Coordination and Public Involvement Environmental Impact Statement

CHAPTER 5

COORDINATION AND
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

5.1 INTRODUCTION

The National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) requires federal agencies to
follow a process of environmental
analysis, consultation, disclosure, and
public involvement when taking actions
such as construction, funding, or
permitting. The process is intended to
identify the

5.2 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

The initial mechanism for public
participation in NEPA is the scoping
process. The purpose of scoping is to
identify significant environmental issues,
which require study, sort out insignificant
issues, and thereby focus the scope of
the environmental document. High
priority was given to public involvement
from the early stages of this study.

Since the inception of the ILWSP in 1993,
the City has pursued an active program to
inform the public and governmental
agencies about the aquifer recharge,
storage and

significant
impacts to the
human
environment
and provide an

recovery project.
Presentations and
informational
materials have
been provided to

opportunity for the City Council,
interested Chamber of
individuals, Commerce and
organizations, Groundwater

and Management
government District No.2.
agencies to Public meetings
participate in have been held in
the analysis the Cities of

and to be informed of the proposed action
and its effects. For actions with a high
probability of significant adverse
environmental impact, the centerpiece of
NEPA analysis is the Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS). Although the
Wichita ILWSP would be constructed
without federal funding, federal action
could be required for issuance of a permit
pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean
Water Act. In this case, flow would be
diverted from the Little Arkansas River
and will require the issuance of a Section
404 permit from the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (Corps).

Wichita, Halstead and Sedgwick, and
agency meetings have been held in the
City of Topeka with attendees from
federal, state and local governmental
entities. Tours of the demonstration
facilities have been conducted and
informational brochures on the
demonstration project have been
prepared and distributed to visitors.
Monthly progress reports have been
distributed to interested parties since
1995. In addition, public comment was
solicited on the Draft EIS (DEIS).

5.2.1 PUBLIC MEETING NOTICES
In early October 1997, through published
public notices, press releases, and direct
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mail, the City invited the public and
federal, state, and local agencies to
participate in the scoping process for the
ILWSP. Notices for the public scoping
meetings were published in the following
newspapers:

e The Ark Valley News

e The Harvey County Independent
e The Times-Sentinel

e The Wichita Eagle

5.2.3 DRAFTEIS

Comments received from the public and
government agencies as a result of the
scoping meetings were used to tailor the
content of the EIS so that issues specific
to this study and the potentially affected
population were addressed. Examples of
issues raised by the public and govern-
ment agencies were water quantity, water
guality, water rights, vegetation and
wetlands, and impacts on specific
threatened, endangered, and state
species of special concern (Table 5-1).

5.2.2 PUBLIC
SCOPING
MEETING

Three public scoping
meetings were held
on October 20, 21,
and 22, 1997, in
Wichita, Cheney,
and Halstead,
Kansas respectively,
to solicit input on the
scope of the EIS. A
total of 36
individuals attended
these meetings.
Attendees had the
opportunity to view
displays about the
proposed plan and
the framework for
the EIS, ask
guestions about and
discuss the plan with
knowledgeable representatives from the
City and the City’s design and
environmental consultant, and register
their comments and suggestions
concerning the proposed plan and the
EIS. The public was also invited to
submit written comments by mail or fax
by November 22, 1997.

Notices of availability
of the Draft EIS
(DEIS) and public
meeting were
published in area
newspapers. These
notices informed the
public that the DEIS
was available for
review, where it could
be viewed, and when
and where the public
meeting was held.

5.2.4 PUBLIC
MEETING

Public meetings for
the Draft EIS was held
shortly after the Draft
EIS was made
available for review. A
public meeting was
held in Halstead on
April 23, 2002 at the High School. A
second public meeting was held in
Wichita on April 24, 2002 at City Hall.
The purpose of these meetings was to (1)
present the conclusions of the DEIS and
(2) provide an opportunity for the public to
comment. Approximately 30 people
attended the two meetings and
participated in the process.
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5.2.5 EINAL EIS been prepared, a Notice of Availability will
Comments on the Draft EIS received from be published and the Final EIS will be

the public and the cooperating distributed. After 30 days, a Record of
government agencies were addressed in Decision will be prepared and issued.

the Final EIS. Once the Final EIS has

Table 5-1  EIS SECTION NUMBERS FOR SIGNIFICANT ISSUES IDENTIFIED
DURING SCOPING

SECTION
SIGNIFICANT ISSUES REFERENCE
ALTERNATIVES
1) Raise the price of water to encourage conservation. 1.34,23.1
2) Reduce demand for water by reducing lawn watering through 134,231
changes in building codes to specify low-water use grasses and prohibit
in-ground sprinkler systems.
ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS AND IMPACTS
Water Quantity
1) Expansion of the local well field could decrease the water table for 23.3,4421.2
those with private water wells in northwest Wichita.
2) Address affect on streamflow in the North Fork of the Ninnescah 4.4.1.2.3
River below Cheney Reservoir.
3) Quantify, through hydrologic analysis, changes in hydrology in the 44121,
Little Arkansas and Arkansas rivers including: duration of bankfull 4.4.1.2.2
conditions, duration of out-of-bank flows, increased baseflow from a
recharged Equus Beds, and flow duration curve.
4) Estimate the impacts of hydrologic changes in the Little Arkansas, 4.4.1.2.1,
Arkansas, and North Fork of the Ninnescah rivers on bedload transport 4.4.1.2.2,
and channel morphology. 44.1.2.3
5) Establish minimum, seasonally variable, flow releases from Cheney 441.2.3
Reservaoir.
6) Estimate changes in Equus Beds groundwater levels under different 44211
scenarios of storage, usage, and precipitation patterns.
7) Describe changes in the hydrology of Cheney Reservoir including 44123,
storage volumes (total and for the various sub-pools), water level, surface 4.4.1.3.4
area in terms of average changes and degree of fluctuation.
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SECTION
SIGNIFICANT ISSUES REFERENCE
Water Quality
1) Expansion of well field could disturb a hazardous groundwater site 44.21.2
near 57th St. and Broadway
2) Address impacts on water quality in the North Fork of the Ninnescah 4.4.1.4.3
River caused by changes in streamflow below Cheney Reservoir.
3) Address source water protection for the City’s investments at Cheney 44144
Reservoir and the Equus Beds.
4)  Address the potential intrusion of a plume of highly saline water into 44221
the Equus Beds aquifer from the Burrton area.
5) Address impacts of high atrazine content in Little Arkansas River 3.3.14,44141
water.
6) Address the impact of induced infiltration on the water quality of the 44222
Local Well Field caused by increased withdrawal from the Local Well
Field.
7) Expanded use of the Bentley Well Field could induce greater 4.4.2.2.3
infiltration of high saline waters.
8) Address impacts on the concentrations of arsenic and other trace 44141
elements in ground and surface waters.
9) Estimate changes in water quality in Cheney Reservoir and North 4.4.1.4.3,
Fork of the Ninnescah River below Cheney Reservoir. 44144
Water Rights
1) Address the interplay of water rights under the ILWSP, notably 2.3.4,3.3.3,4.4.3
conjunctive use opportunities and constraints.
2) Describe the contractual relationship between the City and the 1.3.3.2,2.34
USBOR relative to water from and the operation and ownership of Cheney
Reservair.
Vegetation and Wetlands
1) Riparian and wetland vegetation could be adversely impacted by 4.7.1,4.16
lowering groundwater levels in the Wichita-Valley Center Floodway.
2) Estimate impacts on bank stability, riparian wetlands, riparian 44.1,4.4.2,
vegetation, and oxbow lakes associated with the Little Arkansas, 47.1,4.7.2
Arkansas, and North Fork of the Ninnescah rivers.

5-4
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SECTION
SIGNIFICANT ISSUES REFERENCE
3) Estimate impacts on wetlands of recharging the Equus Beds 4.7.1
including changes in water depth and duration of saturation.
4) Address changes in aquatic vegetation in Cheney Reservaoir. 4.4.1.3.4,
44.1.4.4

5) Quantify the changes in the amount of area and length of North Fork 4.4.1.3.4,4.15
of the Ninnescah River inundated above Cheney Reservoir and affected
vegetation communities as a result of the proposed changes in operation
of the reservoir.

6) Potentially affected wetlands should be identified and delineated 2.4,3.6.1,4.7.1
pursuant to methodology of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Natural
Resources Conservation Service, and U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency.

Fish and Wildlife

1) Address impacts to fisheries, riparian wildlife, and their habitats in the 44.1.3.4,4.7.3,
Little Arkansas River, the North Fork of the Ninnescah River, and Cheney 4.7.4
Reservoir caused by changes in flow or water level fluctuations.

2) Estimate fish mortality caused directly by water withdrawal from the 44134,4.7.3
Little Arkansas River and Cheney Reservoir.

3) Address impacts to shorebirds, waterfowl, warblers, and 4.41.3.4,4.7.3,
woodpeckers caused by changes in operation of Cheney reservoir. 474

4)  Address impacts to fisheries and wildlife management practices 441.3.4,4.7.3,
including scheduled drawdowns and moist-soil management caused by 4.7.4

changes in operation of Cheney reservaoir.

Species of Special Concern

1) Assess impacts to and describe any needed mitigation for federal 474
threatened and endangered species including bald eagle, peregrine
falcon, least tern, piping plover, and whopping crane.

2) Address impacts to and describe any needed mitigation for the 47.45,4.8
Arkansas darter, Arkansas River shiner, and speckled chub which occur or
have designated critical habitat in North Fork of the Ninnescah River
downstream of Cheney Reservoir.

3) Assess impacts to and describe any needed mitigation for state 483,484
threatened or endangered species including white-faced ibis and snowy
plover.

5-5
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SIGNIFICANT ISSUES

SECTION
REFERENCE

4) Prepare and submit to U.S. Fish Wildlife Service a Biological
Assessment if potential impacts to federally listed and candidate species

are identified.

