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From: "Harlow Fischman" <bigfish @frontier.net=
To: <ALPDSEISComments @ uc.usbr.gov=
Date: Sat, Apr 15, 2000 8:47 PM

Subject: Comments On Animas la Plata Draft SEIS

To the Bureau of Reclamation:

After careful analysis and consideration, | have come to the conclusion
that the Non-Structural Alternative is the only reasonable and
cost-effective plan for ALP. It will both settle the Ute Tribes’ water
rights and be environmentally sound. Conversely, | oppose the Bureau's two
Preferred Alternatives, both of which involve the building of a reservoir
and pumping station. Yeur PA's would cost the Colorado and American tax
payers a great deal and would lead to considerable environmental damage in
the Four Corners area.

The following are my reasons for (A) opposing the Bureau's Preferred
Alternatives (PA’'s), and (B} supporting the Non-Structural Alternative
(NSA):

1. ALP would not fulfill Durango's water needs

The town of Durango is projected as the recipient of a significant portion

of ALP water. Itis, however, highly doubtful that Durango would

participate in the plan. The Durango Water Commission’s analysis of the
economics showed that building their own reservoir in Horse Gulch would be
more cost-effective ($7 million vs §8.1 million), and indeed the Water
Commissioner recommended to the City Council early in 1999 that they do just
that.

2. U.8. and Colorado taxpayers will foot the bill

In the Bureau's own words, "a substantial portion of the costs of the
reservoir and associated works are anticipated to be non-reimbursable
(italics are mine) to the treasury.” This may refer specifically to the
Tribe's share. However, it is clear that, in addition, ALP will use
hundreds of thousands of dollars of taxpayer-subsidized federal power each
year to pump water up into Ridges Basin reservoir. This cost is not even
included in the Bureau's cost estimates for the project, but it is
neverthelass considerable money out of the taxpayers’ pockets and its impact
should have been considered. It also does not include costs of means to get
the water, mostly over considerable distances, to where use is anticipated.

Similarly, the 3% payback commitment for farmers does not seem to be
based on any historical figures, and would be impossible for the farmers to
meet, even in the best crop years. This leads to the inescapable conclusion
that the taxpayers would be forced to make up the shorifall. The story is
the same for M&I (Municipal and Industrial) water use paybacks. The Bureau
used figures 30% higher even than the state of Colorado's estimate of
population growth. Where did these figures come from?

Therefore, it is only prudent for the Bureau to carefully weigh cost
alternatives for obtaining water for the Tribes. If you do so, you must
conclude that the Non-Structural alternative is the only reasonable one.

3. ALP will cause considerable environmental damage

IN37-1

IN37-2

IN37

Comment noted.

The use of subsidized federal power for this purpose was authorized by
Congress as part of the Colorado River Storage Project Act of 1956. A
delivery system for the Colorado Ute Tribes' water may not be needed in the
future; it may be a non-federal delivery system, or the river may be the delivery
system. Reclamation is unclear as to where the "3% payback commitment for
farmers' was obtained from since thereis no irrigation water in the Preferred
Alternative and therefore no irrigation repayment. This comment may pertain
to the project planin 1996. The population projections, from the Colorado
Department of Local Affairs, are explained in the Dornbusch report contained
in the Technical Appendices of the FSEIS. During the 1990's, the annual
population growth ratein La Plata County averaged 2.49 percent, about 2.5
times the national average of 1.01 percent over the same period.

IN37-3 Refer to General Comment No. 6 for a discussion of future water uses.
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If a large, expensive water project is to be built, is it not reasonable to

expect the supporters to enumerate specific and important uses for that
water? Yet, it has not escaped the public's scrutiny that there are no

actual uses for ALP water. Early this year the Ute tribes finally

submitted a list of projected water use. For one thing, there is no

hardware in place or as part of the Project to get the water to the places
where they project using it! | would think that is a problem the Bureau is
obligated to consider. However, you are silent on this crucial issue.

Worse yet, almost all of the uses the Tribes consider for this water are
environmentally disasterous. | reject the idea of using public money to
subsidize, among other things, a coal-fired powerplant, a strip mine for

coal, and water-guzzling golf courses. These first two projects, if they

are ever built, will obviously further degrade the environment of the 4

Carners area, a place already beset by air pollution from other power

plants. These projects will have an adverse effect on people’s health, and
damage the scenic beauty of the area. In addition it is well known that

this kind of air pollution especially will further degrade the thousands of
Anasazi and other Mative American ruins around here. These scenic qualities
and ruins are considerad to be so important that they about to be included

in a new Mational Monument. Here we have a situation in which one branch of
the federal government, the Executive under President Clinton and Secretary
Babbitt, is about to launch a project to insure its preservation, while

another branch, the Bureau of Reclamation, under the same Secretary Babbitt,
is supporting another project, which the declared main recipients plan to

put to uses so damaging that federal environmental laws and regulations
make it highly problematical that they will ever be allowed to construct

them. Do you not see some degree of incongruity about this?

4. The advantages proclaimed for the added Recreational element ("Refined
Alternative 4") have been grossly exaggerated by the Bureau, and have no
basis in fact. ) IN37-4
The Bureau proposes to add 30,000 acre/feet to the reservoir (increasing
the reservoir's capacity by 33%], along with 196 camping units, 591 parking
stalls, 26 boat slips, etc. In order to Justify the inclusion of this
element, the Bureau claims that Ridges Basin, with a surface area of 2,200
Acres, would attract 36,000 fishermen and 235,000 "other" recreationists,
who would spend $2,040,000 annually. Such figures, if true, would be
impressive. One good way to analyze them for accuracy, is to look at the
figures the Bureau projected for nearby McPhee Reserveir, and then to
compare them with what actually happened there. These figures can then be
compared with their estimated numbers for Ridges Basin. The results are
very enlightening.
McPhee Reservoir has a surface area of 4,410 Acres, twice the size of
the projected Ridges Basin Resevoir. Prior to building it, the Bureau
estimated 55,000 user/days at McPhee. How accurate did this turn out to be?
In their peak year, 1985, only 7,200 people used McPhee. In other words,
the Bureau overestimated the user/days at McPhee by 4,600 % ! If that was.
not bad enough, the Bureau now estimates that Ridges Basin, 1/2 the size of
McPhee, will generate 13 times the number of user/days. To put it kindly,
that is what | would call creative math. The Bureau cannot reasonably argue
that the proximity of Durango will attract mare reservoir recreationists
than does the magnet of Mesa Verde National Park, only 16 miles from McFPhee
The other day the Durango Herald (3/28/00) reported that the McPhee Marina
and Restaurant was closed and a "for sale” sign was posted. Apparently
business is not booming at McPhee.

