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III.  Cooperating Agencies

Introduction

This section includes letters on the Navajo Reservoir Operations DEIS from agencies invited
by Reclamation, the lead  agency, to participate in the NEPA process because of their
expertise and/ or jurisd iction in the project area.  Beyond suggested  ed itorial/ narrative
revisions and  general expressions of approval or d isapproval of the project, the major areas
of concern expressed  by the cooperating agencies are summarized  below.

Issues Raised

� Approximately one-third  of comments concerned  ITAs, Ind ian water rights and
claims, Ind ian water uses, and , less frequently, the alternatives, includ ing the
No Action Alternative.

� Another one-third  included  issues about the Flow Recommendations or the
endangered  fish recovery program, the impacts analysis in general, and
hydropow er and  water quality impacts.

� Other comments centered  on the trout fishery and  related  economic impacts, the
planning process in general, socioeconomic impacts, Navajo Nation projects and
enterprises, the hydrology model and  environmental baseline, environmental
commitments/ mitigation, adaptive management, and  flexibility and  interim
operations.  Other issues, includ ing drought management, Compact questions,
and  rafting impacts, were cited  less frequently.

Agencies Included in this Section 

Bureau  of Ind ian Affairs (Keller-Bliesner Engineering, LLC)
City of Farmington, New Mexico
Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX
Jicarilla Apache Nation
Navajo Nation
Navajo Nation EPA
New Mexico Department of Game and  Fish
New Mexico Environment Department
New Mexico Interstate Stream Commission
San Juan Water Commission
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Southern Ute Ind ian Tribe
State of Colorado Water Conservation Board
Southwestern Water Conservation District
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Albuquerque District
U.S. Fish and  Wild life Service, Albuquerque, New Mexico
Ute Mountain Ute Tribe
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CA1-1 Please see the response to General Comment 3. 
The Comment is correct that the No Action
Alternative does not represent the status quo and
that there are significant impacts associated with
the No Action alternative.  

CA1-2 The effects of the No Action Alternative have
been clarified in the EIS.

CA1-3 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
through 33 concern.
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CA1-34 The numbers as shown on Table III-3 are correct. 
A footnote has been added to the 770 acre-feet
under existing uses to help clarify what rights are
shown.

CA1-35 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
through 40 concern.
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CA1-41 Comment noted.

CA1-42 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
through 44 concern.

CA1-45 The values discussed on page III-35 are those
considered for Indian Trust Assets and are not a
comprehensive analysis of all impacts of the ALP
Project.  An analysis of all ALP Project impacts
including those for non-Indian M&I use was not
completed for this EIS but can be viewed in the
ALP Project FSEIS. 

CA1-46 Please see the response to General Comment 31e.

CA1-47 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.
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CA2-1 Please see the responses to General Comments 3, 26,
and 31.

CA2-2 Please see the responses to General Comments 20,
23, and 33.

CA2-3 Endangered fish populations and habitat and their
response to flow changes will be monitored and long-
term changes will be detected.  It is possible that
Flow Recommendations may be modified in response
to this information.  Also, see the response to General
Comment 15. 

CA2-4 Please see the responses to General Comments 5
and 11 for related discussions. 

CA2-5 Please see response to General Comment 22 which
addresses the need for an additional summer low flow
test.

CA2-6 An average annual impact was identified for
replacement of energy provided by Farmington's
hydropower plant.  This impact could be reduced in
the short term based on the flexibility available in
dam releases until full water development occurs. 
Please see the responses to General Comments 8, 11,
and 26 for additional information.
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CA2-7 Please see the response to General Comment 25.

CA2-8 Please see the response to General Comment 23.
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CA2-9 Please see the response to General Comment 24.  

CA2-10 Please see the response to General Comment 24. 

CA2-11 Please see the response to General Comment 24.

CA2-12 Please see the responses to General Comments 29 and
31.
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CA2-13 Please see the response to General Comment 33. 
Wetlands impacts were evaluated based on effects on
their water sources and changes in river elevations. 

CA2-14 Presently, Reclamation costs resulting from the
operation of the powerplant are reimbursed by the
City of Farmington.  The costs agreements/contracts
with the City of Farmington allow for these
operational costs to be reimbursed to Reclamation. 
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CA2-15 Please see the responses to General Comments 11,
16, and 20.  Reclamation is committed to meeting the
purposes of the Navajo Unit.  Reclamation also has
an ESA responsibility and believes Flow
Recommendations can be met while continuing to
meet Navajo Unit purposes. 
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CA2-16 Please see the responses to General Comments 2 and
31d.

CA2-17 Reclamation recognizes that not all water that could
be used for irrigation was being applied during the
Summer Low Flow Test.  Reclamation concurs that
the reasons for this are the effects of the sporadic
localized rainfall, and the fact that some farmers were
not irrigating because they were drying out fields in
preparation to harvest their alfalfa. (Please see the
April 2002 Summer Low Flow Test Report, page 12,
Diversion Structures and Water Rights.)    However,
sufficient water was being diverted at most diversion
structures to meet all diversion rights.  In the majority
of these instances, surplus water—water that had
been diverted but not applied to the lands in
question—was being returned to the river via
wasteways.    Please see the response to General
Comment 22.