Appendix B

5) Include a plan to enhance, mitigate, or reduce adverse impacts to

threatened or endangered species.

4.15, 4.16

Socioeconomics

1) Address impacts that changes in the operation of Cheney Reservoir
could have on recreation at the lake and North Fork of the Ninnescah
River including boating, swimming, water skiing, sailing, angling, wildlife
appreciation, hiking, horse back riding, camping, hunting, trapping, and

shooting.

44134,4.14

2) Changes in operation at Cheney Reservoir could affect the original
cost allocation of the reservoir project and repayment obligations.

234,44134

3) Address the positioning of Wichita as a major hub of regional water
supply as a result of the enhanced water supply developed under the

ILWSP.

11,12,13

4)  How will groundwater mounding in the Equus Beds impact local land

owners and water users.

4421.1,4.7.1,
4.16

6) Evaluate potential impacts to Land and Water Conservation Fund
properties including state parks, state wildlife areas, county parks, and city

parks.

44.1.3.4,4.14

Aesthetics

1) Address the impacts of changes in Cheney Reservoir operations
on aesthetics such as views of exposed dead trees, mudflats, and water

clarity.

4.4.1.3.4,4.13

5.3 AGENCY COORDINATION

5.3.1 SCOPING MEETINGS

Three scoping meetings were held for
cooperating government agencies. Table
5-2 contains a list of the agencies and
meetings attended. The first meeting was
held in Wichita on October 21, 1997. The
second meeting was held in Kansas City,
Missouri on November 5, 1997, and the
third meeting was held in Emporia,

Kansas on November 6, 1997. Agency
representatives provided initial comments
at these meetings and were requested to
submit written comments on November
22, 1997.

5.3.2 PROJECT MEETINGS AND
OTHER COMMUNICATIONS

Meetings among the City of Wichita,
Burns and McDonnell, and cooperating
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agencies were frequently held to discuss
and resolve questions concerning
preparation of the EIS and related
procedures. Meetings, as a form of inter-
agency coordination, were supplemented
with frequent telephone calls (person-to-
person and conference) and facsimile
communications.

5.3.3 FORMAL CONSULTATIONS
During the course of preparing the EIS,
state and federal agencies provided
necessary data for assessing impacts to
sensitive habitats, wildlife, and fisheries,
and for planning mitigation. The FWS
was consulted, as required by Section 7
of the Endangered Species Act, for their
concurrence on the likely impacts to
federally listed threatened or endangered
species and their recommendations for
mitigation. The State Historic
Preservation Officer in Kansas was
consulted, pursuant to Section 106 of the

National Historic Preservation Act of
1966, for concurrence regarding the
effect on cultural resources at the sites
and potential mitigation.

5.3.4 EIS DOCUMENT REVIEW

The City and cooperating agencies
reviewed the chapters of the EIS and
supporting documents for technical
content, scientific rigor, accuracy,
completeness, and consistency. The
City’s Water and Sewer Department
provided final technical and other quality
reviews and is responsible for the content
of the EIS.

5.3.4.1 Chapters

Each principal chapter of the EIS was
subjected to a sequential review and
revision process before being
incorporated into the Draft EIS. The City
made the first review. After their
comments were addressed, each chapter

Table 5-2 COOPERATING AND COORDINATING AGENCIES

MEETINGS
COOPERATING AGENCIES ATTENDED
Federal U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 7 Nov ‘97, Jul ‘98
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation Oct ‘97, May ‘98,
Jul 98, Apr ‘99
U.S. Geological Survey Nov ‘97, May
'98, Jul '98, Jul
'99, Dec ‘99
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Nov ‘97
State of Kansas Kansas Water Office Oct ‘97
Kansas Department of Health and Environment  Oct ‘97
Kansas Department of Wildlife and Parks Nov ‘97
Kansas Department of Agriculture, Division of Oct ’97, Apr 99,
Water Resources Jul '99

Groundwater Management District No. 2

Oct ‘97, Jun ‘98

COORDINATING AGENCIES

State of Kansas Kansas Corporation Commission

Kansas Conservation Commission
Sedgwick County Conservation District

Oct ‘97, May '98,
Apr ‘99
Oct ‘97
Oct ‘97

5-7
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was submitted to FWS and KDWP for
review and comment.

5.3.4.2 Supporting Documents
The third-party contractor and other
organizations (Table 5-3) performed a
number of studies in support of the EIS.
The City for technical adequacy
independently reviewed these studies.

5.4 EIS PREPARATION TEAM

An interdisciplinary team of qualified
federal and state government personnel
and consultants were responsible for the
preparation of the Wichita Water Supply
Study EIS.

5-8

5.4.1 EEDERAL LEAD AGENCY
There is no Federal Lead Agency at this
time.

5.4.2 THIRD-PARTY CONTRACTOR
Burns and McDonnell, Inc., Kansas City,
Missouri, was the third-party consultant
which had primary responsibility for
preparation of the EIS. The contributors
and their roles and expertise are listed in
Table 5-4.

5.4.3 OTHER CONTRIBUTORS

Many other individuals contributed
information to the EIS as personal
communications through the telephone or
written contact.
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Table 5-3 EIS SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS

Title Organization Year
Water Supply Study Burns & McDonnell 1993
Environmental Assessment for the E_quus E_>eds Burns & McDonnell 1994
Groundwater Recharge Demonstration Project
Annual Aquatic Monitoring Report for Little Arkansas River Burns & McDonnell 1995
Annual Aquatic Monitoring Report for Little Arkansas River Burns & McDonnell 1996
Local Well Field Feasibility Study Data Review and Initial Burns & McDonnell 1996
Work Plan
Equus Beds Groundwater Recharge Demonstration
Project, Summary of Activities for Calendar Year 1996 Burns & McDonnell 1997
Annual Aquatic Monitoring Report for Little Arkansas River Burns & McDonnell 1997
Customer and Water Demand Projection Reevaluation Burns & McDonnell 1997
Quality Assurance Plan for Water Quality Sampling
Analysis, Equus Beds Groundwater Recharge Burns & McDonnell 1997
Demonstration Project
State and Federal and Agency Update Meeting, Raw
Water Supply Projects, City of Wichita, Kansas Burns & McDonnell 1997
Locgl Well Field Expansion Test Well Project, Final Burns & McDonnell 1997
Environmental Assessment
Aquatic Monitoring Report for Little Arkansas River Burns & McDonnell | 1995-97
A_nnual Aquatic Monitoring Report for the North Fork of the Burns & McDonnell 1997
Ninnescah
Equus Beds Groundwater Recharge Demonstration
Project, Summary of Activities for Calendar Year 1997 Burns & McDonnell 1998
Annual Aquatic Monlt_orlng Repqrt for the North Fork of the Burns & McDonnell 1998
Ninnescah and the Ninnescah Rivers
Aquatlc Monitoring Rgport for thg North Fork of the Burns & McDonnell | 1997-98
Ninnescah and the Ninnescah Rivers
Report on Pipeline Improvements at Key Locations Along
City’s 48-Inch Well Field Supply Main Burns & McDonnell 1998
Operation and Testing Manual for t_he Equps Beds Burns & McDonnell 1998
Groundwater recharge Demonstration Project
Equus Beds Groundwater Recharge Demonstration
Project, Summary of Activities for Calendar Year 1998 Burns & McDonnell 1998
Cheney Reservoir Field Study Burns & McDonnell 1998
Report on Raw Water Delivery With 48-Inch Pipeline Burns & McDonnell 1999
Replacement
Local Well Field Concept Development Study Burns & McDonnell 1999
Aquatic Monitoring Report for the Little Arkansas River Burns & McDonnell 2000

5-9
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Title Organization Year

Aquatic Monitoring Report for the North Fork of the
Ninnescah and the Ninnescah Rivers

Concept Design Study of the Equus Beds Aquifer
Recharge, Storage and Recovery Project

Instream Flow Incremental Modeling Report — Little
Arkansas River

Burns & McDonnell 2000

Burns & McDonnell 2000

Burns & McDonnell 2000

Instream Flow Incremental Modeling Report — North Fork

of the Ninnescah River Burns & McDonnell 2001

Atrazine in Source Water Intended for Artificial US Geological 1998
Groundwater Recharge, South-Central Kansas Survey
Changes in Groundwater Levels and Storage in the Wichita US Geological 1998
Well Field Area, South-Central Kansas Survey
Status of Groundwater Levels and Storage in the Wichita US Geological 1998
Well Field Area, South-Central Kansas Survey
Baseline Water Quality and Preliminary Effects of Artificial US Geological 1999
Recharge on Groundwater, South-Central KS Survey

5-10
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Table 5-4 BURNS & McDONNELL EIS CONTRIBUTORS

Years Experience and

Name Education and Discipline ) EIS Roles
Expertise
29, Environmental Impact Third Party EIS Oversight,
Robert Sholl M.S. Botany, B.S. Botany ' P Quality Assurance,

Analysis

Scoping

Fred Pinkney

Ph.D. Plant Ecology and
Statistics, M.S. Range
Ecology, B.S. Range
Science

29, Environmental Impact
Analysis, Water Resources
Study, NEPA Compliance

Third Party EIS Project
Manager, Agency Liaison,
Quality Assurance

Justin Meyer

M.A. Ecology and
Evolutionary Biology, B.S.
Biology

3, NEPA Compliance

NEPA Compliance
Specialist

Frank Norman

M.A. Botany, B.S.
Systematics and Ecology

13, Wetland Science, Botany

Wetland Impact Analysis
and Mitigation

Gene Foster

M.S. Water Resources
Engineering, B.S. Civil
Engineering

21, Hydrologic Analysis,
Facilities Siting, Permitting

Hydrologic Evaluation and
Impact Analysis

Graduate Studies in
Landscape Architecture,

21, Routing Studies,

Socioeconomic, Quality

Cyril Welter M.S. Urban and Regional Socioeconomics, Public Assurance
. . Involvement
Planning, B.A. Economics
Dan Shinn M.A. Anthropology, B.A. 11, Cultural Resources, Cultural Resources

