
Yampa Canyon, near 
Dinosaur National 
Monument  

•General observation that little water quality data collection is taking place outside of what is required by 
NPDES Permits 

•Data generators are primarily the larger cities and Forest Service, other entities collecting data primarily 
gather water quantity information 

•Overall concern for a collective need of data, especially baseline data; there is a lack of available data/ data 
that is information rich (adequate parameters, location, frequency and duration) 

•Need for E. coli data, especially when streams are on 303d list for violations and have no baseline data at 
all 

•Concern that a statewide database would encourage others to misuse data at a greater rate, some security 
of data concerns as well 

•Clarity that a statewide database could help the data gap needs and has built in security measures such as 
passwords and Final vs. Preliminary data status 

•Integrating internal organizational database mandates, such as Forest Service data, with DSN effort – in a 
way that does not cause more work 

•Data need for 208 planning effort with intense impacts on Yampa, but no resources to support this effort 
•Need to be able to determine the impacts from energy development and its interactions with other con-
stituencies and environmental assessments – no real resources to gather data 

•For data users versus generators, need data but data already analyzed or in summarized format, would be 
good if SWAPS had some data summaries as well as sharing, for example a spatial/temporal or coverage 
summary, use impairment summary and WQCD priorities 

•Local government, cities and counties are making many decisions that affect water quality and yet cannot 
fund environmental positions, Moffat and Jackson County were cited as examples  

•Need to communicate to constituency / public on the health of the river by showing a trend over time, in 
addition to data collection assistance is needed for data analysis, interpretation, and reporting to determine 
appropriate actions and responsibilities  

•Need inorganic data and radicals/volatiles in Yampa River, potential sludge disposal problems 
•Need to improve in quality of publicly available data 
•Need biological data  
•Assess impacts of oil and gas and protect the pristine area 
•Water Quality Control Division needs to participate and reach out for local expertise 
•Local data reports are not distributed and used in all departments of local government  

Watershed SW AP Pri orities and Concerns 

EVALUATION        
SUMMARY: 

•Content about right 
(100%) 

•Be better to run tuto-
rial than watch it, great 
information 

•Overall pace about right 
(100%) 

•Ability to upload or use 
system was 100% in the 
middle, before and after 
the training 

•Met expectations, pri-
marily to learn what this 
is about and how I 
should participate 

Q & A 

Question: Does the WQCD include Discharge Monthly Report data in their STORET database uploads?    

Answer:  No they do not, but we’re working on it. This could happen if either 1) the individual discharger 
enters their data directly into the CDSN or 2) the WQCD uploads all the data into the CDSN.  

  

Upper Colorado River Basin, Frisco                           11/1/2006 

Colorado Data Sharing Network in Review: The Colorado Basin ~ Upper Colorado 

Watershed SWAP Priorities and Concerns:  
• A fair amount of data collection is occurring in the Upper Colorado, specifically the Blue River and 

Colorado River headwaters, primarily through diverse stakeholder groups 
• Ability to align stakeholder priorities and processes and participate in this effort without causing more 

work or redundant work 
• Getting all the data from stakeholders and non-stakeholders is a persistent, arduous undertaking. Will 

DSN provide that type of constant effort? Need to have a routine basin by basin data call strategy 
• See the value in a collective database, need at local as well as statewide scales, so long as participation 

does not cause more work, must be streamlined into one process (coordinate data calls, state/local scale 
availability) 

• Can USGS Retrospective Studies be maintained, or can the data call and storage efforts be streamlined 
while maintaining the data clean up and analyses – and possibly save resources by doing so? 

• Where appropriate, the following models can be used:   
 1) The local watershed group collects the data and submits to DSN (DSN translates legacy and new 

data for the larger group), an example could be the USGS Blue River Retrospective where USGS and 
local watershed group conduct a data call and submit to DSN (before or after data clean up, etc. issues 
would need to be addressed case by case); 
2) DSN conducts the data call and individual groups submit data to DSN, stakeholder groups download 
data from DSN to create their local databases. Using the USGS Blue River Retrospective, DSN would 
conduct data calls to Blue River participants and work with them to get data in the DSN while local 
watershed group/USGS download from DSN site and conduct data clean up/analyses and then provide 
to groups; 
3) Some other arrangement that streamlines the process from gathering, delivery and analyses that 
honors all participants. 

