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7 DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES Public Health Service
r-
Office of Environmental Tealth Mavajo Ares
Indian Health Service
_ P.O. Box 9020
April 10, 2000 Window Rock, Arizona 86515-3020

Mr. Pat Schumacher

Unite State Bureau of Reclamation

Western Colorado Ares Office, Southern Division
835 East Second Avenue

Durango, Colorado 81301 — 5473

Dear Mr. Schumacher:

The Navajo Area Indian Health Serviee (NAIHS) has been asked by Mr, Arvin 5, Trujillo,
Executive Director, Navajo Nation Division of Natural Resources to comment on the Bureau of
Reclamation’s proposed Animas - La Plata Project. Accordingly, the attached comments as
prepared by our Shiprock District Office are respectfully submitted for your consideration.

Please note from the comments that NNMP - 2 15 conditionally recommended over the other
project alternatives, 1t is recommended because it provides the most robust and flexible water
swstem for the Shiprock area but incorporates, develops, and/or upgrades existing facilities to do
so. It is conditional because any ultimate selection of alternatives will depend on funding
availability, associated operation and maintenance costs, and approval/concurrence from

pertinent utility organizations.

Vo
_-—-—"'_'-'- )
e, P.E. Acting Dhgetor
Division §f Fanitation Facilities Construction
Mavajo Arda Indian Health Service

Sineerely, | |

e Arvin Trujillo, Executive Director, Navajo Division of Natural Resources
Johnny Francis, Navajo Department of Water Resources
Randy Medicinehear, Creneral Manager, NTUA
Rex Kontz, Acting Manager, Engineering Technical Services Division, NTUA
John Hubbard, Ir.. Area Direclor, NAIHS
Charles 0. Dowell, Director, OEHE, NAIHS
Roger Anderson, District Engineer, OENE, NAIIS
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Indian Health Service
Sanitation Facilities Construction Branch
Shiprock District Office

Animas - La Plata Project
Navajo Nation Municipal Pipeline Alternatives
Comments

Introduction

The Indian Health Service (IHS), Sanitation Facilities Construction Branch works with the
Navajo Tribal Utility Authority (NTUA) to provide water, sewer, and solid waste facilities to
hemeowners on the Navaje Nation. Services provided by the IHS include design and

construction of water and sewer systems, as well as technical assistance,

Since the Animas-La Plata project will have a major impact on water service to Navajo
people in the Shiprock area, the Shiprock District IHS office has the following comments
on the Navajo Mation Municipal Pipeline (NNMF) alternatives as outlined in the Draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (D3SEIS).

Alternative NNMP-1

NNMP-1 proposes constructing a replacement pipeline generally along the alignment of
the existing transmission line that conveys municipal water frem Farmington to the
Shiprock community and several chapters around Shiprock, including Upper Fruitland,

San Juan, Nenahnezad, Hogback, Cudei, and Beclabito. The DSEIS lists the Sanostee . . .
; : FA1-1 Thecommentor iscorrect in that NTUA does not currently provide water
1 Chapter as ong of the chapters also served; however, this Chapter is not connected to serviceto the Sanostee Chapter. The FSEIS has been modified to reflect this

this system. Also, the existing Shiprock water treatment plant and intake structure would change. See Section 2.5.1.
be closed.
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One of the reasons given in the DSEIS for replacing the existing line is the "fairly

FA1-2 TheFSEIS has been revised to clarify and correct the characterization of the
current condition and maintenance record of the existing iron ductile pipeline,

protection concern due to the co-location of the pipeline with overhead transmission and including the results of the most recent inspection. See Section 2.5.1.

distribution lines." However, NTUA reports that they seldom have leaks or maintenance

consistent record of leaks and maintenance problems, and there is a continuing cathodic

2 problems with this line, with an average of about 1 or 2 minor repairs needed per year.
(Bevale, H., 1689) Additionally, the Ductile Iron Pipe Research Association (DIFRA) has
inspected this pipeline three times since initial construction in 1968. Their most recent
inspection was completed an January 13, 2000. They reported that after 32 years, the
ductile iron pipeline was found to be in excellent condition. (Fowles, D., 2000) NTUA has
expressed concerns for the long term serviceability due not to corrosion or leakage but

due to smaller diameter pipe, namely the existing 14-inch transmission line section,

