FORM LETTER B

From: Aniam - La Plata Project <swebd@sw-center.org=

To: <gis@SW-Center ORG>, <ALPDSEISComments@uc.usbr.gov>
Date: 1/30/00 10:31PM

Subject: Comments: Animas - La Plata Project.

Name: Mark Garland
Address: 7 Hondo Lane
City: Santa Fe

State:

NM

Zip: 87505-5957

Phone: 505-473-7414

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

Bureau of Reclamation
835 E. Znd Ave.
Durango, CO 81301

Dear Mr. Schumacher:

| urge you to consider the following abservations
and recommendations when preparing the FSEIS for
the Animas La Plata Project:

1) The Bureau has not adequately assessed the
practicability of non-structural alternatives to

its Preferred Structural Alternative. Adequate
water can be made available through a combination
of improvements in the efficiency of irrigation

and delivery systems, the coordinated operation

of exisling reservoirs, and land-water rights
purchases.

2) Negative impacts on wildlife and endangered
species preclude the implementation of the
Preferred Alternative. Especially worrisome
are the detrimental impacts to the endangered
Colorado pikeminnow and razorback sucker. In
addition, significant concerns of
bivaccumulation exist for the bald eagle and
other fish eating raptors. The reservoir will

also eliminate a major elk migration corridor
and large wintering range for resident elk.

3) Impacts on rafters, kayakers, fishermen and
other river users are downplayed and
underestimated in the Bureau's evaluation.

4) Regional municipal and industrial needs are
vastly overestimated in the DSEIS. The Preferred
Alternative would supply enough water for another
200,000 people in the Project area. This amount
of growth is not likely or desirable for the

region. Clearly no current or near-term demand
exists to justify this huge quantity of M&| water.

In preparing a FSEIS the Bureau must revise the

Thisletter is nearly identical to Comment Letter IN124. Please refer to the responses
made to the original comment |etter.

B40
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FORM LETTER B B40

Project scope and limit it to the settlement of

Ute Indian water rights claims, as quantified in

the 1986 Settlement Agreement. These water rights
can be met without the structural component of a
dam in Ridges Basin reservoir and without large
depletions from the Animas river. Regional
municipalities should be responsible for
independent development of area water resources.
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FORM LETTER B

From: Aniam - La Plata Project <swchd@sw-center.org>

To:
Date:

=gis@SW-Center.ORG=, <ALPDSEISComments@uc.usbr.gov=>
1/29/00 3:09PM

Subject: Comments: Animas - La Plata Project.

Name: Ted Gartner
Address: 255 S, Kyrene Road #107
City: Chandler

State:

AZ

Zip: 85226

Phone: 480-961-0370

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 consider the following observations
and recommendations when preparing the FSEIS for
the Animas La Plata Project:

1) The Bureau has not adequately assessed the
practicability of non-structural alternatives to

its Preferred Structural Alternative. Adequate
water can be made available through a combination
of improvements in the efficiency of irrigation

and delivery systems, the coordinated operation

of existing reservairs, and land-water rights
purchases.

2) Negative impacts on wildlife and endangered
species preclude the implementation of the
Preferred Alternative. Especially worrisorne

are the detrimental impacts to the endangered
Colorado pikeminnow and razerback sucker. In
addition, significant concerns of
bicaccumulation exist for the bald eagle and
other fish eating raptors. The reservair will

also eliminate a major elk migration corridor
and large wintering range for resident elk.

3) Impacts on rafters, kayakers, fishermen and
other river users are downplayed and
underestimated in the Bureau's evaluation.

4) Regional municipal and industrial needs are
vastly overestimated in the DSEIS, The Preferred
Alternative would supply encugh water for ancther
200,000 peaple in the Project area, This amount
of growth is not likely or desirable for the

region. Clearly no current or near-term demand
exists to justify this huge quantity of M&| water.

In preparing a FSEIS the Bureau must revise the

Thisletter is nearly identical to Comment Letter IN124. Please refer to the responses
made to the original comment |etter.

B41
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FORM LETTER B B41

Project scope and limit it to the settlement of

Ute Indian water rights claims, as quantified in

the 1986 Settlement Agreement. These water rights
can be met without the structural component of a
dam in Ridges Basin reservoir and without large
depletions from the Animas river. Regional
municipalities should be responsible for
independent development of area water resources.
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FORM LETTER B

From:
To:
Date:
Subje

Mame

Animas - La Plata Project <swchdi@sw-center org=
<gisi@sW-Center ORG>, <ALPDSEISComments@uc.usbr.gov>
2/28/00 3:48PM

ct: Comments: Animas - La Plata Project.

: Jean GOETINCK

Address: 2840 W, Milton Rd
City: Tucson

State:

AL

Zip: B5746-3748

Phone: 520/883-2428 e-mail <jffgoet@u.arizona,.edu>
Subject: Comments: Animas - La Plata Project
Comments: Pat Schumacher

Bureau of Reclamation
835 E Znd Ave
Durango, CC 81301

Dear Mr. Schumacher;

| urge you to consider the following observations
and recommendations when preparing the FSEIS for
the Animas La Plata Project:

1) The Bureau has not adequately assessed the
practicabllity of non-structural alternatives to

its Preferred Structural Alternative, Adequate
water can be made available through a combination
of improvements in the efficiency of irrigation

and delivery systems, the coardinated operation

of existing reservoirs, and land-waler rights
purchases

2) Negative impacts on wildlife and endangerad
species preclude the implementation of the
Preferred Alternative. Especially worrisome

are the detrimental impacts to the endangered
Colorado pikeminnow and razorback sucker. In
addition, significant cancerns of
hinaccumulation exist for the bald eagle and
other fish eating raptors. The reservoir will

also elimmate a major elk migration corndor
and large wintering range far resident elk.

3) Impacts on rafters, kayakers, fishermen and
other river users are downplayed and
underestimated in the Bureau's evaluation.

4} Regional municipal and industrial needs are
vastly overastimated in the DSEIS. The Preferred
Alternative would supply enough water for another
200,000 people in the Project area, This amount
of growth 1s not likely or desirabie for the

region. Clearly no current or near-term demand
exists o justify this huge quantity of M&| waler

In preparing a FSEIS the Bureau must revise the

Thisletter is nearly identical to Comment Letter IN124. Please refer to the responses
made to the original comment |etter.
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FORM LETTER B B42

Project scope and limit it to the settlement of

Ute Indian water rights claims, as quantified in

the 1986 Settlement Agreement. These water rights
can be met without the structural component of a
dam in Ridges Basin reservoir and without large
depletions from the Animas river. Regional
municipalities should be responsible for
independent development of area water resources.
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FORM LETTER B

From:
To:
Date:
Subje

Name

Animas - La Plata Projecl <swebd@sw-center.org>
<gis@SW-Center ORG>, <ALPDSEISComments@uc.usbr.govs
2124700 10:49AM

ct: Comments: Animas - La Plata Project.

: candace gossen

Address: 2323 se tamarack ave

City: p
State:

artland
aregon

Zip: 97214

Phone: 503.236.0915

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

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

Dear Mr. Schumacher:

I urge you to consider the following observations
and recommendations when preparing the FSEIS for
the Animas La Plata Project:

1) The Bureau has not adequately assessed the
practicability of non-structural alternatives to

its Preferred Structural Alternative. Adequate
water can be made available through a combination
of improvements in the efficiency of irrigation

and delivery systems, the coordinated operation

of existing reservoirs, and land-water rights
purchases.

2) Negative impacts on wildlife and endangsred
species preclude the implementation of the
Preferred Alternative. Especially worrisome
are the detrimental impacts to the endangered
Colorado pikeminnow and razorback sucker. In
addition, significant concerns of
bioaccumulation exist for the bald eagle and
other fish eating raptors. The reservoir will

also eliminate a major elk migration corridor
and large wintering range for resident elk.

3) Impacts on rafters, kayakers, fishermen and
other river users are downplayed and
underestimated in the Bureau's evaluation.

4) Regional municipal and industrial needs are
vastly overestimated in the DSEIS. The Preferred
Alternative would supply enough water for another
200,000 people in the Project area. This amount
of growth is not likely or desirable for the

region. Clearly no current or near-term demand
exists to justify this huge quantity of M&I water.

In preparing a FSEIS the Bureau must revise the

Thisletter is nearly identical to Comment Letter IN124. Please refer to the responses
made to the original comment |etter.
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FORM LETTER B B43

Project scope and limit it to the settlement of

Ute Indian water rights claims, as quantified in

the 1986 Settlement Agreement. These water rights
can be met without the structural component of a
dam in Ridges Basin reservoir and without large
depletions from the Animas river. Regional
municipalities should be responsible for
independent development of area water resources.
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FORM LETTER B

From: Animas - La Plata Project <swcbhd@sw-center org>

To: =gis@SW-Center. ORG=, <ALPDSEISComments@uc.usbr.gov>
Date: 1/31/00 2:41PM

Subject: Comments: Animas - La Plata Project

Name: Julie Greenberg
Address: 4717 Falstone Ave
City: Chevy Chase

State:

MD

Zip: 20815

Phone: 301-858-8773

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 consider the following observations
and recommendations when preparing the FSEIS for
the Animas La Plata Project:

1) The Bureau has not adequately assessed the
practicability of non-structural alternatives to

its Preferred Structural Alternative. Adequate
water can be made available through a combination
of improvements in the efficiency of irrigation

and delivery systems, the coordinated operation

of existing reservoirs, and land-water rights
purchases,

2) Negative impacts on wildlife and endangered
species preclude the implementation of the
Preferred Alternative. Especially worrisome
are the detrimental impacts to the endangered
Colorado pikeminnow and razorback sucker. In
addition, significant concerns of
bicaccumulation exist for the bald eagle and
other fish eating raptors. The reservair will

also eliminate a major elk migration carridor
and large wintering range for resident alk.

3) Impacts on rafters, kayakers, fishermen and
other river users are downplayed and
underestimated in the Bureau's evaluation.

4} Regional municipal and industrial needs are
vastly overestimated in the D3EIS. The Preferred
Alternative would supply enough water for another
200,000 people in the Project area. This amount
of growth is not likely or desirable for the

region. Clearly no current or near-term demand
exists to justify this huge quantity of M&| water.

In preparing a FSEIS the Bureau must revise the

Thisletter is nearly identical to Comment Letter IN124. Please refer to the responses
made to the original comment |etter.
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FORM LETTER B B44

Project scope and limit it to the settlement of

Ute Indian water rights claims, as quantified in

the 1986 Settlement Agreement. These water rights
can be met without the structural component of a
dam in Ridges Basin reservoir and without large
depletions from the Animas river. Regional
municipalities should be responsible for
independent development of area water resources.
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FORM LETTER B B45

Pat Schumacher 30 Jan, 2000
Bureau of Reclamation
835 E. 2nd Ave.

Curango, CO 81301
Thisletter is nearly identical to Comment Letter IN124. Please refer to the responses
Dear Mr. Schumacher: made to the original comment |etter.

We urge the Bureau to consider the following observations and recommendations when
preparing the FSEIS for the Animas La Plata Project:

(1) The Bureau has not adequately assessed the practicability of non-structural alternatives to its
Preferred Structural Alternative. Adequate water can be made available through a combination
of improvements in the efficiency of irrgation and delivery systems, the coordinated operation of
existing reservoirs, and land-water rights purchases.

(2) Negative impacts on wildlife and endangered species preclude the implementation of the
Preferred Alternative. Especially worrisome are the detrimental impacts to the endangered
Colorado pikeminnow and razorback sucker. In addition, significant concerns of bicaccumulation
exist for the bald eagle and other fish-eating raptors. The reservoir will also eliminate a major elk
migration corridor and large wintering range fior resident elk.

(3) Impacts on rafters, kayakers, anglers and other river users are downplayed and
underestimated in the Bureau's evaluation.

