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Return comments by March 17, 2000 (address below)
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{Telephone &, in case clarifieation is neuded)

Name _ |Ave ToAcd
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City Mzanio

Include my name on future Animas-La Plata mailings? Yes No

State @2 Zip §V 30,
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Table 1-1 in the FSEIS has been revised to better illustrate the water rights of
the Colorado Ute Tribes. For adiscussion of the potential uses of water, refer
to General Comment No. 6. Refer to General Comment No. 7 for a
discussion of non-binding uses of water.

Refer to General Comment No. 1 for adiscussion of a benefit-cost analysis
for the project.

Page DWS-1


Monique M Scobey
Page DWS-1


DURANGO, COWRITTEN SUBMISSIONS DWS2

Phil Bannister
251 8. Clover Drive, #2
Bayfield, Co. 81122

February 14, 2000
Pat sSchumacher
Bureau of Reclamation
835 E. 2Znd Ave.
Durango, Co. 81301.

Pat Schumacher:

Anyone of even remote intelligence KNOWS the nonstruct- . . . . .
i i S2-1  Implementation of Refined Alternative 6 would result in more environmental
Rral St lnanivel toithe Ridees Baeld propossl makes. veetly o imgactsthanthePreferredAIternative particularly when water was moved
more sense. ! .
; . : uses by the Colorado UteTribes.
1 5 oo sanmata] prolenRion sgeney Luback oheteacdis g&gﬁh%ag%ga?%/ggﬂg?;\g guftg:(zvggjssionéfuturewamer uses.

need be done because the water sources are already in place.
Plus the mega dollars of the proposed dam and delivery
system will not insinuate additional maintenance eXpenses
kecause there will be nothing to maintain.

. Plus the delivery system to the tribe's side of the DWS2-2  Delivery systems to the Colorado Ute Tribes are described in the FSEIS for
Aminas River is already there and expensive pipelines need illustrative purposes only. Any future development of water uses would be
2 HpF _requite the trenching of the Animas River as wae decisions of the Tribes, and are further described in General Comment No. 6.
recently done by Amoco in secretion harming the downstream
habitat.
The purchasing of landowner's water rights will event- DWS2-3  Future development of project water by theColorado UteTribes may involve
ually satisfy the Utes domestic and agriculture needs. Also more than just current domestic and agricultural needs. Refer to General
3 in the Bureau of Reclamation's own estimates they saw Comment No. 6 for a discussion of future water needs.

nothing incorrect with that alternative except it would
eliminate any M&I uses.

it f Du iz in of funding a . . . .
FStloyigeiof, Buzengy 4lao 2 Heanens ae = DWS2-4  Theuseof project water by the City of Durango, and the cost sharing of this
Separate reservoir in Horse Gulch because it will be cheaper > 7 - .
than buying into the UTES "only" water rights allocation. use, will be developed in the future prior to construction. For NEPA

4 It would only cost 7 million dollars as opposed to 8 purposes, projected future uses by the City are discussed in the FSEIS.

million dollars to put into the Ridges Basin project where
ne pipe lines are designated to the Durango reservoir. Thus
eliminating the need to supply the city of Durango and the
M&T requirement.

And if 98% of the stored water on Ridges Basin is to go

to building a coal fueled power production plant, it will go DWS2-5  Refer to General Comment No. 6 for a discussion of future water uses by the
against the U.S.A.'s goal of reducing the Greenhouse gasses Tribes. A range of non-binding future water uses was discussed in the FSEIS
5 that was internationally proclaimed recently. to meet NEPA procedures, recognizing that the Colorado Ute Tribes may
Who needs more golf courses which do a lot of destruct- elect to implement some, all, or none of these future water uses. Future water
ion to the environment (tco much destructive pesticide use, uses will be subject to NEPA analysisif they are proposed.

herbicide use, and unproductive use of hydrogen peroxide).

Here's hoping you, Pat Schumacher, and the Bureau of
Reclamation, will recommend something intslligent to be domne
to satisfy the Ute Indians water rights in the Animas River
and to go along with a much less g= ive ovption for the
world-wide-population by discourags: produosion of more
Greenhouge Gasses and by just i nonstructural
Alternative & choice option.

Yours,
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Comment Sheet
Animas-La Plata Project
Public Hearing--Durange, Colorado
February 15, 2000

Return comments by March 17, 2000 (address below).

Namu’?;ﬁ J/lfjff /QJP/)-M J?{T;‘"_Jff?'é/éf)?ﬂ __ [(Ophonal)
[
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Mﬁf— slmé'z Zip 5430/
Inelude my name on future Animas-La Platd mailings?  Yes &= No
Comments on the Draft Supplemental Ervironmental lmpact Statement:
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Plt.m, rnn:l comrments to: v F‘Q’x' Q70- ‘185 ﬁﬂ‘) Teleg :homa 9 (-385- f\iﬁ)
Burean of Reclamation E-Mail address: Al .PDSE]SCO mimentsgie. ushr. gov
Attention: Pat Schumacher

835 E. 2" Ave.. Suite 300 Anmmas-La Plata information located on Web
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The uses of water are considered future non-binding uses. Should the
Colorado Ute Tribes elect to pusue any one of them, such decision would
trigger additional environmental impact analysis as required by NEPA.
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07 Doris ./4 igrennan.gc- =
1915 ({.;gf. j&i#‘dr_/é?b‘emkﬁ
murango_. C.?aizamd'a 81301

FEBRUARY 15, 2000

The Animas-La Plata Project was authorized in 1968 to be built concurrently with the
Central Arizona Project, which has now been completed. Construction ofthe Animas

La Plata Project has yet to begin, This is a national shame,

The Animas La Plata Project and the allocation of a significant portion of the
Praject’s water supply to the Southern Ute Indian and Ute Mountain Ute Tribes is the
key feature of the 1986 Agreement, to resolve the Tribes’ reserved water rights DWS4-1  Comment noted

claims. The Settlement Agreenient was the product of over four years of intense

1 negotiations.

The State of Colorado sponsored meetings, beginning in 1996, in an effort (o seck a
compromise to allow construction of the Animas-La Plata Project to proceed in
fulfillment of provisions of the Settlement Agreement. The process produced two
proposals: 1) the proposal ta constructa modified Animas-La Plata Prajectsupported
by Project praponents, including the Colerado Ute Indian Tribes and the State of
Colorado: and 2) the proposal of the Animas-La Plata Project opponents, calling for

a pash settlement fund for the Tribes in lieu of the construction of the Animas-La

Plata Project, a proposal firmly rejected by both Tribes.

s>
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The proposal 1o construct a modified Animas-La Plata Project reduces the federal cost
by more than half. The United States Fish and Wildlife Service has favorably
completed its section seven consultation under the Endangered Species Act on the
construction of the modified Animas-La Plata proposal, together with an entitlement

to deplete annually 57,100 acre-feet of water from the San Juan River system,

It is necessary to amend the Colorado Ute Indian Water Rights Settlement Act of
1988 1o secure the construction ol a modified Animas-La Plata Project and satisfy the
Tribes' reserved water rights claims. HR 3112, introduced by Representative Scott
Melnnis, contemplates the construction of such a modified Project. The legislation
does not include construction of any water transmission facility into the La Plata
River drainage or any of the irrigation facilities originally contemplated for the

Project, a major sacrifice by non-Indian water users in southwestern Colorado.

1 endaorse the modified Animas-La Plata Project as agreed to by the two Colorado Ute
Indian Tribes and their non-Indian neighbors and support enacting the pending
legislation, HR 3112. 1 support constructing the modified Project favored by the
United States Bursau of Reclamation’s draft supplemental environmental impact

statement.
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Comment Sheet
Animas-La Plata Project
Public Hearing--Durango, Colorado
February 15, 2000

Return comments by March 17, 2000 (address below),

Name :7::_5"._»_;;// /?rj#«ézqr’/:-/srg (Optional)

(Telephone #, in case clarification is needed)

Mailing Address /7= 2 5 ABwy py=
City _Llwras a0 State o Zip ¥/ 32/

Include my name on future Animas-La Plata mailings? Yes 2 No

Comments on the Draft Supplemental Envirenmental Impact Statement:
{"/M., P Lo ) == e ?‘l@ T / A By MJ«/ 440///:-/ DWS5-1
s

Comment noted.
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Comment Sheet
Animas-La Plata Projeet
Public Hearing--Durango, Colorado
February 15, 2000

Return comments by March 17, 2000 (address below).

Name JQN IFEK,QL oL ? 2" E)g? 8 {Optional)

>0 " L (Telephone #, in case clarification is necded)
Mailing Address =2 0 2 Prvsy AR 3

city __ LlpraVGo State (S Zip B0/
Include my name on future Animas-La Plata mailings? Yes. No___
Comments on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement:
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Comment noted.
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Comment Sheet
Animas-La Plata Project
Public Hearing--Durango, Colorado
February 15, 2000

Return comments by March 17, 2000 (address below),

Name [ ~EL e Aoy Nk

{Optional)
{Telephone #, in case clarification is negded )
Mailing Address /7S o). 20l e,

ity 2 QL.M-.&%?.Q State __@Zip r‘ﬁ 1B/

Inetude my name on future Animas-La Plata mailings?

Yes o No_
Camments on the Drafi Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement:
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835 E. 2 Ave., Suite 300
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Refer to General Comment No. 1 for adiscussion of benefit-cost analysis.
The evaluation in the FSEIS concludes that there are shortcomings with the
Refined Alternative 6 from areliability practicality and environmental

factors, and that storageis required as part of any aternativein order to meet
the project purpose and need.

Page DWS-8


Monique M Scobey
 

Monique M Scobey
Page DWS-8


DURANGO, SUBMISSIONS DWS8

Comment Sheet
Animas-La Plata Project
Public Hearing--Durango, Colorado
February 15, 2000

Return comments by March 17, 2000 (address below),

~ i :
Name _s 4 AN (blo 930 BFL oLy (Optional)

(Telephone & in ease clarification is needed)

Mailing Address _'{o¢ § 377 g~

City ‘-‘.}N.«.So State ££ Zip <30
Include mv name on future Animas-La Plata mailings? Yessx No_

Comments on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement:
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Comment Sheet
Animas-La Plata Project
Public Hearing--Durangg, Colorado
February 15, 2000

Return comments by March 17, 2000 (address below).

