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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The North Slope Watershed Plan (Plan) was prepared by the Watershed Planning Group as part 
of ongoing efforts within Colorado Springs Utilities (Utilities) to better understand and plan for 
risks to watershed health that impact water quality, supply and operations.   The Plan and 
Watershed Management Guidance Document (WMGD) were developed through a collaborative 
effort between Utilities staff from Water Resource Management, Water System Operations, 
Environmental Services, Laboratory Services, Issues Management and Watershed Planning.    
During the formation of the WMGD, logical groupings of management issues and themes were 
classified into Focus Areas, such as Forest Management, Source Water Protection, etc. and are 
common across all watersheds.  The WMGD and subsequent Plans are written to guide Utilities 
staff and management practices for engaging in resource management to regional partnerships.  
Key elements of this Plan focus specifically on the North Slope management unit.  Data 
collected on the North Slope is targeted to assess each Focus Area’s current conditions and 
potential risks in order to develop strategies to mitigate risks, prioritize implementation steps and 
present final recommendations to reach watershed management goals and objectives.  The 
planning process generally followed the path diagramed in Figure 1, below. 
 
Figure 1. Watershed Planning Process. 

 
In the Watershed Description section there is information about the North Slope management 
unit regarding the water supply setting, infrastructure resources, land uses, water quality and 
natural resources found within and around the sub-watersheds.  The Risk Assessment describes 
the process for identifying and prioritizing issues and risks addressed in the Plan.  The Focus 
Area Strategies section outlines project and program level plans to achieve goals and mitigate 
risks.  In the strategy tables different project partners are identified because they are currently, or 
are potentially, instrumental in accomplishing management goals.  The Final Recommendations 
section discusses threats to implementation, how the Plan can be used to achieve objectives and 
identifies projects that should remain top priority and non-negotiable, like fire mitigation.  The 
Communication and Public Outreach section is specific engaging others to build understanding 
around the complexity of our communities’ watershed system and how to manage safety, protect 
water resources and be responsible environmental stewards.  The last section covers Funding.  
There are numerous opportunities to seek grants or collaborations to achieve “more with less”.  
Seeking outside funding and partnerships will be an ongoing effort to help keep operating costs 
down while achieving high standards of resource protection.     
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Successful watershed management is a critical component of ensuring a viable future water 
supply and maintaining high quality water for Colorado Springs Utilities’ (Utilities) customers.  
Ever-changing social, environmental and political pressures impact Utilities ability to 
accomplish its primary mission of delivering safe, reliable, high quality water.  Utilities formed a 
Watershed Planning Group (WSD) in 2008 to guide the formation of watershed plans to convey 
current resource conditions on watershed lands and provide a forward-looking approach to 
managing watershed risks and changing pressures.  The North Slope Watershed Plan (Plan) 
establishes management direction and prioritizes efforts for watershed protection as well as 
implementation activities, practices and procedures appropriate for the geographic landscape 
Utilities operates within and depends on for water supply.    
 
Source water watersheds are large and management is multifaceted.  Utilities depends on large 
tracts of land to produce high quality drinking water.  However, the land holdings that Utilities 
owns and operates within the watersheds are usually a very small percentage of the total land 
area.  To illustrate, Utilities jurisdiction in the North Slope management unit equals less than 
13% of the total 21,345 acres.  The multiplicity of management and diverse directives amongst 
watershed stakeholders greatly impacts the ability to address resource issues on a landscape 
scale.  Through the Focus Area Strategies development WSD identified current and potential 
partners that will play a critical role in achieving Utilities’ management goals.  The Plan can 
serve as an important communication tool when seeking partnerships through a presentation of 
technical, planning and best management practices around issues, risks and challenges facing 
Utilities and other land managers in the region.       
 
To accomplish the work, watershed and natural resource management is best served through an 
adaptive management process that repeatedly evaluates goals, conditions, risks, successes, 
partner needs and failures through implementation phases.  The aim is to continually improve 
management.  In that vein, the Plan is developed with a 5-10 year planning horizon but may need 
to be revisited sooner as projects are completed and/or issues change.  Watersheds are complex 
in nature and plan serves as a guide to improving coordination, protecting watershed lands and 
safeguarding natural resources to ensure safe, reliable drinking water for Colorado Springs 
Utilities’ customers.  
 
 

ACRONYMS 
 
BLM – Bureau of Land Management 
BMP – Best management practice 
CC – Corporate Communication 
CDPHE – Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment 
CNHP- Colorado Natural Heritage Program 
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CPW – Colorado Parks and Wildlife 
CWCB – Colorado Water Conservation Board 
DUWS – Direct Use Water Supply 
EPA – Environmental Protection Agency 
EVS – Environmental Services 
GA- Government Affairs 
GOCO – Great Outdoors Colorado 
IWRP – Integrated Water Resource Plan 
LABS – Laboratory Services 
MCL – Maximum contaminant level 
MOU – Memorandum of understanding 
OPS – Water System Operations 
PEM – Planning and Engineering 
PNF – Pike National Forest 
PPHW – Pikes Peak Highway 
PSOC – Potential source of contamination 
RLA – Reconnaissance Level Assessment 
RTP – Ring the Peak trail 
Rx – Prescribed fire 
SWOT – Strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats analysis 
T&E – Threatened and endangered species 
UPT – Ute Pass trail 
USACE – United States Army Corps of Engineers 
USFS – U.S. Forest Service 
WARSSS- Watershed Assessment for River Stability and Sediment Supply 
WMGD – Watershed Management Guidance Document 
WSD – Watershed Planning 
WTP – Water Treatment Plant 
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WATERSHED FOCUS AREAS 
 
The focus areas consist of a logical grouping of watershed related issues, management themes 
and projects.  The focus areas are:  

• Forest Management  
• Environmental Management  
• Land Use, Ownership & Agreements  
• Recreation & Access  
• Source Water Protection  
• System Interface 
• Operational Importance   

 
See the WMGD for a description of each area.   
 

 
 

WATERSHED MANAGEMENT GOALS 
 
Watershed Management goals and objectives were developed through a series of meetings and 
workshops with Water Resource Management, Water System Operations, Environmental 
Services, Laboratory Services, Issues Management and Watershed Planning.  It was determined 
that each Focus Area should have three to five goals that were specific, simple, attainable and 
results oriented as well as be applicable across all watersheds.  The Objectives outlined are 
measurable with a desired outcome within a specific time frame.  These serve as reference to 
developing geographic specific watershed plans. 
 

Forest Management 
 
Issues:  fire, insects, disease, climate change, stand diversity (age, species), density, pre-fire 
planning (hazard, risk, magnitude) 

1. Conduct forest condition assessment 
a. Complete initial condition assessment report, by 2014 

i. Classify forests as “restore”, “maintain” or “infrastructure protection” 
ii. Prioritize by value, risk, hazard magnitude, and water quality impact 

b. Update forest condition assessment report every 10 years, or sooner if conditions 
warrant 

2. Maintain resilient forested watersheds 
a. Implement 1 prescribed fire project or program (~200 ac) per year on average 

3. Restore unhealthy forested watersheds by the end of 2020 
a. Implement 1000 acre thinning and slash treatments per year on average 
b. Per project, leverage partnership resources to expand and/or pay for treatments 

4. Protect water system reliability 
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a. At a minimum, implement one infrastructure protection project a year and as 
many as the budget will allow 

b. Promote FireWise best management practices through monthly interactions with 
Colorado Springs Fire and other appropriate fire districts including the U.S. 
Forest Service (USFS) 

 

Environmental Management 
 
Issues:  threatened & endangered species, wildlife, fisheries, wetlands/fens, invasive species, 
noxious weeds, permitting/regulatory issues, cultural, environmental reclamation, 303d/TMDLs, 
general natural resources stewardship 

1.  Build a comprehensive inventory of the environmental landscape 
a. Compile a current environmental issues list and identify data gaps, by 2014 
b. Incorporate public environmental data into watershed GIS database (data 

warehouse), by 2015 
2. Be responsible resource stewards 

a. Use inventory information to support management decisions 
b. Develop collection and monitoring priorities 
c. Share environmental data with other resource managers through use and 

maintenance of the watershed database (data warehouse) 
3. Protect and enhance ecosystems to ensure water quality 

a. Identify high priority projects within 5 years, update and maintain priority list 
b. Establish partnerships for ecosystem issues per project 
c. Complete 1 high priority project per year 

4. Establish and maintain a close working relationship with Environmental Services 
a. Monitor regulatory changes, proposed and active 
b. Establish and maintain working relationships with resource agencies 

 

Land Use & Ownership 
 
Issues:  Real property boundaries, Non- Utilities ownership, partnerships, MOUs, joint 
management agreements, special use permits, easements, leases, acquisitions, grants, non-
operational management, coordination/collaboration, regional planning initiatives, wilderness 
areas, development encroachment  

1. Catalog land use agreements and ownership  
a. Complete property surveys by 2017 
b. Concurrently incorporate property information into watershed GIS database 
c. Differentiate and distinguish the various types of agreements 

2. Maintain agreements and real property database 
a.   Complete the Operations initiated database by 2017 through a parallel effort 

3. Monitor and become referral agency for land use review 
a. Establish a buckslip process for internal review by 2014 
b. Formalize referral procedures for land use review in areas not existing currently, 

by 2014 
4. Foster external partnerships 
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a. Formalize agreements with external agencies where possible 
b. Establish roles, responsibilities and database with external agencies 

Recreation & Access 
 
Issues:  Security, enforcement, managing partners, facility management, customer interface 
opportunities, unmanaged uses, agreements, use expectations, political pressure, dispersed use, 
obligation vs. authority, impact mitigation 

1. Attain & use current facility and access conditions 
a. Compile a current list of recreation issues, facilities and agreements, by 2014 
b. Incorporate above data into watershed GIS database, by 2015 
c. Use data to inform recreation requests 

2. Define clear responsibilities and agreements with recreation managers 
a. Update or institute written agreements between Utilities and recreation managers 

to clearly establish Utilities’ role as the primary land manager, by 2015 
b. Encourage and participate in recreation managers development of operating plans, 

by 2014 
3. Develop a community use management program 

a. Use current watershed plan as a model for program development by 2014 
b. Define metrics for evaluating adding, using or limiting recreational uses by 

watershed during the plan development 
c. Develop baseline environmental and operational impacts from recreation and 

access 
d. Create standards to determine if impact to watershed would constitute eliminating 

recreational use 
4. Use recreation sites as a positive interface with customers for watershed education 

through collaboration with Operations and Environmental Services. 
a. Determine which Springs Utilities departments will assist in citizen engagement, 

by 2014 
b. Engage in two, on-site, watershed outreach projects per year, on average, by 2015 

 

Source Water Protection 
 
Issues:  Water quality, historic mining, potential contaminants, post-fire planning & mitigations, 
high fluoride, pH, land use, channel morphology & sediment supply, customer education, illicit 
discharges, emerging contaminants 

1. Protect raw water supplies 
a. Delineate all source water protection areas by 2017 

2. Prevent the release of a contaminant into source waters 
a. Identify potential sources of contamination by protection area by 2017 
b. Establish source water protection plan as a subset to watershed plans by 2017 

3. Raise public awareness about water quality and its protection 
a. Integrate Forest Management activities and treatments, forest health and wildfire 

into public awareness campaign by 2017 
b. Identify methods to promote and educate people on water quality and source 

water protection by 2017 
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c. Collaborate with partnering agencies to communicate shared information and 
concerns related to water quality and source water protection on each watershed 
plan 

System Interface 
 
Issues:  roles & responsibilities, instream flows, safety, water rights & exchanges, political issues 
(legislation, regulation, Utilities Board), public education, communication/collaboration, 
security, enforcement, aging infrastructure 

1. Establish roles and responsibilities as soon as possible after the completion of the 
WMGD 

a. Select interdepartmental teams for appropriate focus areas 
b. Define key overlaps in special use permits, recreation, access, etc. 
c. Delineate a path to resolve or assign leadership and responsibilities  

i. Physical vs. environmental, political and social issues  
ii. Interface with stakeholders and the public 

iii. Eyes, ears and boots on the ground 
2. Protect infrastructure and water quality from security threats 

a. Identify potential security threats and protection areas by 2017 
b. Establish a watershed security plan as a subset to watershed plans by 2017 
c. Remove two security threats per year 
d. Establish enforcement, authority and structure for each Watershed Management 

Plan 
3. Ensure watersheds are a safe place  

a. Implement 1 hazard mitigation project per year on average 
b. Develop a Health and Safety Plan for watershed activities by 2013 and include a 

pertinent section in each Watershed Management Plan 

Operational Importance 
 
Issues:  priority, risk, significance 

1. Determine which watershed plan to start with 
a. Use Integrated Water Resource Plan (IWRP) as a guide 
b. See Technical Memorandum 4, Table 2 in the WMGD as guide 

2. Establish prioritization system 
a. With completion of the WMGD outline criteria for significance of operational 

watersheds based on supply, delivery, storage and the IWRP. 
b. With completion of WMGD, have a metric for risks based on probability and 

magnitude of impact on watershed operations 
c. Use significance and risk ratings to prioritize watersheds 

3. Start first geographically based watershed plan by March 2013 
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WATERSHED DESCRIPTION 
 

Water Supply Setting 
The North Slope Management Unit is located on the north side of Pikes Peak and consists of 
land and tributaries that drain to Fountain Creek.  The management unit is delineated through a 
combining the North Slope watershed operator’s territory, collection infrastructure and 
hydrologic sub-basins of upper Fountain Creek.   The North Slope collection system includes 
diversions from North Catamount, South Catamount, Crystal, Cascade and French Creeks.  
Elevations for the management unit range from approximately 6750 on Longs Ranch to 9500 
around the reservoirs.  Crystal Reservoir and South Catamount Reservoir were built in the 1930s 
and provide an average yield of 2,100 acre feet per year.  North Catamount Reservoir was 
constructed in the 1960s primarily to provide terminal storage for water produced on the Blue 
River watershed and conveyed via the Blue River Pipeline.  The water transfer provides an 
average annual supply of 10,000 acre feet per year.  The majority of water in storage in the 
reservoirs is transbasin water.  Native water collected throughout the year is stored by exchange 
from Utilities Waste Water Treatment Plants and/or Pueblo Reservoir or is released because 
storage rights for the native water are usually out of priority.   
 
The waters collected and stored in North and South Catamount reservoirs serve as the primary 
water supply to the Ute Pass Water Treatment Plant (WTP) which is the sole water source for the 
communities of Green Mountain Falls, Chipita Park and Cascade.  North Catamount, South 
Catamount, and Crystal reservoirs also serve as primary supplies to the Mesa WTP that serve an 
extensive service area within the City of Colorado Springs.  The North Slope reservoirs are used 
to help dilute fluoride concentrations at the Mesa WTP.  It can also be transferred via the 
Northfield Transfer Line, to the Northfield watershed for subsequent treatment at the Pine Valley 
and McCullough WTP.   
 
North Slope waters collected and delivered down the Old North Slope Pipeline in conjunction 
with waters diverted from French and Cascade Creeks serve to supply two hydroelectric 
generation facilities.  These hydrogenation operations are an important component of Springs 
Utilities’ electric generation portfolio in order to comply with state renewable energy mandates. 