The DSEIS states that a new pumping plant would be constructed on a hillside near FA1-3  The purpose of the pumping plant between Ojo Amarillo and Nenahnezad isto

Nenahnezad to provide sufficient pressure to the distribution systems, and that two boost water over the higher elevation of the Nenahnezad-Morgan Lake area
existing pumping plants would be closed. This point neads clarification as we do not when the pressure at Farmington falls to near the contracted pressure level. The

: . i ) statement about the distribution system booster stations has been deleted from
understand which plants would be closed or how this would be technically possible. The thetext. See Section 2.5.1 and Attachment E.

Adobe and Qjo Amarille booster stations both pump water from the transmission line up
3 to their own respective systems, and are located upstream of where the new pumping
plant is propesed, so would be unaffected. The Navajo Mine and Morgan Lake booster
stations are located beyond the existing 500,000 gallon Surge Tank, and pump water io
the very top of the mesa adjacent to the river. These booster stations could be
eliminated only if the proposed 1.5 million galion {(MG) tank would be located at an

elevation higher than the existing tanks and system hydraulic grade lines.

MNMMP-1 understates the existing water storage capacity at the Cortez tank site. The FAL1-4  NNMP-1 hasbeen revised to include 4.0 MG additional storage at the Cortez

4 DSEIS proposes an additional 5.5 MG of storage, increasing the total storage to 7.0 MG. Tank site as cited for NNMP-2 and NNMP-3.
However, only an additional 4,0 MG of storage is needed to bring the total storage to 7.0

MG. Currently, 3.0 MG of water storage exists at the Cortez tank site.

Finally, NNMP-1 would make the City of Farmington the sole source of water for Shiprock FA1-5 TheFSEIS has been revised to reflect that the Shiprock treatment plant would
5 and the surrounding communities, through the transmission line. At present, NTUA has a remain in use under Alternative NNMP-1. The form of agreement between
NTUA and the City of Farmington for future water is beyond the scope of this
document.
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S-year tarm agreement with the City of Farmington. How or what form of an agreement
would be reached that would guarantee NTUA this source of water for perpetuity?
Furthermore, NTUA has expressed hesitancy about closing their water treatment plant
and relying on a sole source off the reservation. NTUA will need to be involved and in
agreemeant before any altemnative is ultimately decided upon.

Alternative NNMP-2

NNMP-2 proposes leaving much of the existing transmission line in place with
improvements made to the section between Hogback and Shiprock. Also included is
additional storage at the Cortez tank site and at Nenahnezad as listed under NNMP-1.
Finally, NNMP-2 proposes upgrading the existing Shiprock Water Treatment Plant {WTP)
by renovating two existing treatment trains and adding additional treatment capacity
thereby bringing total treatment capacity from 1.5 MGD to 4.0 MGD.

This alternative would also construct 2 new pumping plant on the transmission line to
replace two existing plants. The comments from Alternative NNMP-1 above also apply to

this alternative.

One concern with this alternative is that obtaining land for the proposed intake structure

and WTP improvements in their current location may be a difficult endeavor. Additionally, FAL-6
a method of dealing with the waste material from the sand settling basin should be more

thoroughly established. Finally, Table 2-57 points to adverse effects on fish life under

Aquatic Impacts due to removing water from the San Juan River. We wonder what the

difference is between this alternative and NNMP-1, as both remove water from the river,

albeit from different locations?

We believe this alternative to be the most desirable as it is the most flexible for meeting FA1-7
future Shiprock water needs. The existing transmission line appears to have a significant

useful life remaining and therefore need not be abandoned. Especially, if some

improvements/repairs are made in the areas of cathodic protection and cover of exposed

sactions along the existing transmission line. Finally, NNMP-2 proposes a more robust

The FSEIS has been revised to include drying beds for a sand separation system.
Regarding the effects on the San Juan fishery, the document has been revised to
correct theinconsistency in the analysis. See Section 2.5.1.

The FSEIS has been revised to reflect that the existing Shiprock water pipeline
would not be closed under any NNM P alternatives.
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and reliable community water system by providing two viable community water sources,
Farmington and the WTP. The redundant water source reduces reliance on off
reservation sources, which also reduces future uncertainties for long-term water source
agreaments.