(4) Regional municipal and industrial needs are vastly overestimated in the DSEIS. The
Preferred Alternative would supply enough water for another 200,000 people in the Project area.
This amount of growth is not likely or desirable for the region. Clearly no current or near-term
demand exists to justify this huge quantity of M&I water.

In preparing a FSEIS the Bureau must revise the Praject scope and limit it to the settlement of
Ute Indian water rights claims, as quantified in the 1986 Settlement Agreement. These water
rights can be met without the structural component of a dam in Ridges Basin reservoir and
without large depletions from the Animas River. Regional municipalities should be responsible for
independent development of area water resources.

Mow is not the time to begin building yet another dam. We should be removing existing dams
and freeing shackled rivers to restore natural diversity and the many values inherent in free-
flowing rivers.

God bless America. Let’s save some of it.

For the wild,

72' C ; hrge I'[_J
Alan and Monica Grégory
PO Box 571

Conyngham PA 18219-0571
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FORM LETTER B

From: Animas - La Plata Project <swcbd@sw-center org>

To: <gis@SW-Center ORG=>, <ALPDSEISComments@uc.usbr.govs
Date: 1131/00 7:12PM

Subject: Comments: Animas - La Plata Project,

Name: Doug Harvey

Address: 2747 Caminito Cedros

City: Del Mar

State: CA

Zip: 92014

Phene:

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

Bureau of Reclamation
835 E. 2nd Ave,
Durange, CO 51301

Dear Mr. Schumacher:

| urge you to consider the following observations
and recommendations when preparing the FSEIS for
the Animas La Plata Project;

1) The Bureau has not adequately assessed the
practicability of non-structural alternatives to

its Preferred Structural Alternative. Adequate
water can be made available through a combination
of improvements in the efficiency of irrigation

and delivery systems, the coordinated operation

of existing reservoirs, and land-water rights
purchases.

2} Negative impacts on wildlife and endangered
species preclude the implementation of the
Preferred Altarnative. Especially worrisome
are the detrimental impacts to the endangered
Colorado pikeminnow and razorback suckear. In
addition, significant concerns of
bloaccumulation exist for the bald sagle and
other fish eating raptors. The reservoir will

also eliminate a major elk migration corridor
and large wintering range for resident elk.

3) Impacts on rafters, kayakers, fishermen and
other river users are downplayed and
underestimated in the Bureau's evaluation.

4) Regional municipal and industrial needs are
vastly overestimated in the DSEIS. The Preferrad
Alternative would supply enough water for anather
200,000 people in the Project area. This amount
of growth is not likely or desirable for the

region. Clearly no current or near-term demand
exists to justify this huge quantity of M&! water.

In preparing a FSEIS the Bureau must revise the

Thisletter is nearly identical to Comment Letter IN124. Please refer to the responses
made to the original comment |etter.
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FORM LETTER B B46

Project scope and limit it to the settlement of

Ute Indian water rights claims, as quantified in

the 1986 Settlement Agreement. These water rights
can be met without the structural component of a
dam in Ridges Basin reservoir and without large
depletions from the Animas river. Regional
municipalities should be responsible for
independent development of area water resources.
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FORM LETTER B

From: Aniam - La Plata Project =swchd@sw-center, org>

To: <Qis@SW-Center ORG>, <ALPDSEISCom ments@uc.usbr.gov>
Date: 1131100 10:22AM

Subject: Comments: Animas - La Plata Project.

Name: ann Henry

Address: PO Box 40627

City: Albuquergue

State: NM

Zip: 87196

Phone: 505-269-1150

Subject: Comments: Animas - La Plata Project

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

Dear Mr. Schumacher:

I urge you to consider the following observations
and recommendations when preparing the FSEIS for
the Animas La Plata Project:

1) The Bureau has not adequately assessed the
practicability of non-structural alternatives to

its Preferred Structyral Alternative. Adequate
water can be made available through a combination
of impravements in the efficiency of irrigation

and delivery systems, the coordinated operation

of existing reservoirs, and land-water rights
purchases,

2) Negative impacts on wildlife and endangered
species preclude the implementation of the
Preferred Alternative. Especially worrisome

are the detrimental impacts to the endangerad
Colorado pikeminnow and razorback sucker In
addition, significant concerns of
bioaccumulation exist for the bald eagle and
other fish eating raptors. The reservoir will

also eliminate a major elk migration corridor
and large wintering range for resident elk.

3} Impacts on rafters, kayakers, fishermen and
other river users are downplayed and
underestimated in the Bureau's evaluation

4) Regional municipal and industrial needs are
vastly overestimated in the DSEIS. The Preferrad
Alternative would supply enough water for another
200,000 people in the Project area. This amount
of growth is not likely or desirable for the

region. Clearly no current or near-term demand
exists o justify this huge guantity of M&! water,

In preparing a FSEIS the Bureau must revise the

Thisletter is nearly identical to Comment Letter IN124. Please refer to the responses
made to the original comment |etter.
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FORM LETTER B B47

Project scope and limit it to the settlement of

Ute Indian water rights claims, as quantified in

the 1986 Settlement Agreement. These water rights
can be met without the structural component of a
dam in Ridges Basin reservoir and without large
depletions from the Animas river. Regional
municipalities should be responsible for
independent development of area water resources.
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FORM

From: Animas - La Plata Project <swcbd@sw-center.org>

To: <gisE@SW-Center.ORG>, <ALPDSEISComments@uc.usbr.gov>
Date: 3/19/00 11:00FPM

Subject: Comments: Animas - La Plata Project.

Name: Catherine Hinman

Address: 81

City:

State:

Zip:

Phone:

LETTERB

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

Bureau of Reclamation
835 E. Znd Ave.
Durango, GO 81301

Dear Mr. Schumacher;

| urge you to consider the following observations
and recommendations when preparing the FSEIS for
the Animas La Plata Project:

1) The Bureau has not adequately assessed lhe
practicability of non-structural alternatives to

its Preferred Structural Alternative. Adequate
water can be made available through a combination
of improvements in the efficiency of irrgation

and delivery systems, the coordinated operation

of existing reservoirs, and land-water rights
purchases.

2) Megative impacts on wildlife and endangered
species preclude the implementation of the
Preferred Alternative. Especially worrisome

are lhe detrimental impacts to the endangered
Colorado pikeminnow and razorback sucker. In
addition, significant concerns of
bioaccumulation exist for the bald eagle and
other fish eating raptors. The reservoir will

also eliminate a major elk migration corridor
and large wintering range for resident elk.

3) Impacts on rafters, kayakers, fishermen and
other river users are downplayed and
underestimated in the Bureau's evaluation.

4} Regional municipal and industrial needs are
vastly overestimated in the DSEIS. The Preferred
Alternative would supply enough water for another
200,000 people in the Project area. This amount
of growth is not likely or desirable for the

region. Clearly no current or near-term demand
exists to justify this huge guantity of M&| water.

In preparing a FSEIS the Bureau must revise the

Thisletter is nearly identical to Comment Letter IN124. Please refer to the responses
made to the original comment |etter.
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FORM LETTER B B48

Project scope and limit it to the settlement of

Ute Indian water rights claims, as quantified in

the 1986 Settlement Agreement. These water rights
can be met without the structural component of a
dam in Ridges Basin reservoir and without large
depletions from the Animas river. Regional
municipalities should be responsible for
independent development of area water resources.
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FORM LETTER B

From: Animas - La Plata Project <swcbd@sw-center.org=>

To: <gis@SW-Center ORG>, <ALPDSEISComments@uc.usbr.gov=
Date: 2/15/00 3:37PM

Subject: Comments: Animas - La Plata Project.

Mame: Karen Hirsch

Address: 5245 | St
City: Sacramento

State:

CA

Zip: 95819

Phone: 916-457-0330

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 consider the following observations
and recommendations when preparing the FSEIS for
the Animas La Plata Project:

1) The Bureau has not adequately assessed the
practicability of non-structural alternatives to

its Preferred Structural Alternative. Adequate
water can be made available through a combination
of improvements in the efficiency of irrigation

and delivery systems, the coordinated operation

of existing reservoirs, and land-water rights
purchases.

2) Negative impacts on wildlife and endangered
species preclude the implementation of the
Preferred Alternative. Especially worrisorne

are the detrimental impacts to the endangered
Colorado pikeminnow and razorback sucker. In
addition, significant concerns of
bioaccumulation exist for the bald eagle and
other fish eating raptors. The reservoir will

also eliminate a major elk migration corridor
and large wintering range for resident elk.

3) Impacts on rafters, kayakers, fishermen and
other river users are downplayed and
underestimated in the Bureau's evaluation.

4) Regicnal municipal and industrial needs are
vastly overestimated in the DSEIS. The Preferred
Alternative would supply enough water for another
200,000 people in the Project area. This amount
of growth is not likely or desirable for the

region. Clearly no current or near-term demand
exists to justify this huge quantity of M&l water.

In preparing a FSEIS the Bureau must revise the

Thisletter is nearly identical to Comment Letter IN124. Please refer to the responses
made to the original comment |etter.
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FORM LETTER B B49

Project scope and limit it to the settlement of

Ute Indian water rights claims, as quantified in

the 1986 Settlement Agreement. These water rights
can be met without the structural component of a
dam in Ridges Basin reservoir and without large
depletions from the Animas river. Regional
municipalities should be responsible for
independent development of area water resources.
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FORM LETTER B

From:
To:
Date:
Subje

Name

Animas - La Plata Project <swchd@sw-center.org>
<gis@SW-Center. ORG>, <ALPDSEISComments@uc.usbr.gov>
2/21/00 4:32PM

ct: Comments: Animas - La Plata Project,

: Jeff

Address: Hoffman
City: San Francisco

State:

CA

Zip: 94110

Phone: (415) 285-7735

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

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

Dear Mr. Schumacher;

| urge you to consider the following observations
and recommendations when preparing the FSEIS for
the Animas La Plata Project:

1) The Bureau has not adequately assessed the
practicability of non-structural alternatives to

its Preferred Structural Alternative. Adequate
water can be made available through a combination
of improverments in the efficiency of irrigation

and delivery systems, the coordinated operation

of existing reservoirs, and land-water nghts
purchases.

2) Negative impacts on wildlife and endangered
species preclude the implementation of the
Preferred Alternative. Especially worrisome
are the detrimental impacts to the endangered
Colorado pikeminnow and razorback sucker. In
addition, significant concerns of
bicaccumulation exist for the bald eagle and
other fish eating raptors. The reservoir will

also eliminate a major elk migration corridor
and large wintering range for resident elk.

3) Impacts on rafters, kayakers, fishermen and
other river users are downplayed and
underestimated in the Bureau's evaluation.

4) Regional municipal and industrial needs are
vastly overestimated in the DSEIS. The Preferred
Alternative would supply encugh water for another
200,000 people in the Project area, This amount
of growth is not likely or desirable for the

region. Clearly no current or near-term demand
exists to justify this huge quantity of M&I water.

In preparing a FSEIS the Bureau must revise the

Thisletter is nearly identical to Comment Letter IN124. Please refer to the responses
made to the original comment |etter.
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FORM LETTER B B50

Project scope and limit it to the settlement of

Ute Indian water rights claims, as quantified in

the 1986 Settlement Agreement. These water rights
can be met without the structural component of a
dam in Ridges Basin reservoir and without large
depletions from the Animas river. Regional
municipalities should be responsible for
independent development of area water resources.
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FORM LETTER B

From: Animas - La Plata Project <swcbd@sw-center.org>

To: <gis@SW-Center ORG>, <ALPDSEISComments@uc.usbr.gov>
Date: 2/28/00 12:22PM

Subject: Comments: Animas - La Plata Project.

MName: Lorenz Hughes

Address: 4808 Gamble Court

City: Las Cruces

State: NM

Zip: 88011

Phone: 505 521 1152
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 consider the following observations
and recommendations when preparing the FSEIS for
the Animas La Plata Project:

1) The Bureau has not adequately assessed the
practicability of non-structural alternatives to

its Preferred Structural Alternative. Adequate
water can be made available through a combination
of improvements in the efficiency of irrigation

and delivery systems, the coordinated operation

of existing reservoirs, and land-water rights
purchases.

