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Refer to General Comment No. 6 for a discussion of future water uses .
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IN80-5 Pleaserefer to General Comment No. 2 for adiscussion of project cost.
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Similar letters were received by the following people and are included as part of Form

Letter D.
/—fﬁwﬁ /}1\/ W‘r Beverly Baker, Boulder, CO Mary Patalan, Durango, CO

Rebecca Barrow, Westcliffe, CO Donna Provance, Lakewood, CO

{ Jean Bean, Pagosa Springs, CO Eric Rechel, Grand Junction, CO

= ElviraBlaine, Denver, CO Jack Rodreick, Colorado Springs, CO
Mark Burmich, Twin Lakes, CO Jerry Sims, Arvada, CO
Laurel Clark, Lakewood, CO Joyce Sogren, Fort Collins, CO
Sharon Clark, Telluride, CO Barbara Snyder, PhD, Durango, CO
Julie Emerson, Denver, CO Renata Scheder, Carbondale, CO
Mark Freitag, Durango, CO Tyrone Steen, Colorado Springs, CO
James Holst, Pueblo West, CO Pam Thompson, Aspen, CO
Vicki Kirsch, Boulder, CO Diane Voytko, Wheat Ridge, CO
Jm Logterman, Denver, CO Charles Williams, Boulder, CO
LisaMaragon, Denver, CO Sdlly Ziegle, Colorado Springs, CO
Dave Meredyth, Durango, CO Marilyn Zimmerman, Boulder, CO

Oliver Nickels, Colorado Springs, CO
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From: "keith meehan” <keithmeehan@hotmail.com=>

To: <ALPDSEISCommenis@uc.usbr.gov>, <Meromary@sol.com=, <eroy@smcvt.edu>,
=schneld@digisys.nel>, <slaceywgl@hotmail. com=, <atcarpen@bouldermews.infinet>,
<alex.meritt@central. sun.com®, <gregboulbal@hotmail.com=, <lizbuck@hotmail.com:>,
=gookiebrooke@hotmall.com:>

Date: 2ME/00 6:20FM

Subject: ALP Project comments

Deaar Bureau of Reclamation and Mr. Pat Schumacher,

Regarding the proposed Animas LaPlata Project in Durango, O, | am taking
this opporiunity to recommend Allernative #3, the Animas River Citizen's
Conceptual Alternative.

| am baffled and disgusted that we are still considering this project. The

expense js huge and unnecessary. Indian concerns and water rights can be

compensated through other more creative and effective measures than building

ALP. The impact/destruction of elk and deer habitat, fisheries, and the IN81-1 Refer to General Comment Nos. 5, 9 and 11 for further discussion.

resulling cumulative ecosystem impact is simply unacceptable. The quality

of our recreational opportunities and related damages to lourism businesses

are unnecessary. The heaith of a sustainable tourist economy returns far . . . . .

mare economically to the Durango area than & one lime conslruction boom, IN81-2  Refer to Gen_eral Comment'No. 8f0r adiscussi on of rver recr.eatl on. Wh.”ethe

And taxpayers would pay for this project?!? First $300 million dollars (IF proposed action may,ne:.:’atl_\/dy impact the quamy_Of private r|v_er r_e(,:reatlon

costs don't balloon)-and then milliens each year in operating costs. Money and reduce commercial rafting user days by 4.5%, it would not significantly

can and should be spant in @ more efficient, equitabie, and generous manner impact tourismin the area. In fact, the construction of Ridges Basin Reservoir

to compensate local Native American groups. with an estimated 218,400 user days would positively impact the tourism
industry by attracting additional touriststo the area.

This is NUTS! No ALP of any scale!

Siicerely IN81-3 Refer to General Comment No. 2 for a discussion of project cost.

Keith Meehan

Whitefish, MT
(farmer Durango resident)
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From: Animas - La Plata Project <swcbd@sw-center.org>

To: <gis@SW-Center ORG=>, <ALPDSEISComments@uc.usbr.gov>
Date: 2/3/00 7:42AM

Subject: Comments: Animas - La Plata Project.

Name: Tracy Meints Fox, Peoria Audubon Scciety
Address: 15215 North lvy Lake Road
City: Chillicathe

State:

IL

Zip: 61623-9133

Phone: 308-579-3264

Subject: Comments: Animas - La Plata Project
Comments: Pat Schumacher

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

Dear Mr. Schumacher:

| urge you to revised the scope of the proposed Animas - La Plata

project and eliminate the Ridge Basin dam component.

Please consider the impacts of this dam on wildlife and endangered
species such as the Caolorado pikeminnow and razorback sucker.