Watershed Infrastructure and Resources 
 
North Catamount Reservoir capacity   = 3.9 billion gallons 
South Catamount Reservoir capacity   = 8.5 million gallons 
Crystal Reservoir capacity               = 1.5 billion gallons 
 
The waters delivered from North Slope to the Ute Pass and Mesa WTPs are piped through over 
18 miles of pipelines, tunnels and associated pressure regulating valves and structures.  There are 
also various data collection platforms and other communication equipment throughout the 
watershed.  The North Slope Watershed Operator lives onsite.  The housing and facilities are 
valued Utilities assets.   
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Land Use 
 
Utilities currently manages City-owned parcels in the North Slope Management Unit, totaling 
over 3,894 acres.  This includes lands around reservoirs, French Creek and Cascade Creek 
intakes as well as the Longs Ranch parcel.  The two largest City-owned parcels are those 
surrounding North Catamount, South Catamount and Crystal Reservoir and Longs Ranch.  The 
majority of land surrounding Utilities managed lands is owned by the U.S. Forest Service, Pike 
National Forest (PNF).  The following table outlines the land ownership for North Slope 
watersheds.  
 
Table 1. Jurisdictions in North Slope Watersheds 

  Municipal  PNF BLM County 
Utilities/City of 
Colorado Springs 

Other 
(Private) Total 

Percent 0.84 82.19 0.41 0.99 12.72 2.76 100.00 
Acres 179 17544.9 86.6 211.8 2715.4 589 21345.8 
* Source: El Paso and Teller County Assessors 

      
 

Water Quality 
Water quality concerns associated with the North Slope watershed are rather minimal. Monthly 
monitoring of the reservoirs is conducted to verify quality.  Testing is designed to determine 
impact from not only naturally occurring events such as reservoir destratification, but also to 
address the potential impact from surrounding land uses.  Naturally occurring events like 
reservoir destratification in the spring and fall can produce elevated levels of iron (Fe) and 
manganese (Mn).  (See Appendix A) 
 
Another naturally occurring water quality concern is elevated fluoride (F) levels found in native 
waters supplying Crystal and the Catamount Reservoirs.   The geology of Pikes Peak is naturally 
high in fluoride content producing waters that range from 1.80 mg/L to 3.80 mg/L depending on 
the water source and seasonality.  These levels challenge the Ute Pass and Mesa Water 
Treatment Plants to comply with the Safe Drinking Water Act, Secondary Maximum 
Contaminant Level (MCL) of 2.00 mg/L.  Both treatment plants rely on Blue River waters as a 
low fluoride source to blend down the native PikesPeak water supplies in order to comply with 
the fluoride secondary MCL.  Hence, the North Slope water supply operations are critical to 
fluoride regulatory compliance. (See Appendix A) 
 
The fact that the North Slope Recreation Area is a popular recreation destination creates 
additional water quality concerns.  Primary body contact has historically not been allowed in 
order to reduce the risks of introducing water born diseases, bacteria such as Escherichia coli (E. 
coli) and other sources of nutrients.  Trash and debris left behind by area users can be a concern 
for infrastructure.  Items can collect and sink, clogging outlet structures, pipes and other 
conveyance facilities.  Litter and debris also have a visual impact can lead to the public assuming 
that water quality is poor.  Addition of nutrients into the reservoirs comes from shoreline erosion, 
trails and parking lots.  Heavy use along the shoreline increases the rate of erosion and 
sedimentation.  Enrichment of lakes and reservoirs can lead to algal blooms which negatively 
impact treatment operations and could result in elevated levels of disinfectant by-products in 
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drinking water.  The Water Quality Control Commission is proposing State water quality 
standards for direct use water supply reservoirs (DUWS) to be 5 ug/l for Chlorophyll a.  All 
three reservoirs are identified for this standard.  Appendix A shows a comparison between recent 
values of Chlorophyll a to the regulatory standard.  From an aquatic ecology stance, algal 
blooms often lead to low dissolved oxygen levels that negatively impacts fisheries.       
 
Ongoing monitoring, such as testing for zebra mussels and assessing the nutrient loading of the 
reservoirs is occurring.  Appendix A presents water quality information compared to State stream 
classification and water quality standards.  Utilities does not collect data on every parameter that 
has a numeric standard set by the Water Quality Control Commission.  Depending on the 
regulatory forecast, special studies or regular collection of constituents may be warranted.  For 
example, Chlorophyll a has not been collected in the past and an appropriate data set could assist 
in avoiding future regulation.  A five year data set collected per the Commission’s methodology 
is preferred when considering proposed changes to numeric standards, temporary modifications 
or site specific ambient quality-based standards.   
 

Natural Resources 
 
Forest Management 
The North Slope Management Unit contains mixed conifer forest in the higher elevations and a 
mosaic of Gambel oak mixed montane scrublands and riparian woodlands in the lower 
elevations.  Forest Management employs best management practices that reduce wildfire severity 
and aims to establish forest structure and function so ecosystems are diverse and resilient to 
natural disturbances like fire, insects and disease.  Utilities works closely with forest and land 
managers to stretch dollars and expand work into lands, not operated by Utilities, but are part of 
the watershed.   For example, the 2013 MOU with the USFS assigns them responsibility for 
overseeing the implementation of the Catamount Forest Health and Wildfire Hazard Reduction 

Figure 2. Pre and post- treatment comparison.  
Fuels mitigation is an investment in healthier 
forests to protect Utilities infrastructure and 
water quality from forest fires. 
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Project.  An estimated 10,000 - 15,000 acres will be treated through this MOU which will help 
restore forest health and reduce wildfire hazards on PNF lands within the North Slope 
Management Unit.     
 
Utilities is also partnering with the Coalition for the Upper South Platte to identify and fund 
forest treatment work on private lands in close proximity to water resources and infrastructure 
within the North Slope watershed.  Utilities is planning to spend $600,000 through 2016, as 
funding allows, to treat approximately 1,500 acres. 
 
The majority of Utilities work completed through the Pikes Peak Watershed Forest Management 
Program has occurred on the North Slope.  It is estimated that $1.7 million has been spent on 
wildfire mitigation as related to forest restoration and wildfire hazard reduction from 2000-2013, 
averaging $1,000/acre. 
 
Fire and Fuels Management 
In 2012, Utilities finalized, with JW Associates and Matrix Design Group, a watershed based 
risk assessment for wildfires, post-fire flooding and debris flows for the Pikes Peak watersheds.  
The assessment has been used to plan fuels mitigation projects and will be a source for post-fire 
flooding risk assessments.  From 2000 to 2013, Utilities manage lands have had approximately 
1,700 acres mechanically thinned.  Longs Ranch has had about 160 acres of thinning and is 
receiving a 300 acre treatment in 2013.  In the next 5 years, the North Slope and Longs Ranch 
will need maintenance treatments to manage understory vegetation.   
 
Prescribed fire (Rx) is an efficient and economical tool for maintaining forest stands.  In 2010 
Ridge Road Rx treated 115 acres.  Multiple Rx projects are identified and waiting on State 
legislation to determine Rx rules before Rx work can commence (See map “Forest Fuels 
Treatment Areas” in Appendix B). 
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Figure 3.  Ridge Road prescribed fire, 2010. 
 
 
Flora and Fauna 
Pikes Peak and the surrounding region has been identified by the Colorado Natural Heritage 
Program (CNHP) to have outstanding to very high biodiversity significance. A small sampling of 
wildlife species found in the area includes bighorn sheep, mule deer, ptarmigan, elk, mountain 
lion and turkey.  Currently, no publicly accessible databases show threatened or endangered 
(T&E) species inhabiting the North Slope Management Unit.  However, Colorado Parks and 
Wildlife has identified potential habitat for several T&E species including Mexican Spotted owl 
(Strix occidentalis lucida), Preble’s Meadow Jumping Mouse (Zapus hudsonius preblei) and 
Townsend’s big-eared bat (Plecotus townsendii pallescens).  Rocky Mountain Field Institute 
conducted an assessment for the Pike National Forest for the Severy Creek Basin in 2011 
(Billmeyer 2011).  The report listed other species of special concern to the Forest Service 
because of their sensitive nature to disturbance and condition of their habitat.  Some examples 
are Northern Goshawk, bighorn sheep, boreal owl, boreal toad and American Three-toed 
woodpecker.  Severy Creek was identified as having a population of greenback cutthroat trout.  
However, research led by Dr Jessica Metcalf and Andrew Martin postulate that the only 
genetically pure strain resides in Bear Creek (CDPW 2012).  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
will determine the final classification for all cutthroat trout in Colorado so the status of the 
Severy Creek population may or may not change.   
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Migratory birds are abundant and use the area for summer nesting habitat.  All migratory birds 
are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918.  Any project that may disturb nesting 
habitat requires a survey for nesting birds prior to site disturbance.  Utilities operates several 
electric transmission lines through the management unit and beyond.  Poles should be retrofitted 
with raptor protection especially with the possibility of Bald Eagles or Osprey inhabiting the 
area.    
 
On a landscape scale, the North Slope watersheds are greatly influenced by Pikes Peak geology 
and have soil characteristics of extremely friable and erosive granite soils.  Intermittent and 
perennial streams drain to Fountain Creek through a mix of 
alpine, subalpine to scrubland vegetation types.  Pike’s Peak 
spring parsley (Oreoxis humilis) is found in alpine zones and is 
one of the world’s rarest plants (CNHP 2012).  Other sensitive 
species known to occur in the area include slender moonwort 
(Botrychium lineare) and slender cottongrass (Eriophorum 
gracile) (Billmeyer 2011).  A 2009 natural resource assessment 
for Utilities’ local system properties found several sensitive 
vascular plants with historical status, however have not been 
recently field verified (EDM Int., 2009).  The actual occurrence 
of sensitive or rare species on Utilities property is not known 
and depending on activities, a survey for rare plants may be 
warranted prior to disturbance.  Table 2 highlights some of the 
significant and rare vascular plants found in the area.   
 
 
 
 
Table 2.  Significant and Rare Vascular Plants 

Scientific Name Common Name Date of 
Observation 

Vascular Plants   

Botrychium hesperium (Figure 4) Western 
moonwort 1998 

Botrychium simplex Least moonwort 1937 

Botrypus virginianus ssp. europaeus Rattlesnake fern 1937 

Cypripedium calceolus ssp. parviflorum American yellow 
lady's-slipper 1914 

Aquilegia chrysantha var. rydbergii Rydberg’s golden 
columbine 1889 

Carex leptalea Bristle-stalk sedge 1916 

Carex oreocharis Grassy slope 
sedge 1909 

Figure 4. Botrychium heperium 
is known to be in the area. 
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Scientific Name Common Name Date of 
Observation 

Carex torreyi Torrey’s sedge 1916 

Juncus brachycephalus Small-headed rush 1958 

Pellaea atropurpurea Purple cliff-brake 1890 

Telesonix jamesii James’ telesonix 1943 

Woodsia plummerae Plummer’s cliff 
fern 1903 

 
 
Invasive and noxious weed species can negatively impact an ecosystem.  Negative impacts 
include creation of out competing native species and creating monocultures, degradation of 
wildlife habitat and can lead to increasing fire frequency.  El Paso County has several List A 
Noxious Weed species recorded in the area including, Cypress spurge (Euphorbia cyparissias), 
Myrtle spurge (Euphorbia myrsinites) and Orange hawkweed (Hieracium aurantiacum).  Title 
35 Article 5.5 of Colorado Noxious Weed Act outlines the species and specifies rules for 
eradication, containment or suppression of designated state noxious weeds.  List A species are 
required by law to be eradicated.  The State requires land owners to develop a control plan to 
control List B species.  List C species are targeted by agencies for educating the public on the 
negative impacts of the weed but List C weeds do not require eradication.  A noxious weed 
survey was conducted on Utilities managed lands in 2013by Pinyon Environmental.  Table 3 lists 
noxious weed species found on the North Slope property. 
 
Table 3. Noxious Weeds 

  
 
  

Common Name Scientific Name List 
(Classification) 

USDA 
Code 

Tansy ragwort (ID needs 
confirmation) Senecio jacobaea List A SEJA 
Bouncingbet Saponaria officinalis List B SAOF4 
Canada thistle Cirsium arvense List B CIAR4 
Diffuse knapweed Centaurea diffusa List B CEDI3 
Musk thistle Carduus nutans List B CANU4 
Spotted knapweed Centaurea maculosa List B CESTM 
Yellow toadflax Linaria vulgaris List B LIVU2 
Common mullein Verbascum thapsus List C VETH 
Downy brome (cheatgrass) Bromus tectorum List C BRTE 
Poison hemlock Conium maculatum List C COMA2 
Redstem filaree Erodium cicutarium List C ERCI6 
Russian thistle Salsola kali Exotic SAKA 
Siberian peashrub Caragana arborescens Exotic CAAR18 
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Source Water Protection 
 
The Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE) completed a source 
water assessment for public water systems in Colorado in 2004.  Utilities received an assessment 
report and has incorporated it into the planning process to guide development of source water 
protection areas.  In general, a municipal water system can consider protection measures for 
surface water sources within an area 5 miles upstream of intakes or to the upper boundary of the 
watershed, whichever is least.  The municipal allowance plus three protection zones following 
CDPHE’s methodology determine primary protection areas.  Zone 1, set at 1,000 feet on either 
side of the surface water drainage and Zone 2, a second buffer at one-quarter mile beyond the 
Zone 1 boundary, are considered the highest risk zones as migration potential of a contaminant is 
expected to have the shortest distance and time to enter the source water storage and/or intake.  
Shorter migration paths and times of travel mean less chance for dilution or degradation of the 
contaminant before it reaches the receiving water body. 
      
A search of databases through the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) Facility Registry 
Service and Enviromapper has revealed there are very few Federal or State registered facilities in 
the North Slope watersheds.  The categories for potential sources of contamination (PSOC) 
include discrete and dispersed sources.  Table 2 outlines the presence of PSOC in the source 
water areas and susceptibility of water supplies to contamination from those sources.  
 
 
Table 4. Potential Sources of Contamination 
PSOC Type Present Susceptibility 
     Discrete Sources   
Permitted Wastewater dischargers No na 
Above or underground storage tanks Yes Low 
Leaking storage tanks  No na 
Existing/abandoned mine sites Yes Low 
Concentrated animal operations No na 
     Dispersed Sources   
Commercial/industrial complexes No na 
High intensity residential No na 
Low intensity residential No na 
Urban recreational grasses No na 
Agriculture No na 
Forestry or Rangeland units Yes Low 
Septic system (Vault toilets) Yes Low 
Roads and trails Yes Moderate 
Recreational uses – i.e. swimming, boating, fishing Yes Low 
 
The listed potential sources include operations and facilities related to the Pikes Peak Highway 
and recreation facilities such as trails, parking lots and restrooms.  Body water contact as well as 
motorized boating has not been allowed.  The limited quantity and type of allowable recreational 
uses on the North Slope reservoirs pose a low risk for introducing contaminants.  Roads and 
trails pose the greatest risk by introducing sediments and nutrients.  However, increased use or 
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changes in uses are always a potential and would likely occur gradually over time (e.g. special 
events).  Setting limits of acceptable change coupled with regular monitoring can help mitigate 
the risk of contamination from recreational sources.  Maintaining proper stormwater best 
management practices (BMPs) through regular maintenance is needed to mitigate stormwater run 
off from roads and trails.   
 
Generally, the overall susceptibility to contamination of the water supply is low because density 
and proximity of facilities and uses makes it a relatively low probability that contaminants would 
reach water bodies at a frequency, duration or quantity to pose treatment or human health 
concerns.  Regular monitoring of recreational facilities, road, trails and storm water BMPs will 
identify areas posing the greatest threat to water quality degradation.  Furthermore, 
approximately 80% of the water stored on North Slope comes from the Blue River system.  The 
Blue River Watershed Management Plan will address PSOC for those source water areas.   
      
