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IN80-1 Comment noted.

IN80-2 The FSEIS provides analysis of several alternatives, their potential
environmental impacts, and mitigation measures to ameliorate impacts.  As
such, Reclamation believes that it meets the requirements of both CEQ and
NEPA policies for NEPA compliance.

IN80-3 Refer to General Comment No. 6 for a discussion of future water uses .
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IN80-4 Considerable analysis has been undertaken to evaluate the existing wildlife and
fisheries populations and projecting potential impacts from the ALP Project. 
These analyses are included in Chapters 3, 4 and 5 of the FSEIS.  Refer to
General Comment Nos. 5, 9 and 11 for discussions of bioaccumulation, fishery
and elk impacts.

IN80-5 Please refer to General Comment No. 2 for a discussion of project cost.

Similar letters were received by the following people and are included as part of Form
Letter D.

Beverly Baker, Boulder, CO
Rebecca Barrow, Westcliffe, CO
Jean Bean, Pagosa Springs, CO
Elvira Blaine, Denver, CO
Mark Burmich, Twin Lakes, CO
Laurel Clark, Lakewood, CO
Sharon Clark, Telluride, CO
Julie Emerson, Denver, CO
Mark Freitag, Durango, CO
James Holst, Pueblo West, CO
Vicki Kirsch, Boulder, CO
Jim  Logterman, Denver, CO
Lisa Maragon, Denver, CO
Dave Meredyth, Durango, CO
Oliver Nickels, Colorado Springs, CO

Mary Patalan, Durango, CO
Donna Provance, Lakewood, CO
Eric Rechel, Grand Junction, CO
Jack Rodreick, Colorado Springs, CO
Jerry Sims, Arvada, CO
Joyce Sjogren, Fort Collins, CO
Barbara Snyder, PhD, Durango, CO
Renata Scheder, Carbondale, CO
Tyrone Steen, Colorado Springs, CO
Pam Thompson, Aspen, CO
Diane Voytko, Wheat Ridge, CO
Charles  Williams, Boulder, CO
Sally Ziegle, Colorado Springs, CO
Marilyn Zimmerman, Boulder, CO
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IN81-1 Refer to General Comment Nos. 5, 9 and 11 for further discussion.

IN81-2 Refer to General Comment No. 8 for a discussion of river recreation.  While the
proposed action may negatively impact the quality of private river recreation
and reduce commercial rafting user days by 4.5%, it would not significantly
impact tourism in the area. In fact, the construction of Ridges Basin Reservoir
with an estimated 218,400 user days would positively impact the tourism
industry by attracting additional tourists to the area.

IN81-3 Refer to General Comment No. 2 for a discussion of project cost.
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1 IN82-1 Ridges Basin Dam is an integral part of Refined Alternative 4 and is necessary
to provide the storage necessary to satisfy the water right claims of the two
Colorado Ute Tribes. Therefore, eliminating the dam as part of Refined
Alternative 4 is not a viable option. Constructing an offstream dam with this
alternative is less environmentally damaging when compared with the non-
structural alternative of Refined Alternative 6.  Refer to General Comment No. 
5 for a discussion of bioccumulation, No. 9 for threatened and endangered
species, and No. 11 for elk.
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1 IN83-1 The purpose of the ALP Project is to bring final resolution to Colorado Ute
Tribal water rights claims as contained in the 1986 Settlement Agreement. 
Refer to General Comment No. 13 for a discussion of Indian water rights.  Also
refer to General Comment No. 6 for a discussion of water uses.
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IN84-1 Comments noted.
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IN85-1 Comments noted.
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IN86-1 Refer to General Comment Nos. 2 and 3.

IN86-2 Refer to General Comment No. 13.

IN86-3 Refer to General Comment No. 2 for a discussion of costs to taxpayers.  
General Comment No. 6 provides additional discussion of the future water uses
that could occur as the Colorado Ute Tribes develop their water.  A
reconnaissance level analysis of these water uses is provided in Chapter 2 of the
FSEIS.  The Colorado Ute Tribes have gone on record as having a strong
preference for an assured water supply in a storage reservoir. Reclamation's
evaluation concludes that the best overall location of such a storage reservoir is
at Ridges Basin.  

IN86-4 All ten alternatives were evaluated on a comparable level of detail. Of great
importance was the ability of the alternative to be implemented in a timely
manner and with little to no risk so that the water right claims of the Colorado
Ute Indian Tribes could be satisfied. The evaluation of alternatives is presented
in Section 2.3 of the FSEIS. Structural and non-structural alternatives were
evaluated at a level of detail sufficient to determine the merits for additional
study.  Non-structural alternatives are neither the least environmentally
damaging nor would they provide sufficient, reliable sources of water. 

IN86-5 Refer to General Comment No. 6 for a discussion on future water uses.

IN86-6 Refer to General Comment No. 11 for discussion on wildlife impacts, General
Comment No. 5 for impacts to bald eagles, and General Comment No. 9 for a
discussion of threatened and endangered species.