CA2-18 Reclamation believes that a 250 cfs release from
Navajo Dam, plus irrigation return flows, yields a
sufficient amount of water to meet all diversion rights
on the San Juan River in accordance with those
recognized by the New Mexico State Engineer's
Office.  A farmer's irrigation water right is tied to “X”
acres that are owned and irrigated by a farmer, times
the amount of water, in acre-feet, which is determined
by the State Engineer. Reclamation has based its
analysis on this approach because it is scientifically
and legally defensible, rather than speculating on the
amount of water that may or may not be diverted by
irrigators.  Please see responses to General
Comments 18a and 22.  

CA2-19 Please see the response to General Comment 18a.
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CA2-20 The hydrology model runs were operated by not
shorting existing downstream users.  Reclamation
believes this is a conservative estimate for meeting
the downstream senior water rights.  Once the New
Mexico State Engineer’s Office begins to administer
water rights, Navajo Reservoir will be operated to
store only those inflows that meet the reservoir’s
water rights.  Full Development refers to the full use
of existing and future depletions listed in Table II-1.   
 

CA2-21 Reclamation recognizes that non-Indian entities have
interests in future water development.  Nevertheless,
to attempt to include these potential uses in this
environmental impact statement would be, at this
time, speculative as to the amount, location, and use. 
Consequently, Reclamation has used only the best
available information/data in this NEPA analysis. 
This information/data includes all potential future
water development that has completed consultation
under the ESA. Chapter II discusses other future
water development.

CA2-22 Flow recommendations themselves will not have any
effect on water rights on the Animas River. The
depletion table (Table II-1) for the EIS assumes
existing rights are met.  The New Mexico State
Engineer's Office has stated that water right priorities
will be enforced in the San Juan River Basin in the
near future. 

CA2-23 Please see the response to General Comment 13.

CA2-24 Please see specific responses to Comments CA2-17
and CA2-18.  Also, please see the response to
General Comment 22.
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CA2-25 Please see specific responses to Comments CA2-17
and CA2-18.  Also, please see response to General
Comment 22.

CA2-26 Reclamation consulted with specialists from state
agencies and Tribes/Nations regarding the long-term
impacts of low flows on various resources.  In
addition, Reclamation has also utilized a rigorous
internal peer review process, and the involvement of
all Cooperating Agencies who participated in the
development of not only the Summer Low Flow Test,
but also the FEIS as well.
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CA3-1 Please see the responses to General Comments 3 and
6. 

CA3-2 In formulating and weighing alternative plans and
their impacts in the EIS, it was not inconsistent to
consider (along with other factors) potential future
uses of water in the area, including the Navajo-Gallup
Water Supply Project, while ultimately fully
analyzing more limited uses.  Under the alternatives
retained for further EIS analysis, depletions
(table II-1) were included for only existing and
certain other limited uses (No Action Alternative), or
for those uses and also future uses with ESA/NEPA
compliance (action alternatives).  This narrowing of
the process is consistent with planning as it was
constrained by ESA-related requirements.   

CA3-3 Comment noted.

CA3-4 Please see the response to General Comment 1c.
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CA3-5 Please see the response to General Comment 12.

CA3-6 Please see the response to General Comment 16. 

CA3-7 Reclamation complies with all federal laws and/or
regulations as they are enacted over time, even if such
legislation was enacted after a Reclamation project
was authorized by Congress.  For example, the
Navajo Unit was authorized by the 1956 CRSP Act. 
Construction of the Unit was completed in 1962.  The
reoperation of Navajo Dam addressed in this EIS is
based on the 1969 National Environmental Policy
Act, the 1973 Endangered Species Act and
amendments to these acts.   

CA3-8 Please see the response to General Comment 12.
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CA3-9 Please see the response to General Comment 17.

CA3-10 Please see the responses to General Comments 11
and 13.

CA3-11 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.

CA3-12 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.

CA3-13 Comment noted.

CA3-14 There is a difference between the depletions
associated with the Preferred Alternative
(Table II-1 in the EIS) and depletions associated with
the Flow Recommendation’s (Table 7.3 in the Flow
Recommendations).  Table II-1 in the EIS represents
a current summary of San Juan River Basin
depletions, as compared to Table 7.3 in the Flow
Recommendations, which is dated 1999.  Also,
please see the response to General Comment 21.

CA3-15 Please see the responses to General Comments 18c,
d, and e.
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CA3-16 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.

CA3-17 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.

CA3-18 The water supply for  the town of Arboles comes
from a water system constructed on the Piedra River,
not Navajo Reservoir.  The domestic use water for
Arboles State Park comes from a well(s) in the State
Park area. The production of the well(s) may be
affected by drawdown of the reservoir, but should not
be adversely affected.   The operation of Navajo Dam
should not adversely affect either existing water
system. 

CA3-19 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.
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CA4-1 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
through 5 concern.
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CA4-6 To ensure consistency within the EIS, references
to correspondence will remain footnoted.  The EIS
has been revised to accommodate your concern.

CA4-7 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
through 12 concern.
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CA5-1 Comment noted.

CA5-2 Comment noted.
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CA5-3 Comment noted.
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CA5-4 Reclamation will continue to work within its
authorities to protect water quality. 