2) Negative impacts on wildlife and endangered
species preclude the implementation of the
Preferred Alternative. Especially worrisome
are the detrimental impacts to the endangered
Colorado pikeminnow and razorback sucker. In
addition, significant concerns of
bioaccumulation exist for the bald eagle and
other fish eating raptors. The reservoir will

also eliminate a major elk migration corridor
and large wintering range for resident elk.

3) Impacts on rafters, kayakers, fishermen and
other river users are downplayed and
underestimated in the Bureau's evaluation.

4} Regional municipal and industrial needs are
vastly overestimated in the DSEIS. The Preferred
Alternative would supply enough water for another
200,000 people in the Project area. This amount
of growth is not likely or desirable for the

region. Clearly no current or near-term demand
exists to justify this huge quantity of M&I water

In preparing a FSEIS the Bureau must revise the

Thisletter is nearly identical to Comment Letter IN124. Please refer to the responses
made to the original comment |etter.
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FORM B B51

Project scope and limit it to the settlement of

Ute Indian water rights claims, as quantified in

the 1986 Settlement Agreement. These water right
can be met without the structural component of a
dam in Ridges Basin reservoir and without large
depletions from the Animas river. Regional
municipalities should be responsible for
independent development of area water resources.

Sincerely,
Larry Hughes
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FORM LETTER B

From: Animas - La Plata Project <swchd@sw-center.org>

To: <gis@3W-Center ORG=, <ALPDSEISComments@uc.usbr govs
Date: 1/31/00 1:58PM

Subject: Comments: Animas - La Plata Project.

Name: Rachel Kondor

Address: 802 E. 4th St.

City: Tucson

State: AZ

Zip: 85705

Phone: (520) 622-6602
Subject: Comments: Animas - La Plata Project
Comments: Pat Schumacher

Bureau of Reclamation
835 E. Znd Ave,
Durango, CO 81301

Dear Mr. Schumacher:

| have visited the area which the Preferred Structural
Alternative of the Animas La Plata Project will impact,
I am very concerned about the effect of the project on
the wildlife in the region as well as upon recreational

users of the area.

Please consider the following chservations
and recommendations when preparing the FSEIS for
the Animas La Plata Project:

1) The Bureau has not adequately assessed the
practicability of non-structural alternatives to

its Preferred Structural Alternative. Adequate
water can be made available through a combination
of improvements in the efficiency of irrigation

and delivery systems, the coordinated operation

of existing reservoirs, and land-water rights
purchases.

2) Negative impacts on wildlife and endangered
species preclude the implementation of the
Preferred Alternative. Especially worrisome
are the detrimental impacts to the endangered
Colorade pikeminnow and razorback sucker. In
addition, significant concerns of
bioaccumulation exist for the bald eagle and
other fish eafing raptors. The reservoir will

also eliminate a major elk migration corridor
and large wintering range for resident alk.

3} Impacts on rafters, kayakers, fishermen and
other river users are downplayed and
underestimated in the Bureau's evaluation. The loss
of use for these recreational activities will have

large economic effects that are

unanalyzed in your document.

Thisletter is nearly identical to Comment Letter IN124. Please refer to the responses
made to the original comment |etter.
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4) Regional municipal and industrial needs are
vastly overestimated in the DSEIS. The Preferred
Alternative would supply enough water for another
200,000 people in the Project area. This amount
of growth is not likely or desirable for the

region. Clearly no current or near-term demand
exists to justify this huge quantity of M&l water.

In preparing a FSEIS the Bureau must revise the
Project scope and limit it to the settlement of

Ute Indian water rights claims, as quantified in

the 1986 Settlement Agreement. These water rights
can be met without the structural component of a
dam in Ridges Basin reservoir and without large
depletions from the Animas river. Regional
municipalities should be responsible for
independent development of area water resources.

Rachel Kondor
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From: Aniam - La Plata Project <swchd@sw-center.org=

To: <gis@SW-Center ORG=>, <ALPDSEISComments@uc.usbr.gov=
Date: 1/31/00 7:59AM

Subject: Comments; Animas - La Plata Project.

Name: Tamara Kramer

Address: 645 Fellows Ave

City: Syracuse

State: NY

Zip: 13210

Phone: 315-425-9289

Subject: Comments: Animas - La Plata Project

Comments; Pat Schumacher
Bureau of Reclamation
835 E. Znd Ave,
Durange, CO 81301

Dear Mr. Schumacher:

| urge you to consider the following observations
and recommendations when preparing the FSEIS for
the Animas La Plata Project:

1} The Bureau has not adequately assessed the
practicability of non-structural alternatives to

its Preferred Structural Alternative. Adequate
water can be made available through & combination
of improvements in the efficiency of irrigation

and delivery systems, the coordinated operation

of existing reservoirs, and land-water rights
purchases.

2} Negative impacts on wildlife and endangered
species preclude the implementation of the
Preferred Alternative. Especially worrisome
are the detrimental impacts to the endangered
Colorado pikeminnow and razorback sucker. In
addition, significant concerns of
bioaccurmulation exist for the bald eagle and
other fish eating raptors. The reservoir will

also eliminate a major elk migration corridor
and large wintering range for resident elk.

3} Impacts on rafters, kayakers, fishermen and
other river users are downplayed and
underestimated in the Bureau's evaluation

4) Regional municipal and industrial needs are
vastly overestimated in the DSEIS. The Preferred
Alternative would supply enough water for another
200,000 people in the Project area. This amount
of growth is not likely or desirable for the

region. Clearly no current or near-term demand
exists to justify this huge quantity of M&| water.

In preparing a FSEIS the Bureau must revise the

Thisletter is nearly identical to Comment Letter IN124. Please refer to the responses
made to the original comment letter.
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Project scope and limit it to the settlement of

Ute Indian water rights claims, as quantified in

the 1986 Settlement Agreement. These water rights
can be met without the structural component of a
dam in Ridges Basin reservoir and without large
depletions from the Animas river. Regional
municipalities should be responsible for
independent development of area water resources.
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From:
To:
Date:
Subje

Name

Animas - La Plata Project <swcbd@sw-center.org>
<gis@SW-Center.ORG>, <ALPDSEISComments@uc.usbr.gov>
2/25/00 T:44PM

ct: Comments: Animas - La Plata Project.

: Jason M. Laird

Address: 8525 East Keim Drive
City: Scottsdale

State:

AZ

Zip: 85250

Phone:

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

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

Dear Mr. Schumacher:

1 urge you fo consider the following obhservations
and recommendations when preparing the FSEIS for
the Animas La Plata Project:

1) The Bureau has not adequately assessed the
practicability of non-structural altematives to

its Preferred Structural Alternative. Adequate
water can be made available through a combination
of improvements in the efficiency of irrigation

and delivery systems, the coordinated operation

of existing reservoirs, and land-water rights
purchases.

2) Negative impacts on wildlife and endangered
species preclude the implementation of the
Preferred Alternative, Especially worrisome
are the detrimental impacts to the endangered
Colorado pikeminnow and razorback sucker. In
addition, significant concerns of
hioaccumulation exist for the bald eagle and
other fish eating raptors. The reservoir will

also eliminate a major elk migration corridor
and large wintering range for resident elk

3) Impacts on rafters, kayakers, fishermen and
other river users are downplayed and
underestimated in the Bureau's evaluation.

4) Regional municipal and industrial needs are
vastly overestimated in the DSEIS. The Preferred
Alternative would supply enough water for another
200,000 people in the Project area. This amount
of growth Is not likely or desirable for the

region. Clearly no current or near-term demand
exists to justify this huge quantity of M&1 water.

In preparing a FSEIS the Bureau must revise the

This letter is nearly identical to Comment Letter IN124. Please refer to the responses
made to the original comment |etter.
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Project scope and limit it to the settlement of

Ute Indian water rights claims, as quantified in

the 1986 Settlement Agreement. These water rights
can be met without the structural component of a
dam in Ridges Basin reservoir and without large
depletions from the Animas river. Regional
municipalities should be responsible for
independent development of area water resources.

B54
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Fram: Animas - La Plata Project <swcbd@sw-center.org>

To: <gis@SW-Center. ORG>, <ALPDSEISComments@uc.usbr gov>
Date: 3/5/00 9:06PM

Subject: Comments: Animas - La Plata Project.

Name: linda z. leblang

Address: 7849 e pleasant run court

City: scoltsdale

State: az

Zip. 85258

Phone: 480 483 7252
Subject: Comments: Animas - La Plata Project
Comments: Pat Schumacher

Bureau of Reclamation
835 E. 2nd Ave.
Durango, CO 8131

Dear Mr. Schumacher:

| urge you to consider the following observations
and recommendations when preparing the FSEIS for
the Animas La Plata Project:

1} The Bureau has not adequately assessed the
practicability of non-structural alternatives to

its Preferred Structural Alternative. Adequate
water can be made available through & combination
of improvements in the efficiency of imgation

and delivery systems, the coordinated operation

of existing reservoirs, and land-water rights
purchasas.

2} Negative imgacts on wildlife and endangered
species preciude the implementation of the
Preferred Alternative. Especially worrisome

are the detrimental impacts to the endangered
Colorado pikeminnow and razorback sucker. In
addition, significant concerns of
bicaccumulation exist for the bald eagle and
cther fish eating raptors. The reservair will

also eliminate a major elk migration corridor
and large wintering range for resident eik.

3 Impacts on rafters, kayakers, fishermen and
other river users are downplayed and
underestimated in the Bureau's evaluation,

4} Regional municipal and industrial needs are
vastly overestimated in the DSEIS. The Preferred
Alternative would supply enough water for another
200,000 people in the Project area. This amount
of growth is net likely or desirable for the

region, Clearly no current or near-term demand
exists to justify this huge quantity of M&| water,

In preparing a FSEIS the Bureau must revise the

Thisletter is nearly identical to Comment Letter IN124. Please refer to the responses
made to the original comment letter.
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Project scope and limit it to the settlement of

Ute Indian water rights claims, as quantified in

the 1986 Settlement Agreement. These water rights
can be met without the structural component of a
dam in Ridges Basin reservoir and without large
depletions from the Animas river. Regional
municipalities should be responsible for
independent development of area water resources.
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Michael K. Lucid
Post Office Box 14 ~ Santa Clara, NM B8026
(B06) 763-2622 ~ foolsprogress@hotmail.com

Thisletter is nearly identical to Comment Letter IN124. Please refer to the responses
January 30, 2000 made to the original comment |etter.

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

Dear Mr. Schumacher:

[ urge you to consider the following observations and recommendations when preparing
the FSEILS for the Animas La Plata Project;

1) The Bureau has not adequately assessed the practicability of non-structural alternatives
to its Preferred Structural Alternative. Adequate water can be made available through a
combination of improvements in the efficiency of irrigation and delivery systems, the
coordinated operation of existing reservoirs, and land-water rights purchases.

2) Negative impacts on wildlife and endangered species preclude the implementation of
the Preferred Alternative. Especially worrisome are the detrimental impacts to the
endangered Colorado pikeminnow and razorback sucker. In addition, significant
concerns of bioaccumulation exist for the bald eagle and other fish eating raptors. The
reservoir will also eliminate a major elk migration corridor and large wintering range for
resident elk,

3) Impacts on rafters, kayakers, fishermen and other river users are downplayed and
underestimated in the Bureau's evaluation.

4) Regional municipal and industrial needs are vastly overestimated in the DSEIS, The
Preferred Alternative would supply enough water for another 200,000 people in the
Project area. This amount of growth is not likely or desirable for the region. Clearly no
current or near-term demand exists to justify this huge quantity of M&I water.

In preparing a FSEIS the Bureau must revise the Project scope and limit it to the
settlement of Ute Indian water rights claims, as quantified in the 1986 Settlement
Agreement. These water rights can be met without the structural component of a

dam in Ridges Basin reservoir and without large depletions from the Animas river,
Regional municipalities should be responsible for independent development of area water
resources.

