Mexico and Texas) and of Mexico is raising scrutiny on Colorado
administration. Attempts to alter the administration of the compact in the other states requires more time for the Division staff to assure that the
rights granted to Colorado under the compact are not subverted. The time taken for these activities reduces the time available for the Division
supervisors to spend assisting water commissioners, developing accounting methodologies, investigating complaints, and streamlining the water
administration process.

The Division of Water Resources is therefore requesting funding for an additional Engineering / Physical Sciences Technician ITI. This position
will assist water commissioners in dispute resolution and water supply operations, investigating change of use cases, determining the day-to-day
compact delivery methods and obligations, reviewing water court cases to determine workable accounting procedures, investigating illegal
diversions and changes of use of water rights, and accounting for augmentation plans. It is estimated that 500 acre-feet of augmentation water and
2,000 to 5,000 acre-feet of compact water is at stake for estimated benefits of up to $975,000 for Colorado.

The requested monthly salary of $4,805 exceeds the entry-level salary for this position of $3,5017 due to the specific requirements for skilled
expertise in water administration. The individual must arrive with knowledge of water rights, augmentation plans, and interstate compact delivery
requirements, gained through approximately ten years of related work experience.

7 FY 2004-05 Compensation Plan
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Element No. 2 — Problem or Opportunity Definition

The growth of population in the Rio Grande watershed has created a strain on an over-appropriated water system. The Division has 40 to 50 new
water court filings every year, each of which must be inspected, be reviewed, and have suitable conditions of approval drafied to prevent injury to
senior water users. A lack of staffing has caused a backlog in reviewing/recommending conditions of settlement of Water Court cases. Often each
case requires unique accounting metheds that must be tracked and accounted for in the water records to prevent injury to other water users.
Augmentation water is a high value commodity and allows for continued growth in the area. Mis-accounting for this type of water can lead to
either shortages in water for development or shorting of senior water rights with consequent financial injury to the water right owner.

The explosive population growth of downstream states and the diminution of endangered species in those states has put Colorado water in the
spotlight. There is increasing scrutiny of Colorado’s administration of water and compact deliveries with an eye toward gaining water for
downstream states. An over-delivery of water to downstream states injures Colorado citizens through missed opportunity. An under-delivery could
cause interstate litigation to be initiated by the downstream states or the Federal Agencies.

The Division’s statutory obligations are set forth in the following statutes:

Title 37 Article 82 Appropriation and Use of Water (Administration of Water in Natural Surface Stream)

Title 37 Article 84 Responsibility of User and Owner (Administration of the Diversion and Measurement of Water)
Title 37 Article 87  Reservoirs (Administration of Water Storage and Release from Reservoirs)

Title 37 Article 92 Division Office Function and Responsibilities/Augmentation Plans and Water Court

Title 37 Article 66  Rio Grande Compact

Title 37 Article 68 Amended Costilla Creek Compact
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Element No. 3 — Available Alternatives

Alternative No. 1 (Recommended):

The addition of a Lead Water Commissioner, who is experienced in water rights disputes, compact delivery obligations, and the requirements of
water case filings and augmentation plan accounting will allow the Division to again adequately cover these duties. This position will be
responsible for assisting water commissioners in dispute resolution and water supply operations, investigating change of use cases, helping to
determine the day-to-day compact delivery method and obligation, reviewing water court cases to determine workable accounting procedures,
investigating illegal diversions and changes of use of water rights and accounting of augmentation plans.

The request includes operating data processing support sufficient to effectively perform the functions in a timely manner.

In-state (in-Division) travel only is anticipated for this position.

The benefits of adding this position include maximizing the use and inherent economic value of water used for domestic and crop irrigation in
Colorado. Additional benefits accrue from water users having a reliable and unbiased state authority to regulate water supplies in strict
accordance with water rights decrees and Interstate Compacts.

A calculation of the dollar value of these benefits include providing assurance that the holders of senior water rights — that in today’s market
have values up to $1,500/acre-foot for augmentation water and $45/acre-foot for agricultural use — receive their full entitlement of water. This
position would be responsible for assuring that augmentation waters are delivered and administered properly and that Interstate Compact
obligations are neither over- nor under-delivered. It is estimated that 500 acre-feet of augmentation water should be delivered and 2,000 to
5,000 acre-feet of compact water is at stake for estimated benefits of up to $975,000 for Colorado.

Alternative No. 2 (Not Recommended):

Continue current service level with existing staff, allow water court case backlog to increase, and potentially injure either Colorado water users
or downstream states/Federal Agencies by either over- or under-delivering on Compact obligations. Potentially injure Colorado property and
water rights holders with ineffective accounting of augmentation waters.

Element No. 4 — Selected Analytical Technique

The selected technique is to compare the cost of each option to the value of the property owner receiving the total amount of water to which they are
entitled.
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Element No. 5 — Assessment of Alternatives

There are two alternatives: 1) add a lead Water Commissioner to selve the problem; 2) do not add the position and potentially allow excessive

diversions, and excess Interstate Compact deliveries (Altenative No. 2 does not attempt to project the cost of potential litigation).

Aliernative No. 1 shows that the expenditare of $72,975 will ensure stricter administration, enforcement and accounting of augmentation plans, and

speedier evaluation of water court applications

Alternative No. 2 is to add no additional resources and deal with the escalating problems using current staffing levels. There is no direct cost to the
state (indirect costs include potential litigation). However, there is a continuing cost to the decrced senior water rights owners equal to the amount

estimated in Alternative No. 1.

Alternative Cost Year Benefit to Owners | Cost-Benefit Ratio
1 $73,085 1 $975,000 133

$72,162 2 $975,000 13.5
2. $0 . 11 $0

$0 2 $0

Based upon the two alternatives, Alternative No. 1 is our recommendation due to the beneficial impact to the decreed water right owners in the

Division.
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Breakdown of Costs:

EPST HI Year1 Year 2
Salary/mo $ 4,805 $ 4,805
Months 12 12
Salary $ 57,660 $ 57,660
PERA (10.15%) $ 5,852 $ 5,852
Medicare (1.45%) $ 836 $§ 836
Total PS $ 64,348 $ 64,348
Operating:®
Miles to be Driven (person.) | (9mos.) 9,750
Cost/mile (4X4 reimburse) $ 032
Cost of Miles $ 3,120
Miles to be Driven (lease) (3 mos.) 3,250 | (12 mos.) 13,000
Cost/mile $ 0222 $ 0.222
Cost of Miles $ 722 $ 2,886
Operating cost $ 500 $ 500
Total Operating $ 4342 $ 3,386
Leased vehicle ($369/me.)’ $ 1,107 $ 4,428
Capital
Office Furniture $ 2,021
Computer & Software $ 1,247
Total Capital $ 3,288
Total Expense $ 73,085 $72,162
Benefits $975,000 $975,00
B/C Ratio 13.3 13.5

¥ Assumes vehicle lease begins April 1, 2006. Personal vehicle utilized prior to that date. $.32 and $.222 per mile are the current costs for FY 2004-05.
? Lease estimate of $369 monthly provided by Ron Clatterbuck, New Vehicle Coordinator, State Fleet Management, for a % ton 4x4 pickup, appropriately equipped.
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Department: Natural Resources.
Request Title: Division 4 Granby Cabin (District 40) Deputy Water Commissioner (EPSA II)
Division Water Resources

Summary of Requested Alternative: Increase water administration service on the west end of the Grand Mesa by adding $19,079.

A Deputy Water Commissioner has historically served the Granby Cabin area of the Grand Mesa. Recent development and subsequent water
administration demands in the Telluride area necessitated a shift of this part-time position from Grand Mesa to the San Miguel River. With the
Grand Mesa position vacated, work there was shifted to local water users. Buf important responsibilities involving both water administration and
dam safety remain for this position. The water commissioner is required to physically check and administer approximately two dozen reservoirs in
this over-appropriated basin on a regular basis during the period of May through October. Development of diversion records would Tequire some
additional time upon completion of the irrigation season.

The Division of Water Resources is therefore requesting an additional Engineering/Physical Sciences Assistant IT with knowledge of water rights.
The new staff person will assist the Senior Water Commissioner in the administration of the Grand Mesa water rights systems. The requested
monthly salary of $2,573 exceeds the entry-level salary for this position of $2,113'° due to the specific requirements for skilled expertise in water

- administration.. This position often works independently and has a great deal of responsibility with regards to public safety. Itis the first line of
defense in protecting lives and property from flooding as a result of dam failure. ' T

Element No. 2 — Problem or Opportunity Definition

Division 4 recently experienced a vacancy in one of its three positions on the Grand Mesa. We used this opportunity to transfer the position to the
San Miguel Valley, where the growth in population has created an increasing demand for water and has resulted in a greater need for our resources.
Tn 1991, there were 1,231 surface water rights in the valley (District 60). Currently there are approximately 2,050 surface water rights, an increase
of 67 percent n 13 years.

The transfer of a position to the San Miguel helped solve one problem, but left the duties and responsibilities of the Granby Cabin area largely
uncovered. Our absence in this area forced local water users to hire their own individual to perform some of the duties of our water commissioner.
Unfortunately, this non-state employee does not have the authority or experience to perform any water administration duties. Furthermore, this
individual is not trained in dam safety observations, nor could he be expected to always offer an objective viewpoint when assessing the safety of
the users’ dams. This is particularly important because several of these dams are Class I, meaning that there is a strong potential for loss of life if

the dam were to fail. i

10 £y 2004-05 Compensation Plan.
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The restoration of a Water Commissioner position at the Granby Cabin would alleviate concerns regarding the equitable distribution of water and
would assist our Dam Safety Engineer in receiving accurate observations on the performance of dams in the area.

These functions of the Division are authorized in the following statutes:

Title 37
Title 37
Title 37

Article 82 Appropriation and Use of Water (Administration of Water in Natural Surface Streams).
Article 84  Responsibility of User and Owner (Administration of the Diversion and Measurement of Water).
Article 87 Reservoirs (Administration of Water Storage and Release from Reservoirs).

Element No. 3 — Available Alternatives:

Alternative No. 1 (Recommended):

Add $19,079 for a 6-month Water Commissioner fo administer the surface water structures and reservoirs in the Granby Cabin area of the
Grand Mesa. This includes daily reporting and verification of diversion structures and reservoir releases.

The request includes performing data processing activities so the core job functions are performed as efficiently as possible.

At this time, private vehicle mileage is needed for this position, which is expected to drive approximately 5,000 miles per year. The
position will use existing office furniture and computer equipment.

Tangible benefits of adding this Engineering Assistant (water commissioner) include maximizing the use and inherent economic value on
the water used for domestic water supplies and to irrigate crops. Intangible benefits are centered on the reliance that water users have upon
an unbiased state authority to regulate limited Grand Mesa water supplies in strict accordance with water right decrees. This reliance has a
proven record of lessening both dissension among competitive water users and the potential for contentious and unnecessary litigation.

A calculation of the dollar value of these benefits includes providing assurance that the holders of senior water rights receive their water,
which in today’s market have a value worth at least $1,500 per acre-foot. This position would be responsible to make certain that junior
water rights or others do not divert water to which they are not entitled. Any diverted water that exceeds this entitlement has direct impact
on the senior water right holders equal to the value on the water rights they own. It is estimated that if this position is funded, senior water
rights could receive an additional 500 acre-feet of entitled water per year.

Alternative No. 2 (Not Recommended):

Continue at a substandard level of administration of surface and storage rights, with reliance on the private sector to fulfill water
commissioner duties. :

Because the Grand Mesa area is over-appropriated, senior water rights will be injured by this lack of timely administration.

There is no direct cost to the state for this alternative.
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e  There is a negative value in the loss of the property of the senior water rights holders if the situation in the Grand Mesa area is not
addressed. The senior owners will continue to lose the water to which they arc entitled and will suffer the economic consequences.

Element No. 4 — Selected Analytical Technique

The selected technique is to compare the cost of each option to the value to the property owner of recciving the total amount of water to which they
are entitled.

Element No. 5 — Assessment of Alternatives

There are two alternatives: 1) add an engineering assistant (water commissioner) and resolve the problem; 2) do not add the engineering assistant
and allow the abuse of Colorado’s water rights system to worsen.

Alternative No. 1 shows that the expenditure of $19,079 for a 6-month position would ensure that all structures would be administered. The value to
the senior water rights owners who receive water to which they are entitled is conservatively estimated at $375,000, assuming only 50% (250 acre-
— feet) is delivered during the firsttwo years. . . T e

Alernative No. 2 is to add no additional resources and deal with the problem using current staffing levels. There is no direct cost to the state.
However, there would remain an ongoing injury to the downstream senior water rights owners. As this is the base scenario, zero benefit is
assigned. ‘ '

Based upon the two alternatives, Alternative No. 1 is our recommendation due to the beneficial impact of the senior water right owners in the

Alternafive Year Cost Benefit of owners | Ratio benefit/cost
#1 1 $19,079 $375,000 19.7
2 $19,079 $375,000 19.7
#2 1 0 0 0
2 0 0 0

Granby Cabin area of the Grand Mesa.
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Breakdown of Costs:

EPSA I
Salary/mo $ 2,573
Months 6
Salary $ 15,438
PERA (10.15%) $ 1,567
Medicare (1.45%) $ 224
Total PS [ $ 17,229
|
Operating:
Miles to be Driven 5,000
Cost/mile $ 032
Cost of Miles $ 1,600
Operating cost (.5) $ 250
Total Operating 3 1,850
Total $ 19,079
Benefits $375,000
B/C ratio 19.7

CHANGE REQUEST - 206







- Department:

Schedule 6

CHANGE REQUEST for FY 2005-06

Date: / &’f/f(

Cash Fund name/Number, Federal Fund Name: CWCB Construction Fund #424

IT Request O Yes X No (If yes and request includes more than 500 programing hours, attach IT Project Plan)

Supplemental and Budget Amendment Criteria: [ Emergency [J Technical Emror [ New Data LI Unforeseen Contingency

Request for New or Replacement Vehicles: B3 Yes X No ()f yes, a copy of the Schedule 6 will be forwarded to the OSPB analyst assigned to Personnel/DPA)
Request Affects Another Department(s): 0 Yes X No (If yes, Name of other Department{s) )]

Natural Resources Dept. Approval:
Priority Number: 16 of 22 OSPB Approval: Date:
Division: Colo Water Conservation Bd Statutory Citation: .R.8.737-60)119,120,121, and 122 lol ',Sf
Program: Water Supply Planning and Finance Section
Request Title: Water Supply Planning and Finance Administrative Staff
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 g 10
Change from
Fund Prior-Year Supplemental | Total Revised Decision/Base | November 1 Budget Total Revised Base in Qut
Actuai Appropiiation Request Request Base Request Reduction Request Amendment Request Year
FY 2003-04 FY 200405 FY 2004-05 FY 2004-05 FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 FY 2006-07
Total of All { - ’
Line Items |Total 2,601,488 2,544 577 2,544 577 2,544 577 37,761 2,681,430 32,909
FTE 29.0 29.0 29.0] 29.0 1.0 30.0) 1.0
GF :
CF
CFE 2,691,488 2,544,577 2,544 577 2,544,577 37,761 2,681,430 32,909
EF
Personal
Services Total 2,603,269 2,544 577 2,544,577 2,544 577 32,409 2,576,986 32,409
FTE 29.0 29.0 29.01 29.0 1.0 30.04 1.0
GF '
CF
CFE 2,603,268 2,544,577 2,544,577 2,544 577 32,409 2,576,986 32,409
FF
Cperating | Total 88,219 88,655 88,655 88,655 500 89,155 500
FTE
GF
CF
CFE 88,21 Qi 88,655 88,655 88,655 500 89,155 500
FF
Capital
Qutlay - Total 10,437 10,437 10,437 10,437 4,852 15,289 0
EDO FTE
GF
CF
CFE 10,437 10,437 10,437 10,437 4,852 15,289 0
FF
Letter Notafion:

CHANGE REQUEST - 207




Efficiency and Effectiveness Analysis

Department: Natural Resources '

Request Title: Water Supply Planning and Finance Administrative Staif
Priority #: 16 of 28

Division: ‘Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB)

Summary of Requested Alternative:

The Colorado Water Conservation Board requests 1.0 FTE and spending authority in the amount of $37,761 (Cash Fund
Exempt — Construction Fund) to provide administrative support to the Water Supply Planning and Finance Section
("Section”. The Section is responsibie for the operations and management of the CWCB Loan Program out of the
Construction Fund and Severance Tax Trust Fund Perpetual Base Account ("CWCB Loan Program”). The position will be
hired as an Administrative Assistant li (“Admin Assistant’) and will assume responsibilities of increased duties for the
Section as discussed below. '

Problem or Opportunity Definition: _
The CWCB Loan Program has financed the construction of over 340 water supply projects and provides funds for non-
reimbursable projects. The Section is composed of six professional level employees (one manager, three engineers, a
contract officer, and an accountant). '

To maintain efficiency of the CWCB Loan Program and comply with recommendations of the 1999 State Auditor's
Performance Audit of the Construction Fund (copy of recommendations atiached as “Attachment A”), several areas of
additional duties have been identified as appropriate for an Admin Assistant. The new duties would be in the following

areas:

1. The CWCB electronic document imaging system. Pursuant to the State Auditors’ recommendation no. 13, the CWCB
agreed to participate in the DNR Electronic Imaging Project. The Admin Assistant would act as the Section Imaging
Manager and duties would include assembling and preparing documents for imaging, indexing the materials,
generating barcode cover sheets, inspecting each imaged document to assure 100% quality control, and document
retention and disposal, as well as all other procedures in accordance with the recently adopted CWCB Imaging
Procedures Manual.