History

Archeology

Hannah Huffman

B.A. Anthropology

2, Archaeology

Cultural Resource

M.A. Geography(Pending),

Ryan Boyce B A Environmental Studies 4, GIS, Remote Sensing GIS, Mapping
Nancy Trobisch M.A. Education. 15, Technical Writer, Editor Technical Editor
Kristi Wise M.S. Wildlife Biology 4, Wildiife Biology, Biological
Environmental Science
Andrew Grammer | M.S. Botany 2, Botany, Wetlands Ecology Wetlands
. B.S. Geology 30, Hydrogeology, Geology, .
David Stous M.S. Water Resources Siting, Permitting, Modeling Hydrogeologist
- . . 15, Water supply planning &
Jeff Klein B.S. Civil Engmeen_ng Engineering, Agency Project Engineer
M.S. Env. Engineering o i .
coordination, Siting, Modeling
B.S. Civil Engineering 35, Project Management, Water
Frank Shorney M.S. Env. Health supply planning, Agency Project Manager
Engineering coordination
. ; B.S. Civil Engineering 4, Water supply planning & .
David Vallejo M.S. Env. Engineering Engineering Water Supply Engineer
- . . 7, Environmental Impact Assistant EIS Project
Carla Ballard B.S. Civil Engineering Analysis, NEPA Compliance Manager
Randall Root B.A. Biology 11, Wetland Permitting, Wetlands

Wetland Design

Mark Latham

M.A. Anthropology

11, Cultural Resources,
Archaeology

Cultural Resources
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Response to comments on the Draft EIS from the State of Kansas, Department of Wildlife and
Parks comment letter, May 3, 2002.

1. We concur with your opinion about the 100 MGD alternative and its impacts on terrestrial
and aquatic wildlife habitats.

2. The wording in Sections 3.6.4.3, 3.6.4.6, 3.6.5.2, and 4.8.4, respectively, has been changed in
the EIS as requested to accurately reflect the status of the species and critical habitat location.

3. Thank you for your comment. We look forward to working with the Kansas Department of
Wildlife and Parks and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to further assess the potential
environmental impacts of the ILWSP.
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Response to comments on the Draft EIS from the Kansas State Historical Society comment
letter, April 23, 2002.

1. The EIS has been modified to address the comments from the Kansas State Historical Society
in Chapter 3, Section 3.9 and Chapter 4, Section 4.12.

2. We have included the site numbers of the recorded sites around Cheney Reservoir, but have
eliminated the discussion of the other sites mentioned as within or adjacent to proposed
construction areas. These proposed construction areas have been altered or eliminated for the
final ILWSP and, therefore, no longer pose threats to known cultural resources in those areas.

3. The Kansas State Historic Preservation Office has not commented on any these sites or this
project; therefore, the text in question in Section 3.9 of the EIS has been removed.
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Response to comments on the Draft EIS from the Kansas Department of Agriculture comment
letter, May 6, 2002.

1. Thank you for the stream crossing information explaining the conditions under which a
permit would be required. Should a stream crossing be anticipated with an ILWSP facility,
the City will contact the Kansas Department of Agriculture for advice and direction.

2. Thank you for the information concerning Special Flood Hazard Area designations and
National Flood Insurance Program participants. Should the placement of an ILWSP facility
effect either program, contact with the local community or the Kansas Department of
Agriculture will be made.
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Response to comments on the Draft EIS from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
Region VIl comment letter, May 22, 2002.

1. Your review of the Draft EIS for the ILWSP and comments provided are appreciated. We
understand EPA’s position relative to providing a rating for the EIS and the potential steps
that may have to be followed should the project ultimately require review under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process.

2. Thank you for the information relative to filing an EIS under the NEPA process. We will
endeavor to use the ILWSP EIS to satisfy the NEPA process when and if a lead federal
agency is identified.
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3. Thank you for providing the information concerning the Clean Water Act, a Section 404
permit, and a point of contact with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Kansas City District.

4. We understand there would be potentially significant impact from channelization of most any
river, including the upstream portion of the Arkansas River watershed. However, the ILSWP
does not propose any stream channelization as part of the project.
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5. We concur with the concerns expressed by EPA on water quality that may occur with
channelization projects and urbanization and rapid population increases. As stated in
Response No. 4 above, the ILWSP, as proposed in this EIS, does not include any
channelization in either the Arkansas or Little Arkansas rivers or their watersheds.

6. Thank you for the information relative to the Section 404(b)(1) guidelines. The approach
described in your comment has been followed in the development of feasible alternatives to
be considered in the ILWSP — to avoid impacts first, minimize impacts second, and
compensate unavoidable impacts as a last option.
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7. As suggested, an overall water balance for the Little Arkansas River basin has been prepared
and presented in Section 4.4.1.2.1 (Figure 4-8) of the EIS. This water balance shows the
magnitude of all system inputs and withdrawals for each of the four scenarios under average
conditions, providing a clearer picture of the potential impacts to the Little Arkansas River
flow regime.

8. Itis not possible to give a definitive answer to this question as posed because we cannot
predict future climatic conditions. There will be wetter years when significant amounts of
water can be diverted for recharge of the Equus Beds aquifer and drier years when aquifer
withdrawals will exceed recharge. Correspondingly, the amount of groundwater discharge to
the Little Arkansas River during these conditions will also fluctuate as well. The best way to
answer this question is in terms of long-term average conditions.

Using the water supply demands anticipated during the early years of project operation, the
net recharge to the Equus Beds aquifer is estimated to average about 17.6 cubic feet per
second (cfs) (12,700 acre-feet per year (AFY)) for the 100 MGD option and 21.0 cfs (15,200
AFY) for the 150 MGD option. Net recharge is defined as natural and artificial recharge less
water supply and irrigation demands. With an assumed storage deficit of 250,000 acre-feet
(AF), the average fill time for the aquifer is 21 years with the 100 MGD recharge capacity
option and 17.6 years with the 150 MGD capacity option.

As discussed in Section 4.4.1.2.1 and shown in the water balance illustrated in Figure 4-8, the
average groundwater discharge to the Little Arkansas River is estimated to increase by 14 to
17 cfs from current conditions with implementation of the ILWSP. This increase would
occur very gradually over a number of years and would include years with both positive and
negative changes in groundwater discharge.

For example, impacts on the flow (reduction) in the Little Arkansas River may be slightly
greater than the average values shown in Figure 4-8 during the early years of project
operation. This could result if all of the proposed diversion facilities are constructed and
operational at a time when groundwater discharges to the Little Arkansas River still
approximate current conditions (that is, they have not yet increased due to aquifer
replenishment). These additional impacts though would be relatively small. Conversely,
increases in the flow regime of the river could also be slightly greater than shown in Figure
4-8 during the later years of project operation, when aquifer replenishment is nearing
equilibrium. Under this condition, even these impacts to the river would also be relatively
small.

9. The information presented in Table 2.7, regarding flow increases do apply to the Little
Arkansas River upstream of the proposed collector wells for the Local Well Field Expansion.
Downstream of these collector wells, flow in the Little Arkansas River would be reduced
under most conditions, although not to less than 20 cfs. While these flow reductions in the
lower Little Arkansas River are significant, this urban reach of the river is also significantly
altered from its natural state.

The total diversion capacity of the project from the Little Arkansas River would be either 100
MGD (155 cfs) or 150 MGD (232 cfs) depending on the alternative scenario selected. Even
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so, average diversions will be only a fraction of the maximum diversion capacity. As shown
in Figure 4-8, average diversions for recharge above Valley Center are 38.4 cfs for the 100
MGD alternative and 47.9 cfs for the 150 MGD alternative. Also, due to a corresponding
increase in groundwater discharge, the net depletions above Valley Center average only 17.7
and 23.5 cfs, respectively, compared to the No-action alternative. There will be long periods
when the diversion system is either shut down or operated at partial capacity because there is
insufficient flow in the river. These average depletions amount to less than 8 percent of the
average flow in the river, not the half to two-thirds of the flow in the river as stated in the
comment.

The statement in Section 4.4.1.2.1 of the EIS referenced in the comment relates to the
median, not average or mean, flow in the Little Arkansas River at Halstead, and not to
infiltration rate. Therefore, the 40 percent and 60 percent ratio of groundwater discharge
above and below Halstead respectively (footnote 4) does not apply as referenced in the
comment,

The last sentence of Comment No. 9 suggests that river levels will be higher only when ASR
withdrawals are below 10 cfs. However, flows in the Little Arkansas River at Valley Center,
for example, are predicted to be higher more than 60 percent of the time with the ILWSP in
place (Figure 4-4). Diversions for recharge will exceed the increase in groundwater
discharge (refer to Figure 4-8 and the previous paragraph) many times during the life of the
ILWSP. The purpose of the project is to provide the City with an enhanced water supply.
Therefore, implementation of the ILWSP will cause a net average depletion of approximately
8 percent in the flow of the Little Arkansas River.

The interpretation of the flow duration plot at VValley Center (Figure 4-4, Section 4.4.1.2
Water Quantity) presented in this comment (Comment No.10) is not totally correct. Any
time the flow in the Little Arkansas River above Sedgwick exceeds 40 cfs, operation of the
recharge diversion system may be initiated. The reader is referred to the discussion of the
recharge diversions addressed in Section 4.4.2.1.2 of the EIS. The desired information on
recharge pumping is shown in Figure 4-30. For the 100-MGD alternative, no recharge
diversions would occur about 55 percent of the time; diversions less than 100 MGD would
occur about 30 percent of the time while maximum diversions (100 MGD) would occur
about 15 percent of the time.