IN37

Reclamation did not use M cPhee Reservoir data to determine the recreation
visitation estimates for Ridges Basin Reservoir because of their dissimilar
characteristics. The number of visitor use information for M cPhee Reservoir was
originally supplied to Reclamation by the U.S. Forest Service and BLM. It was
the best information available at the time of the study. The origin of the visitor
useinformation mentioned is unknown to Reclamation. In addition, the
information provided by the Forest Serviceis probably underestimated because it
is based primarily on overnight camping use estimates and not from day use
activity estimates. Even though Ridges Basin Reservoir may compete for visitors
with the other reservoirs within theregional area, it is doubtful that overall
visitation at other areas will decrease. Visitation estimates for the proposed
Ridges Basin Reservoir are based on the many independent studies that show that
thereisan increased demand for flat water recreation opportunities, both
nationwide and within the State of Colorado. Asdetailed in Chapter 3 under
Project Area Reservoir Recreation, Reclamation used visitation estimates at
Ridgway Reservoir to help predict the visitation at the proposed Ridges Basin
Reservoir. Because both reservoirs have similar attributes (see Table 3.11-2),
Reclamation felt that Ridges Basin Reservoir would have comparable visitation
usefigures.
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A more realistic estimate, extrapolating from the Bureau's real figures
on McPhee, is that Ridges would at best generate 3,600 user/days and $22,176
spent by recreationists. These paltry numbers demonstrate that what we do
not need and should not spend money on yet another recreational reservoir.
The inescapable conclusion is that this costly recreational add-on is mere
window dressing, should be eliminated,

5. A Cost-Benefit Analysis is mandatory
IN37-5

The original cost-benefit analysis done by the Bureau in 1995, showed
a 40 cent return on every dollar spent. (An independent analysis showed the
ratio to be even lower, at around 33 cents/dollar) In this latest document,
there is no cost-benafit analysis at all. The Bureau claims that such an
analysis is inappropriate because ALP is a government treaty obligation to
the Tribes. One obvious question is therefore, If it is inappropriate now,
why was it apppropriate in 1995? A more important point is, that even if
such an analysis is inappropriate for the Tribes' portion of the Project,
there remains a substantial portion of ALP, the greater part according to
several estimates, that has nothing to do with the Tribes’ water rights. At
the very least, an analysis is mandated to be done on the non-tribal
portion. The Bureau's refusal to do the analysis is therefore illogical,
inconsistant, and of dubious legality. The final SEIS should include a
Cost-Benefit Analysis.

6. Inconsistancy of the Bureau’s rejection of the Non-Structural

Alternative IN37-6
You have have slated that your rejection of the Non-Structural

Alternative was based on two perceived fauits. It does not not supply water

to: (1) Water Districts, and (2) the Navajo nation. You have thus

demonstrated, by your own admission, that ALP's purpose goes far beyond

securing the Ute Tribes’ water rights. The question of transporting water

to Farmington, and to the Navajos should be dealt with separately, and

should be severed from this project entirely. The last time | looked at a

map of this region, | noted that every drop of water that comes out of the

Animas eventually floats past Farmington and Shiprock. Unless that

geography has changed in the meantime,

| suggest that the water be pumped out at those locations. If it is

objected that the water quality is too low, my reply is twofold: (1) Is it

better to dirty that water in Ridges Basin with discharges from two-cycle

motors of fishermen's boats after having pumped it up 500 feet? (2) If the

water in the San Juan river is too dirty, Clean it up! There would be a

project to truly challenge the legendary expertise of the Bureau of

Reclamation. | am sure that you can da it.

Thank you for your kind attention.

Sincerely yours,

K. Fischman, Ph.D.

18953 CR 501

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

Comment noted.
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Bayfield, CO 81122

970-884-0599
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IN38-1 Reservoir siteslocated on Indian lands were evaluated in the 1996 FSFES, as
Lor /1 oo oo am well asin the FSEIS. None were feasible for the current project purpose and
B need, however some small terminal or reregulating reservoirs on Colorado Ute

Tribal reservations were considered as components of the non-binding future
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19 January 2000

To:  Pat Schumacher, Manager
Four Corners Division of the Western Colorado Area Office
United States Department of the Interior
835 East Second Avenue. Suite 300
Durango, CO  81301-5475

From: Verna Forbes Willson
Post Office Box 2778
Farmington, NM 87499.2778

SUBJECT: Draft Supplement Environmental lmpact Statement lor the Animas-LaPlata
Project (DSEIS), Colorado and New Mexico, Comments Regarding

It is necessary that [ preface my comments on the subject document with the following
disclaimer: [ cannot, in conscience, support any A-LP alternative whose obvious basic purpose is
simply to fulfill the excessive and racially biased water rights claims promoted by attorneys
representing the two Colorado Ute Tribes. Those alternatives exhibit little or no concern for the
welfare of the thousands of residents of New Mexico who will be aftected, both physically and
financially, by the project.

Nevertheless, because it seems certain that great pressure will be exerted to foree the
implementation ol Reclamation’s preferred alternative, comments on the document appear to be
vital for the protection of those others of us - Hispanics, Blacks, Native Americans other than
Ute Tribal members, Asians and “Whites™ - who will bear the costs of the project for the
foresecable tuture, willing or not, being monetary supporters of the Federal Government through
our income and other taxes.

