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FEIS APPENDIX F – RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Response to Comments by Government Agencies and 
Elected Officials 
This section provides copies of the letters received from federal, state, and local government agencies; 
tribal governments; and elected officials on the Draft EIS.  The letters are organized alphabetically by the 
agency’s or official’s name and the letter number where comments and responses can be found (Table 1).  
Original comment letters have been reproduced with Reclamation’s response to each of the numbered 
comments. 
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Table 1.  Comments by government agency and elected officials. 

Agency/Official Commenter Letter Number 
Bureau of Land Management, Colorado State Office Sally Wisely 1054 
City and County of Broomfield Mike Bartleson 357 
City and County of Broomfield Mike Bartleson 406 
City of Fort Collins Brian Janonis 220 
City of Fort Lupton Rick Bendel 358 
City of Greeley Ed Clark 362 
City of Longmont Ken Huson 415 
City of Louisville Chuck Sisk 1091 
City of Loveland Gene Pielin 232 
Colorado District 56 Representative Christine Scanlan 1114 
Colorado Division of Wildlife Thomas Remington 1058 
Colorado House of Representatives Al White 403 
Colorado House of Representatives Jerry Sonnenberg 1150 
Colorado River Water Conservation District Eric Kuhn 1062 
Comanche Nation of Oklahoma Jimmy Arterberry 5 
Eagle County Environmental Health Department Raymond Merry 904 
Environmental Protection Agency, Region 8 Larry Svoboda 1141 
Fish and Wildlife Service, Colorado Field Office Susan Linner 57 
Granby Sanitation District Dave Johnson 1148 
Grand County (see cooperating agency response) Barbara Green 1075 
Grand County Lurline Underbrink Curran 400 
Grand County Water and Sanitation Bruce Hutchins 1073` 
Grand Lake and NWCOG Gina Hardin 411 
Grand Lake Shoreline Association Pat Raney 392 
Greeley Water and Sewer Department Jon Monson 419 
Larimer County Board of County Commissioners Glenn Gibson 46 
Loveland Dept. of Water and Power Gary Hausman 91 
Loveland Utility Commission Gary Hausman 412 
Middle Park Conservation District Board of Directors 1149 
Middle Park Conservation District Duane Scholl 1096 
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Agency/Official Commenter Letter Number 
Municipal Subdistrict, NCWCD Les Williams 426 
National Wildlife Federation Stephen Torbit 1108 
Northwest Colorado Council of Governments Lane Wyatt 404 
Northwest Colorado Council of Governments Lane Wyatt 1107 
Northwest Council of Governments Shanna Koenig 377 
Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation Edward C. Nichols 131 
Pitkin County Board of Commissioners Rachel Richards 1111 
St. Vrain & Left Hand Water Conservancy District Vernon Peppler 1145 
Sulphur Ranger District Craig Magwire 1127 
Summit County Gary Martinez 1120 
Tabernash Meadows Water and Sanitation Lauralee Kourse 378 
Town of Erie Gary Behlen 407 
Town of Erie Gary Behlen 1142 
Town of Fraser Jeff Durbin 1069 
Town of Granby Don Baird 1072 
Town of Grand Lake Elmer Lanzi 379 
Town of Grand Lake Judy M. Burke 222 
Town of Grand Lake Judy M. Burke 361 
Town of Grand Lake Shane Hale 369 
Town of Grand Lake Tom Weydert 402 
Town of Hot Sulphur Springs Hershal Deputy 364 
Town of Kremmling Thomas A. Clark 227 
Town of Minturn Gary Suiter 1101 
Town of Winter Park Jim Myers 253 
Winter Park Ranch Water and Sanitation District Jon Westerlund 1135 
Winter Park Water & Sanitation District Jack Buchheister 1151 
Winter Park Water and Sanitation District Mike Wageck 401 
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Response 

 
 
 
1.  The area of potential effect may vary among the resources depending on the 
likely area of impact.  The Aquatic Resources section includes an analysis of 
impacts to habitat downstream of the Blue River confluence.  Those impacts are 
discussed in more detail in the revisions to Section 3.9.2.3 of the FEIS.  Because 
hydrologic impacts of the WGFP on the Colorado River diminish below the Blue 
River confluence, measurable impacts to aquatic resources are unlikely farther 
downstream.  Results of the analysis impacts to fish habitat from hydrologic data 
at the Kremmling gage below the Blue River are indicative of likely impacts for 
several miles downstream.  Minimal changes in Colorado River stream 
temperature or aquatic habitat are estimated below the Blue River as discussed in 
the FEIS.   
 
2.  Additional stream temperature and climatic data became available following 
the initial analysis of temperature impacts for the DEIS.  Subsequently, a dynamic 
temperature model (Hydros 2011) was developed with input and review by EPA to 
simulate weekly average temperatures and daily maximums for the Colorado 
River between Windy Gap Reservoir and the Williams Fork for existing 
conditions and the alternatives.  The model simulations were conducted for the 
months of June through September using the very warm observed climatic data 
from 2007.  Results of this analysis indicated that increased exceedance of the 
chronic MWAT and acute DM standards would occur in July and August of some 
years.  Specifically, temperature standard exceedances were simulated to increase 
from existing conditions in 4 out of the 15 years evaluated with additional WGFP 
diversions.  For these years, the dynamic modeling indicated that the MWAT 
standard would be exceeded for several consecutive days or weeks and the DM 
would be exceeded up to several additional days, when simulated with the very 
warm 2007 meteorology.  Mitigation for temperature impacts is included in the 
Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Plan developed by the Subdistrict.  See Section 
3.8.4.2 for further discussion of temperature mitigation.  Temperature mitigation 
measures would reduce the potential for exceedance of the temperature standards 
and impacts to fish associated with operation of the WGFP.  
 
3.  The scope of the fisheries habitat analysis was developed in consultation with 
CDOW at the time of site selection for the habitat analysis in 2004.  The species 
and life stages of interest were adult and juvenile rainbow and brown trout.   

 
Com- 
ment Letter #1054 
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Com- 
ment Letter #1054 Response 

Habitat suitability information is required for each species analyzed.  These data 
are not available for most nongame species, as is the case for mottled scuplin.  It is 
assumed that the range of habitat conditions analyzed would be protective of the 
species present in the river. 
Fish population data were obtained from CDOW and is included in the DEIS.  The 
conclusion regarding macroinvertebrate populations was based on the hydrology 
data.  There would be no change to the base flows in the project area for average 
and dry years.  There are changes during runoff, however, research on 
macroinvertebrate colonization shows that full colonization requires 
approximately two months.  This time requirement would likely preclude 
colonization of streambed area that is dry prior to runoff.  Further, most 
macroinvertebrates in snowmelt rivers have evolved to avoid runoff.  This is 
accomplished by being very small (egg or early instar), or out of the water (adult 
phase). 
4.  The change in TAM levels may be more a factor of changes to the tubifex 
species than operations.  In a presentation on the Colorado River Fishery, Jon 
Ewert, CDOW biologist, stated that the tubifex species were changing in Windy 
Gap Reservoir, which also contributes to the lower TAM levels.  The tubifex 
present in the reservoir now include species that are not suitable hosts for TAMs.  
CDOW research by Thompson (2005) shows that the presence of myxospores in 
trout is not reduced as a result of habitat modifications.  The more successful 
approach for control is to manage for resistant strains of host organisms.  
 
5.  The sediment transport rate of the Colorado River far exceeds the sediment 
supply even at the higher diversion rates used in the original Windy Gap EIS.  
This is discussed in Section 3.7 of the FEIS.  The river would continue to convey 
fine sediment without aggradation.  There would be little change in the number of 
“wet” years, as defined by total annual flow volumes at the gage near Granby, 
under any of the alternatives at both the near Granby and below Windy Gap 
locations.  Near Granby, the number of wet years would decrease at most by 8.5%, 
and would become average flow years under Alternatives 2 through 5 (this would 
not occur under the No Action Alternative).  Below the Windy Gap diversion, the 
number of wet years would decrease at most by 11%, becoming average flow 
years.  The reduction in wet years would not result in impacts to fine sediment 
movement in the Colorado River because there would still be many days of flows 
of 450 cfs or more (see Tables 3-32 and 3-34 in the FEIS).  In addition, a recent 
evaluation was completed of available streamflow versus shear stress data at the 
Breeze station, a riffle site located downstream of the confluence of the Williams 
Fork.  This analysis provides a generalized relationship between sediment 
mobilization and streamflows in the Colorado River.  The results showed that fine 
sediments (sand, 2 mm or finer) would be mobilized at this riffle site at flows of 
less than 50 cfs.   
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Com- 
ment Letter #1054 Response 

 
Fine gravel (8 mm) would require a flow of 200 cfs, medium gravel (16 mm) 
would require a flow of about 400 cfs, and coarse gravel (32 mm) would require a 
flow of about 850 cfs to be mobilized.  In Ward’s 1981 study, his results at four 
locations located from below Windy Gap to above the Blue River showed that fine 
sediments (sand, 2 mm or finer) would be mobilized at discharges ranging from 
140 to 240 cfs (depending on location, with the highest flow at the lowest site 
above the Blue River).  The flow duration curve for Hot Sulphur Springs shows 
small changes in flows of 150 cfs or less, and for Kremmling shows almost no 
changes at flows of about 1,000 cfs or less.  Additional discussion on this issue 
was added to the FEIS in Section 3.7.2.3. 
A review of the hydraulic data generated from the River2D model shows that the 
flows of 450 cfs and greater, which would be present with the project in place, 
have the ability to clean the gravels of fine sediment and move some of the small 
to medium-size gravels.  Based on the hydraulic information and the fact that the 
channel geomorphology is not expected to change, an impact to the fishery is not 
expected.  The FEIS includes mitigation measures to increase flushing flows.  
Flushing flows from the original Windy Gap Project (1980 MOU) would be 
modified to increase from 450 cfs to 600 cfs.  In any year when flows below 
Windy Gap have not exceeded 600 cfs for at least 50 consecutive hours in the 
previous two years, and total Subdistrict water supplies in Chimney Hollow and 
Granby Reservoirs exceed 60,000 AF on April 1, the Subdistrict would cease all 
Windy Gap pumping for at least 50 consecutive hours to enhance peak flows 
below Windy Gap. 
 
6.  The preferred flow ranges for boating in the FEIS were changed and simplified 
to use a preferred flow of 850 to 1,250 cfs in Gore Canyon and 1,100 to 2,200 cfs 
in Pumphouse.  As noted in the comment, flows outside the preferred range would 
occur about 2.3 days per year in about 10 of 47 years.  Although preferred boating 
days may not be met for short periods in some years, this does not mean that no 
boating would occur.  While these changes would be more frequent as a result of 
cumulative effects, the WGFP mitigation commitments are limited to direct effects 
of the project. 
 
7.  After review of the Grand County Stream Management Plan and additional 
conversations with BLM staff, the preferred flow ranges for boating were changed 
and simplified to use a preferred flow of 850 to 1,250 cfs in Gore Canyon and 
1,100 to 2,200 cfs in Pumphouse.  Section 3.19.2 of FEIS includes these changes.   
 
8.  Based on comments and input from the BLM, the preferred flow range for the 
Gore Race is the same as the general boating range: 850 to 1,250 cfs.  Section 
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Com- 
ment Letter #1054 Response 

3.19.2 of the FEIS has been changed to reflect this correction.  The Subdistrict 
remains committed to the mitigation measure of reducing diversions during the 
race in August if flows fall below 1,250 cfs.   
 
9.  The FEIS includes corrected and updated commercial use numbers provided by 
BLM staff. 
 
10.  Table 3-32 in the EIS shows that peak flows ranging from bankfull flows to 
25-year flows would continue to occur under the alternatives. The reductions in 
peak flows that would occur below the Windy Gap diversion result in short 
periods of time (up to 30 days, but typically less than 2 weeks) when stage 
reductions averaging 4 inches (and as much as 2.2 feet for a few days in 2 percent 
of all years) could occur in the alluvium within a few feet of the river.  Floodplain 
areas also are recharged by the water movement, both on the surface and as ground 
water, from higher areas to the river.  Given the predicted stage reductions and the 
short periods of time when they would occur, it is unlikely there would be 
significant effects to riparian communities.  These communities already 
experience similar changes in surface flows and ground water levels as a result of 
natural climatic variability, as well as surface water use and shallow alluvial 
ground water pumping.  Additional discussion on this issue was added to Section 
3.10.3.6 in the FEIS.   
 
11.  The existing minimum flow of 90 cfs below Windy Gap Reservoir, 135 cfs 
below Williams Fork, and 150 cfs below Troublesome Creek would be maintained 
with the WGFP.  These flows were established in an agreement between the 
Subdistrict and the Colorado Division of Wildlife signed in June 1980.  If Windy 
Gap is not diverting, the Subdistrict has no obligation or ability to maintain flows 
at these levels.  These flows were established for the original Windy Gap project, 
which anticipated diverting approximately 10,000 acre-feet per year, on an average 
annual basis, more than the currently proposed project.  Any CWCB minimum 
flow rights on the Colorado River would remain in the same priority as they 
currently are.  Temperature mitigation measures for the WGFP included in the 
CRS 37-60-122.2 Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Plan (FEIS Appendix E) would 
further reduce the potential for adverse impacts to aquatic resources during the 
summer months. 

 

F-171



WINDY GAP FIRMING PROJECT — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
 

Com- 
ment Letter #357 Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
1.  Thank you for your comment. 
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Com- 
ment Letter #357 Response 
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Com- 
ment Letter #406 Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.  Thank you for your comments. 
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Com- 
ment Letter #220 Response 
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Com- 
ment Letter #220 Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.  The discussion on Page 3-114 of the DEIS anticipates that effects of increased 
nutrients in the Three lakes system as a result of the WGFP would carry over to 
eastern slope reservoirs and exacerbate the current oxygen problem in Horsetooth 
Reservoir.  Proposed water quality mitigation, as described in Section 3.8.4 of the 
FEIS, will reduce nutrient loading from the WGFP to the Three Lakes System so 
that the WGFP will not exacerbate the algae and clarity problem in Shadow 
Mountain Reservoir and Grand Lake and would not exacerbate the oxygen 
problem in Horsetooth Reservoir and possible increases in dissolved manganese as 
a result of decreased hypolimnetic oxygen. 
 
2.  A discussion of TOC was added to Section 3.8.2.5 of the FEIS for Horsetooth 
Reservoir since it is a direct-use drinking water supply.  Proposed mitigation to 
offset nutrient loading to the Three Lakes would also benefit Horsetooth Reservoir 
and thus, chlorophyll a concentrations, TOC, and geosim are unlikely to increase 
as a result of the WGFP as discussed in Section 3.8.4 of the FEIS. 
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Com- 
ment Letter #220 Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3.  See response to Comment No. 2.  A discussion of geosmin has been added to 
Section 3.8.2.5 of the FEIS for Horsetooth Reservoir, since it is a direct-use 
drinking water supply.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4.  Quagga and zebra mussel veligers were detected in the Three Lakes in 2008.  
Established populations of quagga and zebra mussels can have significant impacts 
in the areas of water supply and delivery, power generation, recreation, and 
reservoir water quality and ecology.  Additional text has been added to Section 
3.8.1.3 of the FEIS discussing the anticipated effect of the WGFP on the spread of  
quagga and zebra mussel.  Briefly, Reclamation does not believe that the WGFP 
will affect the spread of quagga and zebra mussels because C-BT Project water 
will continue to be distributed to areas mentioned in the comment.     
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Com- 
ment Letter #220 Response 
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Com- 
ment Letter #220 Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5.  Proposed water quality mitigation, as described in Section 3.8.4 of the FEIS, 
would reduce nutrient loading from the WGFP to the Three Lakes System so that 
the WGFP would not exacerbate the algae and clarity problem in Shadow 
Mountain reservoir and Grand Lake. This mitigation is expected to result in no 
increase in nutrients and corresponding levels of algae that contribute to TOC in 
the C-BT system, including Horsetooth Reservoir.  Thus, there would be 
negligible change in the quality of water delivered to Horsetooth Reservoir with 
implementation of West Slope mitigation measures. 
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Com- 
ment Letter #358 Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.  Thank you for your comment. 
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Com- 
ment Letter #358 Response 
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Com- 
ment Letter #362 Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.  Thank you for your comment. 
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Com- 
ment Letter #415 Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
1.  Thank you for your comment. 
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Com- 
ment Letter #1091 Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.  Thank you for your comment. 
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Com- 
ment Letter #232 Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.  Thank you for your comment. 
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Com- 
ment Letter #232 Response 
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Com- 
ment Letter #232 Response 
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Com- 
ment Letter #1114 Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.  The Grand County Stream Management Plan (SMP) was reviewed during 
preparation of the EIS.  Our understanding is that the objective of the SMP was to 
develop preferred and recommended streamflows, water quality, and available 
water supplies for water users in the basin.  The focus of the EIS was to evaluate 
and disclose the anticipated environmental effects of the alternatives.  Where 
adverse effects were identified, mitigation measures were identified to offset or 
minimize those impacts.  The mitigation measures developed for the WGFP are 
linked to identified project impacts and may not necessarily meet the target 
recommendations included in the SMP.  While WGFP mitigation measures may 
contribute to meeting some of the goals of Grand County’s SMP, the WGFP and 
SMP have different objectives.  However, mitigation measures included in the 
FEIS  may help meet some of the goals of the SMP. 
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Com- 
ment Letter #1114 Response 

 
2.  The WGFP FEIS fully considered the cumulative impacts of the Moffat 
Project, as well as other reasonably foreseeable future actions.  The cumulative 
effects analysis included hydrologic modeling of the Moffat Project including 
changes in Fraser River, Williams Fork, and Blue River flows.  The cumulative 
effects analysis for water quality, aquatics, and other resources were analyzed in 
the same level of detail as the direct impact of the WGFP.   
 
3.  The Affected Environment section of Surface Water Hydrology describes 
historical hydrologic conditions and the various actions and projects that have 
contributed to existing conditions.  Other sections in the EIS provide discussions 
on the existing condition and status of the various resources.  The existing 
hydrologic conditions presented in the EIS provide an accurate baseline from 
which to make a reasonable comparison of the impacts of each of the alternatives.  
The same is true for other resources.  Both the DEIS and FEIS provide extensive 
discussion of the effects of the proposed action on aquatic life, recreation, and 
agriculture.  The proposed WGFP will not affect the ability of Grand County to 
provide water to its residents and visitors as discussed in Section 1.4.2.3 of the 
DEIS and FEIS.   
 
4.  The CDSS model, which was used to evaluate hydrologic effects on the West 
Slope, covers the Colorado River drainage from the headwaters to the Colorado-
Utah state line.  Therefore, the active model area extends downstream of the 
Dotsero gage.  However, the area considered for the analysis of hydrologic effects 
extends downstream to the USGS gage near Kremmling.  The downstream extent 
of the study area was initially based on the location where average monthly flow 
changes would be less than 10% under direct effects.  Resource evaluations were 
conducted to determine impacts at that location and assess the validity of the 
downstream study area extent.  Results of the resource evaluations indicate direct 
effects from the WGFP would be negligible to minor along the Colorado River 
near the Kremmling gage.  Therefore, extension of the study area further 
downstream is not warranted based on the results of the resource evaluations.  
Regarding future potential projects downstream of Kremmling, see Section 2.8.2 
of the FEIS and Section 8.1 of the Water Resources Technical Report (ERO and 
Boyle 2007) for a discussion of the criteria for identifying reasonably foreseeable 
actions. 
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Com- 
ment Letter #1114 Response 

 
 
5.  Reclamation did not review the effectiveness of each plan.  We believe that is 
more properly the role of the Colorado Water Conservation Board as required by 
the Water Conservation Act of 2004.  In the EIS, water use rates (measured in 
gallons per capita per day) are evaluated and compared to regional values.  Section 
1.6.2.3 and Section 1.7 of the FEIS contain updated information on the status of 
Participant conservation measures.  The WGFP Participants have committed to 
and will be required to maintain a state-approved water conservation plan in 
accordance with the Water Conservation Act of 2004, as amended (Colorado 
House Bill 04-1365).  Seven of the WGFP Participants have Colorado Water 
Conservation Board (CWCB)-approved plans, and other participants will be 
required to have a CWCB-approved plan prior to delivery of WGFP water.  
Maintaining a state-approved water conservation plan would be a condition of any 
contract agreement with the Subdistrict. 
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ment Letter #1058 Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.  We are aware of the whirling disease studies that were conducted in Windy Gap 
Reservoir and downstream of Windy Gap Reservoir in the Colorado River.  Mr. 
Barry Nehring, CDPW researcher, was contacted and asked if the whirling disease 
pathogens were still at a problematic level as they had been in the past.  The quote 
from Mr. Nehring is presented in the FEIS.  In addition, Mr. Jon Ewert presented 
information regarding the current status of the fishery in the Colorado River to 
Denver Water and Northern on July 14, 2009.  During that presentation, questions 
were raised again about the presence of whirling disease in Windy Gap Reservoir.  
Mr. Ewert reiterated that whirling disease is still present, but there appears to be a 
shift in the species of tubifex worms present in the reservoir.  The current species 
are not the carriers of whirling disease in the same number as previously sampled 
in Windy Gap Reservoir.  
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A report by Thompson (2005) indicates the percent myxospore in brown trout for 
several rivers in Colorado (Thompson 2005, Whirling Disease/Habitat 
Interactions, Federal Aid Project F-427-R2, Federal Aid in Fish and Wildlife 
Restoration Job Progress Report, CDOW, Fish Research Section, Fort Collins, 
Colorado, May 2005).  Thompson reported that the percent prevalence of 
myxospores in brown trout in the Fryingpan River, and Spring Creek in the Taylor 
River drainage were as high or higher than downstream from Windy Gap 
Reservoir.  The objective of the study was to determine the response of whirling 
disease to habitat modification.  At the time of that research, it did not appear that 
habitat modification resulted in a marked reduction in the prevalence of whirling 
disease myxospores.  
 
2. There are no documented instances of the Windy Gap Project not meeting the 
bypass requirements of the Azure Agreement and the agreement between the 
Subdistrict and the Colorado Division of Wildlife dated June 23, 1980.  The 
purpose of the WGFP EIS is to disclose the anticipated effects of the proposed 
WGFP, not evaluate the effects of the C-BT Project.  The WGFP primarily would 
impact flows below the Windy Gap Reservoir diversion.  The WGFP would only 
affect flows immediately below Granby Reservoir as a result of reduced spills in 
wet years.  Below Windy Gap Reservoir, flushing flows would remain adequate to 
transport fine sediment in the Colorado River study area under the alternatives, as 
shown in Table 3-32 of the FEIS and as indicated in response to Comment No. 1.   
The Grand County Stream Management Plan (SMP) was reviewed during 
preparation of the EIS.  Our understanding is that the objective of the SMP was to 
develop recommendations of preferred streamflow regimes to support stream 
health for aquatic habitat and other nonconsumptive water uses, as well as the flow 
regimes necessary to support water use requirements for irrigators, municipalities, 
industry, and recreation.  The focus of the EIS was to evaluate and disclose the 
anticipated environmental effects of the alternatives.  Where adverse effects were 
identified, mitigation measures were identified to offset or minimize those impacts.  
The mitigation measures developed for the WGFP are linked to identified project 
impacts and may not necessarily meet the target recommendations included in the 
SMP.  However, mitigation measures included in the FEIS such as reductions in 
nutrient loadings to the Colorado River and Three Lakes and measures developed 
in the Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Plan would help meet some of the goals of the 
SMP. 
 
The SMP was not a study of stream morphology, but rather, as stated in the first 
sentence of the SMP, a presentation of “the analyses and recommendations of 
preferred flow regimes for streams and rivers in Grand County, Colorado, to 
support stream health for aquatic habitat and other non-consumptive uses.”  The 
SMP states that “the magnitude of each flushing flow is based upon bedload 
transport modeling to identify the threshold flow at which spawning gravel 
mobilization is initiated.”  However, the modeling used particle sizes much larger 
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than fine sediment.  It is the finer particles, 2 mm or less, that may fill between the 
larger gravels and bury fish habitat.  The SMP also states that “the recommended 
flushing flows are based on [modeling] and are not yet supported by empirical 
evidence of gravel mobilization.”  Considerable empirical data collected by Ward 
for his 1981 study and in 2008 by Miller Ecological have resulted in the conclusion 
that 450 cfs would be sufficient to transport fine sediments and prevent 
aggradation. 
The Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Plan (FEIS Appendix E) includes an increase in 
flushing flows.  Flushing flows from the original Windy Gap Project (1980 MOU) 
would be modified to increase from 450 cfs to 600 cfs.  In any year when flows 
below Windy Gap have not exceeded 600 cfs for at least 50 consecutive hours in 
the previous two years, and total Subdistrict water supplies in Chimney Hollow and 
Granby Reservoirs exceed 60,000 AF on April 1, the Subdistrict would cease all 
Windy Gap pumping for at least 50 consecutive hours to enhance peak flows below 
Windy Gap. 
The instream flow study conducted for the SMP by consultants to Grand County 
used a standard one-dimensional model that was state-of-the-art in the 1980s and 
1990s.  The current preferred approach is a two-dimensional hydrodynamic model, 
which was used for the WGFP EIS.  Further, the flows recommended in the Grand 
County SMP were based only on the Weighted Usable Area curve without 
consideration of whether those flows would be available in either natural or 
regulated conditions.  A habitat time series is the recommended technique to 
determine appropriate flows or to compare changes in habitat from changes in flow 
regimes (Bovee 1982).  A habitat time series was conducted for the WGFP EIS.   
 
3.  The WGFP has limited impact and no control on flows above Windy Gap 
Reservoir.  Under the WGFP, the potential for spill from Granby Reservoir would 
decrease.  The EIS evaluated the projected change from the existing conditions, if 
the WGFP is implemented, and current infrastructure, including Windy Gap 
Reservoir and Granby Reservoir.  A wide variety of changes have occurred in the 
upper Colorado River since the 1950s.  These changes are the result of a number of 
factors, including land use changes from increased human development in the 
basin, agricultural and municipal diversions, increased wastewater discharge, and 
nonpoint source contributions.  Benthic macroinvertebrate data were collected for 
the EIS.  Those data are presented in the FEIS and the Aquatic Resource Technical 
Report (Miller Ecological 2007).  
 
4.  Additional mitigation measures were defined and developed to reduce the 
potential impacts from implementation of the Proposed Action from those present 
in the DEIS.  Mitigation measures and the effectiveness of those measures are 
described in the FEIS.  An updated summary of mitigation measures also is 
included in Section 3.25.  These measures, along with others included in the Fish 
and Wildlife Mitigation Plan developed by the Subdistrict in concert with the 
CDPW will address project impacts, including mitigation of temperature effects in 

C  
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the Colorado River. 
 
 
 
 
5.  Didymo naturally occurs in northern or mountainous regions of Europe, Asia, 
and North America (Kilroy et al. 2008), but even within its native range, there have 
been reports of excessive growth in areas where previously it existed only at low 
concentrations.  Unfortunately, there is a lack of basic biological and ecological 
knowledge for this organism (Spaulding and Elwell 2007).  It thrives under a wide 
range of freshwater conditions – both hydrological and chemical (Spaulding and 
Elwell 2007), although it is commonly reported that Didymo prefers streams with 
low phosphorus and low mean discharge (Miller et al. 2009; Kirkwood et al. 2007).  
Spaulding and Elwell (2007) found no relation between water velocity and visual 
biovolume indices.  In a recent study, Miller et al. (2009), reported a decrease in 
abundance in Boulder Creek, Colorado after a 3-day rain event, which suggested 
that larger flows could reduce its growth.  However, the level of abundance was 
restored within a week and, therefore, the impact was not long lasting. 
Given the lack of understanding regarding the factors that influence Didymo, it is 
very difficult to predict how the WGFP might impact its growth.  It may be true 
that a decline in the frequency of channel maintenance flows may cause an increase 
in abundance, but the evidence that the magnitude of flow reductions associated 
with the alternatives would cause a significant lasting impact is lacking.  It could 
be that currently the flows are below the threshold required to dislodge the algae.  
If this is the case, less flow would not result in more Didymo.  Unfortunately, the 
required flows have not been quantified for practical use.  As discussed in Section 
3.7 of the FEIS, sediment transport capacity would remain adequate under all the 
alternatives.  In addition, a slight increase in phosphorus might provide less 
desirable conditions for growth. 
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6.  Comment noted.  Mitigation measures in the Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Plan 
developed in accordance with the requirements of CRS 37-60-122.2 should address 
this issue.  An updated summary of mitigation measures also is included in Section 
3.25.   
 
7.  The DEIS and FEIS both include the hydrologic impacts of the Moffat Project 
and other reasonably foreseeable actions.  See Surface Water Hydrology—Section 
3.5.3 for cumulative effects and Aquatic Resources—Section 3.9.3 for cumulative 
effects.  The methods used to assess direct effects were the same for cumulative 
effects. 
 
8.  Windy Gap diversions for the last 10 years (1999 through 2008) averaged 
22,158 AF/yr, which is significantly higher than the average diversion of 11,080 
AF/yr for the period from 1985 through 2005, as presented in Table 3 of the Water 
Resources Technical Report.  Windy Gap diversions were estimated based on the 
project’s existing water rights, which are the same water rights that would be used 
to effect diversions after the WGFP is constructed.  Recent diversions represent the 
Participants’ need for water to meet water demands, which is supported by 
information presented in Chapter 1 on the Participants’ water demands and needs.  
Estimated Windy Gap diversions used in the model reflect recent Windy Gap 
Participant demands.  Windy Gap pumping for the 8-year period from 2001 
through 2008 (since Granby Reservoir last filled) averaged 27,450 AF/yr.  That 
average includes 2002 and 2004 when almost no Windy Gap water was pumped. 
Therefore, Reclamation believes that estimated pumping under existing conditions 
is accurate.   
The comment indicates that potential impacts of additional Windy Gap diversions 
under the Proposed Action are minimized or underestimated based on a 
comparison against existing conditions.  The average decrease in Colorado River 
flows below Windy Gap between the Proposed Action and existing conditions is 
21,283 AF/yr, which is the estimated increase in net depletions to the Colorado 
River.  This reflects the net effect of additional Windy Gap diversions from the 
Colorado River and the difference in spills from Granby Reservoir.  A considerable 
portion of Windy Gap water diverted from the Colorado River is delivered back to 
the river via a spill under the existing conditions scenario.  Windy Gap operations 
were simulated in this manner to present the amount of water than could be 
diverted with the project’s current water rights to meet demands even if a portion 
of the water is subsequently spilled from Granby Reservoir back to the Colorado 
River.  Table 3-9 was added to the FEIS to better illustrate the water balance 
associated with the Proposed Action. 
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In summary, the effects assessments based on net depletions to the Colorado River 
below Windy Gap, as presented in the FEIS, are appropriate.  Windy Gap 
diversions under existing conditions reasonably reflect recent operations and 
diversions, which are much higher than the 20-year average from 1985 through 
2005.  In addition, this issue does not affect Windy Gap diversions in dry years; 
therefore, Windy Gap pumping, net depletions to the Colorado River, and 
associated impacts are appropriately estimated in dry years, which are typically 
more critical for aquatics, water quality, and other flow-related resources. 
 
9.  Colorado River peak flows are estimated to decrease about 200 cfs on average 
from 1,050 cfs to 850 cfs from existing conditions to the Proposed Action.  Peak 
flows under the Proposed Action would still be within the range of flushing flows 
reported in the Grand County Stream Management Plan (SMP).  The Grand 
County SMP did not define channel maintenance flows, rather the environmental 
flows or flushing flows presented in the SMP were defined as flows that are 
determined to best maintain the ecological needs of the stream in relation to its 
fisheries.  The previous study completed for the original Windy Gap Project of bed 
materials and movement for this reach of the Colorado River concluded that a 
flushing flow of 450 cfs below the Windy Gap Reservoir for 50 hours during the 
period from April 1 through June 30 every 3 years should be sufficient to transport 
fine sediments and prevent aggradation (Ward 1981).  See also the result of the 
recent shear stress analysis described in response to Comment No. 2. 
The reduction in the frequency of channel maintenance flows was analyzed for the 
WGFP EIS.  Both the WGFP and Moffat Project would divert additional water 
primarily in wet years; therefore, there would be little effect on the frequency that 
channel maintenance flows occur.  Figure 3-27 in the FEIS provides average daily 
flows in the Colorado River below Windy Gap for each alternative with reasonably 
foreseeable actions, which includes the Moffat Project.  Section 3.7 of the FEIS 
provides several analyses of effects to stream morphology and sediment transport. 
The conclusion is that sufficient high flows would still occur under the alternatives 
to maintain channel capacity, provide periodic scouring, and transport sediment.  
See also response to Comment No. 2, which describes the increased flushing flows 
included in the Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Plan. 
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10.  Typically Windy Gap diversions late in the runoff season would only occur in 
wet years when there is no Shoshone call and flows exceed minimum streamflow 
requirements below Windy Gap.  Higher flows during those months typically occur 
due to rain events, in which case water temperatures would likely be lower than 
average.  The Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Plan required by CRS 37-60-122.2  
addresses adverse temperature effects downstream of the Windy Gap diversion. 
 
11.  Delivery of WGFP water on the East Slope under the action alternatives would 
use existing C-BT canals and the Southern Water Supply Pipeline.  Changes in 
East Slope streamflow for several streams would be the result of increases in 
effluent discharges below Participant wastewater treatment plants as water use 
increases over time.  The discussion of potential fish species in Ralph Price 
Reservoir was added to the FEIS in Section 3.9.2.   
 
12.  Additional coordination between the CDPW, Subdistrict, and Larimer County, 
who would be managing Chimney Hollow Reservoir, is needed prior to reservoir 
construction to discuss establishment of a fishery.  This may be a component of the 
Recreation Management Plan that Larimer County would prepare during reservoir 
construction.  Mitigation for any adverse effects on terrestrial species is included in 
the Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Plan developed in accordance with CRS 37-60-
122.2. 
 
13.  This is also a management measure that will be discussed with Larimer County 
and CDPW as part of the Recreation Management Plan. 
 
14.  Many of the issues identified in this comment are addressed in the DEIS.  New 
and updated information has been added to Section 3.12.1.7 of the FEIS.  Because 
of the importance of the Chimney Hollow area as wildlife habitat, the Subdistrict, 
in concert with CDPW, developed a Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Plan in 
accordance with the requirements of CRS 37-60-122.2. 
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15.  The cumulative impacts assessment includes the C-Lazy-U Preserve and 
Orvis-Shorefox property highlighted in Figure 2.15 of the FEIS.  New and updated 
information provided in this comment about wildlife-vehicle collisions and game 
damage conflicts has been added to Section 3.12.2.6 and 3.12.2.7 of the FEIS. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
16.  As provided in the description of this alternative, there is currently no defined 
recreation plans for the Jasper East and Rockwell/Mueller reservoirs.  They are not 
part of the proposed action. 
 
17.  Reclamation will comply fully with the requirements of the Endangered 
Species Act as necessary.  New and updated information pertaining to the federal 
status of the greater sage grouse has been added to Section 3.12.1.4 of the FEIS.  
Updated information pertaining to the cumulative effects to greater sage grouse has 
been added to Section 3.12.3 of the FEIS. 
 
 
 
18.  Several mitigation measures to offset water quality impacts are identified in 
the FEIS to minimize the adverse effects of the WGFP on water quality in the 
Three lakes system.  These measures would not only benefit the Three Lakes and 
deliveries to the East Slope during pumping, but would provide a year round 
benefit to water quality in the lower Fraser River, Willow Creek, and the Colorado 
River.  The FEIS includes information on potential impacts to otters.  
Preconstruction surveys for boreal toads in suitable habitat that would be affected 
by construction of a new West Slope reservoir would be conducted. 
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19.  As mentioned previously the purpose of the WGFP EIS is to disclose the 
effects of the WGFP and identify appropriate mitigation measure to avoid or 
minimize adverse effects.  The Subdistrict with assistance from the CDPW 
prepared a Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Plan in accordance with the requirements 
of CRS 37-60-122.2. 
 
20.  Real time temperature monitoring stations would be installed in the Colorado 
River below Windy Gap Reservoir and above the confluence with Williams Fork 
as discussed in the Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Plan and FEIS Section 3.8.4 Water 
Quality mitigation.   
 
21.  The Fish and Wildlife Enhancement Plans developed by the Subdistrict and 
Denver Water include provisions for habitat enhancement below Windy Gap 
Reservoir.  
 
22.  CDPW has previously determined that a bypass flow channel is not needed.  
CDPW research (Thompson 2005) also indicates a separate channel may not 
reduce the presence of whirling disease.  Habitat modification has not resulted in 
the reduction of the prevalence of the myxospores as hypothesized.  Proposed 
nutrient and temperature mitigation measures previously described are expected to 
provide a greater benefit to reducing temperature and nutrient concentrations than a 
bypass channel.  However, the Subdistrict’s Fish and Wildlife Enhancement Plan 
includes funding for studies to evaluate constructing a bypass channel at Windy 
Gap Reservoir. 
 