Flow duration curves are a plot of the complete universe of mean daily flows, sorted from
highest to lowest, against percent of time. Two mean daily flows that have the same duration
cannot be directly compared because they occur on different dates. In Figure 4-4, Section
4.4.1.2 Water Quantity, for example, the median, or 50 percent duration, flow for the No-
action alternative at Valley Center was 59.2 cfs and occurred on May 13, 1968. The median
flow for the 100-MGD alternative was 79.8 cfs and occurred on February 2, 1996. In
addition, a number of factors influence the magnitude of these two flows, not just a
difference in groundwater discharge. The difference between these two flows, 20.6 cfs, is
coincidentally approximately the same as the difference between the average groundwater
discharge under these two scenarios (see Figure 4-8, Section 4.4.1.2 Water Quantity).
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Response to comments on the Draft EIS from the U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and
Wildlife Service comment letter, May 21, 2002.

1. We appreciate your opinion concerning the clarity and quality of the EIS.
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2. We concur with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (FWS) evaluation of the aquatic system
with the ILWSP in place and operating. With implementation of either of the ASR system
alternatives, low flows are expected to increase in the Little Arkansas River. Without
implementation of the proposed preferred alternative and the 100-MGD component of the
ILWSP, the City will be forced to rely more heavily on Cheney Reservoir storage to meet its
water supply needs. If withdrawals from the Little Arkansas River are not implemented,
withdrawals from Cheney Reservoir could subsequently increase, possibly adversely
effecting flow in the North Fork of the Ninnescah River below the reservoir and habitat of
the Arkansas darter, a federal candidate species.

3. Designation of the Arkansas River upstream and downstream of Wichita as critical habitat
for the federally threatened Arkansas River shiner is recognized in the EIS. The importance
of minimizing the potential impact of the ILWSP on this reach of river possibly attained
through alteration of surface water flows is also recognized.

4. To help determine if the ILWSP will impact the species, the City has committed to
developing a Hydrobiological Monitoring Program (HBMP) in cooperation with KDWP and
FWS. A HBMP would be designed to evaluate, in part, the pre- and post-project impacts to
aquatic resources resulting from modification to the normal rate and range of fluctuation of
flows in the Little Arkansas and Arkansas rivers. It would be used to recommend and
develop management actions to avoid or minimize adverse impacts and to enhance beneficial
impacts.

5. We concur. We fully expect FWS to be asked to participate in the public review of a U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 permit application for the ILWSP should an individual
permit be necessary.
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6. The information concerning the federal critical habitat for the Arkansas River shiner has been
incorporated in the EIS. Thank you for the information.

7. Asyou are aware, the ILWSP does not have a lead federal agency identified and formal
consultation pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act has not been initiated. As
indicated in the comment, formal consultation with FWS may be entered into at some time in
the future in response to request from a federal agency for review of an application for a
permit required for implementation of the ILWSP. It may also be needed should the project
be projected to adversely impact the designated critical habitat for the Arkansas River shiner
downstream of Wichita. Discussions with FWS will be initiated to coordinate the
development of the HBMP, and will be used to determine the need to initiate formal
consultation. The City of Wichita is committed to working with FWS and KDWP to identify
and mitigate potential impacts for the ILWSP.

8. As stated in Response No. 7 above, the City is committed to working with FWS to assess and
mitigate environmental impacts resulting from implementation and operation of the ILWSP.
The City practices and effectively employs adaptive management on a daily basis, and
proposes to continue that process to minimize impacts that could result from the ILWSP.
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Response to comments on the Draft EIS from the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation comment letter,
May 10, 2002.

1. The City understands the position of the U.S. Department of the Interior and the U.S. Bureau
of Reclamation (Reclamation) relative to the ILWSP. Other federal agencies that were asked
to review the Draft EIS have expressed similar thoughts in their responses. Your comments
are appreciated, however, and serve to improve the overall quality of the EIS for the ILWSP.

2. We understand the concern that Reclamation has with some of the wording in the EIS
referring to "extra water available in the flood storage pool"” under "new operating
modifications”. While the explanation that is currently presented in the EIS can be
considered to be somewhat misleading, the intent was to make a rather complex subject more
understandable to the public. The City concurs that, under the ILWSP, the physical amount
of water contained within the flood pool at Cheney Reservoir will not change. However, as
stated in the Reclamation comment, the City's new conjunctive use permit and the increased
pumping capacity on the Cheney pipeline does increase the City's capability to deliver more
water from Cheney Reservoir within a given time period. Changes in Section 2.3.4 Cheney
Reservoir Component have been made to clarify the wording in the EIS and more accurately
describe the City’s current and future operational activities from Cheney Reservoir.
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3. The City concurs that the operation of the flood control pool at Cheney Reservoir is under the
sole direction of the Corps. As stated in the comment and recognized by the City, the Corps
makes all decisions about when and how fast to release any water stored in the flood control
pool (that is, when the reservoir’s pool elevation is between 1421.6 and 1429.0 feet). The
Corps is not being requested to change its policy by the City nor would Corps policy need to
be modified with implementation of the ILWSP. The proposed operating modifications for
Cheney Reservoir as described in Section 2.3.4, Cheney Reservoir Component, of the EIS
will only affect how the City schedules water withdrawals from the reservoir. This section
has been modified to include some of your suggestions.

After a flood event has occurred, the amount of water the City would be able to capture from
the flood control pool before it is released will depend primarily on how long this water is
retained or remains in the flood control pool. The faster this water is evacuated, the less time
the City would have to withdraw water from the flood control pool; therefore, the less benefit
this water would have to the City from a water supply perspective. While the reservoir’s two
existing outlets have a combined discharge capacity of 3,600 to 5,900 cfs,! it was assumed in
the operations model that the flood control pool would be evacuated at a constant rate of
2,000 cfs. This rate is considered to be fairly conservative (that is, high) since it was derived
considering the existing downstream channel capacity below Cheney Reservoir, which is
reported to be 1,900 cfs.? The City assumes that the Corps would be reluctant to release
water from Cheney Reservoir at a flow rate that exceeds the downstream channel capacity
unless conditions at that specific time warrant more extreme action.

4. The proposed increase in water withdrawal rate from Cheney Reservoir is from 47 to 80
MGD, a difference of about 51 cfs. This increase in withdrawal rate is fairly insignificant
when compared to typical reservoir release rates made by the Corps from the flood control
pool . However, it is true that the rate of “flood releases” from Cheney Reservoir could be
reduced at times with the proposed increased diversions in the ILWSP. Impacts on the
frequency, magnitude and duration of releases from Cheney Reservoir with and without the
ILWSP in place are discussed in the EIS in Section 4.4.1.2.3. As shown in Figures 4-10 and
4-11, implementation of either one of the ILWSP alternatives will increase downstream
releases from Cheney Reservoir slightly when compared to current conditions; downstream
releases will be significantly increased with the ILWSP in place when compared to those that
would occur with the No-action alternative.

5. As you indicated, the City and Reclamation have discussed the sequence of events that
occurred and led up to the Reclamation’s current estimate of firm yield of 42,900 acre-feet
per year from Cheney Reservoir. This historic information concerning the firm yield

! The uncontrolled morning glory spillway has a discharge capacity of 3,000 cfs at the top of the surcharge pool.
When water levels are within the flood control pool (elevation 1,421.6 — 1,429.0 feet), this discharge is estimated to
range from zero to about 2,000 cfs. Over these same pool elevations, the river outlet has a discharge capacity that
ranges from 3,600 to 3,900 cfs. Therefore, the total discharge capacity from the flood control pool is estimated to
range from 3,600 to about 5,900 cfs.

2 COE. Pertinent Data for Cheney Reservoir. <http://www.usace.army.mil/projects/pertdata/cheney.htm>.
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estimates for the Wichita Project completed by Reclamation has been added to Section
3.3.1.1 of the EIS. As also has been discussed, the operations model used in the development
of the ILWSP varies the actual daily withdrawal rate from Cheney Reservoir based on a
number of factors. The 47-MGD withdrawal rate, which is assumed to apply when the pool
elevation in Cheney Reservoir is at or below 1,420 feet, is treated only as a maximum
withdrawal rate. During an extended drought, the ILWSP operations model attempts to
regulate water withdrawals from both Cheney Reservoir and the Equus Beds aquifer to
balance the storage deficits of both municipal water sources while providing for the City’s
water demands.

6. As suggested, a discussion of the criteria of viability has been added to Section 2.2.1 -
Alternatives Selection Process of the EIS and included in Appendix A, Viable Water
Resources Criteria.

7. The City recognizes that the State of Kansas has designated Cheney Reservoir as water
quality impaired due to eutrophication and siltation under the Clean Water Act, Section
303(d). The City does not believe that the ILWSP will adversely impact Cheney Reservoir,
and may ultimately improve the overall water quality of the lake especially when compared
to the conditions that may eventually exist with the No-Action alternative. As discussed in
Section 4.4.1.4.4 of the EIS, none of the ILWSP alternatives include any physical
modifications to the existing watershed above Cheney Reservoir or to wastewater discharges
to the reservoir. Therefore, the mass loading of nutrients and organic material, and reservoir
siltation should not change from current conditions nor affect the existing water quality as a
result of ILWSP implementation. The amount of water available in the reservoir for dilution
of these constituents may change with time. As shown in the operations model, water
quantity moving through the total system with the ILWSP in place should generally increase,
thereby potentially lowering nutrient and organic concentrations and possibly decreasing
turbidity that could result with more stable reservoir water levels. Also, the frequency of
reservoir releases should increase, providing more opportunity for moving or flushing these
constituents through the reservoir. In general, it is expected that the water quality
impairments that are currently found in Cheney Reservoir will either not change significantly
as a result of project implementation or improve slightly with the ILWSP in place. These
neutral to positive water quality impacts with the ILWSP would be much more beneficial and
significant if compared to the projected No-Action alternative. Section 4.4.1.4.4 of the EIS
has been modified.