In addition, | have specific concerns about bioaccumulation

of heawvy metals in bald eagles and other fish eating raptors.

The associated reservoir will also eliminate a major elk migration corridor
and large wintering range for resident elk.

Sincerely,

Tracy Meints Fox

Remote_Addr: 216.178,176.230

HTTP_ User Agent: Mozillai4.5 [en] (WInNT; 1}

HTTP_Referer: http:/fiwww. sw-center.crg/swebdfactivistanimas. html
HTTP_From: {null}

IN82-1

Ridges Basin Damisan integral part of Refined Alternative 4 and is necessary
to provide the storage necessary to setisfy 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
aternativeisless environmentally damaging when compared with the non-
structural alternative of Refined Alternative 6. Refer to General Comment No.
5 for adiscussion of bioccumulation, No. 9 for threatened and endangered
species, and No. 11 for elk.
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IN83-1

IN83

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 adiscussion of Indian water rights. Also
refer to General Comment No. 6 for a discussion of water uses.

Page IN-148


Monique M Scobey
Page IN-148


INDIVIDUALS IN83

Ton- ks o fllood, 5 wcan, W fl LD
% Mmfﬂé&/ﬂ& /ﬁoﬁéé

D Masie Saatnd sy . Pea 2% o -
e o S L i e
e, s s e e

7 ﬁ,?w&?d/;é o e .. gt

Uy e clifonant ea /T L F i .

_exiald — of _aca —_ 75 2 % .

Wi@j %Mgdm it Hom.

B st laiga bty o it Wikt B
T N, %ﬁa Basin. o met-—as h
M&,M A Apeg met b .

AL an _Eaaom 744_1:9-»; s
Falare. R%a:f“w Aave 200l : |
o(g:«e Ty Crimad alpno., |
i DEZ:ZL ALne SO A “M",
 Aimeoncdy,

2329 County Road /2R
Hesp@r'us, CO 31326

Page IN-149


Monique M Scobey
Page IN-149


INDIVIDUALS IN84

From: Gary Mike <gjmike@shiprock.ncc.cc.nm.us>

To: <ALPDSEISComments@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: 4/6/00 1:12PM

Subject: Animas=La Plata Project

Histarical rights - the first people get the first claims to water rights. IN84-1 Comments noted.
1 The historical commitment to the Native Americans and their water rights

should be upheld. They should decide what to do with their water!

Gary
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From: "Linda R. Morris" <lmorris@frontier.net>
To: <ALPDSEISComments@uc.usbr.gov>
Date: 2/10/00 7:49PM

Subject: ALP Feedback

753 E, 6th Ave.
Durango, CO 81301
February 10, 2000

To Whom It May Concern:

| am writing in reference to the ten alternatives to ALP. As a taxpayer of
La Plata County who does not believe in excessive taxation, | would like to
tell yvou my opinion. Pumping water uphill to fill a large reservoir in

Ridges Basin is an overly-expensive, inefficient use of tax money. It goes
so far beyond meeting the Indian Tribes Settlement Agreement that it is
absurd.

It is obvious that the evaluation process was not prioritized to settle
Indian water claims, but was expanded to include recreation and a huge
quantity of water for development. | strongly believe that this will be
devastating to the quality of life of the Four Corners region.

As | am unable to attend the Durango Hearing on Feb. 15 to share my
opinion, | wish to go record with the following:

- The DSEIS shows clearly what ALP Opponents have long said, there is no
legitimate use for the water. None of the suggested future uses justifies

the enormous cost and environmental damage ALP will bring to our community.
- The Bureau has mischaracterized the nonstructural alternatives and
measured them against larger alternatives so the v look as bas as possible.
In-reality, non structural alternatives are more practical, cheaper, and

would be less harmful to the environment.

- The great majority (70%) of the Indian portion of ALP water will supply

power plants and coal mines. Almaost all the remaining water will be sucked
up by federally subsidized golf courses and resorts (16%:). Only 2%

satisfies Ute housing needs!

- The Ridges Basin Reservoir would displace up to 800 elk and deer, and
threaten endangered fish species and native bald eagles.

- The new ALP will cost US and Colorado taxpayers $330 million. The Animas
La Plata Water conservancy district will face $12.5 million of up-front
repayment costs. In addition, the City of Durango will have to spend $5

million to build a pipeline to get the water back out of the reservoir.

I, personally, can not afford your new “*scaled down™ ALP, and | am a
middle class teacher in La Plata County. 1*m sure the majority of La Plata
County residents are in my same shoes.

Sincerely yours,

Linda K. Morris

IN86-1

IN86-2
IN86-3

IN86-4

IN86-5

IN86-6

IN86-7

Refer to General Comment Nos. 2 and 3.