23.  See response to Comment No. 13. 
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24. One purpose of the WGFP EIS is to identify appropriate mitigation for the 
adverse effects of the WGFP.  Mitigation for the fish and wildlife effects of the 
proposed project are included in the Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Plan developed 
by the Subdistrict with assistance from the CDPW  in accordance with the 
requirements of CRS 37-60-122.2.   
 
25.  The Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Plan prepared by the Subdistrict in 
accordance with the requirements of CRS 37-60-122.2  includes appropriate 
mitigation for the effects of the WGFP on fish and wildlife resources.   
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1.  Windy Gap water rights were made absolute in Case No. 89CW298, which 
awarded absolute water rights to pump 600 cfs from the Windy Gap Pump Canal 
and also confirmed the volumetric diversion limits as an integral part of the 
decree. 
 
The FEIS discloses a number of impacts from the proposed WGFP and identifies 
mitigation measures to avoid or minimize adverse effects.  Additional mitigation 
measures were defined and developed to reduce or offset the potential impacts 
from implementation of the proposed project.  Mitigation measures and the 
effectiveness of those measures are described for each resource in Environmental 
Consequences—Chapter 3.  An updated summary of mitigation measures is also 
included in Section 3.25 of the FEIS.   
 
 
 
 
 
The comment period was extended until December 28, 2008. 
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1.  Thank you for your comment. 
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1.  These comments are addressed in detail below. 
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2.  The WGFP was initiated by the Participants because the original Windy Gap 
Project failed to deliver the yields anticipated in the 1981 EIS for the reasons 
discussed in more detail in Section 1.5 of the WGFP FEIS, including insufficient 
storage.  To address the shortcomings of the Windy Gap Project, Participants 
determined that a cooperative project with shared storage in a new reservoir(s) 
would be the most efficient way to collectively firm their Windy Gap water 
supply.  Existing absolute Windy Gap water rights represent an existing source of 
water available to the Participants.  However, additional infrastructure is necessary 
to provide reliable deliveries.  Thus, the purpose of the WGFP is to fix a broken 
project, not to develop new sources of water.  Many of the WGFP Participants 
have additional future water needs beyond what the WGFP would supply, and will 
be investigating other sources of water to meet those needs.  The WGFP is only 
functional as a collaborative effort on the part of Windy Gap Project unit holders. 
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The impact on Colorado River under the action alternatives is similar because each 
of the alternative results in an increase in stream diversions.  The No Action 
Alternative also increases diversions, as described in response to Comment No. 3.  
The EIS evaluates the impact of all of the action alternatives that would meet the 
project purpose and need and the No Action Alternative. 
 
3.  The No Action Alternative presents what WGFP Participants would do if 
Reclamation does not allow the proposed connection to C-BT facilities.  
Consistent with CEQ guidance on what should be considered in a No Action 
alternative, it does not mean that agencies stop what they are doing.  In the case of 
existing agreements, prior court decisions and CEQ guidance would define No 
Action as no change to existing agreements.  For WG and the WGFP this means 
that Reclamation would continue operation under the existing agreement between 
Reclamation and the Subdistrict for conveyance of WG water through the C-BT 
Project system.  (See CEQ 40 Questions, No. 3)  This also includes foreseeable 
actions by the participants.  For most Participants, this includes continuing to take 
Windy Gap deliveries and increasing those deliveries as water demand increases 
within the capacity of the existing Windy Gap Project facilities and available 
storage in Granby Reservoir.  One Participant would drop out of the WGFP.  The 
City of Longmont would pursue enlargement of Ralph Price Reservoir to store its 
Windy Gap water.  While there is no guarantee that enlargement of Ralph Price 
Reservoir would acquire all of the regulatory authorizations, it is a reasonable 
action for the City of Longmont, and no fatal flaws were discovered in review of 
this alternative in the WGFP EIS.  The majority of the hydrologic impacts 
included under the No Action alternative entail increased Windy Gap deliveries to 
Participants, which can currently be done without any infrastructure changes, 
additional authorizations, or approvals from Reclamation.  It is not speculative to 
assume that Windy Gap diversions will increase in the future as a function of 
increased demand or that the No Action alternative should be no diversions.  
 
4.  Windy Gap diversions for the last 10 years (1999 through 2008) averaged 
22,158 AF/yr, which is significantly higher than the average diversion of 11,080 
AF/yr for the period from 1985 through 2005, as presented in Table 3 of the Water 
Resources Technical Report.  Windy Gap diversions were made in accordance 
with the project’s water rights, the same water rights that would be used to effect 
diversions with a WGFP.  The increase in recent diversions represents the 
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Participants’ need for additional water to meet increasing water demands, which is 
supported by information presented in Chapter 1 on the Participants’ water 
demands and needs.  Modeled Windy Gap diversions under existing conditions 
reflect the recent increases in Windy Gap Participant demands.  Windy Gap 
pumping for the 8-year period from 2001 through 2008, since Granby Reservoir 
last filled, averaged 27,450 AF/yr.  That average includes 2002 and 2004 when 
almost no Windy Gap water was pumped.  Therefore, estimated pumping under 
existing conditions is much closer to recent operations than suggested in the 
comment.  
 
The comment indicates that potential impacts of additional Windy Gap diversions 
under the Proposed Action are minimized or underestimated based on a 
comparison against existing conditions.  The average decrease in Colorado River 
flows below Windy Gap between the Proposed Action and existing conditions is 
21,283 AF/yr, which is the estimated increase in net depletions to the Colorado 
River.  This reflects the net effect of additional Windy Gap diversions from the 
Colorado River and the difference in spills from Granby Reservoir.  A 
considerable portion of Windy Gap water diverted from the Colorado River is 
delivered back to the river via a spill under the existing conditions scenario.  
Windy Gap operations were simulated in this manner to present the amount of 
water than could be diverted with the project’s current water rights to meet 
demands even if a portion of the water is subsequently spilled from Granby 
Reservoir back to the Colorado River.  Table 3-9 was added to the FEIS to better 
illustrate the water balance associated with the Proposed Action.  
 
In summary, the effects assessments based on net depletions to the Colorado River 
below Windy Gap, as presented in the FEIS, are appropriate.  Windy Gap 
diversions under existing conditions reasonably reflect recent operations and 
diversions, which are much higher than the 20-year average from 1985 through 
2005.  In addition, this issue does not affect Windy Gap diversions in dry years; 
therefore, Windy Gap pumping, net depletions to the Colorado River and 
associated impacts are appropriately estimated in dry years, which are typically 
more critical for aquatics, water quality, and other flow-related resources.  
 
In response to the portion of the comment that the DEIS assumes streamflows in 
the Upper Colorado River are significantly lower than actual stream gage 
measurements, it is not valid to compare modeled existing conditions at the Hot 
Sulphur Springs gage with historical USGS gage data at that location.  That  
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comparison is flawed for the following reasons: 
• Demands have changed considerably over the course of the study period,  
• Certain facilities and reservoir were not in operation for the entire study 

period, and 
• River administration and project operations have changed over the study 

period.  
The Windy Gap Project did not come online until 1985.  Therefore, it is inaccurate 
to evaluate  the effects of Windy Gap diversions under the alternatives based on a 
comparison with historical flows at Hot Sulphur Springs because they do not 
include the effects of the Windy Gap Project prior to 1985. 
 
5.  The WGFP FEIS fully considered the cumulative impacts of the Moffat 
Project, as well as other reasonably foreseeable future actions.  The cumulative 
effects analysis included hydrologic modeling of the Moffat Project, including 
changes in Fraser River, Williams Fork, and Blue River flows.  Hydrologic 
impacts of the Moffat Project are actually overstated in the WGFP analysis 
because Denver’s Blue River demands are 30,000 AF less than used in the 
hydrologic modeling for the WGFP.  Denver changed their demand estimate after 
the hydrologic model for the WGFP was completed.  The cumulative effects 
analysis for water quality, aquatics, and other resources were analyzed in the same 
level of detail as the direct impact of the WGFP.  The WGFP and Moffat Project 
have different objectives, different project proponents, and no shared facilities.  
Combining the two projects in one EIS is not needed to adequately evaluate the 
cumulative effects of the projects.  The Corps is a cooperating agency for the 
WGFP, and Reclamation and the Corps have coordinated on the assessment of 
cumulative effects and mitigation for the two projects.  Daily hydrologic data were 
used in the assessment of resource impacts for the WGFP. 
 
6.  Additional mitigation measures were defined and developed to avoid or 
minimize adverse effects from implementation of the Proposed Action from those 
presented in the DEIS.  Mitigation measures were developed to correspond with 
projected impacts.  Mitigation measures and the effectiveness of those measures 
are described for each resource in Environmental Consequences—Chapter 3.  An 
updated summary of mitigation measures is also included in Section 3.25.  The 
mitigation measures in the FEIS are commitments that would be included as part 
of the Record of Decision. 
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7.  Reclamation expects to complete the NEPA process with a Record of Decision 
(ROD) no sooner than 30 days after the Final EIS is made available to the public.  
The ROD will document Reclamation’s selection of an alternative for the WGFP 
and discuss the factors, including C-BT Project water rights that were considered 
in making that decision.  If the selected alternative includes issuing a water 
contract, Reclamation intends to determine whether the proposed contract 
complies with Senate Document 80, and other applicable authorities, prior to 
execution of the proposed contract.  See the discussion of text added at the 
beginning of Section 1.10.2 of the FEIS. 
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8.  Reclamation expects to complete the NEPA process with a Record of Decision 
(ROD) no sooner than 30 days after the Final EIS is made available to the public.  
The ROD will document Reclamation’s selection of an alternative for the WGFP 
and discuss the factors, including C-BT Project water rights that were considered 
in making that decision.  If the selected alternative includes issuing a water 
contract, Reclamation intends to determine whether the proposed contract 
complies with Senate Document 80, and other applicable authorities, prior to 
execution of the proposed contract.  See the discussion of text added at the 
beginning of Section 1.10.2 of the FEIS. 
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9.  Reclamation expects to complete the NEPA process with a Record of Decision 
(ROD) no sooner than 30 days after the Final EIS is made available to the public.  
The ROD will document Reclamation’s selection of an alternative for the WGFP 
and discuss the factors, including C-BT Project water rights that were considered 
in making that decision.  If the selected alternative includes issuing a water 
contract, Reclamation intends to determine whether the proposed contract 
complies with Senate Document 80, and other applicable authorities, prior to 
execution of the proposed contract.  See the discussion of text added at the 
beginning of Section 1.10.2 of the FEIS. 
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10.  Reclamation expects to complete the NEPA process with a Record of 
Decision (ROD) no sooner than 30 days after the Final EIS is made available to 
the public.  The ROD will document Reclamation’s selection of an alternative for 
the WGFP and discuss the factors, including C-BT Project water rights that were 
considered in making that decision.  If the selected alternative includes issuing a 
water contract, Reclamation intends to determine whether the proposed contract 
complies with Senate Document 80, and other applicable authorities, prior to 
execution of the proposed contract.  See the discussion of text added at the 
beginning of Section 1.10.2 of the FEIS 
 
11.  Reclamation expects to complete the NEPA process with a Record of 
Decision (ROD) no sooner than 30 days after the Final EIS is made available to 
the public.  The ROD will document Reclamation’s selection of an alternative for 
the WGFP and discuss the factors, including C-BT Project water rights that were 
considered in making that decision.  If the selected alternative includes issuing a 
water contract, Reclamation intends to determine whether the proposed contract 
complies with Senate Document 80, and other applicable authorities, prior to 
execution of the proposed contract.  See the discussion of text added at the 
beginning of Section 1.10.2 of the FEIS. 
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12.  Reclamation expects to complete the NEPA process with a Record of 
Decision (ROD) no sooner than 30 days after the Final EIS is made available to 
the public.  The ROD will document Reclamation’s selection of an alternative for 
the WGFP and discuss the factors, including C-BT Project water rights that were 
considered in making that decision.  If the selected alternative includes issuing a 
water contract, Reclamation intends to determine whether the proposed contract 
complies with Senate Document 80, and other applicable authorities, prior to 
execution of the proposed contract.  See the discussion of text added at the 
beginning of Section 1.10.2 of the FEIS. 
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13.  Evaluation and potential designation of portions of the Colorado River as 
Wild and Scenic is a separate and ongoing process being pursued by the BLM.  
Recreational values are among the outstanding remarkable values identified for 
segments of the river.  This process is described in the Recreation section of the 
FEIS.  While the effects to river recreation described in the FEIS could relate to 
the recreational values along the Colorado River, Wild and Scenic River status is a 
determination made by the BLM as part of the planning process, and is not part of 
the evaluation for the WGFP EIS.  None of the WGFP alternatives would affect 
BLM recreation facilities within the upper Colorado River Special Recreation 
Management Area.    
 
14.  The Subdistrict is not proposing an expansion of the Windy Gap water rights.  
All diversions after the WGFP is constructed would be in accordance with the 
current water rights for the Windy Gap Project.  Whether or not prepositioning 
requires a change of the Windy Gap water rights will be part of the evaluation  
discussed in the response to comment No.1.  This evaluation will also include an 
analysis of the effects on C-BT Project water rights to assure that they are not 
adversely affected.   
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15.  We are aware of no basis for the assertion that the Azure Agreement 
signatories intended that the Windy Gap Project should not “change the operation 
of the C-BT Project in any way.”  This is not mentioned in the Azure Agreement 
in Part IV, Purpose of Agreement, or in any other part of the agreement.  Further, 
the DEIS, which is referred to in the 1980 Azure Agreement, states on page 1-1 
that one of the purposes of the EIS is to address the fact that “Operation of the C-
BT Project will be modified if water developed by the second project, Windy Gap, 
is transported through the C-BT system.”   

The operation of the proposed WGFP, which has been evaluated in the EIS, was 
reviewed in detail by Reclamation to ensure that there would be no negative 
impacts on operation of the C-BT Project and does not appreciably change the 
volume of water diverted or delivered by the C-BT Project – and in this way, 
operation of the project is “invisible” to the C-BT Project.  The proposed project 
operations were designed to make the most efficient use of facilities without 
expanding the yield of the C-BT project or allowing Windy Gap deliveries through 
the Adams Tunnel to violate the volumetric limits in the Azure Agreement.     

The proposed project is consistent with the Windy Gap Carriage Contract, in 
particular with paragraph 4(a) which states that “the introduction, storage, carriage 
and delivery of Subdistrict Water shall be subject to the need for the use of said 
[C-BT] Project Works for [C-BT] Project purposes…”  Reclamation has proposed 
that modifications to the Carriage Contract will be made to allow for 
prepositioning.  Reclamation’s standard contracting process will be used to make 
any necessary modifications to the Windy Gap Carriage Contract. 

The Subdistrict is not claiming use of the Green Mountain Reservoir pool for 
replacement purposes for Windy Gap operation.  Green Mountain will be used as 
authorized in SD80 for replacement of out-of-priority C-BT diversions.  All 
Windy Gap diversions, including exchanges, will be in accordance with state 
water law and “strictly under the priority system” as agreed in Paragraph 13 of the 
1980 Azure Agreement. 
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Operation of the proposed project is within the limitations of the 1980 Azure 
Agreement, the 1985 Supplement to the 1980 Agreement, and the Record of 
Decision.  These agreements rely on the DEIS and FEIS to describe the project 
that is approved.  Both the DEIS and FEIS discuss the use of approximately 
90,000 acre-feet of storage on the East Slope, either as unused or leased storage 
(see DEIS, pg. IV-10) or “participant storage capabilities other than the C-BT 
Project (see FEIS, pg. IV-68).  It has always been intended that storage on the East 
Slope would be a necessary part of the Windy Gap Project and the WGFP was 
proposed as a joint, regional project by the Participants to minimize the cost and 
environmental impacts of storage to realize the yield contemplated in the original 
Windy Gap Project.  The proposed Project is consistent with the original 
agreements and underlying environmental reports including the 1980 Azure 
Agreement, 1985 Supplement to the 1980 Agreement, the Windy Gap Carriage 
Contract, and the original Windy Gap Record of Decision. 
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16. Although the Corps will extensively use the EIS to evaluate the PA 
compliance with the Guidelines, the determination to issue a 404 Permit is a 
decision made by the Corps independently of conclusions in the EIS. 
 
17.  Reclamation expects to complete the NEPA process with a Record of 
Decision (ROD) no sooner than 30 days after the Final EIS is made available to 
the public.  The ROD will document Reclamation’s selection of an alternative for 
the WGFP and discuss the factors, including C-BT Project water rights that were 
considered in making that decision.  If the selected alternative includes issuing a 
water contract, Reclamation intends to determine whether the proposed contract 
complies with Senate Document 80, and other applicable authorities, prior to 
execution of the proposed contract.  See the discussion of text added at the 
beginning of Section 1.10.2 of the FEIS. 
 
18.  The WGFP is intended to meet the long-term water need of Project 
Participants to the year 2050, or build-out for some Participants.  The recession 
has had an impact on growth in the past 2 years in many previously fast-growing 
areas, and the Participant service areas are no exception.  However, recessions are 
short-term economic phenomena, similar to economic boom growth.  Long-term 
growth projections are normalized to “smooth out” cyclical high and low-growth 
periods.  The overall long-term need for additional water supply is not affected by 
short-term fluctuations in population, although the timing for needing the water 
may shift.  
 
19.  See response to Comment No. 9.  The required accounting would be based on 
requirements of the State Engineer, but would include, at a minimum, detailed 
accounting of the total amount of C-BT water contained in Granby and Chimney 
Hollow reservoirs to ensure the total does not exceed 539,758 acre-feet, which is 
the physical capacity of Granby Reservoir. 
 
20.  See response to Comment No. 9. 
 
21.  See response to Comment No. 9. 
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22.  The exact nature of the working arrangement between the Subdistrict and 
Reclamation to implement the proposed project would be the subject of contract 
negotiations including conditions necessary to protect the C-BT Project and its 
commitments under its various authorities and water rights.  These contract 
discussions will be open to public participation.   
 
23.  See response to Comment No. 14. 
 
24.  See response to Comment Nos. 9 and 14. 
 
25.  The CDSS Model, which was used to evaluate hydrologic effects on the West 
Slope, covers the Colorado River drainage from the headwaters to the Colorado-
Utah state line.  However, the area considered for the analysis of hydrologic 
effects extends downstream of Kremmling to the gage below the confluence with 
the Blue River.  The downstream extent of the study area was initially based on 
the location where average monthly flow changes would be less than 10% under 
direct effects.  Average monthly Colorado River flow decreases less than 7 percent 
from existing conditions compared to the Proposed Action, and less than 3 percent 
annually.  Resource impacts for hydrology, water quality, aquatics, boating, and 
other resources were evaluated below Kremmling to assess the validity of the 
downstream study area extent.  Results of the resource evaluations indicate direct 
effects from the WGFP diminish substantially below Kremmling and would 
generally be minor.  Therefore, extension of the study area further downstream is 
not warranted based on the results of the resource evaluations.  
 
26.  See response to Comment No. 9. 
 
27.  See response to Comment Nos. 9 and 14. 
 
28.  See response to Comment No. 22.  
 
29.  See response to Comment No. 22. 
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30.  See responses to Comment Nos. 9 and 22. 
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1.  Reclamation will notify the Comanche Nation if any human remains are found 
during excavations for construction of any of the reservoir facilities.   
 
2.   Reclamation will properly inform the Comanche Nation if there are any human 
discoveries during construction.  Notifications will be in accordance with the 
Programmatic Agreement or MOU, whichever is appropriate. 
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1.  The CDSS Model, which was used to evaluate hydrologic effects on the West 
Slope, covers the Colorado River drainage from the headwaters to the Colorado-
Utah state line.  Therefore, the active model area extends downstream of the 
Dotsero gage.  However, the area considered for the analysis of hydrologic effects 
extends downstream to the USGS gage near Kremmling.  The downstream extent 
of the study area was initially based on the location where direct effects on average 
monthly flow would be less than 10 percent .  Hydrologic and other impacts 
diminish below the Blue River confluence because the preferred alternative would 
have less than a 7 percent impact on average monthly flows and less than a 3 
percent impact on annual flows.  The percent of flow reduction continues to 
diminish downstream with input from other tributaries.  Resource evaluations were 
conducted to determine impacts at that location and assess the validity of the 
downstream study area extent.  Results of the resource evaluations indicate direct 
effects due to the WGFP would be negligible to minor along the Colorado River 
near the Kremmling gage.  Therefore, extension of the study area further 
downstream is not warranted.  Regarding future potential projects downstream of 
Kremmling, see Section 2.8.2 of the FEIS and Section 8.1 of the Water Resources 
Technical Report (ERO and Boyle 2007) for a discussion of the criteria for 
identifying reasonably foreseeable actions. 
No measurable socioeconomic impacts are anticipated in Eagle County from 
anticipated increased WGFP diversions.  
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2.  Daily data were developed from monthly model output by disaggregating 
monthly values using historical gage records.  Two sets of daily data were 
developed.  Daily data were developed for the entire study period for the USGS 
gages on the Colorado River below Lake Granby, below Windy Gap, at Hot 
Sulphur Springs, near Kremmling, and the gage on Willow Creek below Willow 
Creek Reservoir.  See Section 4.2.4 in the Water Resources Technical Report for a 
detailed discussion of the process used to disaggregate monthly model output.  
A combination of daily and monthly hydrologic data was used for evaluations of 
resources dependent on flows or reservoir storage contents and levels.  Daily data 
was used for evaluating effects to aquatics, water quality, stream morphology, 
recreation, and other resources.  Table 3-4 of the FEIS indicates how hydrologic 
data was used in the evaluation of different resources..  
Because of its relatively junior water rights, the Windy Gap Project is not in 
priority and is precluded from diverting water from the Colorado River during 
droughts and low-flow periods with or without the alternatives assessed to provide 
firming storage.  During low-flow periods, the Windy Gap Project would operate 
the same whether there is a firming project online or not.  In these low-flow 
conditions, downstream Colorado River flows, whether they are viewed on a 
monthly or on a daily basis, are the same for existing conditions, for the No Action 
Alternative, and for each of the EIS alternatives.  Because there are no hydrologic 
impacts due to the WGFP during low-flow and drought periods, a daily model is 
not needed to assess effects for these low-flow periods, and the disaggregation of 
monthly data to daily data is sufficient for the assessment of effects for non-
drought conditions.   
 
3.  The Grand County Stream Management Plan (SMP) was reviewed during 
preparation of the EIS.  Our understanding is that the objective of the SMP was to 
develop preferred and recommended streamflows, water quality, and available 
water supplies for water users in the basin.  The focus of the EIS is to evaluate and 
disclose the anticipated environmental effects of the proposed action and 
alternatives.  Where adverse effects were identified, mitigation measures were 
identified to avoid or minimize those impacts.  The mitigation measures developed 
for the WGFP are linked to identified project impacts and may not necessarily 
meet the target flow recommendations included in the SMP.  However, mitigation 
measures included in the FEIS could help meet some of the goals of the SMP. 
 
4.  Evaluation and potential designation of portions of the Colorado River as Wild 
and Scenic is a separate and ongoing process being pursued by the BLM.  
Recreational values are among the outstanding remarkable values identified for 
segments of the river.  This process is described in the Recreation section of the 
FEIS.  While the effects to river recreation described in the FEIS could relate to 
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the recreational values along the Colorado River, the decision on Wild and Scenic 
River status is made by the BLM as part of their planning process and is not part 
of the evaluation for the WGFP EIS. 
The discussion of climate change in Section 2.8.2—Reasonably Foreseeable 
Actions was revised in the FEIS.  This section includes updated information from 
recent publications on climatic change trends in the upper Colorado River basin 
and possible future changes.  Potential environmental impacts from climate change 
are qualitatively evaluated as part of the cumulative effects evaluation discussed 
for applicable resources in Chapter 3 of the FEIS. 
Quantitative effects of pine bark beetle infestation on water resources are difficult 
to accurately predict because of the numerous variables involved and the 
assumptions that would be necessary.  While the potential types of effects are 
acknowledged in Section 2.8.2.1 on Reasonably Foreseeable Action, no attempt 
was made to quantitatively evaluate the effects.  Any pine beetle-related impacts 
would be similar for all alternatives. 
 
5.  Conditional Windy Gap water rights were established by decrees in 1980 and 
1985 when the original Windy Gap Project was approved and made absolute in 
1990, as described in Section 3.5.1.3 of the FEIS.  There are ongoing discussions 
between Grand County and the Subdistrict on the need for a new or modification 
of the existing Windy Gap 1041 permit The EIS provides an estimation of the 
anticipated direct and cumulative effects of the proposed action based on available 
information.    Addition discussion on this issue was added to Section 1.10.4 of the 
FEIS. 
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1.  See responses to Comment Nos. 15, 16, and 18 – 32. 
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2.  The effect of a reduction in streamflow on the aquatic ecosystem was evaluated 
using several methods including analysis of changes to peak flows, changes to 
sediment transport, and impacts on physical habitat using River2D.  As discussed 
in Section 3.7.2.3 on Stream Morphology, channel maintenance flows would 
remain sufficient to prevent aggradation or degradation of the channel.  The 
projected flow regime with the WGFP would maintain the ecological functions of 
high flows for stream morphology and riparian conditions.  Further, the sediment 
transport associated with these flows would be sufficient to transport sediment size 
classes important to benthic health and spawning habitat (see response to 
Comment Nos. 32 – 34).   
Impacts to physical habitat were evaluated using River2D and habitat suitability 
data from CDOW.  Physical habitat is not predicted to change during most of the 
year, in particular in winter when habitat can be most limited.  For this analysis, a 
threshold of a 15% change in habitat was used as the level above which impacts to 
aquatic habitat were considered to have effects (FEIS Section 3.9.2.2).  This 
threshold level has been used by other investigators in Oregon and Washington 
(Instream Flow Council 2008 Short Course - What About Those High Flows? 
Environmental Flow Requirements for High Flows on Streams and Rivers, 
Moderator: Alan Wald, Washington Department of Fish & Wildlife, October 6, 
2008).  The rationale for selecting a threshold level is based on the error associated 
with field measurements and the error within the habitat models.  Additional 
analysis was completed after the DEIS to provide information on the seasonal 
distribution of habitat effects associated with changes in Colorado River 
streamflow.  This information is included in the Aquatic Resources section of the 
FEIS and a revised Aquatic Resource Technical Report (Miller Ecological 2010).  
The seasonal analysis shows that most of the time, the percent change to habitat is 
less than the 15% threshold level.  Habitat changes greater than 15% occur 
primarily from June through August and vary by species and life stage.  The 
largest change to habitat occurs between Windy Gap Reservoir and the Williams 
Fork for adult rainbow trout for periods of 2 to 4 weeks during the summer.  A 
major assumption for application of PHABSIM is that habitat quantity controls or 
limits populations.  Therefore the time of the year when the lowest amount of 
habitat is available is likely to be the limiting time period for the species being 
studied.  In the Colorado River, winter is the time when the least amount of habitat 
is available to the fish species and likely controls the populations.  WGFP does not 
divert in the winter and therefore does not change the habitat availability during 
the limiting time period.  The changes to habitat during summer are substantial but 
still provide considerably more habitat than during winter.  Also, the duration of 
the decrease is usually on the order of several weeks rather the months of low 
habitat as in fall and winter and therefore less likely to effect fish at the population 
level.   
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The Subdistrict developed a Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Plan (FWMP) in 
accordance with the requirements of CRS 37-60-122.2 (FEIS Appendix E).  The 
Colorado Wildlife Commission adopted the FWMP on June 9, 2011 and the 
Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB) adopted it on July 13, 2011.  The 
FWMP is a component of the mitigation and environmental commitments 
described in the FEIS (Section 3.25).  
 
3. See response to Comment No. 14.   
 
4. See response to Comment No. 9.   
 
5. See response to Comment No. 10.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
6.  See response to Comment No. 38. 
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7.  See response to Comment Nos. 32 and 39.   
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8.  The DEIS acknowledges (DEIS p. 1-4, Section 1.3.1) that the Windy Gap 
Firming Project meets a portion of the participants’ existing and future needs.  The 
intent of the project is only to improve the yield from an existing project with 
existing water rights (DEIS p. 1-1).  As the lead agency Reclamation retains the 
responsibility to ensure the relevancy and legitimacy of the purpose and need.  
Reclamation believes that the purpose and need satisfies both conditions. The 
original Windy Gap Project EIS (1981) estimated that about 56,000 AF of water 
could be diverted annually from the Colorado River and that about 48,000 AF 
could be delivered to the Participants after losses and delivery of 3,000 AF to the 
Middle Park Water Conservancy District.  The current WGFP was initiated by 
some of the current Windy Gap owners because the original Windy Gap Project 
failed to deliver the anticipated yield from their water rights for the reasons 
discussed in more detail in Section 1.5 of the WGFP FEIS, including insufficient 
storage.  To address the shortcomings of the Windy Gap Project, Participants 
determined that a cooperative project with shared storage in a new reservoir(s) 
would be the most efficient way to collectively firm about 30,000 AF of its Windy 
Gap water supply.  Not all of the Windy Gap unit holders or all of the Windy Gap 
units owned by WGFP Participants are included in the proposed project, thus the 
WGFP is only seeking to firm about 30,000 AF of the 48,000 AF of the original 
expected yield.  Windy Gap water represented a source of existing water available 
to the Participants, but requires additional infrastructure to provide reliable 
deliveries.  Thus, the purpose of the WGFP was to fix a broken project, not to 
search for other sources of water.  Many of the WGFP Participants have additional 
future water needs beyond what the WGFP would supply and will be individually 
investigating other sources of water to meet those needs.  The WGFP is only 
functional as a collaborative effort on the part of Windy Gap Project unit holders. 
 
Future water demands were addressed in the EIS (DEIS p. 1-18, 1-19, Table 1-4 
and Figure 1-9) as a means for Reclamation to confirm the need for the project 
(DEIS p. 1-10).  However, the project is designed to improve an existing water 
supply, rather than develop other water sources.  In order to assess the ability of 
the WGFP to provide water on a consistent basis (firm yield), an analysis was 
needed to estimate the amount of water that could be reliably delivered (DEIS p. 
3-51, Tables 3-20 and 3-21).  The yield estimate for Windy Gap water provides 
Front Range communities more specific information that may be useful in their 
planning.  Comprehensive plans prepared by the project participants are not the 
focus of this EIS.  The original Windy Gap Project was built to meet a portion of 
the then-current water demand and projected future water needs for the 
participants at that time.  Windy Gap water deliveries have varied over the years 
due to available supplies, changes in Windy Gap unit ownership, and varying 
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demand.  The DEIS and the WGFP Purpose and Need Report (ERO and Harvey 
Economics 2005) evaluated the projected long-term water needs for the 
Participants.  The results of that analysis indicated all of the Participants have a 
need for additional water to meet future demands.  While the timing of Participant 
future water needs may vary from projections because of changing economic 
conditions or other variables, all available evidence, including recent reports from 
the State Water Supply Initiative, indicates that water demand for the WGFP 
Participants, as well other water users along the Colorado Front Range, will 
continue to increase in the future as the population grows.  Reclamation 
collaborated with the Corps of Engineers (Corps) in the development and review 
of the WGFP analysis of purpose and need.  Neither Reclamation nor the Corps 
believes additional reviews or studies are necessary to evaluate future water 
requirements or supplies. 
 
9.  The WGFP Participants have committed to maintaining a state-approved water 
conservation plan in accordance with the Water Conservation Act of 2004 
(Colorado House Bill 04-1365).  Seven of the WGFP Participants have CWCB-
approved plans, and other municipal water providers and water districts have 
committed to acquiring a CWCB-approved plan prior to delivery of WGFP water.  
Reclamation would require maintenance of a state-approved water conservation 
plan as a condition to a contract with Subdistrict WGFP Participants for use of C-
BT facilities. 
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10.  WGFP alternatives were developed to meet the project purpose and need, as 
described in the response to Comment No. 8.  Reclamation considered 170 
different alternatives using NEPA and Section 404(b)(1) guidelines in cooperation 
with the Corps, to narrow down the range of reasonable alternatives for meeting 
the project purpose and need (WGFP Alternative Analysis, ERO 2005).  Screening 
criteria based on 404(b)(1) guidelines were established to help select the least 
environmentally damaging practicable alternatives (LEDPA) for consideration in 
the DEIS.     
As indicated in the response to Comment No. 9, all of the WGFP Participants have 
or will be implementing state-approved water conservation plans prior to the 
delivery of any WGFP water.  While conservation is a key component of meeting 
existing and future water needs for all of the Participants, firming delivery from 
existing sources of water supply, such as the WGFP also is needed to meet 
projected demands.  Other EPA-suggested alternatives may provide alternate 
sources of water, but would not meet the project purpose and need.  WGFP 
Participants could individually consider other sources of water supply to meet 
water needs not satisfied by the WGFP and planned conservation measures. 
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11.  The FEIS provides a comparison of the alternatives in relation to existing 
conditions.  Information on the No Action alternative and comparisons with the 
No Action alternative also are given for some resources according to Bureau of 
Reclamation NEPA Handbook guidance.  The mitigation measures included in the 
FEIS were developed based on a comparison of the Preferred Alternative with 
existing conditions.  
The text in the water quality section was revised to more clearly indicate that the 
increase in stream temperature is a change from existing conditions. 
 
12.  As discussed in Section 2.8.3, Actions Not Considered Reasonably 
Foreseeable, growth-related impacts were not evaluated in the FEIS because 
population growth in the communities served by the WGFP is expected to occur 
regardless of the decision on whether to implement the project.  While regional 
growth and development may affect wetland resources in the future, much as it has 
in the past, approval of the WGFP would not result in more wetland impacts than 
are likely to occur without the project.  Any growth related impacts to wetlands 
would be similar for all alternatives.  The only incremental difference in 
cumulative effects to wetlands between the alternatives would be the direct effects 
related to project facilities.   
 