Name ﬂf\ o 'C(’j!’\—’(h L 'C-'Hrwl {Optional)

{Telephons #, in case ¢larification is needed)

e
Mailing Address — Vil q0 £ F: e X e

City | Durdnds  suetD zip B2
_,] 4
Include my name on fiture Animas-La Plata mailings? YCS_/NO s

Comments on the Draflt Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement:
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DWS9

If your land is on the Animas River with water rights junior to the ALP
Project, there may be times during low water conditions when your rights
could be“called out”. However, the hydrologic model runs for Animas La
Plata operation were based on high and low water conditions assuming all
Animas water rights holders would have their rights met.
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Comment Sheet
Animas-La Plata Project
Public Hearing—-Durango, Colorado
February 15, 2000

Return comments by March 17, 2000 (address bclow).

Name 1{'3‘*7'»3](: br't' Con nol” el 249 745 ’Il(é (Optional)
S T :}_ _? :‘J_O D@_ 'k r‘,__';g.'_-,.;l[ -LJ'L- (Telephone #, in case clarification is nccdcd)
city_Duvge state @ zip S <o

Include my name on future Animas-La Plata mailings? Yes ¥ Mo

Comments on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement:
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DWSI10

The potential for providing water from Vallecito Reservoir and McPhee
Reservoir have been evaluated and eliminated from further consideration in
Section 2.4.1 of the FSEIS. For New Mexico, two sites (Bondad and Cedar
Hill) have been investigated to provide gravity flow to supply water for water
uses. A gravity flow site was also evaluated at Aztec, but eliminated in favor
of apumped storage site.
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Comment Sheet
Animas-La Plata Project
Public Hearing—Durango. Colorado
February 15, 2000

Return comments by March 17, 2000 {address below),

Name téul CDLAJL.['EN\ ?‘}6 «;“-51 76{- I|l (O‘pf.}unnl}

{IFlr_rhom: %, in case clarification is needed)

Mailing Address (95 C&ﬂf‘ov\ Crenle T

City Desminan S0 Zip B0

Inciude my name on future Animas-La Plata mailings? Yos Mo ftll-»epi.._f iy f
¥,

Comments on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement:
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o hemml Lu.fu‘.l i L cJo'1c,;§—>pJ boe, The DEkry shi respectively, as well as mitigation measures to reduce those impacts.
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Please mail comments to: Fax:. 970-385-6339 Telephone: 970-385- r;;(}u
Bureau of Reclamation E-Mail address: ALPDSEIS Comments@uc.usbr.gov
Attention: Pat Schumacher

%35 E. 2™ Ave., Suite 300 Animas-La Plata information located on Web
Durange, CO 81301-0640 Site:  www.uc.nsbr.govispecial/alp/index.himl
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Comment Sheet
Animas-La Plata Project
Public Hearing--Durango, Colorado
February 15, 2000
Return comments by March 17, 2000 (address below),
Name %{‘NILO. i DC‘i‘ =
Mailing Address & 03 Columbine

City T\'feﬂfra@ sute(o zip2 (30 |

(Optionat)
(Teleptione #, in case clarification is needed)

Include my name on future Animas-La Plata mailings? Yes  No

Comments on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement:
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Comment Sheet
Animas-1.a Plata Project
Public Hearing--Durango, Colorado
February 15,2000

Return comments by March 17, 2000 {address below}.

Name T §70 994 0YIE {Optivaal)
(Telephone 4, in case clarification 15 neaded)

Mailing Address _219_Eavont Ldaxy

City _Vgspeaus  State €3 zip 81723
Inelude my name on futire Animas-La Plata mailings? Yes L7 No_
Comments on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement:
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835 E. 2™ Ave, Suite 300 Amimas-La Plata information located on Web
Site: www.uc.usbr.govispecial/alp/index.h

e e

[
A Oaw P-‘-ef\pdu'vl STaTr/on , Come Firso P"“*ﬂ"r GoeF Couptes = |

Preass 1_—_,&1 bifms o?ii#?‘f‘w‘;—_, LI WaredT ; Mo cow W g
uAr THe Prersincn  Aciwareet 7 Propesty A0S L8853 Thepret

Durango, CO §1301-0640

Page DWS-15


Monique M Scobey
Page DWS-15


DURANGO, CO WRITTEN SUBMISSIONS

Comment Sheet
Animas-La Plata Project
Public Hearing--Durango, Colorado
February 15, 2000

Return comments by March 17, 2000 (address below).

I &
Name Af V}-’ I;D S8n (Optional)
’7 L (Telephone #, in case clarification is needed)
Pox /I

Mailing Address
City \ll'lqll AL Statc_C;LZip ﬁ 53‘9‘{

Include my name on future Animas-La Plata mailings? Yes_ MNo

Comments on the Draft Supplemental Environmental [mpact Statement:
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DWSI14-1 Comment noted.
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Comment Sheet
Animas-La Plata Project
Public Hearing--Durango, Colorado
February 15, 2000

Return comments by March 17, 2000 (address below).

Name _5(.:-{'[ 6 f‘(J‘-\\“"\ (Optionat)

N (Telephome #, in case clarification is needed)
’S* _hehdTon t—d.a"it

Mailing Address

City  Dvraige State €€ zip £128]

Include my name on future Amimas-La Plata mailings? Yes Mo X

Comments on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement:
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DWS15-1 Lower reservair sites have been evaluated both in the 1996 FSFES and the

current FSEIS. A lower reservoir site at Aztec was evaluated and eliminated
as discussed in Section 2.4.2 of the FSEIS.
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February 14, 2000

To Whom It May Concern:
I am writing to express my concerns on the proposals for A.L.P.

First and foremost, I believe that the Ute tribes are entitled to
receive the water they were promised when their reservations were
established. It seems very unlikely that any party to that treaty would
have envisioned an uphill reservoir many. many. miles from tribal
agricultural land or populations centers as a solution to the Ute's
water rights.

The summary of the Draft Supplemental Environment Impact Statement was
written to address the various proposals. One needs only to read 3.0
“Purpose and need for the Project” to realize that there are two agendas
to the project: Indian water rights and “identified M&I water needs in
the project area”.

What treaty obligation does the federal government have with the San
Juan Water Conservancy District? Is there a treaty with the Animas-La
Plata Water Conservancy District?

Are there treaties with the other communities Tisted on 5-77

Why does alternative 4 contain only 35.4% of the depleted acre feet for
the Utes and Navajos while the majority of the water goes to entities
which the federal government has no obligation to provide water tol

I believe the various tribes should be given a cash settlement to
essentially repurchase their senior water rights in the drainages
running through their lands.

If a reservoir s built it should address only the Indian water rights.
nothing else.

The City of Durango is an excellent example of local people solving
their own problems. The city is contemplating their own reserveir at
their own cost. By doing their own project they can better control
costs and build based on realistic projections. On February 117 the

DWS16-1

DWS16-2

DWSI16-3

DWS16-4

DWS16

Water for entities other than the Colorado Ute Tribes has been a part of the
ALP Project sinceitsinception. Refer to Gneral Comment No. 12.

Prior to completion of the ALP Project, Reclamation will negotiate a water
service contract with entities such as the Animas-LaPlata Water Conservancy
District (ALPWCD) and the San Juan Water Commission (SIWC) for the
sale and repayment of ALP water. These entities will in turn contract with
theindividual communitiesidentified in the FSEIS.

About 75% of thewater will go to the Colorado Ute Tribes with the
remaining 25% of the ALP Project water being allocated to the Navajo
Nation, the ALPWCD, and SIWC. A significant portion of the water
identified for the citiesis potential lease water from the two Colorado Ute
Tribes. Thiswater isin addition to the water being allocated initially to the
Navajo Nation, the ALPWCD, and SIWC. This potential lease water is one
of several future non-binding uses of Colorado Ute water.

It is Reclamation’ s understanding that Horse Gulch Reservoir is a short-term
solution to Durango’ s water needs. To meet Durango’s long-term water
needs, additional water supplies will be necessary
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11 City council voiced a neutral stance on the project. Shouldn't it be a
| flashing light that the closest municipality is leery of buying water

because of the unknown and Tikely very high costs?
I believe Alternative 6 and 8 should be amalyzed by a more fair criteria - :
5 | (ex;]uding M&l development) or that a reservoir to accommodate only DWS1E-5 i’;ﬂ%‘i‘;{‘égﬁ?nﬁfﬁﬁﬁ;’Lﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁﬂfﬁvﬁﬁ.ﬂr'\féi‘i'tg?éfe%‘t’irg? :
Indian Water Rights should be built, in 1968
Sincerely,

Rt

Thomas L. Grams, D.D.S.

2167 Delucd A

By Co

g Hol
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My name is David Grossman and | consider myself lucky to have been raised in
Durango.

1 would like ta begin my brief statement with a note of hope. The world is on the
cusp of a new era. An era where people are starting to address the wrongs done (o
other people. We have seen the end of apartheid, a fragile peace exists in Northern
Ireland, and reparations to holocaust victims are being negotiated, Itis time we
toa, honor our obligations to the aboriginal people of the land we call America.

Americans, have inherited a legacy of death, destruction, and debt that we have the
burden of correcting and repaying. To this end, those of us who feel the burden of
debt must work passionately and diligently to ensure we repay our aboriginal
citizens for the abuses they have survived. We must finally repay the debt we owe.