That said, my comments will address the following omissions and apparent discrepancies noted
in the subject document:

1. Omission of reference to Fault F-1, the existence of which, in close proximity to both
the Durango Pumping Station and the intake conduil, was pointed out in the Final Supplement to
the Final Environmental Statement published in April 1996.

2. Failure to explain the greatly varying repayment costs assigned to the SJWC shown in
Tables B and C on pages E-43, E-45 and E-46 of Volume 2 of the subject document.

3. Failure to indicate the point at which New Mexico water releases will be measured
and failure to discuss the mechanical means provided for so doing.

4, Failure to explain why return flows were not included in calculations throughout the
subject document regarding the diversion/depletion/total allocation figures given.

5. Failure to discuss Federal and/or Reclamation responsibility for mitigation of a worst-
case scenario in which lives are lost and property damaged downstream because of dam failure

6. Failure to discuss terms of emplovment for non-Federal, non-Tribal employees
involved in actual construction.

IN39-1 Thefault ismentioned in adiscussion of the Durango Pumping Plant geology,

IN39-2

IN39-3

IN39-4

IN39-5

in Volume 2, Attachment E. The structural geology for the proposed Durango
Pumping Plant and Ridges Basin Inlet Conduit is addressed in Section 3.8.3.
Thefault isanormal fault with down-to-the-east displacement. No features
suggestive of late Quaternary displacement are visible along the fault. The fault
does not disrupt the surface of ayounger terrace of the Animas River.

Through refinement of the project, Tables B and C have been revised in
Volume 2, Attachment E. As stated on page E-40 "The allocation methodol ogy
used is based on water storage provided to each benefitting entity in Ridges
Basin Reservoir." Thetop portion of both Tables B and C indicate the amount
the reservoir would supply and the percentage of the total project water
supplied by the reservoir to all entities. (It should be noted a portion of the
project water supplied to some entitiesis supplied directly from the Animas
River and reservoir storage is not required.) For the alocation in Table C, the
Colorado Ute Tribal supply was reduced by atotal of 6,000 af and this 6,000 af
was reallocated to Colorado and the Animas La Plata Water Conservancy
District. The Colorado Ute Tribal supply is entirely supplied from the reservoir
and only half of Colorado's and the Animas La Plata Water Conservancy
District's allocation is supplied from the reservair (the remaining one-half is
supplied by direct diversions from the Animas River). This change in the
amounts supplied by the reservoir changes the percentage of the overall project
supply supplied by the reservoir to each entity. This percentage difference
changes the overall cost alocation.

The measurement point for all project diversionswill be at the point of
diversion. The San Juan Water Commission water can be taken at several
locations, depending on the point of use. Diversion points exist on the Animas
and San Juan rivers presently. The hydrology modeling assumed diversion of
project water from the existing diversion points for Bloomfield and Farmington,
New Mexico. Measurement would occur at those locations. Section 3.2.2 of
the FSEIS has been modified to clarify this.

By definition, the difference between diversion and depletion isreturn flow.
Return flows are shown in Figures 3.2-1 and 3.2-2 and are discussed in several
locationsin Section 3.2.4. For clarification, Section 3.2.2.has been modified.

There have been substantial studies conducted on the proposed Ridges Basin
Dam site. Thiswas addressed in the 1996 FSFES, Val. I, page 912. (The 1996
FSFES isincorporated by reference into the ALP Project FSEIS.) Once Ridges
Basin Damis constructed, Reclamation policy requiresthat Standard Operating
Procedures (SOPs) be developed. The SOPs are a set of instructions which
guides the damtender personnel to operate the dam in a safe and efficient
manner. Part of the SOPs will be the development of an Emergency Action
Plan. The Emergency Action Plan will be reviewed and updated on an annual
basis and emergency drills, such as dam failure, will be exercised every three
yearswith local, state and tribal governments to determine the capabilities and
needs of emergency responders. In addition, Ridges Basin Dam will be
equipped with modern instruments to monitor movements, reservoir levels and
seepage. Theinstruments will be read and results interpreted on a routine
schedule according to the SOPs, helping to give early indications of potential
problems.
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Willson to Schumacher

IN39-6

ITEM 1. Wolume I, Chapter II, page II-30 of the 1996 Final Supplement to the Final
Environmental Statement says, “Hydrogeologic studies indicate that levels of contaminants in
the groundwater are slightly elevated in the vicinity of a fault that runs through the site. The
contamination is related to past uses of the site. [nvestigation shows that adequate foundation
conditions exist for pumping plant construction on either side of the fault. However, to
minimize the possibility of encountering contaminated groundwater during construction, the
plant would be constructed entirely on the northwest, upgradient side of the fault. Constructing
the pumping plant entirely on the northwest side of the fault limits design alternatives by
confining the construction limits of the plant and intake structure.”

Figure 11-6 facing page [I-30 of the 1996 document shows the intake conduit runming
closely parallel to this fault labelled Fault F-1 for approximately 600 feer before crossing the
same fawlt. However,

Volume 2, Section E 2.2.3 on page E-7 of the subject document says, “No significant
evidence of faulting was encountered in any of the Reclamation ( 1992) exploration drill holes or
geologic mapping at the sile. One significant bedrock fault was observed in a road cut about 580
feet downstream of the toe of the dam. No other evidence of faulting, such as surface offsets or
a break in correlation of lithology has been found. Ifa fault does exist, other evidence
surrounding the site suggests it would be of at least Tertiary age and would not have any impact
on dam design.”

My conclusion: [f Fault F-1 does exist as indicated in the 1996 document and was felt
important enough to be named therein, then it should be similarly acknowledged in the subject
document. [ will be interested to know why it was omitted, 1 would remind you that recent
events in Southern California and elsewhere in this country indicate that so-called “inactive” or
“unknown” faults can occasionally cause major unanticipated damage.