CA5-5 Reclamation will continue to use its water
conservation program to assist local entities in
efficient water use.  Many irrigation systems in the
area, for example NIIP, have already implemented
measures such as sprinkler irrigation to increase
efficiency. 
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CA5-6 Reclamation agrees that the Bloomfield permit
conditions may need to be amended.  Please see the
response to General Comment 23.
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CA5-7 Please see the response to General Comment 23.

CA5-8 Please see the response to General Comment 11
which addresses flexibility.  The EIS has been revised
to accommodate your concern.

CA5-9 Please see the response to General Comment 2. 



COOPERATING AGENCIES - Comments and Responses 67

CA5-10 Please see the response to General Comment 1.

CA5-11 Please see the response to General Comment 17.
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CA5-12 During the Summer Low Flow Test, downstream
releases were made through the City of Farmington
powerplant.  Some minor noise was noted and the
City reported there was minor cavitation that
occurred during the test. This noise and cavitation
should not represent a safety hazard to the unit or site
personnel. At this time, Reclamation is not aware of
proposed modifications to the existing units.     
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CA6-1 Please see the response to General Comment 2.
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CA6-2 Please see the response to General Comment 15
concerning flow monitoring.  Also, the EIS has been
revised to accommodate your concern.

CA6-3 Please see the response to General Comment 2. 
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CA7-1 Comment noted.

CA7-2 The Nation's position is based on assertions that
existence of the Jicarilla Apache Water Rights
Settlement Act requires that all of the Nation's
settlement water be included as a current depletion. 
Reclamation respectfully disagrees with the Nation's
position.  As Reclamation has explained, the
proposed federal action is the implementation of the
Flow Recommendations, or a reasonable alternative
to those recommendations, in a manner which enables 
both current and future water depletions to proceed
in compliance with the ESA and meets authorized
project purposes - not the implementation of the
Jicarilla Apache water rights settlement.
Reclamation’s position is that the authorized purposes
of the Navajo Unit have not been amended by the
Settlement Act.  Finally, Reclamation believes that
implementation of the Flow Recommendations is not
inconsistent with the Settlement Act and that recovery
of the endangered fish species is in the best interest
of the Nation.    Also please see the response to
General Comment 18g.
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CA7-3 Please see responses to Comment CA7-2 and General
Comment 18g.
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CA7-4 Please see responses to General Comments 1a and
18b.
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CA7-5 Please see the responses to Comment CA7-2 and
General Comments 18b and 18g.
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CA7-6 Please see responses to Comment CA7-2 and General
Comment 18b. 
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CA7-7 Reclamation will continue to operate Navajo Dam in
compliance with applicable Federal and State laws. 
Please see response to General Comments 18b, 18e,
and 18g.
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CA7-8 Please see the responses to Comment CA7-2 and
General Comment 18e.
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CA7-9 Please see the responses to Comment CA7-2 and
General Comment 18e.
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CA7-10 Please see the response to General Comment 21.
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CA8-1 See the responses to General Comments 13 and 15
concerning drought conditions and monitoring of
base flows, respectively.  In periods of severe drought
Reclamation will work with state and Federal
agencies to equitably share shortages. 

CA8-2 The plans for monitoring base flows have been
revised in the EIS.  Please see the response to General
Comment 15. 
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CA8-3 These operators were notified through the same
general notification and scoping meetings as the
public.  In the Utah area, extreme flows will be
related to natural storm events and not to any
reservoir operational changes.
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CA9-1 Please see the responses to General Comments 22 and
28.
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CA9-2 Please see the responses to General Comments 22 and
28.

CA9-3 The analysis concentrated on adult trout habitat
because the majority of the fishery is supported by
stocking rather than natural production.  Crowding
may increase predation.  

CA9-4 Reclamation agrees that there is a significant
population of native fishes between Citizen's Ditch
and Farmington.  As stated in response to
Comment CA12-24, Reclamation agrees there may
eventually be a decline in this fishery resource
through the full implementation of the Preferred
Alternative; however, the extent of this impact is very
difficult to predict.  

CA9-5 The conclusions, based on the effects to the San Juan
River during the 1996-97 Winter Flow Test, were
based on the extent of loss of wetted area comparing
a 500 cfs to a 250 cfs dam release.  The extent of this
dewatering would have been the same during the
2001 Summer Low Flow Test.  Although more
numbers and or biomass of aquatic invertebrates may
be impacted during summer conditions, Reclamation
believes the loss would not adversely impact trout
growth.

CA9-6 Mimicking high spring releases from Navajo Dam
has been occurring since 1991.  There are no data that
indicate that these releases, which have not exceeded
5,000 cfs, have had a negative effect to the trout
fishery although angling during these high flow
periods may be more difficult.

CA9-7 Reclamation predicts significant impacts on the trout
fishery.  Flexibility, discussed in General Response
11, may reduce these impacts in the short-term.
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CA9-8 Please see the response to General Comment 29.

CA9-9 The estimate of $15.6 to $18 million is the total
impact that out-of-state anglers expenditures on the
San Juan River have on the economy of San Juan
County, New Mexico. See also the response to
General Comment 29.

CA9-10 Please see the response to General Comment 31. 

