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Table 2-DEIS List of comment designations with corresponding responses

FG01-01

Federal Government Agencies (FG)
On January 8, 2009, the Colorado Water Court issued a decree quantifying the 1933 federal reserved
water right for the Gunnison River through the Black Canyon of the Gunnison National Park (Black
Canyon NP Water Right). The decree quantifies the March 2, 1933 priority date water right as a yearround minimum flow and variable peak and shoulder flows for each year, the magnitudes of which are
dependent upon current Gunnison Basin hydrologic conditions. The negotiations for the right were
mentioned in the draft EIS. Now that the Black Canyon NP Water Right is in place, additional detail
has been included in the narrative of the final EIS and a copy of the decree, including a full statement
of the terms and limitations, is included in Appendix G of the final EIS. Because the reserved right is
now decreed, it is considered to be a common element in the No Action and action alternatives in the
final EIS.
Section 3.1 of the final EIS discusses that the Black Canyon NP Water Right calls for a spring peak as
well as shoulder and base flows and generally results in a spring peak similar to the action alternatives,
in particular the preferred alternative. The right calls for a 1-day peak while the action alternatives for
endangered fish have longer duration peaks. When exercising the Black Canyon NP Water Right,
differences in impacts between the No Action and action alternatives are reduced.

FG01-02

FG01-03

FG01-04

Alternatives have not been modeled to include the Black Canyon NP Water Right. Reclamation will
operate the Aspinall Unit with the intent of meeting the Black Canyon NP Water Right, the Flow
Recommendations, and authorized Unit purposes every year. The Black Canyon NP Water Right will
be considered equally along with Flow Recommendations and authorized purposes of the Unit.
Additional information has been added to Chapters I, II, and III of the final EIS concerning the Black
Canyon NP Water Right and how it affects impact analysis.
A copy of the Black Canyon NP Water Right is included in Appendix G of Volume II of the final EIS.
Pursuant to its normal procedures, Reclamation, beginning in January, will monitor inflow forecasts
for operation planning and throughout this process will keep the National Park Service appraised of
current operations and specifically appraised of projections of operations and their ability to allow the
Black Canyon NP Water Right to be met. Coordination will occur throughout the January-May period
and formal notification will be made to National Park Service on April 1 concerning anticipated status
of the potential of meeting the Black Canyon NP Water Right. Reclamation will operate the Aspinall
Unit with the intent of meeting the Black Canyon NP Water Right every year along with the Flow
Recommendations and authorized Unit purposes. Releases will be made from the Aspinall Unit using
the necessary combination of available powerplants, bypasses and spillways, while attempting to reach
the Black Canyon NP Water Right peak flow target. See section 2.3.1.1 and 3.3.1.2C of the final EIS
for further information.
Additional information has been included in Section 1.6.4 of the final EIS which addresses laws and
policies related to the National Park Service and Bureau of Land Management. Included are
legislation and authorities such as Antiquities Act of 1906, Black Canyon Proclamation No. 2033 of
1933 and later related proclamations, National Park Service Organic Act, National Park Service
General Authorities Act of 1970, and Black Canyon of the Gunnison National Park and Gunnison
Gorge National Conservation Area Act of 1999.
Daily reservoir operation decisions require the analysis of a myriad of data inputs, including but not
limited to: present reservoir levels, inflow forecasts from the Colorado Basin River Forecast Center,
reservoir target elevations, and downstream flow requirements such as downstream water rights,
fishery flows, special study flows, or flood control releases. The daily reservoir operation is comprised
of release decisions which arise as an integrated response to hydrologic conditions, current reservoir
and flow conditions, and future targets or goals. The decisions underlying each alternative and their
difference from the No-Action are addressed in Section 2.3 of Volume I of the final EIS.
From year-to-year, forecast errors can play a large part in the variability and uncertainty in runoff
forecasts and resulting operations. Flood control is included in all alternatives and is discussed in the
draft and final EIS. Endangered fish target flows are based on the May 1 forecast. If actual April
through July inflow is less than the forecast, reservoir levels may be lower than planned, conversely, if
inflow is higher than forecast, reservoir levels may be higher than planned.
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FG01-05

FG01-06

Federal Government Agencies (FG) (cont.)
The releases needed to attempt to meet endangered fish targets are based on inflow forecasts at Blue
Mesa Reservoir. Alternatives B, C, and D call for avoiding bypasses from April 1st through May 10th
in order to make more water available for a spring peak and/or duration flows. A peak flow target is
identified in the spring and operations are designed to attempt to meet this peak and associated flow
duration. In addition, because there are so many combinations of scenarios and operational options to
meet the downstream targets, no specific description of how operations will be modified can be
provided beyond what is already described in the Section 2.3 of Volume I of the FEIS (Alternatives).
Alternative A describes specific Morrow Point releases in Section 2.3.2.1 of Volume I based on
forecasted bypass volumes. The other alternatives do not specifically discuss operations at Morrow
Point Dam because the peak targets at Whitewater can be achieved in a variety of ways. The final EIS
states in Section 2.3.3.2 of Volume I “Releases will be made from the Aspinall Unit using the
necessary combination [emphasis added] of available powerplants, bypasses and spillways, while
attempting to reach the spring peak flow target.” “Crystal Dam releases, and releases from Morrow
Point and Blue Mesa Dam as needed, would begin to be ramped up approximately 5 days…” The
Alternatives B, C, and D are based on moving volumes of water through the Unit to achieve target
peaks. The model does not describe what happens at each reservoir. The Unit is a “Black Box” in the
model which does not describe individual reservoir operations. Volume II, Appendix A, does compare
hydropower releases and bypasses for each reservoir. Because the results are from a model, day-today real life operation could be modified to enhance timing and peaks by utilizing spillway features
not utilized in the model.
Peaking and drawdown criteria do not affect the change in operations as modeled. Again, Morrow
Point and Blue Mesa power operations are a “Black Box” in the model. Section 2.3.6.6 of the draft
and final EIS explains that Morrow Point and Crystal Reservoirs’ daily fluctuations are limited by
landslide criteria which restrict the elevation drop of the reservoirs’ surface during certain times of the
year. Downward elevation change in excess of the recommended rates could activate massive
landslides due to a combination of sudden reservoir lowering and saturated soil conditions.
In addition, a general description of the purpose of peaking operations can be found in Appendix C of
Volume II.
Reclamation is responsible for determining monthly water releases from Unit reservoirs and daily
releases from Crystal Reservoir. Reclamation is also responsible for designing and implementing
spring peak operations and base flows. Reclamation also operates and maintains the Unit dams and
hydropower facilities. Western Area Power Administration (Western) determines daily releases from
Blue Mesa and Morrow Point reservoirs.
Reclamation and Western work together on a daily basis in scheduling water releases, developing
generation schedules, and coordinating maintenance outages. Western transmits and dispatches power
generation from each Reclamation facility and ensures compliance with minimum and maximum flow
requirements and other constraints set by Reclamation in consultation with other federal, state, and
local entities. In generating and dispatching power, Reclamation and Western must also consider their
responsibilities associated with North American Electric Reliability Council (NERC) and Western
Electricity Coordinating Council (WECC) criteria. WECC, as a regional council of the NERC, has
responsibility for coordinating and promoting electric system reliability in the provinces of Alberta and
British Columbia, the northern portion of Baja California, Mexico, and all or portions of the 14
Western states in between.
NERC and WECC operating criteria require Western and Reclamation to meet scheduled load changes
by ramping the generators at Morrow Point and Blue Mesa up or down beginning at 10 minutes before
the hour and ending at 10 minutes after the hour. Ramping is the change in the water release from the
reservoir through the turbine to meet the electrical load (or power demand). Both scheduled and
unscheduled ramping are crucial in load following, ancillary services, power system regulation,
emergency situations, and variations in real time (what actually happens compared to what was
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FG01-06
(cont.)

Federal Government Agencies (FG) (cont.)
scheduled) operations. Typically, power demand increases during the daylight hours as residences,
commercial establishments, agriculture and industry put electricity to use. Hydropower generation can
react instantaneously to the load – a pattern called load following or peaking. Morrow Point and Blue
Mesa typically operate for this purpose while Crystal regulates the flow below the Unit to even out
fluctuations associated with peaking or load following. By comparison, coal and nuclear based
resources have a relatively slow response time; consequently, they generally have limited load
following capability in the WECC.
As a control area operator, Western regulates the transmission system within a prescribed geographic
area. Western is required to react to moment-by-moment changes in electrical demand within this
area, adjusting the electrical power output of hydroelectric generators within the area in response to
changes in the generation and transmission system to maintain the scheduled level of generation in
accordance with prescribed NERC criteria. Automatic Generation Control (AGC) is a process whereby
the control system automates the water releases in a manner that follows the power system’s actual
dynamic demands on a moment-to-moment (typically a four-second-interval) basis.
In regulating the transmission system, Western needs to be able to ramp releases up or down quickly in
response to system conditions. In addition, each utility is required to have sufficient generating
capacity – in varying forms of readiness – to continue serving its customer load, even if the utility
loses all or part of its own largest generating unit or largest capacity transmission line. This reserve
capacity ensures electrical service reliability and an uninterrupted power supply.

FG01-07
FG01-08

FG01-09

FG01-10

FG01-11

Reserve generating capacity that is connected to the transmission system is called spinning reserve.
Spinning reserves are used to quickly replace lost electrical generation resulting from a forced outage,
such as the sudden loss of a major transmission line or generating unit. Additional off-line generating
units are also used to replace generation shortages, but they cannot replace lost generation capacity as
quickly as spinning reserves.
See response to FG01-03
This paragraph is simply meant to disclose the authority under which Reclamation can provide releases
from the Aspinall Unit for endangered fish. The various reasons the fish have become endangered are
discussed elsewhere in the EIS.
A biological assessment was included in the draft EIS. The assessment evaluated the effects of the
preferred alternative (Alternative B) on endangered species. The Fish and Wildlife Service has
prepared a programmatic biological opinion (PBO), included as Appendix B in Volume II, which
concluded compliance with the Endangered Species Act (ESA). The PBO calls for monitoring and
adaptive management to evaluate the long term effects of the new operation and to respond to new
information that is developed from the monitoring.
The subject paragraphs outline the authority for implementing the proposed action and have been
retained in the final EIS. Also in regard to releases for trout or recreation, these resources are
benefitted by releases to meet other Unit purposes. Reclamation’s operation planning attempts to
protect the unique fishery and recreation uses downstream while meeting authorized purposes.
The text in the final EIS has been changed to give a consistent explanation of Crystal’s role of
reregulating and stabilizing downstream flows. “Crystal Reservoir then serves an important function in
stabilizing the flows of the Gunnison River to benefit water users and the downstream environment,
particularly the Black Canyon of the Gunnison National Park and Gunnison Gorge, as well as the
production of hydroelectric power.”
See FG01-06 for discussion and description of peaking operations. Peaking operations and
drawdown/landslide criteria do not affect the change in downstream releases. Morrow Point
and Blue Mesa operations are treated as a “Black Box” in the model. Therefore peaking and
drawdown/landslide criteria are not considered in the modeling process. Operations under the
alternatives fall within landslide criteria because the model moves volumes of water through the Unit
at timing and rates which fall within historical practices and within the criteria.
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FG01-12