Best regards.

il

. > 4 T .
LT S e
Y e e

Michael K. Lucid
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From; Animas - La Plata Project <swchd@sw-center.org>

To: <gis@SW-Center. ORG>, <ALPDSEISComments@uc.usbr.gov>
Date: 3/18/00 9:55PM

Subject: Comments: Animas - La Plata Project.

Name: Robert Lyday

Address: 51176 Road 423

City: Cakhurst

State: CA

Zip: 93644

Phone. {559) 642-2449

Subject: Comments: Animas - La Flata Project

Comments. Pat Schumacher
Bureau of Reclarmation
835 E. 2nd Ave.
Burango, CO 81301

Dear Mr. Schumacher:

| urge you to consider the following observations
and recommendations when preparing the FSEIS for
the Animas La Plata Project:

1) The Bureau has not adequately assessed the
practicability of non-structural alternatives to

its Preferred Structural Alternative. Adequate
water can be made available through a combination
of impravements in the efficiency of irrigation

and delivery systems, the coordinated operation

of existing reservoirs, and land-water rights
purchases.

2} Negative impacts on wildlife and endangered
species preclude the implementation of the
Preferred Alternative. Especially worrisome
are the detrimental impacts to the endangered
Colorado pikeminnow and razorback sucker. In
addition, significant concerns of
binaccumulation exist for the bald eagle and
other fish eating raptors, The reservoir will

also eliminate @ major elk migration corridor
and large wintering range for resident elk.

3) Impacts on rafters, kayakers, fishermen and
ather river users are downplayed and
underestimated in the Bureau's evaluation,

4) Regional municipal and industrial needs are
vastly overestimated in the DSEIS. The Preferred
Alternative would supply enough water far another
200,000 people in the Project area. This amount
of growth is not likely or desirable for the

region. Clearly no current or near-term demand
exists to justify this huge guantity of M&| water.

In preparing a FSEIS the Bureau must revise the

Thisletter is nearly identical to Comment Letter IN124. Please refer to the responses
made to the original comment |etter.
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Project scope and limit it to the settlement of

Ute Indian water rights claims, as quantified in

the 1986 Settlement Agreement. These water rights
can be met without the structural component of a
dam in Ridges Basin reservoir and without large
depletions from the Animas river. Regional
municipalities should be responsible for
independent development of area water resources.
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From: Animas - La Plata Project <swchd@sw-center.org>

To: <gis@SW-CenterORG>, <ALPDSEISComments@uc.usbr.gov>
Date: 300 3:31PM

Subject: Comments: Animas - La Plata Project.

Name: Ashli Magill

Address: FO Box 384

City: Littleton

State: CO

Zip: 80120

Phone:

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

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

Dear Mr. Schumacher:

| urge you to consider the following observations
and recommendations when preparing the FSEIS for
the Animas La Plata Project:

1) The Bureau has not adequately assessed the
practicability of non-structural alternatives to

its Preferrad Structural Allernative. Adequate
water can be made available through a combination
of improvements in the efficiency of irrigation

and delivery systems, the coordinated operation

of existing reservairs, and land-water rights
purchases.

23 Negative impacts on wildlife and endangered
species preclude the implementation of the
Preferred Alternative. Especially worrisome
are the detrimental impacts to the endangered
Colorado pikeminnow and razarback sucker. In
addition, significant concerns of
bioaccumulation exist for the bald eagle and
other fish eating raptors. The reservoir will

also eliminate a major elk migration corridor
and large wintering range for resident elk.

3) Impacts on rafters, kayakers, fishermen and
other river users are downplayed and
underestimated in the Bureau's evaluation,

4) Regional municipal and industrial needs are
vastly overestimated in the DSEIS. The Preferred
Alternative would supply enough water for another
200,000 people in the Project area. This amount
of growth is not likely or desirable for the

region. Clearly no current or near-term demand
exists to justify this huge quantity of M&| water.

In preparing @ FSEIS the Bureau must revise the

This letter is nearly identical to Comment Letter IN124. Please refer to the responses
made to the original comment |etter.
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Project scope and limit it to the settlement of

Ute Indian water rights claims, as quantified in

the 1986 Settlement Agreement. These water rights
can be met without the structural component of a
dam in Ridges Basin reservoir and without large
depletions from the Animas river. Regional
municipalities should be responsible for
independent development of area water resources.
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From: Animas - La Plata Project <swcbd@sw-center.org=

To: <gis@SW-Center ORG>, <ALPDSEISComments@uc.usbr.gov>
Date: 311700 3:31PM

Subject: Comments: Animas - La Plata Project.

Name: Robert Magill

Address: PO Box 384

City: Littleton

State: CO

Zip: 80120

Phone:

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

Bureau of Reclamation
B35 E. 2nd Ave.
Durange, CO 81301

Dear Mr. Schumacher:

| urge you to consider the following observations
and recommendations when preparing the FSEIS for
the Animas La Flata Project:

1) The Bureau has not adequately assessed the
practicability of non-structural alternatives to

its Preferred Structural Alternative. Adeguate
water can be made available through a combination
of improvements in the efficiency of irrigation

and delivery systems, the coordinated operation

of existing reservoirs, and land-water rights
purchases.

2) Negative impacts on wildlife and endangered
species preclude the implementation of the
Preferred Alternative. Especially worrisome
are the detrimental impacts to the endangered
Colorado pikeminnow and razorback sucker. In
addition, significant concerns of
bicaccurnulation exist for the bald eagle and
other fish eating raptors. The reservoir will

also eliminate a major elk migration corrider
and large wintering range for resident elk.

3) Impacts on rafters, kayakers, fishermen and
other river users are downplayed and
underestimated in the Bureau's evaluation.

4) Regional municipal and industrial needs are
vastly overestimated in the DSEIS. The Preferred
Alternative would supply encugh water for another
200,000 people in the Project area. This amount
of growth is not likely or desirable for the

region. Clearly no current or near-term demand
exists to justify this huge quantity of M&l waler.

In preparing a FSEIS the Bureau must revise the

Thisletter is nearly identical to Comment Letter IN124. Please refer to the responses
made to the original comment |etter.
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Project scope and limit it to the settlement of

Ute Indian water rights claims, as quantified in

the 1986 Settlement Agreement. These water rights
can be met without the structural component of a
dam in Ridges Basin reservoir and without large
depletions from the Animas river. Regional
municipalities should be responsible for
independent development of area water resources.
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From: Animas - La Plata Project <swcbd@sw-center.org>

To: <gis@SW-Center. ORG>, <ALPDSEISComments@uc.usbr.gov>
Date: JMTI00 2:13PM

Subject: Comments: Animas - La Plata Project.

Name: John Faul Marchand

Address: 127 N2nd street

City: Tucson

State. az

Zip: B5708

Phone: {(520) 884 5274

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 consider the following observations
and recommendations when preparing the FSEIS for
the Animas La Plata Project:

1) The Bureau has not adequately assessed the
practicability of non-structural alternatives to

its Preferred Structural Alternative, Adequate
water can be made available through a combination
of improvernents in the efficiency of irrigation

and delivery systems, the coordinated operation

of existing reservoirs, and land-water rights
purchases.

7) Negative impacls on wildlife and endangered
species preclude the implementation of the
Preferred Alternative. Especially worrisome
are the detrimental impacts to the endangered
Colorado pikeminnow and razarback sucker, In
addition, significant concerns of
bioaccumulation exist for the bald eagle and
other fish eating raptors. The reservoir will

also eliminate a major elk migration corridor
and large wintering range for resident elk.

3) Impacts on rafters, kayakers, fishermen and
other river users are downplayed and
underestimated in the Bureau's evaluation.

4) Regional municipal and industrial needs are
vastly overestimated in the DSEIS. The Preferred
Alternative would supply enough water for another
200,000 people in the Project area, This amount
of growth is not likely or desirable for the

region. Clearly no current or near-term demand
exists to justify this huge quantity of M&l water.

In preparing a FSEIS the Bureau must revise the

Thisletter is nearly identical to Comment Letter IN124. Please refer to the responses
made to the original comment |etter.
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Project scope and limit it to the settlement of

Ute Indian water rights claims, as quantified in

the 1986 Settlement Agreement. These water rights
can be met without the structural component of a
dam in Ridges Basin reservoir and without large
depletions from the Animas river. Regional
municipalities should be responsible for
independent development of area water resources.
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From: Aniam - La Plata Project <swcbd@sw-center.org>

To: <gis@SW-Center, ORG=, <ALPDSEISComments@uc.usbr.gov>
Date: 1/30/00 8:29PM

Subject: Comments Animas - La Plata Project.

MName: Carl Marcus

Address: pob 834

City: Telluride

State: CO

Zip: 81435

ETTERB

Phone: 9707285300
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 consider the following observations
and recommendations when preparing the FSEIS for
the Animas La Plata Project:

1) The Bureau has not adequately assessed the
practicability of non-structural alternatives to

its Preferred Structural Alternative, Adequate
water can be made available through a combination
of improvements in the efficiency of irrigation

and delivery systems, the coordinated operation

of existing reservoirs, and land-water rights
purchases

2) Negative impacts on wildlife and endangered
species preclude the implementation of the
Preferred Alternative. Especially worrisome
are the detrimental impacts to the endangered
Colorado pikeminnow and razorback sucker. In
addition, significant concerns of
bioaccumulation exist for the bald eagle and
other fish eating raptors. The reservoir will

also eliminate a major elk migration corridor
and large wintering range for resident elk.

3) Impacts on rafters, kayakers, fishermen and
other river users are downplayed and
underestimated in the Bureau's evaluation.

4) Regional municipal and industrial needs are
vastly overestimated in the DSEIS. The Preferred
Alternative would supply enough water for another
200,000 people in the Project area, This amount
of growth is not likely or desirable for the

region. Clearly no current or near-term demand
axists to justify this huge quantity of M&| water.

In preparing a FSEIS the Bureau must revise the

Thisletter is nearly identical to Comment Letter IN124. Please refer to the responses
made to the original comment |etter.
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Project scope and limit it to the settlement of

Ute Indian water rights claims, as quantified in

the 1986 Settlement Agreement. These water rights
can be met without the structural component of a
dam in Ridges Basin reservoir and without large
depletions from the Animas river. Regional
municipalities should be responsible for
independent development of area water resources.
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PETER L. MATTISSOMN

ATTORMEY AT LAW
Y117 LOWELL BOULEVARD
WESTMINSTER. COLORADD B0030
TELEPHONE 303/427-7202

Thisletter is nearly identical to Comment Letter IN124. Please refer to the responses
made to the original comment |etter.

anzh 30, 2000

Pat Schumachar
Bureau of Reclamatian
835 E. 2nd Ane,

Durango, GO &1301
Dear Mr. Schumacher:

| urge you to sonsider the fallowing obserations and recommeandations whan preparing the FSES for the Animas La Plata
Praoject:

1] The Bureau has not adequately assessed tha practicabifity of non-structural altematives to ils Prafored Structural
Altemativa, Adequate water can be made awailable through a cambination of improvements in the eficiency of imgation and
delrery systems, the coordinated oparation of existing resenoirs, and land-water nghts purchases.

2) Negative impacts on wildlife and endangenad spacias preclude the implamentation of the Prefered Allemative. Especially
womsoma ara the detimental impacts ta the endangered Colorada pikeminnow and rarorback sucker. In addition, significant
cancems of bloaccumulation exist for Lhe bald sagle ard olher fish sating raptors, The resencir will also eliminate a majer alk:
migration cormidor and farge winiering range for resident elk

3} Impacts on mflers, kayakers, fishermen and ather nver usess are downplayed and underestimated in the Bureau's
exaluation

4} Regional municipal and industrial needs are wastly owereslimated in tha DSES. Tha Preferad Altemative would supply
&nough water for ansther 200,000 peopla in the Project area. This amount of growth is not likely or desirable for the recion,
Clearly no cumant or near-tem damand exists 10 justify this huge quandity of M&I water.