ITEM 2. SIWC spokesmen have recently stated publically that their only monetary obligation to
the A-LP will be a one-time lump sum payment of $13.254,000. That statement is not borne out
by any of the information in Tables B or C in Volume 2 of the subject document. Table B shows
their-allocation to be 5.30% of total costs of $428,012,900 (%22 684 684), Table C, which is
located on pages E-45 and E-46, ups that percentage to 5.48%, but the totals shown for SIWC on
page E-46 add up to only 516,239,818,

My questions: Which of these figures is more nearly correct? and, Taking their leaders’
claims of a one-time lump sum payment of between two and seven million dollars less than
either figure shown above, where did the STWC figure come from and where does the apparent
agreement regarding payment appear in the subject document? {Volume 2, Section E, page E-44
of the subject document does say “Project beneficiaries will be responsible for paying federally
Junded portions of the project and the associated operation, maintenance and replacement in
accordance with Reclamation law.”)

IN39

Thedesign and construction functions of Reclamation with respect to the ALP
Project are subject to the provisions of the Indian Self Determination and
Education Assistance Act (P.L. 93-638). Asrequired by law, preferences and
opportunities for training and employment in connection with the adminstration
of such contracts shall be given to Indian organizations and to Indian-owned
economic enterprises. P.L. 93-638 requires that all laborers and mechanics
employed by contractors or subcontractors (excluding tribes and tribal
organizations) in construction of facilitiesin connection with contracts entered
into pursuant to the Indian Self Determination Act, shall be paid wages not less
than those prevailing on similar construction in the locality, as determined by
the Secretary of Labor in accordance with the Davis-Bacon Act. The FSEIS
construction cost estimates for project features are in accordance with the Davis-
Bacon Act.
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ITEM 3. No mention at all has been located in the subject document of the place at which water
allocated to SIWC will be measured after it leaves the reservoir and there is no means shown or
described by which that measurement will take place.

My comment: Because considerable loss of such water during times of drought can
obviously oceur due not only to evaporation and seepage but also to possible taking by holders
of Colorado water rights within the several miles between the dam and the New Mexico State
line, this deserves full attention from Reclamation and requires defailed discussion in the subject
document of means and methods for both measuring and monitoring to assure full defivery to the
New Mexico state line.

ITEM 4. Tables of diversion/depletion shown in the 1996 document list retum flows as a factor.
No return flow figures appear in the subject document’s similar tables. Why not?

ITEM 5. In my comments of 20 November 1992 which were published in the 1996 document’s
Volume [T on page 981, I discussed the possibility of & worst-case scenario in which there was a
collapse of the Ridges Basin dam with consequent disastrous flooding downstream. One reason
for such a collapse is cited in Item 1. above. Failures of carthen dams are not unknown or
unusual and have oceurred in this country well within my lifetime.

My questions; Why was that possibility apparently ignored in the subject document?
Why was Federal Reclamation responsibility for mitigation is such a case not acknowledged?

ITEM 6. What terms of employment for workers on the project have been envisioned? Will
there be any discrimination against Unionized workers or non-Tribal workers? Will wage scales
reflect prevailing scales for similar work in the Durango area or where? 1 believe this should be
addressed in the subject document as it can have a distinet bearing on construetion costs.

Signed:

Fe f
i o, ol I 1)
L pnn ae Ien Ases  hod s L fiore.
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550 Riverbend ~ Durango, ©0, 81301 - USA
Phone (870)-255-1361 ~ Fax (97012554148 ~ www_perdformancevides. com ~ Email kentfordi@ rontier net

February 16, 2000

Pat Schumacher
Bureau of Reclamation
835 E. 2nd Ave
Durango, CO 81301

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DSEILS for ALP.

The DSEIS summary omitted several strengths of the citizen proposals #6 and #9. The
preferred alternative was selected based on some of these omissions, and should be
re-evaluated with these corrections. The summary is as far as most people read, and this
was hopelessly biased.

To address a few of these errors, and apparent bias, I have posed questions...

The DSEIS failed to mention that citizen proposals #6 and #9 would allow for sufficient
downstream flows. These flows were listed as benefits to other structural alternatives.
Why the discrepancy? (pg 5-23) The effect was to diminish the value of ¢itizen proposals,

The DSEIS failed to mention that ¢itizen proposals #6 and #9 would support existing
recreation on the river. Meanwhile recreation components were listed as a strength of
structural alternatives. Why the discrepancy?(pg S-23)

The DSEIS says Alternative 9 “has some merit”™ if combined with other alternatives. Why
was this follow through not done? The effect was to diminish the value of the proposals
that were evaluated. Was this DSEIS process trying to come up with the best solution, or
was 1 the biggie sized administration proposal a done deal even before the DSEIS? (p2
5-24)

Why were exira weaknesses added to Allernative 6, the Citizens proposal? “The
likelihood of opposition from the farming community™ is inappropriate at best, (pg S-23)

Why did structural alternatives not list as a weakness “The likelihood of opposition from
taxpayers. small business owners, Durango citizens, Farmington Citizens,
environmentalists, kayakers?” (pg 5-22)

When and why were ALPWD and SJWD allocated so much water? What is the
legislation that mandated their amounts? This allecation has the effect of reducing the
value of Ute water by increasing the supply in this limited area. Please explain why these
water districts couldn’t buy their water from the Utes like every body else? pg 1-8

IN40-1

IN40-2

IN40-3

IN40-4

IN40-5

IN40

The FSEIS includes the recognition of downstream flows as benefits to
Alternatives 6 and 9.

The FSEIS includes the recognition of the benefits of Alternatives 6 and 9 on
the existing recrestion.

Theintent was to allow sufficient opportunities to fully consider the merits of
Alternative 9. Based on its own merits, the idea of opportunity costs was
rejected as not being able to resolve the water rights claims of the Colorado Ute
Tribes.