FG01-13

FG01-14

FG01-15
FG01-16
FG01-17
FG01-18

FG01-19

FG01-20

FG01-21

FG01-22

FG01-23

Federal Government Agencies (FG) (cont.)
See Section 2.3.6.6 in Volume I for discussion on this issue. Also, refer to the PBO included as
Appendix B in Volume II for information on the Dallas Creek and Dolores Projects and the Colorado
River.
This question is addressed in various sections in Chapter 2 of Volume I (Section 2.3.1, last bullet).
Some of the water necessary for the operation of the Redlands fish ladder may come from the Aspinall
Unit. No accounting has been done to quantify the amount of water attributed to the Aspinall Unit for
the fish ladder and the change in operation of the Aspinall Unit is deemed to address the Dallas and
Dolores Project depletions without specifying an amount, thus making reference to and accounting for
the 148,000 af unnecessary.
This comment refers to the “Connected and Related Actions” Section (1.5) in Volume I. This section
has been expanded to include more information on the Black Canyon NP Water Right. Also refer to
response FG01-01.
Refer to response to comment FG01-03.
This item referred to the No Action Alternative in the draft EIS. Discussion in Section 2.3.1 has been
modified to include reference to the Black Canyon NP Water Right. Also refer to response FG01-01.
See response to FG01-01.
Operational decisions, including peak targets will be discussed at the Aspinall Operations meetings as
mentioned in Section 2.3.6.4. In addition, as mentioned in Section 2.3.3.2, peak targets will be
achieved “Using a combination of available powerplants, bypasses and spillways….”
For Alternatives B, C, & D, the operational commitments are mentioned in Section 2.3.3.2 –
“Reclamation will not bypass the powerplant at Crystal Dam from April 1st through May 10th….. Peak
releases will be made in an attempt to match the peak from the North Fork in order to maximize the
potential of meeting a desired peak at Whitewater.” This is the way the alternatives were modeled.
Consequently, they show an increase in peak occurrence. The last paragraph of Section 2.3.3.2 further
discusses operational commitments: “Crystal Dam releases and releases from Morrow Point and Blue
Mesa Dam as needed would begin to be ramped up approximately 5 days prior to the predicted North
Fork peak.” Alternative A identifies the volume of water to be managed for a peak as that water to be
bypassed or spilled at Crystal based on the May 1st Forecast and May 1st Blue Mesa Reservoir content
and includes a corresponding maximum 1 day release.
If only less than the peak target flow can be achieved (probably due to lack of flow in the North Fork),
a cut-off flow rate had to be determined in the model in order to not release excessive volumes of
water in an attempt to meet an unreachable peak. The figure of 90 percent was selected because it
seemed a reasonable level of target achievement. The peak flow duration occurs only when the act of
achieving a peak is >90 percent effective. In addition, the model limits the number of days allowed to
achieve the peak in order to limit futile efforts and save storage volumes.
The overall goal of the Recovery Program is to recover the fish in the Colorado River basin. Once the
fish are recovered, habitat will still need to be maintained in order to prevent the fish from once again
becoming endangered. Operations of the Aspinall Unit may be adjusted in the future as the result of
monitoring and adaptive management. In theory, future adjustments could include higher or lower
peaks or adjustments in base flows. Significant changes would require additional NEPA and public
review. Water rights, including the Black Canyon NP Water Right, would be incorporated into all new
operations.
If proposed in the future, out of basin depletions, in a quantity sufficient to induce an “artificial
drought” will be required to go through the NEPA and ESA process. Operations and guidelines
needed to address such an event will be developed to address the timing and volume of such
depletions. Neither “Artificial drought” due to power releases or mismanagement is reasonable to
expect, but if such an event did occur it would probably be handled similar to a real drought, whereby,
for Alternatives B, C, and D, recovery is undertaken pursuant to the bullets in Section 2.3.6.3.
In Section 2.3.6.3, action alternatives do not specifically call for a release of 122,000 af of storage plus
all inflows. The drought rules are intended to allow the target flows at Whitewater to be reduced in
order to allow the Aspinall Unit to recover from a previous year’s drought. If drought criteria are in
effect there is plenty of storage available for the runoff….there has been a drought. By the drought
criteria’s definition, Blue Mesa’s content is specified, and there is space available for
runoff…otherwise the drought criteria would not be in effect and there would be no drought.
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FG01-24

FG01-25

FG01-26

FG01-27
FG01-28

FG01-29
FG01-30

FG01-31

FG01-32

Federal Government Agencies (FG) (cont.)
Reclamation believes that the statement is correct and consistent. In the future, requests to contract for
Aspinall Unit storage water may be made. If this occurs, the request would be subject to evaluation
under the ESA, other environmental regulations, water rights, and other factors. The ESA consultation
could result in limitations or conditions on the use of the water.
Alternative 5 was an initial action alternative no longer under consideration. The March 31st target
referred to is a modeling target which is further explained in Section 2.3.3. The narrative is not
implying that water will be stored for 6 weeks in anticipation of the peak flow. It is stating that
Reclamation will avoid an operation that will cause water to “by-pass” or “go around” the powerplants
during this time period. The Gunnison Tunnel right would not affect this since we are talking about
powerplant bypasses, which imply we are at full powerplant capacity to begin with. Full powerplant
capacity is about 2,100 cfs which provides sufficient flow for the tunnel and the Black Canyon.
The paragraph referred to indicates that less than 1,000 af/yr of the “safe yield” is now being used.
The remainder has not been quantified and for that reason, the term “up to 300,000 af” is used. This
indicates that the total safe yield may be less than 300,000 af.
In Section 3.3.1.1f of the final EIS, Flood Control is referred as an operational sideboard, meaning a
constraint, consideration, or limitation. In this case, flood control is a purpose of the Unit.
The spillways are designed to be used only high runoff events, not for day-to-day operation. Peak
releases for the Black Canyon NP Water Right and endangered fish call for frequency of high flows
greater than the bypasses and powerplants were designed for. Thus, Reclamation has had some
concern related to implementation of these reoperations. There is a difference between using the
spillways for operational purposes (i.e. a controlled spill) and flood control operations to not cause a
spill. In this instance, a caused spill might be better identified as a hydrologically caused spill,
meaning the inflow and reservoir elevation is such that spillway gates must be opened in order to
maintain control of the reservoir. The action alternatives may utilize a combination of powerplants,
bypasses and spillways to achieve target flows. The spillways may be needed because they have a
much larger discharge capacity than the other outlet facilities. Releases to meet targets for the action
alternatives are controlled releases and are not caused by flood control criteria or hydrologic causes.
The model is described adequately in Appendix A of Volume II.
Section 3.3.2.1D, Upper Colorado River Basin Fund, provides a general description of the Basin Fund.
As noted in that section, the Basin Fund is managed by Western Area Power Administration. A
detailed discussion of current balances and annual revenue/expenditures is outside the scope of this
EIS.
Tables 3.3-9 through 3.3-11 show the economic impact associated with a change in electrical
generation for each alternative in comparison to the No Action alternative. A discussion of the
significance of economic impacts associated with a change in power generation for the various
alternatives is presented in Section 3.3.2C, Economic Impacts. Context is provided to the reader by
recognizing that the annual economic value of generation at the Aspinall Unit is around $60 million.
A comparison to the entire Colorado River Basin Units is outside the scope of this EIS.
The model referred to in this section is completely different than the Aspinall Operations RiverWare
model. This is an Economic Analysis, not an operational analysis or description of operational criteria.
Aspinall is not operated on a one week schedule. The section clearly states that the hydrology input is
from the projected daily releases under the action and No Action alternatives. No changes of overall
releases are contemplated on a weekly scale. The hourly operation schedule deals with power
generation and demand within the Aspinall Unit “black box”, Blue Mesa and Morrow Point, and has
nothing to do with scheduling water operations as they relate to daily releases from Crystal Reservoir.
The final EIS has been modified to include more information on the Black Canyon NP Water Right
(see FG01-01). With the right included in the No Action and action alternatives, it is recognized that
the differences in impacts between No Action and Alternatives A, B, C, and D have been reduced.
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FG01-33

FG02-01

FG02-02

FG02-03

FG02-04

FG02-05

FG02-06

FG02-07
FG02-08

Federal Government Agencies (FG) (cont.)
Reclamation does not believe there are contradictions in the analysis. The analysis is based on
information provided by the Colorado Division of Wildlife which has several decades of monitoring
data on the trout resource. Indeed high spring flows help maintain the habitat and long periods without
these flows will decrease the quality of the habitat. At the same time high spring flows, dependent on
ramping rates and timing, can decrease recruitment in any given year. The condition of the trout
fishery in the Black Canyon prior to the Aspinall Unit has not been documented. Extreme high and
low flow periods and warmer summer water temperatures probably limited the fishery. In the future
under the new flow regimes, the key to maintaining the quality trout fishery will be careful ramping of
Crystal releases, timing of the peak, and maintaining Crystal Reservoir’s role in reregulating peaking
releases from Morrow Point.
Please refer to comments furnished by the Colorado Division of Wildlife for further information on
impacts to the trout fishery.
Reclamation reviewed the hydropower section to see if we had omitted reference to how past actions,
when added to the present actions, and reasonably foreseeable future actions might affect hydropower.
We believe the document fully discloses the impacts in the regional context of the Western Electricity
Coordinating Council (WECC) network using the modeling provided by Argonne National
Laboratories. As stated in the final EIS, the model indicated that impacts of some of the alternatives to
hydropower would be significant. Therefore, we believe Argonne’s model provided the context
requested in this comment.
Reclamation has previously carried out a relatively comprehensive exploration of these hydrologic
data. Reclamation’s effort included a rather extensive parametric and non-parametric analysis of (a)
total annual inflows, and, (b) total run-off period (April through July) inflows for the 1906-2005, 19371997 and 1975-2005 periods of record. This analysis shows there are no statistically significant
differences between any of these periods of record.
Reclamation’s technical staff is familiar with the application of weights to adjust sample input data,
such as hydrology data, to more closely approximate the relevant characteristics of the population.
Although the details of the weight calculations have not yet been supplied, it appears that Western is
suggesting that the resulting input weights would be applied to the RiverWare output. This suggested
application of the weighting procedure is rather unorthodox and is at variance with the application
described in the supplemental document furnished by Western.
Hydropower is affected by alternative operations by increasing the quantity of water bypassed around
the hydropower facilities in certain years to create spring peaks. In addition, water may be shifted
from high power demand periods to lower demand periods. There may be potential to shift some
water to high power demand months (for example: July-August and December-February) that can be
evaluated at the Aspinall Operations Meetings.
The purpose has been stated as “…to provide sufficient releases of water at times, quantities, and
duration necessary to avoid jeopardy to endangered fish species and adverse modification of their
designated critical habitat in the lower Gunnison River while maintaining the congressionally
authorized purposes of the Aspinall Unit.” While wording elsewhere may vary, the meaning has been
consistent and is included in the final EIS.
Section 2.3.3.2 has been modified to provide the requested flexibility. There are several years where
scheduling “treatments” (Alternative A only) to be timed with the North Fork outside of the May 15th
to May 31st window could increase the annual peak flow at Whitewater in Alternative A. However it is
unlikely that this would change the number of years that the annual peak target at Whitewater is met.
The qualitative summary portion of the referenced table is based on the quantitative section of the table
and Chapter III of the final EIS. There is a clear difference between Alternatives A and B in regard to
the Black Canyon flows. As modeled, Alternative A exceeds the calculated Black Canyon right in 7 of
the 31 years modeled while Alternative B exceeds the right in 17 of those years.
The language is intended to describe the authority for the proposed action and has been retained.
As a matter of record, Western has previously asserted the concept of nonuse economic value did not
apply to the Aspinall Unit EIS. In response, we clarified our narrative to more clearly explain that
indeed, an existing nonuse value study of nine threatened and endangered fishes (Ekstrand and Loomis
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FG02-08
(cont.)

