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Response to Comments by Organizations, Environmental 
Groups, and Local Businesses 
Comments by organizations, environmental groups, and local businesses are listed alphabetically in Table 
2.  Responses to these comments follow the table. 
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Table 2. Comments by organizations, environmental groups, and local businesses. 

Organization Commenter Letter Number 
Adventures in White Water Rafting Helena Powell 390 
Adventures in Whitewater Paul Renfro 125 
Bar Lazy J Guest Ranch Jerry Helmicki 1052 
Bein Mountain Ranch LLC Laura Emerson 51 
Chimney Rock Ranch Fritz Holleman 1059 
Clinton Ditch and Reservoir Company Glenn Porzak 1060 
Colorado Environmental Coalition Becky Long 381 
Colorado Environmental Coalition Becky Long 883 
Colorado River Outfitter Association Helena Powell 121 
Colorado River Ranch Pete and Carol Petersen 118 
Colorado Wildlife Federation Suzanne O'Neill 1063 
Fly Fishing Outfitters, Confluence Kayaks, Cutthroat 
Anglers, Winter Park Optical, Devil’s Thumb Ranch 

Bob Streb, Jonathan Kahn, 
Chris Hall, Scott Linn, 
Seth Martin 

1110 

Front Range Anglers Paul Prentiss 240 
GeoTours Whitewater Raft Trips Bruce Becker 256 
Gold Medal Ranch LLC Norman Carpenter 24 
Granby Chamber of Commerce Sharon Brenner 359 
Greater Grand Lake Shoreline Association John Brooks 408 
Greater Grand Lake Shoreline Association Steve Paul 58 
Greater Grand Lake Shoreline Association Steve Paul 388 
McElroy Ranch John, Mary, McElroy 1094 
Middle Park Stockgrowers Bill Thompson 1124 
Mo Henry’s Trout Shop Henry Kirwan 237 
Mo Henry’s Trout Shop Henry Kirwan 375 
Mountain Lakes Lodge Richard Naha 1103 
North Shore Resort Richard Naha 1106 
Platte River Power Bill Emslie 367 
R.W. Thorpe & Associates, Inc. Robert Thorpe 148 
Shoreline Landing Homeowners Association Canton O’Donnell 386 
Sierra Club - Rocky Mountain Chapter Mark Easter 1117 
Tabernash Meadows Water and Sanitation Lauralee Kourse 204 
Three Lakes Watershed Association Elwin Crabtree 363 
Three Lakes Watershed Association Elwin Crabtree 33 
Trout Unlimited David McComb 417 
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Organization Commenter Letter Number 
Trout Unlimited Amelia Whiting 1126 
Western Resource Advocates Bart Miller 1138 
Wiegers & Co. George A. Wiegers 252 
Winter Park Optical Scott Linn 380 
Winter Park Resort Gary DeFrange 1136 
Yust Ranch Jim Yust 168 
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Com- 
ment Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.  The 47-year hydrologic study period provides a reasonable estimate of the 
range of likely future hydrologic conditions from which to evaluate the potential 
effects of the WGFP alternatives.  Expanding the hydrologic period to 2002 was 
considered, but data were not available at the time the modeling was conducted.  
Regardless, the WGFP would have no impact in drought years like 2002 because 
Windy Gap water rights did not come into priority in 2002 and there were no 
Windy Gap diversions in 2002.  The Socioeconomics section of the FEIS 
quantifies impacts on commercial boating from the alternatives using the best 
available data. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1 

Letter #390 
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Com- 
ment Letter #390 Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2.  The economic value of boating differs from the prices rafting companies charge 
their customers because some of the costs incurred by the rafting company are not 
captured in the local economy.  A recent study was used to estimate the economic 
value of boating (Loomis 2005), which was indexed to 2007 levels.  
 
3.  The development of “preferred flow” and “minimum preferred flow” standards 
for boating on the Colorado River was based on previous studies, published 
guidebooks, and personal communications with raft guides and BLM staff.  The 
400 cfs minimum flow reported in the DEIS was not used in calculation of 
impacts.  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 for Pumphouse.  The Recreation section of the 
FEIS includes these changes.   
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Com- 
ment Letter #125 Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.  The development of “preferred flow” and “minimum preferred flow” standards 
for boating on the Colorado River was based on previous studies, published 
guidebooks, and personal communications with raft guides and BLM staff.  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 for Pumphouse.  The Recreation Section in Chapter 3 of the FEIS 
includes these changes.   
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Com- 
ment Letter #1052 Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.  Reclamation will continue to operate the C-BT Project in accordance with the 
requirements of Senate document 80.  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.  As a result of operation of the C-BT Project, Granby Reservoir water levels 
have fluctuated widely in the past and would continue to do so in the future.  To 
minimize adverse effects of the WGFP on Granby Reservoir water levels, 
mitigation has been proposed that modifies the way prepositioning is implemented 
as discussed in Section 3.5.4 of the FEIS.  Hydrologic modeling indicates that 
prepositioning of C-BT water in Chimney Hollow would likely be curtailed when 
Granby Reservoir storage reaches about 340,000 AF (8,250 feet in elevation).  
Additional information has been added to the FEIS to better correlate drawdowns 
during consecutive dry years with reservoir surface area in Section 3.19.2—
Recreation.  See Section 3.8.4 for a description of temperature mitigation 
measures associated with the WGFP that would reduce the potential for impacts to 
fish. 
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Com- 
ment Letter #1052 Response 

 
 
3.  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 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 WGFP is not pumping, 
particularly in the late summer.  The Subdistrict has no control over Colorado 
River flow when the Windy Gap Project is not pumping. 
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 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.  
Anticipated diversions of the original Windy Gap Project were greater than those 
in the WGFP.   
Effects were quantified where data on use and impacts are available.  Effects of 
the proposed alternatives on recreation experiences and aesthetics is qualitatively 
described wherever possible, recognizing that these effects vary widely by 
individual user.   
Reductions in preferred boating flows and boating days are described in the 
Recreation and Socioeconomics sections.  This analysis focuses primarily on 
commercial boating, for which baseline use data exists.   
As described in the Aquatic Resources section of the FEIS, projected effects to 
fish habitat are not anticipated to translate to a loss in fishing opportunities or 
fishing success.  Based on the hydrologic analysis and anticipated changes, the 
DEIS correctly states that hydrological changes are unlikely to adversely impact 
sport fishing under any of the alternatives, and that changes to the visual quality of 
the Colorado River would not be discernable to most viewers, and would remain 
similar to existing conditions.  It is therefore reasonable to assume that the 
proposed hydrological changes would not impact private development along the 
Colorado River. 
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Com- 
ment Letter #1052 Response 

 
 
We were unable to find any information to quantify the incremental impacts on 
property value for changes in lake levels in a high elevation western water storage 
reservoir where water levels fluctuate widely like Granby Reservoir.  As described 
in response to Comment No. 1, modified prepositioning for the Preferred 
Alternative would reduce Granby Reservoir water level drawdowns in average and 
dry years. 
 
4.  No supplemental EIS is required to address the comments received on the 
DEIS.  The FEIS includes additional information and clarifications on project 
impacts, as well as more specific mitigation measures. 
 
5.  The WGFP FEIS considered past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions in the cumulative effects assessment.  The C-BT Project is a past action 
that was included in the baseline hydrology and also was used in the evaluation of 
cumulative hydrologic impacts and cumulative impacts to other resources.  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 for water quality, aquatics, and other resources were 
analyzed in the same level of detail as the direct impact of the WGFP. 
 
6.  Additional discussion, figures, and tables to illustrate potential effects to 
fisheries were added in Section 3.9.2 of the FEIS.  The FEIS also includes 
additional mitigation measures for aquatic resources in Sections 3.8.4 and  3.9.4 
per the development of a Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Plan 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).  These measures include nutrient reduction to improve water 
quality in the Fraser River, Willow Creek, and Colorado River.   
Please see additional text added at the beginning of the Responses to Comments 
Section of the FEIS Appendix F explaining legal issues related to the proposed 
WGFP and the C-BT Project. 
 
7.  The socioeconomic evaluation was conducted using the best information 
available.  See response to Comment No. 3. 
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Com- 
ment Letter #1052 Response 

 
 
 
 
 
8.  The WGFP was initiated by the Participants because the original Windy Gap 
Project failed to deliver the yield from Participant water rights that were 
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 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 is to fix a broken project using 
existing water rights, not to search for 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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Com- 
ment Letter #51 Response 

 
 
 
 
 
1.  As indicated in Section 3.9.2.4 of the FEIS, the small increases in flow 
projected for the Big Thompson River below Lake Estes could increase fish 
habitat slightly, but is unlikely to measurably affect fish populations or fishing. 
 
 
 
 
 
2.  See response to Comment No. 1 above.  The modest flow increases in the Big 
Thompson River are anticipated to have a negligible effect on an angler’s ability to 
wade in the stream.  Flow increases are small (generally less than 10 cfs) when 
flows are usually in the range of 35 cfs to 40 cfs.  The increases occur in summer.  
Flow increases of this type should benefit both the invertebrates and fish without 
impacting the ability to fish the river. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1 
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Com- 
ment Letter #1059 Response 
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Com- 
ment Letter #1059 Response 
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Com- 
ment Letter #1059 Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.  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 Windy Gap 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 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 diversions by participants which they can currently do 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. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1 
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Com- 
ment Letter #1059 Response 

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.  Recent diversions represents the Participants’ need for 
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 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 
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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Com- 
ment Letter #1059 Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
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.  

 
 
 
 
 

1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2 
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Com- 
ment Letter #1059 Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3.  Additional mitigation measures were defined and developed to avoid or 
minimize adverse effects 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.  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 measures to mitigate 
exceedance of the temperature standard.  These measures are a component of the 
mitigation and environmental commitments described in the FEIS (Section 3.25). 
Relocating Windy Gap Reservoir to an off-channel location was not considered as 
a component of the project.  Other mitigation measures to reduce nutrient loading 
in the Colorado River would reduce aquatic impacts.  Because of the short 
residence time in Windy Gap Reservoir, substantial warming does not occur.  The 
existing conditions include the past effects of streamflow temperature regimes and 
factors such as whirling disease.  Whirling disease in particular is widespread 
across the State of Colorado and has resulted in the loss or reduction of rainbow 
trout populations in most of the State’s rivers.  The CDOW is actively researching 
ways to counteract whirling disease within the river systems, including stocking 
alternate species that are less susceptible to whirling disease.  The statement 
attributing lower whirling disease pathogens comes from Mr. Barry Nehring of 
CDOW.  The FEIS was edited to reference the source of that statement.  The lower 
number of pathogens may be due in part to a shift in the species composition of 
tubifex worms in Windy Gap Reservoir.  Additional discussion has been added to 
the FEIS to provide more recent information from the Division of Wildlife on the 
tubiflex worms.  In a presentation made on the Colorado River fishery, Jon Ewert, 
CDOW biologist, stated that the nonhost tubifex species was becoming more 
prevalent in the reservoir and was part of the reason for the lower incidence of 
whirling disease pathogens (Jon Ewert, CDOW, July 14, 2009). 

 
 
 
 

2 
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Com- 
ment Letter #1059 Response 

 
 
The Grand County Stream Management Plan (SMP) was reviewed during 
preparation of the EIS.  Our understanding is that the objective of the SMP is 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 have been identified or will be 
developed 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 might help meet some of the goals of the 
SMP. 
 
4.  The Affected Environment section for each of the resources discussed in the 
FEIS defines the condition of resources based on past and present actions and 
activities in the Colorado River basin.  The cumulative effects analysis then adds 
in the incremental effects of the Proposed Action with other reasonably 
foreseeable future actions to assess likely effects.  Reasonably foreseeable actions 
included the Moffat Project and the hydrologic and associated changes that would 
come with operation of that project and other projected changes in the basin as 
identified in Section 3.5.3 of the FEIS.  The same level of analysis was conducted 
for cumulative effects as for direct project effects.   
As mentioned in response to Comment No. 3, a number of additional mitigation 
measures are included in the FEIS including a commitment avoid additional 
nutrients inputs to the Three Lakes system from the WGFP. 
 
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 
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. 

 
 
 
 

3 
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Com- 
ment Letter #1059 Response 

 
 
 
 
See response to Comment No. 3 on whirling disease.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
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.  The 
discussion on Windy Gap Reservoir in Section 3.9.1.4 of the FEIS includes 
additional discussion citing CDOW references on whirling disease, which indicate 
that whirling disease is still present, but there appears to be a shift in the species of 
tubifex worms in the reservoir.  The current species are not carriers of whirling 
disease in the same number as previously sampled in Windy Gap Reservoir.  
Studies concluded that habitat modifications did not result in significantly lower 
infection rates, as shown by the prevalence of whirling disease myxospores in 
young trout. 
 
The WGFP FEIS and associated hydrologic modeling and resource evaluation 
fully considered the cumulative impacts of the Moffat Collection System Project, 
C-BT Project; and other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions.   
 
5.  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 
(e.g., 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 
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 Grand County at a meeting on March 4, 
2005.  At Grand County’s request, the analysis was subsequently updated to take 
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ment Letter #1059 Response 

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 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 illustrates the effects of increased 
diversions to refill Windy Gap firming storage.  For example, the existing study 
period includes the mid-1950s 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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ment Letter #1059 Response 

 
 
The Shoshone call agreement was sufficiently analyzed as a reasonably 
foreseeable action for cumulative effects.  The hydrologic effects of the Shoshone 
call agreement are discussed in Section 3.5.3.2 of the DEIS under the subsection 
Colorado River, and in more detail in Section 8.4.2.6 of the Water Resources 
Technical Report.  While Windy Gap diversions may increase under a Shoshone 
call reduction, diversions with or without the firming project 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. 
 
 
6.  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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7.  Potential effects of hydrological changes on commercial and private fishing 
opportunities are described in the FEIS.  The aquatic resources analysis 
determined that the projected effects to fish habitat would not result in a loss of 
angling opportunities or success.  As reported in the Recreation section, effects of 
the proposed alternatives on land-based recreation activities and aesthetics in 
Grand County are not expected to be measurable.  Thus, there should not be a 
corresponding decrease in property values along the Colorado River below the 
WGFP.   
 
The “Gold Medal” trout fishery policy was adopted in 1992 by the Colorado 
Wildlife Commission.  This designation is limited to “waters of the State 
accessible for fishing to the general angling public.”  Only public waters are 
designated as Gold Medal; private waters are excluded by the above requirement.  
To be eligible for designation, the water must consistently produce a minimum 
standing stock of 60 pounds of trout per acre and a minimum of 12 quality trout 
(>14 inches long) per acre.  The Colorado River public waters currently designated 
as Gold Medal meet these criteria (The current population estimates are 131 
pounds per acre and 51 fish greater than 14 inches.).  It is assumed that CDOW 
management of the river will continue as it has in the past, and the Gold Medal 
designation will remain in place.  Mitigation for potential impacts to aquatic 
resources from the WGFP are addressed the Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Plan as 
described in response to Comment No. 3.  As a result, no adverse impact to the 
Gold Medal designation is expected.  
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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.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1a.  The purpose of the WGFP EIS is to disclose the effects of implementing the 
proposed WGFP.  As part of the evaluation discussed in the response to Comment 
No. 1, Reclamation will assure that the proposed project will not adversely affect 
operation of the C-BT Project.   
 
 
 
2.  C-BT water rights issues:  The Subdistrict is not proposing an expansion of the 
Windy Gap water rights.  All diversions after the WGFP is constructed will 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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3.  The Affected Environment section for each of the resources discussed in the 
EIS defines the condition of resources based on past and present actions and 
activities in the Colorado River basin.  The cumulative effects analysis then adds 
the incremental effects of the Proposed Action with other reasonably foreseeable 
future actions to assess likely effects.  Reasonably foreseeable actions include the 
Moffat Project and the hydrologic and associated changes that would come with 
operation of that project, and other projected changes in the basin. (See Section 2.8 
of the EIS)  The same level of analysis was conducted for cumulative effects as for 
direct project effects.   
 