There were significantly more components and options evaluated in Alternative
6 than any of the other alternatives. This alone increases the chances for either a
larger number of strengths or alarger number of weaknesses to be identified.
Thelikelihood of opposition from the farming community isincluded as a
weakness because it has significant implications on the implementation of
Alternative 6. That is, the farmers must be willing to sell their land in order for
the alternative to be implemented. Initial contact with local irrigation companies
indicated thiswould represent significant obstacles. Impactsto interests of the
environmental community are important and areincluded in Table 2-10 through
Table2-50 .

Water allocations to Indian and non-Indian entities is based on the Settlement
Act and are described in Chapter 1, Table 1-1.
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Were ALPWD and STWD water amounts truly sufficient to warrant saying that not
providing them was a “Fatal Flaw™ to citizen proposals? Please justify. (pg 1-11)

Why did the DSEIS fail to evaluate Navajo Reservoir with other potential water storage
alternatives? Why wouldn’t it supply NM M&I and Navajo water? This would eliminate
nearly all of the “Fatal Flaw™ to the Citizens proposal.

Why did the table on pg. 1-6 not account for Pine River Ute Water? I estimate this was a
60,000 acre foot oversight. which significantly alters the understanding of how much
water the Utes get even without ALP. Would the Bureau publicly correet this table in
advance of the FSEIS, because of the massive nature of the omission.

Why were the water quantities in Table on pagel-6 not totaled as in every other table in
the DSEIS?
Why were cost benefit analysis not included as part of the DSEI S7

Why were the best solutions not pulled from each proposal o form a single best proposal?

Would you please explain the contracting mechanism for the development of this DSEIS.
and explain how these contracts followed applicable state and local laws for the awarding
of government contracts?

Would you please explain the relationship between the Bureau of Reclamation Durango
Office and headquarters for this DSEIS development. the West Building, the Southern _Ute
Tribal Attorney, Mr. Maynes, and the Water Conservation district? Isit conventional for )
project proponents to serve as landlords for the Bureau of Reclamation? Does Bureau of
Reclamation have any conflict of interest policies that might apply to this unusual
situation?

Again thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely.

IN40-6

IN40-7

IN40-8

IN40-9

IN40-10

IN40-11

IN40-12

IN40-13

IN40

The overriding test of all alternatives was the ability to meet project purpose
and need.

The availability of water from Navajo is evaluated under Refined Alternative 6
in Chapter 2. The coordinated operation of streams and reservoirs, such as
Navajo, would eliminate some of the deficiencies of Alternative 6, but the
Alternative would still have afatal flaw in that as originally conceived it does
not provide water to the Navajo Nation, the ALPWCD, or the SIWC. Refined
Alternative 6 was developed to keep portions of Alternative 6 from altogether
being rejected.

Table 1-1 provides a summary of the water rights under the 1986 Settlement
Agreement with the Colorado Ute Indian Tribes. The purpose of the ALP
Project isto bring final resolution to Colorado Ute Tribes water right claims as
contained in the 1986 Settlement Agreement. The water rights under the Pine
River decree, dated 1930, is for the Southern Ute Tribe only and isin addition to
thewater rightsin the 1986 Settlement Agreement. It would be inappropriate to
commingle the water rights under these two different decrees.

It was not considered appropriate to total the water rightsin Table 1-6 since the
total was not used in any analysis in the FSEIS. In other tablesin the FSEIS, an
important component of the evaluation was the water budget and, in particular,
the allowable depletions of 53,200 afy for the two Colorado Ute Tribes. (Note:
Thetotal allowable depletion under the ALP Project is 57,100 afy). Thereforeit
was important to total the water amounts for the purposes of keeping track of
the allowable depletions so that this number was not exceeded.

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

In many respects this has been accomplished. The best parts of Alternative 6
were taken and improved upon to develop a Refined Alternative 6. Alternatives
1,2,3,4,5,7and 8 al involved Ridges Basin Dam and Reservoir but with
different sizes and purposes. From this a Refined Alternative 4 was devel oped.
Alternative 9 was considered on its own merits, as was the No Action
Alternative.

The comment is outside the scope of the FSEIS.

The comment is outside the scope of the FSEIS.
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From: Aniam - La Plata Project <swcbd@sw-centar.arg>

To: <gis@SW-Center. ORG=, <ALPDSEISComments@uc. usbr.gov>
Date: 1/29/00°2:01PM

Subject: Comments: Animas - La Plata Project.

Name: Dave Foster
Address: 4513 N Via Entrada 168
City: Tucsen
State: AZ
Zip: 85706
Phone: 520 616 1774
Subject: Animas - La Plata Project
Comments: Pat Schumacher
Bureau of Reclamation
835 E_ Znd Ave.
Durango, CO 81301

Dear Mr. Schumacher.

Six of us ranted a house for twe months in Durange last Summer in order to kayak the "town run
sectien” of the Animas through Shelmeter Hole that you are threatening to dam, VWe bought four kayaks
fram the local store, teok lessons, bought two mountain bikes and basically spent close lo $12,000 in the
lgcal ecanomy. | think you will weaken the econamic strength of your cammunity if you dam that section
of the river. We wouid not return. Durange is very nice, but it is not the only piace to kayak. | expact we IN41-1
would probably just go to Salida. CO. | hope you decide not to do this project. Thanks Dave Foster

Remote_aAddr: §3.11.141.42

HTTP_User_agent: Moziliaid.0 [compatible, MSIE 5.0: Windows 98: DigExt)
HTTP_Referer hitp:{iwww.sw-center orglswehdiactivist/animas. himl
HTTP_Fram: {null)

No dam is proposed on the Animas River. Refer to General Comment No. 15
for moreinformation on thistopic. Refer to General Comment No. 8 for
concerns regarding recreational impacts.
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Hureow of Reclamntion
Aneition: Pat Schumicher
B35 E Ind Ave., Suiie 300
Dherange, Co &1.300 0640

Dhenr Par:

I stromgly orge vou bo comumil 0 eny of the three slematives for the A-LP
thil Tequire no TCservorr consiraction, or 1o come ep with an even berier plan.
I have never been Winddy apposed to progress, bat strongly opposed io blind
propress. The A-LE is o shining example of blind projress.