Refer to General Comment No. 13.

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 usesis 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 RidgesBasin.

All ten alternatives were evaluated on a comparable level of detail. Of great
importance was the ability of the alternative to be implemented in atimely
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 alternativesis presented
in Section 2.3 of the FSEIS. Structural and non-structural alternatives were
evaluated at alevel of detail sufficient to determine the merits for additional
study. Non-structural aternatives are neither the least environmentally
damaging nor would they provide sufficient, reliable sources of water.

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

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.

Refer to General Comment No. 2.
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From: "James H., Moss" <jhmoss@earthlink.net=
To: <ALPDSEISComments@uc.usbr.gov=
Date: 2/8/00 6:36PM

February &, 2000

Pat Schumacher

Bureau of Reclamation

835 E. 2nd Ave

Durango, CO 81301

Re: ANIMAS-LA PLATA PROJECT

Dear Mr. Schumacher:

This project will cause a myriad of undesirable environmental consequences.
A biological assessment prepared for the Bureau found that the water
depletions are likely to threaten the Colorado pikeminnow and razorback
sucker and adversely modify critical habitat in the San Juan River,
Furthermore, the assessment raises serious concerns about heavy metal
bioaccumulation in the food chain of bald eagles. The high content of
selenium and mercury in the reservoir water may be passed on to the eagles
from the fish in their food supply. Construction of the project will aiso

disturb the nesting eagles, despite mitigation measures.

Ridges Basin is currently a State Wildlife Area and is used by up to 2,000

alk as a prime migration corridor. It is alse frequented by around 1,500

resident and migrating mule deer. The project will block their migration

corridor and prevent the deer and elk from moving between summer and winter
ranges. The Bureau projects that the animals will be forced to cross

highways and fenced farmland to achieve their migration.

In addition to the harm to wildlife, the project will result in numerous

other undesirable impacts. For one, the pumping station will consume
approximately as much power as the downtown districts of the City of Durango
currently use. Lower river flows will eliminate over 4,000 kayaking and

rafting user days. Perhaps worst of all, there is no current need for the

waler; the projected future uses include the construction of two power

plants, two or three golf courses, a casino-resort, and a dude ranch,

All this is going to cost the US and Colorado taxpayers nearly 300 MILLION
DOLLARS, plus annual aperating costs of several million doliars. Although
the ALP project will settle Ute Indian water rights claims, there are betler
ways to achieve a setflement with the Ute tribes. A local citizens group has
shown that existing water rights can be purchased and transferred to the
tribes with a lower cost to the government and without a dam!

PLEASE CONSIDER ALTERNATIVES TO THE STRUCTURAL RESERVOIR AT RIDGES BASIN.
THEY SHOULD FURTHER STUDY AND RECOMMEND ALTERNATIVE #5, THE ANIMAS RIVER
CITIZEN'S CONCEPTUAL ALTERMATIVE.

Please call me if you have any questions, Thank you for your time and help

in this matter.

Sincerely,

James H. Moss
Altorney at Law

Wery rarely does a mind rust open. James H. Moss, 1998

IN87-1 Refer to General Comment No. 9 for adiscussion of threatened and endangered

IN87-2

IN87-3

IN87-4

IN87-5
IN87-6

IN87-7

speciesissues, and No. 5 for adiscussion of bioaccumulation impacts and

mitigation. A revised discussion of mitigation for nesting eagles has been included

in Chapters3 and 5.

Refer to General Comment No. 11 for adiscussion of elk and deer migration
and mitigation.

Refer to General Comment No. 3 for adiscussion 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

hydroel ectric 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.

Refer to General Comment No. 8 for adiscussion of kayaking use of the
Animas River, impacts and mitigation.

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

Refer to General Comment No. 2 for adiscussion on project costs. The
Animas River Citizens Coalition Group placed the cost of implementing a
non-structural solution at $113 million to $158 million. Thisestimateis
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 islimited 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 factorsis 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
toimplement. Refined Alternative 6 and Refined Alternative 4 were both
subject to detailed evaluations, with Refined Alternative 4 being selected as
the Preferred Alternative. Thisanalysisis described in Chapter 2 and Chapter
5.

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 Reservair, 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

IN88-2

IN88-3

IN88-4

IN88-5

IN88-6

IN88-7

Non-structural alternatives have been addressed in detail in Chapters 2, 3 and 5.

The Preferred Alternative is the least environmentally damaging.

Refer to General Comment No. 8 for adiscussion of river recreation impacts.

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 Actisa
tribal decision.

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

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 agood solution to the water right claims of the Colorado Ute Tribes.

