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Comments and
Responses

INTRODUCTION

A Notice of Intent to prepare a draft
environmental impact statement (EIS) on the
operation of Flaming Gorge Dam and
announcement of public scoping meetings was
published in the Federal Register on June 6,
2000. A corresponding press release
announcing that the Bureau of Reclamation was
beginning the EIS process for Flaming Gorge
Dam was issued the same date. In November
2001, a newsletter regarding the development of
the EIS was sent to those on the EIS mailing list.

Input was actively solicited from a broad range
of public constituencies as part of the ongoing
public involvement process. Comments and
involvement in the planning for and preparation
of the Flaming Gorge EIS were generally sought
through communication and consultation with a
variety of Federal, State, and local agencies;
Native American tribes and interest groups; and
the formal EIS scoping process and EIS
comment process, both of which invited input
from the general public.

In June and July 2000, Reclamation, as lead
agency, invited a number of State and Federal
agencies and the Northern Ute Tribe to become
cooperating agencies in preparing the Flaming
Gorge EIS. The following are the eight
cooperating agencies: the Bureau of Indian
Affairs, Bureau of Land Management, National
Park Service, State of Utah Department of
Natural Resources, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, United States Department of
Agriculture Forest Service (USDA Forest
Service), Utah Associated Municipal Power
Systems, and Western Area Power
Administration (Western).

Comments and Responses — 1



The draft EIS was mailed to the interested
public for review and comment in early
September 2004, and a Notice of
Availability of the draft EIS was
published in the Federal Register on
September 10, 2004. The 60-day review
and comment period for the draft EIS
ended on November 15, 2004.

During the public comment period, five
public hearings were held to receive oral
comments on the draft EIS: Moab, Utah,
October 12, 2004; Salt Lake City, Utah,
October 13, 2004; Rock Springs,
Wyoming, October 19, 2004; Dutch John,
Utah, October 20, 2004; and Vernal,
Utah, October 21, 2004. All written and
oral comments received during the
comment period were considered in
preparing the final EIS.

2 7 Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Final EIS

The final EIS, like the draft EIS, has been
mailed to over 600 agencies,
organizations, and individuals on the
mailing list and notice of its availability
has been published in the Federal
Register. It is also available on the
Flaming Gorge EIS Web page.

All comments received on the draft EIS
were carefully reviewed and considered in
preparing the final EIS. Where
appropriate, revisions were made to the
document in response to specific
comments. The comments and responses
together with the final EIS will be
considered in determining whether or not
to implement the proposed action.

This volume contains a scanned copy of
each comment letter, followed by the
corresponding responses to that letter.



FEDERAL AGENCIES

A L

United States Environmental Protection Agency
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
National Park Service

Western Area Power Administration

Comments and Responses
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NOV 12 2004

Ref: 8EPR-N

Peter Crookston

Flaming Gorge EIS Manager
PRO-774 :
Bureau of Reclamation

Provo Area Office

302 East 1860 South

Prove, UT 84606-7317

Re: Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam, Draft
Environmental Impact Statement, CEQ# 040434

Dear Mr. Crookston:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)-Region 8 has reviewed the Draft
Environmental Tmpact Statement (DEIS) for the Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam. The EPA
reviews DEIS documents in accordance with its responsibilities under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, Section 309 of the
Clean Air Act directs EPA to review and comment in writing on the environmental impacts of
any major federal agency action. EPA’s comments include rating the environmental impacts of
the alternatives and the adequacy of information in NEPA documents.

The EPA supports the Purpose and Need and proposed management activities in the DEIS
and its Action Alternative. The U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) is to incorporate
management direction in operations of the Flaming Gorge Dam that affect peak flows, durations,
water temperatures, and base flows. New operations criteria are recommended to conserve,
protect, and promote the recovery of the populations and designated critical habitat for
endangered fish species: bonytail, Colorado pikeminnow, humpback chub, and razorback sucker.
Revised dam operations are designed to reduce or eliminate some adverse effects from dam
operations and facilities in the Green River below Flaming Gorge Dam to the confluence with the
Colorado River.

EPA notes that Reclamation consulted with the U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service to address
concerns regarding the Action Alternative’s compliance with the Endangered Species Act and
Reclamation’s Section 7 responsibilities to conserve and recover the listed fish species and other
affected fish and wildlife such as the Southwestern Willow Flycatcher and Ute Ladies’-Tresses,
and to resolve their Jeopardy Biological Opinion for the endangered fishes.

Based on the procedures EPA uses to evaluate the adequacy of the information and the
potential environmental impacts, the Action / Preferred Alternative will be rated “EC-2"
(Environmental Concerns - Inadequate Information). A copy of EPA’s rating criteria is enclosed.
Qur rating is based on management direction in the Preferred Alternative that has the potential to
adversely affect other wildlife and their habitats and the uncertainties surrounding both the
impacts of the proposed management actions and the adaptive management changes that may be

ﬁPrInted oh Recycled Paper

Comments and Responses

5



1b

6 —

necessitated in the future. The consideration of No Action and only one alternative — the Action
Alternative — is driven by the project purpose and the elimination of other alternatives from
complete study. Other alternatives were not studied further, reportedly because of water
consumption and diversions from the Green River and because of Reclamation’s interpretation of
the Colorado River Storage Project and other legislation that continues authorized dam purposes.
Alternatives that were eliminated include Modified Run of the River and Removing Flaming
Gorge Dam. EPA is concerned that only one alternative was fully considered to meet the
Purpose and Need, not meeting CEQ’s intent to assess all reasonable alternatives [CEQ’s “40
Most Asked Questions” #1, 40 CFR 18026]. A limited range of alternatives disallows
understanding the overall environmental, social, and other effects of other alternatives,
particularly the Modified Run of the River, and does not fully satisfy NEPA requirements to fully
analyze all reasonable alternatives {40 CFR 1502.14]. NEPA regulation 40 CFR 1514(c)
requires that a lead agency, “Include reasonable alternatives not within the jurisdiction of the lead
agency.” While EPA accepts the unreasonableness of dam removal in this case, the Modified
Run of the River alternative and perhaps additional alternatives that sirengthen spring pulses and
lower summer flows could have been considered for “... sharply defining the issues and
providing a clear choice among options by the decisionmaker and the public” [40 CFR 1514).
The EC-2 rating is based on the limited range of alternatives and the lack of information of their
potential effects on the listed fish species and other fish and wildlife species.

We note that the Action Alternative appears to be the Environmentally Preferred
Alternative between the two alternatives and we concur with Reclamation in its selection as the
Preferred Alternative for the two alternatives considered.

Thank you again for the additional protections that are proposed for conservation and
recovery of the endangered fishes and their critical habitats. Brad Crowder of my staff
coordinated EPA’s comments and can be reached at (303) 312-6396. If you wish to discuss our
comments, please feel free to call me at (303) 312-6004 to arrange a meeting.

Sincerely,

% it
Larry Svoboda, Director
NEPA Program

Office of Ecosystem Protection
and Remediation

Enclosure

Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Final EIS



U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Rating System for
Draft Environmental Impact Statements

Definitions and Follow-Up Action*

Environmental Impact of the Action

LO - - Lack of Objections: The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) review has not identified any potential
environmental impacts requiring substantive changes to the proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities
for application of mitigation measures that could be accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal,

EC - - Environmental Concerns: The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in
order to fully protect the environment. Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or
application of mitigation measares that can reduce these impacts.

EQ - - Environmental Objections: The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that should be
avoided in order to provide adequate protection for the environment, Corrective measures may require substantial
changes to the preferred alternative or consideration of sore other project alternative (including the ne-action
alternative or a new alternative). EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts.

EU - - Environmentally Unsatisfactory: The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of
sufficient magnitude that they are unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public health or weifare or environmental
quality. EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. If the potential unsatisfactory impacts
arg not corrected at the final EIS stage, this proposal will be recommended for referral to the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ).

Adeagugacy of the Impact Statement

Category 1 - - Adequate: EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the
prefetred alternative and those of the altematives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis of
data collection is necessary, but the reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or information.

Category 2 - - Insufficient Information: The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully
assess environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer
has identified new reasonably available alternatives that are within the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft
EIS, which could reduce the environmental impacts of the action. The identified additional information, data,
analyses or discussion should be included in the final EIS.

Category 3 - - Inadequate: EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant
environmental impacts of the action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that
are outside of the spectrum of altematives analyzed in the draft EIS, which should be analyzed in order to reduce the
potentially significant environmental impacts. EPA believes that the identified additional information, data,
analyses, or discussions are of such a magnitude that they should have full public review at a draft stage. EPA does
not believe that the draft EIS is adequate for the purposes of the National Environmental Policy Act and or Section
309 review, and thus should be formally revised and made available for public comment in a supplemental or revised
draft EIS. On the basis of the potential significant impacts involved, this proposal could be a candidate for referral
to the CEQ.

* From EPA Manual 1640 Policy and Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions Impacting the Environment February,

1987,

Comments and Responses — 7
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Reclamation acknowledges that a full
range of reasonable alternatives is
desirable. However, despite considerable

8 ~ Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Final EIS

effort to develop additional alternatives
that meet the purpose and need of the
environmental impact statement,
additional viable action alternatives could
not be identified. Please see section 2.2
of the EIS.



United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
UTAH FIELD OFFICE
2369 WEST ORTON CIRCLE, SUITE 50
WEST VALLEY CITY, UTAH 84119

In Reply Refer To ) )

FWo/ES November 23, 2004

04-1419

Memorandum

To: Mr. Peter Crookston, Flaming Gorge EIS Manager, PRO-7 74, Bureau of
Reclamation, Provo Area Office, 302 East 1860 South, Provo, Utah 84606-7317

From: Field Supervisor, Fish and Wildlife Service, Ecological Services Field Office,
West Valley City, Utah '

Subject: Fish and Wildlife Service Comments on Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Draft

Environmental Impact Statement :

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewed the Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). We are providing the following comments to
assist you in preparing a final Environmental Impact Statement.

General Comments:

We appreciate Reclamation’s efforts to move forward toward implementing this important
measure for recovery of the endangered Colorado River fish species. We also appreciate the
close collaboration and communication during evaluation of effects and preparation of this
document. Reclamation has done a very thorough analysis especially when one considers the
broad spectrum of resource issues and the geographical scope of the proposed action.

We note that in addition to the benefits that re-operation will have on native endangered fish
species, the Action Altemnative action is expected to:

*  allow Flaming Gorge Reservoir elevations to fluctuate less between seasons as well as
generally be higher thereby benefiting kokanee egg incubation;

. allow for warmer releases immediately after spring releases which should allow for a
quicker recovery of the aquatic food base and also increase species richness;

. provide a new base flow prescription which will benefit resident native fish by increasing

stable backwater habitat, increasing the aquatic food base during summer and fall, and
provide more stable overwintering habitat for young-of-year native fish in certain reaches
of the Green River; : '

. increase water temperatures thereby benefiting native fish through an overall increase in
productivity and increased growth rates;

Comments and Responses
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2C

. reduce the potential for hybridization between native sucker and nonnative white sucker
with the proposed temperature recommendations;

* . increase overwinter survival of trout by reducing flow fluctuations through the winter;
- and
. increase the amount of available spawning substrate for fall spawning trout by increasing

summer and fall base flows during average to wet years,

The DEIS communicates some uncertainty as to how Reclamation will operate to meet Muth et
al. 2000 and perhaps some question as to Reclamation’s level of commitment to use of the
spillway to meet the same. That said, we do agree with the basic premise that the true test of
these recommendations will be over the long term, which we feel is consistent with both the
structure and intent of Muth et al. 2000. The Service will work closely with Reclamation and
other stakeholders in the implementation of these flow and temperature recommmendations,

Reclamation’s proposal to implement Muth et al. 2000 with an adaptive management approach
presents a logical mechanism to deal with the uncertainties associated with the Action
Alternative. The Service looks forward to working with Reclamation, the Recovery Program
and others to see this through. Throughout the text Reclamation repeatedly references the
Recovery Program to serve as the science body and the funding mechanism to address many of
the uncertainties dealing with the fish community. We assume there has been comntunication
throughout the development of the document between Reclamation and the Recovery Program
Directors office and some reference to those conversations seems appropriate. Such a reference
would serve to support the Environmental Commitments made near the end of the DEIS,

We appreciate Reclamation’s commitment to document the implementation process in an
administrative record and we feel that that document will serve a critical role in the Service’s
long term evaluation of the proposed action from a Section 7 (ESA) perspective. As the
Recovery Program has been identified to serve as the science body in charge of the adaptive
management process as it relates to the fish community, the administrative record should be
made available to them on an annual basis, We suggest that Reclamation make the
administrative record available to the Recovery Program consistent with the Recovery
Program’s Annual Reporting cycle. More specifically we request that the administrative record
include:

A summary of the river basin forecasting that was used in deciding the
appropriate pre-runoff hydrologic category.

2. A summary of other criteria (Yampa River hydrology, reservoir clevation,
other authorized purposes, past operations, etc.) used in the development of
the annual spring runoff / baseflow operations plan including the ultimate
spring and baseflow targets.

3. An accounting of reservoir operations (flow and temperature).

4. The administrative record should be a living document updated each year

while maintaining an historical accounting of past operations (all years post-

Record of Decision).

—

2

10 — Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Final EIS



2d

2e

2f

29

2h

2i

2j

2k

2

Specific Comments:

Page 28, 2.5.1. Safe Operations of Flaming Gorge Dam. Please provide more basis for
operating 1o assure that 99% of the foreseeable forecast errors are successfully routed through
Flaming Gorge Dam in the future. Is this how the reservoir has been operated in the past? How
does this compare with other Reclamation or ACOE facilities? Please consider the relative
capacity of the outlet works at Flaming Gorge and other facilities in this discussion.

Page 43, 2.6.6.2. The document states that “under the Action Alternative, Ute ladies’-tresses
could be lost in Reach 1”. This is a more extreme conclusion than in the Biological Assessment.
We recommend that you review all sections in the DEIS and the BA for consistency in prediction
and explanation of potential effects.

Page 157, 4.7.1.2. Aquatic Food Base - This section states for both the No Action and Action
Alternatives that the proposed action will not affect the aquatic food base in the reservoir. While
this may indeed be the case, the document should include at least a brief rationale for this
determination.

Page 157, 4.7.1.4. Terrestrial and Avian Animals - As mentioned above, the document should
include at least a brief rationale for the determination that neither the Action nor the No Action
alternative will affect land-based animals or birds.

Page 188, 4.7.8.6.3. Mexican Spotted Owl ~ A rationale for your “no effect” determination for
Mexican spotted owl should be included here. You have included a rationale for other Federally
listed species.

Page 243, 4,19.5. Please consider the comments of the Recovery Program’ biology committee
and other interested parties to Western’s presentation of 2 Floodplain White Paper, which served
as the basis for this section in the DEIS. Based on that discussion and subsequent follow-up
commentary it is the Service’s opinion that this uncertainty has been given a disproportionate
amount of attention in the DEIS. We assume that the Recovery Program is comfortable with the
Environmental Commitments they have been tasked with (bulleted items pg 247), and some
reference to the Recovery Program’s acknowledgment seems appropriate.

Page 246. The discussion on this page implies that floodplain inundation is the only or primary
purpose of the high flows and their duration. Perhaps it should be pointed out here that sediment
movement and deposition and vegetation establishment and maintenance are also part of the
purpose of high flows,

Page 247, 4.19.6. We recommend that Reclamation include an environmental commitment to

address riparian/vegetation uncertainties through a monitoring and study program. This section
describes several important topics for study.

Comments and Responses — 11
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Sections 4.20 Addressing Uncertainties through Adaptive Management

We recommend that this section include a discussion recognizing the opportunity to monitor
riparian vegetation and geomorphology as part of the adaptive management process, particularly
as they may affect Ute ladies’-tresses, with a focus on Reach 1. Reclamation has already been
gathering baseline information. The Action Alternative provides an excellent opportunity to gain
a better understanding of the interdependence of flow regime, fluvial land forms, and riparian

aE vegetation. A monitoring program designed to learn from the Action Alternative flows will

2n

20

provide a venue for recommending and evaluating flow adaptations that achieve vegetation as
well as native fish recovery goals. Additionally, this will allow proactive management for Ute
ladies’-tresses conservation and invasive plant species control.

Section 4.21. As per our comments above, we recommend that the following be added to
Section 4.21 as Environmental Commitments:

¢ Reclamation, in coordination with the Fish and Wildlife Service, National Park Service,
and other knowledgeable scientists, will continue to monitor riparian vegetation and
geomorphology 1o gain a better understanding of the interdependence of flow regime,
fluvial land forms, and riparian vegetation. A monitoring program designed to learn from
the Action Alternative flows will provide a venue for recommending and evaluating flow
adaptations that achieve vegetation as well as native fish recovery goals.

» Reclamation, in coordination with the Fish and Wildlife Service, National Park Service,
and other knowledgeable scientists, will develop and implement a monitoring plan for
Ute ladies’-tresses populations for determination of possible effects from the Action
Alternative. This monitoring plan would be designed to assist understanding of Ute
ladies’-tresses establishment, response to habitat change (including hydrologic,
geomorphic, and vegetation change) and management of habitat. If monitoring or
research indicates that conservation measures are necessary or desirable, Reclamation
will pledge support and work with other interested parties to ensure their implementation.
Recommendations for releases to assist riparian vegetation health and Ute ladies’-tresses
conservation will be forwarded to the Flaming Gorge Working Group for consideration.

If you need further discussion or information, please contact Larry Crist, Assistant Field
Supervisor, or Lucy Jordan, Fish and Wildlife Biologist, at the letterhead address of (801) 975-
3330 ext. 126 or 143 respectively, or email: larry crist@fws.gov, or lucy jordan@fws.gov,

12 ™ Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Final EIS



2. U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE
SERVICE

2a

The Flow and Temperature Recommen-
dations for Endangered Fishes in the
Green River Downstream of Flaming
Gorge Dam (2000 Flow and Temperature
Recommendations) acknowledge
variability, risk, and uncertainty regarding
the flow recommendations. Reclamation
seeks to meet all of the requirements
placed upon the reservoir and dam and
seeks to balance the benefits among all
authorized purposes of the facility.

Under the Action Alternative, the
frequency of spillway use could increase
to about 15 days per year in 7 percent (%)
of all years. Spillway use of 1 to 10 days
is expected in nearly 17 % of all years.
With increased spillway use, there is
greater opportunity for degradation of
concrete in the spillway tunnel. Should
damage to the spillway become excessive,
repairs would be made or use of the
spillway would be limited to when
hydrologically necessary.

More frequent use of the spillway also
raises the concern of more frequent
entrainment of nonnative reservoir fishes.
Reclamation does not intend to use the
spillway unless releases need to exceed
8,600 cubic feet per second (cfs) (unless
use of the spillway is required for dam
safety reasons).

As stated in section 2.5.3.2, second
paragraph, Reclamation would annually
coordinate the decision whether to use the
bypass tubes or spillway to meet
particular flow targets. That same
section, and other sections in the EIS,
note uncertainties associated with use of
the spillway that will have to be
monitored and addressed through adaptive
management.

2b
Additional text was added to section 1.4.4
of the EIS.

2¢C
Comment incorporated in section 2.3.2
and 2.5.3 in the EIS.

2d

Flood routing studies are performed for
all Reclamation reservoirs. The level of
acceptable risk, i.e., forecast error
exceedance percentage, will vary at each
facility depending on engineering
considerations of the structure and
downstream populations at risk. Such a
determination is based on engineering
judgment. Safe operation of Flaming
Gorge Dam provides enough storage
buffer in the reservoir to maintain a
release hydrograph that includes full
capacity powerplant and bypass releases
as well as spillway use when an
unexpected error in the forecast occurs.
Since the high inflow seasons of 1983 and
1984, operation of Flaming Gorge Dam
has moved to a more conservative
operation. Spillway releases of high
volume are a dam safety risk that
Reclamation is not willing to accept on a
frequent basis. That is, an acceptable risk
would be spillway releases of high
volume approximately once every

100 years.

Reclamation is unaware of available
forecast error exceedance data to make
comparisons with other Reclamation or
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers facilities.

2e

Section 2.6.6.2 is a brief summary of
effects to all threatened and endangered
species. In this section it is necessary

to state the facts succinctly which

may give the impression of being a more
extreme position than in the lengthy
description appropriate for the biological
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assessment and chapter 4 of the EIS. See
section 4.7.8.2 for details of effects to Ute
ladies’-tresses.

2f
Text in sections 4.7.1.2.1 and 4.7.1.2.2 of
the EIS has been clarified.

29

This section of the EIS was written to
disclose environmental consequences of
the No Action and Action Alternatives
affecting terrestrial and avian animals
existing on or near Flaming Gorge
Reservoir. Text has been added to
section 4.7.1.4 to clarify and support the
conclusion.

2h

This section of the EIS was written to
disclose environmental consequences of
the No Action and Action Alternatives
affecting threatened or endangered
species existing within the area affected
by the project. The ability of these owls
to reach and exploit water or water related
food or habitats would not be hampered
under either alternative. Text has been
added to section 4.7.8.6.3 to clarify and
support the conclusion.

2i
The text has been clarified in
section 4.19.5.

2

The Upper Colorado River Endangered
Fish Recovery Program (Recovery
Program) has concurred with the
following language in the environmental

14 ~ Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Final EIS

commitments in the EIS and conservation
measures in the Flaming Gorge Biological
Opinion: “The adaptive management
process would rely on ongoing or added
Recovery Program activities for
monitoring and studies to test the
outcomes of modifying the flows and
release temperatures from Flaming Gorge
Dam.”

2k
Discussion in the EIS has been clarified in
section 4.19.5.

2l-2n

Effects to riparian vegetation will, at a
minimum, result in no measurable change
from the No Action Alternative or will
result in a positive response. Therefore,
Reclamation does not believe that effects
to vegetation, other than those specifically
identified, warrant an environmental
commitment in this National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
document. We have funded numerous
studies addressing the relationship of river
regulation and riparian ecosystems, and
we will likely continue studies that
overlap with the effects of the proposed
action.

20

Reclamation has added language to
section 4.21 which clarifies
Reclamation’s commitment to monitor for
potential effects to Ute ladies’-tresses.
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3a

United States Department of the Interior

PARK

12795 West Alameda Parkway
'O Box 25287
Denver, Colorade 80225-0287

NOV 15 2004

Memorandum

NI162 L{(TMR-RER)

To: Flaming Gorge Environmental Impacl Statement Manager, PRO-774
U.S. Burcau of Reclumation, Prove Arca Office

Frony; Director, Tntermountain Region
National Park Service, Titermountain Region

Subject: National Park Service Comments on Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Draft
Envirommental Impact Statement

We are writing 1o provide you with National Park Scrvice (NPS) comments on the Operation
of Flaming Gorge Dam Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), As you know the
NP8 iz a member of the Upper Colorado River Endangered Fishes Recovery Program
(Recovery Program) and has been a cooperating agency throughout the development of the
DEIS, We strongly supporl the re-operation of Flaming Gorge Dam to assist in the recovery
of the Colorade pikeminnow, razorback sucker, bumpback chub and bonyiait and we believe

that the Action Altetnative has the polential to achicve this purpose if implemented correctly, -

I addition, we wish to express our appreciation for the professional relationship we have
been able lo cstablish with Bureau of Reclamation staff in working to address the potential
effeets of re-operation on the diverse river-dependent resources that arc managed by NS,

NPS staff from the Tntermountain Region, Dinosaur National Monument and the Water

_ Resources Division submitted extensive comments on the administrative draft of the BIS

released in Docomber 2003, While (he currcnt draft of the RIS is greatly improved and some
of our suggestions have been incorporated, some of our commients on the carlier draft have
not been specilically addressed. 'We have included our continning comments of priority
concem {rom thal administrative draft in this comment memorandum. We belisve (hat
addressing (hese comments is important to ensure that re-operation of Flaming Gorge Dam
occurs in a mannet that maximizes the benefits to the endangered fishes while providing
adequate protection for river dependent resources in Dinosauy National Monument and
Canyonlands National Park. For your convenience we are including our earlier comments as
an attachment to (his letter. It is our hope thatl we can continue to work with you so these
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3b

3c

3d
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comments can be addressed in the future through the adaptive management process and that
the flow recommendations as described in the Action Alternative can be implemented as
soon as possible.

We are including additional recommendations that are of particular importance to the NPS
and which we believe can be addressed with minimal effort. These recommendations
constitute the remainder of this letter:

1. Colorado River Basin Project Act of 1968

a. We applaud the recognition of the Colorado River Basin Project Act of 1968
(Act) as one of the laws governing the operation of Flaming Gorge Dam as
well as the recognition that “improving conditions for fish and wildlife” is
among the purposes authorized by the Act. We look forward to working with
BOR in implementing the Action Alternative in a manner that benefits native,
non-endangered fish and wildlife species while contributing to recovery of the
4 endangered fishes.

b.  We are generally pleased with the language describing the technical working
group (TWGQG) and recognize that the US Fish and Wildlife Service and BOR
have ESA responsibilities that necessitate their participation as team members.
However, we question the rationale for identifying the Western Area Power
Authority (Western), alone among the other interested agencies and
organizaiions, as a member of the TWG. This suggests that Western has a
special status and that power generation has priority over other authorized
purposes. In fact, as noted in the DEIS, both the Colorado River Storage
Project Act and the Colorado River Basin Project Act indicate that power
generation is to occur “as an incident of other authorized purposes”.

We propose this issue be addressed in one of the following ways.
i. Eliminate the specific reference to Western as a member of the TWG.
ii. List the other agencies and organizations that are potential
" participants in the TWG as well as Western.
iii, Provide the rationale for identifving Western alone among the
interested agencies and organizations as a TWG member.

2. Floodplain uncertainties:

We are concerned about the addition of section 4.19.5 which addresses floodplain
uncertainties. This section suggests a possible future change to certain specific flow
recommendations. The suggested change is touted as beneficial to razorback sucker
in Reach 2. The section also lists a number of uncertainties about floodplain
inundation, razorback sucker larval entrainment, and timing and duration of peak
flows that need to be resolved through scientific study. We support scientific study to
resolve these uncertainties; however, the evidence that this change would provide
greater benefits to razorback sucker than the existing flow recommendations should
be definitive before that change is adopted. We also point out that the suggested
change would reduce the frequency of meeting the flow targets in Reach 1.We
suggest some additional language for the section 4.19.5:

Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Final EIS



3e

3f

39

3h

We have had verbal assurance from the authors of this section that
instantaneous peak flow targets would still be met under the suggested
revisions but this is not clear from the text. Specify thar instantaneous peak
Slow targets will still be met if further study indicates peak flow durations
might be revised.

. The premise behind the flow and temperature recommendations (FTRs) is that

inter- and intra-annual vartability are key to restoration of the river ecosystem
as recognized in the DEIS on pg 241: “The recommendations are based on a
model that the ecological integrity of river ecosystems is linked to their
dynamic character (Stanford et al. 1996, Poff 1997) and that restoring a more
natural flow and thermal regimes is a key element in rehabilitating an
impaired river ecosystem. The evidence that razorback sucker would benefit
more from the suggested tradeoff in magnitude and duration of flows above
13,000 or 18,600 than from the overall rehabilitation of an impaired system
should be definitive before the flow recommendations are changed. This
should be explicit in the "uncertainties” section.

The floodplain white paper from which this section was adapted (Hayse et al.
2004 draft) has been revised to reflect the inaccurate assumption in the Valdez
floodplain model that razorback sucker larvae are not likely to be available for
entrainment at distances greater than 52 miles, due to attenuation in numbers
of larvae as they drift downstream. This inaccuracy was identified by two
peer reviewers who cited works showing CPE of larvae near the additional
floodplain area more than 52 miles downstream is not negligible, but in fact is
between 50% and 100% of CPE near Jensen. In addition, the only floodplain
area where wild razorback sucker larvae have been shown to be successfully
entrained and survived was in Old Charlie Wash, located 60 miles below the
spawning bar (Modde and Bestgen comments on the floodplain whitepaper,
and citations therein). The “uncertainties” section should be updated to
reflect this information.

. This section suggests that the main benefit of this change would be to

razorback sucker, while the corollary benefit would be to power production.
We submit that the certain benefit of this suggested change is to power
production, while the corollary benefit might be to the endangered fish, in
ways that we don’t fully understand. This should be explicit in the
“uncertainties” section.

3. The importance of control, management and monitoring of the invasive species
Tamarisk, and the links to endangered fish habitat and ecosystem health.

a. Tamarisk is classified as an invasive species and is regulated under Executive
Order 13112, February 3, 1999--Invasive Species (published in the Federal
Register/Vol. 64, No. 25, pp. 6183-6186.) The executive order clearly
articulates responsibilities of federal agencies, including the Department of the
Interior. Among these responsibilities are control, management, and
monitoring of invasive species. The EIS should provide for these
responsibilities, or at a minimum contain references to the Executive Order,
and to monitoring, control and management activities if defined elsewhere.

Comments and Responses — 17
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b. In addition to federal responsibilities for managing invasive species, tamarisk
1s widely recognized as contributing to the degradation of riverine ecosystems
and thus may directly or indirectly affect endangered fish habitat. In Dinosaur
NM it has contributed to channel narrowing in the Green River, and is
advancing upstream into the Yampa River from the confluence towards one of
the two known Colorado pikeminnow spawning sites in the Green River
system. The spread of tamarisk could directly or indirectly affect fish habitat
by altering channel morphology. Direct effects include burying cobble bars
used for spawning by native fish under sediment and vegetation; indirect
effects may include changes in the quantity and diversity of the aquatic food
base due to channel narrowing and simplification. The links between tamarisk
invasion and riverine fish habitat are not completely understood; however,a
species which contributes to the degradation of riverine ecosystems is likely to
contribute to the degradation of fish habitat. The DEIS recognizes in the
uncertainties section that the action alternative may increase the spread of the
invasive species tamarisk. This uncertainty coupled with federal
responsibilities to control invasive species strongly suggest the Environmental
Commitments section should include a monitoring plan for tamarisk, and
commitments to work with the NPS and other interested parties to control this
invasive species.

Uncertainties about nonnative fish,

The DEIS recognizes that the increased risk of entrainment at the Reservoir spillway
and elevated temperatures of releases, could lead to the proliferation of nonnative
species in Reach 1, particularly smallmouth bass. Smallmouth bass numbers are
increasing in the Green River upstream from the Yampa River confluence,
particularly in recent years, presumably in response to the drought and concomitant
warm temperatures. While we believe that the implemented FTRs will be beneficial
overall to the endangered fishes, we also believe that the potential negative effects,
including enhancement of smallmouth bass populations should be carefully
monitored, and control in Reach 1 implemented if necessary. A4 commitment to
monitoring and control, if it is determined to be necessary, should be added to
Environmental commitment #3, which deals with operating the selective withdrawal
Structure,

Determining how target flows are met

The DEIS states that target flows will be delivered on average, and that target flows
“will be provided over the long run.” Over what period of time will it be determined
that flow target are being met? In particular, for targets that are specified for I of 2
average years, or 1 of 4 average years, how long is the long run? If the duration peak
flow targets are not met for 3 average years running, must they be met in the 4™
average year? Please clarify this in the fext.

Ability to meet flow recommendations:

The DEIS suggests that it may become more difficult to meet the FTRs as depletions
on Green River tributaries increase over time (4.19.1, paragraph 3). While we
4
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recognize relationship between tributary and mainstem flow, it is our understanding
as a long time supporter of the Recovery Program that the re-operation of Flaming
Gorge Dam is the reasonable and prudent alternative (RPA) for tributary depletions.
Thus, in our view, it is the responsibility of BOR to ensure that the flow
recommendations are met regardless of these depletions, We note that compensating
for reduced tributary inflow may entail greater impacts to the other authorized
purpose of the projects; however, we believe that failure to do so would impede
efforts to recover the threatened endangered fishes and, in all likelihood trigger the re-
initiation of consultation on a number of projects and facilities.

Please call the NPS point of contact for the DEIS, John Wullschleger, at (970) 225-3572 if
you have any questions. We look forward to the finalization of this environmental impact
statement.

Stephen P, Maﬂ%

Attachments

ce:

Regional Director, U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, Upper Colorado Office w/c attachments

Area Manager, 1.5, Bureau of Reclamation, Provo Area Office W/e attachmenta
rogram- Director, Upper Colorado River Endangered Fish Recovery Program w/c

attachments

Superintendents, Colorado River Basin Parks w/c attachments

Chief, NPS-NRPC-WRD w/c atiachments
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Memorandum: NPS to U.S. BOR Subject: National Park Service Comments on Operation of Flaming
Gorge Dam Draft Environmental Impact Starement

Attachment:
List of Citations
Bestgen, K. R. 2004. Comments to authors on Floodplain white paper by Hayse et al.

Hayse, J.W., K.E. LaGory, and G.L. Burton. 2004, Consideration of site specific
floodpiain inundation thresholds in Implementing Peak Flow Magnitude and
Duration Recommendations in the Middle Green River, Utah. Draft Report to
Western Area Power Administration. Argonne National Laboratory, Argonne, 11

Modde, T. 2004. Comments to authors on Floodplain white paper by Héyse etal.

Poff, N. L., I.D. Allan, M.B. Bain, J.R. Karr, K.L. Prestegaard, B.D. Richter, R.E.
Spatks, and J.C. Stromberg. 1997. The Natural Flow Regime: A Paradigm for
River Conservation and Restoration in BioScience, vol 47, pp. 769-784.

Stanford, J.A., I.V.Ward, W.J. Liss, C.A. Frissell, R.N. Williams, J.A. Lichatowich, and
C.C. Coutant, 1996. A General Protocol for Restoration of Regulated Rivers jn
Regulated Rivers: Research & Management, vol. 12, pp. 391-414,

Valdez, R.A. 2003. Floodplain model to estimate Nursery Habitat to Recover Razorback
Sucker. Excel model for Upper Colorado River Basin Endangered Fish Recovery
Program,
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3. NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

3a

The comments and responses submitted
during the cooperating agency review of
the draft EIS are available upon request.

3b
Comment noted.

3c

Reclamation and Western are Endangered
Species Act (ESA) co-consultants with
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for
Section 7 consultations. Thus, all three
parties are appropriately identified as
members of the Technical Working
Group. As stated in section 2.5.3 of the
EIS, the technical working group will be
open to all qualified individuals who
choose to participate.

3d

The 2000 Flow and Temperature
Recommendations report anticipates
adaptive management testing of flow
regimes. It is expected that over time,
refinements to the targets will be possible
based on increased information and
knowledge. Text has been added to
section 4.19 in the EIS for clarification.

3e-3h

The EIS states Reclamation’s intent to
implement all of the 2000 Flow and
Temperature Recommendations as
described in the Action Alternative.
Section 4.19 explains the uncertainties
associated with implementing the Action
Alternative, including in section 4.19.5
those uncertainties associated with flood
plain inundation. Both the EIS and the
2000 Flow and Temperature
Recommendations acknowledge that over
time, as additional information becomes
available, refinements to the flow and
temperature recommendations may prove
to be warranted if data suggests that
tradeoffs between peak flow magnitude

and duration provide greater benefits to
endangered fish. Reclamation believes
that if such refinements are proposed at
some as yet unknown point in the future,
based upon information developed
through adaptive management or through
ongoing Recovery Program research,
there will be ample opportunity to obtain
appropriate review and input from all
Recovery Program participants as well as
the interested public. The text has been
clarified in section 4.19.5.

3i-3j

Our analysis in the EIS, based on best
available information, is that the predicted
effects of the Action Alternative on
tamarisk do not reach the level of
significance such that a program of
monitoring and mitigation is warranted.
See sections 4.7.5 and 4.19.6 of the EIS
where this is discussed.

3k

The EIS states that Reclamation will rely
on Recovery Program nonnative
monitoring and control efforts. See fish
response to flow and temperature
modifications in section 4.19.4 of the EIS.

3l

It is difficult to isolate a specific number
of years to evaluate the percentage of
targets and durations achieved because it
is unknown what the natural hydrograph
will be in the future. Over the long

run when several different natural
hydrological years have occurred,
Reclamation expects to be able to
determine if the percentages are in line
with the 2000 Flow and Temperature
Recommendations. The target flows

and durations to be achieved each

year are dependent on the natural
hydrograph of that year and the
hydrological classification of that year.
For example, if, as has just occurred, there
are 6 consecutive drought years, then only
low targets and durations would be
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achieved. In very wet years, high targets
with long durations would be achieved.

3m

Implementation of reasonable and
prudent alternatives (RPAS) is
Reclamation’s responsibility as part of
the Section 7(a)(2) Endangered Species
Act consultation process with the

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; but it
should be noted that ESA compliance,

22~ Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Final EIS

like compliance with other statutes and
regulations, is part of the Federal
regulatory construct under which
Reclamation operates Flaming Gorge
Dam. Reclamation is committed to
upholding its responsibilities under the
ESA, as well as meeting authorized
project purposes.



4a

4b

4c

4d

From: "Heather Patno” <PATNO@wapa.gov=>

To: <fgeis@uc.ushr.gov>
Date: Mon, Nov 15, 2004 4:44 PM
Subject: FG EIS, WAPA Comments

Dear Mr. Crockston,

Western appreciates Reclamation's efforts to incorporate its comments

as a cooperating agency. Many of Western's concemns have previously
been addressed. However, some comments previously addressed remain
outstanding issues for Western.

The first of these comments deals with the Cumulative Impacts section.
Western's concerns were initially addressed i an email dated

7/17/2004. The Cumulative Impacts section needs to be prominently
treated within the EIS. Without more prominent treatment of Cumulative
Impacts in the EIS, the public and the decision maker could easily
conclude that the change to the Proposed Action would have an
insignificant impact to power without a full understanding of the fact

that operational constraints, over time, have caused a significant
raduction to the power value of Flaming Gorge Dam. It is suggested that
the Cumulative Impacts section for hydropower be moved as a subsection
to Section 4.4 Hydropower Generation and additional background regarding
the historical (pre 1992) changes in operation be inserted. While some
hackground information is available, it does not adequately address in a
clear and understandable manner the importance of the cumulative
impacts.

Additionally, regardless of the location of the Cumulative Impacts

section, the language used in this section is unclear. The Iinsistence

on using the words "economic value” leaves the reader with a feeling

that Flaming Gorge Dam operational constraints have increased the value
of water flowing through the dam. More detailed discussion is needed to
make sure the public and the decision maker understand the overall
negative impact continued restrictions on operations at Flaming Gorge
Dam have caused. In addressing these concerns, Table 4-30 on page 232
also needs to show the negative impact. The percentage underneath the
column entitled *Comparison of Cumulative Impacts to No Action
Alternative” needs to be a negative to better show the appropriate
impacts to hydropower.

The second unaddressed comment deals with carrelating the economic and
financial analyses. Section 4.4.3 the Financial Analysis of Power
Generation discusses Western's role in marketing electrical power from
the CRSP units, | does not correlate the economic analysis of changes

to operational constraints in this specific instance to the financial

analysis of distributing those changes to various customers. A few
sentences need fo he inserted discussing the fact that the economic
analysis is correlated to the financial analysis through distribution to
Western's customers. In this instance, the correlation between

economic and financial analysis is clear, concise and straightforward

and deserves some discussion at the end of the economic analysis section
or beginning of the financial analysis section.

Regards,
8. Clayton Palmer

Comments and Responses
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4. WESTERN AREA POWER
ADMINISTRATION

4a

The Flaming Gorge EIS compares the
Action Alternative with the No Action
Alternative and captures the existing
environment as including changes due to
the construction of the dam as well as its
operations prior to 1992. Changes and
effects resulting from the construction of
the dam and its pre-1992 operations are
appropriately considered in section 4.16.2
(cumulative effects analysis) of the EIS.
The placement of the cumulative effects
analysis, and the overall format of the
EIS, are consistent with the Council of
Environmental Quality (CEQ) and
Department of the Interior (Interior)
regulations implementing NEPA.

4b

The term “economic value” refers to the
level of monetary worth and does not
have any implied meaning of direction of
change. The discussion of economic
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value given no biological constraints is
labeled as such. The economic value for
the simulation with no biological
constraints is greater than the economic
value for the No Action and Action
Alternatives. Clarifying text was added to
section 4.16.2 of the EIS.

4c
Comment incorporated into table 4-30 of
the EIS.

4d

Section 4.4.3.3 presents the financial
analysis results. Because the Action
Alternative would not have a significant
impact on the rate Colorado River Storage
Project (CRSP) customers pay, it was not
necessary to distribute the impact of the
change in rate to the various customers.

Text was added to section 4.16.2 of the
EIS to clarify.



STATE AGENCIES

1. State of Colorado, Department of Natural Resources
Utah Associated Municipal Power Systems

State of Utah, Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget
State of Utah, Office of the Attorney General

Utah State University Extension

Wyoming Game and Fish Department

Wyoming State Engineer’s Office

©® N o g B~ w D

Wyoming State Geological Survey
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STATE OF COLORADQO

OFFICE OF THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

Deparmment of Natutal Resourcus
1373 Sherman Streetr, Room 718
Denver, Colorado 80203

Phene; (303) 866-3317

TDD: (303) 866-3543

Fax. (303) 866-2315

Bil Ovrents
Caverneor

Nevember 19, 2004 prhaey.

Mr. Peter Crockston

Flaming Gorge Egvironmental Impact $tatement Manager
PRO-774

Bureau of Reclamation

Provo Area Office

302 East 1860 South

Provo, UT 84606-7317

Re: State of Colorado comments on Flaming Gorge EIS
Dear Mr. Crookston:

Attached please find Colorado™s comments regarding the Flaming Gorge EIS,
prepared by Randy Seaholm fom the Colorado Water Conservation Board staff,

1 hope yau find these comments constructive to your preparation of a Record of
Decisicn and a Final EIS.

Sincerely,

T LY
m -~

Tom Blickensderfer

Endangered Species Program
Direcior

Colorado Representative — Upper
Colorado Fndangered Fish
Recovery Management
Committee

Board of Land Commissivners » Dvsion of Minerals & Ceology/Cralogiczl Sunvéy
Ot & Cas Conservation Commission » Colarade Sime Parks » Divsion of Forestry
Wager Conservanion Board » Division of warer Resources « Division of yvildtife
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Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam
Draft Environmental Impact Statement
August 2004

Comments of the Colorado Water Conservanon Board
November 15, 2004

The Colerado Water Conservation Beard recognizes that the operations of Flaming Gorge Dam
and Reservorr have Iittle impact on water use and development in the State of Colorado, expect 1o
the extent that re-operation of the dam in attempts 1o meet flow recormmendations for the
Colorado River Endangered Fish is an important component of the Upper Colorado River
Recovery Implementation Program. Therefere, our review of the DEIS concerming Flaming
Gorge re-operations has been limited to the execunve summary and few key sections dealmg with
authorized project purposes and the overall portrayal of the Recovery Program.

Flaming Gorge Dam and Reservoir are part of the Colorado River Storage Project and as such the
portrayal of the authorized purposes of Flaming Gorge are important. Colorado strongly objects
1 the manner in which the authonzed purposes of Flaming Gorge are porirayed in Section 3.1.1
of the Executive Summary and in Section 1.4.1.1 of the DEIS. Specifically, we request that the
references to the 1968 Colorado River Basin Project Act and the Coordinared Long Range
Operating Criteria be deleted from section 1.4.1.1 of the report as they are a gross
musrepresentation of the affect that the 1968 Act and the Long Range Operating Critenia have on
the Colorado River Storage Project. While the quote from the 1968 Act is accurate, the
ineerpretation that this section of the 1968 Act modifies the express purposes of the 1956
Colorado River Storage Project Act and is meorreet and in direct conflict with the general
provisions comiained i Title VI of the 1968 Colorado River Basin Project Act that prolubit such
an interpretanon. Furthermore, the referenced language from the Coordmated Long Range
Operating Criteria deals with information that is to be reported 1 the annual report on reseTvoir
operations and has absolutely nothing to do whatsoever with the purposes of manner in which the
reservoirs are to be operated. The correct portrayal of authorized project purposes is extremely
mnportant to Colorado and to all the CRSP facilines that will be re-operated in attempts to meet
flow recommendarions adopted by the U.8. Fish and Wilclife Service and the Upper Colorado
River Recavery Implementation Program.