Hoving bevn & ressdeni of La Platn County since 1964, 1 have lived with the
coafbict af the A-LP for & pood portion of my sdult life. [ is now being
actively protested by tse stoomd generatson of concernad and mbformed
adules. Unfortunately, the proponems of the A-LP have muintsined an
mtitude of "i's poing 10 hoppen ool nothing can sop i1
The local s Erverige hits heen one im ﬂﬂiﬁmg ver m“ iz | IN42-1 Comments noted.
hove 1o read in the Denver, Farmmgion, or Albuguergquee  papems about

anticipated coal slurry usage negating previcas plans for o high tech rad
1 systen; the cancellstion of effors by e drysde residents to hamess Lo Plota
Rives waler by incorpersting it ingo the A-LP project; & coal fired power plant
chose enouph to smog Durangs fonever ol of the pristme envirommeni
calegory, The mvernpe Dhmngo miden might well voie in faver of the progect
withiit & cloe what all o entails.

The imtersity ol the negative cost va. henefit & brought out only through
newsletiers send s thear own expense by A-LP oppooemts. The fact s, the Uie
wiiler rights ns envisionssd hy the original signers of the 1868 treaty mukes up
a lonoEs 1% of the ool sage of A-LP water. A whopping 64% ol that
megative cost va. benefil is slated ioqnlly Tor non-mdian use. Yet the political
sentiments are scrcaming to pass this legislation be satisfy mdian waber nights,
The dibdinn wader rghts weren's even aitoched o the A-LP il 1968 Cost
oy indelligent person see that this much continung opposiison for thas long
by hardworking citizens and toxpoyers might e a solid, valid reason foe
persisting?

The expense 1o date of keepmg the A-LP alive on & yearty basis is in the
vicimity of $73 million since the 19605, and 50 fig o leonomale needs have
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been resalved, Tnsiead of Borcing this overpriced, lop heavy aibd umnecessary
dencsanr oo (s pristine aren, shouldn't we imstesd be tnekling necessitie,
and anly necessities, a5 the noeds anise. Thit sum of maney, wsed wisely,
could have sccomplished much towands resalving kepatimaie needs.

In 1868 our forefathers mnde o waler selement with the Colorado Llies &
they foresmw needs for the inbe's future. Never m their wildes dreams did
they mticipate giom povernment subsidized make-work projects & “needs”.

Several vears agn there was an ebection for Ciry of Durango nesidents, not La
Plastn county eesidents, repasds supponting the A=LE. The TY commercinl
showed @ young indian woman, standing in 8 dust storm, axking for epough
waber b give lier baby a baih. The future uses of A-LP M & 1 water shows
anly 1% of the sotal depletion for housing uses. Mo where in that TV
commereial were coal mines, power plants, non-indian use of water, polf
courses, etc, mentiooed That i deception in advertising, pune and sinple.
I o ebection is held involving all persomns whs will be tnxed, and this
imclisdes every taxpayer i (e United States, stating all of the negative facts
ns wiell a5 glossy idealisms, this will indeed be inxation without
representntion, which is exactly what triggened our Revolutonary war

The Colorado Brver Hasin Project Act of 1968 was pan of & national move Lo
retain the massive amounts of waber ot that ime neshing s the weslem scas
Tt was then, this 15 now. Simce 1968 many of the dams abready bailt are
proving 1o be inefficient, silting i faster than anficipaied, destroving
erveiroament and wildlife. Promises made 1o detiver waier from these existing
wither projects have nit been fulfilled. Waser alrcady availoble from storage
facitibes needs to be allocated. Siandiig doins and feservoirs conmod be Kept
full do 1o wesiher varinbility, snd the silfing in s reducing fhear slorage
capacity. Devebopments downstream abready need more waser than is
availuble,

Glen Camyon, original form, is extinet, Blow up Clen Canven dam, and &
wall of sbudpe will still choke that formeer wonder of the world, Lookeng al
the color nrad the sadinment of spring Animas run-ofT, (he same will hoppen
lsere. How bong befone Ridges Basin s a mudpot, and we need anather
siorage arca” We can't chanpe the ferrm or sedl type that car mell waber
eourses aoross. Why not change our aititude owards that waler's future”

The Anasazi, our previous valley residents. had excellent waler siorage and
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irrigatson sysiems for their esa Their effons foiled and they had w leave.
They overpapulated their resources. History is repeating itsell We still huve
the power 1o prevend it, by not making the same misiokes

Artaching Lse Water Rights in 1986 1w the already stagnant A-LF was o
decided mesull 10 Ute's needs, and was nothing but & power play tryng o and
force action on an umsanted, destrsctive project. Water lrom surfisce sources
enuld bove, amnd dlsould have, s moch less expense than now, made o' way
o the Southern Lt and Ut Mowstain Uls people. Thaat same $70 million 4+«
dollars that was poured imo the giumt A-LP voed would hove gone & long wary
towards potting woler from Vallecito resorveir sent downsiresm vin the Pine
River, already Mowing through Southbem Ule land. The Uie Mountain Uies
hive geological pecess 1o water from the Dolores,

The delay fiorced pon thse Americans Ustough this bad legisltion i an
tiesualt 1o thedr namsonnl citizenship. Utes hive fought for America in our wars,
anal sre Jegriimale velerans with the same hopes and dreams for their future
as evervone else. Wiy are they wied os o pawn i fisther palitical objectives?
They have had 1 muke do with what they had, why pot. developens?