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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April 8, 2000

Pat Shumacher
Bureau of Reclamation
B33 E 2nd Ave.
Murangao, Ca 81301

Drear Pat Shumacker:

1 am writing you to 3sk vou to consider aliematives (o the sructeral reservoir at ridges basin.
The burcau should further study and recommend ahemative #6, the Animag River Citizens
Conceptual Allernative. Please take into consideration these key pomits,

The DREIS clearly documents that there is no lepitimate use for the exeess water
heyond the Indian water rights sentlement. None of the supgested future uses
justifies the enormous cost and environmental damage impased by ALI"

The Bureau has mischarasctenzed the nonstructural aliemnatives comparing them
against larger altematives us a means of ncpating their merit in reality,
nemstructural aliematives are more practical. cheaper, and would be less harmiul
oy the environment.

The great majority (70%) of the AAAPL water will supply power planis and coal
mings, Almost all the retnaining water wili supply golf courses and resorts (16%)
with federally subsidized water. Only 29 satisties Lite Indian honsing needs.

The Ridues Basin Resmvoir will displace elk and deer.

Project construction will inmpact native bald eagles.

Project construction and operation will impact water quality and quantity in the
San fuan River threatening endangered fish species.

Project operation will reducs whitewater Mo on the Animas River.

The new ALP will cogt U5, and Coloradu taxpayers 3330 million.

| strongly urge you to NUT divert water from the Animas River

Carl Nelson, Onwmer

IN89-1 Commentsnoted. Refer to the General Comments for further discussion.
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IN90-2

Thetop of the reservoir elevation reported in the 1979 Definite Plan Report
was 6,964 feet above mean sealevel. Thetop of reservoir elevation for the
Preferred Alternativeis approximatly 6,881 feet above mean sealevel.

Comment noted.
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From: "Alpin Sales" <service@alpinsales.com>
To: <ALPDSEISComments@uc.usbr.gov>
Date: 2/3/00 11:19AM

Subject; stop the dam!

Dear Fellow Coloradoan,

As an avid kayaker and nature lover, | would like to voice my plea against the Ridges Reservoir project

1 and push for the Cilizen's Conceplual Alternative. The impact of Biackhawk/Central City on one of my
favorite places to play and the water quality, traffic, and lack of wildlife | used to enjoy seeing is something
| don't want to see repeated in another one of my favorite places to enjoy Colarado.

IN91-1 Comment noted.

Thanks for your Consideration
Orrin
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From: Barry Owen <owenbiilrontier.net>

To: <ALPDSEISComments@uc.usbr.govs=

Date: Wednesday, January 26, 2000 11:21:28 AM
Subject: ALP Opposition

To Whom it May Concern:

The purpose of this letter is to register my opposition to the building
of the Animas-La Plata project. Rather than restate all the objections
vou have already received, I'll make this short.

this inthe wdng praject sk the Sipdplacs at the Wrong fims. IN92-1 TheALP Projectistimely in that it would satisfy the long-standing water rights

: : : ¢ claims of the two Colorado Ute Tribes. Refined Alternative 4 as described in
1 Please reconsider the easiest alternative to destroying so many Chapter 2 and Chapter 5 provides the best solution for resolving these claims.

resources: pay for the water rights to satisfy legal demands and keep
the Animas and the Ridges Basin in their current state.
Thank you for considering this request.

Barry Owen
Durango, Colorado
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From: "Mel Burnett” <mburnett@prodigy. net>
To: <alpdseiscommentsi@uc.usbr.gov>
Date: 3I600 5:38PM

Subject: Yet anolher comment period

208 Sherwood Blud.
Log Alamos, New Mexico 87544-3467
Phong: 505/672-3108

E-mail: mburneit@Prodigy.net

March &, 2000

Patrick Schumacher
Bureau of Reclamation
835 E. Second Ave., #300
Durange, CO 81301-5475
Dear Mr. Schurnacher:

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on yet another DEIS for the proposed Animas-La Flata project,
a2 perhaps unparalieled epic atlempt by a government agency 1o advocate for 2 largely unneeded project
=gainst a majority of the cilizens the agency ostensibly, not substantively, serves,

Sir, |t strikes me as curious that after 20 years of debate, rancor and dispute over this project that the
Bureau of Reclamation is still trying to create justification for a project where liitle substantive justification
exists. The professed goal of this project from the beginning has been to bring water to the Ute people;

t, once again | find myself reading pie-in-the-sky proposals to justify the project and, once again, find
litlle sincere attermpt to meet legitimale water needs for the Ute people with a low-budget, environmentally
innacuous project. That is because, yet again, ihe Bureau has gollen caught up in designing a projecl
meant more to boost the local economy artificially, as desired by local white businessmen, than lo design
& realistic project acceptable to traditional Utes, enviranmentalisis and agricultural interests fearful that a
badly designed project will harm existing water rights on the Animas River.