2. The CWCB Loan Program database. The Admin Assistant would be used to facilitate the continued compliance with
State Auditors’ Recommendations nos. 2, 13, 14, 16, and 17 through the maintenance and upkeep of the CWCB Loan
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Program database. The information in the database is required to scan documents into the CWCB imaging system
(Recommendation 13), and would be used fo generate reports associated with estimating receipts and disbursements
(Recommendation 2), ensuring that borrowers receive accurate and timely bills for payments due (Recommendation
14), complement the development of a standardized loan contract that could be partially populated with database
information (Recommendation 16), and. generating reports associated with internal controls (Recommendation 17)
such as the project checklist, collateral tracking reports, imaging flow table, and project timing report. The Admin
Assistant would be responsible for data input, updating information, and creating forms and queries necessary for
generating reports.

. Borrowers’ compliance with liability insurance requirements. Pursuant to the State Auditor's Recommendation No. 11,
the Admin Assistant would be used to verify that the borrowers for all of the current loan contracts (approximately 230
contracts in repayment and 50 contracts for projects under construction) are in compliance with the loan contract
liability insurance requirements and establish a procedure for reporting said compliance. The insurance for borrowers
with contracts in repayment are verified annually and the insurance for projects under construction are verified for both
the borrower and its contractor prior to each loan disbursement. '

In the past ten years, the average number of loans processed each year has increased from 15 to 40, approximately 10%
per year for the past ten years, with the same number of staff. To meet the increasing number of loans processed while
continuing to offer quality customer service to all of the applicants, it is critical that the staff receives administrative support
in the areas discussed above.

Available Alternatives:

. No action (Status Quo)

2. Fund an FTE for an additional professional level employee to assist with increased responsibilities associated with

marketing, feasibility analysis, contract assistance, and project inspections by temporary or contract labor.

3. Fund an FTE, as proposed, for the admin assistant-level duties of the Water Supply Planning and Finance Section
Analytical Technique:
The analytical technique used for this decision item is a benefit-cost analysis.

Assessment of Alternatives:

1. No action (Status Quo) — (Not Recommended)
a. Description:

The Section does not currently have a staff member assigned to perform the administrative functions described
above. The Section has been providing self-support through existing professional staff, but this reduces the
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amount of time they have to focus on the Section’s objectives to maintain and manage the integrity of the CWCB
Loan Program (which explicitly includes complying with the Legislative Audit Committee recommendations),
promote and market the CWCB loan program for sound loan projects, and facilitate and monitor construction of
projects.

Department’s authority to implement the alternative:
Not applicable
Anticipated Outcome:

The “No Action” alternative inhibits the effective and efficient operations of the Section aimed at accomplishing the
CWCB Loan Program’s objectives by redirecting staff time to implementing audit recommendations and performing
additional administrative-level tasks, which directly results in a reduction in the marketing and promotion of the
CWCB Loan Program, reduces the number of loans being processed, and the number of projects completed,
instead of allowing the CWCB Loan Program to continue to increase the number of loans processed by
approximately 10% per year.

2. Fund a professional level employee to assist with increased responsibilities associated with increased loan
~ applications by temporary or contract labor — (Not Recommended)

a.

b.

Description:

The CWCB will request funding for contract labor to provide additional professional level assistance with marketing,
feasibility analysis, contract assistance and project inspections to support the increasing amount of projects
financed with the Section’s Loan Program.

Department’s authority to implement the alternative:
C.R.S. 37-60-119, 120, 121, and 122

c. Aﬁticipated Outcome:

This alternative addresses increasing professional needs of the Section. The use of a professional-level temporary
or contract labor would allow the existing staff to perform the additional duties of the Section and continue
processing the increasing number of loans and continue to provide quality customer service to all of the applicants.
However, the use of contract labor limits the efficiency associated with an FTE due fo additional staff time required
to select, train, and manage the temporary employee, including the repetition of this process when tumover occurs
due to the six-month limitation for temporary employees. Unfamiliarity of the temporary employees with the
intricacies of the programs will lead to additional time to complete the required tasks due to the length of the
training process. Also, additional funding will be required since contract labor rates typically cost more than similar
work done in-house.
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3. Fund an FTE as proposed for the office administration of the Water Supply Planning and Finance Section —
(Recommended) _ '

a. Description:

Adequate, long-term funding for the Administrative Assistant Ill will enable the Section to operate efficiently and

effectively, by assisting in the development of water supply goals of the state and financial goals of the CWCB
Loan Program managed by the Section.

The duties of the Administrative Assistant Il would consist primarily of the Section’s implementation of the CWCB
imaging system, maintenance of its database, and assure compliance with insurance requirements as identified by
the State Auditor's 1999 Performance Audit of the Construction Fund.

b. Department’s authority to implement the alternative:
C.R.S. 37-60-119,120,121, and 122

c. Anticipated Outcome:

Alternative 3 resolves all shortcomings identified under alfernatives 1 and 2. It allows the Section to maintain an
expected level of customer service, operate and maintain the administrative responsibilities recently developed as
a result of recommendations from the State Auditor, and continue to successfully manage the increasing amount of
projects under CWCB Loan Program to the benefit of the state’s water users. Additionally associated with hiring a
permanent employee, the staff avoids spending time to retrain and manage temporary employees, which have a
high turnover rate and never acquire the basic working knowledge inherent with permanent employees of the
CWCB Loan Program.

In addition, alternative #3 allows the section to meet DNR objectives 1.1 and 1.2.

Link Budget Expenditures to the Full Range of Qutcomes:
The proposed budget expenditures of alternatives 2 and 3 would allow for:
e The CWCB Loan Program documents scanned into the CWCB electronic document imaging system managed by a

dedicated employee thoroughly familiar with the CWCB Loan Program will be more able to assure all documents are
100% intact and accessible for future reference.

e The CWCB Loan Program database administered by a dedicated employee familiar with the CWCB Loan Program will
be more efficiently and effectively managed and generation of the reporis to assure compliance with the
recommendations of the State Auditor's 1999 Performance Audit of the Construction Fund will be more possible.

e Ability to continue offering quality customer service to the increasing number of applicants in support of the CWCB
Loan Program’s objectives.
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e The CWCB is cash-funded by proceeds from the CWCB Loan Program so none of the proposed alternatives will
increase costs fo other state agencies, nor to federal, local, or private entities.

Alternatives 2 and 3 will assist the Section with meeting the increasing demands on its agency responsibilities.

Alternative 1 does not meet all of the program goals and is therefore unacceptable. Altemative 2 would minimally meet
the program goals but due to tumover and re-training issues, it would not meet program goals in an efficient and effective
manner. Altemative 3 would continuously meet all program goals. In addition, altemative 3 would be more cost-effective
and efficient than altemative 2 and allow staff to continue fo provide quality customer service and is therefore the
preferred alternative.

Application of the Analytical Technique/Assumptions and Calculations:
The goals of the Water Supply Planning and Finance Section are as follows:
1. Provide water users with quick and timely access to the loan program professional staff
2. Assure easy access to loan program documents and financial information.
3. Maintain document and data quality in the CWCB Loan Program database and imaging system.
A Insiré efficient and accurate colleétion of information for the preparation of reports ‘associated with-the-1999 State -
Auditor’'s Performance Audit of the Construction Fund

As shown below, under Cost/Benefit Analysis & Budgetary Cost Assumptions and Calculations, the annual salary
(including PERA and Medicare) for an Administrative Assistant Il is $32,409. This amount is less than the cost of a
professional level employee at approximately $50 per hour to perform duties needed to allow current staff to perform the
duties associated with an Admin Assistant. Therefore, it is more cost-effective to permanently hire an FTE (alternative 3)
to perform the duties consisting primarily of the Section’s implementation of the CWCB imaging system, maintenance of
its database, and assure compliance with insurance requirements as identified by the 1999 State Auditor’'s Performance
Audit of the Construction Fund.

e Proposed new FTE will be:
Administrative Assistant: Administrative Assistant |Il @ $2,420 month + PERA and Medicare = $32,409

The Administrative Assistant primary responsibilities will be implementation of the CWCB imaging system,
maintenance of its database, and assure compliance with insurance requirements.

e Contract/Temporary employee rate: $50/hr, 2,080 hours = $104,000
Contract/Temporary labor will be used full-time as an alternative to hiring an FTE (alternative 2).
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e QOperating:

$ 500 Operating Expenses
$ 500 Total

¢ Capital Outlay
$ 973
$ 294
$ 2,021
$ 1,564
$ 4,852

Desktop computer
Office Suite software
Office furniture
Printer

Total

Key Issues for Decision Making:

The success of the CWCB Loan Program is not only critical to the water users of the state, but also to the very existence
of the CWCB since 100% of the agency’s operating budget is provided by proceeds from the CWCB Loan Program .
managed by the Section.

Omission, Biases, or Uncertainties:

The position will be key in providing assistance with oversight of the construction fund’s integrity by complying with the
findings of the State Auditor. :

Attachment “A”
RECOMMENDATION LOCATOR
Agency Addressed: Water Conservation Board

Rec. | Page Recommendation Agency | Implementation
No. | No. Summary Response Date
1 14 | Set forth goals and objectives for managing the Construction fund Agree July 1999

Program closely monitor the progress of implementing procedures that
will improve program operations, and make perlodlc reports on
improvements to interest parties.
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2 19 | Improve methods for estimating receipts and disbursements, assess the Agree January 1999
effectiveness of marketing strategies, and work with the General
Assembly to make the statutory changes needed to reduce the cash
balance of the Construction Fund.
3 21 | Require applicants to provide evidence that they have explored alternative Agree August 1998
funding sources prior to approving the use of Construction Fund monies. '
4 23 | Ensure projects receiving funding through the Program clearly adhere to Agree February 1999
the funding priorities now established by statute or seek statutory
changes.
26 | Establish reasonable time limits for sponsors to expend project funding. Agree February 1999
31 | Improve methods for ensuring the feasibility of a project prior to loan Agree immediately
approval.
7 32 | Identify alf feasibility study loans made before Agree June 1999
- 11993, determine their status, and initiate repayment processes.if . .
appropriate. ' _
8 35 | Develop and implement a systematic method for quantifying and weighing ‘Agree January 2000
the relative creditworthiness and financial need of potential loan
recipients.
9 38 | Ensure collateral for loans adequately protect the State’s interesis in the Agree June 1999
event of a borrower’s default on its loan obligation.
RECOMMENDATION LOCATOR
Agency Addressed: Water Conservation Board
Rec. | Page Recommendation Agency | Implementation
No. No. Summary E Response Date
10 41 | Ensure that all security documents are filed in a timely manner, and Agree June 1929
develop reliable systems to monitor compliance with filing requirements.
11 42 | Ensure that borrowers comply with requirements to carry general liability Agree June 1999

insurance.
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12 44 | Establish a process for reviewing each loan file prior to disbursing funds Agree June 1999
and periodically thereafter.

13 44 | Improve procedures for maintaining loan records including developing a Agree June 1999
consistent, centralized filing system. ‘ ,

14 |- 46 | Ensure that borrowers receive bills that are timely and accurate. Agree June 1999

15 50 | Formally adopt policies and procedures for handling loan collection Agree June 1999

: problems. ,

16 52 - | Work with the Attorney General and State Controller to expand the use of Agree June 1999
boilerplate contracts, develop monitoring procedures to ensure contracts
are amended in a timely manner, and consider adopting a two-phase
contracting process.

17 55 | Work with the Department of Natural Resources’ Accounting Section to Agree July 1999
improve accounting procedures and 1o strengthen internai controls.

18 57 | Consider staffing changes and other alternatives to correct accounting Agree June 1999

deficiencies.
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Report of The Colorado State Auditor B T T

f Agree New proaedures for independent reviews are as follows: ,

The progsam mapsger for the Minerals program will review ihe
monthly reconciliation of deposits,

« A budget and policy analyst will review the monthly cash bonds.
reconciiation.

»  Copies of monthly reconciliations wilf be kept on filein the Division.

» Reviewers will monitor the timeliness of withdrawal and depasits of
finaneial warranty instruments with the State Treasurer.

" fmpletmettation date: Tamiary 2004,

L L. .

Colorado Water Copsérvation Board

The Colorado Water Conservmon Board (CWCB) is the State's primary water policy
end planning agency. The statutory duty of the Board is to promote conservation of the
State's waters and to assist in flood prevention, Oneprogram that helps the Board meet
its statutory duty isthe Construction Fund Loan Program. This program provides loans
from its revolving fund for projects that will either increase the beneficial consumptive
. use of Colorado's undeveloped compact-entitled waters and/or repair or rehabilitate
- existing water storage aind delivery systems. The Board, with the approval of the
General Assembly, authorizes loans to local governments, water distticts, and pnvate
companies for & variety of projects that are important to water conservation in
~ Colorado. Sinceits inceptlon in 1971, the Board has disbursed over $214 million for
_ over 256 water projects. As of June 30, 2003, CWCB had 222 loans in repayment
status totaling $162. 5 million.

Compliance Withz Liability Insurance Requirements

The Board requires borrowers to fnaintain gerieral liability inurance from the time of
contract éxecution until theu' loan is repaid. Requiring borrowers to maintain lability
insurance protects the State's interests should an unforeseen event at a project site
impact a borrower's ability to pay its obligations. Inaddition, for contracts dated 1995
.and later, the State must be named as an additional insured on the general liability
insurance policy. To comply with these insurance requirements, borrowers must
provide the Board with a certificate of insurance (including an additional insured
endorsement) and documcntatxon of policy renewal, as needed, throughout the life of
the loan. !

During our 1998 Colorad§ Water Conservation Board Construction Fund Loan
Program performance audit, we found that in 41 of 154 active loans (27 percent) there

s ot e it o= ¢ — [T O —
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78 _ State of Colorado Statewide Single Audit - Fiscal Year Ended June 2003

was no evidence that the borrower had obtained the required Hability insurance. In
addition, we gbserved issues with the internailoan teview process and recordkecping,
We found that files were missing evidence that suffieiest Hability insurance had been

obtained. We observed that these problems could have been identified and corrected -

if the Board had an internal review process and better file maintenance procedures,
Therefore, we recommended that the CWCB ensure that borrowers comply with the
general liability insurancé requirements and establish a process for reviewing each loan
prior to disborsing project funds and at various times thereafter. The Department
_agreed with our recommendations and planied to develop. procedures to engure that
Yorrowers comply with the Hability insurance: requiretients. The progedures were to
be implemented by January 1, 2000. : :

During our current audit, we reviewed 25 contracts dated between 1999 and 2002 to
determine if these recommeéndations had been implemented. We noted that current
certificates of liability insurance were not on file for 17 contracts out of 25, or 68
percent, of the selected sample as follows: '
+« TFor five contracts the liability insurance expired in 2001.
+ * For eight contracts the liability insurance expired in 2002.

+  For three contracts the liability insurance expired on March 1, 2003.

«  For one contract the liability insurance expired on June 1, 2003.

The outstanding loan balances of the 17 contracts totaled approximately $31.3 million,

Missing evidence of liability insurance appears to be attributable to the following
factors:

» Inadequate monitoﬁng précedures to identify borrowers who are delinquent in
meeting the lability insurance requirements. Such monitoring could be done
using the reporting capabilities within the Access database.

+ Lack of standard procedures for following up with borrowers who are
delinquent in meeting the liability insuraznce requirements.

~ As a result of our audit, the CWCB reviewed the 17 loan files and obtained current

certificates of lability insurance from borrowers with expired liability insurance for

Fiscal Year 2003, Because the period of coverage for the majority of the certificates

of iability insurance is one year, these ceriificates should be renewed by the borrowers

annually and-forwarded to the CWCB for the term of the loan. If current certificates

‘ of liability insurance are not obtained, the CWCB may not be insured against borrowers'
defanlt on loan repayments. )
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AN

eront of The Colorado State Auditor ; .