13.  The cumulative effects analyses for aquatic resources, water quality, and 
stream morphology considered the accumulated change to the Colorado River.  At 
EPA’s request Table 3-20 was added to the FEIS to better illustrate the cumulative 
effect to flows in the Colorado River from past, present and reasonably foreseeable 
actions.  As discussed in more detail in the response to Comment Nos. 32 to 35, 
hydrologic processes that maintain the channel and that provide flushing flows for 
sediment transport would remain intact under the proposed action. A recent 
evaluation was completed of available streamflow versus shear stress data at the 
Colorado River Breeze station, a riffle site located downstream of the confluence 
with the Williams Fork (ERC 2009).  This analysis provides a generalized 
relationship between sediment mobilization and streamflows in the Colorado 
River.  The results showed that fine sediments (sand and silt, 2 mm or finer) would 
be mobilized at this riffle site at flows of less than 50 cfs.  Fine gravel (8 mm) 
would require a flow of 200 cfs, medium gravel (16 mm) would require a flow of 
about 400 cfs, and coarse gravel (32 mm) would require a flow of about 850 cfs to 
be mobilized.  In Ward’s 1981 study, his results at four locations from below 
Windy Gap to above the Blue River showed that fine sediments (sand and silt, 2 
mm or finer) would be mobilized at discharges ranging from 140 to 240 cfs 
(depending on location, with the highest flow at the lowest site above the Blue 
River).   Sediment transport up to small gravels is important for scouring 
accumulated fines and algae from the stream bed.  Sediment up through very 

 
 
 
 
 

10 
 
 
 
11  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
12  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
13  
 

F-239



WINDY GAP FIRMING PROJECT — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
 

Com- 
ment Letter #1141 Response 

coarse gravel, which includes spawning substrates for trout and interstitial spaces 
for macroinvertebrates.  Flows within the range of 510 to 1,240 cfs, more than 
adequate to mobilize up to coarse gravel, would continue to occur during nearly 50 
percent of all years under the proposed action with cumulative effects.  Under No 
Action and cumulative effects, flows of 510 to 1,240 cfs would occur during about 
one third of all years.  While Colorado River streamflows have changed 
substantially since the first half of the 20th century, sufficient channel maintenance 
flows and peak flows would occur under the WGFP to maintain aquatic habitat.  
Current healthy fish populations ranging from about 4,000 to 11,000 fish per mile 
attest to the existing quality of the Colorado River.  The majority of the impacts to 
aquatic habitat are of a magnitude that is not a limiting factor for fish survival.  
Mitigation measures in the Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Plan developed by the 
Subdistrict (FEIS Appendix E) would reduce potential impacts to trout from 
elevated stream temperatures in the summer.  See response to Comment No. 15.  
The FWMP also includes an increase in flushing flows to 600 cfs under certain 
conditions.  Nutrient mitigation measures (FEIS Section 3.8.4) would offset the 
nutrient loadings from Fraser River WWTPs and nonpoint agricultural sources in 
the Willow Creek basin, a tributary to the Colorado River and improve water 
quality in these streams year-round.  Results of the detailed modeling of 
hydrologic conditions, water quality, and aquatic habitat in the Colorado River 
indicate that the WGFP (along with existing bypass flows and flushing 
requirements and new mitigation measures developed to address stream 
temperature, nutrients) would not lead to threshold level impacts that threaten the 
ecology of the river.  Existing minimum flow requirements that maintain base 
flows during summer would not change and would protect primary and secondary 
productivity.  These flows support the trout and other fish populations below 
Windy Gap Reservoir, and are expected to continue with the proposed action.  The 
cumulative impact analysis shows that projects other than the proposed action 
would cause changes greater than the 15% threshold in dry water years during the 
summer.  Windy Gap does not divert in dry years so the changes in these years are 
due to projects other than WGFP.  The lowest flows and the lowest habitat still 
occur during late fall and winter for several months in all flow years.  Therefore, 
the reduction in habitat during summer, while it is substantial, is likely not the 
limiting habitat factor for trout.  In addition, the sediment transport analysis 
demonstrates that the channel would be maintained with the flows that occur for 
cumulative impacts.  The cumulative impacts from those other reasonably 
foreseeable projects exceed the threshold of significance at times when WGFP has 
no change on habitat or river flow.  Also note that the hydrologic impacts of the 
Moffat Project in the WGFP analysis of cumulative effects are overstated because 
Denver’s Blue River demands would be 30,000 AF less than used in the 
hydrologic modeling for the WGFP.  Denver Water changed their Blue River 
demands after the hydrologic modeling for the WGFP was completed. 
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The decreases that are shown for dissolved oxygen are small and the total 
concentration remains above the state standard of 6.0 mg/l.  The change in thermal 
regime should not impact the macroinvertebrate community since the tolerance of 
many of the macroinvertebrates is similar to the temperature tolerance of trout.  
Seasonal water temperature variations that follow air temperature would remain 
similar with the WGFP, which would allow macroinvertebrates that rely on water 
temperature cues to complete their life cycles.  The non-game fish species would 
also remain protected by the Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Plan.  In total, there is 
no indication that the river is at a critical threshold based on the data gathered for 
the existing conditions and the analysis of projected changes. 
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14.  The discussion of climate change in Section 2.8.2, Reasonably Foreseeable 
Actions was revised in the FEIS.  This section includes updated information from 
recent publications on climatic change trends in the upper Colorado River basin 
and possible future changes.  Potential environmental impacts from climate change 
are qualitatively evaluated as part of the cumulative effects evaluation discussed 
for applicable resources in Chapter 3 of the FEIS. 
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15.  The Subdistrict would develop a proposed nutrient reduction mitigation plan 
for Reclamation and Corps approval, as described in Section 3.8.4 of the FEIS..  
The plan includes point source nutrient reductions from WWTP discharges in the 
Fraser River and nonpoint source nutrient reductions from agricultural land in the 
Willow Creek watershed.  Other nutrient reduction measures would be 
implemented as necessary to meet the requirement to provide a documented 
nutrient reduction credit factor of 1:1 to satisfy Reclamation and Corps mitigation 
requirements.  These measures would improve the quality of the Fraser River, 
Willow Creek, and the Colorado River year-round and also would benefit the 
Three Lakes, Horsetooth Reservoir, and Carter Lake by reducing nutrient loading 
from WGFP pumping.   
Additional stream temperature and climatic data became available following the 
initial analysis of temperature impacts for the DEIS.  Subsequently, a dynamic 
temperature model (Hydros 2011) was developed with input and review by EPA to 
simulate weekly average temperatures and daily maximums for the Colorado 
River between Windy Gap Reservoir and the Williams Fork for existing 
conditions and the alternatives.  The model simulations were conducted for the 
months of June through September using the very warm observed climatic data 
from 2007.  Results of this analysis indicated that increased exceedance of the 
chronic MWAT and acute DM standards would occur in July and August of some 
years.  Specifically, temperature standard exceedances were simulated to increase 
from existing conditions in 4 out of the 15 years evaluated with additional WGFP 
diversions.  For these years, the dynamic modeling indicated that the MWAT 
standard would be exceeded for several consecutive days or weeks and the DM 
would be exceeded up to several additional days, when simulated with the very 
warm 2007 meteorology.  Mitigation for temperature impacts is included in the 
Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Plan developed by the Subdistrict as described in 
response to Comment No. 13.  See Section 3.8.4.2 for further discussion of 
temperature mitigation.  Temperature mitigation measures would reduce the 
potential for exceedance of the temperature standards and impacts to fish 
associated with operation of the WGFP.  Other factors including low precipitation, 
diversions by others, and WWTP discharges also contribute to elevated stream 
temperatures, whether the WGFP is pumping or not. 
16.  It is true that the action alternatives would impact multiple water bodies in 
both East and West Slope watersheds.  Of the five reservoirs and one lake 
analyzed in the DEIS, two are currently recognized as impaired and are on the 
State’s 2008 303(d) List – Horsetooth Reservoir (dissolved oxygen (DO) and 
mercury – fish consumption advisory) and Carter Lake (mercury – fish 
consumption advisory).  A summary of the 303(d) status of reservoirs is noted in  
Table 3-50. 
With respect to DO concentrations in Horsetooth Reservoir, it is difficult to 
directly determine the impacts from the action alternatives due to the model used  
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for this reservoir.  As described in the DEIS, the BATHTUB model does not 
provide a direct prediction of DO concentration.  However, the relative 
magnitudes of hypolimnetic oxygen demand (HOD) and metalimnetic oxygen 
demand (MOD) predictions were used to compare existing conditions and the 
alternatives to provide insight on the relative potential impact on the DO 
concentration in the metalimnion or hypolimnion.  Larger HOD or MOD values, 
as compared to existing conditions, indicate a potential for lower DO in the 
reservoir.  Quantification of the likelihood of the DO concentration to be below 
the current water quality standards for an alternative is not possible based on the 
BATHTUB model predictions.  It was determined that all alternatives (including 
the No Action alternative) may slightly reduce DO concentrations in both the 
metalimnion and hypolimnion over existing conditions.  As described in the 
response to Comment No. 15, proposed mitigation measures to offset nutrient 
loadings in the Three Lakes system from WGFP pumping would benefit 
Horsetooth Reservoir and Carter Lake on the East Slope.  As a result of these 
measures, impacts to water quality, including DO in water bodies on the East 
Slope should be negligible.  The discussion on the limitations of the BATHTUB 
model was expanded in the FEIS and Tables 3-86 and 3-88 were updated to 
include additional information on the range of MOD and HOD values for Carter 
Lake and Horsetooth Reservoir.  

With respect to the fish consumption advisories, it is difficult to predict the 
impacts to mercury concentrations in fish tissue for either Horsetooth Reservoir or 
Carter Lake due to decreases in DO and increases in nutrients.  Please refer to the 
response to Comment No. 20.  Also, as indicated above, the nutrient mitigation 
measures described in Section 3.8.4 of the FEIS would substantially reduce the 
potential for nutrient import and DO impacts in Horsetooth Reservoir and Carter 
Lake.. 
 
17.  Section 3.8.4 of the FEIS includes a detailed discussion of the nutrient 
mitigation measures designed to offset nutrient loading to the Three Lakes from 
additional WGFP pumping and the effectiveness of those measures.  These 
measures include upgrades to the Fraser WWTP and implementation of best 
management practices and other erosion control measures to reduce nonpoint 
agricultural sources of nutrient discharges in the Willow Creek drainage and 
elsewhere.  These measures would offset the total nitrogen and total phosphorus 
loadings to the Three Lakes projected from the WGFP compared to existing 
conditions.  These measures would not only benefit the Three Lakes and deliveries 
to the East Slope during pumping, but would provide a year-round benefit to water 
quality in the lower Fraser River, Willow Creek, and Colorado River.  
Reclamation would require a monitoring plan to ensure that nutrient loadings to 
the Three Lakes are completely offset.  See also response to Comment No. 15. 
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18.  The frequency at which 90 cfs flows are predicted to occur for existing 
conditions and the alternatives is described in Section 3.5.2.6 of the FEIS and 
quantified in Table 3-13.  To evaluate potential mitigation for increased Colorado 
River stream temperatures during Windy Gap pumping, a multiday dynamic 
temperature model was developed.  This approach allows for the direct 
computation of the metrics required for assessing predicted conditions as 
compared to temperature standards (MWAT and DM).  Results of this analysis 
using a range of hydrologic conditions subjected to the very warm 2007 air 
temperatures indicate that increased exceedance of the chronic MWAT and DM 
standards are predicted to occur primarily in July and August.  Specifically, 
temperature standard exceedances were simulated to increase from existing 
conditions in 4 out of the 15 years evaluated with additional WGFP diversions.  
For these years, the dynamic modeling indicated that the MWAT standard would 
be exceeded for several consecutive days or weeks and the DM would be exceeded 
up to several additional days.  Although in the past, the Windy Gap Project has 
only diverted water once in July, the WGFP would allow more water to be 
pumped in July and occasionally in August.  As described in response to Comment 
No. 15, the Subdistrict developed a Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Plant to address 
temperature and other impacts to aquatic resources in compliance with CRS 37-
60-122.2.   
 
19.  The predicted increases in nutrient loading into the Three Lakes system are 
shown in Tables 3-69 and 3-70 of the FEIS, and predicted chlorophyll a 
concentrations and Secchi disk depths are shown in Table 3-71 to 3-76. After the 
DEIS was issued, it was discovered that historic water quality data from an 
incorrect location on Willow Creek were used for the analysis upstream of Windy 
Gap Reservoir.  Since loading computations were affected, the loading analysis 
needed to be redone.  In order to best reflect current conditions, data from 2005–
2010 were used.  The frequency of data collection was also greater during this 
period.  Although the loading computations were corrected (results presented later 
in this section), the Three Lakes Model was not rerun because the change would 
have minimal effect on displayed impacts or differences between alternatives.  See 
response to Comment No. 17 on proposed nutrient mitigation. 
 
20.  Conventional thinking, based on literature from eastern (Northeast U.S., 
Midwest, and Canada) systems, supports the idea that low oxygen levels 
(especially in the hypolimnion) are associated with high methylation rates and 
contaminated water, invertebrates, and fish.  According to recent research 
conducted in Colorado, however, measures of oxygen in the water column are not 
necessarily indicative of the amount of mercury contamination in a given system 
or sport fish within that system.   
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In a study by Colorado State University and the Colorado Division of Wildlife, 
researchers are studying four reservoirs with and without fish consumption 
advisories in the state.  The two reservoirs without fish consumption advisories 
had low (<1 mg/l) DO concentrations.  The two reservoirs with fish consumption 
advisories did not.  This goes against the conventional wisdom from the East 
Slope and shows that DO profiles may not be the most useful indicator of mercury 
methylation, and certainly not of mercury contamination in fish.   
 
According to the researchers (Lepak 2009): 

“Systems in which anoxic conditions were observed are relatively 
productive, which likely produced decaying material, contributing to 
hypoxia.  However, while biomass decay can cause hypoxia, elevated 
nutrients can have the effect of reducing mercury concentrations in 
biota.  
When high nutrient availability stimulates population growth of algae 
and subsequently zooplankton, the result can be a higher amount of 
in-lake biomass available to accumulate a given amount of mercury.  
This process has the potential to reduce mercury concentrations in 
sport fish in relatively productive systems by limiting trophic transfer 
of mercury due to lower concentrations in prey regardless of oxygen 
levels.  Thus, productivity may be working in two ways; one that 
reduces mercury concentrations in fish and another that increases 
them.” 

For the WGFP alternatives, increases in nutrients and DO are predicted for both 
Carter Lake and Horsetooth Reservoir.  According to the local research, it remains 
unclear what the net effect of lower DO (which could increase methylation) and 
higher nutrients (which could reduce mercury in sport fish) would have on 
mercury concentrations in fish tissue. 
 
In addition, nutrient mitigation measures described in the response to Comment 
Nos. 16 and 17 and discussed in Section 3.8.4 of the FEIS would offset nutrient 
loading to Horsetooth Reservoir and Carter Lake.  Thus, impact to DO in these 
reservoirs is expected to be negligible. 
 
21.  Please refer to Comment Nos. 16 and 17 and the discussion of nutrient 
mitigation in Section 3.8.4 of the FEIS. 
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22. to 27.  
1) Description of our DO Analysis:  This analysis was originally completed in 
late 2007 to early 2008 and updated in October 2011.  The DEIS standards 
assessment analyses were based on numerous conversations with WQCD staff 
(e.g., Nuttle, May, Konowal, and Hegeman); state guidance documents (e.g., 2008 
Listing Methodology and 2005 Guidance on Data Requirements and Data 
Interpretation Methods); State Regulations (Reg. 31); and spreadsheets describing 
how some Colorado reservoirs were assessed (provided by WQCD).  During this 
process, we noted a number of inconsistencies between different documents, 
different staff, and even within the same document.  Note that at one point, we 
were told by the State that our standards questions were “quite complex and broad 
ranging” and “an adequate response would take more time and resources that we 
(the State) have available.”  So we did the best we could with the information 
available to us.   

Based on the information we gathered, our DO analysis was thus: 

The DO standard was compared to the 15th percentile results, as well as to the 
entire epilimnion and metalimnion profile for each day.  Note that in the 2008 
Listing Methodology, it is stated under chronic standards – “Dissolved oxygen 
(“DO”) is evaluated at the 15th percentile.”  Using epilimnion and metalimnion 
profile DO results, daily average DO values were calculated.  The 15th percentile 
values of daily average values for each site (so one reservoir may have had more 
than one site being evaluated separately) were compared to the DO standard.  
Also, after a conversation regarding why the State was proposing to list Shadow 
Mountain on the 303(d) list when our analysis did not find it to be out of 
attainment, we added a secondary method of DO evaluation.  Per WQCD staff, if 
all discrete profile samples in the epilimnion and metalimnion were out of 
attainment on any day, then the reservoir was found not to meet standards. 
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For our work, we had close to 300 DO profiles for the 5-year period being 
considered.  Rather than going through the temperature data for each event, we 
plotted all events by reservoir and selected depths, which seemed to identify the 
epilimnion, metalimnion, and hypolimnion in the majority of cases.  Therefore, 
the vertical profile data were inspected and the vertical extent of the layers was 
determined.  The selected depths were then applied to all events for that particular 
reservoir.  As a result, there are times when these depths did not correspond 
precisely to a corresponding temperature profile.  The depths assumed by water 
body were: 

 

Water Body Epilimnion Depth Metalimnion Depth 
(m) (m) 

Carter Lake 0-5 5-14 
Horsetooth Reservoir 0-6 6-21 
Grand Lake 0-6 6-17 
Granby Reservoir 0-7 7-17 
Shadow Mountain Lake 0-4 4-5 

 
Although we initially considered the spawning standard, we removed it based on 
conversations with WQCD staff. 

2) Recent Activities:  Recently a significant amount of activity has occurred in 
Colorado regarding assessment of DO standards in lakes and clarifications on 
the listing methodology.  These activities include the development of the 2010 
Listing Methodology, a standards framework workgroup meeting on March 
16, 2009, an issuance of EPA concerns on July 14, 2009, and a recent 
standards framework workgroup meeting on September 21, 2009. 
The items discussed include: 
• Making clarifications to DO assessment methodologies in the 2010 

Listing Methodology. 
• A recent proposal by WQCD to change the assessment to only focus on 

the top 0.5 to 2 meters of reservoirs/lakes greater than 5 meters deep.  
This includes using the average concentration for that depth. 
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• Questions from EPA regarding (July 14, 2009): 
o The TVS – Is it a minimum 1-day average or a 15th percentile? 
o How to more consistently define layers? 
o How should the refuge concept be implemented? 
o What to do about seasonal/spatial variability? 

Note the reference by EPA to a 15th percentile as recently as July 2009.  
Obviously, the assessment of DO in lakes and reservoirs was in a state of flux.  
Since then, the WQCC adopted a method to focus predominantly on the upper 
two meters (0.5 to 2m) for reservoirs greater than 5 meters deep.  This is very 
different from the methodology used in the DEIS and would lead to different 
results.  Additionally, Horsetooth Reservoir has been classified as a warm lake 
since the original analysis, changing its DO standard to 5 mg/L. 
To update the analysis to the current standards, data were reviewed for the lakes 
which showed no DO standards exceedances under the previous analysis (Grand 
Lake, Shadow Mountain Reservoir, and Carter Lake).  Current standards were 
also met for these water bodies, so no changes were made to the tables or text for 
these lakes in the FEIS.  For the two lakes which did not meet the pre-2010 DO 
standards in the DEIS analysis (Granby and Horsetooth), data were reassessed 
against the current DO standards.  That assessment showed that current DO 
standards are met in both Granby and Horsetooth.  Because this was a change in 
findings from the DEIS, the FEIS was updated to present the findings for Granby 
and Horsetooth. 

3) EPA’s WGFP Comments:  EPA takes issue with how the DO standards 
assessment was completed in the DEIS.  Specifically, using the 15th percentile, 
not using the spawning standard, and not evaluating every data point are called 
out.  We hope that the description above in 2) above, sheds some light on what 
was done and why.  The EPA requests that “the existing DO data should be 
analyzed and presented as discrete samples, without averaging, allowing insight 
into the potential impacts of the proposed project.”  We see two problems with 
this request.  First, the method requested by the EPA is not consistent with the 
State’s methodology.  We think it is important to be consistent with State 
practices and the conclusions reached in the DEIS are the same conclusions 
reached by the WQCD.  Second, the modeling approaches used for predicting 
results for Grand Lake and the reservoirs do not result in DO profiles.  For the 
Three Lakes, an average DO concentration is predicted for each layer over time.  
Therefore, it is not possible to conduct an analysis directly comparing predicted 
DO profiles to standards.  Predicted conditions for the alternatives are compared 
to existing conditions and the No Action alternative for each reservoir and Grand 
Lake in the DEIS. 
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28.  The Three Lakes WWTP discharges into an unnamed tributary to Willow 
Creek, the flows of which would not be changed by the WGFP; therefore, the 
WWTP would not be affected by the WGFP.  Willow Creek flows could decrease 
under certain conditions with the WGFP.  An analysis of potential effects to the 
water quality of Willow Creek was included in the DEIS and was revised for the 
FEIS in Section 3.8.2.4.  The analysis showed that for the largest potential changes 
in flows that would occur in June, July, and August, using the maximum allowable 
discharge from the Three Lakes WWTP and assuming no reductions in 
concentrations within the unnamed tributary down to Willow Creek, acute and 
chronic ammonia, dissolved iron, and dissolved copper standards would not be 
exceeded under any of the alternatives.   
The Hot Sulphur Springs WWTP’s effluent limits were calculated based on design 
acute and chronic low flows of 38 and 59 cfs, respectively (see Hot Sulphur 
Springs WWTP certification).  These flows are lower than would be experienced 
in the Colorado River at Hot Sulphur Springs under any of the WGFP alternatives 
because no Windy Gap diversions would occur when the flow of the Colorado 
River below Windy Gap reaches 90 cfs.  Because there would be no reductions in 
river flows during dry years due to the WGFP, and because WGFP diversions 
would not occur when the flow of the river is at or below 90 cfs, the anticipated 
change in the dilution flows upon which future conditions would be based would 
be small, if any.  Using DFLOW, the program used by the Colorado WQCD to 
compute monthly low flows for WWTP discharge permits, the calculated monthly 
low flows for existing conditions and the Preferred Alternative were the same.  
Additional information on this issue was added to Section 3.8.2.4 of the FEIS.   
As previously discussed in the response to Comment No. 17, the Subdistrict would 
provide mitigation for increased nutrient loadings to the Three Lakes from WGFP 
diversions.  These measures would improve the existing water quality in the Fraser 
River, Willow Creek, and the Colorado River. 
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29.  The East Slope Participants’ WWTPs will experience increased discharges 
due to future growth that would occur with or without the WGFP.  In addition, the 
WWTPs will likely need additional treatment due to future changes in nutrient and 
other water quality standards, and implementation of Total Maximum Daily Loads 
(TMDLs) on some of the streams.  WWTP operators must regularly renew their 
CDPS permits with the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment to 
be up to date on current in-stream conditions and any upgrades to their WWTPs.   
 
30.  The Subdistrict’s proposed nutrient mitigation measures (FEIS Section 3.8.4) 
would provide mitigation for increased nutrient loadings to the Three Lakes and 
subsequent deliveries to the East Slope; thus, impacts to the Estes Park water and 
sewage facility should be minimal.   
 
31.  Additional wastewater treatment is likely needed in the future with or without 
the WGFP due to growth and increased water use on the Front Range.  See also 
response to Comment No. 29. 
 
32.  As stated in Section 3.7 of the FEIS and Section 6.2 of the Water Resources 
Technical Report (ERO and Boyle 2007), despite changes that have occurred in 
the Upper Colorado River Basin since 1938 (especially flow changes due to C-BT 
diversions and the construction of Granby Reservoir), the form and structure of the 
Colorado River channel, banks, floodplain, and watershed within the study area 
has changed very little.  The upper Colorado River is a morphologically stable 
stream.  Because regulation of the river, which began in 1949 when water began to 
be stored in Lake Granby, has not substantially altered the morphology of the 
Colorado River channel and banks below the dam during the past 60 years, the use 
of Schmidt and Potyondy’s methodology for analyzing channel maintenance flows 
is considered appropriate for the study area.  While instantaneous peak flows were 
higher during the first half of the 20th century, the decrease in peak flows that 
occurred during the second half of the 20th century did not alter stream 
morphology or sediment transport in the Colorado River. 
 
Although the Colorado River flow has been quite variable, in part due to 
diversions and storage, only minor changes in river morphology have been 
detected in aerial photos taken between 1938 and 2005 below Granby Reservoir 
and below Windy Gap Reservoir (Ward and Eckhardt 1981; ERO and Boyle 
2007).  In addition, recent cross-sectional analyses completed for aquatic 
resources, located 8 to 10 miles downstream of Windy Gap Reservoir, showed no 
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evidence of recent changes to stream morphology or sediment deposition in the 
Colorado River near Parshall (Miller 2008).  Sediment discharges to the Colorado 
River are derived from upstream sources, tributary inflows, overland flow, channel 
bed, and banks (Ward and Eckhardt 1981).  The igneous and metamorphic rocks 
of the Colorado River headwaters are fairly resistant to weathering and, therefore, 
contribute little sediment to the river.  A previous study showed that the Colorado 
River channel bed and banks are well armored (Ward and Eckhardt 1981).  This 
study determined that the largest tributary source of sediment in the study area is 
Troublesome Creek; other tributaries are minor sources.  The sediment supply was 
found to be low, and the transport capacity of the river greatly exceeded supply 
(Ward and Eckhardt 1981).  A recent evaluation was completed of streamflow 
versus shear stress data at the Breeze station, a riffle site located downstream of 
the confluence of the Williams Fork.  This analysis provides a generalized 
relationship between sediment mobilization and streamflows in the Colorado 
River.  The results showed that fine sediments (sand, 2 mm, or finer) would be 
mobilized at this riffle site at flows of less than 50 cfs.  Fine gravel (8 mm) would 
require a flow of 200 cfs, medium gravel (16 mm) would require a flow of about 
400 cfs, and coarse gravel (32 mm) would require a flow of about 850 cfs to be 
mobilized.  In Ward’s 1981 study, his results at four locations located from below 
Windy Gap to above the Blue River showed that fine sediments (sand, 2 mm, or 
finer) would be mobilized at discharges ranging from 140 to 240 cfs (depending 
on location, with the highest flow at the lowest site above the Blue River).  The 
flow duration curve for Hot Sulphur Springs shows an increase in flows of 150 cfs 
or less, decrease in flows of 200 cfs from 14 percent to 10.5 percent of the time, 
decrease in flows of 500 cfs from 7 percent to 5 percent of the time, and decrease 
in flows of 1,000 cfs from 4 percent to 3 percent of the time.  At the gage near 
Kremmling, the flow duration curve shows an increase in flows of 1,200 cfs or 
less, and a 1 percent or less decrease in higher flows.  Additional discussion was 
added to the FEIS in Section 3.7.2.3. 
 
See also response to Comment No. 2.   
For evaluating changes to stream morphology, analyzing changes in streamflows 
is a standard method of analysis.  Where stage/flow relationships have been 
developed, the analysis could be translated to stage change effects to stream 
morphology; however, it would not add substantially to the flow analysis.  The 
IFIM model of aquatic habitat accounts for depth in determining available fish 
habitat.  In addition, the discussion above shows that sediment transport in the 
river would be maintained.  Additional discussion was added to Section 3.7.2.3 of 
the FEIS on the channel maintenance flows needed to maintain ecological 
functions.  The Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Plan (FEIS Appendix E) address 
Colorado River temperature concerns with the proposed project and includes 
increased flushing flows to assist with channel maintenance. 
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33.  An analysis of stream morphology was completed for the projected changes in 
hydrologic conditions, including an assessment of sediment transport at an IFIM 
study site used in the aquatic habitat modeling.   As described in the response to 
Comment No. 32, further discussion on sediment transport from the 2D modeling 
was added to Section 3.7.2 of the FEIS.     
Water quality was modeled as a function of existing and predicted future 
conditions.  Results indicate that DO concentrations in the Colorado River would 
decrease slightly (approximately 0.1 mg/L), but DO concentrations would remain 
above the current water quality standard and are not expected to impact aquatic 
life.  Dynamic temperature modeling simulated potential increases in Colorado 
River temperatures above the chronic MWAT and acute DM standards. 
Temperature standard exceedances were simulated to increase from existing 
conditions in 4 out of the 15 years evaluated with additional WGFP diversions.  
The Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Plan (FEIS Appendix E) would reduce the 
potential for temperature exceedances. 
The river stage changes are part of the habitat modeling.  Habitat change was 
modeled throughout the range of expected flows.  The combined results of the 
water quality modeling, hydrology analysis, and sediment transport analysis all 
indicate that the ecological function of the river would be maintained at most times 
without mitigation.  Physical habitat for fish was simulated using daily flow data.  
There are short (2- to 4-week) periods when reductions in physical habitat occur 
for some life stages of some aquatic species (FEIS Section 3.9.2.3).  The proposed 
project would adhere to the minimum streamflow requirements below Windy Gap 
Reservoir and would maintain the habitat needed for primary and secondary 
aquatic life productivity.  No impact to existing trophic levels in the lakes and 
reservoirs are expected.  Sections 3.8.4 and  3.9.4 of the FEIS includes mitigation 
measures designed to address the impacts to aquatic habitat.  Also see response to 
Comment No. 13. 
The cumulative effects analysis of stream morphology and aquatic life were 
conducted using the same methods as direct effects based on reasonably 
foreseeable actions including the Moffat Project. 
 
34.  The part of Sections 3.7.2.3 of the EIS that discusses the flow duration curves 
for Hot and would become nearly the same as existing conditions for the highest 
flows.  Table 3-32 in the FEIS provides the changes in magnitude, frequency, and 
timing of channel maintenance flows in the Colorado River at Hot Sulphur 
Springs.  The information in this table helps explain the types of Sulphur Springs 
and Kremmling was modified to clarify the discussion.  For example, at Hot 
Sulphur Springs, flows of 1,000 cfs would decrease by 25% from about 4 to 3% of 
the time, but for flows exceeding 1,000 cfs, the decrease in frequency would be 
less.  According to the channel maintenance flow analysis, the range of channel 

 
 
 
 
 

33 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
34  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
35  
 
 
 
 
36  
 

F-253



WINDY GAP FIRMING PROJECT — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
 

Com- 
ment Letter #1141 Response 

maintenance flows at Hot Sulphur Springs (510 to 6,520 cfs) would occur during 2 
to 13% less years under all of the alternatives than under existing conditions, and 
the duration of such flows in years when channel maintenance flows occur range 
from 4 days less to 2 days longer.  Also, a recent analysis of the Breeze station, a 
riffle site located downstream of the Williams Fork, showed that fine sediments (2 
mm) were mobilized at flows of about 50 cfs, and fine gravel (8 mm) was 
mobilized at flows of 200 cfs.  The flow duration curve for Hot Sulphur Springs 
shows an increase in the frequency of flows of less than 150 cfs, and a decrease in 
flows of 200 cfs from 14 percent to 10.5 percent of the time. 
35.  Windy Gap diversions for the last 10 years (1999 through 2008) averaged 
22,158 acre-feet per year (AF/yr), which is significantly higher than the average 
diversion of 11,080 AF/yr for the period from 1985 through 2005 (presented in 
Table 3 of the Water Resources Technical Report).  Windy Gap diversions were 
made in accordance with the project’s water rights, the same water rights that 
would be used to effect diversions if the WGFP is constructed.  The increase in 
recent diversions represents the Participants’ need for additional water to meet 
increasing water demands, which is supported by information presented in Chapter 
1 of the FEIS on the Participants’ water demands and needs.  Modeled Windy Gap 
diversions under existing conditions reflect the recent increases in Windy Gap 
Participant demands.  Windy Gap pumping for the 8-year period from 2001 
through 2008 (since Granby Reservoir last filled) averaged about 27,450 AF/yr.  
That average includes 2002 and 2004, when almost no Windy Gap water was 
pumped.  Therefore, estimated pumping under existing conditions is much closer 
to recent operations than suggested in the comment.  
The comment indicates that the percent increase in diversions compared to 
existing conditions is underreported; therefore, future depletions under the 
Proposed Action are underreported.  That is incorrect for the following reasons.  
Impacts would be understated if the difference in Colorado River flows below 
Windy Gap was 9,552 AF/yr on average, which is the difference in Windy Gap 
pumping under the Proposed Action (46,084 AF/yr) and existing conditions 
(36,532 AF).  However, the average difference in flows below Windy Gap 
between the Proposed Action and existing conditions is 21,283 AF/yr, which is the 
increase in net depletion to the Colorado River.  This reflects the net effect of 
additional Windy Gap diversions from the Colorado River and the difference in 
spills from Granby Reservoir.  The increased net depletion to the Colorado River 
is much greater than the increase in Windy Gap diversions under the Proposed 
Action; therefore, potential impacts are not minimized.  Pumping Windy Gap 
water that is later spilled is a re-timing of flows; not a depletion to the river.  In 
other words, a considerable portion of Windy Gap water diverted from the 
Colorado River is delivered back to the river via a spill under the existing 
conditions scenario.  Windy Gap operations were simulated in this manner to 
present the amount of water that could be diverted with the project’s current water 
rights to meet demands even if a portion of the water is subsequently spilled from 
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Granby Reservoir back to the Colorado River.  For example, the net depletion to 
the Colorado River for the existing conditions scenario is about 17,750 AF (36,530 
AF of Windy Gap diversions (Table 3-6) less 18,780 AF of Windy Gap spills 
(Table 3-5).  The net effects of Windy Gap operations also can be summarized by 
reviewing estimated Windy Gap deliveries through the Adams Tunnel.  Average 
annual Windy Gap pumping under existing conditions is estimated to be 36,532 
AF/yr; however, after spills, diversion shrink, carryover shrink, and allocations to 
Middle Park Water Conservancy District (Middle Park), only 11,500 AF/yr of 
Windy Gap water is delivered through the Adams Tunnel, as shown in Table 3-6 
of the FEIS.  Table 3-9 was added to the FEIS to better illustrate the water balance 
associated with the Proposed Action.  
 
In summary, Reclamation believes that the effects assessments based on net 
depletions to the Colorado River below Windy Gap, as presented in the FEIS, are 
appropriate.  Windy Gap diversions under existing conditions reasonably reflect 
recent operations and diversions, which are much higher than the 20-year average 
from 1985 through 2005.  In addition, this issue does not affect Windy Gap 
diversions in dry years; therefore, Windy Gap pumping, net depletions to the 
Colorado River, and associated impacts are appropriately estimated in dry years, 
which are typically more critical for aquatics, water quality, and other flow-related 
resources. 
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36.  See response to Comments No. 13 and 33.  Stream morphology is not 
expected to change with the proposed action.  Flushing flows would be maintained 
with the proposed action to scour fines and maintain spawning conditions and 
macroinvertebrate habitat.  The decrease in DO is small and the total DO would 
remain above the state standard.  As such, there is no indication that the water 
conditions would be “degraded”.  There is no change to the aquatic community 
structure or function with the proposed action. 
 
37.   All evidence suggests that the Upper Colorado River is a morphologically 
stable stream and that flows have and would continue to be adequate to prevent 
sediment aggradation and degradation in the study area.  The required periodic 
flushing flow of 450 cfs should be sufficient to transport fine sediments (2 mm or 
finer), preventing the deposition of fine sediments in the stream bottom.  Flows 
greater than 450 cfs would continue to occur with a frequency similar to existing 
conditions, as evidenced by flow duration curves and Table 3-32 in the FEIS.  The 
FEIS includes mitigation measures to increase flushing flows.  Flushing flows 
from the original Windy Gap Project (1980 MOU) would be modified to increase 
from 450 cfs to 600 cfs.  In any year when flows below Windy Gap have not 
exceeded 600 cfs for at least 50 consecutive hours in the previous two years, and 
total Subdistrict water supplies in Chimney Hollow and Granby Reservoirs exceed 
60,000 AF on April 1, the Subdistrict would cease all Windy Gap pumping for at 
least 50 consecutive hours to enhance peak flows below Windy Gap.  See response 
to Comment No. 32 above for more information on the analysis of stream 
morphology. 
Previous responses to Comment Nos. 2, 13, and 33 address aquatic resource 
comments.  The 2D study of aquatic habitat on the Colorado River was conducted 
using daily hydrologic data for a range of dry, wet, and average flow conditions, 
and is the best available method for evaluating the frequency and magnitude of 
changes in habitat.  The time series analysis shows the seasonal change in habitat 
for the entire year, even during months when Windy Gap Firming Project does not 
operate. 
 
38.  The Guidelines (40 CFR 230.10 (a)(4)) indicate that, for actions subject to 
NEPA, where the Corps is the permitting agency, the analysis of alternatives 
required for the EIS will in most cases provide information for the evaluation of 
alternatives under the guidelines.  The Corps believes the EIS provides adequate 
information for the evaluation of alternatives under the guidelines. 
Appendix B of the FEIS discusses appropriate compliance with the guidelines.  
The Corps will issue a 404 Permit for the LEDPA and will ensure compliance with 
the guidelines. 
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The Corps believes the purpose and need statement in the WGFP DEIS adequately 
represents the applicant’s intentions and needs to deliver water as anticipated from 
the original Windy Gap Project, appropriately represents the basis against which 
the types and number of alternatives are evaluated, and meets the requirements and 
spirit of the guidelines in the public interest.  Simply asserting disagreement 
regarding scope of the purpose and need statement without providing substantive 
justification for such an assertion, does not obligate the Corps to respond with a 
lengthy reiteration or explanation of its methodology (NEPA’s Forty Most Asked 
Questions, Question 29a). 
The Corps defines the basic project purpose to determine if the activity is water 
dependent (i.e., requires access or proximity to, or siting within, a special aquatic 
site in order to fulfill its basic purpose, 40 CFR 230.10(a)(3)).  The basic project 
purpose is water supply.  Since water supply facilities do not necessarily require 
access or proximity to, or siting within, a special aquatic site, the project is not 
water dependent. 
The Corps defines the overall project purpose to identify and evaluate practicable 
and less environmentally damaging alternatives (see 40 CFR 230.10(a)(2)).  The 
overall project purpose of the WGFP is to deliver a firm annual yield of 
approximately 30,000 AF of water from the existing Windy Gap Project to provide 
a portion of the water deliveries anticipated from the original Windy Gap Project 
and to provide up to 3,000 AF of storage to firm water deliveries for the Middle 
Park Water Conservancy District. 
 

F-257



WINDY GAP FIRMING PROJECT — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
 

Com- 
ment Letter #1141 Response 

With regard to the comment that the DEIS is not compliant with the guidelines: 
1) It is the Corps’ belief that the range of alternatives evaluated in the WGFP 
DEIS provides an appropriate scope for the evaluation of alternatives under the 
guidelines and, therefore, adopts the DEIS range of alternatives as adequate for 
review under the 404 Permit Application.  As discussed in the WGFP Alternative 
Plan Formulation Report (February 2003) and Alternatives Report (September 
2005), approximately 170 alternatives were evaluated, including nonstructural and 
institutional opportunities, new reservoir sites, existing reservoirs with 
enlargement potential, and ground water aquifer storage.  The DEIS rigorously 
explored and objectively evaluated all reasonable alternatives to meet the project 
purpose and need.  A decision maker need not consider alternatives beyond the 
range of alternatives discussed in the relevant environmental documents (NEPA’s 
Forty Most Asked Questions, Question 1a). 
2) As discussed in Section 3.8.2 of the DEIS, it is the Corps’ belief that 
meaningful and adequate water quality analyses were made on the Colorado River 
below Granby Reservoir, in Willow Creek below Willow Creek Reservoir, and in 
several East Slope streams (including the Big Thompson River, St. Vrain Creek, 
North St. Vrain Creek, Coal Creek, Big Dry Creek, and the Cache la Poudre 
River).  Potential effects to water quality also were evaluated in the Three Lakes 
system (Granby Reservoir, Shadow Mountain Reservoir, and Grand Lake), Carter 
Lake, and Horsetooth Reservoir, as well as the predicted water quality for new 
reservoirs.  In addition, simply asserting a lack of meaningful analysis, without 
providing substantive justification for such an assertion, does not obligate the 
Corps to respond with a lengthy reiteration or explanation of its methodology 
(NEPA’s Forty Most Asked Questions, Question 29a). 
Provided the applicant meets all conditions of the Section 401 Certificate issued 
for the project by the Colorado Water Quality Control Division, a required 
condition of a 404 Permit, the WGFP should not violate state water quality 
standards. 
3) Impacts from WGFP would result from two general actions: first from the 
diversion and storage of water from the Colorado River; and second, from the 
surface disturbance required for construction of reservoirs and associated facilities.  
Impact assessment of waters of the U.S. is discussed significantly and adequately 
in Chapter 3, Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences, along with 
multiple discussions of secondary and cumulative effects analyses. 
4) In compliance with the EPA and Corps 1990 MOA on sequencing, avoidance 
and minimization of actions affecting wetlands and perennial streams are 
discussed in Section 8.1.4 of the Alternatives Report (September 2005).  
Mitigation is discussed in the FEIS and, if a Section 404 Permit is issued, 
evaluated and presented in the Section 404 Permit decision documents. 
 