Despite the Bureau's insistence (hat the Selicitor General has aiready ruled them valid (This is the same
Solicitor General previously overturned in court regarding rulings on the Animas-La Plata.}, there 15 still
serious questien about whather the Ules indeed hold senior water rights on the Animas River. This issue
needs to be resolved in courts of law-not courts of water politics catered to by Colorade's pro-growth
political establishment, from the governor's office on down. In addition:

The DSEIS is the best evidence to date thal there is indeed no legitimate use for Animas-La Plata project
water that will justify the tremendous dallar and environmental cost of this project

Rather than provide objective, unbiased analysis, the DSEIS deliberately mischaraclerizes nonstroctural
alternatives to the propesed project in-an allempt to justify the Bureau's preferred alternative.

| do not believe the people of Southwest Colorado or Northern New Mexico shoild be taxed to bring water

IN93-1

IN93-2

IN93-3

IN93-4

Comment noted.

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

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

Comment noted.
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te powver plants and coal mines in a time when this nation-and all of its agencies-should be moving away
from energy sources which contribute so averwhelmin gly lo global warming. The United States has staled

the intent of reducing our global warming emissions to 1991 Jevels, as Europe is doing with ease. That
5 cannot happen if federal agencies continue to try to justify very bad projects through uses such as
coal-fired power plants, or even more energy-efficient, but still water-intensive, gas-fired power plants, in
an arid region where water is a precious commaodity that should be used wisely, not just to pad corporate
pockets.

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

Itis uncansciohable during times when the United States population is growing as fast as thal in India and i i tential impacts to elk.
when (hat human population growth is rapidly destroving wildiife habitats throughout the nation, for the IN93-6  Refer to General Comment No. 11 for adiscussion of pol P

United States Bureau of Reclamation and, more to the point, the Ute Mountain and Southern Ute tribes 1o

6 advocate the placing of the Ridges Basin Reservoir smack in the middle of one of the few remaining elk

habitals near Durango, This is a pathetic repetition of the 18th century when the flood of white settlers

maved Wesl displacing Indians from their fands, only now it is the flaod of humans displacing wildlife from

lands they have used for hundreds of thousands of years,

The Bureau should retur Lo its true goal, as defined by how the Animas-La Plata project has been IN93-7 Refer to General Comment No. 2 for adiscussion of project costs.
premoted before Congress: a project to meet the water needs of the Lite people, We-the American
7 taxpayers-cannat afford $330 million (plus inevitable cost overruns) for another totally unneeded
recreational project, the ludicrous proposal to bring vet another golf course to an arid region and water to
artificially stimulate construction development in a region aiready experienci ng growth at the highest rates
in the region's history.

In conelusion, a majority of the good people of Southwes! Colorada and Northwest New Mexico have had
topit their time, their energy and their money against the full might znd povier of the United States
government in opposing this preject for over 20 vears. There is someth ing pathetically wrong when an
agency which is supposed fo be serving ALL of the cilizens-not just a handful of powerful business and
water inferests-could allow itself to become & pawn in this sorl of enterprise for so many years,

You owe it to all of us to design a project that is financially and palitically acceptable to the people of 1his
region. But if you cannot or will not do that, we will all still ba fighting this "battle” 20 years hence.

Sincarely,

Kathleane Parker

Sth generalion descendant of early Colorado and New Mexico pioneers

P. 3. In times of the Internet and mass communications, | for ene would profoundly appreciate your
offering decuments such as the DSEIS anline, so that enormous amaeunts of laxpayer dollars do not have

to be expended transporting documenis that we igh several pounds each. Moreover, the paper and other
natural resources invested in thess huge, ponderous documents is ludicrous.
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From: Mark Pearson <mpearson@frontier.net>
To: <ALPDSEISComments @ uc.usbr.gov>
Date: Sat, Apr 15, 2000 5:16 PM

Subject: ALP DSEIS comments

April 15, 2000

Mr. Pat Schumacher

Bureau of Reclamation

835 East 2nd Street, Suite 300
Durango, CO 81301

Dear Mr. Schumacher:

Please accept these comments on the Animas-La Plata Project Draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS).

The DSEIS still suffers from the fatal flaw of not presenting real

alternatives for the public to analyze. NEPA requires that an IN94-1 Comment noted. A range of potential future water usesisincluded in the
environmental analysis contain sufficient information so that the public FSEISin order to comply with NEPA requirements. Refer to General
1 can reasonably determine the expected environmental conseguences from a Comment No. 6.

proposed action. Because the ALP DSEIS relies almost exclusively on
imaginary uses for the water stored by the project, the document fails
to comply with NEPA.