In prepanng & FSEIS the Bureau must revisa tha Project scope and limit it to the settlement of Ule Indian water rghts claims,
as quantified in the 1986 Sattlemant Agreement, These water rights can be mat witheut the structural component of a dam in
Ridges Basin rezerair and withoul lasge deplations from the Animas river, Ragional municipalities should be responsible for
'endepgndent davelopment of ares water resounces,

5incel‘af§l_. I
o ]
| —++——
I

A
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ILeter L Maﬁ;:se\onll

pe. | have fust finished the book Cadillac Desert by Mark Reisnar and | am very skeptical regarding the need for this project.
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5 Temce Comi. WE
Wishington, DT 302

Pt Schumacher This letter is nearly identical to Comment Letter IN124. Please refer to the responses
Ruieiu of Beclamilzn made to the original comment |etter.

B35 E 2nd A
[rgrangn, OO 8131

Diear by, 8 chumac her;

Bired wii e Drall Supplicinenial F1S releasnd for the Anipse La Flata Project, [wige e Buma
l il the Following observations and recommendiations whem prepacing the Final
Supplemental EIS:

1§ The Bursa hss not adogemely sssessed the practicability of non:stmctural ahematives
Alibough the Burems. for well over o decade now, hus been consumesd with bullding semivilibag
o B i, adogumic waler is mvailable through & comBimaiion of bepeovements = the
efficiency of imigation ond delivery sstems, the oomdinaed operation of evsing reeervees, ol
land-wrmer righis purfases.

Iy Meegative impaces oo wiidlife requine & resvnlosion of e Preferred Aliemative. Pimiculerly
iroaslsl e 5 the ihnest so the enilangersd Colerado piksmsinnow and eerorback sacker through
willer de plethon ntd e meaificaion of enitcsl Babie, Tgpneding these secion ke proom:iod
lisgmtion. In sddition, there exisn sgiilfioum conceiis egaling besvi-metal Boascumulation in
the foed chain of the bald cagle and otter Nish esting rupor. The mservosr will i fisterh &
major elk migration coridir ond bige winlerieg ranps.

By T efTect o rafters, kapdien, fshermon aml other pover users s dowaplayed n she Bomesu's
windilion, Thess roereatimnl wics shosk] bave tho benefil of 3 proper ansiysis

4} Bogieain] orramscipad and madustrial necds are vy overestimaied in the dmit B, The
Profered Alermaing woull sepply enough weser for anmiber 200000 people in the Projoct area
This anveent of growih is noi likely or even desamble fior the reglon. Mo oumem o nens-izm
demand exixs w0 jeeaify this hege guantity of waler. The nverestimation s gelling in light of e
S0 il B evpected cost o the inpayens for the oot s consimection.

In prepanisg he Nnsl EI5 the Buiesu sl sevise he seope of the project sl list i ihe
settlement of Lie Indien water rights claims. These water sights can e met withoul the propeee:i
iin in Wilpes. Bosan peserinir and withoul loge depletions From e Animm River. Repional
rotaczipaligies. nit the federal goverrmmeni, shirald b rosporadble for independent development

of arra waler PETITT
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Sincerely,

V) ket W

Michael Mayer
5 Tesrevce CA , NE
\ers"’\va'*a/\ N 2000

B63
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From: Animas - La Plata Project <swcbd@sw-center,org>

To: <gis@SW-Center ORG=, <ALPDSEISCommenis@uc usbr.gov>
Date: 2/28/00 5:51PM

Subject: Comrments: Animas - La Plata Project.

Mame: thomas metcalf

Address: 411 amherst se

City: albuguerque

State: nm

Zip: 87106

Phone: 505-2654352
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 consider the following observations
and recommendations when preparing the FSEIS for
the Animas La Plata Project:

1) The Bureau has not adequately assessed the
practicability of non-structural alternatives to

its Preferred Structural Alternative. Adequate
water can be made available through a combination
of improvernents in the efficiency of irrigation

and delivery systems, the coordinated operation

of existing reserveirs, and land-water rights
purchases,

2) Negative impacts on wildlife and endangered
species preclude the implementation of the
Preferred Alternative. Especially worrisome
are the detrimental impacts to the endangered
Colorado pikeminnow and razorback sucker. In
addition, significant concerns of
bioaccurnulation exist for the bald eagle and
other fish eating raptors. The reservoir wil

also eliminate a major elk migration carridor
and large wintering range for resident elk,

3} Impacts on rafters, kayakers, fishermen and
other river users are downplayed and
underestimated in the Bureau's evaluation.

4) Regional municipzal and industrial needs are
vastly overestimated in the DSEIS. The Preferred
Alternative would supply enough water for another
200,000 people in the Project area. This amount
of growlh is not likely or desirable for the

region. Clearly no current ar near-term demand
exists to justify this huge quantity of M&I water,

In preparing a FSEIS the Bureau must revise the

Thisletter is nearly identical to Comment Letter IN124. Please refer to the responses
made to the original comment |etter.

B64
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FORM B Bo4

Project scope and limit it to the settlement of

Ute Indian water rights claims, as quantified in

the 1986 Settlement Agreement. These water rights
can be met without the structural component of a
dam in Ridges Basin reservoir and without large
depletions from the Animas river. Regional
municipalities should be responsible for
independent development of area water resources.
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FORM LETTER B

From: Animas - La Plata Project <swcbd@sw-center.org>

To: <gis@SW-Center ORG>, <ALPDSEISComments@uc.usbr.gov>
Date: 2/11/00 1:27PM

Subject: Comments: Animas - La Plata Project.

Name: Eric Meyer

Address; 7765 N Foothill Dr. 5.
City: Paradise Valley

State:

Az

Zip: 85253

Phone:

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

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

Dear Mr. Schumacher:

I urge you to consider the following observations
and recommendations when preparing the FSEIS for
the Animas La Plata Project:

1) The Bureau has not adequalely assessed the
practicability of non-structural alternatives to

its Preferred Structural Alternative. Adequate
water can be made available through a combination
of impravernents in the efficiency of irrigation

and delivery systems, the coordinated operation

of existing reservoirs, and land-water rights
purchases,

2) Negative impacts on wildlife and endangered
species preclude the implementation of the
Preferred Alternative. Especially worrisome
are the detrimental impacts o the endangered
Colorado pikeminnow and razorback sucker. In
addition, significant concerns of
hicaccumulation exist for the bald eagle and
other fish eating raptors. The reservoir will

also eliminate a major elk migration carridor
and large wintering range for resident elk.

3) Impacts on rafters, kayakers, fishermen and
other river users are downplaved and
underestimated in the Bureau's evaluation.

4) Regional municipal and industrial needs are
vastly overestimated in the DSEIS. The Preferred
Alternative would supply enough water for another
200,000 people in the Project area. This amount
of growth is not likely or desirable for the

region. Clearly no current or near-lerm demand
exists to justify this huge quantity of M&! water.

In preparing a FSEIS the Bureau must revise the

Thisletter is nearly identical to Comment Letter IN124. Please refer to the responses
made to the original comment |etter.

B65
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FORM LETTER B B65

Project scope and limit it to the settlement of

Ute Indian water rights claims, as quantified in

the 1986 Settlement Agreement. These water rights
can be met without the structural component of a
dam in Ridges Basin reservoir and without large
depletions from the Animas river. Regional
municipalities should be responsible for
independent development of area water resources.
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FORM LETTER B

From: Animas - La Plata Project <swcbd@sw-center.org>

To: <gis@SW-Center ORG>, <ALPDSEISComments@uc.usbr.gov>
Date: 2/27/00 11:45AM

Subject: Comments: Animas - La Plata Project.

Name: L. Vista Michael
Address: PO Box 223
City: Scnoita

State:

AZ

Zip: 85637

Phone: 520 455-5975

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 consider the following observations
and recommendations when preparing the FSEIS for
the Animas La Plata Project:

1) The Bureau has not adequately assessed the
practicability of non-structural alternatives to

its Preferred Structural Alternative. Adequate
water can be made available through a combination
of improvements in the efficiency of irrigation

and delivery systems, the coordinated operation

of existing reservoirs, and land-water rights
purchases.

2) Negative impacts on wildlife and endangered
species preclude the implementation of the
Preferred Alternative. Especially worrisome

are the detrimental impacts to the endangered
Colorado pikeminnow and razorback sucker. In
addition, significant concerns of
bioaccumulation exist for the bald eagle and
other fish eating raptors. The reservair wil

also eliminate a major elk migration corridor
and large wintering range for resident elk.

3) Impacts on rafters, kayakers, fishermen and
other river users are downplayed and
underestimated in the Bureau's evaluation.

4) Regional municipal and industrial needs are
vastly overestimated in the DSEIS. The Preferred
Alternative would supply enough water for another
200,000 people in the Project area. This amount
of growth is not likely or desirable for the

region. Clearly no current or near-term demand
exists to justify this huge quantity of M&! water.

In preparing a FSEIS the Bureau must revise the

This letter is nearly identical to Comment Letter IN124. Please refer to the responses
made to the original comment |etter.

B66
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FORM LETTER B B66

Project scope and limit it to the settlement of

Ute Indian water rights claims, as quantified in

the 1986 Settlement Agreement. These water rights
can be met without the structural component of a
dam in Ridges Basin reservoir and without large
depletions from the Animas river. Regional
municipalities should be responsible for
independent development of area water resources.
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FORM L

ETTERB

From: Animas - La Plata Project <swchd@sw-center.org=

To: <gis@SW-Center. ORG>, <ALPDSEISComments@uc.usbr.gov>
Date: 2/14/00 7:02PM

Subject: Comments: Animas - La Plata Project

Name: Peter Miller

Address: 910 E. 5th St.

City: Tucson

State: AZ

Zip: 85719

Phone: (520) 695-1462
Subject: Comments: Animas - La Plata Project
Comments: Pat Schumacher

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

Dear Mr. Schumacher:

| urge you to consider the following observations
and recommendations when preparing the FSEIS for
the Animas La Plata Project:

1) The Bureau has not adequately assessed the
practicability of non-structural alternatives to

its Preferred Structural Alternative. Adequate
water can be made available through a combination
of improvements in the efficiency of irrigation

and delivery systems, the coordinated operation

of existing reservoirs, and land-water rights
purchases.

2) Negative impacts on wildlife and endangered
species preclude the implementation of the
Preferred Alternative. Especially worrisome
are the detrimental impacts to the endangered
Colorado pikeminnow and razorback sucker. In
addition, significant concerns of
bipaccumulation exist for the bald eagle and
other fish eating raptors. The reservair will

also eliminate a major elk migration corridor
and large wintering range for resident elk,

3) Impacts on rafters, kayakers, fishermen and
other river users are downplayed and
underestimated in the Bureau's evaluation.

4) Regional municipal and industrial needs are
vastly overestimated in the DSEIS. The Preferred
Alternative would supply enough water for another
200,000 people in the Project area. This amount
of growth is not likely or desirable for the

region. Clearly no current or near-term demand
exists to justify this huge guantity of M&I water.

In preparing a FSEIS the Bureau must revise the

Thisletter is nearly identical to Comment Letter IN124. Please refer to the responses
made to the original comment |etter.
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FORM LETTER B B67

Project scope and limit it to the settlement of

Ute Indian water rights claims, as quantified in

the 1986 Settlement Agreement. These water rights
can be met without the structural component of a
dam in Ridges Basin reservoir and without large
depletions from the Animas river. Regional
municipalities should be responsible for
independent development of area water resources.
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FORM LETTER B

From: Aniam - La Plata Project <swchd@sw-center.org=

To: =gis@SW-Center. ORG>, <ALPDSEISComments@uc.usbr.gov=
Date: 1/31/00 12:04AM

Subject: Comments: Animas - La Plata Project

Name: Angela Mo
Address: 308 N, Fourth Street Apt. C
City: Alhambra
State: CA
Zip: 91801-2207
Phone: (626) 281-5473
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 consider the following observations
and recommendations when preparing the FSEIS for
the Animas La Plata Project:

1) The Bureau has not adequately assessed the
practicability of non-structural alternatives to

its Preferred Structural Alternative. Adequate
water can be made available through a combination
of impravements in the efficiency of irrigation

and delivery systems, the coordinated operation

of existing reservairs, and land-water rights
purchases,

2) Negative impacts on wildlife and endangered
species preclude the implementation of the
Preferred Alternative. Especially worrisome
are the detrimental impacts to the endangered
Colorado pikeminnow and razorback sucker, In
addition, significant concerns of
bicaccumulation exist for the bald eagle and
other fish eating raptors. The reservoir will

also eliminate a major elk migration corridar
and large wintering range for resident elk.