Recommendationt No. 16:

ol i : )
The Water Conservation Board should improve its monitotingof borrowers compliance
with the liability insurance requirements by: o

- a, Extending testwerk té review allthe outstanding loan files to identify instances

in which the borrower does not theet insurance requirements and following up
. to ensure compliance. - :

b. Utilizing Access datai;ase teporting capabilitiés to monitor liability insurance
expiration dates by borrowers on.a monthly basis, .

c. Developing procedures for following up in a timely manner with all borrowers -

who are-delinquent in meeting ifsurance requirements. -

Depaftknent _oif Natural Resources Response:

Agree. This recommendation bad been implemented by September 1999. The
CWCR staffhad performed an analysis and review of all insurance requirements
and updated the certificates on file. Thien, a procedure had been implemented
. to request any expired certificates of liability insurance on a monthly basis. By
June 2000, another procedure had been implemented to énsure that no loan
disbursements were made unfess a current certificate was on file. '

Operational changes have occurred at CWCB over the past two years that

' impacted administrative functions. As a result, insurance compliance was not
being performed on a monthly basis due to its time-consuming nature. Hence,
the numbers of certificates not on file during the spot audit.

accomplish this by June 2004, Additionally, if CWCB, Water Supply Planning
ang Finance could establish an administrative position fo. include this as one of
2 the duties, this procedure could be fully implemented at all times. '

Iroplementation date: June 2004,

. CWCB is currently putting this procedure back into place and expects to -
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Schedule 6
DECISION I[TEM REQUEST for FY 2005-06

Date: // ‘% 5%/

Department: Department of Natural Resources ' Dept. Approval:
 Priority Number: 17 of 28 OSPB Approval: \JL% Date: quq ‘,/
Division: Colorado Oil and Gas Conservation Commission Statutory Citation:
Program: Operations
Request Title: Piceance & D-J Basin Water Studies and Environmental Data Tool Development
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Change from
Prior-Year Supplemental | Total Revised Decision/Base | November ] Budget Total Revised Base in Qut
Fund Actual Appropriation Request Request Base Request Reduction Request Amendment Request - Year
FY 2003-04 FY 2004-05 FY 2004-05 FY 2004-05 FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 FY 200506 FY 2006-07
Total of All
Line tems |Total 213,078 180,000 180,000 300,725 480,725
FTE
GF
GF ,
CFE 213,078 180,000 180,000 300,725 480,725
FF
Line Item ;
Name Total 213,078 180,600 . 180,000 300,726 480,725
Environ- FTE
mentai GF
Assistance CF
Projects CFE 213,078 180,000 180,000 300,725 480,725
FF .
Letter Notation: The funds shall be from the Environmental Response Fund. The unexpended portion in FY 2005-06 should automatically rofi forward into FY 2006-07.
Cash Fund name/Number, Federal Fund Name: Environmental Response Fund (Fund #257)

IT Request B Yes [0 No {(if yes and request includes more than 500 programing hours, attach IT Project Plan}

Supplemental and Budget Amendment Criteria; [ Emergency [l Technical Error 0 New Data [T Unforeseen Contingency

Request for New or Replacement Vehicles: O Yes I No (i yes, a copy of the Schedule 6 will be forwarded to the OSPB analyst assigned to Personnel/DPA)
Request Affects Another Department(s): O Yes O No (If yes, Name of other Department(s) )
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REQUEST TO CHANGE THE BASE OPERATING BUDGET

PART B - EFFICIENCY AND EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS

COMMON IDENTIFICATION INFORMATION

Department: Natural Resources

Priority Number: 17 of 28 :

L.ong Bill Group/Division: Colorado Qil and Gas Conservation Commission

Program Title/Work Package Title: Operations

Change Request Title: : Piceance & D-J Basin Water Studies and Environmental Data Tool Development
Statutory Cite: CRS 39-20-109(1)(a)(ll), CRS 39-29-109(1){c)(1), CRS 34-60-102(1), CRS 34-60-1 06(2)(d)

SUMMARY OF REQUESTED ALTERNATIVE

This change request is for $300,725 to fund additional environmental projects over the two year period FY 05-06 through FY 06-07. With
"~ 6il and gas drillifig activity at historic levels, the Colorado Oil'and Gas Conservation-Commission must-accelerate its efforts to ensure the
safety of Colorado’s ground water resources. Funding is requested for the following projects:

o Follow Up Baseline Ground Water Quality Study for the Piceance Basin
 Expansion of Ground Water Quality Baseline Data and Produced Gas Data in the D-J Basin '
« Development of Reporting, Data Entry, and Query Tools for Bradenhead Test and Bottom Hole Pressure Measurement Data

Funding for this change request is from the Environméntal Response Fund.
PROBLEM OR OPPORTUNITY DEFINITION

Oil and gas development in Colorado, and throughout the Rocky Mountain region, continues to expand into new areas as weli as
established fields. Examples of this can be seen in Garfield and Weld Counties.

Garfield County is located in what is known as the Piceance Basin. Production comes primarily from the Williams Fork Formation, which
until recently was not considered to be a good reservoir because of its low permeability. However, innovations in drilling and completion
techniques have made this “tight sandstone” reservoir the target of gas wells drilled up to one well per ten acre density. As a result of this
intense development, the number of active oil and gas wells in Garfield County has jumped from 775 in 1999 to about 2,000 in 2004, with
more wells being drilled every day. In addition to the Williams Fork gas play, operators are beginning to test the coals in the lower portion of
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the Williams Fork Formation and the coals in the underlying Isles Formation. If economically viable methane gas reserves are discovered,
then Garfield County will be the site of another coalbed methane (CBM) play in the state.

Weld County is located in what is known as the Denver-Julesburg Basin, or D-J Basin for short. Although oil and gas production in the D-J
Basin started back in the 1940’s, with even some older production in certain areas, it continues to be the site of intense drilling of new wells
and production from both old and new wells. Qil and gas are produced from at least five (5) different geologic formations. With wells drilled
into any or all of these formations, there can be more than 20 wells in one section (1 square mile) of land. Since 1999 the number of active
oil and gas wells in Weld County has grown from 9,500 to nearly 12,000, which is a 26% increase. '

Although the COGCC staff has conducted ground water and gas studies in both the D-J and Piceance Basins, there is a strong need to
expand upon these studies in light of the current level of exploration and development. In addition, because of real and potential impacts
from oil and gas operations observed in both of these basins, the increase in activity has been accompanied by concern from local
government and the public about the potential impacts to ground water, public health, safety, welfare, and the environment.

COGCC understands the importance of collecting environmental data in areas of active oil and gas development and believes that we must
be more proactive in the D-J and Piceance Basins. It is imperative that baseline and existing conditions in these basins be more fully
identified and documented. Further existing conduits for migration of hydrocarbons from oil and gas reservoirs to ground water aquifers,
water wells, surface water, or fo the ground surface shouid be identified and eliminated whenever possible. The activities proposed in this
budget request will provide the COGCC with tools for: 1) optimizing production, while minimizing impacts to human health and the
environment; 2) minimizing landowner and gas company conflicts that can result in legal action; 3) determining strategies for minimizing
angd mitigating impacts when they do occur; and 4) responding to landowner complaints and investigating ground water contamination
claims. In addition, the collection, evaluation, and reporting of these kinds of data elsewhere in the state have demonstrated the high value
of knowing where impacts to ground water are occurring and, equally important, where they're not.

The measurement of pressure in the annular space between the surface casing and the production casing (known as the bradenhead) in oil
and gas wells is one of the best and easiest methods for detecting down hole conditions that might allow gas and fluids to migrate from an
oil and gas reservoir into shallower ground water aquifers. In La Plata County operators are required to make bradenhead measurements
on over 2,000 oil and gas wells. Currently this data is reviewed by the engineering staff and if high pressures are identified, then they
require operators to conduct remedial activities to correct the problem. Although some of this data is tracked in a stand alone database,
there is a need to develop a better method for managing this important data and for expanding the tracking system for bradenhead data
collected throughout the state.

As part of COGCC Orders 112-156 and 112-157, operators in La Plata County are also required fo collect bottom hole pressure data from
the newly drilled “infill” wells. In the future, this data will be critical in the Commission’s evaluation of whether “down spacing” is necessary
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for the further development of coalbed methane from the Fruitland Formation. Currently this data is tracked in a stand alone database, but
there is a need to develop a better method for managing this important data and for expanding the tracking system for bottom hole pressure

data collected throughout the state.

Once the management system for this data (bradenhead and bottom hole pressures) is developed and deployed, it will become a powerful
tool for COGCC staff to use for: 1) identifying wells that may potentially act as conduits for gas and fluid migration into the environment;

and 2) evaluating the efficiency of reservoir development.

AVAILABLE ATERNATIVES

Description of Altematives

Alternative 1—: Complete all three projects as proposed.

Cost Estimate: $300,725

Assumptions & Calculations:

1. Baseline Ground Water Quallity Study for the Piceance Basin

a. Analytical costs: 225 samples @ $425/sample $95,625
b. Consuitant to collect samples: 40 days @ $700/day $28,000
¢. Consultant fo evaluate & report findings: 2 days @ $500/day , $ 1,000

$124,625

2. Expand Coverage of Ground Water Quality Baseline Data and Produced Gas Data in the D-J Basin
Ground water quality baseline data

a. Analytical costs: 80 samples @ $425/sample $34.,000
b. Consultant to collect samples: 20 days @ $700/day $14,000
c. Consultant to evaluate & report findings: 4 days @ $500/day $ 2,000
Produced gas composition and isotope data expansion costs

a. Analytical costs: 100 samples @ $450/sample $45,000
b. Consultant to collect samples: 15 days @ $620/day $ 9,300
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$104,300

3. Development of Reporting, Data Entry, and Query Tools or Bradenhead Test and Bottom Hole Pressure Measurement Data
Bradenhead testing report data tools

a. Create computer form: 30 days @ $280/day $ 8,400
b. Test & debug computer form: 25 days @ $280/day $ 7,000
c. Deploy to customer & tech. support: 30 days @ $280/day $ 8,400
d. Develop queries & report to access data; 25 days @ $280/day $ 7,000
e. Data entry of backlog 90 days @ $120/day $10,800
Bottom hole pressure report data tools
a. Create computer form: 25 days @ $280/day $ 7,000
b. Test & debug computer form: 20 days @ $280/day $ 5,600
c. Deploy to customer & tech. support: 20 days @ $280/day $ 5,600
d. Develop queries & report to access data: 15 days @ $280/day $ 4,200
e. Data entry of backlog: 65 days @ $120/day $ 7.800
-$71,800
Grand Total $300,725

COGCC’s Statutory Authority to Implement Alternative 1

CRS 39-29-109(1)(a)(il) (Senate Bill 96-170) One-half of the severance tax receipts credited to the Severance Tax Trust Fund ...shall be
credited to the Operational Account of the Severance Tax Trust Fund and used to fund programs established within the Colorado Oil and
Gas Conservation Commission, the Colorado Geological Survey, the Division of Minerals and Geology, and the Colorado Water
Conservation Board that promote and encourage sound natural resource planning, management, and development related to minerals,
energy, geclogy, and water...

CRS 39-29-109(1)(c)()) ...The General Assembly may appropriate moneys from the total moneys available in the Operational Account of
the Severance Tax Trust Find to fund recommended programs as follows:

(A) For programs or projects within the Colorado Oil and Gas Conservation Commission, up to forty-five percent of the moneys in the
Operational Account...
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CRS 34-60-102(1): Oil and Gas Conservation Act — declares it is to be in the public interest to foster, encourage, and promote the
development, production, and utilization of the natural resources of oil and gas in the state of Colorado in a manner consistent with

protection of public health, safety, and welfare... :

'CRS 34-60-106(2)(d): The commission has the authority to regulate. ..oil and gas operations so'as to prevent and mitigate significant
adverse environmental impacts on any air, water, soil, or biological resource resulting from oil and gas operations to the extent necessary
to protect public health, safety, and welfare, taking into consideration cost-effectiveness and technical feasibility.

Linkage to Specific Department Objectives:

Department of Natural Resources Strategic Objectives include:

14  Promote continued development of Colorado’s mineral and energy resources in a manner that is consistent with
environmental preservation and protection of public health and safety.

Alternative 2: No Action.

ANALYTICAL TECHNIQUE — BENEFIT-COST ANALYSIS
ASSESSMENT OF ALTERNATIVES

Alterhative 1
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Follow Up Baseline Ground Water Quality Study for the Piceance Basin, Garfield County ($124,625)

Since 1999 the COGCC staff has conducted several water well sampling projects to establish existing ground water quality conditions.
These data are used to help determine whether impacts to ground water have occurred as a result of oil and gas activities. In Garfield
County over 300 water wells, springs, and other sources of ground water have been sampled through FY 03-04. The COGCC is proposing
to resample approximately 225 of the water wells located in the areas of most intense oil and gas development. An additional 25 samples
will be performed in areas of litle or no new development for chemical analysis, including methane and BTEX compounds. If water wells
contain sufficient gas to perform a compositional and stable isotope analysis, then a gas sample will be collected and analyzed. New and
historic data would be compared to determine whether detectable, significant changes have occurred in the last few years. Third party
contractors would be used to collect the samples, compile the analytical results, and prepare a report of findings. The COGCC
environmental staff will review and take action on these findings, as necessary. The sharp rise in active wells in Garfield County, as seen in
Figure 1, and the recent release of natural gas from a gas well into West Divide Creek and the adjacent alluvial aquifer, underscore the
importance of this project. If additional ground water problems exist they need to be identified and mitigated as soon as possible.

FIGURE 1

GARFIELD COUNTY ACTIVE WELL COUNT 7223104

agsi. 2,800

NUMBER OF ACTIVE WELLS

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
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Expand Coverage of Ground Water Quality Baseline Data and Produced Gas Data in the D-J Basin {$104.300)

Weld County has nearly 12,000 active oil and gas wells (see Figure 2) and has more new wells being drilled than any other county in the
State. Over the past 10 years, numerous complaints from landowners alleging impacts to water wells from oil and gas activities have been
investigated in Weld County. Although most of these allegations were found not to be true, a number of impacted water wells have been
identified recently. As rural residential development continues to expand, more water wells are being drilled to the Laramie/Fox Hills aquifer
in areas with large numbers of oil and gas wells. That means the risk of water wells encountering ground water impacted by cil and gas
activities continues 1o increase. '

Currently the COGCC has analytical results for water samples collected from approximately 30 Laramie/Fox Hills water wells in Weld
County. COGCC staff would resample most of these and attempt to sample approximately 50 other water wells distributed around the
areas of heaviest oil and gas development. Samples would be analyzed for a variety of chemical parameters, including methane and
BTEX compounds. If water wells contain sufficient gas to perform a composition and stable isotope analysis, then gas samples will be
collected and analyzed. Data would be used to define existing conditions more fully and fo aid in the investigation of future water well
complaints. Third party contractors would be used to collect the samples, compile the analytical results, and prepare a report of findings.
The COGCC database currently contains gas composition and isotope data for approximately 80 gas wells. Since there are five major
producing formations, the distribution of this data is limited. COGCC is proposing in this request to collect gas samples from about 100
additional gas wells. This would give the COGCC about 20 additional samples per formation or roughly 36 total samples per formation.
These samples would be analyzed for composition and stable isotopes. Third party contractors would be used fo collect the samples,
compile the analytical results, and prepare a report of findings. Having this information in the database would accelerate the investigation
of ground water contamination complaints. If gas is detected in a water well, then its composition and stable isotope signature would be
compared fo those of gas wells and other water wells. Evaluation of this data indicates whether the gas in the water well is derived from the
gas that can occur naturally in the Laramie/Fox Hills aquifer or if it is similar to gas produced from one of the various oil and gas producing
formations. [f it is thermogenic gas, the data would be used to focus further investigation into the identity of the migration pathway.

In addition to impacts from natural gas, landowners are concemed about potential impacts from the migration of water from the oif and gas

reservoirs into shallower ground water aquifers. Analysis of the water chemistry is used to determine whether such an impact has
occurred.
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Figure 2
WELD COUNTY ACTIVE WELL COUNT snr0s
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Development of Repoﬁing, Data Entry, and Query Tools for Bradenhead Test and Bottom Hole Pressure Measurement Data
($71,800)

Measuring pressure in the bradenhead annular space of producing oif and gas wells is an important way to determine whether a well has

the potential to leak gas and fluid into shallow ground water resources. In La Plata County, operators are required to measure bradenhead
pressures periodically in all wells. In response to impacis to ground water from oil and gas wells in other parts of the State, operators have
been required to measure bradenhead pressures in numerous wells. - Funding is needed to develop a method for operators to report these
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measurements electronically to the COGCC, create a data entry form, hire a third party contractor to enter the backlog of measurement
data, and to develop queries and reports to access data. ' . ,

In La Plata County, operators are required to measure bottom hole pressures periodically in all new wells. These data are currently tracked
in a stand alone Access data base, which contains over 400 measurements from approximately 233 gas wells. Additional funds should be
used to develop a method for operators to report these measurements electronically fo the COGCC, create a data entry form, upload data

from stand alone data base, develop queries and reports {o access data.

Once the management system for this data (bradenhead and bottom hole pressures) is developed and deployed, it will become a powerful
tool for COGCC staff to use for: 1) identifying wells that may potentially act as conduits for gas and fluid migration into the environment;
and 2) evaluating the efficiency of reservoir development.

Linking Budgetary Expenditures to Beneficial Qutcomes

Experience gained by the COGCC shows the need to establish baseline conditions related fo natural gas seepage, water quality and
quantity. f data is not collected using sound scientific practices and properly documented as early as possible during the development of
" an oil and gas field, then the only yardstick for identifying whether changes are-occuiring-is- aneedotal information. -The personal - - .
motivations of individuals or oil and gas operators sometimes can cause these recollections to be less than reliable. The data collected
during the investigation proposed in Altemnative 1 would be for the immediate use and benefit of all stakeholders inciuding, operators, local

govemment, landowners, environmental groups, and the COGCC.

Alternative 1 contains three components designed to enable the COGCC to be proactive in identifying whether significant adverse impacts
to public health, safety and welfare, or o the environment have occurred or have the potential to occur in the Piceance Basin of Garfield
County, the D-J Basin of Weld County, and the San Juan Basin of La Plata County as a result of oil and gas development. Funding for
Alternative 1 is proposed to come from the Environmental Response Fund balance. '
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The primary beneficial outcomes of Alternative 1 are: .

Provides readily available environmental data for the currently

Industry, and active portion of the Piceance basin and the entire D-J Basin.
Local Governments o Wil improve the COGCC's response time for ground water quality
compilaints.

» Reduces potential risk of impacts to public health, safety, welfare
and the environment.

COGCC Staff _ ¢ Allows staff to find ground water problems earlier while the
problems are easier to mitigate.

Earlier resolution of problems lessens the liability of the State.

Will improve understanding of the potential and actual impacts of oil
and gas development on ground water resources.