The WGFP FEIS fully considered the cumulative impacts of the Moffat Project, as 
well as other reasonably foreseeable future actions.  The cumulative effects 
analysis includes hydrologic modeling of the Moffat Project 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. 
 
4. 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  
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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 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 diversions by 
participants which they can currently do 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.   
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 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 
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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 
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. 
 
5.  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 
(e.g., 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 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.  
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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.  
 
The Shoshone call agreement was sufficiently analyzed as a reasonably 
foreseeable action for cumulative effects.  The hydrologic effects of the Shoshone 
call agreement are discussed in Section 3.5.3.2 of the DEIS under the subsection 
Colorado River, and in more detail in Section 8.4.2.6 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. 
 
 
 
 
 

F-419



WINDY GAP FIRMING PROJECT — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
 

Com- 
ment Letter #1060 Response 

6.  Additional mitigation measures were defined and developed to avoid or 
minimize adverse effects from implementing 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.  Mitigation includes the Fish and 
Wildlife Mitigation Plan (FWMP) 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 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.  However, mitigation measures included 
in the FEIS, may help meet some of the goals of the SMP. 
 
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. 
Reclamation cannot require how an entity uses its water rights.  As mentioned in 
Chapter 1 of the FEIS, Participants would be reusing their Windy Gap water as 
best suited for their specific circumstances.  For some Participants, this includes a 
capture and reuse program for nonpotable irrigation; for others, a second use of 
Windy Gap water is used to augment other depletions.  When Windy Gap water 
deliveries become reliable through a firming project, Participants can better plan 
the most efficient way to reuse this water. 
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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.  Economic values for fishing are not reported in the EIS because although 
reduction in Colorado River fish habitat is projected with reduced streamflow in 
some years, this is not expected to translate to an adverse impact to fish 
populations and fishing success, as discussed in the Recreation section.  
Commercial fishing visitor days are reported in the Recreation section of the FEIS. 
 
 
3.  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 a determination made by the BLM as 
part of the planning process and is not part of the evaluation for the WGFP EIS.   
 
4.  Potential impacts to fish due to changes in habitat, stream channel morphology, 
and water quality are described in Section 3.9.2 of the FEIS.  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).  The FWMP was developed to address adverse effects to 
fisheries from the WGFP, but some of the measures may help meet some of the 
goals of the Stream Management Plan. 
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Additional discussion clarifying potential impacts to fish was added to the Aquatic 
Resource section of the FEIS.  Aquatic resource mitigation measures are described 
in Sections 3.8.4 and 3.9.4 of the FEIS. 
 
5. See response to Comment No. 1. 
 
6.  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 and detailed in the FWMP (FEIS Appendix E) might help meet some 
of the goals of the SMP. 
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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 were 
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.  Many of the 
WGFP Participants have additional future water needs beyond what will be 
available from the Windy Gap project after construction of the WGFP, and 
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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. 
 
 
 
 
 
2.  Water conservation is a component of each of the Participant’s operations. 
Each participant has committed to, and will be required to maintain a state-
approved 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.  These conservation measures help conserve available 
water supplies and reduce demand, and as a result, can delay the timing of future 
water needs, but would not eliminate the need for the project.  Additional 
discussion on Participant water conservation practices was added to Sections 
1.6.2.3 and 1.7 of the FEIS. 
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3.  The water rights in question were initially issued by the State of Colorado in 
1980 as conditional rights and made absolute by Colorado in 1990 in Case No. 
89CW298.  No new water rights are being sought to implement the WGFP.  The 
socioeconomic analysis (Section 3.22) quantifies the impacts to whitewater-based 
recreation using the best available information.  Revisions to the Socioeconomic 
section were made to better refine estimates of impacts to boating from occasional 
decreases in preferred flows. 
Impacts to private or commercially guided fishing are not anticipated based on the 
assessment of aquatic resource impacts and with implementation of mitigation 
measures in 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.  The 
FWMP is a component of the mitigation and environmental commitments 
described in the FEIS (Section 3.25).  See Sections 3.8.4 and 3.9.4 of the FEIS for 
aquatic resource mitigation. 
 
4.  Colorado River hydrologic, water quality, aquatic, and recreation impacts were 
evaluated downstream of the Blue River based on data from the Kremmling gage.  
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.  
Section 7 consultation was completed on February 12, 2010 addressing effects of 
the WGFP on the Colorado River endangered fish species.  Adverse effects are 
being mitigated in accordance with the requirements of the Programmatic 
Biological Opinion.  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, 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.   
 
5.  The WGFP FEIS considered past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions in the cumulative effects assessment.  The C-BT Project is a past action 
that was included in the baseline hydrology, and was also used in the evaluation of 
cumulative hydrologic impacts and cumulative impacts to other resources.  As 
described in response to Comment No. 6, the Moffat Project was evaluated in 
detail in the cumulative effects assessment. 
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6.  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.  
Hydrologic impacts of the Moffat Project are actually overstated in the WGFP 
analysis by 30,000 AF because Denver changed their estimate after the hydrologic 
modeling 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. 
 
7.  The comment has three parts and the response is organized accordingly. 
a. Need for a daily-step hydrologic model: 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.  
A combination of daily and monthly hydrologic data were used for evaluations of 
resources dependent on flows or reservoir storage contents and levels.  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 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. 
 
b. The WGFP EIS is deficient because the WGFP and Moffat Collection System 
Project were not reviewed in a single EIS:  The cumulative effects analysis for the 
WGFP considered future diversions by the Moffat Project.  The lead federal 
agencies for each EIS shared hydrologic data so that the model simulations of the  
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WGFP and Moffat Project were consistent and in appropriate detail for each EIS.  
Additional text has been added to Section 3.5.2.2 of the FEIS on model 
simulations for the WGFP and the Moffat Project and discusses coordination of 
those modeling efforts.  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 has coordinated on the assessment of cumulative effects and mitigation 
for the two projects. 
 
c. Windy Gap existing diversions are overestimated: 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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Reclamation believes that the  effects assessments based on net depletions to the 
Colorado River below Windy Gap 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. 
 
8.  Nutrient concentrations in the Three Lakes were estimated in the DEIS using 
daily flow data from the hydrologic model and daily nutrient data based on 
measured data—data collected by the USGS, NCWCD, and USBR.  The model 
was run on a daily basis.  The results are summarized on an annual average and are 
also shown graphically on a daily basis in the WGFP Lake and Reservoir Water 
Quality Technical Report (AMEC 2007).  Daily pumping schedules were 
accounted for in the model. 
 
9.  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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10.  Additional mitigation measures were defined and developed to avoid and 
minimize potential adverse effects 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. 
 
11.  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 but could help meet some of the goals of 
the SMP. 
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1.  The Socioeconomics section of the FEIS (Section 3.22.2.4) quantifies impacts 
on commercial boating from the alternatives.  Impacts on private boating were 
quantified where estimates were available (e.g., Byers Canyon) and are at least 
partially covered by using a worst-case assumption of the complete loss of all 
boating when flows are less than the preferred range.  Per CEQ guidance and 
regulations implementing the provisions of the National Environmental Policy 
Act, agencies are required to use the best available information and there is 
currently no reliable data for private boating use on the Upper Colorado, and most 
commercial use is downstream of Kremmling.   
 
2.  See response to Comment No. 1.  The most recent commercial use data 
available from the Colorado River Outfitters Association (2007) at the time of the 
analysis were used.  The available data for 2008 is not substantially different.  In 
most dry years and drought years like 2002, Windy Gap water rights are not in 
priority and there would be no diversions. 
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1.  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 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 WGFP is not pumping, 
particularly in late summer.  The Subdistrict has no control over Colorado River 
flows when the Windy Gap Project is not pumping. 
 
The EIS points out in Section 3.18.2.3 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 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 Azure Agreement was developed to mitigate and 
address all objections to the Windy Gap Project.  The Azure Agreement was 
signed by 30 ranchers.  The WGFP will have no effect on how irrigators 
downstream of the C-BT Project are treated with respect to the requirements of 
Senate Document 80. 
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1. Thank you for your comment.  See responses to the Colorado Environmental 
Coalition (Comment Letter No. 883) and Colorado Trout Unlimited letters 
(Comment letter 1126). 
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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.  Granby Reservoir water levels have fluctuated widely in the past and would 
continue to do so in the future.  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 a 6 percent reduction in surface area and 
the loss of use of one boat ramp in 1 month of the 5-month recreation season in a 
water storage reservoir that regularly fluctuates under existing conditions would 
not substantially affect recreation use or the quality of the recreation experience.  
As a mitigation measure, the Subdistrict has proposed to modify prepositioning 
operations to moderate Granby Reservoir water level fluctuations.  C-BT water 
would not be delivered and stored in Chimney Hollow Reservoir in any year when 
elevations in Granby are anticipated to fall below elevation 8,250 feet.  Additional 
discussion of the effects of modified prepositioning is found in Section 3.5.4 of the 
FEIS. 
Additional information also was 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.  During successive dry years, the modified prepositioning would minimize 
impacts to boat ramp accessibility. 
Also see response to Comment No. 3. 
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3.  The DEIS 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 diversion for their water.  Socioeconomic effects were 
quantified where data on use and impacts are available.  Effects of the Proposed 
Alternative on recreation experiences and aesthetics is qualitatively described 
wherever possible, recognizing that these effects vary widely by individual users.  
As described in the Aquatic Resources section, projected effects to fish habitat are 
not anticipated to translate to a loss in fishing opportunities or fishing success.  
Reductions in preferred boating flows and boating days are described in the 
Recreation and Socioeconomics section of the EIS.  This analysis focuses 
primarily on commercial boating, for which baseline use data exist. 
The DEIS states that hydrological changes are unlikely to adversely impact sport 
fishing under any of the alternatives, and that changes to the visual quality of the 
Colorado River would not be discernable to most viewers, and would remain 
similar to existing conditions.  It is therefore reasonable to assume that the 
proposed hydrological changes would not impact private development along the 
Colorado River.  Considering development that has occurred along the shoreline in 
the last several decades and the lack of sufficient baseline data that would correlate 
changing water levels to property values, we were unable to quantify the 
incremental impacts on property values from changes in lake levels for a high 
elevation reservoir where water levels fluctuate widely such as Granby Reservoir.  
 
4. No supplemental EIS is required to address the comments received on the DEIS.  
The FEIS includes additional information and clarifications on project impacts, as 
well as more specific mitigation measures. 
 
5.  The WGFP FEIS considered past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions in the cumulative effects assessment.  The C-BT Project is a past action 
that was included in the baseline hydrology, and was used in the evaluation of 
cumulative hydrologic impacts and cumulative impacts to other resources.  The 
WGFP FEIS fully considered the cumulative impacts of the Moffat Project, as 
well as other reasonably foreseeable future actions that are discussed in Section 
2.8 of the DEIS and FEIS.  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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6.  Additional information on potential effects on fisheries was added in Section 
3.9.2 of the FEIS.  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 8, 
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). 
 
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. 
 
7.  The socioeconomic evaluation was conducted using the best information 
available.  See response to Comment No. 3. 
 
8.  The WGFP was initiated by the Participants because the original Windy Gap 
Project failed to deliver the yields that were 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 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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1.  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 Subdistrict.  
Additionally, other mitigation measures, as summarized in Section 3.25 and in 
each resource section of Chapter 3 of the FEIS, will avoid or minimize adverse 
effects of the proposed project on the Colorado River. 
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1.  The FEIS includes an assessment of impacts to a range of resources, including 
detailed assessment of potential effects to boating in the Colorado River.  The 
Recreation and Socioeconomic sections of the FEIS were revised to better describe 
potential recreation impacts and the economic effect of changes in available 
boating flows.  The analysis was based on a comparison of future hydrologic 
conditions for each of the alternative actions and existing hydrologic conditions. 
The No Action Alternative represents what WGFP Participants would do if 
Reclamation does not allow the proposed connections to C-BT facilities.  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. 
 
2.  The recreation analysis focuses on commercial boating and fishing data for the 
Gore Canyon/Pumphouse reach of the Colorado River because that is the reach 
from which most of the boating activity in the upper Colorado River occurs and 
for which there is accurate data available from the BLM.  The economic effects on 
commercial uses are described in the Socioeconomics section.  The Visual Quality 
section discusses potential effects of Colorado River hydrological changes on 
visual quality (finding that the scenic character would remain similar to existing 
conditions).  Effects of the alternatives on recreation experiences and aesthetics is  
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qualitatively described wherever possible, recognizing that these effects vary 
widely by individual user. 
 
3.  The Socioeconomic analysis details the potential economic effects of Colorado 
River flow changes in terms of the loss or gain of visitor days (and the monetary 
value of those days).  Available information was used in the analysis and the 
methods are described in Section 3.22.2.2 of the FEIS.  This section also describes 
the value of the recreation impact, which was defined as the willingness to pay 
unit-day, expressed in terms of dollars per visitor day, multiplied by the estimated 
gain or loss in visitors.  Also, because the analysis conservatively assumes a total 
loss of boating user days when preferred flows are not met, no additional estimates 
of indirect economic impacts were made.  It is unlikely that all boating activities 
would cease if flows were not in the preferred range, as long as flows were above 
minimum values.  Thus, the analysis provides a reasonable estimation of economic 
impacts from changes in the amount of preferred boating days, although the 
estimate does not segregate impacts specifically to outfitters. 
 
4.  The Recreation resources analysis focuses on the potential effects of the 
proposed hydrological changes on river and lake recreation.  Where possible, these 
quantitative hydrological changes are related to measurable thresholds that affect 
recreational access and opportunities (such as preferred flows for boating and 
access to boat ramps at reservoirs).  By their very nature, some recreation activities 
are widely dispersed, are not quantified, and the quality of recreation experiences 
vary by individual user.  Potential impacts were described quantitatively wherever 
possible and qualitatively where insufficient information was available based on 
sound logic and professional experience using the best available information. 
The EIS provides a reasonable description of the impacts of the alternatives based 
on available data and accepted analysis methods.  Section 3.25 of the FEIS 
describes  mitigation measures to reduce resource impacts, including modifying 
prepositioning to maintain higher water levels in Granby Reservoir, reducing 
nutrient loading into the Three Lakes system, and other measures that will avoid or 
minimize adverse effects to recreation and fish and wildlife resources as a result of 
the WGFP. 
 
5.  A combination of daily and monthly hydrologic data were used for flow-related 
resource evaluations.  Additional information on the use of daily data for resource 
analyses was included in Section 3.5.2.2 in the FEIS.  
 
6.  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, 
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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. 
 
7.  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.  After review of the Grand County SMP 
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 for Pumphouse.  The Recreation section of the FEIS 
includes these changes.   
 
8.  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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1.  Thank you for expressing your concerns about the proposed project.  Mitigation 
measures to avoid and minimize project impacts are summarized in Section 3.25 
of the FEIS and discussed in more detail for each of the resources. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1 

 
F-441



WINDY GAP FIRMING PROJECT — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
 

Com- 
ment Letter #359 Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
1.  Economic and recreation effects were quantified where data on use and impacts 
are available.  Quantitative impacts to boating in the Colorado River are included 
in the Socioeconomic section of the FEIS.  Hydrological changes are unlikely to 
adversely impact sport fishing under any alternative 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.  As reported in the Recreation section (Section 3.19), 
effects of the proposed alternatives on land-based recreation activities, aesthetics, 
and tourism in Grand County are not readily measured and are likely to be small.   
It is reasonable to assume that a 6 to 7 percent average reduction in Granby 
Reservoir surface area, in a water storage reservoir that regularly fluctuates under 
existing conditions, would not noticeably affect recreation use or the quality of the 
recreation experience, or have measurable socioeconomic impacts.  However, to 
reduce potential impacts as described in Section 3.5.4, the Subdistrict would 
modify prepositioning operations under the Proposed Action to moderate Granby 
Reservoir water level fluctuations, which would maintain higher average and dry 
year water levels in Granby Reservoir compared to the original prepositioning 
plan.  Additional mitigation measures to address Colorado River temperature, 
Three Lakes nutrient loading, flushing flows, and other impacts are summarized in 
Section 3.25 of the FEIS. 
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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 so that the WGFP would not exacerbate the current algae and 
clarity problem in the Three Lakes system.  These measures would offset the total 
nitrogen and total 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.  With 
respect to the requirements of Senate Document 80, please refer to the additional 
text added at the beginning of Section 1.10.2 of the FEIS. 
 