Alternative NNMP-3
This alternative would make use of the existing NIIP facilities and make improvements
including a new reservoir, pipelines, and other items to serve Shiprock and surrounding

communities.

This alternative is desirable in that it matches well with the Gallup pipeline project and

provides a larger water treatment plant facility.

However, the benefits it provides are no greater than those discussed in alternatives 1 or

2, and it has a much higher construction cost. It is therefore not discussed further.

Operation and Maintenance

The DSEIS does not discuss the cost of operating and maintaining the proposed NNMP
alternatives for providing water to the Navajo Nation. Each NNMP alternative has an
immediate and long term cost for operation and maintenance (O&M). These cost are
critical to NTUA, as new and possibly controversial user fees would be required for O&M
of these new facilities. Qualitatively, the O&M costs increase from NNMP 1 to alternative
3 having the greatest costs for O&M. However, in order for NTUA to make a well
informed decision and enable the Tribe to understand the full ramifications of each NNMP
alternative discussed in the DSEIS please provide the estimated O&M cost for each
alternative. The final NNMP selection may depend on the Q&M cost and it's viability
within the Shiprock Community.

FA1-8

Operation and maintenance costs have been included in Section 2.5.1 (Table 2-
54) of the FSEIS. Pipeline maintenance costs should remain similar to current
NTUA experience. Treated water purchase is assumed at current contract rates.
Shiprock treatment plant costs include added sand separation cost over the cost
of treatment at Farmington. With increased use within Farmington, pressure at
the connection may fall, requiring some pumping, that will add energy and
maintenance costs over current COsts.
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Conclusion
In our opinion, NNMP-1 does not best serve the Navajo Nation for the following reasons:
First, the existing transmission line is not experiencing any major leakage or corrosion

problems as referenced in the DSEIS. Second, NTUA is reluctant for any Tribal system

to be completely depéndent on a source of water not within their boundary cantrol,

NNMP-2 provides the most flexible and robust water system serving the Shiprock

community and outlining areas. This alternative has the most sustainable long-term FA1-9  Comment noted.
water source for Shiprock by developing the primary community source within the

9 Shiprock service area. NNMP-2 utilizes the existing transmission line as criginally

designed, utilizing the line with two sources of water coming from both ends. Also, the

transmission line replacement under NNMP-2 is the current flow restricting section due to

the 14-inch diameter. Our office endorses NNMP-2 as the best alternative for serving the

Shiprock community with additional potable water treatment and delfivery capacity.

References:

Beyale, H. Navajo Tribal Utility Authority, Shiprock District, Water/Wastewater Foreman.
Shiprock, New Mexico, Conversation in May 1988,

Fowles, D., Polyethylene Encasement Inspection, Shiprock, New Mexico, January 13,
2000. Ductile Iron Pipe Research Association. Birmingham, Alabama.
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KELSEY A. BEGAYE TAYLOR McKENZIE, M.D.
FPRESITENT VICE PRESIDENT
February 10, 2000 R A
Mr, John Mubbard, Jr. FEB @Uﬁd
Area Dirsctor HSG?::;FM
MNavajo Area Indian Heaith Saervice \E&j'a‘_' T
P.C. Box 9020

Window Fock, AZ BES15
Dear Mr, Hubbard:

The U.S, Bureau of Reclamation will hald a public information mesting on the Animas La

Plata Project on February 16, 2000 at 1:00 p.m, at the Shiprock Chapter House in Shiprogk,

Mew Mexico. The Mavajo Mation Division of Natural Resources has agreed to help with this
‘_.effon to assure that Mavajo communities are aware of the Project.

“. We request that the Mavajo Area Indian Health Service send a reprasentative ta the
mesting, which will likely last most of the afterncon. We expect a good turnout of community
lesider%s_‘ and interested members of the Nation. They will likely hawe guestions zbout the
project; |'am certain they will also want to make comments about their communities’ dire need
for drinking water and other water related concerns,

Mavajo people will have additional opportunity to caomment on the project at the Bureau
of Reclamations' public hearing on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Animas
La Plata Project the same evening at the Civic Center in Farmington, New Mexico at 7:00 p.m.