Application of Analvtical Technigue/Assumptions and Calculations

The following chart provides an analysis of some of the major potential risks to public health, safety, and welfare and the environment
created by oil and gas activity that the COGCC will not be able to identify and quickly address without the approval of this request.
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Assessment of Annual Incremental Risk Atributed to Alternative 2 - "No Action™

Health
\ Annual Safety ‘ Cost of Cost
Issue Impact to og:::r:i " F:;‘E:;L Cost of and Eg; ?:&t:: Incremental | Incurred
9 y Impacts | Welfare Risk by
impact
Contamination from Surface Industry
leaking production owners, soils, $25,000 10 $250,000 High 10% $25,000 and
equipment and pits ground water COGCC
Contamination from ' ‘ Industry
| leaking-production. Surface Water | $1,250,000._ ... 1. 1%$1,250000| High | _10%___ | $125000 | and
equipment - COGCC
Staff time spent on ‘
Surface Industry
bradenhead and bottom | oy ners ang $200,000 1 $200,000 | High 5% $10,000 and
hole pressure .
industry COoGCC
management
Total Annual Cost of
Alternative 2 - $160,000
“No Action”

Definition of terms used in above chart:

Annual Frequency — Annual average number of total occurrences in Colorado. '
Incremental Risk Factor - Percentage of impact not currently being addressed (multiplier to calculate cost of incremental risk).
Cost of Incremental Risk — Portion of annual cost of impacts that is at risk due to current workload management.
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Assumgtions:

Future Value Benefit-Cost Comparisons

Year | Cost of Alternative 1| Benefit of Avoiding Incremental Net Value
Risk Attributed to Alternative 2
“No Action”
1 $200,000 $52,800 ($147,200)
2 $100,725 $107,200 $6,475
3 $0 $160,000 $160,000
4 $0 $160,000 $160,000
5 $0 $160,000 $160,000
6 $0 $160,000 $160,000
7 $0 $160,000 $160,000
8 $0 $160,000 $160,000
9 $0 $160,000 $160,000
10 $0 $160,000 $160,000
Total $300,725 $1,440,000 $1,139,275

1. Net value is based on the incremental risk cost which could potentially occur in each year.

2. Cost of Alternative 1 is $300,725, of which about $200,000 and $100,725 are spent in Year 1 and Year 2, respectively.
3. InYear 1, the benefit is about one-third of total annual benefit.

4. In Year 2, the benefit is about two-thirds of total annual benefit. -

Conclusion: Alternative 1 provides a satisfactory level of customer service and a lower risk of impacts to public health, safety and welfare
and the environment. Altermative 2 “no action” subjects the State o an increasing level of risk.
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Description of Key Issues for Decision Making

The key issues for decision making are as follows:
« Colorado is experiencing incrementally increasing risk of impacts to public heaith, safety and welfare and the environment from
increased oil and gas activity.
 With the projections of increased oil and gas activity, the level of risk is expected to increase if no action is taken to adequately
monitor the State’s ground water resources '

Recommendation

The COGCC recommends that funding for Altemative 1 be approved.
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Schedule 6
DECISION ITEM / CHANGE REQUEST for FY 2005-06

Department: Natural Resources Dept. Approval by: - Date: /d/ ‘//
Priority Number:  180f28 OSPB Approval: %{Dﬁ Date: (Of% 0‘(

Division: Minerals and Geology Tracking Number:
Program: Minerals Regulatory Program . Statutory Citation:
Request Title: Minerals Program Line Consolidation
1 2 3 4 3 6 7 8 9 10
Total Deciston/ Total Change
Prior-Year Supplemental Revised Base Base | November 1 Budget Revised from Base
Actual Appropriation Request Request Request Reduction Request | Amendment| Request in Out Year
Fund | FY 2003-04 | ¥Y 2004-05 FY 2004-05 | FY 2004-05 { FY 2005-06 | FY 2005-06 | FY 2005-06 | FY 2005-06 | FY 2005-06 FY 2006-07
— " — e T ———r—)
(excl EDO Pots) excl EDO Pots) (excl EDQ Pots) (excl EDO Pots)
Total of All Line Items Total| 1,875,969 1,872,463 1,921,685 0 1,921,685
FTE 229 229 229 0.0 22.9 0
GF 0 0 0 0 0
CF} 1,782,171 1,784,970 1,825,601 0 1,825,601
CFE 93,798 87,493 96,084 0 96,084
FF 0 0 0 0 0
{C) Minerals Total] 1,753,355 1,749,849 1,799,071 | (1,799,071) 0 Line
Personal Services FTE 229 229 229 (22.9) 0.0 Deletion
GF 0 0 0 0 0
CEF| 1,659,557 1,662,356 1,702,987 | (1.702,987) 0
CFE 93,798 87,493 96,084 (96,084) 0
FF 0 0 0 0 0
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Supplemental and Budget Amendment Criteria: o Emergency o Technical Error o New Data o Unforeseen Contingency
Request for New or Replacement Vehicles: o Yes oNo (If the Yes box is checked, a copy of the Schedule 6 will be forwarded to the OSPB analyst assigned to Personnel/GSS)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 g 10
Total PDecision/ ) Total Change
Prior-Year Supplemental | Revised Base Base November I | Budget Revised from Base
Actual | Appropriation Request Request Request Reduction Request | Amendment| Reqguest in Out Year -
Fund | FY2003-04 [ FY 2004-05 FY 2004-05 | FY 2004-05 | FY 2005-06 | FY 200506 | FY 200506 | FY 2005-06 | FY 2005-06 FY 2006-07
0
(C) Minerals Total 122,614 122,614 122,614 (122,614) o Illine
querating Expenses FTIE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 letion
GF 0 o i} 0 0
CF 122,614 122,614 122,614 (122,614) 0
CFE 0 0 0 0 0
FF 0 0 0 0 0
C) Minerals Total ¢ 0 0 1,921,685 1,921,685 ’ |Consofidated
E’!ogmm Costs FTE 0.0 0.0 0.0 229 229 ILine - no
(new line — consolidation of . GF ] 0 0 0 0 change to
"Personal Services” and CF 0 0 0 1,825,601 1,825,601 05-06 base
[I"Operating Expenses” lines) CFE}{ 0 0 0| 96,084 96,084 in out year.
: "FE| | I T L I A I . —_—
Letter Notation: Letter notations indicating Cash and Cash Fund Exempt sources would reference the consolidated "Program Costs™ line.
Cash Fund Name/Number: Mined Land Reclamation Fund / Fand 256
Federal Fund Grant Name:

CHANGE REQUEST - 234




CHANGE REQUEST - FY05-06
Partial Analysis

Identifying Information

Department: Natural Resources

Priority Number: 18 of 28

Long Bill Group/Division: Division of Minerals and Geology/Minerals Regulatory Program
Change Request Title: Minerals Line ltem Consolidation

Summary of Request:

The request is to consolidate the Minerals Program Personal Services and Operating lines in the Long Bill into a “Program
Costs” line. The line consolidation allows management flexibility in addressing customer service improvements out of
personal services funds when vacancy savings or shifts in personal services costs occur. No increase to the base budget
of the Program results from this request. '

Performance Evaluation Factors

1) Number of pending customer service improvements that are implemented.

2) Number of budget Change Requests and dolfar amounts that are submitted by the Minerals Program after line
consolidation.

Problem/Opportunity Definition _

The Minerals Program has an opportunity to implement pending customer service improvements through a “program line”
which provides the flexibility of funding one-time operating investments when employee vacancies or other shifts occur in
personal services costs (i.e., lower-salaries for new hires), within base resources. The current Long Bill line format
restricts the types of expenditures that can be charged to the Personal Services fine versus the Operating line, whereas
“program lines” are unrestricted. Providing a “program line” in the Minerais Program would conform to the format that is
used in all other programs within the Division of Minerals and Geology. The use of a “program line” also eliminates the
need for submitting decision items for small to moderate cost projects.

Examples of pending customer service projects that this request could enable are:

- e Purchase of adequate global positioning equipment to provide/confirm accurate mine boundary information during
inspections;
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« Allow use of credit cards for payment of permit fees;
¢ Website enhancements; and
« Maintenance of staff/public computers and of the imaging system where all permit files are accessed.

Statutory Authority

Colorado Mined Land Reclamation Act, as Amended, CRS 34-32-101 et seq.

C.R.S. Colorado Land Reclamation Act for the Extraction of Construction Materials, 1995 as Amended, CRS 34-32.5-101
et seq.

HB 04-1422, Long Bill

Department of Natural Resources Objectives

DEPT 1.4 Promote continued development of Colorado’s mineral and energy resources in a manner that is
consistent with environmental preservation and protection of public health and safety by increasing the availability of
relevant information and data and maintaining a balanced reguiatory environment.

DEPT1.7  Assist citizens in avoiding or mitigating risks to life and property by providing training, information, - -
technical assistance, and regulatory enforcement related to statutorily authorized programs.

Background Information :

The Minerals Program has lacked sufficient Operating funding to adequately implement customer service and staff
technology enhancements and to maintain office and field equipment. Other programs within the Division have already
implemented the enhancements, which has caused inconsistency of service delivery across the Division. The Program
believes that the pending enhancements involve small to moderate costs that would be best funded from existing base
resources if the Program were given the flexibility through the requested line consolidation. Many of the pending
enhancements cost less than $15,000, which does not warrant the full budget request process on an as-need basis. The
“program line” format provides the utmost flexibility for the long-term as technology and equipment needs continuously

evolve.

All of the other programs in the Division operate under the “program line” format, which has significantly reduced budget
increase submittals from the Division. This request would provide a consistent budget format across the division.
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Assumptions and Calculations

COST OF REQUEST

$0

Proposed enhancements will be funded only as funds become available through vacancy savings/personnel cost shifts
within the proposed “Program Costs” line.

The following table shows examples of pending enhancements that would be addressed over time and the magnitude of

costs involved:

Proposed Customer
Service/Staff Enhancements

Assumptions/Cost Estimates

Benefits

Website and Database
Improvements — operator access
to mine permit forms, point-of-sale
capability, permit file database
tracking system

Average cost of contractual services per
prior web developments implemented in
DNR = $3000-$5000

Mine Operator Time Savings

--Access to information and forms on website
reduces mailing and travel time.

Regulatory Staff Time Savings

—-More accurate mine site data from GIS data
reduces enforcement issues and time

--Improved tracking systems to track violations
inspection frequency, and financial warranty (bond
changes.

Cost to maintain field and
computer equipment and data
bases

PC replacement — replace 2 per year @
$1800 ea = $3,600

GPS Units — purchase 3 @ $4000 each
(replace units as needed) = $12,000

Mine Operator Time Savings
--More accurate mine site data per GIS data
reduces enforcement issues and time.

Fees for Credit Card Acceptance

Assume 75% of fees would be paid by
credit card @ 2.08 % per transaction X
75% of total fee revenue of $950,000 =
$14,820

Mine Operator/Public Travel and Mailing Savings
--Credit card payment acceptance reduces mailing
or travel costs for other types of payments

Staff Training — safety re-fresher
training and training on mine
reclamation and enforcement

5 staff members (20%) attend 1 training
session per year @ $250-500/session =
$2,500

Staff trainin
Examples of ongoing training requirements: mine

safety refresher courses, revegetation technique

CHANGE REQUEST - 237




techniques  updates, water quality issues, and financial

warranty information

OVERALL BENEFIT o Budget Staff Time Savings

Time savings realized by division, EDO, OSPB an
JBC budget staff due to not submitting Operating
decision items less than $20,000

Key Issues for Decision Making

1.
2.
3.

Ao b

No net increase to the base budget of the Minerals Regulatory Program.

Program management flexibility to adjust priorities for office/field equipment and information needs.

Timely response in addressing customer service improvements and equipment maintenance (not dependent on the
budget approval process).

Reduction in future submittals of Budget Change Requests from the Division.

Precedence of allowing “program lines” in other programs within the Division of Minerals and Geology.

* Low risk of allowinig expenditure flexibility because of othersafeguards that are inplace such as the Office of Informationand - - - -

Technology approval required for IT purchases over $25,000 and departmental approval for IT over $10,000 and purchasing
oversight that ensures fair competition for vendors.

Recommendation :

Minerals line consolidation is a no-net increase proposal and is recommended based on the increased flexibility it
provides in addressing customer service and staff needs in a timely manner, with a low risk to the State, and because it
prevents submittal of budget increase requests for lower cost program enhancements.
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Schedule &6
DECISION ITME REQUEST for FY 2005-06

Date:/%ﬁ%‘/

Department: Natural Resources Dept. Approval:
Priority Number; 19 of 28 OSPE Approval: Date: ! l E
Division: Parks and Oufdoor Recreation Statutory Citation:” CRS 33-10-10Lto 33-15-112 o 1{
Program: Park Management and Maintenance
Request Title: Program Line Consolidation
1 2 3 4 5 [ 7 8 g 10
Prior-Year Appropriation Suppiemental R::::; d Base Decision!_Base November 1 Budget |Total RevisedJ' frgt:gzze
Fund| Actual EY 2004-05 Request Request Request Reduction Request { Amendment| Request in Out Year
FY 2003-04 FY 2004-05 FY 2004-05 EY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 | FY 2005-06 | FY 2005-06 EY 2006-07
Total of All Line Items " Total 26,811,737 26,811,737 26,811,737 26,811,737
State Parks Program FTE ) 2506 2506 250.6 i 250.6
CF 2,831,763 2,831,763 2,831,763 2,831,763
CF 18,150,983 18,150,983 18,150,983 | 18,150,983
CFE 4,940,060 4,940,060 4,940,060 4,940,060
FF 888,931 888,931 868,931 888,931
(&) State Park Operations Total 21,407,496 | 21,407,496 21,407,496] 21,407,496
(Total consclidation of establishe FTE 238.6 238.6 238.6 238.6
state parks fine items and new GF 2,831,763 2,831,763 2,831,763 2,831,763
state parks fine itemns) CF 16,020,773 | 16,020,773 | 18,020,773 16,020,773
CFE 2,135,060 2,135,080 2,135,080 2,135,060
FF 419,800 419,900 419,900 419,900
State Parks Program Costs Total 21,387,626| 21,387,626 21,387,626| 21,387,626
FTE ' 238.6 238.6 238.6 2386
GF
CF
CFE
FF
impact Assistance Grants - Total 19,870 19,870 18,870
FTE
GF
CF
CFE
FF
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 i 10
Prior-Year Supplemental Total Base Decision/Base | November 1 Budget |[Total Revisedl . Change
Appropriation Revised N from Base
Fund] Actual . FY 2004-05 Request Request Reqguest Reduction Request | Amendment] Request in Out Year
FY 2003-04 FY 200405 FY 2004-05 FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 | FY 200506 | FY 2005-06 FY 2006-07
(A) Total Established State Total 20,375,525 20,375,525| (20,375,525} 0 0] (20,375,525)
Parks Program Line FTE 2261 226.1 (226.1) (226.1)
(Total consolidation of established GF 2,667,589 2,667,589 2,667,589 2,667,588
state parks line items) CF 15,527,976 15,527,976| (15,527,976) (15,527,976}
CFE 1,760,060 1,760,060 (1,760,060} (1,760,060)
FF 419 900 419,900 (419,900) {419,800)
[lProgram Costs Total 16,336,724 16,336,724| (186,336,724} o o] (16,335,724)
FTE 226.1 226.1 {226.1) o 0.0 {226.1)
GF ’
CF
CFE
FF
[lseasonat Work Program Total 4,018,931 4,018,931 (4,018,931 o 0 (4,018,931}
{impact Assistance Grants Total 19,870 19,870 19,870 19,870
FTE ‘
GF
CF
CFE
FF
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 2 10
Prior-Year Appropriation Supplemental RI:it:e[z d Base Decision/Base | November 1 Budget |Total Revised| frg::-.agg:e
Fund} Actual FY 2004-05 Request Reguest Request Reduction Request | Amendment| Request in Out Year
FY 2003-04 FY 2004-05 FY 2604.05 FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 FY 200506 | FY 2005-06 | FY 2005-06 FY 2006-07
(B) Total New State Parks Total 1,031,971 1,031,971 (1,031,971) 0 o (1,031,971)
Program Line FTE 12.5 12.5 (12.5) 0 4] (12.5)
(Total consofidation of new GF 164,174 164,174 (164,174} 0 1] (164,174)
state parks line items) CF 462,797 492,797 (492,797) 0 [ (492,797)
CFE 375,000 375,000 (375,000) 0 o {375,000)
FF
Program Costs Total 826,171 826,171 (826,171) 0 o (826,171)
FTE 12.5 12.5 {12.5) 0.0 0.0 {12.5)
GF
CF
CFE
FF
Seasenal Work Program Totat 205,800 205,800 (205,800) Y 1] {205,800)
FTE
GF
CF
CFE
FE

Letter Notation:

Cash Fund name/Number, Federal Fund Name: Parks Cash Fund 172
IT Request O Yes &No (If yes and request includes more than 500 programing hours, attach 1T Project Plan)
Supplemental and Budget Amendment Criteria: [ Emergency [ Technical Error O New Data [ Unforeseen Contingency

Request for New or Replacement Vehicles: £ Yes % No (If yes, a copy of the Schedule & will be forwarded fo the OSPE analyst assigned to Personnel/GSS)
Request Affects Another Department(s): O Yes X No {If yes, Name of other Department(s)

)
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Efficiency and Effectiveness Analysis

Identifying Information/Summary of Request

Department: Natural Resources — Division of Parks and Qutdoor Recreation

Request Title: Program Line Consolidation

Request Priority Number: 19 of 28

Summary of Requested Alternative: Program Costs consolidation of all line items

Performance Measures: Provide greater flexibility in managing the Division’s efforts for improved self-reliance and park
management.

Problem or Opportunity Definition
State Parks is one of the most self-sufficient state park systems in the nation. Based on Price Waterhouse Coopers’ (PWC) 2002

marketing assessment study, the projected statewide economic contribution of state parks” visits for the current fiscal year is more than
$200 million.

The Division has sustained significant funding reductions over the past several years as a result of the statewide budget crisis and
other economic factors. The current line item structure limits the Division’s ability to administer the program in the most efficient
manner. This request would consolidate the following line items into a single line: Established State Parks Program Cost, Seasonal
Work Program line items and the New State Parks Program Costs. This consolidation would sigpificantly improve the Division’s
ability to manage its programs while providing maximum flexibility to meet current and future budget challenges.