Secondly, the purpose and need statement fairly eapnimes the intent of the DEIS which is 1o
prowect and assist in the recovery of endangered fish and designated cxincal habuat while
maintaining the authorized purposes of the Flaming Gorge Umt of CRSF, particularly those
1elated to water develapment in acoord with the Colorado River Compact. This same languuge
should be reiterated m Section $.10.2.1 by adding a phrase, "while allowing existing water uses
and furure water development to continue m accord with the Taw of the Raver.™ It1s important
to reiterate this balance here and thronghour the DEIS,

Third, we support the language that is contained in the last paragraph of the Inreduction to
Section S.5.

Fourth, the proposed operations and environmental comminments appear to be consistent with
those that have been proposed and refined over the last few years, a1 least as we understand them.
However, we are very concerned that the revised operations are described as "achieving the flow
recommendations.” The flow recommendarions are based on the best available mformanon at the
ume of there development. Flow recommendatons may he revised through the adaptive

Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Final EIS
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1f

19

1h

management process and thus language mdicanng that flexstabiry should be included in the DEIS
and reservoir operations allowed to adjust accordingly. The current language in the DEIS scems
%o stringent in this regard and should be modified when the flow recornmendations are discussed
in Section 8.5.3 and in the digcussion of alternatives in Section 5.11. Flow reconmendations do
1ot establish a separate priority system for water development and this was expressly
acknowledged in the program documents and such shoyld not be forgotien.

Fifth, Section 8.13.3.2 discusses the use of the Flaming Gorge bypass tubes and spillways. In
general it was our understanding that such would be used when neaded for the safe operation of
Flaming Gorge Dam, which is consistent with the CRSPA. The discussion here states that such
can be used when needed 10 meet the flow recommendanons even 1f dzm safety is not a concemn.
This scems inconsistent with the CRSPA and at the very least requires further explanation as to
the justification for such. It would seem appropriate to indicate that all costs associared with use
of the bypass mbes and spillways for other than emergency purposes be considered non-
reimbursable costs in accord with Section 8 of CRSPA.

Finally, Colorado coptinues to be supportive of the adaptive management approach to ow
recommendanans and the refinement of flow-habitat relationships such that the maximum
amount of habitat that 15 the most beneficial to the endangered fish species overali is created with
the least arnount of water, This 15 alluded 1o Section S.16 copceming uncertainties and Section
17 concerning how 1o address imcertamnes through adaptive management. We would urge that
Secton S.16 include uncertainues asseciated with respeet ta the flow recommendarions and that
Section 8.17 at the very least provide for the opporfunity to revise flow recommendations as
scientific information mdicates may be appropriate.

Comments and Responses
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1. STATE OF COLORADO,
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL
RESOURCES, COLORADO
WATER CONSERVATION
BOARD

la

The referenced sections provide
appropriate background information

for the reader. Reclamation is committed
to upholding its responsibilities under
the ESA as well as meeting authorized
purposes.

1b

Reclamation agrees; the appropriate
clarification was made in S.10.2.1 of the
Executive Summary.

1c
Comment noted;

1d

The proposed action under consideration
is meeting the 2000 Flow and Tempera-
ture Recommendations while maintaining
all authorized purposes of the dam. These
flow and temperature recommendations
have derived from the 1992 Biological
Opinion for Flaming Gorge. The EIS

30 ~ Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Final EIS

acknowledges the flexibilities and
uncertainties of implementing the

2000 Flow and Temperature
Recommendations; and if better
information is available for this purpose,
Reclamation will utilize it in an adaptive
management approach to making
operational decisions.

le
Comment noted; see responses to 1a-c
above.

1f

Reclamation will not bypass water in a
way that would violate the primary
purposes of CRSP.

19
Reclamation agrees that incremental
O&M costs should be non-reimbursable.

1h

The Executive Summary was not meant to
be an all inclusive document but rather is
intended to summarize the full EIS.

Please see sections 4.19 and 4.20 of the
EIS for full discussions of these issues.



UTAH ASSOCIATED MUMNICIPAL POWER SYSTEMS

2825 E. Coltonwood Parkway
Suite 200

Salt Lake City, Utah 84121-7077
Phone: 801-566-3938

Toil Free: 800-872-5861

Fax: 801-561-2667

November 9, 2004

Mr. Peter Croakston

Flaming Gorge EIS Manager, PRO-774
Bureau of Reclamation

Provo Area Office

302 East 1860 South

Provo, Utah 84606-7317

RE: Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
Dear Mr. Crookston:

Utah Associated Municipal Power Systems (UAMPS) represents 38 municipal elactric utilities,
electric service districts and water conservancy districts that purchase and distribute power
generated from the Colorado River Storage Project (CRSP). CRSP power represents a critical
portion of our member’s power resources and our members have a great interest in proposed
changes in Flaming Gorge operations.

UAMPS has closely followed and participated in the development of the DEIS and has had the
opportunity to be designated as one of the cooperating agencies. We are grateful for that
opportunity.,

As a member of the Colorado River Energy Distributors Association (CREDA), UAMPS fulty
supports oral and written comments made by CREDA in this process. In addition to comments
submitted by CREDA, UAMPS wishes lo emphasize the following points:

Flaming Gorge is a significant component of the CRSP power relied by not only our members but
also power consumers in Wyoming, Utah, Colorado, New Mexico Arizona and Nevada. Any
changes to Flaming Gorge operations will have an impact on all CRSP power contractors within
those states.

The final EIS must consider alt operational and financial impacts of all altematives. As seen from
actual operation of the interim criteria, loss of any component of Flaming Gorge resource will be
replaced from other'sources. These replacements must not only be evaluated in terms of financial
impacts to the CRSP system but also in terms of spinning reserve requiremenis and transmission
system capacity affecting all contractors and power customers,
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Mr. Peter Crookston
November 8, 2004
Page 2

Replacement power purchases resulting from the Action Alternative will have a significant firancial
impact on the Upper Basin Development Fund which as been deplefed in recent years due fo the
ongoing drought and increased operation and maintenance costs resulting from funding of
environmental programs. This Basin Fund is the source of funding for the Upper Basin Recovery
and Implementation Program (RIP} and other ongoing endangered species mitigation programs in
the Colorado River Basin. Increased costs from replacement power resulting from operational
changes at Flaming Gorge not only affects rates of CRSP power customers but weakens the
integrity of all endangered species programs funded by the Basin Fund.

UAMPS agrees with other comments made in this process that the base economic evaluation must
cover the period from 1974 when the interim operating criteria were initiated and subsequentiy
modified in 1985 and 1992. These were significant changes that have not yet been included in any
other NEPA compliance process. The final EIS must include the impact of operational changes
since 1974.

UAMPS further suggests the final EIS include additional altematives relating only to flow changes
recommended by the biological opinion for endangered fish at the Jensen gauge. These
alternatives include those being developed by the RIP since this program has been specifically
established for the recavery of endangered species in the Upper Basin. Flaming Gorge generation
is not the exclusive mechanism available for recovery of species.

We wish to express our great appreciation for the opportunity afforded to UAMPS to extensively
participate in the EIS process and to submit our views.

Sincerely,

el

Edward C. Rampton
Manager of Government and Public Affairs

Enclosure

cc: Leslie James, CREDA

Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Final EIS



2. UTAH ASSOCIATED
MUNICIPAL POWER SYSTEMS

2a

Financial impacts to the CRSP rate under
the Action Alternative were found to be
insignificant (section 4.4.3). Spinning
reserve requirements and transmission
system capacity affecting contractors and
power customers were not considered in
the hydropower analysis and were
considered to be outside the scope of the
analysis.

2b

As the economic and financial analyses
indicate, the Action Alternative
simulation provides for increased value
for the generation resulting in the average
costs of replacement power potentially
being lower than under the No Action
Alternative. However, since the
differences between the results for the No
Action and Action Alternatives appear to
be insignificant, the changes in costs for
replacement power would likely be
insignificant.

2C

Reclamation, in consultation with the
eight cooperating agencies, defined the
No Action Alternative to include
operations to achieve the flow and
temperature regimes recommended in the
1992 Biological Opinion. In making that
definition, it was also recognized by

Reclamation and the cooperating agencies
that hydropower impacts associated with
changes made between 1974 and 1992
should be recognized in this EIS as
cumulative impacts. Operational changes
made prior to 1992 are described in
section 1.4.2. Hydropower impacts
associated with changes made prior to
1992 have been addressed in

section 4.16.2.

2d

Reclamation developed the alternatives in
the Flaming Gorge EIS with its public
scoping period and with a number of
cooperating agency meetings and
dialogues. The alternatives derive from
the RPA of the 1992 Biological Opinion
as described in sections 1.4.5 and 1.4.6 of
the EIS with the Action Alternative
implementing the 2000 Flow and
Temperature Recommendations that
define flow targets for all reaches of the
river.

The EIS acknowledges that re-operation
of the dam cannot by itself achieve
recovery of the endangered fish, but that it
can assist in recovery along with other
Recovery Program activities. Please see
section 1.4.4 of the EIS.
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Governor's Office of Planning and Budget

WES CURTIS
State Planning Coordinator

Resource Development Coordinating Committee

GLADE SOWARDS
Committee Clatrman

State of Utah

JOHN A HARIA

OLENES. WALKER Fxecwtive Divector

Goveriienr

GAYLE McKEACHNIE
Licirenans Govertor

Nowvember 10, 2004

Peter Crookston

Flaming Gorge EIS Manager
PRO-774

Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office

302 East 1860 South

Provo, Utah 84606-7317

SUBJECT:  Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam - DEIS
Project No. 04-4504

Dear Mr. Crookston:

The Resource Development Coordinating Committee (RDCC), representing the State of Utah,
has reviewed this proposal. The Department of Natural Resources comments:

The UDWR fully supports incorporating flow and temperature recommendations for
threatened and endangered species consistent with the maintenance and enhancement of
the tailwater sport fishery and other wildlife values.

The division commend the U. 8. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) for generally
incorporating adaptive management principles and the decisions of the Flaming Gorge
Operations Working Group (Working Group) into the preparation of alternatives. In
particular, UDWR strongly supports Reclamation’s recommendation of flow fluctuation
limitations, including a daily single-hump fluctuation and 800 ¢fs ascending and
descending ramp rates, consistent with historic operations.

Unfortunately, a few sections of the current document seem to minimize the agreements
and recommendations of the Working Group, as evidenced by the addition of the second
full paragraph on page 149. This paragraph incorrectly implies that the flow fluctuation

3a limitations mentioned above have not been strictly followed in the past. In reality, these
recommendations, which were the result of intensive investigations and discussions by
the diverse interests of the Working Group, reflect historic operation except in times of
emergency. Although minimizing operational constraints may benefit the incident
authorized purpose of power generation, the authorized purposes and associated resources
would be negatively impacted by further liberalization of release parameters.

.

)

5110 State Office Building. Salt Lake City, Utah 84114 « tzlephone (801) 537-9230 « facsimile (801) 537-9226 IM.

Where ideas connect
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3b

3c

3d

3e

3f

39

3h

3i

Page 2

The UDWR supports the recommendation for a 55°F release temperature during dry and
moderately dry years, maintaining adequate river temperatures for trout at the
Utah/Colorado state line, Additionally, thermal mixing should be incorporated into
emergency operations in response to power plant shut-down and a switch from penstock
to bypass releases. Consistent with past discussions and decisions between UDWR and
Reclamation, temperature warming can be attained (optimized) during spring high flow
events by mixing spillway and bypass water to minimize the loss of production. Thermal
mixing during emergency bypass will prevent thermal shock and mortality of tailwater
fishes. In the absence of selective withdrawal modifications to the bypass penstocks, this
mixing should be integrated into operations as a benefit to taitwater trout and downstream
native fishes and their food base. .

Finally, the Bureau of Reclamation has invested in research, monitoring and
infrastructure at Stewart Lake Waterfow] Management Avea {(WMA) near Jensen to
remediate the effects of selenium and boron accumulation caused, in part, by
concentration through irrigation return waters, It is estimated that the dikes of the WMA
are inundated at Jensen gauge discharges of approximately 23,000 to 26,000 cfs.
Infrastructure such as operational mechanisms of the inlet and outlet structures will be
inundated at these higher discharges, and may be damaged. To fulfill responsibilities of
remediation at Stewart Lake Waterfowl Management Area, the Bureau of Reclamation
should provide for protection and modification of dikes and associated infrastructure
threatencd by high discharges; or maintenance and repair of structures damaged by high
discharges. :

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Section 2.5.2 (pg 65). This section implies all federal ownership, but-should include the
phrase “some private agricultural and state wildlife mitigation lands.”

Section 2.6.1.1 (pg 67). Remove the sentence “Kokanee can spawn te a depth of 60 feet
according to Fishes of the Great Basin—A Nutural History (Sigler and Sigler, 1996).”
Add (Sigler and Sigler 1996) reference after the sentence, “They spawn from late May
through early July, and during this period mature fish move into shallow water 2 to 20
feet in depth.” Also, smallmouth bass were originally stocked to promote growth of
rainbow trout, not Kokanee salmon,

(pg 128). Higher and more stable reservoir elevations from November through April
should benefit kokanee salmon egg incubation by inundation of favorable substrates and
reduction of egg desiccation.

Section 3.2.1.2 (pg 132). Lower winter flows, particularly January through March, will
benefit tailwater trout by more closely providing optimum winter habitat as per Modde et
al. (1991) and Johnson et al, (1987).

Section 3.2.3.1.2 (pg 142). 55-57° F (13-14° C) should read 55-59° F (13-15° C) to
match the table.

(pg 143). More frequent high spring flows should scour sediment deposits resulting' from
the Mustang Fire and subsequent ram/flood events.
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Page 3

Section 3.3.1 (pg 148). Discussion of 800 cfs minimum flow should reference both the
1974 Interim Operating Criteria and historic operations, which have adhered to this flow
except in emergencies.

Section 3.6.1.1.2 (pg 158). As described in the General Comments, spillway and bypass
water can be mixed during the high spring release to optimize temperature,

The Committee appreciates the opportunity to review this proposal. Please direct any other
written questions regarding this correspondence to the Resource Development Coordinating
Committee at the above address or call Carolyn Wright at (801) 537-9230 or Kim Frost at {801)
538-7326.

Sincerely,
John Harja

Executive Director
Resource Development Coordinating Committee

Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Final EIS



3. STATE OF UTAH,
GOVERNOR’S OFFICE OF
PLANNING AND BUDGET

3a

Section 4.4.1 of the EIS accurately
characterizes the historic operations. The
issues of daily fluctuations and ramp rate
restrictions are not part of the proposed
action and are, thus, outside the scope of
this EIS; that is to say that any proposed
changes to the existing agreement would
occur through the Flaming Gorge
Working Group.

3b

The temperature recommendations apply
to the base flows, not to spring peak
flows. Spillway use as described in this
comment is outside the scope of the EIS
and would be more appropriately
discussed in the context of ongoing
operations under either alternative. The
EIS notes that spillway use is an
uncertainty and that we may not be able to
use the spillway if O&M costs and dam
safety are a concern.

3c

Activities are Stewart Lake are
undertaken through a cooperative effort
by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
Reclamation, and Utah Division of
Wildlife Resources. An agreement is in
preparation that will address appropriate
ongoing monitoring and maintenance
activities.

3d

It appears that this comment refers to
chapter 3, section 3.6.2. The first
paragraph of that section states “lands
along the Green River, downstream from
the dam, have a variety of ownership and
uses as outlined below.”

3e
Comment incorporated.

3f
Please see section 4.7.1.1.2 of the EIS.

39
Comment incorporated into
section 4.7.2.4.1.2 of the EIS.

3h
Comment incorporated into
section 4.3.4.1.2 of the EIS.

3i
Comment noted.

3

It appears that this comment refers to
chapter 4, section 4.4.1. While the
discussion in section 4.4.1 refers to
hydropower economic analysis for the No
Action and Action Alternatives, and
reference to 1974 operating criteria is
made in section 4.16.2, cumulative
impacts section, this comment is correct;
a minimum flow of 800 cfs has been an
operating procedure under an agreement
with the State since 1974.

3k

The temperature recommendations apply
to the base flows, not to spring peak
flows. Spillway use as described in this
comment is outside the scope of the EIS
and would be more appropriately
discussed in the context of ongoing
operations under either alternative. Please
see response to U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service 2a.
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STATE OF UTAH

OFFICE OF THEATTORNEY GENERAL

MARK L. SHURTLEFF
ATTORNEY GENERAL

RAYMOND A. HINTZE ’ KIRK TORGENSEN
Chief Doputy Chief Deputy

November 15, 2004
VIA FAX (801-379-1159)

Peter Crookston :
Flaming Gorge EIS Manager
Burcau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office

302 East 1860 South

Provo, Utah 84606-7317

Re: Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Draft Environmental Impact Statement
August, 2004

Dear Mr. Crockston:

I write at the request and authorization of the Daggett County Comumission to comment
on Daggett County’s behalf regarding the above-referenced Draft EIS. '

As explained more fully in Daggett County’s own comments, the Draft EIS preferred
alternative aims to release water from the dam at such a’ high volume, over such a lengthy
amount of time, and at such a time during the year, that the release will adversely affect the
commercial and private use of the Green River and hence devastate the businesses of
approximately 13 commercial river and fishing guide and outfitting companies, whose income
depends almost entirely on their customers’ experience on the Green River beneath the dam at a
time when the preferred alternative will almost entirely negate fishing and other experiences due
to high water volume. Most of the owners and employees of the companies threatened by this
action are local citizens of Daggett County, and the local economy stands to suffer if these
businesses are ruined.

The pmpésc of this letter is to advise you on behalf of Daggett County, that these river
guide companies whose employment and revenues are so important to Daggett County’s

Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Final EIS



4b

4c

Peter Crookston

Flaming Gorge EIS Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
November 15, 2004

Page 2

economy, intend to pursue a Court of Claims action under the Tucker Act, 28 U.S.C. § 1491, to
recover compensation for economic loss caused by the actions of the preferred alternative. The
United States Court of Appeals for the Tenth Circuit in Gorden v, Norton, 322 F. 3d 1213 (10™
Cir. 2003), recognized that a Tucker Act remedy is available for loss of business occasioned bya
federal action related to species preservation.

Please note also that Daggett County reserves the right to pursue Tucker Act and other
claims for any other loss or damage that may result from the actions contemplated under the
preferred alternative, including but not limited to any damage that high river flows may cause to
a bridge on an RS 2477 Daggett County road that crosses the Green River below the dam.

Sincerely,

MARK L. SHURTLEFF
UTAH ATTORNEY GENERAL

7 P4

J. &4Ark Ward
Assistant Attorney Generat
Public Lands Section

ce. Utah Association of Counties
Daggett County Commission
Uintah Basin Association of Governments

Comments and Responses
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4. STATE OF UTAH, OFFICE ac .
Comment noted; Reclamation cannot
OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL prejudge liability in a NEPA document. It

is not appropriate to discuss case specific
4a potential litigation in an EIS.

Please see section 4.12 of the EIS and
response to Daggett County 1d and 1e.

4b
Comment noted; Reclamation cannot
prejudge liability in a NEPA document.
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5¢c

5d

5e

5f

UNIVERSITY
Uintah County Office Phone: 435} 781
152 East 100 North Fax: (435) 781
Vernal, UT 84078 Email: uintah@ext.us

Comment on the Flaming Gorge Dam Environmental Impact Staternent
Boyd Kitchen, USU Extension — Uintah County
October 21, 2004

Flood control is one of the authorized purposes of Flaming Gorge Dam but is not addressed in
this EIS. Several aspects of the Action Alternative are predicted to increase the frequency of
flooding in order to assist in the recovery of endangered fish. However, information given in the
EIS indicates that the level of flooding called for in the 2000 Flow and Temperature
Recommendations for the Green River may not be necessary to recover the endangered fish. In
section 8.6.5, “Uncertainties Associated with Flood Plain Inundation™, reference is made to
strategies (e.g., flows exceeding 13,000 cfs versus flows of 18,600 cfs, levee modification, inlet
construction) that could meet the needs of the endangered fish without the extreme flooding
predicted in wet years under the Action Alternative. Why were these strategies not evaluated as
alternatives?

Is there a maximum flow in Reach 2 that if exceeded will jeopardize the recovery of endangered
fish? Shouldn’t the Action Alternative address how to modify flow regimes in order to avoid
exceeding harmful maximum flows within the safety limitations of the Dam?

One aspect of Socioeconomic/Regional Economics that has not been addressed by the EIS is the
damage to irrigation pumps and irrigation systems that will be caused by the higher flows and
increased sedimentation predicted by the Action Alternative. The damage includes the
equipment, the cost of installation and the loss of crop production caused by the inability to
deliver water to upland crops during the time it takes to repair flood caused damaged irrigation
equipment. The crop damage could extend for several years if perennial crops like alfalfa die
before irrigation can be restored. Damage to irrigation pumps and equipment could be minimize:
if adequate warning is given to farmers before peak releases are made. However, litile can be
done if excessive flooding occurs.

In dry years, is there any advantage to the endangered fish in making a 4,600 cf5 release from
Flaming Gorge. If not, then perhaps the water should be saved for later use.

Utah State University Is an affirmative action/equal opportunity employer and educational organizatior.
We offer our programs to persans regardless of race, color, national erigin, gender, religion, age, or disability.

Extending USU to You
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5. UTAH STATE UNIVERSITY
EXTENSION

Sa

While flood control is an authorized
purpose of CRSP, there are no flood
control benefits identified for Flaming
Gorge. Therefore, there are no restrictive
operational rules imposed by the

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for flood
control. However, flood plain inundation
has occurred less frequently since
Flaming Gorge Dam was built.

5b

The referenced strategies do not meet
the purpose and need of this EIS. The
EIS notes that through the adaptive
management process, refinements to the
2000 Flow and Temperature Recommen-
dations and other actions to benefit the
endangered fish are possible. See
section 4.19.5 in the EIS and response to
the National Park Service 3b-3e.

5C

Native and endangered fish evolved under
extreme hydrological conditions which
included flows far in excess of those
described in either the Action or No
Action Alternatives, both of which are
subject to constraints for safe operation of
Flaming Gorge Dam. See section 2.5.1 in
the EIS.
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5d and 5e

Reclamation is not responsible for
damages to improvements or property in
the flood plain. Any improvements have
always been made by property owners at
their own risk. Flood plain inundation has
always occurred along the Green River,
though less frequently since Flaming
Gorge Dam was built. Nevertheless,
though the frequency has declined since
the dam has been in place, there has
always remained the potential for
significant flood plain inundation in wet
years, and that potential will continue
under either alternative. As part of its
operation of Flaming Gorge Dam,
Reclamation has in the past and will
continue to provide public notification
when flows are expected to increase, to
enable property owners along the river to
remove or secure equipment and
livestock.

5f

Anticipated benefits to endangered fish
from a 4,600-cfs release in dry to
moderately wet years include significant
channel maintenance (habitat complexity
and reworking of sediment deposits) in
Reach 1 and achievement of flow
recommendations and associated benefits
in Reaches 2 and 3. See section 4.7.3.2,
Action Alternative subsections in the EIS.
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6b

WYOMING
GAME AND H DEPARTMENT

2@5‘ ‘F* Tarry Clevelaad, Directsr

"Conserving Wildlife - Serving People”
November 15, 2004

WER 9767

Bureau of Reclamation

Upper Colorado Region

Provo Area Office

Draft Environtiiental Impact Statement
Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam

Peter Crookston

Flaming Gorge Environmental Impact Statement Manager
PRO-774/BOR

Provo Area Office

302 Eastl1860 South

Provo, UT 84606-7317

Dear Mr. Crookston:
The staff of the Wyoming Game and Fish Department has reviewed the Environmental

Impact Statement for the operation of Flaming Gorge Dam. We offer the following comments
for your consideration.

Terrestrial Consideration:

The Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
does not address the sport fishery and/or the limnology of Flaming Gorge Reservoir. One of the
largest benefits of Flaming Gorge Reservoir is the recreational opportunity created by this large
reservoir to people of southwestern Wyoming and northern Utah and to those that travel to the
reservoir from across the country. The DEIS needs to address the irpacts of releases and draw
downs on Flaming Gorge Reservoir and how the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) plans to mitigate
or balance water releases to benefit of all forms of recreation created by the reservoir.

Our comments are as follows (Section and page number are included):
S.3.1 Brief History of Flaming Gorge Dam and Reservoir. {Page S-3)

8.3.1.1 Authorized Uses of Flaming Gorge Dam and Reservoir: Colorado River
Development. (Page §-4)

Headquarters: 5400 Bishop Boulevard, Cheyenne, WY 82006-0001
Fax: (307} 777-4610  Web Site: hitp://gf siaie. wy.us
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Mr. Peter Crookston
November 15, 2004
Page 2 WER 9767

Article L(2) of Section 402(a) of the Colorado River Basin Project Act requires that the
Annual Operating Plan for Colorado River reservoirs “,..shall reflect appropriate consideration
of the uses of the reservoirs for all purposes , including flood control, river regulation, beneficial

consumptive uses, power production, water quality control, recreation, enhancement of fish and

wildlife and other environmental factors,”

Comment: The DEIS needs to consider the effects of the Operation of Flaming Gorge
Dam for the recovery program for endangered fishes to the fishery, limnology, and recreational
opportunities as a part of the DEIS. The DEIS does not consider or address the effects of
selective temperature withdrawal or the timing and magnitude of draw down for flows in the
Green River below Flaming Gorge Reservoir for endangered fishes on the reservoir fishery,
limnology of the reservoir, or recreational opportunities provided by the reservoir. According to
the Colorado River Basin Project Act, these issues should be studied and addressed in order to
consider the effects of the Operational Plan presented in the DEIS.

§.3.1.2 Authorized Uses of Flaming Gorge Dam and Reservoir. Flaming Gorge
National Recreation Area. (Page 5-4)

The Flaming Gorge National Recreation Area was established by the Flaming Gorge
National Recreation Area Act of 1968 (P.L. 90-540). According to that act, the purposes of the
Flaming Gorge National Recreation Area include providing public outdoor recreation benefits.

Comment: The act cited above states that the reservoir shall provide for recreation,
which includes fishing, boating, and other forms of recreation as benefits of the reservoir,
Again, the DEIS does not consider any of the recreational benefits that the reservoir provides to
public. '

8.6 Operational Decision Making Process at Flaming Gorge Dam. (Page 5-8)

Nowhere in this section does the DEIS mention how the operation of the dam will protect
the Flaming Gorge Reservoir fishery and recreational benefits provided by the reservoir,

8.9 Scope of Analysis for the Environmental Impact Statement. (Page §-9)

The second paragraph states, “If Reclamation operates Flaming Gorge Dam to achieve
the 2000 Flow and Temperature Recommendations. ... .. consistent with CRSP purposes, then the
effect(s) on the relevant resources/issues, both upstream and downstream from the dam would
be....”

Comment: Article 1.(2) of Section 402(a) of the Colorado River Basin Project Act
requires that the Annual Operating Plan for Colorado River reservoirs “.. .shall reflect
appropriate consideration of the uses of the reservoirs for all purposes, including flood control,
river regulation, beneficial consumptive uses, power production, water guality control,
recreation, enhancement of fish and wildlife and other environmental factors.” The Flaming

Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Final EIS
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Mr. Peter Crookston
November 185, 2004
Page 3 WER 9767

Gorge fishery, limnology of the reservoir and all other recreational benefits effected by the
withdrawals needs to be addressed in the DEIS.

S.11 Description of Alternatives. (Page S-14) 8.11.1.3 Summary of Alternatives
Analyzed in the Flaming Gorge Environmental Impact Statement. (Page S-15)
8.11.1.3.1 No Action Alternative. {Pages 5-15 thru 5-16)

Releases from Flaming Gorge beginning July ! and continuing until November 1 should
be the warmest available, approaching 59 degrees F.

Comment: The DEIS does not address how the current release pattern, based on
reservoir operations since the adoption of the 1992 Biological Opinion, has effected limnology
and productivity of Flaming Gorge Reservoir. Specifically, has a chemocline redeveloped in the
Canyon area of the reservoir? How have these releases effected the development of
thermoclines, the temperature budget of the reservoir, and productivity? Have releases increased
the potential for blue-green algae blooms to occur in the upper poriion of the reservoir? None of

these parameters have been discussed under the “ No Action Alternative” and/or the “Action
Alternative.”

§.11.1.3.2 Action Alternative. (Pages 5-16 thru §-18)

Comment: The “Action Alternative” would not mimic natural flow events in the Green
River sections targeted as well as the “No Action Alternative,”

S8.13 Operational Description. (Page $-19)
8.13.1 Safe Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam. (Pages S-19 thru §-20)

Reservoir. It states, “For this reason, the reservoir elevation is infentionally drawn down
during the fall and winter months.”

Comments: Draw down prior to the operation of Flaming Gorge Dam under the 1992
Biological Opinion was erratic and varied considerably from year to year (fluctuations up to 25
feet). Since the 1992 Biological Opinion, releases and draw downs, especially between October
1 (kokanee spawning begins) and May 30 (kokanee fiy emergence complete) has been less
erratic and varied (less than 12 feet), Estimates of emergent kokanee survival after reservoir
draw down from depth-adjusted mortality were 8.3% and 38.1% for elevation reductions of 3.3
feet and 16.4 feet, respectively (Modde et al. 1997). Modde et al. also found “that greater
number of fry emerged from shallower depths in Flaming Gorge. Therefore, unless bias
associated with depth-related mortality is accounted for, estimates of kokanee fry losses due to
reservoir draw downs may be underestimated.” Prior correspondence with the BOR from the
Department asked the BOR to keep the draw down of the reservoir from October 1 (beginning of
spawn) to May 30 (emergence complete) to 8 feet or less. We will continue to request this
regardless of which Action Alternative is adopted by BOR for the operation of Flaming Gorge
Dam.
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§.13.2 Reservoir Operations Process Under the No Action Alternative. (Pages §-20 thru
8-22) 813.2.3 (Pages §-21 and §-22)

The first paragraph on page S-22 of the DEIS states, “ After September 15, releases from
Flaming Gorge Dam could be increased...........

Comment: If natural river flows are to be mimicked, why should releases from Flaming
Gorge Dam be increased instead of being operated at & base flow? Decreasing reservoir
elevation after October 1 will result in the loss of kokanee eggs (recruitment) along the
shorelines of the reservoir. The kokanee population in Flaming Gorge Reservoir supports a
nationally important sport fishery and is the primary forage sustaining the lake trout fishery in
Flaming Gorge Reservoir.

5.13.2.4 Winter Operations (Late Base Flow) (Page 5-22)

The first paragraph states, “There are no specific flow recommendations provided by the
1992 Biological Opinion from November to May.”

Comment: In order to account for kokanee spawning and emergence of fry, the above
sentence would better serve the resource if it stated, “There are no specific flow
recommendations provided by the 1992 Biological Opinion from October 1 to May 30.” Flows
during this period need to be reduced, so draw down is slowed by October 1 and no later than
October 15 to accommodate spawning kokanee. Flows from Flaming Gorge Dam should not be
increased above inflow levels to the reservoir until after May 30 to accommodate maximum
survival of emerging kokanee fry, and no carlier than May 15 to accommodate the peak of
emergence of kokanee fry. Draw down of the reserveoir should be less than 8 vertical feet.

S.13.3.1 Operations in May through July (Spring Period). (Pages 5-23 thru §-26)

First paragraph states, “Under the Action Alternative, Reclamation would establish a
hydrologic classification for the spring period (May through July) based on the April forecasted
unregulated Inflow.” - :

Comment: In order to accommodate maximum survival of emerging kokanee fry, the
spring period should be classified as June through July.

S.13.3.3 Operations in August through February (Base Flow Period). (Pages
§-26 and §-27)

Comment: During the base flow period (August through February), it is critical that large
releases and therefore large draw downs of the reservoir not occur after Oct. 1. Should the
reservoir elevation be above critical levels, releases should be increased and draw down should

Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Final EIS
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occur prior to October 1. Reservoir elevations should not be decreased more than 8 feet until
maximum emergence of kokanee fry has occurred (May30),

S.13.3.4 Operations in March and April (Transition period). (Pages 8-27 and §-28)

Comments: The period of kokanee emergence from the shorelines of Flaming Gorge
Reservoir identified above should be addressed in the DEIS. Kokanee and brown trout eggs
spawned in the Green River between Fontenelle and Flaming Gorge Reservoirs should be taken
into account when releases from Fontenelle are made. Increased flows from Fontenelle after the
ice goes off of the Green River is advantageous for emerging kokanee fry and is a key to the
timing of emergence and downstream migration to Flaming Gorge Reservoir. However, the
timing and volume of early spring flows is critical to the survival and emergence of both kokanee
and brown trout fry. Parsons and Hubert (1988) sampled fry in the Green River beginning on
March 22 through May 27 when sampling was discontinued due to high flows. The largest
numbers of fry were sampled on May 22. Emergence of kokanee fry in the Green River likely
continues through the end of May. Flows should remain steady from Fontenelle Reservoir until
all ice has left the lower Green River. Increased flows from Fontenelle Reservoir should mimic
inflows into Fontenelle Reservoir, with increasing flows taking place in the later part of April or
early May.

S.14 Environmental Consequences. (Page §-28)
8.14.2 Water Quality, Water Temperature, and Sediment Transport. (Page §-32)

Paragraph one addresses the effects of draw down on the frequency and severity of algal
blooms in Flaming Gorge Reservoir. The conclusion described in this paragraph is correct,
“reservoir draw downs during drought conditions cause larger algal blooms.”

Comment: Blooms of blue-green algae are an annual oceurrence on Flaming Gorge
Reservoir. The severity and extent of the blooms appears to be tied to drought conditions (poor
inflow} and draw down (reservoir elevation). Prolific fish kills in the inflow of the reservoir
have occurred during severe algae blooms. Large releases from Flaming Gorge Dam should be
minimized during drought years to avoid unusually severe and large scale blue-green algae
blooms, Discussion of other limnological parameters of Flaming Gorge Reservoir was not
included in this section of the DEIS.

Table S-9. --- Weight and Percent increase in sediment transport under the Action
Alternative compared to the No Action Aliernative. (Page S33)

Comment: Numbers in Reach 1 suggest sediment loading will increase under the Action
Alternative. Reach 1 is likely sediment starved because of Flaming Gorge Dam, How will
changing the flow regime increase sediment transport by up to 56%? The DEIS needs to explain
the mechanism by which sediment transport will increase under the Action Alternative.

§.14.14 Recreation (Page S-37)
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Comment: There is no mention of impacts to recreational facilities (boat ramps, cut
through between the Horse Shoe Canyon and Lower Flaming Gorge, etc.) on Flaming Gorge
Reservoir under the No Action or the Action Alternative.

Statements in this section are broad and contain little substance, More information needs
to be provided in the DEIS to address both positive and negative impacts to both the river below
Flaming Gorge Dam and especially the Reservoir above Flaming Gorge Dam. Much of the
Reservoir recreation is based on the fishery, which can be significantly impacted by dam

operations. An analysis of the Action Alternative’s expected impacts on the fishery-based
recreation would be appropriate.

8.15 Cumulative Impacts. (Pages S-37 and $-38)

Comment: Third paragraph, second sentence ignores the contribution of the sport fishery
created in Flaming Gorge Reservoir and the significant benefits the reservoir fishery has to the -
economy of Sweetwater County, Wyoming and Daggett County, Utah,

This fishery can be significantly affected by timing and extent of draw downs. The DEIS
needs to address how the pattern of reservoir draw down under the Action Alterative will impact
the reservoir fishery.

5.16 Uncertainties. (Page S-38)

Comment: The document does not mention the uncertainties the No Action or Action
Alternative will have on the Flaming Gorge fishery, limnology of the reservoir, or recreational
facilities on the reservoir.

S.17 Addressing Uncertainties Through Adaptive Management. (Pages $-41 and S-42)

Comment: Changing the operations at Flaming Gorge Dam has the potential to affect
(both positively and negatively) the Reservoir as significantly as the River below. The DEIS
should address how the BOR will monitor changes to the limnology and reproductive success
and recruitment of kokanee, lake trout, and smallmouth bass found in Flaming Gorge Reservoir.

Issues associated with the fishery should be monitored by our Department and UDWR by
funds made available by the USFW under the Endangered Fishes Recovery Program. The
Flaming Gorge Working Group would take under advisement changes to the Operations of
Flaming Gorge Reservoir, which would be of value in improving the reservoir fishery.

5.18 Environmental Commitments. (Pages S-42 and 8-43)

Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Final EIS
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6w Comment: A line item conceming the Flaming Gorge fishery and the limnology of the
Teservoir, as stated above, should be included.

Sincerely,
Lif
[#BILL WICHERS
" " DEPUTY DIRECTOR
BW:VS:as
cc: Mary Flanderka-Governor's Planning Office
USFWS
REFERENCES:

Modde, T, R.J. Jerie, W.A. Hubert and R.D. Gipson. 1997. Estimating the impacts of reservoir
elevation changes on Kokanee emergence in Flaming Gorge Reservoir, Wyoming — Utah.
North American Journal of Fiskeries Management 17: 470-473.

Parsons, B.G. and W A, Hubert. 1988. Reproductive characteristics of two Kokance stocks in

tributaries to Flaming Gorge Reservoir, Utah and Wyoming, Great Basin Naturalist
48:46-30. '
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6. WYOMING GAME AND FISH
DEPARTMENT

6a

For detailed descriptions and analysis,
please refer to the EIS sections 3.7.1 and
4.7.1. The Executive Summary provides
a brief overview and is intended to be
concise.

6b

The EIS analyzes and discusses the
potential impacts for all resources for
Flaming Gorge Reservoir. No significant
impacts to the reservoir or mitigation
needs were identified. Please see
sections 3.2.1.1, 3.3.1, 3.3.2, 3.7.1, 3.11,
4.3.1,4.3.3,4.7.1,and 4.11 in the EIS.

6C

Please see sections 3.2.1.1, 3.3.1, 3.3.2,
3.7.1,3.11,43.1,43.3,4.7.1,and 4.11 in
the EIS for the discussion of these effects.

6d

The recreation section of the EIS (4.11)
describes impacts, by recreation activity,
to both Flaming Gorge Reservoir and the
Green River as a result of differences in
reservoir water levels and river instream
flows between the alternatives.

6e

The recreation section of the EIS
(section 4.11) evaluated impacts to boat
fishing based on water level fluctuation
between alternatives.

6f

The long-term history and impacts of the
reservoir operation on algae and
productivity in the reservoir are addressed
in section 3.3.2 of the EIS. In general, the
combinations of hydrology and operations
from 1983 through about 2000 has
resulted in higher summer and fall
reservoir elevations due to decreased
drawdown. This has generally reduced
the magnitude of blue-green algae blooms
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as explained in section 3.3.2. The
conditions under either the Action or the
No Action Alternatives would have
resulted in very similar conditions over
these same time periods. Water quality in
the reservoir generally is slightly
improved in the post 1992 Biological
Opinion operating conditions and would
continue under either alternative.

The overall heat budget in Flaming Gorge
Reservoir was slightly altered by
initiation of operation of the selective
withdrawal structure to warm the Green
River tailwater in 1978. This resulted in a
little colder water in the winter and a little
more of Flaming Gorge Reservoir being
frozen over. However, no changes that
have been made since 1978 would alter
the heat budget in a perceivable way. The
chemocline has not fully redeveloped
since the reservoir turned completely over
in the winter of 1981-82. The reservoir
has become strongly chemically stratified
in the canyons reach nearer the dam, but
then turned over again. There is no
indication another decadal chemocline
will develop with foreseeable future
conditions.

69

Figure 4.1 in the EIS indicates that, on
average, drawdown of Flaming Gorge
Reservoir under the Action Alternative
between October and May (Kokanee
incubation period) will be less than the
No Action Alternative, the latter being no
more than the 8-foot maximum requested
by Wyoming Game and Fish Department.
See sections 3.2.1.1, 3.3.1, 3.3.2, 3.7.1,
3.11,4.3.1,4.3.3,4.7.1,and 4.11 in the
EIS.

6h

Under normal operations, or when inflows
are sufficient or great enough to maintain
reservoir storage while also maintaining
the recommended flows under the Action
and No Action Alternatives, drawdown
elevations will most likely be within

8 feet of the previous year’s peak



elevation. It is, however, possible that the
reservoir elevation of Flaming Gorge will
be such that a drawdown of greater than

8 feet would be necessary for safe
operation of the dam in certain
circumstances. Reclamation will

always operate Flaming Gorge Reservoir
to maintain safe levels given varying
hydrologic conditions.

Typical drawdown levels in average years
would be about 8 feet under the No
Action Alternative and about 4 feet under
the Action Alternative as is shown in the
Hydrological Technical Appendix.

6i

The No Action Alternative operates
Flaming Gorge to achieve the flow
objectives of the 1992 Biological
Opinion. The 1992 Biological Opinion
allows releases to be increased after
September 15 when it is necessary to
release more water to operate Flaming
Gorge Reservoir safely. Reclamation
would operate under the No Action
Alternative to safely operate Flaming
Gorge within the constraints of the

1992 Biological Opinion unless
conditions were such that safe operation
of the dam could be in jeopardy. As has
been done historically, Reclamation
would consider the resource needs of the
kokanee in the operational
decisionmaking based on information
provided by the Flaming Gorge Working
Group. In such case, operations would be
guided to maintain safe conditions of
Flaming Gorge Reservoir. See answer 6g
and 6h above and EIS sections 3.2.1.1,
3.3.1,332,3.7.1,3.11,43.1,43.3,4.7.1,
and 4.11.

6]

The conditions imposed by the

1992 Biological Opinion cannot be
changed. The No Action Alternative
operates Flaming Gorge to achieve the
flow objectives of the 1992 Biological
Opinion. This opinion does make specific

recommendation for the period from the
spring peak release through the end of
October. It does not, however, have
specific recommendations for the period
from November through the spring peak.
Under the No Action Alternative,
Reclamation would operate Flaming
Gorge Dam to use the flexibility during
this time to maintain safe levels in the
reservoir. See answer to 6g and 6h above.

6k

This classification was not conceived to
account for kokanee survival but rather
for implementation of the 2000 Flow and
Temperature Recommendations for
threatened and endangered fish below
Flaming Gorge Dam (i.e., Action
Alternative).

6l

Reclamation would safely operate
Flaming Gorge Reservoir under the
Action Alternative to achieve maximum
resource benefit within the flexibility
provided for in the 2000 Flow and
Temperature Recommendations. See
answer to 6g and 6h above and EIS
sections 3.2.1.1, 3.3.1, 3.3.2, 3.7.1, 3.11,
43.1,4.3.3,4.7.1,and 4.11.

6m

Operations of Fontenelle Dam are outside
the scope of the Flaming Gorge EIS.
Kokanee in Flaming Gorge are discussed
in sections 3.7.1.1,4.7.1.1.1,4.7.1.1.2,
and 4.7.2.4.2.2.

6n

It has previously been noted that drought
and greater reservoir drawdown result in
larger blue-green algae blooms in the
inflow area of Flaming Gorge Reservoir.
The seasonally adjusted flows as
recommended in the 1992 Biological
Opinion result in lower summer releases
in all years, including and especially in
drought years. That has decreased
summer draw down, which is why water
quality in the inflow area has improved
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since implementation of the seasonally
adjusted flows as recommended in the
1992 Biological Opinion. See section 3.2
in the EIS.

60

It is anticipated that higher flows in
Reach 1 will increase erosion of bed
material and bank material in portions of
Reach 1. Channel morphological changes
could occur as a result of this increased
erosion. For example, local channel
widening could result from this increase
in bank erosion. Details of the sediment
transport analysis for the EIS are found in
the Technical Appendix (Effects of
Flaming Gorge Operations Under the
1992 Biological Opinion and the

2000 Flow and Temperature Recommen-
dations on Sediment Transport in Green
River).

6p

The Flaming Gorge Reservoir recreation
visitation analysis was based on a facility
availability approach. Information on
facility availability is provided in the
recreation sections of both the EIS
(section 3.11 and 4.11) and Technical
Appendix (Recreation Visitation and
Valuation Analysis).