The EPA makes a statement that the proposed action will result in substantial and 
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unacceptable impacts to the Upper Colorado River basin and, therefore, is an 
ARNI, but does not provide any evidence for this designation other than citing 
CWA general references.  It is the Corps’ position that, in light of the adequate and 
appropriate resource evaluation and impact assessment in the FEIS, 
reconsideration of the availability of potentially less environmentally damaging 
practicable alternatives, without substantive basis for the reconsideration, is not 
necessary. 
 
39.  Additional mitigation measures were defined and developed to reduce or 
offset the potential impacts from implementation of the proposed project.  
Mitigation measures and the effectiveness of those measures are described for 
each resource in Chapter 3, Environmental Consequences.  An updated summary 
of mitigation measures also is included in Section 3.25 of the FEIS.   
No specific mitigation measures were identified for stream morphology impacts 
because the analysis of flushing flows, frequency and magnitude of stream channel 
maintenance flows, and previous and recent assessment of sediment transport 
capacity indicate that substantial adverse effects are unlikely. However, the Fish 
and Wildlife Mitigation Plan (FEIS Appendix E) includes increasing flushing 
flows to 600 cfs under certain conditions.  See response to Comment No. 37. 
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1.  Section 3.13.2.3 of the FEIS was revised to explain the adverse effects to 
Colorado River endangered fish from WGFP depletions to the Colorado River, and 
the Municipal Subdistrict’s participation in the Recovery Agreement and payment 
of the depletion fee.  Section 7 consultation for the proposed project was 
completed on February 12, 2010 with issuance of a biological opinion from the 
Fish and Wildlife Service on the proposed project (FEIS Appendix D). 
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2.  Information on the status of the separate consultation on C-BT facilities was 
added to Section 3.13.1.4 of the FEIS. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3.  See response to Comment No. 2.  
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4. The potential increase in flow at the USGS Kersey gage (06754000) was added 
to Tables 3-16 and 3-17 in the FEIS.  The maximum potential increase in flow at 
the USGS Kersey gage is the summation of the potential increases in flow 
anticipated along Big Dry Creek, Coal Creek, St. Vrain Creek, and the Big 
Thompson River.  Consistent with the many comments suggesting that participants 
should use water imported from the western slope more efficiently, participants 
intend to reuse their Windy Gap effluent and return flows more fully as their 
demands grow either through nonpotable reuse, as an exchange supply, as return 
flow credit, or augmentation water.  Therefore, increases in flow at the Kersey 
gage attributable to Windy Gap water should decrease as Participants more fully 
reuse their Windy Gap return flows in the future.  Sections 3.5.1.1 and 3.5.2.8 of 
the FEIS were revised to clarify flow changes along the South Platte River.   
 
5.  Pallid sturgeon was added to the discussion of other Platte River threatened and 
endangered species potentially affected by streamflow changes and were included 
in Tables 3-135 and 3-136 in the FEIS.  The rationale on why no impact to Platte 
River species would occur also was expanded. 
 
6.  Table 3-136 was revised to indicate an adverse effect to Colorado River 
endangered fish. 
 
7.  The FEIS was revised to better describe the Programmatic Biological Opinion 
and compliance with the Recovery Plan. 
8. The net annual average depletion to the Colorado River due to the Proposed 
Action would be 42,066 AF (46,084 AF of Windy Gap pumping minus 4,018 AF 
of Windy Gap spills).  However, C-BT spills and Willow Creek Feeder Canal 
diversions under the Proposed Action would decrease, which would return 1,970 
AF of water back to the Colorado River.  Thus, the total Windy Gap average 
annual depletion to the Colorado River would be 40,096 AF.  The Municipal 
Subdistrict has previously consulted on 18,779 AF of Windy Gap depletions as 
part of the 1999 Programmatic Biological Opinion.  Thus, the increase in the 
average annual depletion to the Colorado River under the Proposed Action is 
estimated to be 20,317 AF/yr.  The Subdistrict would pay a depletion fee based on 
the 21,317 AF of diversion and the depletion fee rate at the time of payment.  
Additional discussion on the depletion and payment was added to Section 3.13.2.3 
in the FEIS.  As mentioned above Section 7 consultation for the proposed project 
was completed on February 12, 2010 with issuance of a biological opinion from 
the Fish and Wildlife Service.  The depletion fee remains to be paid but will be 
paid in accordance with the requirements of the Fish and Wildlife Service’s 
February 12, 2010 biological opinion.    
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1.  The WGFP will not reduce or affect flows in the lower Fraser River.  If 
Rockwell/Mueller Creek Reservoir is constructed, native flows would be bypassed 
in accordance with State Engineer requirements.  Seepage from the dam might 
slightly increase flows in the lower Fraser River. 
The WGFP would not impact standards.  Standards are set by the Water Quality 
Control Commission to protect beneficial uses.  It is possible that future discharge 
permits could be affected by nutrient limitation in either the Fraser or Colorado 
Rivers.  This may or may not result in increased treatment costs, depending on the 
current level of treatment.  Proposed water quality mitigation includes reducing 
nutrient loading to the Three Lakes by funding upgrades to the Fraser WWTP and 
reducing nonpoint nutrient discharges from agricultural lands, as described in 
Section 3.8.4 of the FEIS.  Upgrades to the Fraser WWTP would provide a year-
round improvement in Fraser River water quality including the reach of the river 
where Granby Sanitation District discharges occur. 
 
2.  Potential impacts to aquatic resources were based on changes in habitat, 
including water quality parameters such as temperature.  As noted in response to 
Comment No. 1, mitigation in the FEIS includes a reduction in nutrient loadings to 
the Fraser River, Willow Creek, and Colorado River.  Additional stream 
temperature and climatic data became available following the initial analysis of 
temperature impacts for the DEIS.  Subsequently, a dynamic temperature model 
(Hydros 2011) was developed with input and review by EPA to simulate weekly 
average temperatures and daily maximums for the Colorado River between Windy 
Gap Reservoir and the Williams Fork for existing conditions and the alternatives.  
The model simulations were conducted for the months of June through September 
using the very warm observed climatic data from 2007.  Results of this analysis 
indicated that increased exceedance of the chronic MWAT and acute DM  
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standards would occur in July and August of some years.  Specifically, 
temperature standard exceedances were simulated to increase from existing 
conditions in 4 out of the 15 years evaluated with additional WGFP diversions.  
For these years, the dynamic modeling indicated that the MWAT standard would 
be exceeded for several consecutive days or weeks and the DM would be exceeded 
up to several additional days, when simulated with the very warm 2007 
meteorology.  Mitigation for temperature impacts is included in the Fish and 
Wildlife Mitigation Plan developed by the Subdistrict (FEIS Appendix E).  See 
Section 3.8.4.2 for further discussion of temperature mitigation.  Temperature 
mitigation measures would reduce the potential for exceedance of the temperature 
standards and impacts to fish associated with operation of the WGFP.  Other 
factors including low precipitation, diversions by others, and WWTP discharges 
also contribute to elevated stream temperatures, whether the WGFP is pumping or 
not.   
Sediment transport analysis shows that flushing flows would be maintained with 
the Proposed Action and no impact is expected to aquatic resources from changes 
in peak flows (FEIS Section 3.9.2.3).  Flushing flows from the original Windy Gap 
Project (1980 MOU) would be modified to increase from 450 cfs to 600 cfs.  In 
any year when flows below Windy Gap have not exceeded 600 cfs for at least 50 
consecutive hours in the previous two years, and total Subdistrict water supplies in 
Chimney Hollow and Granby Reservoirs exceed 60,000 AF on April 1, the 
Subdistrict would cease all Windy Gap pumping for at least 50 consecutive hours 
to enhance peak flows below Windy Gap. 
Mitigation measures for aquatic resources are discussed in Sections 3.8.4 and 3.9.4 
of the FEIS and are included in the Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Plan developed 
by the Subdistrict with the Colorado Division of Parks Wildlife in accordance with 
the requirements of CRS 37-60-122.2. 
 
3.  The WGFP FEIS fully considered the cumulative impacts of the Moffat 
Project, as well as other reasonably foreseeable future actions.  The cumulative 
effects analysis included hydrologic modeling of the Moffat Project including 
changes in Fraser River, Williams Fork, and Blue River flows.  The cumulative 
effects analysis for water quality, aquatics, and other resources were analyzed in 
the same level of detail as the direct impacts of the WGFP.  The WGFP and 
Moffat Project have different objectives, different project proponents, and no 
shared facilities.  Combining the two projects in one EIS is not needed to 
adequately evaluate the cumulative effects of the projects.  The Corps is a 
cooperating agency for the WGFP, and Reclamation and the Corps have 
coordinated on the assessment of cumulative effects and mitigation for the two 
projects. 
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1.  The WGFP FEIS fully considered the cumulative impacts of the Moffat 
Collection System Project, as well as other reasonably foreseeable future actions.  
The cumulative effects analysis included hydrologic modeling of the Moffat 
Project including changes in Fraser River, Williams Fork, and Blue River flows.  
The cumulative effects analysis for water quality, aquatics, and other resources 
were analyzed in the same level of detail as the direct impact of the WGFP.  The 
WGFP and Moffat Project have different objectives, different project proponents, 
and no shared facilities.  Combining the two projects in one EIS is not needed to 
adequately evaluate the cumulative effects of the projects.  The Corps is a 
cooperating agency for the WGFP, and Reclamation and the Corps have 
coordinated on the assessment of cumulative effects and mitigation for the two 
projects.  Although the WGFP and Moffat Project used different hydrologic 
models, the results of both models were compared and differences are minor.   
 
 
 
 
2.  Reclamation expects to complete the NEPA process with a Record of Decision 
(ROD) no sooner than 30 days after the Final EIS is made available to the public.  
The ROD will document Reclamation’s selection of an alternative for the WGFP 
and discuss the factors, including C-BT Project water rights that were considered 
in making that decision.  If the selected alternative includes issuing a water 
contract, Reclamation intends to determine whether the proposed contract 
complies with Senate Document 80, and other applicable authorities, prior to 
execution of the proposed contract.  See the discussion of text added at the 
beginning of Section 1.10.2 of the FEIS. 
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3.  Reclamation and the Northern District are currently evaluating how 
modifications in the operation of the C-BT Project could improve water quality in 
Grand Lake.  These ongoing efforts, plus water quality studies of C-BT Project 
operations, will continue to evaluate opportunities to improve the Three Lakes’ 
water quality.  Section 3.8.4 of the FEIS includes a detailed discussion of the 
nutrient mitigation measures designed to offset nutrient loading to the Three Lakes 
from additional WGFP pumping.  These measures would fully mitigate expected 
nutrient increases in the Three Lakes system as a result of additional pumping 
from the WGFP.  These measures would not only benefit the Three Lakes and 
deliveries to the East Slope during pumping, but would provide a year-round 
benefit to water quality in the lower Fraser River, Willow Creek, and the Colorado 
River. 
 
4.  See response to Comment No. 3 on nutrient mitigation that would also benefit 
Colorado River water quality year-round.  Other mitigation measures would be 
implemented to avoid or minimize adverse water quality effects of the WGFP.  
These measures will be implemented prior to delivery of water.  
 
5.  The Grand County Stream Management Plan (SMP) was reviewed during 
preparation of the EIS.  Our understanding is that the objective of the Stream  
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SMP was to develop preferred and recommended streamflows, water quality, and 
available water supplies for water users in the basin.  The focus of the EIS is to 
evaluate and disclose the anticipated environmental effects of the alternatives.  
Where adverse effects were identified, mitigation measures were identified to 
offset or minimize those impacts.  The mitigation measures developed for the 
WGFP are linked to identified project impacts and may not necessarily meet the 
target recommendations included in the SMP.  However, mitigation measures 
included in the FEIS may help meet some of the goals of the SMP. 
 
See response to Comment No. 1 regarding cumulative effects and Comment No. 2 
regarding Senate Document 80. 
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1.  The WGFP FEIS fully considered the cumulative impacts of the Moffat 
Collection System Project, as well as other reasonably foreseeable future actions.  
The cumulative effects analysis included hydrologic modeling of the Moffat 
Project including changes in Fraser River, Williams Fork, and Blue River flows.  
The cumulative effects analysis for water quality, aquatics, and other resources 
were analyzed in the same level of detail as the direct impact of the WGFP.  The 
WGFP and Moffat Project have different objectives, different project proponents, 
and no shared facilities.  Combining the two projects in one EIS is not needed to 
adequately evaluate the cumulative effects of the projects.  The Corps is a 
cooperating agency for the WGFP, and Reclamation and the Corps have 
coordinated on the assessment of cumulative effects and mitigation for the two 
projects. 
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2.  One of the purposes of the WGFP is to, “…provide up to 3,000 AF of storage 
to firm water deliveries for the Middle Park Water Conservancy District.”  There 
are ongoing discussions between Middle Park and the Subdistrict on how best to 
use this 3,000 acre-feet of storage.   
 
3.  Section 3.8.4 of the FEIS includes a discussion of the nutrient mitigation 
measures designed to offset nutrient loading to the Three Lakes from additional 
WGFP pumping.  These measures would offset the total nitrogen and total 
phosphorus loadings to the Three Lakes projected from the WGFP compared to 
existing conditions.  These measures would not only benefit the Three Lakes and 
deliveries to the East Slope during pumping, but would provide a year-round 
benefit to water quality in the lower Fraser River, Willow Creek, and the Colorado 
River. 
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1.  The Affected Environment section of Surface Water Hydrology describes 
historical hydrologic conditions and the various actions and projects that have 
contributed to existing conditions.  Other sections in the EIS provide discussions 
of existing condition and status of the various resources.  The existing hydrologic 
conditions presented in the EIS provide an accurate baseline from which to make a 
reasonable comparison of the impacts of each of the alternatives.  The same is true 
for other resources.  The cumulative effects assessment in the EIS for hydrology 
and other resources considers the impacts of all past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable actions in combination with the alternatives. 
 
2.  The Grand County Stream Management Plan (SMP) was reviewed during 
preparation of the EIS.  Our understanding is that the objective of the SMP was to 
develop preferred and recommended streamflows, water quality, and available 
water supplies for water users in the basin.  The focus of the EIS was to evaluate 
and disclose the anticipated environmental effects of the alternatives.  Where 
adverse effects were identified, mitigation measures were identified to offset or 
minimize those impacts.  The mitigation measures developed for the WGFP are 
linked to identified project impacts and may not necessarily meet the target 
recommendations included in the SMP.  However, mitigation measures included 
in the FEIS may help meet some of the goals of the SMP. 
Additional mitigation measures were defined and developed to reduce or offset the 
potential impacts from implementation of the proposed project.  Mitigation 
measures and the effectiveness of those measures are described for each resource 
in Environmental Consequences—Chapter 3.  An updated summary of mitigation 
measures is also included in Section 3.25 of the FEIS. 
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1.  Proposed water quality mitigation, as described in Section 3.8.4 of the FEIS, 
would reduce nutrient loading from the WGFP to the Three Lakes System so that 
the WGFP would not exacerbate the algae and clarity problem in Shadow 
Mountain Reservoir and Grand Lake.  These measures would improve the quality 
of Fraser River, Willow Creek, and the Colorado River water downstream of these 
improvements. 
 
The WGFP Participants have committed and will be required to maintain a state-
approved water conservation plan in accordance with the Water Conservation Act 
of 2004, as amended (Colorado House Bill 04-1365).  Seven of the WGFP 
Participants have Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB)-approved plans 
and other participants will be required to have a CWCB-approved plan prior to 
delivery of WGFP water.  Reclamation will require maintenance of a state-
approved water conservation plan as a condition to a contract with the Subdistrict. 
 
Additional mitigation measures were defined and developed to reduce or offset the 
potential impacts from implementation of the proposed project.  Mitigation 
measures and the effectiveness of those measures are described for each resource 
in Environmental Consequences—Chapter 3.  An updated summary of mitigation 
measures is also included in Section 3.25 of the FEIS. 
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1.  Thank you for your comment. 
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1.  In average years, the Proposed Action would reduce surface water elevations to 
the bottom of the South Bay-South boat ramp in September.  While the potential 
loss of use of this boat ramp would reduce the number of accessible boat ramps 
from five to four, it is not anticipated to adversely affect overall boating 
opportunities.  During dry years, impacts to the South Bay-South boat ramp are the 
same under the Proposed Action and Existing Conditions.  In addition, the Santaka 
Cove boat ramp could be impacted by the Proposed Action, which would impact 
overall boating opportunities and carrying capacity, particularly at the northern 
end of the reservoir. 
Modified prepositioning efforts would eliminate boat ramp impacts from the 
Proposed Action during average years during the summer recreation season.  In 
dry years, the impacts would remain and would be similar to existing conditions.  
Section 3.19.4 of the Recreation section has been modified in the FEIS to describe 
the benefits of modified prepositioning efforts on boating access at Horsetooth 
Reservoir.   
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2. The Western Area Power Administration (Western) would be responsible for 
relocation of a portion of the existing transmission line that crosses through the 
Chimney Hollow Reservoir site.  Western would comply with the substantive 
requirements of a county permit. 
 
3. Additional description on the visual simulation and other measures used to 
minimize the impact of the relocated transmission line were added to Section 
3.21.2.4 of the FEIS. 
 
4.  The Subdistrict would work with Larimer County in the development of a 
recreation plan for Chimney Hollow Reservoir to determine if a nonmotorized 
access point at the south end would be feasible. 
 
5.  The Subdistrict will be required to acquire necessary County permits for 
construction.  It is anticipated that these permits will address potential impacts to 
the County road system as a result of construction activities.   
 
 
 
6. No impact on access to Flatiron Reservoir is anticipated at this time.  A 
construction access road to the Chimney Hollow dam site would be built west of 
Flatiron Reservoir access.  Additional construction traffic along County Road 28 
could inconvenience visitors to Flatiron Reservoir.  If a potential impact to 
recreation access at Flatiron Reservoir is identified during construction planning, 
appropriate mitigation measures to minimize impacts on use of Flatiron Reservoir 
would be developed.   
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7.  The WGFP Participants have committed and will be required to maintain a 
state-approved water conservation plan in accordance with the Water Conservation 
Act of 2004, as amended (Colorado House Bill 04-1365).  Seven of the WGFP 
Participants have Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB)-approved plans 
and other participants will be required to have a CWCB-approved plan prior to 
delivery of WGFP water.  Reclamation will require maintenance of a state-
approved water conservation plan as a condition to a contract with the Subdistrict. 
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1. Thank you for your comment. 
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1.  Thank you for your comment. 
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1.  The DEIS provided an analysis of the environmental effects to a wide range of 
resources for the proposed WGFP in accordance National Environmental Policy 
and Council of Environmental Quality Guidelines.  We appreciate your concern 
about the project.  The FEIS includes additional information to clarify potential 
impacts and mitigation measures to reduce those impacts. 
 
2.  The Subdistrict would comply with state water law.  Windy Gap cannot divert 
when downstream senior water rights are calling for water and the Windy Gap 
project is not in priority.  The Windy Gap Project would divert water from the 
Colorado River in accordance with the Municipal Subdistrict’s water rights.  
These rights are administered by the Colorado State Engineers Office.  Windy Gap 
water rights are junior to most downstream irrigation rights, and Windy Gap 
diversions would only occur when those rights are in priority.  After the WGFP is 
in place, the Windy Gap Project would continue to comply with Colorado River 
bypass flow requirements established by the Agreement Concerning the Windy 
Gap Project and the Azure Reservoir and Power Project (Azure Agreement) 
completed April 30, 1980 as part of the original Windy Gap Project.  This 
agreement requires the Windy Gap Project to curtail diversions if streamflow 
drops below 90 cfs below Windy Gap Reservoir, 135 cfs below the Williams Fork, 
or 150 cfs below Troublesome Creek.  The Windy Gap Project cannot divert if the 
agreed minimum flows are not met, even if Windy Gap water rights are in priority.  
Colorado River flows may fall below the minimum streamflow volumes when the 
Windy Gap Project is not pumping, particularly in late summer.  The Subdistrict 
has no control over Colorado River flow when the Windy Gap Project is not 
pumping.  
 
3. The WGFP Participants have committed to and will be required to maintain a 
state-approved water conservation plan in accordance with the Water Conservation 
Act of 2004, as amended (Colorado House Bill 04-1365).  Seven of the WGFP 
Participants have Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB)-approved plans, 
and other participants will be required to have a CWCB-approved plan prior to 
delivery of WGFP water.  Reclamation would require maintenance of a state-
approved water conservation plan as a condition to a contract with the Subdistrict. 
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1.  Section 1.2 of the FEIS was revised to indicate MPWCD water can be used for 
industrial uses in a municipality and through a municipal system.  
 
 
 
2.  The hydrologic and resource effects of prepositioning as a component of 
Alternative 2 were evaluated in the EIS.  It is not clear from the comment what 
additional analysis is recommended.  Also mitigation includes modification of 
prepositioning to minimize the adverse effects on water levels in Granby Reservoir 
under the Proposed Action.  These are discussed in Section 3.5.4 of the FEIS. 
 
3.  The modeling effort for the WGFP began in 2000.  At that time, the decision 
was made to end the study period in 1996 because data required for the model 
(flow, diversion, evaporation, and precipitation) was readily available through that 
year, and the State’s CDSS model study period also ended in 1996. 
 
The need to extend the WGFP model study period was evaluated to determine 
whether a study period that includes recent hydrology, and in particular 2002, 
would change conclusions regarding WGFP yields and associated hydrologic 
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changes.  The period from 1997 through 2003 was analyzed in a spreadsheet 
exercise using Excel.  A copy of the technical memorandum, Significance of 2002 
Hydrology to WGFP Modeling (Meg Frantz September 27, 2004), which 
summarizes that analysis, was provided to Grand County at a meeting on March 4, 
2005.  At Grand County’s request, the analysis was subsequently updated to take 
into account the “relaxation” of the Shoshone call. Key conclusions of that 
analysis are:  

o The addition of a WGFP reservoir would not change Colorado River 
flows in a year like 2002.  Windy Gap water rights did not come into 
priority in 2002 and the addition of a WGFP reservoir would not change 
that condition.  Therefore, Windy Gap would not divert in a dry year like 
2002, with or without a WGFP reservoir, because Windy Gap diversions 
would be limited by the amount physically and legally available, as 
opposed to available storage capacity.  

o The WGFP firm yield would not change if the model period was 
extended through 2002.  A comparison of model output for the 1950–
1996 study period with the period from 1997–2003 shows there are other 
sequences of years within the 1950–1996 study period that are more 
critical than 2002 with respect to Windy Gap yield.  

 
The current model study period also addressed the carry-over or recovery effects 
of additional Windy Gap diversions in wet years following dry years like 2002 and 
2003.  The current model study period from 1950 through 1996 includes several 
series of dry years followed by wet years, which illustrate the effects of increased 
diversions to refill Windy Gap firming storage.  For example, the existing study 
period includes the mid-1950’s drought followed by 1957 (a wet year), 1963 and 
1964 (dry years) followed by 1965 (wet year), 1977 (dry year) followed by 1978 
(wet year), and 1981 (dry year) followed by several wet years in the mid-1980s.  
These sequences of years allow for an evaluation of impacts associated with 
diverting additional water in wet years following dry years. 
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The model study period is suitable for estimating hydrologic effects associated 
with the EIS alternatives because it includes a broad range of average, wet, and dry 
years, and sequences of years that include dry years followed by wet years. 
 
4.  It was assumed that the comment is referring to the level of Windy Gap 
diversions under the existing conditions model scenario. 
 
Windy Gap diversions for the last 10 years (1999 through 2008) averaged 22,158 
AF/yr, which is significantly higher than the average diversion of 11,080 AF/yr for 
the period from 1985 through 2005, as presented in Table 3 of the Water 
Resources Technical Report.  Windy Gap diversions were made in accordance 
with the Project’s water rights, the same water rights that would be used to effect 
diversions with a WGFP.  The increase in recent diversions represents the 
Participants’ need for additional water to meet increasing water demands, which is 
supported by information presented in Chapter 1 on the Participants’ water 
demands and needs.  Modeled Windy Gap diversions under existing conditions 
reflect the recent increases in Windy Gap Participant demands.  Windy Gap 
pumping for the 8-year period from 2001 through 2008, since Granby Reservoir 
last filled, averaged 27,450 AF/yr.  That average includes 2002 and 2004 when 
almost no Windy Gap water was pumped.  Therefore, estimated pumping under 
existing conditions is much closer to recent operations than suggested in the 
comment.  
 
The comment asserts that potential impacts of additional Windy Gap diversions 
under the Proposed Action are minimized or underestimated based on a 
comparison against existing conditions.  Reclamation does not believe that to be 
the case.  The average decrease in Colorado River flows below Windy Gap 
between the Proposed Action and existing conditions is 21,283 AF/yr, which is the 
estimated increase in net depletions to the Colorado River.  This reflects the net 
effect of additional Windy Gap diversions from the Colorado River and the 
difference in spills from Granby Reservoir.  A considerable portion of Windy Gap 
water diverted from the Colorado River is delivered back to the river via a spill 
under the existing conditions scenario.  Windy Gap operations were simulated in 
this manner to present the amount of water than could be diverted with the 
project’s current water rights to meet demands even if a portion of the water is 
subsequently spilled from Granby Reservoir back to the Colorado River.  Table 3-
9 was added to the FEIS to better illustrate the water balance associated with the 
Proposed Action. 
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In summary, Reclamation believes the effects assessments based on net depletions 
to the Colorado River below Windy Gap, as presented in the FEIS, are appropriate.  
Windy Gap diversions under existing conditions reasonably reflect recent 
operations and diversions, which are much higher than the 20-year average from 
1985 through 2005.  In addition, this issue does not affect Windy Gap diversions 
in dry years; therefore, Windy Gap pumping, net depletions to the Colorado River, 
and associated impacts are appropriately estimated in dry years, which typically 
are more critical for aquatics, water quality, and other flow-related resources.  
 
5.  Reclamation does not believe that implementation of the proposed action would 
require any change in the outlet works at Granby Reservoir.  The spillway at 
Granby Reservoir consists of an ogee crest at an elevation of 8,260 feet, which is 
approximately 130,000 AF below the full level; and two radial gates that are used 
to regulate spillway flows.  The combined capacity of the spillway gates and outlet 
is about 2,600 cfs at an elevation of about 8,265, and increases to more than 
12,000 cfs with a full reservoir.  In a paper spill condition, the spillway gates could 
be operated to attenuate flood flows below Granby Dam. 
The Subdistrict has proposed a modified operation of prepositioning to mitigate 
effects on water levels in Granby Reservoir.  See revised text in Section 3.5.4 of 
the FEIS for discussion of proposed mitigation 
 

6. Mitigation is being proposed that would minimize the adverse effects of 
prepositioning on Granby Reservoir water levels.  See response to Comment No. 2 
and Section 3.5.4 of the FEIS for a discussion of modified prepositioning.  
 
7. The City of Longmont indicated they would consider enlargement of Ralph 
Price Reservoir to store its Windy Gap water under the No Action Alternative if 
the WGFP is not built.  While there is no guarantee that enlargement of Ralph 
Price Reservoir would acquire all of the regulatory authorizations, it is reasonable 
to assume that the City of Longmont would evaluate this course of action if the 
proposed project is not implemented.   
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8.  The Shoshone call reduction is analyzed as a reasonably foreseeable action in 
Section 3.5.3.2 under the subsection Colorado River and in Section 8.4.2.6 of the 
Water Resources Technical Report.  The analysis of the Shoshone call reduction 
describes the potential frequency and magnitude of hydrologic effects when the 
call reduction is in place.  The analysis is based on the terms and conditions of the 
current agreement, which is the best available information. 
The Subdistrict will continue to operate the project in accordance with the Windy 
Gap water rights decrees and state water law to protect senior water rights.  The 
Subdistrict will comply with all applicable provisions of existing permits and the 
1980 Agreement Concerning the Windy Gap Project and the Azure Reservoir and 
Power Project and the 1985 Supplement to the Agreement of April 30, 1980 
regarding rancher diversions and bypassing water at Windy Gap to maintain 
specified minimum flows in the Colorado River below Windy Gap. 
 
9.  Impacts on senior water rights that pump from the Colorado River, like those 
that occurred in 2002 due to low water levels in the Colorado River, are not caused 
by the Windy Gap Project.  Windy Gap did not pump in 2002 because it did not 
come into priority.  Windy Gap is junior to the water rights that pump from the 
Colorado River between Granby and Kremmling and, therefore, would not impact 
their ability to pump. 
 

10.  Substantive issues related to rafting impacts, including changes in flows and 
potential impact to visitor user days were discussed in the Recreation section of 
the DEIS.  The FEIS includes some revision in the assessment of rafting impacts 
to clarify the assessment. 
 
11.  The WGFP FEIS fully considered the cumulative impacts of the Moffat 
Project, as well as other reasonably foreseeable future actions.  The cumulative 
effects analysis included hydrologic modeling of the Moffat Project, including 
changes in Fraser River, Williams Fork, and Blue River flows.  Hydrologic 
impacts of the Moffat Project are actually overstated in the WGFP analysis 
because Denver’s Blue River demands are 30,000 AF less than the amount used in 
the hydrologic modeling for the WGFP.  Denver Water changed their demand 
estimate after the WGFP hydrologic analysis was completed.  The cumulative 
effects analysis for water quality, aquatics, and other resources were analyzed in 
the same level of detail as the direct impacts of the WGFP.   
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12.  Section 3.8.4 of the FEIS includes a discussion of the nutrient mitigation 
measures designed to offset nutrient loading to the Three Lakes from additional 
WGFP pumping.  Mitigation measures would offset the total nitrogen and total 
phosphorus loadings to the Three Lakes projected from the WGFP compared to 
existing conditions.  These measures would not only benefit the Three Lakes and 
deliveries to the East Slope during pumping, but would provide a year-round 
benefit to water quality in the lower Fraser River, Willow Creek, and the Colorado 
River. 
 
13. The WGFP purpose and need statement indicates the need to provide up to 
3,000 AF of storage to better firm MPWCD water deliveries.  Additional storage 
would provide a firm yield of about 429 AF to the MPWCD, but would not firm 
the entire 3,000 AF.   
Paragraph 2 of the “1985 Supplement” to the “1980 Agreement Concerning the 
Windy Gap Project and the Azure Reservoir and Power Project” states that “The 
Subdistrict will dedicate and set aside annually, but noncumulatively, at no cost to 
Middle Park, 3,000 acre feet of water in Granby Reservoir that is produced each 
water year from Subdistrict water supplies, for beneficial use without waste, either 
directly or by exchange or substitution in Middle Park.”  The Subdistrict has no 
obligation to provide water to Middle Park in any year when such water cannot be 
produced from Subdistrict supplies.  Middle Park has been offered the opportunity 
to participate in the WGFP and improve their yield with storage in much the same 
manner as other WGFP Participants. 
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1.  Thank you for your comment 
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1.  According to standards for the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
established by the Council on Environmental Quality, the information presented in 
a NEPA document should be based on the best available existing information.  
The CNDIS is updated regularly by CDPW and is generally considered the best 
available information for most large mammal species.  This information was 
further supplemented with site-specific and local information provided by wildlife 
experts from the CDPW, U.S. Forest Service, and property owners.  Where 
additional information was needed, field surveys were conducted by a qualified 
wildlife biologist.  
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2.  Many of the issues identified in this comment are addressed in the DEIS.  New 
and updated information provided by CDPW has been added to Sections 3.12.1.7 
and 3.12.2.6 of the FEIS.  Because of the importance of the Chimney Hollow area 
as wildlife habitat, loss of the 810 acres of large mammal habitat will be addressed 
in the Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Plan that was developed by the Subdistrict in 
accordance with the requirements of CRS 37-60-122.2 (FEIS Appendix E).  The 
Colorado Wildlife Commission adopted the FWMP on June 9, 2011 and the 
Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB) adopted it on July 13, 2011.  The 
FWMP is a component of the mitigation and environmental commitments 
described in the FEIS (Section 3.25). 
 
3.  The analysis of boating on the Colorado River is based on changes to preferred 
boating flows using daily flows for the 47-year study period.  Based on comments 
received on the DEIS, revisions were made to simplify the potential impacts to 
boating as a result WGFP operation.  Substantive issues related to rafting impacts, 
including preferred flows and potential changes in user days, are discussed in 
Section 3.19.2 of the FEIS.  Revised economic effects to boating are discussed in 
Section 3.22.2 of the FEIS. 
 
4. The difference between the two boating impact estimates in the DEIS is because 
the potential average annual decline in boating revenue of $10,195 on page ES-19 
is for the Proposed Action only and the higher number of $142,547 in Table 3-142 
is for the Proposed Action plus cumulative effects of other reasonably foreseeable 
actions.  These values have been revised in the FEIS as noted in response to 
Comment No. 3. 
 
5.  The EIS states that hydrological changes are unlikely to adversely impact sport 
fishing under any of the alternatives.  This is based on both the timing of flow 
changes and the results of the aquatic resources analysis.  Additional analysis to 
better illustrate potential impacts to aquatic resources was added to Section 3.9.2 
of the FEIS.  The FEIS includes additional mitigation measures for aquatic 
resources, as described in Sections 3.8.4 and 3.9.4.  These measures include  
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nutrient reduction measures to improve water quality in the Fraser River, Willow 
Creek, and Colorado River.  See the response to Comment No. 2. 
 
6.  See response to Comment No. 5.  The assessment of impacts to aquatic 
resources, and hence the recreational fishery, was conducted using a River2D 
IFIM model that simulates fish habitat changes under alternative flow conditions.  
A decrease in streamflow alone does not always reflect a negative impact to 
aquatic habitat because a reduction in high flows can increase aquatic habitat 
depending on the species and life stage.  The aquatic analysis also considered 
changes in water quality, temperature, and channel morphology.  The greatest flow 
reductions cited in the comment are during peak flow periods, which are well 
above what is necessary to maintain a recreational fishery under any alternative. 
 