Watershed Protection Analysis 
An analysis on the use of a watershed protection involves a geographic study on the extent of the 
source water protection zone covered by jurisdictional or regulatory mechanisms to protect water 
quality such as cooperative agreements, congressional designations, watershed ordinances, 
Utilities managed lands, etc.  As mentioned above, the municipal allowance plus three protection 
zones following CDPHE’s methodology determine primary protection areas for this analysis.  
GIS is used to calculate the percent of the Source Water Protection Zones (SWPZ) covered by 
current protection overlays.  Based on the percentage the recommendation may or may not 
encourage adding additional overlays.  In the event more oversight is needed the analysis will 
continue through the identification of the land use planning agency in the county(s), other 
jurisdictions potentially impacted by an ordinance, potential contamination sources to mitigate 
and whether there are jurisdictional mechanism that could be used instead of a watershed 
ordinance.   
 
North Slope Reservoirs 
Total watershed acres above water storage reservoirs and intakes:  10,017 acres (all watersheds 
are within the 5 mile statutory limit) 
Source water protection zones (SWPZ) in acres:  8504 acres 
Protection overlays existing: Yes – City owned lands, grant lands 
 
SWPZ in Utilities ownership:  Acres = 1996 
SWPZ covered by protection overlays:  Acres = 4906 
Percent of SWPZ with current protection = 81% 
Forest Service land in SWPZ (includes protected lands):  Acres = 5918 
                 Percent coverage including all Forest Service land = 93% 
Potential for mining:  According to the Pike National Forest Oil and Gas EIS there is low 

potential for future oil and gas leasing around the South Slope source water area. 
Potential for development: Low based on land ownership. 
 
 French and Cascade Creek Diversions 
Total watershed acres above diversions:  11,330 acres (all watersheds are within the 5 mile 
statutory limit) 
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SWPZ in acres: 8932 acres 
Protection overlays existing: Yes – City owned lands, grant lands, cooperative agreement lands 
 
SWPZ in Utilities ownership:  Acres = 738 
SWPZ covered by protection overlays:  Acres = 1257 
Percent of SWPZ with current protection = 23% 
Forest Service land in SWPZ (includes protected lands):  Acres = 8194 
Potential for mining:  According to the Pike National Forest Oil and Gas EIS there is low 

potential for future oil and gas leasing around the South Slope source water area. 
Potential for development: Low based on land ownership. 
 
The North Slope reservoirs have protection mechanisms that should  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Post-fire debris flow and flooding potential 
 
Post-fire hydrology can have a substantial impact on infrastructure, water quality and operations.  
According to the Pikes Peak Wildfire/Watershed Assessment completed in 2012, the potential of 
a watershed to deliver sediments following wildfire depends on forest type, soils and physical 
characteristics of the watershed, and the sequence and magnitude of rain falling on the burned 
area (Thompson, Piehl 2012).  The report presents the watershed analysis and prioritization of 6th  
watersheds in the Pikes Peak Region, including those contained within the North Slope 
management unit.  The Composite Hazard Ranking combines three components Wildfire 
Hazard, Flooding/Debris, Flow Hazard and Soil Erodibility to assist in evaluating post-fire 
watershed hazards based solely on environmental factors.  When considering the water supply 
setting on the North Slope watersheds, the priority rankings increase for the following 6th level 
watersheds: 
 
Headwaters of Fountain Creek = Category 4 
Cascade Creek-Fountain Creek = Category 5 
 
This means the above watersheds have high risk factors for transport of debris and sediment 
from upstream source water areas that can negatively impact water supply and/or infrastructure.  
As evidenced in the Waldo Canyon burn scar, precipitation events result in rapid run-off and 
higher peak flow discharges.  The loss of vegetation on granitic soils reduces the lag time 
between precipitation events and flood stages.  The result is a watershed system that is out of 
balance and degredation of the hydrologic system begins with the first storm event, post-fire.  
Erosion, flooding and debris flows can originate high in watersheds and travel long distances 
(Thompson, Piehl 2012).  Furthermore, Utilities operates water supply storage, collection and 
conveyance facilities within or at the outlet of high hazard watersheds.   
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Several strategies can be pursued to mitigate risk from catastrophic wildfire and post-fire 
flooding and debris flow.  The first step is the reduction of wildfire severity through fuel 
mitigation.  Next is minimizing adverse hydrologic responses that have a high potential to follow 
wildfires.  A modified Watershed Assessment for River Stability and Sediment Supply 
(WARSSS) (Rosgen, 2nd Edition) conducted on the North Slope watershed will provide a current 
condition snapshot of erosion and channel conditions under a desirable stable, forested regime.  
The information will be used to assess conditions that may impact Utilities infrastructure in the 
event of changing conditions (e.g. post-fire, land use changes).  Per the description offered by 
Rosgen, the first step in a WARSSS assessment is the Reconnaissance Level Assessment (RLA).  
This consists of a landscape level overview to find processes that may affect sediment supply 
and channel stability (Figure 5).  A site visit is required to confirm data such as stream types, 
valley types and relationships to Utilities’ infrastructure.  When the RLA is completed there 
should be an indication of which areas and sub-watersheds are potential contributors of sediment 
or have current impairments.  The necessary field level data can be collected and used for future 
evaluation in the event a departure from a stable condition occurs.  The field data will include a 
photo and GIS inventory of current conditions including stream classifications, channel 
condition, hill slope processes and land uses that could contribute to sediment supply or pose 
potential risk.  At this time the assessment does not aim to be predictive of sediment supply but 
rather assesses the likelihood of risk to infrastructure and water resources in a changed 
hydrologic condition (e.g. post-fire).       
 

 
Figure 5.  Degraded channel above North Catamount Reservoir.  
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Recreation 
 
The North Slope Recreation Area is a highly valued recreational asset within the Pikes Peak 
Region.  It draws approximately 20,000 to 25,000 visitors per year to enjoy biking, hiking and 
fishing opportunities.  The recreation area consists of 2,267 acres.  The reservoirs were closed to 
public recreation for many years. In 1967, the citizens of Colorado Springs passed a charter 
amendment allowing the City to open the reservoirs for recreational use when all municipalities 
receiving water from the reservoirs had water treatment capabilities.  In 1991, the City Council 
appointed a North Slope Advisory Committee to develop a plan for recreational use. The area 
opened for its first season on July 8, 1992. 
 
Recreation within and around the Pikes Peak North Slope Recreation Area is managed by the 
City of Colorado Springs Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services Department (Parks) in 
cooperation with the Colorado Parks and Wildlife and the U.S. Forest Service.  According to 
Parks, recreational opportunities include bank fishing, non-gasoline powered boating, belly 
boating, mountain biking, picnicking, hiking and scenic enjoyment (Parks 2012).  The 19-mile 
Pikes Peak Highway also travels through the North Slope Watershed on land owned by the U.S. 
Forest Service.  The highway is operated by Pikes Peak America’s Mountain, an enterprise of the 
City of Colorado Springs. 
 
Table 5 provides an inventory of recreation facilities within the management unit: 
 
Table 5. Recreation System and Non-system Trails 
System Trails 
Mule Deer 
Limber Pine 
Ridge 
Catamount 
Mackinaw 
South Catamount parking to North 
Catamount 
Blue River 
ADA access on North Catamount and 
Crystal 
 

Non-System Trails 
Dewey 
Garden of Eden 
Crystal Creek 
Mt. Esther Spur 
Ring the Peak Sections 
South Catamount Creek 
South Catamount to Landren 
Pikes Peak Hwy to South Cat 
Limber Pine Spur 
Catamount Loop Cutoff 
Vayhinger 
North Catamount to Crags 
North Catamount to Unknown trail 
Shoreline trails 

 
Cascade, French and Longs Ranch Watersheds 
System Trails 
Incline 
Eagles Nest 
Severy Creek 
Fremont Experimental Forest 
Mt. Esther 

Non-System Trails 
Cascade Creek 
331 to Cascade Cr 
Severy Creek Ridge 
Homeless Camp 
Ring the Peak through Rattlesnake Gulch 
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French Creek 
Ute Pass Regional Trail 
Manitou Reservoir 
Waldo Canyon 

Ute Pass Trail on Longs Ranch to Hwy 24 
Pipeline 
French Creek to Hwy 24 
French Cr to Barneys Dome 

 
 
According to the Pikes Peak Atlas, there are 19.6 miles of Parks or USFS system trails, 8.3 miles 
of road-trails and over 23 miles of non-system trails1.  Non-system trails are informal trails 
created by heavy foot traffic from people and animals or illegal trail building.  The biggest risk to 
infrastructure and natural resources is the development of non-system trails.  Non-system trails 
are most likely not constructed or maintained to protect natural resources, promote multi-use or 
proper maintenance to minimize erosion.  Another risk of non-system trails is they can 
sometimes lead to unofficial campsites.  Camping is not allowed on watershed lands.  A concern 
with undeveloped campsites is the use of campfires or camp stoves to prepare food or keep 
warm.  The use of open flame increases the chance of wildfire because it is ignition source that is 
often built in heavy fuel areas or left unattended.  Use-related factors, environmental constraints 
and management constraints play a role in whether a trail should be rehabilitated.  Parks is 
inventorying the formal system trails and will be a partner in managing less acceptable routes to 
protect soil and water resources.  Updating annual operating plans with Parks will improve site 
management and should include plans for non-system trail closures. 
 
Special Events    

In February 2012, City Council authorized the Utilities Executive Director to issue revocable 
permits for special events on municipal watershed lands that provide a direct, tangible benefit to 
the community (Resolution 37-12).  The impetus for the resolution was several requests to hold 
athletic races in and around the North Slope Recreation Area.  A Special Event is defined as a 
single event or series of events that may differ from allowable uses, substantially increase use or 
disrupt public use and enjoyment of allowable watershed activities.  Special Events tend to need 
pre-event planning and material resources, e.g. trail markings, port-a-lets, etc., that are normally 
absent and include but are not limited to: sporting events, organized walks and runs, trail 
projects, filming, etc.  Special Event permits are issued for activities or projects that provide a 
direct, tangible benefit to the community and will not cause significant natural resource damage 
or operational burdens.  Parks, Pike National Forest and Pikes Peak Highway are often partners 
or jurisdictions impacted by special events.     

Monitoring pre and post events is recommended to keep track of resource damage.  As 
mentioned in the Water Quality section, increased use or changes in uses causes resource 
damage gradually over time.  Setting limits of acceptable change coupled with regular 
monitoring can help protect natural and water resource from recreational impacts.    

1 The non-system trail calculation does not include all trails and/or represent the illegal network throughout the 
entire watershed. 
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Land Use Agreements 
 
Agreements are legally binding contracts that allow or have “entitled” any group, municipality, 
agency, homeowner, etc. to use watershed land or engage in activities on watershed lands that 
could impact the natural resources, water quality or quantity.  Establishing agreements helps 
minimize operational impacts, avoid public relations issues and enables mechanisms to change 
strategies if terms of the contract are not being fulfilled.  Current agreements on the North Slope 
watersheds are listed in Table 6. 
 
Table 6. Land Use Agreements  
Agreement 
Name 

Cooperative 
Agent 

Effective Date Expiration 
Date 

Type 

Fishing Lease 
Agreement 

CO Parks and 
Wildlife 

1988 10 years Lease 

Pikes Peak 
Highway 
Improvements 

Pikes Peak 
Highway 

2000 Continuous Exec 
Agreement 

Watershed 
Recreation Plan 

City of 
Colorado 
Springs 

1992 Expired upon 
improvements 
completion 

Opening plan 

Pikes Peak 
Water Quality 
Monitoring Plan 

Pikes Peak 
Highway 

1999 Unknown Operating 
plan 

Easements for 
Right-of-way 

Varies Varies Continuous Easements 

Ute Pass 
Regional Trail 
on Longs Ranch 

El Paso County 2013 25 years Revocable 
License 

 
There is a need to update or initiate, in some circumstances, agreements with several partnering 
agencies including operating plans and executive agreement with Parks for the North Slope 
Recreation Area.  Agreements with the Pikes Peak Highway and Colorado Parks and Wildlife 
need to be updated. 
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RISK ASSESSMENT 

Assessment Process 
 
The watershed planning risk assessment followed a similar process used during Integrated Water 
Resource Plan (IWRP) for issue and risk development.  The process allows planning groups to 
filter a large list of issues and risks to identify highest priority items.  Each risk is given a value 
for the likelihood of occurrence, judged on the probability the risk will occur, and the magnitude 
of occurrence, determined by the degree of impact the risk poses.  A scale of 1-5 is used and has 
general definitions for what a 1 means versus 5.  The decision to select one value over another is 
based on the risks’ descriptive criteria and data one would likely consult to inform professional 
judgment.  The matrix of issues can be found in Appendix C and provides the risks’ definition, 
evaluation criteria and data sources to consult. The likelihood value and magnitude value are 
then multiplied together to qualitatively assign the issues into high, medium and low priority 
tiers.  Generally the highest priority items will have a value of 15 or above. However, items can 
be split by a “top ten” selection process or other course filter based on the complexity or number 
of risks that could be mitigated within the planning horizon.  The final step in the initial filtering 
process was review and approval by Utilities staff of the risks in each category.  Figure 6 
displays the risks into high, medium and low priority identifiers, see Appendix C for detailed 
notes on final categorization and full descriptions of risks. 
 
Figure 6. Priority Risks in the North Slope Watershed 

 
  

HIGH PRIORITY :  Fire | Flooding & Debris 
(Post-fire) | Competing Interests | Insects 

& Disease | Regulatory Compliance & 
Legal Liabilities | Increased Use of 

Recreation Area | Invasive Species | Non-
operational Maintenance & Management 

| Changes in Water Quality from 
Reservoir Use | Infrastructure Not 

Hardened | Criminal Activity 

MEDIUM PRIORITY:  Water Rights | 
Facility Development | Nonpoint Source 
Discharges | Roads & Trails | Protection 
of Plants, Wildlife, Fisheries, Community 

Types | Lack of Written Agreements | 
Flooding & Debris (Pre-fire) | Burning 

Operations | Conflicts -Public with 
Operations | Cultural Resources 

LOW PRIORITY:  Application of Chemicals 
| Animal Operations | Mining Operations 

| Releases (Spills and HAZMAT) | 
Inholdings | Interagency Uses | Point 

Source Discharges | Stormwater | ISDS | 
Increases in Impervious Surfaces | Oil and 

Gas Leasing | Underground Storage 
Tanks 
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Description of High Priority Risks 
 
As described earlier, risks within the top tier are not listed in any order of priority they are 
simply identified through the likelihood and magnitude qualifiers as top rated concerns that have 
a relative need for immediate action.  If risks fall into the low priority category it does not mean 
they would never need to be addressed in some way.  However, most low priority items do not 
currently occur in the watershed or occur at very small scales so that the likelihood or magnitude 
of the occurrence is negligible. The following describes the high priority risks.  Appendix C has 
descriptions for all risks.   
 
Changes in Water Quality from Reservoir Use:  Uses, for example boating, body water contact, 
dog swimming, etc., are introduced or increase and degrade water quality resulting in alteration 
of operations. 
 
Competing Interests:  Social, political and budget priorities shift and result in changes to policies 
or practices that make it more expensive or challenging to operate. 
 
Criminal Activity: Intentional criminal activities such as squatting, vandalism, terrorism and 
trespass could permanently or temporarily damage infrastructure or result in loss of life. 
 
Fire:  Forest fire could occur resulting in water quality, supply or infrastructure impacts. 
 
Flooding & Debris (Post-fire): Flooding post fire could cause infrastructure damage and water 
quality to deteriorate to a point it would change treatment operations. 
 
Increased Use of Recreation Area:  More people, changes to current uses and/or large events 
occur on the watershed increasing resource damage, operational involvement and potentially 
negatively impact water quality. 
 
Infrastructure Not Hardened:  There is infrastructure in the watershed, such as valve pits, pump 
houses, etc. not hardened to trespassing and vandalism.  The public has access to facilities and 
can cause unintentional harm to themselves or the infrastructure. 
 