2.  The peak chlorophyll a concentrations and the minimum Secchi-disk depths are 
reported by year in the FEIS and encompass the period of prime concern in the 
summer.  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. 
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3.  In general, high flushing rates can improve water quality.  Flushing can achieve 
improved quality in eutrophic lakes by increasing the water exchange rate (Cooke 
et al. 2005).  According to these authors, “by increasing the water input the 
flushing rate is increased, which in turn increases the loss rate of plankton algae 
from the lake.”  The discussion in the EIS for Grand Lake is focused on predicted 
nitrogen concentrations and describe the impacts of both increased loading and 
increased flushing. 
 
4.  Discussion of the delta located in Grand Lake at the east end of the channel was 
included in the FEIS.  It is very difficult to quantitatively describe the impact of 
additional Farr pumping on the delta.  Given the existing problems with sediment 
in Shadow Mountain Reservoir, it is possible that the delta may increase with 
increasing Farr pumping; by how much, is unknown and difficult to quantify. 
 
5.  Considering modifications in C-BT Project facilities, such as rerouting C-BT 
Project water around Grand Lake, are beyond the scope of the WGFP EIS.  
Modifications to C-BT Project facilities would require Congressional 
authorization, funding, and review under the National Environmental Policy Act.  
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1.  The DEIS analysis shows a decrease of almost 4% to the annual average 
Secchi-disk depth for Grand Lake for the alternatives compared with existing 
conditions.  Annual averages are listed in Table 3-54 of the DEIS (Table 3-75 
FEIS).  Figure 3-81 was added to the FEIS to show the predicted daily fluctuations 
in Secchi-disk depth for Grand Lake and similar figures were added for Shadow 
Mountain Reservoir and Granby Reservoir.    
The statement in the DEIS of “Secchi-disk depths since 2000 have ranged from 
1.8 to 5.6 meters” should actually read “Secchi-disk depths since 2000 have 
ranged from 1.8 to 5.7 meters.”  The measurement taken in November 2006 was 
not the second best measurement ever documented.  A reading taken by the USGS 
in November 2000 was higher.  Note that operations of the Granby Pump Canal 
and Adams Tunnel in November 2000 were similar to that of other years. 
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2.  Reclamation is continuing to evaluate operational changes in the water delivery 
from Granby Reservoir through Shadow Mountain Reservoir and Grand Lake.  
Any changes in operations or other measures to improve Grand Lake water quality 
are occurring independent of the WGFP.  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. 
 
 
 
 
3.  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. 
 
4.  In general, high flushing rates can improve water quality.  Flushing can achieve 
improved quality in eutrophic lakes by increasing the water exchange rate (Cooke 
et al. 2005).  According to these authors, “by increasing the water input, the 
flushing rate is increased, which in turn increases the loss rate of plankton algae 
from the lake.” 
 
 
 
 
 
5.  See response to Comment No. 2. 
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6.  See response to Comment No. 4. 
 
 
 
7.  The model was run on a daily basis.  In addition to reporting the annual average 
clarity, the minimum clarity by year is reported in the DEIS.  Graphs of daily 
results were added to the FEIS.  See response to Comment No. 1.   
 
8.  See response to Comment No. 4. 
 
9. The delta located in Grand Lake at the east end of the channel is included in the 
FEIS.  It is very difficult to quantitatively describe the impact of additional Farr 
pumping on the delta.  Given the existing problems with sediment in Shadow 
Mountain Reservoir, it is reasonable to think that the delta may increase with 
increasing Farr pumping.  By how much, is difficult to quantify. 
 
10.  Modifications in C-BT facilities are beyond the scope of the proposed WGFP 
and beyond the scope of the EIS.  Reclamation will continue to operate the C-BT 
Project in accordance with the requirements of Senate Document 80. 
 
11.  The FEIS fully considers 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.   
 
12. 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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
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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1.  The growth of “slime moss” is controlled by a number of interacting factors 
including temperature, water velocity, nutrient concentrations, shading, flushing 
flows, and grazing by herbivores.  Some of these factors would change in the 
direction of potentially providing conditions for more growth with the WGFP.  
Mitigation efforts have been identified to help reduce nutrient concentrations and 
increase flows at critical times.  See response to Comment No. 4. 
 
2.  None of the WGFP alternatives are anticipated to impact wetlands or riparian 
areas on the West Slope in a measurable way.  No new facilities or infrastructure 
would be built on the West Slope.  Projected changes in Colorado River 
streamflow are not estimated to impact stream channel morphology or conditions 
needed for riparian/wetland vegetation.  Projected changes in stream stage are not 
anticipated to have a measurable effect on alluvial ground water levels or the 
distribution and composition of wetland and riparian vegetation.  Because no 
substantial change to wetland and riparian habitat is anticipated, no adverse 
impacts to birds and wildlife are expected. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1 
 

2 
 
 

3 
 
 

4 

F-456



WINDY GAP FIRMING PROJECT — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
 

Com- 
ment Letter #1094 Response 

3.  While noxious weeds are a concern for many areas in Colorado, including the 
Colorado River basin, there is currently no plan to implement weed control on the 
West Slope as a result of the WGFP.  Weed control would be a component of the 
project where ground disturbances occur. 
 
4.  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 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. 
 
5.  The Subdistrict would continue to 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 Azure Agreement was signed by 30 
ranchers affected by the WG Project.  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 
WGFP is not pumping, particularly in the late summer.  The Subdistrict has no 
control over Colorado River flow when the Windy Gap Project is not pumping. 
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 diversion for their water.  Per the Azure Agreement, the 
Subdistrict funded $500,000 in improvements for ranches downstream from the 
Windy Gap Reservoir to maintain their diversion structures on the Colorado River.  
The original Windy Gap Project anticipated diversions greater than those 
evaluated in the WGFP EIS.  The Azure Agreement was developed to mitigate and 
address all objections to the Windy Gap Project.   
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1. Diversions to storage are made in accordance with water rights decrees.  
Evaporative losses after water is placed in storage is a loss to the project owner, 
not downstream users.  Evaporative losses incurred by the C-BT Project as a 
whole would decrease under the WGFP alternatives because less Windy Gap 
water would be stored in Granby Reservoir.  Under the Proposed Action, C-BT 
water stored in Chimney Hollow would incur a higher evaporative loss on average 
than if the water was stored in Granby Reservoir; however, the overall loss to the 
C-BT Project due to evaporation would be less.  Under existing conditions, all 
Windy Gap water is stored in Granby Reservoir; therefore, Granby Reservoir 
contents and the corresponding surface area are greater than under the Proposed 
Action.  This results in additional evaporative losses, which are charged to the 
Windy Gap Project.  The C-BT Project loses no water as a result of Windy Gap 
water in the C-BT Project system.   
 
Green Mountain Reservoir’s function with respect to the C-BT Project is to 
provide replacement water to downstream users that would otherwise be impacted 
by C-BT operations.  The Replacement Pool of 52,000 acre-feet is reserved to 
meet the obligation of replacing out-of-priority depletions associated with the 
C-BT Project.  There is no injury to water rights on the Colorado River above the 
confluence of the Blue River.  In accordance with Stipulation j of Senate 
Document 80,  to assure that the C-BT Project does not adversely affect irrigators 
in the vicinity of Kremmling, they are treated as if they have water rights with 
priorities earlier than the C-BT Project  
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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. 
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1.  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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2.  Thank you for your comment. 
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1.  Socioeconomic and other effects were quantified where data on use and 
impacts are available.  Effects of the proposed alternatives on recreation 
experiences and aesthetics is qualitatively described wherever possible, 
recognizing that these effects vary widely by individual user.  Additional 
mitigation measures were defined and developed to avoid or minimize potential 
adverse impacts of the proposed project to Grand County water resources.  These 
measures included revising prepositioning to maintain higher water levels in 
Granby Reservoir (FEIS Section 3.5.4), along with point and nonpoint source 
nutrient reduction measures to reduce nitrogen and phosphorus loading into the 
Fraser and Colorado rivers, and Three Lakes (FEIS Section 3.8.4).  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.  Additional discussion on 
existing conditions is found in response to Comment No. 2. 
 
2.  It is appropriate to assess effects due to the EIS alternatives based on a 
comparison against a 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. 
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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 are 
typically more critical for aquatics, water quality, and other flow-related resources. 
 
3.  Water levels in Granby Reservoir, because of its size, do not change 
substantially on a daily basis.  Thus, average monthly elevations were considered 
accurate when comparing impacts to reservoir elevations, storage, and surface 
area.  Figures 36 and 37 in the Water Resources Technical Report (ERO and Boyle 
2007) show the differences in average monthly surface elevation and end-of-
month contents between existing conditions and the Proposed Action every month 
in the whole period of record (1950–1996) at Granby Reservoir.  The actual daily 
contents would track reasonably well with the linear interpolation of reservoir end-
of-month values shown in those graphs. 
 
4.  A number of factors contribute changes in visitor use at Granby Reservoir.  No 
statistical information is kept on visitor numbers at Granby Reservoir from which 
to compare visitor numbers for different years. (See note on similar comment in 
Letter # 1106, Comment No. 1)  Certainly, visitor preference is for a fuller 
reservoir, but quantifying the incremental impacts on recreation and visitation 
strictly related to changes in lake level for a water storage reservoir that fluctuates 
widely is challenging.  However, it is unlikely that visitation is affected by lake 
elevation until the reservoir gets abnormally low.  This is based on an observation 
of usage at other Reclamation associated with the C-BT Project and Fryingpan 
Arkansas Project.  To reduce the frequency and amount of fluctuations in Granby 
Reservoir, the Subdistrict has proposed to modify prepositioning operations as 
explained in Section 3.5.4 of the EIS  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.  As a basis of comparison, the recent 
2002 drought year was similar to the dry years that occurred in 1955–1957 and 
1965 (within the hydrological model period of record).  WGFP junior water rights 
would not be in priority for diversion in dry years like 2002. 
 
5.  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.  See response to Comment No. 4 
regarding 2002 water levels.  As discussed in Section 3.19.4 of the FEIS, modified 
prepositioning would maintain water levels in Granby Reservoir for access to the 
Arapaho 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 
Arapahoe 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.  
 
6.  See responses to Comment Nos. 4 and 5.  Granby Reservoir water levels have 
fluctuated widely in the past and would continue to do so in the future.  Lower 
water levels in May, when the Granby Fishing Contest usually takes place, are an 
unfortunate consequence of these fluctuations and operation of the reservoir as a 
water supply reservoir.  Granby Reservoir  is operated to meet water demands 
rather than optimized for recreation use.  Modifications to prepositioning, as 
discussed in response to Comment No. 4, would help maintain higher water levels. 
 
7.  Existing Granby Reservoir surface area was derived based on actual conditions 
during the 47-year study period.  It is reasonable to assume that a 6 to 7 percent 
reduction in surface area in a water storage reservoir that regularly fluctuates under 
existing conditions would not noticeably affect recreation use or the quality of the 
recreation experience.  See also response to Comment No. 1 on modified 
prepositioning for the Proposed Action to maintain higher water levels in Granby 
Reservoir. 
 
8.  Additional information has been added to the FEIS to better correlate severe 
drawdowns during consecutive dry years with reservoir surface area to clarify the 
effects of successive dry years on Granby Reservoir water levels and acreage.  As 
a result of the proposed modifications to prepositioning, water level reductions 
would be limited to no more than 15 feet (777 surface acres) in successive dry 
years under the Proposed Action compared to existing conditions.  See response to 
Comment No. 1 regarding socioeconomic impacts. 
 
9.  The EIS provides a reasonable and accurate description of the impacts of the 
alternatives, based on available data and analysis methods.  Where adverse effects 
were identified, mitigation measures were identified to avoid or minimize those 
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 also is included in Section 3.25 of the 
FEIS. 
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10.  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 Subdistrict. 
 
11.  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.  Additional discussion 
of the Grand County SMP was added to Section 3.9.1.4 of the FEIS. 
 
12.  The WGFP FEIS fully considered the cumulative impacts of the Moffat 
Project, as well as other reasonably foreseeable future actions.  The WGFP and 
Moffat Project have different objectives, different project proponents, and no 
shared facilities.  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.  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 best available information was used in the analysis for the EIS.  We were 
unable to find any information to accurately quantify the incremental impacts on 
recreation and visitation from changes in lake level area for a high elevation 
western water storage reservoir where water levels already fluctuate widely such 
as Granby Reservoir.  No statistical information is kept on visitor numbers at 
Granby Reservoir from which to compare visitor numbers for different years.  
Certainly, visitor preference is for a fuller reservoir, but quantifying the 
incremental impacts on recreation and visitation strictly related to changes in lake 
water levels is challenging, however, it is unlikely that visitation is affected until 
the reservoir gets abnormally low.  Also, there are a number of factors besides 
water levels that affect tourism and visitation.   
 
As a mitigation measure, the Subdistrict has proposed to modify prepositioning 
operations under the Proposed Action to moderate Granby Reservoir water level 
fluctuations as explained in Section 3.5.4 of the FEIS.   
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1.  Thank you for your comment. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1 

F-469



WINDY GAP FIRMING PROJECT — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
 

Com- 
ment Letter #367 Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 

1 

 

 
F-470



WINDY GAP FIRMING PROJECT — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
 

Com- 
ment Letter #148 Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.  If Chimney Hollow Reservoir is built, Larimer County would manage the 
reservoir and adjacent county property for recreation use.  Preliminary plans 
include the development of several trails on the west side of the reservoir with 
possible linkage to existing trails or roads.  The details on the recreation plan 
would be developed concurrent with reservoir design. 
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1.  Under the Proposed Action, average monthly deliveries through the Adams 
Tunnel would generally be higher because of C-BT deliveries to Chimney Hollow 
Reservoir and deliveries to meet Windy Gap demands.  The Adams Tunnel is 
typically shut down for maintenance during the last two weeks in October and first 
two weeks in November, and the last week in March and first two weeks in April.  
In addition, Reclamation indicated that maintenance on the Adams Tunnel may 
increase by about 10 percent with a firming project online.  To reflect the 
additional maintenance requirements, the Adams Tunnel was modeled as being 
shut down for an additional 3.5 days in March for each alternative.  These 
maintenance periods would still be available for future drawdown of Shadow 
Mountain if the Adams Tunnel is required to be shut down when Shadow 
Mountain is drawn down.  Therefore, the potential for future draw-downs of 
Shadow Mountain Lake should not be reduced. 
 
