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Volume III – Comments and Responses

FEIS – Navajo Reservoir Operations

X.  Individuals

Introduction

Except for suggested  ed itorial revisions or broad  expressions of support or nonsupport or
approval or d isapproval, ind ividuals commenting on the Navajo Reservoir Operations DEIS
expressed  concern in the general areas summarized below.

Issues Raised

� About one-fourth of respondents commented  either about alternatives formulation
and  selection or about impacts to the trout fishery and  associated  economic effects.

� One-third  of the comments concerned  perceived  limitations of the Flow
Recommendations or endangered  fish recovery program; the hydrology model or
project-related  baselines; water quality impacts analysis; or issues concerning
diversions and  water rights, the Low Flow Test, or the DEIS itself.

� The remainder of comments covered  a broad  range, from concern about costs and
taxes, to those centering on socioeconomic impacts in general and  Ind ian water
rights or claims.

Individuals Included (by Surname)
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IN1-1 Please see the response to General Comment 10. 

IN1-2 Please see response to General Comment 5. 
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IN1-3 Please see the response to General Comment 1.  Also
see the biological assessment in Vol II for
information on the Flow Recommendations.

IN1-4 Flexibility as discussed in the FEIS and General
Comment 11 will reduce impacts; however, as future
water development occurs, this flexibility will
diminish.  Because of this, the EIS presents long-term
impacts which will occur without flexibility.

IN1-5 Yes, the Preferred Alternative will meet the Flow
Recommendations without flexibility.  Flows in the
Animas River have a direct impact on Navajo Dam
releases.  The Flow Recommendations state that
maintaining low, stable base flows is important in
enhancing nursery habitat conditions during summer,
fall and winter periods for the Colorado pikeminnow
and razorback sucker.  San Juan River base flows 
will be monitored within the designated critical
habitat to assure flow levels above 500 cfs. When
flows in the Animas River are high, releases from
Navajo Dam will be reduced in order to maintain
base flows at the desired level.  The opposite is true
when the Animas River flows are low - Navajo Dam
releases will be increased accordingly.  Please also
see response to General Comment 11. 

IN1-6 Please see the response to General Comment 31.
IN1-7 Please see the responses to General Comments 2, 29,

and 30.
IN1-8 Please see the response to General Comment 30.
IN1-9 Please see the response to General Comment 31.
IN1-10 Please see the response to General Comment 22. 

Also, irreversible and irretrievable impacts are
discussed in the summary at the end of Chapter III.

IN1-11 Please see the response to General Comment 1a.
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IN2-1 Please see the response to General Comment 27.

IN2-2 Please see the response to General Comment 31d.
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IN3-1 Please see the responses to General Comments 3, 23,
31, and 32. 

IN3-2 Please see the response to General Comment 5.
IN3-3 Please see the responses to General Comments 3 and

7.
IN3-4 Please see responses to General Comments 1b and c.
IN3-5 Please see the responses to General Comments 22 and

28 which discuss the low flow test and trout fishery
impacts.

IN3-6 Please see General Comment 23.
IN3-7 Please see the response to General Comment 32.
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IN4-1 Please see the response to General Comment 31.
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IN5-1 Please see response to General Comment 5. 

IN5-2 Reclamation agrees that long-term reduction in usable
physical habitat below the Quality Waters section of
the San Juan River could adversely impact warm
water fish species.  Still, these species are much more
tolerant of poorer water quality and low flows than
are trout, so the effect would not be as severe as it
would to trout; however, some adverse impacts are
likely to occur.   

IN5-3 Please see the response to General Comment 11.
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IN6-1 Please see the response to General Comment 31e
which discusses economic impacts.

IN6-2 Please see the responses to General Comments 27,
28, and 29.

IN6-3 Please see the responses to General Comments 27 and
29.
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IN7-1 Please see the responses to General Comments 27,
28, and 30.

IN7-2 Please see the response to General Comment 8.
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IN8-1 The purpose of the EIS is to modify the operations
of Navajo Dam and Reservoir to provide sufficient
releases of water at time, quantities, and durations
necessary to conserve two endangered fish species
and their critical habitat below Farmington,
New Mexico.
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IN9-1 Comment noted. 
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IN9-2 Please see the response to General Comment 19.