This repayment ¢an not, however, come at the price of continued death and
destruction! The Animas La Plata Project, in any form, is simply a continuation of
that pattern of destruction. We must nat allow the canstruction of the coal-fired
power plant the Animas La Plata Project has always covertly sought ta build. It will
bring pollution and more debt. We can nal allgw the Animas La Plata Project to
flood the Bodo State Wildlife Area under the waters of the Ridges Basin reservoir. it
will bring death and destruction Lo the second Jargest herd of elk in the state of
Calorado. We, as cltizens, will nat allow the Animas La Plata Project to divert the
water of the Animas River. Without an agricultural delivery system, there will be no
life, anly death and a huge debi.

The Animas La Plaza Project is nat the solution. It is cantinuing down the path of
death, destruction, and debt blazed by our ancestors. It is time to take the high
road and find a better solution. A path that addresses the ills of the past and does
not hurden our children in the future.

In closing, | find it sad that democrat elected, Republican Senator Ben Mighthorse
Campbell and our other representatives were unable or unwilling to get out of the
bed they share with the oil, gas, and mining industries 1o hear the voice of the
peaple they theoretically represent. Be warned elected officials! You can be
removed as casily as elected.

0 " ok [ 735, (L.,g_-i’m,.s cihan o %td‘j‘«ﬁ
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DWS17

DWS17-1 Comment noted.

DWS17-2 Pleaserefer to General Comment No. 11 for a discussion of impacts to elk
and wildlife at Ridger Basin.
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This morning at sunrise, as the last storm clouds gathered light over the

LaPlata Mountains and the peaks turned gold with alpinglow, eight elk crossed
Ridees Rasin.
Several of 1them stopped in the middle, dark brown and gray shapes

£

against the white Sn()&-:’;ll; the meadow, and kicked up their hooves, bucking and
o ¥

P

cavorling « }— It seemed like they were joyviul 1o be in such
line winterrange, unmolested and safe for the season no matter how much snow
should fall in their silver mountain summer territory.

Ten 1o twelve more elk waited for 1‘1;1;;& n the oshmﬁwidden ?} the

: i o NERVR

pifion and juniper, already having crossed. They were going south, like they
alwavs do at this season, headed towards the cakbrush below Basin Mountain
and the sagebrush flats surrounding the basin.

This is rush hour, February 15, 2000, in Ridges Basin.

As the sun rose higher and more of the basin came to light-—-long shadows
from the low relief of rabbitbrush and’ hummock--a dull sound from the
noarthwest—towards Wildeat Canvon—and the northeast—along the Animas River
corridor--began 1o grow. Soon it was augEesaEERy loud roar, as il g airplanes

were laking off and landing.

ey . e »4.* ¥ e
This is owr rush hour. 'j:’f )‘la‘)F{f e Jrze Fhe rwjé i Whs ?JW >

Perhaps we have all been in too much of a rush, unable in our hurry, o
remember how to listen to the land, how to ask the right gquestions, how to live
with respect for and responsibility 1o the other members of the natural
community.

The elk of the wes! side of the Animas Watershed, of the LaPlata
Mountains--these Animas-LaPlata elk--were not asked to come 1o this meeling
concerning the future of a critical piece of their winter habitat; they cannot
comment on the pros and cons, the alternatives, the legislative process. They are

busy living free wild lives. (RRISEASTLER!D
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Irannot say that 1 have asked in the right ways or listened nearly long
enough 1o know what the land and its inhabitants in this place would have us
humans-do. But the landscape and especially the elk have been good to me and
[ feel an obligation to speak out on their behalf.

If the winterrange in this area continues 10 be developed and
compromised the integrity of the whole LaPlata Mountain/ Animas River
ecosystem will suffer. If there is a reservoir here with recreational facilities the
elk, and the deer, mountain lim%czu. coyote, babceat, fox, rabbit, praire dog,

1 golden eagle, harrier, falcons, and myriad other wild animals that live in Ridges
Basin, will again be displaced from their rightiul homes, if not outright killed.
This land will become more sterile and humanized like so many other places on
this planet. That in itself, if [ can speak for the land, is the greatest argumentd
dgainst this reservoir in Ridge Basin.

As a human member of this natural community-just a member, with if
anything less standing than its other inhabitants given the relatively short time
our civilization has been here—I feel greatly dependent upon this landscape;
physicallv, emotionally, and spiritually. But, when il comes down 1o it, [ have
other places 10 go, other ways to get this sustenance. With the basin {looded and
the winterrange gone, the elk and the rest its inhabitants, do-#et have r“‘-"/’ l"?'“'r"—\L"“l'{r
alternatives.

| believe it is highly imprudent and irreverent 1o create any more

2 permanent incursions into this area’s native habital.

This afternoon, as the gibbous moon was rising over Carbon Mountain, the
herd of elk below Basin Mountain stretched from their beds in the sagebrush
and began 1o browse lazily 1o the west. A harrier was working the edge of the
arroyo in the middle of the basin; with a quick jump-turn it disappeared
pouncing on an uniucky rodent in the grass.

This is an arid land. It is spare, but far from empty. That is the [act.

Let us not forget what we would destroy by flooding Ridges Basin and

creating a recreational facility in this natural wild place.

DWSI18

DWS18-1 The FSEIS identifiesthe impact of the loss of wildlife habitat and the
potential disruption of elk wintering range and recommends mitigation to
compensate for thisloss. Refer to General Comment No. 11 for a further
discussion of the impact significance on elk.

DWS18-2 Refer to response to General Comment No. 11 for a discussion of elk
impacts.
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Comment Sheet
Animas-La Plata Project
Public Hearing—Durango, Colorado
February 15, 2000

Return comments by March 17, 2000 {address below).

Name A/ l'l;{ 4s lei ili 8 (Optional)

[Telephone #, in case clarification is needed)

Mailing Address 795/ FLL (000 [Lrnn P

Cily .Jl Ianigs A State C o le]j .Jr'!?.' ?Ul
J
Include my name on future Animas-La Plata mailings? Yes  MNo_

Comments on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement;
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DWSI19-1

Comment noted.
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STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN HOUSE ERNEST HOUSE OF THE
UTE MOUNTAIN UTE TRIBE IN RESPONSE TO THE
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR'S DSEIS
FEBRUARY 15, 2000

On behalf of the Ute Mountain Ute Tribe I offer the following
comments in response to the DSEIS issued by the Department on January
14, 2000.

* | applaud the Department’s thorough and timely analysis of both a
structural and non-structural alternative ways of finally resolving the
1986 Colorado Ute Water Rights Settlement Agreement.

» We have always wanted a wet water solution and are gratified that the DWS20-1  Comment noted.
defailed scientific analysis demonstrates that a reduced reservoir at
Ridges Basin will have fewer environmental impacts than any non-
structural alternative and will provide increased flexibility in the basin for
the benefit of both endangered fish and the Jicarilla Apache Tribe and
Navajo Nation.

+ The DSEIS is very effective at making it clear that this proposal is
different from the original ALP authorized in 1986 and indeed different

from the project which was reconfirmed in the 1988 Colorado Ute Water

Rights Settlement Act.

= The proposal now before us is reduced in size and in cost,
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Comrment Sheet
Animas-La Plata Project
Public Hearing—liurango, Colarado
Tebruary 15, 2000
Retuen rnmments by Wareh 17, 2004 (el dress below,
Name_Louise Lengio
Mailing Address ‘B0 {a:j)ﬂ. (582

City DALANGO  5elO 7ip FUBOZ.

e [Sptonal}

{Teiephone #. (v sase clanfiuatian 1s nerded)

Ineiyde my nzme on furnre Animas-La Plats marlings? Yes r.// No

Connents un e Drafl Sepplemente! Enviconieimal Tuzipavt Staerient:
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DWS24-1 Comments noted.
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Comment Sheet
Animas-La Plata Project
Public Hearing—Durango, Colorade
Februgry 15, 2000

Return comments by Mareh 17, 2000 (address below).

Warmie il iame ool 930 2N FHEsE {Optianal)

(Telephons # in case slanification 15 needed)

Mailing Address _ Po ASMS

Citv D v s & State £2 Zip Reloz
Tnelude my name on future Animas-La Plata mailings? Yes Lo Mo
Comments on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statemeant;
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Lhides o kb o Prlag S ey e b iy M_._;' f;_,
¥ T B ] 4]
1 BALP e & / = -imwir\ ool oo Aa,'?;v;;_q — DWS21-1 Commentsnoted. Refer to General Comment No. 1 for a discussion of a
- A ' / benefit-cost analysis for the project.
_?_Ai\<. i s [ s {‘mllci = — — =

0 o
—THIS PM_‘gzm e Aw IWCrzEp8iys v ALTE .

L A B QA (ST The Profsep SnucTurdat
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A N3N STRoeTurac ALTEawmATivs /7 L
Please mail comments to; Fax:.970-385-6539 Telephone: 970-385-6300
Bureau of Reclamation E-Mail address: ALPDSEISComments@uc.usbr.gov
Attention: Pat Schumacher i
%33 B, 2" Ave,, Suite 300 Animas-La Plata information located on Web
Durango, CO _81301-0640 Site:  www.ue.ushr.govispecial/alp/index.html
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Comment Sheet
Animas-La Plata Project
Public Hearing--Durango, Colorado
February 15, 2000

Return comments by March 17, 2000 {address below).

Name DAk E ORF

(Optional)
X (Telephone #, in case clarification is needed)
Mailing Address 22 Suncdye Liy
o
City (J oy g State ©°_ Zip &/ 59 |
[nelude my name on future Animas-La Plata mailings? Yes_ No__
Comments on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement:
Abcolutely, ({dveyloue
wrnstEa] DWS22-1 Comment noted.
1 Uy bt t=v |
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to higher valued uses, yielding a net benefit for this alternative. But, as it stands,
Alternative 6 has no direct economic impact at all, from a national point of view -
only the ownership of land and water rights changes.” That is the value of a
nonstructural alternative - no real resources are used. their ownership is
transferred from some parties to others.” This is true regardless of the size of the
financial costs of Alternative 6 to the Bureau.