2.  The Section 3.8.1.3 on Water Quality in the FEIS has been revised to note 
silting in Grand Lake on the east side of the channel.  Reclamation and the 
Northern Colorado Water Conservation District will continue to evaluate 
operational changes with the Three Lakes system to improve water quality and 
clarity in Grand Lake.  This ongoing effort will continue regardless of 
implementation of the WGFP.  Nutrient mitigation proposed for the WGFP, as 
described in Section 3.8.4 of the FEIS, is projected to offset most of the nutrient 
loading associated with additional Windy Gap pumping into the Three Lakes. 
Impacts to recreation, economics, and other resources due to the WGFP are 
discussed in other sections of the EIS. 
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3. Modifications in C-BT facilities, such as rerouting C-BT water around Grand 
Lake are beyond the scope of the WGFP EIS.  Modifications to C-BT facilities 
would require Congressional authorization, funding, and review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act. 
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1.  The recession has indeed had an impact on growth in the past several years 
months 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 population projections for the DEIS, and ultimately the water demand 
projections, were made on an individual Participant basis, factoring in the unique 
historical trends, anticipated future trends, land use characteristics, and customer 
base of each Participant.  The projected growth rates applied to each Participant 
are discussed in the Appendices to the Purpose and Need Report (ERO and Harvey 
Economics 2005).   
The Colorado State Demographer’s Office (SDO) prepares updated statewide and 
county-level population projections each year.  These projections incorporate local 
information and input, and are continually adjusted to reflect current economic 
conditions.  The November 2008 projections, the most recent available, show that 
for the counties in which the Participants are located, projected average annual 
growth rates range from 1.1% to 3.1% between 2005 and 2030.  These recently 
projected rates are in line with those used for the WGFP Participants in the DEIS 
analyses. 
The Platte River Power Authority’s (Platte River) participation in the WGFP is 
based solely on its need for a firm supply of water at the existing Rawhide Power 
Plant and not for a new facility.  Platte River must be able to provide reliable 
service to existing customers.  As stated in the Purpose and Need Report (ERO 
and Harvey Economics 2005), Platte River is evaluating its options for additional 
power generation to meet future demands.  New power could come from a variety 
of sources, several of which may be less water intensive than the current coal-fired 
plant.  The Purpose and Need Report states that “future demand projections will be 
continually updated by Platte River to determine the timing of power generation 
needs and the associated water requirements” (p. 54). 
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2.  The effect of water trades on the water quality of the Poudre River was added 
to the discussion in the FEIS.  Most of the water moving into Horsetooth Reservoir 
is C-BT water, with some Windy Gap (WG) water.  Currently, the average annual 
delivery to Greeley on the Poudre River is 725 AF; under the WGFP, the total firm 
yield exchanged into the Poudre River via Horsetooth Reservoir would be 1,115 
AF.  However, on the way to the Poudre River, the WG water would be 
commingled several times, and the WG water would be dominated by a much 
greater volume of C-BT water in Chimney Hollow Reservoir, Carter Lake, and 
Horsetooth Reservoir.  It is expected that water quality effects to the Poudre River 
at Greeley would be minor due to the commingling of a relatively small amount of 
WGFP water.  In addition, the incremental nutrient loading to the Three Lakes 
would be offset by nutrient mitigation measures required of the Subdistrict; 
therefore, there would be no change in the quality of WG water delivered to the 
East Slope via the C-BT system. 
 
 
3.  Five of the WGFP Participants—Central Weld County Water District, Erie, 
Evans, Fort Lupton, and Lafayette—are also participants in the Northern 
Integrated Supply Project (NISP).  These entities have identified future water 
needs that will require multiple sources of water.  The fact that these entities are 
participating in more than one project does not mean that there is a cumulative 
impact.  There are no substantial overlapping impacts between the NISP and the 
WGFP. 
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4. The potential for expansion of invasive species or noxious weeds was discussed 
in the DEIS. (See Sections 3.10, 3.10.4, and 3.10.5 among others) Although 
tamarisk (on the Colorado Noxious Weed List B) was not discussed specifically, 
the potential for noxious weeds, in general, to invade the proposed reservoirs and 
other impacted areas was described.  To help prevent the spread of tamarisk and 
other noxious weeds from the WGFP, a noxious weed control plan would be 
developed and implemented, as described in the FEIS. 
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1.  The WGFP would have no direct impacts on Fraser River flows or water 
quality.  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. 
 
2.  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 and are 
presented in cumulative effect sections for each resource in  the FEIS.    
 
3.  As mentioned above, nutrient mitigation would prevent exacerbating the algae 
problem in the Three Lakes system from additional pumping as a result of the 
WGFP.  Mitigation measures for potential elevated stream temperature in the 
Colorado River and effects on aquatic life would be addressed per the mitigation 
measures in the Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Plan developed by the Subdistrict in 
accordance with the requirements of CRS 37-60-122.2 and as adopted by the 
Wildlife Commission and Colorado Water Conservation Board (FEIS Appendix 
E).  The mitigation measures in the FWMP would offset the potential impacts of 
the proposed project on nutrient loading to the Three Lakes and reduce the 
potential for exceedance of the temperature standard in the Colorado River.  
Mitigation measures and the effectiveness of those measures are described for 
each resource in Environmental Consequences—Chapter 3.  A summary of 
mitigation measures is included in Section 3.25 of the FEIS. 
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4.  In 2008, Windy Gap diverted water in April, May, and June.  There is no 
evidence to suggest that Windy Gap diversions were responsible for the silting and 
high turbidity observed in the Colorado River at Hot Sulphur Springs.  Windy Gap 
diversions do not increase the turbidity of downstream Colorado River streamflow  
Windy Gap Reservoir provides some settling of coarser sediments, which reduces 
turbidity.  The events described regarding changes in turbidity could be caused by 
a variety of point and/or nonpoint sources upstream of Hot Sulphur Springs, 
including tributaries to the Colorado River.  The WGFP would slightly increase 
the specific conductivity of the river, but should not impair Hot Sulphur Springs’ 
drinking water facility’s ability to meet drinking water standards or increase its 
cost for treatment.  In addition, Windy Gap does not divert if the flows 
downstream of the reservoir are less than 90 cfs.  If flows dropped to lower than 
90 cfs, it was not due to Windy Gap diversions.  Windy Gap’s water rights are 
junior to Hot Sulphur Springs’ water rights in the Colorado River; and Windy Gap 
cannot impair the Town’s rights to divert the Colorado River water it is legally 
entitled to.   
 
5.  See response to Comment No. 3 on measures to reduce nutrient loadings to the 
Colorado River.  The WGFP would not divert water when streamflow in the 
Colorado River reaches the current 90 cfs minimum flow below Windy Gap 
Reservoir.  Any reduction in flow below 90 cfs would not be attributable to the 
WGFP.  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 compliance with the 1980 Agreement Concerning the Windy Gap Project and 
the Azure Reservoir and Power Project, the Subdistrict provided funding to The 
Town of Hot Sulphur Springs for assistance in improving its water treatment 
facility and wastewater treatment facility.  This agreement quantified the 
maximum diversions for the Windy Gap Project under its decrees of up to 600 cfs 
and specified volumetric limits for Subdistrict diversions.  The proposed WGFP 
would not exceed the previously agreed-upon diversion limits and, therefore, no 
further mitigation is required to satisfy diversion for the Town of Hot Sulphur 
Springs. 
 
6.  The water rights firmed in this project 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. 
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1.  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.  A number of mitigation measures have 
been added in the FEIS that will avoid or minimize adverse effects of the Proposed 
Project.  Mitigation measures are described in each resource section and are 
summarized in Section 3.25 of the FEIS. 
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1.  Comment regarding Grand Lake is noted. 
 
2.  The estimated decrease of 24 percent in available rainbow trout habitat between 
Windy Gap and the Williams Fork confluence with the Colorado River is the 
estimated maximum impact that would occur and would happen for a short period 
of time in about 4 out of 10 years.  The loss of habitat, primarily during periods of 
high flow, is not expected adversely impact fish populations.  Additional 
discussion was added to Section 3.9.2.3 of the Aquatic Resource section of the 
FEIS to explain the significance of flow changes to fish, including information on 
seasonal changes in habitat.  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.  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.  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. Redesign of the C-BT system, 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.   
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1.  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 a determination made by the BLM as 
part of the planning process and is not part of the evaluation for the WGFP EIS.   
 
2.  The affected environment section of the EIS 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 aquatic and other 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.  Tables 3-1 and 3-20 were added to the FEIS to provide additional 
information on how past actions have affected Colorado River streamflow.  The 
cumulative effects assessment in the EIS considers the impact of all past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable actions, including the C-BT Project, in combination 
with the alternatives.  The cumulative effects analysis for hydrology, water 
quality, aquatics, and other resources were analyzed in the same level of detail as 
the direct impact of the WGFP.   
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See specific comment responses below. 
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1.  The increased Windy Gap diversions referenced in the comment would be 
approximately 51 cfs in July and 10 cfs in August on average.  Therefore, although 
the percentage increase in Windy Gap diversions is higher in those months 
compared to existing conditions, the average monthly percentage decrease in 
Colorado River flows below Windy Gap under the Proposed Action would be 
much less.  
 
Modeled flow changes below Windy Gap Reservoir are not understated.  See 
response to Comment No. 4.  
 
Changes in the Colorado River’s hydrograph as a result of the WGFP and other 
reasonably foreseeable projects are described for several locations along the 
Colorado River in Sections 3.5.2.6 and 3.5.3.8.   
The change in diversion rate based on “percentage” was not used for the aquatic 
resource evaluation of impacts.  The aquatic habitat analysis used daily flows in 
cubic feet per second (cfs) to compare the alternatives to existing conditions.  
Volume expressed as a percentage or AF does not directly translate to habitat.    
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2.  The response to Comment Nos. 2 and 3 was combined since Comment No. 2 is 
an introduction to Comment No. 3.  Also refer to response to Comment No. 6.  
The WGFP model is adequate to estimate impacts to aquatic resources.  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, dry, and wet conditions were used to support general 
characterizations of hydrologic changes associated with the alternatives.  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.  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 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 on a daily basis, are the same for existing conditions, the No Action 
Alternative, and 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. 
Daily flows for average, wet, and dry year types are appropriate to assess aquatic 
impacts.  The comparisons are made between flow regimes, both hydrologic and 
management.  The daily flows used for the analysis are based on both hydrologic 
year types and management alternatives.  This approach has been used by other 
applications of IFIM, including those by the USGS and USFWS (Bovee  
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et al. 1998).  Long periods of daily records do not allow the analysis of typical 
conditions but rather can result in a broad band of continuous habitat traces 
without a distinct difference between alternatives.  To get a more discreet 
characterization, year types are used, as was the case for the WGFP. 
 
3.  See response to Comment No. 2. 
 
4.  Windy Gap diversions for the last 10 years averaged 22,158 AF/yr, which is 
significantly greater than the 20-year average 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.  
Average Windy Gap pumping for the 8-year period from 2001 through 2008 since 
Granby Reservoir last filled was 27,450 AF/yr, and the 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.  Recent diversions represent the Participants’ need for 
additional water to meet 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 recent Windy Gap 
Participant demands.  In summary, these recent operations show that the 
Participants’ current water demand is greater than it was historically. 
 
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 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. 
 
5.  We do not believe that the model overestimates 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 to characterize hydrologic changes 
associated with the alternatives in an average dry year and average wet year, 
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; this 
approach was approved by Reclamation and the COE 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.  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 developed from monthly model output 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.  A discussion of the use of monthly 
vs. daily data for flow-related resources was added to Section 3.5.2.2 of the FEIS. 
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6.  The model does not estimate flows during average, wet, and dry years in 
isolation.  The model simulates flows 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 additional Windy Gap diversions in wet years 
following dry years.  The wet and dry year averages are averages of five individual 
years within the study period and 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 aquatic habitat 
changes.   
 
The WGFP would not increase the incidence of dry-year conditions or prolong 
drought conditions.  Windy Gap diversions during below-average years or in the 
year following a drought typically do not change with additional firming storage 
online.  The existing Windy Gap Project is able to divert water in below-average 
years and in wet years following dry years because there is typically storage space 
available in Granby Reservoir.  In years when there is sufficient storage space in 
Granby Reservoir, there would be no difference in the amount of Windy Gap 
water diverted.  In those types of years, the same amount of Windy Gap water 
would be diverted under the Proposed Action as existing conditions; however, the 
Participants’ Windy Gap water would be stored in Chimney Hollow Reservoir as 
opposed to Granby Reservoir.  For example, there is no difference in Windy Gap 
diversions between the Proposed Action and existing conditions in 1965 (wet year) 
following two dry years (1963 and 1964), in 1978 (wet year) following 1977 (dry 
year), and in 1982 (above-average year) following 1981 (dry year).  Although 
there would be additional Windy Gap water diverted under the Proposed Action in 
1957, which is a wet year following a drought period, the additional diversions 
would not cause Colorado River streamflows to drop to dry year conditions.  For 
example, under the Proposed Action, an additional 32,420 AF would be diverted 
in July 1957 compared to existing conditions; however, flows below Windy Gap 
would still be considerably higher than 90 cfs.  The most significant additional 
diversions under the Proposed Action occur in wet years following wet years, or 
wet years following average years, which would not increase the incidence of dry 
year conditions or prolong drought conditions. 
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The use of daily data, year types, and habitat exceedance follow the guidelines for 
IFIM and are appropriate for analysis of aquatic resource impacts. 
 
7.  See response to Comment No. 6. 
 
8.  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 measures to address temperature increases and includes an 
increase in periodic flushing flows to 600 cfs.  The FWMP is a component of the 
mitigation and environmental commitments described in the FEIS (Section 3.25).  
Aquatic mitigation measures are also described in Section 3.8.4 and 3.9.4 of the 
FEIS. 
 
9.  See response to Comment No. 6. 
 
10.  See response to Comment No. 6.  The amount of Windy Gap water diverted in 
2003, which was an above-average year following 2002, would not change with 
additional Windy Gap firming storage online.  There was more than sufficient 
storage space in Granby Reservoir to accommodate the 64,200 AF of Windy Gap 
water pumped that year.  The WGFP would not cause additional depletions to the 
Colorado River beyond what occurred under the existing project that year.  The 
only difference with the WGFP would be that Windy Gap water may be stored in 
Chimney Hollow Reservoir as opposed to Granby Reservoir.  The maximum 
storage content in Granby Reservoir in 2003 was just over 400,000 AF.  As 
discussed in response to Comment No. 6, the existing Windy Gap Project is able 
to divert water during years at the lower end of the average-year range because 
there is typically storage space available in Granby Reservoir.  In years when there 
is sufficient storage space in Granby Reservoir, there would be no difference in the 
amount of Windy Gap water diverted. 
The frequency of impacts to aquatic resources are based on the daily flows for 
average, wet, and dry hydrologic conditions.  The frequency of dry conditions is 
not changed with the Project and, therefore, the impact to aquatic resources in dry 
years is the same with and without WGFP.  The change to aquatic resources 
during average and wet hydrologic conditions are displayed in Section 3.9.2.3 of 
the FEIS. 
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11.  See response to Comment Nos. 6 and 10. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
12.  The WGFP and Denver Water’s Moffat Project do not need to be evaluated in 
a single EIS.  A significant effort was made by the Corps and Reclamation to 
coordinate the modeling efforts for the WGFP and Moffat Project EISs.  Prior to 
initiating the modeling of EIS alternatives and cumulative effects for the Moffat 
Project and WGFP, the lead federal agencies for the EISs compared the hydrologic 
modeling approaches and tools.  This process included reviews of Windy Gap 
diversions, Granby Reservoir, and Adams Tunnel flows simulated in PACSM, and 
Moffat Project and Roberts Tunnel flows simulated in the WGFP models.  This 
process also included a detailed comparison of flows in the vicinity of the 
Projects’ diversions, and is presented in the technical memorandum, Comparison 
of Fraser River Flows Simulated in the WGFP CDSS Model with those Simulated 
in PACSM (Boyle 2005).  Where possible, model data were compared on the two 
projects to assure that the WGFP and Moffat Project were reflected in a similar 
manner in each model.  The cumulative effects analysis for the WGFP considered 
future diversions under the Moffat Project.  Hydrologic data was shared so that the 
model simulations of the WGFP and Moffat Project were consistent and in 
appropriate detail for each EIS.  The cumulative effects analyses for the WGFP 
and Moffat Project also considered the same reasonably foreseeable water-based 
actions. 
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In summary, 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.  
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 because Denver changed their estimates 
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.  
 
13.  The WGFP would not increase the incidence of dry and drought year 
hydrologic conditions.  See response to Comments Nos. 6 and 10. 
 