3) Impacts on rafters, kayakers, fishermen and
other river users are downplayed and
underestimated in the Bureau's evaluation.

4) Regional municipal and industrial needs are
vastly overestimated in the DSEIS. The Preferred
Alternative would supply enough water for another
200,000 people in the Project area, This amount
of growth is not likely or desirable for the

region. Clearly no current or near-term demand
exists to justify this huge quantity of M&! water.

In preparing a FSEIS the Bureau must revise the

Thisletter is nearly identical to Comment Letter IN124. Please refer to the responses
made to the original comment |etter.
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FORM LETTER B B68

Project scope and limit it to the settlement of

Ute Indian water rights claims, as quantified in

the 1986 Settlement Agreement. These water rights
can be met without the structural component of a
dam in Ridges Basin reservoir and without large
depletions from the Animas river. Regional
municipalities should be responsible for
independent development of area water resources.
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FORM L

From:
To:
Date:
Subje

ETTERB

Animas - La Plata Project <swebd@sw-center org=
<gis@SW-Center. ORG>, <ALPDSEISComments@uc.usbr.gov:
2/2/00 3:30PM

ct: Comments: Animas - La Plata Project.

Name: Brad Monsma
Address: 10315 Wescott Av
City: Sunland

State:

CA

Zip: 41040

Phone: 818.353.1017

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

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

Dear Mr. Schumacher:

I'urge you to consider the following observations
and recommendations when preparing the FSEIS for
the Animas La Plata Project;

1) The Bureau has not adequately assessed the
practicability of non-structural alternatives to

its Preferred Structural Alternative Adequate
water can be made available through a combination
of improvements in the efficiency of irrigation

and delivery systems, the coordinated operation

of existing reservairs, and land-water rights
purchases

2) Negative impacts on wildlife and endangered
species preclude the implementation of the
Preferred Alternative. Especially worrisome
are the detrimental impacts to the endangared
Colorado pikeminnow and razorback sucker. In
addition, significant concerns of
bioaccumulation exist for the bald eagle and
other fish eating raptors, The reservoir will

also eliminate a major elk migration corridar
and large wintering range for resident elk,

3) Impacts on rafters, kayakers, fishermen and
other river users are downplayed and
underestimated in the Bureau's evaluation.

4) Regional municipal and industrial needs are
vastly overestimated in the DSEIS. The Preferred
Alternative would supply enough water for another
200,000 people in the Project area. This amount
of growth is nct likely or desirable for the

region. Clearly no current or near-term demand
exists to justify this huge quantity of M& water.

In preparing a FSEIS the Bureau must revise the

Thisletter is nearly identical to Comment Letter IN124. Please refer to the responses
made to the original comment |etter.
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FORM LETTER B B69

Project scope and limit it to the settlement of

Ute Indian water rights claims, as quantified in

the 1986 Settlement Agreement. These water rights
can be met without the structural component of a
dam in Ridges Basin reservoir and without large
depletions from the Animas river. Regional
municipalities should be responsible for
independent development of area water resources.
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FORM LETTER B

From: Animas - La Plata Project <swcbd@sw-center.org>

To: =gis@SW-Center. ORG>, <ALPDSEISComments@uc.usbr.gov=
Date: 2/5/00 4:06FPM

Subject: Comments: Animas - La Plata Project.

Name: Brenda Monsma

Address: 10315 Wescott Av

City: Sunland

State: CA

Zip: 91040

Phone: 818.363.1017
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 consider the following observations
and recommendations when preparing the FSEIS for
the Animas La Plata Project:

1) The Bureau has not adequately assessed the
practicability of non-structural alternatives to

its Preferred Structural Alternative. Adequate
water can be made available through a combination
of impravements in the efficiency of irrigation

and delivery systems, the coordinated operation

of existing reservairs, and land-water rights
purchases.

2) Negative impacts on wildlife and endangered
species preclude the implementation of the
Preferred Alternative. Especially worrisome
are the detrimental impacts to the endangered
Colorado pikeminnow and razorback sucker. In
addition, significant concerns of
bicaccumulation exist for the bald eagle and
other fish eating raptors. The reservoir will

also eliminate a major elk migration corridor
and large wintering range for resident elk.

3) Impacts on rafters, kayakers, fishermen and
other river users are downplayed and
underestimated in the Bureau's evaluation.

4) Regional municipal and industrial needs are
vastly overestimated in the DSEIS. The Preferred
Alternative would supply enough water for another
200,000 people in the Project area, This amount
of growth is not likely or desirable for the

region. Clearly no current or near-term demand
exists to justify this huge quantity of M&I water.

In preparing a FSEIS the Bureau must revise the

Thisletter is nearly identical to Comment Letter IN124. Please refer to the responses
made to the original comment |etter.
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FORM LETTER B B70

Project scope and limit it to the settlement of

Ute Indian water rights claims, as quantified in

the 1986 Settlement Agreement. These water rights
can be met without the structural component of a
dam in Ridges Basin reservoir and without large
depletions from the Animas river. Regional
municipalities should be responsible for
independent development of area water resources.
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FORM LETTER B

From: Aniam - La Plata Project <swcbd@sw-center.org>

To: <gis@SW-Center. ORG>, <ALPDSEISComments@uc ushr govs
Date: 1/28/00 1:07PM

Subject: Comments: Animas - La Plata Project.

Name: Rick Moody

Address: PO Box 545

City: Fishers Island

State: NY

Zip: 06390

Phone:

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 consider the following observations
and recommendations when preparing the FSEIS for
the Animas La Plata Project:

1) The Bureau has not adequately assessed the
practicability of non-structural alternatives to

its Preferred Structural Alternative. Adequate
water can be made available through a combination
of improverneants in the efficiency of irrigation

and delivery systems, the coordinated operation

of existing reservoirs, and land-water rights
purchases.

2) Negative impacts on wildlife and endangered
species preclude the implementation of the
Preferred Alternative. Especially worrisome

are the detrimental impacts to the endangered
Colorado pikeminnow and razorback sucker. In
addition, significant concerns of
bicaccumulation exist for the bald eagle and
other fish eating raptors. The reservoir will

also eliminate a major elk migration corridor
and large wintering range for resident elk.

3) Impacts on rafters, kayakers, fishermen and
other river users are downplayed and
underestimated in the Bureau's evaluation.

4) Regional municipal and industrial needs are
vastly overestimated in the DSEIS. The Preferred
Alternative would supply enough water for another
200,000 people in the Project area, This amount
of growth is not likely or desirable for the

region, Clearly no current or near-term demand
exists {o justify this huge quantity of M&I water.

In preparing a FSEIS the Bureau must revise the

Thisletter is nearly identical to Comment Letter IN124. Please refer to the responses
made to the original comment |etter.
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FORM LETTER B B71

Project scope and limit it to the settlement of

Ute Indian water rights claims, as quantified in

the 1986 Settlement Agreement. These water rights
can be met without the structural component of a
dam in Ridges Basin reservoir and without large
depletions from the Animas river. Regional
municipalities should be responsible for
independent development of area water resources.
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FORM L

From: Animas - La Plata Project <swchdi@sw-center.org>

To: <gis@SW-Center. ORG>, <ALPDSEISComments@uc.ushr.gov>
Date: 3/1/00 4:41PM

Subject: Comments: Animas - La Plata Project.

ETTERB

Marne: Gian Andrea Morresi
Addrass: 111 Melville Avenue

City: F
State:

airfield
CT

Zip: 06432

Phone:

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

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

Dear Mr. Schumacher:

| urge you to consider the following observations
and recommendations when preparing the FSEIS for
the Animas La Plata Project:

1) The Bureau has not adequately assessed the
practicability of non-structural alternatives to

its Preferred Structural Alternative. Adequate
water can be made available through a combination
of impravements in the efficiency of irrigation

and delivery systerns, the coordinated operation

of existing reservoirs, and land-water rights
purchases.

2) Negative impacts on wildlife and endangered
species preclude the implementation of the
Preferred Alternative. Especially worrisome
are the detrimental impacts to the endangered
Colorado pikeminnow and razorback sucker. In
addition, significant concerns of
bieaccumulation exist for the bald eagle and
other fish eating raptors. The reservoir will

also eliminate a major elk migration corridor
and large wintering range for resident elk.

3} Impacts on rafters, kayakers, fishermen and
other river users are downplayed and
underestimated in the Bureau's evaluation.

4} Regional municipal and industrial needs are
vastly overestimated in the DSEIS. The Preferred
Alternative would supply enough water for another
200,000 people in the Project area. This amount
of growth is not likely or desirable for the

region. Clearly no current or near-term demand
exists to justify this huge quantity of M&| water,

In preparing a FSEIS the Bureau must revise the

Thisletter is nearly identical to Comment Letter IN124. Please refer to the responses
made to the original comment |etter.
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FORM LETTER B B72

Project scope and limit it to the settlement of

Ute Indian water rights claims, as quantified in

the 1986 Settlement Agreement. These water rights
can be met without the structural component of a
dam in Ridges Basin reservoir and without large
depletions from the Animas river. Regional
municipalities should be responsible for
independent development of area water resources.
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FORM LETTER B

From: Animas - La Plata Project <swchbd@sw-center.org>

To: <gis@SW-Center ORG>, <ALPDSEISComments@uc ushr.gov>
Date: 2121100 5:20AM

Subject: Comments: Animas - La Plata Project.

MName: Connie L. Morse

Address: 3935 C.R. 250

City: Durango

State: CO

Zip: 81301

Phone: (970} 247-3065

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 consider the following observations
and recommendations when preparing the FSEIS for
the Animas La Plata Project:

1} The Bureau has not adegquately assessed the
practicability of non-structural alternatives to

its Preferred Structural Alternative. Adequate
water can be made available through a combination
of improvements in the efficiency of irrigation

and delivery systems, the coordinated operation

of existing reservoirs, and land-water rights
purchases.

2) Negative impacts on wildlife and endangered
species preclude the implementation of the
Preferred Alternative. Especially worrisome
are the detrimental impacts to the endangered
Colorado pikeminnow and razorback sucker. In
addition, significant concerns of
bicaccumulation exist for the bald eagle and
other fish eating raptors. The reservoir will

also eliminate a major elk migration corridor
and large wintering range for resident elk.

3) Impacts on rafters, kayakers, fishermen and
other river users are downplayed and
underestimated in the Bureau's evaluation.

4) Regional municipal and industrial needs are
vastly overestimated in the DSEIS. The Preferred
Alternative would supply enough water for another
200,000 people in the Project area. This amount
of growth is not likely or desirable for the

region. Clearly no current or near-term demand
exists to justify this huge quantity of M&| water,

In preparing a FSEIS the Bureau must revise the

Thisletter is nearly identical to Comment Letter IN124. Please refer to the responses
made to the original comment |etter.
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FORM B B73

Project scope and limit it to the settlement of

Ute Indian water rights claims, as quantified in

the 1986 Settlement Agreement. These water rights
can be met without the structural component of a
dam in Ridges Basin reservoir and without large
depletions from the Animas river. Regional
municipalities should be responsible for
independent development of area water resources.

