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- , Th1s letter is belng submltted as part of the USACE’s request for pubhc comment to the R
draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Moffat Collection System Project. This letter

reﬂects the posrtlon of the Board of County Commrss1oners of P1tk1n County, \Colorado

, It.is the posrtlon of the P1tk1n County Board of County Comm1ssmners that the draft
Environmental Impact Statemerit (DEIS) is an incomplete and therefors, 1nconclus1ve analysis

" and review of the effects of the proposed diversion not only for the basin of origin, but in

'partrcular for the other headwater communities on the west slope of Colorado as well. - Failure to .

completely analyze the Jimpacts of this d1vers1on have resulted in a study which 1nadequately -
explores alternatives to the stated problem, particularly. alternatives that do not precipitate the

Harm to the west slope- communltles the proposed diversion project would inflict.
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F allure to analyze the economic and env1ronmental 1mpacts of the Moffat Collectlon

e System PI'O]GCt on other headwater communities is a failure to recogmze the hydrological
/ connectivity of the west slope of Colorado. This hydrologic system has shrunk in today’s world = -

and taxing the upper Colorado in the Fraser River and its tributaries will force problems to
emerge elsewhere. The 18,000 acre-feet represents a resource of the state, not of the front range.
It(is currently used, reused, stored and released it the Colorado dralnage to the benefit of many

- dlfferent commun1t1es - o S -
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As is too often the case in dlversmn proj ects water conservatlon as.an alternatlve or at

* leasta mitigation to dampen future'demand is too readily dismissed. The Moffat Collection
4 \System Project DEIS is no exception partlcularly in its discussion of Denver’s proposed WISE
 Water Conservatlon Project. This represents an updated approach which encourages a pattern of
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Water consumption that cannot be sustained Wlthout catastroph1c effects in basms of or1gm and
perpetuates the misconception that the state resources are better utilized on the front range than

the western, slope simply because the presumed value of growth on the front range isa
; paramount 1nterest of the state : : :
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Of ;partlcular concern to P1tk1n County is the 1mpact of th1s d1vers1on on the endangered =

ﬁsh species in the 15-mile Reach of the Colorado River above the confluence with the Gunnlson \
River.. According to the current Programmat1c Biological Oplmon for depletions in the upper -
Colorado River of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, the recognized amount of water .
identified for the survival of these endangered fish populations has been quantified at 10 825
acre feet per year (final Programmatlc Biological Opinion (PBO) from Bureau of Reclamation’s.
" Operations and Other Depletions, and Funding and Implerentation of Recovéry Program ;
Actions in the Upper Colorade River Above the Confluence with the Gunnison River, December
1999). The assumptions inherent in this quantrﬁcatmn rely upon the current flow conditions of
the Colorado River. Currently, this quantified amount is supplied from releases at Wolford and <
~ Williams Fork Reservoirs but is antlclpated to be made in equal amounts in the future from
Granby and Rued1 Reservo1rs o

The DEIS assumes no changes in the river systern Whereby the solutlon presented in the
- PBO would have to be modified.. Increased diversions, absent compensatory storage, w1ll

assuredly lead to a change in cond1t1ons not contemplated by the PBO o

. Pitkin County has prevrously furmshed comments to the Bureau of Reclamatlon ‘

L expressmg its concerns that Ruedi not bé considered as a source waiting to be tapped for the

satisfaction of the PBO without consideration of the impact such releases will have on the
economy and environment of Pitkin County in the lower F rying Pan River. ’These issues have
equal relevance here and any resultlng record of decision should include: :

° . How increaseddiversions in'the upper Colorado River will influence demand for
releases from Ruedi Reservoir to satisfy the Programmatic Biological Opirion -

N
-

e How storage levels in Ruedi Reservoir will be affected by the proposed increased
“diversions and any increased demand for releases from Ruedi Reservoir occasioned
by that 1ncreased diversion out of the upper Colorado R1ver \ :

o If releases from Ruedi Reserv01r are changed in.response to the proposed Moffat .
Tunnel diversion, how will these releases insure the normal natural hydrography
of the lower Frymg Pan R1ver ; .

o ' ) .
Vs . ; . ;
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. Prov1s1on for releases from other reservo1rs to meet any changmg need of the -
endangered fish program and the Programrhatlc Biological Opinion, particularly .
. Williams Fork Reservoir, should such add1t1ona1 diversions be requlred by the
proposed Moffat Tunnel d1vers1on . S -
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‘e If additional releases are ever needed from Ruedi Reservoir, protection for the
' environmental and recreational needs of the Frying Pan valley from any potential
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 additional demands placed upon Ruedr Reservorr occasroned from the Moffat '
‘ Collectlon System Project / - ~ '
' The DEIS for the Moffat Collectron System PrOJ ect must demonstrate how the
proposed diversion will not exacerbate the need for Rued1 releases for the endangered fish .

>

'programandestabhshedPBO o T S B _., N .

_ The most obvious ﬂaw in the projected stream ﬂow analysis w1th1n the DEIS is its farlure
‘to address the'single biggest potential change to the Colorado River; the reduction or elimination -

' ofacall at the Xcel Shoshone Power Plant. Recent shutdowns and slowdowns: at the power plant

A ~exam1ned S S , Rt _

- present this potentiality as a very real probab1hty Should the water rights assoc1ated with the
~ Shoshone Power Plant not be called, the river conditions will be radically: different from that

contemplated in the DEIS Thrs fact alone creates a fatal flaw W1th1n the document
. Y
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) Bur1ed w1th1n the DEIS ina locat1on not readrly apparent ina manner not. promotmg full ‘
discussion and debate, is the descrlptlon of the action alternatrves effect on the west slope. The
N DEIS must completely discuss the récreational, scenic and ecologlcal 1mportance ofthe -
Colorado River to the overall tourist and recreational economies with attention to the impact’ of _
- the'economic sectors on the overall economic health and sustained property values of west slope .
commumtles This discussion to be meaningful, ‘must relate these economic cond1trons tonot \
* - only minimum river flows, but such flows needed to-sustain a vital west slope economy. Beyond
the broad brush and cutsory treatment of the DEIS, such a detailed and disclosed examination of .

.+ the effect of addltlonal drvers1ons out, of the upper Colorado on west, slope communltles 1s not

I's

\ Flnally, any resulting record of decrslon relatlng to the Moffat Tunnel Collectlon System
Proj ect must include protocols for increase mitigation should any of the assumptions in'the DEIS
prove to be false, such as the failure of the Shoshone.call to protect sufficient flows for the
‘endangered fish program, or if the proposed mitigation effortsare found insufficient to maintaifi -
the health of the Fraser River system or comphance with the Programmatlc Biological Oplmon :
for the 15-mile Reach. Co T , I ~ :
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P1tk1n County representatlves are avarlable to drscuss these issues further if it would be ,

helpful L i R o /
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