8. Comment Nos. 8, 9, 10, and 11 from Reclamation revolve around the Executive Summary in
the EIS. The City believes that “new operating modifications” under the ILWSP may be
either related to administrative or procedural changes or modifications of facility capacities.
The City concurs with Reclamation that Cheney Reservoir is designed to be a municipal
water supply and is used in that manner. Part of the total ILWSP development was to
increase the capability of the City to transmit up to 80 MG of water daily instead of 47 MGD
from Cheney Reservoir to Wichita for treatment and distribution.

9. In Response No. 2 above, “extra water” available in the Cheney Reservoir flood control pool
was discussed. The City concurs that water from the reservoir may be transmitted, treated
and distributed to satisfy municipal water demands up to the limits set forth in the City’s
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existing conjunctive water right issued by the State of Kansas. The City also concurs that the
physical amount of water contained in the Cheney Reservoir flood control pool has not
changed. As stated in Response No. 2 above, Section 2.3.4 and the Executive Summary of
the EIS has been modified to reflect these changes.

The City agrees that the referenced statement from the Executive Summary is an
oversimplification of the proposed operation of the ILWSP. Each of the water supply
sources available to the City, including Cheney Reservoir and the Equus Beds Aquifer, will
be used conjunctively to satisfy the City’s water demands. Under most conditions, none of
these sources would be capable of individually supplying all of the water needed by the City.
When the flood control pool or the conservation pool in Cheney Reservoir are full or nearly
full (pool elevation 1,420 feet or higher), withdrawals from Cheney Reservoir will be given
preference over withdrawals from the Equus Beds Aquifer; however, both sources will still
be utilized much of the time. During a dry period when it is necessary for the City to rely on
stored water to meet its water demands, water will be withdrawn from both Cheney
Reservoir and the Equus Beds Aquifer in an attempt to balance the storage deficits of both
sources.

Comment Nos. 8, 9, and 10 above in addition to the current Comment No. 11 from
Reclamation recommend specific alterations to wording on Page ES-4 of the Executive
Summary in the EIS. A revised paragraph was suggested for use; however, as written, the
recommended wording does not exactly explain the proposed changes for Cheney Reservoir
included in the ILWSP. The City believes that the only real change, when compared to
current operational policies, is to allow for an increased maximum withdrawal rate (from 47
to 80 MGD). Using the paragraph provided by Reclamation, the City will include the
following wording in the EIS:

“Cheney Reservoir. Use of this existing surface water reservoir will continue with only
administrative or procedural changes or modifications of facility capacities. With the new
conjunctive use water right permit and larger capacity water withdrawal facilities at the dam
in place, the City would be able to withdraw up to 80 MGD from the reservoir when there is
water stored in the flood control pool (between elevations 1,421.6 and 1,429.0 feet). This
will allow the City to capture more of the water that would otherwise be released
downstream by the Corps, thereby reducing withdrawals from the Equus Beds aquifer. At
surface water pool elevations below 1,421.6 feet, the maximum withdrawal rate from the
reservoir will revert to its current flow rate of 47 MGD”.

The wording originally in Section 2.3.4 has been changed as requested to more accurately
reflect water withdrawal rates from Cheney Reservoir. The revisions suggested in Section
2.3.4 by Reclamation to maintain consistency with the information presented in the
Executive Summary have been used as a starting point, and modified as necessary. The
following paragraphs have replaced the referenced section:

“2.3.4 Cheney Reservoir Component

Use of this existing surface water reservoir will continue with only administrative or procedural
changes or modifications of facility capacities. With the new conjunctive use water right permit
and larger capacity water withdrawal facilities at the dam in place, the City would be able to
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withdraw up to 80 MGD from the reservoir when there is water stored in the flood control pool
(between elevations 1,421.6 and 1,429.0 feet). At pool elevations below 1,421.6 feet, the
maximum withdrawal rate from the reservoir will revert to its current limit of 47 MGD.

These changes in operating criteria will permit the City to capture more of the water in the flood
control pool of the reservoir that would otherwise be released downstream by the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (Corps) as the flood control pool is evacuated. Use of this surface water
from Cheney Reservoir when it is available will allow the City to reduce withdrawals from the
Equus Beds aquifer, therefore maximizing the amount of aquifer recharge that may be occurring
at the time. This additional amount of aquifer recharge water will then be available for use
during drier or drought conditions when water levels in Cheney Reservoir are lower and surface
water inflow to the reservoir is low. The use of water from these two water sources in a balanced
manner will minimize the need for the City to acquire and develop additional water supply
sources from outside the local area to meet projected water demands.
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13. The data provided by Reclamation for Cheney Reservoir's surcharge pool maximum
elevation, approximate surface area, and estimated storage capacity has been reviewed and
incorporated as recommended into Figure 3-2, Section 3.3.1.1 of the EIS.

14. The City appreciates Reclamation’s concern that additional threatened, endangered, or
candidate species of flora and fauna could have been added to the federal list of species
during the time the ILWSP has been under consideration and this EIS has been in
preparation. Admittedly, reference to all formal and informal correspondence with state and
federal agencies has not been included in the EIS. The federal policy for acquiring the most
recent information concerning the listing of “TE&C” species is acknowledged. Please also
note that the May 21, 2002 letter from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) did not
identify additional species for inclusion in the EIS nor did the May 3, 2002 letter from the
Kansas Department of Wildlife and Parks (KDWP). Development of the recommended
Hydrobiological Monitoring Program will also provide an opportunity for KDWP and FWS
to identify if any additional information is needed to evaluate possible ILWSP impacts to
state or federal listed threatened or endangered species. The information received from
Reclamation and other agencies referenced in this response have been incorporated as
appropriate into the EIS.

15. The Cheney Reservoir conservation pool elevation data presented in Section 4.4.1.3.4 of the
EIS has been changed as recommended to maintain consistency. The recommended verb
tense change has also been made.

16. Nutrient loading in Cheney Reservoir will continue to vary with the ILWSP in place
depending on inflow volumes and season, water storage volume in the reservoir, and
agricultural practices used in the upstream watershed. According to City representatives, a
Citizens Management Committee is actively working with land owners and local resource
and land management agencies in developing a watershed protection program that educates,
promotes, and implements a series of best management practices in the North Fork of the
Ninnescah watershed above Cheney Reservoir. By developing and implementing this
watershed protection program, a positive impact on total suspended solids and nitrogen and
phosphorus nutrient levels in Cheney Reservoir is expected. However, no reduction to trace
element nor total dissolved solid concentrations is expected. Section 4.4.1.4.4 has been
revised to include this information.

17. The City recognizes that the discussions in the EIS relative to wetland impacts are rather
generic. Wetland impacts resulting from implementation of the ILWSP, if they are present,
would occur as a result of project construction or operation. Wetland impacts due to
construction depends on the placement of the project facilities. Several years ago,
Reclamation prepared an environmental assessment (EA) and Finding of No Significant
Impact (FONSI) for the Equus Beds Aquifer Recharge Demonstration Project.
Environmental commitments made in that EA and are still being followed by the City today.

One of the environmental commitments in the 1995 EA is to avoid and minimize any impacts
to wetlands due to the location and construction of project facilities. A process to implement
this commitment was established. Project facilities are tentatively located based on geologic
and engineering considerations. A field review of the natural resources (wetlands, cultural
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resources, riparian vegetation, etc.) at these tentative locations is then made . If a specific
natural resource will be impacted, the project feature is relocated in the field to an adjacent
area that avoids the specific resource, thereby either removing the impact or decreasing the
significance of the impact. Since the actual location of project facilities will be developed in
phases and determined at a later time, the accurate evaluation of construction-related
environmental impacts is difficult to accomplish for alternative comparison purposes.

An estimate of the total amount of land area that would be disturbed during construction and
on which land use would be changed is included in the EIS by alternative. As a result, a
general comparison of impacts can be made. However, specifically identifying how many
acres of wetlands or which cultural resources sites would be impacted during construction
disturbance and operations is not possible at this time nor included in the EIS since project
facilities have not been located on the ground. Possible operational environmental impacts
are further complicated by establishment of the final conditions under which some of the
ILWSP components will be “turned on” and the frequency, duration and intensity with which
the project will actually be operated.

When the recharge diversion wells or collector wells for the expanded Local Well Field are
operating, flows in the Little Arkansas River will be decreased. However, the diversion
wells will not operate unless the discharge at Valley Center is above 40 cfs and above 20 cfs
at the mouth of the Little Arkansas River. In addition, the baseflow in the Little Arkansas
River will increase over time due to recharge of the Equus Beds aquifer. Overall, these flow
impacts should not significantly reduce groundwater levels along the river or impact riparian
wetlands. However, it is very difficult to accurately predict the location and magnitude of
any impacts that may occur to riparian wetlands. This is the reason that the EIS recommends
implementation of a biological monitoring plan. General concurrence with this approach and
the use of adaptive management is found in the letters from FWS dated May 21, 2002 and
KDWP dated May 3, 2002.

As a potential project benefit, increased groundwater levels in the Equus Beds well field area
may restore some wetland areas that have been dry in recent decades. Therefore, the net
impacts to wetlands due to this project are not expected to be significant and could even be
positive.

Revisions to Sections 4.7.1, Wetlands, and 4.7.3, Wildlife, have been made to reflect the
above discussion. In addition, discussions in both sections in the EIS are now in agreement
as recommended by Reclamation in terms of anticipated wetland impacts.

The City concurs that the impacts of proposed alternatives to the Cheney Reservoir Wildlife
Management Area were not discussed in detail. In fact, impacts to Cheney Reservoir and the
Wildlife Management Area due to implementation of any of the proposed alternatives will be
positive compared to the “No-Action” alternative. In addition, KDWP and FWS did not
indicate in their comment letters to the DEIS that any impacts to the Wildlife Management
Area at Cheney Reservoir would occur or should be discussed in the EIS.