FG03-01

FG03-02

FG03-03
FG03-04
FG03-05

FG03-06
FG03-07

FG03-08
FG03-09
FG03-10
FG03-11

FG04-01

Federal Government Agencies (FG) (cont.)
(1998), did encompass the Gunnison and Upper Colorado River Basins. This geographic region is
affected by Aspinall operations and by the continued operation of various Reclamation projects, all of
which are the subject of this final EIS.
We concur there is some uncertainty regarding the magnitude of the potential effects on native fish
populations. As we noted in the final EIS, the incremental effects of the action alternatives on critical
habitat remain unquantified and numerical estimates of the impact of reoperation on fish populations
are not currently available. If such estimates were available, we could estimate the change in nonuse
economic value resulting from the proposed alternatives using the methodology described in a recent
paper by Richardson and Loomis (2009).The Fish and Wildlife Service has been recognized by the
courts as the nation’s foremost authorities on fish and wildlife biology. Service staff has stated the
proposed changes in Aspinall operations will benefit the populations of native fish on which the
Ekstrand and Loomis (1998) nonuse value paper is focused. Based on their professional judgments,
we have qualitatively described the likely effect on nonuse economic value as an “increase.” We
believe our assessment of the direction of change in nonuse value to be well-considered.
As in the draft EIS, Alternative B is the preferred alternative in the final EIS and will be included in
the Record of Decision. The Fish and Wildlife Service’s PBO is included as Appendix B in Volume
II.
The final EIS has been modified to read: “Should damage to the spillway tunnel become excessive use
of the spillway would be limited to when hydrologically necessary repairs have been completed”.
Also see response FG01-28.
The graph already contains paired measurements of flow and selenium concentrations. A linear
regression would be out of place on a plot with flow on a log scale
The values are for dissolved selenium. The text has been clarified.
The projection is actually simulated selenium concentrations from the LOADEST model using the
modeled flows at Whitewater for each alternative. The x-axis of Figure 3.3-21 is years of the model
period of record and not instream flows.
The figure, as well as actual data, shows that selenium concentrations have declined over time.
Reclamation agrees that selenium remediation is needed to support downward trends in selenium
concentrations. The downward trend was discussed in Section 3.3.1.2 of the draft EIS and is included
in the final EIS. Concentrations in the period 2001 and 2005 may not be representative of long-term
conditions as this was an extremely dry period and dilution of pollutants, including selenium, was
lower than usual. The Flow Recommendations for endangered fish increase river flows in the spring
and reduce flows at other times. The lower flows do reduce the dilution capacity of the river as was
shown in Table 3.3.8 and this was recognized by the Fish and Wildlife Service when they prepared the
Flow Recommendations for the Recovery Program. The biological assessment in the draft EIS
presented a Selenium Management Program and additional detail is included in the Service’s PBO
which is included as Appendix B in Volume II. Additional information is included in Section 1.5 as
requested in the comment.
Section 3.3.7 discusses the effects of selenium on recovery of the endangered fish. In addition, this
topic is discussed in the PBO included as Appendix B in Volume II.
Section 3.3.7 and the PBO included as Appendix B in Volume II discuss impacts of selenium on
endangered fish.
Reclamation agrees that collecting larval razorback is encouraging and agrees that recovery throughout
the basin will depend on sufficient natural recruitment of the species in the future.
The Uncompahgre Valley is identified as a major area of selenium loading; however, other sources
include the Grand Valley and other areas of Mancos shale derived soils. Section 4.2.3 has been
expanded in the final EIS to include information on the Selenium Management Program. Also the
biological assessment in the draft EIS and the PBO in the final EIS can be referred to.
The PBO included in the final EIS includes a “reasonable and prudent measure” to include an adaptive
management process in the proposed action. A study plan is required to be completed within one year
of the final PBO. Reclamation will work with the Recovery Program and the Fish and Wildlife
Service on this study plan and in monitoring and evaluating the effects of the proposed action on the
endangered
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FG04-01
(cont.)

Federal Government Agencies (FG) (cont.)
fish and their habitat. Future operational changes may occur as a result of this monitoring and
evaluation.
Monitoring will address some of the “unknowns” mentioned in the comment and included in the Flow
Recommendations.
If conditions change –for example due to climate change - or new information is obtained - such as
habitat needs - changes in operations and perhaps reconsultation with the Service may be appropriate.
The Recovery Program, the Service, and Reclamation will monitor streamflows and other factors.

FG04-02

FG04-03

FG04-04

As far as future depletions are concerned, a limited amount of future depletions in the basin are
covered by the PBO. Depletions beyond that value would require full consultation under the ESA and
additional NEPA compliance before a decision was made concerning them.
See response FG01-01 concerning the Black Canyon NP Water Right for the Gunnison River in the
Black Canyon. Now that the Black Canyon NP Water Right has been quantified, it is considered a
common element of all alternatives.
See response FG01-01 and FG01-02 concerning the Black Canyon NP Water Right for the Gunnison
River in the Black Canyon. In addition, changes have been made in the final EIS to address this water
right. A copy of the Black Canyon NP Water Right Court Decree is included as Appendix G in
Volume II.
The Black Canyon NP Water Right is now quantified (see Appendix H, Volume II). The right calls for
one day peaks in the Black Canyon NP based on inflow forecasts to Blue Mesa Reservoir. The Black
Canyon NP Water Right also gives a high priority to control of downstream flooding and this may
limit the right in certain wet years.
Reclamation will operate the Aspinall Unit with the intent of meeting the Black Canyon NP Water
Right along with the Flow Recommendations and authorized Unit purposes. The Black Canyon NP
Water Right will be considered equally along with Flow Recommendations and authorized purposes of
the Unit. Because the Black Canyon NP Water Right is now decreed, it is considered to be a common
element in the No Action and action alternatives. Releases will be made from the Aspinall Unit using
the necessary combination of available powerplants, bypasses and spillways, while attempting to reach
the Black Canyon NP Water Right peak flow target.

FG04-05

FG04-06

FG04-07

FG04-08

See response to FG01-01 and 02 and Sections 1.5 and 2.3.6.6.
See response to FG01-01 and 02. The Black Canyon NP Water Right has many similarities to the
preferred alternative. As modeled, the reserved right is often exceeded under the preferred alternative
but is not always met. The model did not target the Black Canyon, rather it targeted downstream
critical fish habitat. With the Black Canyon NP Water Right now in place, the right will be considered
equally along with Flow Recommendations and authorized purposes of the Unit. Releases will be
made from the Aspinall Unit using the necessary combination of available powerplants, bypasses and
spillways, while attempting to reach the Black Canyon NP Water Right peak flow target. See Section
2.3.6.6 for further information.
The quantification of the Black Canyon NP Water Right was not completed when the draft EIS was
prepared. The Black Canyon NP Water Right has now been quantified and additional information is
included in the final EIS. Section 2.3.3 describes operations under the preferred alternative while
Section 2.3.6.6 describes how the Black Canyon NP Water Right is determined each year.
As indicated in this final EIS (Section 1.1.4), Reclamation must avoid jeopardizing the continued
existence of listed species and destroying or adversely modifying designated critical habitat with the
exercise of its discretionary authority. The new operations are designed to avoid jeopardy and to assist
in recovery in concert with other Recovery Program activities. This has been clarified in Section 1.1.4.
Considering only the endangered fish, Alternative C would provide increased duration of peak flows
for habitat which would be beneficial. It would also increase periods of low flows which tend to
concentrate pollutants and this would be considered adverse (see Fish and Wildlife Service comments).
In selecting the environmentally preferred alternative, a variety of resources were considered in
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addition to endangered species. These resources included river and reservoir recreation, and river and
reservoir cold water fisheries which the public has cited as important environmental concerns.
Climate change is addressed in Section 2.3.6.5. Some excerpts include: “As discussed elsewhere in
this EIS, the inflow to the Aspinall Unit has historically been highly variable and operations under the
action alternatives are planned to address this variability. The study period used in this analysis
includes drought periods and both extremely dry and extremely wet years. The action alternatives also
include an adaptive management process, supported by Recovery Program monitoring, to address new
information about the subject endangered fish, their habitat, reservoir operations, and river flows.
Reclamation will also continue to support multi-faceted research on climate change (Reclamation
2007). If climate results in effects to the listed species or critical habitats that were not considered in
this EIS, then Reclamation would reconsult with the Service.” Also information is included in the
PBO as Appendix B in Volume II.
The impacts of high Gunnison River flows on the town of Delta have been thoroughly observed and
documented over recent history. The runoff of 2008 provided an excellent opportunity to observe these
impacts on a daily basis. As flows approached 14,000 cfs at the Gunnison River gage at Delta, the first
threats of more significant flooding and erosion to city and county property were observed. It is
believed that the 15,000 cfs threshold could lead to extensive flooding and erosion of city, county, and
private property and is still appropriate as a flood management criterion. It is recognized that
additional protection of the Delta wastewater treatment plant has been provided in recent years.
In addition to the area around Delta, erosion along the railroad that parallels the river to Grand
Junction is a significant concern.
Tribal Governments (TG)