7.  See response to Comment Nos. 5 and 6. 
 
8.  Revisions and additional discussion was added to Section 3.5.2.2 of the FEIS to 
better explain the use of hydrologic data.  See also responses to Trout Unlimited’s 
Comments Nos. 4, 5, and 6 (Letter #1126) regarding the adequacy of the model to 
predict and assess flow-related impacts.  The comment refers to use of average 
flow values, overestimation of anticipated flows, and the model yields isolated 
average, wet, and dry year data.  The response addresses these three issues.  
 
a. Use of average flow values.  A combination of daily and monthly hydrologic 
data were used for evaluations of impacts to aquatic resources.  Average monthly 
summaries of flows, diversions, reservoir outflow, end-of-month reservoir 
contents, surface elevations, and surface areas for average, wet, and dry conditions 
were used to support general characterizations of hydrologic changes associated 
with the alternatives.  In addition to monthly data, two sets of daily data were 
developed from monthly model output by disaggregating monthly values using 
historical gage records.  Daily data were developed for the entire study period for 
the USGS gages on the Colorado River below Lake Granby, below Windy Gap, at 
Hot Sulphur Springs, near Kremmling, and the gage on Willow Creek below 
Willow Creek Reservoir.  In addition to the daily data developed for the entire 
study period at the locations listed above, average, wet, and dry monthly flows 
were disaggregated to daily values to develop average, wet, and dry daily 
hydrographs.  Daily data were used to generate flow duration curves and daily 
hydrographs, and to determine the frequency and magnitude of daily flow changes.  
Hydrologic analyses based on daily variations were used in resource assessments 
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where the magnitude or value of the resources are especially sensitive to daily 
hydrologic changes and where the use of average, wet, and dry monthly values 
would mask the severity of the effects on those resources.  Daily hydrologic data 
were used as an input parameter for the River2D model to evaluate the effects on 
aquatic resources.  Use of daily data for the entire hydrologic study period 
supported an assessment of the overall range and frequency of aquatic habitat 
changes.  Section 3.5.2.2 of the FEIS was revised to include information related to 
the use of daily data for aquatic resource evaluations.  
Because of its relatively junior water rights, the Windy Gap Project is not in 
priority and is precluded from diverting water from the Colorado River during 
droughts and low-flow periods, with or without the alternatives assessed, to 
provide firming storage.  During low-flow periods, the Windy Gap Project would 
operate the same whether there is a firming project online or not.  In these low-
flow conditions, downstream Colorado River flows, whether they are viewed on a 
monthly or daily basis, are the same for existing conditions, for the No Action 
Alternative, and for each of the EIS alternatives.  Because there are no hydrologic 
impacts during low-flow and drought periods, a daily model is not needed to 
assess effects for these low-flow periods, and the disaggregation of monthly data 
to daily data is sufficient for the assessment of effects on aquatic resources for 
nondrought conditions. 
b. Overestimation of anticipated flows. The model does not overestimate 
anticipated flows.  The WGFP model was simulated using a monthly time-step for 
the study period from 1950 through 1996.  Hydrologic output was generated for 
each month of the study period.  This monthly output was summarized (monthly 
averages) for all 47 years to characterize hydrologic changes over the entire 
modeled period.  Because averages can be skewed by extreme events, the monthly 
model output for the five driest and five wettest years were averaged separately 
from the average of the entire study period to characterize hydrologic changes 
associated with the alternatives in dry and wet conditions, respectively.  
Use of mean values is a reasonable and often applied approach for evaluating 
hydrologic results and for making relative comparisons of changes in flow, and 
was approved by the USACOE and Reclamation for purposes of this EIS.  In 
addition, the resource evaluations did not rely solely on these average monthly 
values.  A combination of daily and monthly hydrologic data were used for 
evaluations of impacts to aquatic resources.  See response to part a. of this 
comment.   
 
 
c. The model yields isolated average, wet, and dry year data.  The model does not 
estimate flows during average, wet, and dry years in isolation.  The model is 
simulated using a monthly time-step for the entire 47-year study period from 1950 
through 1996; therefore, model output reflects the carry-over or recovery effects of 
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additional Windy Gap diversions in wet years following dry years.  Although the 
wet and dry year averages are averages of five individual years within the study 
period, the flows in those years reflect the effects of operations in preceding years 
(i.e., reservoir releases and spills).  The current model study period from 1950 
through 1996 includes several series of dry years followed by wet years, which 
illustrate the effects of increased diversions to refill Windy Gap firming storage.  
For example, the existing study period includes the mid-1950’s drought followed 
by 1957 (a wet year), 1963 and 1964 (dry years) followed by 1965 (wet year), 
1977 (dry year) followed by 1978 (wet year), and 1981 (dry year) followed by 
several wet years in the mid-1980s.  These sequences of years allow for an 
evaluation of impacts associated with diverting additional water in wet years 
following dry years.  Use of data for the entire study period provided an indication 
of the overall range and frequency of resource impacts. 
 
The Aquatic Resource analysis uses daily streamflow data to determine impacts.  
These flow data included natural flows, existing conditions, and the alternatives 
for average, wet, and dry hydrologic conditions. 
See also response to Comment Nos. 5 and 6. 
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9.  See response to Comment No. 8.  The aquatic resource analysis uses daily 
streamflow data to determine impacts.  These flow data included natural flows, 
existing conditions, and the alternatives for average, wet, and dry hydrologic 
conditions.  In contrast, the SMP used only the weighted usable area graphs to 
determine the preferred flow range (optimum to critical minimum) without regard 
to whether that flow was available or could be maintained under either natural or 
regulated conditions.  Optimal flow, as defined by weighted usable area, rarely 
exist, even under natural conditions.  We feel that the more appropriate approach, 
and the approach that is consistent with guidelines for application of the instream 
flow methodology, is to use a hydrologic and habitat time series as applied in the 
Aquatic Resources Technical Report (Miller Ecological 2010). 
 
The Gold Medal designation requires that waters with this designation meet 
criteria for the number of trout greater than 14 inches long/per acre and number of 
pounds per acre.  Many factors can impact fish density and size.  Habitat and food 
resources are included in those factors.  Based on the results of the aquatic 
analysis, food resources are not expected to change, and habitat would decrease in 
some years.  Another factor that can impact fish populations more rapidly is 
fishery management, in particular harvest regulations.  CDOW studies during the 
mid- to late-1970s showed that restricting harvest limits or terminal tackle could 
result in large increases to fish populations in Colorado rivers.  The Project 
proponent or Reclamation do not specify fishery management for the Colorado 
River or the reservoirs.  We have assumed that management of those waters would 
be consistent with management in the recent past.  Therefore, we do not expect 
that WGFP would alter the Gold Medal designation. 
Flushing flows were evaluated using the data from the hydraulic model.  The 
sediment transport analysis showed that fine sediment up through medium gravel 
would be moved by flows of 450 cfs.  Very coarse gravels are moved by flows of 
about 1200 cfs.  The range of size classes moved by the 450 cfs flow would clean 
spawning gravels and maintain habitat for aquatic invertebrates.  These conditions 
would maintain macroinvertebrate diversity and aquatic habitat for spawning and 
incubation.  Fine sediment is not expected to accumulate in any greater amount 
than is currently present. 
The Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Plan includes an increase in flushing flows.  
Flushing flows from the original Windy Gap Project (1980 MOU) would be 
modified to increase from 450 cfs to 600 cfs.  In any year when flows below 
Windy Gap have not exceeded 600 cfs for at least 50 consecutive hours in the  
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previous two years, and total Subdistrict water supplies in Chimney Hollow and 
Granby Reservoirs exceed 60,000 AF on April 1, the Subdistrict would cease all 
Windy Gap pumping for at least 50 consecutive hours to enhance peak flows 
below Windy Gap. 
 
 
 
 
10.  The discussion of climate change in Section 2.8.2—Reasonably Foreseeable 
Actions was revised in the FEIS.  This section includes updated information from 
recent publications on climatic change trends in the upper Colorado River basin 
and possible future changes.  Potential environmental impacts from climate change 
are qualitatively evaluated as part of the cumulative effects evaluation discussed 
for applicable resources in Chapter 3 of the FEIS. 
 
 
 
11.  Thank you for the information.  A response to the specific issues you raised 
follows. 
1).  The recession has indeed had an impact on growth in the past several years in 
many previously fast-growing areas, and the Participant service areas are no 
exception.  However, recessions are short-term economic phenomena, similar to 
economic boom growth.  Long-term growth projections are normalized to “smooth 
out” cyclical high- and low-growth periods.  Projections used in the WGFP EIS 
are consistent with projections used by the other statewide planning efforts.   
2).  The WGFP Participants have committed to and will be required to maintain a 
state-approved water conservation plan in accordance with the Water Conservation 
Act of 2004, as amended (Colorado House Bill 04-1365).  Seven of the WGFP 
Participants have Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB)-approved plans, 
and participants will be required to have a CWCB-approved plan prior to delivery 
of WGFP water.  Reclamation would require maintenance of a state-approved 
water conservation plan as a condition to a contract with the Subdistrict.  These 
measures would not offset the overall need for additional water supplies in the 
future, but could change or delay the timing of the need. 
3).  The WGFP was initiated by the Participants because the original Windy Gap 
Project failed to deliver the yields anticipated in the 1981 EIS for the reasons 
discussed in more detail in Section 1.5 of the WGFP FEIS, including insufficient 
storage.  To address the shortcomings of the Windy Gap Project, Participants 
determined that a cooperative project with shared storage in a new reservoir(s) 
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would be the most efficient way to collectively firm their Windy Gap water 
supply.  Existing absolute Windy Gap water rights represent an existing source of 
water available to the Participants. However, additional infrastructure is necessary 
to provide reliable deliveries.  Thus, the purpose of the WGFP is to fix a broken 
project, not to develop new sources of water.   
 
 
4).  See response to 3) above. 
 
 
5).  Actual construction costs would likely be higher than the $223 million 
estimate in the FEIS; however, infrastructure construction costs for many large 
projects has decreased substantially in the last year.  Updated costs would be 
developed as part of the final design for the proposed Project.  
 
 
 
12.  See response to Comment No. 11(3) above.  In addition, many of the WGFP 
Participants have additional future water needs beyond what the WGFP would 
supply and will be investigating other sources of water to meet those needs.  The 
WGFP is only functional as a collaborative effort on the part of Windy Gap 
Project unit holders. 
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13. The WGFP FEIS fully considered the cumulative impacts of all identified 
reasonably foreseeable future actions, as well as past and present actions where 
overlapping effects would occur.  The cumulative effects analysis included 
hydrologic modeling of the Moffat Project including changes in Fraser River, 
Williams Fork, and Blue River flows.  Hydrologic impacts of the Moffat Project 
are actually overstated in the WGFP analysis because Denver’s Blue River 
demands are 30,000 AF less than used in the hydrologic modeling for the WGFP.  
Denver reduced their Blue River demand following completion of the WGFP 
hydrologic modeling.  The cumulative effects analysis for water quality, aquatics, 
and other resources were analyzed in the same level of detail as the direct impacts 
of the WGFP.  The WGFP and Moffat Project have different objectives, different 
project proponents, and no shared facilities.  Combining the two projects in one 
EIS is not needed to adequately evaluate the cumulative effects of the projects.  
The Corps is a cooperating agency for the WGFP, and Reclamation and the Corps 
have coordinated on the assessment of cumulative effects and mitigation for the 
two projects. 
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CEQ regulations and case law provide clear guidance on the scope of a particular 
NEPA analysis with respect to possibly related actions.  See 40CFR 1508.25. 
Courts have provided guidance on whether proposed projects are sufficiently 
interrelated to qualify as “connected actions,” which should be considered together 
in a single NEPA analysis.  The courts have generally applied an “independent 
utility” test to determine if two activities are closely connected, evaluating whether 
each of the activities could be undertaken on their own (even if they would benefit 
each other), or whether they are inextricably linked to each other or if they are 
similar projects being pursued by the same agency.  The WGFP clearly has utility 
independent of the other water projects mentioned in the comment or considered 
part of the cumulative impacts in the FEIS; therefore, a single NEPA analysis of 
all of the projects is not required. 
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14.  See response to Comment No. 11(3). 
In addition, water levels in Granby Reservoir are a result of annual runoff and 
water demand.  A high water level in Granby Reservoir is generally reflective of a 
wet water year when runoff is high.  C-BT delivery quotas are set annually, 
depending on available water and projected demand.  As a water storage reservoir, 
Granby stores water in wet years so it would be available in dry years.  Demand 
for C-BT water increases in dry years; therefore, there is not necessarily a surplus 
of C-BT water just because the reservoir fills.  There is already an active leasing 
program for C-BT Project water among allottees. 
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1.  Section 3.8.4 of the FEIS includes a discussion of the nutrient mitigation 
measures designed to offset nutrient loading to the Three Lakes from additional 
WGFP pumping.  These measures would totally offset the anticipated nitrogen and 
phosphorus loadings to the Three Lakes projected from the WGFP.  These 
measures would not only benefit the Three Lakes and deliveries to the East Slope 
during pumping, but would provide a year-round benefit to water quality in the 
lower Fraser River, Willow Creek, and the Colorado River. 
 
 
2.  The analysis of water quality impacts for the Three Lakes was conducted using 
daily data.  The DEIS presented monthly average data and the range of daily 
values.  Figures displaying daily values for total phosphorus, total nitrogen, 
chlorophyll a concentrations, Secchi-disk depths, and dissolved oxygen were 
added to Section 3.8.2.4 of the FEIS.   
Additional stream temperature and climatic data became available following the 
initial analysis of temperature impacts for the DEIS.  Subsequently, a dynamic 
temperature model (Hydros 2011) was developed with input and review by EPA to 
simulate weekly average temperatures and daily maximums for the Colorado 
River between Windy Gap Reservoir and the Williams Fork for existing 
conditions and the alternatives.  The model simulations were conducted for the 
months of June through September using the very warm observed climatic data 
from 2007.  Results of this analysis indicated that increased exceedance of the   
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chronic MWAT and acute DM standards would occur in July and August of some 
years.  Specifically, temperature standard exceedances were simulated to increase 
from existing conditions in 4 out of the 15 years evaluated with additional WGFP 
diversions.  For these years, the dynamic modeling indicated that the MWAT 
standard would be exceeded for several consecutive days or weeks and the DM 
would be exceeded up to several additional days, when simulated with the very 
warm 2007 meteorology.  Mitigation for temperature impacts is included in the 
Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Plan developed by the Subdistrict.  See Section 
3.8.4.2 for further discussion of temperature mitigation.  Temperature mitigation 
measures would reduce the potential for exceedance of the temperature standards 
and impacts to fish associated with operation of the WGFP.   
 
3.  The FWMP includes installation of Colorado River real-time stream 
temperature sensors below Windy Gap Reservoir and above the Williams Fork 
River to monitor violations in the state temperature standard.  Other monitoring, as 
described in Section 3.8.4 of the FEIS, would be used to evaluate the effectiveness 
of nutrient mitigation measures.  See response to Comment Nos. 1 and 2 on water 
quality mitigation. 
 
4.  The Grand County Stream Management Plan (SMP) was reviewed during 
preparation of the EIS.  Our understanding is that the objective of the SMP was to 
develop preferred and recommended streamflows, water quality, and available 
water supplies for water users in the basin.  The focus of the EIS is to evaluate and 
disclose the anticipated environmental effects of the alternatives.  Where adverse 
effects were identified, mitigation measures were identified to avoid or minimize 
those impacts.  The mitigation measures developed for the WGFP are linked to 
identified project impacts and may not necessarily meet the target 
recommendations included in the SMP.  Reclamation and Northern will continue 
to work with Grand County and others to evaluate C-BT Project operational 
changes that will improve water quality in the Three Lakes system regardless of 
implementation of the WGFP. 
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1.  The current water quality of the lakes and reservoirs are quantified and 
compared to standards in the DEIS.   Additional information was added to the FEIS 
to summarize water quality concerns.  Current conditions include C-BT pumping 
and Windy Gap pumping.  It is difficult to describe conditions without C-BT or 
Windy Gap pumping – Granby Reservoir and Shadow Mountain Reservoir did not 
exist before the C-BT Project construction.  For Grand Lake, water quality 
conditions were reported in 1953 shortly after the start-up of the C-BT Project, 
where Secchi-disk depth readings ranged from 1.2 to 4.6 meters (May to October).  
Data do not exist to describe pre-C-BT conditions in Grand Lake other than the one 
data point for clarity in September 1941 (9.2 meters).  The focus of the EIS is on 
the anticipated changes in water quality for the alternatives compared to existing 
conditions and the No Action Alternative. 
With respect to the DEIS’s “predominant use of a steady state modeling approach, 
average flow, and median water quality conditions,” it is true that a steady-state 
modeling approach was used for Colorado River water quality, using average flow 
and minimum flow conditions.  See response to Comment No. 2 for why this 
approach was taken.   
Additional stream temperature and climatic data became available following the 
initial analysis of temperature impacts for the DEIS.  Subsequently, a dynamic 
temperature model (Hydros 2011) was developed with input and review by EPA to 
simulate weekly average temperatures and daily maximums for the Colorado River 
between Windy Gap Reservoir and the Williams Fork for existing conditions and 
the alternatives.  The model simulations were conducted for the months of June 
through September using the very warm observed climatic data from 2007.  Results 
of this analysis indicated that increased exceedance of the chronic MWAT and 
acute DM standards would occur in July and August of some years.  Specifically, 
temperature standard exceedances were simulated to increase from existing 
conditions in 4 out of the 15 years evaluated with additional WGFP diversions.  For 
these years, the dynamic modeling indicated that the MWAT standard would be 
exceeded for several consecutive days or weeks and the DM would be exceeded up 
to several additional days, when simulated with the very warm 2007 meteorology.  
Mitigation for temperature impacts is included in the Fish and Wildlife Mitigation 
Plan developed by the Subdistrict.  Temperature mitigation measures would reduce 
the potential for exceedance of the temperature standards and impacts to fish 
associated with operation of the WGFP.  See Section 3.8.4.2 of the FEIS for more 
information on temperature mitigation.  There are not enough data to support a 
dynamic approach for other constituents, and the steady-state approach is adequate, 
especially the simulations for minimum flow conditions.  It does not, however, 
allow for the computation of the predicted 85th percentile. 
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2.  A dynamic approach was used to model water quality for the Three Lakes 
system.  The results are reported in the EIS in terms of annual averages, maximum 
chlorophyll a concentrations by year, and minimum Secchi-disk depths by year.  
Daily results were added to the FEIS (Section 3.8.2.4) and are also shown in the 
Lake and Reservoir Water Quality Technical Report (AMEC 2008).   
Current water quality issues, many of which are associated with C-BT pumping, 
are not the subject of this EIS but are described in the Affected Environment 
section to help understand existing conditions.  The EIS describes the direct, 
indirect, and cumulative effects of the WGFP and proposes mitigation for the direct 
and indirect effects of the proposed project.  C-BT pumping is accounted for in the 
model.  The DEIS describes the predicted differences between existing conditions 
and the alternatives and, therefore, how the proposed project may affect the water 
quality concerns is addressed. 
With respect to the Colorado River, a steady-state modeling approach was used.  
QUAL2K is a steady-state model and uses a multitude of inputs and assumptions 
under steady-state conditions.  This model is actively being supported by the EPA 
and steady-state water quality models have been used for decades by regulatory 
agencies and consultants (Birgand 2004).  QUAL2E, the model on which 
QUAL2K is based, is considered a standard for water quality models (Chapra 
1997; Shanahan et al. 1998).  A dynamic water quality model relies on a much 
greater number of inputs and assumptions, many of which vary over time.  Time 
series of inflowing water quality from tributaries, point, and nonpoint sources (at a 
fine time-step) are required.  These data do not exist for the Colorado River, 
making it difficult to even consider a dynamic approach for the DEIS.  QUAL2K 
was utilized on a date that was determined to be representative of low conditions 
when Windy Gap diversions could occur.  In addition to considering average flows, 
the model was run assuming the minimum instream flow conditions (90 cfs) below 
Windy Gap Reservoir.  This was done to overcome the limitation of using a steady-
state model. 
Subsequent to development of the QUAL2K model, numerous temperature sensors 
were placed throughout the modeling domain during the summer months.  With the 
addition of subhourly temperature data, a dynamic modeling approach for water 
temperature became feasible.  As described in response to Comment No. 1, the 
dynamic temperature model was used to better assess violation of the chronic 
temperature standard for the Colorado River and develop mitigation measures.  
This approach allows for the more direct comparison with standards. 
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3.  A Stormwater Management Plan would be prepared as part of the NPDES 
permit for any of the ground-disturbing activities associated with the Project.  All 
wetlands would be mitigated per 404 Permit requirements. 
 
4.  The analysis for the Three Lakes Wastewater Treatment Facility was revised in 
the FEIS (Section 3.8.2.4) using the WWTP’s maximum allowable effluent 
discharge rate of 3.1 cfs.  During development of the DEIS, a certain level of 
treatment needed to be assumed for future conditions for WWTPs in the Fraser 
basin.  We assumed a level currently being successfully achieved elsewhere in the 
state at WWTPs that impact another critical water body (Dillon Reservoir).   
Section 3.8.4 of the FEIS includes a discussion of the nutrient mitigation measures 
designed to offset nutrient loading to the Three Lakes from additional WGFP 
pumping.  These measures include upgrades to the Fraser WWTP and 
implementation of best management practices and other erosion-control measures 
to reduce nonpoint agricultural sources of nutrient discharges in the Willow Creek 
drainage and elsewhere.  These measures would offset the total nitrogen and 
phosphorus loadings to the Three Lakes projected from the WGFP compared to 
existing conditions.  These measures would not only benefit the Three Lakes and 
deliveries to the East Slope during pumping, but would provide a year-round 
benefit to water quality in the lower Fraser River, Willow Creek, and the Colorado 
River. 
 
5.  There are ongoing discussions between Grand County and the Subdistrict on the 
need for a new 1041 Permit or modification of the existing Windy Gap 1041 
Permit  The EIS provides an estimation of the anticipated direct, indirect, and 
cumulative effects of the proposed action based on available information and can 
be used in the 1041 process as necessary.  However, resolution of this issue is not 
required for completion of the NEPA process or issuance of a Record of Decision.  
Additional discussion on this issue was added to Section 1.10.3 of the FEIS.  As 
stated in response to Comment No. 3, the Subdistrict would comply with NPDES 
Stormwater Permit regulations for land-disturbing activities.  The Proposed Action 
would not result in any land disturbances on the West Slope.  Mitigation for 
nutrient loading would reduce nonpoint source nutrient loadings to the Three Lakes 
system form the WGFP and other watersheds in the area including portions of the 
Willow Creek and Colorado River watersheds. 
The DEIS, on page 3-294, recognizes that such requirements may exist and, if so, 
they will be followed.  Reclamation takes no position on what, if any, local 
government authorities apply to the WGFP. 
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1.  The Affected Environment section of Surface Water Hydrology describes 
historical hydrologic conditions and the various actions and projects that have 
contributed to existing conditions.  Other sections in the EIS provide discussions 
on the existing condition and status of the various resources as a basis for 
comparing resource impacts.  The existing hydrologic conditions presented in the 
EIS provide an accurate baseline from which to make a reasonable comparison of 
the impacts of each of the alternatives.  The WGFP Water Resource Technical 
Report (ERO and Boyle 2007) has additional information. 
 
2.  The FEIS identified a number of impacts associated with the proposed action.  
Mitigation measures were developed to avoid or minimize impacts (See Section 
3.25 of FEIS).  The purpose of the EIS process is to evaluate and disclose potential 
impacts.  This does not mean there will be no impacts or that all impacts can or 
will be mitigated.  
 
3. As explained in the Socioeconomics section, not all of the direct recreational 
value (expenditures) occur in Grand County (i.e., some of the supplies are 
purchased outside of the County).  However, the full estimate of direct impacts of 
camping along the Colorado River and boating were used, which overestimates the 
impact.  The socioeconomics section explains that this was done in order to 
account for the secondary impacts of direct expenditures in the County because 
estimates of the direct and secondary impacts to the County were not available. 
The Recreation and Socioeconomic analyses focus on boating opportunities on the 
Colorado River and at existing reservoirs.  Those uses were identified as issues 
during the scoping process and are the most likely to be affected by hydrological  
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changes resulting from the alternatives.  Potential impacts to land-based 
recreational activities, including camping, hiking, scenic driving, and sightseeing, 
are described in the Recreation Resources Technical Report in the Effects 
Common to All Alternatives section. 
Several mitigation measures, as summarized in Section 3.25 of the FEIS, 
contribute to mitigation of potential socioeconomic impacts including nutrient 
reductions in the watershed upstream of Windy Gap Reservoir; modifications in 
prepositioning to maintain higher water levels in Granby Reservoir; fish and 
wildlife mitigation measures described in the Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Plan 
(FEIS Appendix E) that was adopted by the Colorado Wildlife Commission and 
Colorado Water Conservation Board; and curtailed WGFP diversions as needed to 
protect flows for the annual Gore Race.  

 
 
 
 

3 

 

F-311



WINDY GAP FIRMING PROJECT — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
 

Com- 
ment Letter #131 Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.  Acronyms and abbreviations were updated in the FEIS. 
 
 
 
 
2.  The potential effects to paleontological resources were based on local geology 
and the potential for the presence of fossil-bearing material.  Available published 
literature for the impact area and geologic formations present also was used in the 
assessment.  A field survey by a paleontologist of the alternative areas of 
disturbance was not conducted.    
 
3.  Reference to the Denver Museum of Science and History was changed to the 
Museum of Nature and Science in the FEIS.  Prior to construction of the Preferred 
Alternative, a professional paleontologist would be contracted to review the site 
for the potential of discovering fossils.  If the likelihood for finding important 
fossils is high, a paleontologist would then provide orientation to construction 
personnel on where fossils might be found and how to recognize them.  Denver 
Museum paleontologists would be notified prior to construction and should fossils 
be discovered, they would be contacted to assess the significance of the find.  This 
mitigation was added to Geology, Section 3.14.4 of the FEIS. 
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4.  The first paragraph under Section 3.20.2.3 and the paragraph under Section 
3.20.3 of the FEIS were rewritten to be more specific as to the types of anticipated 
direct, indirect, and cumulative effects on cultural resources.  In the paragraph 
under Section 3.20.3, the reader is referred to Section 2.8.2 of the FEIS for a 
description of reasonably foreseeable actions.   
 
5.  In a meeting with the SHPO on January 24, 2007, Reclamation reviewed the 
level of effort employed in the identification of historic properties for the WGFP 
EIS alternatives.  The SHPO did not object to these procedures.  In addition, 
Reclamation states in the EIS in Section 3.20.4 that an MOA or PA, as 
appropriate, would be drafted that stipulates compliance under Section 106 for the 
selected alternative. 
 
6.  The following sentence was added after sentence two of paragraph one under 
Section 3.20.4.1: “Special attention would be paid to the project’s potential 
impacts on the C-BT Project Historic District (5BL7953, 5GA2409, and 5LR9611) 
and any properties considered to be contributing thereto.” 
 
7.  The museum name was corrected in Section 3.14.4 of the FEIS. 
 
8.  The museum name was corrected in Section 3.25.8 of the FEIS. 
 
9.  Since there was no report for a site reported by Joe Ben Wheat (5LR57) and the 
report by Jonathan Kent (Metropolitan State College n.d.) has not been completed, 
they cannot be provided to the OAHP by Reclamation.  In addition to these two 
studies, Reclamation is currently reviewing the report by Kester-Tallman and 
Brant (2008) and will be in consultation with the SHPO regarding this report and 
its findings within the near future.  The first paragraph under Section 3.20.1.3 of 
the FEIS was revised to indicate that in addition to the file search data, 
Reclamation provided information on three studies that are not officially on file 
with the OAHP.  The first study included a prehistoric lithic scatter (5LR57) 
recorded by Joe Ben Wheat in 1953.  The second study was conducted by 
Jonathan Kent of Metropolitan State College and covered four years of field 
school in the Carter Lake and Chimney Hollow locales.  A report on the fieldwork 
conducted in 1993 (Kent 1994) details findings to the east at the Carter  
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Lake Reservoir; these resources are within the Chimney Hollow APE but outside 
of the reservoir footprint.  The final report titled the “Carter Lake Archaeological 
Project Final Report” will include Kent’s work in the Carter Lake and Chimney 
Hollow areas conducted during 1994, 1995, and 1996 field seasons; it is in 
progress.  Kent located 23 sites and 43 isolates within the Chimney Hollow APE.  
Cultural Resource Analysts, Inc. completed a third study in 2007 (Kester-Tallman 
and Brant 2008) when Carter Lake and Flatiron Reservoirs were drained.  Eight 
sites and six isolates were recorded within the Chimney Hollow APE, while two 
sites were reevaluated.  
 
10.  The discussion in Section 3.20.1.3 of the FEIS was revised to indicate the 
Chimney Hollow Reservoir footprint, and all but 17.2 acres within the associated 
facilities (i.e., study area) were surveyed at a Class III level and resources were 
fully documented and evaluated for NRHP significance (WCRM 2004a, 2004b, 
2010).  Access to 17.2 acres located on two private parcels was denied within the 
Chimney Hollow Reservoir facilities, and it is known that at least one resource, a 
segment of the Estes to Lyons Tap Transmission Line (5LR9454), crosses one of 
these parcels and will need to be recorded, evaluated, and possibly treated in the 
future. 
11.  Text in FEIS was edited to remove “Regardless of their level of significance,” 
and the sentence now begins with, “Properties listed in or eligible for…” 
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12.  Although both of the terms “APE” and “study area” have previously been 
defined in Section 3.20.1.2, a text box has been placed in Section 3.20.1.3 
immediately following the paragraph where these terms are defined.   
 
13.  The sentence in Section 3.20.1.5 of the FEIS was changed to read as follows:  
“There are no known sites within the reservoir study area, but three cultural 
resources…” 
 
14.  “C-BT” is previously defined under Section 3.20.1.3.  No further action is 
required. 
 
15.  The sentence in Section 3.20.2.6 of the FEIS was replaced to indicate that 
there are two unevaluated cultural resources (5LR10397 and 5LR10420) between 
the 70,000 AF Chimney Hollow Reservoir boundary of Alternative 3 and the 
90,000 AF Chimney Hollow Reservoir boundary of the Proposed Action 
(Alternative 2).  Therefore, the effects associated with the construction of a 70,000 
AF Chimney Hollow Reservoir would affect 14 eligible or unevaluated sites rather 
than 16 as described for the Proposed Action. 
 
16.  The sentence in Section 3.20.2.7 of the FEIS was replaced to indicate that 
there are two unevaluated cultural resources (5LR10397 and 5LR10420) located 
between the 70,000 AF Chimney Hollow Reservoir boundary of Alternative 4 and 
the 90,000 AF Chimney Hollow Reservoir boundary of the Proposed Action 
(Alternative 2).  Therefore, the effects associated with the construction of a 70,000 
AF Chimney Hollow Reservoir would affect 14 eligible or unevaluated sites rather 
than 16 as described for the Proposed Action. 
 
17.  The sentence in Section 3.20.2.8 of the FEIS was replaced to indicate that 
there are no known eligible or unevaluated cultural resources located between the 
20,000 AF Rockwell Reservoir boundary of Alternative 4 and the 30,000 AF 
Rockwell Reservoir boundary of Alternative 5.  Therefore, the effects associated 
with the construction of a 20,000 AF Rockwell Reservoir would be the same as 
described for the 30,000 AF Rockwell Reservoir with regard to known eligible or 
unevaluated cultural resources. 
 
18.  Section 3.20.3 of the FEIS was revised to indicate that both water-based and 
land-based actions could result in cumulative effects; a description of reasonably 
foreseeable actions considered in this FEIS is presented in Section 2.8.2.   
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19. The first four paragraphs under Section 3.20.4 have been revised and replaced 
with the following: 
 
Specific mitigation measures for the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the 
Preferred Alternative would be developed by means of a Memorandum of 
Agreement (MOA) or Programmatic Agreement (PA), as appropriate, in 
compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA.  The agreement would be developed 
between Reclamation, the ACHP, the Colorado SHPO,  and, if necessary, Larimer 
County to specify:    

• the measures to be taken with regard to identification and 
evaluation of historic properties;  

• the components of a treatment plan and subsequent treatment 
report to resolve adverse effects; 

• any modifications to the project design; 
• pre-construction meeting(s) between Reclamation and the 

construction contractor with a cultural resource contractor 
present; 

• the measures to be taken in the event that there are unanticipated 
discoveries of historic properties; 

• the measures to be taken in the event that there are unanticipated 
discoveries of human remains; 

• a curation facility; and 
• any other terms and conditions.   

Special attention would be paid to the project’s potential impacts on sites within 
the C-BT Project Historic District (5BL7953, 5GA2409, and 5LR9611) and any 
properties considered to be contributing thereto. 

 
All alternatives would require ongoing consultation with Native American Tribes 
and the public.  Mitigation measures for known historic properties within the APE 
are discussed below by alternative. 
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Reasonably foreseeable land-based actions have not been identified within the 
APE for expansion of Ralph Price Reservoir under the No Action Alternative; 
however, a variety of new land developments near the Jasper East, Rockwell, 
Chimney Hollow, and Dry Creek reservoir sites could result in cumulative effects 
to eligible or potentially eligible cultural resources within the reservoir APEs.  In 
addition, Larimer County Parks and Open Lands have acquired acreage adjacent to 
the Chimney Hollow and Dry Creek Reservoir APEs for future recreation use.  
Any future impacts anticipated from trail development, facility construction, or 
other ground-disturbing activities related to the WGFP would be addressed by 
Reclamation in a MOA/PA.” 
 
20.  Section 3.20.4 of the FEIS was rewritten; see response to Comment No. 19.  
These procedures would be addressed in a MOA/PA when it is developed. 
 
21.  Section 3.20.4 of the FEIS was rewritten; see response to Comment No. 19.  
These procedures would be addressed in a MOA/PA when it is developed. 
 
22.  This sentence is now in Section 3.20.1.7 of the FEIS was changed to read: 
“Carter Lake Historic Area (5LR1363)…”  
 
23.  Since the initial review of the DEIS by the SHPO, site 5LR10410 has been 
officially determined not eligible.  Therefore, discussion of this site has been 
removed since it is no longer eligible or potentially eligible.  
24.  This paragraph in Section 3.20.4 of the FEIS was deleted. 
 
25.  In Section 3.20.4.5 of the FEIS , the three paragraphs under the “Jasper East” 
heading have been condensed and revised to indicate Reclamation, in consultation 
with the SHPO, would determine the level of survey needed for areas that would 
be affected (directly, indirectly, or cumulatively) by project construction; it is 
likely that six previously recorded sites within the reservoir study area would need 
to be reevaluated, and in some cases, rerecorded before NRHP assessments could 
be determined.  A seventh site (5GA151), a prehistoric quarry, was officially 
determined eligible on November 8, 1981.  After NRHP determinations for the six 
sites lacking official evaluations have been made by Reclamation in consultation 
with the SHPO and, if necessary, the ACHP, appropriate mitigation measures 
would be developed for 5GA151 and any other eligible sites.  Sites officially 
determined not eligible would require no further work. 
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1.  The DEIS was prepared in accordance with the requirements of the Council of 
Environmental Quality regulations implementing the procedural provisions of the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amended, and the Bureau 
of Reclamation NEPA Handbook. 
 
2.  Reclamation released the Colorado Water Users’ Commitment to Provide 
10,825 acre-feet to the 15-Mile Reach of the Upper Colorado River Environmental 
Assessment on September 23, 2011.  This EA addresses the 10825 AF flow releases 
for Colorado River endangered fish species.  The proposed action is to split 
releases between Granby Reservoir and Ruedi Reservoir.  The WGFP would not 
impact the flows available for the 10825 project.  
The Shoshone call reduction is analyzed as a reasonably foreseeable action in 
Section 3.5.3.2 of the DEIS under the subsection Colorado River, and in Section 
8.4.2.6 of the WGFP Water Resources Technical Report.  The analysis of the 
Shoshone call reduction describes the potential frequency and magnitude of 
hydrologic effects when the call reduction is in place.  In 2003, Windy Gap 
diverted approximately 7,850 AF out of a total diversion of 64,200 AF due to the 
Shoshone call reduction.  Windy Gap diversions were high in 2003, primarily 
because conditions in the Upper Colorado River were not dry as they were initially 
forecasted to be when the relaxation of the Shoshone call was invoked.  A 
significant snow storm in March and late spring rainfall resulted in higher flows 
than forecasted. As a result, Windy Gap benefitted more from the high flow 
conditions as opposed to the relaxation of the call.   Windy Gap did not benefit 
from the Shoshone call reduction in 2004 because other factors, including instream 
flow requirements below Windy Gap, constrained diversions.  While Windy Gap 
diversions may increase under a Shoshone call reduction, diversions with or 
without the WGFP would be the same since available storage capacity in Granby 
Reservoir would not be a limiting factor in dry years when the call reduction would 
be invoked.  Additional discussion of the Shoshone call reduction was added to 
Section 3.5.3.2 of the FEIS under the subsection Colorado River. 
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3.  The WGFP Participants have committed to and will be required to maintain a 
state-approved water conservation plan in accordance with the Water Conservation 
Act of 2004, as amended (Colorado House Bill 04-1365).  Six of the WGFP 
Participants have Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB)-approved plans, 
and other participants will be required to have a CWCB-approved plan prior to 
delivery of WGFP water.  Appropriate mitigation measures have been incorporated 
into the FEIS to assure that the participants conserve water made available to them 
as a result of the WGFP.  
4.  The recreation and socioeconomic analyses focus on boating opportunities on 
the Colorado River and at existing reservoirs.  Those uses were identified as issues 
during the scoping process and are the most likely to be affected by hydrological 
changes resulting from the alternatives.  Potential impacts to land-based 
recreational activities, including camping, hiking, scenic driving, and sightseeing, 
are described in the Recreation Resources Technical Report, and in the Recreation 
section of the FEIS under Effects Common to All Alternatives.  
Potential effects of hydrological changes on commercial and private fishing 
opportunities are further described in the FEIS.  However, the Aquatic Resources 
analysis determined that the projected effects to fish habitat would not result in a 
loss of angling opportunities or success. 
The direct and secondary economic impacts of boating and camping activities are 
described in detail in the Socioeconomics section.  Property values are not expected 
to be affected.  Impacts on property tax revenues from land acquisitions for 
reservoirs have been added to the FEIS.  
Mitigation measures described in the FEIS, as summarized in Section 3.25, include 
modified prepositioning that maintains higher water levels in Granby Reservoir; 
nutrient reduction measures; and curtailed WGFP diversions when Colorado River 
temperatures exceed standards and for the annual Gore Race, if flows are below 
1,250 cfs.  These, and other mitigation measures, would help minimize 
socioeconomic impacts. 
5.  See response to Comment No. 3.  Maintenance of a state-approved conservation 
plan would be condition of approval in any contract or agreement with 
Reclamation. 
6.  See response to Comment No. 4 discussing mitigation that benefits recreation. 
Evaluation and potential designation of portions of the Colorado River as Wild and 
Scenic is a separate and ongoing process being pursued by the BLM.  Recreational 
values are among the outstanding remarkable values identified for each river 
segment.  This process is described in the Recreation section.  While the effects to 
river recreation described in the FEIS could relate to the recreational values along 
the Colorado River, no determination of effects on the suitability of these reaches 
for Wild and Scenic designation can be made until the BLM’s evaluation is 
complete. 