Attached are copies of an announcement on the Shiprock meeting and Reclamation’s
memarandum regarding the public hearing on the project. If you or your staff require further

information, please contact Mr. John Lesper, Civil Enginesr, Water Managemeant Branch at {520}
729-4004.

Sinceraly,

DIVISION OF NATURAL RESOURCES

. Rixo auw— &
Arvin 8. Trujillo
Execulive Director
oo Jeff Medte, Directos, Division of Sanitation, Navajo Area Office

Johnnie 0. Francis, Diractor, Depanment of Water Resources
ehn Lecper, Clvil Enginear, Watar Management Branch
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FA2

FA2-1

FA2-2

FA2-3

FA2-4

The 404(b)(1) Evaluation has been amended to provide additional information.
See Attachment B in Volume 2.

Reclamation has modified the FSEIS to better describeimpactsto nativefishin
the Animas River. Direct mitigation for these impactsin the Animas River is
not possible. There are many ways to mitigate for losses of aguatic habitat by
taking measures to enhance recruitment of native suckersin the Animas River.
Unfortunately, not enough is known about this apparent on-going problem
requiring additional studies before a plan can be proposed. Native fishery issues
are discussed in Section 3.6.3 of the FSEIS.

Seeresponseto FA2-1 above. Therevised Section 404(b)(1) Evaluation,
included in VVolume 2 Attachment B of the FSEIS, provides more detail on the
evaluation criteria used to compare the relative impacts between Refined
Alternatives 4 and 6. Chapter 9 of the 404(b)(1) Evaluation provides a summary
of this evaluation leading to the selection of the "least damaging practicable
alternative."

No single-use conveyance of water from Ridges Basin to the La Plata River is
currently proposed. Flow augmentation throughout a portion of the La Plata
River has been discussed between Reclamation and the Fish and Wildlife
Service as a possi ble mitigation measure to off-set project impacts on native
fishesin the Animas River. While the obvious benefitsto native fishesin the La
Plata River is clear to Reclamation, the cost of implementing this measure may
be prohibitive. If Reclamation were to commit to this mitigation option, the
resulting in-stream flow wold need to be protected within a portion of the La
Plata River in order to maintain the benefits desired for native fishes.
Reclamation is of the understanding that this can be achieved in Colorado under
state law. Therewould be other issues relating to this proposal that would need
to be better understood, including how the consumptive use of this water would
betreated under the Endangered Species Act, however, at this point in time
Reclamation is exploring other mitigation measures for the project's effect to
Animas River native fishes.
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08:31 FAX 19702458833 FISH & WILDLIFE

G407 /00

- BR-DURANGO

United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Ezological Services
764 Horizon Drive, Building B
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FA3

@oot

From: Colorado Field Supervisor, U. 8. Fish and-Wild]ife 5 : ogical
R Services, Lakewood, Color
Subject: Commentg, Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact

Statorment for the Animas-La Plata Project, Colorado and New

Mexico

e 1.8, Fish and Wildlife Service has reviewed the Draft Supplemental Environmental
-lIn.';: Lt S:atlgmzﬁt for the ;m;ua&La Plata Project, Colorado and New Mexico and offers the
fo Lngi'ing comments.

Significance criteria arc discussed within the DSEIS and describe a 15 percent reduction in,
orﬂjﬁm to an affected resource. Consequently, a reduction in, or 1rn}enc1 to habitat,
exceeding the threshold, triggers a significant impact determination. pplication of the
significance criteria is not apparent within the DSEIS. The DSEIS does make reference o
impacts on pative fishes in the Animas River and describes the impacts as b:l.nﬁgmmually
significant, but does not describe why. Further, there is no justification for the reent
significance threshold, 2nd there s no documentation to support the application of this
eriteria on the Animas River or any other resource jmpacted by the Project. A 13 percent loss
of habitat in the Animas River could be catastrophic to palive fish, givén the existing level of
impact ¥ present in the Animas River. The 15 percent significance threshold appeats
arbitrary and should ot be used to detcrmine significance. Without proper documentation or
justificition, use of this significance threshold should be avoided,