Conversations with KDWP personnel on October 28, 2002 at Cheney Reservoir indicated
that no specific goals and objectives have been established for the Wildlife Management
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Area. Given the fact that water levels with each of the proposed alternatives will be as high
and more stable than without alternative implementation (Section 4.4.1.3.4 Cheney
Reservoir) indicates that the overall net impact to the Wildlife Management Area and Cheney
Reservoir in general will be positive. Changes in Section 4.14 have been made to reflect
these impacts and concepts.

Whooping cranes have not been documented using habitats found along the Little Arkansas
River or the North Fork of the Ninnescah during annual migration events. The EIS
discussion was intended to indicate that if this remote combination of events possibly
occurred, it was likely that the cranes would temporarily move to suitable habitat found
nearby, such as on the QNWR and the CBWA, while pipelines or wells were installed.
QNWR and CBWA personnel confirm that designated critical habitat for the species is found
on each area and that sufficient habitat exists at either location to temporarily satisfy any
needs additional populations might require. Section 4.7.4.8 has been altered to clarify this
concept.

Cultural resource surveys of the entire project area have not been completed. Project
facilities are proposed to be developed in phases, and cultural resource field inventories are
completed, as these facilities are tentatively located on the ground. If a cultural resource
property is identified and would be impacted, an attempt to avoid the cultural resource
property by relocating the proposed facility is made. This process was first proposed in
coordination with the Kansas SHPO and is currently being maintained. Discussions with the
SHPO to develop a MOA or MU detailing the requirements pertaining to cultural resources
have been initiated for the ILWSP.

As a result of this comment and the following two comments, Section 4.14, Recreation
Resources, has been revised. A more detailed discussion of the recreational impacts resulting
from the public comments received during the scoping process and the alternatives presented
in the EIS has been added.

One of the 42 “highly significant” issues identified and reported during the scoping process
(Appendix D) centered on recreation at Cheney Reservoir and the North Fork of the
Ninnescah. The comment requested that impacts to recreation due to operational changes at
Cheney Reservoir be described relative to boating, swimming, water skiing, sailing, angling,
wildlife appreciation, hiking, horse-back riding, camping, hunting, trapping, and shooting.

To provide an answer to the comment, impacts to recreation resulting from the no-action
alternative, current operation, and two proposed alternatives are compared (Section 4.14,
Recreation Resources). Hydrologic information used in the assessment is found in Section
4.4.1.3.4, Cheney Reservoir, and helps describe the water level changes that are expected to
occur under each alternative.

We concur that the wording in the referenced paragraph (second paragraph, Section 4.14,
Recreation Resources) is not totally correct. While the suggested revised paragraph provided
by Reclamation is certainly an improvement, the City does not believe that it is totally
accurate. Therefore, we have taken the liberty of inserting into the EIS using the basic
paragraph suggested by Reclamation with one or two modifications. The wording originally
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included in Section 4.14 of the EIS has been changed as requested to more accurately reflect
the conditions that would be expected to occur at Cheney Reservoir with the preferred
ILWSP alternative in place.

The wording in Section 4.14, Recreational Resources, has been revised as requested to more
accurately describe the water storage within Cheney Reservoir. A few modifications to the
paragraphs have been made. Recreational resource discussions now included in Sections
3.11.1 and 4.14 of the EIS have been modified to include more recent recreation use data
obtained from KDWP (2002) and to clarify the basic recreational impacts that may occur
with the different ILWSP alternatives.

Additional explanation has been inserted into the first bulleted item in Section 4.15,
Mitigation Summary, describing practices to be used to minimize impacts to wetlands or
other important ecosystems. These processes are also explained in more detail in Sections
4.7.1 and 4.7.2, Wetlands and Vegetation, respectively. Since phased construction activities
will likely disturb more than 5 acres, a NPDES permit would probably be required, including
a soil erosion control plan and stormwater pollution prevention plan.

Additional discussion concerning possible electrocution and collision with electrical
distribution facilities due to any of the potential ILWSP alternatives has been added to
Section 4.7.3, Wildlife. The item in Section 4.15, Mitigation Summary, to which the
comment refers has been revised to be more descriptive and to reference Section 4.7.3 where
additional information may be found. Both KDWP and FWS will be contacted during design
for advice or recommendations relative to phase conductor spacing and power line
construction in general to avoid raptor or other large bird electrocution and collision.

The wording originally in Appendix C, Section C.6 of the EIS has been revised to correct the
items included in Reclamation’s comment to accurately reflect Cheney Reservoir
nomenclature and water storage data.
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26. As indicated in the comment, a number of significant issues were identified in the scoping
process. A table of the significant issues raised by the public has been developed as
recommended, and includes the corresponding section numbers in the EIS where discussions
have been added for clarification. This table of significant issues has been added to
Appendix D. The table has also been added to Chapter 5, Consultation and Coordination
along with additional discussion to Section 5.2.2, Public Scoping Meeting.
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Response to comments on the Draft EIS from the Wichita Area Chamber of Commerce comment
letter, May 22, 2002.

1. We concur that maintaining the quality and diversity of a water supply is an integral part of
the ILWSP and of a safe and reliable water supply for the City of Wichita. Your support of
the ILWSP throughout its development is appreciated.

2. A willingness to think “outside the box™ was an important concept during the planning of the
ILWSP. As you noted, protection and enhancement of the environment was an important
part of the total plan.

3. We concur that the additional water supply sources and plans will ultimately have to be
developed and implemented by the City for future generations. Innovative planning will also
have to be a part of this future effort.
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Response to comments submitted on the Draft EIS on comment sheets and in letters by
individuals at the Public Hearing.

Wilbur and Lois Kurr

1. The City appreciates your candor and your opinion. All of the planning studies completed by
the City emphasize and support the economic feasibility of the ILWSP.

2. We concur that deep conservation tillage provides the greatest advantage to your agriculture
enterprise. The potential impact of large-scale corporate agricultural enterprises may not be
advantageous to the individual operator.

3. As you know, one of the primary goals of the ILWSP is to maintain the good water quality
that has been found throughout the years in the Equus Beds aquifer for all users. The City
sincerely believes that the selected alternative provides an excellent opportunity for a
sustainable water supply for everyone.
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Response to comments submitted on the Draft EIS in letters by individuals during the public
comment period.

Ellie Skokan

1. The City appreciates and concurs with your opinion concerning the need to maintain the
quality and quantity of the current water supply and the Equus Beds Aquifer. While we
understand your concerns about growth and expansion, much of the water supply developed
will be used within the city’s current geographic service area. Growth and expansion will
also occur as long as the City of Wichita’s water supply service policy remains the same.

2. Water conservation efforts being planned and in place with the City are described in Section
2.3.1 of the EIS. While conservation can be enforced through regulations, public education
and commitment to daily conservation is equally as important. The City regularly provides
advice and information on water conservation through a variety of programs and efforts. The
City believes that continuing these conservation programs will increasingly attract public
participation. Your concerns are appreciated.

3. The projected water demand in the year 2050 has been reduced by 16 percent due to the
implementation of a variety of water conservation practices. Discussions describing these
estimated water savings are presented in Section 1.3.4 and numerically shown in Table 1-2.
The water conservation reduction was applied to the projected average day demand and the
maximum day demand from the year 2000 through 2050 throughout the City’s estimated
service area. The City believes that 16 percent is a reasonably obtainable goal.

4. Industrial water users generally do require more of a base water volume for use that extends
throughout the year and less seasonal fluctuation. Very often this base water use volume
used by industry is consistently higher all year, forcing them to stay in a higher tier of costs
year-round. If an industry uses water for cooling, similar seasonal increases in water use
would occur as it does with residential users in summer months.

5. As you know, no water user experiences an increase in water rate and cost until 110 percent
of the winter water consumption rate is exceeded. If low water use residential users do not
exceed 110 percent of their winter water consumption rate, no rate or cost increase would
occur. The City believes that a “conservation rate structure” is already in place for low water
use residential users.

6. An incentive program for fixture replacement and retrofitting older homes may be instituted
by the City in the future if the value of water conserved would approach the cost of water
treatment and supply. For the last decade, new water fixtures that are available for purchase
and as replacement have been low-flow or reduced-flow designed, as required through the
Clean Water Act, as amended. While the use of only these fixtures may be difficult to
enforce, the City continues to encourage their useprograms similar to the Cheney Reservoir
program mentioned in your comment.

7. We concur that the EIS concentrates on land use impacts that result from the actual
construction and operation of the proposed ILWSP. Additional land use changes may occur
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due to the availability of a dependable water supply and the addition of new customers
outside of the City’s current service area. These land use issues will continue as growth in
the Wichita area and surrounding region continues. Predicting the extent of these changes is
more difficult to substantiate due to shifting individual preferences, other available water
supplies, and the general economy. These patterns of population increase and urban
expansion are anticipated to continue as long as the City continues to accommodate the
projected population growth estimated to occur through the year 2050. The EIS recognizes
that these patterns are likely to occur (Section 4.20, Cumulative Impacts), but does not
attempt to define in detail the impacts that result from these patterns.

8. As background for the ILWSP, the City’s objective is to meet the estimated water demand
projected to develop through the year 2050. Estimates of the projected water demand were
developed using population projections from the U.S. Bureau of Census, City customer data,
the U.S. Department of Commerce - Bureau of Economic Analysis, and the Wichita-
Sedgwick County Metropolitan Area Planning Department (MAPD). Without the ILWSP in
place, the City would limit water delivery to both new customers within the present service
area boundary and, as much as possible, new water delivery to customers outside its service
area. Even with these conditions, land use changes will occur within and outside the City’s
current service area. Urban and other growth would continue because the City is required by
statute to serve new customers within its service area boundary. Eventually, the City would
not be able to maintain system pressure during maximum or peak water use periods. Land
use changes will continue to occur outside the City’s service area boundary or incorporated
area as agriculture is replaced by more urbanized development around the City and other
small communities in 3- or 4-county area. This development is anticipated without the City
providing a dependable water supply. The economic value of the loss of “$100-165 million
from 1,000 to 2,000 acres per year” in agricultural production as indicated in the comment
would be more than offset by the increase in land value due to higher density development.