 
 
 
 

4 
 
 
 
 
 

5 
 
 

6 
 
 

7 
 
 
 

8 
 
 
 

9 

F-319



WINDY GAP FIRMING PROJECT — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
 

Com- 
ment Letter #1111 Response 

7.  See response to Comment No. 4.  
 
8. The comment has three parts and the response is organized accordingly. 
 
a. The modeling should be conducted on a daily basis.  Daily data were developed 
from monthly model output by disaggregating monthly values using historical gage 
records.  Two sets of daily data were developed.  Daily data were developed for the 
entire study period for the USGS gages on the Colorado River below Lake Granby, 
below Windy Gap, at Hot Sulphur Springs, near Kremmling, and the gage on 
Willow Creek below Willow Creek Reservoir.  In addition to the daily data that 
were developed for the entire study period at the locations listed above, average, 
wet, and dry monthly flows were disaggregated to daily values to develop average, 
wet, and dry daily hydrographs.  A combination of daily and monthly hydrologic 
data were used for evaluations of resources dependent on flows or reservoir storage 
contents and levels.  Average monthly summaries of flows, diversions, reservoir 
outflow, end-of-month reservoir contents, surface elevations, and surface areas for 
average, wet, and dry conditions were used to support general characterizations of 
hydrologic changes associated with the alternatives.  Daily data were used to 
generate flow duration curves and daily hydrographs, and to determine the 
frequency and magnitude of daily flow changes.  These types of hydrologic 
analyses, based on daily variations, were used in resource assessments where the 
magnitude or value of the resources are especially sensitive to daily hydrologic 
changes and where the use of average, wet, and dry monthly values would mask 
the severity of the effects on those resources.  For example, daily hydrologic data 
were used as an input parameter for the River2D Model to evaluate the effects on 
aquatic resources.  Use of daily data for the entire hydrologic study period 
supported an assessment of the overall range and frequency of aquatic habitat 
changes.  Section 3.5.2.2 of the FEIS was revised to include information related to 
the use of daily data for resource evaluations, including fisheries and water quality 
that are sensitive to daily flow variations.  
Because of its relatively junior water rights, the Windy Gap Project is not in 
priority and is precluded from diverting water from the Colorado River during 
droughts and low-flow periods, with or without the alternatives assessed, to provide 
firming storage.  During low-flow periods, the Windy Gap Project would operate 
the same whether there is a firming project online or not.  In these low-flow 
conditions, downstream Colorado River flows, whether they are viewed on a 
monthly or on a daily basis, are the same for existing conditions, for the No Action 
Alternative, and for each of the EIS alternatives.  Because there are no hydrologic 
impacts from the WGFP during low-flow and drought periods, a daily model is not 
needed to assess effects for these low-flow periods, and the disaggregation of 
monthly data to daily data is sufficient for the assessment of effects for nondrought 
conditions. 
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b. The model should be extended to include the more recent drought of 2002 and 
2003.  The need to extend the WGFP model study period was evaluated to 
determine whether a study period that includes recent hydrology, and in particular 
2002, would change conclusions regarding WGFP yields and associated hydrologic 
changes.  The period from 1997 through 2003 was analyzed in a spreadsheet 
exercise using Excel.  A copy of the technical memorandum, Significance of 2002 
Hydrology to WGFP Modeling (Meg Frantz September 27, 2004), which 
summarizes that analysis, was provided to Grand County at a meeting on March 4, 
2005.  At Grand County’s request, the analysis was subsequently updated to take 
into account the “relaxation” of the Shoshone call.  Key conclusions of that 
analysis are:  

o The addition of a WGFP reservoir would not change Colorado River 
flows in a year like 2002.  Windy Gap water rights did not come into 
priority in 2002, and the addition of a WGFP reservoir would not 
change that condition.  Therefore, Windy Gap would not divert in a 
dry year like 2002, with or without a WGFP reservoir, because 
Windy Gap diversions would be limited by the amount physically and 
legally available, as opposed to available storage capacity.  

o The WGFP firm yield would not change if the model period was 
extended through 2002.  A comparison of model output for the 1950–
1996 study period with the period from 1997–2003 shows there are 
other sequences of years within the 1950–1996 study period that are 
more critical than 2002 with respect to Windy Gap yield.  

 
The current model study period also addressed the carry-over or recovery effects of 
additional Windy Gap diversions in wet years following dry years like 2002 and 
2003.  The current model study period from 1950 through 1996 includes several 
series of dry years followed by wet years, which illustrate the effects of increased 
diversions to refill Windy Gap firming storage.  For example, the existing study 
period includes the mid-1950’s drought followed by 1957 (a wet year), 1963 and 
1964 (dry years) followed by 1965 (wet year), 1977 (dry year) followed by 1978 
(wet year), and 1981 (dry year) followed by several wet years in the mid-1980s. 
These sequences of years allow for an evaluation of impacts associated with 
diverting additional water in wet years following dry years.  The model study 
period is suitable for estimating hydrologic effects associated with the EIS 
alternatives because it includes a broad range of average, wet, and dry years, and 
sequences of years that include dry years followed by wet years. 
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c. The modeling should relate to past Windy Gap diversions and use those values 
for comparison purposes.  It is appropriate to assess effects due to the EIS 
alternatives based on a comparison against modeled existing conditions as opposed 
to historical conditions since the hydrology associated with existing conditions 
reflects the current administration of the river, demands, infrastructure, and 
operations, as discussed in Section 7.1 of the WGFP Water Resources Technical 
Report (December 2007).  Hydrologic output associated with the Preferred 
Alternative is not compared with historical hydrology for the following reasons: 
• Demands have changed considerably over the course of the study period,  
• Certain facilities and reservoir were not in operation for the entire study 

period, and 
• River administration and project operations have changed over the study 

period.  
 
9.  Reclamation expects to complete the NEPA process with a Record of Decision 
(ROD) no sooner than 30 days after the Final EIS is made available to the public.  
The ROD will document Reclamation’s selection of an alternative for the WGFP 
and discuss the factors, including C-BT Project water rights that were considered in 
making that decision.  If the selected alternative includes issuing a water contract, 
Reclamation intends to determine whether the proposed contract complies with 
Senate Document 80, and other applicable authorities, prior to execution of the 
proposed contract.  See the discussion of text added at the beginning of Section 
1.10.2 of the FEIS. 
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1.  Thank you for your comment. 
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1.  The proposed project is not required to support the purposes for which the C-BT 
was constructed but it must not impair the project from being operated to meet 
those purposes.  Reclamation expects to complete the NEPA process with a Record 
of Decision (ROD) no sooner than 30 days after the Final EIS is made available to 
the public.  The ROD will document Reclamation’s selection of an alternative for 
the WGFP and discuss the factors, including C-BT Project water rights that were 
considered in making that decision.  If the selected alternative includes issuing a 
water contract, Reclamation intends to determine whether the proposed contract 
complies with Senate Document 80, and other applicable authorities, prior to 
execution of the proposed contract.  See the discussion of text added at the 
beginning of Section 1.10.2 of the FEIS.  
 
2.  Section 3.8.4 of the FEIS includes a discussion of the nutrient mitigation 
measures designed to offset nutrient loading to the Three Lakes from additional 
WGFP pumping.  These measures would offset the nitrogen and phosphorus 
loadings to the Three Lakes projected from the WGFP.  These measures would not 
only benefit the Three Lakes and deliveries to the East Slope during pumping, but 
would provide a year-round benefit to water quality in the lower Fraser River, 
Willow Creek, and the Colorado River. 
 
3. The No Action Alternative presents what WGFP Participants would do if 
Reclamation does not allow the proposed connections to C-BT facilities.  
Consistent with CEQ guidance on what should be considered in a No Action 
alternative, it does not mean that agencies stop what they are doing.  In the case of 
existing agreements, prior court decisions and CEQ guidance would define No 
Action as no change to existing agreements.  For WG and the WGFP this means 
that Reclamation would continue operation under the existing agreement between 
Reclamation and the Subdistrict for conveyance of WG water through the C-BT 
Project system.  (See CEQ 40 Questions, #3)  This also includes foreseeable 
actions by the participants.  For most Participants, this includes continuing to take 
Windy Gap deliveries and increasing those deliveries as water demands increase 
within the capacity of the existing Windy Gap Project facilities and available 
storage in Granby Reservoir.  One Participant would drop out of the WGFP.   
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The City of Longmont would consider enlargement of Ralph Price Reservoir to 
store its Windy Gap water.  While there is no guarantee that enlargement of Ralph 
Price Reservoir would acquire all of the regulatory authorizations, it is a reasonable 
action for the City of Longmont, and no fatal flaws were discovered in review of 
this alternative in the WGFP EIS.  The majority of the hydrologic impacts included 
under the No Action alternative entail increased Windy Gap deliveries to 
participants, which can currently be done without any infrastructure changes or 
additional authorizations or approvals from Reclamation.  It is unreasonable to 
assume that Windy Gap diversions would remain status quo under the No Action 
Alternative or that the No Action alternative should be no diversions. 
 
4.  If Jasper Creek Reservoir is built, access to Willow Creek Reservoir for 
recreation vehicles would be maintained.  Specific details on how that would be 
accomplished would be developed during final design and would likely depend on 
construction staging and sequencing.  
5.  The study area includes the reach of the Colorado River between Shadow 
Mountain Reservoir and Granby Reservoir.  Daily flow data were generated for this 
reach for each of the alternatives and was used in the water quality analysis for the 
Three Lakes system.  
The CDSS model, which was used to evaluate hydrologic effects on the West 
Slope, covers the Colorado River drainage from the headwaters to the Colorado-
Utah state line and, therefore, includes the Fraser River.  There would be no change 
in Fraser River flow due to the WGFP alternatives.  Changes in streamflows in the 
Fraser River due to municipal growth in that basin and Denver Water’s Moffat 
Project were considered in the cumulative effects analysis. 
Section 3.8.4 of the FEIS includes a discussion of the nutrient mitigation measures 
designed to offset nutrient loading to the Three Lakes from additional WGFP 
pumping.  These measures would offset nitrogen and phosphorus loadings to the 
Three Lakes projected from the WGFP.  These measures would not only benefit 
the Three Lakes and deliveries to the East Slope during pumping, but would 
provide a year-round benefit to water quality in the lower Fraser River, Willow 
Creek, and Colorado River. 
6.  Highly depleted reaches of the Fraser River are not a result of the existing 
Windy Gap Project nor would they be affected by the WGFP alternatives.  Under 
the “Agreement Concerning the Windy Gap Project and the Azure Reservoir and 
Power Project” (Azure Agreement) dated April 30, 1980 and the supplement to that 
agreement dated March 25, 1985, the Windy Gap Project must subordinate its 
water rights to all Colorado River and Fraser River basin irrigation, domestic, and 
municipal uses upstream of the Windy Gap reservoir site.  Therefore, there would 
be no change in streamflows in the Fraser River due to the WGFP alternatives.  
The WG project may not call out more junior water rights in the Fraser River basin.  
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Changes in streamflows in the Fraser River due to municipal growth in that basin 
and Denver Water’s Moffat Project were considered in the cumulative effects 
analysis.  Anticipated water quality effects are the result of nutrient transfers into 
the Three Lakes system by water pumped at the Windy gap diversion.   Proposed 
nutrient mitigation is discussed in responses to other comments.  
 
7.  The study area does include the reach of the Colorado River between Shadow 
Mountain Reservoir and Granby Reservoir.  Daily flow data were generated for this 
reach for each of the alternatives and was used in the water quality analysis for the 
Three Lakes system. 
As noted in response to Comment No. 2, proposed nutrient mitigation measures 
would offset additional WGFP pumping.  As a result of this mitigation, there would 
be no increased nutrient loading to the Three Lakes as a result of the WGFP.   
 
8.  The need to extend the WGFP model study period was evaluated to determine 
whether a study period that includes recent hydrology, and in particular 2002, 
would change conclusions regarding WGFP yields and associated hydrologic 
changes.  The period from 1997 through 2003 was analyzed in a spreadsheet 
exercise using Excel.  A copy of the technical memorandum, Significance of 2002 
Hydrology to WGFP Modeling (Meg Frantz September 27, 2004), which 
summarizes that analysis, was provided to Grand County at a meeting on March 4, 
2005.  At Grand County’s request, the analysis was subsequently updated to take 
into account the “relaxation” of the Shoshone call.  Key conclusions of that 
analysis are as follows:  

o The addition of a WGFP reservoir would not change Colorado River 
flows in a year like 2002.  Windy Gap water rights did not come into 
priority in 2002 and the addition of a WGFP reservoir would not 
change that condition.  Therefore, Windy Gap would not divert in a 
dry year like 2002 with or without a WGFP reservoir because Windy 
Gap diversions would be limited by the amount physically and legally 
available, as opposed to available storage capacity.  

o The WGFP firm yield would not change if the model period was 
extended through 2002.  A comparison of model output for the 1950–
1996 study period with the period from 1997–2003 shows there are 
other sequences of years within the 1950–1996 study period that are 
more critical with respect to Windy Gap yield than 2002.  

 
The current model study period also addressed the carry-over or recovery effects of 
additional Windy Gap diversions in wet years following dry years like 2002 and 
2003.  The current model study period from 1950 through 1996 includes several 
series of dry years followed by wet years, which illustrate the effects of increased  
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diversions to refill Windy Gap firming storage.  For example, the existing study 
period includes the mid-1950’s drought followed by 1957 (a wet year), 1963 and 
1964 (dry years) followed by 1965 (wet year), 1977 (dry year) followed by 1978 
(wet year), and 1981 (dry year) followed by several wet years in the mid-1980s.  
These sequences of years allow for an evaluation of impacts associated with 
diverting additional water in wet years following dry years. 
 
9. Please refer to response to Comment No. 2 on proposed mitigation to reduce 
nutrient loading that would result from additional WGFP pumping into the Three 
Lakes system.   
 
10.  The discussion of climate change in Section 2.8.2—Reasonably Foreseeable 
Actions, was revised in the FEIS.  This section includes updated information from 
recent publications on climatic change trends in the upper Colorado River basin 
and possible future changes.  Potential environmental impacts from climate change 
are qualitatively evaluated as part of the cumulative effects evaluation discussed for 
applicable resources in Chapter 3 of the FEIS.  A discussion of pine beetles also is 
included in Section 2.8.2 of the FEIS.  The implications of pine beetle-killed trees 
would be similar for all alternatives, and because evaluating the effects would 
require a substantial number of assumptions on likely conditions in the watershed, 
a detailed analysis of the range of potential effects of this reasonably foreseeable 
action was not conducted in the EIS. 
 
11. As a mitigation measure, the Subdistrict has proposed to modify prepositioning 
operations to reduce Granby Reservoir water level fluctuations.  In any year when 
Granby Reservoir is projected to fall below an elevation of 8,250 feet, modified 
prepositioning, which reduces the delivery of C-BT water from Granby Reservoir 
to Chimney Hollow Reservoir, would be implemented to maintain higher water 
levels in Granby Reservoir.  Additional discussions of the effects of modified 
prepositioning are found in Section 3.5.4 of the FEIS. 
Additional descriptions of private marinas and boat docks at Granby Reservoir, as 
well as potential impacts to those facilities, has been added to the FEIS.  Additional 
information has been added to the FEIS to better correlate severe drawdowns 
during consecutive dry years with reservoir surface area.  Dry years and low water 
levels have occurred in the past and will continue to occur in the future.   
 
12.  In average years, all boat ramps would remain accessible in the summer under 
the action alternatives, except for Arapaho Bay in May.  In dry years, the Arapaho 
Bay boat ramp would be affected in August.  None of the other boat ramps would 
be affected during the summer recreation season.  It is reasonable to assume that 
the loss of one boat ramp during 1 month of the 5-month recreation season would 
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not affect recreation use or experiences.  The loss of one out of five boat ramps for 
the entire season would have impacts, but would not eliminate recreation 
opportunities.   
 
To reduce the frequency and amount of fluctuations in Granby Reservoir, as 
described in the response to Comment No. 11, the Subdistrict proposes 
modification of prepositioning to maintain higher water levels.  As discussed in 
Section 3.19.4 of the FEIS, modified prepositioning would maintain water levels 
for access to the Arapahoe Bay boat ramp under most conditions.  Drought 
conditions and delivery of C-BT water could still result in water levels below the 
8,250 elevation of the Arapaho Bay boat ramp.  The Recreation section in the FEIS 
has been changed to acknowledge potential impacts on private marinas and boat 
docks at Granby Reservoir.  The FEIS has been revised to clarify boat ramp access 
during dry years, and to better describe the frequency and impacts of consecutive 
dry years on boating opportunities for both existing conditions and the Proposed 
Action.   
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1.  The response to these questions are provided below. 
 
 
2.  The Grand County Stream Management Plan (SMP) was reviewed during 
preparation of the EIS.  Our understanding is that the objective of the SMP was to 
develop recommendations of preferred streamflow regimes to support stream 
health for aquatic habitat and other nonconsumptive water uses, as well as the flow 
regimes necessary to support water use requirements for irrigators, municipalities, 
industry, and recreation.  The focus of the EIS was to evaluate and disclose the 
anticipated environmental effects of the alternatives.  Where adverse effects were 
identified, mitigation measures were identified to offset or minimize those impacts.  
The mitigation measures developed for the WGFP are linked to identified project 
impacts and may not necessarily meet the target recommendations included 
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in the SMP.  However, mitigation measures included in the FEIS, may help meet 
some of the goals of the SMP.  Additional discussion of the Grand County SMP 
was added to Section 3.9.1.4 of the FEIS. 
 
3.  Additional mitigation measures were defined and developed to reduce or offset 
the potential impacts from implementation of the proposed Project.  Mitigation 
measures and the effectiveness of those measures are described for each resource in 
Environmental Consequences—Chapter 3.  An updated summary of mitigation 
measures also is included in Section 3.25 of the FEIS. 
 
4.  The WGFP FEIS fully considered the cumulative impacts of past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions.  The cumulative effects analysis included 
hydrologic modeling of past, present, and future actions in addition to the 
incremental effect of the alternative actions.  Results of the hydrologic analysis 
were then used to assess water quality, aquatics, and other resources in the same 
level of detail as the direct impacts of the WGFP.  The aquatic resource analysis 
used the cumulative impacts hydrology as the basis for assessing impacts.  Those 
cumulative impacts are displayed in the cumulative impacts tables in Chapter 3 of 
the FEIS. 
 
5.  The Affected Environment section of Surface Water Hydrology describes 
historical hydrologic conditions and the various actions and projects that have 
contributed to existing conditions.  Table 3-20 was added to the FEIS to better 
illustrate the hydrologic effect of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions.  
Other sections in the EIS provide discussions on existing conditions and status of 
the various resources.  The existing hydrologic conditions presented in the EIS 
provide an accurate baseline from which to make a reasonable comparison of the 
impacts of each of the alternatives.   
The discussion of C-BT and Windy Gap operations on the West Slope is 
sufficiently detailed in the DEIS.  In the FEIS, Section 3.5.2.3 provides a 
discussion of Windy Gap operations and how those operations affect the C-BT 
Project.  Section 3.5.2.5 addresses C-BT and Windy Gap Project operations at 
major West Slope facilities including the Adams Tunnel, Windy Gap, Granby 
Reservoir, and the Willow Creek Feeder Canal.  A discussion of Windy Gap and 
C-BT exchanges under the Proposed Action was added to Section 3.5.2.5 of the 
FEIS under the subsection Windy Gap Diversions.  Evaporative losses in Granby 
Reservoir, Shadow Mountain Lake, and Grand Lake are discussed in Section 
3.5.2.3 of the DEIS in the subsection Loss of C-BT Water from Reservoir 
Evaporation.  Evaporative losses in all C-BT reservoirs are charged to the C-BT 
Project regardless of the Windy Gap contents in that facility.  More discussion of 
the calculation of evaporative losses was added to Section 3.5.2.3 of the FEIS 
under the subsection Loss of C-BT Water from Reservoir Evaporation. 
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Additional information was added to Section 3.5.1.4 of the FEIS to describe the 
effects of past diversion projects.  Table 3-1, which was added to the FEIS, 
summarizes the effects of historical upstream depletions at the Colorado River at 
Windy Gap gage (09034250) for the 20-year period from 1985 through 2004.  This 
period was selected because the Windy Gap Project came online in 1985; therefore, 
it includes the effects of all major upstream transbasin diversions (Grand River 
Ditch, C-BT Project, Moffat Project, and Windy Gap Project).  On average, the 
Moffat, C-BT, and Windy Gap projects diverted approximately 62% of the average 
annual native flow at the Windy Gap gage for the period from 1985 through 2004.  
Additional information on C-BT operations can be found in the WGFP Water 
Resource Technical Report (ERO and Boyle 2007). 
The discussion of changes in releases from Williams Fork and Wolford Mountain 
reservoirs to meet flow recommendations for endangered fish was revised in 
Section 2.8.2.1. This includes information from the Colorado Water Users’ 
Commitment to Provide 10,825 acre-feet to the 15-Mile Reach of the Upper 
Colorado River Environmental Assessment.  This project includes release of 
5,412.5 AF annually from Granby Reservoir that would benefit aquatic life in the 
upper Colorado River.   
 
6.  The CDSS model, which was used to evaluate hydrologic effects on the West 
Slope, covers the Colorado River drainage from the headwaters to the Colorado-
Utah state line.  Therefore, the active model area extends downstream of the 
Dotsero gage.  However, the area considered for the analysis of hydrologic effects 
extends downstream to the USGS gage near Kremmling.  The downstream extent 
of the study area was initially based on the location where average monthly flow 
changes would be less than 10% under direct effects.  Resource evaluations were 
conducted to determine impacts at that location and assess the validity of the 
downstream study area extent.  Results of the resource evaluations indicate direct 
effects due to the WGFP would be negligible to minor along the Colorado River 
near the Kremmling gage.  Therefore, extension of the study area further 
downstream is not warranted based on the results of the resource evaluations.  
Regarding future potential projects in Eagle County, such as Eagle County growth 
and the Wolcott Reservoir, see Section 8.1 of the WGFP Water Resources 
Technical Report for a discussion of the criteria for identifying reasonably 
foreseeable actions.  Wolcott Reservoir was not considered reasonably foreseeable 
and is currently not a component of the selected alternatives to supply 10,825 acre-
feet of water.   
7.  The FEIS considered the cumulative impacts of the Moffat Project.  The 
cumulative effects analysis included hydrologic modeling of the Moffat Project,  
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including changes in Fraser River, Williams Fork, and Blue River flows.  The 
WGFP and Moffat Project have different objectives, different project proponents, 
and no shared facilities.  Combining the two projects in one EIS is not needed to 
adequately evaluate the cumulative effects of the projects.  The Corps is a 
cooperating agency for the WGFP, and Reclamation and the Corps have 
coordinated on the assessment of cumulative effects and mitigation for the two 
projects. 
 
8.  The need to extend the WGFP model study period was evaluated to determine 
whether a study period that includes recent hydrology, and in particular 2002, 
would change conclusions regarding WGFP yields and associated hydrologic 
changes.  The period from 1997 through 2003 was analyzed in a spreadsheet 
exercise using Excel.  A copy of the technical memorandum, Significance of 2002 
Hydrology to WGFP Modeling (Meg Frantz September 27, 2004), which 
summarizes that analysis, was provided to Grand County at a meeting on March 4, 
2005.  At Grand County’s request, the analysis was subsequently updated to take 
into account the “relaxation” of the Shoshone call.  Key conclusions of that 
analysis are as follows:  

o The addition of a WGFP reservoir would not change Colorado River flows 
in a year like 2002.  Windy Gap water rights did not come into priority in 
2002, and the addition of a WGFP reservoir would not change that 
condition.  Therefore, Windy Gap would not divert in a dry year like 2002, 
with or without a WGFP reservoir, because Windy Gap diversions would 
be limited by the amount physically and legally available, as opposed to 
available storage capacity.  

o The WGFP firm yield would not change if the model period was extended 
through 2002.  A comparison of model output for the 1950–1996 study 
period with the period from 1997–2003 shows there are other sequences of 
years within the 1950–1996 study period that are more critical than 2002 
with respect to Windy Gap yield.  

 
The current model study period also addressed the carry-over or recovery effects of 
additional Windy Gap diversions in wet years following dry years like 2002 and 
2003.  The current model study period from 1950 through 1996 includes several 
series of dry years followed by wet years, which illustrate the effects of increased 
diversions to refill Windy Gap firming storage.  For example, the existing study 
period includes the mid-1950’s drought followed by 1957 (a wet year), 1963 and 
1964 (dry years) followed by 1965 (wet year), 1977 (dry year) followed by 1978 
(wet year), and 1981 (dry year) followed by several wet years in the mid-1980s.  
These sequences of years allow for an evaluation of impacts associated with 
diverting additional water in wet years following dry years. 
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9.  Daily data were developed from monthly model output by disaggregating 
monthly values using historical gage records.  Two sets of daily data were 
developed.  Daily data were developed for the entire study period for the USGS 
gages on the Colorado River below Lake Granby, below Windy Gap, at Hot 
Sulphur Springs, near Kremmling, and the gage on Willow Creek below Willow 
Creek Reservoir.  In addition to the daily data developed for the entire study period 
at the locations listed above, average, wet, and dry monthly flows were 
disaggregated to daily values to develop average, wet, and dry daily hydrographs.  
A combination of daily and monthly hydrologic data were used for evaluations of 
resources dependent on flows or reservoir storage contents and levels.  Average 
monthly summaries of flows, diversions, reservoir outflow, end-of-month reservoir 
contents, surface elevations, and surface areas for average, wet, and dry conditions 
were used to support general characterizations of hydrologic changes associated 
with the alternatives.  Daily data were used to generate flow duration curves and 
daily hydrographs, and to determine the frequency and magnitude of daily flow 
changes.  These types of hydrologic analyses, based on daily variations, were used 
in resource assessments where the magnitude or value of the resources are 
especially sensitive to daily hydrologic changes and where the use of average, wet, 
and dry monthly values would mask the severity of the effects on those resources.  
For example, daily hydrologic data were used as an input parameter for the 
River2D model to evaluate the effects on aquatic resources.  Use of daily data for 
the entire hydrologic study period supported an assessment of the overall range and 
frequency of aquatic habitat changes.  Section 3.5.2.2 of the FEIS was revised to 
include information related to the use of daily data for resource evaluations, 
including fisheries and water quality that are sensitive to daily flow variations.  
Because of its relatively junior water rights, the Windy Gap Project is not in 
priority and is precluded from diverting water from the Colorado River during 
droughts and low-flow periods, with or without the alternatives assessed, to provide 
firming storage.  During low-flow periods, the Windy Gap Project would operate 
the same whether there is a firming project online or not.  In these low-flow 
conditions, downstream Colorado River flows, whether they are viewed on a 
monthly or daily basis, are the same for existing conditions, for the No Action 
Alternative, and for each of the EIS alternatives.  Because there are no hydrologic 
impacts from the WGFP during low-flow and drought periods, a daily model is not 
needed to assess effects for these low-flow periods, and the disaggregation of 
monthly data to daily data is sufficient for the assessment of effects for nondrought 
conditions. 
Regarding extension of the model study area to the Dotsero gage, see response to 
Comment No. 7. 
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10.   See response to Comment Nos. 6, 8, and 9 regarding the adequacy of the 
model used to evaluate hydrologic effects to the Upper Colorado River watershed. 
 
11.  The recreation analysis focuses on boating opportunities on the Colorado River 
and at existing reservoirs.  Those uses were identified as issues during the scoping 
process and are the most likely to be affected by hydrological changes resulting 
from the alternatives.  Potential impacts to land-based recreational activities, 
including camping, hiking, scenic driving, and sightseeing, are described in the 
Recreation Resources Technical Report, and in the Effects Common to All 
Alternatives section. 
Potential effects of hydrological changes on commercial and private fishing 
opportunities are further described in the FEIS.  However, the Aquatic Resources 
analysis determined that the projected effects to fish habitat are unlikely to result in 
a loss of angling opportunities or success. 
The direct and secondary economic impacts of boating and camping activities are 
described in detail in the Socioeconomics section.  Property values are not expected 
to be affected.  Impacts on property tax revenues from land acquisitions for 
reservoirs have been added to the FEIS.  
A number of proposed mitigation measures summarized in Section 3.25 of the 
FEIS would have direct or indirect benefits to tourism-related values and land use, 
including modified prepositioning to maintain higher water levels in Lake Granby; 
nutrient reduction measures to offset nutrient loading to the Three Lakes and 
improve water quality year-round in the Fraser and Colorado rivers; curtailed 
WGFP diversions to reduce stream temperature; increased flushing flows and other 
measures. 
 
12.  The WGFP was initiated by the Participants because the original Windy Gap 
Project failed to deliver the yields and Participant water rights anticipated in the 
1981 EIS for the reasons discussed in more detail in Section 1.5 of the FEIS, 
including insufficient storage.  To address the shortcomings of the Windy Gap 
Project, Participants determined that a cooperative project with shared storage in a 
new reservoir(s) would be the most efficient way to collectively firm their Windy 
Gap water supply.  Windy Gap represented a source of existing water available to 
the Participants, but required additional infrastructure to provide reliable deliveries.  
Thus, the purpose of the WGFP was to fix a broken project, not to search for 
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other sources of water.  Many of the WGFP Participants have additional future 
water needs beyond what the WGFP would supply, and will be investigating other 
sources of water to meet those needs.  The WGFP is only functional as a 
collaborative effort on the part of Windy Gap Project unit holders. 
 
13.  There are ongoing discussions between Grand County and the Subdistrict on 
the need for a new or modification of the existing Windy Gap 1041 Permit.  The 
EIS provides an estimation of the anticipated direct and cumulative effects of the 
proposed action based on available information.  However, resolution of this issue 
is not required for completion of the NEPA process or issuance of a Record of 
Decision.  Additional discussion on this issue was added to Section 1.10.3 of the 
FEIS. 
The DEIS on page 3-294 recognizes that such requirements may exist and, if so, 
they will be followed.  Reclamation takes no position on what, if any, local 
government authorities apply to the WGFP. 
 
14.  Reclamation expects to complete the NEPA process with a Record of Decision 
(ROD) no sooner than 30 days after the Final EIS is made available to the public.  
The ROD will document Reclamation’s selection of an alternative for the WGFP 
and discuss the factors, including C-BT Project water rights that were considered in 
making that decision.  If the selected alternative includes issuing a water contract, 
Reclamation intends to determine whether the proposed contract complies with 
Senate Document 80, and other applicable authorities, prior to execution of the 
proposed contract.  See the discussion of text added at the beginning of Section 
1.10.2 of the FEIS.  
15.   Evaluation and potential designation of portions of the Colorado River as 
Wild and Scenic is a separate and ongoing process being pursued by the BLM.  
Recreational values are among the outstanding remarkable values identified for 
segments of the river.  The Wild and Scenic designation process is described in the 
Recreation section of the FEIS.  While the effects to river recreation described in 
the FEIS could relate to the recreational values along the Colorado River, the 
decision on Wild and Scenic River status is made by the BLM as part of the 
planning process, and is not part of the evaluation for the WGFP EIS. 
16.  The WGFP Participants have committed to and will be required to maintain a 
state-approved water conservation plan in accordance with the Water Conservation 
Act of 2004, as amended (Colorado House Bill 04-1365).  Seven of the WGFP 
Participants have Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB)-approved plans, 
and other participants will be required to have a CWCB-approved plan prior to 
delivery of WGFP water.  Reclamation would require maintenance of a state-
approved water conservation plan as a condition to a contract with the Subdistrict. 
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1.  Windy Gap pumping during 2008 was very consistent, beginning at 184 cfs 
from April 22 to May 7, increasing to 357 cfs from May 8 to June 11 (with a short 
reduction to 184 cfs from June 5 to June 7 to enhance peak flows for endangered 
fish), and dropping again to 184 cfs from June 12 to the end of pumping on June 
23 as shown below in the hydrograph for the Colorado River at Hot Sulphur 
Springs.  The variability of flows at the Hot Sulphur Springs gage is due primarily 
to natural variations in runoff from snowmelt and weather changes.  The second 
hydrograph for the Fraser River near Granby between 4-15-08 and 8-30-08 
follows the same curve as the Colorado at Hot Sulphur Springs.  

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2 

F-338



WINDY GAP FIRMING PROJECT — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
 

Com- 
ment Letter #378 Response 

Fraser River Flows

1400

1200

1000

s
cf 800

 ,
wo

Fl 600

400

200

0

4/15/2008 5/15/2008 6/15/2008 7/15/2008 8/15/2008

 
 
 
2.  Through the EIS process and supporting technical reports, resource impacts 
were evaluated in detail using the best available information. 
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1.  Thank you for your comment. 
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1.  Thank you for your comment. 
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1.  The WGFP was initiated by the Participants because the original Windy Gap 
Project failed to deliver the yield from Participant water rights that was anticipated 
in the 1981 EIS for the reasons discussed in more detail in Section 1.5 of the WGFP 
FEIS, including insufficient storage.  To address the shortcomings of the Windy 
Gap Project, Participants determined that a cooperative project with shared storage 
in a new reservoir(s) would be the most efficient way to collectively firm their 
Windy Gap water supply.  Windy Gap water represented a source of existing water 
available to the Participants, but required additional infrastructure to provide reliable 
deliveries.  Thus, the purpose of the WGFP was to fix a broken project, not to 
search for other sources of water.   
 
2.  Reclamation expects to complete the NEPA process with a Record of Decision 
(ROD) no sooner than 30 days after the Final EIS is made available to the public.  
The ROD will document Reclamation’s selection of an alternative for the WGFP 
and discuss the factors, including C-BT Project water rights that were considered in 
making that decision.  If the selected alternative includes issuing a water contract, 
Reclamation intends to determine whether the proposed contract complies with 
Senate Document 80, and other applicable authorities, prior to execution of the 
proposed contract.  See the discussion of text added at the beginning of Section 
1.10.2 of the FEIS.  
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3.  There are ongoing discussions between Grand County and the Subdistrict on the 
need for a new or modification of the existing Windy Gap 1041 permit.  The EIS 
provides an estimation of the anticipated direct and cumulative effects of the 
proposed action based on available information.  However, resolution of this issue is 
not required for completion of the NEPA process or issuance of a Record of 
Decision.  Addition discussion on this issue was added to Section 1.10.3 of the 
FEIS.   
 
4.  The Affected Environment section of Surface Water Hydrology describes 
historical hydrologic conditions and the various actions and projects that have 
contributed to existing conditions.  The existing hydrologic conditions presented in 
the EIS are based on the available information as required by CEQ regulations 
implementing the NEPA and provide a baseline from which to make comparison of 
the impacts of each of the alternatives.  The WGFP FEIS considered past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future actions, and provides a detailed discussion of 
those effects in the Cumulative Effects section for each resource.   
 
5.  The discussion of C-BT and Windy Gap operations on the West Slope is 
discussed in detail in the DEIS, and additional information was added in the FEIS as 
noted below.  Section 3.5.2.3 provides a discussion of Windy Gap operations and 
how those operations affect the C-BT Project.  Section 3.5.2.5 addresses C-BT and 
Windy Gap Project operations at major West Slope facilities including the Adams 
Tunnel, Windy Gap, Granby Reservoir, and the Willow Creek Feeder Canal.  A 
discussion of Windy Gap and C-BT exchanges under the Proposed Action was 
added to Section 3.5.2.5 of the FEIS under the subsection Windy Gap Diversions.  
Evaporative losses in Granby Reservoir, Shadow Mountain Lake, and Grand Lake 
are discussed in Section 3.5.2.3 of the FEIS in the subsection Loss of C-BT Water 
from Reservoir Evaporation.  Evaporative losses in all C-BT reservoirs are charged 
to the C-BT Project regardless of the Windy Gap contents in that facility.  More 
discussion of the calculation of evaporative losses was added to Section 3.5.2.3 of 
the FEIS under the subsection Loss of C-BT Water from Reservoir Evaporation. 
More information was added to Section 3.5.1.4 of the FEIS to describe the effects of 
past diversion projects.  Table 3-1, which was added to the FEIS, summarizes the 
effects of historical upstream depletions at the Colorado River at the Windy Gap 
gage (09034250) for the 20-year period from 1985 through 2004.  This period was 
selected because the Windy Gap Project came online in 1985; therefore, it includes 
the effects of all major upstream transbasin diversions (Grand River Ditch, C-BT  
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Project, Moffat Project, and Windy Gap Project).  On average, the Moffat, C-BT, 
and Windy Gap projects diverted approximately 62% of the average annual native 
flow at the Windy Gap gage for the period from 1985 through 2004.  Additional 
information on C-BT operations can be found in the WGFP Water Resource 
Technical Report (ERO and Boyle Engineering 2008). 
 
6.  The purpose of the EIS is not to provide an exhaustive accounting and analysis 
of all previous actions that have affected the environment, but to identify and 
evaluate the impact of alternative actions and the incremental effect of those actions.  
The cumulative effects assessment, as described in response to Comment No. 4 
above, included a detailed analysis of the effects of past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions.  The Water Resource Technical Report referenced in the 
FEIS also contains additional detail on background hydrology. 
 