sription of impacts in the Animas River is inadequate. Impact assessment of the Animas
%vs:rng s%tculnﬁgg, based on dated and insut‘ﬂcientqm.ﬁJmWion, The DSELS attempts © use
an arbitrary significancs criteria to describe impacts to aquatic habitat (i.c. 15 percent loss).
The docunent iguores the fact that there is a yearly net depletion of 93,000 acre-feet to the
Animas River at Farmington MNew Mexico, which accounl for return flows, will result in
an average annual net depletion of 57,100 acre-feet at Four Corners, Depletion af water will
reduce depth, and perimeter of the Animas River, which will result in & loss of habitat
far native fish, trout, and other water dependant resources. Further, the DSELS docs not
evaluate cumulative impacts to resources impacted by the Project. Pmsc;ntl:-'{’mcrc are
substantial impacts already occurring within the Project area. Reclamation st ould consider
the cumnularive impact to resources a3 a result of the Project

I eral, the impacts analysis for aquatic resources is weak, vague and confusing. The
[?S%:Il}s. uses diﬁmcj:?:nt criteri}z;to evaluate similar resources, An example, Altemative 4,

im 1 discusses decreases in available water and the associated impacts to trout
4 populatigns in October. Impacts to this resource will ocour whenever the pum 1Eg facility is

tion, not just in the month of October, This alse holds true for pative fish
ﬁmﬁ un;fam to native fish are described by reductions in flows resulting in

This is your future. Don't leave it blank. - Support -the 2000 Census.

FA3-1

FA3-2

FA3-3

FA3-4

Comment noted. Reclamation has revised the discussion on significance criteriain
Section 3.6.2 of the FSEIS.

Reclamation recognizes that there would be the potential for adverse effects to the aquatic
resources of the Animas River with operation of the ALP Project, but Reclamation also
shares concerns with the Service and CDOW, the New Mexico Department of Game and
Fish, and the Southern Ute Indian Tribe that the data base on the Animas River currently
falls short of allowing a better definition of base line conditions and development of
specific measures to reduce or eliminate impacts to aguatic resources there. Reclamation
has committed in the FSEIS to work closely with the agencies listed above to identify and
quantify impacts and to develop mitigation to ameliorate them (see Section 5.4.6 for
commitments for aquatic resource impacts).

The monitoring of aquatic habitat, water quality, hydrology, and other related elementsin
the Animas River will be undertaken by Reclamation in cooperation with the Service, the
CDOW, the New Mexico Department of Fish and Game, and the Southern Ute Indian
Tribe. An evaluation of existing stresses to the aguatic ecosystem, including cumulative
impacts, will be made, to the extent possible, during this evaluation. See Section 3.6.4 for
afurther discussion of the monitoring program.

A more detailed description of project impacts to the downstream aquatic resourcesis
provided in the FSEIS, especialy to nativefishes. Reclamation also acknowledges that
project operations would impact trout habitat throughout the year. October was identified as
the month that would be affected more than other months. Reclamation has included
mitigation measures to reduce adverse impacts to the trout fishery in the FSEIS.
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1 the description of the impacts is

EE ‘ , lqh I
decreased wetted perimeler 100 mtﬁ%ﬁ.&g&m‘:ﬁo; E the loss of hahitat resulting from the

similar, it is confusing. There shou ]
reduction in flows for both trout and native fishes.

FA3

As described in the DSEIS, mitigation measures proposed for project impacts are inadequate.

i { ing mitigati t mitigation. While
affected resources, and evaluating mitigation measures, 1s 0o .
ggﬂfgﬁg may lead to better understanding of impacts and m }i]u%ﬁt';i rﬁﬁam Q:Edmﬁsﬁil;a a
itment to mitigate all project impacts. Mitigation sho! in- s ~kin
i&gugg?;bmh. Lfin—piage midg?xlién oppottunities are not possible, pnorriljlf' shai.ﬂgl be given
to in-kind mitigation r%'r%ommiues. _ Fatlure to mitigate Project impacts wil s tin
unmitigated losses of fish and wildlife resources,

‘ommi mitigate Project impacts are inconsistent, Where there are similar impacts
&;)scribgc]i-[ %?:sstgni]a: Eut mi.q:lllc aqufﬁc resources, the DSEIS commits to fulfl m_mgz}t;gn of
impacts described as less than significant, however no commitment 1$ made odr impas
described as potentially si?nilicunL Asan :x?.mtgle, the Bureau has c_orpuut_t};: ltt?o Al
compensatory mitigation for the lvss of trout in the Animas River, within tti aﬁ hun S,
but has proposed monitoring and cvaluation of mitigation measuras for native shzib' &
Additonally, there is no commitment (o mitigate umpacts for the loss of aguatic . it dor
trout of native fish in the Animas River, The Bureau should attempt to mitigate affecte
resolirces so that there is a no net loss of any resource as a result of the Project.