Wording in the EIS has been reviewed and revised as needed to make sure that any
inconsistencies have been corrected.
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Continued growth within the City’s current service area is producing demands that exceed
the system capacity. In addition, existing City facilities continue to age, requiring increasing
maintenance as time passes. Continuation of the current trends, including expansion of the
City’s service area, will result in additional expenditures for expanding sewage treatment
facilities and associated infrastructure. In reality, these needs will occur in the future whether
or not the ILWSP is implemented. While these impacts may be considered to be cumulative
in nature, they are outside of the scope of the EIS and the ILWSP and do not need to be
addressed in the EIS.

The City believes that the statements in Section 4.5 of the EIS are correct. First, impacts to
air quality due to ILWSP construction activities would be temporary. Second, impacts to air
quality due to the conversion of agricultural land to an urban setting with residential areas,
vehicles and industy would be adverse and represent a significant change. As a result, the
statements in Section 4.5 have been modified in the EIS to improve clarity.

It is projected that the collector wells associated with the Local Well Field expansion will be
operated at full capacity approximately 40 percent of the time. Operation of these collector
wells could reduce groundwater levels in their immediate vicinity or cone of depression by
10 to 15 feet; these drawdowns will decrease rapidly at larger distances from these wells.
Private wells within 0.5 mile of these collector wells could be impacted; however, these
impacts should not adversely affect the operation of these private wells unless they are both
quite close to a collector well and quite shallow.

Environmental justice discussions are presented in Sections 3.8 (Table 3-16) and 4.11 of the
EIS. Two low income or minority areas were identified — the City of Sedgwick, Kansas and
the area of the Local Well Field in Wichita. The first public scoping meeting for the ILWSP
was held at the Minisa Recreation Building at 704 West 13" Street in Wichita. This location
was centrally located in the proposed Local Well Field expansion. The general area
containing the Local Well Field was identified in the EIS as an area having a larger
percentage of minority and low-income population. However, anyone living next to or near
the Little Arkansas River (the City of Sedgwick, Kansas) from north of Halstead south to
Wichita and the confluence of the Little Arkansas and the Arkansas rivers could potentially
be impacted. From an Environmental Justice standpoint, the analysis conducted and included
in the EIS found that there would be no disproportionate share of impacts on low income or
minority populations in the ILWSP project area.

In the ILWSP, installing horizontal collector wells in the alluvium of the Little Arkansas
River and the floodway would expand water production from the Local Well Field. The river
and floodway alluvium is made up of fine to coarse sand and gravel with only small amounts
of silt and clay. As a result, a strong hydraulic connection exists between surface water
flowing in the river and the groundwater in the alluvial aquifer. Water naturally migrates
back and forth from the river to the aquifer. Because of the constant exchange and mixing of
river and ground water, overall water quality tends to be similar. The installation and
operation of the new collector wells will not impact this ongoing process.

As discussed in Sections 3.3.1.4, 3.3.2.3,4.4.1.4.1, and 4.4.2.2.2 of the EIS, the blending of
Little Arkansas River water and nearby alluvial groundwater is not considered to be a
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significant water quality impact. Water quality in the river and adjacent alluvium is
considered good at the present time. If this were not true, the river could not be used as a
source of water for recharging the Equus Beds aquifer. It is always possible that the Little
Arkansas River could become temporarily contaminated in the future. This contamination
would most likely result in an immediate cessation of pumping until water sources such as
the Local Well Field or the Equus Beds would not be impacted.

The Ninnescah Yacht Club, the City of Cheney, local citizens and the recreating public were
provided an opportunity to raise issues at the public scoping and other informational
meetings, and to comment on the DEIS at the public hearing. Comments made at various
meetings and used to prepare the EIS are described and summarized in Chapter 5 of the EIS.

The success rates for meeting the MDS in the Ninnescah River are discussed in Section
4.4.1.2.3. These rates vary from a low of about 55 percent in November to a high of about 85
percent in July. These success rates will remain unchanged or improve slightly with
implementation of the ILWSP. The project will tend to increase the frequency and duration
of releases from Cheney Reservoir although there will still be significant periods with little or
no flow below the dam. However, with no ILWSP, the frequency and duration of releases
from the reservoir will be reduced to about half of their current occurrence. Establishing a
minimum release from Cheney Reservoir would adversely impact the yield of this water
supply reservoir. To meet the City’s projected water demands, this reduction in yield would
have to be offset by increased yield from other project components or other supply sources,
all of which would result in increased environmental or social impacts.
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The City concurs that the impact of altering high and low flows also need to be considered in
the evaluation of a project like the ILWSP. Median monthly flows are used to show how the
project could affect stream discharge on a seasonal basis (please see Figure 4-3). However,
flow duration curves presented in Figure 4-4 show the frequency of stream discharges over
the entire range of flows. Flows presented in Figure 4-4 indicate that extremely low, or
drought flows will be enhanced by project development and, during high flows, impacts with
the project in place become largely insignificant.

Kansas Division of Water Resources’ records indicate there are only a small number of water
rights downstream of Wichita which divert water from the Arkansas River. This situation is
likely due to the relatively poor quality of this water probably due to the high chloride
content, which makes it less desirable for irrigation and other uses. The proposed project
diversions are of such a small magnitude compared to the typical discharge in the Arkansas
River that they should not have a discernible impact to these downstream water users.

When the recharge diversion wells upstream of Wichita or the collector wells proposed for
the Local Well Field are operating, flows in the Little Arkansas River will be reduced.
However, the diversion wells will not operate unless the discharge at Valley Center is above
40 cfs; a MDS of 20 cfs or more in the Little Arkansas River will be maintained at the
confluence of the Little Arkansas River with the Arkansas River. Hydrologic model results
predict that the baseflow in the Little Arkansas River will increase with time as the Equus
Beds aquifer is recharged. Overall, the potential flow impacts resulting from implementation
of the ILWSP should not significantly reduce groundwater levels or impact wetlands along
the Little Arkansas River. However, it is difficult to predict the specific location and
magnitude of impacts that may occur to wetlands due to the variable frequency and duration
of the ILWSP when operating. This is the reason why the City recommends implementation
of a HBMP in the EIS.

Increasing groundwater levels in the Equus Beds well field area with time may ultimately
restore some wetlands that have been dry in recent decades. This is one reason why
discussions in the EIS indicate that the net impact to wetlands due to the ILWSP are not
expected to be significant and could even be positive. Again, the proposed HBMP will be
designed to assist in quantifying wetland impacts, whether positive or negative.

As discussed in Section 4.4.1.4.1 of the EIS, water quality in the Little Arkansas River
improves moving downstream. This indicates that the water entering the stream, which is
primarily from groundwater discharge, is better quality than the water already in the river.
Pollutants currently found in the stream are expected to continue to occur in the future. The
concentrations of these pollutants in the stream are not expected to increase with operation of
the ILWSP even though water withdrawals will occur. Withdrawals will normally occur
during periods of higher flow, when these pollutant concentrations are normally lower. With
implementation of the ASR portion of the ILWSP, groundwater discharges to the Little
Arkansas River are expected to increase as the aquifer is recharged. With this inflow, water
quality in the Little Arkansas River is expected to improve with time.

You are correct that organic pollutants do occur periodically in both the Little Arkansas and
Arkansas rivers and that a great deal of water quality sampling and analysis was conducted
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by the City for the Equus Beds Groundwater Recharge Demonstration Project. A great deal
of effort was spent by the City in cooperation with the USGS and EPA assessing the possible
impact of organic pollutants in the Little Arkansas River and the water used for aquifer
recharge. As you know, there are many factors that influence water quality parameters
including stream flow rate, season of the year, rainfall intensity and antecedent moisture
conditions. The interaction between these climatic factors and organic compounds is
complex and dynamic; accurate predictions of future water quality characteristics are
sometimes difficult and always challenging. The water quality sampling and analysis efforts
associated with the Demonstration Project extended from 1995 through 1999 and were
designed to assure the preservation of water quality in the aquifer system. The primary
organic pollutant periodically found in higher flows mainly during the spring months was an
herbicide, atrazine. It was determined that chemical treatment would be needed and, where
direct surface water diversions were made, turbidity would need to be reduced using a
polymer and powdered activated carbon would be used to remove atrazine and other
herbicides. Chlorine was added to control biological growth. A brief discussion of this
program and findings has been included in Section 4.4.1.4.1 of the EIS.

As described in Section 4.4.1.1, ILWSP Operations Model, the historic hydrologic period of
record used in the development of the ILWSP is 74 years in length, from 1923 to 1996. This
period of record includes both the 1930’s and 1950’s droughts referenced in your comment.
The ILWSP is designed to provide the required amount of water to satisfy the City’s
projected demands even when the drought of record occurs. The reserves of water stored in
Cheney Reservoir and in the Equus Beds aquifer will be decreased during these drought
periods. As described in Response No. 2 and 3 above, the estimated water demands
projected to occur in 2050 have been reduced by 16 percent due to water conservation.
Sufficient quantities of water will be available with the ILWSP in place during drought
periods to satisfy the estimated demands projected to occur in 2050 for the City.

A Biological Assessment (BA) was prepared in December 2001 that included the list of
threatened and endangered species provided by the FWS. This BA was included in the DEIS
as Appendix B and describes the impacts the ILWSP is anticipated to have on the species
listed in the project area by FWS. The information included in the BA for each species is
sufficient to make an assessment of the ILWSP impacts in the project area due to
construction and operation activities. Conclusions reached in the BA stated that none of the
eight species evaluated would be impacted by the ILWSP; four of the species could be
temporarily impacted during construction.