6q

Much more detail on the recreation
analysis is found in the EIS (section 3.11
and 4.11) as compared to the Executive
Summary.
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or

A detailed recreation and
socioeconomic/regional economic
analysis was developed and described in
the EIS (section 4.12).

6s
Please see sections 3.2.1.1, 3.3.1, 3.3.2,
3.7.1,3.11,43.1,43.3,4.7.1, and 4.11.

6t, 6u, and 6w

The EIS analyzes and discusses the
potential impacts for all resources for
Flaming Gorge Reservoir. No significant
impacts to the reservoir or mitigation
needs were identified; therefore, an
uncertainties section and an
environmental commitment for the
reservoir were not necessary. However,
Reclamation limnological studies are
currently ongoing in the upper portions of
Flaming Gorge Reservoir. See

sections 3.2.1.1, 3.3.1, 3.3.2, 3.7.1, 3.11,
43.1,433,47.1,and 4.11

6V

As stated in section 4.7.1 of the EIS, the
Action Alternative would be expected to
benefit kokanee because reservoir
elevations will fluctuate less between
seasons and will tend to be higher. The
EIS does not show positive or negative
effects to the reservoir fishery of a
magnitude that would warrant special
actions over and above ongoing
management by the States of Wyoming
and Utah.



State Engineer’s Office  owermewnma

HERSCHLER BUILDING, 4-E CHEYENNE, WYOMING 82002 PATRICK T. TYRRELL
(307) 777-7354 FAX (307) 777-8451 STATE ENGINEER

seoleg@state.wy.us
November 8, 2004

Mr, Peter Crookston

Flaming Gorge EIS Manager, PRO-774
U.5. Bureau of Reclamation

Provo Area Office

302 East 1860 South

Provo, Utah 84606-7317

Re:  Wyoming State Engineer’s Office Comments on August 2004 “Operation of Flaming
Gorge Dam Draft Environmental Impact Statement”

Dear Mr, Crookston:

The Wyoming State Engineer’s Office was involved in the negotiation of the Upper
Colorado River Endangered Fish Recovery Program (Program) and has actively patticipated in
the Program’s conduct since its initiation, Accordingly, we have followed and advised the
Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) concerning the prepatation of the subject “Operation of
Flaming Gorge Dam Draft Environmental Impact Statement” (DEIS) since Reclamation
proposed preparing a National Environmentai Policy Act (NEPA) document subsequent to the
issuance of the 1992 Biological Opinion on operation of Flaming Gorge Dam and Powerplant by
the Fish and Wildlife Service (Service). The 1992 biological opinion included a requirement for
additional studies to address uncertainties and data gaps relative to the life history and habitat
needs of the endangered fish species and intended to result in refinement of the Service’s 1992
recommendations.  The September 2000 Flow and Temperature Recommendations Jfor
Endangered Fishes in the Green River downstream of Flaming Gorge Dam represents the
culmination of the additional studies pursuant to the 1992 opinion.

The Wyoming State Engineer’s Office supports the action allernative set forth in this
DEIS and urges Reclamation to issue the Record of Decision as promptly as practical. Further,
as was the case in 1992 when the prior biological opinion on the operation of Flaming Gorge
Dam was issued, the biological opinion to be issued in November and included with the final EIS
for the dam’s operation will, we believe, continue to acknowledge there are many remaining
uncertainties and hypotheses about the dam’s effects on the endangered fish and their habitat.
Accordingly, the adaptive tmanagement approach that has historically and will continue to
underlie the Program must continue to be used to guide and further refine operations of the
Flaming Gorge Dam and Powerplant. The biological response of the endangered fish species to
dam and powerplant-related operations remains the primary guiding determinant of whether

Surface Water Ground Water Interstate Streams Board of Control
(307 771-7354 (307) 777-6163 (307 777-6151 (307) 777-6178
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Reclamation’s dam operations and the Recovery Program’s accomplishments are meeting the
Program’s objectives. = The extensive discussions of “Uncertainties” and “Addressing
Uncertainties Through Adaptive Management” found in the DEIS recognizes these facts and
their ramifications for continuing within the “framework of the ongoing Recovery Program.”

[mportantly, the “Environmental Commitments” found in this NEPA document note that
Reclamation will continue to participate in the Recovery Program and “the adaptive management
process would rely on ongoing or added Recovery Program activities for monitoring and studies
to test the outcomes of modifying flows and release temperatures from Flaming Gorge Dam.”
This is, in our view, the prudent and necessary course of action. The Wyoming State Engineer’s
Office continues to support the adaptive management approach that is advocated as a basic
element of the action altemative. Under this approach, further refinement of the flow
recommendations will oceur to accomplish the objectives of the Federal action while meeting all
authorized project purposes of the Flaming Gorge Unit of the Colorade River Storage Project.
This necessarily requires a balancing of competing uses of the available water resources — and the
providing of reservoir releases that benefit and provide the needed amount of nursery and other
fish habitats while maintaining the greatest amount of conservation storage in the reservoir.
Specifically, Reclamation is obligated to minimize the quantity of bypass tube and spiliway flows
to preserve conservation storage consistent with the Colorado River Storage Project Act while, to
the extent practical, meeting the flow and temperature conditions specified in the 2000
Temperature and Flow Recommendations. It is fully anticipated that through the Recovery
Program’s collaborative, adaptive management approach, a reasonable balancing of the
competing demands placed upon the water resources can be accomplished.

As you may be aware, the Wyoming State Engineer’s Office was approached about being
a cooperating agency to assist Reclamation with the preparation of the subject DEIS when the
effort was initiated. Our office declined to do so for several reasons. First, re-operation of
Flaming Gorge Dam has been a key element of the voluntary and collaborative conduct of the
Program. Second, re-operation of the dam was mandated by the 1992 biological opinion, and
further, we believe that Reclamation unilateraily decided voluntarily to prepare this EIS based on
a desire to inform its constituency once the additional studies mandated by the 1992 opinion had
been completed.

Reclamation has had great difficulty in generating alternatives to analyze beyond the
“action alternative”, because there really is no viable alternative beyond the preferred
alternative/action alternative that complies with the Colorado River Storage Project Act, the
Endangered Species Act and the mandates imposed by the previously issued biological opinion,
There is no other alternative consistent with Reclamation’s participation as a partner in the
Program. The Wyoming State Engineer’s Office has consistently advised Reclamation of our
concerns that preparing this EIS could divert Recovery Program personnel and other resources
away from ongoing Recovery Program efforts under the pretext of analyzing a decision that
realistically had already been reached when the Program was initiated in 1988. Fortunately, the
DEIS has finally been developed and released after many delays and difficultics.

Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Final EIS
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Discussion of the Recovery Program should include specific mention of the Program’s
dual objectives to recover the four species of endangered fish while allowing the participating
States’ to develop their Compact-apportioned water supplies. The Program is intended to
provide the reasonable and prudent alternative to offset the depletion impacts of existing water
projects as well as new water projects (those occurring after the initiation of the Recovery
Program in January 1988). The DEIS has specifically described the individual biological
opinions that rely upon re-operation of the Flaming Gorge Dam but fails to mention the overall
role of the dam’s re-operation as a part of the Recovery Program.

Once again, we urge Reclamation to expeditiously move forward with issuing the record
of decision to complete this NEPA process and to continue to work cooperatively with its
partners in the ongoing, successfil Upper Colorado River Endangered Fish Recovery Program.
Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments. Should you have any questions,
please don’t hesitate to contact this office.

With best regards,

Patrick T. Tyrrell
State Engineer

PTT/jws/jp
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7b
7. WYOMING STATE See sections 1.4.4, 1.4.3 and 1.9.2.1 of the

ENGINEER’S OFFICE EIS regarding the proposed action and its
relationship to the management actions of
7a the Recovery Program.

See sections 1.4.4 and 4.16.4.1.1 of the
EIS regarding the dual role of the
Recovery Program in recovering the
endangered species while allowing water
development to continue.
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Mr. Peter Crookston
Flaming Gorge EIS Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office

302 East 1860 South

Provo, UT 84606-7317

November 8§, 2004

Dear Peter,

RE: PRO-774

Ramscy Bentley and Seth Wittke of the Wyoming State Geological Survey Hazards Section
would like to make the following comments on the Flaming Gorge Dam Drafi Environmental

Impact Statement.

82 water quality within the Wyoming reaches of the reservoir.

We have no specific concerns with the proposed action. In fact, the action may serve to improve

The geographic areas most affected by the Bureau of Reclamation’s proposed action are in Utah
and Colorado, downstream on the Green River. The action involves modifying water releases
from Flaming Gorge Dam throughout the year. The medifications do not appear to present any
substantial changes to the present operating effects of the dam on Flaming Gorge reservoir, the
Wyoming portion of the Green River, or the surrounding areas. In fact, the modifications are
predicted to reduce the frequency and extent that the reservoir would be drawn down annually,
which in turn should promote improved water quality in the reservoir. This should also prove to
reduce the frequency of algal blooms during the fall in the northernmost part of the reservoir.

All pertinent data was checked, including landslide, earthquake, and hydrologic data, for effect
by the proposed action. The only other possible detrimental effect is that there are a few
landslides along Flaming Gorge Reservoir, That may be influenced by the cycling of water
depth. However this happens seasonally, so we’re not sure if the new water level changes will
cause any new slope stability problems. The majority of this proposal is outside of Wyoming, so

very little of the report is pertinent to the state,
Sincerely,

Ronald C. Surdam
State Geologist

Cc: Governor’s Planning Office

Serving Wyoming Since 1933
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8. WYOMING STATE
GEOLOGICAL SURVEY

8a
Comments noted.
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LocAL AGENCIES

1. Daggett County, State of Utah

Rock Springs, Wyoming, Chamber of Commerce
Town of Manila, Utah

TriCounty Health Department

Uintah County, State of Utah

o a0 kA w N

Uintah Mosquito Abatement District
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DAGGETT COUNTY

STATE OF UTAH
- 95 North 100 West
PO. Box 219
Manila, Utah 84046

November 15, 2004

Mr. Peter Crookston

Flaming Gorge Environmental Impact Statement
PRO-774 Bureau of Reclamation

Provo Area Office

302 East 1850 South

Provo, Utah 84606-7317

Dear Mr. Crookston:

Thanks for the opportunity to respond to the Flaming Gorge Dam Operations DEIS.

Daggett County was not asked to be a cooperating agency for this project. We wish we
would have been since this could greatly impact Daggett County employment, businesses,
visitors and the people living here.

In 1992 a biological opinion was developed. This was used to recommend operational
guidelines for the Dam. Was a study done to determine the effects of this opinion? If so
could we get a copy of this?

The DEIS proposed action is to increase flows under different conditions.

There is a major error in the Document on Page 117. 3.13.2 “River flows in Reach 1.. .
“The river has exceeded 18,000 CTS five (5) times in the past 10 years and 20 times in the
past 20 years.” This is misleading, as the highest the river has been since the Dam was
completed is 12,300 CFS in 1983.

How is this major error in the DEIS on water flows going to be communicated to the
public?

When the river flows in Reach 1 exceed 4600 CFS a lot of things change. First, it becomes
almost impossible for commercial guides to get people to fish the river under high flow
conditions, Therefore, most fishermen stay away under these conditions. Second, with
high flows some of the infrastructure becomes threatened and third, the high flows cause a

safety issue.
Commissioriers: LCleti/Troasurer: AuditorRecordsr: Assessor: Sherif; Afforney:
Chad L. Reed Vicky MoKes RaNaa Wilde Lesa Asay Allen Campball Dsnnis L. Judd
clreed@daggett. state. utus 435-784-3154 435-784-3210 435-784-3222 435-784-3255 Daputy Attornay:
Craig W. Collett umckes@daggett state.utus  rwido@daggett.state.utus * lasay@daggett.state.utus  acampbell@daggelt state. ut.us Raghelle Palmer
ccollett@daggett state.ut.us 435-789-5359
Siewart |eith Fax: 435-788-7076
sleth@daggett state.ut.us Fax Number: 425-784-3335 481 West 200 South
435-784-3218 Vernal, UT 84078
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Three Areas of Concern

1} Socio Economic Impacts

In your opening statements about public concerns, "Socioeconomics” (Tourism related
jobs and income) is listed, but we cannot find where loss of jobs and income is
specifically addressed.

We have not had time to do surveys or complete analysis to estimate losses with
increased flows. We have been able to generate some rough estimates.

The Forest Service allows 50 Commercial Guides to float the river each day in the
spring until June 15%. Attachment #1 shows the Guide Launches for 2004, May
averages 30/day and June averages 40/day. Attachment #2 shows the effects of high
flows. During May of 1999 flows reached 6500 CFS the daily guide trips on the 24th -
29t dropped to between 0 and 7 daily trips.

Over a dozen businesses heavily rely on visitors to the river for their livelihood, Not
only the guided fishing trips, but the lodging, restaurant, raft rentals, fishing supplies
and R.V. parks, etc.

In the month of May almost all business in the Dutch John area is tied to the river.
Very few people have started to visit the Flaming Gorge Reservoir or other areas,

When high flows occur, it greatly affects many businesses in Daggett County. If the
Action Alternative is adopted Daggett County and its businesses will seek restitution
for losses and damages. Without restitution most of these businesses will not be able to
remain in business. Mark Ward from the State Attorney General's office is
representing Daggett County on this matter. See attachment #3,

* Estimated Jobs lost during the period of high flows is 80. (16% of the total
County employment) See Attachment #4.

* [Estimated Sales loss for four (4) weeks over 8600 CFS plus 2 week ramp up and
ramp down would be approximately $1.8 million, See Attachment #5 & #6.

1f  Will Businesses, the County and employees be reimbursed for economic losses?

62 —

2) Infrastructure Damage and Loss

In 1983 the bridge at Taylor Flat was washed out. In 1984 the bridge was replaced. This
bridge is the only really good access to the south side of the river between the Flaming
Gorge Dam and Jensen. The Swinging Bridge at the Colorado State Line provides
some access although it is a suspension bridge and very narrow. The Taylor Flat
Bridge provides access to the Taylor Flat Subdivision that has 1000 lots, Most are not

Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Final EIS



19

1h

developed but several residents live there year round. Mention is made in the DEIS
about possible damage to this structure with high flows. We are not aware of any
study to determine what flows this bridge could withstand.

Would monies be available to replace this bridge quickly if needed?

In 1999 many of the trial between the Dam and Little Hole. In 1983 the Spillway Road
and Boat Ramp were washed out. These things could have longer term effects on
businesses and visitors.

We believe these impacts should have been better addressed in the DEIS.

3) Safety Concerns
With higher flows the velocity of the river would increase greatly {possibly from 2 mph
to 8 mph). This increased velocity, plus the high flows would make accidents more
serious for those who happen to tip over their boat or raft. People have rafted, and
wade fished this river the past few years during the low flows could be caught off
guard by the increased depth and speed of the river, which could lead to more serious
accidents. :

Thank you for considering these comments. Please respond to the questions which are
underlined.

§lﬂcere£y,

C_ s ”A T"{acf £ ; 0 ﬁ%\

Chad Reed Craig Collett Stewart Leith
Commission Chair Commissioner Commissioner
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Ruareqmenr T/

April 424 798 45 1,195 2,756 2,675 18 187
May 777 1,533 70 1,394 4,101 3,585 168 280
June 883 1,705 50 2,093 7,219 3,535 3,232 583
July 466 938 81 2,525 13,726 2,468 10,841 701
August 396 767 33 1,614 7,898 1,668 5,757 333
Septembear 512 1,016 32 908 2,855 1,654 855 151
October
TOTAL 3,458 |6,757| 311 9,730 | 38,555 |15,595]20,672| 2,245
hdonthscs e OEbanh ;
April 51 103 4 41 1,865 1,841 18 13
May 122 266 6 70 2,718 2,556 116 53
June 343 672 5 56 3,422 2,997 367 58
July 154 287 12 67 4,041 2,223 1,789 29
August 65 120 8 25 2,708 1,395 1,284 30
September 85 183 4 33 1,785 1,385 379 21
Cctober
TOTAL 820 1,641 39 292 16,638 12,397 3,953 204
[Combined Total 4,278 8,398 350 10,022 55,093 27,992 24,625 2,449 |
Booths were Slaffed for six hours a day Monday through Thursday
Booths were Staffed for ten hours a day Friday through Sunday
30 /pe
Goioe //‘W"’”” 7

/]/]‘qu/ }QUIiﬂﬁfet‘“

— RN : L
~ i [li/c(\’ﬂ
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. May-98 May-99 May-00 Jun-98 Jun-99 Jun-00
Date # ot Trips # of Trips # Of Trips Date # of Trips # of Trips # of Trips
1-May 25 33 34 1-dun 24 12 23
2-May 29 23 42 2-Jun 16 12 30
3-May 16 25 33 3-Jun 16 17 32
4-May 31 23 38 4-Jun 18 11 23
5-May 29 21 30 5-Jun 27 23 26
8-May 18 22 33 B-Jun 24 15 28
7-May 18 25 26 7-Jun 20 17 27
8-May 25 19 30 8-Jun 27 8 37
9-May 19 13 3 9-Jun 24 11 37
10-May 11 14 27 10-Jun 27 27 25
11-May 16 16 18 11-Jun 22 7 14
. 12-May 17 20 29 12-Jun 19 10 36

13-May 26 22 24 13-dun 30 15 31
14-May 26 21 16 14-Jun 28 21 31
15-May 32 32 9 15-Jun 30 24 33
18-May 28 24 18 16-Jun 15 20 35
17-May 19 30 24 17-Jun 15 13 26
18-May 24 30 33 18-Jun 21 21 17
18-May 17 18 42 19-Jun 30 19 24
20-May 22 25 42 20-Jun 30 16 29
21-May 25 34 27 21-Jun 19 22 32
22-May 15 a4 28 22-Jun 25 20 25
23-May 30 12 24 23-Jun 30 15 38
24-May 24 . 13 24-Jun 25 28 27
25-May 18 /0] 18 25-dun 20 38 22
26-May 8 [ 2 | 25 26-Jun 26 28 23
27-May 9 i 0 | 28 27-dun 24 23 22
28-May 14 N 25 28-Jun 17 25 14
28-May 19 N 7/ 12 29-Jun 20 24 13
30-May 33 30 13 30-Jun 21 25 11
31-May 15 12 20

TOTAL 658 593 822 TOTAL 690 269 796

May Guide Trips 1998-2000

®

2

|

=

B

E™S

N b W A Y N S g A A
S A AN <°<\ A & Q\%G\\ AN 43\*'1, \'L(O\Q(?Q"b <Q\‘?Sb@\fb
Date N
o Kewen Qeeae  Assnrpnt wotMavpeon U SFES.
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STATE OFUTAH

OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL

MARK L. SHURTLEFF
ATTORNEY GENERAL

RAYMOND A, HINTZE KiRi TORGENSEN
Chief Daputy Chisf Deputy

November 15, 2004
VIA FAX (801-379-1159)

Peter Crookston

Flaming Gorge EIS Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Arca Office

302 East 1860 South

Provo, Utah 84606-7317

Re: Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Angust, 2004

Dear Mz, Crookston:

I write at the request and authorization of the Dagpett County Commission to comment
on Daggett County’s behalf regarding the above-referenced Draft FIS.

As explained more fully in Daggett County’s own comments, the Draft EIS preferred
alternative aims to refease water from the dam at such 2 high volume, over such a lengthy
amount of time, and at such a time during the year, that the release will adversely affect the
commercial and private use of the Green River and hence devastate the businesses of
approximately 13 commercial river and fishing guide and outfitting companies, whose income
depends almost entirely on their customers® experience on the Green River beneath the dam ata
time when the preferred altemative will almost entirely negate fishing and other experiences due
to high water volume. Most of the owners and employees of the companies threatened by this
action are local citizens of Daggett County, and the local economy stands to suffer if these
businesses are ruined.

The purpose of this letter is to advise you on behalf of Daggett County, that these river
guidp companies whose employment and revenues are so impertant to Daggett County’s

66 ~— Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Final EIS
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Peter Crookston

Flaming Gorge EIS Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
November 15, 2004

Page 2

economy, intend to pursue a Court of Claims action under the Tucker Act, 28 U.S.C. § 1491, to
recover compensation for economic loss caused by the actions of the preferred aiternative. The
United States Court of Appeals for the Tenth Circuit in Gordon v. Norton, 322 F. 3d 1213 (10
Cir. 2003), recognized that a Tucker Act remedy is available for loss of business occasioned bya
federal action related to species preservation,

Please note also that Daggett County reserves the right to pursue Tucker Act and other
claims for any other loss or damage that may result from the actions contemplated under the
preferred altemative, including but not limited to any damage that high river flows may cause to
abridge on an RS 2477 Daggett County road that crosses the Green River below the dam.

Sincerely,

MARK L. SHURTLEFF
UTAH ATTORNEY GENERAL

72

J. dvtark Ward
Agssistant Attorney General
Public Lands Section

cc. Utah Association of Counties
Daggett County Commission
Uintah Basin Association of Governments
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AriaTctiment 2 &
<<Wed, 10 Nov 2004 09:14:12 -0700>>

Date: Tue, 09 Nov 2004 16:36:28 -0700 GICES. <
From: "Michael Hanni" <mhanni@utah.gov> WoRK FoReF Sgi oH

To: <braymond@daggett.state.ut. us> CRITOLH AELS
Subject: Re: Economic Development

Brian,
Funny you should ask, | just ran those numbers yesterday.
Non-farm employment Totals for Daggett County (2004):

Jan 349 7.7% (% Growth over the same month last year.)
Feb 345 3.6%

Mar 392 92%

Apr 491 13.9%

May 513 4.1%

Jun 550 2.8%

While these employment numbers are much better than those of last year,
they are slightly lower than the numbers for 2002:

Jan 355 18.3%

Feb 340 15.3% 9008 (a7
Mar 347 52% Terae Emptogu
Apr 460 14.1% 16?04

May 506 52%

Jun 587 6.2%

Jul 563 4.1%

Aug 545 1.1%

Sep 525 1.7%

Oct 473 9.2%

Nov 448 10.3%

Dec 398 13.4%

Unfortunately, there isn't enough employment in Dutch John that | could
give you specific numbers. I'm bound by privacy laws to not disclose
data for an industry in an area that has less than 3 businesses, or

where one firm makes up the vast majority of the employment in that
sector.

~What is the impact of a higher river? Does it hurt fi fshmg, or? Sorry,
| didn't know they were considering this.

Cheers,

68 ~ Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Final EIS
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*11/14/2084  16:37 14358853342 OLD MOE GUIDE SERVIC PAGE B2

Aﬁmcr-we’## b

Dear Daggett County Commissioners;

Should the Bureau of Reclamation choose to adopt the Action Alternative flows,
our loss would be substantial. Old Moe Guide Service is our major source of
income,

If these flows take place in the spring, May and June, as they have in the past,
our lgsses could be as many as 6 boats per day at $375 per boat or $2250 per
day. This would mean 6 guide jobs and 3 shuttle driver jobs. if this were to
happen for any length of time, it would pretty much put us out of business. We
would be forced to sell our home in Dutch John, if we could, and leave the area
after being in busineas here for 25 years,

Thank you,

Tarry & Gayle Collier
Old Moe Guide Service
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1. DAGGETT COUNTY,
STATE OF UTAH

la

Reclamation extended invitations to the
States of Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming
with the understanding that the States
would coordinate with potentially affected
counties and represent their concerns. Of
the three States, only the State of Utah
wished to be a cooperating agency. In
fact, Reclamation notes that the Utah
Attorney General has commented on the
draft EIS on behalf of Daggett County.
Nevertheless, Reclamation would have
welcomed any county as a cooperating
agency, but no requests for such were
received from any counties.

1b

NEPA analysis was not undertaken

to determine the effects of the

1992 Biological Opinion. The changes in
operations prior to and including 1992
were considered to be within the scope
and authority of existing operations. This
EIS originated with commitments to the
public to undertake NEPA analysis for
both the 1992 operational changes
stemming from the 1992 Biological
Opinion and the 2000 Flow and
Temperature Recommendations.

1c

Reclamation agrees with this comment.
The EIS text has been corrected in
section 3.13.2.

1d
The text has been corrected in the final
EIS.

le

Changes in employment and labor income
for the Action Alternative for the three-
county area of Daggett, Uintah, and
Sweetwater as compared to the No Action
Alternative under average, wet, and dry
conditions is presented in the

socioeconomic section (4.12) of the EIS.
The regional economic analysis is driven
by changes in recreational expenditures
associated with both river and reservoir
recreation. Expenditure information was
gathered via recreator surveys which did
not provide enough detail for county
specific analyses. Based on pretests, it
was determined that the survey was
already complex (given the need to
address visitation, valuation, and
expenditure information by alternative),
and any attempts to gather more detailed
data by county would have significantly
added to survey complexity possibly
jeopardizing survey usefulness. Attempts
to allocate expenditures by county would
be highly speculative. The analysis does
show the overall effect of losses in Green
River recreational expenditures being
outweighed by gains in Flaming Gorge
Reservoir recreational expenditures
during wet and dry conditions. While
certain recreation oriented businesses
(e.g., lodging, restaurants, and gas
stations) could be adversely impacted by
losses in Green River visitation under the
Action Alternative, many of these same
businesses (with the exception of river
dependent businesses—e.g., river guides)
could also benefit from the additional
reservoir recreation visitation and
expenditures.

1f

The EIS analysis shows no significant
socioeconomic differences between the
No Action and Action Alternatives, so no
reimbursement would be necessary or
required. Lack of appropriate county or
community specific data precluded
analyses to lower levels of detail.
Therefore, since this is a three-county
aggregated analysis, we cannot say how
individual counties, individual
communities, or individual businesses
would be affected. It is noted that under
either alternative, the same uncertainties
regarding future hydrology would
continue.
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No. As stated in the EIS (section 4.6),
there is no significant difference between
the Action and No Action Alternatives for
structures (bridges and pipelines) crossing
the Green River.

1h

Reclamation agrees that as flows vary
from the minimum 800-cfs flow to the
maximum powerplant flows and
occasionally including bypass releases,
the velocities will increase as well.
However, incremental changes will be
made gradually and on an hourly basis.
Currently, through efforts of the Flaming
Gorge Working Group, the agreed upon
ramping rate is established at 800 cfs per
hour. This ramping rate has been the
agreed upon standard since the Flaming
Gorge Working Group meeting of

April 11, 1994. It becomes easy to be
complacent in the mindset of stable flow
regimes during a prolonged drought cycle,
but as climate conditions change to more
normal hydrologic cycles, rafters and the
fishermen are going to have to adapt to
the possibility of higher flows in the river
under either alternative. If the climactic
conditions ever return to a 1983, 1986, or
1992 type hydrologic period, everyone
will need to be conscious of the
possibility of very high flows in the river.
Reclamation will provide notification in
advance of projected high release patterns
as early as possible to the public through
established channels.

Reclamation notes that flows above

4,600 cfs and daily fluctuations have been
a normal part of dam operations for over
40 years, and would continue under either
the Action or No Action Alternatives.

72 ~ Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Final EIS

Attachments 1 and 2

Based on 2004 data on guided launches,
commercial guide trips drop essentially to
zero by the time flows reach 6,500 cfs. In
the text of the letter, Daggett County
commissioners suggest that flows in
excess of 4,600 cfs makes it “almost
impossible for commercial guides to get
people to fish the river under high flow
conditions.” These data and statements
are consistent with the guide boat fishing
visitation analysis in the EIS. The
recreator survey, conducted by

USDA Forest Service in summer of 2001,
suggests that guide boat recreators would
stop participating on average at flows of
3,731 cfs. Therefore, the analysis used in
the EIS is actually somewhat more
restrictive and conservative compared to
the high end flow threshold that Daggett
County is suggesting.

Attachment 3

The State Attorney General’s letter-
comment noted; see responses to this
letter above.

Attachments 4-6

Daggett County provides data on Daggett
County employment by month for 2002
and first 6 months of 2004. They also
provide county data for Gross Taxable
Sales by industry for 1999-2002. They
then claim 80 jobs would be lost (16% of
total employment), and $1.8 million in
sales would be lost (12% of total sales). It
was unclear how they came up with these
estimates of loss; no basis was provided,
and it is impossible to say whether these
losses correlate to river flows.
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November 17, 2004 'f L =

Mr. Peter Crookston = :
Flaming Gorge EIS Manager, PRO-774 - e
Bureau of Reclamation, Provo Area Ofﬁce o

302 East 1860 South s

- Provo, UT 84606-7317

Dear Mr. Crookston:

I would like to address some concerns the Rock Springs Chamber of Commerce Board of
Directors have about the recently published Draft Environmental Impact Statement

(DEIS) on the operation of the Flaming Gorge Dam. It appears one of the major _ ,
objectives of the proposed release schedule would be to increase water temperature below
the Flaming Gorge Reservoir. With water temperature increasing how will it effect the
upsiream migration of Northern Pike and what negative effects will this have on the .
current Trout population? Theses populations and their associated economic impact are
worth millions of dollars to the local economies. Furthermore, what impact will Northern :
Pike have on the recovery of the endangered specles you are trymg to enhance'?

Another area of critical concern is the distribution of the New Zealand Mud Snail. This
non-native invasive species is already present below Flaming Gorge Dam. In your data it
is estimated that this species could make up 95% of the invertebrate biomass in the Green
River system. The DEIS also states that Trout derive very limited nutritional values from
the consumption of the New Zealand Mud Snail. Also, on page 73 of the DEIS it states,
“ultimate distribution, densities, and this invasive species effect on the existing aquatic
community remains uncertain.” I find it inconceivable that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and Bureau of Reclamation would in fact participate in the spread and
propagation of an invasive non-native species. 'What are your plans to mitigate any of the
negative outcomes your agency may produce by its action in this matter?

We look forward to your response on ‘this most urgent of issues.

Jerry Taylor, Board President . Dav1d Hanks, CEQ
Rock Spnngs Chamber of Commerce o Rock Sprmgs Chamber of Commerce

1897 Dewar Drive » 2. 0. Boi 398 + Rock Springs, Wiyoming 82902-0398 -~
Phone: (307) 362-3771 or 1-800-GO-DUNES o Fax; (307) 3623838
- E-mail: rschamber@sweetwaterfisa.com ..
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2. ROCK SPRINGS,
WYOMING, CHAMBER OF
COMMERCE

2a and 2b

See sections 4.19.4 and 4.21 regarding the
role of the Recovery Program in
addressing this uncertainty. Additionally,
the State of Utah currently has an
aggressive and successful northern pike
management program in place on the
Green River below Flaming Gorge Dam,
and the Recovery Program is
implementing similar measures in the
Yampa River.

2C

Reclamation agrees that the fisheries
within the reservoir and river are
valuable. That is why analyses of both
recreation economic value and regional
economic impact were provided in the
recreation (4.11) and socioeconomics
(4.12) sections in the EIS.

2d

Northern pike have been demonstrated to
directly and negatively impact nearly
every life stage of endangered fish
through predation. However, the State of
Utah currently has an aggressive and
successful northern pike management
program in place on the Green River
below Flaming Gorge Dam, and the
Recovery Program is implementing and
expanding similar measures in the Yampa
and Colorado Rivers. It is expected that
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the Recovery Program will continue to
play a significant role in management of
nonnative predators such as northern pike
in the future under both Action and No
Action Alternatives.

2e

The New Zealand mud snail can comprise
up to 95% of invertebrate in some aquatic
systems, not necessarily the Green River
system. See section 4.7.2.1.2, last
paragraph.

2f

Reclamation’s environmental
commitments related to the proposed
action are stated in section 4.21 of the
EIS. We do not anticipate that the
proposed action will result in an increase
or spread of the mud snail. After
checking with local experts on mud snails
in the Green River, we cannot identify
any specific mitigation measure that could
be implemented, whether or not our
action causes an adverse effect.
Importation of the New Zealand mudsnail
was probably human-caused, and thus
prevention measures identified to date
pertain to this type of vector. Little (if
any) research exists on effects of large-
scale perturbations such as dam releases
on snail biology. Reclamation encourages
all anglers to thoroughly dry or freeze
their waders after fishing in one locality
to help reduce the spread.
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Town of Manila

P.O. ‘Box 189 Phone: (435) 784-3143
Mamila, UT 84046-0189 _Fax: (435) 784-3356

11/10/04

Mr. Peter Crookston

Flaming Gorge Environmental Impact Statement Manager
PRO-774 Bureau of Reclamation

Provo Area Office

302 East 1850 South’

Provo, Utah

Dear Mr, Crookston,

The following will address an area of significant concern for Manila. it
will also provide a statement of support for the Daggett County Commission
and a concernt for the economic welfare of Dutch John. I will ask for your
reconsideration in the matter.

The Manila Council and this Mayor share a deep concern regarding
the substantial economic impact imposed with the facilitation of the EIS for
the operation of Flaming Gorge Dam. Those persons who depend upon the
fishing and rafting revenue for their existence will lose significant income.
Daggett County estimates the loss to that industry and the support services to
be in the hundreds of thousands of dollars. Manila will share in that revenue
loss to a smaller degree with the impact to tourism,

Surely, the motivation to consider the high water releases cannot
equate to the economic losses to a county population already impacted by the
government ownership of 90 % of the land This does not address the certain
impact to infrastructore to be sustained below the dam by the high releases,
The consequences of such a decision should be 2 significant part of the
process.

In conclusion, the Manila government body and certainly the local
constituents willingly provide their support to the request for a decision

- reconsideration. Subsequently, we respectfully ask that the Bureau of

Reclamation consider the legitimate concerns expressed by a significant
segment of the affected population.

& Y

Chuck Dickison, Mayor

Cc: Daggett Commission
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3. TOWN OF MANILA, UTAH

3a

Reclamation acknowledges and has
explained in the EIS that the Action
Alternative could create adverse impacts
for certain Green River recreation
activities and businesses (e.g.,
commercial operators), particularly under
wet and dry conditions as compared to the
No Action Alternative. The lack of
appropriate county specific expenditure
data precluded the development of
impacts solely for Daggett County. In
anticipation of this data gap, a survey was
conducted during the summer of 2001 to
specifically identify economic impacts to
commercial operators. The results of the
survey were presented in a separate
subsection under socioeconomics. The
EIS analyzed both river and reservoir
recreation. While we cannot describe
potential impacts specifically for Dutch
John, Manila, or even Daggett County due
to lack of data, from an overall
perspective, it should be noted that
expenditure gains on the reservoir
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appeared to outweigh losses on the river.
Therefore, it is possible that under the
Action Alternative, certain recreation
oriented businesses (e.g., lodging,
restaurants, gas stations) will be adversely
impacted by reductions in Green River
recreation visitation, but many of these
same businesses (with the exception of
river dependent businesses—e.g., river
guides) could also benefit from the
additional reservoir recreation visitation
and expenditures.

3b

As stated in the EIS (Section 4.6, “Land
Use”) there is no significant difference
between the Action and No Action
Alternatives for structures (bridges and
pipelines) crossing the Green River. In
wet years, there may be greater effects
under the Action Alternative for
campgrounds, boat ramps, and access
roads.



TriCounty Health Department Joseph B. Shaffer, M. A, MB.A,, EHS.

4a

4b

www.tricountyhealth.com Director/Health Officer
Uintah County Cfiice Duchashe County Cffica Daggett County Office Rocsavalt Office THCounty
147 East Main 50 East 100 South Flaming Gorga Commiunity 251 East200 North Dental Clinic
Vomal, Litah 84078 P.0.5ax 210 Health Center Roosevelt, Litah 84066 198 Wast 200 North
(435) 781-5475 Duchesne, Ltah 84021 P.O.Box 158 {435) 722-5085 ‘Vernal, Utah 84078
Fax: (435} 781-5372 {430) 738-2202 Marila, Utsh 84048 WIC (435) 722-3587 {436) 781-0875
WIC (435) 781-5480 (435) 784-3404. Fax: (435) 7810875
November 9, 2004

Mz. Peter Crookston,

Flaming Gorge EIS Manager, PRO-774
Bureau of Reclamation

Provo Area Office

302 East 1860 South

Prove, Utah 84606-7317

RE: Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Draft EIS
Dear Mr. Crookston,

Flooding in the Green River bottomlands region presents enormous acreages of
productive mosquito habitat. Miilions of mosquitoes per acre can be produced and many
thousand of acres are involved. Of great concemn is the production of mosquitoes which
carry West Nile virus. The almost level contour of much of the Green River bottomland
scenery with even minor increases in river elevation at high water can translate into huge
additional acreages of overflow mosquito habitat. We have had documented cases of
West Nile virus in Uintah County and feel we need to do all we can to prevent it. There is
1o question that more water in the Green River bottomlands means more mosquitoes.
More mosquitoes means more mosquito control and that can be very expensive to
perfectly time and repeat applications. At this time the money and applications are
sufficient for the number of mosquitoes in the county. Additional applications would be
more expensive and would result in an increase in property tax. If the Action Alternative
is implemented, the taxpayers of Uintah County should be awarded full and fair federal
compensation for higher mosquito control expenses. However, financial compensation
still does not protect Uintah County citizens from the influx of mosquitoes and potential
diseases,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam
Draft EIS.

Respectful]

I . %ha
Diréctor/Health

BOARD OF HEALTH MEMBERS

Jim Ategglen + Stewart Leith = Larry Ross » John Hullinger » Richard Jollay, C.D.S. » Lynn Morrill, D.O. » Tod Tesar + Dan Goodkind P.H.D. » Elien Rawlings
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4. TRICOUNTY HEALTH
DEPARTMENT

4a
Comment noted

4b

The EIS acknowledges (section 4.13.3.)
that the proposed action will increase
mosquito habitat to the greatest extent in
Reach 1, and to a lesser extent in Reach 2,
which includes the town of Jensen as well
as Uintah County. Based on our analysis,
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Reclamation believes that the increased
risk of diseases such as West Nile virus,
compared to other potential vectors for
the disease, including irrigation and
standing water on private property closer
to population centers, is so small that it is
insignificant. We do not anticipate a
linkage between Reclamation’s proposed
action and an increased threat from West
Nile virus or other mosquito-borne
diseases.



5a

5b

5c

5d

5e
5f

UINTAH COUNTY

STATE OF UTAH i i

ASSESSOR-  Gayla Casper

SHERIFF-  Rick Hawking

" November 15, 2004 SURVEYOR-  Robert Kay

Mr. Peter Crookston

Flaming Gorge EIS Manager, PRO-774
Bureau of Reclamation

Provo Area Office

302 East 1860 South

Provo, Utah 84606-7317

RE: Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Draft EIS
Dear Mr. Crookston:

Uintah County takes a strong stance in opposition to the Bureau of Reclamation’s proposed action
of increased flows of water from the Flaming Gorge Dam.

The following concerns need to be considered and addressed:

Uintah County Plan: Protection of private property is a crucial element of the Uintah County Plan,
and any damage caused to agricultural property would not be consistent with the plan. Therelease
of extra water when the river is at its fullest would purposely flood shallow ground on private

agricultural property.

Noxious Weeds: The flood water would carry and spread white top, Russian olives and other
noxious weeds throughout the agriculture property reducing crop yields, thus income, and it would
create a financial burden on the land owners and the county to control the weeds.

Flood Control: Flood control is not addressed in this EIS. The action alternative predicts an
increase in frequency of flooding in order to assist in the recovery of endangered fish. In section
S.16.5 “Uncertainties Associated with Flood Plain Inundation”, reference is made to strategies that
could meet the needs of the endangered fish without the extreme flooding predicted in wet years
under the Action Alternative. These strategies should have been evaluated as an alternative,

The Action Alternative should address how to modify flow regimes in order to avoid exceeding
harmful maximum flows within the safety limitation of the Dam, Higher flows and increased
sedimentation suggested in the Action Alternative would cause damage to irrigation pumps and
irrigation systems. This damage would include the equipment, the cost of installation and the loss
of crop production caused by the inability to deliver water to upland crops during the time it takes
to repair flood caused damaged irrigation equipment. The crop damage could extend for several
years if perennial crops like alfalfa die before irrigation can be restored, Flooding and prolonged

Page 1 of 3

COURNTY BUILDING = 152 EACT 100 M)km o VERKAL HTAH 84078

Comments and Responses

Michae] J. McKee

’
0 . - ATTORNEY. JoAnn Stringham
wr pedl i The waliow 4 filire o Sminghar:
RECORDER- Rasidy J. Simmons
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59

5h

5i

5]

5k

51

standing water will kill crops, especially long term crops, which are expensive to replant. Standing
water and flooding leaves land incompatible for agricultural use.

Damage to irrigation pumps and equipment could be minimized if adequate warning is given to
farmers before peak releases are made. However, little can be done if excessive flooding occurs.

Some of the private lands are diked, which means that flooding elevation would have to be raised
to go over the dike and flood the ground.

It is important to the citizens of Uintah County to preserve their culture, Grazing and livestock are
part of this culture that has been in the Basin for over 150 years. Flooding these lands would destroy
this culture, use and enjoyment, and would be in conflict with the Uintah County Plan.

Release: The timing of the peak release is a concern. (8-30, table S-7) The releases from Flaming
Gorge Dam are based on the peak flow of the Yampa River, however the peaks of the Yampa River
and the Green River do not coincide. When the Green River is released based on the Yampa peak,
this will result in sediment deposits over the spawning area. These impacts must be analyzed and
reported in the document. Releasing water at peak time would destroy the trails, campground and
parking lot located below the dam.

Mosquitos:  Flooding in the Green River bottomlands region presents enormous acreage of
productive mosquito habitat. Millions of mosquitos per acre can be produced and many thousand
of acres are involved. Of great concem is the production of mosquitoes which carry West Nile
Virus. The almost level contour of much of the Green River bottomland topography with even
minor increases in river elevation at high water can translate into huge additional acreage of
overflow mosquito habitat. '

Mosquitos have a substantial impact on livestock by causing weight loss and a deterioration of the
general condition of the animals, We have had documented cases of West Nile Virus in Uintah

. County and feel we need to do all we can to prevent it. There is no question that more water in the
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Green River bottomlands means more mosquitos. More mosquitos means more mosquito control
and that can be very expensive to perfectly time and repeat applications. The land owners will incur
a cost associated with mosquito control since mosquitos can only be controlled and not eliminated.

If mosquitos are not controlled, this would prevent enjoyment and use of personal property which
is a property right, thus, this could result in a take of this right. '

The Uintah Mosquito Abatement District is funded by local property taxes. When flooding occurs,
funds are inadequate to control mosquitos. Additional applications would be more expensive and
would result in an increase in property taxes. Uintah County citizens should not be the ones to pay
for the Recovery Program for Endangered Fish species. Ifthe Action Alternative is implemented,
the taxpayers of Uintah County should be awarded full and fair federal compensation for higher
mosquito control expenses. However, financial compensation still does not protect Uintah County
citizens from the influx of mosquitos and potential diseases. Now that West Nile Virus has been
found in Uintah County, we have to deal aggressively to prevent further incidences. Human life is

Page 2 of 3
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5m

5n

by far the most important issue, and loss of life is not worth the possible marginal benefit of

. increased flow rates.

Page 2, 1.2 Lead and Cooperative Agency. A review of this section confirms the County’s
position that this Draft Environmental Impact Statement was prepared without the participation of
Uintah County as cooperator. The Code of Federal Regulations 40, 1501.6 Cooperating Agencies
states, “The lead agency shall: (1) request the participation of each cooperating agency in the NEPA
process at the earliest possible time.” We object to not being included and not having cooperating
status to help develop this plan.

Many of the impacts associated with this proposal are on land within the jurisdiction of Uintah
County which has governmental powers over such lands and a responsibility to protect the health
and welfare of the people impacted, as well as the land and it’s associated economics.