IN9-3 Comment noted.



INDIVIDUALS - Comments and Responses 330

IN9-4 Please see the response to General Comment 19.
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IN9-5 Please see the response to General Comment 18a.

IN9-6 Table III-3 provides the best available information
concerning existing and future Tribal uses of the San
Juan River Basin water.  The values for the existing
diversions were left blank because the information
was not readily available (lack of diversion records
for New Mexico).  For the Southern Ute Indian Tribe,
the Ute Mountain Ute Tribe and the Jicarilla Apache
Nation, diversions and depletions specified in their
water rights settlements were used.  Numbers for
future projects such as the proposed Navajo Gallup
Water Supply Project were taken from draft planning
reports.
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IN9-7 Please see the response to General Comment 18.

IN9-8 Comment noted.
through 11
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IN9-12 Please see the response to General Comment 18a
which discusses water rights.
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IN9-13 Please see the responses to General Comments 18c
and e.
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IN9-14 Please see the response to General Comment 18a.

IN9-15 Please see the response to General Comment 19.

IN9-16 Comment noted.  Please see the responses to General
Comment 18h and j.
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IN9-17 The Colorado Ute Indian Water Rights Final
Settlement Agreement contains the diversion points
and priority dates of their reserved rights.  The
Colorado Ute Tribes have the responsibility for
development and use of these rights, and diligence is
not required.  Reclamation does not have the
authority for future development of these rights other
than providing requested technical assistance. 

IN9-18 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.

IN9-19 Comment noted.

IN9-20 Minor depletions are those depletions which will
eventually total about 3,000 acre-feet and have
undergone successful Section 7 consultation by the
Fish and Wildlife Service.  In addition, please see the
response to General Comment 18.
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IN9-21 For information regarding the SJRBRIP, please
contact the Program Coordinator, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, 2105 Osuna NE, Albuquerque, NM,
87113, (505) 346-2525.  The SJRBRIP website is
located at:  www.fws.gov/southwest/sjrip.    

IN9-22 Please see the response to General Comment 19.
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IN9-23 Please see the response to General Comment 18d.

IN9-24 Please see the response to General Comment 18d.
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IN9-25 Please see the responses to General Comments 18d
and e.

IN9-26 Please see the response to General Comment 18.
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IN9-27 Please see the response to General Comment 18d.

IN9-28 The specific guidelines and procedures are cited in
Chapter I, section 6, and in documents listed in the
bibliography. Also, please see the response to
General Comment 18.
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IN9-29 The Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement for the ALP Project contemplated depletions
in New Mexico of Colorado Ute Tribal water from the
settlement via interstate leasing or marketing from the
Tribes to communities in New Mexico.  The hydrology
model was originally configured to model this interstate
leasing.  However, any use of Colorado Ute Indian
Settlement water in New Mexico or outside of
Colorado would require changes to interstate compacts
and/or state water regulations.  Because of these
regulations, Reclamation reconfigured the model to
have all Colorado Ute Water be consumed in Colorado
with the return flows returning to basin rivers in
Colorado.  Documentation on the development of the
model is available.

IN9-30 The Riverware model used historic hydrology (1929-
1993) to model existing and future water uses.  The
drought of 2002 was the worst on record and that data
was not available for input into the model. 
Reclamation is still committed to honoring its
commitment to help in the recovery of the endangered
fish in the San Juan River while still trying to meet the
water needs of the basin.  In 2002, Reclamation
managed releases from the reservoir to maintain a target
base flow of 500 cfs through the critical habitat area for
the first part of the year, as measured as the weekly
average of two of the four streamflow gages on the San
Juan River (as described in the Flow
Recommendations).  Later in the year, Reclamation and
the Service agreed to lower base flows to 350 cfs.  A
section on drought conditions has been added to the
EIS.  Reclamation has formally requested the State
Engineer of New Mexico to administer the river, which
will protect releases made for Navajo Unit contractors
and endangered fish.  