IN86-7 Refer to General Comment No. 2.
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IN87-1 Refer to General Comment No. 9 for a discussion of threatened and endangered 
species issues, and No. 5 for a discussion of bioaccumulation impacts and
mitigation. A revised discussion of mitigation for nesting eagles has been included
in Chapters 3 and 5. 

IN87-2 Refer to General Comment No. 11 for a discussion of elk and deer migration
and mitigation.

IN87-3 Refer to General Comment No. 3 for a discussion on pumping efficiencies. 
The ALP Project is a participating project of the Colorado River Storage
Project (CRSP).  Part of the electric power produced by the federal
hydroelectric generating facilities of the CRSP has been reserved by
Reclamation for participating project purposes, including the power
requirements for the ALP Project.  Western Area Power Administration is
responsible for the transmission of power from the CRSP generating facilities
to the project.  The power would be delivered through a combination of federal
and non-federal transmission lines.  The direction, authority, and purpose by
which the project would consume this power are provided for in the CRSP Act
of April 11, 1956 (P.L. 84-485).  The power needed to operate the project is
currently available and is being marketed by the Western Area Power
Administration under short-term, non-firm contracts.  When power is needed to
operate the project, the short-term contracts would be terminated.

IN87-4 Refer to General Comment No. 8 for a discussion of kayaking use of the
Animas River, impacts and mitigation.

IN87-5 Refer to General Comment No. 6 for a discussion of future water uses.

IN87-6 Refer to General Comment No. 2 for a discussion on project costs.   The
Animas River Citizens Coalition Group placed the cost of implementing a
non-structural solution at $113 million to $158 million.  This estimate is
based on the assumption that each acre of land would yield 2.5 acre-feet per
acre.  Under Colorado water rights law, the amount of water that can be
transferred from land is limited to the depletion of water associated with that
crop which is about 1.4 acre-feet per acre for southwestern Colorado (Note:
an expanded discussion on the use of dry year depletion factors is now
included in Section 2.2.1.).  This means that considerably more acreage would
need to be purchased to obtain the desired water rights.  The more detailed
evaluation of the proposal by the Animas River Citizens Coalition Group is
reflected in Refined Alternative 6 and would cost approximately $273 million
to implement.  Refined Alternative 6 and Refined Alternative 4 were both
subject to detailed evaluations, with Refined Alternative 4 being selected as
the Preferred Alternative.  This analysis is described in Chapter 2 and Chapter
5.7

IN87-7 Alternative 6, a non-structural approach to the ALP Project, has been evaluated
and discussed in detail in Chapters 2, 3, and 5 of the FSEIS.  Alternative 6 was
modified to reduce environmental impacts and allow it to better meet the
project purpose and need.  This Refined Alternative 6 is also evaluated in the
FSEIS.  It was determined that both the original Alternative 6 and Refined
Alternative 6 presented significant risks on the ability of the project to provide
an assured water supply commensurate with the water rights established in the
Settlement Agreement.  Alternative 6 would seriously impact Indian trust water
rights by using the remaining capacity of the Navajo Reservoir, thus creating a
likey conflict with the Navajo Nation and Jicarilla Apache Tribe.  Both
Alternative 6 and Refined Alternative 6 would also cause more impacts to the
environment than Refined Alternative 4 in terms of wetland impacts.
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Similar letters were received by the following people and are included as part of Form Letter C:

Errol Baade, CO
Steven Barr, Logan, UT
K.C. Baum, CO
Francey Blaugrund, Ahwahnee, CA
Jenny Cherry, OH
Susanne Dubrouillett, Clemson, SC
Andrea Gabbard, Oakhurst, CA
Diane Hunnewell, Lakewood, CO
Bob Jacobs
Julie Oldham, Carbondale, CO
Thomas Ramsay
Andy Waldbart, Howard, CO
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IN88-1 Non-structural alternatives have been addressed in detail in Chapters 2, 3 and 5.

IN88-2 The Preferred Alternative is the least environmentally damaging.

IN88-3 Refer to General Comment No. 8 for a discussion of river recreation impacts.

IN88-4 The ALP Project would satisfy the senior water rights claims of the Colorado
Ute Tribes.  How they decide to use their water under the Settlement Act is a
tribal decision.

IN88-5 Refer to General Comment No. 1 for a discussion of the need for a benefit-cost
analysis.

IN88-6 One of the primary purposes of the ALP Project is to satisfy the senior water
right claims of the Colorado Ute Tribes. The Preferred Alternative would
accomplish that purpose. When viewed from a broader perspective, including
the avoidance of potential litigation, the cost of the ALP Project would be
viewed as a good solution to the water right claims of the Colorado Ute Tribes.

IN88-7 Numerous alternatives have been evaluated including several non-structural
alternatives. Reasons for elimination of alternatives have been presented in
Chapters 2, 3, 4 and 5 of the FSEIS.
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IN89-1 Comments noted.  Refer to the General Comments for further discussion. 
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IN90-1 The top of the reservoir elevation reported in the 1979 Definite Plan Report
was 6,964 feet above mean sea level.  The top of reservoir elevation for the
Preferred Alternative is approximatly 6,881 feet above mean sea level.