CA9-11 The Bloomfield waste water treatment permit may
have to be amended due to changes in flows;
however, the discharge is presently less than 1 cfs and
the flows in the river will significantly dilute the
pollutants to prevent harm to wildlife and the
endangered fish.  Also, please see the response to
General Comment 23.
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CA9-12 Please see the responses to General Comments 4 and
5.

CA9-13 The summary of water shortages under the 500/5000
alternative are essentially correct. Table II-3 in
Volume I shows that the 500/5000 Alternative fails to
meet the Flow Recommendations a significant
amount of the time. 

CA9-14 Please see the responses to General Comments 5 and
9.  As indicated above, Table II-3 shows that the
500/5000 Alternative fails to meet the Flow
Recommendations a significant amount of the time.
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CA9-15 Please see the response to General Comment 21a.  

CA9-16 Please see the responses to General Comments 1 and
19.

CA9-17 Please see the response to General Comment 2.
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CA9-18 Please see the response to General Comment 1a. 
Also, see previous responses to Comments CA9-1,
CA9-12, and CA9-16. 

CA9-19 Please see the responses to General Comments 3, 5,
and 9.
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CA10-1 Comment noted.

CA10-2 Please see the responses to General Comments 14 and
18k.
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CA10-3 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.

CA10-4 According to the SJRBRIP website, the State of
Utah is a participant in the program and the word
“development” is used in the definition of the
program.  The EIS has been revised accordingly.    

CA10-5 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
through 8 concern.

CA10-9 Please see the response to General Comment 12
which discusses discommissioning Navajo Dam.
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CA10-10 Please see the response to General Comment 11
which discusses flexibility.

CA10-11 Comment noted.

CA10-12 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.

CA10-13 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.

CA10-14 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.

CA10-15 Reclamation apologizes for not including the
New Mexico Environment Department on the list
of cooperating agencies in the DEIS. Their name
will be added to the EIS.

CA10-16 Comment noted.
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CA10-17 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.

CA10-18 Please see the response to General Comment 18k.
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CA10-19 Please see the response to General Comment 18.

CA10-20 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.

CA10-21 Comment noted.  Reclamation declines to modify the
sentence as recommended.

CA10-22 Please see the response to General Comment 21.
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CA10-23 Comment noted.

CA10-24 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.  
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CA10-25 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.

CA10-26 Please see the response to General Comment 18.

CA10-27 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.

CA10-28 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.

CA10-29 Reclamation will operate Navajo Dam so that the
water surface elevation would not drop below 5990
feet during the irrigation season and 5985 feet during
the non-irrigation season.  This will be accomplished
using the Annual Operating Plan, National Weather
Service monthly inflow forecasts, public input, and
implementing shortage sharing criteria set forth in
Section 11 (a) of the Act of June 13, 1962, Public
Law 87-483, 76 Stat. 96.

CA10-30 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.

CA10-31 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.
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CA10-32 The EIS has been revised.

CA10-33 Comment noted. Reclamation declines to incorporate
the recommended change.

CA10-34 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
through 46 concern.



COOPERATING AGENCIES - Comments and Responses 112

CA10-47 Comment noted.

CA10-48 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.  As of the date of this document,
Reclamation does not know if the Secretary of the
Interior has made any commitments affecting the use
beyond 2017 of the water presently contracted for use
at the Navajo Power Plant.

CA10-49 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.
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CA10-50 Comment noted.  Please see the response to General
Comment 21.

CA10-51 Comment noted.

CA10-52 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.

CA10-53 Comment noted.  Please see the response to General
Comment 21.
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CA10-54 Comment noted.

CA10-55 Comment noted.

CA10-56 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.

CA10-57 A footnote has been added to the bottom of Table III-
3 clarifying existing and future uses.  These depletion
values are based on Indian water right settlements for
the Jicarilla Apache Nation and the Colorado Ute
Tribes. The Navajo Nation water rights are in the
process of being determined.
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CA10-58 Comment noted.

CA10-59 Comment noted.

CA10-60 Comment noted.
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CA10-61 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.

CA10-62 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
through 65 concern.
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CA10-66 Comment noted.

CA10-67 The text as currently written is sufficient. 

CA10-68 The text as currently written is sufficient.

CA10-69 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your 
through 73 concern.
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CA10-74 The 1988 Colorado Ute Indian Water Rights
Settlement Act invokes the use of the Indian Self-
Determination and Education Assistance Act (Public
Law 92-638) allowing tribes to contract in the
construction of federally funded tribal projects.  Both
the Ute Mountain Ute Tribe and the Southern Ute
Tribe will receive direct benefits by contracting for
various aspects of the ALP Project.

CA10-75 The value used for the upper range of water sales
revenue is indeed a value of treated water which
should not be used to establish a range of revenue.  
The estimated water sales revenue has been corrected
to reflect the revenue generated from the sale of
untreated raw municipal and industrial water. 

CA10-76   An EIS is currently being developed for the Navajo-
                  Gallup Water Supply Project and it is recognized
                   that there will be economic benefits if this project
                   is implemented. 
CA10-77 Please see the response to General Comment 5.
CA10-78 There are differences in the ITA economic impacts

between the No Action Alternative and the 500/5000
Alternative. In particular is the difference in the
amount of acreage that would be developed in NIIP. 
Under the No Action Alternative, only the acreage
left  to be developed for blocks 9-11 (45,630 acres)
would not be developed, whereas under the 500/ 5000
Alternative, the acreage to be developed in blocks 9-
11, plus the acreage that is currently developed in
blocks 7 and 8 (10,500 acres), would require
additional consultation, placing its develop-ment in
question.