IN9-31 Please see the response to General Comment 21a.
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IN9-32 The consent (Colorado Ute Indians water rights)
being referenced here was finalized in 1991. 
Amendments to that decree to comply with the
Colorado Ute Water Rights Settlement Act
Amendments of 2000 have been entered into the
court.  As committed to in the ALP Project Final
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
(FSEIS), if non-binding hypothetical water use
scenarios are developed, NEPA compliance will be
completed on the development. 
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IN9-33 Please see response to General Comment 19.
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IN9-34 Please see the response to General Comment 21
which discusses hydrology modeling. 

IN9-35 Hydrology studies included existing water uses as
well as future uses that have completed ESA
compliance.  In this way, cumulative effects are taken
into account.
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IN9-36 The Riverware model was chosen because it is one of
the “best-science” river basin models available and
had the support of Reclamation.  During the
development and refinement of the San Juan Basin
Hydrology Model there has been continued peer
review by the SJRBRIP Hydrology Committee. 
Also, please see the response to General
Comment 21.

IN9-37 The RiverWare model has an application for tracking
interstream or interstate movement  of water, such as
tracking the mix of San Juan and Rio Grande River
waters in New Mexico.  Please see the response
to General Comment 21.
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IN9-38 Documentation on the development of the model,
including operating rules, is available.  SJRBRIP
members are listed in Chapter 1 of the EIS. 
Additional information is available on the program’s
website at: www.fws.gov/southwest/sjrip/.

IN9-39 As explained in the EIS, progress of the recovery
program will be reviewed at the Navajo Reservoir
Operation meetings held three times annually which
are open to the public.

IN9-40 Please see response to General Comment 17.
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IN9-41 For purposes of this EIS, Reclamation believes that
the historic data from 1929 -1993 is sufficient to
accurately project impacts regarding alternative
analysis.  Reclamation agrees  that the 2002 drought
is the most severe drought on record. It is reasonable
to assume that there will always be other extreme
events that were not captured by the use of a historic
data set.  However, the period of record used
contains significant drought periods (i.e., 1977).
A section on extreme hydrologic conditions has been
added to Chapter II of the EIS.  Reclamation is
working with the Service, the NM State Engineer,
the Interstate Stream Commission, and major water
users along the San Juan River to reduce water usage
and to share in shortages should the water supply be
less than the normal demand.  The basis for this
shortage sharing concept is Section 11 of the Act of
June 13, 1962, Public Law 87-483, 76 Stat. 96, the
act that authorized the construction, operation, and
maintenance of the Navajo Indian Irrigation and
San Juan-Chama Projects. 

IN9-42 The future water development section of Chapter II
discusses future water development in relation to
endangered fish recovery.  In addition, recovery goals
have been developed by the SJRBRIP to determine
endangered fish recovery status.

For additional information, please contact the
SJRBRIP at the address identified in the response to
Comment IN9-38.
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IN9-43 The commitment and release of water will be
determined at the Navajo Reservoir Operations 
meetings which are held three times yearly and which
are open to the public.  Please see the response to
General Comment 11 which discusses flexibility.  
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IN9-44 Please see the response to General Comment 19.  The
2000 Biological Opinion on the ALP Project
superceded previous opinions.
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IN9-45 Please see General Comment 11.  The Navajo
Reservoir operation meetings referred to have a
format that includes reviewing operations over the
past 4 months, presenting an estimation of reservoir
inflows for future months, determining endangered
fish releases, and proposing operations for the
upcoming months.

IN9-46 Under the Settlement Agreement (reached in the case
San Juan Fly Fishing Federation v. USA), the San
Juan Fly Fishing Federation (Federation) had to give
its permission before flows could be reduced below
500 cfs for purposes of a low flow study.  Written
permission was received from the Federation's
attorney via email dated 1/26/01.  In addition, this
permission was restated in a follow-up letter from
their attorney dated 6/27/01.
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IN9-47 The summer low flow test lasted one week.  What is
presented are the best estimates based on the
available data. What actual flows will be in the future
during low flow conditions will depend upon a
number of factors such as time of year, climatic
conditions, how much water each diversion is taking,
etc. It would be impossible to calculate precisely how
much less or more the flows will be. The statement
applies to river reaches upstream of critical habitat.

IN9-48 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.

IN9-49 Comment noted.
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IN9-50 Please see the response to General Comment 19.
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IN9-51 Please see the response to General Comment 18i
which discusses Reclamation’s permits.