As T have explained in previous testimony, it is not appropriate for the Burcau o
conduct only a financial analysis. The reason for government agencies is that, at
times, governments may spend taxpayer money that achieves real benefits for
society. That is the point of a benefit-cost analysis. What real benefits does a
project create and what real resources are consumed to generate these benefits? A
non-structural alternative represents a transfer of resources, not their creation or
destruction. The only relevant economic impacts of Alternative 6 (from a
national point of view) are the legal and administrative expenses of conducting
the land and water purchases. Undoubtedly, these may be considerable, but they
are surely not 3273 million.

Alternative 4 is a different matter. Real resources will be expended to construct
and operate the pumping station and dam, and there will be real environmental
consequences, The benefit is that additional water is provided that can be put to a
variety of uses. The value of a benefit-cost analysis is that it permits the value of
this additional water to be compared with the resources consumed in order to
provide it.

Costs

The Bureau states that the present value of the construction costs for Alternative 4
are $195 million. Additional costs are required for wetlands and wildlife
mitigation, the Navajo Nation Municipal pipeline, recreation development, and
cultural resource protection, but I will omit the Bureau's water acquisition fund
cost - that, again, 18 a financial cost but not an economic cost. It represents a
transfer of property rights and, in itself, does not entail and commitment of real
resources. The capitalized O&M costs are unclear: on page D-22, they are stated
to be $29.6 million, while on page E-43 they are reported to be $53.6 million. To
make matlers worse, the former is based on a 5% discount rate and the latter on a
3.25% discount rate. In any case, the power costs do not represent the economic
value of the power used in the project. The power costs (which appear low in any
case - 8.1 mills/kWh, page E-33) reflect subsidized power rates. The proper
economic cost is the market value of the power used in this project, regardiess of

¥ The major changes in the 1995 Analysis Update resulted from the fact that in the benefit-cost analysis,
“consideration is given to beneficial or adverse project effects evaluated from a national, rather than
regional or local, viewpoint.”

% The transfer of resources, using taxpayer money, does entail 4 real cost to society in terms of reduced
incentives for those paying the taxes. This is why government transfers do create real costs, However, this
applies o all government rransfers, and the Animas-La Plata project is but a small portion of total
government transfer payments. Thus, [ omit this consideration from my analysis of Alternative 6.
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Dale E, Lehman, Ph.D.
8960 County Road 250
Durango, CO 81301

February 15, 2000

Mr. Pat Schumacher

Four Corners Division, Manager
Bureau of Reclamation

835 East 2" Avenue, Suite 300
Durango, CO 81301-5475

Dear Mr. Schumacher:

I am an econemist, with expertise in natural resource and environmental economics. |
have 25 years experience in publication, consulting, and teaching in these areas and 1
wish to submit the following comments on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement for the Animas-La Plata Project.

The writer P.J. O'Rourke has paraphrased Rose and Milton Friedman as saying

"The Friedmans argued that there are only four ways to spend money:

1. Spend your money on yourself,

2. Spend your money on other people.
. Spend other people's money on yourself.

4. Spend other people's money on other people.
If you spend vour money on yourself. vou look for the best value at the best
price...And if you spend other people's money on other people, any damn thing
will do and the hell with what it costs.""

[

With the Animas-La Plata project, the Bureau is proposing to spend other people's
money on other people. Given the information contained in the EIS, the Bureau
apparently does not care what uses this project is put Lo, nor what it costs.

But it should care. The Bureau is proposing to severely damage wildlife habitat,
adversely affect the Animas River, and spend more than $250 million of other
people's money in order to provide water for an additional population of 300,000
people in an area that currently has a population of 150,000, and a coal burning
power plant that nobody wants. Had the Bureau, as it should have, conducted a
benefit-cost analysis the gross inefficiency of the proposed project would have
been clear, and the superiority of alternatives would be apparent, Instead, the EIS

"P.JL. ORourke. Eat the Rich: A Treatise on Economics, Atlantic Monthly Press, 1998, pp. 239-240. The
original cite is Milton and Rose Friedman, Free to Choose, Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1980, The
Friedman's put it somewhat more delicately; "Category IV refers to your spending someone else's lunch
money on still another person. You are paying for someone else's lunch out of an expense account. You
have little incentive either 1o economize or 1o Iry 10 get your guest the lunch that he will value most
highly.” (page 117)

DWS23-1

DWS23-2

DWS23

Refer to General Comment No. 11 for adiscussion of impacts to wildlifein
RidgesBasin.

Refer to General Comment No. 1 for adiscussion of a benefit-cost analysis.
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presents a distorted, inaceurate, and misleading picture that suggests that "Refined
Allernative 4 [the Bureau's structural alternative] is a straightforward solution
with little to no risk” whose cost "is only slightly higher than the capital cost of
Refined Alternative 6 [the nonstructural alternative to provide a fund for
purchasing water and land rights in place of a pumping station, dam, and
reservoir]."

In these comments [ will present a benefil-cost analysis, based mostly on data
provided in the EIS, and the Bureau's previous benefit-cost analysis of the earlier
Animas-La Plata project.

Benefit-Cost Analysis

The Bureau shows costs of $290.6 million for the structural alternative and $273
million for the nonstructural alternative (I omit the now irrelevant sunk costs of
$75 million). These may represent the financial cost to the Bureau of these
alternatives (although the former appears too low and the latter too large), but it
does not represent the economic costs of these alternatives. The Bureau confuses
cconomic costs and financial costs. Financial costs refer to the costs that would
be reflected in any cost sharing agreement, and are important to the parties to that
agreement. However, these costs are largely irrelevant to whether or not a project
or alternative should be undertaken. The economic costs refer to real resources
that are consumed by a project - the value of these resources that are foregone as a
result of the project. Transfers of money between parties do not represent
foregone opportunities of resource use. The Burcau is supposed to conduct a
benefit-cost analysis,” has conducted such analysis in the pasz,4 and should
conduct one for this new project.

The confusion of economic and financial costs crucially impacts the Bureaus'
estimates of the "costs" of Alternative 6, the non-structural alternative. The
Burcau cites costs of $273 million, primarily for the purchase of land and
associated water rights. This is certainly a flnancial cost to the Bureau, but
mostly represents a fransfer from taxpayers to the Tribes. The land and water
need not be put to alternative uses - if they are, then presumably they will be put

*Page 5-48

*The Bureau has conducted benefit-cost analyses for a long time. Commissioner Michael W. Straus, in
testimony before Congress in 1952 clarified the dual standards for economic feasibility that the Bureau
uses: "The first, required by reclamation law, consists of an allocation of project costs among the purposes
served and a showing that the anticipated project revenues will return all reimbursable costs. The second,
although not required by reclamation law, is the showing of estimated benefits and costs, and is made as a
matter of Bureau policy. Thus, a reclamation project must meet two standards of economic feasibility: The
estimated benefits must exceed the estimated costs and the anticipated project revenues must provide for
return of all reimbursable costs.” (82™ Cong., 2" Sess., House Commitee Print No. 23, at page 11) The
policy of conducting benefit-cost analyses was further codified in the "Economics and Environmental
Principles and Guidelines for Water and Related Land Resources Implementation,” Water Resources
Couneil, 1983,

*The latest being the " Animas-La Plata Projeci: Economic and Financial Analysis Update," June 1995
which I will rely on, in parts, here.

Page DWS-31


Monique M Scobey
Page DWS-31


DURANGO, COWRITTEN SUBMISSIONS DWS23

any subsidized rate the Bureau might obtain for this particular project. Of course,
the Bureau understands this, and did attempt to use market power rates in the last
benefit-cost analysis, conducted in 1995, The combined power and energy charge
used in the EIS is $.016/kWh, far below market rates. I use the power generation
cost cited in the Bureau's 1995 study of 46 mills/kWh, updating it for inflation
from 1993 dollars to 1999 dollars,” This yields a present value of O&M costs of
$62.51 million.

The Bureau has also omitted the increased salinity and decreased power costs
downstream in the Colorado Basin. These may not be part of the financial
obligations in the cost sharing agreement, bul they are certainly relevant economic
costs of the structural alternative. In fact, the Bureau did include these costs in
the 1995 economic analysis, and they were substantial. I use the 1995 estimates
as the basis for including these costs for Alternative 4, again updating these costs
for inflation from 1993 to 1999, Salinity costs and reduced power generation are
directly proportional to the size of the project, so I reduced the 1995 estimates
according to the reduced size of the project (using 40,000 acre-leet of depletion to
malch the benefits calculation below). Present valued at a 5% discount rate, these
amount to $79.93 million.

Amazingly, the EIS does not mention the increased salinity below the San Juan
River as an environmental impact of Alternative 4 at all, although it is mentioned
(at page 2-68) as an opportunity cost relevant to Altemnative 9. The Citizens'
Progressive Alliance Alternative would compensate the Tribes for the opportunity
costs that would be saved if the project is not undertaken. The Bureau omitted the
adjustment of the salinity and downstream power costs for inflation from 1993 to
1999, but did identify these opportunity costs for Alternative 9 but not for
Alternative 4, their preferred alternative.

Thus, the total economically relevant costs of Alternative 4 are approximately
$393 million + any unquantified environmental costs.

Benefits

What are the benefits of this project? The project yields 57,100 acre feet of
water/year (depleted). What is this water worth. The Bureau offers 4 methods for
valuing this water (actually for valuing the 40,000 acre feet of Indian water - this
was the gquantity of water that the Burean provided values for in the EIS). The
first is based on up front sale of the water on a 20 year contract ($80 million), the
nexl two options are annual leases at different prices (323 million - $38.4
million), and the last values the water "based on construction costs." This last
option is disingenuous as it represents the cost of the water and not its benefit.
Thus, the water would need to be waorth $225 million (in the Bureau's financial

7 The Bureau's 1995 analysis alternatively considers a power cost of 63 mills/kWh. Although this is
probably a mare realistic estimate of marginal power gencration costs, 1 will use the conservatively lower
figure.
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analysis) in order to match the construction cost. | will not further consider this
method of "valuation.”