In addition, the HBMP will be developed in cooperation with KDWP and FWS. The HBMP
will help evaluate the pre- and post-project impacts to aquatic and other resources resulting
from the modification of the normal rate and range of fluctuation of flows in the Little
Arkansas and Arkansas rivers. It could also help identify opportunities to avoid or minimize
impacts to federally listed species resulting from ILWSP implementation and operation.

The City concurs that sincere efforts to evaluate and minimize impacts may not be
successful. However, this is the reason the City has agreed to develop and implement the
HBMP in cooperation with the KDWP and FWS. The HBMP will help determine (pre-
project/design phase) if water withdrawals cause the flows in the Arkansas and Little
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Arkansas rivers to deviate from the normal rate and range of fluctuation. If these fluctuations
occur they could cause impacts to a variety of natural resources and species including the
speckled chub populations or their habitat.

The City concurs that the water rights issued for the Equus Beds aquifer are over-allocated.
However, the City does not require that additional quantities of water be allocated or
additional water rights issued to the City to implement the ILWSP. Currently, the City is
planning to obtain a general ASR water right permit to recover recharged water or water
conserved from the ILWSP.

Your comments concerning implementation of the ILWSP by the City are appreciated. The
City is aware that some questions remain to be answered, and that the objective of the HBMP
is to assist in providing some of these answers.
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Response to comments presented during the April 23, 2002 Public hearing on the Draft EIS.
Ms. Kelli Arrowsmith

1. Since the initial planning stages of the ILWSP began in 1993, the City has pursued an active
public involvement program designed to inform the public and governmental agencies about
the aquifer recharge, storage and recovery project as it progressed. Public information
meetings have been held periodically in the cities of Wichita, Halstead and Sedgwick since
that time. In October 1997 using published public notices, press releases, and direct mail, the
City announced the initiation of the public involvement process and invited the public to
participate. Notices for the public scoping meetings were published in the Ark Valley News,
the Harvey County Independent, the Times-Sentinel, and the Wichita Eagle. In addition,
tours of the City’s ASR Demonstration Project facilities have been conducted and
informational brochures have been prepared and distributed to visitors. Annual public
information meetings have been held in Halstead since 1993 providing project status updates
and answering questions from those attending. In April 2002, the City published public
notices, press releases, and direct mail mailings announcing and inviting the public to attend
and provide comments at the public hearing for the DEIS. In addition, the USGS has a
website on the Equus Beds Recharge Demonstration Project
(http://ks.water.usgs.gov/Kansas/equus/).
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2. A copy of the DEIS was provided to EPA for their review and comment. It is federal policy
that only EIS’s that have another federal agency as the lead agency can be officially filed
with EPA and announced in the Federal Register. Although multiple federal agencies were
asked by the City to take the lead role, no federal agency has stepped forward and agreed to
be the lead federal agency for the ILWSP. However, all of the federal and state agencies that
would have been involved with the review and comment process for the DEIS have reviewed
the document and provided comments. Please see the discussion in Chapter 5, Consultation
and Coordination (Table 5-1), of the EIS for a list of cooperating and coordinating federal
and state agencies involved in the preparation and review of the EIS for the ILWSP.
Responses to the comments submitted in response to the DEIS review may be found in the
EIS at the end of Chapter 5.

3. Your concerns about the importance of efficient and effective watering techniques are
recognized. Continuing to question and recommend changes to reduce water usage and loss
are important components of the public relations program maintained by the City. Water
conservation is an integral component of the ILWSP. Water demands projected to occur
through the year 2050 for the City have been reduced by an average of 16 percent due to
water conservation.
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4. Your concerns are noted.
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5. Your thoughts about the need for the City to internally enforce water conservation
procedures during dry periods or droughts are noted. A combination of enforcement and
public education is the approach that has been adopted and instituted by the City to
encourage water conservation with its customers.
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6. Water conservation now and in the future is an important component of the ILWSP. The
City is not taking more water out of the Equus Beds aquifer nor increasing their water right
to do so with the ILWSP. By recharging the aquifer through the proposed ASR facilities, the
City is trying to maintain the water quality in the aquifer so that future use by both the City
and the irrigators is maintained. Encouraging the reasonable use of more environmentally
friendly fertilizers, insecticides and pesticides, and agricultural practices will help maintain
water quality and quantity being used today. Water conservation is discussed in Section
2.3.1 of the EIS.
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Mr. Bob Daniels

1. The EPA and Kansas Department of Health and Environment (KDHE) will be closely
monitoring the construction and operation of the ILWSP. The City, in cooperation with these
agencies, will set up the operational criteria that will be followed, including those to provide
adequate water quality standards to protect the Equus Beds aquifer. Water quality standards
of the recharge water including the monitoring of the source water and its treatment prior to
recharge, have been tested and established over the past 5 years. The City, EPA, and KDHE
have established plans to be used to prevent contamination to the aquifer; contamination for
any length of time would have an adverse impact on the current use of the aquifer by
irrigators, local municipalities, and the City. Included in these plans are procedures to be
used in the event contaminated water were inadvertently used in recharge, including a
specific process for correcting the contamination. A system of “checks and balances” has
been specifically established cooperatively by these agencies to prevent such an event from
happening. The City considers water quality and the maintenance of the Equus Beds aquifer
as a water source for all users. Almost one-third of the cost of the Equus Beds
Demonstration Project or about $2 million was spent for water quality sampling, analysis,
and the development of the ILWSP operational criteria.

2. The City certainly understands that the Little Arkansas River has changed in the last two
decades. Many changes have also occurred in the river’s watershed, which no doubt has also
affected the river’s streambed and banks. Given your observations, your opinion and
concerns are understandable. Please be assured that it is not the intent of the City to
adversely impact the Little Arkansas River or its ecosystem.
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3. Streamflow in the Little Arkansas River has generally been consistently higher in the last 3 to
5 years due to the relatively “wet” years that have occurred. As a result, the average base
flows in the river have likely been consistently higher. However, the base flow in the river
over the last two or more decades has likely been lower, primarily due to the decreasing
groundwater levels observed in the Equus Beds aquifer due to increasing groundwater
pumpage. With the ILWSP in place and operating, the base flow in the Little Arkansas River
is predicted to increase as groundwater is recharged and groundwater levels rise. Please see
Appendix C, Section C-7 and Figure C-4 for further discussion and graphic illustration. The

City appreciates your concerns.
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4. The City has many of the same concerns you have expressed in your comments. Please be
assured that plans have been developed with input from many of the local stakeholders to
address potential issues like contamination and water quality should future conditions
warrant. The City intends to continue to provide ILWSP project status information via the
existing website and contact with local entities such as Groundwater Management District #2
(GMD2).
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Response to comments presented during the April 24, 2002 Public Hearing on the Draft EIS.
Ms. Dorothy Beckel

1. The City understands your feelings about the ILWSP and your concerns about the water
quality of the Little Arkansas River. Thank you for participating and providing your
comments at the public hearing.
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Mr. John Graves

1. Asdescribed in Section 4.4.1.3.4, Cheney Reservoir, of the EIS, the No-Action Alternative
would increase the stress on Cheney Reservoir with time as the City’s water demands
continue to increase. Under these conditions, water levels in the reservoir may be 2 to 3 feet
lower than experienced today. With either of the proposed ILWSP alternatives, reservoir
water levels would be maintained about 0.4 to 0.6 feet higher than found today. Pool levels
in Cheney Reservoir will continue to fluctuate as they do now due to changing hydrologic
conditions and withdrawal rates. Large fluctuation in water surface elevation can continue to
be expected during drought situations. However, implementation of the ILWSP will reduce
the magnitude of the water surface elevation fluctuations and the frequency with which they
would be expected to occur with normal operations. With the ILWSP in place, median
monthly pool level elevations are expected to increase by two to three feet.
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2. Asdiscussed in Sections 1.3.4 and 2.3.1, the City has an inverted water rate structure to
promote water conservation in place today. As you know, this type of rate structure is
designed to encourage water conservation by providing lower water costs to those customers
that use a lower quantity of water. The continued use of this type of rate structure as well as
the implementation of other conservation methods will be needed by the City in the future to
maintain water use levels in Cheney Reservoir at their desired levels.

3. Asdiscussed in Responses No. 1 and 2 above, increased water demands will impact water
levels at Cheney Reservoir without the ILWSP in place. Lake water surface levels would
increase with the No-Action alternative, impacting the recreational vendors and users at the
reservoir.

As you know, Reclamation presented a list of needs when they requested authorization and
funding for the Wichita Project and Cheney Reservoir from the United States Congress.
Recreation was not specifically considered at the time to be a primary project purpose.
However, recreation was considered as a secondary purpose and $380,000 were initially
awarded for the development of recreation facilities at Cheney Reservoir. Subsequent
agreements were implemented between Reclamation, the State of Kansas and KDWP, and
the City whereby public recreation facilities were developed.

With development of the ILWSP, the median water surface elevations at Cheney Reservoir
would be 0.4 to 0.6 feet higher than found today. The socioeconomic and quality of life
impacts associated with a slightly higher water surface elevation at Cheney Reservoir will be
a positive effect for the current vendors and users.
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4. The ILWSP does not propose to increase the capacity of Cheney Reservoir using methods
such as dredging. In addition, recent sedimentation studies conducted by Reclamation
indicate that Cheney Reservoir is not filling with sediment at the rate originally predicted.
Removal of sediment by dredging the reservoir would be very expensive relative to the
amount of water storage capacity gained and is not part the City's master water plan. Lastly,
the City is currently working closely with landowners in the North Fork of the Ninnescah
watershed, Reclamation, and other stakeholders to implement a watershed management plan.
The purpose of the watershed management plan is to improve the water quality in the
reservoir by altering tillage and fertilizer application techniques to reduce the quantity of
incoming total suspended solids and phosphorus loading, the frequency of pesticide and
insecticide applications and runoff, and sediment production disturbance without the use of
erosion control techniques.
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