 
 
 
14.  The habitat exceedance analysis follows the guidelines for IFIM (Bovee 1982; 
Bovee et al. 1998).  Additional tables were developed to show the seasonal 
changes for each year type and are included in Section 3.9.2.3 of the FEIS.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
15.  A threshold level of 15% change was set as the point above which expected 
changes to habitat could be observed in the fish populations.  The use of the 
threshold takes into account the error inherent in modeling.  Several sources of 
error can affect the modeling used in IFIM, including field measurement and 
model errors.  Other investigators in Oregon and Washington also have used this 
threshold level (Instream Flow Council 2008 Short Course - What About Those 
High Flows have used this threshold level? 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 

 
 
 
 
 
 

12 
 
 
 
 
 
13 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
14 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
15 
 
 

F-495



WINDY GAP FIRMING PROJECT — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
 

Com- 
ment Letter #1126 Response 

 
threshold level is based on the error associated with field measurements and the 
error within the habitat models.  In addition, the time of year also was factored into 
the analysis.  As pointed out by earlier comments, seasonal habitat availability is 
important to fish species.  The additional tables show the seasonal changes for 
each species. 
 
 
 
16.  The EIS explains the function of high flows and the importance of high flows 
on creating and maintaining fish habitat.  The primary analysis tool used during 
the runoff period was evaluation of peak flows and sediment transport.  The 
habitat analysis included calculation of usable area during all summer months.  
The habitat use criteria available for this study did not include data collected 
during runoff.  Data for habitat use during runoff are usually not collected due to 
the inability to safely collect the position, depth, velocity, and substrate 
information.  The habitat is approximated with the data collected during other 
summer months.  In this instance, the habitat suitability data were collected by 
CDPW and USGS personnel in several Colorado rivers during summer.  
The assertion that habitat would increase as flows increase is arbitrary and not 
based on fact.  The habitat models included topography points that were past 
bankfull.  The concept that peak flows routinely inundate large floodplains is an 
incorrect model for moderate to high gradient Colorado alpine streams and rivers.  
The stream gradient and channel form are not like low gradient meandering 
channels where the water width becomes very broad as flows exceed bankfull.  
The wetted area in the Colorado River, as in other mountain streams, is confined 
by either gradually or steeply rising banks.  
The affected environment for all resource evaluations is based on existing 
conditions at the time the reports were written.  Existing conditions reflect past 
actions, such as the Windy Gap Project, which was completed in 1985 and other 
actions since that time.  Existing conditions, as well as the No Action Alternative, 
provide the baseline for comparison of the incremental impacts of the Proposed 
Action and other alternatives.   
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To provide a consistent comparison of the impacts of the alternative actions, the 
cumulative effects analysis uses the same baseline (existing conditions and No 
Action) as the direct effects analysis.  The cumulative effects analysis includes the 
effects of the alternative WGFP actions added to existing conditions, which reflect 
past action, plus the incremental effects from identified reasonably foreseeable 
actions.  The cumulative effects evaluation represents what the environment would 
look like in the future if all of the reasonably foreseeable actions are implemented, 
along with one of the WGFP alternatives.  
 
 
17.  See response to Comment No. 16. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
18.  See response to Comment No. 16. 
 
 
19.  The task of the EIS is to analyze the effects of the project alternatives to the 
No Action alternative and existing conditions, not to conditions that existed prior 
to human impacts on the flows of the Upper Colorado River.  See also response to 
Comment No. 20.  It is widely acknowledged that flows near bankfull discharge 
(recurrence of 1.5 to 2 years) largely control the form of alluvial channels.  The 
statement that the river is morphologically stable is based on several different 
analyses of hydrologic conditions as described in the FEIS, not simply on a review 
of aerial photos.  
 
20.  See response to Comment No. 21.  The 1,240 cfs value for the 2-year peak 
flow was derived using the historical flow data at Hot Sulphur Springs for the 47-
year study period (1950–1996) and a standard statistical method to derive the 
recurrence interval of historical flows. The USGS has determined that the current 
bankfull flow volume at the Windy Gap gage, based on monthly measurements, is 
765 cfs, plus or minus 10 percent (Craig 2010).  This is similar to the 1.5-year 
flow (640 cfs) at Hot Sulphur Springs.  This information was added to the FEIS. 
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21.  Reclamation does not believe that current Windy Gap diversions are 
overestimated.  See response to Comment No. 4.   
The flow duration curve for Hot Sulphur Springs does show a 25% drop in flows 
of 1,240 cfs (the 2-year flow).  However, the flow duration curves show that for 
flows exceeding 1,240 cfs, the decrease in frequency of occurrence would be less 
and become nearly the same as existing conditions for the highest flows.  
According to the channel maintenance flows analysis, the range of channel 
maintenance flows (80% of the 1.5-year flow to the 25-year flow) would occur 
about 3 percent of the time under the proposed action compared to about 4 percent 
of the time under existing conditions.  This was clarified in the FEIS.  A recent 
evaluation was completed of available streamflow vs. 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 small changes in flows of 150 cfs or less and almost no 
changes at Kremmling for flows of about 1,000 cfs or less.  Additional discussion 
was added in Section 3.7.2.3 of the FEIS. 
 
22.  The EIS analyzed the change in frequency of required 450 cfs flushing flows 
at Hot Sulphur Springs, which indicates flows of this magnitude and higher would 
still commonly occur under WGFP alternatives.  A recent evaluation on sediment 
transport was completed of streamflow vs. shear stress data at the Breeze station, a 
riffle site located downstream of the confluence of the Williams Fork.  Results of 
this analysis, as described in response to Comment No. 21, indicate flows would 
remain sufficient for sediment transport.  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 the FWMP (FEIS Appendix E). 
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The peak flow characteristics would reach the level that would maintain the stream 
geomorphology.  For evaluating changes to stream morphology, analyzing 
changes in streamflows is a standard method of analysis.  The IFIM model of 
aquatic habitat accounts for depth in determining available fish habitat.  In 
addition, the discussion in the response to Comment No. 21 shows that sediment 
transport in the river would be maintained.  Table 3-3215 in the FEIS shows that 
channel maintenance flows (510 to 6,520 cfs) would continue to occur under the 
alternatives.   
 
23.  There is no change to drought frequency with the Proposed Action.  
Additional stream temperature and climatic data became available following the 
initial analysis of temperature impacts for the DEIS.  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. 8.  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.  Temperature mitigation measures would reduce the 
potential for impacts to fish associated with 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. 
 
24.  See response to Comment No. 23. 
 
 
25.  See response to Comment No. 23. 
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26.  See response to Comment No. 23. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
27.  See response to Comment No. 23. 
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28.  Continued operation of the C-BT and Moffat Projects is not the subject to this 
EIS.  Effects of these projects is considered part of the existing environment and 
considered in the cumulative effects analysis and discussion.  Effects of the Moffat 
expansion is considered and discussed as part of the cumulative effects analysis.  
The WGFP cannot divert if flows in the Colorado River drop to 90 cfs 
downstream of the Windy Gap diversion dam.  Actions by others or naturally low 
precipitation that results in streamflows less than 90 cfs or elevated temperatures is 
beyond the control of the WGFP.  The cumulative effects evaluation in the DEIS 
included use of the dynamic temperature model to evaluate the effects on stream 
temperature with reasonably foreseeable actions in place.  WGFP diversions 
would be less under cumulative effects, but diversions by others would increase. 
Results were similar to direct effects; however, the Colorado Water Users’ 
Commitment to Provide 10,825 acre-feet to the 15-Mile Reach of the Upper 
Colorado River includes releases of 5,412 AF from Granby Reservoir in the late 
summer and fall.  Implementation of the 10825 Project would benefit aquatic 
habitat and reduce stream temperatures during a typically low-flow period.   
Temperature mitigation for WGFP as outlined in the FWMP (FEIS Appendix E) 
also would reduce direct effects and overall cumulative impacts. 
 
29.  A dynamic temperature model was used for evaluating temperature in the 
FEIS (Section 3.8.2.4). The QUAL2K assessment for temperature was removed 
from the FEIS.  See response to Comment No. 23. 
 
30.  WGFP diversions after July 25 would only occur in wet years and would be 
infrequent.  An analysis of available air temperature data since 1948 revealed that 
July air temperatures are generally higher than August.  See response to Comment 
No. 23. 
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31.  While Colorado River flows could drop below 90 cfs, it would not be as a 
result of the WGFP and therefore not an effect of the WGFP.  See response to 
Comment No. 28.  The dynamic temperature modeling also used 2007 
meteorology data, which had some of the highest July and August air temperatures 
recorded in the basin, which could reflect climate change.  However, climate 
change also would affect precipitation, runoff, and other variables that may 
influence stream temperature. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.  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. 
 
The time period November through March is not considered in the DEIS.  Windy 
Gap would not divert during this period or the 2 months proceeding this period.  
Thus, there would be no effects from the Project between November and March. 
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33.  See response to Comment No. 23. 
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34.  The thermal tolerance levels reported in the DEIS are from cited literature 
sources.  This table was removed from the FEIS. As described in response to 
Comment No. 23, temperature mitigation measures in the FWMP were developed 
to reduce the potential for exceedance of the chronic and acute state temperature 
standard for the Colorado River. 
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35.  See response to Comment No. 34.  Additional discussion on temperature 
impacts was added to Section 3.9.2.3 of the FEIS based on use of a dynamic 
temperature model a discussed in Surface Water Quality Section 3.8.2.4. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
36.  The aquatic resource narrative in Section 3.9.2.3 of the FEIS was revised to 
incorporate the new water temperature information and impacts to aquatic 
resources.  The hydrologic model indicates that WGFP diversions of more than 
100 AF in August would increase from 6 times in the 47-year hydrologic modeling 
period to 15 times under the Proposed Action.  Actual WGFP pumping in August 
is likely to be less because a new reservoir would typically be close to full in years 
when the WGFP diversions are in priority in August and the cost of pumping is 
high for the limited water that would be available. 
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37.  Narrative was added to Section 3.9.2.3 of the FEIS regarding impacts from 
diversion for all months, and resulting impacts to aquatic resources. 
 
 
38.  As described in response to Comment No. 32, temperature standards have 
been adopted following years of intense evaluation of available scientific 
literature, studies, and data by the Commission’s staff in conjunction with a widely 
represented technical advisory panel.  These standards were put into place to 
protect aquatic resources.  Conditions that meet the standards are assumed to be 
fully protective.  Therefore, the temperature standards are used as a threshold to 
determine impacts. 
 
Standards have been set for two periods – April to October and November to 
March.  For a given flow, water temperature is generally a function of the air 
temperature.  There can be a time lag of hours to days, but it is more likely hours 
for small shallow streams (Stefan 1993).  For the Colorado River, there is a strong 
relationship between daily water and air temperatures (R2 > 0.9).  We looked at the 
period of record for average daily air temperatures at Kremmling and found that 
the highest temperatures occurred between July 2 and August 31.  Thus, the 
critical time for temperature exceedances (April to October) for all alternatives 
(independent of operations) is July through late August.  An analysis of subhourly 
data taken in 2007 and 2008 shows that when exceedances occur, they occur in the 
mid-July to August time period.  Therefore, the dynamic temperature model 
simulates July and August.  September also is simulated to capture any lingering 
impacts from the Project. 
The time period of November through March is not considered in the DEIS.  The 
WGFP would not divert during this period or the 2 months preceding this period.  
Thus, there would be no lingering effects from the Project. 
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39.  The dynamic temperature simulations conducting since the DEIS was 
completed, as described in the FEIS (Section 3.8.2.4), provide detail on the 
frequency of exceedance of the chronic and acute temperature standard for 
existing conditions and the alternatives.  This information was used in the 
evaluation of impacts to aquatic life in Section 3.9.2.3.  The Fish and Wildlife 
Mitigation Plan (FEIS Appendix E) approved by the Wildlife Commission and 
CWCB includes measures to mitigate potential exceedance of temperature 
standards.  See response to Comment No. 23. 
 
40.  Multiple approaches were used in the determination of impacts.  Additional 
discussion on sediment transport from the 2D modeling was completed at the 
study sites and was added to Section 3.7 of the FEIS.  See response to Comment 
No. 22.  Water quality was modeled as a function of existing and predicted future 
conditions, including a cumulative effects analysis.  Dissolved oxygen would have 
a slight decrease, approximately 0.1 mg/l, and concentrations would remain above 
the current water quality standard and are not expected to impact aquatic life.  
Water temperature could exceed the standard during periods of WGFP pumping; 
therefore, the Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Plan was developed to reduce potential 
impacts (See response to Comment No. 23).  The river stage changes are modeled 
as part of the habitat modeling.  The change to habitat was modeled throughout 
most of 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.  At times when impacts to water quality standards may occur, 
mitigation has been designed to maintain stream health.  Physical habitat for fish 
was simulated using daily flow data.  There are short (2- to 4-week) periods when 
physical habitat for some life stages of some aquatic species is reduced.  The 
minimum streamflows maintain the habitat needed for primary and secondary 
productivity.  The sediment transport data show that the habitat for spawning fish 
and for macroinvertebrates is maintained annually.  No impacts to those trophic 
levels are expected.  The Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Plan developed by the 
Subdistrict in accordance with the requirements of CRS 37-60-122.2 will address 
impacts to aquatic habitat. 
 
41.  See response to Comment No. 40. 
42.  Species of interest were determined during discussions with CDPW at the 
initiation of the study.  The main concerns were impacts to trout habitat.  In 
addition, habitat use data for many nongame species has not been collected for use 
in the IFIM.  As such, the two trout species were selected. 
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43.  The existing conditions include past affects of streamflow temperature 
regimes and factors such as whirling disease.  Whirling disease in particular is 
widespread across Colorado and has resulted in the loss or reduction of rainbow 
trout populations in most of the state’s rivers.  CDPW is actively researching ways 
to counteract whirling disease within the river systems, including stocking 
alternate species that are less susceptible to whirling disease.  
We are aware of the whirling disease studies 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 EIS.  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 again raised 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.  
CDPW also is researching habitat modification as a means to curtail whirling 
disease.  Thompson (2005, Whirling Disease/Habitat Interactions, Federal Aid 
Project F-427-R2, Federal Aid in Fish and Wildlife Restoration Job Progress 
Report, Colorado Division of Wildlife, Fish Research Section, Fort Collins, 
Colorado, May 2005) reports the percentage of myxospore in brown trout for 
several rivers in Colorado.  Thompson reported that the percentage of 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 presence to habitat modification.  Thompson could not conclude that 
habitat modification resulted in a marked reduction in the prevalence of whirling 
disease myxospores.  Available information indicates that the WGFP would not 
increase the incidence or conditions that promote whirling disease. 
 
44.  The WGFP FEIS fully considered the cumulative impacts of all reasonably 
foreseeable future actions using the same methodology as direct impacts.  See 
response to Comment No. 12. 
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45.  The purpose of this EIS is to display the potential effects of the WGFP to 
assist decision making.  The cumulative effects analysis includes the hydrologic 
conditions created by the C-BT Project; Moffat Project; and other past, present, 
and reasonable foreseeable future actions.  Where adverse effects of the WGFP 
were identified, mitigation measures were developed including temperature 
mitigation and water quality improvements from nutrient reduction, as 
summarized in Sections 3.8.4 and 3.9.4 of the FEIS.  The Fish and Wildlife 
Mitigation Plan (FEIS Appendix E) developed by the Subdistrict will address the 
effects of the WGFP on aquatic resources.  See response to Comment Nos. 12, 40, 
and 44. 
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46.  Additional discussion on the Colorado Springs Substitution and Green 
Mountain Reservoir Substitution and Power Interference agreements was added to 
Section 2.8.2—Reasonably Foreseeable Actions of the FEIS.  As described in 
detail in the FEIS, these agreements would have a minor contribution to 
cumulative effects and, therefore, they were not included in the analysis. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
47.  Windy Gap water could potentially be rented by NISP participants as part of 
the initial fill of Glade Reservoir.  NISP participants can either collectively or 
separately rent Windy Gap water from Windy Gap Participants.  If the rented 
Windy Gap water is greater than the Participants’ need that year, the water could 
be delivered into Glade Reservoir.  The water would be delivered to the NISP 
from Horsetooth Reservoir through the Windsor Extension into the Poudre Valley 
Canal.  Should Windy Gap water be used for the initial fill of Glade Reservoir, it 
would have minimal cumulative impacts since it merely changes the delivery 
location of WGFP Participants’ water. 
 
