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[ suspect thai they put me on at this ..my hour in hop.. thai I would' say something radical 

and wake everybody up. ['m happy to oblig•..Secrewy Babbitt bas nat been particularly

.s8ressi.., about reorganizari""s in the Interior Department, but be's get:lingftisky as be draws 

near the em! ofhis t........ and be will shortly announe,.thaI be's mergiDg the Buteau of 

Reclamation with the Y!Sh /It WiIdllfC Service, to limn the BUreau OfY!Sh'/ltWUdIire Reclamation;,"
, , ,~, , '. ~B'''''''_{B=M)' ""',' ' or uuwa r"n1'lo..,,;" , - .,.,.," "'- , . 

ActuaII~: ['ve~o;;'e .;... with, to so~ ~ IlIll<lb mOte miIicil noulm:'The Buteau of ,;,;,c 
Reclamation i. demOllSlrlltiJJB the ability - as alllattOr afbOth law'andpoUW- to·a<ijust to ;.".. ;, .,....,.;', !;,' 
modeinSOcietal'.iem3ndi.·for water .......gement'oVer tliliiast 20yein,'..:.e,w ~ that the :::'.' "". < 
Bur... is nOt a dinosaur, stuck in the New Deal image'afreclaiming With iiriSatioil'everj iriigable ',,",': '.',. ie,"~, , •." , ' 

acre hi the West. Thatitknowabowtod<:lniorethailpOui'~aoddMlrt.'lliater:1iuuin.· , i 0:""'\"" ' 
filet the B......,,'s fiIcilities .... seMng'" Hexibl. taO!;' CO','ttl1>uting ti)'aiaD8e ofsolutions fur t" c,,, " .:i'~" '"," 
wateroo~lJ, •. ,,: .,. '\: ,t,;~,::n..;lj:l ;., . '~'-, ! . 

-,' . . 
Tm cboInse proves once again thai tI:llnd is not desfu,y:'l;wo:. i'eririn<led'Oi'this .-..:elIl!Y I ," ' ,"",."" "'h 

, when IlOamed tbeni""", 48 professional Elvi.inip<irsOnatOr'when "the-tGng'i!ied'in 1977, 'By','.' ' "',j,' '.', ' 
1996 there were 7:128 Elvis imJ>ersonators. lfthat'iiOocl eoti!ini.teS; in'tiic yioir2012 one out of " :., ,',: ,;," 
every tOur ~ will be ... Elvis impersonator. I'm sure)'llu join me in the wish that it 

'. ~.won~tha.ppeii- : ,' .. ::' :;" 

, " ~.. ~e.w.stpopuJationandeconomic8fO'Wlbi~iiu.cfuiiJi!eindemograpbicsand'·: c "';',,, 
values thai accompanies it, ha$ p\oI:ed """rmous pr ........on ..:isting piuterns ofwater...... This ' ., :; .. ,', 

bas b«u marlted; fim and foremost, by an incre8sin,gbydiaiiliC)iresSute by Uibao and ", .; " ""c •. 
environmenlal interests lOr more water, which is typically being met by .. modest reduction in the, 
share ofwaier allocated to agria.dturaI,...... There is also the continuing Deed, whi<:h is not being , ," 
met as fast .swe would like, to resolve Indian water nab'" claims. And there are other garden 
variety coofticts amoos existing users. All oftbese things, which are at least as much the result 
of local forces as ofmaedates from Washington, have compelled reevaluation ofwater 
managesnent practices. These things have been obvious to """'l"loe in this roam for at least • 
decade. ' 

All water interests have had to respond, and alI have been learning from experience. Cities 

that 0"'. oppo.... water meteriog with nearly religious 6:Ivor b&ve realized thai monitoring em! 

charging fur water use is • responsible way to keep up with increasing water demand. Ditto for 




low Hw;h toilets and waste water reclamation. Irrigator. have round that lining canals and ethel: 

conservation and efIiciency practices can leave them with more water to use or .elL 

ElIvironmentalisu and Indians have learoed that negotiaring is often at least as fruitful .. litigating. 

that consensual water ~ changes ("""" including spending some money - albeit usually 

federal money - bujIing water or water conservation measures) may achieve more rea1 gains for 

tile en~ and for ......-vatio... than court victories. 


These efforts, while laudable, are not very effective ifpursued pioeemeal. In most of tho 
river basins ofthe West, we are finding that basin-wide approaChes are necessary ifwe are to 


, meet changing Wa.t.r """"s. resolve Indian claims, aDd halt'or tmise ecosystem destruction. 

, Stressed river systems need bdp from every sector. MlIiIy people '", indudiDg many in this room 
•• have devoted Iwndreds or""",, thousand; ofbours to solving these probl...... As has been . 


,,. much disalSsCd at Ibis cooferenee, th<:i are beginnil>g totitia so'iutiODs for several riVer basins.;' " 

,. . A recurring theme amidst these c:banges i. that the BUreau ofReelaaiatioo usuldly ~ to1: "i "., c;. 
,";, b~·~eda"aConstructiveplayer. ThereareSeVerat~1brthis:,:· <.;( , ;". ".~:; ,,·?ii· . ,;:., :,( ~ 
,.:.:, :>; ~: .. >;' ::/; . ;):t ',', ' ..:' : 'I. r :1, - \ y' ~ " " . -. - \~. ~. . .' "\i.::: 

"-'" "y ! .~' /, - First;'~ Bumw'op01ttes a ~ing'~.tiuiri8'ofta{i~ ~eitt to 'makiDg ali ;'" ~~. "~;'''~l:;~; 
~",,': ":.:~' ',H ,.t1iiS"Wotk:.'A.ftdit's·notjusttbetitanstOrage&cilities'likeS~:iJidHoOver,·forthe':~ ',"Y/! '.:: .i\~'\:;,:!~, 
• ".' ,'1"- ;' ~ Buieau~sSiWillet-prOjeetSandits~~~e·o~·keyeolriponerit8.'"lt~3haid,-:', ;;:l·.\;::~f.. 
" ' ~"'". :r:'~:-' "':", tci con&iv~tbfchanging 'riVer ~ 0'0 rmiiiy,afthese!nvei'ifwidloUi'ih(f B~~~ ,> ':,1' ;:}'"" 'f"$:;"';~',0 

" ""oj' ,activep"articipation. 	 h '. :i:'::":! ~;'1>~i;J;;"~I\;';. . " '.' , ',~?l 

, \,; 	 .:,... Third, tbere is thepeioeptiOn (and some eviilh";;i~iiom.·~project w.iter'is, .... 
J .•. usedinefficOntly, either fur low-vatuecropsoT in iiI'efficiCiit delivery aDd application. .':'. ;:.. '.: 

•' ' 'sYstems. BUn:<: projeCt water is usually' quite d.eiiP cOinp8red'to other souree$ for a .' '. " . 
vilrietY of reasons, incInding subsidies - as a cl1l1l<iiy eomparison uflbe CVP water rat.. to'. . ' ' t 
SlAte Water PrOject water rates,re\'eaIs. There ill, as a result, much interest in conservation 
or trallJ!filr ofreclamation project water to more efficient end•. 

Even though it is cl.... that the Bureau ofReclamation often needs to particiPate in water 

management reform discussions, it is not always cloar wbat the Bureau'. role should be. What we 

have learned from our experience tbus far i. that tbere is no single solution or single role for the 

Bureau. to play. The Bureau', authorities and its COtItr1IctuaI commitments vary significantly from 

project to project, and !be array ofexisting aDd poteotial water users vary significantly from basin 

to baIin. 


2 



But .ecent history shows that the Bureau can find ways to assist with creative solutions 
when they are worked out through stakeholder discussions. wOrking with local and regional 
interests, the Bureau is usually able to find'tIie llexibility to inoVe water around, promote and 
fa.cilirale cOnservation lIIld exchanges, assist new users, and meet changing de!:nandll. 

It is only when solutions and oonsensus are IlOl fuund at the locaIlevcl that the Bureau 
fi.n<b itselfin the defuuIt position ofhaving to make top-down water management decisions driven 
by _ory mandales. Or, wbat is usually worse, the oourts drlw the results, in ways that people 
can't easily predict. i. 

,. 
. '.' LeI me say. few words abOut that. One ofthe queati01lll we oRen get asIred in my Ollice , , 
is, "what is Buree', discriltionui oPerating this o. that fiwillty or proje.tr .Coiu:eptuaDy, the 

,,: issue is simply ilescribed: H~ IIIUCh ofthe historiepattern orprojectop.,...uon is rootedin'!aW \. . \; , . 
. ' and "'.1IlICt, and impervious to i:hange, and how mUct. ofit is subject to altenition as. matter of .,,'., 

+ 	 ~~i!":J,?oli~?,,~~~~,()~~~1, .. ,, ~'f",: ;:,'; 'lr:,'~ , ", j', '.' .~'. 
','- '.1.'.' " • ~'.).,; ,; ,,-. Jr,;. j , 

" .
( ~ 

1'i ~"'. ,';!; , 	 -" it,.. .' ." , . .' ,. - , 
, '.,,/ .., Asanyonewithpassmgfiunililuity-'YitbR<:clamationprojectsknowsaDiooWell.:' 1"'\ ", ,::,,' ". ;.: .... 

,,j~., 	 "~"'l1f~SUC?h.~~,~:fieJ?~!shlyco~~ex.y~orthe,~.~·~'aWayla~~.:,~:~;r"~"~~'P~Y~ 
, .'" .: 'ii, -I , •.r',and Iay!n of:1a~.-"., Jayers" that iiave accreted over.timeaod ~ .... _. bUilt up m·ways that are not always C' '.",'j,I'·,:·,·"." ~-," .. ,".,", . ,_ .' - ""'" 
. - 'k> '. ,~1eWith' eachothcr. ;ThenilU'c the Statutes::;gCnCnl federal'reclarnanou ~"':'-i >f,~mj{:'~'t',\';i:,~:~

~,' ,~, '" •.;- ... .; "1" ", .,' ,~..... '.,. ..~, .• ' ,.', --J, • ,--- f'" 

", , .. ' ..,.Statutes liIie the 1902 Act' aiui the 1939 Act; and:projec! Specific SlatUtes (and 0veiI iWt-spacilic>.,; : ~,,,,, :'1,' ~,;, .. ",{
:::.' :; starute,s; .;8., -in. CVPbaS ~ diff......t statui... that appif to iDrite·or ali·ocm.; project). : .,," ,';;,,\, ,:,.,,:. ~.i, ',; 

Then there are contracts - repayment or water service'~ under·which wa.te:r,is.actuaIly,delhteted:·?"r;~&b:;::i_:-~·,~;'·-'\ ~f~ 
fto l'".',,;~~ ~e.~.~.d~~ot·~';;~c..;~.be~ri';Interst8:f~:~',: :tt\i.;~1.,,:;g;.r':'::-';''', 

,•.•.•• ';*:"' ,~.;.~~and·:~Ind~ona1treaties;·iK:ca.sioRauy·~~j.IltqplaY.~·~thenfare·:!';;:!:~'··l,;.',,~:~/:
,,'f", .;.igentinl fed.",rregutatOrYstatutes 1iIre theCleM.:Watee'Aot,'·'NHPA; IIIIdthe ESA; 'Oacl! ofWlrieh·;:·· '1\''' he,. ,'.·i.,;':" 

.. • -Y.~ re<;!amation project WlIIer man"&m!ent llom the outside, as it wet'l'> and each of... = ,~ .' 
, ... Wbic.Il has be<iD talke<l3bouth<:i'e. Last. but notlCast, theie ill state.!iJ.w,incorpOiBted into this .. :,•.. ;.' ,.. .., 
" mix by SewoD8 cfth.1OO2 Act, .. interpTeted in'..... liIi.CaiifurMi vi United stat..; and .;,. .':: i: .', 

,:'~r ,~:.given He:sh.py·stat~watet: lpFOptiati~n permits(St~ Staiutes."aD:d. rqp.datiOns.-'::I; :-):: .";Ii.;1 ~~; .~ .t~.} 1:1:' '-' .-; 
'~::-,., ".~ ..... " :"',,, \":" "', :;', ", -,'; -, . ;\,' \" 

., ". ['dmucb rather not put the long-suifering lawyer. in my offioe through the torture of ' . ,', ' ,. .. 
_ 	 iryingto aDswer sUch questions..Not only:"", peeling the layers of the onion~. to your ., .: ',' 

bea1tll, but it'. iisualIy just damned hard to answer questions in the iIbstract. The'answers oft." 
depend OIl the details and cirl:wi.stances, 

At least equally important is the filet that the question .fBureau "discretion" may be 
largely irrelevant to what most watet interests and users want, whicb i. to operate their projects in 
complianCll with tbe law, and especially environmental laws like the Endangered Species Act. In 
the ESA context, lOr example, "discretion," or more precisely, the lack of it, may buy Buree 
proj..:t water users some retiefin connection with its section 7 consultation requirements (which 
come into play mainly where federal actiOll!! that involve some discretion are proposed). But the 
Bureau's laclc ofdiscretion (ifi! genuinely does not have any) does not buy water users imrmatity 

J 


http:proje.tr


from the broad "take" proscriptions ofsection 9. That section, as most ofyuu know, is 
enli>rceable botb civilly and criminally by the United States, and is also eofarceable civilly by 
private citizen suits. . 

So for our lawyers to wrestle incessantly with the "dlsttetion" issue usually puts them in 
the awkward position ofnot being in a position to give helpful advice to the Bureau or project 
water beneficiaries. . 

In sorne cases, we can point to successful solutions tbat have 'allowed the teetonic plates 
to slide past each other witb only minor tremors, In other cases, wbm: the plates lock up and 
admit no compromise or adjustment, we see major eartbquakes disrupting the maoagement of 
river bssins. Like tbese major geological-=nts, such Sudden shift. can have IlIlpR<Iictahle 
co"",,!uenees for individual water users. Sometimes, after some experience with the effects of 
such head-on collisionS, the parties coneIude that negotiation and compromise mjgbI be the better 
couno. ,The solutions developed from lower-stress approaches generally are preferable, putting 
the Bureau in • better position to assist with clumging water demands. 
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Let me quickly describe some illustrations of this. One example of.. river basin when: 
water ~ Iw moved along with, so lilt, Iremorll that don't,exceed S or 6 on \.be Richter 
seale, i. in the Columbia and Snake River: basins. AItbongh'the fitigalion and debate over bow 

,best t. restoR the ColumbialSnake salmon IUIIIIw been lnI...., so far a.:tuaI water management 
bas proceeded ye'at to yelIf without a major shift oftectonic forc... 

The Bureau'. participation in salmon conservation efforts furnishes a noteworthy example. 
Because \.be Bureau owns uplllream reservoirs in the system, above the remaining salmon 
spawning renches, it Iw been ealled upon since the early 1990. to provide Haws for downstream 
aaImon migration in. quantity nfup to 427,000 A'i p<ryellf. 

',' . 
" , 

, .:< '. :.~ " ....:;~~I~~n~ovcrymeasUreslulv~ye(tobe~~ed:,With~~Onof: : .. ,'\7,;:(J, ;:i_~,:,:j~~ 
, ,.. " Idaho', urtenm authority at the end of 1999, and Wlth ldaho'and everyone else W8IOngto ~,"':' .""""." ' ••\". 
',' anaI~'and debate fudend recovery proposals, includi;.g ihoae'for flOw .ugmentation, \.be Bumw ,.;i". di;. :,. );. 

once again finds il8elfat thccente. of seeking to broker a mUtliaIIy ~Ie soiution !bat can ,:,",:' " " 
address immedi:ite and Iong-teno concerns, Whether and'bow such a solution can be r!llIclIed. ' ." ' , 
remains to be seen. I hope it can. Participaors, can diaw 011 nearly a decade ofexperience in \.be 
beain that shows the Bureau's n!SOW'CeS and legal authorities .... provide significant llexibilily to 
iinpl.....,m collahon!live tle<:isionS, 

Another basin W<lrth mentioning is the Truckee-Carson in Nevada, which Bob Pelcyger 
will hlk about shortly. There bas long been litigation over the Newlaods Project operatiOIl, but 
tbe 1evel escalated seriOWlly in the 1970. and 1980.. as the Pyramid Lake Tribe and environmental 
advoeates raised new issues over the destruCtion of _lands and fisheries in the Truckee and 
Carson basins, ~I a result of this filigation, Reclamation made major change. in the """"'Sement 
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ofits facitities to improve conditions for wetlands and wildli!'e, andit appeared the Bureau's 
Il\lIlIlIgOIIIet was doom«! to be forever guided by one judicial decree after another. 

: . 
. 

A little over • decade ago most of the inten:sts in Ibis area realized they were destroying 
~with conllkt. Eventually, after much intense negotiation, they proposed the Truckee· 
Camon.Pyramid Lake Water Rights Settlement Act, wbich Congress adopted in 1990 to provide a 
framework for water acquisition fur wetlands in the LahOntan VaDey. Although this legislslion 
was """"ed without the support ofthe principal local iriigaiion distrii:t, it proved to be .. major 
step toward oooperslive solutions fur the Truck:ee-Carson. We hope continuing di ....ssion" will 
fiu:tber diJlUse the -... in the region. . ., . 

... 
.. 

, 
TOe change in the landscape after the CVPlA earthquake retieved some ofthe pressure 

and made.it essie< for opposing interests to work with on. another, though it has scan:eIy ended 
debates. But we'vo seen the CALFED process converted fu:lm a discussion group of&deral 
agencies involved in San Francisco Say water issues to a joint federal..sta1e initiative to resolve 
water supply and water quaDty issues throughout the Centml VaHey for the next 30 years. Every 
interest in the ststo is participsling in these diJcussions. We've seen water put back into the San 
Joaquin River below Friant Dam for the first time in 50 years, with local support. We're seeing 
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, , 

major efforts to restore riparian areas on the Sacramento, with local support, While the Bureau i • 
• player in such things, often a key player, it is the wiIIingnm to work together thai creates the 
solution the Bureau can assUt with implementing, . 

Let me close my briefWestern tour by mentioning a couple ofother ri.... basins with 
pending conllicts where the ou.t<:om<i is still in doubt; but where [ continue to bope fur a regional 
consensus to emerge. 

" 

-",- ~ " j ',;'" ;. ., r 

; " 

, ' 

Let me suggest • couple of other P"""""'" thai bold some promise as vehicles for this 
inexorable process ofchange and accommodation. One is ESA habitat conservation or recovery 
plans. This tecbnique was piooeered successfully in the Upper Colorado basin, and is now 
undetWllyan the lower Colorado and, we bope, in the Rio Grande, HCP. and "",overy plano 
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. . 
provide • struoture fOr stakeholder involvement and coUaboraIion and offer the hope of some 
predictability and stability. The second process is one tbat bas been • major mel. for cbaIIge in 
the TruckeolCarson/Pyramid Lake area: the OCAP, or operating criteria and procedures, which 
are basically • projett-specific set ofoperating regulations, adopting through rulem_king OCAPs 
also provide. structuno for the process ofconsuItatioe and coUaboralion, and the ru1es themselves . 
provide. measure ofp~ty and stability. We're involved in a simiIM e!furt on the 

.KIBmatIt 

.' , ..: ' 
From the long sweep ofhistory, what i. happeniJig noW i. the Bureau i. simply continuing 

to cbaDge, to lind the tools to meet the difterent needs of. new era. Such changes are most 
successful wben the basin interests help the Bureau to Ieam liow it can help meet the needs of 
water "'""" and ecosystems in each river ba!Iin. As bas been pointed out ll18IIY times, each Bureau 
project and each river basin is unique. The solutions for lICCOJIlIIIOdating their needs are likewise 
uniq1le. But they are generally better reached through • process ofnegotiation and compromise 
then through contentious litigation, where one interest or another tries to shoehorn Bureau 
operatioru into meeting the need, ofjust one user or anothar, TbaI, I tbink. is the most valuable 
lea,o. of the 1m several years, 
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RECORD OF DECISION 


OPERATION OF GLEN CANYON DAM 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 


I. INTRODUCTION 

This record of dtlcision (ROD) of the Department of the Interior, Bureau ofReclamation 
(Reclamation), documents the selection ofoperating criteria for Glen Canyon Dam, as analyzed in 
the final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), dated March 21, 1995 (FES 95-8). The EIS on 
the operation of Glen Canyon Dam was prepared with an unprecedented amount of scientific 
research, public involvement, and stakeholder cooperation. 

Scientific evidence gathered during Phase I ofthe Glen Canyon Environmental Studies (GeES) 
indicated that significant impacts on downstream resources were occurring due to the operation 
of Glen Canyon Dam. These findings led to a July 1989 decision by the Secretary of the Interior 
for Reclamation to prepare an EIS to reevaluate dam operations. The purpose of the reevaluation 
was to detennine specific options that could be implemented to minimize, consistent with law, 
adverse impacts on the downstream environment and cultural resources, as well as Native 
American interests in Glen and Grand Canyons. Analysis of an array of reasonable alternatives 
was needed to allow the Secretary to balance competing interests and to meet statutory . 
responsibilities for protecting downstream resources and producing hydropower, and to protect 
affected Native ..<\merican interests. 

In addition, the Grand Canyon Protection Act of 1992 was enacted on October 30, 1992. Section· 
1802 (a) of the Act requires the Secretary to operate Glen Canyon Dam: 

"... in such a manner as to protect, mitigate adverse impacts.. " 

to, and improve the values for which.Grand Canyon National Park 

and Glen Canyon National Recreation Area were established. 

including, but not limited to natura1 and cultural resources and 

visitor use. It 

Alternatives considered include the No Action Alternative as well as eight operational alternatives 
that provide various degrees of protection for downstream resources and hydropower production. 



II. DECISION 


" 
The Secretary's decision is to implement the Modified Low Fluctuating Flow Alternalive (the 
preferred alternative) as described in the final EIS On the Operation of Glen Canyon Darn with a 
minor thange in the timing ofbe.chihabitat building flows (described below). This alternative 
was selected because it will reduce daily flow fluctuations well below the no action levels (historic 
pattern of releases) and will pro"de high steady releases of short duration which will protect or 
enhance downstream resources while allowing limited flexibility for power operations. 

The Modified Low Flu<luating Flow Alternative incorporates beacWhabitat-building flows which 
are scheduled high releases of short duration designed to rebuild high elevation sandbars, deposit 
nutrients, restore backwater channels, and provide some ofthe dynamics of. natural system. In 
the final EIS, it was assumed that these flows would occur in the spring when the reservoir is low, 
with a frequency of! in 5 years. 

The Basin States expressed concern over the beachlhabitat-building flow. described in the final 
EIS because ofthe timing of power plant by-passe•. We have ..comodated their concerns, while 
maintaining the objectives of the heaehlhabitat-building flows. Instead of conducting the.e flows 
in years in which Lake Powell storage is low on J!'lIuary I, they wiD be ..""mpli.hed by utilizing 
reservoir releases in excess ofpower plant capacity required for darn safety purposes. Such 
release, are consistent with the 1956 Colorado River Storage Project Act, the 1968 Colorado 
River Basin Project Act, and the 1992 Grand Canyon Protection Act.. 