IN9-52 Please see the response to General Comment 18i.

IN9-53 Please see the response to General Comment 18i.
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IN9-54 The functions pertaining to the various authorities 
under which the Navajo Unit was constructed and is 
operated include flood control, irrigation, industrial,  
domestic, power, fish and wildlife, and recreation.
The mainstem reservoirs’ (Flaming Gorge, Blue Mesa,
Lake Powell, and Morrow Point) evaporation is
divided by the Upper Basin states (which do not
include Arizona) in the same percentage as the Upper
Basin supply is divided by the Upper Basin states.
New Mexico must account for 11.25 percent
(58,000 acre-feet per year).  The evaporation depletion
is not required to be in the environmental baseline.
The evaporative depletion does not require a
New Mexico file number and  it does not have a
priority date; evaporation is not accounted for in the
combination permit.  

IN9-55 Comment noted. 
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IN9-56 Please see the response to General Comment 19.  The
information on the permits is public information and
that information has been available to the public
during the preparation of the EIS.  The quantities
listed on the permits are for diversions unless
specifically stated depletion only. 

IN9-57 Comment noted.  

IN9-58 Comment noted. 

IN9-59 New Mexico State Engineer Permit Number 2883 is
referenced in Table III-1.  In the hydrologic modeling
for this EIS only the amount of water that has been
allocated to New Mexico water use was incorporated
into the model.  The hydrology was modeled as if the
water that is not going to be used by the ALP Project
in New Mexico under Permit File No. 2883 is in the
system for other uses. 
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IN9-60 Comment noted.
through 63
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IN9-64 Please see the responses to General Comments 18 and
19.

IN9-65 For information pertaining to the Navajo-San Juan
River Federal Indian Water Rights Negotiation
Team, please contact Ms. Sue Umshler at
(505) 248-5600.  Ms. Umshler is the U.S. Solicitor's
Office representative on the team and she is located
in Albuquerque, New Mexico.  
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IN9-66 See the response to Comment IN9-65.

IN9-67 Please see the response to General Comment 21a.
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IN9-68 Reclamation has gathered and reviewed enough data
to realistically analyze impacts for the EIS. In
addition, numerous specialists from state agencies
and Tribes/Nations were consulted regarding the
long-term impacts of low flows on various resources. 
When it was not possible to fully measure impacts,
hydrology and physical habitat (trout) simulation
models were developed to estimate impacts from
reservoir fluctuations and downstream flow changes,
respectively.  As a result of this analysis, Reclamation
believes that the Preferred Alternative will have an
overall effect of creating a more natural ecosystem
for the endangered fish species.

IN9-69 Please see the response to General Comment 18c.

IN9-70 Reclamation and the Service were in the process of
consulting during preparation of the DEIS.  The EIS
and the Biological Opinion address operations during
droughts when many water uses will not have a full
water supply.
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IN9-71 Please see the response to General Comment 19.

IN9-72 Please see the response to General Comment 21b.

IN9-73 Please see the response to General Comment 21b.

IN9-74 Comment noted. 
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IN9-75 It is beyond the scope of the EIS to identify
agricultural economic losses that may or may not be
occurring on the NIIP.  Often the overarching
philosophical goals related to tribal agricultural
enterprises are the intangible benefits of employment
and training with the motive of "turning a profit"
being of secondary concern.  Please also see the
response to General Comment 31a.

IN9-76 Please see the response to General Comment 18.
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IN9-77 Comment noted. 
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IN9-78 Comment noted. 

IN9-79 Please see the response to General Comment 17
which discusses adaptive management.

IN9-80 Please see the responses to General Comments 19 and
23.  From the Hammond Diversion to the Animas
River, water quality changes associated with reduced
flows probably would not impact the native fishes
present since native fishes are more tolerant of higher
water temperatures and lower levels of dissolved
oxygen.  Reduced flows and associated physical
habitat loss would likely reduce native fish
populations and may also impede these fishes' ability
to move freely within this section of river. For native
fish populations within this reach, the only effective
way to reduce impacts associated with reduced flow
would be to increase flow.  In the short term,
Reclamation believes the ability to increase flow may
exist through flexibility as described in the response
to General Comment 11.  