Page 117, 3.13.2 Public Safety Considerations for the Green River. At the end of the first
paragraph it states, “The river has exceeded 18,000 cfs 5 times in the past 10 years and 10 times in
the past 20 years.” Data available to us indicates that the river has not exceeded a flow of 12,300
cfs in the past 42 years. The analysis is flawed and the entire project needs to be re-analyzed, as it
has tremendous implications with this flawed data,

Uintah County supports the “No Action Alternative”,

Uintah County has no further comments at this time but reserves the right to comment later, if

warranted.

Sincerely,

UINTAH %/’m ION
Pt AR

s,

T . -

(a'*’as"' .,4"
'

Sl 2GS
&’c"’*’ﬁ w

/W AWA

Michael J. McKge

cc: Public Lands Committee
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5. UINTAH COUNTY, STATE
OF UTAH

Sa

Reclamation is not responsible for
damages to improvements or property in
the flood plain. Any improvements have
always been made by property owners at
their own risk. Flood plain inundation has
always occurred along the Green River,
though less frequently since Flaming
Gorge Dam was built. Nevertheless,
though the frequency has declined since
the dam has been in place, there has
always remained the potential for
significant flood plain inundation in wet
years, and that potential will continue
under either alternative. Section 4.5 of
the EIS concludes that in comparing the
Action and No Action Alternatives, there
is not a significant difference for crop
losses due to inundation.

5b

Since the arrival of invasive species in the
Unitah Basin (tamarisk was probably
present by the 1930s) flooding has
facilitated their spread. Flood plain
inundation has always occurred along the
Green River, though less frequently since
Flaming Gorge Dam was built.
Nevertheless, though the frequency has
declined since the dam has been in place,
there has always remained the potential
for significant flood plain inundation in
wet years and for the spread of invasive
species. That potential will continue
under either alternative.

5c

While flood control is an authorized
purpose of CRSP, there are no flood
control benefits identified for Flaming
Gorge. Therefore, there are no restrictive
operational rules imposed by the Corps of
Engineers for flood control. However,
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floodplain inundation has occurred less
frequently since Flaming Gorge Dam was
built.

5d

The Action Alternative does not include
releases that exceed the ability of the dam
to safely make releases. All proposed
releases are within the historic range of
releases from the dam. Please see
section 2.5.1 in the EIS.

5e and 5¢

Reclamation is not responsible for
damages to improvements or property in
the flood plain. Any improvements have
always been made by property owners at
their own risk. Flood plain inundation has
always occurred along the Green River,
though less frequently since Flaming
Gorge Dam was built. Nevertheless,
though the frequency has declined since
the dam has been in place, there has
always remained the potential for
significant flood plain inundation in wet
years, and that potential will continue
under either alternative. As part of its
operation of Flaming Gorge Dam,
Reclamation has in the past and will
continue to provide public notification
when flows are expected to increase, to
enable property owners along the river to
remove or secure equipment and
livestock.

5f

These issues were analyzed and discussed
in the EIS. Section 4.5 of the EIS
concludes that in comparing the Action
and No Action Alternatives, there is not a
significant difference for crop losses due
to inundation. Reclamation is not
responsible for damages to improvements
or property in the flood plain. Any
improvements have always been made by
property owners at their own risk. Flood
plain inundation has always occurred
along the Green River, though less



frequently since Flaming Gorge Dam was
built. Nevertheless, though the frequency
has declined since the dam has been in
place, there has always remained the
potential for significant flood plain
inundation in wet years, and that potential
will continue under either alternative.

5h

Flood plain inundation has occurred along
the Green River in the past, though less
frequently since Flaming Gorge Dam was
built. There has always remained the
potential for significant flood plain
inundation in wet years, and that potential
will continue under either alternative.
The presence of the dam for over 40 years
has indeed served to moderate flooding.
However, this was never intended to
mean that the flood plain would remain
permanently dry. It means only that there
is increased ability to moderate
potentially catastrophic flows. Since the
dam was built, there have been a number
of wet years where high flows have
occurred, such as 1983. Whether or not
the proposed action is implemented, high
flows would be expected in the future,
and none of the high flow targets in the
Action Alternative exceed the very high
natural flows that have occurred
historically.

As part of its operation of Flaming Gorge
Dam, Reclamation has in the past and will
under either alternative continue to
provide public notification when flows
are expected to increase, to enable
property owners along the river to remove
or secure equipment and livestock.

5i

See sections 4.19, 4.20 and 4.21. The
2000 Flow and Temperature Recommen-
dations are intended to aid in recovery of
four endangered fish species by restoring
a more natural flow regime to the Green
River. The authors of the 2000 Flow and
Temperature Recommendations
recognized that certain aspects of the

flows may affect certain species
differently than others. One objective of
spring peak flows is to entrain razorback
sucker larvae into flood plain depressions,
so it is possible that these peak flows
would normally occur after spawning
activity. Decisions regarding the timing,
duration, and magnitude of peak flows
within a given year under the Action
Alternative would be made with input
from the Technical Working Group,
which will evaluate criteria listed in

table 2-5 when making recommendations.
This allows opportunities to refine flow
attributes based on an adaptive
management process.

5)

Reclamation is not responsible for
damages to improvements or property in
the flood plain. Any improvements below
the high water mark have always been
made by property owners at their own
risk. Please see response to 5a and 5h
above.

5k and 5l

The EIS acknowledges (section 4.13.3.)
that the proposed action will increase
mosquito habitat to the greatest extent in
Reach 1 and to a lesser extent in Reach 2,
which includes the town of Jensen as well
as Uintah County. Based on our analysis,
Reclamation believes that the increased
risk of diseases such as West Nile virus,
compared to other potential vectors for
the disease, including irrigation and
standing water on private property closer
to population centers, is so small that it is
insignificant. We do not anticipate a
linkage between Reclamation’s proposed
action and a threat from West Nile virus
or other mosquito-borne diseases.

5m

Reclamation extended invitations to the
States of Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming
with the understanding that the states
would coordinate with potentially affected
counties and represent their concerns. Of
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the three States, only the State of Utah 5n

wished to be a cooperating agency. Reclamation agrees with this comment.
Nevertheless, Reclamation would have The EIS text has been corrected.
welcomed any county as a cooperating

agency, but no requests for such were

received from any counties.
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Uintah Mosquito Abatement District

PO. Box 983

Director Vernal, Utah 84078

Steven ¥ Romney

Phone: 435-789-4105
Fax: 4353-789-1891

Peter Crookston ' o " November 8, 2004
Flaming Gorge EIS Manager _

PRO-774 Bureau of Reclamation, Provo Area Office

302 East 1860 South

Provo, Utah 84606-7317

Dear Mr, Crookston:

This for the Public Record commentary addresses the “Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam
Environmental Impact Statement” as applies to Green River Botiomlands Reach 2 of Project Area 1.

When seasonally flooded with river sub-up or overflow water the Green River bottomlands region, as
referenced, is transformed into enormous acreages of some of the most productive aguatic mosquito
habitat in North America. This is a fully documented biological fact. Literally millions of mosquitoes
per acre can be produced. Many thousands of acres of such habitat are involved. Some floodwater
mosquito species can migrate in staggering numbers as far as 20 miles from their bottomlands points of
origin and are a very real threat to public health, veterinary health, ranching and agriculture, outdoor
recreation, outdoor commerce and the economically vital tourist industry in Uintah County, Utah.

Of new and deepest concern is the ongoing potential for the large scale river bottomlands production of
the mosquite species, Culex tarsalis, an extremely abundant and superbly competent local vector of
West Nile Virus (WNV). Ecclogically, the additional mosquito habitat to be activated with the
proposed artificially enhanced and prolonged flooding of the Green River periphery presents a
reproductive bonanza. for this now critically important species. Due to the flattened, almost level
contour of much of the Green River bottomlands topography, even “minor” increases in river elevation
at high water can translate into huge additional acreages of prime mosquito habitat.

Since the first documentation of the presence of WNV in the Western Hemisphere (New York City,
1999}, the virus has rapidly spread westward to encompass 48 U.S. States and the District of
Columbia. In 2003, the first human and equine WNV infections ever recorded in Utah were acquired
in Uintah County. The same year, the state of Colorado suffered an incredible 2,947 human WNV
infections. Sixiy-three were fatal, while many more proved to be permanently debilitating. With the
ongoing westward expansion of WNV, “only” ten human infections were recorded for Utah in 2004.

The widest spectrum of critical yet often subtle environmental conditions which must fall into place in
order to {rigger a major WNV event are not yet sufficiently understood to provide an absolute and
consistently reliable predictive scenario for the future. Notwithstanding, a hard biological fact now
confronts our citizens: West Nile Vitus is a new, extremely dangerous and thoroughly established
permanent resident of Uintah County, Utah. There is very sound medical justification for acting in
accordance with the distinct possibility that the 2005 and future seasons will prove pivotal in fully
defining the long term public health and economic impact of that pathogen. At present our County is
in every way unequivocally “primed” for what may well prove to be a major epidemic event. The
greater dynamics of WNV amplification in the enviromment with its ultimate expression in human and

Comments and Responses — 85



6a

6b

6c

86

other vertebrate populations can though, with certainty, be profoundly influenced by the timely
prevention and effective control of vector mosquito populations.

Large scale river bottomlands mosquito control is extremely expensive and is, for innumerable
logistical and biological reasons, immensely challenging. It demands perfectly timed and repeated low
level aerial applications of biological control larvicides to flooded mosquito sources randomiy
dispersed throughout some 50 linear miles of remote, often densely vegetated nearly impenetrable river
periphery. Perfect mosquito control in every instance is essentially impossible.

The Uintah Mosquito Abatement District is funded with local property taxes. Should Uintah County
taxpayers be forced to pay for the ¢ritically essential conirol of the soon to be much larger and
medically important mosquito populations when their otherwise simple prevention is wholly
dependent on the whim of the Recovery Program For Endangered Fish Species? Should the same
citizens then bear the inevitable medical and economic consequences exacted upon them by such
environmental policy decisions? Succinctly stated, artificially sustained, higher than would otherwise
seagonally occur Green River flows equal far more mesquitoes, some of which the next time around
will be carrying WNV with the capacity to kill human beings, equines and a diversity of avian species.

There is little doubt that the Flaming Gorge Dam “Action Alternative” will be implemented. The
Recovery Program with its ongoing and inexorable agenda is thoroughly entrenched and supperted by
far reaching legal powers and huge sums in budgetary resources. Accordingly, I am formally
requesting that immediate prepatatory steps be taken wherein by mutual negotiation the Uintah
Mosquite Abatement District (and thus the taxpayers of Uintah County) at the least be awarded full
and “fair” federal compensation (such funds can be found) for those additional and far higher public
health mosquito control expenses which will inevitably result from the policy implementation above.
Such totally justified federal supplemental monies would, at least to some limited extent I believe,
serve to elevate our citizens above the status of hapless victims in this matter. From the mosquito’s
petspective, federal support in exchange for Uintah County’s blood is ne doubt a good deal.

Consider this: Do the conjecture based Recovery Programn research benefits to be achieved by the
“let’s see what happens if we flood the river bottomlands™ option in fact outweigh the for certain
adverse consequences to be exacted upon us and other vertebrate species?

I ain cager, as the need will surely arise, to vigorously address any questions pertaining to the utter
validity in science of my observations and deepest concerns, above. Please perceive this most urgent

statement with every prudent care and consideration.

I thank you sincerely for your valuable time and attention.
Respectfully,
% v
Steven V. Romney, Ph.D., Director
Uintah Mosquito Abatement Disirict
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6. UINTAH MOSQUITO
ABATEMENT DISTRICT

6a and 6b

The EIS acknowledges (section 4.13.3.)
that the proposed action will increase
mosquito habitat to the greatest extent in
Reach 1 and to a lesser extent in Reach 2,
which includes the town of Jensen as well
as Uintah County. Based on our analysis,
Reclamation believes that the increased
risk of diseases, such as West Nile virus,
compared to other potential vectors for
the disease, including irrigation and
standing water on private property closer
to population centers, is so small that it is
insignificant. We do not anticipate a
linkage between Reclamation’s proposed
action and an increased threat from West
Nile virus or other mosquito-borne
diseases.

Proposed flows are intended to produce a
more natural hydrograph, not “an
artificially sustained flow.” In Reach 2,
where the Uintah Mosquito Abatement
District sprays, dam operations
supplement flows from the Yampa River,
to greater or lesser degrees depending on
the hydrology of the respective basins.

6C

We do not anticipate adverse
consequences to humans if the 2000 Flow
and Temperature Recommendations are
implemented. The river flood plain is
likely to be inundated in wet years under
either alternative.
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WATER USER AGENCIES

AND ORGANIZATIONS

Central Utah Water Conservancy District
Colorado River Energy Distributors Association
Colorado River Water Conservation District

Duchesne County Water Conservancy District

o &~ w e

Sweetwater County Conservation District
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Central Utah Water Conservancy District

355 WEST UNIVERSITY PARKWAY, OREM, UTAH 84058-7303 OFFICERS
TELEPHONE (801) 225-7100, FAX {(801) 226-7107 E. Tim Doxey, President
TOLL FREE 1-800-281-7103 R. Roscoe Garrett, Vice President
WEBSITE www.cuwcd.com Don A, Christiansen, Genaral Manager

Secretary/Treasurer

November 15, 2004

Mr. Peter Crookston

Flaming Gorge Environmental Impact Statement Manager
PRO-774 ’

Bureau of Reclamation

302 Easi 1860 South

Provo, Utah 84606-7317

Sent Via Fax and Mail

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement {August 2004) — Operation of Flaming
Gorge Dam

Dear Mr. Crookston,

‘Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the August 2004 Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for operation of Flaming Gorge Dam. We recognize the importance of
Flaming Gorge Dam operations in providing the flexibility in flow and temperature
management to protect and assist in recovery of endangered fish populations.

We understand that Flaming Gorge Dam plays an important role in offsetting depletions
to the Green River resulting from the operation of federal and non-federal projects in the
basin. As stated in Section 1.1, “Modifying the operation of Flaming Gorge Dam will
also serve as the RPA, as defined by the ESA, to offset jeopardy to endangered fishes and
their critical habitat that could result from the operation of numerous other existing or
proposed water development projects in the Upper Colerado River Basin.”

Even though there are numerous references to the Upper Colorado River Endangered

Fish Recovery Program (RIP) program, we believe that it is important to emphasize the
1a important role that the Upper Colorado River Endangered Fish Recovery Program (RIP)

plays in the work to recover the fish and in allowing water development to continue.

As to proposed or future water development, the Central Utah Water Conservancy”
District, the Duchesne County Water Conservancy District, and the Uintd Water
Conservancy District are working together to study future water demands in the Uinta
Basin and ways to meet those demands. Key factors in this regard include change of use
of water, devélopment of new tributary water supplies, conservation, and the utilization

BOARD OF TRUSTEES
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of the Flaming Gorge direct flow water rights that have been conveyed from Reclamation
1b to State of Utah. The Flaming Gorge water rights will be used in the future as Utah
continues to develop its share of the Colorado River. This should be recognized in the
document. Furthermore, the document should recognize, perhaps in Section 4.16.1.1, that
1c as depletion increases, the role of the RIP will become even more important in meeting
its objective of recovery of the fishes while providing for new water development.

If you have any questions, please contact Rich Tullis, at 801-226-7122.
Sincerely vours,

P e T/

Richard L. Tullis, P.E.
Assistant General Manager
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1. CENTRAL UTAH WATER
CONSERVANCY DISTRICT

la

Comment noted. See sections 1.4.4 and
4.16.4.1.1 of the EIS regarding the dual
role of the Recovery Program in
recovering the endangered species while
allowing water development to continue.

1b

The possible effects of the proposed
action on water rights were analyzed and,
as stated in section 1.8.4 of the EIS, there

is no effect to water rights from either the
Action or No Action Alternative.
Clarification has been added to

section 1.8.4 of the EIS.

1c

As stated in sections 1.4.4 and 4.16.4.1.1
of the EIS, the Recovery Program
recognizes future depletions in the Upper
Basin States.
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2a

Colorado River Energy Distributors Association

November 8, 2004

Mr. Peter Crookston

Flaming Gorge Environmental Impact Statement Manager
PRO-774, Bureau of Reclamation, Provo Area Office

302 East 1860 South

Provo, UT 84606-7317 email: fgeis@uc.ushr.qov

RE: Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Draft Environmental Impact
Statement {DEIS), September 1, 2004

Dear Mr. Crookston:

The Colorado River Energy Distributors Association {(CREDA) offers the
following comments on the above-referenced document. These comments should
be considered supplementary to the verbal comments provided at the October 13,
2004 public hearing in Salt Lake City, Utah, and to CREDA’s August 4, 2000
comments on the Notice of Intent to Prepare a Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (June 6, 2000). Fundamentally, the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) process must achieve “a balance between population and resource use
which will permit high standards of living and a wide sharing of life’s amenities.” 42
U.5.C. Section 4331(b){5). NEPA requires informed decisions—not ideal decisions.

CREDA s a non-profit organization founded in 1978, whose members are all
firm electric service contracters of the Colorado River Storage Project (CRSP).
CREDA members serve approximately three million consumers in six western states.
As CRSP contractors, CREDA members have a direct interest in this process. CREDA
is also represented in the committees of the Upper Colorade River Endangered Fish
Recovery Pragram (RIP), and participated in the development of the Flow and
Temperature Recommendations for Endangered Fish in the Green River
Downstream of Flaming Gorge Dam (published in September 2000 by the RIP).
Lastly, CREDA members Utah Associated Municipal Power Systems and Utah
Municipal Power Agency are cooperating agencies in this process.

L. General comment about hydropower and drought situation: The
Bureau’s power program is the caretaker for some of the Nation's most
important electrical resources. Hydropower has heen fabeled the “most
successful form of renewable energy.” It provides the only way to “store”
electricity (in the form of water) for later use. We are concerned that
additional changes in operation of Flaming Gorge will reduce water storage
benefits and hydroelectric power supplies as the West suffers from historic
droughts and Nation is facing energy shortages and escalating energy costs.
In recent years, Utah, and many parts of the West, have reported record-
breaking draws on the power grid. 2003 wholesale power prices were at
record highs. And demand for electricity is projected to grow substantially
over the next two decades. President George W. Bush has directed any
agency that takes an action with a “significant adverse effect” on the supply
of domestic energy resources to comply with Executive Order No. 13211,
The President, in that order, directed the agencies to "appropriately weigh
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2b

2C

2d

2e

2f

1L

IIL

v,

and consider the effects of the Federal Government's regulations on the supply, distribution,
and use of energy." We urge Reclamation not to operate Flaming Gorge in a way that
continues to reduce its 1974 historic generating capacity or its ability to store water for
multiple uses. Flaming Gorge should be operated to avold jeopardy to endangered species
while maintaining the congressionally authorized purposes of, and the requirement to produce
the “greatest practicable amount of power and energy...” from, the Colorado River Storage
Project (CRSP) (Sec. 7, CRSP Act of 1956). It should be noted that nothing in the 1968
CRBPA affacts this section of the CRSP. Morgover, the Supreme Court has held that the
discussion of alternatives required by NEPA is limited by an agency’s statutory purposes.

Purpose and Need, 1.1, and 1.4.1, pages 2-4; Why is "the development of water resources”
called out specifically as an authorized purpose here and in the transmittal letter? This
distinction could lead one to believe that this purpose “trumps” the other authorized purposes
(as identified verbatim in 5.3.1. Reference is made to the Colorade River Basin Project Act of
1968. However, reference should also be made to section 601(a) of that Act, which expressly
provides that nothing in it “shall be construed to alter, amend, repeal, modify, or be in conflict
with the provisions of”, among other things, the compacts, the treaty with Mexico or the
Colorado River Storage Project Act. The section 308 references to fish and wildlife and
recreation purposes are “in connection with the project works authorized pursuant to” the
1968 Act. In addition, the language contained in the first paragraph of Section 1.4.1, page 4,
implies that endangered fish recovery efforts can “hold hostage” the CRSP Section 7
obligation to produce “the greatest practicable amount of power and energy...” (see comment
I.) by impacting water resource development. Endangered fish recovery efforts are the
express purview of the RIP, and to impose a standard other than the requirement of
Reclamation to “avoid jeopardy” is inconsistent with NEPA and ESA.

Hydropower, 2.6.3, pages 41-42: We understand the need to develop an economic analysis
attributable to any alternative. However, an economic analysis should not be the sole
indicator of power resource impacts. It is our understanding that the economic analysis
indicates generation of 11,374.3 GWH in the Action Alternative, which, when compared to the
No-Action Alternative, is a reduction of 529.8 GWH. The analysis is based on market prices,
which may lead one to believe that the economics are based on a snapshot of Western’s
selling the energy on the spot market. Western's contractual obligations to deliver CRSP
resources to its firm power contractors assume an integrated CRSP resource. DPepending on
the availability by hour of the Flaming Gorge resource, the actual financial impact to Western
and its customers may he much greater than is portrayed in a market economic analysis. Did
the power resource analysis and modeling take into account Western’s contractual obligations
CRSP-wide as opposed to analyzing spot market impacts and costs based solely on Flaming
Gorge's operations?

Description of CRSP customers, 3.4, page 50, last paragraph: On October 1, 2004, 54
tribes have the opportunity of becoming CRSP firm electric service contractors.

Environmental Consequences, 4.2.1.2. Action Alternative, page 126: The Action
Alternative increases the use of spillways to about 15 days per year in 7% of all years. How
does this compare to expectations for original project use of the spillways FOR EMERGENCIES
ONLY? CRSP contractors are responsible for the operation, maintenance and repair costs of
the Project. The estimated $12,000 annual inspection cost, along with $30,000 repair cost:
should be factored into the financial impacts to CRSP customers. The Colorado River Basin
Fund is in dire straits due to drought, environmental and market conditions. Any action which
potentially draws funds from the Basin Fund must be critically scrutinized. The costs
attributable to any spillway use resulting from changed operations for endangered fish should
be non-reimbursable and provided by appropriations. Historical spillway use both prior to and
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VL

VIL

post-1992 should be assessed for cumulative impact purposes. This same comment applies to
increased opetation costs as a result of added selective withdrawal adjustments

Financial Analysis Results, 4.4.3.3.; This section indicates insignificant CRSP rate impact but
does not address potential Basin Fund cash implications. In order to meet its contractual
obligations to the CRSP firm power customers, Western Area Power Administration at times
must make firming purchases to accommodate changed operations. Long-term rate impacts
are certainly an essential analysis for the DEIS; however, the DELS is lacking a cash flow
analysis based on the Action Alternative and its potential impact on Western's contractual
obligations and potential firming purchase requirements. If CRSP Basin Fund impacts are
significant enough, this could result in an emergency rate increase. The Action Alternative
indicates that the proposal would “lessen Western’s ...purchase requirements by an average of
approximately $950,000”. Did this analysis take into account changed patterning of the
Flaming Gorge resource as it is integrated into the Salt Lake City Area Integrated Projects
{SLCA/IP) resource in total? How current is the market price analysis, and does this take into
account the potential of an increased CRSP rate (process beginning this month).

Flow recommendations/flooding, 4.13, page 224: the flow recommendations are simply
one way to meet the endangered fish needs. It is CREDA's opinion that the intent of the
recommendation is to obtain an AVERAGE of flows, not to meet specific flows contained in the
recommendations. They may be options, such as levee remaval, which would serve to meet
the intent of the recommendations without causing additional impact to power production. The
Biclogy Commiittee of the RIP has recently discussed (August, 2004) a report (Hayse, et al.
2004) suggesting refinement of flow recommendations put forth by Muth et al, {2000) to take
into consideration two concepts: 1) larval endangered fish may survive nonnative fish predation
if the floodplain site has been reset (i.e. gone through a sequence of drying and filling) and 2)
the utility of floodplains as nursery sites are likely a function of their site specific features {e.g.,
depression, terrace) and location. According to a recent study by Valdez and Nelson (2004), for
a given volume of water, maintaining inundation of priority depression floodplains could be
achieved by removing or modifying levees so the magnitude of flows needed is reduced (e.9.,
from 18,600 to 14,000 cfs). Sites chosen for this treatment would be depression floodplains
closest to spawning areas. In contrast, when flow recommendations were developed, levels
were based on the relationship between flow and total area of inundated floodplains with levees

“in place. Also, they did not differentiate between depression and terrace floodplains or the

length of time these habitats would hold water.

Benefits of the Argonne approach, using surplus or spilled water in good hydrologic years to
achieve environmental purposes, not only would be to achieve floodplain inundation at lower
flows but it would: 1) increase the number of years floodplains are connected to the main
channel; 2) increase the duration of floodplain connectivity in a given year; and 3) improve
entrainment of larvae into floodplain nursery habitats, Another significant benefit of this
proposal would be a reduction in the need for bypass and spill at the dam. The DEIS should
take into consideration this significant new information, through implementation of the flow
recommendations in accordance with the Argonne approach. In fact, the law requires the use
of the best available science in this process. The lead agency must use, to the maximum
extent practicable, the envirohmental analysis and recommendations of cooperating agencies
consistent with its own responsibilities as the lead agency. 40 C.F.R, Section 1501.6{(a)(2); See
also CEQ FAQs at 14(b)(A). Further, if relevant data are known to be available to the agency or
will be available as the result of ongoing or imminent studies, the PWS should request that data
or any other analyses required by the regulations as part of the consultation. Argonne’s work
clearly meets these standards and should be considered and incorporated as the best available
science. If the needs of the species can be met through non-operational alternatives, it
appears prudent to do so, to not only preserve the power purpose of the projects, but to avoid
an evacuation situation near Jensen, Utah "because notification of potential high flows will allow
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2] ample evacuation time.” Notwithstanding health and safety issuss, what about property
damage? Prevention of flooding must be addressed during this process, as it is also an
m authorized purpose pursuant to the CRSP,

VIII. Hydrology, Comulative Impacts, 4.16.2, page 231-232: Please confirm if the cumulative

impacts from changes in operations since 1974 is $98 M. Cumulative impact assessment and

2n incorporation is critical in understanding the true impacts to CRSP power customers resulting
from 30 vears of changed operations, Interim operation criteria for the dam were established
in 1874, As a result of initial evaluations of the effects on endangered fish, operations were
modified from 1985 to 1991 to benefit the endangered fish. Operations of the dam were
further modified beginning in 1992 to benefit the endangered fish and to conduct a five-yeat
research program. To our knowledge, NEPA compliance was not completed on either of these

20 Federal actions. The base from which impacts of the proposed action should be measured
must be the 1974 operations. Changes in operations since 1974 are substantial and must be
adequately addressed in this process. The DEIS should clearly and succinctly identify these
impacts, which are significant in scope. Otherwise, the combined effects of these related
actions will not be discussed and evaluated. “Cumulative effects to power generation have
been negative due to past cperational changes, and would continue to be negative on balance.”

2p (5-38). Any and all efforts to mitigate increased impacts on power production should be
undertaken.

In the event Reclamation extends the deadline by which comments on the DEIS are to be
received, we would like the opportunity to supplement these comments. Thank you for the opportunity
to comment and to participate in the public meeting process.

Sincerely,
/5 Lestie James
Leslie James

Executive Director
Cc: CREDA Board
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2. COLORADO RIVER
ENERGY DISTRIBUTORS
ASSOCIATION (CREDA)

2a

Executive Order No. 13211 relates to
actions concerning regulations that
significantly affect energy supply,
distribution, or use. The proposed action
in comparison to the No Action
Alternative does not significantly affect
the production of electricity at Flaming
Gorge Dam.

2b

Reclamation agrees Flaming Gorge
should be operated to avoid jeopardy to
endangered species while maintaining the
congressionally authorized purposes of
the dam, and believes that the proposed
action as analyzed in the EIS is consistent
with this comment.

2cC

Development of water resources was
highlighted in the EIS narrative to
illustrate the close connection between
this authorized project purpose, the
proposed action, and the Recovery
Program. Avoiding jeopardy to listed
species and assisting in their recovery is
consistent with both statute and the
agreements of the Recovery Program.

2d

Western’s contractual obligations were
not a specific input to the modeling for
the economic analysis; however, the
market prices that were used implicitly
reflect supply and demand conditions for
the entire grid. Reclamation did not
pursue further detailed CRSP system-
wide analysis due to the relatively
insignificant economic impact on power.
The financial analysis performed by
Western, separate from the economic
analysis, did explicitly include Western’s
contractual obligations CRSP-wide. The
financial analysis, in section 4.4.3.2 of the
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EIS, concluded that the Action
Alternative would not have a significant
effect on the rate CRSP customers pay.

2e
Comment noted. Text was added to
section 3.4 of the EIS.

2f
Reclamation agrees that incremental
O&M costs should be non-reimbursable.

29

As stated in the EIS, use of the spillway in
the past has been rare. There are
uncertainties associated with increased
use of the spillway as discussed in

section 4.19.3. Reclamation agrees that
incremental O&M costs should be non-
reimbursable.

2h

The information in section 4.4.3.2, along
with the estimate of reducing Western’s
purchase requirements by $950,000, was
calculated and provided by Western.
Based on input from Western, although a
cash flow analysis of the Basin Fund was
not conducted, such an analysis would
have shown a small favorable effect on
the Basin Fund’s liquidity. The $950,000
estimate did reflect the changed
patterning of the Flaming Gorge resource.
The market price analysis was current at
the time of the analysis but was several
years old at the time the draft EIS was
released to the public. As acknowledged
in the draft EIS in section 4.4.2, a more
current or different price set could result
in a negative impact versus the positive
impact displayed in the report; but, in
either case, Reclamation and Western
believe the impact on the Basin Fund
would be small relative to its projected
balance. This conclusion would be
accurate even with a potential increase in
the CRSP rate which is being considered
for unrelated reason.



2i

Reclamation does recognize in the EIS
that achieving the 2000 Flow and
Temperature Recommendations as written
is one of several requirements to recover
the endangered fish. Reclamation is
committed to using the best available
information when making decisions
regarding the operation of Flaming
Gorge Reservoir. If better information
becomes available for this purpose,
Reclamation will utilize it in an adaptive
management approach to making
operational decisions. To this point,
Reclamation has relied on the 2000 Flow
and Temperature Recommendations

as the best available information
regarding endangered fish recovery

in the Green River in the EIS process.
Both the 2000 Flow and Temperature
Recommendations and the EIS describe
spring peak flows as “greater-than-or-
equal-to” a given flow, implying a
minimum peak flow, not an average.
Regarding flood plain inundation
uncertainties, see section 4.19.5 and 4.21.

2

See sections 4.19.5, 4.21, and response

to CREDA comment 2h above. The
2000 Flow and Temperature Recommen-
dations of the Action Alternative were the
result of 7-8 years of peer-reviewed data
collection and analysis. The Argonne
report is still the subject of much
discussion and has not been fully peer
reviewed, however its significance has
been addressed in section 4.19.5
alongside other hypotheses for flood plain
inundation and endangered fish
recruitment outlined in the 2000 Flow and
Temperature Recommendations.

2k

The EIS states (section 1.4.4) that the
proposed action cannot by itself lead to
recovery of the endangered fish.
Section 1.4.4 describes the five main
elements of the Recovery Program, and

states further that operation of the dam
relates to two of these five Recovery
Program elements.

2l

Reclamation is not responsible for
damages to improvements or property in
the flood plain. Any improvements have
always been made by property owners at
their own risk. Flood plain inundation has
always occurred along the Green River,
though less frequently since Flaming
Gorge Dam was built. Nevertheless,
though the frequency has declined since
the dam has been in place, there has
always remained the potential for
significant flood plain inundation in wet
years, and that potential will continue
under either alternative.

2m

The authorized purpose of flood control
remains in effect under either the Action
or No Action Alternatives.

2n

The cumulative impact estimated for
hydropower represents the difference
between the alternatives and a scenario
without the biological constraints. The
economic value resulting from the
analysis determined a value under the
scenario of limited biological constraints
over the same 25-year timeframe as the
two alternatives, for comparison purposes.

The estimated cumulative impacts
hydropower economic value does not
represent what the economic value would
have been since 1974 as prices and
generation (under the alternatives) from
the last 29 years were not available or
used in the model. Generation estimated
in the cumulative impacts scenario is less
than 3 percent greater than under the No
Action Alternative.

20

Reclamation, in consultation with the
eight cooperating agencies, defined the
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No Action Alternative to include
operations to achieve the flow and
temperature regimes recommended in the
1992 Biological Opinion. In making that
definition, it was also recognized by
Reclamation and the cooperating agencies
that hydropower impacts associated with
changes made between 1974 and 1992
should be recognized in this EIS as
cumulative impacts. Operational changes
made prior to 1992 are described in
section 1.4.2. Hydropower impacts
associated with changes made prior to
1992 have been addressed in

section 4.16.2.
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2p

Cumulative impacts to hydropower have
been addressed in section 4.16.2. As
stated in the description of the proposed
action, Reclamation intends to continue
all authorized purposes of Flaming Gorge
Dam, including hydropower, if the Action
Alternative is implemented.



3a

3b

COLORADQ RIVER WATER
CONSERVATION DISTRICT

Profocting Westarn Colorado Water Since 1937

g

November 15, 2004

Mr. Peter Crookston

Flaming Gorge Environmental Impact Statement Manager
U.S. Department of Interior

Bureau of Reclamation

Provo Area Office

302 E. 1860 South

Provo UT 84606-7317

SUBJECT: Comments on Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Draft Environmental Impact
Statement, dated August 2004

Dear Mr. Crookston:

The Colorado River Water Conservation District (River District) was created by the Colorado
Legislature in 1937 to protect and develop Colorado’s Colorado River entitlements. The Green
River in Colorado is within the River District boundaries. The River District is very concerned
with the potential effect re-operation of CRSP projects like Flaming Gorge will have on the
ability of Colorado to develop its Colorado River entitlements.

The River District is an active participant in the Recovery Program for the Endangered Fishes of
the Upper Colorado (Recovery Program). We understand the purpose of the re-operation
considered in the Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Draft EIS (DEIS} is to meet the flows
recammended by the 1.8, Fish and Wildlife Service in 2000 for the explicit purpose of
recovering the listed fishes.

We have considered the DEIS and offer the following comments:

The DEIS does not appear to consider how the proposed changes in operations at Flaming Gorge
Dam will impact the authorized original and continuing purpose of meeting downstream compact
delivery requirements.

Operations of Flaming Gorge Dam have been adjusted significantly over time as the purported

Suite #200 * 201 Centennial Street / PO Box 1120 Glenwood Sptings, Colotado 81602
(970) 945-8522 * (970} 945-8799 Fax
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flow needs of the listed fishes have been estimated. In the DEIS the USBOR has considered the
most recent operations as the baseline and not recognized the impacts of operational changes
which have already been made to benefit the listed fishes.

The DEIS says in paragraph 3.7.2.4.2.3 "Efforts to increase the availablify of flood plain habitats
{presumably through meeting the 2000 flow recommendations) to benefit razorback sucker will
have to account for the potential benefit to non-natives as well." We could not find in the DEIS
where USBOR has accounted for the potential benefit o non-natives (and related impacts to the
listed species) created by the implementation of the recommended flows although, the superior
exploitation of the flood plain habitats by non-native fishes is well documented in the DEIS ("In
the flood plain habitats, in excess of a million fish were collected with non-native species
accounting for over 99% of the total catch in most areas." Paragraph 3.7.2.4.4.2; and in
Paragraph 3.7.2.4.4.3 "The nonnative species greatly outnumbered native fish in these important
habitats every year." and "As the river flows receded, many of their larvae were tlushed out to
the main channel.") The non-native fish issue is also not included in the summary of uncertainties
which USBOR proposes to address through adaptive management. We request that the USBOR
include in the final EIS and Record of Decision the uncertainty for the success of any operational
scenario for Flaming Gorge Dam aimed at benefitting the listed fishes in the presence of the non-
native fishes.

The DEIS recognizes in Section 4.19.5 that additional information generated since the 2000 flow
recommendations which reveals that most of the flood plain habitats in reasonable proximity to
the razorback spawning sites can be flooded at 13,000 cfs rather than the recommended 18,600
cfs (Valdez and Nelson, 2004) contributes significantly to the uncertainty that the 2000 flow
recommendations as considered by the DEIS are necessaty to meet the stated objectives. This
uncertainty and the potential that the purposes of Flaming Gorge Dam might be better served by
conservation of water in the reservoir need to be addressed more completely in the final EIS and
Record of Decision.

The River District looks to USBOR to continue to operate its facilities, including Flaming Gorge
Dam, in a manner which is consistent with their original and continuing authorized purposes and
with the objectives of the Upper Colorado River Recovery Program, while maintaining the
highest standard of scientific integrity. We look forward to continuing our cooperation with the
UUSBOR in this regard.

If you have any questions concerning these comments please contact me at your convenience.

Sincerely,

Ray D. Tenney, P.E.
Senior Water Resources Engineer
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3. COLORADO RIVER WATER
CONSERVATION DISTRICT

3a

The proposed action is consistent with
Recovery Program efforts to recover the
four endangered species. The Recovery
Program was created specifically to
recover the endangered species while
providing for the continuation of water
development.

3b

Section 1.1 of the EIS states that the
proposed action is to protect and assist in
recovery of the populations and
designated critical habitat of the four
endangered fishes, while maintaining all
authorized purposes of the Flaming Gorge
Unit of the CRSP, particularly those
related to the development of water
resources in accordance with the
Colorado River Compact.

3cC

The Flaming Gorge EIS captures the
existing environment (baseline) as
including changes due to the construction
of the dam as well as its operations prior
t0 1992. Changes and effects resulting
from the construction of the dam and its
pre-1992 operations are considered in the
cumulative impacts analysis in

section 4.16 of the EIS.

3d
Section 4.19.4 in the EIS has been revised
in response to this comment.

3e

Presence of nonnative fish was added to
the uncertainties section 4.19. See
response to Colorado River Water
Conservation District 3d.

3f
Section 4.19.4 in the EIS has been revised
based on this comment.

39

The EIS states Reclamation’s intent to
implement all of the 2000 Flow and
Temperature Recommendations as
described in the Action Alternative.
Section 4.19 explains the uncertainties
associated with implementing the Action
Alternative, including in section 4.19.5
those uncertainties associated with flood
plain inundation. Both the EIS and the
2000 Flow and Temperature Recommen-
dations acknowledge that, over time, as
additional information becomes available,
refinements to the flow and temperature
recommendations may prove to be
warranted if data suggests that tradeoffs
between peak flow magnitude and
duration provide greater benefits to
endangered fish. Reclamation believes
that if such refinements are proposed at
some as yet unknown point in the future,
based upon information developed
through adaptive management or through
ongoing Recovery Program research,
there will be ample opportunity to obtain
appropriate review and input from all
Recovery Program participants as well as
the interested public.
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Duchesne County Water Conservancy District

855 East 200 North (112-10) Office: (435) 722-4977
Roosevelt, Utah 84066 Cellular: (435) 823-5726
General Managjer: Randy Crozier Fax; (435) 722-4827
Assistant Manager: Don W. Winterton
Admin, Assistant: Adrienne S. Marett
Boerd Members: Lynn Burton, Member
At Taylor, Chairman D. Brad Hancock, Member
Keith Morteneen, Vice-Chairman Craig Thomas, Member
Ed Bench, Member Max Warren, Member

Upper Chain Lake

November 15, 2004

Mr. Peter Crookston

Flaming Gorge EIS Manager

PRO-774

Bureau of Reclamation

Provo Area Office

302 East 1860 South
Provo, Utah 840606

Dear Mr, Crookston:

When the Ultimate Phase of the Central Utah Project was dissolved, the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation was
left with a 430,910 acre-foot storage filing in the Flaming Gorge Reservoir. The Utah Division of Water
Resources was given control over the water right in order to preserve the 1956 priority date. The Division
of Water Resources segregated the water right to conservancy districts, irrigation companies, and
individuals for beneficial use. In 1999, the Duchesne County Water Conservancy District (DCWCD) was
approved for 47,600 acre-feet of this Flaming Gorge water (with 3,200 acre-fest of the allocation for
municipal and industrial use {M&T) use and 44,400 acre-feet for supplemental irrigation).

We recently reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam
and wish to voice our concerns that the operation of said dam not impact the delivery of DCWCD’s
allocated water right, We felt that the comments made in Section 1.8 of the Flaming Gorge DEIS were tco
brief and did not fully explain how the water rights allocated to the above entities would be protected. As
DCWCD is in the process of putting our allocated water rights to beneficial use, we are very concerned
that these rights be protected. DCWCD would like to see this issue addressed in more detail, rather than by
general reference in Section 1.8.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this DEIS. For any further questions, please feel free to call
me at the Duchesne County Water Conservancy District office at (435) 722-4977 or my cellular phone at
823-5726.

Sincerely,

Fandy O op D W ek

Randy Crozier
General Manager

Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Final EIS



4. DUCHESNE COUNTY
WATER CONSERVANCY
DISTRICT

4a

In accordance with the Council on
Environmental Quality regulations
implementing NEPA (40 Code of Federal
Regulations [CFR] 1500.1), the EIS is
intended to fully disclose significant
information while remaining as concise as
possible. Since there are no effects to
water rights under either the Action or No

Action Alternatives, the disclosure of this
fact in section 1.8.4 of the EIS is
sufficient and appropriate treatment of the
issue. Clarification has been added to this
section. The statement of purpose and
need in section 1.1 provides for the
continuation of authorized purposes,
including development of water
resources.
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\a SWEETWATER COUNTY CONSERVATION DISTRICT

Mary E. Thoman, Chalrman  Randy Shipman, Vice Chalrman  Jean Dickinson, Secretary  Tom Buris, Treasurer  George Stephen, Member

79 Winston Drive, Sulte 110
Rock Springs, Wyoming 82801 (307) 382-3062 (307) 362-1459 Fax

Nevember 9, 2004

Flaming Gorge EIS Manager, PRO-774
Bureau of Reclamation, Provo Area Office
302 East 1860 South

Provo, Utah 84606-7317

Re:  Comments regarding the Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr, Peter Crookston,

The Sweetwater County Conservation District (“District” or “SWCCD™) submits the
following comment with respect to the Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Colorado
River Storage Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

The District is established pursuant to Wyoming law to promote the conservation and
management of natural resources within the district, including soil and water. State law defines
the term “conservation” broadly to include “development, improvement, maintenance,
preservation, protection and use of natural resources, and the control and prevention of
floodwater and sediment damages, and the disposal of excess waters.” Wyo. Stat.
§11-16-102(iv). The District is also granted authority to assist, promote, and protect public
lands and natural resources, soil, water, and wildlife resources, to develop water and fo prevent
floods, to stabilize the ranching and agriculture industry, to protect the tax base, and to

provide for the public safety, health, and welfare of the citizens. The District is charged

with conserving, protecting, and developing these resources on ail lands within the District,
including federal, state, and private tand. The District boundaries include all of Sweetwater
County. For these reasons, the District has a direct interest in the U.S. Department of

the Interior (USDOI) Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) operation of Flaming Gorge Dam,

The District was not contacted regarding cooperating agency participation in this EIS process.

5a Due to the limited amount of time the District has had to familiarize with the draft, our
comments are limited at this time. The District reserves the right to supplement the comments
when additionatl information is made available.

Fhe District hereby requests that the USDOI BOR consider the 2001 Green River Basin
5b Plan in all aspects of the Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Colorado River Storage
Project Environmental Impact Statement.

CONSERVATION @ DEVELOPMENT @ SELE-GOVERNMENT
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Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam
Colorado River Storage Project

Draft EIS
Page 2 of 2

5c

The District hereby requests the consideration of the Sweetwater County Conservation District
interim policy October 2004 Draft Land and Resource Use Plan and Policy in all aspects

of the Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Colorado River Storage Project Environmental
Impact Statement, in particular the policies on pages 37 through 41 (see enclosed draft Plan).