2 cribes the Navajo Nation Municipal pipeline, but does not discuss
E}Eﬁaﬁ%ﬁldﬁmmum cxisf‘]_hﬂ[ may incur less severe impacts (o rc_siqun:.etséhl;}nc £ N
alternative not discussed in the document is a fresh water treatment facility 2 2 1pr§(n;
Moxico. This alternative would involve the repair and use of the existing maLi tcmii
Farmington, New Mexico to Shiprock. This altcrnative should be u]?imu' dl;_yfe ev ug.rm
Placement of a new line may result in unnecessary impacts to fish and wi Te50 ;

3 DSEIS does not recogaize impacts to resources. For example, one of the
St:g:r:&\?:ﬁ?)’rﬁ relncatiocfif CcruntyBR,oad 211 will cross Wildeat Creck near S'r_.aiid
Highway 141. Thereis oo analysis of impacts that would occur to the creek, associa
riparian%mbitaz. ar wetlands.

i iates the opportunity to comment on this project. If the Service can be of
Z:; ﬁms whe?:qgmfgr if yc?t? have an qa.leshons, please contact Kurt Broderdorp.at the
letterhead address of phone (970) 243-2778.

ce: FWS, Lakewood
BR, SLC _
BR, Grand Junction
Southern Ute Indian Tribe
Ute Mountain Ute Indian Tribe
The Navajo Naton . .
The Jicarilla Apache Indian Tribe
CDOW, Grand Junction EAtm: Mike Grode)
NMGFD (Attn: Nic Medley)

FA3-5

FA3-6

FA3-7

Mitigation plans for aquatic resource impacts have been included in the FSEIS.
Included are measures to reduce adverse impacts to the trout fishery such as: 1)
minimum bypass flows past the Durango Pumping Plant; 2) screening the
pumping plant intake to reduce impingement losses to small fish; and 3)
supplying trout for stocking the river through the Southern Ute Indian
Reservation. Also included are more defined mitigation measures for projected
impactsto the nativefish. Although Reclamation recognizes the potential
impacts to the nativefish habitat caused by the modeled project operations,
there also appears to a problem in the Animas River related to native fish
recruitment, in particular to the native sucker populations. If recruitment to
adult populations remains low, the entire population could eventually belost.
Reclamation proposes to expand the scope of an ongoing monitoring program
in the Animas River so that the native recruitment issues can be better
understood. Reclamation will evaluate the hypotheses that: 1) drifting larval
bluehead and flannelmouth (native) suckers are being entrained in irrigation
canals downstream of the pumping plant; and 2) some drifting larval suckers
survive to reach the San Juan River, but are unable to return to the Animas
River to recruit as adults. Once better understood, Reclamation would identify
possible actions to reduce or eliminate the recruitment problems and,
subsequently, include participation in implementation of these actions as part of
the overall mitigation plan for the native fish impactsin the Animas River. A
firm proposal describing Reclamation's proposed mitigation plan for the
impacts to native fish habitat would be developed by no later than 2005, or at
least two years prior to project pumping. If project impacts cannot be fully
mitigated on the Animas River, other river systems within the San Juan Basin
will be evaluated for in-kind mitigation opportunities. Dueto the timing of the
project water uses, the proposed mitigation plan may also include the use of
mitigation banking to offset future impacts.

Three aternatives for the NNMP are discussed in the FSEIS. In response to comments
received from the Navajo Nation, changes have been made in the discussion of the NNMP
inthe FSEIS. See Section 2.5.1.

Changes have been madein the FSEIS to reflect the potential impacts to Wildcat Creek near
SH141 from relocation of the CR211. See Section 3.4.4 of the FSEIS.