CA10-79 Comment noted.
CA10-80 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your

concern.
CA10-81 Reclamation declines to change the text as

recommended since suitable habitat is a critical
element of survival. 
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CA10-82 Using the best available information, this conclusion
was arrived at based on a New Mexico Department of
Game and Fish publication from the 1960's. 

CA10-83 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.

CA10-84 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.

CA10-85 Reclamation declines to modify the text.
CA10-86 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your

concern.
CA10-87 The table does show an increase in visitation over the

10 year period; however, most of the increases
occurred in the early years in the table.  Improved
facilities completed in Colorado and planned in New
Mexico are anticipated to stimulate more visitation. 

CA10-88 The EIS accurately indicates that changes in angler
use are difficult to project because they are influenced
by a variety of factors.  However, this is a significant
issue and needs to be considered in the EIS.  It is
recognized that minimum releases of 250 cfs would
not occur at all times, but hydrology tables in Chapter
II show that they occur frequently enough to become
a limiting factor on the trout fishery.

CA10-89 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.

CA10-90 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern. It is Reclamation's intent to maintain flows
below Bluff above 500 cfs to meet the Flow
Recommendations.  However, because this is
monitored as a weekly average of gages, flows will
occasionally fall below 500 cfs.  In dry years, this
would also benefit rafting conditions. 
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CA10-91 Please see the response to General Comment 18.
CA10-92 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your

concern.
CA10-93 Comment noted.
CA10-94 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your

concern.
CA10-95 Very little of the data presented in table III-9 was

collected before 1971.  This table was taken from the
ALP Project Water Quality section of the SEIS and is
presented here as a general indication of the water
quality of the San Juan River.

CA10-96 The New Mexico Environment Department will make
a determination of whether or not exceedences are a
violation of the State's water quality standards. 
Reclamation believes that data from the low flow
tests conducted indicate that exceedences for some
water quality parameters may occur during summer
low flow periods.  

CA10-97 TMDL's are developed only after the State has
determined that violations have occurred and the 
parameter is listed on the 303(d) list.  As part of the
State's program to prevent further violations, best
management practices are developed by the State to
prevent further violations of the water quality
standard.

CA10-98 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.

CA10-99 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.

CA10-100 Comment noted.
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CA10-101 The values listed on Table III-13 are different
because they are Carlson’s Trophic State Indices
(TSI) (as discussed in the text on page III-102).  The
calculations for these can be found at: 
www.epa.gov/bioiweb1/aquatic/carlson.html     The
numbers listed in that table are based on averaged
values obtained throughout the sampling year. 
Because these are TSI values, units other than that of
the TSI value were not used.    

CA10-102 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern. 

CA10-103 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.

CA10-104 Please see the responses to General Comment 18.
CA10-105 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your

concern.
CA10-106 Please see the response to General Comment 24. 

Currently, peak releases are scheduled to coincide
with natural peak runoff flows. These releases,
coupled with  natural peak runoff flows, attempt to
mimic pre-dam natural flows.  Channel scour and
maintenance occurring during the monsoonal season
when tributary drainages have the potential to
contribute greater flows to the San Juan River have
been considered.  This option results in the inability
to fully control flows within the San Juan River.  The
localized flash flood events  are generally of short
duration and may have high flows associated with the
cloudburst events.  The ability to accurately
coordinate releases considering all
runoff/precipitation events is extremely difficult and
unlikely.  The potential for property damage and/or
loss of life is not an acceptable risk.

CA10-107 Please see the response to General Comment 18k.
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CA10-108 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.

CA10-109 Please see the response to General Comment 2.

CA10-110 Please see the response to General Comment 18k.

CA10-111 Please see the response to General Comment 2.
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CA10-112 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
through 119 concern.
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CA10-120 Comment noted.
through 123
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CA10-124 Documentation of the San Juan River Basin
Hydrology Model can be found in two documents:
Draft San Juan River Recovery Implementation
Program, Hydrology Model, Hydrologic Model and
Data Development, November 20, 2001, and
Documentation, Naturalized Flows Development, San
Juan River Basin, October 1, 2002.

CA10-125 Comment noted.

CA10-126 Comment noted.
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CA10-127 Comment noted.

CA10-128 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.

CA10-129 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.

CA10-130 “As a practical matter, it is unlikely that these return
flows can be protected and passed downstream during
water-short months.  The use of the return flows by
downstream irrigators during water-short periods
becomes depletion incidental to the project.  To
prevent exceeding the total project depletion of
57,100 afy, project uses would be reduced by the
amount of incidental depletions resulting from the
return flow use.” (ALP Project FSEIS, Vol 1, July
2000, p 3-26)

“If the return flows are depleted in Colorado, the
depletion would be charged to Colorado depletions. 
However, if the return flows cannot be protected and
they are depleted (water diverted for irrigation of
M&I uses) in New Mexico, that depletion would be
charged to New Mexico’s allocations.” (ALP Project
FSEIS, Vol 3A, Comment Letters and Responses,
p SA-45, SA7-45)

CA10-131 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.
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CA10-132 Please see the response to General Comment 2 which
discusses mitigation. 
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CA11-1 Please see the response to General Comment 26
which discusses hydropower.