48.  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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49.  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 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. 
 
50.  The “Gold Medal” trout fishery policy was adopted in 1992 by the Colorado 
Wildlife Commission.  This designation is limited to “waters of the State 
accessible for fishing to the general angling public.”  Only public waters are 
designated as Gold Medal; private waters are excluded by the above requirement.  
To be eligible for designation, the water must consistently produce a minimum 
standing stock of 60 pounds of trout per acre and a minimum of 12 quality trout 
(>14 inches long) per acre.  The Colorado River public waters currently designated 
as Gold Medal meet these criteria (131 pounds of trout per acre and 51 fish greater 
than 14 inches).  It is expected that the CDPW management of the river will 
continue as it has in the past, and the Gold Medal designation will remain in place.  
The impacts from WGFP are expected to be offset by mitigation, and no impact to 
the Gold Medal designation is expected from the project as noted in Section 
3.9.2.3 of the FEIS.   
Because the impacts to fish are expected to be minor with implementation of 
mitigation measures, no adverse impact to fishing opportunities are likely. 
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51.  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 projects and/or agreements, prior court decisions and CEQ guidance 
define No Action as no change to existing operations or 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.  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 
included increased Windy Gap diversions  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. 
 
52.  The No Action Alternative is not speculative.  As indicate in response to 
Comment No. 51, the WGFP Participants can and would increase their Windy Gap 
diversions in the future regardless of implementation of the WGFP.  Longmont 
would pursue increased storage for its Windy Gap water and, like other 
Participants, could increase its Windy Gap diversions from existing conditions 
regardless of additional storage. 
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53.  The WGFP Participants have all demonstrated a future need for use of Windy 
Gap water.  WGFP Participants would maximize their use of Windy Gap water 
when it is available by using the full amount based on their unit ownership, the 
same as Windy Gap unit holders not in the WGFP.  The Method for Effects 
Analysis for Water Resources in Section 3.5.2.2 was expanded to provide 
additional discussion on existing conditions and the No Action Alternative. 
 
54.  Water conservation is a key component of meeting future water needs by all 
WGFP Participants.  The 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.  Reclamation would require maintenance of a state-
approved water conservation plan as a condition to a contract with the Subdistrict.  
While improvements in water conservation may delay the timing of additional 
deliveries of WGFP water, conservation is not sufficient to meet projected future 
water demands.  For some Participants, additional sources besides the WGFP and 
conservation are needed to meet projected demands. 
 
55.  See response to Comment Nos. 56 and 57. 
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56.  Windy Gap Project water demands are described in detail in Section 7.9 of the 
WGFP Water Resources Technical Report, and an overview is provided in Section 
3.5.2.9 of the DEIS.  Water needs under both the action and No Action alternatives 
are the same, but the “demands” used in the WGFP model, which drive diversions 
to storage and releases, vary by alternative.  The term “demand” used for modeling 
reflects not just the amount of water requested by users to satisfy their water 
needs, but also the manner in which the Windy Gap project would operate with or 
without firming storage online.  The Participants’ demand under the No Action 
Alternative would be 36,665 AF/yr vs. 29,130 AF/yr under the Proposed Action.  
Water demands under the action and No Action alternatives are different because 
the Windy Gap project would be operated differently with additional firming 
storage online.  Windy Gap Participant demands under the No Action Alternative 
are higher because Participants would try to maximize their use of Windy Gap 
water, when it is available, as their water needs increase in the future.  Since there 
is no firm yield associated with Windy Gap supplies without additional storage 
online, the Participants would maximize their Windy Gap deliveries when 
available under the No Action Alternative because that water could be spilled in 
subsequent wet years.  Firming storage allows Windy Gap water to be carried over 
for use in dry years because it is not at risk of being spilled from Granby 
Reservoir.  Under the action alternatives, the demands were set so that the 
Participants’ needs could be met each year, including the modeled drought years.  
In other words, the Participants’ demands reflect the maximum amount of Windy 
Gap water that could be delivered each year without any shortage.  If the 
Participants’ demands used in the WGFP model were higher under the action 
alternatives, the Participants would experience shortages in dry years. 
 
57.  The demand for Windy Gap water by the nonparticipants (Windy Gap unit 
holders that are not participating in the Project) is the same under the No Action 
and action alternatives.  Therefore, nonparticipant diversions of Windy Gap water 
were taken into account, and those diversions increase in a similar manner under 
both the No Action and action alternatives compared to existing conditions. 
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Increased diversions by nonparticipants were not omitted from the action 
alternatives analysis.  Because nonparticipant demands are the same under both 
the No Action and action alternatives, the DEIS does not artificially inflate 
diversions and understate impacts of the action alternatives.  Table 2-4 in the DEIS 
states that no specific projects have been identified to firm the yield of those units 
not included in the proposed WGFP.  Therefore, under both the No Action and 
action alternatives, the nonparticipants would maximize their Windy Gap 
deliveries when available because their Windy Gap water could be spilled in 
subsequent wet years, which is reflected in the model. 
 
58.  The WGFP Modeling Report Addendum (Boyle, July 2006) includes 
information on the model parameters and assumptions for each of the EIS 
scenarios, including the No Action Alternative.  That report describes how Project 
Participants would maximize their Windy Gap deliveries and how much each 
Participant’s demand would be under the No Action Alternative.  Specifically, 
Section 3.2.1 of that report describes Participants’ Windy Gap operations under 
the No Action Alternative, including Windy Gap diversions to Granby and Ralph 
Price reservoirs, storage of Windy Gap water in Granby and Ralph Price 
reservoirs, Windy Gap demands, and Windy Gap deliveries.  Section 2.1.10 of that 
report describes Windy Gap demands under the No Action Alternative.  
Assumptions regarding Windy Gap water availability for diversion are similar to 
the action alternatives, as described in Section 3.5.2.5 of the DEIS under the 
subsection Windy Gap Diversions.  Windy Gap water available for diversion is 
constrained by downstream senior water right calls and instream flow 
requirements; decree limitations; the physical supply at the diversion point; pump 
station and Windy Gap pipeline conveyance limitations; and available space in 
Granby Reservoir, the firming reservoirs, and Adams Tunnel, depending on the 
action alternative.  The Participants’ water needs are described in Section 1.7 of 
the DEIS.  The capacities of C-BT conveyance facilities used to deliver C-BT and 
Windy Gap water to the Participants and the Participants’ water supply systems 
are currently sufficient for the maximum annual Windy Gap deliveries anticipated 
under the No Action Alternative.  For example, Broomfield’s annual demand 
under the No Action Alternative is 5,600 AF.  Broomfield took delivery of 5,600 
AF in 2003; therefore, Broomfield has an existing demand for 5,600 AF, and the 
capacity of the C-BT system and Broomfield’s water supply system is sufficient to 
deliver that quantity of water under the No Action Alternative.  Additional 
information on the No Action Alternative consistent with the information 
requested in this comment was added to Section 3.5.2.2 of the FEIS. 
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59.  Additional diversions under the No Action Alternative are not strictly due to 
Longmont’s additional storage at Ralph Price Reservoir.  Additional Windy Gap 
diversions under No Action would occur because the Participants’ and 
nonparticipants’ demands under No Action are greater than under exiting 
conditions and there is additional storage capacity available at Ralph Price 
Reservoir.  The Windy Gap demands for Participants and nonparticipants under 
No Action are greater due to each Participants’ increased water needs in the future.  
With a higher demand for Windy Gap water under the No Action Alternative, 
Windy Gap deliveries from Granby Reservoir would increase, creating additional 
storage space that, at times, results in additional Windy Gap diversions.  This 
explanation was added to Section 3.5.2.5 under the subsection Windy Gap 
Diversions. 
 
The assumptions used in the model regarding Participants’ demands for Windy 
Gap water under the No Action Alternative were added to Section 3.5.2.2 of the 
FEIS.  Estimated future Windy Gap diversions under the No Action Alternative 
are intended for Participants, nonparticipants, and MPWCD; therefore, the 
increase from existing conditions cannot be compared solely to Longmont’s 
projected Windy Gap needs as indicated in the comment (see response to 
Comment No. 60). 
 
60.  The Participants’, nonparticipants’, and MPWCD’s demands under No Action 
are greater than under exiting conditions; therefore, future Windy Gap diversions 
would increase to meet those higher demands.  The model parameters related to 
Windy Gap operations under the No Action Alternative, including Windy Gap 
diversions, storage, demands, and deliveries, are described in the WGFP Modeling 
Report Addendum (Boyle, July 2006).  Additional information on these 
assumptions was added to Section 3.5.2.2 of the FEIS. 
 
Approximately 6,400 AF/yr of Windy Gap diversions (including diversion shrink) 
are attributable to Longmont, and about 37,200 AF/yr of Windy Gap diversions 
are attributable to the other Participants, MPWCD, and nonparticipants.  Windy 
Gap diversions for Longmont include water diverted to Granby Reservoir and then 
subsequently delivered to Ralph Price Reservoir when space is available, and 
Windy Gap water diverted directly to Ralph Price Reservoir when Granby 
Reservoir is full and space exists in the Adams Tunnel.  
 
Future Windy Gap deliveries to Lafayette were not included in the No Action 
Alternative since Lafayette would not participate in the WGFP if it is not 
approved.  
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The East Slope portion of the WGFP model includes the C-BT facilities required 
to convey Windy Gap water to each Participants’ raw water system delivery point.   
 
Each of the Participant’s existing systems have the capacity to handle Windy Gap 
deliveries anticipated under the No Action Alternative.  Water treatment plant 
operations and enlargements are not addressed in the WGFP model because the 
purpose of the model is to simulate raw water diversion, conveyance, and storage.  
No increased storage is included in the WGFP model for firming Windy Gap 
supplies except Ralph Price Reservoir.  No additional firming storage is assumed 
because all Participants, except Longmont, do not have a currently defined storage 
option under the No Action Alternative.  Participants would take delivery of 
Windy Gap water when it is available, based on their demands within the capacity 
of their existing water systems and delivery points under the terms of the Carriage 
Contract.  
 
Assumptions or constraints regarding Windy Gap water availability for diversion 
from the Colorado River are described in Section 3.5.2.5 of the DEIS under the 
subsection Windy Gap Diversions.  Windy Gap water would be diverted in 
average and wet years based on the constraints described in Section 3.5.2.2 so that 
it is available for delivery in dry years, when it is needed most and Windy Gap is 
typically out-of-priority.  Under the No Action Alternative, Windy Gap diversions 
would be curtailed in wet years once Granby Reservoir fills and Windy Gap 
supplies are spilled.  Longmont can continue to divert Windy Gap water to Ralph 
Price Reservoir if there is space in the Adams Tunnel.  If Windy Gap water is 
available in Granby Reservoir for delivery in wet years because Granby Reservoir 
has not filled or Windy Gap supplies have not spilled entirely, the model assumes 
it is delivered up to each Participants’ No Action demand.  Windy Gap diversions 
and deliveries in wet years would be very low and in some instances zero in back-
to-back wet years like 1983 and 1984 under the No Action Alternative. 
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61.  The capacity of C-BT conveyance facilities that are incorporated in the WGFP 
model are described Section 3.2.2.2 and Table 3.6 of the WGFP Modeling Report 
(Boyle, December 2003).  C-BT Project deliveries take precedence over Windy 
Gap deliveries via C-BT conveyance facilities.  For example, C-BT deliveries 
made via the Adams Tunnel (such as deliveries to Carter Lake and Horsetooth 
Reservoir) occur first in the model up to the capacity of the tunnel, which is 550 
cfs.  If C-BT deliveries are less than 550 cfs, then additional space would be 
available to deliver Windy Gap water to the East Slope up to a maximum total 
delivery of 550 cfs.  Therefore, availability of tunnel capacity is modeled under the 
No Action Alternative.  
 
The intent of the statement “Windy Gap diversions would be limited in or 
curtailed in most wet years.” was that Windy Gap diversions would be limited to 
the period prior to Granby Reservoir filling, which is why “or curtailed” was 
added as synonymous with limited.  This statement was revised in Section 3.5.2.3 
of the FEIS under the subsection Colorado River below Granby Reservoir.  
Additional Windy Gap diversions under No Action would occur because the 
Participants’ and nonparticipants’ demands under No Action are greater than 
under existing conditions, and there is additional storage capacity available at 
Ralph Price Reservoir.  With a higher demand for Windy Gap water under the No 
Action Alternative, Windy Gap deliveries from Granby Reservoir prior to spilling 
would increase, creating additional storage space at times that results in additional 
Windy Gap diversions in wet years.  The No Action Alternative impacts on 
aquatic resources consider the additional Windy Gap diversions that would occur 
in wet years prior to Granby Reservoir filling. 
 
62.  The exchange capacity of St. Vrain Creek for delivery of Windy Gap water to 
Ralph Price Reservoir was analyzed based on a review of USGS gage data for 
North St. Vrain Creek near Allens Park, which is upstream of Ralph Price 
Reservoir; and conversations with Longmont staff regarding inflow to Ralph Price 
Reservoir during the period from May through August when exchanges would 
likely occur.  Average monthly Windy Gap exchanges upstream to Ralph Price 
would range from about 15 cfs in May to 60 cfs in July.  Based on a review of 
available flow data and information from Longmont staff, the exchange potential 
along North St. Vrain Creek would frequently be more than sufficient to exchange 
Windy Gap water upstream to Ralph Price Reservoir, particularly since there are 
only minor diversions in the exchange reach, other than the Longmont pipeline.  If 
exchange potential was limited in some months, Longmont’s Windy Gap water 
could be stored in Granby Reservoir longer (space permitting) until sufficient 
exchange potential exists. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
61 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
62 
 
 
63 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
64 
 
 
 
 

F-521



WINDY GAP FIRMING PROJECT — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
 

Com- 
ment Letter #1126 Response 

 
63.  Additional information on the No Action assumptions was added to Section 
3.5.2.2 of the FEIS; however, a more complete discussion of the No Action 
Alternative assumptions is provided in the WGFP Modeling Report Addendum 
(Boyle, July 2006). 
 
The viability of the WGFP is based on the increase in the firm yield of the Windy 
Gap water rights for the Participants, not the change in diversion amounts.  
Comparison of the cost of a firming project and the No Action Alternative should 
be based on the respective firm yields, not Windy Gap diversions.  There is no 
firm yield for the Participants, other than Longmont, under the No Action 
Alternative, whereas the firm yield of the Participants under the Proposed Action 
would be about 26,000 AF. 
 
64.  See response to Comment No. 51 on rationale for the No Action Alternative.  
The EIS provides two reference points for comparison of impacts.  Existing 
conditions provide a baseline to compare impacts of the alternative actions and is 
representative of the change from existing conditions.  In addition, Reclamation 
NEPA policy and guidance uses a comparison of the action alternatives with the 
No Action Alternative because this reflects the incremental impacts of proposed 
actions with likely future conditions if the WGFP is not implemented.  The FEIS 
and associated technical reports provide data for all of the alternatives comparing 
action and no action alternatives with existing conditions. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
65.  The effects to aquatic resources in the FEIS were based on best available 
information and included a detailed analysis using IFIM modeling of aquatic 
habitat changes, predictions on changes in stream morphology, and water quality.  
The Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Plan (FEIS Appendix E) and mitigation 
measures summarized in Section 3.25 of the FEIS were developed to reduce 
identified impacts. 
The cumulative effects analysis likewise used the same methodology to evaluate 
aquatic impacts from a number of reasonably foreseeable actions, as described in 
Section 2.8.2 of the FEIS. 
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66.  The discussion of unavoidable impacts has been revised for many of the 
resources based on additional mitigation measures described in the FEIS.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
67.  Additional discussion was added to the FEIS to describe the context and 
intensity of impacts to aquatic and other resources.  Where adverse impacts were 
identified, feasible mitigation measures were added to reduce impacts.   
 