The Bureau's water value estimates are unrealistic. They are derived from data
from California, a very different water market. Local water rights sales reveal
prices ranging from $550/acre foot to 51580/acre foot (on the Florida River).
Significantly, there are no sales on the Animas River, as there is still plenty of
water available (and thus, no market for water rights vet exists). So, the
$2000/acre foot seems too high. It is certainly too high to be muluplied by the
57.000 acre feet of water. The proposed uses for the water reveal that it is not
realistic to believe that there is a market for this quantity of water. Accordingly, 1
will use a more realistic value of water applied to the 40,000 acre feet of Indian
water, although this still appears to be far too much water to have any beneficial
use.

There may someday be a need for water to support 300,000 additional people in
this area, but it is netther inevitable nor necessarily desired by the people who live
here. In any case, thal size potential population increase is far in the future, so
any such benefits are worth little in today's dollars. Further, water is not presently
the constraining factor for regional ecomomic growth. It is a lack of jobs,
particularly skilled service industry jobs, that limits population growth in this
area. This project will have little impact on the ability of this region to sustain
further growth.

35% of the Indian water (and 25% of the overall water) is for a coal-bumning
power plant. It is doubtful that such a coal-fired power plant makes economic
sense.® Since the value of water is derived from what it is used for, an
unecenomic coal fired plant would not produce a positive value for water.”
Similar arguments can be made about the water for 400 acres of golf courses or
the 4 new resorts. So, it appears that the Bureau has inflated estimates of both the
quantity of water that can be valued and its market value. I will use a $40 million
water value, reflecting a combination of the lower water values in this area
{compared with California) and the lack of need for so much water.

I obtain a water benefit of $484 million (I used the 40,000 acre-feet times
$1000/acre fool, extended for a 100 year time period - the Bureau's estimate was

1f a coal-burning power plant is really to be built as a result of this waler, then the Bureau must
analyze its envirenmental impacts beyond simply declaring a "Significant” impact that "dust and
stack emissions would occur from operation of a coal-fired power plant and coal mine and a gas-
fired power plant” (page 3-301).

* Thie information in the EIS supports this conclusion. Estimated construction costs and annual revenues
are provided for the non-binding uses, including the power plant (3-203). Assuming the 1,000 MW plant
would operate at 80% capacity, the EIS estimates revenues of $0.0192 per kWh, but the department of
energy estimates the cost of producing electricity from new coal burning plants at $0.043/kWh (see
wwww.ela.doe.gov/oiaffzeo98/ele_nuc.html). Thus, the $739 million coal-fired power plant is neither

economically nor environmentally feasible.

DWS23-3

DWS23-4

DWS23-5

DWS23

The scenarios for potential water sales as presented in Attachment D, Volume
2 arefor illustrative purposes only, but are reasonable, based on actual market
experience. Care should be taken in making any comparisons of these
numbers with other water sales. For example, water salesin the Florida River
area need to be closely examined from the standpoint of use, priority and
dependability of the water supply each year. The water to be leased by the
Colorado Ute Tribes represents an assured water supply and therefore is of
high value. A more realistic comparison would be the value of M& | water
sold on the Central Utah Project. Therethe M&I water is afirm water supply
and ispaid for on ayearly basis. The cost of this M&| water isin the $150
per acre-foot range. The $2,000 per acre-foot as described in your letter
represents a one-time charge by the Tribes for the sale of M&| water over a
20-year time horizon. Thiswould be equivalent to $100 per acre-foot each
year.

Refer to General Comment No. 12 for a discussion of growth.

The use of water for a coal-fired powerplant has been presented as potential
use of water by the Colorado Ute Tribes. If such a plant became areality an
environmental impact statement would be completed at that time.
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for a 20 year contract - but recognized that the benefits don't begin until the
project's construction is complete).

Recreation benefits are similarly flawed. The estimated visitor days are placed at
218,400 for the Ridges Basin reservoir (1490 acres of surface area), while the
estimated actual visitor days at McPhee reservoir (4500 acres of surface area) are
181,800."" The Bureau attempts to compare Ridges Basin to the Ridgeway
reservoir, due to the similar physical characteristics. However, the locations
(including alternative water based recreation opportunities) are quite different and
suggest that McPhee may be a better comparison site, It seems unrealistic to
assume that Ridges Basin will have more visitors than McPhee, despite the latter
being three times the size of the former,

The projected use of the Ridges Basin reservorr is also larger than the annual use
of the Durango-Silverton narrow gauge railroad, a world renowned destination.
The Bureau cites 52% of the Ridgeway reservoir use as camping, and says that
"visitors to the proposed Ridges Basin Reservoir can be expected to participate in
similar types of activities." (page 3-184) However, if we use 32% of the
anticipated use 1s for camping, we get 113,568 annual camping trips, a quantity
6 equivalent to around 453% of the total camping use for the entire San Juan

National Forest. Given the proposed 196 camping units (page S-42) and a 6
month camping season, implies an average daily use of 3.2 people per camping
unit over the entire six month season! Al best, this intensity of use may be
experienced during the shorter three month peak season. By any standard, the
estimated visitation appears overstated.'! Whatever the visitation level, much of
the use will be diverted from other region reservoirs and cannot be viewed as a
net addition to total recreation use.

Given the paucity of data and documentation regarding the derivation of
recreation use estimates, 1 will make the following modifications: 1 will value
half of the projected recreation days, use the Burcau's 1995 value/recreation day
figure (512.51/day and update it for inflation), and include a 2% annual growth in
recreation use (until 300,000 days are reached, then I freeze use at that level), the
national estimate for reservoir based recreation demand. This gives a present
value of 100 years of recreation benefits of $36.6 million. If anything, T believe
this still overestimates recreation benefits, particularly in light of the fact that the
surface area of the reservoir is expected to vary from a maximum of 1500 acres to

DWS23

DWS23-6 While McPhee Reservoir is similar to the proposed Ridges Basin Reservair,
due to shared economic characteristics of the surrounding region, it does not
share similar physical characteristics (e.g., size, geographic location,
elevation). Consequently, Reclamation believesthat Ridgway Reservoir isa
better choice for comparison with the proposed Ridges Basin Reservoir
becauseit shares both regional economic and physical characteristics.
Although McPhee Reservoir islarger in size than the proposed Ridges Basin
Reservoir, it has alesser number of estimated user days. Thisis partly dueto
the fact that McPheeis primarily used for boating and fishing and not for
camping, with fewer campsites than at the other reservoirs. The number of
user days does not equal the actual number of visitors; one user day is equal
to onevisitor over a 12-hour period. For example, twelve visitors fishing for
one hour is equal to one person at the campsite for 12 hours. Consequently, if
campers make up 52% of user days (113,568 user days), then each of the 196
camping units would need to be occupied by 1.6 visitors during a six-month
season, or by 3.2 visitors during the primary three-month tourist season.
These numbers do not seem unrealistic. Sincethereis an increasing demand
for reservoir-related recreation opportunities (both nationwide and in the
State of Colorado), and there are alimited number of developed campsitesin
the area surrounding Ridges Basin, Reclamation feelsthat the proposed
reservoir would have at least moderate visitation, but would not significantly
take visitation away from other areareservoirs.

" These are the numbers provided in the EIS. No documentation is provided, and many of the "estimated”
visitor day figures appear unrealistic.

W The EIS (at 3-168) cites a study by Loomis et al. That "If recreation behavior as measured by the demand
coefficients is the same in the surveyed region and the target region, then a model estimated for the
surveyed region should accurately predict recreation use...in the target region.” The Burcau misapplies
this statement, however. The “demand coefficients” referenced include not only physical characteristics of
the region by economic characteristics as well. These include proximity to population centers, proximity to
transportation corridors. and availability of substitute sites. In this sense, McPhee Reservoir is a more
suitable comparison than the Ridgeway Reservoir, which is only similar in terms of physical
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a minimum of 870 acres (at pages 5-39, S-40). What this means 1s that, some of
the time, the reservoir will have a large ring of mudflats around it, with an adverse
effect on the recreational experience.

Thus, the benefits of the structural project (Alternative 4) yield a present value of,
%85 million, for water and recreation. DWS23-7 Comment noted.

The Bottom Line

The benefit-cost analysis of Alternative 4 reveals that $85 million of benefits are
abtained for an economic cost of $393 million, for a benefit-cost ratio of around
.22, execluding the unguantified environmental r.'larrt::g{:s'2 Simply put, this
7 project returns less than 22 cents for every dollar spent, or wastes at least
$308 million ($393 millien - $85 million) of the nation's resources. This
calculation ignores the wildlife damage, water quality damage, rafting
recreational losses, and all of the environmental quality impacts associated with
the potential uses of the water,

But, what of the value of settling Indian water rights claims? That is a red ] o
herring. The Bureau should be forced to analyze the alternative of writing a DWS23-8 Comment noted. The Colorado Ute Tribes have indicated that, as part of the

check for §308 milion, The check is more straightforward than the Bureau's Settlement Agreement, & cash buyout in lieu of water was not acceptable.
convoluted view of the "non-structural” alternative. The check avoids the

environmental damage associated with the structural alternative. According to the

Bureau's own estimates of the value of this water, the Tribes could simply take the

check, purchase the water they desire, and have money left over. The check

amounts to approximately $93,000 for every tribal member (based on the Tribal

population of 3287, page 1, Technical Appendix 1),

The only thing this project gives the Tribes is more water than they can possibly
use - meaning that they will obtain cash by selling what they can - and some
lucrative construction contracts associated with project comstruction - again,
meaning  cash. This 18 a convoluted, environmentally damaging, and
economically wasteful way to transfer some cash to the Tribes. And, they get far
less cash than a $308 million check would provide for them.” The Bureau should
consider the alternative of paying the Tribes, in cash, the equivalent of the
cconomic waste embodied in this project (the 3308 million would represent a
financial cost to taxpayers, and financial gain to the Tribes, but not an economic
cost to the nation). The Bureau also dismissed two alternatives (4 and 9) that do
not cause the environmental damage that their proposed structural project does,
and that do not involve the economic waste that they are secking.