CA11-2 Please see the response to General Comment 27.

CA11-3 Please see the response to General Comment 13.
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CA11-4 Please see the response to General Comment 31.

CA11-5 Please see the response to General Comments 2 and
24. 

CA11-6 Please see the response to General Comment 2.

CA11-7 After the EIS is released and the Record of Decision
signed, Reclamation will continue to conduct three
Navajo Reservoir operations meetings annually to
solicit input and concerns on planned operations
including implementation of the alternative selected.
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CA11-8 Please see the response to General Comment 9.

CA11-9 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern. 

CA11-10 Reclamation believes it is appropriate to reference the
Flow Recommendations.  The specific Flow
Recommendations are discussed in other sections of
the EIS and reference is made to potential
modifications to the Flow Recommendations through
the SJRBRIP. 

CA11-11 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern. 

CA11-12 Please see the responses to General Comments 17 and
20c.

CA11-13 Please see the responses to General Comments 17 and
20c.
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CA11-14 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern. 

CA11-15 Comment noted.

CA11-16 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern. 

CA11-17 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern. 

CA11-18 Comment noted.
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CA11-19 Comment noted.

CA11-20 Please see the response to General Comment 11
which discusses flexibility.

CA11-21 Please see the response to General Comment 18a.

CA11-22 Reclamation agrees to the change submitted and the
EIS will be modified accordingly. 
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CA11-23 Comment noted.
through 27

CA11-28 Please see the response to General Comment 11.

CA11-29 Please see the response to General Comment 2.

CA11-30 Comment noted.
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CA11-31 The paragraph refers to the Navajo Nation water
quality assessment only.  The State of New Mexico
water quality standard for selenium applies to non-
reservation reaches of the San Juan River and is 5
ug/l total recoverable selenium.

CA11-32 Please see the response to General Comment 23.

CA11-33 Please see the response to General Comment 23.
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CA11-34 Comment noted.

CA11-35 As noted in Chapter III, cost estimates are not
available at this time and their significance is yet to
be determined.

CA11-36 Please see the response to General Comment 26.

CA11-37 Please see responses to General Comments 31a and
31e.

CA11-38 Please see the response to General Comment 31e.
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CA11-39 Please see the responses to General Comments 20a
and 20c.

CA11-40 Please see the response to General Comment 20f.  

CA11-41 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.

CA11-42 Please see the response to General Comment 15
which discusses monitoring flows in the San Juan
River. 

CA11-43 The maximum releases adopted by this EIS should
not cause damage to landowners additional to that
which has previously occurred since the construction
of Navajo Dam.  Also, see the response to General
Comment 24.
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CA11-44 Reclamation recognizes that flexibility will diminish
as future water development occurs.  However,
Reclamation is committed to using flexibility
whenever possible. 

CA11-45 Please see the response to General Comment 2.

CA11-46 Please see the response to General Comment 2.
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CA11-47 Reclamation is not making a specific commitment to
provide technical assistance to each entity for design
and/or modification of existing structures.  There is a
technical assistance program available through
several different methods to assist with design and
feasibility work associated with diversion and water
conveyance structures.  This assistance is based on
technical merit and need based on yearly available
federal funding.  Each entity applying for
funding/assistance must meet the deadlines and
application criteria as set forth in the program.  

CA11-48 Please see the response to General Comment 24. 
Reclamation has added agency coordination on flood
control into the environmental commitments in
Chapter IV.

CA11-49 Please see the response to General Comment 24.
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CA12-1 Please see the responses to General Comments 3 and
31e.

CA12-2 Comment noted.

CA12-3 Please see the response to  General Comment No. 3.
The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.
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CA12-4 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.

CA12-5 Throughout the DEIS, Reclamation references the
ALP Project which has several components including
the Navajo Nation Municipal Pipeline.  None of the
ALP Project components have been identified
separately. 

CA12-6 Flexibility and base flow monitoring have been
clarified in the EIS.
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CA12-7 Comment noted.

CA12-8 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.

CA12-9 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.

CA12-10 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.
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CA12-11 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.  Please see the response to General
Comment 15 for further information.

CA12-12 See response to CA12-6.

CA12-13 The summary table should be attached to the end of
the Alternatives chapter (Chapter II) in NEPA
documents.

CA12-14 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.
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CA12-15 Please see the response to General Comment 19. 

CA12-16 Please see the response to General Comment 19.  An
accounting of the economic impacts of not
constructing the ALP Project is addressed in the
ITA/EJ section within Chapter III, Volume I.

CA12-17 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern. 

CA12-18 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.
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CA12-19 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.

CA12-20 Please see the response to General Comment 31a
which discusses economic impacts. 

CA12-21 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.

CA12-22 Please see the response to General Comment 31(a)
which discusses economic impacts. 
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CA12-23 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.