Both the Colorado River Management Work Group and the Transition Work Group, which 
participated in the development ofthe Annual Operating Plan and the EIS, respectively, support 
this change as it conforms unambiguously with each member's understanding ofthe Law of the 
River. These group. include represent.tives ofvirtually all.takeholders in this process. 

The uprarnp rate and maximum flow criteria were also modified between the draft and final EIS. 
The uprarnp rate was increased from 2,500 cubic feet per second per hour to 4,000 cubic feet per 
second per hour, and the maximum allowable release was increased from 20,000 to 25,000 cubic 
feet per second. We made these modificatiotlll to enhance power production fiexibility, as 
suggested by comments reeeived. These modifications were controversial among certain interest 
groups b ........ nf concerns regarding potential impacts on r~ in the Colorado River and 
the Grand Canyon. However, our analysis indicates thai there would be no signiDcant differences 
in impactll associated with these change. ("Assessment ofChange. to the Glen Canyon Darn EIS 
Preferred Alternative from Draft to Fmal EIS", October 1995). 

The 4,000 cubic reet per second per hour upramp rate limit will he implemented.with the 
umierstanding thai results from the monitoring program will be carefully considered. Ifimp.cts 
differing from those described in the final EIS are identmed, a new ramp rate criterion will he 
considered by the Adaptive Management Work Group and a recommendation for action 
forwarded to the Secretary. 



The maximum flow criterion of 25,000 cubic feet per second will be implemented with the 
understanding that actual maximum daily releases would only occasionally exceed 20,000 cubic 
feet per second during a minimum release year ofS,23 minion acre~feet. This is because the 
maximum allowable daily change constraint overrides the maximum allowable release and because 
monthly release volumes are lower during mirumum release year!t If impacts differing from those 
described in the final EIS are identified through the Adaptive Management Program, the 
maximum flow restriction will be reviewed by the Adaptive Management Work Group and a 
recommendation for action will be 

. 
forwarded to the Secretary. . 

m. DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES 

Nine alternative methods of operating Glen Canyon Dam (including the No Action Alternative) 
were presented in the final EIS. The eight action alternatives were designed to provide a 
reasonable range ofaltematives with respect to operation of the dam. One alternative would 
allow unrestricted fluctuations in flow (within the physical constraints of the power plant) to 
maximize power production, four would impose varying restrictions on fluctuations, and tmee 
others would provide steady flows on a monthly, seasonal, or annual basi•. The names ofth. 
alternatives reflect the various operational regimes. In addition. the restricted fluctuating flow and 
steady flow alternatives each include seven elements which are eommon to aU of them. These 
common elements are: I) Adaptive Management, 2) Monitoring and Protecting Cultural 
Resources, 3) Flood Frequency Reduction Measures, 4) BeachlHabitat-Bti,ilding Flows, 5) New 
Population ofHumpback Chub, 6) Furrher Study of Selective Withdrawal, and 7} Emergency 
Exception Criteria. A detailed description of the alternatives and common elements can be found 
in Chapter 2 of the final EIS. A brief description ofthe alternative, is given below. . 

UNRESTRICTED FLUCTUATING FLOWS 

No Action: Maintain the historic pattern of fluctuating releases up to 31,500 cubic feet 
per secoed and provide a baseline fur impact comparison. 

Maximum Power plant Capadiy: Permit use offull power plant capacity up to 33,200 
cubic feet per second. 

RESTRICTED FLUCTUATING FLOWS 

Higl" Sligbtly reduce daily fluctuations from historic level•. 

Modmlle: Moderately reduce daily ftuetuarion. from historic levels; includes habitat 
maintenance flows, 

Modified Low (Preferred Alternative): Substantially reduce daily t1uetuarion. from 
bioteric levels; includes habitat maintenance flows. 

Interim Low: Substantially reduce daily t1uctuatiO!lll from historic levels; same as interim 
operations except for addition ofcommon elements. 



STEADY FLOWS 

Existing Monthly Volume: Provide steady flows that use historic monthly release 
strategies. 

Seasonally Adjusted: Provide steady flows on a seasonal or monthly basis; includes 
habitat maintenance flows. 

Vear-Round: Provide steady flows throughout the year 

Table 1 shows the. specific operational criteria for each of the alternatives. 

IV. SIGNIFICANT ISSUES AND ALTEIt.'1A lIVES 

The Glen Canyon Dam EIS seoping process was initiated in early 1990 and the public w'; invited 
to comment on the appropriate scope of the EIS. More than 17,000 comments were received 
during the scaping Period, re!leoting the natioliaI attention and intense interesl in the EIS. 

As a result of the analysis of the oral and written seoping comments, the fo.llowing were 
determined to be resources or issues ofpublic.concern: beaches. endangered species. ecosystem 
integrity. fish. power costs, power production. sediment. water conservation, raftinglboating, air 
quality, the Grand Canyon wilderness, and a category designated as "other" for remaining 
concerns, Comments regarding interests and values were categorized as: expressions about the 
Gran<! Canyon. economics, nonquantifiable value., narur. versus human use, and the complexity 
ofGlen Canyon Darn issues. 

The EIS team consolidated and relined the public issues of Concern, identirying the significant 
resource. and associated i,sues to be analyzed in detail. Tbeae resources include: water, 
sediment, fish, vegetation, wildlife and habitat, endangered and other special staru, species, 
culrural resource., air quality, recreation. bydropower, and non-u..value. 

Further meetings were held with rep_lives from the cooperating egencie. and public interest 
groups wiho Provided comments on the critcria for development of reasonable alternatives for the 
EIS. Th. publie abo bad an opportunity to comment on the preliminary selection of alternatives at 
public meetings and through mailings. The final selection of alternatives took into consideration 
the public'S vi_ 

V. COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE FINAL EIS 

Many comment, and recommendations on the final EIS were received in the fonn of pre-printed 
postcards and lette" thaI addressed essentially the sam. issue.. The comment. are summarized 
below along with Reclamation'. responses. 

COMMENT: Maintain Draft EIS flo..... Modifying the upramp rate and maximum flows. . 
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between the draft and final EIS has neither been open for public review nor subjected to serious 
scientific scrutiny. These changes should have been addressed in the draft EIS and made available 
for public comment, at that time. Credible proof, based on the testing of a specific scientific 
hypothesis:. that alterations in operating procedures at Glen Canyon Dam follow the spirit and 
intent of the Grand Canyon Protection Act needs to be provided. The burden of proof that there 
will be no impact on downstream resources rests with those proposing changes. 

RESPONSE: The modification of the preferred alternative, which incorporated changes in the 
upramp rate and maximum flows. was made after extensive public discussion, The new preferred 
ahemative was discussed as an agenda item during the May. June, August, and November 1994 
public meetings of tile Cooperating Agencies who assisted in the development of the E[S. A wide 
range of public interest groups received advance mailings and agendas and were represented at 
the public meetings. The environmental groups attending the .. meetings included: America 
Outdoors, American Rivers, Desert Flyeasie", Environmental Defense Fund, Friends of the 
River, Grand Canyon River Guides, Grand Canyon Trust, Sierra Club, and Trout Unlimited, 
Meeting logs indicate that representatives from at least some of these groups attended a116ut the 
May meeting, In addition, approximately 16,000 citizens recelved periodic newsletters 
throughout the EIS proce... This included a newsletter outlining the proposed changes issued 
several months prior to the final EIR The environmental groups mentioned above were included 
on the newsletter mailing list. 

Reclamation's research and analysis has been thorough with regards to changes in flow. and 
J ramping rates and potential impacts upon downstream resources. A complete range ofresearch

" flows was conducted from Ju"" 1990 to July 1991. These included high and low fluctuatirig 
flows with that and slow up and down ramp rat... Glen Canyon Environmental Studies Phase II 
identified cause and effect relationships between downramp rate, and adverse impacts to canyon 
resources, However, no cause and effect relationships between upramp rates and adverse impacts 
to canyon resources were identified. The draft EIS, (a public document p .... reviewed by GeES 
and tbe EIS Cooperating Agencies) ,tate, that upramp rat.. have not been linked to sandbar 
erosion (page 95) and that "Rapid incr..... in river stage would have little or no effect on 
sandbars." (page (90). --. -. • .. - --~'--

With respect to potential impaou occurring with tbe change in flows, it should be noted that sand 
in Ihe Grand CIIIIYOtt is transponed almost exclusively by river floW$. The amount ofsand 
Iransponed increases exponentially with incre .... in river flow, Maintaining sandhars over the 
long term depends on the amount of sand suppUed by tributaries, monthly rel..... volumes, range 
of flow fluctuations, and the frequency and distribution oftlood flow•. Conversely, occasional 
flows between 20,000 and 2.5,000 cubic feet per second may cause minor beach building. and may 
provide water to riparian vegetation. 

As pan oftbe EIS. the effects of each alternative on long-term sand storage in Marble Canyon 
(river miles 0 to 61) were analyzed. The Marble Canyon reach was chosen for analysis because it 
is more sensitive to impacts from da.r:n operations than downstream reaches, For each fluctuating 
flow alternative, the analysis used 20 years ofhourly flow modeled by Spreck Rosekrans ofthe 
Environmental D.kn.. Fund and 85 dilI'erent hydrologic scenarios (each representing 50 year, of 



monthly flow data). This analysis was documented in the draft EIS on page 182, ".:d Appendix 
D, pages 4-5. The analyses relating to the probability of net gain in riverbed sand for each 
alternative is documented in 'he draft EIS on page. 54-55, 184, 187, and 194. 

Specific peer reviewed studies relating to the above analyses are listed in Attachment 1 

COMMENT; Do not change tbe upramp rate and maximum now criteria at the same 
time. While acknowledging Reclamation's good efforts '0 identity and establish optimum 
operating criteria for all users ofGlen Canyon Dam, changing two flow criteria (upramp rate and 
maximum flow criterion of preferred alternative) does not make prudent scientific sense, It will 
not result in reliable data. Not enough information is at hand to predict the outcome of these 
proposals. 

RESPONSE: Viewed from the purely scientific viewpoint, it would he preferable to change 
variables one at a time in a controUed experiment. However, many uncontrolled variables already 
exist, and from a resource management standpoint the interest lies in measuring 'the possible 
resource impact, if any, which might result from jointly changing both criteria, The hest available 
information suggests that the long-term itnpaCt of changing both criteria at once will be difficult, if 
not impossible to detect 

Even though both parameters would change, for S months ofan 8.23 rni11ion acre foot year 
(minimum release year), only the uprnmp rate will he used. The ability to operationally exceed 
20,000 cubic feet per second only exists in months in which rei..... are in excess of900,OOO acre 
feet. In a minimum release year, flows above 20,000 cubic feet pet seCond win most likely occur 
in December, January, July, and AUgust. Evaluation of the upramp rates can ,he initiated 
immediately with the evaluation oftlie increase in maximum flow relegated to the months with the 
highest volumes, .New uprarnp and maximum flow criteria would he recommended through the 
Adaptive Management Program should monitoring results indicate that either of these criteria are 
resulting in adverse impacts to the natural, cultural, or recreational (human safety) resources of 
the Grand Canyon differing from those shown in the final EIS. 

COMMENT, "BJobitatIB...h Building Ftoods" desiped to redepo.it sediment and 
....bape tbe riv ..... topography milch like th. Canyon" butoric ftood. should b. eonducted_ 
An experitnenial release based on this p~ i. critical to restore some of the river's historic 
dynamics; without it, lIllY !low regime wiD result in continued 10.. ofbeach and h""kwater habitat, 
This "spike" should be usessecilllld implemented fur the spring of 1996, subject to • critical 
evaluation of its flow size, timing. impact on fisheries, and completion of a comprehensive 
monitoring plan, Recent sido-eanyon !loads underscore the need for restoring narural processes, 

RESPONSE: Reclamation and the Cooperaring Agencies continue to support this concept. The 
preferred alternative supports suell a flow regime. A test !low was conducted this spring, The 
results of this flow are currently being analyzed. We expect to conduct more ofthese flows in tho 
futuro, 

COMMENT: ):ndon, the Fish & Wildlife Servico', Biological Opinion and implement 
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experimental steady flows to benefit native fishes, subject to the results ofa risklbenefit analysis 
now in progress. 

RESPONSE: The preferred alternative provide, for experimental steady flow, through the 
Adaptive Management Program for the reasons put forth in the Biological Opinion. 

, 

COMMENT: Fund and Implement immediately an Adaptive Management Program. This 
is the appropriate forum to address important issues, It is imperative that resource management 
rely on good science to monitor. and respond to possible adverse effects resulting from changes in 
dam operations 

RESPONSE, The prefurred ahemative provide, for implementation of an Adaptive Management 
Program. 

COMMENT: Interior Secretary Babbitt sbould issue. Record of Decision by December 
31. 1995. and conduct an efficient and timely audit by the General Accounting Office as mandated 
by the Grand Canyon Protection Act 

RESPONSE: In compliance with the Grand Canyon Protection Act, Interior Secretary Babbitt 
could not issue the Record ofDecision until considering the findings of the General Accounting 
Office, Those findings were issued on October 2. 1996, 

OTHER COMMENTS: Another set of comments were received from municipalities and other 
power user groups, These letters made up about 1 percent of the total received and were 
essentially identic'" in content. Although the autbors were not totally in agreement with the 
preferred alternative because of the reduction in peaking power, they believe it is • workable 
compromise. The.. letters characterized the final EIS as ", . ,a model for resolving complex 
environmental issue. among divergent interests." They also urged the government to protect the 
integrity of the proce .., resist efforts to ovettum the FEIS, and allow the ",ientists' assessment to 
stand, in as much as the Adaptive Management Proeess wiD give Reclamation an opportunity to 
evaluate. the effectS ofoperational changes over time and make moditicatlons according 10_, 
scientific findings., 

RESPONSE: While the preferred alternative may not satisfy all interests, Reciamation believes it 
is a workable compromise and meets the two criteria set out in the EIS for the reaperstion ofthe 
dam, namely restoring downstream !'eSO\lI"Ce!! and rnainulining hydropower capability and 
flexibility. 

A letter of comment from the Environmental Prolecnon Agency (EPA) indi<;ates that EPA's 
comments on the draft EIS were adequately addressed in the IinaI EIS, It also expresses their 
support for the prefl:rred alternative, 

Samples of the comment letters and cards" and a copy ofEPA's comment letter are included.s 

Attachment 2, 
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Animas-La PI.ta Project/Colorado Ute Indian Water Rights Settlement 

United States Depart:n1ent of the Interior 

Bureau of Reclamatiun 


I. Introduction 

In 1988. Congress enacted the Colorado Ute Indian Water Rights Settlement Act of 1988 (1988 
Settlement). In c"mmitting the Unitad States to this settlement, Congress agread that reSolution of 
the Colorado Ute Tribes' water rights claims would be accomplished by building a large water 
project to supply water 10 the Colorado Ute Tribes-the Animas-La PlaIa Project (ALP). In addition 
to satisfying the Tribal water needs to effectuate a settlement, however) the original ALP was sized 
to provide a signlficant new water supply for agricultural and municipal use, 

The 1988 Settlement has: not been implemented, Specifically, the original project was not 
constructed because this Department, and many other parties, raised serious concerns regarding the 
environmental consequences ofbuilding the project. These consequences included a large diversion 

. from the Animas Riverwruch would violate Endangered Species Act(ESA) requirements and water 
quality impacts associated with amajornew non-Indian jrrigationproject in the Four Comers region, ' 

Although the origInal ALP raised serious environmental issues. the Department of the Interior has 
recognized the imperative offulfiHing the water rights ofthe Southern Ute Indian and Ute Mountain 
Ute Tribes. The United States has a trust r~ponsibility to seek final resolution of the tribal water 
rights, In addition1 failure to resolve the Colorado Ute Tribe's water rights has the potential to 
destabilize the ext:rcise of water rights by junior, non-Indian water rights holders in Colorado and 
New Mexico. 

Accordingly. in 1998) the Department recommended construction of a substantially scaJed-dov.n 
ALP that was designed to satisfY the Colorado Ute Tribes' water rights. The proposal down-sized 
the project to tompiy with ESA requirements. It excluded non-Indian irrigation systems to ~dress 
water quality concerns. In addition', the Department called for the completion of a supplementat 
environmental review of the smaller ALP along with potential non~structural alternatives that were 
being proposed to implement the Colorado Ute Tribes' water rights settlement. This review woUld 
ensure full compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and provide decision
makers a sound basis for making a final decision, 

The supplemental envirorunental review has been completed. The Department is now prepared to 
issue a Record of Decision (ROD) in this matter. and it is doing so- through this document As 
explained in detail below, the Department is selecting Refined Alternative 4 (RJ\4), which is the 
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environmentally preferred alternative. to implement the 1988 Settlement.· It primarily consists ofa. 
down~sized project that focuses on providing the Colorado Ute Tribes an assured water supply. 
Because the Department's selection will provide benefits to the Colorado Ute Tribes which are not 
identical to those envisioned in the 1988 Sett:1ement, this ROD. in and of itself, does not allow for 
implementation ofactivities specific to RA4. Congressional authorization is needed to achieve final 
implementation of the J988 Settlement. 

This ROD does, however, provide the Department's continnation that the Administration proposal, 
as modified. is the best means to finalize the settlement It should also be noted that the cost ofRA4 
would be significantly less than the cost associated with the original settlement. By executing this 
ROD, the Department adopts the reasoning and analysis. contained in the July tooo Final 
Supplemental Environmental Jmpact Statement (FSEIS), Nonetheless, until such time as 
authorization is provided or other statuto~ guidance is forthcoming. the Department will not 
commence any significant activities (e.g. construction) in furtherance ofRA4. 

The components of RA4 are as follows: 

Structural 

• 	 Off-stream reservoir of 120,000 acre-feet total capacity (including a conservation 
pool of approximately 30,000 at) at Ridges Basin . 

• 	 280 cf, pumping plant 
o 	 a pipeiine from the pumping plant to the reservoir 
• 	 • pipeline to transport M&I water to the Shiprock area for the benefit of the 

Navajo Nation 

Non~structural 

• 	 $40,000,000 acquisition fund for the Southern Ute Indian and Ute Mountain Ute 
Tribes to purchase existing water rights on a willing buyerfwiUing seller basis Or 

to engage in olher resource development acti vity 

The Department's selection of RA4 as llie recommended course of action is in accord with the 
Department's policy "to recognize and fulfill its Jegal obUgations to identifY, protect, and conserve 
the trust resources of federally recognized Indian tribes and tribal members." (512 OM 2). The 
Colorado Ute Tribes. who participated in the development of the FSEIS and were consulted with on 
an ongoing basis during its development. have strongly endorsed RA4 as their preferred course to 
resolve the remaining issues associated willi the 1988 Settlement 

2 




.. 


• 

The following sections provide additional infonnation concerning the rationale for this decision, 
including the analysis performed; critical issues which were considered; and conunitments whic~ 
are 'hereby made in association with the chosen alternative should Congress authorize its 
implementation. 

n. Background & Associated Issues 

As noted earlier, the Colorado Ute Indian Water Rights Settlement Act of 1988 (Public Law 100. 
585) relied. in part. on construction of ALP. a Bureau of ReclAmation project authorized by. the 
Colorado River Basin Project Act (P.L. 84-485) as a participating project ofllie Colorado River 
Storage Project Act (P.L. 90-537). Since its authorization, several studies have beeIVconducted 
regarding ALP. The results ofthese studies are summarized in the following documents: the 1979 
Definite Plan RepOrt; a 1980 Final Environmental Statement; the 1992 Draft Supplement to the Final 
Environmental Statement; and the 1996 Final Supplement to the Final Environmental Statement 
(FSFES). . 

In August 1998. after a decade of controversy over ALP had resulted in the 1988 Settlement 
remaining unirnpfemented, the Secretary presented an Administration proposal to implement the 
1988 Settlement Act. The proposal limited ALP depletions to an average of57.100 acre feel per year 
and limited the project to only amunicipal and industrial water supply for the Colorado Ute Tribes, 
the Navajo Nation, and local non-Indian entities. The proposal also contemplated a water acquisition 
fund to provide the Colorado Ute Trtbes with the opportunity to purchase additional water rights 

, necessary to secure the quantities provided in the 1988 Settlement 

RA4, . which is a slightly modified version of the Administration proposal, would finalize 
implementation !)fthe 1988 Settlement and avoid the extensive Htigation sure to occur over tribal 
water rights claims. RA4 does) however, modify the terms of the settlement as originally agreed. 
The Colorado Ute Tribes' support is therefore necessary. Accordingly. theability ofeach aJtemative 
to work in a settlement con,text is an apditional factor reviewed as part ofthe NEP A iinaIysis and this 
ROD, In addition. because RA4 is intended to resolve Indlan reserved water rights claims. 
traditional cost~benefit analyses do not apply because it would not account for the primary benefits 
of an Indian water rights settlement which include avoiding direct and indirect litigation costs and 
resolving claims which might be associated with failure to protect tribal trust resources. Moreover, 
a significant federal investment [0 develop tribal resources is consistent with the federal trust 
responsibility to the Southern Ute Indian and Ute Mountain Ute Tribes, Finally, and perhaps most 
important, this ROD addresses an existing settlement Congress committed significant resource~ to 
secure, RA4, with projected new costs of.$ 278 minion, would preserve the settlement with a 
significantly down-sized project that is less than half the cost associaled with the ALP concept 
incorporated into the original settlement (estimated at approximately $100 million). 
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In addition to viewing the analysis and making a final decision from the perspective of ~ Indian 
water rights settlement. the FSEIS evaluates items not ordinarily found in Bureau of Reclamation 
NEPA documents. As several commenters nQted~ the FSEIS bases part of its,analysis on non
binding water use scenarios, These scenarios, developed in conjunction with the Colorado Ute' 
Tribes, allowed the Department to fulfill the requirements of NEPA by providing a conlext for 
analyzing waler uses from the modified ALP which is based on the best available infonmation. This 
approach also respects the Colorado Ute Tribes' sovereignty and protects their ability to allocate 
water in accordance with future needs consistent with federal law. The FSEIS also provides 
directions and commitments for future NEP A compliance once actions in furtherance of end uses 
are undertaken. ' 

III. Scope of Analysis 

A plan ofapproach was developed that described how the NEPA process was to proceed (refer to 
Attachment I in Volume 2 ofthe FSEIS for more inform.tion). All alternatives underwent an initial 
threshold assessment to identifY those that were capable ofmeeting the proj«!'s purpose and need. 
All alternatives initially appeared to have the potential to meet the project purpose and need, and they 
were evaluated against the following criteria: (1) an evaluation of envirorunentaJ impacts; (2) an 
evaluation ofthe degree to which an alternative met the purpose and need and contamed the elements: 
necessary to secure an Indian water rights "settlement; and (3) an evaluation of the technicid and 
economic merits. 