Very truly yours,

Wm‘y CCJ j/mmcm

Mary E. Thoman, Chairman
Sweetwater County Conservation District

5'7/’/’

CONSERVATION e DEVELOPMENT @ SELF-GOVERNMENT
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5. SWEETWATER COUNTY
CONSERVATION DISTRICT

5a

Reclamation extended invitations to the
States of Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming
with the understanding that the states
would coordinate with potentially affected
counties and represent their concerns. Of
the three States, only the State of Utah
wished to be a cooperating agency.
Nevertheless, Reclamation would have
welcomed any county as a cooperating
agency, but no requests for such were
received from any county.

5b

As requested, Reclamation reviewed the
2001 Green River Basin Plan, which
presented current and future (projected to
2030) recreation use within the Green
River and Bear River Basins of
Wyoming. As stated in section 1.8.1 of
the EIS, the proposed action would not
affect the Green River upstream of
Flaming Gorge Reservoir. Recreational
effects to Flaming Gorge Reservoir were
estimated as generally positive (please see
section 4.11.3.2.1 and 4.11.3.2.2 of the
EIS).

Regarding water quality, Reclamation did
not see anything to address or that was of
concern in this plan.

Chapter 4.0, Environmental Conse-
quences, clearly describes how the
analysis of future water demands within
the Upper Green and Little Snake River
Basins in Wyoming was performed.
Reclamation did not find projected water
use data specific to the Upper Green and
Little Snake River Basins. The data is
combined for both basins into a single
value, which makes it difficult to
determine how any differences between
the data presented in the Wyoming report
and the depletions of the Flaming Gorge

108 ~— Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Final EIS

Model would affect the results of the
Flaming Gorge Model.

However, Reclamation has determined
that the depletions used in the Flaming
Gorge Model are very similar to the
depletions reported in the Wyoming
report. The report gives three scenarios
(low, moderate, and high) of development
to the year 2030. Reclamation compared
these values to the values presented in the
Upper Colorado River Commission
(UCRC) Report (dated 1999) which gives
estimates of future depletions in the
Upper Division States. The depletions
used in the Flaming Gorge Model were
derived from the UCRC Report.
Reclamation found that the depletions in
the Wyoming Report are slightly higher
than those in the UCRC Report but well
within the range of those values. We do
not believe that the difference between
these sources is significant enough to
have any meaningful impacts on the
results of the Flaming Gorge Model under
any of the alternatives that were modeled.

The UCRC is Reclamation’s source for
projected depletion information.
Wyoming is an active member of the
UCRC. If the Wyoming State Engineer
has obtained updated information
regarding projected depletions, he should
encourage UCRC to share this new
information with Reclamation so that
Reclamation's modeling efforts on the
Colorado River can be updated to the
most current projected depletions
schedules.

5¢c

As requested, Reclamation has reviewed
the Sweetwater County Conservation
District Land and Resource Use Plan and
Policy. We do not find anything in that
plan that would be of concern relative to
the proposed action as analyzed in the
EIS.



ORGANIZATIONS

1. Living Rivers, Colorado Riverkeeper

Trout Unlimited

Uintah Mountain Club

Water Consult Engineering and Planning Consultants

Utah Waters
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Western Resource Advocates and The Nature Conservancy
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LIVING\RIVERS

November 15, 2004

Mz, Peter Crookston
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office

302 East 1860 South
Provo, Utah 84606

RE: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement on operations at
Flaming Gorge Dam

Dear Mr. Crookston,

Living Rivers and Colorado Riverkeeper submit the following comments on the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the re-operation of Flaming
Gorge Dam to benefit endangered fish, as released on September 7, 2004.

While the four-year effort to produce this document has proved useful in
generating a better understanding of the challenges facing the recovery of
endangered fish below Flaming Gorge Dam, the analysis is not yet sufficient to
support the proposed action. The water supply and hydrograph assumptions do
not correlate with present trends. The role of endangered fish recovery relative to
other operational objectives has yet to be properly clarified. The proposed action
fails to address the pitfalls in the structure and mandate associated with the
proposed Adaptive Management Program ags experienced with Reclamation’s
recovery efforts for endangered fish at Grand Canyon. The DEIS did not
properly review the merits of recovery efforts through a dam decommissioning
alternative. Lastly, as noted in our scoping comments of july, 2000, Colorado
River endangered fish recovery should be tiered to a programmatic EIS that
evaluates recovery needs and barriers throughout the historic range of these
endangered fish species. We hope these matters will be properly addressed prior
ta completion of the Final EIS (FEIS).

1. Water availability
The DEIS failed to sufficiently address how long-term water availability will
impact fish recovery in the lower Green River, and as a result did not sufficiently

demonstrate whether the proposed recovery efforts can be successful in this
limited stretch of river.

PO Box 466 » Moab, UT 84532 « (435) 259-1063 * Fax (435) 259-7612
www.livingrivers.org
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Mr. Peter Crookston
Bureau of Reclamation
Page 2

Flow scenarios did not take into consideration the prospect of how climate
change will affect river flows. The present drought has demonstrated that flows
may be significantly lower than forecasted as precipitation patterns for the Green
River watershed may be changing. The Department of Energy has forecasted
how western rivers as a whole may experience a 30 percent reduction in flows
over the next 50 years due to climate change.

2. Action Alternative is not consistent with the natural hydrograph

The DEIS acknowledges the recommendation to manage the recovery of
endangered fish species on a dam-controlled river by mimicking the historic
natural hydrograph and thermograph, as much as possible. We believe that the
flow recommendations of the DEIS departs from this prescribed treatment. We
believe the spring peak flow of the Action Alternative is much reduced and
therefore diminishes the success in achieving the goal to recover endangered
fish. We also believe that the Action Alternative’s base flow, from the summer to
winter season, is higher than the historic hydrograph and too does not reflect
compliance with the biological data.

Furthermore, instead of timing releases from Flaming Gorge Dam with the
natural flow of the Green River, the flow recommendation of the Action
Alternative is timed to meet the natural hydrograph of the Yampa River, a
tributary of the Green River downstream of the dam. We believe this too
diminishes the recovery of endangered fish in the Green River, especially in
Reach One (Flaming Gorge Dam to the confluence with the Yampa River).

We believe the DEIS overlooked the benefits associated with the Run of the River
Alternative, as suggested by the National Park Service. We encourage
Reclamation to scrutinize further the possibilities of implementing such an action
plan. We believe strongly that matching the historic attributes of the river is what
will eventually provide a greater measure of success in the recovery of
endangered fish species, until which time the dam can and will be successfully
decommissioned, as is enevitable.

3. Clarify the priority of satisfying the Endangered Species Act

The DEIS sometimes refers to the recovery of endangered fish as distinct from
the authorized purposes of Flaming Gorge Dam (Sec.1.1). At other times the
DEIS implies that the authorized purpose of Flaming Gorge Dam does include
the improvement of critical habitat for fish and wildlife. The FEIS must make
clear that fish recovery is paramount as the Bureau of Reclamation must comply
with the Endangered Species Act first and foremost, then allow for other dam
operational benefits to be pursued accordingly.

4. Adaptive Management Program protocols

The DEIS indicates that the Action Alternative includes the implementation of an
Adaptive Management Program concerning the future operations at Flaming

Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Final EIS
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M. Peter Crookston
Bureau of Reclamation
Page3

Gorge Dam. This program will consist of the Flaming Gorge Working Group and
a Technical Working Group. The purpose of the Flaming Gorge Working Group
is to provide a check and balance system for the purposes that authorized
Flaming Gorge Dam, including the recovery of endangered fish. The purpose of
the Technical Working Group is to provide scientific expertise for the program.

Such a program has been underway for nearly ten years at Glen Canyon Dam,
but the results have been disastrous. One more species has gone extinct, the
Razorback Sucker, and the Humpback Chub has declined to nearly irreversible
numbers. This has occurred for the lack of: a) a clear mandate for independent,
peer-reviewed science that is removed from politics, b) to guide the decision

-making process by placing fish recovery at a priority below power generation,

¢} not ensuring there are sufficient funds to operate the program.

Reclamation must identify how the Flaming Gorge Dam Adaptive Management
Program will avoid the pitfalls that have plagued the program at Grand Canyon.

Reclamation must also outline how this program will address uncertainties
associated with the operations at Flaming Gorge Dam, and how future
supplemental National Environmental Policy Act compliance will be required.

We believe that such uncertainties could include, but not limited to: progressive
global warming, extended and prolonged drought, extreme flood events, higher
sediment transport, increased human consumption, modifying selective
withdrawal (temperature control), and the control and removal of exotic fish.

This should also include a call by the Lower Basin to deliver the minimal annual
requirement of 8.23 million acre-feet at the Compact Point (Lee’s Ferry, Arizona).
As well as dam operations that further compromise the ecosystem values that
authorized the creation of Dinosaur National Monument, Quray National
Wildlife Refuge, and Canyonlands National Park.

We also believe that another management decision of the immediate future
should include a fish passage at the Tusher Wash Diversion Dam near Green
River, Utah. This would include a device that prevents mortality of endangered
fish from entrapment in the irrigation and hydropower projects associated with
this diversion dam.

Therefore, we do expect that the working groups and the general public will
have comprehensive access to all information that pertains to the operations of
the Green River and Flaming Gorge Dam. This should be accomplished through
the web pages of the Bureau of Reclamation and through a regular newsletter
that is mailed to all interested parties.

For the agencies, scientists and the general public to be well informed, it is

imperative that all program information is made available promptly and that this
information is disseminated liberally and is not discretionary. Tt is also
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Mr. Peter Crookston
Bureau of Reclamation
Page 4

imperative that adequate time be allowed for the public to process this
information in a timely manner so as to maximize public outreach opportunities
in the NEPA decision making process.

5. The Decommissioning Alternative .

The DEIS dismissed the decommissioning alternative without sufficient
justification or analysis, other than to say, “[decommissioning] does not meet the
purpose and need for the proposed action.” The principle objective in fish
recavery programs is to restore natural processes, which include seasonal flows,
temperature, sediment, nutrients and migration.

Decommissioning Flaming Gorge Dam can best meet these objectives and thus
should be thoroughly evaluated. While the dam makes some contributions to
water storage, power generation and recreation, these contributions are not
significant regionally, and are replaceable, whereas the endangered fish are not.

- The DEIS also did not fully evaluate the potential for dam failure, and the

impacts this may have on endangered fish recovery, as well as other downstream -
impacts to Dinosaur National Monument and Canyonlands National Park.

6. Basin-wide concerns

Reclamation continues to address fish recovery in the Colorado River watershed
in a piecemeal fashion without consideration of the natural species’ range, or
macro-social and environmental changes that may be affecting the watershed.
It’s critical for Reclamation to develop a programmatic EIS involvirig all the
recovery needs of endangered fish species in the watershed and the best
approaches to resolve them.

We believe the overarching problems that must be thoroughly studied in such a
system wide, programmatic approach would include, but not limited to:-

Diminished water supply and water quality
Increased water demand

Over allocation of water rights

Quantifying the water rights of the First Nations
Impacts to national wildlife refuges, parks and monuments (including the
international biosphere at the Colorado River delta)
Removal of exotic species

Sedimentation in the teservoirs

Dam safety

Modernizing the Law of the River

Alternative energy production and conservation
Water storage and conservation alternatives

Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Final EIS



Mr. Peter Crookston
Bureau of Reclamation -
Page 5

We believe such a study would show conclusively that the Colorado River
system would benefit by having some of its infrastructure removed and that
alternative storage strategies, such as the artificial recharge in depleted aquifers,
can provide:

Increased habitat for endangered species

Restore the natural attributes of the river and its tributaries
Reduce water loss from evaporation

Reduce salinity

Provide protection from extended drought

Eliminate the consequences of high dam failure

Prompt a sediment management plan

7. Closing statement

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the DEIS for Flaming Gorge Dam.
We encourage the Bureau of Reclamation to proceed in producing a Final
Environmental Impact Statement and we look forward to the subsequent Record
of Decision. Please feel free to contact us at any time should you require any
additional information or assistance from us.

Sincerely yours,

John Weisheit
Living Rivers, conservation director
Colorado Riverkeeper
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1. LIVING RIVERS,
COLORADO RIVERKEEPER

la

Reclamation has used the best available
source of information for estimating
“long-term water availability” in
Reaches 1, 2, and 3 of the Green River as
described in the EIS. The Flaming Gorge
Model indicated that the 2000 Flow and
Temperature Recommendations could be
met, given the increasing depletions
schedules and the assumption that future
hydrology is similar to the historic
hydrology used in the Flaming Gorge
Model.

1b

Reclamation did not attempt to project
specific climate changes into the future as
these projections are considered
speculative and difficult to quantify from
a hydrologic standpoint. If climate
change does occur, it will impact the
inflow statistics and the hydrological year
classification that will be used for making
decisions about how to operate in a given
year.

1c
Comment noted.

1d

The scope of this EIS is to assess
operation regimes for Flaming Gorge that
achieved the 2000 Flow and Temperature
Recommendations, while continuing and
maintaining the authorized purposes of
Flaming Gorge Dam. It was determined
through modeling that a run of the river
approach to operating the dam would not
achieve the peak flows and durations
specified in the 2000 Flow and
Temperature Recommendations.
Specifically the recommended durations
were not achieved. For this reason, the
Modified Run of the River Alternative
was not analyzed further.
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Implementation of RPAs is Reclamation’s
responsibility as part of Section 7(a)(2) of
the ESA consultation process with the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, but it
should be noted that ESA compliance,
like compliance with other statutes and
regulations, is part of the Federal
regulatory construct under which
Reclamation operates Flaming Gorge
Dam. Reclamation is committed to
upholding its responsibilities under the
ESA, as well as meeting authorized
project purposes.

1f

Reclamation does not agree with this
assessment of the Glen Canyon Dam
Adaptive Management Program. The
razorback sucker has always been rare in
Grand Canyon and has not been declared
extinct. The Grand Canyon humpback
chub population, although experiencing
recent decline, has not declined to nearly
irreversible numbers. Rather, this
population is still the most robust of all
humpback chub populations in the
Colorado River Basin. The Glen Canyon
program has successfully applied adaptive
management concepts to develop a better
understanding of the relationship between
dam operations and resource responses
since its inception in 1997. Major
experiments utilizing Glen Canyon Dam
as an instrument to manipulate hydrology
have been successfully completed through
the recommendations of program
stakeholders to the Secretary of the
Interior.

19

Please see section 4.20 of the EIS
regarding the adaptive management
process for Flaming Gorge Dam. Future
NEPA compliance will be undertaken
whenever there is a major Federal action
with the potential to affect the human
environment, in accordance with

40 CFR 1500-1508.



1h

A decision as to the necessity and
feasibility of a fish passage at Tusher
Wash Diversion is a responsibility of the
Recovery Program and is outside the
scope of the Flaming Gorge EIS.

1i

Section 2.2.2.2 of the EIS states why
decommissioning Flaming Gorge Dam
does not meet the purpose and need for
which the EIS was prepared.

1j
A Federal action requiring a
programmatic EIS has not been defined.

Comments and Responses
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Ry November 15, 2004

By Fax and Email

Peter Crookston

Flaming Gorge EIS Manager
PRO-774

Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office

302 East 1860 South

Provo, UT B4606-7317

Re:  Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Draft Environmental Impact
Statement

The Utah Water Project of Trout Unlimited would like to comment on the
August 2004 Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (the “Flaming Gorge Draft EIS” or the “Draft E18™).

Trout Unlimited is the largest non-profit organization dedicated to
preserving and restoring North America’s trout and salmon fisheries and their
watersheds. As the Green River below Flaming Gorge Dam is a world-class trout
fishery, Trout Unlimited and its members have a strong interest in the way the
dam is operated. Though Trout Unlimited focuses its conservation efforts on cold
water fisheries, it supports the Bureau of Reclamation’s (the “Bureau’s”) efforts to
assist in the recovery of native warm water species identified in the Flaming
Gorge Draft EIS to the extent those efforts do not impair the cold water fishery
below Flaming Gorge Dam.

Trout Unlimited supports the flow restrictions and temperature
recommendations in the Draft EIS.

In general, Trout Unlimited commends the Bureau on the Flaming Gorge
Draft EIS. The Draft EIS addresses in detail the potential impacts on the trout
fishery of the Action and No Action Alternatives. In particular, Trout Unlimited
commends the Bureau for incorporating into its economic analysis two restrictions
on the rate of water released from the dam: (1) the up- and down-ramp rate limit
of 800 cfs per hour and (2) the single daily peak “hump” restriction. See Drafl EIS
at 149. These time-honored restrictions have been important in establishing and
maintaining the quality of the trout fishery below the dam.

Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Final EIS
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Similarly, Trout Unlimited supports the Action Alternative
recommendation that releases not exceed 55°F during dry and moderately dry
years and 59°F in moderate to wet years. As the Draft EIS recognizes, these
temperature regimes should be followed to protect trout habitat down to the
Utah/Colorado State Line. See Draft EIS at 164,

Although we generally support the flow restrictions and temperature
recommendations in the Draft EIS, we would like to raise three concerns:

(1) The Draft EIS mischaracterizes the nature of the up- and down-ramp
rate limit and single daily peak “hump? restriction.

The newly added second full paragraph on page 149 of the Draft EIS .
appears to minimize the importance of the release restrictions described above by
asserting that there are no “formalized restrictions,” and that these informal
restrictions have been in place only since 1993. In fact, these restrictions were the
result of lengthy investigations and negotiations by the Flaming Gorge Dam
Working Group and have been followed, except for emergencies, since well
before 1993,

Our concern is that, by suggesting that the flow restrictions are recent and
purely voluntary, the Draft EIS (perhaps inadvertently) lays the groundwork for
arguments that power generation can or should be pursued at the expense of other
uses generally and fishing in particular, We believe it would be inappropriate to
elevate power generation at the expense of fishing and other uses, particularly in
that the authorizing legislation (both the CRSP Act of 1956 and the Colorado
River Basin Project Act of 1968) describes power generation as “an incident™ to
the primary listed purposes, which include “providing for basic public outdoor
recreation facilities” and “improving conditions for fish and wildlife.” See Draft
EIS at 3-4.

(2) The Drajt EIS fails to address the timing of daily up- and down-ramp
rates and the potential impact of such rates on the cold water fishery
below Flaming Gorge Dam,

Although we support the flow restrictions contained in the Draft EIS, we
are concerned that the Draft EIS does not address the timing of those flows and the
potential impacts that timing can have on the coldwater fishery below the dam.
For example, if peak flows occur in the middle of the day {as has happened in the
past with test flows), it can have a significant impact on the quality of the fishing
as well as the overall quality of the experience (significant fluctuations in flows
make fishing unpredictable; high flows also stir up a lot of sediment and organic

Comments and Responses

119



Mov 15 04 02:35p Alan Hatheson 801-747-0748

2e

2f

29

120 —

matter). Moreover, significant flow increases during the day compromise the -
safety of fishermen who wade the river.

Because people travel from all over the United States and even other
countries to fish the Green River below the dam, any operational change that
impairs the quality of the fishing experience has a negative economic impact as
well. Anglers who have a bad experience are unlikely to retumn.

We believe that the Final EIS should address these issues, and, more
importantly, that significant increases or decreases in ramp rates should occur
during non-fishing hours.

(3) The Draft EIS fails to address adequately local economic impacits of
changes Yo the tailwater fishery.

We are also concerned that the Draft FIS may underestimate the effects of
operational changes on the local economy. In particular, the Draft EIS uses a three
courty model to estimate economic impacts. Doing so may obscure serious
impacts to the economy of Dutch Fohn, Utah, and Daggett County, Utah, whete
the vast majority of economic activity associated with Flaming Gorge occurs.

For example, the Bureau estimates that under the Action Alternative,
employment in the “Amusement and Recreation Services™ industry may fall 8.3
percent in wet years (see Table 4-26) and 6.6 percent in dry years (see Table 4-
27). These losses may appear insignificant when spread over three counties and
mitigated by gains in other areas, but could be devastating to the community of
Dutch John, where the vast majority of residents are employed by the recreation
industry or associated with it. The same is true for Daggett County generally,
which lacks the economic and employment diversity of Uintah and Sweetwater
Counties.

Again, we applaud the Bureau’s efforts to put together a comprehensive
and balanced Draft EIS and appreciate the opportunity to comment on the
proposed action. If you have questions or would like to discuss these comments
further, please contact us at (801) 747-0747.

Si

Western Water Project
Trout Unlimited

Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Final EIS




2. TROUT UNLIMITED

2a
Section 4.4.1 accurately describes the
limitations of ramp rates.

2b

The EIS states Reclamation’s intent to
balance the needs of all resources when
making operational decisions under both
the Action and No Action Alternatives.
We appreciate your concern that power
generation might have benefited at the
expense of fishing and other uses.
However, the analysis of the cumulative
effects on hydropower generation shows
that power has not been elevated above
other authorized purposes and that, in
fact, there have been losses to
hydropower over the last 20 years. Please
see section 1.4.2 for more information.
The proposed action will not have a
negative effect on the sport fishery, as
shown in chapter 4 in the EIS.

2C

Within-day fluctuations are outside the
scope of the EIS. It is noted that the
changes in flows, as part of the operation
of the powerplant, are designed to help
meet the demand for electricity as usage
of electricity increases during the day and
decreases at night. Meeting peak
demands is currently tempered, however,
by the need to meet environmental
concerns. This operational detail would
be the same under either the Action or No
Action Alternative.

2d

Reclamation agrees that the safety of
fishermen and others along the Green
River is very important. Currently,
through efforts of the Flaming Gorge
Working Group, the agreed upon ramping
rate is established at 800 cfs per hour.
This ramping rate has been the agreed
upon standard since the Flaming Gorge
Working Group meeting of April 11,

1994. There is prominent signage along
the river warning fishermen of the
potential for sudden fluctuations. A
warning horn at the dam is also sounded
before increase dam releases begin.
Daytime fluctuations have been a part of
operations since the dam was completed
40 years ago, and so it is common
knowledge among those who have visited
the river in the past. Nevertheless,
Reclamation continues as part of its
management of Flaming Gorge Dam to
pursue all reasonable means of providing
notification to the public of river
fluctuations and other public safety
concerns. Please see response to Daggett
County 1g.

2e

The EIS acknowledges the possibility of
both positive and negative effects under
differing conditions if the Action
Alternative is implemented. It should be
noted that the nature and timing of ramp
rates, and other daily operational details,
would remain substantially the same
under either the Action or No Action
Alternative. The trout fishery was
established 40 years ago within the
context and limitations of dam operations;
and over time, certain operational changes
have benefited the trout fishery.

2f

The EIS acknowledges that the Action
Alternative could create adverse impacts
for certain Green River recreation
activities and businesses (e.qg.,
commercial operators), particularly under
wet and dry conditions as compared to the
No Action Alternative. The lack of
appropriate county specific expenditure
data precluded the development of
impacts solely for Daggett County. In
anticipation of this, a survey was
conducted during the summer of 2001 to
specifically identify economic impacts to
commercial river guide operators. The
results of the survey were presented in a
separate subsection under
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socioeconomics. Attempts have been
made, and will continue to be made, to
display the adverse impacts to
commercial operators prior to the final
decision. Finally, recall the analysis was
looking at both river and reservoir
recreation. While we cannot describe
potential impacts by county due to lack of
data, from an overall perspective,
expenditure gains on the reservoir
appeared to outweigh losses on the river.
Therefore, it is possible that under the
Action Alternative certain recreation
oriented businesses (e.g., lodging,
restaurants, gas stations) will be adversely
impacted by reductions in Green River
recreation visitation, but many of these
same businesses (with the exception of
river guides) could also benefit from the
additional reservoir recreation visitation
and expenditures.
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The EIS shows that Green River
commercial operators could experience
adverse impacts, particularly under wet
and dry conditions. While we cannot
definitively describe impacts to Daggett
County given the lack of county specific
expenditure data, we acknowledge your
point and included more discussion in
section 4.12 in the EIS. While these
impacts could indeed create problems if
concentrated in Dutch John (not an
unreasonable assumption), we would like
to point out that wet and dry conditions
were each estimated to occur about

10 percent of the time.
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From: "Tom andfor Ann" <taelder@easilink.com>
To: <fgeis@uc.usbr.gov>
Date: Sun, Nov 14, 2004 641 PM
Subject: Flaming Gorge Draft EIS
To Whom It May Concern: November 14, 2004
3a We, as the elected representatives of the Uintah Mountain Club {a local grassroots conservation

grganization centered in Vernal, Utah), would like to express our strong support for the Action Alternative
as described in the "Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam DEIS",

As we understand the document, in most years, (about 9 out of 10), the high flows will not differ much
from the current flows we experience. These other 9 years, the Green will not be very different from what
we experience now. What will be the benefit of that 10th wet year? Species that have evolved in the
pre-dam environment, will experience better conditions. Wildlife generally will benefit (and all those
people who enjoy a healthy river ecosystem).

Woe believe the 4 endangered fish are currently declining, and that this action will help their recovery. But
the fish are only "flagship species” for all of the species present in the river corridor. Such occasienal high
water conditions are also when boxelders and cottonwoods establish on high enough ground to be
relatively safe for a long, reproductive life-span. Cottonwood and boxelder gallery floodplain forests are a
vanishing habitat type in Utah and throughout the West, and one that is important to deer, beaver,
migrating birds, bald eagles, and (not least importantly} humans. Beaches and sediment bars are also
built up as the fine sediments that have sifted down into the main channel, are mobilized and re-deposited
on the banks.

The exotic plant big whitetop disperses in such high-water events, and this is a legitimate concern. But not
an overarching concern, since the weed is already established up and down the river corridor, and we're
not even sure how much new habitat they would be able to colonize, that they aren't already present on.
Additionally, whitetop does not compete well with alfalfa so it is primarily a problem with grazing land.
There are effective aggressive grazing operations to deal with white top infestations (heavy early grazing
by sheep).

The economics of recreation on the river is an important point. People come to Vernal to float the
stretches of river that will be impacted by the Action Alternative. On any given day during boating season,
hundreds of paying customers, tourists eager to experisnce the Cld West, are scattered up and down the
400 mile stretch of Green River, that stretches from Flaming Gorge dam to the confluence with the
Colorado River in Canyonlands National Park. The beaches, cottonwood groves, and wildlife that the
Action Afternative will encourage, are part of the allure of the Green River Canyons.

The most serious charge concerns increasing the risk of West Nile virus. In short, we don't think the main
issue that determines how an entire, 400 mile-long river is managed should be mosquito control. We do
agree that WNV is a serious concern, but should this concern dictate how the entire Green River
ecosystem is managed?
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Qur point is, mosquite management is only one consideration when deciding how to manage a river, but it
takes its place alongside water delivery, wildlife management, and a host of other considerations.

Thank you for ihe opportunity to comment.
Uintah Mountain Club Board of Directors
Tom Elder

Lorna Condon

Chad Hamblin

Mickey Allen
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3a
Thank you for your comments.
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From: "Water Consult" <h2orus@WaterConsult.com>

To: <fgeis@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Mon, Nov 15, 2004 4:13 PM

Subject: Comments on Draft Flaming Gorge Environmental Impact Statement

Water Consult Engineering and Planning Consultants
Water Consult Engineering and Planning Consultants

535 N. Garfield Avenue, Loveland, Colorado 80537
E:mail: hZorus@waterconsult.com

November 15, 2004

Mr. Peter Crookston

Flaming Gorge Environmental Impact Statement Manager
Bureau of Reclamation

Provo Area Office

302 E. 1860 South

Prove UT 84806-7317

Phone: 970-667-8680 FAX: 970-667-8692

SUBJECT: Comments on Draft Flaming Gorge Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr, Crookston:

On behalf of the Upper Basin Water Users participating in the Upper Colorado River Endangered Fish
Recovery Program, | wish to offer the following comments on the draft Flaming Garge EIS:

1. The draft EIS emphasizes meeting the flow recommendations (Muth, et al, September 2000). The flow
recommendations represent the best available information as of September 2000. The EIS overly
emphasizes meeting the flow recommendations, rather than implementing an adaptive management
process, which was strongly recommended in the flow recommendations:

Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Final EIS
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4b

4c

4d

4e

"Although it is beyond the scape of this report to provide a detailed description of research and monitoring
needs, we suggest that the collection of additional data on endangered fishes and their habitats focus on
the evaluation and possible modification of cur recommendations by following an adaptive management
process .. ." (p.5-39)

2. New information has been developed and was not available at the time the flow recommendations
were completed. This includes the report by Valdez and Nelson (April 2004) regarding management of
flooded bottormlands in the Green River. This report peints out the importance of depression of
bottomlands, rather than terrace bottomlands. A recent draft report by Hayes, et al (2004) shows that as
many depression bottomlands can be flooded at 13,000 cfs as can be flooded at 18,000 ¢fs. Had this
information been available in 2000, it is likely the flow recommendations would not be written as they are.

3. The final EIS and the record of decision both need to recognize these recent reports and findings, and
emphasize the need for consideration of this information in an adaptive management process that is
implemented as part of implementation of the flow recommendations. Furthermore, the final EIS and
recerd of decision also need to include a specific time period for review of the effectiveness of the flow
recommendations in achieving goals, in consideration of the information and the resulis of a trial
modification of the flow recommendations during the adapiive management process over the next few
years.

The flow recommendations developed by the Recovery Program for the last several years represent a
“first cut". These recommendations need to be tested for their effectiveness, modified based on the
information gained, and revised as new information becomes available. The Recovery Program has
adopted this approach, which needs to be included in the EIS and in the record of decision.

If you have any questions regarding these commaents, please contact me at your convenience.

Sincerely,

Tom Pitts

Upper Basin Water Users Representative,

Recovery Implementation Program for
Endangered Fish Species in the Upper Colorado
River Basin

(1802-30-03-03)
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ENGINEERING AND
PLANNING CONSULTANTS

4a and 4b

The proposed action is to implement the
2000 Flow and Temperature Recommen-
dations, therefore their emphasis in the
document is appropriate. The use of
adaptive management to implement the
proposed action is described in

section 4.20 of the EIS.
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The new information referenced in the
comments is discussed in section 4.19.5
of the EIS. See also response to the
National Park Service 3b-3e.

4d
Comment noted.

4e
Comment noted.
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November 15, 2004

Me, Peter Crookston

Flaming Gorge Environmental Impact Statemnent Manager
Bureaun of Reclamation, Provo Area Office

302 East 1860 South

Provo, UT. 84606-7317

Dear Mr. Crookston,

Utah Waters is conservation group dedicated to protecting the state of Utah’s natural water resources
through public advocacy and education. In accordance with that mission, we are pleased to provide the
following brief comments on the draft EIS on the “Cperation of Flaming Gorge Dan.” Generally
speaking, we think the draft offers a great deal of useful information and quality analysis; however, we
bave several major criticisms, which are the focus of our commients.

Onr fitst objection relates to the lack of alternatives presented in the draft EIS, Although NEPA,
regulations clearly state that an EIS must analyze all “reasonable” alternatives, your draft evajuates only
the Proposed Action and the No Action altemative. We note that in Section 2.2 you have made an
attempt to explain this dramatic departure from standard NEPA practice; however, we find the
explanation unconvincing. Furthermote, since the No Action Alternative, which is to continue current
practice, has already been shown to be inadequate to meet the needs addressed by the DEIS, there is only
one plan, and no alternatives, offered for public consideration, We are aware that other conservation
groups have already suggestad alternatives that should be analyzed in the document, inchuding an
alterpative that maintains steady flows during daylight hours in support of a quality fishery and for the
safety of the fishermen. At a minimum this alternative should be evaluated, and arguably others as well,
Not only would this make the draft ETS more useful as guide for policymakers and the publie, it would
2130 help to insulate the EIS against potential legal challenges. As you know, the adequacy of alternatives
is one of the more common issues in the arena of NEPA litigation,

A second objection we have is that the document doos not contain “significance oriteria”. Again, this
appests to be a departure from standard NEPA practice which undermines the strength of the analysis.
Given that a NEPA document must define “significant impacts to the human environment”, it appaars
impossible to draw meaningful conclusions unless *significance’ is first defined, We are aware that
‘significance criteria’ can be among the most subjective and controversial aspects of a NEPA, document,
but we don’t think that relieves the authors of an EIS of the burden of making an honest attempt at
offering such criteria. It is our opinion that they should be provided and integrated into the analysis in the
ugual manner. '

We appreciate your attention to our conceins and look forward to additional dialogue on this important
undertaking.
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Ci ent Lelter laming Gorge EIS, Nov 13, 20

Sincerely,

James Wechslar
Assistant Coordinator, Utah Waters
2480 E, Fisher Lane
Salt Lake City, UT 84108
801-583-2090

"
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5a

Reclamation acknowledges that a full
range of reasonable alternatives is
desirable. However, despite considerable
effort to develop additional alternatives
that meet the purpose and need of the EIS,
additional viable action alternatives could
not be identified. Analyzing the No
Action Alternative in the EIS is required
by CEQ and NEPA regulations. Please
see section 2.2 of the EIS. The EIS uses
the best available information as called
for by the CEQ regulations implementing
NEPA.

5b

The criteria for determining significance
are integrated into each resource analysis
and discussion, and Reclamation believes
that the methodologies and conclusions
are sufficiently clear. The resource
analysis is based on the issues and
indicators described in section 1.8.3 of the
EIS.
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From: "Bart Miller” <bmiller@westernresources.org>
To: <fgeis@uc.ushr.gov>

Date: Mon, Nov 15, 2004 5:27 PM

Subject: Camments on Flaming Gorge Draft EIS

To Peter Crookston:

Please accept the attached comments in the Draft EIS for re-operation of

Flaming Gorge.

Thay were generated by Western Resource Advocates and The Nature Conservancy
and also endorsed by the following organizations:

* American Rivers, .
* Colorado Environmental Coalition,
* San Juan Citizens' Alliance, and

Sierra Club’s Colorado River Task Force.

. 1 have also placed a hard copy of these comments in today's mail.

Please feel free to call with any questions.

Bart Miller
Water Program Director
Western Resource Advocates
Advancing Solutions for the Westarn Environment
2260 Baseline Road, Suite 200
Boulder, CO 80302
P: 303-444-1188 x.219
F: 303-786-8054
bmiller@westernresources.org
www.westernresourceadvocates.org

This electronic message transmission contains information which may be
confidential or privileged. The information is intended to be far the use of

the individual or entity named above. If you are not the intended recipient,
be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the contents

of this Information is prohibited.
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COMMENTS OF
WESTERN RESOURCE ADVOCATES, THE NATURE CONSERVANCY, along
with AMERICAN RIVERS, COLORADO ENVIRONMENTAL COALITION,
SAN JUAN CITIZENS’ ALLICANCE, and SIERRA CLUB (COLORADO RIVER
TASK FORCE)
ON
OPERATION OF FLAMING GORGE DAM
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
NOVEMBER 15, 2004

L INTRODUCTION

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) for the re-operation of the Flaming Gorge Dam and Reservoir (Flaming Gorge) to
benefit endangered fish in the Green and Colorado Rivers. The following comments
were generated by The Nature Conservancy and Western Resource Advocates and their
long-time representatives o the Upper Colorado River Recovery Program. Both of these
organizations have been committed for many years to working collaboratively on the
operation of Flaming Gorge and the recovery of endangered fish species through the
Recovery Implementation Program for the Upper Colorado River Basin, These
commeints are also endorsed by each of the organizations noted above.

In general, we support the fundamental finding of the DEIS and its technical appendix,
i.e., that of the two options presented, the Action Alternative is far better able to assist in
the long-term recovery of endangered fish in the Green and Colorado rivers, We are
encouraged that the DEIS concludes that implementing the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service flow recommendations (i.e., the Action Alternative) can be achieved while at the
same fime meeting the other authorized purposes of Flaming Gorge. Going forward, the
most critical issues will be how to quickly and effectively implement the Action
Alternative to achieve the best potential result for the endangered fish.

The DEIS sometimes implies, however, that meeting the temperature and flow
recommendations through the Action Alternative is separate and distinct from other
authorized purposes of Flaming Gorge. See, e.g., at pp. 8-2, S-23 (sec. S.13.3); DEIS at
pp. 1, 31 (sec. 2.5.3). Properly framed, however, and as correctly noted ¢lsewhere in the
DEIS, the authorized purposes of Flaming Gorge Dam and Reservoir and other
applicable federal law expressly include improving and enhancing conditions for fish and
wildlife. S-3; DEIS at 3-4 (sec. 1.4.1.1)." As aresult, there is no conflict in authorization
between implementing the flow recommendation and meeting the other project purposes

! See CRSPA, 43 U.S.C. § 620g (Secretary is to maintain CRSP projects to “mitigate the losses of, and
improve conditions for, the propagation of fish and wildlife”); Celorado River Basin Project Act, 43 U.S.C.
§ 1501 {amending CRSP purposes to include “improving conditions for fish and wildlife™), Federal Water
Project Recreation Act, 16 U.S.C. § 4601-12 (requiring Bursau to give full consideration to ways to
enhance fish and wildlife); Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, 16 U.S.C. § 661 (where legislative history
makes clear that wildlife conservation shall receive “equal consideration” with other water project features,
see S. Rep. No. 1981, 85™ Cong., 2d Sess. 5 (1958)).
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of Flaming Gorge Dam and Reservoir. The final EIS (FEIS) should specifically and
consistently note that meeting flows for endangered fish is among the project purposes of
Flaming Gorge.

Moreover, since meeting the flow recommendations is not a subordinate purpose and
there is agency discretion, the needs of listed species should not be “balanced” against
other purposes. Tennessee Valley Authority v. Hill, 437 U.S. 153, 185 (1978)
(endangered species legislation reveals a conscious decision by Congress to give
endangered species priority over the “primary missions™ of federal agencies); Carson-
Truckee Water Conservancy District v. Clark, 741 F.2d 257, 262 (9™ Cir. 1984) (the
Endangered Species Act directs the Secretary to give priority to endangered fish until
such time as they no longer in need of protection). The FEIS should, therefore, clarify
that Flaming Gorge operations needed to meet the flow recommendations are not
balanced against discretionary operations, including hydropower production. Certainly,
the impact on hydropower production should be minimized, but hydropower production
cannot override operations for the purpose of meeting the flow recommendations,

Although we generally support the Action Alternative, we have some continuing
concerns, first expressed in our original scoping comments on September 5, 2000 (see
Attachment 1 to these comments), that are primarily related to the revision of the flow
recommendations. We suggest these concerns (Section II, below) be re-considered in the
context of adaptive management to revise the flow recommendations, similarly to any
revision to address floodplain inundation, as committed in Section 4.19.5 of the DEIS.
We are also concerned about how the implementation of the current flow
recommendation will be adaptively managed (Section IIL, below). Finally, we offer
comments about the extent to which the implementation of the current flow
recommendations might offset new depletions in the Green River Basin (Section IV,
below) and about a few remaining modeling issues (Section V, below). We appreciate
your close consideration of all of these comments and look forward to seeing them
addressed in the FEIS.

II. REVISION OF FLOW RECOMMENDATIONS
A, Base Flows

As we pointed out In our scoping comments, a comparison of pre- and post-dam average
flows for the August through February base flow months showed that the recommended
maximum base flows mimic post- rather than pre-dam magnitudes for the average
hydrologic conditions, and that the recommended minimums for the moderately wet and
wet categories depart much more significantly from pre-dam magnitudes than in the other
hydrologic categories. Consequently the base flows in the DEIS for the Action
Alternative are much higher than natural magnitudes for the drier average years, and for
the moderately wet and wet years,

Some of these departures from natural base flow magnitudes appeared to have been
driven by the sclection of the hydrologic categories and not the biological data. The
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Action Alternative does de-couple the selection of hydrologic categories from the run-off
period, but these categories are adjusted to account for closer time hydrologic conditions
indicated by the prior month, only when necessary to meet the May 1 draw down target,
again without regard to any biological or natural flow indicators.

We also pointed out that there ate significant differences in natural base flow magnitude
between the summer/fall and winter months. One reason that the recommended base
flows then diverge from natural magnitudes is simply becaunse the base flow period is not
broken into two sub-periods. Although the base flow period is now broken up into two
sub-periods for the Action Alternative, this segregation only distinguishes greater or less
variation of the recommended flows around significantly elevated mean flow magnitudes
{(+40% of target flows for the summer fall months and +25% for the winter months).
Such variability around unnaturally elevated base flow magnitudes departs significantly
from natural flow patterns, and may only allow for greater flexibility in other project
operations.

We remain concerned that the range and categories for the magnitude of the base flow
recommendation are driven by the draw down target or simply allow for greater
operational flexibility around a greatly elevated mean flow magnitude during the
summer/fall and winter months. We believe two basic concepts should be considered and
tested: 1) that base flow period be broken in two sub-periods for flow magnitudes, and 2)
that the maximum base flows for each currently recommended hydrologic category be
scaled down towards the pre-dam magnitudes so that they are elevated by only 400 cfs in
comparison to pre-dam average flows. The incorporation of these two basic concepts
would much better mimic natural base flow magnitudes, but would still vary those
magnitudes in accordance with hydrologic categories, and would still improve the river
habitat as indicated by the biological data.”

B. Peak Flows

In the case of peak flows, we continue to believe that natural flow patterns could be better
simulated by tracking the duration and timing of peak inflows to Flaming Gorge reservoir
rather than keying off Yampa peak flow patterns, per the flow recommendations. We
recognize that this operational alternative might reduce the maximum amplitude of peak
flows in Reach 2, but we hypothesize that the natural combination of an earlier peak on
the Yampa with a later one on the Green would more naturally extend the duration of
peak flows in this reach. In our scoping comments we noted the Nafional Park Service
(NPS) found that Flaming Gorge would re-fill and natural inflow patterns could be
closely mimicked if storage was limited to 10% of the unregulated daily inflows during

2 See Pucherelli, ef. al. (1990), Rakowski and Schmidt (1999), Tyus and Haines {1991), and Bell e, al.
(1998). Rakowski and Schmidt did find that backwater habitat was maximized at 5,000 cfs in 1993, and at
4,200 cfs in 1994, but that the flow that maximized the habitat in 1993 produced no habitat in 1994, They
did not present these flows as within an “optimum” range, however, and these flows are also outside of the
recommended range of 900-3000 cfs. This report and Bell ez. af. establish that flows that optimize
backwater habitat vary from year to vear and that a single recommended base flow across a range of
hydrologic conditions is inappropriate. A more naturally scaled range of base flows is consistent with this
finding,.
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the run-off period from April 1 — July 31 while releases from storage during the rest of
the year were limited to 22% of the daily inflows.

The DEIS failed to examine whether this basic concept might meet the flow
recommendations. Instead the DEIS presents a “Modified Run of the River Alternative”
under which a greater percentage of unregulated daily inflows (13%) is stored from
March to July, while releases during the base flow period are only consirained by the
broad ranges and rigid categories for base flow magnitudes that are quite divergent from
natural patterns, as noted above. Although the DEIS dismisses this alternative because it
did not achieve all of the peak flow recommendations, DEIS App. at 84, it comes close in
most instances. See Table 1, DEIS App. at 71. There is only one big exception and that is
meeting a peak of at least 18,600 cfs for two weeks or more. Id.

A more consistent run-of-run river concept that also incorporates more natural base flow
patterns should be re-considered in the adaptive management process, especially if the
peak flow recommendations are otherwise revised. Alternatively, a key element of this
concept, such as timing peak flow releases based on Green River inflow patterns but not
attempting to mimic their magnitude, should be examined in seeking to improve the peak
flow recommendations.

II. IMPLEMENTATION OF CURRENT FLOW RECOMMENDATIONS
A. Elevated Late Summer Base Flows

The DEIS reports that the average flows for the base flow months of August and
September are about 200-300 cfs higher for the Action Alternative than for the No Action
Alternative based on the 1992 Biological Opinion. DEIS at 135, Figure 4-6. A
fundamental concern of that opinion was that the abundance and growth of young
pikeminnow were negatively correlated with high, cooler late summer and fall flows, Sec
1992 Opinion at 15. We are concerned that the elevation of base flow magnitudes for
these two months well above the maximum recommended by the 1992 Opinion could be
a step backward and that urge that this expected result of the Action Alternative be
carefully monitored and rigorously evaluated. The plan for tracking compliance with the
recommended flow temperature regimes during this critical summer and fall base flow
period should also be clearly laid out in the FEIS.