IN9-81 Please see the response to General Comment 20.
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IN9-82 Please see the response to General Comment 20 (f).

IN9-83 Please see the response to General Comment 2 which
discusses mitigation.

IN9-84 The SJRBRIP continues to monitor and study the
effects of pollutants on the recovery of the
endangered fish.  At the present time the studies do
not indicate that contaminants would limit the
recovery of the two endangered fish species
(SJRBRIP Program Evaluation Report, 2000).  The
Bureau of Indian Affairs monitoring program
continues to monitor irrigation return flows and the
San Juan River.
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IN9-85 Please see the response to General Comment No. 22
which discusses the low flow tests.

IN9-86 The Miller Mesa Waterfowl Area was redesignated
by the Service as a multiple use recreation area in the
mid 1980's.  At that time, the Service concluded that
there had been sufficient enhancement of waterfowl
habitat below the dam that offset the loss of the
Miller Mesa Wildlife Area being specifically
managed as such.  Your reference to the Migratory
Bird Conservation Act should more correctly be
identified as the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. 
Reclamation has completed mitigation for the
construction and operation of Navajo Dam and
Reservoir. 
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IN10-1 Please see the response to General Comment 5 .

IN10-2 Please see the response to General Comment 5.

IN10-3 Please the responses to General Comments 5 and 11.
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IN11-1 Please see the responses to General Comments 3 and
31.

IN11-2 Please see the responses to General Comments 5 and
8.

IN11-3 Please see the response to General Comment 2.
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IN11-4 Please see the responses to General Comments 3 and
31.

IN11-5 Please see the response to General Comment 5.
IN11-6 Please see the response to General Comment 2

concerning mitigation.
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IN12-1 Comment noted.
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IN12-1 (con’t) Comment noted.
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IN13-1 Please see the responses to General Comments 27 and
28.

IN13-2 In the Flow Recommendations the SJRBRIP’s
Biology Committee determined that peak releases of
5,000 cubic feet per second are needed to meet part of
the flows recommended as necessary for endangered
fish recovery.   Please see response to General
Comment 5.

IN13-3 During the summer low flow tests, the discharge from
                  the waste water treatment plant did not have a
                  significant effect on the water quality parameters
                  sampled downstream from the discharge.  Please see

                                    the response to General Comment 23.                                  
                                   IN13-4 Please see the responses to General Comments 23,

                                    26, 29, and 31.
                                   IN13-5  Please see the responses to General Comments 26

                                    and 31.
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IN14-1 Historically, pre-dam flows in the San Juan River
at the Navajo Dam site ranged from near 0 cfs to
nearly 20,000 cfs.  In areas where the larger
tributaries flow into the river, inflows above 1,000 cfs
have been noted since the construction of Navajo Dam.
On the San Juan River system, such flows can and
should be expected. The drainage areas for some of the
tributaries are large enough to supply flows of over
5000 cfs.  During these periods of high flows, bank,
and channel erosion, as well as deposition, can and
will occur. The maximum releases adopted by this EIS
will not exceed what has happened historically and
should not cause additional damage to landowners
above that which has previously occurred since the
construction of Navajo Dam.   
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IN15-1 Although several actions have occurred since the
establishment of the reservation that have affected
both Tribes and the reservation, 1868 has been
established as the official date that the reservation
was created.  The book THE SOUTHERN UTES, A
Tribal History gives a good account of the creation of
the reservation.

IN15-2 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.
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IN15-3 Please see the response to General Comment 18d.

IN15-4 The Ute Mountain Ute Tribe receives water from the
Dolores Project, as noted in table III-3 and
information presented in the Colorado Ute Tribes
section, Affected Environment, ITA/EJ section. 
Table III-3 also shows that the Southern Ute Indian
Tribe receives water from the Florida and Pine River
Projects.  

IN15-5 Comment noted.

IN15-6 It is Reclamation’s opinion that providing
information on the social conditions of a Tribe in the
Affected Environment section of the document is
relevant.
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IN15-7 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.

IN15-8 Comment noted.