Available Alternatives'

Aliernative #1 — Line Item Consolidation based on “State Parks Program Costs”

Statutory Authority for this alternative: CRS 33-10-101 to 33-15-112

Specific Department objectives promoted by this alternative:
1.1 Provide leadership in responding to increasing demands by providing services, information and assistance to accommodate
economic activity in conjunction with sound stewardship.
The consolidation would provide greater flexibility to shift resources to different operating areas. For example, it can take
three to four months to fill a vacancy, often longer. With greater flexibility, seasonal staff could be hired during peak seasons
to deal with immediate workioad needs at park areas with vacancies. _

CHANGE REQUEST - 242




Alternative #2 — Status Quo

Specific department objectives promoted by this alternative: None of the objectives listed under alternative #1 would be promoted by
this alternative.

Linking Budgetary Expenditures to Full Range of Outcomes
General types of potential benefits.
Preservation of facilities and protection of investment.

Potential reductions in budgetary costs.
This initiative requires no additional General Fund support and has the potential to generate a net positive cash flow.
Provides flexibility to the Division’s ability to provide responses to critical decisions affecting State Parks.

Selected Analytical Technique

Cost-Effectiveness Analysis
Future cost avoidance due to improved service with the ability to shift resources to different operating areas.

Background
Since it can take four to six months to fill a vacancy, often longer, seasonal employees could be hired during peak seasons to
alleviate the workload pressures at park locations with vacancies.

Non-Monetized Benefits. The proposed option is also anticipated to increase public safety, as parks would provide adequate
staff to accommodate park visitors.

Alterpative #1: With the consolidation of the line items, we would be able to use personal service vacancy savings dollars to
hire seasonal workers for vacant positions during transition and peak periods. With our current budget structure, we could only
use vacancy savings to hire classified temporary staff with benefits, which would substantially increase costs. The personal
service vacancy was compared with temporary staffing of the position with seasonal employees. The potential impact would be
significant. By keeping positions vacant during peak season could potentially result in lost opportunities to maintain/increase
revenue, compromised customer service, and increased maintenance costs due to wear and tear on the park facility.
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Consolidation of the line item structure would enhance the Division’s ability to proactively manage its seasonality issues at
State Parks, in the most economical way. '

Cost Effectiveness Analysis: Compare opportunity costs

Classification P/S Swp
Period 6.0 months 6.0 months
Wages $17,937 $11,248
Key: :
P/S — Personal Services
SWP — Seasonal Work Program
Calculation Worksheet
PERSONAL SERVICES
CALCULATION
o : — T TMinc - |MIm - T | B
Monthly  |Annual Min Total/12
Classtfication Salary Salary PERA Medicare * Month
PM I— Temp Classified 2,497 29,964 3,041 434 $ 17,937
Total - Personal Services $ 17,937
SWP CALCULATION Seasonal [x x 173 PERA & Health
Months rate/br. | hrs/mo Medicare [STD |and Life Total SWP
Seasonal Park Ranger 111 6 $9.71 10,079 1,169 ma na $ 11,248
Total — Seasonal Work Program $ 11,248
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Alternatives

Benefits and Objectives

Protect our natural Provide and promote a Maintain a viable park system
resources and maintain variety of outdoor with the flexibility to meet
our investment in recreational opportunities current economic challenges
facilities for citizens and visitors ,

Altemative #1 - Fund Request Yes Yes Yes

Alternative #2 — Do not consider request Yes Yes No

Key Issues for Decision Making:

The cwrent line item structure limits the Parks Division’s ability to properly administer the program like a business. Consolidation of
the Established State Parks and New State Parks line items would significantly improve the Division’s ability to proactively manage

its program while providing maximum flexibility to meet current economic business challenges.

Assumptions and Calculations
Brief Description of the Request:

Currently the fimding for operation of State Parks is divided among five different line items:

Established State Parks - Program Costs

Established State Parks - Seasonal Work Program
Established State Parks — Impact Assistance

New State Parks — Program Costs

New State Parks — Seasonal Work Program

We would request this be reduced to the following two line items:

State Park Operations
Impact Assistance

Recommendation

Approve the consolidation to the single line item establishing “State Parks Program Costs™.
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Schedule 6
DECISION ITEM REQUEST for FY 2005-06

-

6L Lty

Date: /% 5%5/

Department: Department of Natural Resources Dept. Approval: .
Priority Number: 20 out of 28 QSPB Approval: Date: {Of [ °‘(
Division: Executive Director's Office Statutory Citation:” SectS 24-1-1p5, 24-1-124, and 24-33-101 through 24-33-111
Program: All Programs
Request Title: Parks Self-Sufficiency ,
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 ) 10
. Prior-Year Appropriation Supplemental stitsa; d RE:::st Decision!_Base Novembher 1 Budget Rzgit:; d frg:«.agg:e
und! Actual FY Request FY Reduction Request | Amendment -
2003-04 FY 2004-05 2004-05 Request FY | FY 2005- FY 2005-06 | FY 2005-06 | FY 2005-06 Request FY]in OQut Year
i 2004-05 06 2005-06 |FY 2006-07
Line ltem .
Name Total| 2,765490f 2,926,475 0| 2,926,475|2,926475 0] 2,926475 3,092,292 0
EDO - FTE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Admin, GF 856,297 832,421 0 832,421| 832,421 611,982 220,439 925,0301 -705,198
Vehicle CF 96,772] 136,059 0 136,058] 136,059 611,082 748,041 137,631] 705,198
L sase CFE| 1,771,859] 1,913,705 0 1,913,705]1,913,705 1,913,705 1,982,198 0
Payments FF 40,463 44,290 0 44.290F 44,290 44,290 47 433 0
Letter Notation:

These funds shall be from various sources of Cash Funds / These funds shall be from various sources of Cash Funds Exempt

Cash Fund name/Number, Federal Fund Name:
IT Request o Yes X No (If yes and request includes more than 500 programming hours, attach IT Project Plan)
Supplemental and Budget Amendment Criteria: O Emergency © Technical Error o New Data O Unforeseen Contingency

Request for New or Replacement Vehicles: X Yes o No (If yes, a copy of the Schedule 6 will be forwarded to the OSPB analyst assigned to Personnel/GSS)
Request Affects Another Department(s): o Yes X No (If yes, Name of other Department(s}

)
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CHANGE REQUEST - FY05-06
Partial Analysis

ldentifying Information

Department: Natural Resources

Priority Number: 20 of 28

Long Bill Group/Division: Executive Director's Office
Change Request Title: Parks Self-Sufficiency

Summary of Request:

Under the current funding methodology, the Division of Parks and Outdoor Recreation (DPOR) receives a General Fund
appropriation for its potted allocations. Given relatively strong growth in cash fund revenues, the Division of Parks and
Outdoor Recreation is projecting a fund balance of $1,548,000 at the end of FY 2005-06. The decision item request is to
re-finance all Generally Funded vehicle lease expenses with a portion of this excess cash fund balance. For FY 2005-06,
this decision item would refinance a total of $611,982 in-General Fund vehicle lease expenses. Under this request;”
DPOR would maintain a cash fund reserve of $936,000 at the end of FY 2005-06. The goal would be to build a fund
balance of $1,000,000 by the end of FY 2006-07 to provide a more adequate protection against cash revenue volatility.

Problem/Opportunity Definition 7

DPOR’s receives cash revenue from the sale of a variety of daily and annual park passes, as well as from various other
sources such as camping fees and boating registrations. Cash revenue is deposited into the Parks and Outdoor
Recreation Cash Fund and is used in administering and managing state parks and outdoor recreation programs in
Colorado. DPOR is currently projecting that the cash reserve in the Parks and Outdoor Recreation Cash Fund will grow
to $1,548,000 by the end of FY 2005-06. This projection reflects relatively strong year-to-date growth in cash revenues in
FY 2004-05. In fact, cash revenues are currently running about 5.5% higher in FY 2004-05 in comparison to FY 2003-04.

Under the current funding methodology established by the Joint Budget Committee, General Fund appropriations are
used to cover a portion of State Parks direct operating expenses and almost alt of Parks’ potted allocations. Potted
allocations are appropriated to the Executive Director's Office and include items such as legal services, vehicle lease
payments, leased space, salary survey, and health, life, and dental insurance. Revenue projections through FY 2006-07
show that there is sufficient Parks cash available to: (1) cover current appropriated spending authority as well as decision
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items; (2) apply excess revenues to build up the emergency reserve in the Parks Cash Fund, and; (3) refinance $611,982
in General Fund costs for pots increases.

Under Section 33-10-111.5 (2), C.R.S., DPOR is directed to maintain a fund balance of $500,000. For a number of
reasons, it now appears that this minimum fund balance may not be sufficient. First, the $500,000 fund balance was
established in 1989 under H.B. 98-1175 (see Page 1349 of the 1989 Session Laws). In comparison, the FY 1988-89
Long Bill provided DPOR with an appropriation of $9.4 million (not including pots), of which $5.9 million was from the
Parks Cash Fund. In contrast, the FY 2004-05.Long Bill appropriates $26.8 million to DPOR (again excluding pots),
including $17.2 million from the Parks Cash Fund. Given that the spending of Parks Cash has more than tripled since the
creation of the $500,000 emergency reserve, we believe that establishing a $1.0 million cash reserve would be a modest
first step foward giving DPOR a greater financial stability.

Section 24-75-402, C.R.S., establishes a standard by which agencies are supposed to target cash reserves at 16.5
percent of the amount expended during a fiscal year. This equates to roughly two months of spending being kept in a
cash fund reserve. For FY 2003-04, this equated to a target reserve in the Parks and Outdoor Recreation Cash Fund of
more than $2.9 million. In contrast, the $500,000 statutory cash reserve equate to about 2.5 percent of FY 2003-04
expenditures (or about 1.3 weeks of spending). In comparison, the Parks statutory reserve is smaller than either the 4.0
percent General Fund reserve or the 3.0 percent TABOR reserve.

In FY 2002-03, Parks cash revenues declined by three percent (or $ ) in comparison to the previous fiscal year.
The decrease in revenue reflects, in part, the impact of Colorado’s drought, an abnormally high humber of forest fires, and
a depressed economy. In fact, the Division can easily lose hundreds of thousands of dollars in revenue as a result of
inclement weather on peak park visitation weekends such as Memorial Day weekend and July 4" weekend. Because it
was foreseen, the FY 2002-03 Park cash revenue decline was managed by keeping a large number of positions vacant,
by reducing the size of the seasonal workforce, and by reducing utilities and other operating expenses. Unfortunately, this
reduced the level and quality of services offered to state parks visitors. A less foreseen decline in revenue — such as
might be associated with poor weather on Memorial Day weekend — would potentially have more dramatic impacts
because it would occur with only one month left in the fiscal year. For these reasons, DPOR has been discussing the
concept of raising its cash fund reserve for a number of years.

As discussed in the footnote report titled “the Impact of Enterprising the Colorado Division of Parks and Outdoor

Recreation”, DPOR believes passing legislation to designate Colorado State Parks as an enterprise under the Taxpayers
Bill of Rights (TABOR) is an issue with promising potential. However, one of the concerns about enterprising is how to
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assure that Parks consistently meets the statufory requirement to receive ten percent or less of its annual revenues from
the General Fund or other state sources. In FY 2003-04, Parks received 10.1 percent of its revenue from the General
Fund. Unexpected changes in cash revenue have the potential to unintentionally move Parks in and out of enterprise
status. These unexpected revenue changes may involve volatility in Parks cash revenue or fluctuation in receipt of
GOCO, Lottery, and federal funds. To maintain enterprise status, Parks may have to proportionately reduce its receipt of
General Fund revenues when other cash revenues decline in order to stay within the 10 percent threshold. From an
operational standpoint, it might seem counterproductive for Parks to receive a smaller General Fund subsidy when its
cash revenues unexpectedly decline. Indeed, Parks most needs its General Fund subsidy when cash revenues are
declining. However, a larger cash fund reserve would provide an altemate source of funding to counterbalance the
“double whammy” of Parks experiencing a decline in both cash and General Fund revenues. Finally, on a philosophical
level, we believe that creating a larger cash fund reserve fits within the spirit of enterprising. If Parks is to operate more
like a business, it should be better prepared to weather financial downturns which predictably occur in a normal business

cycle.

Assnmptions and Calculations

The decision item request is to refinance $611,982 of Generally Funded vehicle lease expenses with Parks Cash.
However, inherent in this decision item request is the general philosophy of DPOR trying to be more self-sufficient by
taking over responsibility for the funding of its vehicle lease costs in the future. It should be noted that the estimated
impacts of this decision item are compounded by the impacts of two other statewide decision items that will effect the
overall appropriation for vehicle leases costs. The impacts of these decision items are detailed below:

Parks FY 2004-05 General Fund Base for Vehicle Lease Line ltem $647,876
FY 2005-06 Statewide D.I. — Vehicle Lease Line Reconciliation (Impact to Parks Only) ($82,502)
Projected FY 2005-06 Vehicle Lease Line Fixed Payments $565,374
Add FY 2005-06 Statewide D.l. — Vehicle Replacements {Impact to Parks Only) $46,608

GRAND TOTAL - Estimated Vehicle Lease Costs for Colorado State Parks $611,982

Because the costs of the vehicle replacement decision item will annualize in FY 2006-07, the cost of refinancing DPOR
vehicle lease expenses will rise by an additional $93,216 in FY 2006-07. As a result, the refinancing of this line item in FY
2006-07 will require $705,198 from the Parks Cash Fund (and will save an equal amount of General Fund dollars). _
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Schedule 6

DECISION ITME REQUEST for FY 2005-06

Dept. Approval: /\-Ju:/ .

otes TS T

Department: Natural Resources
Priority Number: N/A OSPB Approval: M @ Date: /0 (@qb(ﬂ
Division: Parks and Outdoor Recreation Statutory Citation: CRS 33-10:401 to 33-15-112
Program: ITS Projects
Request Title: Systems Operation and Support
1 2 ) 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
. Prior-Year Appropriation Supplemental stit:; d Base DecisionI.Base November 1 Buclget R::'it:;d frg:;'a;gize
und{ Actual FY 2004-05 Request Request Request Reduction Request | Amendment Request in Cut Year
FY 2003-04 FY 2004-05 FY 2004-05 FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 | FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 EY 2006-07
New Line ltem - Systems
Operations and Maintenance Total N/A N/A N/A N/A 426,000 426,000 N/A 426,000 390,325
FTE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
GF 0 0 0 0
CF 0 0 0 0
CFE 426,000 426,000 426,000 390,325
FF 0 0 0 0

Letter Notation:

Cash Fund name/Number, Federal Fund Name: Lottery - Fund 427
IT Request * Yes No (If yes and request includes more than 500 programing hours, attach IT Project Plan)
Supplemental and Budget Amendment Criteria: [0 Emergency [ Technical Error {3 New Data [ Unforeseen Contingency
Request for New or Replacement Vehicles: [ Yes # No (If yes, a capy of the Schedule 6 will be forwarded to the OSPB analyst assigned to Personnel/GSS$)
Request Affects Another Department(s): 0 Yes X No (H yes, Name of other Department(s)

)
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Efficiency and Effectiveness Analysis

Identifying Information/Sunima[x of Request
Department: Department of Natural Resources

Request /Analysis Title:  Systems, Applications Operations and Maintenance

Request Priority Number: N/A

Summary: Operational support for business and administrative systems and applications.

Performance Evaluation: Complete support plans and strategies with satisfactory approval ratings from affected
program staff. B

Summary of Request

State Parks is requesting $426,000 in cash exempt funds, specifically Lottery funds, to support several administrative and
~ line of business systems. The systems to be supported are: Parks Automated Record Keeping System (PARKS); law
enforcement. volunteer administration; and revenue systems (registrations, intérnet salés and camping reservations.) this
request represents ongoing support for systems developed through the capital construction budget from both the ITS
Projects line item and the Major Repairs and Minor Improvements line item. Identifying ongoing support for these

systems as a specific line item will improve budget management and accountability.

Problem or Opportunity Definition :

State Parks operates several business and administrative systems. The legacy revenue systems includes registrations,
camping reservations and internet pass sales (an e-commerce site.) Collectively these systems help to generate $4-$5
million dollars annually. All of these include successful e-commerce sales capabilities. Additionally, State Parks is
participating in the Department of Natural Resources pilot for web store development. '

There are several administrative systems, all previously described in the Modemization Study submitted to the Information
Management Commission in 2001 (the revenue business systems were also described in that document as well). The
largest systems include PARKS, the law enforcement citation tracking system and volunteer administration. The PARKS
application currently provides administrative support for visitation, revenue and consignment of passes and permits.
PARKS Phase |l covers law enforcement and volunteer administration. -
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State Parks officers annually issue just under 6,000 citations, and formally report several times that number of contacts.
Citations fall under four possible categories, and the different categories involve different procedures. The law
enforcement application tracks citations through payment or judgement, including resolution through the courts, providing
appropriate reporting as required by statute and procedure.

The volunteer application supports the administration of the greatly enhanced volunteer system for State Parks. Presently,
State Parks attracts over 2,000 volunteers per year. With functionality provided through the volunteer system, this
number is expected to increase substantially. The volunteer application enables interested citizens to access information
about volunteering for Colorado State Parks on line, review opportunities and then to sign up as a volunteer. The
application also allows parks to advertise volunteer opportunities as well as providing reports and analysis for decision
makers and managers.

Problem Statement

These different systems require adequate operational support as well as on-going maintenance and replacement. State
Parks relies on contractors for this support since FTE are not available. This analysis describes the costs and benefits
required to support these systems.