TG01

SLG01-01

SLG02-01
SLG02-02
SLG02-03
SLG02-04

No response required.
State and Local Governments (SLG)
Additional information has been included in Section 3.3.12.2. The following information is provided
from the Curecanti Resources Management Plan (National Park Service 2008): “To help reduce
impacts on cultural resources, resources would continue to be monitored on a regular basis. Vulnerable
resources listed on or potentially eligible for the National Register of Historic Places would have
priority for conservation measures. The Curecanti NRA staff would continue to actively work with
tribes to conserve ethnographic resources and privacy for traditional activities. Appropriate resource
management actions could include monitoring and site stabilization; and visitor management actions
could include signing, ranger patrols, and interpretive messages. In cases where it was determined
there was a potential for adverse impacts (as defined in36 CFR 800) to cultural resources listed on or
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places, the National Park Service would
coordinate with the State Historic Preservation Officer of Colorado to determine the level of effect on
the property, and to determine what mitigation would be needed.
The Curecanti NRA staff would continue to educate visitors regarding archeological and ethnographic
site etiquette to provide long term conservation for surface artifacts, architectural features, and
traditional activities. If necessary, additional mitigation measures would be developed in consultation
with the state historic preservation officer and the three American Indian tribes who are most affiliated
with the Curecanti NRA: Northern Ute; Southern Ute; and Ute Mountain Ute. These three tribes will
receive copies of this Environmental Impact Statement for review and comment. It will also be sent to
the Colorado State Historic Preservation Officer and to the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
for review and comment as part of the Section 106 compliance process.”
The preferred alternative should continue to meet authorized purposes of the Aspinall Unit while
avoiding jeopardy to and assisting in conserving downstream endangered fish species.
The Aspinall Operational Meetings will continue and are included in the final EIS.
Language concerning future water uses has been retained in the final EIS.
Reclamation concurs with the importance of hydropower purposes at Aspinall.
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SLG02-06
SLG02-07
SLG02-08
SLG02-09
SLG02-10
SLG02-11
SLG02-12

SLG02-13

SLG02-14
SLG02-15
SLG02-16
SLG02-17
SLG03-01

SLG03-02

SLG03-03

State and Local Governments (SLG) (cont.)
The PBO (Appendix B in Volume II) provides the ESA coverage described. In order to maintain this
coverage, federal, state, and local interests will need to work together to implement the Selenium
Management Plan, which is a key element of the opinion.
Additional information has been added to Section 1.2.2.
The footnote has been added to Section 1.2.3.2.
Reclamation does attend the Dolores River Dialogue meetings and technical workgroup meetings and
is there to provide information and to stay abreast of information that could affect operations.
Footnote has been changed in the final EIS as suggested.
This section has been modified to clarify the totals.
The executive summary recognizes that an important purpose of the Aspinall Unit is to assist the state
in utilizing its compact apportioned water.
A footnote has been added to denote a depletion of 99,200 af/yr from the upper Colorado River at the
Dolores River confluence due to the Dolores Project. Return flows also enter the San Juan River and
Lake Powell, so actual depletions from the entire river system are less than 99,200 af.
Reclamation has worked closely with the City and County of Delta during high water stages over the
past two years (2008 and 2009). Instantaneous flows during both years exceeded 12,000 cfs; 2008
exceeded 14,000 cfs. No significant property damage was reported other than minor bank erosion and
pasture and trail flooding. Reclamation will continue to work with these entities in the future and to
maximize communication and coordination efforts.
The economic information cited has been added to the summary table in Section 2.7.
The suggested change has been made in Section 4.2.3.
Refer to response SLG02-13. Spring peaks will increase at Delta and this will require increased
coordination to reduce flooding potential.
During actual operations the time frame for providing a peak can be expanded as explained in the final
EIS.
Alternative B is designed to benefit the endangered fish and has been maintained as the preferred
alternative in the final EIS. In actual operations, efforts will be made to match peak flows in the North
Fork to maximize the duration and magnitude of peaks downstream in critical habitat.
The final EIS recognizes adverse impacts to the trout fishery. The key to reducing these impacts will
be careful ramping of spring peak releases and maintaining Crystal Dams ability and role to reregulate
peaking releases from Morrow Point.
Alternatives are designed to attempt to match the North Fork peak to maximize the probability of
reaching flow targets at Whitewater. Efforts will be made to provide the peak in May but peaks may
still occur in June due to runoff conditions.
Ramping rate guidelines in the action alternatives call for a maximum of 500 cfs or 25 percent of the
flow on the ascending limb and 400 cfs or 15 percent per day on the descending limb. Under present
conditions and No Action, the descending ramping rates are the same; however, ascending limbs are
15 percent or 500 cfs. As indicated in the comment, ramping rates are important for the recruitment
of trout and the proposed rates exceed those recommended by the Division.
CDOW Recommendation – descending limb
< 500 cfs per day for flows between 2500 and
6000 cfs
< 250 cfs per day for flows below 2500 cfs

SLG03-04

Action Alternatives – ascending limb
400 cfs or 15 percent
400 cfs or 15 percent

Reclamation has not changed the ramping rates in the final EIS because of the significant amount of
additional storage that could be used in the recommended rates. Reclamation will attempt to make the
changes twice a day (one-half of change in the morning and one-half in the late afternoon) and this
should reduce impact. This wording has been added to Chapter 4 of the final EIS under Environmental
Commitments and Mitigation.
Impacts on the fishery at Blue Mesa are recognized and additional information has been presented in
Section 3.3.5.2B based on the Division’s comments. The following graph does support the comment
that minimum reservoir elevations were frequently lower prior to the late 1980’s and this change may
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have benefitted lake trout recruitment to the detriment of the kokanee fishery. Under action
alternatives, winter elevations will be slightly lower than under No Action and this may have a minor
negative impact on lake trout recruitment, in particular for Alternative C.

The PBO prepared by the Fish and Wildlife Service is included as Appendix B in Volume II concludes
consultation on the Dolores Project on endangered fish species. Reclamation does recognize that data
show declines in other native fish in the Dolores River and will continue to work with the Colorado
Division of Wildlife to reverse this trend; however, it is also recognized that discretion to make
significant changes in flows in the Dolores River flows is limited.
Reclamation will continue to work with the Division and others on river flows downstream from the
Dolores Project, including planning spring spill operations and will continue to participate in the
Dolores Biology Committee and the Dolores River Dialog.
Minimum flow commitments in the Dallas Creek Project final EIS will continue to be followed. It is
recognized that these minimum flows do not provide optimum winter flow levels. Suggestions in this
comment are beyond the scope of the Aspinall EIS but can be considered through other activities.
Gunnison County’s support of the preferred alternative, Alternative B, is recognized.
Comment noted. Language concerning reservoir yield has been maintained in the final EIS.
Comment noted. The goal will continue to be to coordinate releases for the Black Canyon NP Water
Right and the endangered fish. See response to FG01-01.
These values are defined in Section 3.3.1.1B During the development of alternatives, the use of
inactive storage was not considered because maintenance of the inactive pool is important for
hydropower production, fisheries, and recreation. Drought recovery criteria were developed
specifically to avoid the use of storage in the inactive pool.
Although it is not known when or how the State of Colorado may wish to utilize Aspinall Unit yield,
there is only one year among all the alternatives where Blue Mesa does not achieve a maximum live
storage content greater than 300,000 af – Alternative C in year 1981. The lowest maximum annual live
contents of the 31-year model period for each of the alternatives are: No Action = 542,365 af;
Alternative A = 500,171 af; Alternative B = 485,819 af; Alternative C = 238,615 af; Alternative D =
505,679 af. While it may be fair to assume that using water to attempt to meet the Flow
Recommendations increases the risk that 300,000 af may not be present in Blue Mesa every year, for
the modeled time period this never occurred for Alternatives A, B and D and only occurred once for
Alternative C. Alternatives A, B and D and only occurred once for Alternative C.
Drought criteria that are not reflected in the current model output would take effect in 1978 for
Alternative C (as well as for the other alternatives). These criteria would reduce the target for half
bankfull days in 1978 and would therefore preserve some additional storage in Blue Mesa. Since Blue
Mesa does not fill or achieve the December 31 target until 1982, this additional storage would raise the
content numbers for 1981 (as well as for 1978, 1979 and 1980) and may possibly increase the
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PWI02-01
PWI03-01
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State and Local Governments (SLG) (cont.)
maximum content above 300,000 af although this cannot be readily confirmed. The maximum content
achieved in 1981 for Alternative C is 238,615 af.
See Section 2.3.6.7 for a discussion of Aspinall Unit yield. Safe yield continues to be estimated to be
up to 300,000 af, including subordination water.
Power and Water Interests (PWI)
The final EIS does discuss in Appendix D that the Salt Lake City Area Integrated Projects (SLCA/IP)
customers could possibly see a rate change of about 0.16 mils/kWh under the preferred alternative.
DWCD is correct in their statement that this is a small increase as it amounts to $0.00016 per kWhr.
According to WAPA's CRSP Management Center website:
http://www.wapa.gov/crsp/planprojectscrsp/dolores.html, the estimated combined annual power requirement for
pumping of Dolores Project water from the Great Cut Pumping Plant and the six Sprinkler Pumping
Plants along project canals is about 17 million kWhr. A $0.00016 per kWhr increase amounts to an
annual increase of $2,720. This should not preclude DWCD’s desire to pursue a reduced irrigation
power rate for CRSP participating projects, however it is out of the scope of this EIS.
See Section 2.3.6.7 for a discussion of Aspinall Unit yield and future water uses.
Table 2.3 1 shows the base flow targets at the Whitewater Gage under action alternatives. As stated in
Section 3.3.1 “By operating to meet the base flow targets, the number of days which senior water right
holders, mainly the Redlands Water and Power Company, would potentially be calling out junior water
rights is actually reduced over the 31-year study period in each of the action alternatives as compared
to the No-Action.” Again, this is because operations described in the action alternatives are driven by
downstream targets, in this case base flow targets at Whitewater.
As described in Section 3.3.1.2E under each of the alternatives, existing spring flood control
operations would be continued by using discretion and being proactive to keep 14,000 cfs, or normally
considerably less, in the Gunnison River measured at the gage above the Uncompahgre River
confluence. Each alternative results in slightly more years of flow occurrences above 12,000 cfs at
Delta than the No Action Alternative (a maximum of 3 years during the 31-year study period).
However, the number of years resulting in flows above 14,000 cfs and 16,000 cfs increase or decrease
slightly with each alternative. Compared to the No Action Alternative, Alternative A results in an
additional year of flows above both 14,000 and 16,000 cfs. Alternatives B, C, and D result in the same
number of years above 14,000 cfs as the No Action; Alternatives B and D have the same number of
years above 16,000 cfs as the No Action.
Reclamation will continue to work diligently with the City and County of Delta to control and reduce
flooding. Over the last decade, Delta area entities have developed flood control measures which make
flows at 12,000 cfs less “dangerous”. For instance, the USGS reports the peak on the Gunnison River
at Delta for 2008 (occurring on May 22) as being 13,300 cfs. Real-time 15-minute flow data recorded
during 2008 shows the instantaneous peak on that date as being 14,000 cfs. It appears a correction was
made to the real-time 15-minute flow data although this did nothing to make the reported daily average
flow value different from the average of all the real-time 15-minute flow data for May 22. During the
2008 spring high water season, the City of Delta reported that at these flows there was no damage to
structures or buildings. However these flows did inundate a small private lake east of the Highway 50
Bridge, damaged a berm located on the south side of the river east of the bridge, inundated trails in the
northwest corner of Confluence Park and caused the closing of a backwater prevention device at the
Delta Hardware and Big O Tire parking lot. In addition, the river was close to overtopping the dike
near this location and very small areas of commercial improvements north of the river on either side of
Highway 50 were briefly inundated but not damaged other than a walkway which was washed out. In
2009, Delta flows again exceeded 12,000 cfs with no damage reported.
Section 3.3.1.2D does describe or at least alludes to the reason for higher concentrations of selenium
being a result of lower flows in some months. However, selenium loading from irrigated lands will
remain the primary cause of elevated selenium concentrations. According to Hamilton (1999) the
elevated levels of selenium started in the 1890’s with the advent of irrigation in the area followed by
the decline of the native fish populations. A successful Section 7 Consultation as a result of the PBO
will be to the benefit of the irrigators. Participating in selenium control activities is a critical
component of successful implementation of the PBO.
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Power and Water Interests (PWI) (cont.)
Reclamation has intended to us the words “up to” everywhere remaining yield is discussed in the final
EIS for this specific purpose. In addition, as mentioned in the EIS, any future development of the
remaining yield would need to undergo NEPA and this number would be further scrutinized at that
point.
The PBO prepared by the Fish and Wildlife Service and included as Appendix B in Volume II,
concludes ESA consultation for the Dolores Project. A programmatic opinion for the Dolores Basin
was considered beyond the scope of the final EIS and ESA consultation.
See response to PWI01-01. As per Section 2.3.6.4, Reclamation will gather input from the public and
affected parties to develop operation plans. Operation will consider a multitude of factors including
project purposes which includes power production.
See response to PWI01-01
The draft EIS did analyze impact to hydropower. Cumulative impacts are addressed in response to
PWI05-07. The energy requirements of the project are miniscule and changes in energy requirements
through implementation of the project as well.
The final EIS recognizes impacts to hydropower in Section 3.3.2.
Reclamation agrees that the Aspinall Unit should be operated consistent with 43 U.S.C. section 620 f
and believes that the Preferred Alternative and Environmentally Preferred Alternative, as analyzed in
the EIS, is consistent with the intent of the 1956 CRSP Act. Reclamation is considering the
development of renewable energy technologies.
Flow Recommendations prepared by the Fish and Wildlife Service and the Recovery Program include
both the Gunnison River (measured at Whitewater) and the Colorado River (measured at the ColoradoUtah Stateline). The action alternatives target increasing peak flows at Whitewater. The biological
assessment prepared for the preferred alternative discusses resultant changes in flows at the Stateline
although these changes are not modeled. This is important in that the biological assessment is
programmatic and is designed to provide ESA clearance for the Dolores Project that depletes the
Colorado River downstream from the Gunnison confluence. Under the action alternatives, peak
Gunnison flows are not modeled to match Colorado River peaks. Also refer to the PBO, Appendix B
in Volume II, for more information on flows in the Colorado River.
Section 1.1.4 has been revised to include the Federal Register wording as suggested. Concerning
native fish, the final EIS wording has been clarified to reflect that the native fish species have not gone
extinct.
The comment references fish control projects conducted in the 1960’s to remove non-game fish,
including native fish, to reduce competition with trout fisheries. These actions did occur on the Green
River downstream from Flaming Gorge Dam but were not implemented on the Gunnison River or
mainstem Colorado.