IN15-9 The full Colorado Ute Indian Water Rights Final
Settlement Agreement contains 87 pages. It was
included in the ALP Project FSEIS and other
documents.  Because the agreement has been
provided in other available published documents,
Reclamation chose not to include the agreement in
this document.  A copy can be obtained from
Reclamation.
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IN15-10 The EIS has been revised to accommodate your
concern.  The information in Table III-3 lists the
water rights of the Colorado Ute Tribes.  Both Tribes
have water rights that they have not put to use.    

IN15-11 The Ute Mountain Ute Tribe received a water right of
21,000 acre-feet for the irrigation of 7,200 acres. 
Information on how the Ute Mountain Ute Tribe will
develop their Mancos River water rights is beyond
the scope of this document.  

IN15-12 In the December 19, 1991 consent decree, the
Colorado Ute tribes agreed to waive any and all
claims to water rights in the State of Colorado not
expressly identified in the decree after certain
requirements were completed.  One of these
requirements for the Ute Mountain Ute Tribe was the
completion of the Dolores Project, the Towaoc Canal
being a feature of the Dolores Project.  With the
completion of the Dolores Project and with the rights
given to them in the decree in the Mancos River, the
Ute Mountain Ute Tribe’s claims on the Mancos
River have been fully settled.     

IN15-13 Adding the stipulations in the 1991 consent decree is
beyond the scope of this document.  

IN15-14 Putting a value on the Ute Mountain Ute Tribe’s
claims in the Mancos River is beyond the scope of
this document. 
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IN16-1 Please see the responses to General Comments 20f
and 23.

IN16-2 Please see the responses to General Comments 20a
and f.
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IN17-1 Comment noted.
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IN18-1 Please see the response to General Comment 18a
which discusses measurement and administration of
water rights within New Mexico.

IN18-2 Please see the response to General Comment 15
which discusses monitoring of base flows. Gage data
is available through the USGS website.

IN18-3 Please see the response to General Comment 32 and
Table II -7 in the EIS.  
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IN19-1 It is recognized that recreation type property values
may decrease initially but it is anticipated that they
should stabilize in the long term to yield insignificant
impacts to property values and property tax revenues. 
Also, please see responses to General Comments 26,
27, 28, 29, and 31.

IN19-2 The southwestern willow flycatcher is being
addressed in an Endangered Species Consultation
with the Fish and Wildlife Service. The Biological
Assessment and Opinion can be found in Volume II
of this EIS.  The leopard frog is addressed in the
Vegetation and Wildlife section of Chapter III of the
EIS.  While acknowledging that impacts would occur
to bottom fauna due to reduced wetted areas
associated with lower flows, it was concluded there
would be sufficient numbers of them remaining to
sustain the trout fishery.

IN19-3 Please see the response to General Comment 5.
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IN20-1 Your comment concerning the force and debris
moved by the San Juan River and its tributaries is
noted and has been recorded in historical events. 
With the operational criteria for Navajo Dam,
releases from the reservoir will be maintained
between a minimum flow of 250 cfs and a maximum 
of 5000 cfs.  Historically, prior to the construction of
Navajo Dam, the San Juan River has experienced
recorded flows below the proposed minimum flows
of 250 cfs and significantly above 5000 cfs.  Living
along such a dynamic river system such as the San
Juan River, one can expect the channel and channel
characteristics to change with major precipitation
events and with the general evolution of the channel
system, possibly causing erosional and depositional
shoreline changes. These phenomena have been
recorded along major river systems throughout the
West.  Please see the response to General Comment
24.    
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IN20-2 During 5000 cfs reservoir releases in the past, several
residents along the San Juan River reported damage
that they felt was incurred to their property during
these peak flow events.  All damage reports were
investigated and documentation was prepared on the
reported damages. This information and the Corps of
Engineers studies, recommendations and designation
for the area below Navajo Dam support the criteria
that 5000 cfs is the safe channel capacity in the reach
from Navajo Dam to Farmington.  Please also see the
response to General Comment 24.
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IN21-1 Please see the responses to General Comments 3 and
5. 
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IN22-1 Please see responses to General Comments 3, 27, 28,
and 29.
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IN23-1 Please see the responses to General Comments 5,11,
and 27.