 
 
 
68.  Reclamation could not locate where the EIS makes a statement that there are 
“no other unavoidable impacts”.  The EIS was written in accordance with the CEQ 
regulations implementing the NEPA and provides Reclamation’s best estimate, 
based on available information, of the anticipated effects of the proposed action.  
Analyses in the EIS uses accepted methods for estimating hydrologic changes.  
The hydrologic analysis used in the EIS provided an estimation of the likely 
hydrologic impacts of the alternative actions compared to existing conditions and 
No Action.  Substantial information is provided on changes in flow duration and 
peak flows based on use of daily data for multiple stations and gages for a 47-year 
period of record.  Results of the hydrologic analysis provided an baseline for 
evaluating the impacts to stream morphology, changes in fish habitat (using the 
IFIM model), impacts to habitat for macroinvertebrates, changes in water quality, 
and influence on whirling disease.  See response to Comment No. 43 on whirling 
disease. 
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69.  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.   
 
 
 
 
 
70.  See response to Comment No. 23 regarding impacts to temperature and 
mitigation. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
71.  See response to Comment No. 23 regarding impacts to temperature and 
mitigation. 
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72.  See response to Comment Nos. 73 to 75. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
73.  Mitigation measures for aquatic resources are described in Sections 3.8.4 and 
3.9.4 of the FEIS.  There would be no conflict with management of Gold Medal 
waters, as described in response to Comment No. 50.  A Fish and Wildlife 
Mitigation Plan (FEIS Appendix E) was developed for the project in accordance 
with CRS 37-60-122.2.  The Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Plan will be 
incorporated in the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act report. 
 
74.  In 2006, Reclamation consulted with the Colorado State Engineer to 
determine if the alternatives being considered in the Preliminary draft EIS could 
be administered, without change, or what changes would be required to implement 
the alternatives.  The State Engineer considered to proposed operation of the 
proposed operation and determined that an east slope reservoir with prepositioning 
may be administered in compliance with current water right decrees and within the 
priority system.  Alternatives requiring a West Slope reservoir would require a 
change in the Windy Gap water rights.  Reclamation is relying on this opinion 
from the State Engineer in determining that there are no conflicts with Colorado 
water rights law.  Additionally, 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. Also see 
response to Comment Nos. 89 and 90. 
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75.  The EIS acknowledges that a 1041 permit may be required but takes no 
position on the need for a 1041 Permit for the Preferred Alternative.  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.  Grand County and the Subdistrict disagree on the need for a 
new or modification of the existing Windy Gap 1041 Permit for the Preferred 
Alternative, which includes no new facilities in Grand County.   
 
76.  Table 1-7 in the FEIS lists potential compliance requirements needed for the 
WGFP.  In addition, Chapter 3 of the FEIS indicates applicable Regulatory 
Framework for resources.  Some of these regulatory requirements are met as part 
of the NEPA process, while others would need to be addressed by the applicant at 
a later date.  The USFWS was consulted with regarding the Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act and the Endangered Species Act.  The 404/401 permitting 
process is running parallel with NEPA compliance.  A supplemental EIS is not 
needed to meet permitting and consultation requirements. 
 
77.  Reclamation completed consultation with the Fish and Wildlife Service on the 
effects of the proposed action on the Colorado River endangered fish. The U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service issued a biological opinion on February 12, 2010 for the 
Preferred Alternative (FEIS Appendix D).  The biological opinion determined that 
the original Windy Gap Project meets the criteria for coverage under the PBO 
because a Recovery Agreement was signed by the Subdistrict in March of 2000 
and the depletions existed when the Recovery Program was initiated.  
Additionally, discussions with the FWS indicate that the FWS will adopt the Fish 
and Wildlife Mitigation Plan as part of the compliance with the Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act. 
 
78.  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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79.  See response to Comment No. 12. 
 
 
 
 
 
80.  Aquatic resource effects were evaluated and identified in the FEIS.  
Mitigation measures for effects on aquatic resources are included in the Fish and 
Wildlife Mitigation Plan (FEIS Appendix E) and have been incorporated into the 
FEIS as summarized in Section 3.25. 
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81. See response to Comment No. 80. 
 
 
82.  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.  
 
 
83.  See response to Comment No. 77.   
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84.  Section 1(h) of EO 12962 requires agencies to evaluate, “ the effects of 
Federally funded, permitted, or authorized actions on aquatic systems and 
recreational fisheries and document those effects relative to the purpose of this 
order;”   The FEIS evaluates and documents the anticipated effects of the proposed 
action on aquatic systems and recreational fisheries.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
85.  The impacts of the WGFP are evaluated during the periods when the Project 
could make an impact.  See the Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Plan (FEIS Appendix 
E) and Section 3.8.4 of the FEIS for a discussion regarding mitigation for 
temperature impacts. 
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86. As a cooperating agency, the Corps has participated in the preparation and 
review of the DEIS and FEIS, and has sufficient information for a decision on a 
404 Permit.  This decision is not required as part of the NEPA process and the 
Corps can request additional information from Reclamation or the applicant, as 
needed.  The Corps will use information in the FEIS to develop their own Record 
of Decision on the 404 permit application.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
87.  Reclamation does not consider the Warren Act as authority to enter into the 
contract to implement the proposed action.  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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88. See response to Comment No. 87. 
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89.  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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90.  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.  See responses to each of these specific comments below. 
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2.  The WGFP was initiated by the Participants because the original Windy Gap 
Project failed to deliver the yield from Participant water rights that were 
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.  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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3.  The population projections and the per capita water use rates assumed for the 
water demand projections are reasonable and supportable based upon the 
information available at the time they were prepared.  See response to Comment 
No. 6 regarding population projections and responses to Comment Nos. 7 through 
12 regarding the Participants’ per capita water use rates.  
 
 
4.  Platte River Power Authority (Platte River) serves Estes Park, Fort Collins, 
Loveland, and Longmont.  Loveland and Longmont are WGFP Participants.  
Population projections for the WGFP Participants are discussed in response to 
Comment No. 6.  As indicated in that response, data from the State 
Demographer’s Office (SDO) support the projections used in the EIS analysis.  
Additionally, as stated in the Purpose and Need Report and the report Appendices, 
Platte River’s need in this project is to firm Windy Gap (WG) units “to meet the 
current needs of the existing power facility” (Purpose and Need Report, p. 53) and 
“to meet existing average demands” (Appendices p. M-5).  Platte River must be 
able to provide reliable service to existing customers.  Therefore, the population 
projections made for Loveland and Longmont in this EIS, and the growth assumed 
for Estes Park and Fort Collins do not factor into Platte River’s need for the 
WGFP.  
As stated in the Purpose and Need Report, Platte River is evaluating its options for 
additional power generation to meet future demands.  New power could come 
from a variety of sources, several of which may be less water-intensive than the 
current coal-fired plant.  The Purpose and Need Report states that “future demand 
projections will be continually updated by Platte River to determine the timing of 
power generation needs and the associated water requirements” (p. 54).  Also, 
conservation of water or electricity can be considered in future supply planning, 
but existing power plant demands would not change without conservation within 
the plant itself.  Water conservation at Platte River’s Rawhide Plant is essentially 
100 percent because all water is recycled and reused until extinction.  Platte River 
employs a performance engineer to manage improvements in energy usage and 
heat rate, thereby reducing water use.  Technological improvements to reduce 
water use are continually being explored.  In addition, the Appendices state that 
various water conservation measures are being identified and studied for 
applicability at the Rawhide Plant. 
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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. 
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6.  The recession has indeed 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. 
This comment presumes that the Participant growth rates should be in line with 
U.S. or Colorado growth rates and, therefore, suggests that a lower growth rate be 
assumed for this EIS.  This approach fails to recognize a fundamental principal in 
demographic forecasting, which is to focus on the local influences affecting a 
particular area’s growth.  The national growth rate reflects projected demographic 
and economic conditions and trends for all 50 states; some regions of the U.S. are 
built out and others do not have a well-developed economic base.  Individual 
states will experience vastly different conditions than Colorado can expect in 
terms of jobs, migration, and other factors that determine population growth.  In 
fact, historical Census data show that Colorado’s annual growth rates have been 
considerably higher than U.S. growth rates since at least 1980.  
Comparing the projected annual growth rate of Colorado to that of the WGFP 
Participants also is misleading.  The State of Colorado includes many areas, 
especially rural areas, that are projected to experience very slow growth.  These 
areas impact statewide growth projections, but are not reflective of the locations or 
conditions of the majority of the Project Participants.  Additionally, the 2.2% rate 
is the average projected growth rate of the combined projected populations of all 
Participants.  The population projections for the DEIS, and ultimately the water 
demand projections, were made on an individual Participant basis, factoring in the 
unique historical trends, anticipated future trends, land use characteristics, and 
customer base of each Participant.  The projected growth rates applied to each 
Participant are discussed in the Appendices to the Purpose and Need Report.  
The SDO prepares updated statewide and county-level population projections each 
year.  These projections incorporate local information and input, and are 
continually adjusted to reflect current economic conditions.  The November 2008 
projections, the most recent available, show that for the counties in which the 
Participants are located, projected average annual growth rates range from 1.1% to 
3.1% between 2005 and 2030.  These recently projected rates are in line with those 
used for the WGFP Participants in the EIS analysis.  
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7.  The purpose of the discussion of comparable water use rates in the Purpose and 
Need Report is not to develop estimates of water use for various Participants, 
adjusting for all other factors, but to provide a more generalized comparison to 
place the water use of the Participants in the context of other water providers to 
determine reasonable water use levels.  The DEIS provides water use comparisons 
based on the published data available at the time of development of the Purpose 
and Need Report.  The SWSI and University of Utah reports did not contain 
multiyear historical data, but did include data and information useful for these 
analyses, in terms of recent data for communities of similar characteristics.  
Several shortcomings of these data sources are acknowledged, but the data 
extracted for use are either Colorado-specific or includes communities comparable 
in size and climate to the Participants. 
See responses to Comment Nos. 8 through 12 for further elaboration.  
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8.  This comment inaccurately suggests that the EIS water demand projections 
relied upon a single year of data.  The water use rates used in projecting future 
water demands for each Participant were derived from a number of years of data 
specific to each individual Participant.  For example, the City of Broomfield’s 
future water use rate is based on historical water use rates between 1996 and 2003 
(refer to the Appendices to the Purpose and Need Report for more detail on each 
Participant).  Future water use rates were not based upon a single year data point 
for any Participant.  The average rate developed from the SWSI and Utah reports 
(year 2000 data) and multiple years from Denver Water is only included in the 
Purpose and Need discussion to provide context to the Participants’ individual and 
combined water use rates.  The shortcomings of each data source are noted, but 
together they provide a sufficient basis for assessing the reasonableness of 
Participant water use.  The average historical total gpcd values for most 
Participants ranged from 123 to 202, with most Participants experiencing water 
use of less than 175 gpcd (CWCWD, LTWD, MPWCD, and PRPA are special 
cases as described in the report and Appendices).  These average rates were used 
when projecting future water demands, and are well below the reasonable 
threshold.     
 
9.  Data for a number of communities was provided in the University of Utah 
report; however, many of those communities were not comparable to the 
Participants in terms of size, temperature, or precipitation.  For those reasons, only 
data for select communities were used for comparison to the Participants.  Boise’s 
and Lewiston’s average temperatures are slightly higher than those of Greeley, 
Broomfield, or Longmont, but Boise’s average annual precipitation is similar to 
Greeley’s and Lewiston’s precipitation and, therefore, Boise’s precipitation is also 
within the range of northern Colorado communities.  
 
10.  Countywide water use figures were not used to project water demands in the 
EIS.  The Technical Notes section of the Utah report states the following: “the  
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focus of this report was to examine water use in urbanized areas.  Although several 
of these areas [the metropolitan areas included in the study] are quite large and 
contain sizeable amounts of undeveloped land, the population in each is 
concentrated in the urban core.”  The objective of the analysis was to characterize 
and compare water use rates of relatively urban areas in the West; however, the 
defined metropolitan areas in the study also included rural users that are likely to 
use water differently than urban users.  The conditions contained in the 
metropolitan areas of the report appear to reflect those of the WGFP Participants, 
some of which are more urban and others that continue to serve rural and 
agricultural customers and meet those types of demands.   
 
11.  The water savings experienced by Participants as a result of the conservation 
programs in place is captured in the historical water use data.  The majority of 
Participants also have plans to incorporate additional conservation measures into 
their overall conservation programs.  However, it is generally difficult to 
determine the savings that would result from any one measure, since savings 
would depend on how the measure was implemented and on the specific 
characteristics of each Participant (e.g., type and number of customers affected, 
age of housing stock, and income levels.)  
Seven of the Participants have approved conservation plans from the CWCB and 
others are in the process of plan approval, or would have an approved plan prior to 
delivery of WGFP water.  These conservation plans include reduced water use 
goals for the water provider and its customers.  In fact, the Participants with 
CWCB-approved conservation plans have developed conservation goals ranging 
from 5% to 17%.  This conservation will be needed to meet demands in addition to 
those supplied by the WGFP.  
 
12.  SWSI’s statewide average water use was 210 gpcd in 2000, which includes 
the Front Range, the West Slope, and other communities around Colorado.  
However, the SWSI average for the South Platte Basin was 206 gpcd, just slightly 
lower than the statewide average.  The statewide average is heavily influenced by 
the South Platte Basin since the majority of Colorado’s population and water use 
occur within that Basin.  The areas of the state with exceptionally high water use 
rates likely make up only a small percentage of the population and total water use.  
Using the average South Platte Basin gpcd instead of the statewide gpcd in the 
analysis of comparable water use rates would result in a regional average gpcd of 
215, as compared to the 217 gpcd used in the Purpose and Need Report.  This 
slightly lower comparable gpcd would not change the conclusions of the Purpose 
and Need evaluation.   
See response to Comment No. 11 regarding the conservation savings issue.  
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13.  See response to Comment No. 5 on WGFP Participant conservation plans.  
Also, see response to Comment No. 11 for a discussion on incorporating future 
conservation savings into water demand projections.  While all Participants may 
not currently have a CWCB-approved conservation plan, each has a host of 
measures they have adopted or plan to adopt. 
 
The conservation savings goals of WGFP Participants are expected to be realized 
through a variety of measures; however, these anticipated water savings are not 
guaranteed to occur.  Water providers plan their supply portfolios to meet the 
demands of future customers and cannot be caught short if actual water savings do 
not equal the goals outlined in conservation plans.  
 
Several of the WGFP Participants are involved in other regional water projects as 
well.  Separate NEPA compliance of other water projects have not been finalized, 
and to date, no decisions have been made as to whether all, some, or none of these 
projects will be permitted. The WGFP Participants that are pursuing more than one 
project are doing so because implementation of the WGFP alone would not meet 
all of their projected future water needs.     
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14.  The 25% reduction in water use by 2030 expressed by CWCB staff includes 
areas throughout Colorado, including some who have no current conservation 
plans.  Water providers that do not currently promote conservation measures, and 
water users that do not have current incentives in place to reduce water use can 
achieve high percentage savings off such a baseline.  Those providers that 
currently have strong conservation plans in place and whose customers are 
actively involved in reducing water use may not be able to further reduce water 
use by as much as they have in the past.  As stated in the response to Comment 
No. 11, the Participants with CWCB-approved conservation plans have developed 
conservation goals ranging from 5% to 17%.  In general, the WGFP Participants 
have conservation programs in place and have been realizing the resulting savings.  
 
The 25% savings also was based on the year 2000, a single year’s water use.  As 
the commenter previously noted, single years are poor analytical tools and 2000 
was a high water use year in many Colorado locations.  Hence, savings would be 
much less in a normalized year. 
 
In sum, we did not believe that this method of projecting water use patterns is 
appropriate for this EIS.  A global reduction of each Participant’s average water 
use by 1% per year would not be applicable to reflect the actual savings achievable 
by the Participants.  
 
