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Volume III – Comments and Responses

FEIS – Navajo Reservoir Operations

VIII.  Organization – Environmental

Introduction

Beyond broad expressions of support/ nonsupport or project approval or d isapproval, the
comments of environmental groups on this DEIS can generally be summarized  as described
below.

Issues Raised

� Nearly one-third  of the comments were in one of tw o areas:  (1) perceived
shortcomings in alternatives formulation and/ or selection and  (2) water quality
impacts and  analysis.

� Also frequently stated  was a need  for additional or integrated  endangered  species
recovery methods or measures and  a need  for Basin-wide planning and  impacts
analysis.

� Other issues ranged  from criticism of the impacts analyses in various resource
areas to a need  for a revised  or programmatic DEIS, and  such concerns as those
regard ing project costs, dam decommissioning, conservation, and  others.

Organizations in this Section

Citizens Progressive Alliance
Friends of the Animas River
Living Rivers
San Juan Citizens Alliance
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ORE1-1 Comment noted.
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ORE1-2 Please see the response to General Comment 31. 
Agriculture support programs are legislated by
Congress and administered by the Department of
Agriculture with specific intents and purposes.  It is
beyond the intent of this EIS to determine the impacts
of these federal agriculture support programs. 

ORE1-3 Please see the responses to General Comments 20f
and 23. The water quality impacts associated with the
ALP and NIIP Projects are detailed in their respective
EISs.  

ORE1-4 It is beyond the scope and intent of this EIS to
determine the profitability of farm enterprises or the
impact of Federal agricultural programs. 

ORE1-5 Review of the NIIP construction program and a
comparison of NIIP-related benefits is beyond the
scope and intent of this EIS. 

ORE1-6 An EIS was completed in 1976 on the NIIP Project
and Biological Opinions were prepared in 1991 and
1999.  NEPA and ESA compliance has been updated
over the years.  Flow Recommendations can be met
with full development of NIIP; the depletion table in
the Navajo Operations EIS includes projects and
water uses that can be completed and still allow Flow
Recommendations to be met. 
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ORE1-7 Conducting sensitivity analysis on all construction
cost estimates for NIIP is beyond the scope and intent
of this EIS.  

ORE1-8 The only action that Reclamation is analyzing in the
EIS is the implementation of the Flow
Recommendations.  Also, please see the response to
General Comment 18f.

ORE1-9 Please see the response to General Comment 19.

ORE1-10 Please see the responses to General Comments 16,
17, 18a, 18f, and 18k.
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ORE1-11 Reclamation recognizes the need to evaluate
cumulative impacts.  A baseline (depletion table) was
developed for the EIS that included existing water
uses plus future water uses that are reasonably
foreseeable and that have complied with the ESA. 
The EIS, Chapter II, also discusses how future water
uses beyond those in the baseline will be considered. 
Also, please see the response to General Comment
1b.

ORE1-12 Please see the response to General Comment 10.

ORE1-13 There are no water depletions associated with
recovery of endangered fish.  Your comment appears
to address the release of water from Navajo Reservoir
at the potential expense or loss of future unused
depletions.  Also, please see the response to General
Comment 14.

ORE1-14 Please see the responses to General Comments 10 and
16.

ORE1-15 A detailed discussion of the Endangered Species
Recovery Program and associated costs is beyond the
scope and intent of this EIS.
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ORE2-1 Please see response to General Comment 19. 
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ORE2-2 Please see responses to General Comments 5 and 7.

ORE2-3 Please see the response to General Comment 20c.
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ORE2-4 Please see responses to General Comments 1, 4,
and 5.

ORE2-5 Structures to adjust Navajo Reservoir release
temperatures are beyond the scope and intent of this
EIS.  The EIS addresses alternatives to meet Flow
Recommendations.  The SJRBRIP is investigating
water temperatures and their effect on the endangered
fish, and other aquatic parameters.