A. Alternatives Analyzed 

Building on the identification of a range of future v...ater uses and an evaluation of potential water 
sources in the region, alternatives were identified that had the abiHty. in whole or in Part. to provide 
water to the Colorado Ute Tribes in fulfillment oflhe 1988 Settlement. These alternatives included 
the altemativ~s evaluated in the 1996 FSFES, those identified by Reclamation in the January 1999 
Notice of Intent, alternatives suggested during February 1999 seoping meetings, and a combination 
of the structural and nonwstructural components of all of these alternatives. The alternatives were: 

Alternative ( ~ Administration Proposal, consisting of ~ structural element (Ridges Basin 
Reservoir with a 90,000 af capacity) and a non~structural element (purchasing water rights 
for 13,000 afuf depletion). 

Alternative 2 ~ Administration ProposaJ with conservation pool added, increasing the overall 
reservoir size to approximately t20 j OOO af, 

Alternative:l ~ Administration Proposal with Sanjuan River Basin Recovery [mplementation 
Program Element added, 
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Altem.tive 4·Administration Proposal with San Juan River Basin Recovery Implement.tion 
Program and conservation pool added, 

Alternative 5 • Anim .... L. Plata Reconciliation Plan [Romer-Schoettler structural alternative 
as represented by the legislation introduced during the 105th Congress (S.I771 & H.R. 
3478») 

Alternative 6 - Animas River Citizen'5 CoaJillon Conceptual Alternative (Romer-Schoettler 
non~structural altemativcj provides Colorado Ute Tribes water only; purchase water and 
lands in/near reservations; expansion of existing projects) " 

Alternative 7 • 1996 FSFES Recommended Plan (Multipurpose project; phased construction 
to reflect federal vs. non~federat responsibility; staged construction of Phase I to reflect 
57,100 af ESA depletion limitation; 274,000 af Ridges Basin Reservoir; initially sized 
Durango Pumping Pian! at 70 cf,; miscellaneous conveyance and delivery facilities) 

Alternative 8 - Administration Proposal with alternative water supply for non-Colorado Ute 
'Tribe entities (i.e., Navajo Nation.. Animas-La Plata Water Conservancy District, and San 
Juan Water CommiSSion); (water conservation; use of existing Federal facilities~ separate 
reservoir) 

Alternative 9 - Citizens' Progressive Alliance Alternative (instream leasing coupled with 
other non~stntctural alternatives) 

Alternative 10 - No Action Alternative 

. B. Alternatives Evalnation Process 

Existing base resources and infonnation about each of the alternatives were evaluated to determine 
if sufficient infonnation (e.g .• baseline information, data and analyses, prevIous NEPA documents, 
proponent information, agency baseline data, and other third~party studies) was available to provide 
adequate analysis of the alternatives. On the basis of this data adequacy review. probabI~ major 
issues that would have to be resolved during the preparation of the FSEIS were identified. the 
adequacy of the information to resolve these issues waS evaluated. and recommendations for 
additional data gathering were made. Additional data were gathered as necessary so that a 
comparable level of analysis could be made for each of the 10 alternatives. Potential mitigation 
measures also were identified. 
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EnVlfonmentallmpacts 

The following resource areas were analyzed in tenus ofpotential environmental impacts associated 
with the development and construction of the structural and non~structural components ofeach of 
the alternatives: 

Agriculture Air Quality Aquatic (streams) 
Aquatic (reservoirs) Archeology CulturallPajeontology 
Ethnography Geology/Soils Hazardous Materials 
Land Use Limnology Noise i 

Public Services Recreation Safety 
Socioeconomics Threatened/Endangered Species Transportation 
Vegetation Visual/Aesthetics Wetlands 
Water Quality Water ResourcesIHydrology Wildlife 
Indian Trust Assets Environmental Justice Public Services and Utilities 

Puroose andl'!eed ' 

lbe purpose and need statement published in the January 4, 1999 Federal Register reflects the 
Department's prioritization ofthe Indian water rights settlement purposes ofALP. Thus, the purpose 
and need ofALP under' this NEPA review is: 

"... to implement the [1988 Colorado Ute Indian Water Rights] Settlement Act by 
providing the Ute Colorado Ute Tribes an assured long-term water supply and water 
acquisition fund in order to satisfy the Colorado Ute Tribes' senior water rights claims 
as quantified in the Settlement Act. and to provide for identified M&I water needs in the 
project area,!O 

In order to determine ifa particular alternative is a viable means to implement the 1988 Settlement. 
the alternative was evaluated in light ofseveral factors needing to be addressed in order to resolve 
the Colorado Ute Tribes' water rights claims. These factors are: 

• 	 Does the alternative provide sufficient benefits to the Colorado Ute Tribes to 
warrant an agreement among the United States, the Colorado Ute Tribes. the 
State, and a majority ofparties to the adjudication, that waives the Colorado , 
Ute Tribes' reserved water rights claims; 

• 	 Does the alternative provide a defined and reasonable time frame by which 
the Colorado Ute Tribes win, in fact, secure those benefits specified in the 
settlement agreement; 
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• 	 Does the alternative have sufficient support to facilitate the entry of a fmal , 
decree which recognizes the Colorado Ute Tribes' rights to water as 
identified in the settlement; 

• 	 Are the benefits in the alternative likely to be secured which is a prerequisite 
to the waiver of water rights claims by the Colorado Ute Tribes and the 
United States becoming effective. 

The Department developed the analysis necessary to answer the above questions of the 10 
aiternatives by looking to the purpose and need factors published in the January 4, 1999 
Notice of Intent. The purpose and need factors are: 

• 	 Yield - Does the alternative provide enough "wet" water to satisfy the 
Colorado Ute Tribes' water rights? While the ultimate volume of water 
might be negotiable. there must be .some access to an assured water supply, 

• 	 Reliability ~ Is the water supply contemplated by the altemative reliable? Is ..the reliability consistent with a water right with an 1868 priority (the date of 
the Colorado Ute Tribes' reserved right)? 

• 	 Location ~ Is the ...vater supply contemplated by the alternative reasonably 
available for use hy the Colorado Ute Tribes? 

• 	 Practicability -Is the development Qfwater technically feasible? Are there 
impediments which make,the alternative impracticable? 

Technical qnd Et:onomic Factors 

Technical and economic factors included impacts on Indian trust assets (ITAs); feasibility, 
development costs, annual operation and maintenance costs, public safety and impacts to ongoing 
operations. 

C. Alternatives Selected for Further Refinement 

An analysis orthe alternatives based on the above described environmental impacts, purpose and 
need, and technical and economic factors.. determined Alternatives 4 and 6 to warrant further 
refinement. These two alternatives approached the impleme<ntation of the 1988 SettJement from 
significantly different perspectives with Alternative 4 containing both structural and non-structural 
elements wh"He Alternative 6 contained mostly non-structural elements. 
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A!ternatlve 4 Waii chosen for further evaluation because it was determined to meet both the project 
purpose and need and endangered fish requirements in a manner- not resulting in significant 
environmental water quality concerns, Despiteconcems about its ability to meet project purpose and 
need. Alternative 6 also was selected for a more in-depth evaluation, The analysis showed that 
Alternative 6 v,'Quld have difficulty in developing a water supply with a firm yield; thaI the priority 
date associated with water obtained under Alternative 6 would most likely not be considered a 
senior right with regards to other users; that the amount oftime involved in securing water through 
Alternative 6 raised issues as to whether the Colorad~ Ute Tribes would ever receive all the water 
contemplated under the original settlement; and that the Colorado Ute Tribes would not support 
Alternative 6 as a settlement of their water rights daims. I 

Alternatives 4 & 6 were renamed as "refined alternatives" to reflect additions and changes made to 
the alternatives based on suggested changes received during public scoping. including the addition 
oftne Navajo Nation Municipal Pipeline. Other modifications were made to the two alternatives 
to reduce projected impacts. 

Th~ Navajo Nation requested that a water conveyance pipeline be included as a structural component 
of the ALP Proj'ect, to upgrade the service now being provided for seven Navajo Nation cnapters 
in the Farmington-Shiprock: area, and to replace a deteriorating 30~year old pipeline nOw in place. 
Three alternatives were evaluated to fulfill this request: (1) replace the existing pipeline with a new, 
larger pipeline; (2) make improvements to the existing pipeline, but divide into two separate sections 
with the western section being supplied water from the San Juan River at Shiprock and treated 
through an upgraded water treatment facility there; and (3) make use of the existing Navajo Indian 
Irrigation Project system and construct n new surface water reservoir, new pipelines, and andHary 
facilities to serve the seven Navajo Nation chapters. 

D. Clean Water Act Compliance 

The Bureau ofReclamation (Reclamalion) is complying with the Clean Waler Act (CWA) under 
the provisions of section 404(r) ofthe Act. Under this section, Reclamation prepared an analysis 
ofweIlands impaets under the guidance of Seclion 404(b)(l) of Ihe CWA and has forwarded tbe 
FSEIS, including the requisite analysis under Ihe guidelines, to Congress, The 404(b)(1) analysis 
ensures substantial compliance with standard pennitting requirements. 

RA4 and RA6 were both evaluated under the 404(\>)(1) guidelines. The analysis showed that 
RA 6 presented potentially significant environmental impacts to wetlands and endangered 
species habitat. This included both the non-structural components involving ieaving water on the 
land bu"t implementing water conservation measures, and the non-structural component of taking 
the water off the land for M&I use elsewhere. Both would result in the I~ss of a significant 
quantity of wetlands. The Fish and Wildlife Service, in its Planning Aid Memorandum of 
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July 28, 1999, stated that; "In oomparison to Ridges Basin, impacts within the Pine River 
drainage (where the majority ofland would he purchased under RA6) would present impacts of 
far greater magnltude) due to differences in diversity of habitats of the two Io·cations. The Pine 
River Valley possesses a far greater diversity of,egetation and therefore has a higher wildlife 
vaJue~ than Ridges Basin." With this in mind, RA6 was modified to ameliorate environmental 
impacts and lo broaden the functions it would provide. Even with these refinements. several 
concerns arose about the practicability of RA6, in the areas of: (I) socioeconomic issues; (2) 
changes in water use; (3) timing; and (4) Indian Trust Assets. It was determined that RA 4 would 
have less risk/uncertainty in providing settlement benefits and fewer overall impacts to wetlands 
and endangered species (southwestern willow Oycatcher habitat) than RA6, Therefore, ~4 was 
determined to he the least environmentally damaging practical alternative under the 404(b)( l) 
guidelines. 

In its letter of June 23, 2000, the Envirorunemal Protection Agency informed the Department that 
the 404(b)(I) analysis was consistent with the 404(b)(I) guidelines and that it accepted the 
Department's determination that RA4 was the teast environmentally damaging alternative under 
the Clean Water Act. EPA also concurred that RA4 should not result in significant water quality 
degradation. 

E. Endangered Species Act Compliance 

Reclamation entered into consultation with the Fish and Wildlife Service on the proposed agency 
action of impJementing RA4. In its Biological Opinion for the project, the Fish and Wildlife 
Service concurred in all the fmdings contained in Reclamation's Biological Assessment and 
included conservation measures which Reclamation has adopted. The Biological Opinion 
concluded: 

"After reviewing the current status of the Colorado pikeminnow. razorback 
sucker, and bald eagle. the environmental baselin~ of the action area, the effects of 
the proposed action and the cumulative effects, it is the Service's biological 
opinion that the Animas-La Plata Project, as described in the Biological Opinion, 
jg not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the Colorado pikeminnow or 
razorback sucker, and the proposed project is not likely to destroy or adversely 
modify designated critical habitat. The Service also concludes that the proposed 
project is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the bald eagle. This· 
conclusion is based on the description of the proposed action contained in this 
biologica! opinion, with full implementation of the conservation measures." 

Agreed to conservation measures are included os Appendix 1 to this ROD, 
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F. National Register of Historic Place5 and Native American Graves Prote<:tion and 

Rep.triation Act (NAGPRA) Plan 


The FSEIS attaches an amended programmatic agreement which sets forth the procedures to be 
followed to ensure compliance with the historic preservation laws. Also included is a plan which 
addresses ~e treatment of human remains, sacred objects. and objects ofcultural patrimony 
discovered as a result of the Project activity. This plan ensures that the Department is in 
compliance with the provisions ofNAGPRA 

G. Department's Indian Trust Responsibility 

The primary goal of the recommended federal action is to implement theCoJorado Utelndian Water 
Rights Final Settlement Agreement by providing the Colorado Ute Tribes with benefits consistent 
with those contemplated under the 1988 Settlement RA4 would achieve this goat. RA4 was also 
developed to minimize the impacts of the original ALP on the other trihes in theSan Juan Basin and 
to provide some much-needed certainty upon which to base future waterpJanning and development 
in the basin. The Department believes that the principles outlined in RA4 (a smaller reservoir 
limited to 57t I00 af of depletions that can be operated consistent with the San Juan River Basin 
Recovery Implementation Program (SJRBRIP) arc beneficial to the Navajo Nation and Iicarilla 
Apache Tribe. RA4 would pt:eserve the 1988 Sett1em~t and avoid the prospect ofthe Colorado Ute 
Tribes asserting water rights in court that may eventually conflict with those of the Navajo Nation 
and the Jicarilla Apache Tribe. RA4 would also effect a downsizing afme,original ALP which 
avoids a future conflict between the downstream tribes and beneficiaries of the larger project. The 
original ALP envisioned 149,000 acre feet of depletion from the San Juan Basin. Although this 
amount of depletion has not received ESA section 7 clearance, it is evident that the larger the 
dep!etio:1 for ALP the less water there will be available under section 7 for other Indian water 
projects that have a federal nexUs. RA4 also provides a water supply and delivery system for the 
benefit of the Navajo Nation.

There is. however, a potentially negative effect which RA4 may have on [ndian trust assets in the 
San Juan basin. Due to endangered species COncerns and other complexities associated with the 
"Law ofthe Colorado River," developing a water supply for the Colorado Ute Tribes may presently 
limit the amount of water available for use by the other tribes. This lS a significant concern to the 
Department and one sought to be addressed by the commitments diSCUssed below. As discussed in 
the FSE1S, though. it is somewhat premature to conclude that development of a down-sjzed ALP 
will preclude further federally~related water development in the San Juan basin. The most critical 
factor at this time is tne habitat needs ofendangered species in the basin. Those needs are constantly 
being reviewed and will certainly be e'valuated in light ofany future water development proposals 
as part ofthe ESA consultation process. It is possible that Reclamation. working with other relevant 
agencies, eQuId develop measures, including specific water management strategies, which would 
allow further tribal water development to move forward. 
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Both the Navajo Nation and licarilla Apache Tribe concur that resolving the 1988 Settlement 
through RA4 is in their best long-term interests and have clearly set forth that position in an
August 24, 2000 joint letter (including the Southern Ute Indian and Ute Mountain Ute Tribes) to 
the Department. In light ofthe benefits ofRA4, the commitments discussed below, and the shared 
position of the four San Juan River basin tribes, the Department maintains its selection ofRA4 as 
the best alternative to finalize the 1988 Settlement 

IV. Environmentally Preferred Alternative 

Both RA4 and RA6 were evaluated again in each environmental impact area and a finding ofeither 
"Significant," "Potentially Significant," or "Less than Significant" was made (see FSEIS table 3 .21-1 
summarizing significance criteria). Under each of these areas, when mitigation is added, RA4 did 
not have any impacts that were considered "significant» except for cultural resources "and those 
impacts will be addressed through the Historic Preservation Management Plan (see Technical 
Appendix 8), This finding, in conjunction with the fmding that RA4 is the least damaging most 
practicable altt:mative under the 404(b)(1) of the Clean Water Act (see below), makes RA4 the 
enviTonmental1y preferred alternative. 

V. Indian Water Rights Settlement 

RA4 would allow the Unite9. States to resolve the remaining Colorado Ute water rights claims 
consistent with the 1988 Settlement but in a much more en~ironmentaJly responsible manner. RA4 
is strongly supported by the Southern Ute Indian and Ute Mountain Ute Tribes, Specifically, RA4 
facilitates the foHowing results which are a prerequisite to finalizing the settlement: 

• Agreement by the Colorado Ute Tribes, the United States, the State of Colorado and other 
Significant parties to the adjudication that a small affstream reservoir designed to allow an 
average annual57t 100 acre-feet ofdepletion. which provides each tribe 19,980 acre-feet per 
year depletion in conjunction with a water acquisition fund, is sufUdent to warrant a waiver 
of the remaining Colorado Ute Tribes' reserved water rights claims; 

• A defined and reasonable time frame under which the Colorado Ute Tribes can secure these 
benefits as construction of the project is scheduled to u,tke 7 'years from the time it is 
commenced, provided availability of appropriations. The water acquisition trust fund will 
be available to the Tribe within a similar time~frame. The Department is committed to 
seeking the necessary appropriations to meet the 7 year time-frame; 

• The parties, througb agreement on RA4, could secure an amended final decree from the 
Colorado District Court, Water Division No, 7 which would recognize the Colorado Ute 
Tribes right to water and associated benefits under this alternative; 
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• 	 Waiver ofreserved water rights claims by the Colorado Ute Tribes and the United States, as 
trustee, once RA4 is implemented. 

As stated earlier, the Department cannot commence full implementation oCR-\'4 absent legislation 
amending the 1988 Settlement Act. Once authorized, the Department will work with the Colorado 
Ute Tribes and other affected interests to finalize a settlement which is consistent with RA4. This 
activity will include securing an amended decree; developing the necessary repayment agreements: l 

and proceeding with project con,struction. 

VI. Imnlementinl: the Decision and Environmental Commltmenu 

A. Environmental Commitments 

The Department has used aU practical means to avoid impacts or minimize environmental hann that 
could occur due to implementation ofRA4, These mitigation measures are discussed in chapters 3 
& 4 ofthe FSEIS and the Department commits to implementing these measures in chapter 5. These 
commitments are included as Appendix 2 to this ROD. 

B. 'Commitments Specific to Indian Trust AssetsIEnvironmental Justice 

Water deVelopment in the S~ Juan River basin IS an extremely complicated matter. It involves 
endangered species issue5~ the rights ofseveral Indian tribes; and the IILaw of the Colorado River.!! 
As noted earlier, there is concern that RA4 (:ould negatively affect the water supply presently 
available for the Navajo Nation and JicariUa Apache Tribe, The Department beHeves that a multi~ 
faceted approach to water supply issues in the San Juan Basin y,.ith an emphasis on recovery of the 
species along with enhanced water management will assist in minimizing obstacles to future tribal 
water development. Accordingly, the Department will engage in the following: 

• 	 Continue active participation in the San Juan River Basin Recovery lmplementation 
Program to promote the dual goals ofrecovery of endangered species and water 
development in the basin. The SJRBRIP is key to facilitating additional water 
development by the Navajo Nation and the licarilla Apache Tribe. Reclamation's 
participati(m includes: 

'The FSEIS alsu includes a preliminary cost allocation whi;;h /lssigns project constrUction and annual 
uperation and maintenance costs to the entities that wiU be receiving benefits from the implementation of RA4 (see 
Appendix L in the FSEtS)_ This proposed cost allocation is based on current Administration policy and does not 
have the force of law ;lbsent express, Congressional approval. If there is no express Congressiona! action turning 
Admi:1istraticn polit;y in~ Jaw, cost allocations will be controlled by th: original project authorization ~ the 
ColQ!ildo River Storage Project Act. 
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• Providing substantial technical support in the development and refinement of a 
comprehensive hydrology model to allow realistic, supportable projections of 
future water uses in the basin; 

- Continue to optimize the operating rules for Navajo Dam to provide more 
efficient fulfillment of the flow recommendations necessary for endangered 
species recovery; 

- Implement an adaptive management program associated with the ope~tiQn of 
Navajo R~servoir to evaluate biologic responses to a normative bydrogtaph 

• 	 Operate the Durango Pumping Plant to limit pumping during dry years,. allowing more 
water to be available in Navajo Reservoir to meet project demands. 

• 	 Reclamation will work with the Navajo Nation and the Jiearilla Apache Tribe to combine 
resources in evaluating options for proceeding with the Navajo~Ganup Project, the 
Navajo River Water Development Plan. and restoration of the Hogback Project to 
minimize the likelihood that any single Tribe bears a disproportionate burden for the 
conservation of lis!ed species under the ESA. 

• 	 Facilitate discussions among the parties with interests in the San Juan River Basin, 
Interested parties wili include, but not be limited to, the Colorado Ute Tribes, Navajo 
Nation, Jicarilla Apache Tribe, the Fish & Wildlife Service, and private parties with 
existing contracts from Navajo Reservoir. Discussions will aim to develop 'options for 
obtaining adequate waler for the Navajo Nation and Jicarilla Apache Tribe 'future needs. 

• 	 Reclamation witl initiate an independent review of the hydrologic model to ensure its 
accuracy and'value as a tool in future water planning activities. 

• 	 Reclamation, through its Native American Affairs and technical assistance programs, will 
work with the Jicarilla Apache Tribe to facili!ate its ability to independently utilize the 
San Juan Rlver basin hydrologic model to ensure more effective participation in the 
SJRBRIP and other appropriate uses, 

• 	 Through its appraisal investigation of the Navajo~Gallup Project, Reclamation will 
evaluate; 

• An alternate project design that would take water from the San Juan River below 
its confluence with the Animas River which may increase the potential yield for the 
project while protecting flows for endangered fish. In this case, releases from Navajo 
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Dam would be supplemental to river flows, leveraging the limited storage volume 
available and making use oHimes when there are flows in excess offish needs in the 
flyer. 

- ModifYing the Navajo-GaUup Project to reduce demands. 

~ Ascertain the Navajo Nation's willingness to consider utilizing a portion of the 
Jl.1IP allocation to meet needs for the Navajo-Gallup Project. 

• 	 Reclamation wiH consult with the Navajo Nation and the licariHa Apache Tribe ,on the 
implementation ofthe above mitigation measures and will commence consultation earty in 
the implementation process. ' , 

• 	 To avoid potentia1ly significant impacts to residences, school, and a cemetery along the 
recommended route of the Navajo Nation Municipal Pipeline, the pipeline corridor would 
be routed to minimize, and to the maximum extent possible, prevent disturbance' or 
relocation of residences. If residences are required to be relocated~ the residents and the 
Navajo Nation will he compensated. Project planners would work to avoid disturbances to 
the cemetery. Consultation would take place with the Navajo Nation Historic Preservation 
Department and representatives from affected Navajo Nation chapters priQrtD disturbing any 
human remains or funerary objects. Additional mitigation measures would be used to 
minimize noise and vibration Impacts. Construction activities would be scheduled during 
daytime hours when within 0.25 mile of a residence and would be scheduled during non~ 
school hours when feasible. 