L uis plesse shandan the ien of pumgping water aphill oo site nol
guarnnieed to hold water, and then charging fees 1o those i is supposed o
serve b got their water out, How does anyvone justify losmg the volume of
waer evaporstmg from the resorvoir and lengthy canals mot yet bailt, when
availuble water {s flowing so closely o the needed aress, Water should come
from the closest avalable spurce, s the lenss expense and mimnimal
environmental intrasion. Waser is to lmprove quality of exissence, nat 1o be
forever polluted with mdustrisl contammants, Can't we leam amviking from
other's mistakes? Clear sparkling waler is an cndangered comodity,

The Animas River water i nol pure, the mines upsiream continue o kesch
poisanous mmerals, the city sewer plant dscharge hins the river directly
upstream from the proposed A-LT mtake site, and now the uranium taitings
have been bursed [righteningly close to the propased reservodr sike, This
proposed Teservosr has heen suppested i o recreation sile. With endlessly
fischuntmg water levels, slimy shore lme, and inceasing concentration of
comtaminants, who would choose to recreate there, 18 may become an illegal
parhage dump, s i alendy happening alang Navajo Reservoir south of us.

The Amimos Biver os it is now, lowing free, offers endless necrestion
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possibilities already in use. Industrees profiting from (he fishing and booting
make substantial tncome from the river while lelbing i confinge downsineam
Changing the river with giant intakes and reduced warler i merely destraying
o proven indusiry that burts no one, 10 permit untested, polluting enferpnses
1o begin. Anvooe, anywhere in this country, cam go sit on the shone wl an
artificial lake and swat bags. A Trec flowing river, and there anc 50 few lefl,
sparkling and dancing in the sunlight, is a treasured jewel 1o be priected. [
i iesdf i an unrenewable resourse. Once aliered, @t can never be restored

Ciwver o hundred years ago, the Durangn founders realized the prohbems with
il Animas River's water drinkability, snd went 1o considernhle expense anil
clfort o oblzin ciry waler from the Florida River. Their original woter line
lies behind our home, complete with heavy cernue pipes. cedar shake strips,
pipe clamips, over miles of pipeline 1o increase i's strength agansl waler
pressure, and scaffolding bt of 107 square timbers o camy the pipe over
ravines. I now lies in shambles an the ground. | cant belp bt wonder i i
indeed was posd for, the cost amortized out, hefore i had o be upgraded

Flense, build nothing, no mare dynamitc, no masses of poured concrele, no
giamt diversions., intakes or uphill pamping, fo storing to evaparile and
concentrale, oo canals poing evervwhere to accomplish whal could hive been
dome m & fruction of the cost, Concel the 1op heavy A-LP and sobve each nocd
at a local, minimal experse, lens destructive mode. Gt needed water 10
rescrvations for personal use only, o government subsidized work progects
Lt et ol us lesm to live with what is available, train our children (o live in
o warld where education is maore impariant thom begging Tor mare of
whatewer. Giive those Fow truly wild snd free ihings; rivers, valleys, basims,
wilillife refipes, o sacned status. no longer up for grubs 1o the kudest voice or
the minst money. Bury the A-LP constrscims-desinaction made,
Blost sincerely,
- i

Fntiey F o
Kathy Friich
B335 County Foad 240
Eurango, Co 8134
(9707 2474617

Page IN-86

IN42


Monique M Scobey
Page IN-86


INDIVIDUALS IN43

Dear ok,
e are oy Comments an +he ALY,

Please. (c‘_\ni'd.!." ol Hhe non ~shevddured atkenaddives 4o Fhis dcslwgln'w_
(i)mﬁ“*l', Cf’*{‘t&.uh‘q and miﬂo-.m-n}g, before you Push oay hacder 4o
kil our loweliftl eiver,

| am writing in response to the latest SEIS, and | wish to comment on a
few of my concerns.| am a lifelong resident of Durango, and the reason
that | have remained in my home town is the fact that it is non-industrial,
there is open space and wildlife, and most important of all, there is a
clean, flowing, river.

For the past 22 years | have enjoyed the Animas River as a recreational
and commercial rafter. For the past 18 years | have been a partner in
Flexible Flyers Rafting, one of Durange’s river companies. During my time
in this spart | have seen the floaters go from a trickle of thrill seekers to
a literal flood of moving water worshippers. This has raised the level of
appreciation of this river to new heights. | have seen boaters picking up

trash and old, rusty machinery that had lain for years. | have seen rafters IN43-1 Refer to General Comment No. 7 for a discussion of the ALP Project’s effect
reporting the illegal dumping of garbage and chemicals that otherwise on rafting and kayaking.
1 would have gone unnoticed. The point | am making is that the boating

community recognizes the Animas as something worth protecting. If the
ALP is built as it is now proposed it would destroy a healthy and clean
industry, as well as the recreational value of the river. The pumping
schedule you outline would leave river craft high and dry from the middle
of July on.Whoever wrote this latest version seems to feel that rafters
and kayakers are too stupid to know the difference between natural river
flows and_really low water.ln reallity,this projectwould put all the
commercial river companies out of business and seriously affect the other
related industries(hotels,campgrounds,restaurants,spertinggoods,and
tourist shops.This is a loss that will be suffered by not only Durango, but
also those towns along the San Juan River in Utah. The SEIS makes no
mention of the fact that the Animas River is a major tributary to the San
Juan. You should at least accknowledge that you will disrupt the lives of
everything and everyone down stream. You owe it to all those affected to IN43-2  Refer to General Comment No. 10 and Section 3.2.2.1.2 for adiscussion of
2 fully disclose the pumping design, mechinism, and diversions that will be Durango Pumping Plant operations. Table 3.2-4 shows the range of impactsto
obstructing and depleteing the river channel. Also a reliable figure of t_PﬁAnl_masRlvaaIthreelqcatl_onsanddurmgcytremeand average conditions.
dovirstesan Fows thatvwill femzin. edaily flows are plotted in Figures 2-4 through 2-6 of Appendix 2. Average

| have a real problem with your dismissal of the wildiife here. It Y flows projected for thefull perlod of analysis appear n the moc
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seems that you are totally ignoring the wetlands below your pumper. The
3 U S Fish and Wildlife feels that this project will destroy the riparian
habitat that is rare and important to this area. You seem to be unable to
answer to that. Also your concerns to the elk's dilemma is lame. The Bodo
Ranch wildlife area was identified in the 1970's as some of the best elk
habitat in the state! Now it is also ameong the last. In the past 20 years,
4 much of the other winter range has become homes and golf courses. The IN43-4  Refer to General Comment No. 11 for adiscussion of the project’s effects on
elk and their non-game friends have returned from the mountains each

winter to find fewer and fewer safe havens. Apparently, the plan is to

sacrifice most of the local herd as well as the many other seasonal and

year round non-human residents who will literally die because they have

nowhere else to go.