CA12-24 Unfortunately, there are no data that describe the
effect flow releases had to downstream native fish
populations prior to 1987.  It was assumed that the
effect was negative since the dam was operated in a
manner to limit seasonal flow fluctuations and did not
represent a natural hydrograph.  Similar problems
have hindered the recovery efforts of the Colorado
pikeminnow and razorback sucker due to lack of
information pertaining to the occurrence of these two
species prior to study efforts initiated in 1987.

CA12-25 Please see the response to General Comment 28.

CA12-26 Comment noted.

CA12-27 Please see the responses to General Comments 22 and
28.  The associated adverse impact to the trout
population is difficult to determine, but discussions
with several fishery biologists both within and
outside of government, have agreed it is likely that
the loss would exceed 20 percent.
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CA12-28 Please see the response to General Comment 2 which
discusses mitigation. 

CA12-29 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.

CA12-30 Flows reached 250 cfs for 222 out of the 780 months
of the 1929 to 1993 hydrology period for the
Preferred Alternative.  Please refer to Table II-6.

CA12-31 Please see the response to General Comment 30.
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CA12-32 Please see the response the General Comment 29b.

CA12-33 In Chapter III, Recreation Section (Commercial
Rafting), the DEIS identifies the months when rafting
occurs along the San Juan River-- March through
October with the core months being June, July and
August.  Also, please see the response to General
Comment 32.

CA12-34 Please see the responses to General Comments 8 and
26. 

CA12-35 Comment noted.
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CA12-36 Please see the response to General Comment 26.

CA12-37 The water quality degradation is based on a general
increase in water use.  Water quality data from
Table III-9 shows a general degradation trend
downstream for some parameters.  Please see the
response to General Comment 23.

CA12-38 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.

CA12-39 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.
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CA12-40 Please see the responses to General Comments 29 and
30. 

CA12-41 Please see the response to General Comment 30.
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CA12-42 Comment noted.   

CA12-43 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.
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CA12-44 Please see the response to General Comment 2.

CA12-45 Please see the responses to General Comments 27 and
28. 

CA12-46 Flexibility and base flow monitoring have been
clarified in the EIS. Please see the response to
General Comment 11.
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CA12-47 Comment noted.
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CA13-1 Please see the response to General Comment 23. 

CA13-2 Please see the response to General Comment 23.
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CA13-3 Please see the response to General Comment 23.

CA13-4 Please see the response to General Comment 5.
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CA14-1 Please see the response to General Comment 31.         
     

CA14-2 Please see the response to General Comments 3
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CA14-3 The ALP Project includes the Navajo Nation
Municipal Pipeline. In the EIS, none of the ALP
Project components are identified or analyzed
separately.        

CA14-4 The ITA section of the EIS recognizes that additional
revenue, income and employment impacts would
occur as a result of vertical integration related to NIIP
agricultural production. 

CA14-5 Please see the responses to General Comments 5a and
c.
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CA14-6 Please see the response to General Comment 11.

CA14-7 A sufficient discussion of the City of Farmington’s
hydropower plant is contained in the Chapter III
Hydropower section of the EIS.  Contractual details
are beyond the scope of this document.

CA14-8 The minimum reservoir water surface elevation is set
at 5,985 feet.  In the Preferred Alternative analysis,
monthly water surface elevation drops below 5,990
feet four times during the 65 year study period.  This
elevation is reached only in the winter months when
the NIIP inlet works are not being used.  

CA14-9 For the 500/5000 Alternative, the end of the month
water surface elevation drops below 5990 feet 20
times as modeled from 1928 to 1993.  Irrigation
diversions to NIIP would be curtailed or eliminated
13 months due to drought conditions over the period
of July 1955-March 1957.  Under actual operations,
shortage sharing would keep the reservoir above 5990
feet, but provide a 67 percent supply to Navajo
contractors and target base flows in the critical habitat
reach below Farmington. 

CA14-10 Please see the response to Comment CA14-3.

CA14-11 Please see response to Comment CA14-4.
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CA14-12 Please see the responses to General Comments 1c and
26. 

CA14-13 Comment noted. 

CA14-14 Please see the response to General Comment 1c. 

CA14-15 Please see the responses to General Comments 18 and
19.

CA14-16 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.
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CA14-17 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.

CA14-18 Table 1 in the NIIP Development Schedule, found in
the Navajo Indian Irrigation Project Biological
Assessment, June 11, 1999, shows completion of
NIIP in the year 2032.

CA14-19 Comment noted.

CA14-20 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.

CA14-21 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.
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CA14-22 Please see the response to Comment CA14-4.

CA14-23 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.

CA14-24 Please see the response to General Comment 19.

CA14-25 Complete Census 2000 information was not available
at the time of analyses for the DEIS.   2000 Census
information was being adjusted based on
“undercounting” (not accounting for all tribal
members) issues that were raised.  

CA14-26 The “Water Development Strategy for the Navajo
Nation” does address some current commercial and
industrial water uses and identifies the need for future
water supplies to meet those needs.  See page ES-3
and page 49, section 6 of the referenced document.

  
CA14-27 Comment noted.  Information concerning these

activities was not available at the time this EIS was
prepared.
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CA14-28 Reclamation's assessment of  worst case impacts to
the trout fishery was based on the best science
available.  This assessment was reviewed by
Reclamation, the New Mexico Department of Game
and Fish and the Fish and Wildlife Service.  Also, see
the responses to General Comments 6 and 30 which
discuss alternatives and trout habitat loss,
respectively.