7.  Windy Gap diversions for the last 10 years (1999 through 2008) averaged 22,158 
AF/yr, which is significantly higher than the average diversion of 11,080 AF/yr for 
the period from 1985 through 2005 presented in Table 3 of the Water Resources 
Technical Report.  Windy Gap diversions were made in accordance with the 
Project’s water rights, the same water rights that would be used to effect diversions 
with a WGFP.  The increase in recent diversions represents the Participants’ need 
for additional water to meet increasing water demands, which is supported by 
information presented in Chapter 1 on the Participants’ water demands and needs.  
Modeled Windy Gap diversions under existing conditions reflect the recent 
increases in Windy Gap Participant demands. Windy Gap pumping for the 8-year 
period from 2001 through 2008, since Granby Reservoir last filled, averaged 27,450 
AF/yr.  That average includes 2002 and 2004 when almost no Windy Gap water was 
pumped.  Therefore, estimated pumping under existing conditions is much closer to 
recent operations than suggested in the comment.  
 
The comment asserts that potential impacts of additional Windy Gap diversions 
under the Proposed Action are minimized or underestimated based on a comparison 
against existing conditions.  Reclamation does not believe that to be the case.  The 
average decrease in Colorado River flows below Windy Gap between the Proposed 
Action and existing conditions is 21,283 AF/yr, which is the estimated increase in 
net depletions to the Colorado River.  This reflects the net effect of additional 
Windy Gap diversions from the Colorado River and the difference in spills from 
Granby Reservoir.  A considerable portion of Windy Gap water diverted from the 
Colorado River is delivered back to the river via a spill under the existing conditions 
scenario.  Windy Gap operations were simulated in this manner to present the 
amount of water than could be diverted with the project’s current water rights to 
meet demands even if a portion of the water is subsequently spilled from Granby 
Reservoir back to the Colorado River.  Table 3-9 was added to the FEIS to better 
illustrate the water balance associated with the Proposed Action. 
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In summary, Reclamation believes the effects assessments based on net depletions 
to the Colorado River below Windy Gap, as presented in the FEIS, are appropriate.  
Windy Gap diversions under existing conditions reasonably reflect recent operations 
and diversions, which are much higher than the 20-year average from 1985 through 
2005.  In addition, this issue does not affect Windy Gap diversions in dry years; 
therefore, Windy Gap pumping, and net depletions to the Colorado River and 
associated impacts are appropriately estimated in dry years, which are typically 
more critical for aquatics, water quality, and other flow-related resources.  
 
8.  The WGFP FEIS fully considered the cumulative impacts of the Moffat Project, 
as well as other reasonably foreseeable future actions.  Hydrologic data was shared 
so that the model simulations of the WGFP and Moffat Project were consistent and 
in appropriate detail for each EIS.  Section 3.5.2.2 of the FEIS includes information 
on model simulations for the WGFP and Moffat Project and the coordination of 
those modeling efforts.  The cumulative effects analysis included hydrologic 
modeling of the Moffat Project, including changes in Fraser River, Williams Fork, 
and Blue River flows.  The cumulative effects analysis for water quality, aquatics, 
and other resources were analyzed in the same level of detail as the direct impacts of 
the WGFP.  The WGFP and Moffat Project have different objectives, different 
project proponents, and no shared facilities.  Combining the two projects in one EIS 
is not needed to adequately evaluate either the direct, indirect, or cumulative effects 
of the projects.  The Corps is a cooperating agency for the WGFP, and Reclamation 
and the Corps have coordinated on the assessment of cumulative effects and 
mitigation for the two projects. 
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9.  The Shoshone call reduction is analyzed as a reasonably foreseeable action in 
Section 3.5.3.2 of the DEIS under the subsection Colorado River, and in Section 
8.4.2.6 of the Water Resources Technical Report.  In 2003, the gain to Windy Gap 
from the Shoshone call relaxation was 7,850 AF, or approximately 10% of the 
Windy Gap supply that year, as shown in Table 29 of the Water Resources 
Technical Report.  While Windy Gap diversions may increase under a Shoshone 
call reduction, diversions with or without the WGFP would be the same since 
available storage capacity in Granby Reservoir would not be a limiting factor in dry 
years when the call reduction would be invoked. 
 
10.  Additional mitigation measures were defined and developed to reduce or offset 
the potential impacts from implementation of the Proposed Action.  Mitigation 
measures and the effectiveness of those measures are described for each resource in 
Environmental Consequences—Chapter 3.  An updated summary of mitigation 
measures also is included in Section 3.25 of the FEIS. 
 
11.  See response to Comment No. 10. 
 
12.  The Grand County Stream Management Plan (SMP) was reviewed during 
preparation of the EIS.  Our understanding is that the objective of the SMP was to 
develop recommendations of preferred streamflow regimes to support stream health 
for aquatic habitat and other nonconsumptive water uses, as well as the flow 
regimes necessary to support water use requirements for irrigators, municipalities, 
industry, and recreation.  The focus of the EIS was to evaluate and disclose the 
anticipated environmental effects of the alternatives.  Where adverse effects were 
identified, mitigation measures were identified to offset or minimize those impacts.  
The mitigation measures developed for the WGFP are linked to identified project 
impacts and may not necessarily meet the target recommendations included in the 
SMP.  However, mitigation measures included in the FEIS, may help meet some of 
the goals of the SMP. 
 
13.  Daily data were developed from monthly model output by disaggregating 
monthly values based on daily historical gage records.  Two sets of daily data were 
developed.  Daily data were developed for the entire study period for the USGS 
gages on the Colorado River below Lake Granby, below Windy Gap, at Hot Sulphur 
Springs, near Kremmling, and the gage on Willow Creek below Willow Creek 
Reservoir.  In addition to the daily data developed for the entire study period at the 
locations listed above, average, wet, and dry monthly flows were disaggregated to 
daily values to develop average, wet, and dry daily hydrographs.  A combination of 
daily and monthly hydrologic data was used for evaluations of resources dependent 
on flows or reservoir storage contents and levels.  Average monthly summaries of 
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flows, diversions, reservoir outflow, end-of-month reservoir contents, surface 
elevations, and surface areas for average, wet, and dry conditions were used to 
support general characterizations of hydrologic changes associated with the 
alternatives.  Daily data were used to generate flow duration curves and daily 
hydrographs, and to determine the frequency and magnitude of daily flow changes.  
These types of hydrologic analyses, based on daily variations, were used in resource 
assessments where the magnitude or value of the resources are especially sensitive 
to daily hydrologic changes and where the use of average, wet, and dry monthly 
values would mask the severity of the effects on those resources.  For example, 
daily hydrologic data were used as an input parameter for the River2D Model to 
evaluate the effects on aquatic resources.  Use of daily data for the entire hydrologic 
study period supported an assessment of the overall range and frequency of aquatic 
habitat changes.  Section 3.5.2.2 of the FEIS was revised to include information 
related to the use of daily data for resource evaluations, including fisheries and 
water quality that are sensitive to daily flow variations.  
Because of its relatively junior water rights, the Windy Gap Project is not in priority 
and is precluded from diverting water from the Colorado River during droughts and 
low-flow periods, with or without the alternatives assessed to provide firming 
storage.  During low-flow periods, the Windy Gap Project would operate the same 
whether there is a firming project online or not.  In these low-flow conditions, 
downstream Colorado River flows, whether they are viewed on a monthly or daily 
basis, are the same for existing conditions, for the No Action Alternative, and for 
each of the EIS alternatives.  Because there are no hydrologic impacts due to the 
WGFP during low-flow and drought periods, a daily model is not needed to assess 
effects for these low-flow periods, and the disaggregation of monthly data to daily 
data is sufficient for the assessment of effects for nondrought conditions. 
 
14.  The modeling effort for the WGFP began in 2000.  At that time, the decision 
was made to end the study period in 1996 because data required for the model (flow, 
diversion, evaporation, and precipitation) were readily available through that year, 
and the State’s CDSS model study period also ended in 1996. 
 
The need to extend the WGFP model study period was evaluated to determine 
whether a study period that includes recent hydrology, and in particular 2002, would 
change conclusions regarding WGFP yields and associated hydrologic changes.  
The period from 1997 through 2003 was analyzed in a spreadsheet exercise using 
Excel.  A copy of the technical memorandum, Significance of 2002 Hydrology to 
WGFP Modeling (Meg Frantz September 27, 2004), which summarizes that 
analysis, was provided to Grand County at a meeting on March 4, 2005.  At Grand 
County’s request, the analysis was subsequently updated to take into account the 
“relaxation” of the Shoshone call.  Key conclusions of that analysis are:  
 

o The addition of a WGFP reservoir would not change Colorado River flows 

F-348



WINDY GAP FIRMING PROJECT — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
 

Com- 
ment Letter #1069 Response 

in a year like 2002.  Windy Gap water rights did not come into priority in 
2002, and the addition of a WGFP reservoir would not change that 
condition.  Therefore, Windy Gap would not divert in a dry year like 2002, 
with or without a WGFP reservoir, because Windy Gap diversions would be 
limited by the amount physically and legally available as opposed to 
available storage capacity.  

o The WGFP firm yield would not change if the model period was extended 
through 2002.  A comparison of model output for the 1950–1996 study 
period with the period from 1997–2003 shows there are other sequences of 
years within the 1950–1996 study period that are more critical than 2002 
with respect to Windy Gap yield.  

 
The current model study period also addressed the carry-over or recovery effects of 
additional Windy Gap diversions in wet years following dry years like 2002 and 
2003.  The current model study period from 1950 through 1996 includes several 
series of dry years followed by wet years, which illustrate the effects of increased 
diversions to refill Windy Gap firming storage.  For example, the existing study 
period includes the mid-1950’s drought followed by 1957 (a wet year), 1963 and 
1964 (dry years) followed by 1965 (wet year), 1977 (dry year) followed by 1978 
(wet year), and 1981 (dry year) followed by several wet years in the mid-1980s.  
These sequences of years allow for an evaluation of impacts associated with 
diverting additional water in wet years following dry years. 
 
The model study period is suitable for estimating hydrologic effects associated with 
the EIS alternatives because it includes a broad range of average, wet, and dry years, 
and sequences of years that include dry years followed by wet years. 
 
15.  In addition to the long-term average daily flows, daily data for the entire 47-
year study period for the USGS gages on the Colorado River below Granby 
Reservoir, below Windy Gap, at Hot Sulphur Springs, near Kremmling, and for the 
gage on Willow Creek below Willow Creek Reservoir were generated using 
historical daily data for nearby USGS gages.  See Section 4.2.4 in the Water 
Resources Technical Report for a detailed discussion of the process used to 
disaggregate monthly model output.  Daily disaggregation factors were developed 
as follows: for each day that data were available within the 1947 through 1996 study 
period, the percentage of flow that occurred on that day was calculated as the daily 
flow divided by the total flow that occurred in the corresponding month.  The daily 
disaggregation factors were applied to the monthly flow data at the corresponding 
gage to develop daily flows for the entire study period. 
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16.  The CDSS model, which was used to evaluate hydrologic effects on the West 
Slope, covers the Colorado River drainage from the headwaters to the Colorado-
Utah state line.  Therefore, the active model area extends downstream of the Dotsero 
gage.  However, the area considered for the analysis of hydrologic effects extends 
downstream to the USGS gage near Kremmling.  The downstream extent of the 
study area was initially based on the location where average monthly flow changes 
would be less than 10% under direct effects.  Resource evaluations were conducted 
to determine impacts at that location and assess the validity of the downstream study 
area extent.  Results of the resource evaluations indicate direct effects due to the 
WGFP would be negligible to minor along the Colorado River near the Kremmling 
gage.  Therefore, extension of the study area further downstream is not warranted 
based on the results of the resource evaluations.  
Regarding future potential projects downstream of Kremmling, see Section 8.1 of 
the Water Resources Technical Report for a discussion of the criteria for identifying 
reasonably foreseeable actions.  Wolcott Reservoir was not considered reasonably 
foreseeable and currently is not a component of the selected alternative to supply 
10,825 water. 
 
17.  Reclamation believes that the  modeling techniques used for the EIS are 
appropriate given the available data and the level of understanding of complex, 
interacting water-quality processes, and how to represent them in a model.  If the 
comment included what specifically makes the modeling “inappropriate,” this 
response could be more specific.  A dynamic temperature model was used in the 
FEIS to better evaluate Colorado River stream temperature as described in Section 
3.8. 
 
18.  To describe the affected environment and for ease of understanding by the 
reviewing public, mean, median, minimum, and maximum values for a wide variety 
of water quality constituents are reported in the Lake and Reservoir Water Quality 
Technical Report (AMEC 2008).  These values include statistics describing a central 
tendency as well as extremes.  This particular description was not performed from a 
regulatory standpoint – only to show statistical summaries of the data.  Additional 
analysis was performed to look at whether standards were being met. 
With respect to model results, average annual conditions, as well as peak 
chlorophyll a and minimum dissolved oxygen concentrations, were reported in the 
DEIS.  In addition, figures displaying daily values for total phosphorus, total 
nitrogen, chlorophyll a concentrations, Secchi-disk depths, and dissolved oxygen in 
each of the Three Lakes were added to Section 3.8.2.4 of the FEIS.   
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19.  The discussion of climate change in Section 2.8.2—Reasonably Foreseeable 
Actions was revised in the FEIS.  This section includes updated information from 
recent publications on climatic change trends in the upper Colorado River basin and 
possible future changes.  Potential environmental impacts from climate change are 
qualitatively evaluated as part of the cumulative effects evaluation for applicable 
resources in Chapter 3 of the FEIS. 
Quantitative effects of pine bark beetle infestation on hydrology and water quality 
are difficult to accurately predict because of the numerous assumptions that would 
be necessary.  The FEIS indicates the types of effects that could occur as a result of 
pine bark beetle-killed trees.  These impacts are possible with or without the WGFP, 
and would be similar for all of the alternatives.  Additional discussion was added in 
Section 2.8.2.1 on the potential impact of pine bark beetle-killed trees. 
 
20.  Because the Colorado River is regionally the lowest topographic feature in this 
part of Colorado, by standard hydrologic principles, bedrock ground water 
discharges to the Colorado River.  There may be localized areas where the river may 
lose water for short distances to the alluvium, but ultimately, this ground water will 
discharge back to the Colorado River some distance downstream from the point of 
loss.  Bedrock ground water of varying water quality currently discharges to the 
river alluvium and eventually the river and the current water quality reflects this 
combination of surface water and bedrock ground water.  Windy Gap diversions 
would not affect ground water discharge to the river and, therefore, would not 
change the current input of dissolved material to the river. 
Water quality in alluvium adjacent to the Colorado is currently dependent on many 
processes, including the rate and location of discharge from bedrock aquifers, water 
quality of bedrock ground water, and recharge from the Colorado River.  Relatively 
small predicted stage changes in the Colorado River due to Windy Gap diversions 
are not anticipated to measurably impact bedrock ground water quantity and quality, 
or its influence on alluvial water quality.  The predicted changes in river water 
quality due to Windy Gap diversions would influence alluvial water quality where 
river water recharges the alluvium.  However, because the Colorado River is a 
gaining river, all bedrock and alluvial ground water would eventually discharge to 
the river.  All alluvial ground water returns to the river where the thickness of the 
alluvium essentially reduces to zero, such as at the mouths of various canyons along 
the river.  Refer to technical memos regarding the recharge relationship between 
predicted stage changes in the river and alluvial ground water (Hydros Consulting 
2011a, 2011b, and 2011c).  The ground water section of the FEIS was revised to 
include more information on ground water quality. 
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21.  Daily data were used to generate flow duration curves and daily hydrographs, 
and determine the frequency and magnitude of daily flow changes. This data were 
used to address daily hydrologic changes that may be more critical than average, 
wet, and dry monthly changes.  Daily data were used for the evaluation of effects on 
aquatic resources.  Section 3.5.2.2 of the FEIS was revised to discuss the use of 
daily data for resource evaluations.  See response to Comment No. 13. 
 
22.  See response to Comment Nos. 13 and 21 regarding the development and use of 
daily data.  Monthly averages were relied on to generally characterize hydrologic 
changes associated with the alternatives.  However, daily data were used to generate 
flow duration curves and daily hydrographs, and determine the frequency and 
magnitude of daily flow changes.  Daily data were used to address daily hydrologic 
changes that may be more critical than average, wet, and dry monthly changes.  
Section 3.5.2.2 of the FEIS was revised to discuss the use of daily data for resource 
evaluations. 
 
23.  The aquatic resource section of the FEIS includes an analysis of impacts to 
aquatic habitat downstream of the Blue River confluence, based on hydrologic 
changes at the Kremmling gage.  Those impacts are displayed in Tables 3-116 to 3-
119 in the FEIS.  Additional analysis and narrative was added to Section 3.9.2.3.  
Results of the analysis impacts to fish habitat for below the Blue River are 
indicative of likely impacts for several miles below the Colorado River.  Average 
monthly Colorado River flow decreases less than 7% from existing conditions 
compared to the Proposed Action, and less than 3% annually.  Because hydrologic 
and water quality impacts of the WGFP on the Colorado River diminish below the 
Blue River confluence, measurable impacts to aquatic resources are unlikely farther 
downstream.    
To address aquatic mitigation, the Subdistrict developed a Fish and Wildlife 
Mitigation Plan (FWMP) in accordance with the requirements of CRS 37-60-122.2 
(FEIS Appendix E).  The Colorado Wildlife Commission adopted the FWMP on 
June 9, 2011 and the Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB) approved it on 
July 13, 2011.  The FWMP is a component of the mitigation and environmental 
commitments described in the FEIS (Section 3.25).  
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24.  Reclamation expects to complete the NEPA process with a Record of Decision 
(ROD) no sooner than 30 days after the Final EIS is made available to the public.  
The ROD will document Reclamation’s selection of an alternative for the WGFP 
and discuss the factors, including C-BT Project water rights that were considered in 
making that decision.  If the selected alternative includes issuing a water contract, 
Reclamation intends to determine whether the proposed contract complies with 
Senate Document 80, and other applicable authorities, prior to execution of the 
proposed contract.  See the discussion of text added at the beginning of Section 
1.10.2 of the FEIS.  
 
25.  See response to Comment No. 24.  
 
26.  The interim standards for the Colorado River were noted in the DEIS.  Those 
were the standards in place when the document was written.  The FEIS was revised 
using the currently adopted temperature standards when discussing the impacts of 
the project. 
 
27.  See response to Comment No. 23. 
 
28.  Reclamation believes that the socioeconomic effects related to water changes 
were appropriately quantified where data on use and impacts are available.  Impacts 
of the alternatives on recreation and tourism are qualitatively described wherever 
possible, recognizing that these effects vary widely by individual user.  Additional 
mitigation measures were defined and developed to reduce or offset the potential 
impacts from implementation of the proposed Project.  Many of those measures 
including modified prepositioning to maintain higher water levels in Granby 
Reservoir; nutrient reductions to the Fraser River, Colorado River, and Three Lakes; 
potential for socioeconomic impacts in Grand County.  An updated summary of 
mitigation measures also is included in Section 3.25 of the FEIS.  
 
29.  The Subdistrict would comply with state water law for all diversions.  Windy 
Gap cannot divert when downstream senior water rights are calling for water.  In 
addition, the WGFP would comply with Colorado River bypass flow requirements 
established by the Agreement Concerning the Windy Gap Project and the Azure 
Reservoir and Power Project (Azure Agreement) completed April 30, 1980 as part 
of the original Windy Gap Project.  This agreement requires the Windy Gap Project 
to curtail diversions if streamflow drops below 90 cfs below Windy Gap Reservoir, 
135 cfs below the Williams Fork, or 150 cfs below Troublesome Creek.  The EIS 
points out that water rights for existing agriculture, municipal, and other uses would 
be protected under Colorado water law, and any municipal or agricultural diversions 
downstream from Windy Gap Reservoir, per Colorado water law (C.R.S. § 37-92-
102(2)(b)), would remain responsible for developing a reasonable means of  
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diversion for their water.  Per the Azure Agreement, the Subdistrict funded 
$500,000 in improvements for ranches downstream from Windy Gap Reservoir to 
maintain their diversion structures on the Colorado River.  The original Windy Gap 
Project included diversions greater than those in the WGFP.  The 1980 Azure 
Agreement was developed to mitigate and address all objections to the Windy Gap 
Project.  The Azure Agreement was signed by 30 ranchers. 
Mitigation measures described in response to Comment No. 28 address some of the 
concerns related to land uses adjacent to streams and reservoirs. 
 
30.  The EIS provides a reasonable and accurate description of the impacts of the 
alternatives, based on accepted data sources and analysis methods.  The Subdistrict 
has identified and proposed several voluntary mitigation measures to reduce 
impacts.  See response to Comment No. 28. 
 
31.  Your comment is acknowledged. 
 
32.  The Recreation analysis focuses on boating opportunities on the Colorado River 
and at existing reservoirs.  Those uses were identified as issues during the scoping 
process, and are the most likely to be affected by hydrological changes resulting 
from the alternatives.  Potential impacts to land-based recreational activities, 
including camping, hiking, scenic driving, and sightseeing, are described in the 
Recreation Resources Technical Report and in the Effects Common to All 
Alternatives section.  Impacts to recreation were quantified where data on use and 
impacts are available.  Effects of the alternatives on recreation experiences and 
aesthetics are qualitatively described wherever possible, recognizing that these 
effects vary widely by individual user.  The direct and secondary economic impacts 
of boating and camping activities are described in detail in the Socioeconomics 
section. 
 
33.  The Gold Medal designation requires that waters with this designation meet 
criteria for the number of trout greater than 14 inches long/per acre and number of 
pounds per acre.  Many factors can impact fish density and size.  Habitat and food 
resources are included in those factors.  Based on the results of the aquatic analysis, 
food resources are not expected to change and habitat would decrease in some years. 
Another factor that can impact fish populations more rapidly is fishery management, 
in particular, harvest regulations.  CDOW studies during the mid- to late-1970s 
showed that restricting harvest limits or terminal tackle could result in large 
increases in fish populations in Colorado rivers.  The project proponent or 
Reclamation does not specify fishery management for the Colorado River or the 
reservoirs.  We have assumed that management of those waters would be consistent 
with management in the recent past.  Therefore, we do not expect that WGFP would 
alter the Gold Medal designation.  
The DEIS correctly states that hydrological changes are unlikely to adversely impact 
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sport fishing under any alternative.  This is based on both the timing of flow 
changes and the results of the Aquatic Resources analysis, which describes that the 
projected effects to fish habitat would not result in a loss of angling opportunities or 
success.  The FEIS includes additional mitigation measures for aquatic resources, as 
developed in the Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Plant (FEIS Appendix E) and 
described in Sections 3.8.4 and 3.9.4.   
 
34.  Evaluation and potential designation of portions of the Colorado River as Wild 
and Scenic is a separate and ongoing process being pursued by the BLM.  
Recreational values are among the outstanding remarkable values identified for 
segments of the river.  This process is described in the Recreation section of the 
FEIS.  While the effects to river recreation described in the FEIS could relate to the 
recreational values along the Colorado River, Wild and Scenic River status is a 
determination made by the BLM as part of the planning process and is not part of 
the evaluation for the WGFP EIS. 
 
35.  The WGFP Participants have committed and will be required to maintain a 
state-approved water conservation plan in accordance with the Water Conservation 
Act of 2004, as amended (Colorado House Bill 04-1365).  Seven of the WGFP 
Participants have Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB)-approved plans, 
and other participants will be required to have a CWCB-approved plan prior to 
delivery of WGFP water.  Reclamation would require maintenance of a state-
approved water conservation plan as a condition to a contract with the Subdistrict. 
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1.  Reclamation expects to complete the NEPA process with a Record of Decision 
(ROD) no sooner than 30 days after the Final EIS is made available to the public.  
The ROD will document Reclamation’s selection of an alternative for the WGFP 
and discuss the factors, including C-BT Project water rights that were considered 
in making that decision.  If the selected alternative includes issuing a water 
contract, Reclamation intends to determine whether the proposed contract 
complies with Senate Document 80, and other applicable authorities, prior to 
execution of the proposed contract.  See the discussion of text added at the 
beginning of Section 1.10.2 of the FEIS.  
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2.  Potential impacts to land-based recreational activities, including camping, 
hiking, and sightseeing, are described in the Recreation Resources Technical 
Report and in the Effects Common to All Alternatives section.  No data currently 
exist regarding the relationship between water-based activities and land-based 
recreation.  By their very nature, most recreation uses are widely dispersed, are not 
quantified, and the quality of recreation experiences vary widely by individual 
user.  For this reason, no attempt was made to quantify effects on recreation if 
there is not sufficient data to support that analysis.  Instead, potential impacts were 
described wherever possible in a qualitative manner based on sound logic and 
professional experience using the best available information.   
Additional mitigation measures were defined and developed to reduce or offset the 
potential impacts from implementation of the proposed project.  Those measures 
are discussed for each resource and summarized in Section 3.25 of the FEIS. 
The FEIS fully considered the cumulative impacts of the Moffat Collection 
System Project, as well as other reasonably foreseeable future actions.  The 
cumulative effects analysis for water quality, aquatics, and other resources were 
analyzed in the same level of detail as the direct impact of the WGFP.  The Corps 
is a cooperating agency for the WGFP, and Reclamation and the Corps have 
coordinated on the assessment of cumulative effects and mitigation for the two 
projects.  
 
3.  The estimates of build-out growth for Grand and Summit counties were 
provided by the individual water providers/users in conjunction with the UPCO 
Study, Upper Colorado River Basin Study Phase II Final Report (Hydrosphere, 
May 2003).  After the 2003 UPCO Report was published, the UPCO participants 
in Summit and Grand counties provided revisions to several existing and build-out 
demands.  Revisions to these build-out demands were provided to Denver Water 
primarily via Lane Wyatt with the Northwest Colorado Council of Governments.  
Participants in the UPCO study were given the opportunity to review and 
comment on the assumptions used in Denver Water’s Platte and Colorado 
Simulation Model (PACSM) related to their demands to confirm their accuracy.  
The build-out demands and assumptions related to water use for the Town of 
Granby were obtained from Denver Water and incorporated in the WGFP model 
for the cumulative effects analysis. 
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An agreement (Agreement Concerning the Windy Gap Project and the Azure 
Reservoir and Power Project dated April 30, 1980) between the Municipal 
Subdistrict, Grand County, and other parties to the original Windy Gap Project 
included a provision that the Subdistrict would subordinate its Windy Gap decrees 
to all present and future in-basin irrigation, and domestic and municipal uses 
(excluding industrial uses) on the Colorado and Fraser rivers and their tributaries 
above the Windy Gap Reservoir site.  This agreement would not change with the 
WGFP.  Middle Park Water Conservancy District’s participation in the WGFP 
also would improve the amount and reliability of water supplies for use in Grand 
County. 
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1.  Thank you for your comment.  The focus of the WGFP EIS is to disclose the 
anticipated effects of the proposed WGFP and identify appropriate mitigation 
measures that will avoid or minimize adverse effects of the project.  Issues related 
to operation of the C-BT Project are being evaluated and addressed though other 
programs and cooperative activities with Grand County and others.   
 
 
2.  Thank you for your comment. 
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1. The Grand County Stream Management Plan (SMP) was reviewed during 
preparation of the EIS.  Our understanding is that the objective of the SMP was to 
develop preferred and recommended streamflows, water quality, and available 
water supplies for water users in the basin.  The focus of the EIS was to evaluate 
and disclose the anticipated environmental effects of the WGFP alternatives.  
Where adverse effects were identified, mitigation measures were identified to 
offset or minimize those impacts.  The mitigation measures developed for the 
WGFP are linked to identified project impacts and may not necessarily meet the 
target recommendations included in the SMP.  The WGFP FEIS fully considered 
the cumulative impacts of the Moffat Collection System Project, as well as other 
reasonably foreseeable future actions.  The cumulative effects analysis included 
hydrologic modeling of the Moffat Project including changes in Fraser River, 
Williams Fork, and Blue River flows.  The cumulative effects analysis for water 
quality, aquatics, and other resources were analyzed in the same level of detail as 
the direct impact of the WGFP.  The WGFP and C-BT Project will continue to be 
operated in accordance with existing agreements and commitments. 
 
2.  Effects to water quality in Grand Lake would range from no change to about 
6% for the various chemical and physical parameters evaluated for the action 
alternatives compared to No Action.  No applicable information was found that 
would allow quantification of the incremental impacts on recreation, tourism, or 
the housing industry from changes in water surface area, clarity, and water quality  
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for high elevation western lakes and reservoirs, especially for a water storage 
reservoir where water levels already fluctuate widely such as Granby Reservoir.  
Proposed nutrient mitigation measures, as described in Section 3.8.4 of the FEIS, 
would offset nutrient loadings to the Three Lakes.  As a result, there would be a 
negligible impact to Grand Lake water quality and any potential impacts to lake 
recreation, tourism, and the local economy.   
To minimize the adverse effects on Granby Reservoir water levels as a result of 
prepositioning, the Subdistrict has proposed to modify prepositioning operations 
under the Preferred Alternative.  To maintain greater storage in Granby Reservoir, 
the Subdistrict would reduce, and in some instances curtail, C-BT deliveries to 
Chimney Hollow Reservoir when water levels in Granby Reservoir are projected 
to fall below an elevation of 8,250 feet (about 340,000 AF of storage).  If 
projections indicate Granby Reservoir would fill, C-BT water would be delivered 
to Chimney Hollow Reservoir to maintain that reservoir full to the extent possible.  
C-BT water in Chimney Hollow Reservoir would then be exchanged with Windy 
Gap water diverted to Granby Reservoir.  Additional discussion of the effects of 
modified prepositioning is found in Section 3.5.4 in the FEIS. 
 
3.  See response to Comment No. 2 on nutrient mitigation to offset nutrient loading 
from additional Windy Gap pumping, as discussed in Section 3.8.4 of the FEIS. 
 
4.  See response to Comment No. 2 regarding mitigation measures to reduce 
nutrient loading from the WGFP.  Modification in the operation of the C-BT is 
beyond the scope of the WGFP EIS.  Reclamation and the Northern District are 
currently evaluating how modifications in the operation of the C-BT project could 
improve water quality in Grand Lake.  These ongoing efforts, plus water quality 
studies of C-BT operations, would continue to evaluate opportunities to improve 
Three Lakes water quality. 
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5.  The WGFP Participants have committed and will be required to maintain a 
state-approved water conservation plan in accordance with the Water Conservation 
Act of 2004, as amended (Colorado House Bill 04-1365).  Seven of the WGFP 
Participants have Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB)-approved plans, 
and other participants will be required to have a CWCB-approved plan prior to 
delivery of WGFP water.  Reclamation would require maintenance of a state-
approved water conservation plan as a condition to a contract with the Subdistrict . 
 
6.  Modifications in C-BT facilities, such as rerouting C-BT water around Grand 
Lake, are beyond the scope of the proposed WGFP.  Modifications to C-BT 
facilities would require Congressional authorization, funding, and review under 
the National Environmental Policy Act. 
 
 
 
 
7.  The focus of the EIS was to evaluate and disclose the anticipated environmental 
effects of the alternatives.  Where adverse effects were identified, mitigation 
measures were identified to offset or minimize those impacts.  The mitigation 
measures developed for the WGFP are linked to identified project impacts.  
Additional mitigation measures were defined and developed to reduce or offset the 
potential impacts from implementation of the proposed project.  Mitigation 
measures and the effectiveness of those measures are described for each resource 
in Environmental Consequences—Chapter 3.  A summary of mitigation measures 
is also included in Section 3.25 of the FEIS 
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1.  Reclamation expects to complete the NEPA process with a Record of Decision 
(ROD) no sooner than 30 days after the Final EIS is made available to the public.  
The ROD will document Reclamation’s selection of an alternative for the WGFP 
and discuss the factors, including C-BT Project water rights that were considered 
in making that decision.  If the selected alternative includes issuing a water 
contract, Reclamation intends to determine whether the proposed contract 
complies with Senate Document 80, and other applicable authorities, prior to 
execution of the proposed contract.  See the discussion of text added at the 
beginning of Section 1.10.2 of the FEIS.  
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2.  Yes, the WGFP alternatives would increase the amount of water pumped 
through the Farr pumping plant and there is estimated to be a small reduction in 
Grand Lake clarity due to increased nutrients as a result of the WGFP.  
Differences reported in the EIS are due only to the changes associated with the 
Windy Gap Firming Project.  To reduce its contribution to nutrient loading and 
clarity concerns in the Three Lakes, the Subdistrict would be required to 
implement a nutrient reduction program to offset the anticipated nutrient loading 
to the Three Lakes system as a result of the WGFP.  The proposed nutrient 
mitigation measures are described in Section 3.8.4 of the FEIS.  Therefore, there 
should be a negligible impact to Three Lakes clarity as a result of the WGFP.  
Point and nonpoint source nutrient mitigation measures also would provide a year-
round improvement in water quality in portions of the Fraser River, Willow Creek, 
and the Colorado River. 
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1.  In 1941, the C-BT Project did not exist and there was no pumping from the 
Colorado River into the Three Lakes system.  In addition, there has been 
substantial development, roads, and building in the Three Lakes watershed that 
contribute erosion and nutrient loading to the lakes.  The WGFP EIS is focused on 
the incremental impacts of anticipated changes to the Three Lakes’ water quality 
as a result of implementing the WGFP, not impacts due to C-BT operations and 
other sources.  The WGFP impacts are compared to existing conditions, which can 
be described by recent data (including the Secchi-disk depths referred to by the 
commenter 
 
 
2.  Analysis of data collected for the WGFP EIS indicates that hydrological 
changes are unlikely to adversely impact sport fishing under any alternative.  This 
is based on both the timing of flow changes and the results of the aquatic resources 
analysis, which determined that the projected effects to fish habitat would not 
result in a loss of angling opportunities or success.  The recreation analysis only 
presents commercial boating and fishing data for the Gore Canyon/Pumphouse 
reach of the Colorado River because that is the reach from which there is available 
data from the BLM.  The economic effects of flow changes on commercial boating 
uses are described and quantified in the Socioeconomics section.  Potential 
impacts to land-based recreational activities, including camping, hiking, scenic 
driving, and sightseeing, are described in Section 3.19.2.3 of the FEIS.    
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3.  Assuming that the comment means the economic impact on the Town of Grand 
Lake from impacts on water clarity were not quantified, we were unable to find 
any information to quantify the incremental impacts on recreation and visitation 
from changes in water clarity for a high elevation western water body such as 
Grand Lake.  However, it is not anticipated that there would be a measurable 
economic impact from the small change in water clarity that would occur under 
any of the alternatives (-3.8% Secchi-disk depth, see Water Quality section of 
FEIS).  However, proposed nutrient mitigation measures (see Section 3.8.4 of the 
FEIS) would offset potential loadings from the WGFP into the Three Lakes.  As a 
result of these measures, there would be a negligible, if any, effect on Grand Lake, 
Shadow Mountain, and Granby Reservoir water quality or clarity as a result of the 
WGFP.  Proposed modifications to prepositioning (see Section 3.5.4 of the FEIS) 
also would maintain higher water levels in Granby Reservoir than originally 
proposed in the DEIS, which would reduce the potential for recreation impacts. 
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1.  The WGFP Participants have committed to and will be required to maintain a 
state-approved water conservation plan in accordance with the Water Conservation 
Act of 2004, as amended (Colorado House Bill 04-1365).  Seven of the WGFP 
Participants have Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB)-approved plans, 
and other participants will be required to have a CWCB-approved plan prior to 
delivery of WGFP water.  Reclamation would require maintenance of a state-
approved water conservation plan as a condition to a contract with the Subdistrict. 
 