2 Even if the Bureau's high estimate of $80 million of benefits and low estimate of $230 million of cost 15
used, the bencfit-cost ratio is only .32, Interestingly, this is close to the same benefit-cost ratio that the
Bureau found for the earlier and larger Animas-La Plata project.

' Nore that the nonstractural alternative is even less costly, in a financial sense, than this size payment.
Both, however, are transfers, and have no real economic impact from a national point of view.
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The mission statement for the Bureau of Reclamation states
"The mission of the Bureau of Reclamation is to manage, develop, and
protect water and related resources in an etwironmcntall;{ and
4

9 economically sound manner in the interest of the American public.”

I consider this the Bureau's promise to the American people. With this EIS the
Bureau has failed to deliver its promise:

Thank vou for considering my comments.

Sincerely,

AU S or

Dale E. Lehman

 www. usbr.govimain/what/mission-vision html

DWS23-9 Comment noted.
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(con’t

« It does provide some but not all of the wet water committed to the two

Ute Tribes in 1986 and for that we are very appreciative.

Because there are not significant adverse environmental impacts involved
in this reduced project, we find that the opposition now desperately
focuses on the public policy question of whether the State of Colorado
and the United States properly entered into the 1986 agreement in the
first place.

We ask them as to whether they are prepared to renounce the Agreement
of the United States and to break the pledge of the United States entered
into May 1986 and confirmed by Congress in 1988 — if you are, have the
courage and decency to tell that to our face.

If you want to honor the pledge to the Colorado Ute Tribes why not
declare victory and support the construction of a small reservoir and
accept the findings of this document that the proposal now on the table
has no adverse impact on local users of the Animas River, Animas River

flows, or Animas River quality.
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Comment Sheet
Animas-La Plata Project
Public Hearing--Durango, Colorado
February 15, 2000

Return comments by March 17, 2000 (address below).
Name __ Yusan 7"4(/,/ S
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DWS25-1

DWS25

New Mexico will not be directly taxed for the development of the ALP
Project without receiving any water from the project. Should New Mexico
wish to obtain their allocated water rights from the project, they will pay a
prorated share of project construction and O&M cost and will then be entitled
to put the water to M& | use in New Mexico.
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Comment Sheet
Animas-La Plata Project
Public Hearing--Durango, Colorado
February 15, 2000

Return comments by March 17, 2000 (address below).

—_ il
Name: Tgnie. Moger- (Guulil 970 -256- O7p5 ___ (Optiom)

{Telephone #, in case clarification is needed)

Mailing Address /20 €. 2. 22|
City _:Dzd&_ﬂ_fa__ State CO Zip §/30/

Include my name on future Animas-La Plata mailings? Yesw” No

Comments on the Draft Supplemental Envirenmental Impacl Statement.

DWS26-1 Thereisno proposal to dam the Animas River. Please refer to General
Comment No. 15 for further discussion on thistopic. Pumping water to
Ridges Basin is discussed in General Comment No. 3.

il > & _ s . _x;é‘«’-u_;—n
" Fax:. 970-385-6 Telephone: 970-385-4 Leta ey,
Bureau of Reclamation E-Mail address: ALPDSEISCommentsiuc.usbr, gov
Attenfion: Pat Schumacher 5
835 E. 2" Ave., Suite 300 Animas-La Plata information located on Web
Durange. CO 81301-0640 Site: _www.uc.ushr.govispecial/alp/index.html
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Comment Sheet
Animas-La Plata Project
Public Hearing—Durango, Colorado
February 15, 2000

Return comments by March 17, 2000 {address below).

Name _z_1 ity (el G0- 382 - 241y (Optional)

(Telephone £, in case clarification is needed)

+
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State rp  Zip 2172}
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rJ
Include my name on future Animas-La Plata mailings? Yes L No

Comments on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement:
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Please mail comments to: | Fax:. 970-385-6539 Telephone: 970-385-6500

DWS27-1

DWS27-2

DWS27

Please refer to response to General Comment No. 1 for a discussion of a
benefit-cost analysis.

LaPlata County will not be burdened with the local cost of the project. A
large portion of the cost will be borne by the federal government with local
cost sharing by non-Indian entities who will receive water from the project.
A cash settlement was proposed but was rejected by the Colorado Ute Tribes.
Their desire isto have their water rights stored in a storage reservoir to meet
their future needs.
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Comment Sheet
Animas-1.a Plita Project
Public Rearing—Nurange, Colecnds
TFebruary 15, 2009

Returo cominents hy Murch 17, 1000 {zddress hatow),

Name ﬁm_é‘uemaerm o {Optional)
(Telephone ¥, in va3e efarificatian ia Teeded)

Mailing address RO Do (%43

coo DUIANGD  _ suwelC 75 G302,

inciude my name oy fotre ArimasLa Fiara ragjlings? Yas L',}:‘ o
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DWS28-1 Comments noted.
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DWS29-1

DWS29-2

DWS29-3

DWS29

Thelossto wildlife habitat through the inundation of Ridges Basin Reservoir
would be fully mitigated by acquiring and developing lands nearby. Although
approximately 134 acres of wetlands would be lost under Refined Alternative
4, these wetlands currently have minimal wildlife value and offer virtually no
habitat for migratory waterfowl. If constructed, Ridges Basin Reservoir
would provide new waterfowl habitat that would be used by both resident and
migratory species. In addition, portions of land around the reservoir would be
managed primarily for the benefit of wildlife, including waterfowl.

Thereisno indication under any of the alternatives that any agricultural
production on the lower Animas River will be significantly affected.

Refer to General Comment No. 15 for adiscussion of the location of Ridges
Basin. Potential impacts associated with the diversion of water from the
Animas River are described in detail in Chapter 3 and mitigation measuresto
reduce or eliminate such impacts are described in Chapters 3 and 5.
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DWS29

DWS29-4 The Colorado Ute Tribes have not expressed an interest in selling their water
rights downstream. Instead, they have expressed a desire to have a storage
reservoir in which their water rights can be stored on ayearly basis. From
this storage reservoir, the Tribes may elect to construct conveyance facilities
to develop their own natural energy resources or |ease the water to
municipalitiesin the project area. Selling water rights downstream has a
fundamental flaw in that it does not meet the criteria set forth in settling
Indian water rights. These criteria are listed under Section 2.3.1.3 of this
DSEIS, on pages 2-22 and 2-23. Among these criteriais the requirement to
settle these water rightsin areasonable time frame. In addition, the 1986
Settlement Agreement and 1988 Settlement Act specifically placed
stipulations restricting the leasing water to the Lower Colorado Basin States
because of the myriad of issues relating to compact agreements on the
Colorado River mainstem and tributaries. The changes required in water
compactsto allow selling or leasing water rights to the Lower Basin States
could take many decades to reach resolution. A cash payment to the Tribe for
their water rights has been evaluated and rejected by the Tribes. Their desire
as stated earlier isto have their water in a storage reservoir for future on-
reservation development or lease to municipalitiesin the project area. One of
the potential uses by the Tribes is the development of coal reserves on
reservation boundaries. This potential useis considered to be non-binding
and is presented as example to which the Tribes could elect to use their water.
The Tribeswould undoubtedly carefully evaluate alternative uses for their
water at afuturedate. At that time future NEPA compliance will be
conducted if warranted.
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February 12, 2000

Burean of Reclamation

Mr. Pat Schumacher, Four Comers Division Mimager

Four Comers Eivision of the Western Colorado Area Office
835 East Second Avenue, Suite 300

Dueango, Colorado 81301-53475

Reply to W-6334, Draft Supplemental Environmental Tmpact Stetement for the Animas-LaPlata Project, Colorado and Mew
Mexico

Trear Sir:

Personally [would be in favor of Alternative 6a net only becuuses it supplies both Colorado Tribes an avenue for wed water
from the most desirable places over areas that span several counties but becanse this Alternative Sa would also not be subject
1o renewal of ficilities within a 100 vesr tirge frame a5 your preferred Allermative 4 would have. Since the Ute Mountain Ute
Tribe just recently purchased 20,000 acres within the LaFiata drainage for a proposed dude ranch from willing sellers this is a
positive indication other willing sellers can also be sought from other surrounding drainage to fulfll the ribes” wet water
requirements, [emphasis added]

The drawback with Alternative 6a is (hat still lenves both tribes holding 8 commodity that requires a large amount of water to
exploit,  |am talking about their coal reserves.  Your preferred Alternative 4 allocates the largest ameunt of water for coal
1 m:mﬂb Lmd du.\u! ]—md power plant. _Theese conl reserves are located {see ul@_hmﬂﬂwmw

and runs south toward Hwy, 140 to the State ling where a power plant would likely be buill to utilize
et vast amount of water. The plant would be centrally located because there are two mere plots of coal: ene in Celorado at
the State line south of Mesa Verde Mational Park, and the other south in New Mexico toward Shiprock, The potential would
b to stnp mine these reserves since there are outcroppings that travel 250 to 500 feet underground,  According o present
Federal law i order to perfoom this type of activity, the Tribes would have to go through an environmental analysis for NEPA
[Wational Environmental Policy Act]. Do vou honestly think such a project now could past muster of this Act? Or st
contemplated this step eould be bypassed in the future since that scems presently being suggested by our Colorads Senator in
order to gam his support for soliciting fands from the Administration?