In addition to the foregoing, Reclamation should evaluate how shortage criteria might apnJy 
consistent with applicable law to ass~ss whether additional water development is feasible given 
existing ESA flow requirements and actual water use in the basin. 

C. CoordinatioQ Committees 

The Department will establish special committees, made up of representatives from each project 
participant, to !) keep project participants in!onned and solicit input on Project facility design and 
construction; an(12) address operation and maintenance issues once the Project is transferred from 
construction to operation status. The latter committee will address a number ofsubje<:ts, including 
equitable allocation ofoperation and maintenance costs; approval of major maintenance actiVities; 
coordination of project operations among users ofProject water; and compliance with the provisions 
of all existing water compacts. 
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2. Summary of Environmental Commitments in FSEIS 
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APPENDIX 1 

June 19, 2000 Final Biological Opinion 

Conservation Measnres 


Record of Decision 

Animas-La Pl.ta Project/Colorado Ute Indian Water Rights Settlement 


Conservation measures are actions that the Reclamation agrees to implement to further the 
recovery of the species under review. The beneficial effects of conservation measures were taken 
into consideration for detennining both jeopardy and incidental take analyses and all hydrology 
analyses considered in the Biological Opinion assume implementation ofthese conservation 
measures. including the reoperation ofNavajo Dam. Reclamation agrees that failure to 
implement the conservation measures will be grounds for reinitiation ofconsultation. 

The following arc the conservation measures recorrunended in the BiOlogical Opinion. More 
expanded descriptions can be found in the Biological Opinion in Volume 2 ofthe FSElS. 

I·. Operate Navajo ReserVoir to mimic the natural hydrograph of the San Juan River to benefit 
endangered species and their critical habitat. 

2. Reclamation win be responsible for maintaining the hydrology model and i.ts data used to 
simulate flows in the San Juan River and the effects of water development in the basin. 

3. A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) and Supplemental Agreement to protect the 
releases for endangered fishes made from the Navajo Reservoir to and through the endangered 
fish habitat cfthe San Juan River to Lake Powell was signed in October 1991. This MOU 
remains in effect 

4. The Durango Pumping Plant wiU be operated in a manner that insures that its operation do not 
interfere 'With meeting the target flows recommended for the San Juan River. 

5. Reclamation will implement all actions necessary to prevent escapement of nonnative fishes 
from Ridges Basin Reservoir in ~y water Jeaving the reservoir', 

6. Reclamation will develop and implement a monitoring program for potential adverse . 
bioaccumu!aHon of trace elements in bald eagle food items in Ridges Basin Reservoir. 

7. Reclamation will incorporate bypass flows into ALP operations to promote natural 
recruitment of cottonwood tress along the Animas River. 

8. All electrical transmission Hnes associated with the project wiH be designed to avoid injury to 
raptors, including bald eagles. 



APPENDIX 2 

Environmental Commitments 


Record of Decision 

Animas-La Plata Project/Colorado Ute Indian Water Rights Settlement 


This appendix su'romarizes the environmental commitments that have been made by Interior or 
Reclamation during the development of Refined Alternative 4 (Reclamation' s Preferred 
Alternative). Reclamation would share responsibility for implementing measures that would 
avoid Qr reduce potential environmental impacts of the ALP Project. This responsibility would be 
shared with other federal agencies, the Colorado Ute Tribes, and other ALP Project beneficiaries, 
as well as third-party entities which could include, Colorado and New Mexico stale age~des:" 
local governments, and private developers. ' 

Commitments for pre~construction activities would generaHy be completed by Reclamation or by 
contractors during the final design process and prior to construction activities. Wildlife, wetland, 
cultural resources and other mitigation would be completed by Reclamation as described in the 
following paragraphs. Some commitments, such as monitoring or additional studies, would 
continue beyond completion ofconstruction of structural facilities, 

TIle non-structural component of the RA4 (Le., the $40 million water acquisition fund) would be 
administered by Interior through the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA). It was assumed that the use 
of this fund would be for acquisition of irrigated agricultural lands and that these lands would 
rcmwn in irrigated production, in the event that the Colorado Ute Tribes were to elect to fund 
alternative activities with the water acquisition ftmd Or were to apply for water rights transfers, it 
Would be the responsibility of the water acquisition fund's administering agency to detennine 
appropriate envirorunental protection measures. It is possible that additional NEPA compliance 
may be required for such alternative uses. 

The use of ALP Project water by either the Colorado Ute Tribes or other ALP,Project. 
beneficiaries would result in environmental impacts that would require the implementation of 
avoidance design specifications and mitigation measures. To the extent that Reclamation can 
require developers ofALP Project water end uses to implement enviroruneI1tal protectioo 
elements into design, Reclamation commits to requiring certain measures as discussed in the 
following sections. However. aU compHance responsibilities and costs associated with end use 
development would be the responsibility of the thirdMparty developers. As discussed previously, 
additional NEPA compliance would likely be required for the development of end use faciHties to 
occur. At such time, the lead agency would be responsible for identifying additional 
environmental commitments specific to the proposed end uses. 

The commitments In this chapter summarize commitments made during the planning process and 
incorporated into ALP Project plan as discussed in Chapter 2 of this Final Supplemental 
Environmental hnpact State (FSEIS), and mitigation measures proposed in Chapters 3 and 4 to 
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reduce or avoid impacts that would otherwise Occur as a resuJt of the implementation of the 
Refined Alternative 4 (RA4), These commitments supersede commitments made by Reclamation 
in previous ALP Project National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) docwnents, 

General 

I, Reclamation will prepare and implement an Environmental Commitment Plan for the project 
to document and track the completion of the environmental commitments, 

Water Resources a~d Hydrology 

1. Develop an operations plan forthe Ridges Basin Pumping Plant that will schedule p'!ffiping 
from the Animas River in a manner to limit impacts to non~Colorado Ute Tribal entities' ability to 
obtain water from the San Juan River. Reclamation win work with all appropriate state and 
federal agencies to pursue a method to protect ALP Project water retwu flows in the La Plata 
River drainage as a water supply for endangered fish, 

2, Design and develop Ridges Basin Reservoir with a minimum pool ofJO,OOO :if. 

Water Quality 

1. Develop and implement a program to reduce, minimize or eliminate temporary, short-term 
i:1creases in suspended sediment loading or other water quality constituents, potentially caused by 
project construction, through the incorporation of penults, Best Management Practices (BMPs), 
and sediment control structures, Reclamation win develop and implement a program designed to 
reduce, minimize or eliminate the temporary, snort-term increases in suspended sedim~nt loading 
that may potentially occur during construction of the non-binding end uses and water conveyance 
systems through requiring developers and construction contnictOrs to incorporate BMPs and 
sediment control devices, 

2, Develop, with tite Southern Ute Indian Tribe and the Stat.. of Colorado and New Mexico, and 
implement a program to monitor water quality in the Animas River from the· Durango Pumping 
Plant to the confluence with the San Juan River for five yean. after the Durango Pumping Plant begins 
operation, The program win be developed to monitor compliance with Tribal and state water 
quality standards and criteria. The plan should include: objectives, quality assurance and control plans, 
and noncompliance measures. . 

Vegetation 

1, Ensure that consttuetlon contractors llmll ground disturbance to the smallest feasibJe areas, and 
will ensure that construction contractors implement BMPs, along with the planting or re- seeding 
disturbed areas using native plant species to assist in the re~establishment of native vegetation. 
Where feasible. directional borings will be used for river pipeline crossings. 

2 




2. Compensate the loss ofapproximately 1,645 acres of upland vegetation resulting from the 
construction of the- Ridges Basin Reservoir, the Durango Pumping Plant~ and other features as part 
oflhe wildlife mitigation plan. The compensation will be part of the total esumated 2,700.2,900. 
acres of wildlife habitat to be acquired and enhanced to compensate the loss of wildlife habitat in 
Ridges Basin. The mitigation land acquisition win be completed prior to initiation of groundw 

breaking construction activities at the reservoir and pumping plant sites. Reclamation will attempt 
to acquire large contiguous acreage and will attempt to acquire these lands first in the river basins 
that will be affected by the ALP Project: and then outside ofthose basins, with the final decision
made in consultation with state and federal wildlife agencies. 

3. Compensate the loss of 1:14 acres of wetland/riparian habitat at a mitigation ratio sufficient to 
replace or exceed the habitat value of wetland/riparian habitat lost. Reclamation win rep!ace lost 
wetland/riparian areas at a planned ratio of 1.5: I, thus creating approximately 200 acres' of 
replacement wetlands. Mitigation will involve a program of land acquisition, wetland 
development, and long-term management To the extent possible, this program win be integrated 
into the wildlife habitat mitigation program to expand benefits and provide large blocks of 
contiguous wildlife habitat It is assumed 600 acres will be ~cessary for the wetland program. 
Because of limited water supplies for new wetland creation in the region, restoration ofdegraded 
wetlands will be an important component of any wetland plan. As with wildlife habitat mitigation, 
the La Plata RJver Basin will be g1ven first priority for wetland development. Lands for wetland 
mitigati.on will be acquired prior to initiation of construction of Ridges Basin Dam and overall 
wetland mitigation physical features wiil be at least 95 percent completed prio.r to beginnjng 
reservoir filling. 

4. Monitor the Animas River riparian corridor to help determine any effects of the pumping 
regime on these downstream resources. The monitoring will also include Basin Creek wetlands. 
Reclamation will also limit ground disturbing activities due to construction of the NNMP and 
other pipelines ~nd wilt replace in a 2: l ratio, riparian trees (cottonwoods) lost due to 
construction. 

5. Require that development ofnon-binding end uses avoids or minimizes construction impacts 
to wetland and riparian vegetation located within corridor alignments of the non~bjnding water 

. conveyance pipelines. Reclamation will require that construction zones be kept to th~ minimum 
size needed to meet project objectives. If avoidance is not possible, a riparian/wetland mitigation 
and monitoring plan wiH be developed to compensate for the loss of vegetation cover, 

Wildlife 

1. Mitigate the direct and indirect loss of approximately 2,700-2,900 acres of wildlife habitat 

through the purchase, enhancement~ and management ofapproximately 2,700-2,900 acres of 

suitable land. The actual amount of land that win be acquired to obtain this level of mitigation 

will depend on the potential wildlife value of the lands acquired. All reasonable atlempts will be 

made to acquire interests in lands on a willing seHer basis, using fee simple purchases, 
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conservation easements. purchase opu'ons. or life estates, to name afew. However, this does not 
preclude the use of other authorities available to acquire such land interests. Priority will be given 
to lands in the La Plata ruver drainage. as well as in the vicinity of Ridges Basin~ to provide 
replacement habit.t for displaced deer, elk. and other wildlife that utilize Ridges Basin and 
adjacent areas that wiU be affected. Large, contiguous parcels will be given priority to create 
unfragmented habitat and to facilitate management Lands witl be managed for wildHfe and other' 
uses will not be allowed if it is determined that they will interfere with the v.ildlife habitat 
benefits. Acquisition. enhancement, and management plans win be coordinated with the U.S, Fish 
and Wildlife Service (Service). Colorado D·ivision of Wildlife (CDOW), and possibly the 
Southern Ute Indian Tribe: Wildlife mitigation land will be acquired prior to award of the contract 
for construction of Ridges Basin Dam, and development will occur concurrently with the 
construction ofth(~ dam. . 

2. Develop construction specifications to include noise, traffic, and human use restrictions to 
minimize disturbance to wildlife near the construction zone of Ridges Basin. The Carbon 
Mountain gas pipeline route, which could significantly impact golden eagle nesting. will not be 
considered. Reclamation will make efforts to avoid construction during the May-July period in the 
vicinity of elk c;uvJng areas to minimize impacts to elk . 

. 3. Ensure that recreational facilities and the new alignment for COWlty Road (CR) 211 are sited or 
restricted in such a way to minimize the disruption of deer and elk habitat utilization and 
behavjor. 

. . 
4. Designs of road crossings, particularly in the vicinity of Wildcat Creek. will contain special 

provisions to minimize wetland/riparian resources. 


5. Recreation facilities will not be permitted on the west or south sides of the reservoir to reduce 

impacts to big gam!! migration corridors. Trails will be restricted to foot traffic. Wildlife~related 


activities will be encouraged. Future use of Reclamation lands for cabin sites or similar uses will 

not be allowed. 


6. Sufficient)and will be acquired at the time reservoir right~of-way is acquired at the upper 

(western) end ofthe reservOlr (at least one-quarter mile) and along the southern shore to maintain 

a wildlife migration corridor around the reservoir and to winter ranges to the souto. 


7. Collaborate with raptor specialists from the Service and CDOW on road realignment and 
construction acth'lties at Ridges Basin Darn to identitY and implement measures minimizing 
effects on existing golden eagles and their nests on Carbon Mountain. AU reasonable means to 
preclude human activity on Carbon Mountain wiH be pursued. AU power lines will be designed 
raptor-proof. Reclamation will require that a 0.25-mile buffer around the existing golden eagle 
nests be identified .and that aU reasonable measures are pursued to prectude human activity on 
Carben Mountain during the nesting period of golden eagles (December I through July 15). 
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Aquatic Resources 

I. Provide for a more detailed evaluation of Ridges Basin Reservoir's expected limnological 
conditions to better determine whether or not there is justification to provide appropriate facilities 
to deliver water into the reservoir at an elevation below the thermocline. This could lessen the 
li~elihood of periodically having reservoir water temperatures becoming too warm to support 
trout and could increase oxygen levels in the reservoir. The evaluation will be completed in 
coordination with the Service as part of the design data collection activities. 

2. Reclamation will develop and implement a monitoring program at Ridges Basin Reservoir to 
determine the extent ofbioaccumulation of trace elements in fish within the reservoir. The 
reservoir basin's vegetation will be largely cleared in order to reduce the magnitude of 
productivity and reduction potential. This, in turn, will limit mercury becoming methylat.ed, the 
fonn in which it is available to bioaccumulate within the food chain. Trout will be the only fish 
stocked. Trout are not at the top of the fish food chain; therefore, they will not be expected to 
accumulate significant levels of bioaccumulated trace elements. The program will last two 
consecutive years lmd be initiated two years after the reservoir is filled. If significant 
bioaccumulation effects are identified, Reclamation will work with the appropriate local, state or 
federal agencies to either minimize the impact or otherwise offer protection to potentially 
impacted fish and wildlife species and to possibly post hwnan fish consumption advisories at the 

. reservoir. 

3. To minimize downstream stranding offish due to the operation of the Durango Pumping 
Plant, changes in the pumping will be staged in the following manner: An increase iri pumping not 
to exceed 50 cfs per hour (hr) stage decrease and a decrease in pumping not to exceed 100 cfs/hr 
(stage increase) when natural river flows are above 500 cfs. At lower flow, these ramping rates 
could substantially change river stage. Therefore, when river flows are at or below 500 cfs, 
increases in pumping will not exceed 25 cfsflu and decreases in pumping will not exceed 50 
cfs!hr. Seasonal bypass flows will be met (ranging from 125 - 225 cfs). 

4. Monitoring studies of project·affected waters on the Animas River will be implemented both 
prior to and continuing for at least four years after project operations begin (project pwnping). 
These studies will be designed to better define the native fishery, to include better understanding 
apparent problems with native sucker recruitment, and to monitor trout populations. If it is 
concluded that the operation of the project is having significant adverse impacts to the 
downstream aquatic ecosystem, Reclamation will "make every reasonable effort to modify project 
operations to either reduce or eliminate these" impacts. The potential impact to native fishes in the 
Animas River, especially the effects of chronic habitat reduction, may not be directly mitigatable 
on the Animas River. Investigations should be initiated to detennine whether or not fish barriers 
exist, whether small fishlyoung·of-the·year fish are significantly lost through enir~inment in 
canals, and whether any significant loss to the trout fishery occurs. The monitoring program will 
be initiated in 2000 that will incorporate these additional elements into a monitoring study 
currently being conducted on the Animas River. A finn recommendation for mitigation due to the 
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effects on native fishes \\-ill be made by no later than 2005, at least two years prior to project 
pumping from the Animas River. Once this mitigation recommendation is approved and agreed to 
by the Service, CDOW, New Mexico Department of Game and Fish (NMDGf), and perhaps the 
Southern Ute Indian Tribe, its implementation wilt, immediately begin, 

S. Screen or implement other physical structures to prevent live fish from being released from 

Ridges Basin Reservoir. The reservoir outlet system wilJ be designed and fitted with devices to 

eliminate survival of fish escaping the reservo!r, Reclamation will monitor escapement from the 

reservoir and ~asin Creek, ' 


6. Provide for the acquisition and stocking of wild strains of trout annualJy in the Ani~ River 
within the boundaries of the Southern Ute Indian Reservation to compensate for fish loss due to 
the reduction in usable trout habitat. lndividual stocks of trout will be marked in such a manner 
that age groups: could be monitored over time. This monitoring plan will be developed in 
consultation with the Service, CDOW, NMDGF, and the Tribe. The relative success of this effort 
will be assessed after four years. If it is deemed a success-that is, if the trout biomass within the 
stocked reaches of the river is elevated to a point of suppprting a recreational fishery-the , 
stocking program will continue. For the acquisition of trout stock. Reclamation will consider the 
development of a new hatchery in cooperation \\'ith the Southern Ute Indian Tribe and others. 
This same hatChery could very well be utUized for providing for fish stocking for Ridges Basin 
Reservoir. 

1, Provide stocking of trout in Ridges Basin Reservoir to provide a recreational fishery. The 
source of fish could be from an existing Colorado River Storage Project CRSP) hatchery faciHty 
or from the acquisliion and/or construction ofa new hatchery facility. 

8. Acquire at least two new public access points on the Animas River for fishing and other 
recreational usc. 

Special Status Species 

i. Implement conservation measures found in the latest Biological Opinion on the project (see 
Appendix I for complete list). These measures address the Colorado pikeminnow and razorback 
sucker that are found in the San Juan River and the bald eagle that is found throughQut the project 
area. The conservatlon measures include Reclamation's commitment to operate Navajo Reservoir 
and the Durango Pumping PIant to mimic the natural hydrograph of the San Juan River to benefit 
the endangered fish and their habitat. Also, Ridges Basin outlet facilities will be designed to 
prevent escapement of nonnative fish, that might compete with native fish, into the Animas or 
other area .waterv.-ays, 

2. Develop and implement a monitOring program for potential adverse bioaccurnulation of trace 
elements in bald eagle food items in Ridges Basin Reservoir. If the program identifies a problem 
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with trace elements, Reclamation will develop and implement an action plan to minimize impacts 
to bald eagles. Bypass flows compatible with tbe endangered fish recovery efforts will be 
incorporated into the project plan to promote natural recruitment of cottonwood trees. 

3. Electrical transmission lines associated with the project will be designed to avoid injury to 

captors, including bald eagles. 


G••logy and Soils 

I. Reduce or eliminate the potential ior earthquake damage to the Ridges Basin Dam site through 
specific design specifications, Dam specifications will require design performance to withstand a 
minimum credible earthquake for seismic sources in the vicinity of Ridges Basin Dam site, , 
2. Develop and implement a controlJed program for filling Ridges Basin Reservoir to reduce the 
potential for indu(;ed seismic impacts, 

3. Develop and imp1ement a facilities operation program that includes monitoring the reservoir 
shoreline and slopes for landslide and slumping. Reclamation win also provide for public 
notification and control public access in areas where high landslide and stumplng potential exists. 

4. Qevelop an engineered pro~es.s plan to limit j control. and manage dam site methane gas 
releaSes during cons't1tction. Reclamation will also monitor the area for methane gas releases 
during operations, 

5. Investigate the potential ofgas re!ease due to man~made intrusions within Ridges Basin and the 
proposed dam site. Specifically. construction investigations win study the integrity of abandoned 
exploration wel1s and the Gates Coal Mine, 

6. Mandate that construction contractors use and implement measures contained in erosion 
conuol guideHnes and BMPs to controJ soil erosion from construction areas. 

7. Develop and implement a program to control reservoir filling and drawdown at rates sufficient 
to reduce significant erosion and sedimentation potential. 

Cultural and Paleontologic Resources 

J. Ensure compHance with historic/archaeological treatment measures and disseminate results' 
pursuant to the Programmatic Agreement excc·uted to meet Section 106 requirements, 

2, Ensure compliance with mitigation measures developed in accordance with the Native 
American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) and Executive Order 13007. 
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3. Ensure that areas to be disturbed are field surveyed prior to construction disturbance and will 
ensure that construction monitoring is conducted where deemed appropriate. 

4. Ensure that periodic shoreline monitoring is conducted as part of the facilities operations plan. 

Agriculture 

!. Location, design, and construction timing of the NNMP would protect agricultura11ands. 

Recreation 

L Pursue pumping regimes that reduce adverse flow effects on boating opportunities,within the 
Animas River when possible. 

2. Alter Durango Pumping Plant pumping regimes during periods ofcompetitive events. 

3. Acquire Or provide funding (not to exceed $500,000) for the acquisition ofpublic access at a 
minimum of two points on the Animas River between the High Bridge and Basin Creek to reduce 
effects to anglers (In the Animas River. 

SocioeeODomics 


No environmental commitments are made for socioeconomic resources, 


Land Us. 


No environmenta1 conunitments are made for land use resources. 


Hazardous Materi:ds 


I, Ensure that the Durango Pumping Plant is designed to minimize the disturbance of 

contaminated materials. Reclamation will also ensure that procedures will be developed for 
radiological monitoring of excavated soils and groundwater encou'ntered and that remedial 
procedures are planned in advance to counteract the potential for human exposure and for the 
prevention of contaminated groundwater release from the construction site. 

2. Ensure that all federal and state requirements pertaining to the management and bendling of 
hazardous materials, mixed wa.:;'tes and radioactive waste arc followed and wilt include those 
requirements within construction contract language inclusive of construction safety and 
envirorunental compliance. 
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3. Require that construction speCifiealions for RJdges Basin Dam and Reservoir; tbe Ridges Basin 
Inlet Conduit. road relocation, and related work prohibit contractors from disturbing the disposal 
celL RecJamation will take steps to ensure that the disposal eel) has appropriate signage JO make 
the public aware of its presence and any personal hazards that it could present. 

4. Confer with DOE and their Long-Tenn Surveillance and Mruntenance Program to understand 
.the current operational scheme and parameters for the Bodo Canyon disposal cell. As wen, 
. Reclamation win reactivate sampling and monitoring of wells DH-228 and DH·229 for indicator 
parameters including but not 1imited to Molybdenum. Selenium, and Uranium. 

5. Require that preconstruction surveys are conducted for non-binding water end use facilities and 
conveyance system development and adherence to hazardous material standards. relating'to such 
cons.truction. 