Available Alternatives
Alternative #1: Provide technical support through central IT operations and budget
- Provide technical support for the following applications and systems:
- PARKS (Visitation, Revenue and Consignment reporting)
- Volunteers
- lLaw Enforcement
- Reservations
- Registrations
- Internet sales site
-  Web site
- Technical support includes server maintenance, operating system and all other system components for the above
listed systems and applications.
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User support for the PARKS, internet sales, web site and volunteer applications will be provided. User support
specifically for reservations web enabled reporting will also be provided. This is a very specific application that is
currently accessible through the web site and, will eventually be accessible, through PARKS. User support for other
applications is not included in this request and will continue to be handled by the business managers for law
enforcement, reservations, and registrations. '
The strategic approach will be to guarantee consistency with State or departmental policies, work toward consistent
technical solutions (e.g., standard server platforms or data bases) and standard management so as to minimize total
costs and fo seek out economies in procurement and support whereever possible.
Specific Departmental Objectives:

- Objective 1.8.1. :

Alternative #2: Disburse support requirements to each application or system, Status Quo

“The technical and user support for the above listed applications will be covered by the different business operations.
Consistency with State or departmental policies will requireé more management since many managers will be making =~

decisions.
Consistent procurement, platform standardization, etc., will be problematic since business managers may perceive

different advantages from different approaches, resulting in different decisions.
Total costs will increase due to inconsistent platforms, software, operations, etc., with the resulting heterogeneity
driving increased costs.

Statutory Authority
C.R.S. §33-10-101, et seq.
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Linking Budgetary Expenditures to Full Range of Outcomes

Alternative # 1 Preferred Alternative - Provide technical support through central IT operations and budget

State Parks Operations

Lower overall costs.

Greater consistency between offices.

More effective operations due to lower technical support requirements.

Flexibility in meeting the specific needs for each business application, while maintaining
consistency.

Estimated cost savings of between 20-30% annually, based on secondary research (Travco
Report, 2004)

Statewide direction

General types of Benefits

Greater consistency and compatibility with statewide policies.

The overall benefit is for more effective operations and support related connectivity.

Potential budgetary benefits

Alternative #1 is expected to manage overall costs more effectively through greater efficiency in procurement, technical
support, operations, total costs and consistency with Statewide and departmental policy.

Alternative # 2 Status Quo

State Parks Operations

Less effective and less consistent operations between applications.

Greater requirement for technical support with greater complexity and support costs.

Statewide direction

Less consistency with State policies through less focused budget and management processes.
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General types of Benefits
This approach might reduce budget requirements in the short term, but costs would increase in the mid or long term and
efficiencies would decrease. '

Potential budgetary benefits
The impact on the budget is actually negative, as higher costs and lowered effectiveness are expected.

Selected Analytical Technique

Benefit Cost Analysis is the preferred analytical technique

Assessment of Alternatives

Alternative #1 Central Support structure and budget

Necessary background info , |

- The consistency with policy and directive will become more critical over time.

- The ability to make management decisions consistent with strategic direction helps to ensure that the appropriate
solution is derived from more widely based requirements.

- Standard approaches to technical solutions and support will reduce total costs.

- Cross training for technical staff will reduce overall staffing requirements.

- Budgets and costs can best be leveraged through the central approach.

- Costs are based on FY 03-04 support levels using contractor technicai staff.

Alternative #2 Fanding and decision making through each business application:

Necessary background info
- Experience with this approach is that technical support and cost controls are much more difficult to manage.

- There is no ability fo leverage support and costs between systems.
- Costs will be higher. '
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Analysis

A ternative #1 Preferred Alternative

PARKS 206,513
Law Enforcement 41,818
Volunteer Administration 15,250
Revenue Systems (excluding internet) 117,596
Infernet Pass Sales 44,823

Alternative #2 Decentralized Management

PARKS 206,513
Law Enforcement 48,091
Volunteer Administration 16,775
Revenue Systems (excluding internet) 129,356
Internet Pass Sales 44,823
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211,469
42,822
15,616

120,418
45,899

211,469
48,088
15,616

142,291
45,899

216,545
43,849
15,991

123,308
47,000

216,645
73,482
23,424

156,520
47,000

221,742
44,902
16,375

126,268
48,128

221,742
51,368
23,986

210,672
48,128

227,063
45,979
16,768

129,298
49,283

227,063
77,052
16,768

231,740
49,283

232,513
47,083
17,170

132,401
50,466

232,513
96,315
17,170

254,913
50,466




Assumptions
- Estimated annual cost increase is 2.4% per year (beginning FY 2006-2007) based on recommended inflation factor.

- Preferred Alternative allows effective cross support, thereby reducing costs between different support activities.
- With Decentralized Alternative, the decline in effectiveness will vary yearly, due to increasingly lower effectiveness,
variable technical support costs, no leverage or cross training, efc.
- PARKS and internet pass sales, already centrally managed will increase by the rate of inflation.
- Law enforcement will experience higher costs in FY 05-06 due to additional administrative costs. These are
estimated at 15% over the preferred alternative (based on past administrative costs.)
- Volunteer costs will likely be comparable to the preferred alternative in FY 05-06, and more variable thereafter.
- Revenue systems provide the greatest opportunity for cross support as the two major systems, registrations and
reservations, have different peak seasons, enabling shared support.
- The lack of shared support is expected to increase costs by 10% over the preferred alternative (based on past
experience, specifically experience gained when the systems were supported by a single IT professional and over
the past two years when there was no common IT support.)

Other key issues for decision making :
- Staffing is likely the single most limiting factor for effective operations within State Parks. Any approach that reduces

the unmet requirement for staffing helps the division operate more effectively.
_  The recommended alternative increases the efficiency for staffing by limiting the variability between systems and
applications and allows for consistent strategies and decision making.

Omissions, biases, uncertainties.

- There are no known omissions or biases.

- Uncertainties are always a factor, as new technologies or changing economic conditions may alter the situation in
unforeseen ways. However, there are no specific uncertainties identified at this time.

Recommended Alternative
The recommendation is to fund operations and support for the above listed applications and systems, providing the types

" of support services listed.
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Schedule 6
DECISION ITME REQUEST for FY 2005-06

Date; /ﬂ/é’% &

Department: Natural Resources Dept. Approval: WM
Priority Number: N/A OSPB Approvat: @mﬂwﬂ;@ Date:
Division: Parks and Outdoor Recreation Statutory Citation: CRS 33~®1 01 0 33-15-112 lﬂm bt(
Program: ITS Projects
Request Title: Vehicle Registration System
1 2 3 4 & 6 7 8 g 10
Prior-Year . Supplemental To_ta : Base Decision/Base | November 1 Budget To_ta : Change
Fundl Actual Appropriation Request Revised Request Reduction Request [ Amendment Revised .from Base
FY 2004-05 Request Request in Out Year
FY 2003-04 FY 2004-05 FY 2004-05 FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 | FY 2005-06 FY 200506 | FY 2006-07
New Line Item - Vehicle :
Registration System Total N/A N/A N/A N/A 175,000 175,000 N/A 175,000] 0
FTE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
GF 0 0 0 0
CF 0 0 0 0
CFE 175,000 175,000 175,000 0
FF 4] 0 0 0

Letter Notation:

Cash Fund name/Number, Federal Fund Name: Lottery - Fund 427
IT Request * Yes No (I yes and request includes more than 500 programing hours, attach IT Project Plan)
Supplemental and Budget Amendment Criteria: [ Emeraency [ Technical Error [I New Data [ Unforeseen Contingency
Request for New or Replacement Vehicles: {1 Yes ¥ No (If yes, 2 copy of the Schedule & wili be forwarded to the OSPB analyst assigned to Personnel/GSS)

Request Affects Another Department(s): O Yes X No (If yes, Name of other Department(s)

)
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Efficiency and Effectiveness Analysis

Identifying Information - : .

Department: Department of Natural Resources :
Request /Analysis Title: Vehicle Registration System — Software Revision
Request Priority Number:  N/A

Summary: Revision of vehicle registration application to enhance functionality. -
Performance Evaluation: Revision or replacement of the existing system with a more robust and more fully functional
system.

Summary of Request

The change request is for $475,000 to: (1) Analyze the State Parks Vehicle Registration System to determine how to
__better support the system and to improve needed functionality for revenue reporting, etc., and (2) revise the existing
system or develop a new system based on that analysis. This request would be entirely funded with Lottery dollars.
Although this system has been developed and supported through funding allocated from the capital construction line item
Major Repairs and Minor Improvements, identifying this project as a specific line item will improve budget management
and accountability.

Problem or Opportunity Definition

The vehicle registration system is a major legacy line! of business for State Parks. This system, including lock box,

" internet and over the counter operations, enables customers to register their boat, snowmobile or off highway vehicle
(OHV) annually. Over 200,000 customers use this system each year. Annual gross revenue is $4.4 million. An
application enhancement will be deployed in early 2005, allowing customers to make an original registration on-line
(currently only renewals are allowed over the internet.) This will increase use of the on-line portion of the system.

There are three ways for customers to purchase a registration. These are: (1) in person at the State Parks Littleton Office
Registration Unit, which allows customers to obtain an original registration, renewal, or transfer a registration from one

! The Vehicle Registration System (VRS) is a “legacy line of business” system since it has been in place for over 8 years and provides a very substantial revenue
stream to State Parks.
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owner to another; (2) over the internet, which allows renewals and by March 2005 will allow originals or transfers; and (3)
through the Lock Box system with the State’s banking services, which is for renewals only. Customers can register at
many State Parks offices around Colorado as well, and those transactions are processed through the internet module.
Originals are for first time registrations (e.g., new vehicles), renewals are for previously registered vehicles, and transfer
are to transfer the registration from one owner to another. Over the counter and intemet registrations account for about
50% of the total revenues, white lock box is the balance of the roughly $4.4 million annual revenues.

The current vehicle registration system (VRS) was developed and deployed eight years ago. The system is a
Linux/Informix database and application, residing on a dedicated server. The system developer, Select Systems, Inc.,
has provided technical support to the application since deployment through a series of maintenance contracts. The
Department of Natural Resources Information Technology Section provides server and other technical system support.
While the VRS system is operated by DNR and State Parks, it requires significant support from contractors for the Linux
and INFORMIX. The existing server is now over 4 years old and will be replaced in FY 04-05.

Support is increasingly problematic since the application is an Informix 4GL. data application running on a Linux operating
system, and the system developer is no longer available for these services. Changes in DNR information Technology
Section priorities and staffing have also altered the type of technical expertise available within the Department. Although
programmers for Informix are available, the custom nature of the application requires a learning curve delay every time a
new programmer is brought in, thereby increasing costs. There are not timely, short term solutions to supporting the VRS.
Additionally, the State Parks strategy for other applications, such as PARKS, is focused on a clustered server
architecture, hosted at Department of Personnel and Administration, Division of Information Technology. The VRS is a
single server architecture with no real time backup beyond tape backup of the data. The Parks Record Keeping System
(PARKS) uses a Microsoft operating system and SQL database, and applications are designed with an internet accessible
customer (internal and external) interface. Contractor support for Microsoft systems is much more widely available than
for Informix.

Problems with adequate and timely support for the application is causing Parks to consider altematives, including the

possibility of developing a new vehicle registration application with different architecture. Specific requirements include:

- Analyze the functionality of the existing system, particularly as the current system is inadequate for revenue reporting,
has credit services problems and relies on technical expertise that is not readily or widely available.
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- Through the analysis determine if or when the system should be replaced. The existing application couid be revised to
improve revenue reporting and credit sales management, but on-going difficulty in finding support for regular
maintenance are a major concem. ' ' .

- Pending the analysis, State Parks anticipates the need for budget to develop a new system in FY 05-06. This decision
is not final and wili be based on the analysis of the registration system. State Parks will not undertake any |
development effort until all analyses are completed and the report fully reviewed and approved by the appropriate
decision makers, including the JBC and IMC. However, given the associated risks and costs, State Parks cannot wait
until the next budget cycle to fund this step. Identifying a budget for upgrading or replacement of the registration
system is critical while the analysis is taking place. :

- Potential fo migrate server hosting to Department of Personnel and Administration, Division of Information Technology
computer center would be examined in the analysis. This is an attractive option since it increases system availability
substantially over the present scenario and allows us to review options for a more robust system architecture.

_  Potential to share server space with other applications, such as PARKS application, would be examined in the analysis
process.

Problem Statement:
Failure to fund a revision of the existing vehicle registration system will increase the ikelihood that the system will fail and

that technical support will not be readily available to fix the system in a timely manner. This will result in a decrease in
revenues and a high leve! of customer-citizen frustration and complaints.

Available Alternatives

Alternative #1 Preferred Alternative — Review system requirements and revise or replace existing system:

- Statutory Authority 33110-107; 33-12-104, ef seq.

- Review the business requirements for the vehicle registration system and either revise the existing system or develop
a replacement system.

- The current system does not meet all functional requirements. This analysis process wili enable Parks to research
short fails and correct any deficiencies. '

- Specific Departmental Objectives:
- Departmental direction is more focused on alternative operating systems and data engines.

- Objective 1.8.1
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Alternative #2 Status quo Alternative:
- Do not revise the vehicle registration system and accept the increasing risk of a major system failure.
- Specific Departmental Objectives:

- This does not conform to the DNR standards.

Statutory Authority

Authority is given through C.R.S § 33-10-104, et seq.

Linking Budgetary Expenditures to Full Range of Qutcomes

Alternative # 1 Preferred Alternative - Review system requirements and revise or replace existing system

Citizens Maintain a system that serves over 200,000 citizen customers annually.

Maintain revenue flows from registrations that support OHV and Snowmobile programs, as
well as boater related State Parks operations.

State Parks Enable server hosting to be migrated to DolT, consistent with other State Parks applications.

Greater consistency in support and staffing requirements.

General types of Benefits
The overall benefit is to replace a system that has an increased risk of failure. Mitigate negative impact to revenues and
customer satisfaction.

Potential budgetary benefits
Alternative #1 does not expenditures, it provides enhanced protection of revenue flows and improves customer services.

Alternative # 2 Status Quo
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Citizens/State Parks Saves money in the short term but with greater costs in the longer term.

General types of Benefits
There are no positive benefits from this option.

Potential budgetary benefits
The impact on the budget is actually negative, as this option results in higher costs.

Selected Analytical Technique
* Benefit Cost Analysis is the preferred analytical technique.

Assessment of Alternatives

Necessary background info '
Preferred Alternative: Review system requirements and revise or replace existing system

Costs: $10,000 for Requirements review and definition; $165,000 for revision or development; Total $175,000

Requirements Definition:

- Registrations and IT staffs review system performance 2-3 times per year, through which they can identify new
requirements. This has been in place for several years. Much of the requirements work has already been completed.

- $10,000 identified for consultant analysis and writing the functional requirements, based on existing references and
interview with staff. The analysis is targeted to require about 130 hours at $75/hour.

Redevelopment or Replacement:

_  Original system development budget was about $55,000, eight years ago.

- Analysis of potential cost to redevelop system was estimated at $150,000 to $165,000 in late 2003.

- Proposed budget for redevelopment or replacement: $165,000. The estimate is for about 2,060 hours at $80/hr.
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Benefits:

Reduce staff time for financial reporting if revenue reporting function incorporated into application. Some benefit is
definite, but the actual benefit is not shown here and will be defined in the analysis process.

This application currently supports $4.4 million in annual revenues. This revenue stream would be better protected.
Revised or replacement system should further reduce staff time to administer program. This will be addressed more
completely in the analysis.

Support for revised or replacement system would be re-set at acceptable and appropriate level, which will be identified
in the analysis process.

Total cost of ownership should be reduced either through replacement or revision.
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Alternative #1 Preferred Alternative
System Requirements Review 10,000 0 0 0 0
Systemn Redevelopment or Replacement 165,000

Total Preferred

Alternative #2 No Analysis or Replacement - Status Quo
System Failure Risk Assessment

Probability of failure in any week 10% " 15% 20% 25% - 30%
Expected duration of a failure {weeks) 4 4 4 4 4

... \Weekly-Revenue Impact (negative). - - . $....20,000. % .. 20480 _$ __.20972 % _ 21475 $ 21990 .
Revenue Impact (Loss of revenue) $ 416000 $ 638976 $ 872415 $ 1,116,691 §$ 1,372,191

Total Decentralized Alternative $ 416000 $ 638976 $ 872415 $ 1,116,691 $ 1,372,191

Assumptions
- Risk and revenue impacts will increase with each year this is not addressed.
- Risk of failure assumed to be 10% in any given week for Year 1. .
- Risk of failure increases each year the system is not replaced. Gartner Group research suggests that the
probability of failure is actually higher than shown here as systems get older.
_  Duration assumed to be 4 weeks from the time outage occurs. This accounts for finding technical support,
procurement process and average expected time needed to fix problem.
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- Revenue impacts assumed to be $20,000 per week in Year 1.
- Based on shut down of internet registrations and severely restricted over the counter sales from the time the
outage occurs until fixed. Lock box sales could continue unabated for 4 weeks.
~ - Costs based on 50% of $4.4 million revenues (internet sales or 25% of total would be shut down completely and
counter sales, another 25% would be decreased), averaged to weekly rate of $20,000. Some counter sales could
be continued, but data entry back log would impact ability to continue over the counter sales for very long. Total
internet and counter sales are about $29,000 per week. The $20,000 attempts to account for the loss in sales from
the internet and partial loss of counter sales during a 4 week outage and that any backlogged data entry would be
manageable once system was restored.
- Internet sales are expected to increase by 3-5 percent each year. This is not factored into these equations.”
- Revenue impact based on Risk times Duration times Revenue Impact, and shown as estimated revenue loss for year.
- Past experience shows that if the registration process is smooth, prompt and effective, more customers register.
- Conversely experience shows that many customers will simply opt not to register their vehicle or vessel that year if
the system is not available, risking instead a possible fine if they come into contact with a State Parks officer.