While you list coal mining and a coal fired power plant as & “non-binding future use™ for the largest amount of water [rom the
Animas-LaPlata Project, nevertheless the fact 1s that those coal reserves are there! So even though these are wealthy tribes |
would tend 1o suggest there could be some other way to compensate them so that those coal reserves which lie soclose to
Durango could remain in-ground, wndisturbed,

another power plant! | can’t believe the local Durango Buree continually side steps the facl that their Regional Office in Salt
Lake City has had talks wath this coal smining company sinee 1967 [or various means of using their eoal résources from this
area in conjunction with the ALF. Yet this coal company, at the time a subsidiary of Gulf Oil Corp.. met with the Burec and
2 the Water Districts along with the State’s Division Engineer in mid-1980 and subsequently discussed the patential interface
and jomt development with the ALP Project. They had reached an agreement in 1982 with the former Colorado-Ute Electric
Azseriation as well as the Regional Director of Buree at the tme insofar as the general concepls and an understending of the
mutunf advantages in continwed work towards joint development. By 1983 they had cost estimates propertioned to each entity
in-accordance with the amount of water developed. These negotiations for “joining hands”™ are all in their due dilligence

that the general public can be well informed on this added potential impact?

It 2 my opinion then that this Drafl is entirely inadequate on this subject.
Cordially,

Louige Voelker, 12849 CR 250, Durango, Colorado 81301

Anachment showing coal reserves by Burec.

To make matters worse there is this “hidden agenda™ that keeps gnawing at me. From my research Pittshurg-Midway Coal lins
direct water rights [100 cfs] from the Animas River and 24,800 AF [or storage in Ridges - the exact same amount required for

reposis filed with the State of Colorado,  Why tsn*t this joint development ever writien in vour environmertal reports in order

DWS39

DWS39-1 Comment noted. The purchase of land with water on awilling buyer-willing
seller basisis not an assured process of obtaining large volumes of water.
The risks associated with Refined Alternative 6 were some of the reasonsiit
was deemed less desireable than Refined Alternative 4. Future water uses are
discussed in General Comment No. 6.

DWS39-2 Comment noted. The future use of water will be determined by the Colorado
Ute Tribes.
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Comment Sheet
Animas-La Plata Project
Public Hearing--Durango, Colorado
February 15, 2000
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DWS31-1

DWS31

One of the purpose and needs of the ALP Project is to satisfy the water rights
claims of the Colorado Ute Tribes. The evaluation as presented in this FSEIS
has determined that the best alternative for accomplishing thisis Refined
Alternative 4 of which Ridges Basin Dam and Reservoir is an integral
component. The uses of water as projected in this FSEIS are considered to be
“non-binding” on the Colorado Ute Tribes. Refer to General Comment No. 6.
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DWS32-1

DWS32

The recommendation of the Preferred Alternative is based on the allocation
of water as described in the Settlement Agreement and the Settlement Act,
with restrictions placed on depletions from the Animas and San Juan rivers
by the Endangered Species Act. The ALP Project has been modified from
the original project proposed, and these modifications would be codified in
an amended Settlement Act.
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DWS33-1 Therecommendation of the Preferred Alternative is based on the allocation
of water as described in the Settlement Agreement and the Settlement Act,
with restrictions placed on depletions from the Animas and San Juan rivers
by the Endangered Species Act. The ALP Project has been modified from
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DWS34-1 Therecommendation of the Preferred Alternativeis based on the allocation
of water as described in the Settlement Agreement and the Settlement Act,
with restrictions placed on depletions from the Animas and San Juan rivers
by the Endangered Species Act. The ALP Project has been modified from
the original project proposed, and these modifications would be codified in
an amended Settlement Act.

Page DWS-48


Monique M Scobey
Page DWS-48


DURANGO, CO WRITTEN SUBMISSIONS DWS35

Comment Sheet
Ananins-La Plats Pesjeet
Pablie earing—-lrangs, Calormdo
Felsruary |5, @

-

] Hedurn esinmienis by Sarch 17, 20000 [aikhesy below)

Bame _ -t;;_-zlﬁ“_li'.;n;.g_ll.h':rd - {f:l-r 'j.'.l.-‘:" AT {Lipiimml |

[ Telepslinne F, m cans clatilicatnm ia meedel )
h-llmng Athlizan d}hf_b _|_____l|'l' _3':'5'

Clty ._--'r-"'"'J‘]"'- L2 ﬁlw{_; ?'|r.r.|—l.-l'zl"lﬂ i

Ineluske iy jimses an Miere Animas-Ls Flats maileesas? WieE_ _:i:r [ 1]

Cnimiiiesti om e Dimil ."illﬂll:llldllll Biveirmimmsial |-|||;:n| S ey preit

Thet Py pd ratl el peropamtd il ine tos this Sroami La 150 proger e et scregiails
Todoprre Coleorsds s or M irwe Mexico o thy S brbey of wsier g Beeaded b e by

the ompscin of e Cobormde River Bwsin of 1572, TR0 wwl 1759 e e i riTer, i

& g ol il by e Adreresinatien. Purthes, Us Colorade 18 e by lsa We s Flglis i . .
Deftherment Aot off 1588 waa ek indeneded s takos wolar mights previoye by o ke d o rther DWS35-1 Therecommendation of the Preferred Alternative is based on the allocation
Ly | el 19 L Biacd o "Wk Piighisr cluinn. Thiekr wraley wed Lo oot Tremes dmteed of water as described in the Settlement Agreement and the Settlement Act,
maar (e drarraa Biver The devires ol tle Arenam pasple mic cjrems-2 Ly Congre with restrictions placed on depletions from the Animas and San Juan rivers
i ey mithonrzd e comiracdeon of Lhe Arrred L Pleds pref et = ongerel by progeee-d

v by the Endangered Species Act. The ALP Project has been modified from
i At (N1 i Sarmivek (i MO S Ikl by e P b the original project proposed, and these modifications would be codified in
il ek #l thre peogleof the Uibed (Eabee by the Admanisbatioes Aot is 87, ploss Dad an amended Settlement Act
1 Fhiae 11 s U only limed sob mien o treing o] s eomrein aoen e fegons fimer emer :
Thew m po vl nclary s Fermmtive o the origne’ Animea La Plets diegh @ comrmins
Ve bty el F Erpr et by die propertesms b e I 4 o) 18 mare degres o
wl ialwctory oaa of Lha Anamee paer waber B comply wilh provious sllecstsom sgrmmris
i cxmpchi o O L windiot el Soicomiicn of Ut eades of oo oty oo onfledl is
P |3 Platn praged e part of S mdibion B slfello g the msier in@ie Colardn B :
Badin i the lesl inlerars of S5 nation o 8 wlaeds, g ol the gl fsdime Li Tala

f:-:. Mgyl - Hh}__ﬂ.)’—ﬂ._uaw @._q“_n[nw- ?&m
—L{va’-ﬂ-"'ﬂ_gr_ﬁ.‘-ﬂ:.m-'ﬁa.‘ai{{ R Al

i

Ly J

Page DWS-49


Monique M Scobey
Page DWS-49


DURANGO, SUBMISSIONS

Comment Sheet
Animas-La Plata Project
Public Hearing—-Durango, Colorado
February 15, 2000

Return comments by March 17, 2000 (adidress below).

e S i O S Ve k] [ Dptonal
(Telephane #, in case clarilication is needed)

Mailing pAddress /720 GF 27

City &.j—d’gf&.. 20 _statel% Zin SET
Include my name on future Animas-La Plata mailings? ‘r':’!ﬁy}é No

Comments on {he Drall Supplemental Envirnmental Impact Staternent:

The Administrations proposed alternative Lo the Animan La Plata projed
To deprive Coloredo and or Hew Mexdco or the Indiim bribes of v
the compacts of the Celorado River Basin of 1922, 1948 and 1952 f \MHiiTiaT river, 18
a breach of trust by the Adminisiration Further, the Colorade Te ndian Water Rights
Feitlement Act of 1988 was not intended to take water pights previously allecated to olher
lands to satisfy the Indian Water Rights clalms, Thelr water wes to come from unused
1 water in the Animas River. The desires of the American people was expressed by Congrese
when they authorized the construction of the Animas La Plaja project na originally proposed,
The Administratiors failure to construct the projet as autherized by our Congress ie a brewh
of trust of the people of the United Statas by the Administralion. Allemative #7, phase Tand
Phase [T is the only listed solution to meeting all the cofmmitner iz of the Anirnss River water
There s no i'rlinﬁ]c%ory altemative to the a"lsl'n.al Anirmas La Pluta altheo 1g1': wreat Coneessione
have heen reluctantly expreased by the propenents in order to accotplish sume degree of
satisfactory use of the Anirnes river water to comply with previons allocstion agreemernds
In consideration of the wisdom and concessions of the leaders of ow cownty whe crafted the
Arnimas La Tlata p!‘ojcd as part ofthe selubion in B.cL'iudicst'mg the water in the Colorado River *
Basin in the best interests of the nation as a whole, give us the enginal Anirnns La Plata

DWS36

DWS36-1 The recommendation of the Preferred Alternativeis based on the allocation

of water as described in the Settlement Agreement and the Settlement Act,
with restrictions placed on depletions from the Animas and San Juan rivers
by the Endangered Species Act. The ALP Project has been modified from
the original project proposed, and these modifications would be codified in
an amended Settlement Act.
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Comment Sheet
Animas-La Plata Project
Public Hearing--Durango, Colorado
February 15, 2000

Return comments by March 17, 2000 {address below).

41 = - ) )
N:![11!%ﬁ/)4ﬁ??‘ﬁk?};f— W n( - C/; =i Jgé—o}%& (Optional)
= g o z (']"Jif-'[?h”l!t‘. ff, in case clatification is needed)
Mailing Address //359 (&, S=29
e ; 9 _—
L‘_L"_—Z_Tf,zﬂ/% o Smtcf;;-g_., Zip s 7

Include my name on fulure Animas-La Plata mailings? Yes¥s No_

Comments on the Drafl Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement:

The Adminisiratiors proposéd altermative Lo the Arilmas La Plata project s not acceptable.