Insects & Disease: Insects and disease become prevalent and change the forest health condition 
and/or composition resulting in increased fire danger or frequency. 
 
Invasive Species: Aquatic or terrestrial species, could increase operation cost, decrease water 
supply, or cause maintenance concerns. 
 
Non-operational Maintenance & Management: Community uses of watershed lands are not 
managed appropriately to mitigate natural resource damage or safety/enforcement concerns. 
 
Regulatory Compliance/Legal Liabilities: Regulatory changes could limit or make it costly to 
maintain infrastructure, use resources or manage operations. 
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FOCUS AREA STRATEGIES 
 
The high priority risks are evaluated against the goals identified through the guidance document 
development.  The WMGD goals are not exclusive to one geographic watershed and are specific, 
simple, attainable and results oriented, while being applicable across all watersheds.  In essence, 
the goals guide the watershed planning process and help to keep focus on the larger picture while 
focusing in on a geographic area.  The goals serve as a framework for developing strategies to 
mitigate geographically based risks.  

 
Strategies for the North Slope Management Unit were developed during group and one-on-one 
work sessions.  Strategies outline project/program level plans to achieve goals, mitigate risks, 
establish a timeline, estimate costs, identify partners and funding sources and assist project 
managers in evaluating implementation as well as help organize sequencing.   To evaluate 
strategy success, characteristics of each project, for example scope, benefits, schedule, 
dependencies, budget, organizational impacts, etc., where used to understand the relative high, 
medium or low risk to implementation.  Each recommended program/ project is qualitatively 
prioritized depending on how many risk conditions occur in each characteristic category.  
Furthermore the results from the risk assessment are used to help sequence implementation.  The 
following matrixes outline recommended strategies that will achieve focus area goals and 
address the High Priority Risks for the North Slope watershed.   More detail on the formulation 
of the matrix can be found Appendix D.   
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Risk Strategy 
Project 

Risk Timeline Estimated Cost Partners Funding Sources Project Manager Priority Rank 
Fire                 

  

Integrate into regional 
prescribed burning 
operations/collaborative High Multi-year Minimal 

Fed, 
State, 
Local 

Internal and 
mutual aid E.Howell 4 

  

Maintain treated areas 
to manage surface fuels 
     Develop alternatives 
to prescribed fire 
     Educate on 
prescribed fire  
            
(internal/external) 
     Outreach to 
neighbors High/Med Multi-year 

Mod - High: 
Depends on use 
of Rx 

Fed, 
State, 
Local 

Internal 
Grant support E.Howell 1 

  

Certify with State 
Burner Program and 
require contractors to 
meet same 
requirements Low By 2015 Minimal 

Colo. 
Div of 
Fire internal E.Howell 5 

  

Reintroduce prescribed 
burning by 2015 
   Develop outreach and 
communication plan 
       (internal/external) High 

Through 
2015: 
Pending 
Burn 
Program 
Development Min/Mod 

Fed, 
State, 
Local 

Internal and 
mutual aid E.Howell 3 

  

Continue to draft 
wildfire suppression 
agreements and 
participate in 
programs/planning Med Multi-year Minimal 

Fed, 
State, 
Local internal 

Eric and M. 
Myers 2 
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Secure sources of 
funding (How many, 
how much???) 
     Develop internal 
communication plan to 
secure stable funding Med Multi-year Minimal 

Fed, 
State, 
Local 
and 
Private Feds, State, Private E.Howell 6 

  

Map watershed into a 
Mitigation Opportunity 
Spectrum Low Multi-year Min/Mod 

Possibly 
Fed and 
State Internal (Primarily) E.Howell 7 

 
  

28 
 



 

 
 

Risk Strategy 
Project 

Risk Timeline 
Estimated 

Cost Partners 
Funding 
Sources 

Project 
Manager 

Priorit
y Rank 

PF 
Flooding                 

  

Use RLA field inventory 
data to report out potential 
hydrologic risks to 
infrastructure in a post-fire 
landscape Low Complete Minimal D. Longrie na Longrie/Gortz 2 

  

 Implement one mitigation 
project per year that 
addresses conditions that put 
infrastructure or water 
quality at risk Medium 2-3 years high 

K. Callan, 
J.Chambers 

WDP/unkno
wn Longrie/Gortz 6 

  

Identify potential impacts 
flooding and debris may 
have on infrastructure and 
public safety  Low 

3-6 
months Minimal 

Green 
Mountain 
Falls 
Cascade 
PPHW 
FS na Gortz 1 

  

Develop communication plan 
regarding assessments on 
post fire landscape 
conditions to improve fuels 
and debris mitigation 
programs 

Low/ 
Med 

Multi-
year Minimal P. Lehermeier na WSD  3 

  

Emergency management 
planning for post-fire 
flooding.  Coordinate w/ 
business continuity and 
formulate an organizational 
preparedness/ response Medium 2 years Minimal 

Business 
Continuity, 
Operations na E. Howell 4 
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mechanism. 

  

Identify districts, 
jurisdictions and property 
ownerships that Utilities 
could be working with in 
post-fire conditions.  Start 
outreach to educate them on 
Utilities values at risk, build 
relationships or understand 
their permitting 
requirements.   Low 2014 Minimal WSD na Gortz 5 
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Risk Strategy 
Projec
t Risk Timeline 

Estimated 
Cost Partners Funding Sources 

Project 
Manager 

Priority 
Rank 

Insects & 
Disease                 

  
Set up an I&D watch - 
train staff on identification  Low 2015 minimal Utilities staff WSP E. Howell 5 

  Conduct annual survey Med 2015 unknown 
Fed, State, 
Local unknown E. Howell 4 

  

Work with State Forest 
Service, USDA Forest 
Service and other agencies 
for monitoring - use annual 
summary maps to update 
watershed management 
plans Low annually minimal 

Fed, State, 
Local WSP E. Howell 1 

  

Determine 'early warning' 
framework and regular 
monitoring intervals.  (size, 
type, location of 
infestations) Med 2015 unknown 

Fed, State, 
Local unknown E. Howell 3 

  

Within forest prescription 
include forest management 
strategies in plan 
objectives that will also 
improve forest health and 
minimize impacts.  (age 
and size class variations, 
densities, etc) Med 2014 minimal Fed, State 

annual project 
budgets E. Howell 2 

 
 

Risk Strategy 
Project 

Risk Timeline 
Estimated 

Cost 
Partner

s 
Funding 
Sources 

Project 
Manager 

Priority 
Rank 

31 
 



 

Competin
g Interests                 

  

Research 
communication 
channels and list 
individuals, groups 
for potential 
sources of conflict Med 

Multi-
year Minimal   na Gortz/Lehermeier 2a 

  

Develop 
communication 
content and 
outreach schedule Low 2014 "   na " 2b 

  

Clarify policy and 
agreements, set 
acceptable limits 
of change 

Med/Hig
h 1-3 years "   na Shea/Funchess 1 

  

Develop roles and 
responsibilities for 
policy 
enforcement, 
communication, 
development Med 

Multi-
year "   na " 1a 

  

External 
communication of 
policies/procedure
s Low 

Multi-
year "   na Shea/Lehermeier 1b 

  

Communication 
plan for upper 
management Low 

Multi-
year "   na " 1c 

 
 
 
 

Risk Strategy 
Project 

Risk Timeline Estimated Cost Partners Funding Sources Project Manager Priority Rank 

32 
 



 

Criminal 
Activity                 

  

Develop 
reporting 
mechanism 
for CSU 
employees 
and public to 
report 
criminal 
activity and 
conflicts Low 2014 na WSO/WSD unknown Cobb/Gortz  1 

  

Research a 
"Volunteer 
Ranger 
Assistants" 
program High Multi- year Minimal Parks Unknown  Gortz  3 

  

Research 
having a full-
time 
enforcement 
officer for 
patrols High Multi- year $50 K + benefits/yr   unknown Funchess/Cobb  4 

  

Build a 
partnership 
with law 
enforcement 
agencies Med Multi- year unknown  County Sheriff unknown Cobb/Gortz  2 

  

Research 
costs for 
deputizing 
Watershed 
Operators High Multi- year unknown 

CSPD, 
County, State unknown Funchess/Cobb  5 
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Risk Strategy Project Risk Timeline Estimated Cost Partners Funding Sources Project Manager Priority Rank 
Increased 
Use of 
Recreation 
Area                 

  

Conduct a 
baseline RLA 
on recreational 
impacts Low Spring 2014 minimal COS Parks na Gortz 1 

  

Report out 
areas of 
concern found 
in RLA Low Spring 2014 minimal WSD na Gortz/Shea 1b  

  

Develop 
"limits of 
acceptable 
change" 
framework 
 fo watershed 
condition Medium Summer 2014 minimal 

WSD, 
Labs, Ops, 
EVS na " 2 

  

Engage in one 
restoration 
project per 
year Med/High Multi year 0-10k 

WSD, 
COS 
Parks, 
Friends 
Groups unknown " 5 

  

Work with Rec 
managers to 
establish 
Recreation 
Opportunity 
Zones. (i.e. 
revising 
Master or 
Operation 
Plans) High Multi year unknown 

COS 
Parks, 
PPHW, 
unknown na/unknown " 6 
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Digitize in 
ArcMap 
recreation 
facilities Low Winter 2013 minimal WSD na " 1a 

  

Engage Rec 
managers in 
WQ outreach Medium/Low Summer 2014 0-5k 

WSD, 
COS 
Parks, 
PPHW WSP " 4 

  

Develop 
communication 
plan for 
educating 
impacts to 
Utilities 
management, 
Board, Council 
and public Low Spring 2014   WSD na Shea/Lehermeier 3 

 

Risk Strategy 
Project 
Risk Timeline 

Estimate
d Cost Partners 

Funding 
Sources 

Project 
Manager 

Priority 
Rank 

Regulatory 
Compliance/Lega
l Liabilities                 

  

Formalize a process 
for receiving 
information from 
EVS and Government 
Affairs Low 3-6 months 0 EVS, GA na 

Scherff-
Norris/Gortz 2 

  

Establish 
communication roles 
and responsibilities Low 3 months 0 EVS, GA na 

Scherff-
Norris/Gortz 1 
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Risk Strategy 
Project 

Risk Timeline 
Estimated 

Cost Partners 
Funding 
Sources 

Project 
Manager 

Priority 
Rank 

Invasiv
e 
Species                 

  

Conduct an 
inventory on 
invasive species, 
List A & B 
Noxious weeds Low Oct-13 $35,000.00  

CNHP/ El 
Paso County WSP 

Gortz/Scherff-
Norris 1 

  

Report out 
findings, update 
Utilities noxious 
weed plan and 
develop plan for 
control of 
invasive species Med 2013-2014 Minimal 

Parks, 
PPHW State Ag Dept. 

Gortz/Scherff-
Norris 2 

  

Implement 2 
noxious weed 
control/eradicatio
n projects per 
year Low Multi-year 5 - 10 K 

Parks, 
PPHW WSP 

Gortz/Scherff-
Norris 3 

  

Identify partners 
that can 
implement 
projects for ANS 
control Low Multi-year unknown 

USFS, CPW, 
Utilities WSP E. Howell 6 

  

Partner w/ 
agencies and land 
owners for 
monitoring. 
Monitor research 
and science 
reports High Multi-year Minimal 

Recreation 
Groups, 
USFS, 
PPHW, 
Parks  unknown 

Scherff-Norris, 
Howell, Gortz 7 
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Maintain ANS 
prevention 
programs - 
identify 
funding/partners 

Med/Hig
h Multi-year 

$92,000.00 
ANS Program 
Noxious weeds 
- unknown 

USFS, CPW, 
Utilities, 
USFS, El 
Paso County, 
State Ag Partners & WSD 

Howell, Scherff-
Norris 4 

  

Maintain working 
relationship with 
CP&W - attend 
their yearly ANS 
meeting on 
findings Med Multi-year 0 CPW na 

Howell, Scherff-
Norris 5 

         
         Rodent 
Issues                 

  

Consider rodent 
damage to 
infrastructure 
and develop 
control plan.  Med 

Multi-
year unknown 

Parks, 
PPHW, 
USFS, Ops Operations Scherff-Norris   
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Risk Strategy 
Project 

Risk Timeline Estimated Cost Partners Funding Sources Project Manager Priority Rank 
Non-
operational 
Maintenance 
and 
Management                 

  

Update 
expired 
agreements.  Low 1-2 year na 

Parks, 
PPHW, 

USFS na 
Chambers, 

Crosby, Gortz 3 

  

Identify user 
groups that do 
not have 
agreements or 
oversight. Med Multi-year na Parks  na Gortz 2 

  

Annually 
update 
operating 
plans. Hold 
annual 
meetings with 
co-managers Low Multi-year na Parks, PPHW  na Gortz 4 

  

Use permit 
tracking log 
(like EVS) to 
send out 
emails for 
expiring 
agreements.  
Set up in 
Sharepoint if 
possible. Low 2014 na EVS na Chambers, Gortz 1 

 
 
 

39 
 



 

 
 
 
 

Risk Strategy 
Project 

Risk Timeline 
Estimated 

Cost Partners 
Funding 
Sources 

Project 
Manager 

Priority 
Rank 

Changes 
in WQ 
from 
Reservoi
r Use                 

  

Develop 
"limits of 
acceptable 
change" or 
"threshold 
limits" 
framework 
for WQ 
parameters 

Low/Me
d 

Winter 
2014 minimal 

LAB, EVS, 
Ops, WSD na Gortz/R. Johnson 1 

  

Monitor WQ 
and produce 
an annual 
report 
correlating 
findings 
against 
"limits" 
criteria. Low Spring 2014 minimal 

LAB, WSD, 
CC na Gortz  2 

  

Mitigate one 
potential 
source of 
contaminatio
n per year.  High Multi-year unknown WSD WSP Gortz 5 
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Initiate a 
special study 
on turbidity 
issues during 
low water 
years and 
impact to Ute 
Valley 
Treatment 
facility 

Low/Me
d unknown unknown 

LAB, Ute 
Valley Ops LAB LAB 4 

  

Develop an 
outreach 
method to 
alert Manitou 
Springs about 
discharges 
above 
intakes.  
     a. 
reservoir 
     b. City 
related   
     c. 
reminder 
schedule Low Spring 2014 minimal EVS na Gortz 3 
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Risk Strategy 
Project 

Risk Timeline Estimated Cost Partners Funding Sources Project Manager 
Priority 

Rank 
Infrastructure 
Not 
Hardened                 

  

Identify location and 
type of hardening 
needed. 
    Review RWIP 
assessment 
    Convert needs to GIS 
layers Low 2014 Minimal PEM  na Cobb/Gortz 1 

  

Implement one or more 
projects per year. 
    (depending on 
identified needs and 
costs) Med 2015 unknown   Operations Cobb/Chambers 3 

  

Review Policies and 
practices with partners to 
help with enforcement 
(i.e. closures) Low Multi-year Minimal 

Parks, 
PPHW, 
Forest 
Service na Gortz 4 

  

Identify signage needs - 
develop implementation 
schedule, budget Med 2014 Minimal   WSP Cobb/Gortz 1a 

  
Develop a GIS layer for 
gates and access Low 2014 Minimal   na Gortz 2 

  Install cameras High Multi-year unknown   unknown unknown 5 
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FINAL RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
WSD compiled the strategy matrix and held a final workshop with the larger team to review the 
strategies and verify the group was in agreement with the implementation order and project risk 
outcomes.  Another SWOT analysis was conducted focusing on Plan implementation.  
Furthermore, the group discussed and identified projects/programs that should remain top 
priority and non-negotiable when it comes to cutting budgets or programs.  The results from the 
workshop support the following final recommendations. 
 