PWI05-06
PWI05-07

PWI05-08

Concerning critical habitat, the ESA does refer to “destruction” of critical habitat.
See Section 2.3.6.1 for a discussion of this language.
Reclamation believes that, statistically, on an average annual basis the economic impact of
hydropower impacts associated with Alternatives A, B, and D, in comparison to the No Action
alternative, is small, i.e., changes between No Action and action alternatives are between .1 percent
and 1.4 percent. The impact of Alternative C is greater at $2.716 million on an average annual basis –
a nearly five percent reduction in economic value in comparison to the No Action alternative. Section
3.3.2.2C, Economic Impacts, qualitatively recognizes the effect of monthly changes in electrical
generation and the potential need for Western to purchase replacement power to meet contract
commitments and impact to the availability of funding for operation and maintenance, environmental
programs, and project repayment. Specifically, Table 3.3 11 shows annual impacts of alternatives on
the economic value of hydropower generation. In some years, there could be significant impacts that
could affect the availability of power revenues for deposit in the Basin Fund.
Reclamation will continue to use operation meetings, held every four months, to discuss any proposed
research, studies, or maintenance work that might affect hydropower. Reclamation will also continue
to discuss operations at Aspinall on a frequent basis and these discussions can include any proposals
that might affect hydropower.
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Power and Water Interests (PWI) (cont.)
As can be seen in the final EIS, the action alternatives do not fully meet the Flow Recommendations.
Reclamation’s goal is to assist in meeting Flow Recommendations while continuing to meet authorized
purposes of the Unit. It should be noted that while the action alternatives target flows at Whitewater
on the Gunnison River they are also designed to improve critical habitat on the mainstem of the
Colorado River.
The Aspinall Operations EIS is a voluntary non-mandated effort. It is recognized that the recovery of
the listed species does not rely on the Gunnison River or the modification of operation of the Aspinall
Unit. The purpose and need statement of the EIS expressly states the modification of operations
“necessary to avoid jeopardy and adverse modification to designated critical habitat, while maintaining
authorized purposes of the Aspinall Unit.” It is recognized by Reclamation that this EIS is but one
piece of the overall effort needed to recover the endangered fish..
The storage numbers mentioned in the comment appear to be incorrect. Aspinall Unit purposes remain
at the forefront of any modified operation. Section 3.3.1.2A of the final EIS discusses additional
storage used for each alternative to meet the identified purpose and need.
Reclamation developed a range of action alternatives. The preferred alternative was selected as the
most reasonable alternative of meeting both endangered fish purposes and Unit authorized purposes.
Flexibility and adaptive management can be used with the preferred alternative to better meet these
purposes in the future.
The draft and final EIS discuss impacts on hydropower.
See response PWI05-11.
The sentence has been modified to indicate that Flow Recommendations are designed to offset impacts
of water development in general, not only the Aspinall Unit. Reclamation does not believe repeating
the purpose and need statement at this point in the final EIS is appropriate.
Thank you for your suggestion. Climate change is addressed in the EIS as well as the PBO in Volume
II of the final EIS.
Language in the draft and final EIS address the potential future use of the Aspinall Unit yield. Please
refer to Section 2.3.6.6 and response PWI08-14.
All references to the variety of terms used to describe “safe yield” will be changed to “safe yield” or
“remaining safe yield” since they are all referring to the same thing. Reclamation believes the
discussion of yield in the final EIS is appropriate.
The reference to “remaining project yield” appears during a discussion of the baseline. Under the
baseline or the proposed action, there is remaining project yield in the Aspinall Unit. Use of the yield
in the future is speculative and is not included in the baseline. See also response PWI08-14.
Recommended language is used in the final EIS; however, the EIS recognizes that safe yield from the
Aspinall Unit could be up to 300,000 af. Concerning the “use of storage” term, this means the release
of water previously stored in priority in Blue Mesa Reservoir under the water rights decreed to the
reservoir as described in the comment.
This would have to be another side analysis to determine the impacts of meeting the Black Canyon NP
Water Right and the Flow Recommendations during moderately wet or wet years (May 1 forecast
>1,035,000 af) with almost exclusively Aspinall Unit water. Flood control can become a priority in
such years as described in the Black Canyon NP Water Right Decree. There may be flexibility to
consider potential operations to address the concern expressed in this paragraph; release patterns will
be discussed at January and April operation meetings in moderately wet and wet years.
See PWI08-02.
The issue of using a 31-year fixed period for the input hydrology is partially addressed in Appendix A
of Volume II. This information can be supplemented as follows:
It is assumed that the historic hydrology of the Gunnison River Basin (from 1975 to 2005) provides an
adequate representation of potential future conditions for an assessment of the performance of
alternatives relative to the No Action Alternative. While this 31- year period could be considered too
short to properly represent the range of future hydrologic conditions, it does include the wettest period
(the mid-1980) and the driest period (the drought of 2000 through 2005) in the recorded history of
Gunnison Basin hydrology. This allows the model to show how the alternatives would perform under
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these relatively extreme hydrologic scenarios. At the same time, it is highly probable that future
conditions will not be exactly the same as those experienced between 1975 and 2005, especially if the
impacts of global climate change significantly alter the hydrology of the Gunnison Basin. Therefore
analysis of the results of modeling the alternatives is limited to discussion of the relative performance
of the alternatives versus the No Action over this selected 31- year period of hydrologic conditions. If
future hydrologic conditions differ significantly from recent hydrology, meeting the Flow
Recommendation targets could be more difficult or less difficult compared with the success of the
alternatives analyzed during the modeled time period.
Any modeling would benefit from a more variable input dataset, additional model traces, and/or
stochastic/probabilistic approaches rather than a single deterministic run. However, Reclamation
believes the modeling used is adequate for alternative comparison and impact analysis.
The model results show fairly conclusively that the number of days that the Redlands Canal will
experience flows below its water right of 750 cfs is greatly reduced in all action alternatives. In general
the No Action shows approximately 25 days with flows below 750 cfs while the action alternatives
range between 15 and 18 days with flows below 750 cfs. This is a 40 percent reduction in days that
flows are below 750 cfs and in days a water right call might occur.
The model was intended to provide an assessment of the relative performance of the action alternatives
against the No Action Alternative. While this does not answer how often the Flow Recommendation
targets can be achieved, it does show which alternative offers the best opportunity to meet these targets
while still achieving the intended purposes of the Aspinall Unit.
Refer to the PBO (Appendix B in Volume II) concerning commitments related to selenium. Details of
the selenium program, including monitoring, will be included in the Selenium Management Program
to be prepared within 24 months of the final PBO.
Agreed. The USGS is developing data on selenium trends in the basin.
The flow vs. selenium analysis was intended to correspond with the selenium threshold targets as
measured at the downstream end of the critical habitat on the lower Gunnison River – Whitewater. The
time period analyzed was 1975-2005 in order to correspond with the modeled period of record.
It is recognized in the final EIS that higher spring peaks will result in lower flows at other times of the
year and that lower flows tend to concentrate pollutants. This was recognized in preparing the Flow
Recommendations and a higher priority was given to providing spring peaks. If future monitoring and
information change this priority, operational plans can be adjusted. It should be noted that extreme
low flows will be reduced under the proposed action due to base flow targets.
The draft EIS was written prior to finalization of the right. Information has been included in the final
EIS. See response to comment FG01-01 for further information.
Section 1.5 has been expanded to include information on the PBO.
This comment leads to the point that operations as defined in the model rule set may not exactly match
real-life operations in the future. The model requires a trigger value to tell it when to initiate flood
avoidance operations – i.e. reduce releases from Aspinall. It has no ability to forecast flows and can
only react to values produced during a given time step. In real-life there is no need to wait for a trigger
value to initiate flood avoidance operations. With daily streamflow forecasts and in-house expertise,
releases at Aspinall can be adjusted at any time deemed necessary to avoid flooding flows at Delta.
Flood control operations could begin when flows reach 12,000 cfs at Delta or they could begin when
flows are higher or lower than this value. The important point is that the current flow rate at Delta is
not a trigger for adjusting operations at the Aspinall Unit. There is other information, primarily the
daily forecasts, which will provide this guidance in real-life operations.
It is appropriate to discuss yield of the reservoir in general when describing the Unit because one of the
authorized purpose of the Unit is “…storing water for beneficial consumptive use…” The final EIS
does not quantify the yield because this would be very premature based on existing information. Refer
also to response PWI08-14.
The draft EIS included a discussion of “remaining project yield” that was applicable to all alternatives.
This discussion was developed with the State of Colorado during the writing of the EIS. The comment
suggests deleting estimates of the quantity of this yield and references to possible “upstream” use of
this yield in the future. Also it is suggested that the language “Under all alternatives, the unused
portion of the Unit yield would not be relied on as part of any permanent solution that seeks to provide
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releases for Flow Recommendations or any subsequent modifications to them” be deleted.
Reclamation has determined that the language in the draft EIS was correct and it has been carried
forward to the final EIS with minor editorial changes. The EIS does not attempt to quantify the
“yield” but the yield is described as being up to 300,000 af including subordination water. The
location and quantity of future use of this yield is unknown; and the State of Colorado has not finalized
a policy on the state’s desires concerning the water. It should also be noted that authorization for the
Unit does not restrict use of the water to “downstream” of the Unit.