B. Real-Time Operations and Monitoring

We are concerned that the Flaming Gorge Model assumes some knowledge (e.g. the
timing of the Yampa peak and quantity of future Green River inflows) that may allow
target flows to be met in the modeling environment, and which will not be known in the
real-time operational environment, It will be important to monitor the compliance with
the flow recommendations in the real-time environment, which we recognize will differ
from the computer-generated modeling.
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We suggest that the flow recommendations for any hydrologic condition be posted o1 the
web page for the Flaming Gorge Work Group and compared against the daily hydrology
and temperatures from the gages for all three reaches. Where a flow recommendation has
duration or frequency parameters, compliance with those parameters should be reported
on this web page, along with the methodology for determining compliance with
frequency parameters over an extending period of time. Deviations from the releases
scheduled in the 24 Month Study should be reported on the web page as soon as they are
requested. A summary of how the flow and temperature recommendations have been met
to date should then be a standing agenda item for each meeting of the Flaming Gorge
Work Group.

The DEIS indicates that Reclamation will first consult with a Technical Work Group of
biologists and hydrologists in developing operational plans to meet the flow
recommendations, and would then gather information and input from the broader
Flaming Gorge Work Group to refine the plan. DEIS at 31 (sec. 2.5.3). This process
should provide for the written statements of the hypotheses that will be considered in the
refinement of any operational plan and that will guide the collection of information or
data monitoring. Reclamation should keep an administrative record of the meetings of
both work groups, which should be posted on the same web page.

C. Purpose of Technical Working Group

The DEIS makes the false distinction between the implementation of the flow
recommendations and the authorized purposes for Flaming Gorge in describing the
purpose of the Technical Working Group. DEIS at 31 (sec. 2.5.3). The purpose of this
work group cannot be to balance the implementation of the flow recommendations with
the other authorized purposes for Flaming Gorge. The DEIS already discloses how the
flow recommendations will be met while minimizing the impact on discretionary
operations, and this work group will be bound by the scope of the FEIS. The very
important function of this work group is to offer biologic and hydrologic expertise to
Reclamation on how the flow recommendations can be met from year to year without re-
balancing other discretionary operations. Any re-balancing of other authorized purposes
must be done by Reclamation outside the Technical Work Group and is likely to require
supplemental compliance and further disclosure and analysis under NEPA and the ESA.

IV. DEPLETION COVERAGE

The DEIS seems to assume that implementation of the flow recommendations will offset
all new depletions in the Green River Basin.” The basis for this assumption, however, is

* The DEIS makes several assertions about water depletions whose context and implications are unclear:

¥ “The 2000 Flow and Temperature Recommendations (Flow Recommendations) as implemented under
the Action Alternative would offset the impacts of water depletions [of] these other projects” (page 6).
These other projects are listed as the Upalco, Jensen, Uinta, Strawberry Aqueduct and Collection
System, all units of the Central Utah Project; all other projects on the Duchesne Rive Basin; the
Narrows Project on the Price River; and the Price-San Rafael Salinity Control Project.
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conflicting, poorly disclosed, and never fully analyzed. See, ¢.g., Attachment 2 to these
comments. Because this assumption is so speculative and not ever fully analyzed, the
DEIS is unable to conclude that the Flow Recommendations will be met by the operation
of Flaming Gorge under the Action Alternative if substantial new depletions do occur in
the Green River Basin. DEIS at 241,

We believe the issue is much more clear-cut. Unless specific, new water depletion
projects that are reasonably likely to occur can be identified, unless such new projects are
also likely to offset the downward trend in existing depletions, and unless such depletions
are fully and consistently incorporated into the hydrologic modeling, the FEIS should
straightforwardly assume only current depletions. If significant new depletions do
become reasonably foreseeable, they can be addressed as part of the adaptive
management approach to Flaming Gorge operations or in separate biological opinions for
specific projects or groups of projects.

V. REMAINING MODELING ISSUES

In a conference call with Reclamation staff on November 5, 2004, we had almost all of
our questions about the Flaming Gorge Model answered. We wish to thank Reclamation
for their efforts to clarify many of the questions we raised. However, a few modeling
questions remain,

A Letter of Review Issues

The authors of “Review of the Green River Model Developed for Flaming Gorge,” DEIS
App. at 61-67, make several suggestions for reducing bypass flows by operating Flaming
Gorge model differently from the run set described in the DEIS. They find that the mass
balance rule used in the model results in a higher frequency of bypass flows than needed
to meet the flow targets. They also suggest that extending the peak period in certain
years and increasing the allowable down-ramping rate would reduce bypasses. We
understand from our November 5™ conference call that Reclamation has not made any of
the suggested changes to the model, but we think that in the FEIS it should at least offer
its reaction to these proposed changes. In such a response Reclamation could include its
view on whether any of the suggestions imply a level of foresight that real time operators
will not have. We also believe it is critical that these changes should be adopted only if it
is proven they will have, at worst, a neutral effect on the native fish.

» “Historic and reasonably foresecable future” depletions for all three reaches of the Green River to
which the Flow Recommendations apply are listed in Table 4-31 (page 233).

» “The Flaming Gorge Model assumed that water development in the Upper Green River and Yampa

River Basin would continue at the rate projected by the Upper Colorado Basin Commission” (page
241).
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B. Hourly Ramping Rates

In the “Power System Analysis Technical Appendix,” DEIS App. at 115-202), the
application of the “single hump per day” rule appears to mitigate some of the impacts of
hourly fluctuations in hydropower releases. Although this rule has not been formalized,
relaxing it will entail supplemental NEPA and ESA analysis.

With the application of the single hump per day rule, however, it is not clear whether the
hourly ramping rate of 800 cfs per hour assumed for the hydropower analysis is
consistent with the recommended daily, down ramping rates that are less, e.g., 500 ¢fs per
day for the average hydrologic category. Nor it is clear whether the other daily limits
from the flow recommendations - the change in daily flows at Jensen may not exceed
3%, may not exceed 25% of the monthly mean during the summer and fall, and may not
exceed 40% during the winter, were incorporated into the hydropower analysis. See
Table 3.2, DEIS App. at 118. Finally, it is not clear whether the biological impacts of
the hourly fluctuations have been adequately addressed. As indicated by Figures 8-3
through 8-7 of the hydropower analysis, sec DEIS App. at 187-92, and even after being
dampened by the recommendation that the flow stage not exceed 0.1 meter per day, the
fluctuation in flows at Jensen still range from about 250 to 800 cfs per day. The FEIS
should directly address the biological implications of these hourly fluctuations.

VL. CONCLUSION

We again express our appreciation for the tremendous amount of effort that has been
expended in generating the DEIS and for the opportunity to submit these comments.
Please feel free to contact representatives of The Nature Conservancy or Western
Resource Advocates with further questions.
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ATTACHMENT 1: SCOPING COMMENTS SUBMITTED IN 2000,

Via Email (kschwartz(@uc.usbr.gov), Hard Color Copy to Follow

September 5, 2000

Mr. Kerry Schwartz

Environmental Protection Specialist
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation

Provo Area Office, 302 East 1860 South
Provo, Utah 84606-7317

Re: Comments on the Scoping of Operational Alternatives to Meet the Endangered Fish
Flow Recommendations Below Flaming Gorge Dam

Dear Mr. Schwartz:

These comments by Environmental Defense offer several straightforward illustrations of
one basic principle: given the broad range of the flow recommendations in the January
2000 draft report (draft flow report) and the substantial scientific uncertainty about many
of their features, operational alternatives that both meet the flow recommendations and
better mimic natural flow pattern should be preferred.

Base flows. Figure 1 compares the pre- and post-dam average flows for the August-
February base flow period (based on Table 3.8 of the draft flow report) with the
recommended minimum and maximum base flows for each hydrologic category in Reach
2. This figure shows that the recommended maximum base flows mimic post- rather than
pre-dam magnitudes for the average hydrologic conditions, and that the recommended
minimums for the moderately wet and wet categories depart much more significantly
from pre-dam magnitudes than in the other hydrologic categories. Figures 2A-2G
compare the unregulated daily flows for Reach 2 with the recommended minimum and
maximum base flows for the operational alternative illustrated in the draft flow report
(flow report alternative), which includes three different operational scenarios for the
average hydrologic category. These figures show that the base flows in the flow report
alternative are much higher than natural magnitudes for the drier average years (1991 and
1964), and for the moderately wet (1980) and wet (1983) years, than for the dry (1992),
moderately dry (1981) and wettest average (1974) years. The most significant departures
from the natural pattern are in the average and wet hydrologic categories.

Some of these departures from natural base flow magnitudes appear to be driven by the
selection of the hydrologic categories and not the biological data. A comparison of
Figures 3 and 4 (based on Table 3.8 of the draft flow report) also suggesis that there are
important differences in natural base flow amplitudes between the summer and winter
months of the base flow period. These differences create greater departures in the
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recommended base flows simply because the base flow period to which the
recommendations apply is not broken into two sub-periods.

There are at least four operational alternatives for meeting the recommended range of
base flows (900-3000 cfs) that better mimic natural patterns than the flow report
alternative:

A, The maximum base flows for each currently recommended hydrologic category could
be scaled down towards the pre-dam magnitudes as shown in Figure 5. This scaling
simply makes the operational concession that the maximum base flows for each
hydrologic category can be elevated by 400 cfs in comparison to pre-dam average flows.
This operational alternative better mimics natural base flow magnitudes, but still varies
those magnitudes in accordance with hydrologic categories, and still improves the habitat
as indicated by the biological data.* The operational concession of elevating pre-dam
base flow magnitudes by 400 efs is no less arbiirary than simply partitioning the 900-
3000 cfs recommended range of base flows in accordance with the flow exceedance
percentages for each hydrologic category.

B. The 30-70% flow exceedance width of the recommended average hydrologic category
is much wider than the others and its exceptional width elevates the maximum (2400 cfs)
and depresses the minimum (1500 cfs) base flows recommended for this category. It is
no less arbitrary and entirely within the recommended range of base flows to partition the
hydrologic categories equally, as shown in Figure 6. More natural magnitudes for the
drier average years could be achieved simply by breaking the recommended average
hydrologic category in two (30-50% and 50-70%), as was done for the Aspinall flow
recommendations.

C. More natural base flow magnitudes could also be achieved by simply splitting the
base flow period into summer and winter sub-periods as an operational alternative, and
assigning more naturally scaled magnitudes to the generally lower winter period as
compared with the recommended range of base flows in Figures 7 and 8.

D. Within any recommended base flow hydrologic category, the actual base flow could
be based on the magnitude of unregulated inflows to Flaming Gorge. When inflows
were low, the low end of the recommended hydrologic category would be the operational
alternative, while operations at the high end of the hydrologic category would be
triggered by high inflows. Such an operational alternative better mimics natural
magnitudes than the flow report alternative in 1991, 1964, 1980, and 1983, as shown in
Figures 2A-2G.

* See Pucherelli, et al. (1990), Rakowski and Schmidt (1999), Tyus and Haines (1991), and Bell &t al.
(1998}, Rakowski and Schimidt did find that backwater habitat was maximized at 5,000 ¢fs in 1993, and at
4,200 ¢fs in 1994, but that the flow that maximized the habitat in 1993 produced no habitat in 1994. They
did not present these flows as within an “optimum” range, however, and these flows are also outside of the
recommended range of 900-3000 cfs. This report and Bell et. al. establish that flows thal optimize
backwater habitat vary from year to year and that a single recommended base flow across a range of
hydrologic conditions is inappropriate. The more naturally scaled range of base flows is consistent with
this finding.
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One feature of all base flow alternatives that should be specified operationally is how the
hydrologic categories will be adjusted if the run-off volumes do not turn out as predicted.
The hydrologic categories for base flow recommendations should be determined based on
actual run-off volumes, and adjusted in response to actual base flow volumes mid-way
through the base flow period.

Peak Flow Duration and Timing. Natural peak flow duration and timing could be better
mimicked within the peak flow recommendations by tracking the duration and timing of
peak inflows to Flaming Gorge reservoir instead of keying off of Yampa peak flow
patterns, This operational alternative may reduce the maximum amplitude of peak flows
in Reach 2, but this potential trade-off could still provide a net benefit to the endangered
fishes.

Inflow Driven Alternative. The greatest extent to which natural flow patterns can be
mimicked, while still operating to store water and fill Flaming Gorge Reservoir over
time, should be considered as an operational alternative that also can meet the flow
recommendations especially when the base flow recommendations are more naturally
scaled or partitioned. The U.S. National Park Service (NPS) examined a number of
operational scenarios that were based on a simple set of percentages for storing inflows
and making releases and that would resulf in the filling of the reservoir at least once over
the 1963-1996 period of record, assuming the same system loss that occuired over that
period. The NPS found that natural flow patterns could best be mimicked, while still
operating to fill the reservoir, if storage was limited to 10% of the unregulated daily
inflows to Flaming Gorge during the run-off period from April 1 - July 31 while releases
from storage during the rest of the year were limited to 22% of the daily inflows.

In Figures 2A-2G and 9A-9G, this operational alternative is compared with the flow
report alternative and unregulated flows in Reaches 1 and 2. The reduction in the
departure from natural patterns is most dramatic in Reach 1, but this reduction translates
directly to Reach 2, because the majer flows into this reach from the Yampa River are
almost completely unregulated. This inflow driven alternative could be further
constrained to fill the reservoir more frequently, on a different pattern, or to produce
more hydropower or other benefits, but could be considered as the minimally constrained
operational alternative and used to illustrate the impacts of further cperational constraints
that limit the restoration of more natural flow patterns.

Respectfully,

Dan Luecke, Director
Rocky Mountain Office for Environmental Defense

Attachments: Figures 1 to 9
[Attachments OMITTED from November 15, 2004, comments but available wpon request]

10
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ATTACHMENT 2: DEPLETION ASSUMPTIONS

The programmatic biological opinion for the Duchesne River Basin supercedes the earlier
referenced biological opinions for the Central Utah Project and directly addressed
depletions within that basin, not on the Green River. The hydrologic modeling for the
Action Alternative for operating Flaming Gorge appears only to consider new depletions
above Flaming Gorge, and possibly the Yampa River, but not on other tributaries. The
DEIS therefore provides no disclosure or analysis of the offset of future depletions on the
White, Duchesne, Price, or San Rafael rivers,

The DEIS also does not provide any disclosure or specific analysis that the Action
Alternative for operating Flaming Gorge will offset the set of depletions listed in Table 3-
1, DEIS at 233, because these depletions do not appear to be incorporated into the
hydrologic modeling analysis. Moreover, some of the assumptions about depletions in
that table are questionable:

» One reason for rejecting the Modified Run of River Alternative, was that it did not
meet the Flow Recommendation if current depletions above Flaming Gorge were
assumed to be about 450,000 acre feet. Table 3-1, however, indicates that current
depletions above Flaming Gorge are only about 372,331 acre feet.

» The Modified Run of River Alternative was also rejected because depletions were
assumed to increase in the future beyond 450,000 acre feet. The depletion schedule
from the Upper Colorado River Basin Commission shows an increase in depletions in
Wyoming of 263,000 acre feet, all which would occur above Flaming Gorge except
for a small percentage on the Little Snake. Table 3-1, however, indicates that
reasonably foreseeable future depletions above Flaming Gorge are only 42,100 acre
feet. (The footnoting for Table 3-1 suggests that this latter depletion figure is taken
from the 1992 biological opinion for the operation of Flaming Gorge, but that figure
is nowhere to found in that opinion or its depletion appendix.)

% Table 3-1 implies that 53,562 acre feet of new depletions are reasonably foresecable
on the Yampa River Basin, including the Little Snake River subbasin in both
Colorado and Wyoming. That figure is the amount of new depletions that the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife is proposing to find will not jeopardize endangered fish without any
certainty of a positive endangered fish population response. But there is hardly any
basis for assuming that 53,562 acre fect of new depletions is reasonably foreseeable
to oceur in the Yampa River Basin any time soon.

» Table 3-1 asserts that the total current depletions for Reach 3 and everything
upstream is 1,583,960 acre feet, based on the depletion schedule from the 1992
biological opinion for the operation of Flaming Gorge. The estimate of such
depletions for the year 2000 from the Consumptive Uses and Losses Report by the
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, howevet, is substantially less at 1,275,900 acre feet,
suggesting a decrease in total depletions for the Green River Basin.  That report
indicates a downward trend in total depletions since the year 1995,

11
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The assumption for the hydrologic modeling in the DEIS that future depletions for the
Upper Green River Basin and the Yampa Basin will increase at the rate projected by the
Upper Colorade River Basin Commission is even more questionable. As noted above,
the increase assumed for Wyoming is 263,000 acre fect. The increase for all of Colorado
is assumed to be 393,000 acre feet, for Utah the increase is assumed to be 369,000 acre
feet, and for the entire Upper Colorado River Basin, it assumed to be 1,194,000 million
acre feet.

The DEIS fails to disclose anything about how these exceedingly expansive state-by-state
assumptions made by the Upper Colorado Basin Commission are broken down into
specific projects depleting any of the three reaches of the Green River within the scope
the hydrologic modeling or how these very substantial future depletions are distributed
within any year or over all the years in the period of record for that modeling. This lack
of disclosure and the recent downtrend in depletions reported by the U.S. Bureau of
Reclamation compound the speculative nature of this assumption about future depletions
in the Green River Basin.

12
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6. WESTERN RESOURCE
ADVOCATES AND THE
NATURE CONSERVANCY

6a

The proposed action is not intended to be
portrayed as an authorized purpose.
Rather, the proposed action is
implementation of the 2000 Flow and
Temperature Recommendations while
maintaining the authorized purposes of
the Flaming Gorge Unit of the CRSP.
Implementation of the 2000 Flow and
Temperature Recommendations to the
extent possible is part of Reclamation’s
responsibility to comply with the
Endangered Species Act. It is an action
which originated with the Reasonable and
Prudent Alternative of the jeopardy

1992 Biological Opinion.

6b

Reclamation recognizes its responsibility
to comply with all applicable Federal laws
and regulations, including the Endangered
Species Act. The proposed action is
consistent with that responsibility.

6C
These scoping comments were considered
in preparing the draft EIS.

6d

The primary purpose and need of this
EIS process is to assess operation
regimes for Flaming Gorge Dam that
achieve the 2000 Flow and Temperature
Recommendations while continuing and
maintaining the authorized purposes of
Flaming Gorge Dam. Revision of the
flow recommendations is not a part of the
proposed action. Reclamation recognizes
that the base flow ranges recommended in
the 2000 Flow and Temperature
Recommendations are higher than pre-
dam levels.

6e
Comment noted.

6f

The “Modified Run of the River
Alternative” that was modeled did
achieve many of the flow objectives of
the 2000 Flow and Temperature Recom-
mendations; however, it did not achieve
all of the flow objectives. It did not meet
the purpose and need for this EIS.

69
Comment noted.

6h

Seasonal base flows are described as
“mean base flows,” implying that some
flexibility is afforded in determining what
the base flow will be from year to year
during August and September.
Additionally, those mean base flows may
vary up to +/- 40%, making the
differences between the No Action and
Action Alternatives for the August

and September periods minimal.
Uncertainties associated with operating
Flaming Gorge Dam under the Action
Alternative would be monitored and
addressed through an adaptive
management process as explained in
section 4.20 of the EIS. Therefore,
adjustments to seasonal flows can be
made overtime within the limits set by the
2000 Flow and Temperature Recommen-
dations and based on sound accumulated
information. Based on information
gathered since the 1992 Biological
Opinion, slightly higher flows during the
August and September period may
actually be necessary to maintain large,
deep, and stable backwater habitats for
young-of-the-year and age-1 pikeminnow.

6i, 6j, and 6K

Comment noted. Reclamation intends
to maintain an administrative record
that will be available to the public.
Reclamation is considering use of a web
page and other means to keep the public
informed on implementation of the
proposed action.
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6l
Section 2.5.3 of the EIS has been revised
to clarify.

6m

Section 1.4.3 of the EIS, referenced by the
commenter, is not an assumption but a
statement, in the context of compliance
with the Endangered Species Act, that the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
determined the re-operation of Flaming
Gorge Dam to be a Reasonable and
Prudent Alternative for a number of
jeopardy biological opinions.

The Flaming Gorge Model included the
best available data regarding future
depletions in Wyoming, Colorado and
Utah as provided by the Upper Colorado
River Commission (memo dated
December 23, 1999). The results of the
Flaming Gorge Model indicated that the
2000 Flow and Temperature Recommen-
dations for Reaches 1 and 2 could be met
with the projected increases in future
depletions. However, there is some
uncertainty regarding Reach 3.

6n

Section 4.19.1 referenced by the
commenter states that the hydrology
model (Flaming Gorge Model) used in the
EIS assumes that water development in
the Upper Green and Yampa River Basins
will continue at the rate projected by the
Upper Colorado River Commission. The
inclusion of reasonably foreseeable
conditions in the analysis of the potential
effects of the proposed action is essential
to the analysis in compliance with NEPA.
In the context of hydrology uncertainties,
which is the topic of discussion in

section 4.19.1, it is appropriate to disclose
that future water development could
reasonably be expected to affect how, or
whether, the 2000 Flow and Temperature
Recommendations are met.
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Reclamation believes that this issue is
adequately addressed in section 2.4 of the
EIS.

6p

The ramp rates that apply to the Action
and No Action Alternatives are based on
average daily flows and apply to seasonal
operations between the spring, baseflow,
and transitional periods (see section 2.5.3
in the EIS). That is, a ramp rate of

500 cfs actually means that the daily
average release should not change by
more than 500 cfs from one day to the
next. In the hydropower analysis, hourly
ramping rates of 800 cfs are used to
evaluate power system flexibility within
the daily flow change restriction of

500 cfs. Hourly ramping rates limited
changes of flows through the powerplant
within the daily flow constraints.

6q

The other potential daily flow changes
(3%, 25%, and 40% in tables 2.6, 2.7, 2.8,
and 2.9 of the EIS) that are a
consideration in operations of the releases
from the reservoir within the Action
Alternative were not included in the
modeling (Flaming Gorge Model). Since
the hydrology team did not consider these
potential operational changes, the
hydropower team also did not consider
these potential changes.

6r and 6s

Text was added to section 4.7.3.1.1.2 in
the EIS to clarify. The extent of the
aquatic food base in Reach 2 should
increase as minimum discharge increases
and daily fluctuations decrease under
theAction Alternative. Higher base flows
and decreased daily flow fluctuations in
average and wetter years should lessen the
extent of dewatering (exposure) and
increase the extent of habitat available for
food base organisms.



The attachment to this letter, scoping
comments submitted in 2000, was
considered during the preparation of the
draft EIS.
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BUSINESSES

1. Eagle Outdoors Sports
Franson Noble Engineering
Green River Outfitters

Green River Outfitter and Guides Association (GROGA)

Thunder Ranch, LLC.
Burnell Slaugh Ranch

2

3

4

5. Old Moe Guide Service
6

7

8. Trout Bum 2

9

. Trout Creek Flies

10. Western Rivers Flyfisher
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EAGLE OUTDOORS SPORTS
1507 S. HAIGHT CREEK, KAYESVILLE, UT. 84037

Mr. Peter Crookston November 15, 2004
Flaming Gorge Environmental Impact Statement Manager

PRO 774 Bureau of Reclamation

Provo Area Office

302 East, 1860 South

Provo, UT. 84606-7317

Dear Mr. Crookston: We would like to submit our comments on the Draft Operation of Flaming
Dam Draft Environmental Impact Statement and its Technical Appendices.

As a member of GROGA we fully support the comments submitted by them concerning this
DEIS.

As a business, Eagle Outdoor Sports has been a Green River guide and outfitter service full time
since 1987 and hoid a U. S. Forest Service/BLM permit to provide fishing guided, fishing walk
wading, scenic float rafting trips. Our customers include guided fishermen, boy scout groups and
church groups. We provide many multi-day overnight excursions that include camping on the
river, Our business is totally dependent on the recreational dollars generated on the Green River.

Comment 1. .

We are very disappointed in the treatment of the economical impacts of this EIS as they pertain
to us. A more localized analysis is appropriate in light that the largest economical impacts center
around Reach 1 of the Green River and the Flaming Gorge Reservoir. To do an analysis over a 3
county area does not show the real impacts of the recommendations contained within this EIS,
We would like to see this EIS fully address the impacts to our businesses. We feel that it has not.

Question 1. Is it not possibie to prepare an adequate economic analysis surrounding the EIS
recommendations as they pertain to our businesses?

Comment 2.

While the GROGA letter states many of our concerns, we must reinforce the points that the
ramping up process, flows exceeding 4600 cfs and daily fluctuating flow operations impact our
businesses negatively by reducing the quality of the recreational experience for fishermen and
other river users that use our services and buy our products. In addition we have safety concerns
for fishermen and other water based recreations while these flows are being performed.

Comment 3.

Furthermore, we support GROGA'’s position that power generation takes a lower priority when
compared to the other “authorized purposes™ of the Flaming Gorge dam. Operational
considerations should be given to recreation and fishing in particular by reducing the impacts of
daily fluctuations and their effects on these activities. Daily fluctuations performed during fishing
daylight hours are an erosion of local economics one day afer another with their daily negative
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impacts.

Comment 4.

We support the recommendations for a 55 degree F release temperature during the dry and
moderately dry years, maintaining adequate river temperatures for trout at the Colorado/Utah
state line,

Comment 5.

We strongly support BOR recommendations of flow fluctuations limitations with the following
exception. Power generation in the form of fluctuating flows should not be at the expense of
other authorized purposes, “and for the generation of hydroelectric power, as an incident of the
foregoing purposes” (Vol. 1, pg 3 and 4, 1.4.1.1).

Comment 6.
We strongly support the 800 cfs ascending and descending ramp rates. We would support a
formalization agreement for these ramp rates.

Comment 7.

We fully support the maintaining of the minimal flow agreement between UDWR and
Reclamation for the maintenance of river flow supporting the tailwater trout fishery and
furthermore request the formalization of this agreement as stated in Vol. 1, pg 5, second full
(italicized) paragraph,

Comment 8.

Except in emergencies, flows should not exceed the capacity of the power plant of 4600 cfs,
bypass flows should only occur as a last resort, and the frequency of such events should be kept
at an absolute minimum.

Comment 9.

We share GROGA'’s opinion that in general we found this DEIS complicated to review based on
its overlapping of the treatment of subjects. So many references that seemed to contradict
previous statements were made clearer only after rereading them in the context of their
specialized subject. It required a lot of time spent in the effort to discover this EIS’s overall
direction. In light of our comments, you know that we were disappointed with the overall
economic analysis. We would be happy to answer any questions you have on our comments or
assist in any manner possible. We can be reached at 801-721-2677. Once again thanks for this
opportunity,

Rex Mumford

Doug Smith

Dennis Breer

Eagle Outdoor Sports
1507 S. Haight Creek
Kayesville, UT. 84023
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1. EAGLE OUTDOORS SPORTS

la

To estimate regional economic impacts
associated with changes in river and
reservoir recreation, information was
collected from surveys of recreators as to
their expenditures. The expenditure
information gathered via the recreator
survey did not allow for county specific
analyses. Based on pretests, it was
determined that the survey was already
complex (given the need to address
visitation, valuation, and expenditure
information by alternative), and any
attempts to gather more detailed data by
county would have significantly added to
survey complexity, possibly jeopardizing
survey usefulness. Attempts to allocate
expenditures by county would be highly
speculative. As a result, the decision was
made to use the three-county model
utilizing both river and reservoir
expenditures and to supplement that
analysis with specific commercial river
guide operator survey information.

Even if we had enough detail to estimate
economic impacts for Daggett County
alone, the aggregated nature of the
regional model would preclude estimation
of impacts for individual businesses. This
is because the lowest level of detail
provided by the model reflects the
economic sector which typically
combines information across a range of
somewhat similar businesses.
Reclamation believes that the economic
analysis in the EIS is sound and provides
sufficient information to assess potential
impacts.

1b

Flows above 4,600 cfs and daily
fluctuations have been a normal part of
dam operations for over 40 years and
would continue under either the Action or
No Action Alternative.

1c

Reclamation agrees that the safety of
fishermen and others along the Green
River is very important. There is
prominent signage along the river
warning fishermen of the potential for
sudden fluctuations. A warning horn at
the dam is also sounded before increase
dam releases begin. Daytime fluctuations
have been a part of operations since the
dam was completed 40 years ago, and so
the fluctuations are common knowledge
among those who have visited the river in
the past. Nevertheless, Reclamation
continues as part of its management of
Flaming Gorge Dam to pursue all
reasonable means of providing
notification to the public of river
fluctuations and other public safety
concerns. See response to Daggett
County 1g

1d and 1g

The EIS states Reclamation’s intent to
balance the needs of all resources when
making operational decisions under both
the Action and No Action Alternatives.
We appreciate your concern that power
generation might have benefited at the
expense of fishing and other uses.
However, the analysis of the cumulative
effects on hydropower generation shows
that power has not been elevated above
other authorized purposes and that, in
fact, there have been losses to
hydropower over the last 20 years. Please
see section 1.4.2 for more information.
The proposed action will not have a
negative effect on the sport fishery, as
shown in chapter 4 in the EIS.

le

The EIS acknowledges the possibility of
both positive and negative effects under
differing conditions if the Action
Alternative is implemented. It should be
noted that the nature and timing of ramp
rates, and other daily operational details,
would remain substantially the same
under either the Action or No Action
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Alternative. The trout fishery was 1j
established 40 years ago within the Under either alternative, flows above
context and limitations of dam operations; powerplant capacity would be expected as
and over time, certain operational changes a normal part of dam operations.
have benefited the trout fishery.

1k

1f Comment noted.
Comment noted.

1h and 1i
Comment noted.
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October 28, 2004

Mr. Peter Crookston
Flaming Gorge EIS Manager
PRO-774

Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office

302 East 1860 South

Provo, Utah 84606-7317

Dear Mr. Crookston,

The purpose of this letter is to comment on the Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Draft
Environmental Impact Statement.

When the Ultimate Phase of the Central Utah Project was dissolved, the U.S. Bureau of
Reclamation was left with a 430,910-acre-foot storage filing in the Flaming Gorge Reservoir.
The Utah Division of Water Resources was given control over. the water right in order to
preserve the 1956 priority date. They have since segregated the water right to conservancy
districts, irrigation companies, and individuals for beneficial use. Please refer to the enclosed
table. :

Some of the entities who were allocated a portion of the Flaming Gorge water right are our
clients. As they have planned to implement their Flaming Gorge water rights, they have inquired
as to how the flow recommendations for the endangered fish would affect their projects. We
have, therefore, been anxious to review the Flaming Gorge DEIS with respect to this issue.

To our disappointment, Section 1.8 of the Flaming Gorge DEIS, quoted below, dismisses the
water rights issue without much explanation,

1.8 Scope of Analysis for This Environmental Impact Statement
1.84 Issues Raised During Scoping Which Are Not Analyzed in Further Detail in
This EIS

During the scoping process for this EIS, concerns were expressed regarding how the
Proposed Action might affect water rights. A4 review of the hydrology modeling of bath
alternatives confirms that neither operational alternative would affect water rights within the
context of the authorized purposes of Flaming Gorge Dam.

2a To me this seems like a token staterment to appease existing downstream users that their rights
will be protected. However, the water rights with which we are concerned have not yet been put
to beneficial use and are not Green River rights, but are actually part of a Flaming Gorge storage

right.

1276 South 820 East, Suite 100, American Fork, Utah 84003
T 801 756-0308 or 888 756-3726 {lofl free) F 801 756-0481
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2c

2d

In addition, Section 1.8 mentions hydrology modeling and that the modeling showed that water
rights would not be affected. The hydrology modeling appendix, however, did not explain how
existing or future rights were taken into consideration. Were the Flaming Gorge rights
considered in the model? If so, how?

The only other section in the DEIS from which we could imply anything about future water
development was Section 4.16 as quoted below.

4.16 Scope of Analysis for This Environmental Impact Statement

4.16.1 Water Resources and Hydrology

4.16.1.1__ Water Consumption

The 2000 Flow and Temperature Recommendations for Reaches 1, 2, and 3 are based on the
needs of the endangered fish, and they do not account for any future change in water
consumption. As consumption increases over time, it may become more difficuit to achieve
the 2000 Flow and Temperature Recommendations through the re-operation of Flaming
Gorge Dam. Because of increasing water consumption in the tributaries of the Green River
below Flaming Gorge Dam, it is anticipated that releases from Flaming Gorge Dam will

have to be greater in the future than what would be required now io achieve the 2000 Flow
and Temperature Recommendations under similar hydrologic conditions. Increasing release

requirements would reduce the ability of Flaming Gorge Dam to store water during wet
periods. During dry periods, drawdown conditions would become more severe as a result of
increased release requirements fo meet downstream flow recommendations.

With increased water consumption in the basin, flows in Reaches 2 and 3 during the base

Jlow period might achieve the 2000 Flow and Temperature Recommendations at lower levels

than would occur al current water consumption levels. Increased pressure on reservoir
storage could cause Reclamation to target lower flows within the range of accepiable flows
Jor Reaches 2 and 3 io reduce the impact to reservoir storage. During the transition period,

releases potentially could be lower in the future than they would be row as a result of
increasing water consumption,

Water consumption above Flaming Gorge Reservoir is also expected to increase, and this

could reduce the inflows to Flaming Gorge Reservoir. With less water flowing into Flaming
Gorge Reservoir, pressure on water storage could increase in the future.

From Section 4.16.1.1, we infer that the Flaming Gorge water rights allocated to the conservancy
districts and irrigation companies can be developed without consideration for the endangered fish
and the 2000 Flow Recommendations. We also infer that in the future, as water is developed out
of the Green River, meeting the flow recommendations will become increasingly more difficult
and may even be unfeasible,

We feel that this water rights issue should not be dismissed in the DEIS with one token
statement. If water rights truly will not be affected, there should be a section explaining the
reasoning behind that conclusion. Included in that section should be reference to the Recovery
Implementation Program for Endangered Fish Species in the Upper Colorado River Basin
(RIPRAP), whose main objective is to ensure recovery of listed species while providing for new
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water development. This is accomplished through a one-time per acre-foot depletion charge for
each water project.

We appreciate this opportunity io comment on the DEIS and look forward to the final document,
Sincerel
.~ [ femnga—"
ay/W. Franson, P.E,
President

Comments and Responses — 157



SUMMARY OF FLAMING GORGE

WATER RIGHT APPLICATIONS
Intended Place Board Award AF Balance AF
No. Assignee Use of Usg Diversion | Depletion | Depletion
188,830
1 |Uintah WCD Agricuftural 18 mi south of Vemal 8,400 4,745 154,145
2 |Eastside High Ditch Irr Co Agricultural 5 mi north of Green River 2,900 1,769 152,376
3_1Dead Horse Point Watar Co Municipal Dead Horse £t State Park 50 26 152,350
4 tTrust Lands Municigal Hesort at Buifrog Marina 600 313 152,037
5 [Western Water Assoc industrial 40 mi NE of Moab 120 12 152,025,
& |Shetfter. Brent D Agricultural 3 mi SW of Jensen 120 58 151,957
7 |K Ranch Watsr Co Agriculiural 5 mi east of Jensen 2,400 1.366 150,607
8 {Green River City Munigipal Graen River City 2.000 893 149,702
& |Wilson Arch Water & Sewer Co Municigal 25 mi sauth of Moaly 100 56 146,548
10 {Red Cut Water Co Agricultural 1 mi gast of Escalante 2,000 1,160 146,486
11 |Gannonvilla Tawn Municipai Cannanvile Town 724 328 - 148,180
14 |Henrevile Town Memicipal Henrieville Town 830 418. 147 741
15 |Kane County WC D Municipal Kanab vicinity 8,000 4,000 143,741
17 | Tropic Town Munigipal City of Tropic 1,100 g818 143,125
18 |Boulder Farmstead Water Co Municipal Boulder Town 300 132 142,993
23 | Garfield County School District Municipal Escalante &0 29 142,984
24 |Washington County WC D Municipal St George vicinity 69,000 89,000 73,964
29 | Escalanta City Municipal - 20 mi. north of Escalante 580 ag1 73,573
31 |Grand County W C D Municipal ‘§E of Moab in Spanish Valley g52 -339 73,234
35 |Duchesne County WC D - - - Municipal - - - | Central & Eastern-Duchesae Co. |- - 3200 b ---2,300-{--- 70,834
-39 |Daggett County Municipaj - - - 12 mi SE of Dutch John - - - 200 --88 | 70,868
1A |UintahWCD Sup. Agricultural 20 mi. SW of Vernal - - 8,400 - 5370 - 85,496
21 |Pine Creek st Co Sup. Agricultural 2 mi. north of Escalante 240 168 65,338
22 {Gardner, Leo J Sup. Agricultura) 2 mi. SE of Boulder 580 325 65,013
32 |WW Water Co Sup. Agricultural 43 mi. NE of Moab 3,855 2,230 g2,783
35 jDuchesne County WG D Sup. Agricultural | Cantral & Eastern Duchesne Co. 44,400 28,860 33923
1A |Uiniah W C D Agricultural 20 mi, SW of Vernal 35,000 14,630 19,293
2A Eastside High Ditch irr Co Agricuttural § mi. north of Green River 4,900 2,589 18,304
25 INelden C Nieisen Enterprises Agricultural 20 mi, SW of Vernal 1,280 320 15,484
26 |Clark, Gian & Esther Agricultural 4 mi. north of Graen River 130 &1 15,423
27 |Goff, James 8 Agricultural 14 mi. SE of Vernal 440 280 15,143
37 |Gunnisen Buite Mutual lrr Co Agricultural Green River vicinity 24,825 15,143 0
36 |Trust Lands Agricultural Emery & Grand Counties 1] Q v}
12 |Larson, Stantey L Agricultural SE of Jensen Q Q 0
13 [Minchey Construction, [ne. Municipal 1 mi. north of Escalante 0 0 0
19 |Fryer, Colin Agricultural 14 mi. east of Moab 0 LR E 0
20 |Rio Colorado at Dewey Wir Co Inc - Municipai - 40 mi. NE of Moab -0 R E )
30 |Sand Mountain Mutual Water Co - Agricuttural - 8 mi. south of Hurricane - - -0 -0, -0
33 |Green River Supplemental WUA Agricultural Green River Corridar -0 5 CEL 0
34 |Manila Town Municipat Manila Town 0 -0 "o
38 |Raynaids, Adrian K Municipal 12 mit. SE of Dutch John 0 0 -0
40 |Green River Canal Co Agricultural Grean River City 0 a 0
41 |Daggett County W&S District Municipal 4 mi. east of Manila Q Q 0
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2. FRANSON NOBLE
ENGINEERING

2a

In accordance with the CEQ regulations
implementing NEPA (40 CFR 1500.1),
the EIS is intended to fully disclose
significant information while remaining
as concise as possible. Since there are no
effects to water rights under either the
Action or No Action Alternatives, the
disclosure of this fact in section 1.8.4 of
the EIS is sufficient and appropriate
treatment of the issue. Clarification has
been added to this section. The statement
of purpose and need in section 1.1
provides for the continuation of
authorized purposes, including
development of water resources.

The United States segregated the
undeveloped portion of Water Right

No. 41-2963 (A30414) and assigned it to
the Utah Board of Water Resources on
March 12, 1996. This segregated Water
Right No. 41-3479 (A30414b) is
commonly referred to as the “Flaming
Gorge Right” and is being reserved for
future water development.

Both the segregation application that
created Water Right No. 41-3479, and the
assignment documents that gave it to the
Department of Water Resources,
subordinate Water Right No. 41-3479 to
Water Right No. 41-2963. These
documents clearly show Water Right

No. 41-3479 is not entitled to storage in
Flaming Gorge Reservoir and is entitled
to divert water only as it is being released
under Flaming Gorge Dam operations.

2b

Water rights were not a consideration in
the Flaming Gorge Model. That is to say
that none of the rules that govern the
Flaming Gorge Model under either the
Action or No Action Alternative are
activated based on water rights. There
was a minimum release restriction of

800 cfs that was enforced throughout the
model run. The results of the Flaming
Gorge Model indicated that the 800 cfs
minimum release could be maintained
through foreseeable drought conditions
while maintaining adequate storage in the
reservoir to service downstream diversion
requirements.

2C

This EIS does not relieve agencies or
individuals of the obligation to comply
with the Endangered Species Act for
future actions. Available information on
future water development was factored
into the Flaming Gorge Hydrology
Model. Section 4.19.1 articulates
uncertainties associated with meeting the
2000 Flow and Temperature
Recommendations in the future.

2d

Clarification has been added to section
1.8.4 of the EIS. See sections 1.4.4 and
4.16.4.1.1 of the EIS regarding the dual
role of the Recovery Program in
recovering the endangered species while
allowing water development to continue.
Please see response to Franson Noble 2a
above.
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3a

GREEN RIVER OUTFITTERS
P.0. BOX 200, DUTCH JOHN, UTAH 84023

Mr, Peter Crookston November 15, 2004
Flaming Gorge Environmental Impact Statement Manager

PRO 774 Bureau of Reclamation

Provo Area Office

302 East, 1860 South

Provo, UT. 84606-7317

Dear Mr. Crookston: We would Iike to submit our comments on the Draft Operation of Flaming
Dam Draft Environmental Impact Statement and its Technical Appendices.

As a member of GROGA we fully support the comments submitted by them concerning this
DEIS.

As a business, Green River Qutfitters has been a Green River guide and outfitter service full time
since 1987 and hold a U. S. Forest Service/BLM permit to provide fishing guided, fishing walk
wading, scenic float trips. We share a 7000 square foot facility with Trout Creek Flies that
provides us with a base of operations for these recreational services. Our customers include
guided fishermen and scenic rafters. We are totally dependent on the recreational dollars
generated on the Green River and Flaming Gorge Reservoir. We operate 12 months of the year
although we have a seasonal business that is most active from April through October annually.
We employ 8 plus river fishing guides full time. We are employers, full time residents, property
owners and taxpayers.

We live in Daggett County and the town of Dutch John. Like us, this County, town and region is
extremely dependent on the recreational dollars. With the exception of government workers, we
are the only industry in Dutch John. Within Daggett County there are 12 outfitters, 80 guides, 4
lodges, restaurants, 2 snack bars, 4 convenience stores, 3 gas stations, 3 raft rental services and
their associated employees just on the east side of the reservoir alone. On the west near Manila
and north around the reservoir there are many more businesses that too depend on recreational
visitor dollars. Our county has less than 800 full time residents and is only 682 square miles in
size.

Comment 1,

We are very disappointed in the treatment of the economical impacts of this EIS as they pertain
to us. A more localized analysis is appropriate in light that the largest economical impacts center
around Reach 1 of the Green River and the Flaming Gorge Reservoir. To do an analysis over a 3
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3b

3c

3d

3e

3f

39

3h

3i

3j

3k

county area does not show the real impacts of the recommendations contained within this EIS,
We would like to see this EIS fully address the impacts to our businesses, We feel that it has not.

Question 1. Is it not possible to prepare an adequate economic analysis surrounding the EIS
recomnmendations as they pertain to our businesses?

Comment 2.

While the GROGA letter states many of our concerns, we must reinforce the points that the
ramping up process, flows exceeding 4600 cfs and daily fluctuating flow operations impact our
businesses negatively by reducing the quality of the recreational experience for fishermen and
other river users that use our services and buy our products. In addition we have safety concerns
for fishermen and other water based recreations while these flows are being performed.

Comment 3.

Furthermore, we support GROGA'’s position that power generation takes a lower priority when
compared to the other “authorized purposes” of the Flaming Gorge dam. Operational
considerations should be given to recreation and fishing in particular by reducing the impacts of
daily fluctuations and their effects on these activities. Daily fluctuations performed during fishing
daylight hours are an erosion of local economics one day after another with their daily negative
impacts. ' :

Comment 4.

We support the recommendations for a 55 degree F release temperature during the dry and
moderately dry years, maintaining adequate river temperatures for trout at the Colorado/Utah
state line.