The Plan offers a comprehensive tactical road map for addressing risks that could negatively 
impact water quality and supply, operations and watershed function.  There is a long list of 
projects and strategies identified and show the complexity of managing the issues.  Protection 
strategies were vetted across potential affected staff to ensure the Plan aligns with core business, 
provides perspective on what watershed management is and is not, as well as define roles and 
responsibilities.  The strength of the Plan is that it easily communicates management goals and 
objectives through a formalized proactive approach. 
 
Some threats to Plan implementation include competing interests for budget dollars, shifting 
priorities, political climate and a lack of common understanding of project costs/benefits 
amongst staff and management.  Many threats can be mitigated through appropriate and regular 
communication and outreach to management.  Communication to partners, public and watershed 
stakeholders can help focus interest or shape common priorities.  The Plan will also assist in the 
pursuit of alternative funding and grant dollars that can offset some of the competition for 
limited budget dollars.  Watershed Planning has the role and responsibility of sustaining focus, 
negotiating budget needs and building cost/benefit criteria around managing watershed and 
ecosystem services that protect water quality and operations.  In the end, the cornerstones to 
successful Plan implementation are communication and funding.  The last two sections discuss 
approaches to both.       
 
 The objective over the course of the 5-10 year planning horizon is that all issues will be 
alleviated to some degree and potentially be moved to a low or medium risk category.  Through 
the final workshop the team identified projects/programs that should not be compromised by 
budget cuts or shifting priorities.  Forest Health-Fuels Mitigation along with Aquatic Nuisance 
Species Control are considered the most critical programs.    
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COMMUNICATION MANAGEMENT AND PUBLIC OUTREACH 
 
Only through understanding the complexity and nuances of our community’s watershed system 
will users appreciate its value. Communications will have to be tailored to each Focus Area, 
project, audience and project objectives.  Some subject matter will be better suited for mass 
communication while others would be specific to internal communication.  Regardless, 
communications will be designed to educate audiences on their role and that of Colorado Springs 
Utilities’ as we work together to: 

• Safeguard public safety 
• Protect a reliable, safe water supply and water quality 
• Act as responsible environmental stewards 
• Provide appropriate recreational opportunities 

 
To increase communication opportunities, Watershed Planning and Customer and Workforce 
Communications will coordinate as soon as possible before a program or project is implemented. 
Message delivery should be targeted to specific audiences, topic dependant and can be 
accomplished through a number of channels.  The following outlines important audiences and 
channels of communication for the Plan.  
 
Audiences 

• Utilities customers and employees 
• Utilities Board 
• Partner agencies (i.e. U.S. Forest Service, Colorado Parks & Wildlife, City of Colorado 

Springs) 
• Event planners 
• Outdoor enthusiasts/recreationalists (i.e. hikers, cyclists, water craft users) 
• Other municipalities affected by watershed operations 

 
Channels 

• Earned media (local, state, regional, industry): news pitches, editorial placements, site 
visits 

• Paid media/advertising 
• Owned media: Utilities newsletters, Internet, Intranet, social media, collateral materials, 

direct mail 
• K-12 education 
• Speakers Bureau 
• Community events and partnerships 
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FUNDING 
 
There are numerous opportunities to fund programs and projects supporting this Plan with local, 
state and federal funds.  Grants are available for most of the risk areas, except specific ones for 
criminal activity and rodents.  Many programs require matching funds and/or partnerships.  The 
strategies tables and Appendix E have identified several organizations that we could collaborate 
with to receive maximum support.  Pursuing grants with Great Outdoors Colorado (GOCO), 
Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB), Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), United 
States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Colorado Department of Public Health and 
Environment (CDPHE), grant requests require a discussion of the proposal with grantor and 
Utilities’ staff before submitting.  Others have specific deadlines that will need to be monitored.   
 
Appendix E provides a table of potential funding sources for strategies and projects identified in 
the Plan.  The following opportunities rose to the top and should be considered for 2014.  It is 
recommended during strategy implementation the project manager should identify, if 
appropriate, an outside funding source as part of task development.   
 

1. The Colorado State Forest Service had a Forest Restoration Grant in 2013 funding up to 
60% of each project, 40% match through cash or in-kind and includes contributing 
federal funds.  There is no updated information on their website at this time. 

 
2. CWCB's Watershed Restoration Grants.  Projects must be discussed with Chris Sturm 

first and previous project awards range from $12-$60K.  Grants assist with four 
categories of projects:  

a. Watershed/Stream Restoration and/or Protection 
b. Flood Mitigation 
c. CWCB Initiated Projects 
d. CWCB Monitoring Projects 

3. CDPHE has two Source Water Grants that have rolling, first-come basis deadlines.   
a.  Development and Implementation Grant, $5K max to help implement effective 

source water protection plans. 
4.   National Fish and Wildlife Foundation's Five Star and Urban Waters Restoration 

Program awards $20-$50K with a 1:1 match required for on-the-ground wetland, riparian 
or in stream restoration.  
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Figure 3  

 
 
 
Figure 4 
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Issues and Risks 
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Strategy Risk Assessment Templates 
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Colorado Springs Utilities manages this data for planning

purposes only, and provides no warranty, nor accepts any

liability occurring from any other use of this data.  It is the sole

responsibility of the user to determine whether or not the data

are suitable for any other purposes, and to apply this data in an

appropriate and conscientious manner.
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Colorado Springs Utilities manages this data for planning

purposes only, and provides no warranty, nor accepts any

liability occurring from any other use of this data.  It is the sole

responsibility of the user to determine whether or not the data

are suitable for any other purposes, and to apply this data in an

appropriate and conscientious manner.
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Colorado Springs Utilities manages this data for planning

purposes only, and provides no warranty, nor accepts any

liability occurring from any other use of this data.  It is the sole

responsibility of the user to determine whether or not the data

are suitable for any other purposes, and to apply this data in an

appropriate and conscientious manner.
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Risk Focus Area Leader(s) Round 2 Notes

Fire Forest 

Management 

(FM)

Eric H Risks in top tier are not in any order of importance they are 

identified through the likelihood and magnitude qualifiers as 

top rated issues

Flooding & Debris (Post-fire) Source Water 

Protection (SWP)

Kim G/  David 

L

Flooding and debris flows post-fire will only happen if fire 

occurs first therefore takes lesser priority to addressing fire 

risks

Competing interests System 

Integration (SI)

Watershed 

Planning 

TeamInsects & Disease FM / 

Enviromental 

Management 

Eric H/  Kirsta 

S-N

Regulatory compliance/Legal 

Liabilities

EM Kirsta S-N/ 

Mark S

Increased use of recreation area Recreation & 

Access (Rec)

Kim G

Invasive Species EM/FM Eric H/Kirsta S-

N/Kim G

Lack of 

maintenance/management

(Non-operational)

Rec Kim G/   Mark 

S

Changes in water quality from 

reservoir use

SWP/Rec Rick J/Kim G

Infrastructure that is not 

hardened

SI Mike C/ Andy 

F

Criminal activity SI Mike C/ Andy 

F

Water Rights Water rights is moved out of the top tier because the 

likelihood of something happening is relatively small.  It is the 

magnitude of losing water rights that elevated it to a higher 

tier.  
Facility development Facility development is potentially an outcome of inceased 

recreational use and therefore should drop down in priority.

Nonpoint source discharges For North Slope there is little development or land uses that 

contribute to non-point source pollution.  Roads are the 

relevant source and there is limited road miles.

H
ig

h
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Roads and trails - paved and 

unpaved See above.

Protection of plant species, 

wildlife, fisheries or community 

types

Additional protections on natural resources would be 

identified through permitting or regulatory actions.  Currently 

there are no additional restraints being proposed.  Lack of written agreements Written agreements cover many aspects such as SUPs, 

easements, etc.  They are a subset of the lack of 

maintenance/management concerns regarding recreation 

identified as a higher priority risk.  Getting proper agreements 

in place will likely be a strategy
Flooding & Debris (Prefire) There was an incident in 1990 era that cause significant 

damage.  Also releases from reservoirs or other upstream 

operations could cause issues.
Burning operations

Conflicts between public and 

operations

Cultural resources Cultural resouces are either known or there would be a survey 

prior to any work done.

Application of chemicals Risks that fall into low priority categories does not mean they 

would never need to be addressed in some way.  Most low 

priority items do not currently occur in the watershed or are 

at very small scales that the likelihood or magnitude of the 

occurance is negligible. 
Animal operations

Mining Operations

Releases (Spills and HZMAT)

Inholdings

Interagency uses

Point source discharges

Stormwater

M
e
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m
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ISDS 

Increases in impervious surfaces

Oil and Gas Leasing

Underground storage tanks



Risk Assessment 

Watershed: North Slope

*see template for data considerations

Characteristic

Description Likelihood of 

Occurrence

Magnitude of 

Occurrence

Risk 1 through 5 1 through 5

Safety, security enforcement

Infrastructure that is not hardened There is infrastructure, in the watershed such as valve 

pits, pump houses, etc. not hardened to trespassing and 

vandalism.  The public has access to facilities and can 

cause unintentional harm to themselves or the 

infrastructure.
5 1

Conflicts between public and operations Interactions between the public, Utilities operations and 

operators could lead to hostile or unsafe conditions.

3 1

Criminal activity Criminal activities such as squatting, vandalism, terrorism 

and trespass could permanently or temporarily damage 

infrastructure or result in loss of life.  

1 5

Inholdings Lack of management on properties increases liability and 

could result in lawsuits.

2 1

Natural disasters 

Fire A forest fire could occur resulting in water quality, supply 

or infrastructure impacts.

3 5

Flooding & Debris (Prefire) Flooding can occur that could expose, damage or render 

infrastructure inoperable.

2 2

Flooding Flooding can occur and cause water quality to deteriorate 

to a point it would change treatment operations.

Flooding & Debris (Postfire) Flooding can occur post fire and could cause 

infrastructure damage and water quality to deteriorate to 

a point it would change treatment operations.

5 5

Forestry 

Insects & Disease Insects and disease become prevalent and change the 

forest health condition, composition and results in 

increased fire danger.
3 4

Increase in density and fuels Density and fuels increase and could result in a higher 

wild fire risk.

4 5

Changes in species composition Species composition changes and consequently the fuels, 

fire frequency and intensity increases.

3 5

Recreation impacts and community uses

Increased use of recreation area More people, changing current uses and/or large events 

occur on the watershed and change water quality and 

treatment operations.

3 3



Changes in water quality from reservoir use Uses, for example boating, body water contact, dog 

swimming etc., are introduced or increase and alter water 

quality and treatment operations.

3 2

Facility development Recreation is further developed on the watershed.

3 2

Lack of maintenance/management Recreation is not managed appropriately to mitigate 

natural resource damage or safety/enforcement 

concerns.

4 2

Interagency uses Partner agencies and other cooperative agencies access 

watershed lands without Utilities or appropriate 

departments having adequate information about 

activities.

2 1

Pollutant point and nonpoint source discharge

Nonpoint source discharges There are sources for non point pollution that potentially 

pose a risk of contamination of the water supply and 

could impact treatment operations.  
3 2

Point source discharges There are known point source dischargers that pose a risk 

of contamination of the water supply and could impact 

treatment operations. 
1 1

Stormwater A lack of management around stormwater, MS4 and 1041 

permits could result in more restrictive water quality 

requirements and increase operating costs.
1 1

Land development

ISDS Lands in and around watersheds could be developed or 

are already developed so that individual sewage disposal 

systems potentially pose a risk of contaminating water 

supplies.

1 1

Increases in impervious surfaces Lands in and around watersheds could be developed and 

impervious surfaces will increase, resulting in changes in 

run off and potential pollution introduction.  

1 1

Roads and trails - paved and unpaved Development of road or trail miles increases non point 

source pollution discharges into water supplies causing 

water quality and treatment operation changes.  

3 2

Environmental Resources

Cultural resources Protection of cultural resources could make it difficult or 

costly to maintain infrastructure or manage operations. 

1 3

Protection of plant species, wildlife, fisheries or 

community types

Regulatory protection of plants, community types or 

critical habitats could make it difficult or costly to 

maintain infrastructure or manage operations.

2 3



Invasive Species Invasive species, either aquatic or terrestrial, could 

increase operation cost, decrease water supply, or cause 

maintenance concerns.  

3 3

Regulatory compliance/Legal Liabilities Regulatory changes could limit or make it costly to 

maintain infrastructure, use resources or manage 

operations.

3 4

Agricultural

Application of chemicals Farming operation occurs in close proximity and could 

introduce chemical contamination from overspray, spills 

and other operations. 

1 3

Animal operations Large scale animal operations or grazing occur on 

watershed lands and could introduce contaminants to the 

water supply.

1 3

Burning operations Farming or Forestry operations burn nearby and could 

result in an escaped fire that impacts watershed lands.

1 4

Mining

Operations Current or past operations have spoils that could 

contaminate the water supply or increase liability.

1 3

Oil and Gas Leasing There is a high potential that oil and gas leases could 

become active on watershed lands.

1 1

Hazardous materials

Underground storage tanks Storage tanks are in proximity of water supplies and pose 

a risk of contaminating water supplies.

1 1

Releases There is the potential for a spill, plume or other hazardous 

material release that could contaminate the water supply.

1 3

External Relationships

Competing interests Perceptions of management practices could result in 

changes to policies or practices that make it more 

expensive to operate.
4 5

Agreements and Contracts

Water Rights

Impacts to water rights or conditional rights ????

2 5

Lack of written agreements Not having agreements in place with partner agencies or 

user groups could result in Utilities taking on additional 

responsibility/liability to protect water supply or 

infrastructure.

2 3



Characteristic

Description Likelihood of 

Occurrence Benefit to Utilities

Opportunities

Partnerships Forming and maintaining partnerships will alleviate 

resource pressures for Utilities and could result in more 

projects being completed 3 3

Issues, Risks and Vulnerability Matrix

                                            Likelihood

Impact

Very Unlikely (1) Unlikely

(2)

Possible

(3)

Almost 

Certain 

(5)
Insignificant (1) 1 2 3 5

Minor (2) 2 4 6 10

Moderate (3) 3 6 9 15

Major (4) 4 8 12 20

Extreme (5) 5 10 15 25



Risk Assessment 

Watershed: 

Characteristic
Description Likelihood of 

Occurrence

Magnitude of 

Occurrence

Supporting Questions Data Sources

Risk

1 through 5 1 through 5

Safety, security enforcement

Infrastructure not hardened There is infrastructure, in the watershed such as 

valve pits, pump houses, etc. not hardened to 

trespassing and vandalism.  The public has 

access to facilities and can cause unintentional 

harm to themselves or the infrastructure.

1. Number of incidence in 24 month period.(Likelihood)

2. Whether the incident led to serious bodily harm 

and/or resulted in operations shutting down. 

(Magnitude)

Work Orders

email records

incident reports

Conflicts between public and operations Interactions between the public, Utilities 

operations and operators could lead to hostile 

or unsafe conditions.

1. Frequency and type of occurances in 24 month 

period. (Likelihood)

2. Outcome of events i.e. hostile confrontation, non-

confrontational, sheriff assistance needed. (Magnitude)

Work Orders

email records

incident reports

Criminal activity Intentional criminal activities such as squatting, 

vandalism, terrorism and trespass could 

permanently or temporarily damage 

infrastructure or result in loss of life.  

1. Frequency and type of occurances in 24 month 

period. (Likelihood)

2. Outcome of events hostile confrontation, non-

confrontational, sheriff assistance needed. (Magnitude)

Work Orders

email records

incident reports

Inholdings Lack of management on properties increases 

liability and could result in lawsuits.