  

 
 
 
 
 
14 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

F-556



WINDY GAP FIRMING — PROJECT RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
 

Com- 
ment Letter #1138 Response 

 
 
 
 
 

14 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

F-557



WINDY GAP FIRMING — PROJECT RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
 

Com- 
ment Letter #1138 Response 

 
 
 
 
15.  WGFP Participants have varying levels of conservation programs currently in 
place.  The conservation programs of these Participants include measures aimed at 
different types of customers and water uses.  The Purpose and Need Report and 
Appendices (ERO and Harvey Economics 2005) discuss the conservation 
measures in place for each Participant.  In addition, Section 1.6.2.3 and Section 1.7 
of the FEIS provide updated information on Participant water conservation 
practices.  The conservation programs of each Participant, including the number 
and type of measures, enforcement of ordinances, and tracking capabilities are 
based on a number of entity-specific factors, including budget, the structure of the 
customer base and the types of water demands served. These programs are unique 
to each entity. 
 
Since Table 2 from Comment No. 13 was prepared, the cities of Evans and 
Greeley have finalized their conservation plans and have received CWCB approval 
of those plans.  As outlined in Table 2, approval of conservation plans is in 
progress for several other Participants. These actions indicate that the WGPF 
Participants are serious about creating conservation goals and implementing 
conservation measures.  These programs continue to evolve and move forward, 
and are required by the CWCB to be updated every 7 years. 
 
Greeley’s water use data, as well as that of other WGFP Participants, has shown a 
downward trend in recent years (see Appendices to Purpose and Need Report).  
This may be due, in part, to conservation measures, but may also be due to other 
factors, such as weather and economic conditions.  Many entities have not been 
able to determine the amount of water savings that results from any one measure 
or program.   
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16.  A number of WGFP Participants are small, rural water providers that differ 
from the larger cities indicated in Table 4 in terms of characteristics such as the 
distribution of customer types and density; land and water uses; and system 
infrastructure.  Table 4 does not include any water providers that can be described 
as similar to the WGFP’s rural providers or that would reflect water use patterns 
similar to those types of providers. 
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17. The comment oversimplifies the complexity of “unaccounted for water.”  The 
conveyance, treatment, and distribution losses experienced by each of the 
Participants depends on many factors, including the type and location of water 
sources and the system-wide operation of facilities and infrastructure.  Water 
providers may not have any control over a number of these components and, 
therefore, may not be able to influence any reduction in some types of losses. For 
example, many Participants own shares in agricultural ditch companies or similar 
organizations that pass along their losses. 
 
The Purpose and Need Report includes a discussion of the available literature 
regarding water losses, including AAWWA reports (p. 20), and states that “water 
losses are not universally measured, nor is common terminology applied.”  This 
makes comparing losses among water providers, and determining benchmarks, a 
difficult exercise.  Studies indicate that utilities experience a wide range of losses 
(from 10% to 25%), with a central tendency of between 15% and 16%.  Losses are 
calculated consistently for each of the WGFP Participants in the EIS and fall 
within the range of the studies noted.     
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18.  Pricing is indeed an effective conservation tool and is one of the evaluation 
factors used by the Colorado Water Conservation Board staff in evaluating and 
approving water conservation plans.  As mentioned in the responses to previous 
comments, each participant will be required to have an approved water 
conservation plan in accordance with the requirements of Water Conservation Act 
of 2004, as amended, prior to the delivery of water as a result of the WGFP.  
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19. As mentioned in the responses to other comments, Reclamation believes that 
the population estimates used in the EIS are accurate and consistent with estimates 
developed by the State of Colorado and others. 
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20.  CEQ regulations and case law provide clear guidance on the scope of a 
particular NEPA analysis with respect to possibly related actions.  See 40 CFR 
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 has utility 
independent of the other water projects mentioned in the comment or considered 
as part of cumulative impacts in the FEIS and, therefore, a single NEPA analysis 
of all of the projects is not required. 
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21.  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 added at the beginning of 
Section 1.10.2 of the FEIS.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
22.  See response to Comment No. 21. 
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23.  See response to Comment No. 21. 

 
 
 
 
 

22 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
23 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

F-570



WINDY GAP FIRMING — PROJECT RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
 

Com- 
ment Letter #1138 Response 

 
 
 
 
24.  As mentioned in other responses, the purpose of the WGFP is not to develop 
new water supplies for the participants but to make better use of existing supplies 
that are available through the use of existing Windy Gap water rights.  Participants 
that are also involved in other project that develop new water supplies have 
identified future water needs that will require more that what will be available as a 
result of the WGFP.  Section 1.7 of the FEIS includes additional information on 
the Participants’ anticipated yield from the WGFP and other sources in relation to 
their overall future water needs.   
 
 
25.  The WGFP was initiated to firm the yield of the existing Windy Gap Project.  
The WGFP has a distinct purpose and need associated with addressing the 
deficiencies of the original Windy Gap.  Alternatives for meeting project 
objectives were developed and evaluated.  The WGFP has no interdependence or 
connection with other Front Range water projects, although some WGFP 
Participants are also participants in other water projects because the WGFP would 
not satisfy all of their future water needs.  There is no geographic overlap among 
Front Range projects that would result in cumulatively significant impacts.   
 
26.  The WGFP would support the Participants’ abilities to provide water to future 
customers within their service areas, but would not promote or encourage growth.  
The Participants initiated this Project because of the need to meet anticipated 
future water demands that could not be met by the Windy Gap Project as it is 
currently configured.  There is no evidence to suggest that the WGFP would 
stimulate growth.  
 
27. 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 
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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. 
 
28.  Actual construction costs will likely be higher than the 2005 estimates in the 
FEIS; however, infrastructure construction costs for many large projects have 
decreased substantially in the last year because of the economy.  Recent economic 
downturn may affect the ability of some Participants to finance the WGFP in the 
near future.  The Participants will undoubtedly carefully consider the financial 
feasibility of the Project before they proceed with the WGFP if it is approved.  
 
The WGFP Participants have been and will be improving their conservation 
programs over time regardless of the decision on the WGFP.  Additional water 
conservation measures and firming existing sources of water supply are key 
components of meeting current and future water supplies for all of the Participants. 
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29.  See response to Comment No. 28. 
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30.  See response to Comment No. 28. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
31.  The EIS provides an assessment of hydrologic effects and associated impacts 
to stream morphology, aquatic habitat, water quality, and other resources using 
contemporary sound scientific methods.  Daily hydrologic data for a 47-year 
period of record were used in the evaluation of hydrologic changes and as input 
for modeling and evaluation of resource impacts.  Reclamation believes that the 
analyses of effects to streamflow, stream morphology, water quality, and aquatic 
life, and other resources provide reasonable estimates of what the project effects 
would be based on the best available information.  See further discussion in 
response to Comment Nos. 32 to 38. 
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32.  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, the No Action 
Alternative, and 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. 
 
33.  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 
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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. 
 
34.  The 10- to 25-year flow range shown in Table 3-32 is 4,600 to 6,520 cfs.  This 
table shows when flows in this range would occur, what the average flow is for 
existing conditions and each alternative, and other information on the frequency 
and duration of such flows.  The peak flow recurrence intervals shown in the table 
are those that are typically used in an analysis of stream channel maintenance.  
The intervals could be broken down into smaller ranges, but, as indicated by 
Figure B-1 in the Water Resources Technical Report appendices, the change in 
flows of 4,600 cfs or greater is very small between existing conditions and the 
alternatives.  Flows exceeding the 5-year flow of 3,160 cfs would continue to 
occur under the alternatives. 
 
35.  The flow duration curve for the Colorado River at Hot Sulphur Springs 
indicates a decrease in the frequency of 2-year flows of 1,240 cfs from 4% of the 
time under the action alternatives to 3% of the time (25% change) under existing 
conditions.  This discussion was clarified in the FEIS.  However, the flow duration 
curves show that for flows exceeding 1,240 cfs, the decrease in frequency of 
occurrence would be similar to existing conditions.  According to the channel 
maintenance flows analysis, the range of channel maintenance flows (80% of the 
1.5-year flow to the 25-year flow) would occur about 1% less frequently under the 
Proposed Action than existing conditions, and the duration of such flows in years 
when channel maintenance flows occur could be slightly longer.  The number of 
days that various channel maintenance flows occur, as well as other information 
on magnitude, frequency, and duration of such flows is provided in Table 3-32.   
 
36.  The 450 cfs flushing flow established for the WGFP is still sufficient to 
transport fine sediments (<2 mm) and prevent aggradation.  Under existing 
condition, Colorado River flows at Hot Sulphur Springs equal to or greater than 
450 cfs occur for 3 consecutive days an average of 28 days per year under existing 
conditions over the 47 year period of record.  For the Proposed Action, flows of 
450 cfs would occur for 3 consecutive days for about 20 days per year on average.  
As Table 3-32 in the FEIS indicates, the full range of channel maintenance flows 
substantially greater than 450 cfs would continue to occur under the alternatives, 
although the frequency would decrease.   
The FEIS includes mitigation measures to increase flushing flows.  Flushing flows 
from the original Windy Gap Project (1980 MOU) would be modified to increase  
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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 (FEIS 
Appendix E). 
A recent evaluation was completed of available streamflow vs. 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 minor changes in flows of 150 cfs or less, and at the 
Kremmling gage changes at flows less than 1,000 cfs are minimal.  Additional 
discussion was added in Section 3.7.2.6 of the FEIS. 
 
37.  The bedrock ground water flow (or flux) that discharges to the Colorado River 
is not controlled by river stage.  The driving head for bedrock ground water 
discharging to the river is generally much higher than the possible range of river 
stage between high and low flows and, as a result, controls the rate of discharge, 
along with other hydraulic parameters such as hydraulic conductivity and saturated 
thickness.  Changes in river stage may affect bedrock hydraulic gradient in the 
immediate vicinity of the river, but the rate of ground water discharge to the river 
does not change as a result of changes in river stage.  The predicted maximum 
stage change that would result from Windy Gap diversions to the minimum 
streamflow of 90 cfs, in combination with effects due to changes in Granby 
Reservoir spills as a result of the Project, is about 0.75 feet.  Stage reductions 
would occur only for short periods of time, typically 2 weeks or less, but rarely up 
to 1 month.  Also, stage reductions under this flow scenario would occur only 
during about 15% of all years.  A river stage reduction of 0.75 feet and a similar 
reduction in nearby alluvial ground water levels would be within the range of 
current variability due to climate variability and surface and ground water use 
effects on the Colorado River system.  Additional discussion was added to the 
ground water section of the FEIS in Section 3.1.2.4. 
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38.  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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39.  The operation of the WGFP would cause more electrical energy to be 
generated at Colorado-Big Thompson (CBT) Project hydroelectric facilities 
because more water would pass through C-BT Project hydroelectric facilities on 
the eastern slope.  If built, the Western Area Power Administration (Western) 
would have to purchase less electrical energy on the wholesale power market to 
meet contractual firm power commitments.  As noted in Comment No. 7, the 
source of the avoided energy purchases will most likely be coal-fired generating 
facilities in the Rocky Mountain region.   
Federal law requires Western to market power generated at federal hydroelectric 
projects at the lowest possible rates consistent with sound business principles.  As 
such, Western purchases the least expensive wholesale electrical energy available, 
regardless of the generating resource, to meet its firm power commitments. 
Regarding the comment “…to re-power its [WAPA’s] in-conduit hydro 
facilities…,” Western neither owns nor operates any electrical generating 
facilities.  All generating facilities of the C-BT Project are owned and operated by 
Reclamation.  While Reclamation solicits input from Western regarding potential 
upgrades to existing C-BT generating facilities, the ultimate decision on the type 
of upgrades is Reclamation’s responsibility. 
 
40.  See response to Comment No. 2.  
Under the No Action Alternative, Participants would increase Windy Gap 
deliveries as demand increases within the capacity of the existing Windy Gap 
Project facilities and available storage in Granby Reservoir.  Most Participants 
would still need to secure other sources of water and explore other options for 
storage of their Windy Gap water. 
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41.  Responses to other substantive comments on the DEIS are addressed in an 
appendix to the FEIS. 
 
 
 
 
 
42.  Additional mitigation measures were defined and developed to avoid or 
minimize 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. 
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1.  Additional mitigation measures were defined and developed to reduce, avoid, 
or minimize 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 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. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1 

 
F-585



WINDY GAP FIRMING PROJECT — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
 

Com- 
ment Letter #380 Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.  The No Action Alternative represents what the project Participants would do if 
the proposed action were not approved by Reclamation. 
 
 
 
2.  The impact of the Moffat Collection System Project and other reasonably 
foreseeable actions were fully considered in the cumulative effects evaluation and 
are discussed in the various resource discussions.  Additional mitigation has been 
developed to avoid or minimize resource impacts associated with the WGFP, as 
summarized in Section 3.25 of the FEIS. 
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1.  Additional mitigation measures were defined and developed to avoid or 
minimize 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.  The WGFP would have no 
impact on the Fraser River and would improve the reliability of water availability 
for the Middle Park Water Conservancy District (MPWCD).  The Subdistrict, 
Reclamation, and Corps of Engineers have met with Grand County and others 
multiple times in the development of mitigation measures for the proposed Project.   
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2.  The WGFP would provide 3,000 AF of storage in Granby Reservoir or 
Chimney Hollow Reservoir for MPWCD.  This storage would provide a firm yield 
of 429 AF (Table 3-19 of the FEIS) for an average yield of about 2,000 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. 
 
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. 
 
4.  The WGFP does not pump from the Fraser River nor does it affect flows in the 
Fraser.  Windy Gap water is pumped from Windy Gap Reservoir located on the 
Colorado River about one mile downstream of the confluence with the Fraser 
River.  Indirect impacts to recreation and socioeconomics in Grand County 
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were evaluated as part of the EIS.  Additional mitigation measures included in the 
FEIS, as summarized in Section 3.25, would provide new benefits and reduce the 
potential recreation and socioeconomic effects of the WGFP.  Mitigation that 
removes nutrients from the system upstream of the WG diversion would improve 
water quality in the Fraser and Colorado Rivers year around. 
 
5.  As stated in response to Comment Nos. 1 and 4, additional mitigation measures 
were added to the FEIS to address impacts to water quality, Granby Reservoir 
water levels, fish and wildlife resources, and other resources.  The Windy Gap 
Project would continue to bypass flows in accordance with the Windy Gap water 
rights and the agreement between the Subdistrict and the Colorado Division of 
Wildlife signed on June 23, 1980. Additionally, mitigation for temperature effects 
were included in the Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Plan developed by the 
Subdistrict and the Colorado Division of Wildlife in accordance with the 
requirements of CRS 37-60-122.2 (FEIS Appendix E).  See Section 3.8.4 in the 
FEIS for a description of temperature mitigation.  Providing 3,000 AF of storage 
for MPWCD would directly benefit water users in the Fraser River and Colorado 
River basin by increasing the reliability of water deliveries.  WGFP diversions 
would be curtailed if preferred flows are not available for the annual Gore kayak 
races. 
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. 
 
6. 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).  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.  Reclamation would require maintenance of a state-
approved water conservation plan as a condition to a contract with the Subdistrict. 
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7. The WGFP would not impact the flow or water quality of dilution flows 
upstream of WWTP discharges in the Fraser River basin.  Proposed water quality 
mitigation includes reducing nutrient loading to the Three Lakes by funding 
projects that would lower nutrient contributions to the water shed upstream of the 
WG diversion as described in Section 3.8.4 of the FEIS.  These measures would 
offset the nitrogen and phosphorus loadings to the Three Lakes projected from the 
WGFP.  Water quality improvements 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.  Modifications in C-BT facilities are beyond the scope of the proposed WGFP 
and beyond the scope of the EIS.  Reclamation will continue to operate the C-BT 
Project in accordance with the requirements of Senate Document 80 including 
meeting the needs of downstream irrigators in accordance with the requirements of 
Senate Document 80.  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. 
 
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 Subdistrict . 
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