PWI08-15

PWI08-16
PWI08-17

PWI09-01
PWI10-01

PWI10-02

ENV01-01

ENV01-02

Language concerning “permanent solution” has also been maintained in the final EIS. Any future use
of water will be subject to ESA review and consultation as discussed in the final EIS.
The final EIS does not attempt to quantify Colorado’s remaining entitlement under the Colorado River
Compact of 1922. Yield of the Aspinall Unit is discussed, but it is stated that the yield has not been
quantified.
An executive summary has been included with the final EIS.
The two selenium graphs are of the largest size of all the graphs in the document and could not be
made any larger and still fit on the page. Second, as with the rest of the analysis in this document,
these graphs are meant to show relative comparisons of the action alternatives versus the No Action
Alternative. If the lines are on top of each other, it indicates there is not much difference in the
performance of the alternatives regarding this metric. In figure 3.3.21 none of the alternatives have any
annual values less than 4.6 ppb. Figure 3.3.22 is an exceedance plot showing average annual selenium
values from average monthly concentration data. An assessment of this data against the standard of 4.6
ppb is probably somewhat meaningless since the standard is not measured in this fashion. The graph is
intended to reveal differences in the performance of the action alternatives relative to the No Action
Alternative. Any mention of mcg/L will be changed to ug/L.
Please refer to the biological assessment and the PBO in Volume II (appendices B and C) of the final
EIS. The opinion completes consultation on the Dolores Project.
The PBO (Appendix B in Volume II) addresses the Dolores Project. New operations of the Aspinall
Unit along with other Recovery Program activities to supplement peak and base flows offset the
depletions of the Dolores Project in the Colorado River.
Thank you for your comments. These comments were provided to the Fish and Wildlife Service to
consider in preparation of the PBO. The PBO concludes that selenium levels are adversely affecting
endangered fish and calls for an aggressive selenium management program to reduce this impact. The
PBO includes a conservation recommendation on future studies on effects of selenium: “We
recommend that the Recovery Program initiate investigations to determine appropriate levels of
selenium to insure recovery of Colorado pikeminnow and razorback sucker. We recognize any new
studies would follow established Recovery Program protocol for priority and funding. In order for the
Service to be kept informed of actions minimizing or avoiding adverse effects or benefitting listed
species or their habitats, the Service request notification of the implementation of any conservation
recommendations.”
Environmental Groups (ENV)
Considering only the endangered fish, Alternative C would provide increased duration of peak flows
which would be beneficial. It would also increase periods of low flows which tend to concentrate
pollutants such as selenium and this would be considered adverse (see Fish and Wildlife Service
comments). In selecting the preferred alternative, the dual purposes of not jeopardizing endangered
fish while meeting Aspinall Unit purposes were considered.
The comment is correct in that the purpose of the proposed action for the Aspinall EIS differed from
the purpose stated for the Flaming Gorge EIS. The comment reflects a concern that the Aspinall
operations should assist in recovery of endangered fish in addition to avoiding jeopardy. Reclamation
believes the Aspinall Unit language is correct. Reclamation is required to avoid jeopardy to
endangered species; and operations are authorized, but not required, to assist in recovery. The purpose
as written does not preclude having or selecting an alternative that assists in recovery. Reclamation’s
intent is to assist in recovery.
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ENV01-03

ENV01-04

ENV01-05

ENV01-06

ENV01-07
ENV01-08

ENV01-09

Environmental Groups (ENV) (cont.)
As indicated in response ENV01-02, Reclamation and the Aspinall Unit have the authority to assist in
recovery of the subject endangered fish. Reclamation is very active in supporting and participating in
the Recovery Program in general and has been actively involved in specific recovery activities on the
Gunnison River including construction of fish passage and screens and providing flows for the passage
and migration flows. Overall Reclamation agrees that there is no conflict between the ESA and the
Recovery Program and the Aspinall Unit authorization.
Reclamation is required to comply with the ESA for operation of the Aspinall Unit. The purpose of
the proposed action is to operate the Aspinall Unit to avoid jeopardy to endangered species while
maintaining the congressionally authorized purposes. As indicated in Section 1.1.4, it is also
Reclamation’s intent to assist in recovery of the endangered species. The authorized purposes do not
override the ESA. Please refer to the PBO included with the final EIS for further information.
In selecting the environmentally preferred alternative, a variety of resources were considered in
addition to endangered species. These resources included river and reservoir recreation and river and
reservoir cold water fisheries which the public has cited as important environmental concerns. In
terms of endangered fish, Alternative C provides more improvement in duration of peak flows but also
increases low flow periods compared to the preferred alternative and thus provides less dilution
capability of pollutants such as selenium and total dissolved solids. Alternative C also has increased
impacts on trout fisheries, recreation, and water storage.
The Flow Recommendation report (McAda 2003) states on page 4-10 “There are many possible
scenarios by which spring-peak Flow Recommendations for the Gunnison River could have been
derived from Pitlick et al. (1999). Table 4.5 presents one of these using the two targets…” This is not
meant to imply that the Flow Recommendations are not well thought through.
The uncertainties were presented in the Flow Recommendation report (McAda 2003)
Because there are many different ways to make releases from the Aspinall Unit, in combination with
variable side inflow sources into the Gunnison River, it is not practicable to describe a specific
operation to cover all years which would meet downstream targets. Reclamation desires to maintain
the flexibility needed in order to meet downstream targets in the most efficient, practicable method
while still fulfilling Aspinall Unit purposes. In addition, we conducted a thorough EIS, thus conditions
which may preclude releases for downstream targets are also described.
There could be a number of reasons outside of Reclamation’s discretion which cause the water surface
elevation in Blue Mesa to be inadequate for spillway use. Those include drought conditions where
there is inadequate inflow to fill the reservoir to the spillway elevation or flood control situations
where the reservoir elevation must be kept down in order to provide storage space for the flood control
portion of the forecasted runoff. If that runoff does not materialize or comes at a time later than
forecast, the spillway may not be available for use during the timeframe specified in the Flow
Recommendations. It is correct to say that surface elevations and content targets are a result of a
pattern of releases throughout the year. However, these release patterns are based on forecast
information and hydrology which changes constantly. These variations create uncertainty in resultant
water surface elevations, thus creating the possibility that the spillway maybe unavailable for use.
The supposition that Reclamation is largely in control of the water surface elevations could be true;
however, this is within the context of meeting Aspinall Unit purposes, with emphasis on flood control.
No one wants to see Reclamation make extreme adjustments in response to changes in runoff
forecasts. For instance, if Reclamation operates to a less conservative March 31 target to raise the
reservoir surface elevation, and suddenly the forecast increases, Reclamation could possibly have to
release large amounts of water which could cause flooding at Delta or even loss of control of the
reservoir. Content and elevations are discretionary so that we have flexibility in meeting all authorized
purposes, especially flood control. It would be irresponsible to constantly operate solely under
mandatory flood control criteria as this would have far reaching impacts on other Aspinall Unit
purposes. Establishing and operating to specific operational criteria solely for the purpose of
enhancing downstream critical habitat would not be appropriate or responsible. Thus the need for
flexibility in operations so that all purposes including the Black Canyon NP Water Right and flows for
endangered fish can be achieved.
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ENV01-10