Ta deprive Colorado and or New Mexico or the Indian tribes of water allocatad Lo them by

the compacts of the Celorado River Basin of 1922, 1948 and 1988 from the fnirmag river, g

n brench of trust by the Administration. Further, the Colorado The [ndian Waler Riglts

Seltlernent Act of 1988 was not intended to take water rights previously sllocited o other
lands to satisfy the Indian Water Rights claims. Their water wrs to come from vnused

1 water int the Animas Eiver. The desires of the American peopie was cxpressed by Congress

whin they awhorized the consruction of the Animas La Plata project as orlginally propossd

Tha Administrations faifure to construct the projedt as authorized by our Congress i@ a bres-h

of trust of the pmpic of the United States bythe Administration. Altermative #7, [-hunr. Tapd

Phaee [Tis the only listed solution to mesting all the eofrmitmerts of the Anirnas River waler.

There is no satisfactory allernative to the criginal Animas La Plata although great concessions

have been reluctantly expressed by the proponents inorder to soconiplish some degres of

satisfactory use of the Anirnes river water to comply with previous aliocetion agreemernts

In congideration of the wisdom end concessions of the leaders of our county wito crafted the

Animaz La Plata project a= part of the solution to adjudiceting the water in the Tolorado River

Basin in the best interests of the nation as a whole, give us the original Anirnns La Plaza

DWS37

DWS37-1 The recommendation of the Preferred Alternativeis based on the allocation

of water as described in the Settlement Agreement and the Settlement Act,
with restrictions placed on depletions from the Animas and San Juan rivers
by the Endangered Species Act. The ALP Project has been modified from
the original project proposed, and these modifications would be codified in
an amended Settlement Act.
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DWS38-1 Comment noted.
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on A JUST SETTLEMENT:

W i msn . number one, in my judgement, there is
absolutely no chance that the Southern Ute Indian
Tribe or the Ute Mountain Ute Indian Tribe--you've
got to remember the Ute Mountain Ute Indian Tribe are
a part of this, too--would have any chance of winning
a law suit and cobtaining any Municipal and Industrial
water supplies in a legal actionmn.

Under the Colorado Ute Indian Water Rights
Agreement they are entitled teo 25,000 acre feet of
water that one of these days they are going to be
able to utilize for their coal resource development
when the gas resources are gone. The coal is in the
ground out there, and the tribe is going to be able
to utilize that water for their coal resources, so
that the alternative of spending another 10 years
litigating Indian Water Rights with very little
chance of winning in the courts did not seem like a
reasonable way to proceed....”
the above statement is the judgement of:

FRANK E. (SAM) MAYNES, ESQ.

SOUTHERN UTE INDIAN TRIBAL ATTORNEY
as expressed in an interview on February 15, 1990

on “For the Record”, KIUP Radio

Durange, Colorado

Colorado Ute Indian Water Rights Final Settlement Agreement
December 10, 1986

Article T, Section A, 2 (g), and Article T, Subsection B, 1 (g} do state:

“g. Under no circumstances shall anything in this Agreement be construed
as an admission, or be used by any party as evidence, that the Tribe is or is
not legally entitled to reserved water rights on the Animas or La Plata Rivers.
The project reserved water right shall have no precedential or presumptive
value in the event the terms of this Agreement do not become final.”

Animas-La Plata Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
“Plan of Approach”, August 3, 1999, page 11, states:

“Validity of Senior Indian Water Rights - Comments have been made
challenging the validity of the senior Ute water rights. This issue could
potentially affect the Purpose and Need of the proposed action.”
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Comment Sheet
Animas-La Plata Project
Public Hearing—Durango, Colorado
February 15, 2000

Return comments by March 17, 2000 (address below),

Name Rz/pd O Ahofos Fre 85T 23370  (opioml)

(Telephone i, in case clarification is nesde: )

Mailing Address 2828 CA4 T3¢

City Toivacio

State £a_ Zip ¥ /37
Include my name on future Animas-La Plata mailings? Yes X No_

Comments on the Draft Supplemental Environmental lmpact Statement:

The Administrations propesed alteenative to the Animas La Plata project ia not acceptahle,
To deprive Colorado and or New Mexico or the Indian tribes of water allocated to Lhem by
the compacts of the Colorado River Besin of 1922, 1948 and 1988 from the Animas river, in
a breach of trust by the Administration. Further, the Colorade e Indian Water Rights
Settlernent Act of 1988 was not intended to take water rights previously allceated to cther
lmnde to satisfy the Indian Water Rights claims. Their water was to come fromunused

water in the Animas River. The desires of the American people was expressed by Congress
when they authorized the construction of the Animas La Plats project as originally propoesed.
The Adminietratiors ailure to construct the project ad authorized by our Cengreas ig a breach
of trust of the people of the United Btabes by the Administration. Alternative #7, phase Tand
Phase [l is the only listed solution to meeting all the commitmerts of the Anirnas River waler,
There is no sntisfactory alismative to the original Animas La Plata although great concessions
have been reluctantly expressed by the proponents in order b accornplish some degree of
ratisfactory use of the Animans river water to comply with previous allocalion agresmerts,

In consideration of the wisdom and concessions of the leaders of our county who crafted the
Animas La Plata project as part of the solution to adjudiceting the water in the Colorado River
Basin in the best interests of the nation as a whole, give ua the original Animas La Plata.

Please mail comments Lo
Bureau of Reclamation
Attention: Pat Schumacher
835 E. 2" Ave., Suite 300 Animas-La Plata information located an Weh
_Durango, CO _8§1301-0640 Site: www.ue.ushr.govispecial/alp/index.hitml

Fax:. 970-385-6539 Telephone: 970-385-6500
E-Mail address: ALPDSEISComments@ue.usbr.gov

DWS30-1

DWS30

The present ALP Project has been developed to conform with the legislation
you refer to, aswell as other regulatory requirements, in the best manner
feasible. Legislation isnow under consideration which would modify the
Settlement Act to reflect these realities.
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Comment Sheet
Animas-La Plata Project
Public Hearing--Durango, Colorado
February 15, 2000

Return comments by March 17, 2000 (address below],

1 i bl

Name & L Z2A0DETH A W neeld {Optional)

(Telephone # in case clarification is needl:d)

Mailing Address _t

city Mancps _State L0 Zip Y143k

Include my name on future Animas-La Plata mailings? Yes. Mo L~

Comments on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement:

e £ |
[F
i

14 A 4 d 1
e AW AN LR e

DW&40-1

DW30

Reclamation considered an analysis of using existing reservoirs, either
through reoperation and/or modification, and found that not enough water
would be generated to meet the obligations of the Settlement Act. This
analysisisincluded in Section 2.4.1 of the FSEIS.
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Verbal Comments on the Draft Supplemental Environmental [mpact Statement
Verna Forbes Willson, Post Office Box 2778, Farmington, NM §7499

Gentlemen:
During my vears in the engineering profession, [ analyzed many government specifications for
apparent anomalies. I must say that your DSEIS is one of the most interesting specs [ have seen.

One of its anomalies involves water allocation.

On page 2-23, Volume I, you say, “The purpose and need statement describes an intent to

implement the 1988 Settlement Act that contemplated an average water supply of 62,200 acre DWS41-1 The 1988 Settlement Act ratifies the numbers contained in the 1986

feet per vear being made available to satisfy the Colorado Ute Tribes’ water rights claims in the Settlement Agreement. The numbers used in the FSEIS analysis are

Animas and LaPlata River Basins,” However, that Seftlement Act, as it appears in Volume II of consistent with those in the Settlement Agreement. For example, the

your DSEIS, does not in any way itself quantify the amount of water allotted to either Colorado alocation for the Southern Ute Indian Tribe is correctly stated in our analysis
Ute Tribe or to both together. as 3,400 afy. Thetotal division is61,200 af. Table 2-53 indicates atotal Ute

settlement volume of 79,050 af, which represents a depletion of 39,960 afy.

Similar, but not identical, quantities of water DO appear in the Colorado Ute Water Rights Final
1 Settlement Agreement of December 10, 1986 which is also included in Volume II, as follows:

Page 16, Article III, Section A, Subsection 2 allots to the Ute Mountain Ute Tribe from
the A-LP a maximum of 6,000 acre feet per annum of municipal and industrial water and a
maximum of 26,300 acre feet per annum of agricultural irrigation water.

Page 27, Article III, Section B, Subsection 1 allots to the Southern Ute Tribe from the
A-LP a maximum of 26,500 acre feet per annum of municipal and industrial water and a
maximum of 2,400 acre feet per annum of agricultural irmigation water.

Simple arithmetic vields a total diversion in that document of 61,200 acre feet per vear
which, of course, is 1,000 acre feet per year less than the quantity given on page 2-23, Volume [

Yet Table 2-33 on pages 2-95 and 2-96 of that same Volume I shows a total diversion amount
for both Colorado Ute Tribes together of 79,920 acre feet per year or 39,960 acre feet per year
for each. That amount is more than 128% of the figure contemplated on preceeding page 2-23
and a whopping 130.6% of the total agreed upon by the Utes in their Final Settlement Agreement

of 1986.
DW$S41-2  When adjustments are made for the 13,000 afy depletion to be provided

through non-structural means, and the depletions for M&I vs. agriculture, the

My first question is this: How do vou justify increasing by 18,760 acre feet per year the amount

ey : X total depleti osed for the Preferred Alternati atible with
2 agreed upon in writing by those two Colerado Ute Tribes when they signed the 1986 agreement? tﬁose iipthégti)er%%“ Ag?erem:nt. er ernative are compalibiewt
My second guestion is this; Why do your figures for the ratio of depletion to diversion vary so
widely between page 2-23 of Volume [ and Table 2-53 of that same volume? DWSA1-3 A depletion to diversion ratio of 50% is used as a commonly accepted "rule
For example, the depletion you show for that 62,200 acre feet per year Ute diversion on of thumb" for M&I projects. Section 2.1.1 has been revised.
3 page 2-23 is a mere 85.5% of the total, while, in Table 2-53, the depletions shown are generally

50% of their respective diversion amounts.
Does a formula for such calculations actually exist? If so, why is it not equally applied in
all cases?

—

" <_7- |I_, =
S[gned_}éprm_, e 1 fien [ sy Péreru 5 February 2000
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