Other kev issues for decision making '
- Staffing is the single most limiting factor for effective operations within State Parks. Any approach that reduces the
unmet requirement for staffing helps the division operate more effectively.

Omissions, biases, uncertainties.

- There are no known omissions or biases.

- Uncertainties are always a factor, as new technologies or changing economic conditions may alter the situation in
unforeseen ways. However, there are no specific uncertainties identified at this time.

- While State Parks is not certain it will revise or replace the registration application, the limitations and risks of the
current system necessitate a change.

? Internet camping reservations, experienced almost a 10% per year increase in internet sales over 4 years, but internet registrations has historically increased by a
smaller percentage.
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Recommended Alternative

The recommendation is to approve the request for $175,000 for the analysis and revision or replacement of the
registrations system for State Parks.
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Schedule 6
DEC!SION ITME REQUEST for FY 2005-06

Department: Natural Resources Dept. Approval: ,UW‘V Date: /(%1, 570/%

Priority Number: N/A OSPB Approval: ﬁ,@& Date: hdp'e
Division: Parks and Outdoor Recreation Statutory Citation: CRS 33-1 1to 33-156-112 ( :
Program: ITS Projects
Request Title: Connectivity
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Prior-Year . Supplemental To_ta ! Base Decision/Base | November 1 Budget To_ta : Change
Fund| Actual Appropriation Request Revised Request Reduction Request | Amendment Revised _from Base
FY 2004-05 q Request 4 q Request in Qut Year
FY 2003-04 FY 200495 | Fy 2004.05| 7Y 200506 | FY 200806 | FY 200506 | FY2005-06 | rv 2005-06 | Fv 2006-07
iNew Line item - Connectivity Total NIA N/A N/A N/A N/A 44 000 44,000 NiA 44,000 193,600
FTE 0.0 0.0 00| 0.0
GF 0 0 0 0
CF 0 ' 0 0 0
CFE 44,000 44,000 ’ 44,000 193,600
FF Y] 0 0 0
Letter Notation:

Cash Fund name/Number, Federal Fund Name: Lottery - Fund 427
IT Request *Yes No (If yes and request includes more than 500 pregraming hours, attach IT Project Plan})
Supplemental and Budget Amendment Criteria: [0 Emergency L Technical Error [1 New Data [J Unforeseen Contingency

Request for New or Replacement Vehicles: [0 Yes ® No (Iif yes, a copy of the Schedule & will be forwarded to the OSPB analyst assigned to Personnel/GSS)
Request Affects Another Department(s): O Yes X No (If yes, Name of other Department(s) )
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Efficiency and Effectiveness Analysis

Identifying Information
Department: Department of Natural Resources

Request /Analysis Title: Connectivity

Request Priority Number:  N/A

Summary: ‘ Operation and maintenance of satellites, wireless and other connectivity solutions.

Performance Evaluation: Connectivity solutions to provide adequate bandwidth and reliability to satisfy business needs
within the parks as well as between the parks and other locations.

Summary of Request
The change request is for $44,000 for connectivity at the State Parks. This includes both external connectivity (from the

parks outward) and connectivity within the parks (at specific locations only). This request would be entirely funded with
Lottery dollars. It continues funding which had previously been appropriated through the capital construction portion of the
budget in FY 02-03 and will be an ongoing line item into the future.

Problem or Opportunity Definition - -

State Parks Information Technology (Parks’ IT) has defined specific technologies and strategies that can be deployed
effectively at State Parks for connectivity. Connectivity for State Parks must satisfy both external and internal
communications needs. There are well defined business requirements for communications from the parks to other
locations, such as the central office, the Department, and other State operations. There are also connectivity
requirements within the parks so that locations in a park, such as entrance stations, camper services, and swim beach
offices can communicate effectively within the park.

There are 46 State Parks and offices distributed across the state. Requirements for connectivity range from email, used
for communications and correspondence, to file transfer between offices, to access to administrative and business
applications, including the Kronos time keeping system, Parks Record Keeping system (PARKS) and law enforcement
applications. Connectivity requirements vary from office to office depending on the number of staff, the type of functions
handled at each office, existing IT and infrastructure, and the business applications required at each office. Additionally,
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the use of computers to conduct business (report writing, inventory control, etc.) and manage the parks also drives the
connectivity requirements.

The connectivity operation covers four main components: (1) satellite lease and equipment, (2) satellite technical support
within the parks and (3) dial up accounts, all for external connectivity. The fourth component, for internal park connectivity,
is wireless network support. This does not cover Multi-user Network (MNT) costs, which are presently appropriated as a
separate line item within the Executive Director’s Office, Department of Natural Resources through central POTS.

Problem Definition

tn order to adequately support the external and internal business requirements, the multi-tiered, four part approach
described above is used. External connectivity and internal connectivity are monitored and supported by contractor
personnel as well as through an array of service and maintenance agreements with third party vendors.

The specific challenge is to adequately fund connectivity requirements. This request provides for funding sufficient to that
task. New requirements such as redundancy, deployment of new systems for entrance automation, etc., and for systems
at other parks, will increase these costs. Such new requirements and the potential costs are not reviewed in this analysis.
As new requirements are proposed, the analysis will include the cost and other impacts on connectivity requirements.

It is critical to adequately fund this operation, and to fund it through a specific budget line. Connectivity systems require
strong technical support. Inadequate funding will result in connectivity failures, operational problems for the parks, and
the inability for parks to meet statutory reporting or business requirements.

Available Alternatives

Alternative #1: Preferred Alternative - Centrally fund connectivity and manage connectivity system for the division:

- Statutory Authority 33-10-101, 33-12-101, et seq.

- Central funding allows managers to find and achieve economies of scale through standard, consistent deployment of
best available technology.

- The multi-tiered approach allows greater flexibility both for connectivity external to the parks and internal within a park,
based on the particular requirements of each park.
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Centralized management allows greater responsiveness and efficiency. Common solutions, requiring fewer technical
resources, can be deployed and managed through consistent policies and procedures.

The multi-tiered approach would not be feasible if connectivity management were decentralized.

Benefits include lowered purchasing costs, standardized technical support and overall management effectiveness.
Specific Departmental Objectives:

- Objective 1.8.1.

Alternative #2: Status quo Alternative — Fund connectivity from a number of different budgets, without the ability for a
consistent approach based on common or integrated requirements. In this approach, each State Parks would be
responsible for funding these costs out of their base operating budget.

Statutory Authority: As listed above. ‘

There are no economies of scale; Hence bulk purchasing or statewide service agreements are not as feasible or would
result only if administrative staffing were increased.

Consistent deployments are more difficult since funding must come from a variety of budgets and hence are not
managed toward a consistent vision or purpose. o ' I | B
Configuring the right connectivity approach to the requirements would likely decline since budget availability rather
than technological! effectiveness would drive the decision process.

Statutory Authority

Authority is given through C.R.S. § 33-10-101, ef seq.
Linking Budgetary Expenditures to Full Range of Qutcomes

Alternative # 1 Preferred Alternative - Centrally fund connectivity and manage connectivity system

State Parks Operations | Lower overall costs.

Greater consistency between offices.

More effective connectivity for operations. -

Stronger flexibility in meeting the specific needs at each park, while maintaining consistency
across the parks system.
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Greater technical support efficiency.

Estimated cost savings of between 20-30% annually, based on secondary research (Travco
Report, 2004)

Statewide direction Greater consistency and compatibility with statewide initiatives such as MNT. This approach is
consistent with the MNT plan for the state.

General types of Benefits
The overall benefit is for more effective operations and support related connectivity.

Potential budgetary benefits ‘
Alternative #1 is expected to manage overall costs more effectively through greater efficiency in procurement, technical
support, operations, and consistency with Statewide and departmental policy.

Alternative # 2 Status Quo

State Parks Operations | Less effective and less consistent connectivity for park offices.

Greater requirement for technical support with greater complexity and support costs.
Statewide direction Not consistent with State’s MNT plan or departmental direction.

General types of Benefits
This approach might reduce budget requirements in the short term, but would drive up costs in the mid or long term as it
would be much more inefficient and less productive.

Potential budgetary benefits
The impact on the budget is actually negative, as higher costs and lowered effectiveness are expected.

Selected Analytical Technique
Benefit Cost Analysis is the preferred analytical technique.
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Assessment of Alternativey _ . .
Alternative #1 Centrally fund and manage connectivity:

Necessary backeround info

The multi-tiered approach for external and internal connectivity requirements will be maintained.

This multi-tiered approach consists of (1) satellite network lease and service costs at 28 parks; (2) satellite support (in
28 parks) costs; (3) dial-up accounts for 6 parks; and (4) wireless network support at 5 parks. This provides sufficient
flexibility to meet the different requirements at different locations, while allowing technical consistency.

Costs based on FY 03-04 support levels using contractor technical staff.

Consistency with statewide and departmental strategic plans and policies will be followed.

Alternative #2 Decentralized funding and management:

The cost effective approach for external and intemal connectivity requirements cannot be maintained, meaning that

~ standardization based on specific requirements at a park and the resulting efficiencies will be lost.

These are complex systems due to system secrity, changing technology and other factors, and hence benefit from
standardized strategies so that technical staff can deal with a reasonable range of technologies instead of several
widely different systems.

Although the satellite network lease and service contract could be continued, providing adequate support for the parks
would be jeopardized or lost since technical staff could not be kept on contract and would not respond promptly to
issues.

Standardized technical support is critical since inconsistencies would result in lowered system performance caused by
non-standard connectivity configurations and architecture.

Decentralized management could not ensure consistent, standardized techniques.

Short term costs would likely decrease, as shown in the analysis below, while long term costs would increase
substantially above costs for the current system.
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Analysis

Satellite Lease 66,400 67,994 69,625 71,296 73,008 74,760
Satellite Support 61,870 63,355 64,875 66,432 68,027 69,659
Dial Up 6,000 6,144 - 6,291 6,442 6,597 6,755
Wireless 44,219 45,280 46,367 47,480 48,619 49,786
Other Support Costs 10,827 11,087 11,353 - 11,625 11,904
Residual $ 134489 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -

atellite Lea 66,400 - 67,994 69,625 71,296 73,008 74,760
Satellite Support 61,870 27,842 41,762 31,322 46,983 58,728
Bial Up 6,000 6,144 6,291 6,442 6,597 6,755
Wireless 44,219 45,280 46,367 47,480 48,619 © 49,786
Other Support Costs 48,240 49,398 50,583 51,797 53,040
Decrease in effectiveness costs 13,361 14,697 16,167 17,783 19,562 21,518
Residual $ 134489 § = - 3 - $ - $ - $ -
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Assumptions ' ‘
- Estimated annual cost increase is 2.4% per year (beginning FY 2006-2007) based on recommended inflation factor..

- Satellite contract will be renewed at similar annual lease rate under either scenario, adjusted for inflation factor.

- Satellite support (in park technical support) will become highly variable and hence less and less effective. Those costs
will fluctuate in response to increased problems rather than be systematically managed. Additional costs will be bome
from individual park operating base budgets, with impacts on park operations.

- Wireless will not be installed at any additional parks; If wireless is installed at other locations, costs will increase
accordingly Estimated cost increase per park, $42,500 installation and first year, $12,750 per year support.

- Connectivity system effectiveness will decline over time, due to decentralized and inconsistent technical support, etc.

- “Other support costs” for Alternative #2 are for impact on FTE staff, increase by about .5 FTE in Year 1.

- The decrease in effectiveness is based on an estimate service decrease of 7.5% (based on industry standards, Travco
Report 2004). Thereafter decline in service level estimated to increase at 10% per year.

_  State Parks currently has $134,489 in one-time capital funding which wiil be used for connectivity support in FY 05-06.

_Budget (from FY 04-05) will off-set and reduce budget required for FY 05-06. There will be no residual after FY 04-05.

Other kev issues for decision making

- Staffing is likely the single most limiting factor for effective operations within State Parks. Any approach that reduces
the unmet requirement for staffing helps the division operate more effectively. '

- The recommended alternative increases the efficiency for staffing by limiting the variability of connectivity solutions,
and hence the amount of technical support required. '

Omissions, biases, uncertainties.

- There are no known omissions or biases.

- Uncertainties are always a factor, as new technologies or changing economic conditions may alter the situation in
unforeseen ways. However, there are no specific uncertainties identified at this time.

Recommended Alternative

The recommendation is to fund connectivity through a central funding source and to manage connectivity centrally for
consistency and higher level technical support effectiveness. This also strengthens the ability to manage connectivity
consistent with statewide or department policies. Request for FY 05-06 is $44,000 due to residual budget. Actual
requirement is for $178,500, of which $134,489 is funded from prior year budgets.
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Schedule 6
DECISION ITME REQUEST for FY 2005-06

Department: Nafural Resources Dept. Approval: ‘ . . Date: /&) %5{
Priority Number: N/A OSPB Approval: v ), Date: o fac]s
Division: Parks and Outdoor Recreation Statutory Citation: CRS 33-10-101 to 33-15-112 frest (
Program: iTS Projects
Request Title: Asset Management
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Prior-Year o Supplemental To-ta l Base Decision/Base | November 1 Budget To‘ta : Change
Fund| Actual Appropriation Request Revised Request Reduction Request | Amendment Revised from Base
FY 2004-05 q Request q q Request in Qut Year
FY 2003-04 FY 2004-05 FY 2004-05 FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 | FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 FY 2006-07
New Line item - Asset
Management Total N/A N/A N/A NIA 230,000 230,000 N/A 230,000 235,059
FTE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
GF 0 0 0 0
CF 0 0 0 0
CFE 230,000 230,000 230,000 235,059
FF 0 0 0 0
Letter Notation:

Cash Fund name/Number, Federal Fund Name: lLottery - Fund 427
IT Request *Yes No (If yes and request includes more than 5§00 programing hours, attach IT Project Plan)
Supplemental and Budget Amendment Criteria: [0 Emergency [ Technical Error [0 New Data [l Unforeseen Contingency
Request for New or Replacement Vehicles: [1 Yes % No (If yes, a copy of the Schedule 6 will be forwarded to the OSPB analyst assigned to Personnel/GSS)

Request Affects Another Department(s): O Yes X No (If yes, Name of other Department(s)

)
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" budget. Breaking these costs out as a specific line item will improve the Division’s ability to track these annual

Efficiency and Effectiveness Analysis

Identifying Information

Department: Department of Natural Resources
Request /Analysis Title: Asset Management

Request Priority Number:  N/A '

Summary: Estimated repiacement for division computers and servers.
Performance Evaluation: Regular replacement of assets is more cost effective.
Suminary of Request

State Parks is requesting $230,000 CFE from Lottery funds to fund the on-going replacement of computers and other IT
equipment. This request represents the reallocation of resources for new and replacement computers and equipment that

had previously been funded through the Major Repairs and Minor Improvements line item in the Capital Construction

expenditures and set division priorities for Information Technology asset management consistent with state-wide
standards and priorities. :

Problem or Opportunity Definition ‘

State Parks’ computer and peripheral systems are presently adequate to support current business needs. However,
technology equipment, including operating system and other software, are not managed for consistent effectiveness. The
lack of a standard technological approach outside of the Denver and Littleton offices is increasingly problematic as new
enterprise applications, such as the Kronos time keeping system and the Parks Automated Record Keeping System
(PARKS) are deployed. User frustration is often high and directed at the application. The problem is that multiple system
protocols or different desktop configurations impact the operation of the enterprise system Consistent with Statewide
policy from the Governor's Office of Innovation and Technology and the Department of Natural Resources, Information
Technology Section, State Parks needs to establish a regular replacement cycle.

The required annual funding to accomplish this is $230,000. With changing costs, or as more equipment is deployed
through anticipated projects such as Entrance Automation and later phases of PARKS, this amount will increase.
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There are a number of benefits that will follow from moving toward a central funding source for IT equipment replacement.
First, this places the agency on a regular replacement cycle. Regular replacement is critical as new, automated systems
are deployed and staff are required to use those new systems. Software applications are built to specific standards, in
large part since new software versions are released about every 3-4 years. The software development must work toward
a specific standard or version, so that developers are not forced to revise their programming while still in development
Since the software-hardware interface and interaction are so critical, hardware replacement is driven by the progression of
software changes. '

Technical resources and staff are significantly under funded within State Parks (KPMG, “Staffing Recommendations”
2000; Travco “Information Technology Maintenance Staffing Level”, 2004.) Parks presently has a .35 FTE (under
contract) assisting with deskiop support and maintaining in park networks for 46 offices around Colorado. According to
established industry standards, Parks should have 4-6 FTE dedicated to desktop and user support (Travco 2004, Ibid.) If
technology equipment is highly heterogeneous and of mixed ages and types of technology, as is the case with State
Parks, the staffing requirements are even higher. Moving the agency toward a more homogeneous and consistent
hardware profile would alleviate the staffing shortfall.

Operating systems now available also enable remote management and administration of desktops (reflecting industry’s
drive to reduce their operating costs). This has particular appeal to State Parks, as we may be able to utilize these
options to reduce the staffing requirements mentioned above through tighter control over the deskiop. There is also an
increased reporting component as the State and department move toward greater inventory control and management.
Anocther benefit of a central funding source is that it allows State Parks to move effectively toward one or two repiacement
ordering cycles during the year (again, consistent with State policy), enabling us to focus staff resources on those specific
times instead of spreading orders across several weeks or months with no economies of scale.