ENV01-11

ENV01-12

ENV01-13
ENV01-14

ENV01-15

ENV01-16

ENV01-17

ENV01-18

ENV01-19

ENV01-20

Environmental Groups (ENV) (cont.)
Increases in spring peak flows in the Gunnison will result in increases in flows in the Colorado River
during the same time period. In discussions with the Fish and Wildlife Service, it was decided not to
attempt to match Gunnison and Colorado river peaks nor to model Colorado River flows. The
increased Gunnison River contribution to the Colorado River during the spring period in concert with
flow activities on the Colorado River upstream will have beneficial effects on the endangered fish.
Other Recovery Program activities are supplementing both base and peak flows in the Colorado River
downstream from the Gunnison River confluence. See the PBO (Appendix B in Volume II) for further
information.
See response to ENV01-10. Attachment 9 in the biological assessment summarized changes in the
mainstem of the Colorado River under the preferred alternative. There is also additional information
in the PBO (Appendix B in Volume II) and in Section 3.3.7.2..
The PBO was prepared by the Fish and Wildlife Service and is included as Appendix B in Volume II.
The Fish and Wildlife Service has concluded that ESA consultation on the Dolores Project has been
completed.
Please refer to the PBO, which addresses the Dolores Project, prepared by the Fish and Wildlife
Service in Appendix B of Volume.
The biological assessment and programmatic biological opinion address reconsultation on the Dolores
Project. The updated Colorado River depletion resulting from the Dolores Project -99,200 af- is
included in the assessment and opinion. See responses ENV01-10 and 11.
Page 25 of the biological assessment identified an annual average depletion of 428,348 af. This will
be corrected to 503,500 af because during the PBO review process it was discovered that the annual
average of 428,348 af of historic depletions above the Whitewater gage over the study period 1975 –
2005 did not include depletions above Crystal Reservoir. In the next paragraph, new depletions are
identified: 3,500 af in the North Fork, the remaining maximum development of Dallas Creek (an
additional 12,200 for a maximum of 17,200 af), and the remaining Upper Gunnison subordination (an
additional 22,200 af for a maximum of 30,800 af.)
The model accounted for all historic depletions (503,500 af) through the use of gage records in the
modeling process and, in addition, included the new depletions (3,500+12,200+ 22,200=37,900 af.)
In addition, even though the new depletions being consulted upon are less than 71,000 af mentioned in
the WRA/TNC comment, and still less than 45,000 af mentioned in the Black Canyon NP Water Right
Decree, it should be noted that paragraph 32.4.5 of the decree states that the PBO “covers existing
depletions in the Gunnison River Basin from federal and non-federal water uses plus reasonably
foreseeable future in-basin depletions of approximately 45,000 af ….” There is no reference to a
“maximum” or “not-to-exceed” 45,000 af. All existing and future depletions have been disclosed and
modeled
The biological assessment for the project was completed prior to finalization of the reserved right. The
reserved right is now in place and is considered part of No Action and action alternatives and the
baseline.
As explained in the draft and final EIS’s, Alternative B has been identified as the preferred alternative
and was thus analyzed in the biological assessment prepared by Reclamation and the PBO prepared by
the Fish and Wildlife Service.
The draft EIS was written prior to completion of the reserved right. Given the long history of
attempting to finalize the right, it was not considered reasonable to utilize preliminary flow numbers
being negotiated for the right.
Refer to response to FG01-01 and additions in the final EIS. The draft EIS did not assume the Black
Canyon NP Water Right will not be exercised. Reclamation maintains its commitment to operate to
allow the Black Canyon NP Water Right to be met within the terms and conditions of the Decree. The
final EIS states: “Reclamation will operate the Aspinall Unit with the intent of meeting the Black
Canyon NP Water Right, the Flow Recommendations, and authorized Unit purposes every year. The
reserved right will be considered equally along with Flow Recommendations and authorized purposes
of the Unit.”
Refer to response FG01-01 and revisions in the final EIS.
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ENV01-21

ENV01-22

ENV01-23

ENV01-24

ENV01-25

ENV01-26

ENV01-27

ENV01-28

ENV01-29
ENV01-30

ENV01-31

Environmental Groups (ENV) (cont.)
The statement that there are no “foreseeable proposals” does not mean, at some point, a proposal will
not be brought forward. In the meantime, a portion of the remaining project yield may be used to meet
the Flow Recommendations. The language saying that consumptive use up to a total of 300,000 af of
project yield would not be precluded by any of the alternatives, simply says that the remaining project
yield may not be designated solely for the Flow Recommendations in the future. In addition, this
comment omits an important statement in the draft EIS which says that “When future water sales or
uses of portions of the “remaining project yield” from the Unit are proposed, the proposals will be
evaluated under NEPA.” This will provide the opportunity to determine the effects on the endangered
fishes and establish alternatives.
Nonetheless, the impacts of high Gunnison River flows on the City of Delta have been thoroughly
observed and documented over recent history. The runoff of 2008 provided an excellent opportunity to
observe these impacts on a daily basis. As flows approached 14,000 cfs at the Gunnison River gage at
Delta, the first threats of more significant flooding to city and county property were observed. It is
believed that the 15,000 cfs threshold could lead to extensive flooding of city and county property and
is still appropriate as a flood management criterion.
Reclamation has worked closely with the City and County of Delta during high water stages during the
past two years (2008 and 2009). Instantaneous flows during both years exceeded 12,000 cfs; 2008
exceeded 14,000 cfs. No significant property damage was reported other than minor bank erosion and
pasture and trail flooding. Reclamation will continue to work with these entities in the years to come
maximize communication and coordination efforts. Also see responses PWI-3-02 and PWI08-12.
The final EIS has been corrected to say: “Past spillway/plunge pool inspections, following a spill,
have ranged from around $7,500 per inspection at Morrow Point Dam to $85,000 per inspection at
Crystal Dam.”
Through a trial and error modeling process, these criteria were developed to allow the Blue Mesa and
Aspinall Unit to quickly recover from extreme drought conditions so that Unit authorized purposes and
critical habitat needs can be satisfied immediately following such conditions.
The approach used in the final EIS scales back environmental flows by a small amount to assist in
recovering reservoir storage. Dry year recovery operation will be consistent in consideration of the
Black Canyon water right and flows at Whitewater. Reclamation will determine releases to
accommodate all purposes under the current conditions through input from the Aspinall Operations
Meetings.
As stated in Attachment 11 of the biological assessment in Appendix C of Volume II, Reclamation is
committed to working with Western in meeting contract needs and understands the inherent flexibility
in contracts that are not “unit specific” but apply to integrated project facilities. Attachment 11 also
commits to “following relevant laws and regulations” which would include “federal environmental
laws.”
This sentence will be revised to reference Table 3.3-11 so that the reader can distinguish the impacts
among the alternatives.
Text change: “Power available for deposit in the Basin Fund could be reduced, as shown in Table 3.311, and thus impact the amount of funding available for . . .”
This information is part of the affected environment description, Section 3.3. It is appropriate to
provide a description of what resources could be affected by the alternatives. On a short term basis,
the non-reimbursable funding of environmental programs can and has affected the liquidity of the
Basin Fund.
Refer to response SLG03-03.
The preferred alternative is targeted at avoidance of jeopardy and adverse modification of critical
habitat and will assist in recovery of endangered fish species. Impacts to the trout fishery are predicted
and efforts will be made to reduce these impacts. It should be noted that the public has consistently
made it clear that protection of the trout fishery is important.
A better explanation of shifting water release volumes toward the spring peak period would be:
Because Alternative B uses water to make peak flow targets and durations in the spring and early
summer, a lower elevation at Blue Mesa will occur when compared to the Environmental Baseline
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ENV01-31
(cont.)

Environmental Groups (ENV) (cont.)
after duration flows are complete. Therefore, Alternative B needs to release less water through the rest
of the year to make the December target. Consequently in drier years Alternative B late season
releases are nearer the base flow targets (sometimes dropping below) as it attempts to balance base
flow needs with meeting but not dropping below the Blue Mesa December target elevation.
Other reasons for the large difference include: 1) The Fish and Wildlife Service agrees that something
less than 300 cfs would be adequate in dry and moderately dry years to allow for drought recovery. A
higher number of days with lower migration flows are seen in Attachment 10 in Appendix C in dry and
moderately dry years or in recovery years following. This increases the chances of a having adequate
water available in following years for peak flows. For instance, 1981 is classified as a Dry Year and
had 106 days of flows below 300 cfs downstream of Redlands compared to the Baseline which had 80
(table corrected) days. 2) In other situations, there are days which the model “sees” needed flows at
Whitewater of 1,050 cfs (750 cfs for Redlands, 300 cfs downstream of Redlands) and then makes
releases at Aspinall to provide these. However, due to lag time, those flows don’t arrive at Whitewater
for two days under the model, thus causing the number of days below 300 cfs to be more than would
occur under real-time operations which would better anticipate the need for additional releases to
maintain flows above 300 cfs. In addition, in order to provide model output for comparison, days
counted below 300 cfs include many days at or above 290.
In addition, summary table 2.7 1 in the final EIS Section 2.7 shows that the number of days of flows
below 300 cfs changes from 28.5 for the No Action to 32.2 for Alternative B. The figure of 22.3 days
below 300 cfs comes from the Environmental Baseline, which is different than the No Action
Alternative.
It should be noted that under the No Action Alternative no special releases of storage to meet
migration flows of 300 cfs are made. However, under all action alternatives additional releases to
maintain minimum base flows at Whitewater will be set each year based on discussions with the Fish
and Wildlife Service. (EIS Section 2.3.2.3). In most years, a base flow of 1,050 cfs will be maintained
at the Whitewater gage (750 for Redlands, 300 cfs for migration); however, these targets will be
reduced in dry or moderately dry years. Again, in Attachment 10 of the programmatic biological
assessment, Moderately Dry and Dry Years and recovery years (a year following a Dry or Moderately
Dry with certain reservoir conditions) have significantly more days below 300 cfs. For example: 1976
Mod Dry – 26 more days, 1977 Dry – 3 more days, 1978 recovery – 47 more days, 1981 Dry – 26
more days. This is a product of drought criteria described in Sections 2.3.2.3 and 2.3.6.3 of the final
EIS. Again, Reclamation will work with the Service in these year types to set flows that make sense at
the time.

ENV01-32

Note that Table 4 in the programmatic biological assessment somewhat addresses this by always
maintaining a 1,050 cfs target (750 for Redlands, 300 cfs migration) at the Whitewater gage in June
and July for every year-type.
This comment has misunderstood the words on page 21 of the biological assessment (Appendix C in
Volume II). Table 4 in the biological assessment summarized base flow targets as outlined in the Flow
Recommendations….and as footnoted, additional releases will be made to provide 100 cfs to the
Redlands Fish Ladder as needed in April through September and an (additional) 40 cfs for the
Redlands Fish Screen from March through November, using storage water if necessary. It says
nothing of “only” providing 100 cfs for migration flows. This is additional flow, if necessary in order
to operate the Fish Ladder and maintain 300 cfs below Redlands. Again the increase in average days
below 100 cfs from 3.2 in the Environmental Baseline to 4.4 in the preferred alternative is attributed to
the drought criteria. Again, note that in Table 4, migration flows are targeted in June and July in all
year types, but drop off in shoulder months in dry years. This actually makes good biological sense.
Water is made available in dry years during the months when the fish need it most. A more technical
explanation of why model results show an increase in days below 300 cfs and 100 cfs can be found
below. Even though Reclamation believes and has demonstrated that real-time operations will provide
better results than the model, we felt it important to present the data as the model output it rather than
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(cont.)