For example, the president of the ALP Water Conservancy District has

vociferously attacked anyone who dared rely on the numbers presented in IN94-2 Comment noted. Section 2.1.1 of the FSEIS explains how future water uses
the DSEIS. The DSEIS on page S-7 calls for 7,669 acre-feet of water for were derived. The 6,669 afy (depletion) contains the 1,250 afy (depletion) that
municipal and industrial uses in Durango, Colorado. However, when any the City of Durango would receive through as.lbcontrc”:lct with the Animas La
member of the public relied on this number for analyzing the impacts of Plata Water Conservancy District. It isprojected that sometimein the future
2 the project, and when any member of the public asked how Durange could (through 2100), the City of Durango will need more water and that water m
possibly make use of another 7,669 a-f of M&I water, the ALP District (em haSsaddéd) be purchased from one of the two Colorado Ute Trib 2y
has attacked people as “liars.” Now, if the ALP District claims that the p p € ot thetwo Lolorado Ute Tribes.
7,669 a-f number is one created by liars, then how can the Bureau of
Reclamation possibly present this number to the public as a valid
description of a real alternative, as required by NEPA?
NEPA precludes segmentation of reasonably foreseeable impacts. If the
Bureau of Reclamation anticipates the most likely foreseeable use of ALP IN94-3 Refer to the discussion in General Comment No. 6
water is for a coal-fired powerplant, then by law the Bureau must T
analyze the projected environmental consequences of mining coal and
3 burning coal in this powerplant. Segmenting analysis of impacts by

deferring evaluation of the powerplant’s impacts to a later date is not
permissible under NEPA.

Sirilarly, the Bureau must analyze the projected impacts of all of the
water uses listed in the DSEIS as the end uses of ALP water.

| am still perplexed why the Bureau claims water is unavailable from
Vallecito Reservoir for the Southern Utes. | continue to receive
solicitations from the new Pine River municipal water supply entity to

4 sign up for their new service, which is using surplus agricultural
water. If water is available for gross speculation such as this, why is
no water available to meet the treaty obligations for the Utes?

IN94-4 The FSEIS has been revised to expand on reasons why water is not available
from Vallecito Reservoir in Section 2.4.1.

The Bureau's refusal to realistically analyze Alternative 8 in light of
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clearly surplus water sources such as Vallecito calls into question the
validity of the DSEIS. The DSEIS continues to demonstrate a clear bias

for a monstrous dam, pumping plant, and traditional concrete project to
meet the Tribe's water needs.

The ALP DSEIS demonstrates at least one fact with abundant clarity:
there is no legitimate use for ALF’s water. All of the ridiculous

schemes mentioned for using the water -- powerplants, golf course,
resorts, and so forth -- are highly speculative and clearly show that

the huge environmental and sconomic costs associated with the project
are not justified by the intended end uses.

The Bureau has repeatedly stated its intention to do a rugh job
analyzing public comments. These statements offer the public little IN94-5
faith that the Bureau takes seriously its mandate under the law to
5 carefully and thoroughly analyze pu blic comment. It seems clear the
entire DSEIS is a sham process, simply a paperwork exercise to permit
politicians to ram through their preferred choice of a boondeggle
concrete project.

Comment noted.

Please surprise the public by giving real consideration to our comments.

Sincerely yours,

Mark Pearson

560 Clearview Road
Durango, CO 81301
mpearson @frontier.net
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From: Aniam - La Plata Project <swchd@sw-center.org>

To: <gis@SW-Center ORG>, <ALPDSEISComments@uc. usbr.gov>
Date: 1/29/00 2:08PM

Subject: Comments: Animas - La Plata Project.

Name: Richard Quartaroli

Address: PO Box G

City: Flagstaff

State: AZ

Zip: B6002-0858

Phone: 520-779-2687

Subject: Comments: Animas - La Plata Project

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

Dear Mr, Schumacher;

| cannot believe that the Animas-La Plata project
in any form is still planned, proceeding, and
endorsed, especially by Secretary Babbitt.