2.  The WGFP FEIS fully considered the cumulative impacts of the Moffat 
Collection System Project, as well as other reasonably foreseeable future actions.   
The Grand County Stream Management Plan (SMP) was reviewed during 
preparation of the EIS.  Our understanding is that the objective of the SMP was to 
develop preferred and recommend streamflows, water quality, and available water 
supplies for water users in the basin.  The focus of the EIS was to evaluate and 
disclose the anticipated environmental effects of the alternatives.  Where adverse 
effects were identified, mitigation measures were identified to offset or minimize 
those impacts.  The mitigation measures developed for the WGFP are linked to 
identified project impacts and may not necessarily meet the target 
recommendations included in the SMP.  However, mitigation measures included 
in the FEIS to address other adverse water quality effects of the WGFP may help 
meet some of the goals of the SMP. 
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1.  Hot Sulphur Springs’ water right to divert water from the Colorado River is 
senior to the Windy Gap water right to divert.  Junior water rights cannot legally 
impair senior water users.  In 1980 as part of the original Windy Gap Project, the 
NCWCD compensated the Town of Hot Sulphur Springs with $150,000 to 
improve their WTP and $270,000 to improve their wastewater treatment plant 
(WWTP).  According to Internet sources, the Hot Sulphur WTP is having 
difficulty meeting its effluent limitation for turbidity and is currently seeking 
stimulus money for improvements to meet current requirements of its NPDES 
permit.  The high turbidity levels observed near the WTP intake in 2008 were not 
related to 2008 Windy Gap diversions, but were due to point and/or nonpoint 
discharges to the river upstream of Hot Sulphur Springs.  The WGFP would not 
increase turbidity levels in the Colorado River.  Windy Gap Reservoir provides 
some settling of coarser sediments, which would reduce turbidity.  The WGFP 
would result in a small increase in specific conductivity in the river, but this 
should not impair Hot Sulphur Springs’ drinking water treatment facility’s ability 
to meet drinking water standards or increase its cost for treatment.   
In 2008, the lowest flow of the Colorado River at Windy Gap during the spring 
and summer months was about 75 cfs, which occurred in March.  For the Hot 
Sulphur Springs WWTP, the calculated acute and chronic low flows for the plant 
are 38 cfs and 59 cfs.  The Windy Gap Project currently curtails Colorado River 
diversions when flows reach 90 cfs below Windy Gap Reservoir and would 
continue to do so under the WGFP; therefore, the WGFP does not and would not 
impact Hot Sulphur Springs’ WWTP CDPS permit conditions.  Streamflow 
reductions to below 90 cfs in the Colorado River are unrelated to the Windy Gap 
Project.  To mitigate WGFP nutrient loadings to the Three Lakes, the Subdistrict is 
proposing mitigation measures that would reduce nutrient discharges from the 
Fraser WWTP and several nonpoint sources.  These measures would provide year-
round improvements to Colorado River water quality at Hot Sulphur Springs. 
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1.  Thank you for your comment. 
 
2.  Thank you for your comment. 
 
3.  The Subdistrict developed a Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Plan (FWMP) in 
accordance with the requirements of CRS 37-60-122.2 (FEIS Appendix E).  The 
Colorado Wildlife Commission adopted the FWMP on June 9, 2011 and the 
Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB) adopted it on July 13, 2011.  The 
FWMP includes mitigation of temperature effects in the Colorado River and is a 
component of the mitigation and environmental commitments described in the 
FEIS (Section 3.25).. The aquatic resource section was revised in the FEIS to 
include additional discussion of impacts to fish from the alternative actions.  
Aquatic resource mitigation is discussed in Section 3.9.4 and temperature 
mitigation in  3.8.4.2 of the FEIS.  
 
4.  A separate Environmental Assessment (Colorado Water Users’ Commitment to 
Provide 10,825 acre-feet to the 15-Mile Reach of the Upper Colorado River) 
evaluating releasing 5,412 AF from Granby Reservoir for Colorado River 
endangered species was released by Reclamation in September 2011.  As proposed, 
the releases for endangered fish in the late summer/fall flow would improve flows 
and temperature during the time of the year when Colorado River flows are 
typically low.  The “10825 Project” was added to the reasonably foreseeable 
actions in the WGFP FEIS and was used in the cumulative effects evaluation on 
stream temperature in Section 3.8.3. 
 
5.  The Grand County Stream Management Plan (SMP) was reviewed during 
preparation of the EIS.  Our understanding is that the objective of the SMP was to 
develop preferred and recommended streamflows, water quality, and available 
water supplies for water users in the basin.  The focus of the EIS was to evaluate 
and disclose the anticipated environmental effects of the alternatives.  Where 
adverse effects were identified, mitigation measures were identified to offset or  
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minimize those impacts.  The mitigation measures developed for the WGFP are 
linked to identified project impacts and may not necessarily meet the target 
recommendations included in the SMP.  However, mitigation measures included in 
the FEIS such as bypasses to improve Colorado stream temperature, reductions in 
nutrient loadings to the Colorado River and Three lakes, and stream channel habitat 
enhancement would help meet some of the goals of the SMP. 
 
 
6.  Thank you for your comment. 
 
7.  Proposed mitigation measures to offset nutrient loading to the Three Lakes, as 
described in Section 3.8.4 of the FEIS, also would improve water quality in the 
Colorado River from existing conditions.  Existing bypass commitments and 
flushing flow requirements would be maintained and additional analysis indicates 
that flows would be adequate to maintain to aquatic habitat.  In addition, the FEIS 
includes mitigation measures to increase flushing flows.  Flushing flows from the 
original Windy Gap Project (1980 MOU) would be modified to increase from 450 
cfs to 600 cfs.  In any year when flows below Windy Gap have not exceeded 600 
cfs for at least 50 consecutive hours in the previous two years, and total Subdistrict 
water supplies in Chimney Hollow and Granby Reservoirs exceed 60,000 AF on 
April 1, the Subdistrict would cease all Windy Gap pumping for at least 50 
consecutive hours to enhance peak flows below Windy Gap.  See response to 
Comment No. 3 on temperature mitigation.   
 
8.  According to the Colorado Water Quality Control Division, Kremmling’s 
WWTP discharges to ground water in the Muddy Creek drainage.  Minor changes 
in the stage of the Colorado River, which is about 3,000 feet from the nearest 
infiltration gallery, would not affect ground water levels or the treatment of 
wastewater or discharge of wastewater at the infiltration galleries.    
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1.  Reclamation expects to complete the NEPA process with a Record of Decision 
(ROD) no sooner than 30 days after the Final EIS is made available to the public.  
The ROD will document Reclamation’s selection of an alternative for the WGFP 
and discuss the factors, including C-BT Project water rights that were considered 
in making that decision.  If the selected alternative includes issuing a water 
contract, Reclamation intends to determine whether the proposed contract 
complies with Senate Document 80, and other applicable authorities, prior to 
execution of the proposed contract.  See the discussion of text added at the 
beginning of Section 1.10.2 of the FEIS. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2.  Reclamation expects to complete the NEPA process with a Record of Decision 
(ROD) no sooner than 30 days after the Final EIS is made available to the public.  
The ROD will document Reclamation’s selection of an alternative for the WGFP 
and discuss the factors, including C-BT Project water rights that were considered 
in making that decision.  If the selected alternative includes issuing a water 
contract, Reclamation intends to determine whether the proposed contract 
complies with Senate Document 80, and other applicable authorities, prior to 
execution of the proposed contract.  See the discussion of text added at the 
beginning of Section 1.10.2 of the FEIS. 
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3.  Reclamation expects to complete the NEPA process with a Record of Decision 
(ROD) no sooner than 30 days after the Final EIS is made available to the public.  
The ROD will document Reclamation’s selection of an alternative for the WGFP 
and discuss the factors, including C-BT Project water rights that were considered 
in making that decision.  If the selected alternative includes issuing a water 
contract, Reclamation intends to determine whether the proposed contract 
complies with Senate Document 80, and other applicable authorities, prior to 
execution of the proposed contract.  See the discussion of text added at the 
beginning of Section 1.10.2 of the FEIS.  
4.  As explained in Section 3.5.2.3 under the subsection C-BT Deliveries, C-BT 
Project demands and deliveries would not change as a result of implementation of 
any of the WGFP alternatives.  Under the Proposed Action, the additional 90,000 
AF of storage capacity on the East Slope would be used to firm Windy Gap 
supplies and would not result in an expansion of C-BT diversions.  Under 
prepositioning, when total C-BT contents in Granby and Chimney Hollow 
reservoirs reach the volumetric limit of 539,758 AF, which is the physical capacity 
of Granby Reservoir, the C-BT Project would stop diverting water from the 
Colorado River for storage in Granby Reservoir.  This would prevent expansion of 
C-BT Project diversions, because it imposes the same constraint as if C-BT water 
was stored in Granby Reservoir, as opposed to a portion being stored in Chimney 
Hollow Reservoir. 
5.  Reclamation expects to complete the NEPA process with a Record of Decision 
(ROD) no sooner than 30 days after the Final EIS is made available to the public.  
The ROD will document Reclamation’s selection of an alternative for the WGFP 
and discuss the factors, including C-BT Project water rights that were considered 
in making that decision.  If the selected alternative includes issuing a water 
contract, Reclamation intends to determine whether the proposed contract 
complies with Senate Document 80, and other applicable authorities, prior to 
execution of the proposed contract.  See the discussion of text added at the 
beginning of Section 1.10.2 of the FEIS.  
6.  The aquatic resource section of the FEIS includes an analysis of impacts to 
aquatic habitat downstream of the Blue River confluence, based on hydrologic 
changes at the Kremmling gage.  Section 3.9.3 of the FEIS contains additional 
discussion on the impacts to aquatic habitat.  Results of the analysis impacts to fish 
habitat for the below the Blue River location are indicative of likely impacts for 
several miles below the Colorado River.  Average monthly Colorado River flow 
decreases less than 7 percent from existing conditions compared to the Proposed 
Action, and less than 3 percent annually.  Because hydrologic and water quality 
impacts of the WGFP on the Colorado River diminish below the Blue River 
confluence, measurable impacts to aquatic resources are unlikely farther 
downstream.    
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The FEIS includes additional mitigation measures for aquatic resources. , The 
Subdistrict developed a Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Plan (FWMP) in accordance 
with the requirements of CRS 37-60-122.2 (FEIS Appendix E).  The Colorado 
Wildlife Commission adopted the FWMP on June 9, 2011 and the Colorado Water 
Conservation Board (CWCB) approved it on July 13, 2011.  The FWMP is a 
component of the mitigation and environmental commitments described in the 
FEIS (Section 3.25).  Sections 3.8.4 and 3.9.4 of the FEIS include a description of 
mitigation measures for aquatic resources.   
 
7.  Windy Gap water rights, agreements and contracts that constrain Windy Gap 
diversions and operations are discussed in Section 3.5.1.3 of the FEIS, and are 
described in detail in Section 5.0 of the WGFP Water Resources Technical Report 
(ERO and Boyle 2007). 
The hydrologic model was developed in strict compliance with the existing water 
rights, agreement, and contracts that control the diversion and storage of Windy 
Gap water. 
8.  Operation of the proposed project is within the limitations of the 1980 Azure 
Agreement and the 1985 Supplement to the 1980 Azure Agreement.  These 
agreements rely on the Windy Gap DEIS and FEIS to describe the Project that is 
approved.  Both the DEIS and FEIS discuss the use of approximately 90,000 acre-
feet of storage on the East Slope, either as unused or leased storage (see DEIS, pg. 
IV-10) or “participant storage capabilities other than the C-BT Project (see FEIS, 
pg. IV-68).  It has always been intended that storage on the East Slope would be a 
necessary part of the Windy Gap Project and the WGFP was proposed as a joint, 
regional project by the Participants to minimize the cost and environmental 
impacts of storage to realize the yield contemplated in the original Windy Gap 
Project.  The proposed Project is consistent with the original agreements and 
underlying environmental reports including the 1980 Azure Agreement, 1985 
Supplement to the 1980 Azure Agreement, the Windy Gap Carriage Contract, and 
the 1981 Windy Gap EIS and Record of Decision.  In addition, the 1980 Azure 
Agreement and the 1985 Supplement to the 1980 Azure Agreement satisfy the 
Water Conservancy Act requirement by imposing limits on the diversion of water 
through the Adams Tunnel for the Windy Gap Project of up to 90,000 acre-feet of 
water in any one year, and an average of 65,000 acre-feet of water in any 10-year 
period.  So long as these limits are respected, the West Slope is fully protected.  
The Subdistrict will limit diversions for the WGFP to comply with these limits. 
9.  See response to Comment No. 3. 
10.  See response to Comment No. 3. 
11.  The affected environment discussion in the Surface Water Hydrology section 
of the EIS defines the condition of resources based on past and present actions and 
activities in the Colorado River basin, including the C-BT Project and other water 
diversions and uses.  The cumulative effects analysis then adds the incremental 
effects of the Proposed Action with other reasonably foreseeable future actions, 
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such as the Moffat Project, to assess likely effects.  The same level of analysis was 
conducted for cumulative effects as for direct project effects.   
 
12.  The discussion of C-BT and Windy Gap operations on the West Slope is 
discussed in detail in the DEIS, and additional information was added in the FEIS 
as noted below.  Section 3.5.2.3 provides a discussion of Windy Gap operations 
and how those operations affect the C-BT Project.  Section 3.5.2.5 specifically 
addresses C-BT and Windy Gap Project operations at each major West Slope 
facility including the Adams Tunnel, Windy Gap, Granby Reservoir, and the 
Willow Creek Feeder Canal.  A discussion of Windy Gap and C-BT exchanges 
under the Proposed Action was added in Section 3.5.2.5 of the FEIS under the 
subsection Windy Gap Diversions.  Evaporative losses in Granby Reservoir, 
Shadow Mountain Lake, and Grand Lake are discussed in Section 3.5.2.3 under 
the subsection Loss of C-BT Water from Reservoir Evaporation.  Evaporative 
losses in all C-BT reservoirs are charged to the C-BT Project regardless of the 
Windy Gap contents in that facility.  However, Windy Gap is assessed a depletion 
fee of 10% of the Windy Gap water introduced into the Project Works as defined 
in the agreement between Reclamation and the Subdistrict for the introduction, 
storage, carriage, and delivery of Windy Gap water in the C-BT Project system.  
Reclamation believes this assessment compensates the United States for any 
increased evaporative loses in the C-BT Project system as a result of the storage of 
Windy gap water.  Additional text has been added to Section 3.5.2.3 of the FEIS 
explaining evaporative losses at Granby Reservoir and accounting.   
 
13.  Additional information on past diversion projects were added to Section 
3.5.1.4 of the FEIS.  Table 3-1, which was added to the FEIS, summarizes the 
effects of historical upstream depletions at the Colorado River at the Windy Gap 
gage (09034250) for the 20-year period from 1985 through 2004.  This period was 
selected because the Windy Gap Project came online in 1985; therefore, it includes 
the effects of all major upstream transbasin diversions (Grand River Ditch, C-BT 
Project, Moffat Project, and Windy Gap Project).   
 
14.  It is appropriate to assess effects due to the EIS alternatives based on a 
comparison against modeled existing conditions as opposed to historical 
conditions since the hydrology associated with existing conditions reflects the 
current administration of the river, demands, infrastructure, and operations.  As 
discussed in Section 7.1 of the WGFP Water Resources Technical Report (ERO 
and Boyle 2007), hydrologic output associated with the action alternatives is not 
compared with historical hydrology for the following reasons: 
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• Demands have changed considerably over the course of the study period,  
• Certain facilities and reservoirs were not in operation for the entire study 

period, and 
• River administration and project operations have changed over the study 

period.  
 
Windy Gap diversions for the last 10 years (1999 through 2008) averaged 22,158 
AF/yr, which is significantly higher than the average diversion of 11,080 AF/yr for 
the period from 1985 through 2005, as presented in Table 3 of the Water 
Resources Technical Report.  Windy Gap diversions were made in accordance 
with the Project’s water rights, the same water rights that would be used to effect 
diversions with a WGFP.  The increase in recent diversions represents the 
Participants’ need for additional water to meet increasing water demands, which is 
supported by information presented in Chapter 1 on the Participants’ water 
demands and needs.  Modeled Windy Gap diversions under existing conditions 
reflect the recent increases in Windy Gap Participant demands.  Windy Gap 
pumping for the 8-year period from 2001 through 2008, since Granby Reservoir 
last filled, averaged 27,450 AF/yr.  That average includes 2002 and 2004 when 
almost no Windy Gap water was pumped.  Therefore, estimated pumping under 
existing conditions is much closer to recent operations than suggested in the 
comment.  
 
The comment asserts that potential impacts of additional Windy Gap diversions 
under the Proposed Action are minimized or underestimated based on a 
comparison against existing conditions.  Reclamation does not believe that to be 
the case.  The average decrease in Colorado River flows below Windy Gap 
between the Proposed Action and existing conditions is 21,283 AF/yr, which is the 
estimated increase in net depletions to the Colorado River.  This reflects the net 
effect of additional Windy Gap diversions from the Colorado River and the 
difference in spills from Granby Reservoir.  A considerable portion of Windy Gap 
water diverted from the Colorado River is delivered back to the river via a spill 
under the existing conditions scenario.  Windy Gap operations were simulated in 
this manner to present the amount of water than could be diverted with the 
project’s current water rights to meet demands even if a portion of the water is 
subsequently spilled from Granby Reservoir back to the Colorado River.  Table 3-
9 was added to the FEIS to better illustrate the water balance associated with the 
Proposed Action. 
 
In summary, Reclamation believes the effects assessments based on net depletions 
to the Colorado River below Windy Gap, as presented in the FEIS, are 
appropriate.  Windy Gap diversions under existing conditions reasonably reflect 
recent operations and diversions, which are much higher than the 20-year average 
from 1985 through 2005.  In addition, this issue does not affect Windy Gap 
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diversions in dry years; therefore, Windy Gap pumping, net depletions to the 
Colorado River, and associated impacts are appropriately estimated in dry years, 
which are typically more critical for aquatics, water quality, and other flow-related 
resources. 
 
15.  The WGFP FEIS fully considered the cumulative impacts of the Moffat 
Project, as well as other reasonably foreseeable future actions.  The cumulative 
effects analysis included hydrologic modeling of the Moffat Project, including 
changes in Fraser River, Williams Fork, and Blue River flows.  Hydrologic 
impacts of the Moffat Project are actually overstated in the WGFP analysis 
because Denver’s Blue River demands are 30,000 AF less than used in the 
hydrologic modeling for the WGFP.  Denver reduced their demands after the 
WGFP hydrologic modeling was completed.  The cumulative effects analysis for 
water quality, aquatics, and other resources were analyzed in the same level of 
detail as the direct impacts of the WGFP.  The WGFP and Moffat Project have 
different objectives, different project proponents, and no shared facilities.  
Combining the two projects in one EIS is not needed to adequately evaluate the 
cumulative effects of the projects.  The Corps is a cooperating agency for the 
WGFP, and Reclamation and the Corps have coordinated on the assessment of 
cumulative effects and mitigation for the two projects. 
 
16.  The Shoshone call reduction is sufficiently analyzed as a reasonably 
foreseeable action in Section 3.5.3.2 of the FEIS under the subsection Colorado 
River, and in Section 8.4.2.6 of the Water Resources Technical Report.  The 
analysis of the Shoshone call reduction describes the potential frequency and 
magnitude of hydrologic effects when the call reduction is in place.  The analysis 
is based on the terms and conditions of the current agreement, which is the best 
available information.  While Windy Gap diversions may increase under a 
Shoshone call reduction, diversions with or without the WGFP would be the same 
since available storage capacity in Granby Reservoir would not be a limiting factor 
in dry years when the call reduction would be invoked. 
 
17.  While a daily time-step was not used, daily data were developed from 
monthly model output by disaggregating monthly values using historical gage 
records.  Two sets of daily data were developed.  Daily data were developed for 
the entire study period for the USGS gages on the Colorado River below Lake 
Granby, below Windy Gap, at Hot Sulphur Springs, near Kremmling, and the gage 
on Willow Creek below Willow Creek Reservoir.  In addition to the daily data 
developed for the entire study period at the locations listed above, average, wet, 
and dry monthly flows were disaggregated to daily values to develop average, wet, 
and dry daily hydrographs.  A combination of daily and monthly hydrologic data 
was used for evaluations of resources dependent on flows or reservoir storage 
contents and levels.  Average monthly summaries of flows, diversions, reservoir 
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outflow, end-of-month reservoir contents, surface elevations, and surface areas for 
average, wet, and dry conditions were used to support general characterizations of 
hydrologic changes associated with the alternatives.  Daily data were used to 
generate flow duration curves and daily hydrographs, and to determine the 
frequency and magnitude of daily flow changes.  These types of hydrologic 
analyses, based on daily variations, were used in resource assessments where the 
magnitude or value of the resources is especially sensitive to daily hydrologic 
changes and where the use of average, wet, and dry monthly values would mask 
the severity of the effects on those resources.  For example, daily hydrologic data 
were used as an input parameter for the River2D Model to evaluate the effects on 
aquatic resources.  Use of daily data for the entire hydrologic study period 
supported an assessment of the overall range and frequency of aquatic habitat 
changes.  Section 3.5.2.2 of the FEIS was revised to include information related to 
the use of daily data for resource evaluations, including fisheries and water quality 
that are sensitive to daily flow variations.  
Because of its relatively junior water rights, the Windy Gap Project is not in 
priority and is precluded from diverting water from the Colorado River during 
droughts and low-flow periods, with or without the alternatives assessed, to 
provide firming storage.  During low-flow periods, the Windy Gap Project would 
operate the same whether there is a firming project online or not.  In these low-
flow conditions, downstream Colorado River flows, whether they are viewed on a 
monthly or on a daily basis, are the same for existing conditions, for the No Action 
Alternative, and for each of the EIS alternatives.  Because there are no hydrologic 
impacts from the WGFP during low-flow and drought periods, a daily model is not 
needed to assess effects for these low-flow periods, and the disaggregation of 
monthly data to daily data is sufficient for the assessment of effects for nondrought 
conditions.  Use of a single monthly model to evaluate both new water yield and 
the effects to the source area of the water supplies is reasonable and appropriate. 
 
18.  The need to extend the WGFP model study period was evaluated to determine 
whether a study period that includes recent hydrology, and in particular 2002, 
would change conclusions regarding WGFP yields and associated hydrologic 
changes.  The period from 1997 through 2003 was analyzed in a spreadsheet 
exercise using Excel.  A copy of the technical memorandum, Significance of 2002 
Hydrology to WGFP Modeling (Meg Frantz September 27, 2004), which 
summarizes that analysis, was provided to Grand County at a meeting on March 4, 
2005.  At Grand County’s request, the analysis was subsequently updated to take 
into account the “relaxation” of the Shoshone call.  Key conclusions of that 
analysis are:  

o The addition of a WGFP reservoir would not change Colorado River flows 
in a year like 2002.  Windy Gap water rights did not come into priority in 
2002 and the addition of a WGFP reservoir would not change that 
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condition.  Therefore, Windy Gap would not divert in a dry year like 2002, 
with or without a WGFP reservoir, because Windy Gap diversions would 
be limited by the amount physically and legally available, as opposed to 
available storage capacity.  

o The WGFP firm yield would not change if the model period was extended 
through 2002.  A comparison of model output for the 1950–1996 study 
period with the period from 1997–2003 shows there are other sequences of 
years within the 1950–1996 study period that are more critical with respect 
to Windy Gap yield than 2002.  

 
The current model study period also addressed the carry-over or recovery effects 
of additional Windy Gap diversions in wet years following dry years like 2002 and 
2003.  The current model study period from 1950 through 1996 includes several 
series of dry years followed by wet years, which illustrate the effects of increased 
diversions to refill Windy Gap firming storage.  For example, the existing study 
period includes the mid-1950’s drought followed by 1957 (a wet year), 1963 and 
1964 (dry years) followed by 1965 (wet year), 1977 (dry year) followed by 1978 
(wet year), and 1981 (dry year) followed by several wet years in the mid-1980s. 
These sequences of years allow for an evaluation of impacts associated with 
diverting additional water in wet years following dry years. 
 
The model study period is suitable for estimating hydrologic effects associated 
with the EIS alternatives because it includes a broad range of average, wet, and dry 
years, and sequences of years that include dry years followed by wet years. 
 
19.  See response to Comment No. 17.  In addition to the long-term average daily 
flows; daily data for the entire 47-year study period for the USGS gages on the 
Colorado River below Granby Reservoir, below Windy Gap, at Hot Sulphur 
Springs, near Kremmling, and for the gage on Willow Creek below Willow Creek 
Reservoir was generated using historical daily data for nearby USGS gages.  See 
Section 4.2.4 in the Water Resources Technical Report for a detailed discussion of 
the process used to disaggregate monthly model output.  The daily disaggregation 
factors were applied to the monthly flow data at the corresponding gage to develop 
daily flows. 
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20. The CDSS model, which was used to evaluate hydrologic effects on the West 
Slope, covers the Colorado River drainage from the headwaters to the Colorado-
Utah state line.  Therefore, the active model area extends downstream of the 
Dotsero gage.  However, the area considered for the analysis of hydrologic effects 
extends downstream to the USGS gage near Kremmling.  The downstream extent 
of the study area was initially based on the location where average monthly flow 
changes would be less than 10% under direct effects.  Resource evaluations were 
conducted to determine impacts at that location and assess the validity of the 
downstream study area extent.  Results of the resource evaluations indicate direct 
effects due to the WGFP would be negligible to minor along the Colorado River 
near the Kremmling gage.  Therefore, extension of the study area further 
downstream is not warranted based on the results of the resource evaluations.  
 
Regarding future potential projects downstream of Kremmling, see Section 8.1 of 
the Water Resources Technical Report for a discussion of the criteria for 
identifying reasonably foreseeable actions.  Wolcott Reservoir was not considered 
reasonably foreseeable and is currently not a component of the selected alternative 
to supply 10,825 water. 
 
21.  See response to Comment No. 6. 
22.  Additional stream temperature and climatic data became available following 
the initial analysis of temperature impacts for the DEIS.  Subsequently, a dynamic 
temperature model (Hydros 2011) was developed with input and review by EPA to 
simulate weekly average temperatures and daily maximums for the Colorado 
River between Windy Gap Reservoir and the Williams Fork for existing 
conditions and the alternatives.  The model simulations were conducted for the 
months of June through September using the very warm observed climatic data 
from 2007.  Results of this analysis indicated that increased exceedance of the 
chronic MWAT and acute DM standards would occur in July and August of some 
years.  Specifically, temperature standard exceedances were simulated to increase 
from existing conditions in 4 out of the 15 years evaluated with additional WGFP 
diversions.  For these years, the dynamic modeling indicated that the MWAT 
standard would be exceeded for several consecutive days or weeks and the DM 
would be exceeded up to several additional days, when simulated with the very 
warm 2007 meteorology.  Mitigation for temperature impacts is included in the 
Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Plan developed by the Subdistrict.  See Section 
3.8.4.2 for further discussion of temperature mitigation.  Temperature mitigation 
measures would reduce the potential for exceedance of the temperature standards 
and impacts to fish associated with operation of the WGFP.  Other factors 
including low precipitation, diversions by others, and WWTP discharges also 
contribute to elevated stream temperatures, whether the WGFP is pumping or not.   
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23.  See response to Comment No. 22. 
 
24.  The interim standards were incorrectly noted in the DEIS.  The standards 
apply to the Colorado River between Granby Reservoir and the confluence with 
the Roaring Fork, as opposed to between the Fraser River confluence and the 
Troublesome Creek confluence.  The chronic interim standard was an MWAT of 
18.2°C.  In 2008, after the DEIS was distributed, the final standards were adopted 
for the basin, setting the chronic MWAT at 18.2°C.  The discussion in the DEIS 
(p. 3-96) compares modeled results to an 18.2°C MWAT above Troublesome 
Creek and a 20°C MWAT below Troublesome Creek.  Although the comparison 
was incorrect below the Troublesome Creek confluence, the conclusion is the 
same.  There would not be chronic temperature exceedances below Troublesome 
Creek.  The discussion in this section of the FEIS has been adjusted to be 
consistent with the current standards.  See response to Comment No. 22. 
 
See response to Comment No. 22 for additional temperature modeling and 
mitigation. 
 
25.  See response to Comment No. 6. 
 
26.  The WGFP Participants have committed to and will be required to maintain a 
state-approved water conservation plan in accordance with the Water Conservation 
Act of 2004, as amended (Colorado House Bill 04-1365).  Seven of the WGFP 
Participants have Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB)-approved plans, 
and other participants will be required to have a CWCB-approved plan prior to 
delivery of WGFP water.  Reclamation would require maintenance of a state-
approved water conservation plan as a condition to a contract with the Subdistrict. 
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1.  The WGFP FEIS fully considered the cumulative impacts of the Moffat 
Collection System Project, as well as other reasonably foreseeable future actions.  
The cumulative effects analysis included hydrologic modeling of the Moffat 
Project including changes in Fraser River, Williams Fork, and Blue River flows.  
The cumulative effects analysis for water quality, aquatics, and other resources 
were analyzed in the same level of detail as the direct impact of the WGFP.  The 
WGFP and Moffat Project have different objectives, different project proponents, 
and no shared facilities.  Combining the two projects in one EIS is not needed to 
adequately evaluate the cumulative effects of the projects.  The Corps is a 
cooperating agency for the WGFP, and Reclamation and the Corps have 
coordinated on the assessment of cumulative effects and mitigation for the two 
projects. 
 
2.  The FEIS includes an assessment of the potential effects to a wide range of 
environmental and socioeconomic resources using the best information available.  
Where substantial adverse effects were identified, mitigation measures have been 
identified that will avoid and/or minimize adverse impacts.  Additional mitigation 
measures were defined and developed to reduce or offset the potential impacts 
from implementation of the proposed project.  Mitigation measures and the 
effectiveness of those measures are described for each resource in Environmental 
Consequences—Chapter 3.  An updated summary of mitigation measures is also 
included in Section 3.25 of the FEIS.  Mitigation measures include the Fish and 
Wildlife Mitigation Plan developed by the Subdistrict in accordance with the 
requirements of CRS 37-60-122.2 (FEIS Appendix E).  The Colorado Wildlife 
Commission adopted the FWMP on June 9, 2011 and the Colorado Water 
Conservation Board (CWCB) adopted it on July 13, 2011. 
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3.  Reclamation expects to complete the NEPA process with a Record of Decision 
(ROD) no sooner than 30 days after the Final EIS is made available to the public.  
The ROD will document Reclamation’s selection of an alternative for the WGFP 
and discuss the factors, including C-BT Project water rights that were considered in 
making that decision.  If the selected alternative includes issuing a water contract, 
Reclamation intends to determine whether the proposed contract complies with 
Senate Document 80, and other applicable authorities, prior to execution of the 
proposed contract.  See the discussion of text added at the beginning of Section 
1.10.2 of the FEIS. 
 
4.  As currently configured in the Proposed Action, C-BT water is typically 
delivered to Chimney Hollow Reservoir during the fall and winter months when 
space is available in the Adams Tunnel.  Chimney Hollow Reservoir is maintained 
full with C-BT and Windy Gap water so that when Windy Gap water is pumped, 
there is sufficient C-BT water in Chimney Hollow Reservoir to exchange. 
Operating in this manner maximizes the firm yield of Windy Gap water.  
Prepositioning does not assume that Windy Gap supplies are constantly available; 
if Windy Gap water is not available to pump in a dry year, C-BT water would build 
up in Chimney Hollow Reservoir.  
The Subdistrict has proposed a modified version of prepositioning be included in 
the Proposed Action as mitigation for potentially lower water levels in Granby 
Reservoir as a result of the WGFP. This would reduce water level fluctuations in 
Granby Reservoir, particularly in dry years.  Granby Reservoir would remain 
higher in dry years and Chimney Hollow Reservoir would remain lower.  See 
Section 3.5.4 in the FEIS for a discussion of this mitigation measure. 
 
5.  The WGFP Participants have committed and will be required to maintain a 
state-approved water conservation plan in accordance with the Water Conservation 
Act of 2004, as amended (Colorado House Bill 04-1365).  Seven of the WGFP 
Participants have Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB)-approved plans, 
and participants will be required to have a CWCB-approved plan prior to delivery 
of WGFP water.  Reclamation would require maintenance of a state-approved 
water conservation plan as a condition to a contract with the Subdistrict. 
 
6.  The recreation analysis focuses on boating opportunities on the Colorado River 
and at existing reservoirs.  Those uses were identified as issues during the scoping 
process and are the most likely to be affected by hydrological changes resulting 
from the alternatives.  Potential impacts to land-based recreational activities, 
including camping, hiking, scenic driving, and sightseeing, are described in the 
Recreation Resources Technical Report and in the Effects Common to All 
Alternatives section. 
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Potential effects of hydrological changes on commercial and private fishing 
opportunities are further described in the FEIS.  However, the aquatic resources 
analysis determined that the projected effects to fish habitat would not result in a 
loss of angling opportunities or success. 
The direct and secondary economic impacts of boating and camping activities are 
described in detail in the Socioeconomics section.  Property values are not expected 
to be affected.  Impacts on property tax revenues from land acquisitions for 
reservoirs have been added to the FEIS. 
 
7.  See response to Comment No. 6. 
 
8.  WGFP water rights are relatively junior to other senior water rights in the upper 
Colorado River basin.  Additionally, in 1980, as part of the original Windy Gap 
project,  the Subdistrict agreed to subordinate its Windy Gap decrees to all present 
and future in-basin irrigation, and domestic and municipal uses (excluding 
industrial uses) on the Colorado and Fraser rivers and their tributaries above Windy 
Gap Reservoir as part of the original Windy Gap Project.  Proposed mitigation to 
avoid increased nutrients in the Three lakes system as a result of the WGFP are 
discussed in Section 3.8.4 of the FEIS.  These mitigation measures would improve 
the quality of the Fraser River, Willow Creek, and Colorado River regardless of 
WGFP diversions. 
 
9.  Additional mitigation measures were defined and developed to avoid or 
minimize the potential adverse impacts of implementing the proposed project.  
Mitigation measures and the effectiveness of those measures are described for each 
resource in Environmental Consequences—Chapter 3.  An updated summary of 
mitigation measures is also included in Section 3.25 of the FEIS. 
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1. The proposed WGFP would not impact flows in the Fraser River basin.  The 
WGFP will not affect flows at the wastewater treatment plant’s (WWTP) 
discharge point.  The cumulative effects of the Moffat Project were evaluated as 
part of the WGFP, but these cumulative effects occur downstream of the 
confluence of the Fraser and Colorado rivers. 
 
Section 3.8.4 of the FEIS includes a discussion of the nutrient mitigation measures 
designed to offset nutrient loading to the Three Lakes from additional WGFP 
pumping.  These measures would offset the nitrogen and phosphorus loadings to 
the Three Lakes projected from the WGFP.  These measures would not only 
benefit the Three Lakes and deliveries to the East Slope during pumping, but 
would provide a year-round benefit to water quality in the lower Fraser River, 
Willow Creek, and the Colorado River. 
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1.  The WGFP FEIS fully considered the cumulative impacts of the Moffat 
Collection System Project, as well as other reasonably foreseeable future actions.  
The cumulative effects analysis included hydrologic modeling of the Moffat 
Project including changes in Fraser River, Williams Fork, and Blue River flows.  
The cumulative effects analysis for water quality, aquatics, and other resources 
were analyzed in the same level of detail as the direct impacts of the WGFP.  The 
Corps is a cooperating agency for the WGFP, and Reclamation and the Corps have 
coordinated on the assessment of cumulative effects and mitigation for the two 
projects. 
 
2.  We believe this alternative included bypassing the City of Broomfield’s Windy 
Gap water for delivery via the C-BT Project.  Broomfield currently receives 
treated water from Denver Water.  However, there is no delivery mechanism for 
Broomfield to receive deliveries of water from Denver Water if it is transported 
through C-BT facilities.  The entire capacity of the Southern Water Supply 
Pipeline is committed and there is no additional capacity to deliver more water 
from Carter Lake to Broomfield.  
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3.  Reclamation’s decision on the WGFP would require compliance with all 
applicable regulatory requirements, agreements, and mitigation measures. 
 
 
 
 
4.  The Subdistrict is a participant in the Recovery Program for Colorado River 
endangered fish species and signed a Recovery Agreement with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (FWS) in March 2000.  Section 7 consultation with the FWS on 
the WGFP was completed on February 12, 2010 when the FWS issued their 
biological opinion on the WGFP.  A separate NEPA action is currently under 
consideration by Reclamation for providing 10,825 AF of water releases for 
endangered fish species.  Current proposals include storage and release of half of 
the 10,825 AF of water from Granby Reservoir. 
 
5.  Section 3.8.4 of the FEIS includes a discussion of the nutrient mitigation 
measures designed to offset nutrient loading to the Three Lakes from additional 
WGFP pumping.  These measures include upgrades to the Fraser WWTP and 
implementation of best management practices and other erosion-control measures 
to reduce nonpoint agricultural sources of nutrient discharges in the Willow Creek 
drainage and elsewhere.  These measures would offset nitrogen and phosphorus 
loadings to the Three Lakes projected from the WGFP.  These measures would not 
only benefit the Three Lakes and deliveries to the East Slope during pumping, but 
would provide a year-round benefit to water quality in the lower Fraser River, 
Willow Creek, and Colorado River. 
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1.  Section 3.8.4 of the FEIS includes a discussion of the nutrient mitigation 
measures designed to offset nutrient loading to the Three Lakes from additional 
WGFP pumping.  These measures would offset the total nitrogen and total 
phosphorus loadings to the Three Lakes anticipated from the WGFP.  These 
measures would not only benefit the Three Lakes and deliveries to the East Slope 
during pumping, but would provide a year-round benefit to water quality in the 
lower Fraser River, Willow Creek, and the Colorado River. 
 
2.  Additional mitigation measures were defined and developed to reduce or offset 
the potential impacts from implementation of the proposed project.  Mitigation 
measures and the effectiveness of those measures are described for each resource 
in Environmental Consequences—Chapter 3.  An updated summary of mitigation 
measures is also included in Section 3.25 of the FEIS. 
In addition to the mitigation measures used to reduce nutrient loading into the 
Colorado River and Three Lakes as described in response to Comment No. 1, 
additional mitigation measures will be implemented to avoid or minimize other 
adverse water quality effects of the WGFP.  These are described in Section 3.8.4 
of the FEIS.  
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