INDIVIDUALS - Comments and Responses 392

IN24-1 Reclamation did assess the effects of reduced flows to
downstream wetland/riparian habitats and associated
wildlife species.  The two species you referenced are
also subject to an Endangered Species Act
consultation.  The Biological Assessment and
Opinion are included in Volume II of this EIS.  Also,
please see the response to General Comment 33.

 

IN24-2 Please see the responses to General Comments 20a,
27, and 28.

IN24-3 Please see the response to General Comment 4. 
Information pertaining to implementation of the Flow
Recommendations can be found in Chapter II.
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IN25-1 Please see the response to General Comment 23 for
further details on this process.

IN25-2 Please see the response to General Comment 31.
IN25-3 These items are addressed in the EIS.  Also, see the

responses to General Comments 26 and 29.
IN25-4 Please see the response to General Comment 22.
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IN26-1 Please see the response to General Comment 22
which discusses the summer low flow test.

IN26-2 As part of the EIS, Reclamation has consulted with
the Service on all potentially affected endangered and
threatened species.  See Volume II of the EIS for the
Biological Assessment and Biological Opinion. 
Chapter III of Volume I contains a summary
description of effects on these species. 

IN26-3 One of the purposes of the high spring releases is to
clean spawning gravels of sediment.  This increases
the opportunity for pikeminnow to successfully
spawn. Also, high spring releases are timed to peak
with maximum flow from the Animas River, usually
about the first of June.  At this time, most waterfowl
have already successfully nested along the river. 
There could be some years when high releases need
to be made earlier.  In these rare cases, waterfowl
nesting could be impacted. 
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IN26-4 Please see the response to General Comment 18a.
IN26-5 Due to the historic low inflows to Navajo Reservoir

in the summer of 2002, Reclamation informally
consulted with the Service regarding the target base
flow through the critical habitat area.  As a result, the
SJRBRIP recommended to the Service that the
minimum flow through the critical habitat reach
could be reduced to 350 cfs until November 1, 2002,
to conserve water and to allow collection of data on
habitat and species response to flows lower than
500 cfs.  In anticipation of less than average inflow
expected in 2003, Reclamation worked with the
Service, the New Mexico State Engineer, the
Interstate Stream Commission, and major water users
along the San Juan River to reduce water usage and to
share in shortages.  The basis for this shortage sharing
concept is Section 11 of the Act of June 13, 1962,
Public Law 87-483, 76 Stat. 96, the act that
authorized the construction, operation, and
maintenance of the Navajo Indian Irrigation and San
Juan-Chama Projects.  The Animas River water users
would be impacted when the New Mexico State
Engineer enforces administration of water rights on
the San Juan River and its tributaries.  Also, see
response to General Comment 13.

IN26-6 It is necessary to proceed with this analysis since
biological opinions for other water projects depend
on the re-operation of Navajo Reservoir- for example,
the NIIP, a Public Service of New Mexico water
contract with the Jicarilla Apache Nation, Florida and
Mancos Rivers water contracts, and 3,000 acre-feet of
unspecified minor depletions in the San Juan River
Basin.  In addition, please see the response to General
Comment 18e which discusses unresolved conflicts
among treaty/settlement rights.
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IN27-1 Please see the response to General Comment 34
which discusses the public review/comment period
and subsequent extension.
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IN28-1 Please see the responses to General Comments 3 and
28.

IN28-2 Comment noted.
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IN29-1 Comment noted.

IN29-2 Comment noted.
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IN30-1 Please see the response to General Comment 20.

IN30-2 Please see the response to General Comment 31.

IN30-3 The Flow Recommendations are designed to protect
endangered fish species and water usage. Please see
the responses to General Comments 13 and 18a and
Comment IN26-5.

IN30-4 The EIS does recognize negative impacts. Please see
the responses to General Comments 16 and 33. 
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IN31-1 Please see responses to General Comment 1e and 23.
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IN32-1 Please see responses to General Comments 5 and 20 .
IN32-2 Please see the responses to General Comments 29 an

31.
IN32-3 Please see response to General Comment 31.
IN32-4 Please see response to General Comment 1.

IN32-5 Alternatives with a minimum release of 500 cfs do
not meet the Flow Recommendations nor provide
protection of existing and future water uses.  Please
see the response to General Comment 11 concerning
flexibility.
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IN33-1 Please see the responses to General Comments 27 and
29. 