Comment 5.

We strongly support BAR recommendations of flow fluctuations limitations with the following
exception. Power generation in the form of fluctuating flows should not be at the expense of
other authorized purposes, “and for the generation of hydroelectric power, as an incident of the
foregoing purposes™ (Vol. 1, pg 3 and 4, 1.4.1.1).

Comment 6.
We strongly support the 800 cfs ascending and descending ramp rates. We would support a
formalization agreement for these ramp rates.

Comment 7.

We fully support the maintaining of the minimal flow agreement between UDWR and
Reclamation for the maintenance of river flow supporting the tailwater trout fishery and
furthermore request the formalization of this agreement as stated in Vol. 1, pg 5, second full
(italicized) paragraph.

Comment 8.

Except in emergencies, flows should not exceed the capacity of the power plant of 4600 cfs,
bypass flows should only occur as a last resort, and the frequency of such events should be kept
at an absolute minimum,
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Comment 9.

We share GROGA’s opinion that in general we found this DEIS complicated to review based on
its overlapping of the treatment of subjects. So many references that seemed to contradict
previous statements were made clearer only after rereading them in the context of their
specialized subject. It required a lot of time spent in the effort to discover this EIS’s overall
direction. In light of our comments, you know that we were disappointed with the overall
economic analysis. We would be happy to answer any questions you have on our comments or
assist in any manner possible. We can be reached at 435-885-3338. Once again thanks for this
opportunity.

Emmett Heath- Manager
Green River Outfitters
P.O. Box 200

Dutch John, UT. 84023
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3. GREEN RIVER OUTFITTERS

3a

To estimate regional economic impacts
associated with changes in river and
reservoir recreation, information was
collected from surveys of recreators as to
their expenditures. The expenditure
information gathered via the recreator
survey did not allow for county specific
analyses. Based on pretests, it was
determined that the survey was already
complex (given the need to address
visitation, valuation, and expenditure
information by alternative), and any
attempts to gather more detailed data by
county would have significantly added to
survey complexity, possibly jeopardizing
survey usefulness. Attempts to allocate
expenditures by county would be highly
speculative. As a result, the decision was
made to use the three-county model
utilizing both river and reservoir
expenditures and to supplement that
analysis with specific commercial river
guide operator survey information.

3b

Even if Reclamation had enough detail to
estimate economic impacts for Daggett
County alone, the aggregated nature of
the regional model would preclude
estimation of impacts for individual
businesses. This is because the lowest
level of detail provided by the model
reflects the economic sector which
typically combines information across a
range of somewhat similar businesses.
Reclamation believes that the economic
analysis in the EIS is sound and provides
sufficient information to assess potential
impacts.

3c and 3f

The EIS acknowledges the possibility of
both positive and negative effects under
differing conditions if the Action
Alternative is implemented. It should be
noted that the nature and timing of ramp

rates, and other daily operational details,
would remain substantially the same
under either the Action or No Action
Alternative. The trout fishery was
established 40 years ago within the
context and limitations of dam operations;
and over time, certain operational changes
have benefited the trout fishery.

3d

Please see section 4.11.5 of the EIS for
the discussion of safety as it relates to
recreation activity in the Green River.
See also response to Daggett County 1g.

3e and 3h

The EIS states Reclamation’s intent to
balance the needs of all resources when
making operational decisions under both
the Action and No Action Alternatives.
We appreciate your concern that power
generation might have benefited at the
expense of fishing and other uses.
However, the analysis of the cumulative
effects on hydropower generation shows
that power has not been elevated above
other authorized purposes and that, in
fact, there have been losses to
hydropower over the last 20 years. Please
see section 1.4.2 for more information.
The proposed action will not have a
negative effect on the sport fishery, as
shown in chapter 4 in the EIS.

39, 3i, and 3j
Comment noted.

3k

Under either alternative, flows above
powerplant capacity would be expected as
a normal part of dam operations.

3l
Comment noted.
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GREEN RIVER OUTFITTER AND GUIDES ASSOCIATION
GROGA

Mzr. Peter Crookston November 15, 2004
Flaming Gorge Environmental Impact Statement Manager

PRO 774 Bureau of Reclamation

Provo Area Office

302 East, 1860 South

Provo, UT. 84606-7317

Dear Mr, Crookston: We would like to submit our comments on the Draft Operation of Flaming
Dam Draft Environmental Impact Statement and its Technical Appendices.

INTRODUCTION

The Green River Quitfitter and Guides Association (GROGA) consists of ten guided fishing and
two scenic rafting outfitters operating under Ashley National Forest Service permits on the Green
River (Reach 1) below the Flaming Gorge (FG) dam. Many of the outfitters have been providing
services to visitors of the Green River for nearly twenty years, others longer. We are a huge
“stakeholder” in how the FG dam is operated. Our interests are twofold:

1. The protection of and wherever possible, enhancement of the Flaming Gorge tailwater trout
fishery.

2. The economic survival of our businesses. With dedication and perseverance we have spent
many years and dollars in the building of our businesses, Our industry provides great recreational
experiences to our visitors while making value contributions to our areas economies and
employment opportunities. Our needs are simply to protect our investments and secure our ability
to survive,

COMMENT 1.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Operation of Flaming Dam Draft
Environmental Impact Statement and its Technical Appendices. We have been a part of the
Flaming Gorge Work Group (FGWG) since its inception after the release of The Final Biological
Opinion on the Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam (1992 FBO) in November 1992. GROGA has
taken an active role as representatives of its members and trout issues within that work group. We
know how difficult the management issies surrounding the operation of Flaming Gorge Dam by
the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) has been, we were there. The BOR is to be complimented on
its efforts to be inclusive to all the inferests that have evolved around the operation of the FG dam.
From that effort, we believe there has developed a greater understanding and a sharing of the
issues by all the participants. We feel the FGWG has been extremely effective and we encourage
the BCR to follow the same formula wherever possible.
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4b

4c

4d

COMMENT 2.

In our comments, we will refer to “Operation of Flaming Dam Draft Environmental Impact
Statement” as Vol. 1 and “Operation of Flaming Dam Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Technical Appendices™ as Vol. 2 to simplify discussions, i.e. (Vol. 1 pg_, paragraph/line).

COMMENT 3.

A promise was made to us by the BOR that when the EIS for the Flaming Gorge dam came out, it
would address all impacts of the Action Alternatives recommendations (including economic) on
all who are effected by their impacts, to include fishing outfitters, Having spent a great deal of
time reviewing this document, we see many examples of keeping that promise while recognizing
some serious shortfalls. We would like very much to make a positive contribution to the EIS in
our comments whether they are positive or negative. While we don’t believe for our part that any
of the shortfalls were intentional, past experiences make us vigilant wherever there are a lot of
groups competing around the operation or management of any resource. We have been a solid
partier in the FGWG, considerate of all the parties with interests revolving around the operation
of FG dam. We support many of the flow and water temperature recommendations for the
recovery of T&E fishes (see below). We believe that some of these recommendations may provide
biological benefits to the tailwater irout fishery,

COMMENT 4.

We support the recommendations for a 55 degree F release temperature during the dry and
moderately dry years, maintaining adequate river temperatures for trout at the Colorado/Utah state
line.

COMMENT 5.

We strongly support BOR recommendations of flow fluctuations limitations with the following
exception. Power generation in the form of fluctuating flows should not be at the expense of other
authorized purposes, “and for the generation of hydroelectric power, as an incident of the
foregoing purposes” (Vol. 1, pg 3 and 4, 1.4.1.1).

COMMENT 6.
We sirongly support the 800 cfs ascending and descending ramp rates. We would support a
formalization agreement for these ramp rates.

COMMENT 7.

We fully support the maintaining of the minimal flow agreement between UDWR and
Reclamation for the maintenance of river flow supporting the tailwater trout fishery and
furthermore request the formalization of this agreement as stated in Vol. 1, pg 3, second full
(italicized) paragraph.

COMMENT 8.

Except in emergencies, flows should not exceed the capacity of the power plant of 4600 cfs,
bypass flows should only occur as a last resort, and the frequency of such events should be kept at
an absolute minimum.
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COMMENT 9.

Select sections of the current document somewhat minimizes the agreements and
recommendations of the FGWG, as evidenced by the addition of the second full paragraph in Vol.
1, page 149 on this DEIS. This paragraph incorrectly implies that the ramp rates and single-hump
operations are not strictly followed. In reality, these recommendations were the result of intensive
investigations and discussions by the diverse interests of the work group, and reflect historical
operation except in the times of an emergency. While minimizing these operational constraints
may benefit the incident authorized purpose of power generation, the authorized purposes and
associated resources would be negatively impacted by further liberalization of these release
parameters. Inaccurate portrayal such as this should be avoided.

COMMENT 10.

It is important for us to report that, following the release of the 1992 FBO, a five year study of
flow recommendations from the preliminary research provided by the Upper Colorado
Endangered Fish Recovery Program (RP) were performed. (After twelve years we haven’t seen
the end of the 5 year study). These were advertised as “test flows™ designed to further refine flows
for the T&E fishes recovery program, “Test flows” do not require going through the NEPA
process, therefore, Recovery Program proponents gave no considerations to impacts of such
actions on recreation and sport fishing. Nor has there been any economical considerations given to
local businesses since the 1992 FBO was started, up to the release of this DEIS. Only biological
issues concerning trout survival were considered. As complaints from the public, fishing guides
and impacted businesses were expressed about the dirty water and flows that impacted their
fishing, their complaints were ignored. The negative economic (losses) resulting from these flows
to the “fishing outfitter community” came in the form of canceled or a depression of guided
fishing trips and other businesses losses came as related expenditures of lodging, food, services
and retail. These are not just perceived impacts, but real. GROGA Chart 2 demonstrates this point
with guided boat number declines on 5/9/99 as flows reach upward, look at 5/25 and 5/27/99
where the values are zero as flows go above 4600 cfs and the remaining suppression of boat
numbers until the flows start to recede 6/25/99 and after. This chart shows an extreme wet
hydrological year, but it is perfect in showing (by the magnification of) the impacts during flows
changes that occur even during the smallest of flow changes. These various forms of “test” flows
wete most often performed in the heart of our (identified as “guided boat fishing” in the EIS)
busiest time of year (April, May, June). They rarely come with little advance notice, commonly as
little as 24 hours, then delays or changes are made that are hard to adjust to (see COMMENT 17,
EXAMPLE ). (This has not changed despite applaudable efforts by BOR to provide information).
‘We have experience with the FGWG and can relate to the unpredictability of mother nature in
planning flow releases. However, the fishing public and our guided fishing guests seldom
understand finding poor river conditions effecting their fishing productivity, especially when man
made, The Recovery Programs objective (Vol. 1, pg 70, first full paragraph) of “gaining public
support for all these activities through an information and education program™ has fallen
extremely short of its goals in the sport fishing community. But then, maybe there is a reason for
that in light of its stated agenda (Vol. 1, pg 70, first full paragraph). These “test flows™ lasted
longer than the 5 year study. We have been experiencing the refinements of T&E flows for twelve
years now, but the negative economic impacts on “guided boat fishing and shore fishing” until
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this EIS have never been considered. So what we are looking for here is that this EIS addresses all
the impacts to fishing and businesses that depend on the use of the Green River within Reach I.
Through your comments (Vol. 1, 4.19 Uncertainties (particularly under 4.20) it is very plain to us
that, the Recovery Program will go on indefinitely with tests, emergencies and modifications to
the recommendations for some time to come. Consequentially, so will the impacts to us and our
businesses. This built in flexibility without firther NEPA makes us nervous.

Question 1. What are the Recovery Program, its recommendations and programs liabilities in
addressing the negative economic impacts of its actions as identified in this EIS 7
Question 2. If it is liable, how would it mitigate damages?

COMMENT 11.

We have heard that landowners near Jensen, Utah are financially compensated for the loss of use
of their flooded fields.

Question 3. Is this true, if so how are the losses calculated?

COMMENT 12.

We are concerned that some elements within the Recovery Program would like to eliminate all
competition for the Flaming Gorge resources. The FG tailwater trout fishery is an attractive target.
In the promotion of T&E issues, we are hopeful that attempts were not and are not being made to
negatively impact our businesses. But there seemns to be little concern about it. Within the FGWG
we have been able to address trout issues, but have been dismissed in any conversations of the
economic impacts to our businesses. The mood was and is Recovery Program at any costs. Great,
if you are not the one paying. We are very small in economical picture when compared to the
money being spent on the Recovery Program. The number of governmental jobs that are solely
dependent on this program and losses in power generation alone is worth multi-millions of dollars
annually. At Glenn Canyon, Arizona, gateway to the Grand Canyon, there are millions of dollars
in private contracts studying Recovery Program goals. Within the scientific community, Glen
Canyon is-known as an “economic goldmine” for anyone wishing to perform an experiment of
some kind. Flaming Gorge, though slightly smaller in scale is no different. As of the date of this
letter, despite Lake Powells historical storage depletion from the current drought, they are sending
huge amounts of water through big releases to “build beaches” (a big “test flow”) within the
Grand Canyon. The EIS (Vol. 1, pg 70, first full paragraph) speaks to the Recovery Programs
goals and is very revealing to us. “In addition to identifying the flow needs of the endangered fish,
the Recovery Program has directed effort at developing habitat, reducing nonnative species,
reducing the impacts of sport fish and sport fishing, raising and stocking endangered species, and
gaining public support for all these activities through an information and education program.”
While we would like to interpret this as impacts of sport fish and sport fishing directly on the
T&E fishes themselves, the wording could easily be interpreted differently by those whose
ambitions would like to see the demise of the FG tailwater trout fishery. The Recovery Program
“has directed effort” at “reducing the impacts of” who? Rainbow and Brown trout are nonnafive
species, trout are a sport fish, and river fishing guides and the fishing public are sport fishermen.
We know that at Glenn Canyon (Colorado River) that eradication of rainbow trout has been
performed in lower river sections. We have also heard that some spring flows there may be timed
to scour the spawning redds of the rainbow trout to reduce spawning productivity. There are
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groups there actively pursing the temoval of the Glenn Canyon tailwater trout fishery. We fully
anticipate that there will be a similar program of non-native fish removal on Reach 2 and 3 of the
Green River. So our concern is that, there are no formalized agreement protecting the FG
tailwater trout fishery.

We know that T&E issues “trump” all the other “authorized purposes”(Vol. 1 pg 3 and 4,
italicized text)of the FG dam, but it disappoints us that there is a potentially stated bias (DEIS
Vol. 1, pg 70, first full paragraph) towards specific Green River inhabitant and users. Let us say
that we are disappointed with language that creates uncertainties as to intent, leaves us to wonder
how extensively this policy is being pursued, how it is being interpreted and how it is influencing
the recommendations stated in this EIS. We know that this EIS is not a forum for debating the
goals of the Recovery Program. Howevet, since this EIS and its recommendations sprang from the
implementation of the Recovery Programs goals, we respectfully request your answers to
Questions 3 and 4 below,

Question 3.Are there any elements within the flow and temperature recommendations or in other
portions of this EIS that would support or facilitate the removal or suppression of the Flaming
Gorge tailwater trout fishery between the FG dam and the Utah/ Colorado state line? Please list
those parts of this EIS that speak to: the progress has already been achieved in “reducing
nonnative species; what future plans are being made to further achieve “reducing nonnative
species”; what progress has already been achieved in “reducing the impacts of sport fish and sport
fishing”; what future plans are being made to further achieve “reducing the impacts of sport fish
and sport fishing.”

Question 4. Would you foresee that any such development would not have the need to undergo
further NEPA processes?

COMMENT 13.

This EIS brings up wherever possible, the positive benefits to the tailwater trout fishery under the
“action alternative.” however, there are only a few rare acknowledgments as to the negative
economic impacts on Green River recreational activities which include: guided boat fishing,
scenic floating, shore fishing, private boat fishing, boat based camping. Focusing in on the guide
boat fishing, there is an attempt to not address the economic impacts. In fact the document says
that “despite reasonable survey response rates” {Vol 2, App-325, last paragraph) by commercial
operators, “the survey data did not provide enough information to estimate the impacts by
aliernative” and that “an estimation of the direct impacts to them shouldn’t be used because it is
fipured in the regional modeling report.” Yet you had enough info to state losses in several
locations within the document (Vol. 1, pg 203, first paragraph, sentence starting with “While these
losses”, next paragraph, sentence starting with “The largest gains”,pg 216, second column, second
full paragraph and in particular the sentence starting with “These gains......”. The regional
modeling report spreads the impacts over a 3 county area (Daggett, Uintah, Sweetwater) (Vol. 1,
pg 221, second paragraph) says that “The difficulty with the regional modeling resuits are that
they are aggregated by economic sector and industry and do not provide detailed impacts for
specific businesses™ and that “it would have been useful to separately identify the impacts on both
the river and reservoir.” we fully expected that this EIS would fully do just that. We were
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promised that it would. Issues 11 and 18 (Vol. 1, pg 15 &16) says you are supposed to. Your
acknowledgment of the “difficulties” mentioned above and that are “a small sector in the three
county economy’” (Vol. 1, pg 217, right column, first paragraph) is small consolation in a county
(Daggett) and town (Dutch John) that is totally dependent on the recreational services dollars.
There are 12 outfitters, 80 guides, 4 lodges, 2 restaurants, 2 snack bars, 4 convenience

stores, 3 gas stations, 3 raft rental services and their associated employees in a county that has less
than 800 full time residents. Four businesses are involved in more than one part of the economic
impacts, having a fishing guide service, lodging, retail and more. Maybe there are smallf impacts
in Sweetwater and Uintah counties, but if translates into big economic impacts on businesses and
in employment here for Daggett County. Our complaint is that there are a number of places within
the DEIS that these details are missing, that facts effecting Reach 1 commercial guiding
operations are glossed over, minimized or omitted completely. The explanation (Vol. 2, App-325,
last paragraph) seems to demonstrate this peint, In a document that gives so much detail to flows,
fish, power generation and a myriad of other complicated subjects, the authors just didn’t have
enough data? And if you did, you couldn’t/wouldn’t use it {Vol 2, App-325, last paragraph)?

COMMENT 14. We would like to see a fuller economic analysis that addresses the full measure
of these impacts.

COMMENT 15.

We are providing information that may assist you. The statement that “the survey data did not
provide enough information to estimate the impacts by alternative”might be true, but there is
plenty of such information out there for those interested in finding it. We simply went to the
Forest Service and asked for daily boat launch totals by day, then took BOR Weekly Reports on
FG flows (the weekly e-mail) and transposed the flow data over it to make a “Flows vs Guided
Boat Numbers” chart for the years 1998, 1999, 2000 during the months of May and June. The
1998 chart is labeled GROGA Chart 1, 1999 GROGA Chart 2, 2000 GROGA Chart 3 and are
included in this comment package for your reference. While 1998 and 2000 might be considered
“average”(highest flows at 4600c¢fs) hydrological conditions, 1999 was definitely “wet”(high
flow peaked at 10,600cfs). But you would need to see how you would classify them. The Forest
Service could provide you with the data on any year you deemed “dry” fully completing the
“average, wet, and dry” hydrological conditions. Forest Service figures show May/June totals for
1998 for guided boat numbers at 1348 total, 1999 at 1162, and the more moderate flow year of
2000 at 1618. These numbers show a suppression of guide boat nombers during the wet year of
1999. Since during all these years, the dam was operated under the “Action Alternative”
recommendations, we would assume they would represent the “Action Alternative” By using
these charts you can calculate the impacts of both alternatives on the numbers of guided boat
fishing under each hydrological scenario.

Question 5. Will you take this information and use it to address the direct economic impacts to the
recreational community under the “Action Alternative™?

Question 6. If not, why?

Question 7. In your addressing the positive effects of the Action Alternative in Vol 1, 4.16.9
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Socioeconomic, how can you say that it will result in increases when “it is assumed that the
majority of economic development (of Dutch John) will cater to tourist activities” when compared
to your acknowledged losses to the recreational services sectors?

Question 8. Explain to us the difference between “tourist activities and recreational services”.

COMMENT 16.

Within the framework of our COMMENT 13, we felt that within the DEIS, we were treated as a
stnall economic sector over a three county region. There was a lack of detail concerning our (and
the reservoir guide operations) operational information. Information that was well represented for
other groups. In Vol 1, 3.11 Recreation (pg 107 last paragraph) and the Recreational analysis (Vol.
2, App 222, second paragraph) has an extensive treatment addressing the rafting community
operating in Dinosaur National Monument {DNM) Reach 2 and continues on with discussions
talking about: that the number of private and outfitters permits are constrained; that commercial
rafting operations are popular requiring early reservations; that due to the degtree of planning and
financial commitment that there was a strong incentive to take the trip regardless of river
conditions; that there was also the fact that there were other rivers (Yampa) where trips could be
diverted to should rafting the Green River in Reach 2 be undesirable.

The closest description of us and our activities comes on Vol 2. App.325, 3.3 Commercial
Operator Surveys, paragraphs 1 and 2. Your recreation analysis “focuses upon the effects on
recreation visitation and economic value within Reachl", “where the majority of the potentially
impacted water-based recreation occurs (Vol. 1, page 107, second to the last paragraph). Yet you
have no discussions about commercial operations such as those that start in the referenced
paragraph and page (108} directly following?

COMMENT 17.

An analysis could go on to read; that boat fishing operators within Reach 1 share many
similarities to their commercial rafting counterparts operating in DNM. They hold a Forest
Service (currently managed by Bureau of Land Management) {BLM) “special use permit” which
limits the numbers of outfitters. Daily launches have established limits for afl combined outfitters
(therefore our total trips in certain river sections are limited)(unused allotments cannot be
recovered and constitute a permanent loss), their guests too have to make long term commitments
for guiding services, lodging and travel. They also have a few basic differences. Unlike their
rafting counter parts who prefer lots of water, they don’t have guests that are likely to book high
flow trips (above 4600 cfs), nor are they likely to keep our guests from moving to out of the
region, losing them financially altogether to other destinations when they find river conditions
other than what they had expected (see GROGA Chart 2). Remember that flow changes come
often with little advance notice, commonly as little as 24 hours, then delays or changes are
additionally made that complicate further adjustments to long term reservations.

EXAMPLE

Imagine traveling from NY or California (we even get clients from around the world) at great
expense to arrive for a 2-4 day fishing trip (that you planned and reserved six months or more
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before) the day the flows were raised. You arrive to find the river dirty and high even though two
days before, when you checked in with your service provider, river conditions were good. The
most common reaction is that they were lied to gain their business by the service providet. Given
that, you have now lost a customer for life. See “Ramping Up” for a discussion as to why thisis a
bad fime to visit the river for fishermen. Also see chart our on 1999 flows. And there are no
alternative rivers to move our guests to when conditions reach an unusable level. They seldom
stay long, seeking somehow to *“save” their fishing vacations elsewhere. The future opportunities
to re-attract that visitor to the river are small once he feels that conditions on the river are
unpredictable or that he has been betrayed.

COMMENT 18.

The US Forest Service is a collaborating Agencies for this EIS. In the forest service position paper
(Vol 2, pgs 5&6) they identify issues to be addressed in the EIS. The last paragraph page 5 and the
first 4 paragraphs page 6 contain the parts we are most concerned with,

Question 9. How do you feel this EIS addresses these issues directly?

COMMENT 16.

In section 3.3 Commercial Operator Surveys (Vol. 2, App-325), you state that “of the 12 river
commercial operators, 10 returned surveys. Then in several places within the analysis (one in Vol.
2, App-331, paragraph 6) the following paragraph appears. “Two of the four boat fishing
operators indicated...................10 $35,000.” There are 12 commercial boat fishing operators.

Question 10. What two of four?
Question 11. Where are the other ten or eight?
Question 12. Are your economic figures right? The figures are available from the Forest Service.

COMMENT 20.

We have to point out something. Table 13 (Vol. 2, App-329) came from the surveys, but
something is warped here. Under Dry Conditions, Boat Fishing, the river is “Beyond Usable
Range” below 1039 cfs. No matter what this chart says, to commercial boat fishing operators, the
river is usable down to a 800 cfs level. We experience this flow the majority of our season, it
provides enough water to float a boat down the river. Below 800 cfs would be another matter, it is
the true threshold. We disagree with the analysis provided in Vol. 2, App-331, paragraph 5.

COMMENT 21.

We further find suspect that the 1999 IMPLAN data base is considered reflective of the No Action
wet conditions (Vol 1, pg 215, last paragraph) when real time 1999 data was produced under the
river flow conditions formulated from the Action Alternative wet conditions. And this is what the
economic analysis was based on?

Question 13. Since 1992 to current, flows on the Green River have reflected the “action

alternative” under all hydrological conditions. Unless we mis-understood the statement above,
where did you get your baseline data that represented the “no action alternative’”?
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COMMENT 22, DEFINITIONS

To explain our position mote fully requires understanding what anglers consider acceptable.
The terms that we will use in this attempt may not have clarity to everyone reading this. So here
are several definitions that we will use. '

1. Fishable- defined as “conditions that are favorable to the pursuit of fishing” or “conditions that
most anglers would to expect to find (most anywhere that fishing occurs) that creates a positive
fishing experience”.

2. Un-fishable- defined as “conditions that frustrate or discourage anglers from the pursuit of
fishing™.

3. Fishing Productivity- defined as “the number of fish caught when compared with the effort
expended to catch them”.

4. Catch Rates- average number of fish caught in a specific time frame.

5. Tailwater Fisheries- defined as “fisheries existing in the downstream reaches of a dam”.

COMMENT 23, TAILWATER TROUT FISHERIES

Anglers who visit “tailwater fisheries” have come to rely on their attributes for their fishing
activities. There are many well known trout tailwater fisheries located in the Rocky Mountain
region of the west, Notably: the South Platte below Cheeseman dam (CO.), the Frying Pan below
Ruedi dam (CQ.), the San Juan below Navejo dam (NM), the Big Horn River (MT). On the
positive side tailwaters provide; controlled flows, moderated impacts of spring run-off, sustained
in stream flows during droughts, improved water quality, and in the case of the Flaming Gorge
Dam regulated water temperatures to benefit trout and invertebrates. On the negative side:
released flows can be high, fluctuating, unpredictable, create water quality issues and angler safety
CONCErns.

COMMENT 24. FLOW CHANGES

Angler visitation to the Green River tailwater fishery is most notable in April, May and June, with
July and August decreasing, September rebounding somewhat before a steady decline in October.
{Though the winter months see some angling activity it has not a this point seen substantial use
levels). July and August have considerably less angler visitation because other western waters are
opening up to anglers to fish. Having visited the Green River in the earlier months, they head to
other destinations, Under the Action Alternative, the months of April, May, June and July (which
are the main part of our fishing season) have the highést Reach [ average monthly flows (Vol. 1,
Figure 4-4). More specifically, using the “average flow” term is very misleading in what really
oceurs on the rivers flow releases for those months, The FG dams recent operation for T& E
fishes has translated into low to moderate flows in the early half of May, then as the Yampa River
rises, flows are increased at 800 ofs a day to 4600 cfs that lasts into early to mid June (depending
on water availability). This results in the ramping up period, the 4600cfs flow release and the

down ramping period occurring during a substantial portion of our prime season.
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Question 14. Does not the term “average flow” dilute the real indicators of impacts in your
analysis?

COMMENT 25. EFFECTS OF FLOW CHANGES
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There are two major effects of changing flows on trout and anglers. The first is water quality, the
second is stability of flows.

COMMENT 26a. WATER QUALITY and RAMPING UP

Increasing water flows, initially produces some floating debris such as pine needles, sticks, and
moss in the river as it rises. In severe cases when the debris is substantial, it can accumulate,
clogging up many of the larger backwater areas. This is especially true when going to an
extremely high flow, after extended periods of low flows when trees, tree limbs and other trash is
brought into the flooded river bed. In early spring, water quality can be additionally compromised
by the dying feathering moss beds breaking apart with higher flows. While these are the worst
possible effects to water quality by higher flows, conditions can improve after several days of
flushing. Angling opportunities will certainly be effected during this period by compounding poor
water quality with the displacement of the trout population due to higher flows. This brief interim
period is the worst possible time for anglers on the river. Those anglers impacted (under some
flow recommendations for days) will have to wait for the water quality to improve and trout to
adjust to their new environment. They are not often willing to do so. GROGA Chart 2
demonsirates this point with boat number declines on 5/9/99 as flows reach upward, look at 5/25
and 5/27/99 where the values are zero as flows go above 4600 cfs and the remaining suppression
of boat numbers until the flows start to recede 6/25/99 and after. The first several days of ramping
up don’t have profound effects to the rivers fishability except for water quality issucs as stated
above and during the surge. Above the 3000 cfs threshold is where the volume of water really
increases velocity and rises above the normal river bed bringing additional trash and debris into
the rivers flows and the effects on trout occur. Starting at a base flow of 800 cfs it takes five days
to reach 4600 cfs. We incur our biggest {inancial losses in this ramp up period from canceled
fishing trips due fo poor water quality. The higher the flow goes (3000 cfs and above), the more
days it takes to ramp up, the greater the economic impacts. See GROGA Chart 2 (1999 a wet
scenario year) to see the depression of guided boat numbers as the water ascends and how the
depression continues for days afterwards. It does takes several days before water quality improves
and the fish settle down to return anglers to the ability to fish. We would rate a settled and stable
4600 cfs flow as fishable. After settling out from flow changes, we would rate 6600 cfs as
difficult to fish, 8800 cfs as extremely difficult fishing except for experienced anglers, above
10,000 cfs is attempted only by the most determined anglers. Over the years, we have tried to put
a positive spin on flows up to 4600 cfs. After the initial ramping up period, the trout do seem to
settle down, many of them concentrate on the rivers edges in lower velocity water where they
become more accessible to shore fishermen., Flows above 4600 cfs have proved difficult to
promote even when there is the possibility of decent fishing productivity. As commercial fishing
guides, our knowledge of the river helps short cut through some of the difficuities associated with
fishing high flows. The complaint factor remains high among those anglers who have less skills or
little patience for increased difficulty in accessing and catching fish, The greatest impacts to
fishability comes on the up-ramp period, during fluctuating flows (sse COMMENT 26b) and at
flows exceeding 4600 cfs. Ramping down from higher flows have not caused us issues as long as
they did not contain fluctuations within them.

COMMENT 26b. FLUCTUATIONS
The impacts of ramping up for higher flows should not be confused with daily fluctuating flows
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because after the ramp up they are stabilized. Fluctuating flows, are flows that start at a base flow
then ramp up and down within a single 24 hour period. See GROGA Chart 4. Though smaller,
daily or hourly fluctuations, give trout a shorter time-frame to adjust and in the most severe cases,
they could be affected for up to two hours. This occurs even from changes in flows that originate
from a base flow as low as 800 cfs. Trout do not initially deal well with these short term up and
down changes in flows, each change can result in their needing to leave preferred habitat because
of changes in current velocities and the energy requirements needed to match them. Their
response to these movements in flows requires time for them to adjust to this newly created
environment. When done within the average fishing hours of 6 am to 9pm, fishing productivity
decreases as catch rates decline while the fish make these adjustments. Additionally, increased
energy expenditures does results in stress for trout and increases mortality of trout fry. This can be
lethal for wintering trout whoge energy reserves are at their lowest, Anglers often have to stop
fishing until the trout re-orientate themselves. Descending flows will require time for the trout to
once again, re-distribute themselves throughout the river as their environment is reduced, again.
This is a second period of lost fishing productivity when these changes occur during the hours of
the day containing fishing activity. Fluctuations are normally the results of power generation,
Even though the operational restrictions of a single daily hump restriction are a part of this EIS,
the impacts of these “daily fluctuation” operations are felt by anglers when they are performed and
scheduled during the hours between 6 am and 9 pm. Power generation in the form of fluctuating
flows should not be at the expense of other authorized purposes, “and for the generation of
hydroeleciric power, as an incident of the foregoing purposes” (Vol. 1, pg 3 and 4, 1.4.1.1}. We
believe it is inappropriaie to elevate power generation at the expense of fishing and other uses.
BAR must address the impacts of such operations on other authorized purposes and find a way to
lessen or eliminate their effects. The 2004 operation after the reduction of the spring flows {early
Tune 2004) was an example of how power generation was performed without consideration to
other river users that have a priority over power generation. See GROGA Chart 4. The chart
shows the up ramp and down ramp all occurring in the early afternoen to late afternoon hours with
only a short period of time between them. Daily fluctuations performed during fishing daylight
hours are an erosion of local economics one day after another with their daily negative impacts.
With up ramping towards a higher flow we lose business until flows stabilize, with fluctuating
flows we lose business every day with disgruntled anglers. We heard many complaints about this
activity and its timing. We heard how the fishing “shut down” and how “they (visiting anglers)
weren’t staying if it was to continue”, were the most common comments. Safety issues involving
wading anglers were extremely common. Boaters who had their boats anchored even experienced
boats being picked up by higher water flows and dislodged from anchor. The most common
questions asked in local businesses revolves around: what are the flows? how safe is the river? is
there enough (or too much) watet? are they doing any releases during the day? The up ramping
and down ramping constitutes two impacts in a single day to other river users. Considerations by
BAR must be made when discussing such operations requests from Western Area Power
Authority (WAPA) as to their “timing” and the “effects” of these operations on others. We would
prefer never to see such operations during the anglers day of 6 am to & pm except in emergency
conditions,

COMMENT 26¢c. STABLE FLOWS:
Stable flows are what we favor under all scenarios. Stable river flows from 800 cis fo 4600 cfs are
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fishable (except during ramping up periods). Water quality and stable flows are most important
for fishing, After the initial raising of the river, water quality improves after a short period of
flushing. Steady high flows provide trout an opportunity to adjust to their environment. It will
mean that river levels might be less than an anglers ideal and beyond their concepts and
experiences as acceptable river flows. We have made a real effort over the years to educate
anglers not to make the mistake of other anglers by dismissing the river as unfishable. This has
been 2 tough sale. Most anglers who fish many other places know that higher water volumes result
in higher river water velocities, in most cases this is fatal to the fishability of such a river. They
often base their views on experiences elsewhere. We feel with stable flows, the opportunities for
exceptional trout fishing still exist. Higher flows most effect the wading angler in his ability to
physically wade around in the river. But with the trout more concentrated from being pushed into
the rivers slower edges and pools, they often become readily accessible from the shoreline, Boats
add immeasurably to the versatility in accessing more fish in high water. The difficulty in floating
is in an increased awareness of safety issues.

COMMENT 27.
All of the impacts of flows that impact outfitters, impact shore fishermen and private boat
fishermen too!

COMMENT 28.
In 4.13 Public Safety and Public Health (Vol. 1, pg 224) there are no references to the potential of
drowning by fishermen or other river users such as rafters as flows change or fluctuate.

IN SUMMARY

You are fortunate that we ran out of time to comment further. In general we found this DEIS
complicated to review based on its overlapping of the treatment of subjects. So many references
that seemed to contradict previous statements were made clearer only after rereading them in the
context of their specialized subject, It required a lot of time spent in the effort to discover this
EIS’s overall direction. In light of our comments, you know that we were disappointed with the
overall economic analysis, especially in the arca of omissions. We would be happy to answer any
questions you have on our comments or assist in any manner possible. We can be reached at 435-
885-3355. Once again thanks for this oppertunity. These comments sent to you by fax will be
followed by a paper copy and a disk for your convenience.

Dennis Breer for GROGA

GROGA Representative Flaming Gorge Workgroup.
GROGA

P.O. Box 416

Dutch John, UT. §4023
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4. GREEN RIVER OUTFITTERS
AND GUIDES ASSOCIATION
(GROGA)

4a Comments 1-4
Comments noted.

4b

The EIS states Reclamation’s intent to
balance the needs of all resources when
making operational decisions under both
the Action and No Action Alternatives.
We appreciate your concern that power
generation might have benefited at the
expense of fishing and other uses.
However, the analysis of the cumulative
effects on hydropower generation shows
that power has not been elevated above
other authorized purposes and that, in
fact, there have been losses to
hydropower over the last 20 years. Please
see section 1.4.2 for more information.
The proposed action will not have a
negative effect on the sport fishery, as
shown in chapter 4 in the EIS.

4¢c Comments 6 and 7
Comments noted.

4d

Under either alternative, flows above
powerplant capacity would be expected as
a normal part of dam operations.

4e
Section 4.4.1 of the EIS accurately
characterizes the historic operations.

4f

Reclamation is well aware of the
recreation value created by the
construction of Flaming Gorge Dam,
including the trout fishery which did not
previously exist. It must be remembered
that fluctuations, depending on hydrologic
year, will continue under either
alternative.
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Reclamation, not the Recovery Program
(of which Reclamation is a member), is
the Federal agency responsible for the
proposed action as analyzed in the EIS.
The EIS shows that there are not
significant socioeconomic differences
between the No Action and Action
Alternatives.

4h

As noted above, the Recovery Program is
not responsible for implementation of the
proposed action Reclamation has that
responsibility. Based on the analyses in
the EIS, there is the potential for both
negative and positive effects to recreation
and related businesses under the proposed
action. Reclamation does not anticipate a
need for mitigation. Under either the
Action or No Action Alternatives, the
opportunity to provide input to the
Flaming Gorge Working Group regarding
all resource concerns will continue.

4i

Reclamation does not offer compensation
for flood plain inundations along the
Green River. Reclamation is not
responsible for damages to improvements
or property in the flood plain. Any
improvements have always been made by
property owners at their own risk. Flood
plain inundation has always occurred
along the Green River, though less
frequently since Flaming Gorge Dam was
built. Nevertheless, though the frequency
has declined since the dam has been in
place, there has always remained the
potential for significant flood plain
inundation in wet years, and that potential
will continue under either alternative.

4

Text referred to by the commenter is
already quoted from legislation. Please
see section 1.4.3 in the EIS.
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Commentors are urged to read EIS
sections 1.5, 3.7.2.3.4,3.7.2.4.4, 3.7.2.5.4,
4.7.2.4,47325,4.7.3.2.6,4.7.4.2.5,
4.7.4.2.6, and 4.19.5. Control of
nonnative fish is not within the scope of
this EIS. At present, Recovery Program
management of nonnative fish is
primarily directed at cool and warmwater
species such as channel catfish,
smallmouth bass, and northern pike, at
present most commonly found below the
Utah/Colorado State line. Information
regarding the Recovery Program’s
nonnative fish control program can be
found at <http://www.r6.fws.gov/
crrip/rea.htm> or by contacting the
Recovery Program directly. The Flaming
Gorge Working Group provides a forum
whereby concerns for resources such as
the tailwater trout fishery can be heard
and forwarded as input for Reclamation to
consider in planning dam operations. As
stated in section 4.21, this working group
will continue to be a valuable component
of the adaptive management process
following implementation of either the No
Action or the Action Alternative.

41

The need for NEPA compliance is
analyzed each time there is a major
Federal action with the potential to affect
the human environment. Until such
future actions are identified, it is
impossible to speculate as to the

NEPA compliance needs.

4m

Long-term negative effects to the
tailwater trout fishery are not expected
under the Action Alternative. Please
see section 4.7.2.4 in the EIS and
response 40 below.

4n

The data Reclamation used was more
restrictive and able to show adverse
impacts better than the attachments
provided. See 40 below.

40

Reclamation believes that the economic
analysis in the EIS is sound and provides
sufficient information to assess potential
impacts. Given the inherent aggregation
associated with regional economic impact
models, and the expectation that
commercial river guide operators might
be adversely impacted, a survey was
conducted during the summer of 2001 to
specifically identify economic impacts to
commercial operators. Since economic
impacts to the commercial operators are
included in the aggregated regional
analysis from a revenue perspective (but
not a profitability perspective), it would
have been inappropriate to add survey
results to the overall regional impacts.
Nevertheless, the survey was conducted to
provide additional detail on commercial
operators. While the response rate to the
survey was good, the respondents didn’t
answer all the questions, thereby
precluding the estimation of economic
impacts specifically for commercial
operators.

While the commercial operator surveys
proved less than fully successful, they did
provide flow preference information
which was reported in the EIS. In
addition, estimates of changes in
visitation for river recreation activities are
reported in section 4.11, and recreational
expenditures (including guides) are
reported in the socioeconomic section
(section 4.12). We acknowledge and have
estimated adverse impacts to river
recreation associated with the Action
Alternative, especially under wet and dry
conditions (20% of all years).

Attachments 1-3

Reclamation concurs with this analysis
based on supporting data (attachments 1-
3) from May/June 1998-2000 that
commercial guide fishing trips decline as
flows exceed 4,600 cfs. This is consistent
with the recreation visitation analysis in
the EIS. The interpolation analysis of
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guide boat fishing visitation actually used
a more restrictive high end threshold of
3,731 cfs as obtained from the survey of
recreators conducted by the USDA Forest
Service in the summer of 2001. For sake
of conservatism (to identify adverse
impacts), the EIS relies on the more
restrictive high end flow threshold
currently used in the EIS recreation
visitation analysis.

4p

Based on average conditions, the
recreation and socioeconomic analysis
estimated an increase in recreation
visitation and expenditures on both the
river and reservoir. The EIS has been
revised to clarify that this statement refers
to average conditions, and that during wet
and dry conditions, it is not possible to
determine if the gain in reservoir
expenditures would outweigh the loss in
river expenditures from the perspective of
Dutch John.

4q

Tourist activities” refer to the economic
needs of the tourists or recreators (e.g.,
food, lodging, gas), whereas the
“recreational services sectors” refer to the
associated economic sectors (businesses)
within the regional economic model.

4r and 4u

The intent of the geographic impact area
subsection of the affected environment
portion of the recreation section is to
outline the focus of the impact analysis.
The fairly detailed discussion of Dinosaur
National Monument rafting activity was
to explain why recreation impacts were
not developed for this activity. Clarifying
text was added to section 4.12.2.2 in the
EIS.

4s

The USDA Forest Service participated
heavily in developing the recreation and
socioeconomic methodologies and
analyses used in the EIS and emphasized
the need to address recreation effects on
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both the river and the reservoir. In
addition, the USDA Forest Service
conducted the data gathering surveys of
both the recreators and commercial
operators. The recreation visitation and
expenditure information gathered via the
recreator survey did not allow for county
specific analyses. Based on pretests, it
was determined that the survey was
already complex (given the need to
address visitation, valuation, and
expenditure information by alternative),
and any attempts to gather more detailed
data by county would have significantly
added to survey complexity possibly
jeopardizing survey usefulness. Attempts
to allocate expenditures by county would
be highly speculative. Finally, the
analysis was looking at both river and
reservoir recreation where gains on the
reservoir might outweigh losses on the
river. As a result, the decision was made
to use the three-county model utilizing
both river and reservoir expenditures and
to supplement that analysis with specific
commercial operator survey information.

4t

While 10 river commercial operators
responded to the survey, not all of them
answered all the questions. Therefore,
information reported on less than 10 data
points is because of question nonresponse.
The reported figures are based on those
that answered the questions. Since many
of the financial impact questions were not
answered, Reclamation could not provide
an overall estimate of financial impacts.
This was clarified in the EIS.

4u

As suggested by this comment, the low
end threshold for river boat fishing was
reduced to 800 cfs, and the analysis/write-
up was revised. The overall results of the
analysis did not change significantly.

AV,

From 1992 to the present, operation of
Flaming Gorge Dam has mostly reflected
the No Action Alternative, not the Action



Alternative. The No Action Alternative
parameters of this operation were based
on achieving the flow objectives of the
1992 Biological Opinion while also
maintaining and continuing the authorized
purposes of Flaming Gorge Dam. Please
refer to chapter 2 of the EIS for a
complete description of the alternatives.

4w Comments 22-23
Comment noted.

4x

Reclamation agrees with the comment.
Under the No Action Alternative, the

3 months with the highest average flow in
Reach 1 are April, May, and June. Under
the Action Alternative, the months with
the highest average flow in Reach 1 are
May, June, and July.

4y

Reclamation performed analysis of
resources based on the full distribution of
flows that potentially could occur under
the Action and No Action Alternative.
This flow analysis can be found in the
hydrologic modeling report in the
Hydrologic Modeling Technical
Appendices.