1.  Number of inholdings adjacent to or within Utilities' 

properties (Likelihood)

2. Frequency and type of interactions with property 

owners that resulted in liability concerns.

** need to talk about our inholdings.

Work Orders

email records

incident reports

Emergency Response Limited access

communication support

appropriate ingress and egress

Air lift locations

Natural disasters 

Fire A forest fire could occur resulting in water 

quality, supply or infrastructure impacts.

1. Fuel density, spatial arrangement and condition.

2. Species composition.

3. Ruggedness and topography.

4. Suppression response available.

5. Values at risk.

Watershed Wildfire Risk Analysis



Flooding & Debris (Prefire) Flooding can occur that could expose, damage 

or render infrastructure inoperable or cause 

water quality to deteriorate to a point it would 

change treatment operations.

1. Number and type of pollution sources.

2. Water quality change after storm/flooding events.

3. Current areas of erosion.

Flooding & Debris (Postfire) Flooding can occur post fire and could cause 

infrastructure damage and water quality to 

deteriorate to a point it would change 

treatment operations.

1. Soil type

2. Slopes

3. Contributing acerage

4. Case Studies 

5. Areas of concern pre-fire.

WARSSS - RLA and/or RRISSC assessments 

identify watersheds as high risk for probable 

sediment supply and/or channel impairment in 

relation to Utilities values at risk.

Web Soil Survey - SUURGO data

Forestry 

Insects & Disease Insects and disease become prevalent and 

change the forest health condition, composition 

and results in increased fire danger or 

frequency.

1. Percent affected within and outside of watershed.

2.Pandemic or endemic status

3. Habitat potential 

Colorado State Forest Service - Insects and 

diseases activity maps or quarterly reports

USDA Pest Tracker (see invasive species)

Increase in density and fuels Density and fuels increase and could result in a 

higher wild fire risk.

Changes in species composition Species composition changes and consequently 

the fuels, fire frequency and intensity increases.

Recreation impacts and community uses

Increased use of recreation area More people, changes to current uses and/or 

large events occur on the watershed increasing 

resource damage, operational involvement and 

potentially impacting water treatment 

operations.

1. Visitation numbers for recreation season.

2. Number and type of special event requests per year.

3. Time and budget spent on managing requests per 

year

4. Water quality condition - turbidity, chlorophyll a, DO, 

E. coli, inorganics, metals.

5. Case study recreation areas.

Recreation manager maximum visitor day, daily 

average.

Work orders

Monthly water quality reports - notification 

levels ??

Hunting Access

Road restrictions - Trips per day



Changes in water quality from reservoir use Uses, for example boating, body water contact, 

dog swimming etc., are introduced or increase 

and degrade water quality resulting in alteration 

of operations.

1. Number and type of current uses.

2. Potential for changing use.

3. Water quality condition - turbidity, chlorophyll a, DO, 

E. coli, inorganics, metals.

4. Volume of water body to potential contaminat 

source and quantity.

Monthly water quality reports - notification levels ??

Facility development Recreation is further developed on the 

watershed.

1. Current or expected pressure to develop recreational 

amenities.

2. Current build out -  type and number of system trails, 

restrooms, parking, etc. 

3. Potential for approved development

4. Potential for non-system unmanaged development.

GIS mapping

Local maps - i.e. Parks, Forest Service, Pikes 

Peak Atlas

Lack of maintenance/management (Non-

operational)

Community uses on watershed lands not 

managed appropriately to mitigate natural 

resource damage or safety/enforcement 

concerns.

1. Current management structure.

2. Current resource deterioration and water quality 

issues.

3. Frequency Utilities is managing recreation issues.

4. Time and budget spent on managing issues.

Recreation manager's operating plans

Work orders

email records - incident reports

Monthly water quality reports

Interagency uses Partner agencies and other cooperative 

agencies access watershed lands without 

Utilities or appropriate departments having 

adequate information about activities.

1. Frequency and type of uses.

2. Outcome of activity.  

3. Number of incidences not properly reported.

Pollutant point and nonpoint source discharge

Nonpoint source discharges There are sources for non point pollution that 

potentially pose a risk of contamination of the 

water supply and could impact treatment 

operations.  

1. Percent impervious surface, private property, 

agriculture and other nonpoint pollutions sources. 

County Assessor data

USGS Land Cover Institute

National LandCover Database

GIS datasetsPoint source discharges There are known point source dischargers that 

pose a risk of contamination of the water supply 

and could impact treatment operations. 

1. Number and proximity of point source dischargers. EPA EnviroMapper

CDPHE SWAP datasets

Stormwater A lack of management around stormwater, MS4 

and 1041 permits could result in more 

restrictive water quality requirements and 

increase operating costs.

Land development

ISDS Lands in and around watersheds could be 

developed or are already developed so that 

individual sewage disposal systems potentially 

pose a risk of contaminating water supplies.

1. Number of well permits

2. Percent private property ownership

3. Number of vault toilets

CDWR Well Permit Search

Site assessment of known vault toilets

County Building Depts - for newly constructed

Increases in impervious surfaces Lands in and around watersheds could be 

developed and impervious surfaces will 

increase, resulting in changes in run off and 

potential pollution introduction.  

1. Percent of property types that could potentially be 

developed, subdivided

2. Road miles

County Building Depts.

Referral Agency requests



Roads and trails - paved and unpaved Development of road or trail miles increases 

non point source pollution discharges into water 

supplies causing water quality and treatment 

operation changes.  

1. Road miles and trail miles

2. Percent of property types that could potentially be 

developed, subdivided.

3. Water quality condition - turbidity, chlorophyll a, DO, 

E. coli, inorganics, metals.

Master Plans for area

Trail Inventory and local maps

Monthly water quality reports - notification 

levels ??

Environmental Resources

Cultural resources Protection of cultural resources could make it 

difficult or costly to maintain infrastructure or 

manage operations. 

1. SHIPO data

2. Local reports

3. Current permitting status/records.

SHIPO

Archeologists - they are the only ones SHIPO will 

provide detailed information to

Protection of plant species, wildlife, fisheries 

or community types

Regulatory protection of plants, community 

types or critical habitats could make it difficult 

or costly to maintain infrastructure or manage 

operations.

1. Permitting of current operations.

2. Regulations relevant to species and communities in 

watershed.

3. Current species, plants, communities inventory and 

likelihood of threatened or endangered species.

4. Level of human disturbances.

5. Future CSU project scope and level of disturbance.Invasive Species Invasive species, either aquatic or terrestrial, 

could increase operation cost, decrease water 

supply, or cause maintenance concerns.  

1. Current uses and potential for introduction (ie 

motorized boating, wading, vectors etc).

2. ANS inspection program status.

3. Habitat potential for invasives.

4. Case studies of invasives' impacts.

CDOW Invasive speicies reports

USDA National Agricultural Library and Pest 

Tracker (National Agricultural Pest Information 

System through Cooperative Agricultural Pest 

Survey (CAPS) *may not be up to date because 

of survey cycles)Regulatory compliance/Legal Liabilities Regulatory changes could limit or make it costly 

to maintain infrastructure, use resources or 

manage operations.

1. Past incidents that have created regulatory 

pressures.

2. Types of regulations currently influencing operations 

and natural resources.  

3. Regulatory setting and potential for change.

4. Jurisdictional restrictions. (ie Federal lands vs. private 

ownerships)

Legislative updates

Agency policy review policies

Agricultural

Application of chemicals Farming operation occurs in close proximity and 

could introduce chemical contamination from 

overspray, spills and other operations. 

1. Percent of agricultural properties.

2. Number and type of agricultural opertations 

including forestry.

3. Frequency of spraying operations.

Assessor data

Permitted operations

Natural Resources Conservation Service - 

County Office - outreach or client list

Animal operations Large scale animal operations or grazing occur 

on watershed lands and could introduce 

contaminants to the water supply.

1. Percent agricultural properties.

2. Number and type of agricultural opertations 

including forestry.

Assessor data

Permitted operations or grazing allotments 

(BLM or Forest Service)

Natural Resources Conservation Service - 

County Office - outreach or client list



Burning operations Farming or Forestry operations burn nearby and 

could result in an escaped fire that impacts 

watershed lands.

1. Percent agricultural properties.

2. Number and type of agricultural opertations 

including forestry.

3. Frequency of burning operations

Assessor data

Permitted operations

Natural Resources Conservation Service - 

County Office - outreach or client list

Incident reports - County Sheriffs

Mining

Operations Current or past mining operations have spoils 

that could contaminate the water supply or 

increase liability.

1. Type and location of mining operations.

2. Regulatory requirements for reclaimation.

3. Deed restrictions and mineral rights.

4. Water quality condition.

BLM - GeoCommunicator and Legacy Rehost 

System LR2000

General Land Office Records

Oil and Gas Leasing There is a high potential that oil and gas leases 

could become active on watershed lands.

1. Type of surface restrictions.

2. Resource potential.

BLM - GeoCommunicator and Legacy Rehost 

System LR2000

Hazardous materials

Underground storage tanks Storage tanks are in proximity of water supplies 

and pose a risk of contaminating water supplies.

1. Type and quantity of permitted underground storage 

tanks.

2.  Proximity and quantity of potential contaminant

EPA EnviroMapper

Releases There is the potential for a spill, plume or other 

hazardous material release that could 

contaminate the water supply.

1. Type and quantity of hazardous material facilities or 

transported material.

2.  Proximity and volume of potential contaminants 

releases.

3. Points or areas of potential releases (ie road and 

EPA EnviroMapper

CDOT 

CDPHE Spill reporting

External Relationships

Competing interests Perceptions of management practices could 

result in changes to policies or practices that 

make it more expensive to operate.

1. Frequency of occurance in 24 month period.

2. Outcome of challenges and policy reviews.

Email records

Incident reports???

Agreements and Contracts

Water Rights

Impacts to water rights or conditional rights 

????

1. Ownership of water rights. ???

Lack of written agreements Not having agreements in place with partner 

agencies or user groups could result in Utilities 

taking on additional responsibility/liability to 

protect water supply or infrastructure.

1. Stability of partners to continue management roles.

2. Number of user groups with interest in the 

watershed.

3. Current need for agreements.

4. Types of responsibilities/liability that would have to 



Characteristic
Description Likelihood of 

Occurrence

Benefit to 

Utilities

Opportunities

Partnerships Forming and maintaining partnerships will 

alleviate resource pressures for Utilities and 

could result in more projects being completed

1. Types of partnerships.

2. Benefits derived from current partnerships.

3. Negative outcomes from current partnerships.

4. Time and budget spent on partnerships.

5. Time and budget saved with partnerships.

From IWRP

1

Rare The 

event/condition 

2

Unlikely the 

event/condition 

3

Possible The 

event/condition 

4

Likely The 

event/condition 

5

Almost Certain The 

event/condition 

*minor changes to include operations

1

Insignificant Consequences 

negligible - 

2

Minor Consequences 

could by minor 

3

Moderate Consequences 

would be 

Likelihood of Occurrence

Magnitude of Occurrence



4

Major Consequences 

would be 

5

Extreme Consequences 

would be very 

Issues, Risks and Vulnerability Matrix

                                            Likelihood Very Unlikely (1) Unlikely

(2)

Possible

(3)

Likely (4) Almost Certain (5)

Insignificant (1)
1 2 3 4 5

Minor (2)
2 4 6 8 10

Moderate (3)
3 6 9 12 15

Major (4)
4 8 12 16 20

Extreme (5)
5 10 15 20 25

Degree of Benefit 
For Opportunities Identified

1

Insignificant If the 

event/condition 

2

Minor minimal impact

3

Moderate moderate 

measurable 

4

Highly Beneficial significant 

benefit

5

Extremely Beneficial extensive and 

significant 

*use similar matrix to above



Project Prioritization and Risk Assessment 

Project Name:

Characteristic Low risk Medium risk High risk

Scope

     The scope of the project is: Well defined and understood

Somewhat defined but subject to 

change

Poorly defined and/or likely to 

change

Cooperating Agencies are: Identified and committed Identified and not committed Unknown

Environmental constraints: Identified and mitigated Identified Unknown

Project benefits

Well defined and quantitatively 

detailed. Identified Unknown

Schedule

Short well defined timeline (3-6 

months) 3- 12 months Multiple year project schedule

Budget

Funding greater than estimated need 

and stable

Funding is marginal and expected to 

remain stable

Funding is less than need and/or is 

uncertain

Dependencies Independent of other projects

Schedule delays possible because of 

linked projects Highly dependant on linked projects

Resources    Identified and available Identified and partially available Unkown or needing to be acquired

Leadership

Identified, committed and 

experienced

Identified, somewhat committed or 

experienced Unknown or inexperienced

Support

Can be accomplished internally- 

knowledge and staff can fully 

commit

Internal knowledge and staff are 

available but some external support 

is needed

Requires a high degree of external 

support 

Organizational Impacts

Policies and processes will not be 

impacted

Some changes may be made but are 

percieved as beneficial

Substantial change to policy and 

processes will need to be established

Number of Organizations affected

No external organizations are 

impacted One or two are impacted More than two are impacted

Regulatory Restrictions none

some, involving procedural or 

process deliverables

heavily impacted with lengthy 

procedural, process and dependant 

on regulatory agency involvement



STRENGTHS WEAKNESSES

OPPORTUNITIES THREATS



RISK 

AREA(S)

GRANT 

AGENCY DIVISION GRANT NAME GRANT DESCRIPTION $ AVAILABLE DEADLINE NOTES CONTACT ISSUES

FIRE
State of 

Colorado 

Division of 

Natural 

Resources

Wildfire Risk 

Reduction Grant

To reduce the risk of wildfire in areas where human 

development and forested lands overlap, areas often called the 

wildland-urban interface.

$9.8 million 

available
17-Jul-13

100% match required 

(can be in-kind).  Non-

federal lands

http://dnr.state.co.us/Media/Pa

ges/WFRRGrantProgram.aspx 

FIRE, POST 

FIRE 

FLOODING, 

WATER 

QUALITY, 

INCREASED 

USE, INVASIVE 

SPECIES

State of 

Colorado

Colorado 

Water 

Conservation 

Board

Colorado Watershed 

Restoration Grants

Studies and implementation measures for watershed 

restoration and flood mitigation with special consideration for 

plans and projects that integrate multi-objectives in restoration 

and flood mitigation, including:  Restoring stream channels; 

Providing habitat for aquatic and terrestrial species; Restoring 

riparian areas; Reducing erosion; Reducing flood hazards; and 

Increasing the capacity to utilize water.

For the past three 

years grants for 

individual projects 

have ranged from 

$7115 to $95,000.

Applications out 

July 1, deadline 

Sept 30

Discuss project with 

Chris first

Chris Sturm, CWCB, 1313 

Sherman Street, Room 721, 

Denver, CO  80203  303-866-

3441, ext 3236 

http://cwcb.state.co.us/LoansG

rants/colorado-watershed-

restoration-

grants/Pages/main.aspx   

FIRE, POST-

FIRE 

FLOODING, 

WATER 

QUALITY

US 

Department of 

Agriculture

Natural 

Resource 

Conservation 

Service

Emergency 

Watershed Protection 

Program

Runoff retardation and soil erosion prevention to safeguard 

lives and property from floods, drought, and the products of 

erosion on any watershed whenever fire, flood or any other 

natural occurrence is causing or has caused a sudden 

impairment of the watershed.