Transportation 

1. Conduct a transportation survey prior to construction of Ridges BaSin Dam and ReserVoir and 
will implement m(:thods to reduce traffic~related impacts. 

2, Ensure to maintain CR 211 roadway, shoulder, drainage, and roadside to standards adequate to 
avoid noticeable degradation. 

3. Require third-party developers of recreation facilities at Ridges Basin Reservoir to conduct 
traffic engineering impacts analysis studies and to mitigate recreation facUity impacts accoiding to 
state and county standards. Associated costs will be the responsibility of the developing entlty, 

Air Quality 

1, Require that construction contractors implement measures to control fugitive dust and exhaust 
emissions during construction. 

2. Require thjrd~party developers to implement measures to control fugitive dust and other 
emissions during construction and operation of non-binding end uses. 

Noise 

J. Require that the Durango Pumping Plant construction contractor restrict operation ofheavy 
equipment during the nighttime hours, . 

2, Ensure that construction contractors provide blasting notification to residents, sound pre-blast 
alanns., and follow the construction safety plan. Construction and operation of the Durango 
Pumping Plant will be carried out to reduce noise impacts. Noise reduction will be provided in the 
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form ofsound insulation within the pumping piant and vegetation screening designed as part of 
site landscaping. Ridges Basin specifications wiH provide for noise control, particularly relating to 
gglden eagle nesting. 

3. Ensure that construction contractOrS schedule construction activities to avoid or minimize loud' 
activities in the vicinity of golden eagle nesting areas during the nesting season and that nesting 
areas are "off Hmits" to construction forces and visitors. 

4, Require that third-party developers of recreation facilities at Ridges Basin Reservoir 
incorporate in a recreation development/management plan the requirement to prohibit particularly 
loud foons of watercraft and to include signing to advise people of eagle nesting sensitivity to 
human presence and noise. . ' 

5. Ensure that developers and contractors associated with CQnstruction and operation of the non~ 


binding end uses incorporate methods to minimize noise disturbances. . 


Public Healtb and Safety 

1. Ensure that public access to structural component construction areas will be controiIed by 

signage and by fencing around construction areas. 


2. Ensure that contractors configure haul routes and access roads to prevent or discourage public - . 
vehicular entry, including placement of signs wanling against entry, 

.3, Ensure that all the potentially affected gas companies will be contacted prior to construction 
crossings of gas pipelines which will be precisely loc.ted and appropriately marked in the field 
and on the specifkations. 

4. Ensure that puhlic access to end use and delivery system construction areas is controlled by 
signage and by fencing around construction areas. . 

5. Investigate the potential for gas release due to man-made intrusions, prior to construction, and 
will monitor excavations for the presence ofcoal bed methane gas. 

6, Control public access to operation areas that could pose a threat to public safety. 

7. Ensure that recreation area planning, final design of facilities) and reservoir access points are 
developed to promote safety and use of accident management techniques. 
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Public Services and Utilities 

1, Ensure that construction contractors adequately secure and patrol their work sites and will 

coordinate with city or county law enforcement agencies. ' 


2. Ensure that contractors win mark the locations of existing buried utillties and develop a 

notification system for coordination with affected utilities during construction. 


Visual Resources 

1. Ensure that as pan ofconstruction design. the Durango Pumping Plant blends into the natural 
landfonn and that, fol!owi~g construction, the site is adequately revegetated. ' 

2. Ensure that the design of structural facilities incorporates, to the extent practicable, non

intrusive design elements and that restoration ofdisturbed areas be conducted. 


Indian Trust Assets and Environmental Justice 

1. Support the modification of the Settlement Agreement, through legislated amendments to the 
Settlement Act, to recognize the new limits placed on the use and amount ofwater provided to the 
Colorado Ute Tribes and establishment of the water acquisition fund, 

2. Continue active participation in the San Juan River Basin Recovery Implementation Program 
to promote t!te dual goals of recovery ofendangered species and proceed with water development 
in the basin. The SJRBRIP is key to facilitating additional water development by the Navajo 
Nation and the licarilla Apache Tribe. Reclamation'5 participation includes: 

- Provide substantial technical support in the development and refinement ofa 
comprehensive hydrology model to aHow realistic, sup~rtable projections of 
future water uses in the basin; 

- Continue to optimize the operating rules for Navajo Dam to provide more 
efficient fulfil1rnent of the flow recommendations necessary for endangered species 
recovery; 

- Implement an adaptive management program associated with the operation of 
Navajo Reservoir to evaJuate biologic responses to normative hydrograph 

2. Operate the Durango Pumping Plant to limit pumping during dry years, allowing more water to 
be available in Navajo Reservoir to meet project demands. 
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3. Work with the Navajo Nation and the Jicarilla Apache Tribe to combine reSOurces in 
evaluating options for proceeding with the navajo-Gallup Project, the Navajo River Water 
Development Plan, and restoration of the Hogback Project to trY and minimize the likelihood that 
any single Tribe bears a disproportionate burden for the conservation of listed species under the 
ESA. 

4. Facilitate discussions among the parties with interests in the San Juan River Basin. Interested 
parties will include, but not be limited to. the Colorado Ute Tribes. Navajo Nation, JicariLJa 
Apache Tribe, the Service. and private parties with existing contracts from Navajo Reservoir. 
Discussions will aim to develop options for obtaining adequate water for the Navajo Nation and 
nc.rill. Apache Tribe future needs.. 

5. Initiate an independent review ofthe hydrologic model to ensure its accuracy and value as a 

too) in future water planning activities, 


6. Work with the Jicarilla Apache Tribe to facilitate it< ability to independently utilize Ule San 
Juan River basin hydrologic model to ensure more effective participation in the SJRBRJP and 
other appropriate uses. 

7, Through the appraisal investigation of the Navajo-Gallup Project, evaluate: 
, 

~ An alternate project design ¢.at would take water from the San 1uan River below 
its confluence with the Animas River may increase the potential yield for the 
project while protecting flows for endangered fish, In this case. releases from . 
Navajo Dam would be supplemental to river flows. leveraging the limited !\wrage 
votume available and making use of times when there are flows in excess of fish 
needs in the rivee. 

- ModifYing Ule Navajo-Gallup Project to reduce demands. 

- Utilizing a portion of the NIIP allocation to meet needs for Ule Navajo-Gallup 
Project 

8. Consult with the Navajo Nation and the licarilla Apache Tribe on the implementation of the 
above mitigation measures and will commence consultation early in the implementation p~ocess, 

9. To avoid potentiaUy significant impacts to residences, school, and cemetery along the 
recommended route of the Navajo Nation MWlicipal Pipeline, the pipeline corridor would be 
routed to minimize, and to the maximum extent possible, prevent disturbance or relocation of 
residences. If residences are required to be relocated, the residents and the Navajo Nation will be 
compensated. Project planners would work to avoid disturbances to the cemetery. Consultation 
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would take place with the Navajo Nation Historic Preservation Department and representatives 
from affected Navajo Nation chapters prior to disturbing any human remains or funerary objects. 
Additional mitigation measures would be used to minimize noise and yibration impact<;. 
Construction activities would be scheduled during daytirne hours when within 0.25 miJe ofa 
residence and would be scheduled during non*schoo) hours when feasible, 
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SUMMARY OF ACTION 

The Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) has completed.a final environmental impact 
statement (EIS) on proposed repayment and long-term water service conuact renewals in the 

: RepubUcan River Basin (Basin) in Nebrask.a and Kansas. The final EIS was prepared in 
cooperation with the Corps of Engineers (Corps), Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS). 
Environmental Protection Agency. Natural Resources Conservation Service, Nebrask.a Game 
and Parks Commission. Nebraska Natural Resource Commission, Nebrask.a Department of 

. 	 Water Resources, Kansas Department of. Wildlife 'and Parks, Kansas Division of Water I. . .'." 

. 7 	,·Resources,Kansas Water Office,:A1mena Irrigation District No.5; BostwlckIrrigation·. I,.' '.".' .... 

. ,District in Nebraska. Frenchman·Cambridge Irrigation District, Frenchman Valley Irrigation. " . 
, District, and Kansas-Bostwick Irrigation District.No. 2....The proposed action is to renewa". ". 

, 40-yearwater service contract with the Frenchm,an.ValIey.lrrigation District and to convert ;Ii" , .•. ,;, 

; ·.~·;:f~~mJong-te~ water service: t:o i;Paym~f,~n~ for.~e Bostwick Irriga~p Di.striCf-.i.n: ..M\~f. ", ...., ~;


..'; .' Nebraska, Kansas Bostwick Irrigation Dis,ujct~o,!2; Frenchman,Cambridge ,rrigati0l) .. ".' :i:, ,.'..'; ")-' . 

'J. District. anqAlmena,[mgation J:?istrlct No:» 5:..;l:!f!de~•.eadS:contiact;,~,ter,~rvke wiJ.lbe,; :~.7,~·,~~:, '.:,,\ :" 

'provided far agricultural !rrig.tiai! uses in a"l"rdanc. with,Redarnation'li'w and policy, .In -;~.: : ,,' '" ';,,;. 
'. addition, each con~ct includes provisions which '?'ill increase ,operational e~dency, prole~:~:: ..~;. it,;:' • 

. environmental reso\:U'~s. ~d me,et applicable Redamatiori water:conservation-gui~elin.es:> "I\.~,;<#:.: .'!..~ ,: .".' 	 .
";' ,. ',. , • '0: > : ," ~, ,. '. ., , \ '. 	 , 

"l " • ,'r-	 , -", ; The. Record of D.ecisjon (ROD) ?ocuments Redamatiori's,decision to approif!' and execute ':,N';':;"i.' 
long-term water service and repayment contracts within the Basin, This ROD has been 

; . prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Council.on . ,~. ,..r 
Environmental Quality's (CEQ) NEPA implementing regulations, (40 CFR 1500-1508). aru:l:,;., :.. \. 

, "Reclamation's N~PArtandbook: The,deci.sion made herein:,i~,baSed on the i~formation;and' .rl. ': ,. ..~ 
" analysis conmned within the final EIS for Repayment and Long-term Water Service .', 

Contract Renewal, Republican River Basin, published on Jun~ 19; 2000, and on·the results of., " "; 
consultation and coordination with public agencies, tribes, irrigation districts,.special,interest 
groups. and individuals. Reclamation has considered.alI comments received on the proposed 
contracts in developing this ROD. This action exercises the provisions of the 1939 
Reclamation Project Act. as amended on July 2. 1956 (70 Stat. 483), which provides 
contractors a first right to renew long-term water seIViel!: contra.cts or to convert to a 
repayment contract. 

RECLAMATION'S DECISION 

The decision being made is to implement the Negotiated A1tern.tive (Reclamation's 
Preferred Alternative) as desctibed in the final EIS. This alternative incorporates features 
that were negotiated between Reclamation and the Basin irrigation districts during contract 
renewal negotiation meetings, This ahemative includes new minimum pool elevations at 
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Hugh Butler ll11d Swanson lakes to provide reservoir recreation and fisheries benefits, In 
addition, it maintains an average Basin-wide increase of 5% in improved water delivery 
efficiency and 5% in improved on-farm irrigation efficiency, Individual delivery efficiency 
improvements to the districts' canal systems would vary between 2% and 12%, Conserved 
water.would be used to reduce existing irrigation shortages, , 

This alternative provides for continued irrigation with specified water conservation goals and 
practictS to be outlined in each irrigation district', operating plan. Minimum pool elevations ' 
at Hugh;Butler (2561.0' mean sea level. or msl),Swanson (2725,0' rnsl).and Harlan Counry, ,,: "," 
:lakes would,be established.; A shutoff elevation for Harlan Counry, Lake will be estimated " ".' " ' 

" , " ,each January and reviewed'and established each June using the procedure,developed"jointly .,' ":,,, 
. by Reclamation and the Corps, Depending \,pon hydrologiC conditions, the minimum . ; ;, .! 

. ,,' ,: "",' .. ;e1evation at Harlan County.Lake will vary"betweenI92~'.0' nul ahd.l 934.0\ msJ"Minimum :",;, ,:<: 
". '. " , pool elevati\'os Were established as the ~t top 'of the,Inactive.pool .~:I:.ovewelland:,.,~ ~ , :"',j.-, .'r i' 

, ',' ," ',;Enders reservoirs an~ ~tHarry Strunk and Kdth Sebell\l5lakes., The ann~ shutoff.., '!.,", ,~;'. c'.' ,;"':: 
" :. ,.,:: ,\': : ,e1"""tionfor Keith Sebelius'Lake .wiII·be establish,edaccordingtothe,Disttict Operating Plan'~::t" .' '" ':. 
; .... ",: '" ,,", attache<! to· the oontraet.with,theAbn""" Irrigation,}District No,,5:,Dependlng upon', ; ,.r.L,,;i'.·..', ;"i., 
"'.:.' " .' .1" , hydrologlcronditions, the shutoff elevation at·,Keith~Seb"lius:Lake win vary, between 2296,5',i;:::": "f.',' 

': ,',." ,fmsland:22B0.4~ms1."!>, ,'~;: .. "'~n;j,l;-,r-:/.•~:..f.':l>Jl>"; '~.' .... ' . '. ""i.: '!..:.,<;. :)i;: 
, , ~ * !, '. , ' 

< h 

• ,f " , , ': 

'~ . •'.,,: ,.::','·r.: The irrigation districts have:agrecd to provid(finw~'service;assista1tce; c~7her by,providing': ~:~i~'" " ~J! __ 

labor or by providing equipment and an operator, on reservoir projects such as boat ramps 
.. ", ' '" .'and shoreline protection, The assistllllce to be.provided includes the following (shown,in,:' , ' •. "",':-. 

t. ",!,i,' ':daysperyear): ¥,I,·l.~ H' .:.';•.t ''''~:\',! ",.' .. ' •. '\. ',; , '," "'" ,.~, . 
.~!. J,~ ·'-~~ •• 1·'·' "".1,';, ." ' . 	 Irrigation Di~trict , MilIl Dan 'Machine/Qperator Dan' " , 


, . ' , , .
'." 	 " . 	 .,Frenchman Valley . 10" . I' .' 3 	 ;,'" 
Frenchman-Cambridge 30 8 

Kansas-Bostwick 20 4 

Bostwick in Nebraska to 2 

Almena 7 3 


When compared to existing conditions. the Negotiated Alternative would result in an average 
annual irrigation diversion shortage of about 40% Basln·wide, Shortages for the irrigation 
districts would vary annually depending upon the storage water avaDahl< in Basin reservoirs, 

The Negotiated Alternative wiD be implemented by approving and executing long-term water 
setvice and repayment contracts within the Basin. including appropriate environmental 
provisions which have been negotiated with, agreed to by. and made a pan of the contraCts 
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to be executed with affected irrigation districts. In addition, other environmental 
commitments will be implemented by Reclamation as described in the ENVIRONMENTAL 
COMMITMENTSseetion of this ROD. 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN THE FINAL EIS 

Reclamation carefully considered public comments. NEPA implementing regulations. and 
Recl.mation law in determining the range of contract renewal alternatives to be addressed in 

" .. ', the final EIS: ·The contract renewal process involved a variety of interested and affected .: •.' '. 
',: ,'. ./ parties with diverse views about contract renewal as weD as the federal irrigation projects '" "., '. ,,'. 

'" . '''. Within the Basin. Reclamation and the Corps analyzed 56 operational scenarios for. ';. "', .. , 
'·r.: ':., managing water resources in the federal reservoirs.~thin the Basin.,·.Computcr,model·.·' .,. ":'1;,. .'" 
. '~,., ";. "'·~;outputs werelused,to evaluate these scenari~ againstestablisht:d ciiteria;to determine.which ,~~.~<' , ,!;l 

'; .. ",' ...'1sbould:be dismissed·as unreasonable or dupllcative';-and whichshm,lld'be:retained for further M:',," ,.0,:, 
.'. 'f';"'. '::,'" I: j 'evaluation., -This anatysis dinunated 4o,sceriarios:from further col}sjderation~" ,The:rem8.ining"~',~i "'\ :;1;;', 


~' • /', . :A>; .,;.L.:r6 sCenarios were evalUated'in further detail resulting in eliminatio~'combination;,or ..~f (:~., ::"'::'i:'-L, ';',: '"L 

'. :.c'", "c"."retei1uon: Five a1temativeswiih:varying objectives: includingn.; aetion and,. preferred ".': ':<, .,;.l:,,' 

:'\. ~"'7:_' ';<,(;,:raltemative':Wete conSidered-in the'draft EIS.~nu:~negotiating,paJUe.nJ.sed,the Variation!, :·1'!-.~1:,\;"-:;: ·{;::w·;.-~ 


. ;;;'. "';: contained in these a1t.emritiveS to frametlie'negotiations .nd.provideoptions for developing ",,"c'" ,'. too 

mutually-agreeable contracts, The final EIS contains the,original fjve alternatives and the .... ,: '!>.",...,,~': 


. : :~" ,,:;.,.:'.', ':Negotiated,Alternative ,(Reclamation's Preferred AlternatiVe),' desciibed·in.th •.preceding.: :;<: .!., .I;.: ;;.c ,,'," 

section (RECLAMATION'S DECISION). . 


, . 
: The other five alternatives considered in detail are summariied'below .. ' .,'" '. 


;, , 


" ., 	 ' ',~ 

,
i" 	 NoActionAlternativc ., ,~; ,~:~:,"':_; '" , 

This alternative maintains the status quo and'represents the projected future condition with 
no change in the current operation of the reservoirs in the Basin.' Harian County Lake would 
continue to provide 150.000 acre-feet (ac-ft) of corlSerV'\tion storage for exclusive irrigation 
use. Other reservoirs in the Basin would continue to have their entire conservation pools 
available for irrigation. Long,term water servia: contracts would be renewed with no change 
in previous tenos and conditions. TIlls alternative provides a reasonably foreseeable future 
against which the action alternatives were compared. ' 

When compared to existing conditions, the No Acrion Alternative would result in an average 
annual Basin,wide irrigation diversion shortage of approximately 49%. 

!mUlioo Ai1l:lllatil!!: 
This alternative would benefit agricultural irrigation by lowering the bottom of the Harlan 
County Lake conservation storage pool to a minimum elevation of 1927.0' ms! from the 
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current 1932.4' msJ. Total conserVation storage available for irrigation from Harlan County 
LakI! would increase from 150,000 ac·ft to 194,000 adt. This alternative. like no action. 
would provide no Basin-wide instream flow release, would not establish minimum pool 
elevations for fisheries and recreation, would provide no Basin-wide improvement in system 
effidency. and would have no operation criteria to maintain reservoir riparian vegetation . 

. When compared to existing conditions, the Irrigation Altemative would result in an average 
annual Basin-wide Irrigation diversion shortage of approximately 48%. 

,.:: ., "of', ' 

,;. "~ ,.B&g:cation!.Bipadan·Altemative" .If,. . j~t., ,:.1> ~".: ',{~,~~. ",.'._" . . _~", ,:;
•. ., .nus alternative would·insure limited boating access .talheservoirs, except Lovewell .. i" " " .,. 
..•• t·· Reservoir;·by providing reset'\l?ir surface elevations high e'!.ough,to·aBow aecess to at least one • ,.", ~. 

'''' ,:" Ii "!'. boat ramp through August. Ar1;ess w'ould·be.provided·by maintaining. reservoir surface' ,," '. ,.;..'; .., ""; 
:." •. '.'.":', i;'",· elevations at least two:feet higher than the bottorn'.of.the lowest boat rarnl',.:Thls a1tern.tive : :i~.' . ·,.k 
('j't;'~ , .~Ili ",::\ i' 'would 'insure nt'least one 'boat ramp is ava.i1ai~le,throughQUt the·irrig~tion,sea50n.l,; ,I; ~' 'vi.";; i'':'"J'~::''::.'.~',li.
fJ"'''''' 1""I-'·.I\"t'""~'.'h",,,., .. ~,,'J"'/"":"""·I"·; .."1.,.·._,.~...,., .. ,, .r,""'~~" ,~" .... ,,,, _, ~ ~ "'d, " '""..., ....... "~,,,"','I""" " ,', " ,(" """\' ','. )_'" ', .... ',' ,,\,", ,1" ..... ~,•• '.""'.,', ".,'••c_·' 'f-'h...' /:"':::"_-0',,_ 'j,W. 

" ,:, i, ;:"':' ;:/::~,> Minimwn re$~ir surface elevations n~cessary:toanaint.aj.nlboatini'accesswould'al~,7 ,.....,'ib;':·,n;r,~:·~.~,::r 
I" .' I'; i~l r'j', ~{':.:, maintairi· reservoir;rlp~ariari,veg~tiOn an~. iinprove'flSh'~d .Wil~·habl~~<The,identifie,d:::~i:·f!l'·.:,·,;!if 
~, ,:, ~ I,: ": ' 'reservoir:surface,e1Mt~on~ are higher_ than.the,top'of.the,present iJ¥ictiye.pOo.! and are "1'!f::'!~;:::1;1:::_~':f~'~ 
;'. ':. <. .,' .\ Similartathose suggested by.Nebraska and Kansas stateflSh.. wildlife, and' recreation. , ;, i,;,,_,,_ , •.•.;,.. ~'. 
~., ... ~:t, If,. ::t~:~:' management ~gendes to support reservoir,f1ShCries:·t;f)~g the months 9f March-through;;;;;':', ......:,;j~.,t::!~-:.~: 

June, Lovewell Reservoir and Harry Strunk Lake Would midntain higher sUrface elevations; 
_ ..' when poSsible; to support and erthance reservoir riparian:vegetati".n .. This alternative also .;. c· . :c· .' ",:., 

" .....provides minimum flows af 125 cubic feet p<;r:second;(cfs):inApriland 62 ds in May, as! .:,'". ;,.. ;:, ,;: 
measured at the cambridge DIversion Dam, ta,maintilin riverine riparian vegetation and ..,.. .. ,. j.: ," 

" .'. improvdish and wildlife habitat, , .,' . ' f,.' '" ,.',' ~ '.. }t. ..' 

: _" '. . -.;, . . t . \ 

nus alternative provides far continued irrigation with· no Basin,wide improvement in system " 
effidency and higher minimum poal elevations at Swanson Lake, Hugh Butler Lake, Harry . 
Strunk LakI!, and LoveweU Reservoir to benefit fish and wildlife, recreation, and reservoir '. 
riparian vegetation. 

When compared to existing conditions, the RecreationlRiparian Alternative would result in 
an average annual Basin-wide Irrigation diversion shortage of approximately 53%. 

Multi-Us. A1l1:mative 
nus alternative would attempt ta balance multiple-we needs at federally-developed 
reservoirs in the Basin, It provides for State agency-recommended minimum pool elevations 
at selected reservoirs to benefit reservoir fisheries and recreation and provides incidental 
benefits in the form of reduced reservoir shoreline erosion by ll1aintaining reservoir riparian 
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vegetation. In addition, this alternative provides for ah average Basin~wide increase of .5% in 
improved water delivery efficiency and 5% in improved on-fann irrigation efficiency .. 
Individual delivery efficiency improvements to the irrigation disrricts' canal systems would .. 
vary between 2% and 12%. Conserved water would be used to reduce existing irrigation 
shortages. 