A-LP is clearly not cost effective, nor will it
guarantee Native American water rights IN95-1 Referto (fBeﬂeraI Comment No. 2 for a discussion on project costs. The 1996

| all ph ompleted. version of the ALP Project that you have commented on is no longer proposed.
i e The 1996 project was proposed in several phases, and included water for

c irrigation. The current project has been devel oped to meet outstanding water rights

1 There are other ways of supplying of the Colorado Ute Tripb% as mandated by anpact of Congress. It wguld provi%e

water to the Utes, or cheaper to water and water acquistion funds to the tribes, Water for irrigation has been

pay them not to irrigate marginal removed from the current project. Comments received during the ALP Project

land. scoping process, and support for recently introduced legislation by the non-federal

parties, indicate that the Colorado Ute Tribes would accept awater supply as

This project has gone on far too described under Refined Alternative 4 as satisfying their water rights claims.

long, and | hope you tell Secy Babbitt

| said s0.

[t's time to quit. The Burzau needs to
start being responsible for its actions
and devastating projects such as this one!!ll|

Remote_Addr: 134.114,228.92

HTTP_ User_Agent: Mozilla/4.8 [en] (WinNT; U)

HTTP_Referer: http:/iwww.sw-center. org/swebd/activist/animas.html
HTTP_From: (null)
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{ STORYTELLER SaraRansom
2720 Delwood Ave,

Tel:  970/247-5714
Fox:  970/259-5559

February 10, 2000

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

Dear Pat Schumacher,

On Fabruary 9, my {enclosed) letter to the editor which criticizes A-LP was published. My
spoken concerns in the letter were about the lifestyle impact which A-LP would inflict on
Durange (e.q. truth-in-advertising” beheoves us to rename our town "Duriowa” to reflect the
taming of a wondrous wild river, &tc),

el
— Durango, CO 81301 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 aternative 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.

But | have far ere stranuous objections and no room to list them all. To begin with IN96-2 The potential impact to the elk herd at Bodo is discussed in General Comment
scheck out non-structural alternatives, for instancelll  You CAN satisfy water demands in other No. 11.
ways than the enormously expensive and environmentally darnaging current plan, Try a
1 sormbination of improvements in the efficiency of irgation and delivery systems; try the
coordinated cperation of existing reservairs; try land-water rights purchases. IN96-3 Comment noted.
sour fragile ecosystem is already sorely taxed and a reservoir in Ridges Basin would severely
2 impact a majer elk migration comidor and wintering range for elk as well as disrupting bald
o 01 J o o X H of o
e:.lgle habitat. Furthermore, we CO:C?I adans don't want another tame lake. We liks our rivers IN96-4 The quote you have referenced; "precluded from development for commercial
wild! {but read my |etter to the editor), s - : J .
#the sticking point used to push this ridiculous project is the prormise of waterto the and residential purposes’, refers !0 the proposed pumping plant st_e. A
Utes--pote haweverthat their need is miles and mites away from Ridges Basin storage and groundwater management plan will be developed and enforced during
3 furthermore, at a lower altitude. There is no reason then to haul the water up there (see first congtruction of the pumping plant. The UMTRA disposal siteis an engineered
point above). There are simpler ways to satishy their claim. and actively monitored storage area. A study conducted by the DOE and
@what in the world are you thinking, to put & "recreational lake" next to a uranium taili ngs verified by Reclamation indicates the groundwater movement under thecdl is
4 | durmp? It has already been "precluded from development for commereial and residential to the southeast. Surface drai nage aso effectively isolates the UMTRA cell
purpesss,” Don't tell me that grounchwater dossn't seep, : - away from the reservoir.
#should you remove water from the Animas there, you invite new ecological disasters not only
5 I for fishand wildlife but increased salinity for farmers downstream.
gthe cost is preposterous considering the'benefits”” FIND ALTERNATIVES! Thank you. _ o ] ]
6 ! IN96-5 Pleaserefer to the discussion in Sections 3.3 and 3.6 on water quality and
Sincerety, fisheriesimpacts. Projections of impactsidentify possible significant impactsto
s ) native fisheriesin the Animas River and Reclamation has committed to
AL é_u;' AGT monitoring and migitation (see Section 5.4.6).
Sara Ransom
i : iz Bansom
Codlmie Heaile J IN96-6  Comment noted.

Page IN-167


Monique M Scobey
Page IN-167


INDIVIDUALS

Opinion

Wednesday, February 9, 2000 THE DURANGO Herarp

247-3504, Ext. 238 = letters@durangoherald.com =

Letters to the Editor

B0, Ormwer A, Duvango, GO 81307 or leliers Sdwangoheraid.com

Fairfield, A-LP will ruin Durango

TO THE EDITOR:

Ly the interests of “math-readvertsing” oo the
tonriss market, let us change our name from Dureg-
go te Duriowa, Then the woursts wilk know what o
apect,

First, alvertise the wonderful change thai the
Animas-La P Broject offers us, Instead of aowon-
derful wild river coursing right through town offer-
ing top-notch rafting and kayaking, we are appir-
cntly nellbant on replucing itwith a placid Take
inear a radioactive tilings dump), where tourises
can Noat around in bosds aned swio in marked-of
Areas.