75% NRCS, 25% 

Grantee, Awards 

range from $5000 

to over $300,000, 

Over $48 million 

budgeted for 2012

Applications due 

within 60 days of 

the disaster

P. Lorenz Sutherland, Area 

Resource Conservationist, 318 

Lacey Ave., LaJunta, CO 81050-

2039, 719-384-5408 

http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/ 

Davis Bacon wage 

rate, routine 

monitoring and 

reporting, there are 

not any Colorado 

success stories 

listed on website

POST FIRE 

FLOODING

Federal 

Emergency 

Management 

Agency

Colorado 

Division of 

Emergency 

Management

Hazard Mitigation 

Grant Program 

(HGMP)

Funds mitigation measures to reduce risk of loss of 

life/property. Authorized under a Presidential major disaster 

declaration, in the areas of the State requested by the 

Governor. Soil Stabilization - Projects to reduce risk to 

structures or infrastructure from erosion and landslides, 

including installing geo-textiles, stabilizing sod, installing 

vegetative buffer strips, preserving mature vegetation, 

decreasing slope angles, and stabilizing with rip rap and other 

means of slope anchoring.  These projects must not duplicate 

the activities of other Federal agencies.

75% FEMA, 25% 

Grantee, Funding 

amounts fluctuate 

based on the 

number and 

severity of 

declared disasters

Within 12 months 

of the disaster 

declaration

Local government to begin the 

application process or State 

Hazard Mitigation Officer.  

CFDA 97.039

Marilyn Gally, 

Colorado Division of 

Emergency 

Management, 9195 

E. Mineral Ave., 

Centennial, CO 

80112, 720-852-

6694 

http://www.fema.g

ov/hazard-

mitigation-grant-

program 

WATER 

QUALITY

Environmental 

Protection 

Agency

CDPHE, Water 

Quality Control 

Division

319 - Non-Point 

Source Grant

Technical assistance, financial assistance, education, training, 

technology transfer, demonstration projects and monitoring to 

assess the success of specific nonpoint source implementation 

projects.

FY 2011-12 

$1.274M

8-22-13: 

Consultation Day.  

1-8-14: Deadline 

for Submissions

Lucia Machado, Colorado Water 

Quality Control Division, 4300 

Cherry Creek Drive South, 

Denver, CO 80246, 303-692-

3585, 

lucia.machado@state.co.us

WATER 

QUALITY

Environmental 

Protection 

Agency

Colorado 

Department of 

Public Health 

and 

Environment, 

Water Quality 

Control 

Division

Source Water 

Protection Grants

Protect critical Front Range watersheds from high-severity 

wildfires through hazard reduction treatments or other 

watershed protection measures. Implement measures that 

lessen the potential of a watershed to deliver sediments 

following wildfires.

Typically awards 

are made up to 

$50,000 and need 

an in kind match.

Proposals 

accepted 

throughout the 

year and are 

awarded on a 

first come, first 

served, based on 

available funding.

John Duggan, Colorado Water 

Quality Control Division, 4300 

Cherry Creek Drive South, 

Denver, CO 80246, 303-692-

3534, john.duggan@state.co.us  



RISK 

AREA(S)

GRANT 

AGENCY DIVISION GRANT NAME GRANT DESCRIPTION $ AVAILABLE DEADLINE NOTES CONTACT ISSUES

POST FIRE 

FLOODING

State of 

Colorado

State Disaster 

Emergency Fund
Flood response and recovery $6 million Yes.

Applications accepted 

after the Governor 

has declared a 

Disaster Emergency.  

Administered by the Colorado 

State Forester.  Terri Kraven, 

970-491-8466

FIRE, POST 

FIRE 

FLOODING, 

INFRASRUCTU

RE

Federal 

Emergency 

Management 

Agency

Colorado 

Division of 

Emergency 

Management

Public Assistance 

Grant Program 

(PAGP) DFCA 97.036

Provide assistance for debris removal, emergency protective 

measures and the repair, replacement or restoration of disaster 

damaged, publicly owned facilities and certain facilities of non 

profit organizations; Also encourages protection of damaged 

facilities from future events by providing hazard mitigation 

measures during recovery.  This includes direct costs, labor, 

materials, equipment and contracts awarded for eligible work.

Utilities applied 

for $854,000 IN 

2012.  Application 

was required to 

be submitted 

within 30 days of 

Declaration of 

Disaster.

No, unless public 

facilities are on 

Federal lands.

Contact FEMA 

Recovery officials for 

guidance.

For disaster or emergencies 

declared by President; Follows 

9500 policies and publications.  

Cost reasonable and necessary 

to accomplish work; Compliant 

with Fed, State and local 

requirements for procurement; 

Reduced by all applicable 

credits such as insurance and 

salvage values.  CFDA 97.036 

Pub 3-323

Marilyn Gally, 

Colorado Division of 

Emergency 

Management, 9195 

E. Mineral Ave., 

Centennial, CO 

80112, 720-852-

6694

NATURAL 

RESOURCES 

STUDIES, 

INCREASED 

USE

State of 

Colorado

Colorado 

Water 

Conservation 

Board

Non Reimbursable 

Project Investment 

Grants

Funding primarily for:  Water related projects or studies of 

Statewide impact or importance; and Feasibility studies and 

projects to address Statewide, region wide or basin wide water 

issues.

Funding is very 

limited

Discuss project with 

Kirk first

Kirk Russell, Colorado Water 

Conservation Board, 1313 

Sherman Street, Room 721, 

Denver, CO, 80203, 303-866-

3232 

http://cwcb.state.co.us/LoansG

rants/non-reimbursable-project-

investment-

grants/Pages/main.aspx  

WATER 

QUALITY,  

INFRASTRUCT

URE, 

COMPETING 

INTERESTS, 

INCREASED 

USE, 

INVASIVES

EPA/CDPHE
 Urban Water Small 

Grants

Fund research, studies, training, and demonstration projects 

that will advance the restoration of urban waters by improving 

water quality through activities that also support community 

revitalization and other local priorities.

$1.6 million in 

grants of $40-

$60K each

11/25/2013

Webinar for RFP's: 

http://www2.epa.gov

/urbanwaters/urban-

water-small-grants-

webinar-material-rfps   

GRANT WEBSITE  

http://www2.epa.gov

/urbanwaters/urban-

waters-small-grants  

INCREASED 

USE
GOCO Trails Grants

Non-Motorized Trail 

Grants

Developing trails for non-motorized activities including hiking, 

biking, wildlife-watching, horseback riding, cross-country skiing 

and snowshoeing

Need to discuss 

project with 

GOCO Staff first

11/1/2013 Lg and 

Small.  August 

and March for 

Planning Grants

Planning/support, 

Large, and Small 

grants Available

http://www.parks.state.co.us/T

rails/Grants/Pages/Grants.aspx



RISK 

AREA(S)

GRANT 

AGENCY DIVISION GRANT NAME GRANT DESCRIPTION $ AVAILABLE DEADLINE NOTES CONTACT ISSUES
POST FIRE 

FLOODING, 

INCREASED 

USE, 

INVASIVES, 

RODENTS, 

INSECTS/DISE

ASE, WATER 

QUALITY

National 

Forest 

Foundation

Matching Awards 

Program

Supporting work in 1 of 4 areas: Wildlife Habitat Improvement, 

Recreation, Watershed Health and Restoration, and Community-

Based Forestry.

 $500 to over 

$100,000
1/14/2014

Adam Liljeblad, Director of 

Conservation Awards, via 

email or at (406) 830-3357.  

http://www.nationalforests.org/

conserve/grantprograms/onthe

ground/map/application  

ALL AREAS
Gates Family 

Foundation

Private 

Foundation

Parks, Conservation 

and Recreation 

Grants

Parks, conservation, recreation, community development and 

revitalization within Colorado; projects that encourage the spirit 

of scientific inquiry as well as the preservation of natural 

habitat.

? 1/15/2014
http://www.gatesfamilyfoundati

on.org/apply 

INCREASED 

USE, 

COMPETING 

INTERESTS

Environmental 

Protection 

Agency

Environmental 

Education Regional 

Grants

Funding is available to increase awareness and knowledge 

about environmental issues and provide the skills that 

participants in its funded projects need in order to make 

informed environmental decisions and take responsible actions 

toward the environment.

Two grants per 

Region are 

awarded annually 

with minimum 

awards around 

$15,000 and 

maximum of 

$100,000.

Applications due 

in December.

25% match required.  

Applicants can 

include local 

education agency, 

college, university, 

state education or 

environmental 

organization or a 

noncommercial 

educational 

broadcasting entity.  

Potential partnership 

with Utilities.

Wendy Dew, 303-312-6605

FIRE, POST-

FIRE 

FLOODING, 

INFRASTRUCT

URE

GOCO
Local Govt Park and 

Outdoor Rec Grant

For new park development, enhancing existing facilities, land 

acquisition, and environmental ed facilities

Projects costing 

$60K or less

March and 

August deadlines

 Jake Houston, Local 

Government and 

Planning Grants 

Coordinator, 

jhouston@goco.org 

or 303-226-4517

http://www.goco.org/grants/ap

ply/local-government-and-mini-

grants 

POST-FIRE 

FLOODING, 

INFRASTRUCT

URE, 

INSECTS/DISE

ASE, 

INCREASED 

USE, 

INVASIVES, 

WATER 

QUALITY

GOCO Open Space Grant

Project areas include: buffers/inholdings, greenways/stream 

cooridors, community separators, agricultural land, natural 

areas/non-game habitat, scenic viewsheds, urban open-space 

parcels

? March  

Josh Tenneson, Open 

Space Program 

Manager, at 

jtenneson@goco.org 

or 303.226.4522.

http://www.goco.org/grants/ap

ply/open-space 



RISK 

AREA(S)

GRANT 

AGENCY DIVISION GRANT NAME GRANT DESCRIPTION $ AVAILABLE DEADLINE NOTES CONTACT ISSUES
POST-FIRE 

FLOODING, 

INFRASTRUCT

URE, 

INSECTS/DISE

ASE, 

INCREASED 

USE, 

INVASIVES, 

WATER 

QUALITY

GOCO Planning Grant
To help develop strategic master plans for outdoor parks and 

recreation projects, trails or site-specific plans

? Need to discuss 

project with 

GOCO Staff first

March and 

August deadlines

 Jake Houston, Local 

Government and 

Planning Grants 

Coordinator, 

jhouston@goco.org 

or 303-226-4517

http://www.goco.org/grants/ap

ply/planning 

POST FIRE 

FLOODING, 

WATER 

QUALITY, 

INFRASTRUCT

URE

US Army 

Corps of 

Engineers

Section 205 (Flood 

Control Act of 1948) 

Small Flood Control 

Projects

ACE evaluates flood problems/solutions and recommends to 

Congress.  Two phase - Feasibility and Design/Implementation
$7M ?

Work with 

Albequerque District 

Office

POST FIRE 

FLOODING, 

WATER 

QUALITY, 

INFRASTRUCT

URE

US Army 

Corps of 

Engineers

Section 14 (Flood 

Control Act of 1946) 

Emergency 

Streambank Erosion 

Protection

ACE evaluates flood problems/solutions and recommends to 

Congress.  Two phase - Feasibility and Design/Implementation

$1.5M per project. 

Cost shares 

required

?

Work with 

Albequerque District 

Office

POST FIRE 

FLOODING, 

WATER 

QUALITY, 

INFRASTRUCT

URE

US Army 

Corps of 

Engineers

Section 206 (Water 

Resources 

Development Act of 

1996) Aquatic 

Ecosystem 

Restoration

ACE evaluates flood problems/solutions and recommends to 

Congress.  Two phase - Feasibility and Design/Implementation
$5M per project ?

Work with 

Albequerque District 

Office

WATER 

QUALITY

US 

Department of 

Agriculture

Natural 

Resource 

Conservation 

Service

Wetlands Reserve 

Program

This program is to protect, restore and enhance wetlands and 

to establish wildlife habitat.  Three enrollment options: 

Permanent easement, 30 year easement and restoration cost 

share agreement.

Varies annually Annually

Greg Langer, 719-632-9598 or 

Rich Rhoades, 719-543-8386  

http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/

portal/nrcs/main/national/progr

ams/easements/wetlands/ 

INVASIVES, 

WATER 

QUALITY, 

RECREATION

Environmental 

Protection 

Agency

National Fish 

and Wildlife 

Foundation

Five Star & Urban 

Waters Restoration 

Program

Community based multi-partner projects that restore wetland, 

riparian and coastal habitat.  In order for a project to be 

funded it must restore wetland, riparian and/or coastal habitats 

and it must integrate education into the restoration project 

through community outreach and must have measureable 

results in ecological, educational/social benefits.

$1.5 million 

available in 2013. 

$20-$50K per 

award. Minimum 

1:1 match

11/27/12 RFP 

released, 12/6/12 

Webinar,  2/13 

final proposals 

due

NFWF Easygrants 

system 

www.nfwf.org/easygr

ants

claire.thorp@nfwf.org

National Fish and Wildlife 

Foundation

(415) 243-3104 

 

http://www.google.com/search

?q=Five+Star+%26+Urban+W

aters+Restoration+Program&so

urceid=ie7&rls=com.microsoft:

en-us:IE-Address&ie=&oe=  



RISK 

AREA(S)

GRANT 

AGENCY DIVISION GRANT NAME GRANT DESCRIPTION $ AVAILABLE DEADLINE NOTES CONTACT ISSUES

FIRE, POST-

FIRE 

FLOODING, 

INFRASTRUCT

URE, WATER 

QUALITY

CO State 

Forest Service

HB12-1032 CO Forest 

Restoration Grant

projects that demonstrate a community-based approach to 

forest restoration. Proposals must address the protection of 

water supplies or related infrastructure, as well as the 

restoration of forested watersheds.

Up to $1 million 12-Feb
http://csfs.colostate.edu/pages

/funding.html 

POST FIRE 

FLOODING, 

INCREASED 

USE, 

INVASIVES, 

RODENTS, 

INSECTS/DISE

ASE, WATER 

QUALITY, 

RECREATION

SPEB Protection Plan Grants
Protect or enhance natural resource and cultural/historical 

values along S. Platte.
$500-$20,000

Available in April, 

due in June 

http://southplatte.org/grant-

program/

POST FIRE 

FLOODING, 

NATURAL 

RESOURCES 

STUDIES, 

INVASIES, 

INFRASTRUCT

URE

State of 

Colorado

Colorado 

Water 

Conservation 

Board

The Healthy Rivers 

Fund

Consists of two types of grants.  The first is project grants that 

are awarded for flood protection, channel stability, riparian, 

stream band and habitat restoration efforts.  The second are 

planning grants for implementation of watershed restoration or 

protection projects.

$50,000 

maximum, 

$25,000 maximum 

for planning 

grants

4/30/2013

20% match required, 

can be in-kind 

services.

Chris Sturm, CWCB, 1313 

Sherman Street, Room 721, 

Denver, CO  80203  303-866-

3441, ext 3236 

http://cwcb.state.co.us/LoansG

rants/colorado-wtershed-

restoration-

grants/Pages/main.aspx  

FIRE, POST-

FIRE 

FLOODING, 

WATER 

QUALITY

State of 

Colorado

Colorado 

Water 

Conservation 

Board

Fish and Wildlife 

Resources Fund

Grants are appropriated to new or existing water rights to 

preserve or improve the natural environment or to mitigate the 

impacts of an existing facility.  Funded activities include 

conducting river restoration feasibility studies, constructing 

river restoration projects o mitigate or improve environmental 

impacts of existing water facilities and any combination of river 

restoration and water right acquisition or appropriation.

Up to a maximum 

of 25% of the 

project cost not to 

exceed $250,000 

grant.

Any time.