IN90-2 Comment noted.
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1 IN91-1 Comment noted.
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IN92-1 The ALP Project is timely in that it would satisfy the long-standing water rights

claims of the two Colorado Ute Tribes. Refined Alternative 4 as described in
Chapter 2 and Chapter 5 provides the best solution for resolving these claims. 

INDIVIDUALS IN92

Monique M Scobey
Page IN-161



1

2

3

4

IN93-2 Refer to General Comment No. 14 for a discussion of water rights of the
Colorado Ute Tribes.

IN93-1 Comment noted.

IN93-3 Refer to General Comment No. 2 for a discussion of project costs.

IN93-4 Comment noted.
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IN93-5 Refer to General Comment No. 6 for a discussion of future water uses.

IN93-6 Refer to General Comment No. 11 for a discussion of potential impacts to elk.

IN93-7 Refer to General Comment No. 2 for a discussion of project costs.
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IN94-1 Comment noted.  A range of potential future water uses is included in the
FSEIS in order to comply with NEPA requirements.  Refer to General
Comment No. 6. 

IN94-2 Comment noted.  Section 2.1.1 of the FSEIS explains how future water uses
were derived. The 6,669 afy (depletion) contains the 1,250 afy (depletion) that
the City of Durango would receive through a subcontract with the Animas La
Plata Water Conservancy District.  It is projected that some time in the future
(through 2100), the City of Durango will need more water and that water may
(emphasis added) be purchased from one of the two Colorado Ute Tribes.

IN94-3 Refer to the discussion in General Comment No. 6.

IN94-4 The FSEIS has been revised to expand on reasons why water is not available
from Vallecito Reservoir in Section 2.4.1.
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IN94-5 Comment noted.
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IN95-1 Refer to General Comment No. 2 for a discussion on project costs. The 1996
version of the ALP Project that you have commented on is no longer proposed.
The 1996 project was proposed in several phases, and included water for
irrigation. The current project has been developed to meet outstanding water rights
of the Colorado Ute Tribes, as mandated by an act of Congress.  It would provide
water and water acquistion funds to the tribes. Water for irrigation has  been
removed from the current project.  Comments received during the ALP Project
scoping process, and support for recently introduced legislation by the non-federal
parties, indicate that the Colorado Ute Tribes would accept a water supply as
described under Refined Alternative 4 as satisfying their water rights claims.
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IN96-1 Numerous structural and non-structural alternatives have been evaluated to
provide water at locations closer to points of use. These include structural and
non-structural solutions.  There are no simple solutions to resolving the water
rights claims of the two Colorado Ute Tribes. One possible solution was the
offer of money to resolve the water rights claims. This offer was rejected by the
Tribes. Refined Alternative 6 represents a concerted effort to find a non-
structural solution to resolving the Colorado Ute Tribe water rights claims. It
includes an evaluation of better coordinated use of the reservoirs and
streamflows in the San Juan River Basin, the purchase of water rights, and the
raising of Lemon Dam. This alternative also provides water closer to the points
of use. This alternative was compared in depth with a structural solution of
Refined Alternative 4. Refined Alternative 4 was selected as the Preferred
Alternative because of the reasons stated in Chapter 5 of this FSEIS.

IN96-2 The potential impact to the elk herd at Bodo is discussed in General Comment
No. 11.

IN96-3 Comment noted.

IN96-4 The quote you have referenced; "precluded from development for commercial
and residential purposes",  refers to the proposed pumping plant site. A
groundwater management plan will be developed and enforced during
construction of the pumping plant. The UMTRA disposal site is an engineered
and actively monitored storage area. A study conducted by the DOE and
verified by Reclamation indicates the groundwater movement under the cell is
to the southeast. Surface drainage also effectively isolates the UMTRA cell
away from the reservoir. 

IN96-5 Please refer to the discussion in Sections 3.3 and 3.6 on water quality and
fisheries impacts.  Projections of impacts identify possible significant impacts to
native fisheries in the Animas River and Reclamation has committed to
monitoring and migitation (see Section 5.4.6).

IN96-6 Comment noted.
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1 IN97-1 Comments noted.  Refer to General Comments for further discussion.
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IN98-1 Comment noted.  Project costs are discussed in General Comment No. 2.

INDIVIDUALS IN98

Monique M Scobey
 

Monique M Scobey
Page IN-170



1
IN99-1 The Preferred Alternative does not contain an irrigation component.  It is an all

M&I project.  In addition, the Preferred Alternative proposes the creation of a
water acquisition fund that the Tribes could use to purchase water rights and
continue to farm if they so choose.  The municipal system for the Pine River
was studied to bring water to the rural areas to provide a dependable domestic
water supply.  The irrigators voted to give up part of their water supply.  They
would be short this amount of water during dry years.  For additional
discussions on growth, refer to General Comment No. 12.  For additional
information on threatened and endangered species, please refer to General
Comment No. 9 and for information on elk habitat refer to General Comment
No. 11.
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