CA14-29 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.

CA14-30 Please see the response to General Comment 1c.

CA14-31 Reclamation agrees that flexibility will reduce
impacts and this is discussed in more detail in the
EIS.  However, in the long term 250 cfs will be
frequent, as shown in Table 11-6.

CA14-32 Table II-6 in Chapter II shows long-term impacts on
streamflows.  Minimum releases of 250 cfs will be
frequent in the future.  Reclamation agrees that
flexibility can reduce these impacts in the short term.

CA14-33 See response to Comment CA14-28.

CA14-34 Reclamation's assessment of impacts to the trout
fishery was based on cumulative impacts of new
water operations and water development.  The
introduction to Chapter III has been expanded
accordingly.
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CA14-35 Please see the responses to General Comments 29 and
31.

CA14-36 Please see the responses to General Comments 8, 11,
and 26.  

CA14-37 Please see the response to General Comment 1c.

CA14-38 Future development of industrial and commercial
facilities by the Navajo Nation and all their associated
impacts was beyond the scope of this document. 
However, it is recognized that without the future NIIP
water supply, agricultural development and some
resulting vertical integration of NIIP products or by-
products may not occur.

CA14-39 Please refer to the response to General Comment 26. 
Impacts were measured on affected resources.

CA14-40 Comment noted.
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CA14-41 Please see the response to General Comment 26.

CA14-42 Comment noted.

CA14-43 Please see the responses to General Comments 1c and
26.

CA14-44 Please see the responses to General Comments 19 and
31a.
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CA14-45 Please see the response to General Comment 19. 
Also, the EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.

CA14-46 Please see the responses to General Comments 19 and
31f as well as the response to Comment CA14-22.

CA14-47 Please see the response to General Comment 31e.

CA14-48 Please see the responses to General Comments 19 and
31.

CA14-49 Please see the response to General Comment 30.
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CA14-50 Please see the response to General Comment 29.

CA14-51 The EIS has ben revised to accommodate your
concern.

CA14-52 Please see the response to General Comment 19.

CA14-53 Comment noted.

CA14-54 Please see the ITA/EJ section in Chapter III of
Volume I.

CA14-55 Please see the response to Comment CA14-27.
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CA14-56 Comment noted.
through 61
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CA14-62 Please see the response to General Comment 11.

CA14-63 Please see the response to General Comment 31e.
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CA15-1 Comment noted.  

CA15-2 Please see the response to General Comment 11.  The
Flow Recommendations can also be met when future
projects that have obtained ESA clearance are
implemented.  This does not mean that future projects
without ESA clearance would not occur.  They would
be reviewed individually by the Fish and Wildlife
Service to determine if they could proceed without
jeopardizing endangered fish populations and their
designated critical habitat.
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CA15-3 Comment noted.

CA15-4 Pumping would be decreased or stopped during
certain periods in order to meet the Flow
Recommendations.  When there have been no
endangered fish releases from Navajo Dam for three
years and the planned release for the current year is
the minimum release specified in the Flow
Recommendations, the Durango Pumping Plant
would not pump during June, increasing flow in the
Animas River by an additional 280 cfs to meet Flow
Recommendations for endangered fish below the
Animas River confluence in the San Juan River. 
Since the 280 cfs is in addition to the water needed
for downstream diversions, it is assumed that the 280
cfs will not be diverted.  This action would allow
Navajo Reservoir to conserve stored water by not
having to release this volume of water.

CA15-5 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.

CA15-6 The bullet refers to base flow periods, not peak flow
periods, and therefore is appropriate.

CA15-7 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.  See the responses to General Comments 11
and 15.

CA15-8 Please see the response to General Comment 11
concerning flexibility. 

CA15-9 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
through 13 concern.
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CA15-14   Comment noted.

CA15-15 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.

CA15-16 Please see response to General Comments 29b and
30.

CA15-17 Please see response to General Comment 30.

CA15-18 Comment noted.

CA15-19 Comment noted.
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CA15-20 Please see the response to General Comment 11. 

CA15-21 Please see the response to General Comment 11.

CA15-22 Please see the response to General Comment 20f.

CA15-23 Please see the response to General Comment 11.

CA15-24 Please see the response to General Comment 20f.
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CA16-1 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.

CA16-2 Please see the response to General Comment 18e. 

CA16-3 Please see the responses to General Comments 29 and
31.
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CA16-4 Comment noted.

CA16-5 Comment noted.

CA16-6 Comment noted.


	Navajo Reservoir Operations
	Volume III - Contents
	III. Cooperating Agencies
	Introduction
	Issues Raised
	Agencies Included in this Section
	Cooperating Agencies
	Bureau of Indian Affairs
	City of Farmington
	Colorado Water Conservation Board
	Corps of Engineers
	Environmental Protection Agency
	Fish and Wildlife Service
	Jicarilla Apache Nation
	Navajo Nation EPA
	New Mexico Department of Game and Fish
	New Mexico Interstate Stream Commission
	San Juan Water Commission
	Southern Ute Indian Tribe
	State of New Mexico Environment Department
	The Navajo Nation
	The Southwestern Water Conservation District
	Ute Mountain Ute Tribe