As a professional artist and B&B owner | object

to the government pushing through yet another
project that the people don't want and with very
limited benifits. | believe we should be in an

age where these types of environmental nightmares
have been put behind us and consideration must be
given to the wildlife involved.

Thank You,

Connie
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FORM L

From: Animas - La Plata Project <swchd@sw-center.org>

To: <gis@SW-Center.ORG>, <ALPDSEISComments@uc.usbr.gov>
Date: 2/16/00 10:14PM

Subject: Comments: Animas - La Plata Project.

Name: cyndi Nelson

Address: 7784 Crestview Lane

City: Longmont

State: CO

Zip: 80504

ETTERB

Phone: 303-652-2953
Subject: Comments: Animas - La Plata Project
Comments: Pat Schumacher

Bureau of Reclamation
B35 E. 2nd Ave.
Durango, CO 81301

Cear Mr. Schumacher;

| urge you to consider the following observations
and recommendations when preparing the FSEIS for
the Animas La Plata Project:

1} The Bureau has not adeguately assessed the
practicability of non-structural alternatives to

its Preferred Structural Alternative. Adequate
water can be made available through a combination
of improvements in the efficiency of irrigation

and delivery systemns, the coordinated operation

of existing reservoirs, and land-water rights
purchases.

2) Negative impacts on wildlife and endangered
species preclude the implementation of the
Preferred Alternative. Especially worrisome
are the detrimental impacts to the endangered
Colorado pikeminnow and razorback sucker. In
addition, significant concerns of
biocaccumulation exist for the bald eagle and
other fish eating raptors. The reservoir will

also eliminate a major elk migration corridor
and large wintering range for resident elk.

3) Impacts on rafters, kayakers, fishermen and
other river users are downplayed and
underestimated in the Bureau's evaluation,

4) Regional municipal and industrial needs are
vastly overestimated in the DSEIS. The Preferred
Alternative would supply enough water for another
200,000 people in the Project area. This amount
of growth is not likely or desirable for the

region. Clearly no current or near-term demand
exists to justify this huge quantity of M&I water.

In preparing a FSEIS the Bureau must revise the

Thisletter is nearly identical to Comment Letter IN124. Please refer to the responses
made to the original comment |etter.
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FORM LETTERB B74

Project scope and limit it to the settlement of

Ute Indian water rights claims, as quantified in

the 1986 Settlement Agreement. These water rights
can be met without the structural component of a
dam in Ridges Basin reservoir and without large
depletions from the Animas river. Regional
municipalities should be responsible for
independent development of area water resources.
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FORM LETTER B

From: Animas - La Plata Project <swchd@sw-center.org>

Ta: <gis@SW-Center ORG>, <ALPDSEISCommentsf@uc.usbr.gov>
Date: 311/00 4:19PM

Subject: Comments: Animas - La Plata Project.

Mame: Lori Nitzel

Address: 1201 Princeton NE

City: Albuguerque

State: NM

Zip. 87106

Fhone: 5053658455

Subject: Comments: Animas - La Plata Project

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

Dear Mr. Schumacher:

1 urge you to consider the fallowing observations
and recommendations when preparing the FSELS for
the Animas La Plata Project:

1) The Bureau has not adequately assessed the
practicability of non-structural alternatives to

its Preferred Structural Alternative. Adequate
water can be made available through a combination
of improvements in the efficiency of irrigation

and delivery systems, the coordinated operation

of existing reservoirs, and land-water rights
purchases

2} Negative impacts on wildlife and endangered
species preclude the implementation of the
Preferred Alternative, Especially worrisome

are the detrimental impacts to the endangered
Colorado pikemirnow and razorback sucker. In
addition, significant concerns of
bicaccumulation exist for the bald eagle and
aother fish eating rapters. The reservoir will

also eliminate a major elk migration corridar
and large wintering range for resident elk.

3) Impacts on rafters, kayakers, fishermen and
other river users are downplayed and
ungerestimated in the Bureau's evaluation.

4) Regional municipal and industrial needs are
vastly overestimated in the DSEIS. The Preferred
Alternative would supply enough water for another
200,000 people in the Project area. This amount
of growth is not likely or desirable for the

region. Clearly no current or near-term demand
exists to justify this huge quantity of M&| water,

In preparing @ FSEIS the Bureau must revise the

Thisletter is nearly identical to Comment Letter IN124. Please refer to the responses
made to the original comment letter.
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FORM LETTER B B75

Project scope and limit it to the settlement of

Ute Indian water rights claims, as quantified in

the 1986 Settlement Agreement. These water rights
can be met without the structural component of a
dam in Ridges Basin reservoir and without large
depletions from the Animas river. Regional
municipalities should be responsible for
independent development of area water resources.
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FORM LETTER B

From: Animas - La Plata Project <swcbd@sw-center.org=

To: <gis@SW-Center.ORG>, <ALPDSEISComments@uc.usbr.gov>
Date: 2/10/00 2:40PM

Subject: Comments: Animas - La Plata Project.

Name: mark noethen
Address: 7050 n. cmo. de fray marcos
City: tucson

State:

az

Zip: 85718

Phone: 520 544 2480

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

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

Dear Mr. Schumacher:

| urge you to consider the following observations
and recommendations when preparing the FSEIS for
the Animas La Plata Project:

1) The Bureau has not adequately assessed the
practicability of non-structural alternatives to

its Preferred Structural Alternative. Adequate
water can be made available through a combination
of improvements in the efficiency of irrigation

and delivery systems, the coordinated operation

of existing reservoirs, and land-water rights
purchases.

2) Negative impacts on wildlife and endangered
species preclude the implementation of the
Preferred Alternative. Especially worrisome
are the detrimental impacts to the endangered
Colorado pikeminnow and razorback sucker. In
addition, significant concerns of
bioaccumulation exist for the bald eagle and
other fish eating raptors. The reservoir will

also eliminate a major elk migration corridor
and large wintering range for resident elk.

3) Impacts on rafters, kayakers, fishermen and
other river users are downplayed and
underestimated in the Bureau's evaluation.

4} Regional municipal and industrial needs are
vastly overestimated in the DSEIS. The Preferred
Alternative would supply enough water for another
200,000 people in the Project area. This amount
of growth is not likely or desirable for the

region. Clearly no current or near-term demand
exists to justify this huge quantity of M&l water.

In preparing a FSEIS the Bureau must revise the

Thisletter is nearly identical to Comment Letter IN124. Please refer to the responses
made to the original comment |etter.
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FORM B B76

Project scope and limit it to the settlement of

Ute Indian water rights claims, as quantified in

the 1986 Settlement Agreement. These water rights
can be met without the structural component of a
dam in Ridges Basin reservoir and without large
depletions from the Animas river. Regional
municipalities should be responsible for
independent development of area water resources.
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FORM

B

From: Animas - La Plata Project <swchd@sw-center.org>

Ta <gis@sW-Center. ORG=, <ALPDSEISComments@uc.usbr.gov>
Date: 2i26/00 4:17PM

Subject: Comments: Animas - La Plata Project.

Name: Liudyte Novickis
Address: 8533 E. Colette St.
City: Tucsaon

State:

AZ

Zip: 85710

Phone: (520)685-3162

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

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

Dear Mr. Schumacher:

| urge you to consider the following observations
and recommendations when preparing the FSEIS for
the Animas La Plata Project:

1) The Bureau has not adequately assessed the
practicability of non-structural alternatives to

its Preferred Structural Alternative. Adequate
water can be made available through a combination
of improvements in the efficiency of irrigation

and delivery systems, the coordinated operation

of existing reservoirs, and land-water rights
purchases.

2) Negative impacts on wildlife and endangered
species preclude the implementation of the
Preferred Alternative. Especially worrisome
are the detrimental impacts to the endangered
Colorado plkeminnow and razorback sucker. In
addition, significant concerns of
bicaccumulation exist for the bald eagle and
other fish eating rapters. The reserveoir will

also eliminate a major elk migration corridor
and large wintering range for resident elk.

3) Impacts on rafters, kayakers, fishermen and
other river users are downplayed and
underestimated in the Bureau's evaluation.

4) Regional municipal and industrial needs are
vastly overestimated in the DSEIS. The Preferred
Alternative would supply encugh water for another
200,000 people in the Project area. This amount
of growth is not likely or desirable for the

region. Clearly no current or near-term demand
exists to justify this huge quantity of M&I water.

In preparing a FSEIS the Bureau must revise the

Thisletter is nearly identical to Comment Letter IN124. Please refer to the responses
made to the original comment letter.
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Project scope and limit it to the settlement of

Ute Indian water rights claims, as quantified in

the 1986 Settlement Agreement. These water rights
can be met without the structural component of a
dam in Ridges Basin reservoir and without large
depletions from the Animas river. Regional
municipalities should be responsible for
independent development of area water resources.
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From: Animas - La Plata Project <swchd@sw-center.org>

To: <gis@SW-Center ORG>, <ALPDSEISComments@uc.usbr.gov>
Date: 2/1/00 11:10AM

Subject: Comments: Animas - La Plata Project.

Name: Robert D. Ohmart

Address: 2821 W. Colt Road

City; Chandler, Arizona 85224

State: AZ

ZLip: 85224

Phone: home 4809-831-5564 work 480-965-4632
Subject: Comments: Animas - La Plata Project
Comments: Pat Schumacher

Bureau of Reclamation
835 E. Znd Ave.
Durangao, CO 81301

Dear Mr. Schumacher:

1 urge you to consider the following observations
and recommendations when preparing the FSEIS for
the Animas La Plata Project:

1) The Bureau has not adequately assessed the
practicability of non-structural alternatives to

its Preferred Structural Alternative. Adequate
water can be made available through a combination
of improvernents in the efficiency of irrigation

and delivery systems, the coordinated operation

of existing reservoirs, and land-water rights
purchases,

2) Negative impacts on wildlife and endangered
species preclude the implementation of the
Preferred Alternative. Especially warrisome
are the detrimental impacts to the endangered
Colorado pikeminnow and razorback sucker. In
addition, significant concerns of
bicaccumulation exist for the bald eagle and
other fish eating raptors. The reservoir will

also eliminate a major elk migration corridor
and large wintering range for resident elk.

3} Impacts on rafters, kayakers, fishermen and
other river users are downplayed and
underestimated in the Bureau's evaluation,

4) Regional municipal and industrial needs ars
vastly overestimated in the DSEIS. The Preferred
Alternative would supply enough water for another
200,000 people in the Project area. This amount
of growth is not likely or desirable for the

region. Clearly no current or near-term demand
exists to justify this huge quantity of M&1 water.

In preparing a FSEIS the Bureau must revise the

Thisletter is nearly identical to Comment Letter IN124. Please refer to the responses
made to the original comment letter.
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Project scope and limit it to the settlement of

Ute Indian water rights claims, as quantified in

the 1986 Settlement Agreement. These water rights
can be met without the structural component of a
dam in Ridges Basin reservoir and without large
depletions from the Animas river. Regional
municipalities should be responsible for
independent development of area water resources.
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From: Aniam - La Plata Project <swebd@sw-center. org>

To: <gis@SW-Center, ORG>, <ALPDSEISComments@uc.usbr,gow
Date: 1/29/00 2:27PM

Subject: Comments: Animas - La Plata Project.

Name: Andrew J, Orahaske
Address: 34708 Paiute Rg.
City: Evergreen

State:

Co

Zip: 80439

Phone: (303) 874-3373

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

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

Dear Mr, Schumacher:

I urge you to consider the following observations
and recommendations when preparing the FSEIS for
the Animas La Plata Project:

1)} The Bureau has not adequately assessed the
practicability of non-structural alternatives to

its Preferred Structural Allernative. Adequate
water can be made available through a combination
of improvements in the efficiency of irrigation

and delivery systems, the coordinated operation

of existing reservairs, and land-water rights
purchases.