'This alternative would provide for continued irrigation with specified water conservation ,. '.. 
practices, increased minimum pool elevations for fisheries at Swanson.and Keith Sebelius 
lakes and increased minimum pool elevations for boating acccss at Harry Su:unk and Hugh -,., 

" .Butler·lakes. Minimum pool elevations at Enders Reservoir.and at H.arlan County Lake .. : ...". :1" 

.. '<. ;.would remain as in the No Action Alternative . .':' ' "; ... ' .;:?," '.' ,~~ :'", •::.;. :->:> .;' : 
I'• 

.'\'J;"~j 'r,:'"';:·';: '1;'''' ':~"_ '.;""'\"" "~" "1 \'. ,J'.'" I:"' c'. ,~,,:i; .'~':, 

V" .• ,' •...:. ,When compared to existing conditions, the Multi-Use'Alterriative would result in·an averag"" I,,· ." , 
~ -;-; ;:'i; , :t. ... :annuaIl.l?asin~wide irrigation diversion shortage,of approximately,59%,~_. :.'J\' ::, 1 ;{!:~d;\'[:,,*':·. "i.~'."" ' 

~'ri""'-1,' ',·t;'':;::I.'1';,I;';,;!.:!t'.',·,'~. ',.. ~,,'\,',j,\. ',:", ';''),'.''.t.ll''',I;'.' I:l. '_h ~·:;:·-!r·,:;·" _I:.' f':'~",\r:,.-.;. 

~i~.. " '. ,.~.'~ Conservation Alternative ... ~." I" ~!, d'\.· <',~l:':'" :,~..:.t?~, ,:.,0.: / ..':,:L,· _,:«'.~;.: " ,", ( ",; (171),I:'''i:.x,_ \ '. 

-'.~:''':; ,!,," ~~~\ ;~\~r )"The, Conservation-AlternatiVe-would p~e:for.improved de1ivery,and,on~famH.:ffidendest;,;;:; .';l:::>:,h·, :,",: 

~I·:;:.:. :' ",~! ~ Ot::",and' involves" modifying, the operation:o[Harlan:E:ciurity:Lake:t<?'lo~, the iminimuni.pooh!: ;.':~.,,"ii;:i': :-:'.,,!::' 
j'. ", ,,,·.. ·.;'.. elevad"'l to 1927.0'· ms1 for.irrigadon: Waterifrom:<!ar!an;County Lake wo.uldbeused to""'-"';ii,;, ",.' 
,." .•, .h· ;', i ,the fullest extent possible.for equltable.diveroims.of.water.forirrigation:distrlcts:opeiatingi,,::: ,'>..,j,., 

~!''''''''~'' ~J;;' _;,·,::,,;down~'ofHarlan;,eourity.Lake. 'tfhis'alt:emative.provides-fonm'average Basin:wide :~.L ';.:'.' ~·..:d;:..:,.:,:, 
increase of 5% in improved water delivery efficiency arid 5% in improved on-fann irrig.don 

" .. , . efficiericy; Individual delivery efficiency imprilvementsto the irrigation districts:; canal ";"1-. ,.:;.' •."" 
;.; ".,,' .. systems.would vary between 2% and· 12%. q,nscrvedw..ter would;be.used to reduce existing: "'. 

'{:.'i ,:t;' irrlgationshortage,s.'_ '" '.\~' p'o' "i",;y "'.::.:"., :::"., '\' ~;, ;.1 ... !. 

When compared to existing conditions, the Conservation Altemativewould result in an '. 
... , average annual Basin-wide irrigation diversion shortage of approximately 48%. .; .. , :~ 


ENVIRONMENTALLY PREFERABLEALTERNATIV£ 

The NEPA defin'''' the environmentally prefetable alternative as " ... the alttntatlve that will 
promote the national mrnronmmtal poll", as expmStd in NEPA. OrdinarilY, this means the 
alternative that causes the least damage to the biowgital ami physical environment; it .!somea", tht 
altmtalive which best proucts, preserves, ami mham:er historic, cultural, ami natural ",sources.' It is 
implicit in NEPA that the environmentally preferable alternative be reasonable and feasible 
to implement. 

Given the array of a1tomatives considered in the final ElS. the RecreationlRiparian 
Altemlutve is the environmentally preferable alternative. By maintaining reservoir surface 
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elevations high enough throughout the irrigation season to allow use of at least one boat 
ramp at each reservoir, reservoir riparian vegetation and fish and wildlife would benefit more 
than with the other alternatives. Reservoir surface elevations would be maintained at higher 
levels at Lovewell Reservoir and Hany Suunk Lake from March through fune specifically to 
maintain reservoir riparian vegetation. Minimum pool elevations above the inactive pool 
would be established at all reservoirs to suppon reservoir fisheries. This alternative also 
provides minimum flows in the Republican River passing the Cambridge Diversion Dam to ., 
maintain riverine riparian vegetation and improve fish, and wildlife habitat. 

•• ,-:" '. ';... '. : 1, ;,: ,II • :".,:' .'~ • I . ... ", ~ , . ; .. ':;!." .:;. BASIS··FOR DECISION , , ~'. : i- .• ~,,}.' ", ' 

" ". ,t "" ,",:" . ',1' " ,. . . :. ,,:. . .. 
',\ ..,,'Public input assisted Reclamation in developing a 'Iist of resource management scenarios' I, . .' ,j' • 

,::~. "" ,,',.', ~whiCh represented the·frrSt,Stepiin' deve1oping:alternatives.'to;be'examine'd' in'detail in' the'; ',. ·~t., " o").~~,,~ 
,lj1'~)il :t.J. :Odrah:EIS:'~The major areas of public concern induded the Resource'Management :'" ,;.",,~, .. t.~, :,' :.i ;1';.1;' • 

'!~\?:, Assessment/NEPA process; economic benefiU/lmpacts:to irrigation;balanced/competing.uses.i~'· .~.I, n:,~"" 
)1',\;''. ..... , .' ' . .;,' 'cost'Of water and who paYs·,'conservatiori/fanning·,practices. contract·t"erms."ret'ationship of ~~''''.',' ;:" ""'~'~';:"'"'' 
~',\;,r..~:r~" .i ... J"" '·:~~groi.iiid wa'terto:5Urf:ite'watei.~ operatioris,' Wildlifelfish;"iecreatlon;and:compact issues .. ~ 'ct: ":,~.~f ~~~ ,\+~~'!"d':f 
~'!':-\~'1"""'" :~ ~:'I:':':...:f ,; ;:} :~';'" ,\~, ;:"":::.; :"',,':,.~ /' f::·:\·.~;i1 .'(,1;. ,"~',,:~';~ ''';~::)'_'J • .i (\':':·;,'!.s;. ;,"1' 1:'~'i{:,t· ,:. X:;': i ~'~·~I." :;,;., ::':. ...:~;.. 'if "\.'I~:' '\':~.;.' !' ;." j:;' i(~I; . 
·d:·'.:: .,: , ~,;'.\.: V";'Redamatio'j{caiefuny:crinsidered:the ·enVironmentaI.impacts, of contract renewal-related .,..::.. .. "\":"'i' i:;:\fl:'~"". 
:.,;;:Y~.",;,,:. ··l.. ~ ;rc'actiVities 'dUring Contract negotiations, . The proposed contr.3:cts were' negotiated by ".',:.)::,,,,·,r r',,::, •. ,.,~~~",: ''', 
:-:;::''.:.i;;.(. ,:,.i.'; ·-·:.. Redamation:to'avoid·or:miriiritize~significant·envirolllTieniai:itripacis and,to imp~ove:\..,!"'·!, ~ .! ,~!"lIV. ~" :,~., ... 

~ environnient3J. conditions related to continued operations of the irrigation districts. In 
.~~ . ;,' • : .'.,', selecting ~e\Negotiaied Alternative:as itS preferred'alternati~, RecIamation'.recognizes·that 10\";" :j.!;:.' 

i,~~ .., ,,' '1 ~~the.Basin·is·:i'water-shon;basin;·that the affected;'districts are..predicted to'have a 50% water,~~~ -i~'l( ',r;,:"/, • 

• ', J. J:,'. supply under curiently pI'ojected future conditions; and that implementation of the ;'1, ... i,,:, ':"". ;':~' 
. Negotiated Altemative avoids unnecessary increases in water shortages to the irrigation.. , '. (' . ':' "",' 
(districts. Furthe'nnore:, the Negotiated Alternative is consiStent with federal' and state laws :.1 '),";. ':, 

~and policies;' including state water laws. The Negotiated Altematiye recognizes the irrigation; " ",.' 
districts' right to renew their contracts and other rights associated with the use of water. 
Finally. while the Negotiated Alternative is not considered the environmentally preferable 
alternative, the irrigation districts have agreed to perform water conservation activities which 
will provide environmental benefits. 

WATER CONSERVATION AND ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS 

AND MONITORING 


The 'following measures will be implemented as integral parts of the decision made herein to 
provide water conservation and other environmental benefits. 
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Irription Districts' CommitmentS: 

I. The districts will establish. revolving water conselVation fund to be utilized for .nnuill 
costs ..soc:l.ted with the water conselVation program activities. These funds m.y be fully 
utilized on an annual basis or accumulated to allow the irrigation districts to perform water 
conservation projects that would not otherwise be within the irrigation districts' fmandal 
capabiliiy should such projects have to be funded throogh collections.or charges during any 

,, 
one·year period. These funds may be utilized in combination with R.t:cIamation or other 
cost·share assistance that may be available to the irrigation districts for water conselVation ;e. . ~ , .. 
activities. 

" " , ; .' 
" , ,',:t -;"v,;":'·;('" 

. " w 

\, , ;; 
", . 

; 2. The districts will continue. when' permitted; the. practice of seasoning canal~ with:stream .;" ";.; ,',," . 
.I ""nj i '{~S'4 ~ 'flows'or floOd waters ,to,reduce canal losses and contrOl~the growth 'of vegetatiom ~Diversionhfl~';?I, ,·.'J:.il'~ 
':;u ':'.1':1' ,~of nat~ flows to:season canals,will not,bednitiated'wiihout"Redamation:s conCurrei'U:e.and:i':;,i.:.~-.;.'},t1¢"::,: 

• ",.,>" 1. ',rnay,notbe permitted during.thase.times,thattheresulting reduction in natural'f1ows would":'~ih"''''/ . 
\', . "\\ ; .'.;' '.' :~jmpact'the,filling:of downstre.am'reservoirs,,' :l:.:.iifi .)~ !:,\":,'~k:~":f .,~<~ ~r'-,c.';..:. "{!tJ. ' ,:::•. " ';" 1 ',";" :n.;~~.:1j.~:\, ".t;N... ," 

, • '. •• c 

t''1';.:;'i : ,~.:~; ; ·~·r," \, 7.t :,l'~ ; ':;1((:,. ' :i ,if!': 'r,';: :;"" ~·f;ll. t-· .. f.i ::~~r'~ ~!1{-';P ·,',i.';: ~~"' .?.~ ;!}j '.':-" •~ ''; . :1,; -, t',:{, : t>$! ',::'~ :..:~:! '5~ ; 
-"'i ~\ 1:, : "~,:, 3. The'districts Will 'continue to provide:assistanee to 'inigators.wno,upgradepn~farm;.~ 't~~·, ..';:'1~:.:~' v.r.:',;'J~ 

;'~,~;;" ,\;:r. ';irrigation' facilitics:by improving,turnout locatio~.d~sthlling,meteis~\;lSSisting with burledt~,"j',k-"",-";'Z ~;~"::.~,. 
,.: "',;t,..;\ ,'i.: \: \·pipe'projects. to aUow.tl:te,u$e of-gated pipe ~d ce,nrer pivots; and iinph~men~ng,neW: ,: !~,! )t;~~':':': ',:'.if, ~'..:;, 

''',~,. tchnl' ,~, "~ .. ,.,",'•. , .' "_"","''''''v ••..• ' "1'-" 'M,.m,':'~.i"I'"I!.>~"e oogtes.""~~"''''~!';':·'''''\·'':';'''t''''\")'4't<',~/•• \ ..~,,~~ •• VI.~~ _ ("I ,','J .:>::,1":,',:,.: ,,::n•. , 

" ~,' ,:'.' .."t; "<4." The,districts,will continue to work. with Re~mation on ev31uating.computcr soft:warer. r; i:':',·_~;~'<.', 
:, <-:~,~+ ~:):.: 'and'oth~ new t~.hhologies that wOuld improve:water scheduling'and'accounti~g. .:;., ,~,::n ,~,;;,- ltv t;". 

,,", ,,~,. -"', ~J. j' , ;, .,', "!.; " .r "',:, , ;,,1 ".~ , ':> ,1. \"." \.' <;.',: 

5, The districts will continue and/or, improve existing polides and practices that further the', , .','~ " 
 ...
" " . goals ofwater conselVation; provide educational'oppo,>unities for irrigation district. " .. , " 
·employees. such as canal operations training. water scheduling. water use seminars. etc.; and'" 
work with irrigators through educational·type demonstrations or projects that measure on
farm effic:lenc:les and crop water'requirements intcrrns of the type of irrigation methods 
employed by individual irrigators, 

6. The districts have agreed to specific commitments to improve delivery and on-farm 
efficiencies. and to provide for proper accounting of all water deliveries and operational 
waste, as defmed in each district', operating plan. Prior to March I of each year. each 
district and Reclamation will meet to assess the past year's water supply and delivery records 
and accounting. and to evaluate the upcoming irrigation season. Through the use of these 

. records and other available data. Reclamation will assess the delivery efficieney and on· farm 
efficiency improvements resulting from implementation of water conservation commitments. 
The improvements will be measured against pre· plan water use data. On that basis, it is the 
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general goal of the districtS to incre.", the delivery efficiency of the districts by .n average of 
5% and on·farm efficiencies by an average of 5%, If the improvements are not expected to 
result in the planned individual or cumulative increase in efficiencies during the first ten year 
period of implementation as detennlned by Reclamation, additional water conservation 
measureS will be identified, by mutual agreement of the parties,'to be undertaken to ensure 

, the planned, increase in efficiency is realized during the succeeding five· year period. 

7. Prior to July I of each year. the irrigation districts will p!ovide Rttiamation an annual 
report of watu conservation aetiviti ...... ro:implishnients for the prior year, iI statement 'of . 

,
water conservation funds ooUected and expended, and watu coruervation,fund balance as of " 

the end of the prior calendar year. '.:' : -, :"'~, '." 
~. '\' __,', '"-", -j ',} :~, ,<:'-.: :)c:~· j'" m . : ";'.' '"it""",, ,:" 

,) ';?"'." ",\'B'''Prior to)illy ('of eaCh yeatr the irrigati6h'diruiru wiU'providethe:United'States an',:,,· .... ' "\" , "c,,', 
f"".A::t.·,." .'-:j,V ann-ual'report of enVlr6'nmeiltal aCtivitiwaecomplisllinenti.foi'me pnoi~year:.,~ji~;" '11 :!,.', .'-: -, ..:;'i!.';. -, .- :.1,". 

::',~li)::.J \,;,~:;,u l~,;,,:""~"Y'i,\'i\-V;' "':. '-':r'·~'~·'.J;~'t·,..:':·:',' '4f1, ;.·"' .. '.!.r,,·":r:.,-'·· '~, .-~;\.,,""_ '''II'''~}:"'' '--:'."" ",,;. , 

~ ';1'".:.: -, ~ ;1;':', 9~'rIne:distric.ts will inStall-or-'create better:saeeniIlg:devices to prevent Uie'pas'sage of fish~~:i;.. i.'lK!>" ~. ;- ',1. 
r- i·' '. 'cra""sh'etc.,,;,ntotum'"''o·u"ts· l.'n'd'·teral' syste'ms j ,'i'..:1.··",-.. "''''''''<''f'-:<'~:'·':;·'l'·~;;:''''. ,.'J,."'" ,:...... ';JU' , u. 4d, .,! ", ,,,.,,.' \... ,I '. -, _ " • ~ • "", 

-;:':,*1" ~:, ,,'"' ;:~: ~ ~-h" -~,n,·.... :,'~ ,_1-, '".ir, I, - ",~; ,,'. ',':-, ,;;; ,1, ~'. :",: '-" ,; -,.\ ": '\'t:,'/t .~._.:< ,:"1_' I'i ," ".L • --'; ',',' '~,' ",.' ,~< • ,."11 .', " 
; - , ; . 

::t.~·1:.,..:t .. ;'~.-\·i 0.:; nte diStriCtS Will- eStablish poliCies. to 'preserve;like leVelS. \:~f~ ~: i V; -::~-_:,)~ 'r- :';('f,~, ' " -i::;' :i.{;:~ ~""i:,;'; l\ ~';i::. 
~-J~.·;':t~~?,.... : ~;.. ~ \~~~'!~,T<-:.'-"~ ·";t·.·.··,,-),~ ·'i;>,!,;,-:.;;;t ~·;.~.r,:,__ .,.:. ·,.:t'fo.:,!,,'.;:'l'."'~. -l',~' - ''':!'';~'' .,r', " "\~~"'"I:,',;,:< '~,,\'. ..'" 

H.' In addition to acceptiilg'chariges in operation;:theirrigatioriidistriC!$ Will cooperate with ;: :.l.' ';'" 

Reclamation and others in improving fish and wildlife habitat and recreation on Reclamation 
'1i..· .",.': lanas,'··lf requested: the' irrigation districts will'arinUhlly furh!sh' labo'i atj,wiect-rela,ed'fish,'" <' ,. . '" 
:. ~1~·r ,,' ';. and Wili:l1ife~and reaeationhl areasdmmded the work'is coOfdil'iated1ttiiougn Recla~aiion:~<~ '~:;;H'~ - :;·tl 

, " 'and scheduled duriilg the'non'irrigation seasonat least one month in:.dvan",,;, In lieu of ,'>' '",' . ::', 
" ," labor;'the irrigation distriCts will furnish a distii"ct~ed ~chine and operator. It is fiirth'er ']1. .",' 

. ' . '. prOvided'that'the irrigation districts, if requested; may provide'more labor and/or more' !,';,: . ':'.: ...~ 
michine and operator days during one calendar'year than the annualeoinmitment'(showil'" " 
below); and that any I.bor andlor machine and'operator d.ys furnished in excess of the 
annual commitment will apply as a credit to the succeeding years' commitment(s). 

Irrigation District Man Days MachinelOperator Days 

Frenchman VaHoy 10 3 

FrenChman-Cambridge 30 8 

Kansas·Bostwick 20 4 

Bostwick in Nebraska 10 2 

A1men. 7 3 
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Reclamation's Commitments: 

L Reclamation will detennint thesignificance of selenium concentration levels for fish and 
wildlife resources in the Basin.' This commitment will be implemented through an adaptive 

., 	 management process with a phased implementation of studies designed to provide . .' 
information on reproductive impainnent. The process and studies will be guided by detailed 
management objectives and hypotheses developed fmm acquired data. . 

,. Phase l,will involve studies·w'detennine if reprodui:tiv< impainnent'is occurring in selected" <." •d 

; fish and wildlife·populations within the BaSin, Reclamation is curiently.working with other:-' <;}"i 

agencies to develop a study plan to evaluate the reproductive' health of indicator fish and bird '~'r'~ :' 
,. species within the Basin. This plan will includdoth fldd,afid laboratorY components and is'·' .' 'I. ." 

:':',: . J' .... "'{ ,'fl',scheduled JOf;'oompletion in 2000 and implementatiohan ·2001~ , ~';,~ ..-.. '- ~.:.; /<..t.-t·; . ~,'~'i{ ·":.'i:,,;·.~~'··i'} ,;, 'i'~ 
1,1. <.",;\1. "1h ";'" ,,!,;,~,:_:~-,,1":~,; _"tl_.·.. ,:·t~.I,.". ", ' .. ,'·n)-.• :... ·~'~~1'\ ,tij~' , ".':"e'"'~"i'" "c, ".,'.• ~:,··:'i r~ 

.c. ." _ -, The study plan will incorporate current sctentificknOwlei:lge'ofseleriium-fish' and'wiId1ife' " c. p;,:",! ;"?:' 
;rl.: :' ,..r-· ~~- , '~'1:~latio_nshipsi'an4 will'be peer reViewed. ,·Phasel,studiliS will1ikely take·2·3 years ,to ' f't~!.:;: '~i'l...l't,~~,~~~S'{v:;' 
"." ;'r", ,..complete.,O:At the'end'o!Phasel studies. Reclamation will determine whethiirreproductiv. ;Ii",,,,,,:·;·, ',;'1.( 
, "", '·l·m~"--t·has~~""ed·""" "t',. ,-;:,.,,;,.,'~,.A" '··r,·3""~!?:""'!" ,"',',; "' ...,' • ",-- '''', ,,;'.. "", ..'., ~......... .................",' ~ " "" "'/'''!''",I !._" ...... '-'" •. ' • •• ;,'" , .. , '", 

"j ""j :.I'"'' ,I ,._'~" ... ')j'l ·"I"·.r;,. ~" ,"'" ""'{·f'., ,~",,_o
'~'·::.t:, ..:,t,;1 ';,"":~~""'f\"'r':"'" 1·';·F'~,'.\,,~' '"~,, ". ~":'''" ~'~':.'" ",,"'-I""~'- .....J••"•. "., ",.:-' .' 

"",.. "~ . ,,:The subsequent direction of the process depencls'on the decisionat:the endeof Phase 1.'.,lf '.;'" .';.. '."':' ",;" 
{ 	 1", _:.:~1 ..;da~:inqicate no reproductive impainnent haS'ocCuried;tben the'adap'tive inanagementll~/'~'bt ';,.."1-', ,-...~ "1,£! 

'. . process would' be coru:lud~ However, if impairment has occurred, further studies would be 
'j.~. :".), •• ,;: jreq~. iSeq':1enti~y.'the.studies would'li~ty'evaIuate: ;~: '~·i.IA,:;'.: ~f .j;:.:' :", jt,., .: -\;' ·'t,,,>:tJ;~';·,;;, ,. :" 

""... ..,~ ,,~ ':, ·the role Reclamation facilities (i.e., proiect Wolter) play in impainnent; 
" ' H';: , ~\.. , 	 ,. .~ . " ' .. , h,. .. .. " 

) ,." , ' • • 
t,., '. . .• , c,. feasible mitigation ·measures that could be implemented, their costs; degree of;' , 

, ','." "'" seleni~ reduction;',and·benefiWcosts; " ,' . 

.. ,. implementation of mitigation measures; and 

• ' monitoring. 