The goal is to improve this situation by establishing a regular replacement cycle for all equipment, through a central
funding source.

Available Alternatives

There are two alternatives: (1) Create a regular asset replacement schedule, consistent with Statewide and Departmental
direction and policies, funded and managed centrally; or (2) Continue the present practice of ordering equipment as
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money and managerial preferences dictate. The recommended, preferred alternative is for a regular, scheduled
approach consistent with State policy.

Alternative #1: Preferred Altemative: Establish a regular replacement schedule for computer assets (computers and

peripherals).

- Establish a regular replacement schedule for IT equipment based on State and Department policies, adjusted for
experience more specific to State Parks requirements. For example, printers in seasonal use areas may only be

_ heavily used for part of the year and may not need to be replaced as frequently.

_  Centrally fund this so that it can be effectively managed and so that standard configurations are deployed, while
allowing appropriate configurations based on work and business requirements.

- Deploy standard configurations for hardware and software

- Manage ali technology equipment, including printers and other peripherals consistent with this strategy.

- Benefits include lower total cost of ownership, lower support costs, lower administrative costs for procurement and

~___inventory control.

- Standard computer platforms, software and equipment facilitate the deployment of critical busiriess applications

through consistency.

- Specific Departmental Objectives: o
- Proposed replacement standards for IT equipment
- State Parks Objective 1.8.1

Alternative #2: Status Quo: Continue to fund procurements through decentralized efforts without coordination.

_  This Alternative does not conform to direction from the Governor's Office and the Department related to regular IT
equipment replacement.

- Results in higher staff support costs, estimated at up to twice the cost (Gartner Group, 1998).

- Results in greater repair and other ownership costs.

- Inhibits deployment of new systems.

- Specific Departmental Objectives: ,
- This does not conform to the proposed replacement standards for IT equipment (Asset Management Plan Draft)

Statutory Authority

CHANGE REQUEST - 279



Authority is given through C.R.S. § 33-10-101, ef seq.

Linking Budgetary Expenditures to Full Range of Outcomes

Alternative #1 Preferred Alternative: Establish a regular replacement schedule for computer assets (computers and
peripherals).

State Parks Regular replacement is consistent wi ate direction and policy.

Fewer technical staff are needed for support if assets are a consistent type and functional
capabhility.

Deployment of new applications is facilitated (and less expensive) if assets are consistent.

Lower support and staffing requirements would provide additional resources for field

General types of Benefits
The overall benefit is for a more effective operations and support related to [T equipment.

Potential budgetary benefits
Although Alternative #1 does not reduce budget requirements, it does reduce the overall cost of ownership. Staff
resources that would otherwise be required to maintain older computers may be redirected to other Parks’ programs.

Alternative # 2 Decentralized procurement approach: Status Quo

The alternative would continue the practice of ordering computer equipment intermittently during the year. This results in
greater effort for each procurement time (no bulk ordering), less effective pricing for the State, and greater ownership and
support costs over the life of the equipment. There are no economies of scale and little control over software versions
and equipment types, resulting in a highly diverse technical environment that requires more technical support and staff.
Such a diverse environment will also make deployment of enterprise solutions much more problematic since different
computer configurations interface differently with enterprise solutions. This alternative is more costly and drives a need
for more staff.
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State Parks Replacement costs vary eac ut Total Costs of Ownership will increase and e
| will decrease. There are greater costs, less efficiencies and higher need for more staff.

General types of Benefits
There are no efficiencies with this approach. Efforts to improve efficiencies through automation will not happen. The
option will result in a greater need for additional technical support staff.

Computer purchases will be based more on personal knowledge of technology, rather than quantitative assessments of
business or work assignments, resulting in a wider range of technical equipment, at higher prices and without any
requirements for the purchase. TR

Potential budgetary benefits
The impact on the budget is negative, as this option results in higher costs.

‘Selected Analytical Technique

Benefit Cost Analysis is the preferred analytical technique.

Assessment of Alternatives

Necessary background info

In EY 03-04, the decentralized approach cost over $142,000 for desktops alone. The recommended approach is
expected to cost about $131,500 for desktop replacement. The decentralized approach in that same year, resulted in only

! There are documented cases where staff have requested needlessly expensive desktops without any assessment of the true requirernents.
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replacing other equipment‘ as needed. This equipment included as printers, hubs, switches when those units failed,
resulting in needless lost staff productivity while waiting for replacement units. A regular replacement cycte while not
totally allewatlng system failures, would avoid most of the lost staff time.
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Analysis

Equipment Replacement

Desktops/Laptops $ 131477 $ 134633 $ 137,864 $ 141,173 $ 144,561 $ 148,030
Printers/Peripherals $ 30,180 $ 30,905 % 31,646 % 32406 % 33,184 $ 33,980
Routers, Hubs, Other network equip, etc. $ 28971 $ 29666 $ 30,378 $ 31,107 $§ 31854 § 32618
Labor: Installation (Contract $46/hr) $ 35389 $§ 36239 $ 371 08 $ 37999 $ 38911 § 39,8456
Disaster Recovery $ 3982 % 4078 § 4175 § 4276 § 4378 % 4.483

Equipment Replacement

Desktops/Laptops $ 142305 $ 145720 $ 149,218 §$§ 152,799 § 156,466 $ 160,221
Printers/Peripherals $ 10,619 $ 10,874 $ 11,135 § 11,402 § 11676 % 11,956
Routers, Hubs, Other network equip, efc. $ 10872 $ 44953 $ 61072 $ 81,331 $ 94558 § 108,103
Labor: Installation (Contract $46/hr) 3 28,152 § 28828 $ 29,520 $ 30,228 $ 30,953 $ 31,696
Disaster Recovery $ 3,982 % 4078 $ . 4175 § 4276 $ 4378 § 4,483
Total Cost of Ownership $ 38390 $ 91076 $ 70,189 $ 80,952 $ 73,731 $§ 72,3985
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Assumptions

Staffing costs are for installation, not support, and are based on past experience.

Current inventory is: 255 desktops and laptops (for 240 FTE, plus up to 600 seasonals); 162 printers (43 offices), and
160 hubs, routers, switches, and other networking items.

- Actual replacements will be:

Desktops/Laptops 3 year cycle
Printers/Peripherals 4 year cycle
Networking equipment 4 year cycle

Costs will increase at 2.4 percent, consistent with the recommended inflation factor for FY 2005-2006.

Additional ownership costs and inefficiencies will drive up total costs.

- Total Cost of Ownership for older equipment is expected to increase overall costs by 20 percent (derived from
Gartner 1998).

- Greater homogeneity of equipment types lowers the overall support requirements, since there are more consistent
requirements for technical expertise.

- Actual staffing requirements if full support were provided would be about 1.2 FTE per year, based on research from
Travco 2004. : i

- Peripheral replacements, particularly for networking equipment, will occur irregularly and will result in lost
productivity. These occurrences are shown in the Network Equipment and Total Cost of Ownership lines and
reflect likely system crashes with corresponding equipment purchases, installation costs (with higher “emergency”
charges) and lost productivity. Productivity costs are estimated at $45/hour, 5 employees impacted for 2.75 days.

- Additional equipment required due to new automated applications are not factored into these equations and will

increase costs.

Other kev issues for decision making

Staffing is the single most limiting factor for effective operations within State Parks. Any approach that mitigates
staffing shortfalls helps the division operate more effectively.

The recommended alternative improves efficiency through standardization of assets (replacement and configuration)
allowing for the benefits implicit in newer computer operating systems to control user actions that result in demand for

- more technical support.
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- Efforts are underway within DNR to leverage stronger technical support through inter-agency cooperation.
- Total cost of ownership is reduced through regular replacement strategies.

Omissions, biases, uncertainties.

- There are no known omissions or biases.

- Uncertainties are always a factor, as new technologies or changing economic conditions may alter the situation in
unforeseen ways. However, there are no specific uncertainties identified at this time.

Recommended Alternative

Benefits each year vary depending on anticipated costs. The overall benefit of the recommended approach averages
37% over the alternative, which is about $500,000 over 6 years.
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Schedule 6 .
DECISION ITEM REQUEST for FY 2005-06

Date: /4425%?/

Department; Department of Natural Resources Dept. Approval: -
Priority Number:  Statewide OSPB Approval: | Date: fo{zx]o
Division: Executive Director's Office Statutory Citation:” Secis 24;&5, 24-1-124, and 24-33-101 through 24-33-111
Program: All Programs ‘
Request Title: FY 2005-06 Vehicle Lease Line Reconciliation
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Fund I;r‘[or-Year Appropriation Supplemental R:::: ; d RE:t?:s ¢ Decisionl_Base November1j Budget ‘R:\?itsa; g frg;agg:e
ctual FY Request FY . Reduction Request | Amendment .
2003-04 FY 2004-05 2004-05 Request FY | FY 2005- FY 2005-08 | FY 2005-06 | FY 2005-08 Request FY]in Out Year|
2004-05 08 2005-06 |FY 2006-07
Line ltem
Name Total| 2,765,490] 2,926,475 0| 2,926475|2,926,475 19,610] 2,946,085 2,946,085 19,610
EDO - FTE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Admin, GF 856,297] 832,421 0 832,421| 832,421 (90,934) 741,487 741,487 (90,934)
Vehicle CF 96,772] 138,089 0 136,059] 136,059 36,082 172,151 172,151 36,002
Lease CFE| 1,771,959 1,913,705 0l 1,913,705]1,913,705 60,521 1,974,226 1,974,226 60,521
Payments FF 40,463 44,290 0 44.290] 44,290 13,931 58,221 58,221 13,931
Letter Notation: These funds shall be from various sources of Cash Funds / These funds shalil be from various sources of Cash Funds Exempt

Cash Fund name/Number, Federal Fund Name:
IT Request o Yes X No {If yes and request includes more than 500 programming hours, attach IT Project Pian)

Supplemental and Budget Amendment Criteria: © Emergency O Technical Error o New Data 0O Unforeseen Contingency
Request for New or Replacement Vehicles: X Yes o No (if yes, a copy of the Schedule 6 will be forwarded to the OSPB analyst assigned to PersonnelfGSS)
Request Affects Another Department(s): o Yes X No (If yes, Name of other Department(s)

)
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Schedule 6
DECISION ITEM REQUEST for FY 2005-06

il

Date: /J/‘ d ¥

Cash Fund name/Number, Federal Fund Name: ‘
iT Request o Yes X No (If yes and request includes more than 500 programming hours, attach IT Project Plan)

Supplemental and Budget Amendment Criteria: © Emergency O Technical Error o New Data 0 Unforeseen Contingency
Request for New or Replacement Vehicles: X Yes o No (if yes, a copy of the Schedule 6 will be forwarded fo the OSPB analyst assigned to Personnel/GSS)
Request Affects Another Department(s): o Yes X No (If yes, Name of other Department(s}

)

Department: Department of Natural Resources Dept. Approval:
Priority Number:  Statewide OSPB Approval: Date: |o{2: ’o‘f
Division: Executive Director's Office Statutory Citation: = Sects 24-1-105, 24-1-124, and 24-33-101 through 24-33-111
Program: All Programs
Request Title: FY 2005-06 Vehicle Replacements
1 2 3 4 5 [ 7 8 9 10
. Prior-Year Appropriation Supplemental R::itsa; d Rsc?jeest Decisionl.Base November 1 Budget R:\?it:;d frg:fgg:e
und| Actual FY Request FY Reduction Request | Amendment -
200304 | FY 200405 200405 | ReauestFY] FY2005- 1 v 50s 06 | FY 2005-06 | FY 2005-06 |Reduest FY]in Out Year
2004-05 06 2005-06 |FY 2006-07
Line ltem
Name Total] 2,765,490] 2,926,475 0| 2,926,475)2,926,475 165,816) 3,092,291 3,092,292 497,448“
EDO - FTE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ¢.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
lAdmin, ~ GF| 856,207 832421 | ‘o 832.421| 832,421 | 92,608 925030 = | 925030]

Vehicle CF 96,772] 136,059 0 136,059] 136,059 1,571 137,630 137,631 4713
lLease CFE| 1,771,958] 1,813,705 0| 1,913,705]1,913,705 68,493| 1,982,198] 1,982,198 205,479&
Payments FF 40,463] 44,290 ol 44,290] 44,290 3,143 47,433 47,433 9,429

Letter Notation: These funds shall be from various sources of Cash Funds / These funds shall be from various sources of Cash Funds Exempt
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Schedule 6

DECISION ITEM REQUEST for FY 05-06

Date: /&) ‘:;/f'/

Department: Natural Resources Dept. Approval: M'@
Priority Number:  Statewide OSPB Approval: Date: %h
Division: Executive Directors Office Statutory Citation: y/% - fd F}
Program: Information Technology
Request Title: Truth in Rates - Multiuse Network
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 ET
Prior-Year Appropriation Supplemental | Total Revised Base Request Decision/Base| November 1 Budget R::::; d frg:?ggie
Fund |Actual FY 2003 FY 2004-05 Requesf FY Request FY FY 2005-06 Reduction |Request FY] Amendment Request FY | in Out Year
04 2004-05 2004-05 FY 2005-06 2005-06 FY 2005-06 200506 FY 2006-07
Line ltem
Name Total 851,224 868,911 0 868,911} 780,952 (87,959) 789,181 0 789,181 (87,959)
Exuective Directors FTE © 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Office - Info. Tech. GF 295,163 312,174 0 312,174 320,403 8,229 328,632 328,632 8,229
Multiuse Payments CF 552,721 551,227 0 551,227 457,833 (93,394) 457,833 457,833 (93,394)
CFE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
FF 3,340 5,510 0 5,510| 2,716 {2,794) 2,716 2,716 (2,794}

Letter Notation:

This amount shall be from various sources of cash funds and cash funds exempt

Cash Fund Name/Number, Federal Fund Name:
IT Request X Yes No (If yes and request includes more than 500 programing hours, attach IT Project Plan)
Supplemental and Budget Amendment Criteria: [] Emergency O Technical Error 1 New Data L[] Unforeseen Contingency

Request for New or Replacement Vehicles: Yes X No (i yes, a copy of the Schedule & will be forwarded to the OSPB analyst assigned to Personnel & Administration)
Request Affects Another Department(s): X Yes No (if yes, name of other Department(s): _DPA

)

[
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Schedule 6
DECISION ITEM REQUEST for FY 2005-06
Department: ‘Department of Natural Resources Dept. Approval: te: /’/’ ;ﬂ?/
Priority Number: Statewide OSPB Approval: Date: jo ',Q D‘(
Divisions: Parks and Widlife Statutory Citation:
Program: .
Request Title: Dispatch Services from Dept. of Public Safty
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Change from
Fund Prior-Year Supplemental | Total Revised Decision/Base | November 1 Budget Total Revised §| Base in Out
Actual Appropriation Request Request Base Request Reduction Request Amendment Request Year
FY 2003-04 FY 2004-05 FY 2004-05 FY 2004-05 FY 2005-06 FY 200506 FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 FY 2005-06 FY 2006-07
Total of All
|| Line ttems Total 21,378,920 21,758,862 21,758,862] 22,147,384 67,237 22,214,621 22,214,621 67,237
FTE 219.8 2441 2441 244 1 0.0 2441 244.1 0.0
GF| 3,522232.0] 2,667,589.0 2,667,589.0] 3,069,098.0 1,146 3,070,244.0 3,070,244.0 1,146.0
cF | 14,701,281.0] 15,627.976.0 15,627,976.0f 15,505,291.0 6,649| 15,511,940.0 15,511,940.0 6,649.04
CFE| 2,895,319.0] 3,143,397.0 3,143,397.0pF 3,153,095.0 59,442f 3,212537.0 3,212,537.0F 59,442.0
FF 260,088.0 419,900.0 419,900.0f).  419,900.0 0] 419,900.0} 419,900.0 0.0
*lLine tem Name~ ~ |Total '} 19,916,851 - 20,375,525} |- 20,375,525} 20,754,349 - - - -~ 7,795 - 20,762,144F - - 20,762,144, ... . 7,795
Divsision of Parks FTE 201.7 226.1 2261 226.1 0.0 226.1 2261 0.0
Established State GF 3,522,232 2,667,589 2,667,589 3,069,098 1,146 3,070,244| 3,070,244 1,146
Parks CF 14,701,281F 15,527,976 15,527,976] 15,505,291 6,649 15,511,240 15,511,940 6,649
CFE 1,433,250l 1,760,060 1,760,060 1,760,060 0 1,760,060 1,760,060 0
FF 260,088 419,900 419,900 419,900 0 419,800 419,900 0
fLine tem Name Total 1,462,069 1,383,337 1,383,337 1,393,035 59,442 1,452,477 1,452,477 59,442
Division of Wildlife FTE 18.1 18.0 18.0 18.0 0.0 18.0 18.0 .0
Information Tech. GF 0 0 0 0] 4] 0 0 0
Personal Services CF or 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
CFE 1,462,069 1,383,337 1,383,337 1,393,035 59,442 1,452 477 1,452, 477] 59,442
FF 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 op

Letfer Notation:

Cash Fund nameMumber, Federal Fund Name:
It Request [0 Yes (I No (If yes and request includes more than 500 programing hours, attach [T Project Plan)
Supplemental and Budget Amendment Criteria: O Emergency [ Technical Error I New Data [ Unforeseen Contingency
Request for New or Replacement Vehicles: U Yes X No (If yes, a copy of the Schedule & will be forwarded fo the OSPB analyst assigned to Personnel/DPA) |
Request Affects Another Department{s): X Yes O No {If yes, Name of other Department{s) Public Safty

These funds shall be from various sources of Cash Funds and Cash Funds Exempt
Parks Cash Fund and Widlife Cash Fund

)
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