Environmental Groups (ENV) (cont.)
attempt to modify it to reflect what we think we can do.
No Action Alternative
The No Action Alternative attempts to provide 100 cfs to the Redlands fish ladder from April through
September and 40 cfs to the Redlands Fish Screen from March through November.There are no
releases made to maintain base flows at Whitewater in the No Action Alternative. During low river
flows, when additional water may be needed for the Redlands fish screen and ladder, the Redlands
Canal water right is for 750 cfs. The total 140 cfs release to the Redlands Fish Ladder and screen is
protected water and cannot be diverted by the Redlands Canal. The Aspinall Unit is junior to the 750
cfs Redlands Canal water right but it is not required to deliver storage water to the Redlands Canal.
Low flows in the lower Gunnison River are reflected as shortages in the amount of water diverted by
the Redlands Canal.
The model attempts to maintain 140 cfs as measured at the Gunnison River below Redlands reach.
Additional releases are made from the Aspinall Unit when there is less than 140 cfs at the Gunnison
River below Redlands reach. The model contains a 2 day travel time for releases from the Aspinall
Unit to arrive at this reach of the Gunnison River. This travel time results in periods where there is less
than 140 cfs at the Gunnison River below Redlands. During extended periods of flows less than 750
cfs at Whitewater, flows at the Gunnison River at Redlands would bottom out at 140 cfs while the
Redlands Canal diverted the remaining water.
Action Alternatives
The action alternatives attempt to meet year-round base flow targets at Whitewater and also attempt to
provide 100 cfs to the Redlands fish ladder from April through September and 40 cfs to the Redlands
Fish Screen from March through November. During low river flows, additional releases are made from
the Aspinall Unit to maintain base flow targets as measured at Whitewater. This water is available for
diversion by the Redlands Canal, which is downstream of Whitewater. Therefore this additional water
for base flows may not guarantee that 140 cfs is still in the river downstream of the Redlands Canal,
especially if the Redlands Canal would have been shorted water without the additional base flow
release in the river.

ENV01-32
(cont.)

ENV01-33

ENV01-34

ENV02-01
ENV02-02
ENV02-03
ENV02-04
ENV02-05

To insure that the 140 cfs requirement for the requirement for the Redlands Fish Ladder and Screen is
met, the model also attempts to meet a target of 140 cfs at the Gunnison River below Redlands reach.
The additional water needed to meet this target is computed after the base flow release is made for the
Gunnison River at Whitewater reach. The model contains a 2 day travel time for releases from the
Aspinall Unit to arrive at the lower Gunnison River. This travel time results in periods where base flow
targets at Whitewater may not be met and periods where there is less than 140 cfs at the Gunnison
River below Redlands. A side benefit of this model configuration is that the Redlands Canal has fewer
days where it is short of water because of the availability of base flow releases for diversion into the
Redlands Canal.
As indicated in the final EIS and biological opinion (Appendix B in Volume II), Reclamation and the
Service will work with the Recovery Program to develop study plans for monitoring the effects of the
new operations. New information may result in modification of operations; significant changes would
be subject to additional NEPA and ESA consultation.
Please refer to the PBO (Appendix B in Volume II) concerning commitments related to the Selenium
Management Program. Also, Section 1.5, Connected and Related Actions has also been expanded to
discuss the selenium program.
Please refer to response ENV01-02.
See response to FG01-01.
See response to FG01-01.
Please refer to response PWI08-14.
Development of monitoring plans with the Recovery Program is included in the PBO. The Recovery
Program and the Fish and Wildlife Service will review monitoring results, and, if needed, provide
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(cont.)
ENV02-06

ENV02-07
ENV03-01

ENV03-02
ENV04-01

Environmental Groups (ENV) (cont.)
recommendations on modifications to the operation of the Aspinall Unit. If suggested changes are
significant, additional NEPA compliance would be necessary.
This activity is outside of the scope of this final EIS. There would be many concerns from the Corp of
Engineers, Fish and Wildlife Service and others regarding impacts of this proposal on the habitat in the
Gunnison River andits long-term effectiveness and cost/benefits.
Please refer to response ENV01-34.
It is true that as fish populations and spawning increases, “take” would also increase. Please refer to
the PBO Incidental Take Statement in Appendix B of Volume II. The Service concluded that “…the
Fish and Wildlife Service determined that the anticipated level of incidental take is not likely to result
in jeopardy to the species or destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat.”
If Reclamation decides that it is necessary to expand on the ongoing mining relationship to selenium
during preparation of the selenium management plan, then we shall do this.
We believe two comments in this letter are asking to expand the geographic scope of analysis beyond
the Aspinall Unit to the entire Colorado River basin. We have two responses. First, the consultation
with the Fish and Wildlife Service was expanded beyond the Aspinall Unit and its downstream effects
to include all of the Gunnison Basin and the effects of the Dallas Creek and Dolores projects. This
consultation is programmatic in that it included effects of non-Reclamation projects throughout the
Gunnison Basin and it included effects of Dallas Creek and Dolores projects. Therefore, we do not
believe the ESA consultation needs an expanded action area.
Second, in 1987 the Secretary of the Interior, the states of Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming developed
the Recovery Implementation Program for Endangered Fish Species in the Upper Colorado River
Basin. The Recovery Program outlines the conservation actions needed to recover the fish and
improve critical habitat. It was back in 1987 that Reclamation laid out its plan to consult with the Fish
and Wildlife Service on a project-by-project basis and to have the Colorado mainstem projects like
Aspinall combined in consultations to offset the impacts of the smaller, non-mainstem projects like
Dallas Creek and Dolores. This project-by-project approach was because the different CRSP projects
were on different schedules for compiling information regarding their effects on listed species and
critical habitat. Now with completion of the consultation on the Aspinall Unit, all of the planned
consultations with the Fish and Wildlife Service have been completed.

ENV04-02

ENV04-03

ENV04-04

ENV04-05

Of course, reinitiation of consultation is required under circumstances described in 50 CFR 402.16 and
this may occur at some time in the future.
Reclamation is a very proactive participant and contributor to the Recovery Program. Stocking of
hatchery reared fish is just one element of the Recovery Program and is needed where wild stocks of
fish are greatly diminished. It is true that in the long-term, naturally recruiting populations are the key
to recovery, not stocking.
The biological assessment and the PBO (Appendices B and C in Volume II) discuss reasons for the
decline of the endangered fish. Reclamation continues to be an active participant in the Recovery
Program and has implemented significant structural and operational projects to assist in recovering the
fish.
Reclamation is committed to the use of peer-reviewed science in the AMP. In the draft EIS,
Reclamation and the Fish and Wildlife Service used peer-reviewed articles, to the extent they were
available. The Recovery Program is committed to peer-review and meeting information quality
guidelines.
Climate change is addressed in Section 2.3.6.5. Some excerpts include: “As discussed elsewhere in
this EIS, the inflow to the Aspinall Unit has historically been highly variable and operations under the
action alternatives are planned to address this variability. The study period used in this analysis
includes drought periods and both extremely dry and extremely wet years…The action alternatives
also include an adaptive management process, supported by Recovery Program monitoring, to address
new information about the subject endangered fish, their habitat, reservoir operations, and river flows.
Reclamation will also continue to support multi-faceted research on climate change (Reclamation
2007). If climate results in effects to the listed species or critical habitats associated with Apinall
operations that were not considered in this EIS, then Reclamation would reconsult with the Fish and
Wildlife Service.”
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ENV04-06

ENV04-07

ENV04-08

ENV04-09
ENV04-10
ENV05-01

OO01-01

IND01-01

IND01-02

IND01-03
IND01-04

GPH1-1
GPH2-1

GPH2-2
GPH2-3

GPH2-4

DPH1-1

Environmental Groups (ENV) (cont.)
Decommissioning (removing) the Aspinall Unit was not considered as an alternative because it does
not meet the purposes of the project: avoiding jeopardy to the endangered fish while continuing to
meet the purposes of the Aspinall Unit.
There are many factors adversely affecting the endangered fish. Reoperation of the Aspinall Unit is
not designed to resolve all of these issues; however, the new flow regime should improve physical
habitat for the fish. The Aspinall Unit is not a source of selenium and in fact reduces selenium
concentrations through dilution during most months. Selenium is addressed in the PBO included with
the final EIS. The PBO includes a Selenium Management Program designed to reduce selenium
loading in the basin.
The Recovery Program has an active non-native fish control program. On the Gunnison River, there
has been control on the river itself and the Redlands fish passage is operated to selectively prevent
non-native fish from moving upstream.
See response to ENV04-01.
See response to ENV04-01.
The Fish and Wildlife Service has prepared a PBO, included as Appendix B in Volume II, which
evaluates Gunnison Basin water developments along with the Dolores Project. This opinion completes
ESA compliance for the Dolores Project.
Other Organizations (OO)
As required in the PBO, included as Appendix B in Volume II, a Selenium Management Plan will be
developed. Reclamation will take the lead in plan development but it is imperative that others,
including the Selenium Task Force, are significantly involved. Issues brought up in this comment can
be addressed during development of the plan.
Individuals (IND)
It was decided that consideration of modifications to the winter icing target would not be addressed in
this EIS. However, review of winter operations regarding the icing target could be performed in the
future.
What the commenter proposes would be addressed as a separate consultation if a project with known
water demands was being proposed. Using projected energy resource development requirements from
the 1970’s seems like a stretch given how technologies have changed since then.
Duly noted.
See response to ENV03-05.
Gunnison Public Hearing (GPH)
The PBO which addresses selenium issues was provided cooperators for review. The PBO is included
as Appendix B in Volume II.
Reclamation believes the Aspinall Unit language is correct. Reclamation is required to avoid jeopardy
to endangered species; and operations are authorized, but not required, to assist in recovery. The
purpose as written does not preclude having or selecting an alternative that assists in recovery.
See response to FG01-02.
The final EIS recognizes that the yield of Blue Mesa Reservoir may be used in Colorado sometime in
the future. Colorado has consumptive use depletions remaining for use under the Colorado River
Compact of 1922 and the Upper Colorado River Basin Compact and a portion of this would legally be
available for development using sources in the Gunnison Basin. Any future uses would have to be
evaluated under NEPA and the ESA.
Flow Recommendations were developed to maintain and improve habitat for all life stages of the
endangered fish. Movement of sediment is an important aspect of this, but as the comment suggests,
flows provide other benefits to the fish.
Delta Public Hearing (DPH)
One of the purposes of the proposed action is to maintain Aspinall Unit purposes which include
assisting the State of Colorado in developing compact apportioned waters.
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DPH2-1
DPH2-2
DPH3-1
DPH3-2

DPH3-2
(cont.)
DPH3-3
DPH4-1
DPH4-2

Delta Public Hearing (DPH) (cont.)
Section 3.3.1.2.A discusses effects of alternatives on water stored in Blue Mesa Reservoir. Alternative
C has the greatest effect.
See Section 3.3.1.2A or Appendix A in Volume II (Tables 3-10).
The final EIS does not change the flood control requirements for the Aspinall Unit. Please refer to
responses PWI03-02, PWI08-12, and ENV01-22.
Higher and longer duration of spring flows under the alternatives will result in lower average flows at
other times. The potential effect of point source discharges are discussed in the final EIS. Also, it
should be noted that the Unit will be operated to meet minimum base flows and this should reduce
some
of the extreme low flow periods.
Comment noted. Converting eastern slope agricultural water to domestic purposes is beyond the scope
of the EIS.
See response OO01-01.
Funding will be one of the issues that must be addressed in the Selenium Management Plan (see
response OO01-01).
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