IN33-2 Please see the response to General Comment No. 11
which discusses flexibility.  Chapter III of the EIS
addresses warm water fish impacts.

IN33-3 Please see the response to General Comment 5.

IN33-4 Please see the flexibility discussion in General
Comment No. 11. 
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IN34-1 Please see the responses to General Comments 3 and
5.
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IN34-2 Please see the responses to General Comments 5 and
10.
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IN35-1 Please see the responses to General Comments 1e and
13.

IN35-2 Comment noted.

IN35-3 Please see the response to General Comment 13 and
the response to Comment IN26-5.
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IN36-1 Comment noted.

IN36-2 Meeting the Flow Recommendations is designed to
help recover the endangered fish; however, this
recovery also allows a degree of protection of present
and future water uses which are important economic
considerations.  Also, see the response to General
Comment 10.

IN36-3 Please see the response to General Comments 1e and
20.

IN36-4 Please see the responses to General Comments 27 and
29. 

IN36-5 There are no doubt many factors involved in limiting
the endangered fish populations.  The SJRBRIP is
designed to address these factors. One of the factors,
river flows, is addressed by the preferred alternative
in the EIS.  Also, see the response to General
Comment 20.

IN36-6 The Flow Recommendations in combination with
other measures such as stocking endangered fish are
designed to recover the endangered fish.  The Flow
Recommendations are planned to improve habitat
conditions where the stocked endangered fish can
survive and reproduce.
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IN36-7 Please see the response to General Comment 29.

IN36-8 Reclamation has acknowledged a loss in usable trout
habitat associated with a 250 cfs release; however, it
does not have any information indicating trout growth
rates would be negatively effected.

IN36-9 Please see the responses to General Comment 29 and
31b.

IN36-10 The EIS recognizes the benefits of a minimum release
of 500 cfs; however, such a release does not allow
Flow Recommendations to be met.  Also, see the
response to General Comment 3.

IN36-11 Reclamation has acknowledged that severe
drawdowns during game fish spawning periods
within Navajo Reservoir could have a significant
impact to recruitment. In most years, it is believed the
effect would not be severe because controlled spring
spill releases would most often be offset by inflow. 
Please see figure II-3 in the EIS which shows the
reservoir elevations for each alternative.
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IN37-1 Please see responses to General Comments 27, 28,
and 29.

IN37-2 Please see the responses to General Comments 3 and
10. 
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IN38-1 Comment noted. 

IN38-2 Comment noted.

IN38-3 The Preferred Alternative is seen as the best
alternative for States to develop their share of the
Colorado River.  Also, see the response to General
Comment 18h.
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IN39-1 Please see the response to General comment 29. 
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IN40-1 Please see the responses to General Comments  3, 5,
and 9.

IN40-2 Please see the responses to General Comments 1 and
5.  

IN40-3 The EIS does assume completion of these water
projects.  See the response to General Comment 11
for a discussion of flows in the interim.
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IN41-1 Please see the responses to General Comments 5, 6,
9, 11, and 16. 

IN41-2 Please see the responses to General Comments 26,
29, and 31. 

IN41-3 Please see responses to General Comments 2 and 16.

IN41-4 Please see the response to General Comment 25.

IN41-5 Please see the response to General Comment 33.

IN41-6 Spring peak flows under 5,000 cfs or for a shorter
duration do not meet Flow Recommendations, and
consequently impact the ability to recover endangered
fish species.  
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IN41-7 Please see the responses to General Comments 2, 11,
and 16.
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IN42-1 Please see the response to General Comment 31e.
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IN43-1 Please see the response to General Comment 3.

IN43-2 Please see the responses to General Comments 26 and
31.

IN43-3 Please see the response to General Comment 3. 



INDIVIDUALS - Comments and Responses 416

IN44-1 Please see the response to General Comment 18a. 

IN44-2 Please see the response to General Comment 31d.
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IN45-1 Comment noted. 
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IN46-1 Comment noted.
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IN47-1 Please see the response to General Comment 1a.
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