• Security of data in DSN system 
• Need data to assess standards compliance 
• Need good data management and a mechanism to evaluate the data, ex: landfill impacts 
• Would like to see more cooperative monitoring programs, access all of data, and understanding of 

relationships between data and regulations to see how data influences regulatory decisions 
• Discharge monthly reports- would like to see, whether from industry or municipality, lots of studies going 

on but never results are never seen, project focus never gets to bigger scale focus 
• Need data for aquatic life assessment and physical habitat data 
• Need other people’s data, but that brings up formatting issues (hence database normalization) 
• Lots of legacy data, some in boxes- What can we do with it to have it not wasted? 
• Lack of human resources for data management, but desperately needed 
• Need algae control technique other than copper treatments 
• Incorporation of USGS data, CDOT data, non point and point source data 
• Local TMDL’s on sediment, transportation corridor issues, snowmaking and septic systems 
• Need to understand nutrient loading and trophic status of waters 
• Desire to get data incorporated into regulatory decision making process 
• Database management issues with a large stakeholder group with varying needs and priorities, varying 

EVALUATION: 

•Content about right 
(100%) 

•Good information, 
good training 

•Overall pace about right 
(100%) 

•Met expectations, 
wanted more informa-
tion on how to get data 
versus provide data, 
wanted to see graphic 
aspect, learn about 
DSN, how to support 
folks w/ DSN, how to 
get data in/out of DSN 

•Most showed ability to 
use DSN before vs. 
after training 

Blue River Watershed 

FREQUENCY: 

•Every 2-3 years there 
will be something to 
share and it might be 
relevant and keep ef-
forts going through staff 
turnover, budget cycles, 
priority shits, etc. 

•4-5 is too long of a 
period, to much can 
happen in between  

Event Sponsors  



Craig School District, CWQMC:   City of Thornton, Colorado 
Division of  Wildlife, Colorado Watershed Network 

 

 

  

Who attended? 

Lane Wyatt - NWCOG 
Sarah Clements - Grand County 

Water Information Network  
Julie Oliver - Eagle Sanitation 

District 
Kevin Bayer - US Forest Service 
Angie Henn - Big Thompson 

Watershed Forum 
Esther Vincent - Northern 

Colorado Water Conservancy 
District 

Trevor Giles - Town of Dillon 
Vic Lucero - City of Thorton 
Jacob Bornstein - Colorado 

Watershed Network 

Denver Water Board 
Rocky Mountain Section of the 

American Water Works 
Association 

John Stahl - Greater Grand Lake 
Shoreline Association 

Who was missing? 

Lisa Butler - Big Thompson Colorado 
Conservation District 

Paula Belcher - BLM 
Greg Brown and Andy Carlberg - 

Breckenridge Sanitation District 
Kirk Oldham - CDOW 
Julie Oliver - Eagle River Water & Sanitation 

District 
Kirk Klanke - East Grand Water Quality Board 
-Frisco Sanitation District 
Deb Campbell  and Billy Sumerlin - Grand 

County 
Kristian Bassett and Bruce Hutchins - Grand 

County Water & Sanitation District 

Sarah Clements - Grand County Water 
Quality Information Network 

- Middle Park Water Conservancy District 
Stan Cazier - Middle Park Water Conservancy 

District 
Shanna Koenig - NWCOG  
Mike  Bittner - Silverthorne-Dillon Joint Sewer 

Authority 
Lane Wyatt - Summit Water Quality 

Committee 
Sally Blea  and Dan Schrader - Three Lakes 

Water & Sanitation District 
Pat Raney  - Three Lakes Watershed 

Association 

Gary Roberts - Breckenridge 
Trevor Giles , Eric Holgerson and Bob Horn - 

Dillon 
Scott Holley - Granby 
Bill Hagemann - Grand Lake 
Jack Rickman - Hot Sulphur Springs 
Doug Moses - Kremmling 
Zack Margolis - Silverthorne 
 Upper Eagle Regional Water Authority 
Marc Lacey and Kevin Bayer - USFS Araphoe 

NF 
- Winter Park Recreational Association 
Trena Rule  
  

Who was invited?  

Colorado Data Sharing Network in Review: The Colorado Basin ~ Upper Colorado 