The exact detail and direction of studies following Phase 1 would be based on information 
gained, The adaptive management process provides a structured approach to dealing with 
the uncenainties that currently surround selenium and its possible effects to fish and wildlife 
in the Basin. The irrigation districts agree to cooperate with the United States in 
implementing the adaptive management process, Such cooperation could include, but is not 
limited to, maintenance of the outfali drains to allow free flow/discharge of drainage water to 
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BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 

PACIFIC NORTHWEST REGION 


U. S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

COLUMBIA RIVER SYSTEM OPERATION REVIEW 

SELECTION OF A SYSTEM OPERATION STRATEGY 


I. INTRODUCTION 

This record documents the decision of the Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation) to implement existing and modified plans related to 
reservoir regulation and project operation for Hungry Horse and 
Grand Coulee projects. Reclamation selects'the System Operation 
Strategy {SOS) Preferred Alternative (PAl as described in the 
Columbia River System Operation Review (50R) Final Environmental 
Impac~ Statereent, November 1995. 

II. DECISION STATEMENT 

This records adopts, incorporates and reaffirms the 1<Record of 
Decision (ROD) Implementing Actions Pursuant to Biological 
Opinions of March 1995 11 signed by the Pacific Northwest Regional 
Director on March 10, 1995 which is designated herein as the FA 
and is the best overall operating strategy for the Columbia River 
system. The previous ROD documents Reclamation's decision to 
implement measures in the Biological Opinion on "Reinitiation of 
Consultation 1994~199S Operation o~ the Federal Columbia River 
Power System and Juvenile Fish Transportation Program in 1995 and 
Future Years' l issued by the National t4arine fisheries Service 
(NMFS) on March 2. 1995 on Snake River spring, Bummer and fall 
chinook and Snake River sockeye salmon; and the United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Biological Opinion on four 
Snake. River snails and the Kootenai River white sturgeon dated 
March 1, 1995, M9reover, Reclamation has been operating its 
projects in accordance with that ROD and those Biological 
Opinions, and as required, will continue to coordinate the 
projects in the future with ~FS and USFWS to meet the adaptive 
management approach to Federal Columbia River Power System 
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(FCRPS) reservoir operations'that is contemplated within the 
operational flexibility of the FA, 

Selection of the FA is determined to be the best operating 
strategy si'nce it has been approved by NMFS and USFWS as meeting 
the biological needs of the endangered species, has proven to be 
a workable strategy given Reclamation's experience past short 
term operationf and after analysis, proven to best meet the other 
mu~tiple use requirements~of the system. 

III. BACKGROUND 

. 
A. Purpose and Need 

Reclamation~ the Corps, and the U.S. Department of Energy's 
Bonneville Power Administration (SPA) are responsible for 
management of the Federal Columbia River Power system. Multiple 
uses of the system, including but not limited to flood control, 
power, navigation, irrigation, and municipal and industrial uses 
as well as natural resource management have evolved. largely from 
dam develop,ment. Today, these river uses aFe increasingly 
competing tor limited water resources in the Columbia River 
Basin, Often, they conflict with each other. To date, meeting 
these dE!mands has been guided somewhat independently by those 
sharing responsibility for management of the system. The Feqeral 
agencies responsible for river management decided ~o use the 
pending expiration of several long-term agreements involving 
power production as an opportunity to review future operations of 
the Columbia River system and river use issues. Becauae of 
renewal of the agreements and after years of trying to 
accommodate growing multiple~use demands on the sy'stem, the three 
agencies decided that it waa time for a "top-to-bottorn" review in 
order to assure the best possible operation and management of the, 
system within the constraints of the systems I , ~equired multiple 
uses and the biological needs of the endangered species. The 
resul~ of that decision was the System Operation Review. The 
review is the environmental analysis required by the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to consider changes in Columbia 
River system operations and the effect of those changes on users 
of the system and th7 environment._ 

The BOR bega,n in 1990 with a focus on all river and reservoir 
uses for the F9RPS. The Endangered Species Act- (ESA) began to, 
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influence the formulation of alternatives ih November 1991 when 
the first of three Snake River salmon species was listed as 
threatened or endangered. The SOR then began to focus on the 
role system"operations could play in salmon recovery while 
meeting other project purposes. 

There were four actions intended from the SOR: (1) develop and 
implement" a coordinated system operating strategy for managing 
the multiple uses of the FCRPS while meeting the biological needs 
of the ESA; (2) provide interested parties a long-term role in 
system planning and operation through a Columbia "River Regional 
Forum; (3) renegotiate and renew the Pacific Northwest 
Coordination Agreement (PNCA); and (4) renew current agreements 
or develop new Canadian" Enti tlement Allocation Agreements (CEM). 

This ROD applies solely to the first of these actions: selection 
of a system operation strategy. Separate"' RODs are being prepared 
for the PNCA and CEM. No action is likely for the Regional 
Forum because that need "is being met through other regional 
activities 'such as the Technical 'Management Team; the" ESA" 
Implementation Team and the Northwest Power Planning Council's 
Fish and Wildlife Program amendment process. 

The SOR EIS assessed operations at the 14 Federal dams in" the 
Columbia River basin in the United States. Reclamation operates 
two of those -- Grand Coulee and Hungry Horse dams. These 
projects playa prominent role in the coordinated operation of 
the Columbia River system because of their size and location, 
Their 8 million acre-feet of storage is about half of the 
federally-controlled storage in the FCRPS. They are keystones in 
the system operation for hydropower, flood control, and 

•irrigation" 

B. Scope and Process 

The first step of the review was to establish the scope" of the 
study. After public meetings in 14 cities in the region during 
August 1990 and consultation with numerous local, state, and 
Federal agencies I "the three lead agencies were bet ter able to 
define the geographic scope of the study and the process. 

Scope: The specific scope of the SOR encompasses 14 Federal dams 
on the Columbia and lower Snake Rivers that have major influenced 

3 



on multiple-purpose system operation and for which power 
production is coordinated under the PNCA. These include five 
storage dams: Hungry Horse and Grand coulee (Reclamation) and 
Libby, Albeni Falls. and Dworshak (Corps); and nine downstream 
run-of~river projects: Chief Joseph, Lower Granite. Little 
Goose, Lower Monumental, Ice Harbor. McNary~ John Day, The 
Dalles. and Bonneville {all Corps}. The SOR Seoping Document 
presented the scope of the study and analytical methods was 
issued in may 1991. 

Process: Pilot studies of four river uses were conducted 
simultaneously with development of the Seoping Document .. From 
July 1991 to August 1992. work groups representing 10 key river 
uses developed and screened 90 initial system operating 
alternatives. 7en candidate strategies were then formulated for 
public review. Following public comment in September 1992, seven 
strategiel3: were developed for full scale analYE?is in the EIS 
which took place from September 1992 to January 1994. A Draft 
EIS was issued in July 1994 and following public comment, the 
Final E!S was issued in January 1996. 

Ten inte~agency work groups were assigned one river use or 
resource: flood control, navigation, ana'dromous fish/ resident' 
fish, wildlife, power, recreation, irrigation, water quality, and 
cu1 tural resources". These work groups, provided a forum for 
experts and other interested parties to work together on analysis 
for a specific river use. Key objectives were to share ideas and 
information, provide ~he best ~vailable science and reach 
consensus, 
OVerseeing the work groups was 'the Analysis Management Group; an 
interagency coordination group consisting of project managers, 
the 10 resource work. group leaders and other ,representatives from 
the lead agencies. Other groups that reported to the Analysis 
Management Group were the Economic Analysis Group; the River 
Operation Simulation Experts; PNCA Alternatives Analysis Group; 
NEPA A=tion Group; Public Involvement Group; Forum Alternatives 
Work Group; and contractors, 

After analyzing information from scoping. the SOR followed a 
three-phase decision process for developing a system operation 
strategy; 1) pilot or test analysis; 2) public participation in 
the work groups and the beginning of the screening phase; and 3). 
full scale analysis of the candidate strategies. Further 

4 




information about this process is in Section V. Alternatives 
Considered. 

IV. PllllLIC INVOLVEMENT 

The three SOR agencies held numerous public meetings across the 
Pacific Northwest at different points in the review to involve 
the public and listen to their views: 

In 1990, about 800 people attended 14 Bcoping meetings to 
explain the SOR and gather comments on the scope of the 
study. These meetings were held in Seattle, Spokane, 
Kennewick and Grand Coulee, Washingtoni sandpoint.' Boise, 
Idaho Falls, and Orofino. Idaho; Libby, Eureka, Missoula, 
and Kalispell, Montana; and Pendleton and Portland, .Oregon. 

From Nove~ber 1991 through January 1992, roundtable meetings 
were held to provide the public an opportunity to preview 
and comment on the preliminary alternatives developed by the 
SOR work groups. these meetings were held in Sandpoint and 
Orofino, Idaho; Kalispell and Libby Montana; and Kennewick, 
Grand Coulee and Seattle, Washington. About 300 people 
attended these meetings. 

In September 1992, about sao people attended 14 mid~point 
meetings to learn about and comment on the strategies being 
considered. In the fall of 1994, over 500 people turned o~t 
to comment on the Draft E:S at nine public meetings around 
the region. The locations were nearly the same as for the 
scoping meetings. 

In September:and October, 1994, a series of nine public 
hearings wa$ held on the Draft EIS. Approximately 500 
people attended these hearings in Boise l Lewiston, and 
Sandpoint, Idaho; Kalispell and Libby, Montana; Grand 
Coulee, Pasco, and Seattle, Washington; and Portland, 
Oregon. In all, the agencies received written or verbal 
comment from over 360 people during the public review 
process of t~e Draft EIS. All comments received full 
consideration. 

Members· of the public served on SOR work groups and helped 
prepare technical appendices. Others followed work: group 
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activities by mail, without direct involvement. There were 
hundreds of people who participate on an ad hoc basis through 
let tere I telephone and meeting attendanc·e. 

The Final EIS consists of the Main Report (450 pages)/ the 
Summary and 20 technical appendices that analyze river use areas: 
River operat.ion Simulation; Air Quality; Anadromous Fish and 
Juvenile Fish Transportation; Cultural Resources; Flood Control; 
Irrig3tion/t-1unicipal and Industrial Water Supply; Land Use a'nd 
Development; Navigation; Power; Recreation; Resident'Fish; Soils, 
Geology, and Groundwa'ter; Water Quality; Wildlife; Economic and 
Social Impacts; CEAA; Columbia River Regional Forum; PNCA, USFWS 
Coordination Act Reporti and Comments and Responses. The SOR 
team also compiled a va~iety of publications to educate the 
public about the Columbia River and its system operations. A 
newsletter was mailed to over 5,000 homes and businesses 
regularly during the 'six-year life of the SOR to inform people 
about new developments in the study and to present river 
management information. 

V. ALTERlIATIVES CONSIDERED 

More than 90 approaches to river system operations were lnitially 
con~idered. Many were proposed by citizens and organi~ationgf 
others were suggested by SOR work groups and the project 
managers. Computer models simulated implementation of all 90 
alternatives so that the environmental and social effects and 
impacts on power generation,. natural and cultural resources, and 
all.other river activities could be assessed and compared. 

As a result of screening by SOR work groups and public review of 
the results, many of the initial alternatives were redesigned, 
combined or deemed unworkable because these alternatives· did not 
meet the system's mUltiple use requirements while accommodating 
the biological needs of the endangered species. Seven System 
Operation Strategies (SOS} were then chosen and analyzed in 
detail. Various options within these seven strategies were 
consi~ered. 60 that a total of 2l alternatives were examined for 
the Draft EIS. 

The Draft ErS alternatives were further modified foltowing 
commen~s from Tribes, State and Federal agencies, industry, 
environmental organizations, and individuals. Six of the 2l 
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alternatives~in the Draft EIS were carried into the analysis for 
the Final EIS without modification (SOSs la, 2c, 5b, 6b, and 6d) . 
Four alternatives in the Draft EIS were modified following public 
comment' and again considered in the Final EIS (SOSs 4.c, 9a, 9b, 
and 9c). Three new alternatives were identified and evaluated in· 
the Final'EIS in response to public comment' (SOSs 5c and 'PAl or 
as a result of re,commendations from the 1994.-98 Biological 
Opinion, issued by NMFS (SOS 2d). Several Draft EIS al ternatives 
were eliminated as unreasonable based upon additional analysis 
results and consideration of public comment (SOSs 2a, 2b, 3a, 3b, 
4a, 4b, Sa, 6a, and 6cl. The Final EIS Main Report describes the 
evolution of the alternatives on pages 4-4 and 4-5. 

The following System Op,erating Strategies received detailed 
consideration in the Final EIS since Reclamation determined that 
these strategies were the best suited to meeting the mUltiple use 
needs of the system and the requirements of the endangered 
species. See attached Exhibit A for a comparison of the 
following strategies and associated river uses. The numbering is 
not consecutive due to adjustments made in the list of 
alternatives considered between the Draft and Final EISs. 

SOS 1a - Pre-Salmon 'Summit Operation:, This strategy simulates the 
way the system was operated from 1983 through the 1990-91, prior 
to the listing of salmon'species under the ESA. Elements of an 
alternative recommended by the Columbia River Alliance, Recover 
1, were, incl uded. 

SOS 1b - Optimum Load-Following Operation: This option maximizes 
system benefits for the traditional uses of the system, power 
generation, flood control, and navigation. It simulates the way 
the syste'!l was operated pri,or to the No'rthwest Power Planning and 
Conservation Act of 1980. 

, 
SOS 2c - Current Operation/No Action: Thi's alternative calls for 
operations consistent with the Corps of Engineers I 1993 
Supplemental EIS. It is similar to how the system was operated 
in 1992-93, after three salmon species were listed under the ESA. 

SOS 2d - 1994-98 Biological Opinion: This alternative represents 
the operation that would have occurred had the recommendations 
resulting from the ESA consultation completed in 1994 been 
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implemented. It is closest to the way the system was being run. 
just after the analysis in the Draft BIB was completed. 

SOS 4c - Stable Storage Project Operation with Modified Grand 
Coulee Flood Control: This alternative specifies monthly 
elevation target~ to be used year~round to i~prove conditions at 
the major Federal storage projects for recreation and resident 
fish and wildlife. In response to public comments", this 
alternative includes minim'..lrn elevation levels, known as 
Integrated Rule Curves (IRes) for Libby and Hungry Horse 
Reservoirs. 

SOS 5b - Natural River Operation: This alternative specifies that 
the four lower Snake Riyer projects would be drawn ~own to near 
riverbed levels ':or. four and one-half months during the 
spring/su~er salmon migration period. construction of new 10w
level outlets would be required to allow water to bypass the dam, 
powerhouse, and spillway,. 

sos 30 - Permanent Natural River Operation: This,a1ternative 
specifies that the four lower Snake River projects would be drawn 
down to near riverbed levels year-round. 

SOS 6b - Fixed Orawdown Operation; This alternative specifies 
that the four lower Snake River projects would be drawn down to 
near spillway crest for four and one-half months during the 
spring/summer salmon migration period. 

SOS 6d - Lower Granite DrawdoWn: This strategy would draw down 
Lower Granite to near spil.lwaY,crest for four and one~half 
months. 

SOS 9a - Detailed Finhery operating Plan (OFOP): This operation 
was recommended by the region's fish agencies and tribes. It 
establishes flow targets at Lower Granite and The Dalles, draws 
down the lower Snake River projects to near spillway crest for 
four and one-half months. specifies spill levels at run-of-river 
prOjects, and eliminates ~ish transportation. 

sos 9b ~ Adaptive' Managament: This modification of DFOP 
establishes flow targets at. McNary and Lower Granite, specifies 
maximum water releases from' upstream projects, draws down lower 
Snake River projects to minimum operating pool, draws down aohn 
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Day to minimum irrigation pool, and specifies spill levels at 
run-of-river projects. 

, 
SOS 9c - Balanced Impacts Operation: This strategy was originally 
recommended by the State' of Idaho, which subsequently withdrew 
its support. It draws down the four lower-Snake River projects 
to near spillway crest for about two months during the spring 
salmon migration period_ It also includes flow augmentation at 
1994-98 Biological Opinion levels, IRes,at Libby and Hungry 
Horse, and a higher winter operating elevation at Albeni Falls. ' 

SOS Preferred Alternative: This strategy adopts operations 
recommended in the NMFS and USFWS Biological Opinions issued in 
March of 1995, Its int~nt is to support the recovery of ESA-
listed fish by storing water in reservoirs during the fall and 
winter to meet spring and summer flow targets. Maximum summer 
draft limits at Libby, Hungry Horse~' and Dworshak are used to 
minimize detrimental effects on other natural resources, provide 
flood protection, and produce a reasonabl~ amou~t of power 
generation. 

One additional alternative was considered that was identified 
late in the analysis process for the Final EIS. While the 
agencies could not incorporate the results of this additional 
analysis in the comparative analysis in the Final E1S, the 
effects of the alternative were described ~n Chapter 4 of the 
Final EIS Main Report. This alternative was suggested by the 
Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation. It was 
similar to SOS 9a above with higher flow targets during the 
spring and summer, drawdown to natural river levels, higher spill 
levels, and reduced flood control storage space during the winter 
to allow for higher spring and summer flows. This alternative 
was designated as SOS 9d. 

Exhibit AI "How the Strategies Would' Affect River Uses: 
sunmarizes the environmental effects for the alternatives by 
category. In addition to the effects 9n each major river use, 
the overall economic impact is shown as well. 

VI. ESA SECTION 7 CONSULTATION 

Because of the listed species within'the Columbia River system, 
fourteen system operation etrategies from the SOR Draft EIS were 
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provided to ?-."TMFS and USFWS in the 1995 supplemental Biologic'al 
Assessment as part of the reinitiation of consultation on the 
1994-1998 proposed operations, As a result of this consultation, 
NMFS and USFlolS issued separate Biological Opinions which 
addressed the effects of the FCRPS operation upon listed species 
within their jurisdictions. 

The USFWS adopted the non-jeopardy, Biological Opinion dated July 
27, 1994 on the bald eagle" Lake Roosevelt (Grand Coulee project) 
population, and concurred that the action is not likely to 
adversely affect the endangered gray wolf, threatened grizzly 
bear, and endangered peregrine falcon. The USFWS also issued a 
non-jeopardy Biological Opinion for Snake River snails. 

ln their March 2. 19.95 Biological' Opinion,' NMFS recommended a 
Reasonable and Prudent Alt~rnative' (RPA) and concluded that the 
RPA does not jeopardize the continued existence of the 
spring/summer and fall Chinook, and does not reduce appreciably 
the likelihood of survival and recovery of the Snake River 
sockey.e salmon. 

Reclamation continues to coordinate with NMFS and USFWS on 
operations. Under adaptive management, operations are adjusted 
in-season as well as year-to-year as scientific information is 
further collected and evaluated, 

The following ESA~establiBhed regional forums facilitate making 
operational recommendations: " 

The Technical Management Team (TMT) makes recommendations to 
Reclamation and the Corps on weekly management of river 
operations ~related to flows, spill, and transport. 

The Implementation Team (IT) coordinates activities of 
federal, state, and tribal sovereigns for implementation of 
regional plans to restore anadromous fish and addresses 
weekly issues raised by the TMT. 

The Executive Committee oversees implementation activities 
and if the IT cannot resolve an issue, makes final 
recommendation to Reclamation and the Corps on operation 
changes. 
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All forums consist of represent'ation from Federal, state, tribal, 
and regional age~cies, Additionally, all forums are public and 
provide opportunity for non-members to participate. 

In July, 1996. NMFS p'roposed several Snake River and Columbia 
River basin steel head stocKS for listing as threatened and 
endangered. Reclamation will coordinate with NMFS on the 
proposed listings and may modify the selected SOS after 
evaluating effects on these proposed stocks and considering 
recommendations of the TMT. 

VII. 	SYSTEM OP~RATrON STRATEGY (90S) AND SELECTION OF TBE 
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE (PA) 

The SOS PA in the SOR Final Environment Impact Statement (FE IS) 
represents the operation recommenced by NMFS and USFWS in their 
Biological Opinions issued on issued on March 2, 1995 and March 
1/ 1995 1 respectively. SOS PA was selected as the best 
alternative because it supports recovery of ESA-listed species as 
outlined in these Biological Opinions t specifically the 
Reasonable, and Prudent Alternative and the ,Incidental Take 
Statement'/ ,by limiting water releases during the fall and winter 
in an attempt to provide water supplies for spring and summer 
fish target flows. 

Since environmental protection for anadromoue fish and other 
listed species became the focus of this analysis, the selected 
strategy is an environmentally preferable alternative. It favors 
ESA-listed species as a matter of compliance with law and policy. 
It is focused on the protection of anadromous fish at the expense 
of other species, primarily resident fish and wildlife. It is 
possible to design additional environmentally preferable 
alternatives by choosing different combinations of operating 
measures that reflect other tradeoffs among river uses and 
resource~. For example. second enVironmentally preferable 
alternative could be designed which would contain elements from 
several SOSs considered in the Final 2IS. 

The system wi'll be operated to achieve flood control elevations 
by April 15 each year and to meet demands for irrigation 
supplies, power production and recreation. storage water from 
Grand Coulee and Hungry Horse will also be used for flow 
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aug~entation_for fish recovery. Moreover, the selected PA adopts 
the adaptive management a~proach of the RPAs. under this 
approach. operations may be modified in-season for actual 
hydrologic and fish migration conditions and year-to-year based 
upon new scientific information or to support .studies for 
long-term systerr. configuration changes as provided within the 
PAls flexibility. 

The TMT will make in-season recommendations to Reclamation based 
on runoff conditions, fish migration and other factors. 
Reclamation will continue to participate in various regional 
foru~s, such as the IT and Executive Committee, where system 
operations are proposed and discussed. Reclamation wil~ also 
continue to coordinate with NMFS, USFWS, the Corps, BPA, the 
Northwest Power Planning Council (NPPC), states, and Tribes on 
newly proposed reservoir operations. In coordination with these 
groups, Reclamation may need to change operations for flood 
control I emergencies, approved research, or other project uses 
which is provided within the PAis flexibility, Reclamation will 
rely upon existing authority and information in the SOR FEIS to 
evaluate and implement such new operations, and to adjust the 90S 
in coordination with NMFS and USFWS and others. 

In summary, under the selected system operation. Reclamation will 
operate Hungry Horse and Grand Coulee projects in the FCRPS to: 

continue to provide irrigation water supplies to meet 
contractual arrangements; provide fish and wildlife 
enhancement;, provide recreation opportunities; provide hydro 
power production; and meet oth~r authorized target 
objectives, 

. 
pro'lide additional flow augmentation in the Columbia and 
Snake Rivers and manage these flows during the fish 
migration season to optimize anadromous fish survival. 