And they won't have (o bisve oiar wilderness ram-
prant with wild animals, They can Ganp (00U new
submrban-style campground and sleep o the sound
af BY generators nextdoor et g e
relieved of the trials of cold, pgid curcenis and
le roeky river bottoms with 115 Bassle of learn-
w10 fy-Fish for wild troe (right in town).
Thex can drive through a former wildlife preserve

b sitin their boats and cast worms for tasteless
mud-fed fish, Just like o

A, instead of hearing the sound of the wild
rapids and the seroams of feacful d
& they mavigate them, picsic
cann o B numbed by the censelews drong of 2
pumping plant, which 'mesure will add o the
Beanery of what was onee a wilid life preserie.
[ we're blessed with Faiefield-Duri-
't our fadander fricnds be delighied o
hear we're planning w pave and straighten and fat
LeR 3 premisr eown mountain bike park route,
Horse Guleh. Why, they' Il feel right at home here in
Duriowa, tnd wender why they ever bothered 10
leave, And, onel these proposed changes are in
place, they probably won't come here. What's to
see? Mothing new here anymore,

Wake up, Durimgo. Whatwe have here is remark-
ably unique, 1t why you came here, isn'c it?

Sary Ransom
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From: sara ransom <durangoransom @ yahoo.com:
To: <ALPDSEISComments @uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Mon, Apr 17, 2000 4:31 PM

Subject: No to A-LP

Dear Pat Schumacher
(I have just returned from Vietnam, hence I'm writing
at this last day fo the comment period)

Plzase do not allow this Animas La Plata debacle to be
constructed. | realize many representatives believe

it is to satisfy an old treaty with the Utes but

consider:

there is NO DELIVERY SYSTEM of the water to Ute
territory in the plans, and Utes are allotted only
1/3 of the water while whites are to receive 2/3.

Furthermare, it is very cost INEFFECTIVE and therefore
1 not a justifiable expense for the taxpayer. IN97-1 Comments noted. Refer to General Comments for further discussion.

The proposed Ridges Basin reservoir will destroy vital
elk wintering grounds--where will they go? They will
die. It is also home to bald eagles.

It is possible to satisfy Ute claims to water through
alternative and ACTUAL delivery systems and these
should be explored and developed.

In this way, a wild river through town, which brings
great pleasure to so many, will not be destroyed. You
realize that after the water is proposed to be hauled
up 500 feet, it must then be hauled up another 700
feet to get over the next ridge to get anywhere near a
delivery system to the Utes---and then it all just

flows right back down to the river after all that
expense and destruction of habitat and beauty and
wilderness. CRAZY!

Please, STOP the plan for the construction of A-LP.

Thank you, Sara Ransom, 2720 Delwood Ave., Durango
Phone 970/247-5718.

Do You Yahoo!?
Send online invitations with Yahoo! Invites.
http://invites.yahoo.com
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1400 Sai Road
Eledmninld, WA 87413
Apd 13, 2000

Pt Solummehe

Fouii Comers Dinasion Mansgzer

Fuur Comers Diasion ol the Western Colioracks A=y OiTice
#15 Ensl Becond Avenue, Suile 300

Dimnga, Colopsda BL301.4474

(e M. Behiumacher,

We belisve he onily acceptabls altemutive for the Anus-La Plis Projeet @ Allermative
10, The Na Adtfon Allernative. IN98-1 Comment noted. Project costs are discussed in General Comment No. 2.

W helieve seare tactics comvinced musy imea voters o fivce the projet, i vete weee
teken naow that people kaow the emazonmenial ai iisetary cosis, b project would be
1 defemed Emummmhlmmmmhutmbmnieqmuly sckdressed mehuding s
vantenng ek and mplocs end the pupative effcis o Se Amimes fver, The loceom
prosies e potanbial fin sigmficant senious eailumination profdsms Furthermoers, we do
nct Belicvs fies goving the Ules ther water rahes should ether ahlgaly locd laxpayes o
jray [or the sinmpe of ihes Mm1h¢mmudp|nmhrwmﬂ
inchudoyg the esnaronimental costs imeured theye W ownl Colorsdo rech propasty wiih
Ty waler righiy; s [t governme godng Lo pronde the e e the diel;
mchuding yoady maintenanc for ny? We therk poal?

The Animis-La Plata project should not be bash

Bincerely,
. =
ot Tl e
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IN99-1 The Preferred Alternative does not contain an irrigation component. Itisan 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
continueto farmif 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. Theirrigators 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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