ORE2-6 The SJRBRIP developed the Flow Recommendations
for endangered fish in the San Juan River.  The EIS
does evaluate how meeting these recommendations
may affect other resources, such as riparian
vegetation, associated wildlife, native fish, and listed
endangered species. 
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ORE2-7 See response to comment ORE2-5.

ORE2-8 Please see the response to General Comment 22.

ORE2-9 Please see the response to General Comment 20f.
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ORE2-10 Please see the response to General Comment 20f. 

ORE2-11 Please see the response to General Comment 23.

ORE2-12 Flow Recommendations are designed for the San
Juan River's critical habitat reaches downstream from
Farmington.  The SJRBRIP based these
recommendations on habitat needs and habitat
maintenance of the endangered fish. 

ORE1-13 Reclamation had similar concerns about how the
physical data was collected from the river; however,
by working with scientists that are intimately familiar
with PHABSIM, Reclamation believes most of these
problems were overcome.  Reclamation believes the
analysis presented to be reasonably accurate and
valid, although recognizing it was generated from a
model that, by definition, is limited in that it's a
simplification of a very complex real life condition. 
Also, please see the response to General Comment
28.
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ORE2-14 Please see the response to General Comment 33.

ORE2-15 Flows under the Preferred Alternative would improve
conditions for riparian vegetation compared to the No
Action alternative; however, riparian vegetation
maintenance is not a  purpose of the Flow
Recommendations.  Corps flood control restrictions
inhibit the growth of young cottonwoods in this reach
of the river.  Downstream from the Animas
confluence, overbank flooding allows for greater
recruitment.

ORE2-16 The SJRBRIP considered many resources, including
sediment movement, in developing the Flow
Recommendations.  Habitats will be monitored by the
SJRBRIP to determine their response to flow
changes. 

ORE2-17 Please see the responses to General Comments 20b
and 32.

ORE2-18 Please see the response to General Comment 29.
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ORE2-19 Impacts to Indian Tribes and tribal nations were
identified in the ITA section of the EIS.  Data from
which to measure localized impacts to Indian
communities is not available in sufficient quantities
to perform detailed analyses at the local level.  Please
also see the response to General Comment 31.

ORE2-20 The San Juan Basin Hydrology model includes
operation of the ALP Project and model results
include ALP’s impacts to the San Juan River and the
Flow Recommendations.  See Volume II of the EIS,
Hydrologic Modeling Analysis, for details on model
configuration. 

ORE2-21 Please see the response to General Comment 5. 
ORE2-22 Please see the response to General Comment 19.
ORE2-23 The SJRBRIP recovery goals provide a way to

evaluate the success of recovery of the endangered
fish.  Flow Recommendations and reservoir
operations are tools to reach the goals.  Additional
information is included in Chapter III of the FEIS.

ORE2-24 It is anticipated that sediment movement will be
restored to a more "natural" cycle with the change in
the hydrograph to mimic a natural flow regime. 
Sediment impacts to Lake Powell were not addressed
in this EIS.  The State of New Mexico Environment
Department is presently assessing bottom sediment
deposits in the San Juan River.

ORE2-25 Please see the response to General Comment 5. 
ORE2-26 Reclamation believes that its assessment of impacts to

the trout fishery is sufficient for the purposes of this
EIS and will not commit to reevaluating impact
analysis at this time.

ORE2-27 See response to ORE2-24.
ORE2-28 Please refer to the Biological Assessment and

Opinion in Volume II of this EIS.  The SJRBRIP is
addressing barriers to fish migration.
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ORE2-29 Please see response to General Comment 17.
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ORE3-1 The factors mentioned are beyond the scope and
intent of this EIS.  The EIS evaluates impacts of
alternatives to meet Flow Recommendations which
are one element in the SJRBRIP.  The SJRBRIP also
addresses fish migration barriers but not
decommissioning of dams and reservoirs. 