, 
manage reservoir elevations within Grand Coulee and .Hungry 
Horse to maximum summer draft limits to·the extent possible 
to minirodze detrimental effects on resident fish, wildlife f 

cultural resources and recreational facilities. 

meet flood control requirements at Grand Coulee 'and Hungry 
Horse to reduce mainstem and tributary flood damage. 
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manage system inflows and releases during the fall and 
winter so that reservoir elevations at Grand Coulee and 
Hungry Horse meet flood control levels in April as 
determined by that year I s runoff pr'obability. 

release stored water from Grand Coulee and Hungry Horse 
during the migration season in a manner that strives toward 
meeting specified flow targets measured at McNary Dam, 
recognizing that these targets are not achievable in many' 
years. 

Reclamation will coordinate with the other Federal, state, and 
tribal representatives in the TMT process and consider TMT 
recommendations in making final decisions on the operation of 
Reclamation' projects. Operations may be modified on a 
case-by-case basis if recommended by the TMT. 

VIII .. MITIGATION FOR PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

A major issue in selecting the PA was to provide for Snake River 
salmon recovery. Events such as ESA listings ,and corresponding 
Biological Opinions dramatically impacted FCRPS operations. 
Improving conditions for listed anadromous fish was a main (is 
the) objective of the selected SOS, however, in selection of the 
preferred alternative, Reclamation employed all practicable means 
to avoid environmental impacts from its implementation. However, 
under the preferred,alternative, there will be some level of 
adverse environmental impact. at Reclamation projects in the 
following areas: 

Cultural Resources: Fluctuating water levels and associated 
shoreline ero~ion have the potential to adversely affect 
significant cultural resources at all Federal reservoirs in the 
FCRPS. 

The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) requires Federal 
agencies to take into account adverse impacts ,and formulate plans, 
to address them, The SOR agencies are currently finalizing a 
Programmatic Agre~ment with the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation (Council), the appropriate State Historic 
Preservation Officers, affected agencies, and aff.ected Federally
recognized Tribes. The Programmatic Agreement will address the 
requirement of Section 106 of the NPA to consult with the Council 
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on the effects of the undertaking on historic properties. 

Government~to-government consultations with affected Tribes on 

the programmatic Agreement and its implementation are ongoing. 


Pursuant to the Programmatic Agreement, Reclamation will develop 
individual Historic Preservation Management Plans (HPMP) for each 
reservoir which will identify significant cultural resources, the 
approaches to resource protection, preservation and treatment I 
the framework for research designs for data recovery where data 
recovery is the preferred treatment, plans for site monitoring, 
plans for public education and interpretation of cuI tural 
materials, and plans for the lon9~term curation of recovered 
artifacts and information._ The HPMP will also address issues 
required by other relevant legislation, includi!1g the 
Archeological Resources' Protection Act and the Native American 
Graves Protection and Repatr1at.'ion Act. The HPMPs will be 
developed with input from and through consultation ..... ith affected 
Tribes and other affected or interested parties. 

Wildlife: At Grand-Coulee, emergent, submerged and riparian 
areas around Lake Roosevelt could experience negative impacts 
from rapid withdrawal of water from those habitats. Direct 
effects from impacts to habitat could include increased 
vulnerability to predation, increased· energy expendi~ure and 
potential for physiological stresses. Species likely to be 
impacted include great_ blue heron, colonial and bank-neeting 
birds, Canada geese; mallard, deer, beaver, and otter. 
Additional information is necessary to determine full impacts to 
wildlife at Lake Roosevelt. Mitigation measures will need to 
include surveys 'and inventories of existing wildlife populations 
and habitat suitability. 

IX. CONTINUING ACTIONS 

In addition to selection of the SOS PA in this ROD, Reclamation 
is involved in other actions which may impact or require 
modification to operations 1n the future. 

Cultural Resources 

AS previously described, the three BOR agencies are currently 
finalizing a Programmatic Agreement with all interested and 
affected parties to address long-term protection and preservation 
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of significant cultural resources that are or may be adversely 
affected by FCRPS operations. Actions and activities called for 
in the final Programmatic Agreement will be carried out over a 
multiple-year period. The processes to implement the terms of -
the Programmatic Agreement at specific reservoirs or larger 
subareas of the project area will be defined in specific 
agreel1',ents with affected Tribes and other affected parties. 

~egional Coordination 

Organizations and coordination mechanisms referenced in the 
Biological Opinions which have been established to provide 
scientific information related to darr, and reservoir operations 
and/or ecosystem management in the Columbia ~iver Basin include 
the Salmon Recovery Implementation Team, the'Independent 
Scientific Advisory Board l the Technical Management Team. and 
Memoranda of Agreement/Understanding signed by various Federal 
officials. Reclamation will continue to participate in these 
processes through appropriate coordination( consultation, or 
decision making. 

Recovery P~an 

The NMFS is preparing a Recovery Plan for endangered Snake River 
salmon stocks'. Reclamation will cooperate with NMFS in 
development of the Recovery Plan" The NMFS Biological Opinion 
states that the Recovery Plan will be the best evidence of the 
amount of improvement required in each life stage and the 
measures likely to accomplish that improvement. Consistency with 
the Recovery Plan will be considered in jeopardy determinations. 
Reclamation recognizes that the system operation strategy 
described in this ROD may change as a result of the NMFS Recovery 
Plan for salmon. 
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x . APPROVED: 

r.hereby approve the PA as the selected operat:ing strategy for 

the Bureau of Reclamation. 


Issued in Boise, Idaho on February 7, 1997. 


r---t&tJ. ~:or 
~ Keys III 

Regional Director" Paci'fic Northwest Region 
Bureau of Reclamation 
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MEMORA."IDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 

BETWEEN 


TIlE BURF-AU OF RECLAMATION 

AND 


THE NAVAlO NATION 


NAVAJO NATION 

DEPARTMENT OF WA'IER RESOURCES 


JULY 17. 2000 
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~140-00 

A~Drov1nq the Memorandum of understanding Between the 
Navajo Nation and the U.S. nureau of Rec16mation . 

1.. Pursuant to 2 N.N .. C. 5B2l," the Xnte:rgove%'ll1l1.el'1tal 
Relations Commi tte:tl2I was 6Btabl,iohcd' as a otand.i:ag commi ttee o~ tho 
NavajO' Nation Cauncil; aad 

2. P\>.r"yant to :I N.N.C. n:i4 (B)_- - (6), the
Intergover.am.ental Relations Committee. of the Navajo '-Nation Council 
is empowered to' authoriza~ approve'lmd a:ceept ,a9TeemeDt.s~ :i..ncludi:a.g 
contracts and grants, between the Na'ii'ajo Nation a.:w!l afty federal',,
atate. or regional authority upon· the recODIDH!!ndation of the. 
oversi.ght standing cO'llllU1ttee~ and'~ 

3. Pu'reunnt to the Navajo Nation Water Cods., 22 N.N.C. 
§~lOl... the water resources of the NavajO' Nation are essential to 
provide a permanent homeland for the Navajo'People; and protection 
of such 
health. 
the Navajo Hation; 

water resources ia 
the welfare and the e

and 

essential 
conomic 

ill Qrder 
security of 

to PY:'otBct the 
the citizens of 

4. The pepartJnent of Water RaSources has determined 
that the overa1l intere~ts of tho Navajo Nation can best be served 
through this MemorandUJn of understanding (MOO'); and 

5. By Resolution RCJ.N-101-00, tha Resources Committee 
of the Navajo Nation COuncil recommended the approva1 of this MOO 
as heing .in ,the hest interest61 of the people of the ~a.vajo Nation.

1. The Intergovernmental R.elations Committee of the 
Nava.jo Nation Council approves the MeInOrandwn of thldersti:Uld.ing, 
attached hereto as hhibi.t A, between the Navajo Nation and 
Reclamation to support the Nation's efforts to ilnplement the 
current water developmant strategy as articulated in the Executive 
Summary of the Water Resources Managemeut and Devalo~nt Stracegy 
for the Kavajo Nation; included as At~DcbmQnt A to ~ibit A. 

2. The Intergovernmental Relations Commi ttee of the 
Navajo Nation Council furthe.r authori:a::es the President of the 
Nav:ajo Nation to sign the Mem.orandWlt of Understanding, .together_ 
with any other documents ~eCegBary for the Navajo Nation tc· fully 
,participate in the stUdies authorized by the MOO~ 
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 

BETWEEN 


THE BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 

AND 


THE NAVAJO NATION 


1. PURPOSE A!,!1) QBJECTIVE 


The objoetive of this Memorandum of Understanding (MOll) is to establish din foundation 
for a loog-tetm partnenhip l>etween the Navajo Nation (Nation) and tile United Stales 
Bureau of Reclama!ion (Reclamation) in support of tile Nation's efforts to develop its water 
resou.rce-s. The Nation's current water development strategy is articulated in the Water 
Resource Management and Develo_ Strategy for the Navajo Nati"" (Strategy) dated 
MarcIl.2000. The Nation. ill its =gy. conternplaleS (I) the prepamrion of a reservation
wide needs Il,,,,,,,,,,ment(s); (2) the establishment of a warer resource task fo",e to facilitate . 
project implementation; (3) !he development ofseveral "'gional water supply projects; and 
(4) !he construction or rehabilitation of loeal water supply and distribution systems. The 
E.ecutive Summary of the SuatefrY is ottaI:bed be",,,, as AttBchmcnt A. 

2. BACKGROUND 

The Navajo :Reservation was """""din 1868pu1liulIIlt toa treaty l>etweeo the Navajo Nation 
and Ueited StaleS governments. I! is tile largest reservation within the United States and bas 
been expanded. spanning three sates (Arizona. New Mexico, and Utah) covering 27,000 
square miles. The N.v~o NatiOn is divided into 110 Chapters (Le. local governments) and 
bas a population ofapproximately 172.000. The lack ofasustainable water supply adversely 
effects !he health. economic weU being and culture of the Na~o people. 

Reclamation is B. fed.eral agenc), within the Depart.rncnt of the Interior whose mission is to 
manage, devel~p. and protect water and related resou.rces in an enviromnentally and 
economically sound manner in the inlCrcst of the Americim public. Pursuant to its Strategic 
Plan, "Reclamation will assist Indian Tribes with development and management of their 
water resources to promote and contribute to thei! econotnic sc1f-sufficiency~ improved < 

, SflIndard ofHving. impmved public health, and to the ,ustainability ofecosystems deJ1"ndent 
on these water ~," In carrying out il:i mission. Reclamation fosters and promotes 
conservation, efficient water ~ and responsible management of water and related natuml 
""ouree" within state law, through active pannerships with other federa!, state, tribal and 
local entities. 

I 
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4. 	 REQ,AMATION AUllIORITlES 

Reclamation is providing assistance to the Navajo Nation related to its water development 
progmllls. pursuan' to the eJtisting an!horities listed in Attachment B of tllis MOU, 
administered in both the UpperColorado Region and LowerColorado Region including. but 
nor Iimired to. water supply apprai,a1 studies. water rrnmagement and eonsetllation 
initiatives. water treatment and reuse opportunities, droUght relief and drought contingency 
planning, 

, 

In addition to the studies and initiatives provided for .in Reclamationls generalllutborities, 
Reclsmatioo is studying Ibe Navnjo-GalJup WateTSupply Project (Pl.. 92-199,80 lWthorized 
Feasibility Study, December 15. 1971). !he Farmington to Shiprock pipeline (currently 
proposed for authori2ation as part of H.R. 3112 and S.2508. amending the Colorado Ute 
Settlement Act of 1988) and smaller pro.<pedive ,projects such as the Navajo Mountain 
domeStic water supply project and the Ganado hrigatiOD W arerConservation Project. These 
projec)S. as well as others. may""luire additional Congressional autlJority to move forward 
to the next appropriate level. , 

This MOU sball no. aJ"'r Ibe statutory authorities and other legal =ponsibilities of the 
Department of Interior. Reclamation,. or the Navajo Nation. 

5. 	 Dl.iTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE P Af!.TIES 

A. 	 BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 

In respo'nse to the Navajo Nation~s request for Rcclamation to broaden its role in 
assisting the Nation in the development. protection, and management of the waters 
of the Navajo Nation, Reda.lll3.tion agrees, pursuant to existing or new authorities. 
applicable policies and subject to available appropriations. to do the following: 

Provide single points of contact for hath the Upper Colorado and Lower Colorado 
Region.<, to coordinate Navajo NationlReclamation programs. project& mid l>udge. 
formulation within their respective :regions. 

• 	 Provide technical assistance: to the Ntwajo Nation related to the Nopon's 
implementation of it,. W8teJ' deveJopment plans and sttategi~, 

• 	 Submi~ requests to the SecretlU}' of the interior through the Reclamation 
budget formulation p= to s.udy and plan DOW ReservatioD waler 
eonveysrn;eandstorageiD.t:r.lsuucture and to .rudy and plan the rehabilitation 
of existing Water resources infrastructure. 

• 	 Assls. the Nation in deveiOpiDg or rehabilitating wa.erresource infrastrueture 
under the autbority and funding ofo.her federal agencies when requested to 
do '0 by that agency or under Reclamation autborities and funding as 
authorized. ' 
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A!t!I<;bmmt A 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

OF 


TBEWATERRESOURCEDEVELOPMENTSTRATEGY 

ro.R~ATION 

The Navajo Nation bas severe wateC infrasrructure deficiencies that negatively impact the health and 
welfare of the NaV1ljo people and suppress tbe economy, Given the limited tribal resource" federal 
budgets and authorizations, the water .resource problems will become increasingly a"m" ov.,. the 
next ""venti }'ellIS, intensifying the poor ,oci<H!Conomic conditions on the Reservation, The goal 
ofthi.< document is to describe the existing water resource ,upply and inlIastructure and to develop 
technical end fisclll strategies for addressing the problems idllntified. Specifically, this document: 

9, Provides an overview of existing.water supplies and how they are managed, 
10. Identifies water use and water demand on the Navajo Nation.. 
11. Presents a getterallist ofwatet infrastruc~ deficiencies. 

12, ProJ,)OSeJ' a long~term water resOIllCC development strategy for the Navajo Nation. 

13, Presenl:$ a Plan ofAction for implementing the StraIegy, 


BACKGROUND 

.	The Navajo Reservation is rhe largest reservation in the United States, covering over Z7,OCXJ square 
miles, :in area larger th;w the statenfWeSI Virgini.a. Geogeaphically, the Reservatinnlies in the Four 
Comers region, with ponions ofthe Reservation in Arizon..New Mexico and Utah (see Figure I-A), 
The on,reservation population of approximately 172,000 is e>.pected to increase to nearly 500,000 
by the year 2040, llconomic condltJons 00 the Reservation are in .desperate state. With more than 
50 percent of the population living below the federal poverty !.:vel>, the poverty nlle un the Navaju 
Reservation is among the worst in the Uni1ed States. 

The total domestic water coosumption on the Reservation is currently estimated to be about 12,000 
acre':feet annualJy. Per capito. water use on the Reservation~wide ranges between 10 to 100 gallons 
por day depending UpOD the availability and acceSSIbility of the water supply, By comparison, . 
average per ""Pita use for neighboring non-Indlarl communities in Arizona is 206 gallons per day, 
.Assuming tlle OD~teservation water users achieve parity with the non-Indian communities in the 
region (per capita use of 160 gallons per day), the on-reservation municipal water demand is 
projected to exce<:d 88,000 acre-feet by the year 2040, 
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Over 40 peiccnt of tbe Navajo population is without the basic convenience of lUnning tap water in 
Ibeir homes, and an: fon:ed to hllul warer loog disrances, 10 provide w''''r for their familios. 
Economically, this tnms)ates to i:I. WaJ.ef f..iust that is among lbe must expensive in the Uniu:d States 
for .sectorofthc population thati, among the poorost. AdditionaUy, tbese same waterbauJers ofum 
~y on non-potable water 50ure'" such os srock,tulks for potable PUIJlO'''. Those that do have 
running water depend em pubu.: water supply systems that are deteriorating and J.ac.k adequ.", 
revenues to maintain the !Jy.5tems. Many of tbese existing water systems have surpassed the 
lIUlXimum sustainable withdmwal capacity of their source aquifer, bove poor water qualil)!. and are 
susceptible to drought. . 

The I""k of a reliable and affordable potable Wllter supply throughout the Reservation' stifles 
econoruic growth and coombn"", substalltiaUy ro a high incidence of disease and infection 
attributabJe to waterOOrne contamimw.lS. nus chronic; condition places large economic; burdeDs on 
federal programs that treat diseases and illncss.os that otherwise could be preventtd ifadoq.ate safe 
water supplies were made avall.bl•.· In a report 10 Congress by the Comptroller General, it was 
noted that Reservation fitmilies living in homes with unsatisfactory environmental conditions (e.g. 
inadequate drinking water) placed four times!be demand on Indion Health Service (IRS) primary 
health care systemEi as !bose with satisfactory conditions. 

The Navajo Nation is couunitted to improving the standard of living on the Reservation.. The 
funds.mental Mt step in· improving the sodo-economic conditions is stimulating economic 
development, which will in. tum, reduce demands on federal programs, RecOgW7.ing that the 
supply of water as integral to human bealtb and safety. and CCO!loruic development, the Nav3jo 
Nation has placed one of il.5 highest priorities on developing a reliable Wllter supply. Accordingly, 
the N.v'\io Nation bas drafted. the Wa!J:r resture. development strntegydiscussed below. . 

WATER RESOURCE STRATEGY 

The Water Re')'ourcc Dwclopmt:nJ Strategy JOT the Navajo Nation conr.etnplates: 

• Preparation of a Reservation-wide needs a..o;!'Oe.s~ment and project prioritization. 
• Establishment of • wlller resource task force to facilitale implementation through project 

Cootdin.alion and organization oftbe technical and fiscal resottrt:eS of the Navajo Nation and 
Federal agencies. 

• Development of regional willer supply projecl5. 
• Construction / rehabilitlltion 'of local wale! supply and distribution systems. 

3 


, .~' lillllfTl:n.1- I a , \r:J~ I 

http:avall.bl
http:illncss.os
http:contamimw.lS


• Three Canyon diversions and conveyance 
• Western Navajo Pipeline 
• Ganado Qroundw8lfr Development
• Navajo-Oallup Pipeline 
• Farmington to Sbipro<:k Pipeline 
• Centrol Son Juan River Pipeline 

These prqiects axe di!lCllSSed in greater detail in the Water Resource D(!1!elDpmen:t Stra1elf)! for the 
Navajo Natian. 

Local Deliveryl Distributjgn Svs\rul1!. 

The proposed regioml water supply projects would convey domestic water supplies to approximste1y 
65 of the I Hrchapterson me Resezvation,anu will provide capacity to serve dol1lCStic wat.erlOov.:r 
80% of the projected population of 500.000 by the year:za.ro. However, without additiooal local 
infr.Istructure, there will be inadequal& conveyance and treatment systems to deliver potllble water 
from the regional systems to the water user. Additionally. even with the regional systems and . 
associated local distribution systems fully in place, "PPruxlmarely40pereentofthe cb"!'<erswill rely 
on alWnative water supply sOtlroGi and facilities. For those systems that currently e:dst. n:uwy 
requite rehabilitation. In many cases, new distribotion systems will need lO be considered. Forcas<:& 
where di~tribution systems are determined to be economicaI!y infeasible,. community welht need to 
be upgnWed and or constructed to improve <ali! access lOT water haulers. Rebabilitation >ad 
development of, local agricultural irrigation and liV<:Stock water sygt.ems is also an important 
component of the overall Sf~tegy on the Reservation thai: must be more fully evaluated. 

FUNDING 

The Navajo Nation will prioritiz.e its resources, as available, [0 share in the cost of this initiative. The 
Navajo Nation will commit resolll1:CS such as staff, equipment and materials wben: possible.. 
However. developing the essential water infrastructure will require large captta11nvestm<::nts well 
beyoad the cUIrent economic means of !be Tribe. Funding shont.11s will be plttSued through other 
avenues including: 

• Navajo Water Rights Settlements 
• Existing Federal AuthoritiC\S and Annual Appropriations 
• New Federnl Authorities 
• Federnl Discretionary Funds 
• Federal Grant ProgrlllIlS
• Federal !..<>an Progratn>
• State. MWlicipaJ, and Privare Resources 
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Attad!men! B 

RECLAMA'nON AurHORITIES 

Reclamation, pursuant to its ennbHng legislation. may only ex.pend federal appropriations on those 
activities for which Congress has provided or granted specific authorization. BegiIlning with the 
Reclamation Act of ~9<l2. Congress has granted Recb.lm.ation a number of general authorities that 
enable it to pt'()vide technical services to water usa's. These services are genernIly limited to nOD~ 
construction activitiea. For activities OUll/ide of the general. existing authorities. including. hut not 
limiu:d to, fe..,fullily stUdies and construction projects, Congress must grant Reclamation specific 
3lIthotity before it may expend Federal funds on those initiatives. The foUowing is a listing of (1) 
existing genern.J authorities under wblch Reclamation currendy works; and (2) project specific 
authorities under wblch Reclamation is currently working but for which Reclamation may ""Iu1re 
QeW. follow on authoritie., to continue to the next step. 

EXISTING AurHORITIES 

Reclamation is cux:rently providing s'!;;s.ist.ance to the Navajo Nation under a multitude of authorized 
programs administered in both the Upper Colorndo Region and Lower Colorado Region. 'These 

. prognuns include. but are not limited to water supply apprnisaJ filum.., water management and 
conse.rv.tion. waler treatment and reuse, drought relief, and drought con:ti.ngenoy planning. All of 
these initiatives faU I.lnd.ef. one or more of the followiog existing Reciamatioo autborizatiom;: 

Reclamation Act of 1902; June 17. 1902 and acts amendatory thereof or supplementary to 
P.L. 90-537 Colorru1o River Basin Project ACI; September 30. 1968; as amended (12120182) 
PJ,.. 98-569 Colorado RiVet Basin Salinity Control Act. as amended; October 30, 
1984 . 

P,L 335 Rehabilitation and Bettennent Act; October 7.1949 

PJ,.. 98-404 Reclamation Safcty of Dams Ac~ ..., amended; August 28, 1984. 

P.L.I02-515 TitieXVIReclamarion Wastewater and Groundwater Study and Facilities Act;" 


October 30.1992. 
P1... 102-250 Reclamation States Emergency Drought Relicf Act of 1991 
PL. 97-293 Title II. ReclaJlll!tiotl Reform Act; October 12, 1982 . 
p,L, 100-707 Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act, Executive. 

Order 12148 FedelaI Ernergetlcy Management; July 20. 1979 

P1... 260 Reclamation Project Act of 1939; August 4. 1939 

PL. 84-984 Small Lean Reclamation ProjectS Act of 1956; August 5 • .1956 

PL. 89·72 Federal Water Project Recreation Act of 1965; July 9. 1%5 

P.L. 102-575 Reclamation Recreation Management Act. Title XXVIII; Oclober 30. 1992 
PL. Recl3Ulalion Recycling and Water Conservation Act; October 9. 1998 
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