IN43-3  Wetland impacts are discussed in Chapters 3 and 5.

Finally, | am truely suprised at the glaring absence of any cost/benefit
numbers, The last EIS at least admitted that the cost was hugely higher
than any concieved of benefits. This time are they unable to come up with
a competent mathamatician or are the real numbers so embarissing that IN43-5  Refer to General Comment Nos. 1 and 2 for adiscussion of issues associated
they can’t bring themselves to print it? Face the facts.... Durango doesn’t with benefit-cost analysis and project costs.
5 need it, the farmers can't afford it, the indians will probably never see it,
the only ones who will benefit are possibly the coal companies and
certainly the water lawyers who are raking in millions of our taxpayers
money while they ram their vague and destructive project down our
unwilling throat!
There is a non-structural alternative that will more than satisfy the
Ute Tribes needs without killing our river. That is the ONLY legal
obligation this project has and should be the only one persued!!!

Sincerely,
Robin Fritch

R TH
234 CR 225
:b-Jt"cvr\j&:u Co ‘BIBOI
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involved extensive analysis of several structural and non-structural alternatives
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From: Polly Garner <garnervega@frontier.net>
To: Pat Schumacher <ALPDSEISComments@uc.usbr.gov>
Date: 2/15/00 3:32PM
Subject: ALP Comments
| think the proposal that devotes such a large part of the ALP water to _— " < alocated to the Colorad s o
non Indian uses should be scaled back. The majority of the taxpayers DO IN45-1  Approximately 75% of thewater is allocated to the Colorado Ute Tribes an
: g : . 25% to the Navajo Nation, ALPWCD, and the SIWC, all for the purpose of
1 NOT want to fund anything, but the bare commitment to the Indian nation. meeting M&| needsin thearea. Thisisasignificant departure from the original

It is time to get control of the developers. They continue to use their project.
influence on the government agencies to have their way at the expense of

the rest of us.

Pauline Garner

83 Whispering Pines Circle

Durango, CO 81301
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From: Gerhardt Fritz <Fritz. Gerhardi@GColorado. EDU>
To: <ALPDSEISComments@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: 4/3/00 10:38AM

Subject: Animas-LaPlata Project

Dear Mr. Schumacher,
| arm writing you to express my opposition to the DSEIS's preferred
alternative for the Animas-LaPlata Project, which includes alarge

reservair in Ridges Basin and a pumping plant. Instead | urge you to IN46-1 Commentsnoted. Reclamation's evaluation did not find the Citizen's Coalition

adopt Alternative 6, the Animas River Citizen's Coalition Alternative. Alternative (Alternative 6 and Refined Alternative 6) to be environmentally
None of the suggested future uses for the Animas-LaPlata water justifies superior, nor did Reclamation conclude that it would provide areliable water
the enarmous cost and environmental damags that the A-LP will cause the supply to meet the Colorado Ute Tribes' requirements under the Settlement
Animas River. There are cheaper and less destructive alternatives (e.g. Act.
the Animas River Citizen's Coalition Alternative) that will meet treaty

1 obligations to the Ute Indian water rights. Most of the water used in

the preferred altarnative will be diverted to non-Indian municipalities

and corporations for coalmining, power plants, golf courses, and
resorts. The proposed Ridges Basin Reservoir would displace native
species such as elk and deer and threaten endangered native fish and bald eagles. In addition
the preferred alternatives will greatly damage the natural riverine system
of the Animas and LaPlata Rivers. Again | urge you to adopt Alternative
8, the Animas River Citizen's Coaltion Alternative and to oppose the
preferred alternative that includes the Ridges Basin Reservoir and the
pumping station.

Thank you for your consideration,

Fritz Gerhardt
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From: "Tammy" <tgoen@onsimage.com=
To; <ALPOSEISCommentsuc.usbr.gove
Date: 4/2/00 4:15PM

Subject: Animas-LaPlata

Mr. Pat Schumacher
Bureau of Reclamation

Mr. Schumacher,

I strongly appose the DSEIS's preferred allernative for the Animas-LaFlata project; | urge you instead to
adopt Alternative 6, the Animas River Gitizen's Coalition Alternative.

The DSEIS alternative is inadeguate and does not fulfill the basic requirements of the NEPA to provede IN47-1 Refer to General Comment No. 13
sufficient factual information to allow the public and decision-makers to make an informed decision T
regarding alternatives. MNone of the fulure uses, as suggested, for the A-LP water can justify the
tremendous cosl and envirenmental damage that the plan will cause to the Animas river. The DSEIS
discounts the non-structural alternatives because they provide only "Indian” water (even thought this is the
1 mandate per the treaties). Most of the water from the A-LP won't even benefit the Indian commu nities, but
will be poured into non-Indian energy and money making uses, such as coal mines and golf courses. The
Ridges Basin Reservoir, as proposed would be an environmental disaster, displacing 800 elk and deer
and bald eagles and threaten endangered fish species. Finally, although cheaper and much less
destructive alternatives exist, US and Colorade tax payers would be forced to contribute $300 millian for
the A-LP project.

| hepe that you will consider my opinions and the proposed damages that the A-LP project would create
and seek an alternative to fulfilling the Indian treaties that will not only actually meet these communities'
needs, but maintain the wildlife and enviranmeni. Please adopt a NO-HARM alternative.

Sincerely,
Tamrmy Goen
233 Lupine Or.

New Castle, CO B1647
tgoen@oneimage.com
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Comments noted.
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