75% match required, 

contact Chris with 

project ideas

Chris Sturm, CWCB, 1313 

Sherman Street, Room 721, 

Denver, CO  80203  303-866-

3441, ext 3236 

http://cwcb.state.co.us/loansgr

ants/fish-and-wildlife-resources-

fund-grants/pages/main.aspx 

POST FIRE 

FLOODING, 

INCREASED 

USE, 

INVASIVES, 

RECREATION, 

NATURAL 

RESOURCES 

STUDIES

State of 

Colorado

Colorado 

Water 

Conservation 

Board

Colorado Watershed 

Restoration Grants

Studies and implementation measures for watershed 

restoration and flood mitigation with special consideration for 

plans and projects that integrate multi-objectives in restoration 

and flood mitigation, including:  Restoring stream channels; 

Providing habitat for aquatic and terrestrial species; Restoring 

riparian areas; Reducing erosion; Reducing flood hazards; and 

Increasing the capacity to utilize water.

For the past three 

years grants for 

individual projects 

have ranged from 

$7115 to $95,000.

Applications out 

July 1, deadline 

Sept 30

Discuss project with 

Chris first

Chris Sturm, CWCB, 1313 

Sherman Street, Room 721, 

Denver, CO  80203  303-866-

3441, ext 3236 

http://cwcb.state.co.us/LoansG

rants/colorado-watershed-

restoration-

grants/Pages/main.aspx 



RISK 

AREA(S)

GRANT 

AGENCY DIVISION GRANT NAME GRANT DESCRIPTION $ AVAILABLE DEADLINE NOTES CONTACT ISSUES
POST FIRE 

FLOODING, 

INVASIVES, 

WATER 

QUALITY, 

INFRASTRUCT

URE, 

RECREATION

CO River 

Water 

Conservation 

District

CO River District 

Grant

Grant applications for projects that protect, enhance or develop 

water resources in the 15-county area covered by the District 

are eligible for funding consideration. This includes all 

watersheds in north- and central- western Colorado, except the 

San Juan River basin.

Max $150K per 

project
1/31/2014

Alesha Frederick 970-945-8522 

or grantinfo@crwcd.org      

http://www.crwcd.org/page_19

3 

RECREATION
Department of 

the Interior

National Park 

Service

Outdoor Recreation-

Acquisition, 

Development and 

Planning Project 

Grants

For wide range of outdoor rec projects to assist with SCORPS - 

Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plans.  Must 

have current SCORP approved by NPS to apply.  Must work 

with State agency.

FY 13: $56 Million, 

range $150-

$5.4mil per 

project

http://www.federalgrantswire.

com/outdoor-

recreationacquisition-

development-and-

planning.html 

COMPETING 

INTERESTS, 

INCREASED 

USE, 

INVASIVES, 

WATER 

QUALITY, 

RECREATION

Department of 

Local Affairs

Conservation 

Trust Fund
parks, recreation, and open space projects

Awarded 

quarterly

http://www.colorado.gov/cs/S

atellite/DOLA-

Main/CBON/1251591547558 

COMPETING 

INTERESTS, 

INCREASED 

USE, 

INVASIVES, 

WATER 

QUALITY, 

RECREATION

Colorado 

Parks and 

Wildlife

Habitat Protection 

Program
Provide habitat protection and/or wildlife recreational access. $10 Million 6/19/2013

http://wildlife.state.co

.us/LandWater/COWil

dlifeHabitatProtection

Program/Pages/COWi

ldlifeHabitatProtection

Program.aspx

RECREATION

Colorado 

Parks and 

Wildlife

Fishing is Fun Improving angling opportunities $900,000 

Announced in 

November, 

deadline in March

Contact local 

authority for input 

before submitting

http://wildlife.state.co.us/Fishi

ng/ResourcesTips/FishingIsFun

Program/Pages/FishingisFunPr

ogram.aspx 

POST FIRE 

FLOODING, 

COMPETING 

INTERESTS, 

INCREASED 

USE, 

INVASIVES, 

WATER 

QUALITY, 

INFRASTRUCT

URE, 

RECREATION

Private
Walton Family 

Foundation
Environmental Grants

Sustaining healthy and resilient communities for wildlfe and 

people
? Rolling Freshwater initiative 

Send a letter of inquiry to The 

Walton Family Foundation, 

ATTN: Letter of Inquiry, PO Box 

2030, Bentonville, AR 72712  

http://www.waltonfamilyfounda

tion.org/environment/freshwate

r-conservation 



RISK 

AREA(S)

GRANT 

AGENCY DIVISION GRANT NAME GRANT DESCRIPTION $ AVAILABLE DEADLINE NOTES CONTACT ISSUES

POST FIRE 

FLOODING, 

INCREASED 

USE, 

INASIVES, 

WATER 

QUALITY, 

RECREATION

National 

Forest 

Foundation

Matching Awards 

Program

Supporting work in 1 of 4 areas: Wildlife Habitat 

Improvement, Recreation, Watershed Health and 

Restoration, and Community-Based Forestry.

 $500 to over 

$100,000
1/14/2014

Adam Liljeblad, Director of 

Conservation Awards, via 

email or at (406) 830-3357.  

http://www.nationalforests.or

g/conserve/grantprograms/on

theground/map/application  

INFRASTRUCT

URE, WATER 

QUALITY, 

POST FIRE 

FLOODING

CDPHE

CO Source Water 

Assessment and 

Protection Pilot 

Planning Project 

(PPP) Grants

Awards fund active public water systems and govt entities to 

develop exemplary and comprehensive source water protection 

plans

Max $50K grants
Rolling, first come 

basis

Discuss project ideas 

with John first

John Duggan, Colorado Water 

Quality Control Division, 4300 

Cherry Creek Drive South, 

Denver, CO 80246, 303-692-

3534, john.duggan@state.co.us  

INFRASTRUCT

URE, WATER 

QUALITY, 

POST FIRE 

FLOODING

CDPHE

CO Source Water 

Assessment and 

Protection 

Development and 

Implementation (D&I) 

Grants

Awards fund development of effective source water protection 

plans.  Establishing "best management practices" to minimize 

potential contaminant threats to drinking water supplies 

throughout Colorado.

Max $5K 
Rolling, first come 

basis

Discuss project ideas 

with John first

John Duggan, Colorado Water 

Quality Control Division, 4300 

Cherry Creek Drive South, 

Denver, CO 80246, 303-692-

3534, john.duggan@state.co.us  



North Slope
Colorado Springs Utilities Watershed Datasheet

Description:

Risks:

High Wildfire Hazard

High Flooding/Debris Flow Hazard

Increased recreational pressures

Competing Interests

The North Slope watershed is located on the north side 

of Pikes Peak and consists of several watersheds that 

drain into Fountain Creek. The North Slope collection 

system includes North Catamount, South Catamount and 

Crystal Reservoir.  The general management unit 

includes Catamount, Crystal, Severy, Cascade, French 

Creek watersheds and the Long's Ranch Parcel.  

Competing Interests

Challenges:

Forest Health

Species/Habitat Protection Trespass, Campfires

Expanding Recreational Uses

Erosion/Sedimentation Potential

Aggreements with user groups

Opportunities:

Contact point with customers/community

Maximize local water use

Good relationship with USFS

Developing relationship with recreation managers
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North Slope
Colorado Springs Utilities Watershed Datasheet

Physical Characteristics:

Management Unit =  41,359 acres or 64.6 sq. mi.

Source water watersheds =  21346 acres or 33.4 sq. mi

Soils = Catamount gravelly sandy loam and similar soils weathered from granite

*Source SSURGO and Web Soil Survey

Major Vegetation Types = Englemann Spruce/ Fir

Ponderosa/Aspen Mix

Gambel Oak/ Ponderosa Mix

*Source: Colorado Vegetation Classification Project; Colorado State University

Perennial graminoid 

steppe, 0.1, 0%

Evergreen 

shrubland, 1.4, 1%

Perennial graminoid 

grassland, 1.9, 2%
Mixed evergreen-

deciduous 

shrubland, 2.8, 3%

Non-vegetated, 3.1, 

3%

No Dominant 

Lifeform, 4, 4%
Evergreen closed 

tree canopy, 35.3, Deciduous open tree 

canopy, 6, 6%

Mixed evergreen-

deciduous open tree 

canopy, 10.4, 10%

Evergreen open tree 

canopy, 35.1, 35%

tree canopy, 35.3, 

35%

* Source:  Wildland Fire Science, Earth Resources Observation and Science Center, U.S. Geological Survey (2010)
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North Slope
Colorado Springs Utilities Watershed Datasheet

Lakes/Reservoirs: Facilities:

Cascade Creek Intake = 0.3 AC (general size) Water Diversions = 2

North Catamount = @ 12,030 acre ft Length of Distribution Main =  

South Catamount = @ 2,600 acre ft Length of Roadway = 469.0 mi.

Crystal = @ 3,520 acre ft

Existing Operational Agreements: Stakeholders:

Colorado Parks and Wildlife BLM

Pikes Peak Highway Pikes Peak Highway Teller County

City Parks and Recreation (incomplete) Pike National Forest Holiday Hills Subdiv

City of Manitou Springs

Wildfire/Watershed Assessment Hazard Rankings

Low High

Forest Management Wildfire Hazard 4 5

City of Colorado Springs Parks, Recreation 

and Cultural Services

Forest Management Wildfire Hazard 4 5

Acres treated Ruggedness 2 5

Thinning: Road Density 1 5

North Slope Recreation Area approximately 1700 Flooding/Debris Flow 3 4

Long's Ranch - 160 Soil Erodibility 2 3

Composite Hazard 3 4

Final Hazard 4 5

Acres to be treated

Long's Ranch - 300 acres to be completed in 2013, will conclude 

treatments for at least 5 years until Gambel oak can be retreated by 

mastication

North Slope Recreation area- all areas mechanically treated but now 

need to follow up with maintenance treatments by use of prescribed 

fire
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North Slope
Colorado Springs Utilities Watershed Datasheet

Untreated acres

After 2013, all treatable acres on North Slope and Long's Ranch will be completed.

Prescribed fires:

Acres treated

Forest Management Partnerships:

2010 Completed Ridge Rd Rx equaling 115 acres

CSU is also partnering with the Coalition of the Upper South Platte to identify and fund forest treatment work on 

private lands in close proximity to water resources and infrastructure within the North Slope watershed.  CSU is 

looking to fund $600,000 through 2016 as funding allows which should support approximately 1,500 acres in 

USFS - 2013 MOU will oversee the implementation of the Catamount Forest Health and Wildfire Hazard Reduction 

Project.  An estimated 10,000 - 15,000 acreas will be completed through this project to help restore forest health 

and reduce wildfire hazards on Forest Service lands within the North Slope Management Area.  

Multiple Rx projects identified, waiting on State legislation regarding Rx rules before Rx work can restart

Recreation:

North Slope Recreation Area Trails 

Trails, restrooms, parking, boat launch, docks, scenic byway, visitor center

System Trails Non-System Trails

Mule Deer Mackinaw Dewey South Catamount Creek Vayhinger

Limber Pine South Cat Parking to N.Cat Garden of Eden South Cat to Landren N. Cat to Crags

Ridge Blue River Crystal Creek Pikes Peak Hwy to South Cat N. Cat to Unknown

Catamount ADA Access Mt. Esther Spur South Shore of South Cat

Ring the Peak Sections Limber Pine Spur

Catamount Loop Cutoff

looking to fund $600,000 through 2016 as funding allows which should support approximately 1,500 acres in 

treatments.
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North Slope
Colorado Springs Utilities Watershed Datasheet

North Slope Recreation Area Trails = 7.1 mi Park trails and 8.3 Road-trails 12.5 mi non-system trails   

*Source: Pikes Peak Atlas *does not calculate entire watershed

Restrooms = 3 buildings, one at each reservoir

Boat launch = nonmotorized boat launches at each reservoir

*Source: Colorado Springs Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services

Annual Use = 215,228 May-Oct

Max Visitor/day = 3784 on 9/2/2012

* Source Pikes Peak Highway 2012

Cascade Creek and French Creek Watersheds

Incline Long's Ranch 

Future development includes restrooms and trail head facilities

System Trails Non-System Trails

Incline Mt Esther Cascade Creek RTP _ Rattlesnake Gulch French Creek to 24Incline Mt Esther Cascade Creek RTP _ Rattlesnake Gulch French Creek to 24

Eagles Nest French Creek 331 to Cascade Creek UPT spur to 24 French Cr to Barneys Dome

Severy Creek Waldo Canyon Severy Creek Ridge Ring the Peak on LRR

Fremont Exp Forest Homeless Camp Pipeline

Manitou Reservoir

 Trails = 12.5 Forest Service or Park trail miles approx. 10.6 mi non-system trails

*does not calculate entire watershed
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North Slope
Colorado Springs Utilities Watershed Datasheet

Water Quality Issues:

Economic:

Annual Regular Security Patrol Costs = $__

     Water quality concerns associated with the North Slope water shed are rather minimal. Monthly monitoring of reservoirs is conducted 

to insure quality. Our testing is designed to determine impact from not only naturally occurring events such as reservoir destratification, 

fire and flooding but also to address the potential impact from human contact. Aside from some trash, we have seen no evidence that 

human contact has had an adverse effect on reservoir water quality. 

     Naturally occurring events like reservoir destratification in the spring and fall can produce elevated levels of Fe and Mn. These have a 

negative effect on the treatment process at the Ute Pass Water Treatment Facility. 

     The most pressing water quality concern is the naturally occurring fluoride levels found in Crystal and S. Catamount reservoirs. Water 

from the Blue River Pipeline is used to dilute North Catamount and South Catamount reservoirs. Crystal is always over the secondary 

contaminant level of 2ppm. 

     Ongoing projects such as testing for zebra mussels and assessing the nutrient loading of the reservoirs are also occurring. 

Annual Noxious Weed Control Costs = $ 0

Annual Habitat Improvement Costs = $ 0

Annual Road-trail, Trail, and Recreation Facility Maintenance Costs = $ 0

Annual Wildfire Suppression Costs (or patrol cost) will need to clarify with Mike Myers

Annual Wildfire Hazard Reduction Costs

Natural Resources:

CNHP Potential Conservation Areas = 10.7 sq. mi.

Proposed Colorado Roadless Areas = 24.4 sq. mi.

Proposed Federal Roadless Areas = 22 sq. mi.

The majority of work that has been completed through the Pikes Peak 

Watershed Forest Management Program has occurred on the North 

Slope.  It is estimated that $2.5 million has been spent on wildfire 

mitigation costs as related to forest restoration and wildfire 

hazardard reduction costs.
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North Slope
Colorado Springs Utilities Watershed Datasheet

Proposed Tier One Colorado Roadless Areas = 19.2 sq. mi.

Mining Claims = 1 active placer claim NE 1/4 of Sec 20 T13S R68 W  of 6th PM Cascade Creek Watershed

Wildlife:

Mexican Spotted Owl Habitat Bald Eagle Elk

Albert's Squirrel Blrack Bear Gunnison's Prairie Dog

Bighorn Sheep Habitat Brazillian Free-tailed Bat Mountain Lion

Mule Deer Osprey Preble's Meadow Jumping Mouse

White Pelican White-tailed Ptarmigan Wild Turkey

*Source Colorado Parks and Wildlife ESRI Public Library

Land Ownership for Source Water Watersheds:

Municipal PNF BLM County CSU Other Total

Percent 0.84 82.19 0.41 0.99 12.72 2.76 100.00

Acres 179 17544.9 86.6 211.8 2715.4 589 21345.8

* Source: El Paso and Teller County Parcel Data

Other Municipal 

PNF

BLM

Private

County

CSU

Other
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North Slope
Colorado Springs Utilities Watershed Datasheet

Strategic Partnerships

Current Partnerships:

Coalition for the Upper South Platte

Colorado State Forest Service

USDA Forest Service Pike National Forest

Colorado Springs Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services

Pikes Peak Highway

Colorado Parks and Wildlife

Past Partnerships:

Political Sensitivities:Political Sensitivities:

Recreational Uses and expansion of uses
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