ORE3-2 Please see the response to General Comment 12
which discusses decommissioning Navajo Dam. 

ORE3-3 The integrity of Navajo Dam, as well as other
Reclamation facilities, is monitored and administered
through Reclamation’s Safety of Dams program.  It
needs to be clarified that piping has not been and is
not occurring through the embankment material at the
dam. The dam was modified in 1988-89 with the
installation of a concrete diaphragm wall.   Navajo
Dam is monitored on a continual basis, both by
automated instrumentation and on-site personnel. 

ORE3-4 The design of the outlet work structures and
powerplant facilities is capable of safely releasing
flows of 5000 cfs.

ORE3-5 Please see the response to General Comment No. 12
which discusses decommissioning Navajo Dam. 

ORE3-6 Please see the responses to General Comments 16 and
20a.
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ORE3-7 Please see the response to General Comment 13. 

ORE3-8 Historic flows were used as a basis for the variability
of streamflow under future conditions.  Climate
change is not a method used by Reclamation to
estimate future water availability.   Please refer to the
responses to General Comments 13 and 17 which
discuss drought conditions and adaptive management,
respectively.

ORE3-9 The 500/5000 Alternative would not provide
sufficient water to meet spring peaks for the
endangered fish and also would not meet water
development needs.  For these reasons it was not
selected as the Preferred Alternative.  Also, see the
response to General Comment 3.
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ORE3-10 Releases from Navajo Dam will be limited to 5,000
cfs as a flood control and safe channel capacity
measure.  Control of major flood events is one
purpose for which Navajo Dam as constructed. The
Flow Recommendations were developed by the
SJRBRIP and are supported by the Fish and Wildlife
Service.  The success of the Flow Recommendations
on endangered fish recovery will be monitored by the
SJRBRIP.

ORE3-11 Removal of non-native fish from the San Juan River
is beyond the scope and intent of this EIS.

ORE3-12 Removal of non-native vegetation along the San Juan
River and replacing it with native vegetation is
beyond the scope and intent of this EIS. 

ORE3-13 Please see the responses to General Comments 20f
and 23.



ORGANIZATION - ENVIRONMENTAL - Comments and Responses 277

ORE3-14 Please see responses to General Comments 13, 18a,
20a, 20c, and 20d
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ORE4-1 Please see the responses to General Comments 1a and
5.

ORE4-2 Please see the response to General Comment 7.

ORE4-3 Alternatives were evaluated based on whether they
could meet the Flow Recommendations; agricultural
diversions were to be kept whole.  Determining
shortage criteria and the resulting water shortages
assigned to each individual agricultural diverter was
not pursued when Flow Recommendations could not
be met in the hydrology modeling.  Therefore,
agricultural lands that would be idled due to a water
shortage were not identified.  Hence, if the alternative
met the Flow Recommendations without shortages it
was viable; if it did not, further analysis was limited
to the impacts associated with that alternative not
occurring, and the water rights needing Section 7
consultation would not be met.

ORE4- 4 Please see the responses to General Comments 20f,
22, and 23.

ORE4-5 Please see the responses to General Comments 29 and
31.

ORE4-6 Please see the response to General Comment 32.

ORE4-7 Please see the responses to General Comments 4, 5,
and 19.

ORE4-8 Please see the responses to General Comments 5
and 19.
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ORE4-9 Please see the responses to General Comments 3, 10,
and 20c.

ORE4-10 Please see the response to General Comment 28.

ORE4-11 Please see the responses to General Comments 2 and
33 concerning mitigation and the downstream
wildlife habitat.  
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ORE4-12 Please see the response to General Comment 26.

ORE4-13 Comment noted.  Please see the response to General
Comment 32.

ORE4-14 Please see the response to Comment ORE4-3.
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ORE4-15 Comment noted.

ORE4-16 Please see the response to General Comment 18a.
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ORE4-17 Please see the response to General Comment 23.
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