2) Negative impacts on wildlife and endangered
species preclude the implementation of tha
Preferred Alternative. Especially worrisome

are the detrimental impacts to the endangered
Colorado pikeminnow and razorback sucker, In
addition, significant concerms of
bioaccumulation exist for the bald eagle and
olher fish eating raptors. The reservoir wil

also eliminate a major elk migration corridor
and large wintering range for resident elk,

3) Impacls on rafters, kayakers, fishermen and
other river users are downplayed and
underestimated in the Bureau's evaluation.

4) Regional municipal and industrial needs are
vastly overestimated in the DSEIS. The Preferred
Alternative would supply enough water for another
200,000 people in the Project area. This amount
of growth is not likely or desirable for the

region. Clearly no current or near-term demand
exists to justify this huge quantity of M&| water,

In preparing a FSEIS the Bureau must revise the

Thisletter is nearly identical to Comment Letter IN124. Please refer to the responses
made to the original comment letter.
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Project scope and limit it to the settlement of

Ute Indian water rights claims, as quantified in

the 1986 Settlement Agreement. These water rights
can be met without the structural component of a
dam in Ridges Basin reservoir and without large
depletions from the Animas river. Regional
municipalities should be responsible for
independent development of area water resources.

Page 161



FORM

B

From: Aniam - La Plata Project <swebd @sw-centar.org>

To: <gis@SW-Center ORG>, <ALPDSEISComments{@uc.usbr.govs
Date: 1430/00 8:36PM

Subject: Comments: Animas - La Plata Project

Name: Madonna and Pablo Ortega
Address: PO Box 2916
City: Kings Beach

State:

ca

Zip: 96143

Phone: 775-832-7401

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

an the

Bureau of Reclamation
835 E. Znd Ave
Durango, CO 81301

Dear Mr. Schumacher.
Having lived for several years in Cortez, Colorado we are urgently writing to you to NOT ga ahead
Animas-La Plata Project !

| urge you to consider the following observations
and recommendations when preparing the FSEIS for
the Animas La Plata Project

1) The Bureau has not adequately assessed the
practicability of non-structural allernatives to

its Preferred Structural Alternative. Adequate
water can be made available through a combination
of improvermnents in the efficizncy of irrigation

and delivery systems, the coordinated operation

of existing reserveirs, and land-water rights
purchases.

2) Negative impacts on wildlife and endangered
species preclude the implementation of the
Preferred Alternative. Especially worrisome
are the detrimental impacts to the endangered
Colorade pikeminnow and razorback sucker. In
addition, significant concerns of
bicaccumulatien exist for the bald eagle and
other fish eating raptors, The reservoir will

also gliminate a major elk migration corridor
and large wintering range for rasident elk.

3) Impacts on rafters, kayakers, fishermen and
other fver users are downplayed and
underestimated in the Bureau's evaluation,

4) Regional municipal and industrial needs are
vastly overestimated in the DSEIS. The Freferred
Alternative would supply enough water for anothar
200,000 people in the Project area. This amount
of growth is not likely or desirable for the

Thisletter is nearly identical to Comment Letter IN124. Please refer to the responses
made to the original comment letter.

B80

Page 162



FORM B 880

region. Clearly no current or near-term demand
exists to justify this huge quantity of M&l water.

In preparing a FSEIS the Bureau must revise the
Project scope and limit it to the settiement of

Ute Indian water rights claims, as quantified in

the 1986 Settlement Agreement. These water rights
can be met without the structural component of a
dam in Ridges Basin reservoir and without large
depletions from the Animas river. Regional
municipalities should be responsible for
independent development of area water resources.
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From: Animas - La Plata Project <swchd@sw-center.org>

To: <gis@SW-Cenler ORG=, <ALPDSEISComments@uc usbr.gov>
Date: 3/16/00 5:56PM

Subject: Comments: Animas - La Plata Project,

Thisletter is nearly identical to Comment Letter IN124. Please refer to the responses

Name: Jean C. Ossorio made to the original comment |etter.

Address: 1251 Southridge Drive
City: Las Cruces
State: NM
Zip: 88005
Phone: (505) 647-1362
Subject: Camments: Animas - La Plata Project
Comments: Pat Schumacher
Bureau of Reclamation
835 E 2nd Ave,
Durango, CO 81301

Dear Mr. Schumacher;

| urge you to consider the following observations
and recommendations when preparing the FSEIS for
the Animas La Plata Project:

1} The Bureau has not adequately assessed the
practicability of non-structural alternatives to

its Preferred Structural Alternative. Adequate
water can be made available through a combination
of improvements in the efficiency of irrigation

and delivery systems, the coordinated operation

of existing reservoirs, and land-water rights
purchases.

2) Negative impacts on wildlife and endangered
species preclude the implementation of the
Preferred Alternative. Especially worrisome
are the detrimental impacts to the endangered
Colorado pikeminnow and razorback sucker, In
addition, significant concerns of
bisaccumulation exist for the bald eagle and
other fish eating raptors. The reservoir will

also eliminate a major elk migration corridor
and large wintering range for resident elk.

3) Impacts on rafters, kayakers, fishermen and
other river users are downplayed and
underestimated in the Bureau's evaluation.

4) Regional municipal and industrial needs are
vastly overestimated in the DSEIS. The Preferred
Alternative would supply enough water for anather
200,000 people in the Project area. This amount
of growth is not likely or desirable for the

region. Clearly no current or near-term demand
exists to juslify this huge quantity of M&I water.

In preparing a FSEIS the Bureau must revise the
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Project scope and limit it to the settlement of

Ute Indian water rights claims, as quantified in

the 1986 Settlement Agreement. These water rights
can be met without the structural component of a
dam in Ridges Basin reservoir and without large
depletions from the Animas river. Regional
municipalities should be responsible for
independent development of area water resources.
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From:
To:
Date:
Subje

MName

B

Animas - La Plata Project <swchdi@sw-center.org>
<gis@SW-Center. ORG>, <ALPDSEISComments@uc.usbr.govs
31100 1:37PM

ct: Comments: Animas - La Flata Projact.

: Jim Otterstrom

Address: 1024 Robinhood Blvd
City: Big Bear Cily

State:

CA

Zip: 92314-9857

Phore: 809-586-8435

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

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

Cear Mr. Schumacher:

| urge you to consider the following observations
and recornmendations when preparing the FSEIS for
the Animas La Flata Project:

1) The Bureau has not adequately assessed the
practicability of non-structural alternatives to

its Preferred Structural Alternative. Adequate
water can be made available through a combination
of improvements in the efficiency of irrigation

and delivery systems, the coordinated operation

of existing reservoirs, and land-water rights
purchases,

2) Negative impacts on wildlife and endangered
species preclude the implementation of the
Preferred Alternative. Especially worrisorme
are the detrimental impacts to the endangered
Colorado pikeminnow and razorback sucker. In
addition, significant concerns of
bleaccumulation exist for the bald eagle and
other fish eating raptors. The reservoir will

also eliminate a major elk migration carridor
and large wintering range for resident elk.

3} Impacts on rafters, kayakers, fishermen and
other river users are downplayed and
underestimated in the Bureau's evaluation.

4} Regional municipal and industrial needs are
vastly overestimated in the DSEIS. The Preferrad
Alternative would supply enough water for another
200,000 people in the Project area. This amaunt
of growth is not likely or desirable for the

region. Clearly no current of near-term demand
exists to justify this huge quantity of M&I water.

In preparing a FSEIS the Bureau must revise the

Thisletter is nearly identical to Comment Letter IN124. Please refer to the responses
made to the original comment letter.
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Project scope and limit it to the settlement of

Ute Indian water rights claims, as quantified in

the 1986 Settlement Agreement. These water rights
can be met without the structural component of a
dam in Ridges Basin reservoir and without large
depletions from the Animas river. Regional
municipalities should be responsible for
independent development of area water resources.
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From: Animas - La Plata Prgject <swchd@sw-center org>

Ta: =gis@SW-Center ORG>, <ALPDSEISCommentsgduc usbr.gov>
Date: 3M11/00 1:37FM

Subject: Comments; Animas - La Plata Project.

B

Mare: Peggy Otterstrom
Address: 1024 Robinhood Blvd
City: Big Bear City

Siate:

CA

Zip: 92314-9657

Phone: 908-585-6435

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

Bureau of Reclamation
B35 E. 2nd Ave.
Durange, ©C 81301

Dear Mr, Schumacher:

| urge you to consider the following observations
and recommendations when preparing the FSE|S for
the Animas La Plata Project:

1) The Bureau has not adequately assessed the
practicability of non-struciural alternatives to

its Preferred Structural Alternative. Adegquate
water can be made available through a combination
of improvements in the efficiency of irrigation

and delivery systems, the coordinated operation

of existing reservairs, and land-waler rights
purchases.

2) Negative impacts on wildlife and endangered
species preclude the implementation of the
Preferred Alternative. Especially worrisome
are the detrimental impacts to the endangered
Colorado pikeminnow and razorback sucker. In
addition, significant concerns of
bigaccumulation exist for the bald eagle and
other fish eating raptors. The reservoir will

also eliminate a major elk migration corridor
end large wintering range for resident elk.

3) Impacts on rafters, kayakers, fishermen and
other river users are downplayed and
underestimated in the Bureau's evaluation,

4) Regional municipal and industrial needs are
vastly overestimated in the DSELS. The Preferred
Alternative wauld supply encugh water for another
200,000 people in the Project area. This amount
of growth is not likely or desirable for the

region. Clearly no current or near-term demand
exists to justify this huge quantity of M&I water.

In preparing 2 FSEIS the Bureau must revise the

Thisletter is nearly identical to Comment Letter IN124. Please refer to the responses
made to the original comment letter.
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Project scope and limit it to the settlement of

Ute Indian water rights claims, as quantified in

the 1986 Settlement Agreement. These water rights
can be met without the structural component of a
dam in Ridges Basin reservoir and without large
depletions from the Animas river. Regional
municipalities should be responsible for
independent development of area water resources.
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From: Animas - La Plata Project <swchd@sw-center.org=

To: <gis@SW-Center.ORG>, <ALPDSEISComments@uc.usbr gov>
Date: 3500 7:26PM

Subject: Comments: Apimas - La Plata Project.

Name; Donna Palladino and Ed Scates

Address: 3026 E. Weldon

City: Phoenix

State: AZ

Zip: B5016

Phone: 602-955-0207
Subject: Comments: Animas - La Plata Project
Comments: Pat Schumacher

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

Dear Mr. Schurnacher.

1 urge yeu to consider the following observations
and recommendations whan preparing the FSEIS for
the Animas La Plata Project:

1) The Bureal has not adequately assessed the
practicability of non-structural alternatives to

its Preferred Structural Alternabive. Adeguate
water can be rmade available through a combination
of improvements in the efficiency of irfgation

and delivery systems, the coordinated operation

of existing reservoirs, and land-waler rights
purchases.

2) Negative impacts on wildlife and erdangered
species preclude the impiementation of the
Preferred Alternative. Especially worrisome
are the detrimental impacts to the endangered
Colorado pikemninnow and razorback sucker. In
addition, significant concerns of
hipascumulation exist far the bald eagle and
other fish @ating raptors. The reservoir will

also eliminate a major elk migration corridor
and large wintering range for resident £k,

33 Impacts on rafters, kayakers, fishermean and
other river Users are downplayed and
underestimated in the Bureau's evaluation,

4} Regional municipal and industrial needs are
vastly overestimated in the DSEIS. The Preferred
Altemative would supply enough water for another
200,000 people in the Project arsa. This amount
of growth is not likely or desirable for the

region. Clearly no current or near-term demand
exists to justify this huge quantity of M&l water,

tn preparing a FSEIS the Bureau must revise the

Thisletter is nearly identical to Comment Letter IN124. Please refer to the responses
made to the original comment letter.
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Project scope and limit it to the settlement of

Ute Indian water rights claims, as quantified in

the 1986 Settlement Agreement. These water rights
can be met without the structural component of a
dam in Ridges Basin reservoir and without large
depletions from the Animas river. Regional
municipalities should be responsible for
independent development of area water resources.
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