4z

Comment noted. This information is
useful in planning dam operations under
any alternative. Reclamation notes that
the adverse conditions for fishing
described here would occur under either
the Action or No Action Alternative,
particularly in wet years.

4aa
Please see response to 4b above.

4bb
Comment noted.

4cc

Please see section 4.11.5 of the EIS for
the discussion of safety as it relates to
recreation activity in the Green River.
See also response to Daggett County 1g.

4dd
Comment noted.
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Mr. Peter Crookston, Flaming Gorge Environmental Impact Statement Manager
PRO 774 Bureau of Reclamation

Provo Area Office

302 East 186~ South

Provo, UT 84606-7317

Dear Mr. Grookstion;

Old Moe Guide Service has been doing business below Flaming George Dam for
25 years. | am a local, born in Vemal, and raised on the Green River south of
town near Horseshoe Bend. In the past 52 years 1 have seen many changes in
the area and in the river, some good some not so good.

As 3 kid growing up on a farm on the Green before the dam, | remember spring
runoff flows flooding some 100 to 150 acres of prime farm land. | also remember
the mosquitoes that followed. 1| remember when the Fish and Wild Life
Depsrtment were trying to eradicate the now endangered species.

I do not understand why that in these years of no water the Bureau would even
consider implernenting the Action Alternative fiows, The Action Alternative flows
would cause the loss of at least 52 jobs just in the guide service business when
flows exceed approximately 4000c¢is, please see the charts provided by GROGA
- Green River Guides and Ouffitters Association. The guide services generate
approximately $1.9 million just in moneys collected in guide service fees, This
does not include what our clients spend on getting here, airplane tickets, rental
cars, maotels, fees, gas, fishing licenses, meals, fishing equipment purchased
while here, and souvenirs.

5a

Ramping up to these higher flows are of great concern due to the relocation

5b factor of the fish and all the other aquatic life in the river, not to mention what it
does to the fishing. The ramping schedule that occurred during the summer of
2004 is a good example - the double daily peak. One of these peaks, occurting
midday, had a very negative effect on the fishing sending many fishermen, who
spent a very substantial amount of money getting to and staying in our
recreational area, home with a less than happy experience.

| am sure that the farmers and ranchers below Split Mountain are not happy
5c about the Action Alternative Flows. We are aiso very concerned about the West
Nile virus. The higher flows would create a vast amount of new breeding habitat
from Jensen to the confluence with the Colorado River. This could also have a
5d very negative affect on white water recreation and other recreational activities
throughout the area such as hiking and biking.

Thank you,

Terry & Gayle Collier
Old Moe Guide Service
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5. OLD MOE GUIDE SERVICE

5a

Planned flows for each year would
depend on the type of water year; high
flows in the Green River below Flaming
Gorge Dam would not be expected to
occur in dry years. Please see chapter 2
for information on flow targets by
hydrologic year.

The EIS states that the Action Alternative
could create adverse impacts to Green
River commercial river guide operators,
particularly under wet and dry conditions
as compared to the No Action Alternative.

5b

The EIS acknowledges the possibility of
both positive and negative effects under
differing conditions if the Action
Alternative is implemented. It should be
noted that the nature and timing of ramp
rates, and other daily operational details,
would remain substantially the same
under either the Action or No Action
Alternative. The trout fishery was
established 40 years ago within the
context and limitations of dam operations;
and over time, certain operational changes
have benefited the trout fishery.

5¢c

The EIS acknowledges (section 4.13.3)
that the proposed action will increase
mosquito habitat to the greatest extent in
Reach 1, and to a lesser extent in Reach 2,
which includes the town of Jensen as well
as Uintah County. Based on our analysis,
Reclamation believes that the increased
risk of diseases such as West Nile virus,
compared to other potential vectors for
the disease, including irrigation and
standing water on private property closer
to population centers, is so small that it is
insignificant. We do not anticipate a
linkage between Reclamation’s proposed
action and an increased threat from West
Nile virus or other mosquito-borne
diseases.

5d
Comment noted.
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THUNDER RANCH, LLC.

2900 South 12500 East
P.0. Box 160
Jensen, UT 84035
(435) 781-2662

December 8, 2004

Uintah County Commission
152E100N
Vernal, UT 84078

To Whom It May Concern:
The proposed change in the operation of Flaming Gorge could cause significant damage to the
Thunder Ranch, financial and otherwise. We are strongly opposed to the increased flows

proposed in the Environmental Impact Statement.

We estimate that the potential damage to our property and equipment could easily reach
$155,000. Our analysis is attached.

Thunder Ranch has 3 pumping stations located on the Green River. These pumps would incur
significant damage if the dam is operated as suggested in the environmental jmpact statement.

As we read the EIS, at least 10% of the time water flow will more than triple in Reach 2 of the
Green River, where our assets are located. Flow in an average year would more than double in
the same reach,

Such drastic and unnecessary increases would cause damage to our equipment, and significant
erosion of our property, which is located right on the river.

The EIS itself states on page S-5 that previous studies indicate that fish habitat conditions can be
maintained at lower flows.

Sincerely,

M "= k‘-—b
Shayne McKee
Ranch Manager

Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Final EIS
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6. THUNDER RANCH, LLC

6a

Reclamation is not responsible for
damages to improvements or property in
the flood plain. Any improvements have
always been made by property owners at
their own risk. Flood plain inundation has
always occurred along the Green River,
though less frequently since Flaming
Gorge Dam was built. Nevertheless,
though the frequency has declined since
the dam has been in place, there has
always remained the potential for
significant flood plain inundation in wet
years, and that potential will continue
under either alternative. As part of its
operation of Flaming Gorge Dam,
Reclamation has in the past and will
continue to provide public notification
when flows are expected to increase, to
enable property owners along the river to
remove or secure equipment and
livestock.

6b

These statements are incorrect. The flows
that would occur in Reach 2 under the
Action and No Action Alternatives are

188 ~ Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Final EIS

very similar. In general, the spring flows
in Reach 2 under the Action Alternative
would be 10 to 20% higher in magnitude
than the No Action Alternative about 40%
of the time. The other 60% of the time,
flows in Reach 2 would be nearly
identical to the No Action Alternative
during the spring.

6C

The reference to low flows was from an
outdated interim agreement entered into
by Reclamation and the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service in 1985. Under the
1992 Biological Opinion, dam operations
were found to jeopardize the continued
existence of endangered fish in the Green
River. More current information arising
from a 5-year scientific investigation
conducted under the 1992 Biological
Opinion (2000 Flow and Temperature
Recommendations) has since taken
precedent in developing the flow and
temperature recommendations.



7a

7b

7c

7d
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7f

g

7h

Mr. Peter Crookston

Flaming Gorge EIS Manager, PRO-774
Bureau of Reclamation

Provo Area Office

125 oy

RO GRROGRL FLE copy
RECEIVED

302 East 1860 South

4 Repl Dhder \ /s

Provo, UT 84606-7317

Dear Mr. Crookston:

Date T ,Wi’li.ﬂs /] { o
N A
FAYS \\ A

We would like to express grave concerns about the increased flows prop

Flaming Gorge Dam EIS. The damage we would incur on our 500 acrestotprne

miles below Jensen, just half mile east of the Bonanza highway on the
devastating,

The increased flows would flood a 100 acre field of which 50 acres is in

700 tons of hay per year and the hay sells for $100 per ton, which would

and the cost of reseeding added to the loss of income from the hay and it
those three recovery years.

salThARE OPer Ao or

atfalfa. This field yields
be a loss of $70,000 per
year. Increased flows causes an increase in white top which takes three years of treatment to get
rid of. Then reseeding will have to take place. The cost of treatment to get rid of the white top

is over $210,000 for

The other 50 acres is in pasture pasture with 50 head of cows. These cows.calve each year and
the selling price for each calf is $700 @. The loss would be $35,000. White top would also be a
concern in the pasture which would mean the cows would have to be supplemented with feed for
the three years that white top is in the pastures. There is $20,0000 worth of fences around this
pasture area. Debris that would lodge against the fence and damage to the fences would cost
approximately $5,000. The corrals and the shed would also be destroyed at a loss of $6,000.

The four sprinkling systems used for these pastures would be damaged up to $2,000 and the two

pumps that supply this pasture would be destroyed at a loss of $50,000.

Additional mosquitos would cause a 10% loss on livestock and West Nile virus would become a

greater risk. Twenty years ago mosquitos were so thick a coat had to be
them. The current mosquito abatement program has made & great deal o
too costly for the County to control so many additional mosquitos.

The Bass pond valued at $20,000, has taken years to become established

worn for protection from
f difference. It would be

. The flood waters

would overflow the pond banks and all of the fish would be washed away.

A 30 acre gravel pit, 20 feet deep, which equals one million yards is located on our property.
The proposal of increased flows has directly affected the $750,000 sale of this pit.

We have a stock water well and pump located next to the river. The increased flows would fill
the well up with sediment, therefore there would be no water left to pump and the pump would
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be non-retrievable,

We have proven up on 6 }; second feet of water and are in the process of proving up the
remaining 3 %2 second feet. Our plans were to put it in a new $25,000 pump and 4 new
sprinkling systems @ $8,000 to develop an additional field of 100 acres. The total loss for
equipment not being abie to follow through on this plan would be $57,000. In 1985 we were
offered $3,500 per acre for our farm land, and the land is worth more on todays market. With the
threatened increase of flows, we would not be able to develop this 100 acres as we have had in
our plans which is a minimum of $350,000 loss to us.

An additional 120 acres are being irrigated. There will be no irrigation possibility. Since there
can be no pumps added, that leaves 180 acres that cannot be developed..

Dikes, worth $10,000, have been in place for a number of years. An increased flow would
destroy the dikes. Normal flow has been handled for years and dikes have been repaired as
needed.

It is hard to put a dollar amount on the value of a mature tree, but there are numerous mature
trees on our property.

In the late 50's promises were made to farmers by the Bureau of Reclamation that when the dam
was built, flooding would be controlled. Many people bought their land based on these promises.
The local promotion was to control the flooding.

We have net made these claims without having some knowledge of the damage high water can
cause. The natural floods of 1983 took us 3 years to overcome and was a very costly to us.
Please consider the damage increased flow would cause to both of us. This farm was intended to
provide retirement income for my father, who still spends most of his time working on the
property, and it is my sole income.

If the Bureau of Reclamation still plans te continue with the increased flows which would cause
our land to flood, we are asking that we be offered flood rights.

Sincerely, f(.@ . @_g {cx,x_g/ ( —_

Bumell Slaugh
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7. BURNELL SLAUGH RANCH

7a-7d, 7g, 7h, 7j, and 7n

Reclamation is not responsible for
damages to improvements or property in
the flood plain. Any improvements have
always been made by property owners at
their own risk. Flood plain inundation has
always occurred along the Green River,
though less frequently since Flaming
Gorge Dam was built. Nevertheless,
though the frequency has declined since
the dam has been in place, there has
always remained the potential for
significant flood plain inundation in wet
years, and that potential will continue
under either alternative. As part of its
operation of Flaming Gorge Dam,
Reclamation has in the past and will
continue to provide public notification
when flows are expected to increase, to
enable property owners along the river to
remove or secure equipment and
livestock.

e

The EIS acknowledges (section 4.13.3)
that the proposed action will increase
mosquito habitat to the greatest extent in
Reach 1, and to a lesser extent in Reach 2,
which includes the town of Jensen as well
as Uintah County. Based on our analysis,
Reclamation believes that the increased
risk of diseases such as West Nile virus,
compared to other potential vectors for
the disease, including irrigation and
standing water on private property closer
to population centers, is so small that it is
insignificant. We do not anticipate a
linkage between Reclamation’s proposed
action and an increased threat from West
Nile virus or other mosquito-borne
diseases.

7f

Please see response to 7a above. The
Utah Division of Wildlife Resources has
no record of issuing a permit for the
referenced bass pond. Their policy is to
not issue any permits for nonnative fish
stocking on private land in the 100-year
flood plain.

7i

The United States accepts no liability for
flood damage to improvements made
within the historic flood plain. Please see
response to 7a above.

7k

Research on relationship of mature flood
plain trees and flood flows suggest that
mature trees likely live longer and have
more robust life forms if subjected to
flood flows. Please see section 3.7.2.6.1
of the EIS.

7land 7Tm

The presence of the dam for over 40 years
has indeed served to moderate flooding.
However, this was never intended to
mean that the flood plain would remain
permanently dry. It means only that there
is increased ability to moderate
potentially catastrophic flows. Since the
dam was built, there have been a number
of wet years where high flows have
occurred, such as 1983 as noted by the
commenter. Whether or not the proposed
action is implemented, high flows would
be expected in the future. It must be
remembered that a drought has been in
place for 6 years, which has served to
reduce flows on the river.

n
Please see 7a above.
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From: "K Kapaloski" <kkapaloski@hotmail.com>

To: <fgeis@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Sun, Nov 14, 2004 2:04 PM

Subject: Environmental Impact Statement Comments and Questions

Mr. Peter Crookston,
Flaming Gorge EIS Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office

302 East 1860 South

Provo, UT 84806

Dear Mr. Crookston,

| would fike to offer the following comments and concerns regarding the
August 2004 Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Draft Environmental impact
statement.

| am the manager of Trout Bum 2 in Park City, Utah. We are a fly fishing
store and outfitter operating as a permittee of Ashley Mational Forest on
the Green River below Flaming Gorge Reservoir. A large poriton of our
store's guiding business and retail sales rely on the Green River trout
fishery. As a result, the operation of the Flaming Gorge Dam directly
effecls our business operations. | am also a licensed fishing guide on the
river myself and have been for over 12 years. In addition | own a home in
Dutch John and my brother is the head guide for Western Rivers Flyfisher,
another permitee on the river. All of these factors make the future
operation of Flaming Gorge Dam a concern to me both economically and
personally.

| support many of the issues addressed in the action alternative and !
appreciate the diligence of the Bureau in conducting the statement. |
appreciate the bureau addressing in detail the potential impacts on the

trout fishery of the Action and No Action Alternatives. Specifically, in the
economic analysis the limit of release of the dam to an up and down ramp
rate limit of 800 cfs and the single daily peak, bump restriction. {refer to

EIS page 149) These long standing restrictions are very essential in
maintaining the world class trout fishery below the dam and should continue
to be followed.

In addition, | support the recommendations regarding the temperature
restrictions of no more than 59 degrees in moderate to wet years and 55
degrees in dry and moderately dry years.(Refer to EIS page 164}. These
temperature recommendations should be followed In order to maintain the blue
ribbon world class trout fishery below the dam.

| would like to bring up a few concerns that | do have in regards to flow
restrictions and temperature recommendations. These are concerns that |
share with many fellow businesses in the area and fellow fishermen that
enjoy the incredible recreational resources that the Gresn River below
Flaming Gorge offers.

The EIS seems to marginalize the importance of the restrictions on the up

and down ramp rate and single daity hump restriction. It seems as if the EIS
concludes that the above mentioned restrictions have not been formalized and
that the restrictions have only been in place since 1983. The reality is

Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Final EIS
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__ Page2

8c

8d

8e

that these restrictions were the result of lengthy investigations and
negotiations of the Flaming Gorge Working Group and have been followed,
except in extreme circumstances for some time before 1993.

This raises a concem that the flow restrictions are simiply voluntary and
unnecessary and opens the dogr t0 arguments that power generation should be
pursued at the expense of fishing and other recreational pursuits. | believe
that it would be a mistake to elevate power generation as a priority over
other uses including but not limited to trout fishing. Past legislation has
described power generation as an incident to the primary listed purposes of
the dam including providing for basic outdoor recreation facilities and
improving conditions for fish and wildlife. (Refer to EIS 3-4) | would pose

the question to the Bureau: Should trout fishermen and others involved in
outdoor recreational pursuits take a back seat to power generation and be
subject to enjoying the resource at the mercy of power demand? Should past
legislation and extensive discussion be ignored and pushed to the side in
order to allow power generation to take priority?

Secondarily | am concerned that the EIS fails to sufficiently address

economic impacts of changes to the tailwater fishery. in using a model that
includes three counties, the EIS fails to illustrate the true jmpacts to the
economy of Dutch John and Daggett County where most of the economic impact
0CCUrs.,

The EIS estimates under the Action Alternative a possible loss of emplyment
in the Amusement and Recreation Services of 8.3 percent in wet years (table
4-26) and 6.6 percent in dry years (table 4-27). These are small losses when
they are calculated across three counties but could be devastating to the
community of Dutch John and Daggett County where the majority of residents
are employed by this industry or associated with it. Has this serious
economic impact on this area been fully researched and if so is it an
acceptable impact?

In summary, | commend the well researched and thorough approach that the
Bureau took in formulation and creating the EIS. | appreciate the

opportunity to raise the concerns that 1 and many people effected by the
operation of Flaming Gorge have put forth.

Sincerely,

Kory Kapaloski

Gen. Mgr

Trout Bum 2

4343 N. Hwy 224 #101
Park City, Ut. 84098
(435) 658-1166

CcC: <troutbum2@qwest.net>, <kkapaloski@hotmaill.com>, <L Kapaloski@pblutah.com:>
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8. TROUT BuM 2

8a
Comment noted.

8b
Section 4.4.1 of the EIS accurately
characterizes the historic operations.

8c

The EIS states Reclamation’s intent to
balance the needs of all resources when
making operational decisions under both
the Action and No Action Alternatives.
We appreciate your concern that power
generation might have benefited at the
expense of fishing and other uses.
However, the analysis of the cumulative
effects on hydropower generation shows
that power has not been elevated above
other authorized purposes and that, in
fact, there have been losses to
hydropower over the last 20 years. Please
see section 1.4.2 for more information.
The proposed action will not have a
negative effect on the sport fishery, as
shown in chapter 4 in the EIS.

8d

To estimate regional economic impacts
associated with changes in river and
reservoir recreation, information was
collected from surveys of recreators as to
their expenditures. The expenditure

194 ™ Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Final EIS

information gathered via the recreator
survey did not allow for county specific
analyses. Based on pretests, it was
determined that the survey was already
complex (given the need to address
visitation, valuation, and expenditure
information by alternative), and any
attempts to gather more detailed data by
county would have significantly added to
survey complexity, possibly jeopardizing
survey usefulness. Attempts to allocate
expenditures by county would be highly
speculative. As a result, the decision was
made to use the three-county model
utilizing both river and reservoir
expenditures and to supplement that
analysis with specific commercial river
guide operator survey information.

8e

The EIS acknowledges that Green River
commercial operators could experience
adverse impacts, particularly under wet
and dry conditions. Reclamation cannot
definitively describe impacts to Daggett
County given the lack of appropriate
county specific expenditure data. While
these impacts could create problems if
concentrated in Dutch John, Reclamation
notes that wet and dry conditions were
each estimated to occur about 10 percent
of all years. We do acknowledge your
point and included more discussion in
section 4.12 in the EIS.



Trout Creeh Flies

FO. Box 247

Email: info@fishgreenriver.com Dutch John, Utah 84023 (435) 885-3355
www.fishgreenriver.com Fax: (435) 885-3356

Mr. Peter Crookston November 15, 2004
Flaming Gorge Environmental Impact Statement Manager-

PRO 774 Bureau of Reclamation

Provo Area Office

302 East, 1860 South

Provo, UT. 84606-7317

Dear Mr. Crookston: We would like to submit our comments on the Draft Operation of Flaming
Dam Draft Environmental Impact Statement and its Technical Appendices.

As a member of GROGA we fully support the comments submitted by them concerning this
DEIS.

As a business, Trout Creek Flies has been a Green River guide and outfitter service full time since
1987 and hold a U. S. Forest Service/BLM permit to provide fishing guided, fishing walk
wading, scenic float trips and a vehicle shuttle service. We have a 7000 square foot facility that
provides us with a base of operations for these recreational services. Within our facility we offer a
retail fly shop, snack bar, rafi rentals, motel rooms, convenience store and are a Phillips 66 gas
distributor. Our customers include guided fishermen, the fishing public, rafters, hikers, boaters on
the reservoir, people seeking lodging, travelers, local residents and out of area visitors. We are
totally dependent on the recreational dollars generated on the Green River and Flaming Gorge
Reservoir. We operate 12 months of the year although we have a seasonal business that is most
active from April through October annually. We empioy 20 plus river fishing guides and 25-30
other employees many who are full time. We are employers, full time residents, property owners
and taxpayers.

We live in Daggett County and the town of Dutch John. Like us, this County, town and region is
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extremely dependent on the recreational dollars. With the exception of government workers, we
are the only industry in Dutch John. Within Daggett County there are 12 outfitters, 80 guides, 4
lodges, restaurants, 2 snack bars, 4 convenience stores, 3 gas stations, 3 raft rental services and
their associated employees just on the east side of the reservoir alone. On the west near Manila
and north around the reservoir there are many more businesses that too depend on recreational
visitor dollars. Qur county has less than 800 full time residents and is only 682 square miles in
size.

Comment 1,

We are very disappointed in the treatment of the economical impacts of this EIS as they pertain to
us. A more localized analysis is appropriate in light that the largest economical impacts center
around Reach 1 of the Green River and the Flaming Gorge Reservoir. To do an analysis over a 3
county area dges not show the real impacts of the recommendations contained within this EIS, We
would like to see this EIS fully address the impacts to our businesses. We feel that it has not,

Question 1. Is it not possible to prepare an adequate economic analysis surrounding the EIS
recommendations as they pertain to our businesses?

Comment 2. -

While the GROGA letter states many of our concerns, we must reinforce the points that the
ramping up process, flows exceeding 4600 cfs and daily fluctuating flow operations impact our
businesses negatively by reducing the quality of the recreational experience for fishermen and
other river users that use our services and buy our products. In addition we have safety concerns
for fishermen and other water based recreations while these flows are being performed.

Comment 3.

Furthermore, we support GROGA’s position that power generation takes a lower priority when
compared to the other “authorized purposes” of the Flaming Gorge dam. Operational
considerations should be given to recreation and fishing in particular by reducing the impacts of
daily fluctuations and their effects on these activities. Daily fluctuations performed during fishing
daylight hours are an erosion of local economics one day after another with their daily negative
impacts.

Comment 4. .

We support the recommendations for a 55 degree F release temperature during the dry and
moderately dry years, maintaining adequate river temperatures for trout at the Colorado/Utah state
line. .

Comment 5.

We strongly support BAR recommendations of flow fluctuations limitations with the fallowing
exception. Power generation in the form of fluctuating flows should not be at the expense of other
authorized purposes, “and for the generation of hydroelectric power, as an incident of the
foregoing purposes” (Vol. 1, pg 3 and 4, 1.4.1.1),

Comment 6.

Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Final EIS
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9j

9k

9l

We strongly support the 800 cfs ascending and descending ramp rates. We would support a
formalization agreement for these ramp rates.

Comment 7.

We fully support the maintaining of the minimal flow agreement between UDWR and
Reclamation for the maintenance of river flow supporting the tailwater trout fishery and
furthermore request the formalization of this agreement as stated in Vol. 1, pg 5, second full
(italicized) paragraph.

Comment 8.

Except in emergencies, flows should not exceed the capacity of the power plant of 4600 cfs,
bypass flows should only occur as a last resort, and the frequency of such events should be kept at
an absolute minimum.

Comment 9.
We share GROGA'’s opinion that in general we found this DEIS complicated to review based on
its overlapping of the treatment of subjects. So many references that seemed to contradict previous

statements were made clearer only after rereading them in the context of their specialized subject.

It required a lot of time spent in the effort to discover this EIS’s overall direction. In light of our
comments, you know that we were disappointed with the overall economic analysis. We would be
happy to answer any questions you have on our comments or assist in any manner possible, We
can be reached at 435-883-3355. Once again thanks for this opportunity. These comments sent to
you by fax will be followed by a hard paper copy for your convenience.

Dennis E. Breer- President
Trout Creek Flies, Inc.
P.O. Box 247

Dutch John, UT. 34023
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9. TROUT CREEK FLIES

%9a

To estimate regional economic impacts
associated with changes in river and
reservoir recreation, information was
collected from surveys of recreators as to
their expenditures. The expenditure
information gathered via the recreator
survey did not allow for county specific
analyses. Based on pretests, it was
determined that the survey was already
complex (given the need to address
visitation, valuation, and expenditure
information by alternative), and any
attempts to gather more detailed data by
county would have significantly added to
survey complexity, possibly jeopardizing
survey usefulness. Attempts to allocate
expenditures by county would be highly
speculative. As a result, the decision was
made to use the three-county model
utilizing both river and reservoir
expenditures and to supplement that
analysis with specific commercial river
guide operator survey information.

9b

Even if Reclamation had enough detail to
estimate economic impacts for Daggett
County alone, the aggregated nature of
the regional model would preclude
estimation of impacts for individual
businesses. This is because the lowest
level of detail provided by the model
reflects the economic sector which
typically combines information across a
range of somewhat similar businesses.
Reclamation believes that the economic
analysis in the EIS is sound, and provides
sufficient information to assess potential
impacts.

9c

The EIS acknowledges the possibility of
both positive and negative effects under
differing conditions if the Action
Alternative is implemented. It should be
noted that the nature and timing of ramp
rates, and other daily operational details,
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would remain substantially the same
under either the Action or No Action
Alternative. The trout fishery was
established 40 years ago within the
context and limitations of dam operations;
and over time, certain operational changes
have the benefited the trout fishery.

9d

Please see section 4.11.5 of the EIS for
the discussion of safety as it relates to
recreation activity in the Green River.
See also response to Daggett County 1g.

9e and 9h

The EIS states Reclamation’s intent to
balance the needs of all resources when
making operational decisions under both
the Action and No Action Alternatives.
We appreciate your concern that power
generation might have benefited at the
expense of fishing and other uses.
However, the analysis of the cumulative
effects on hydropower generation shows
that power has not been elevated above
other authorized purposes and that, in
fact, there have been losses to
hydropower over the last 20 years. Please
see section 1.4.2 for more information.
The proposed action will not have a
negative effect on the sport fishery, as
shown in chapter 4 in the EIS.

of

The EIS acknowledges the possibility of
both positive and negative effects under
differing conditions if the Action
Alternative is implemented. It should be
noted that the nature and timing of ramp
rates, and other daily operational details,
would remain substantially the same
under either the Action or No Action
Alternative. The trout fishery was
established 40 years ago within the
context and limitations of dam operations;
and over time, certain operational changes
have benefited the trout fishery.

9g, 9i, and 9j
Comments noted.



9k

Under either alternative, flows above
powerplant capacity would be expected as
a normal part of dam operations.

9l
Comment noted.
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! Peter Crookston - Fwd: Inquiry to UC Region

_...Page

10a

10b

10c

10d

200 —

From: Dennis Kubly

To: Crookston, Peter

Date: 11/16/04 12:13PM
Subject: Fwd: Inquiry to UC Region
Peter,

far your consideration of public comments.
dk

>>> Lisa lams 11/16/2004 10:02:37 AM >>>
Here is another inguiry regarding the test flows

>>> Steve Schmidt <ncbody> 11/15/2004 6:48.:46 PM >>>

From Steve Schmidt {) on Tuesday, November 16, 2004 at 01:48:20

message: RE: Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Draft Environmental Impact Statement Executive
Summary.

| have read this document several times and find the information within to be vague and incomplete in
regards to schedules and impacts proposed by the 2000 Flow and Temperature Recommendations
Executive Summary. -

My concern is the Green River tailwater fishery from Flaming Gorge Dam to the Colorado Border. | am
ohe of a handiul of permitted outfitters on this resource and have been since 1986. In reading this
document there is hardly a mention of the fishery or the potential and real bearing the 2000 Flow and
Temperature Recommendations may have. If the proposed recommendations should significantly impact
this fishery, the economic effect to Dagett County, businesses and thase individual who rely on this
resources for their livelihoad could be devastating.

As | read the Executive Summary, much of what is being proposed under the right time frame and
conditions waould bear little consequence to the Green River fishery. However, irregular daily fluctuations
over extended periods of time could inflict substantial environmental harm to this resource. In reading the
Summary the time frame for possible increased flows under all § scenarios extends over a long period of
time. Significant fluctuation outside of the rivers normal seasonal flow regime would greatly impact users
and the economy of all businesses that rely on this fishary for their livelihood for years to come. In this
document there is no mention of the impact to the fishery these recommended flows would have, nor is
there any consideration given to this fishery under the proposed flow recommendations.

Regarding temperature, a broader overall range from the dam to the Colorado Border may improve the
diversity of aquatic life in this section of the river thus enhancing many a usets experience on this
resource. Howaver, on dry years, which we have experienced over the past 6, we have seen
temperatures in the Browns Park portions of the river approach and exceed 70 degrees during the July to
August time frame. If temperatures were increased over this time period under such conditions, as we
have recently experienced, we could loose the lower sections of this fishery. Due to the most recent
drought and increased temperatures in this portion of the Green, we have already seen a decline in the
overall health of the lower Green River fishery. There is no indication in this report, that if and when
possible steps would be taken to protect or possibly even enhance this resource in regards to temperature
changes.

| support the Bureau's efforts in protecting these four endangered species. | recognize the value in such

efforts and if recovery of these four endangered species should ocour the better off we will all be. Yet
there is nothing in the 2000 Flow and Temperature Recommendations that suggests that steps will be
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?_F_'Weter Crookston:j_:\',i,-d;_|nqui'r§ N Regon

10e

taken to protect or possibly enhance the economic viability of this resource when and if possible. There is
virtually no regard given anywhere in the recommendation to the individuals and businesses whose lives
depend on the health of the Green River fishery. Until such steps and considerations are taken, | find it
difficult to support the proposed action.

Sincerely, Steve Schmidt
President, Western Rivers Fiyfisher

emailaddress: schmidt@wrflyfisher.com

previous_page: http://’www ushr.goviuc/library/envdocs/eis/fgDEIS/index.hfml

Submit: Send

REMOTE_HOST: 166.70.13.136
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10. WESTERN RIVERS
FLYFISHER

10a

Fishery discussions are contained in
sections 3.7.2.3.4,4.7.2.1,4.7.2.4.1, 3.11,
3.12,4.11,4.12, and 4.21 of the EIS.

10b

The Action Alternative requires that the
variation in elevation at the Jensen gauge
stay within the 0.1-meter range per day.
In dry conditions, the flow of water needs
to be kept within a narrower range than
under wet conditions. However, within
these variations in flows, the change in
depth, or elevation, of the water stays
within the required 0.1-meter-per-day
range. Even though the flows vary by up
to 800 cfs per day depending on the
minimum and maximum flows of the day,
the change at the Jensen gauge remains
within the 0.1-meter requirement.
Reclamation notes that flows above

4,600 cfs and daily fluctuations have been
a normal part of dam operations for over
40 years, and would continue under either
the Action or No Action Alternatives.
The trout fishery was established 40 years
ago within the context and limitations of
dam operations; and over time, certain
operational changes have benefited the
trout fishery.

10c

See section 4.7.2.4.1.2. In dry and
moderate years, 55 degrees Fahrenheit
(°F) (13 degrees Centigrade [°C]) water
would continue to be released from the
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dam as it is currently, resulting in no more
impacts to trout during summer months
than are currently sustained.

10d

See section 4.7.2.4.1.2. The 2000 Flow
and Temperature Recommendations were
designed to benefit endangered fish. The
Flaming Gorge Working Group provides
a forum whereby concerns for other
resources such as the tailwater trout
fishery can be heard and forwarded as
input for Reclamation to consider in
planning dam operations. As stated in
section 4.21, this working group will
continue to be a valuable component of
the adaptive management process
following implementation of either the No
Action or the Action Alternative. Issues
such as temperature modification to
protect the trout fishery can be raised
through this process.

10e

The EIS discloses that there may be both
adverse and beneficial effects to
businesses under the Action Alternative.
Under either the Action or No Action
Alternative, Reclamation will continue to
consider the needs of all resources when
making operational decisions. Please
refer to sections 3.7.2.3.4,4.7.2.1,
47.24.1,3.11,3.12,4.11, 4.12, and 4.21.
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Bob Johnston

Don E. Jorgensen
Dora J. Jorgensen
Wade Kafkaloff
Bruce Kautz

Ted E. Kulongoski
Heather Kuoppamaki
Scott A. Marshall
Jeff Martin

Jerry McGarey
Patrick Mehle
Norman Miller
Richard L. Mimms
Arthur D. Moeller
Mark Naccarato
Sean P. O’Connor
Mauria Pappagallo
Edward Park

Lex Patterson
Chet Preston

Tom Prettyman
Jairo Ramirez
Robert RutkowskKi
Peter Sagara

Cris and Amanda Shiffler
Jay Smith

Les Smith

Kent Spittler
Wayne Stewart
Steven Strong
Jeffrey W. Talus
John I. Taylor
James W. Thompson
Phil Waters

Bryan Weight
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Marshall Wilson
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1. G. HOWARD ABPLANALP

la

Please see responses to the Uintah
Mosquito Abatement District letter 6 and
public hearing speaker 9 (Dr. Steve
Romney).

1b

Under either alternative, higher flows will
inundate the historic flood plain. Any
improvements by landowners in the flood
plain have always been at the landowners’
risk.

1c

There are few data suggesting that the
four endangered species are making a
comeback; in fact, most data suggest that
populations of four species are either
stable at dangerously low levels or
declining in some cases. At best, all four
species currently exist at diminished
population levels which preclude
removing them from the Endangered
Species Act (ESA) or improving their

ESA status. See the Recovery Program
website <http://www.r6.fws.gov/
crrip/rea.htm> or call the Recovery
Program at 303-969-7322, ext. 227 for
more information.

1d

As stated in the EIS, Yampa River flows
have a greater influence on the flows in
Reaches 2 and 3, and the Action
Alternative takes this into account.

le
Comment noted; increasing storage
capacity is outside the scope of the EIS.

1f

Reclamation’s intent is to continue
balancing the needs of all resources when
making operational decisions and not
focus on just one resource. Reclamation
would continue this practice under both
the Action and No Action Alternatives.
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'FGEIS 22401 PRO - Water Flows on the Green

Page 1!

2a

2b
2C

From: "lew" <albrightir@iwvisp.com=>
To: <fgeis@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Sat, Nov 13, 2004 5:27 PM
Subject: Water Flows on the Green

Dear Mr.. Crookston, :

| have been fishing the Green River for at least 12 years. The last 6 years | have fished it twice a year.
This last vear, especially October, the flows really disrupted the fishing. It seems that the flows were
changed during prime time, during the middle of the day. It was the worst fishing that we have ever had on
the Green. We spend over a 31000.00 to the Utah merchants for every trip that we make but if the flows
stay |ike they are, we plan on fishing in Oregon and Colorado. We do love the Green River fishery, but why
fish it if the fiows keep changing during the day and cutling hours of fishing out of our day. It is very
discouraging. It wouldn't it be better for everyone if the flows were changed during the late evening and not
during the day when the river is full of anglers, boats and rafters?? It is also a safety hazard because
many wade fishers cross over to the opposite bank to fish and when the water rises it is almost impossible
to get back, unless you are a good wader. | hope that an agreement can be reached that will not disrupt
the fishing during prime time.
Thank you for your support.
Lew Albright
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2. LEW ALBRIGHT

2aand 2b

Fluctuating releases during the day have
been the normal operations of the
powerplant since it began power
generation 40 years ago and would
continue under either alternative. The
changes in releases, as part of the
operation of the powerplant, are designed
to help meet the demand for electricity as
usage of electricity increases during the
day and decreases at night. Increasing the
releases at night or having a constant
release during the day would not help
meet the peak demands for electricity.
However, in more recent years, the
ramping rates have been scaled back to
limit the changes in releases throughout
the day.

2C

Reclamation agrees that the safety of
fishermen and others along the Green
River is very important. There is
prominent signage along the river
warning fishermen of the potential for
sudden fluctuations. A warning horn at
the dam is also sounded before increased
dam releases begin. Daytime fluctuations
have been a part of operations since the
dam was completed 40 years ago, and so
the fluctuations are common knowledge
among those who have visited the river in
the past. Nevertheless, Reclamation
continues as part of its management of
Flaming Gorge Dam to pursue all
reasonable means of providing
notification to the public of river
fluctuations and other public safety
concerns. Please see response to
individual letter 38.
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3a
3b

3c
3d

3e

3f

39

210 —

Fram: "Mark Allen" <markallen2@qwest.net>
To: <fgeis@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Fri, Nov 12, 2004 7:28 PM

Subject: Green River Problems

Mr Peter Crookston

Flaming Gorge Environmental Impact Statement Manager
PRO-774

Bureau of Reclamation, Provo Area Office

302 East 1860 South

Provo, UT. 84606-7317

801-379-1152

801-379-1159 FAX

Mr. Crookston,

| have been fishing on the Green River for many years. There are a
number of things which are of grave concern {o me. The past several
times | have been fishing out there | catch many fish that seem to have
health issues. | am not sure of all the things that disrupt the

feeding cycles of the fish, but | think the change of flows in a quick
manner does in fact impact the fish in negative fashion.

It is difficult to know if | wade to the far side of the river if |
will be stranded by high releases or if | will be able to safely return
at the end of a fishing day.

The reputation of the Green River as being a world class fishery has
come into question when | find the disruption that high water brings to
my personal experience. If water flows need to be ramped up | would
suggest this happen from midnight until 4am, so things can seltle back
down during the day hours. If the flows are ramped up during the night
the electricity generated could be sold to those in the East ata
premium.

Please consider the issues which affect the fishing, which result in
economic gains or losses to the area as they are directly tied to
individuals fishing experiences and word of mouth as to how the fishery
is doing. It has been quite scmetime since fishing has been splendid.

1 would guess that if an environmental and biclogical study were done
on the disruption of feed in the river channels due to rapid increase

of water flows, we would find that much of the food sources for fish

are being blasted downstream and hence those fish that remain have
undue competition, this results in marginally healthy fish.

| would like to get an update as to the solutions you deem appropriate

for this wonderful resource. Please protect it. As a former river

guide in the Grand Canyon we experienced dramatic flow changes. There
is great safety issues here that need to be considered. High water and
swift currents can consume lives. It is common sense that if flows are

to be increased that it is done prudently and at a time which presents

the lowest opportunity 1o affect fisherman frequenting the area.

Thank you,

Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Final EIS
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Mark Allen
1729 North B0 West
Orem, Utah 84057
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3. MARK ALLEN

3a and 3f
Comment noted.

3b and 3g

Reclamation agrees that the safety of
fishermen and others along the Green
River is very important. There is
prominent signage along the river
warning fishermen of the potential for
sudden fluctuations. A warning horn at
the dam is also sounded before increased
dam releases begin. Daytime fluctuations
have been a part of operations since the
dam was completed 40 years ago, and so
the fluctuations are common knowledge
among those who have visited the river in
the past. Nevertheless, Reclamation
continues as part of its management of
Flaming Gorge Dam to pursue all
reasonable means of providing
notification to the public of river
fluctuations and other public safety
concerns.

3c

Fluctuating releases during the day have
been the normal operations of the
powerplant since it began power
generation 40 years ago and would
continue under either alternative. The
changes in releases, as part of the
operation of the powerplant, are designed
to help meet the demand for electricity as
usage of electricity increases during the
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day and decreases at night. Increasing the
releases at night or having a constant
release during the day would not help
meet the peak demands for electricity.
However, in more recent years, the
ramping rates have been scaled back to
limit the changes in releases throughout
the day.

3d

Electricity in the East is provided by
separate transmission systems that are not
connected or synchronized with the
Western network, so the power could not
be sent directly to the East.

3e

The EIS acknowledges the possibility of
both positive and negative effects under
differing conditions if the Action
Alternative is implemented. It should be
noted that the nature and timing of
fluctuating releases, and other daily
operational details, would remain
substantially the same under either the
Action or No Action Alternative. The
trout fishery was established 40 years ago
within the context and limitations of dam
operations; and over time, certain
operational changes have benefited the
trout fishery. Please see response to
individual letter 38.



FGEIS ZZ401 PRQ - Increased Flows from Flaming Gorge Dam

4a

From: "Mary Allen” <jackpinesavageco@earthlink.net>
To: <fgeis@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Sun, Nov 14, 2004 11:52 PM

Subject: Inereased Flows from Flaming Gorge Dam

To whom it may concern:
We are residents of Rangely, and take much pleasure from the rivers of Dinesaur National Monument.

We strongly support the Action Alternative.
John and Mickey Allen
Rangely, CO

Mary Allen
jackpinesavageco@earthlink.net
Why Wait? Move to EarthLink.
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4. JOHN AND MICKEY ALLEN

4a
Comment noted.
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‘FGEIS 727401 PRO - Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam =

_Page ]

5a
5b

From: "Dick™ <flyfishing@readytek.net>
To: <fgeis@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Fri, Nov 12, 2004 §:47 PM
Subject: Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam

| suppoert the single daily peak hump restriction, but its timing should be
in a manner that it has no impacts on river recreation activities,
especially fishing. An issue of safety, wadding fishermen's safety is
affected negatively when river flows change abruptly during peak fishing
hours of the day. :

Please take in consideration my notes

Thank you

Dick Apedaile

flyfishing@readytek.net

Comments and Responses
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5. DICK APEDALLE

5a

The single daily peak hump restriction is
outside the scope of the EIS; such
operational details would continue under
any alternative.

5b

Reclamation agrees that the safety of
fishermen and others along the Green
River is very important. There is
prominent signage along the river
warning fishermen of the potential for
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sudden fluctuations. A warning horn at
the dam is also sounded before increased
dam releases begin. Daytime fluctuations
have been a part of operations since the
dam was completed, and so the
fluctuations are common knowledge
among those who have visited the river in
the past. Nevertheless, Reclamation
continues as part of its management of
Flaming Gorge Dam to pursue all
reasonable means of providing
notification to the public of river
fluctuations and other public safety
concerns. Please see response to
individual letter 38 below.



6a

6b

From: <Jlbarkerb@cs.com>

To: <fgeis@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Tue, Nav 23, 2004 11:48 PM
Subject: Flaming Gerge Dam Flows

Mr. Peter Crookston

Flaming Gorge Environmental Impact Statement Manager
PRO-774

Bureau of Reclamation, Provo Area Office

302 East 1860 South

Provo, UT. 84606-7317

B01-379-1152

I am writing in regard to the changing flows on the Green River below Flaming
Gorge Dam this last summer. | come to the area about every other month to

fish and stay in Vernal for the duration of the trip. | usually come with at

least one friend. '

| wade fish on the Green and the flows are particularly important to me.
Changing the water flows during the day is a safety issue for many fishermen that
wade like myself. | know the river changes and plan accordingly, but the river

is constantly full of newcomers and they are rarely ready for a large

increase in the amount of water being let out of the dam.

| support the single daily peak hump restriction, but it could be done at a

time when it would not impact the fishing. The daily changes this last summer
killed the fishing during most of the day. It {akes the fish a while after the
increased flow to calm down and begin feeding. By this time, the flow was
decreased and the fishing was again thrown off. | know the Green River is a
national destination river for fly fishermen and this summer was a disappointing
experience for many of them. We need to keep the flows as constant as possible
during the day in order to maintain the excellent fishing and keep tourist

dollars flowing in to this region. Thank you for you time.

Justin Barker

1911 W 800 N

Pleasant Grove, UT 84062
801-785-7811
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6. JUSTIN BARKER

6a

Reclamation agrees that the safety of
fishermen and others along the Green
River is very important. There is
prominent signage along the river
warning fishermen of the potential for
sudden fluctuations. A warning horn at
the dam is also sounded before increased
dam releases begin. Daytime fluctuations
have been a part of operations since the
dam was completed, and so the
fluctuations are common knowledge
among those who have visited the river in
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the past. Nevertheless, Reclamation
continues as part of its management of
Flaming Gorge Dam to pursue all
reasonable means of providing
notification to the public of river
fluctuations and other public safety
concerns.

6b

The single daily peak hump restriction is
outside the scope of the EIS; such
operational details would continue under
any alternative. Please see response to
individual letter 38 below.



| FGEIS 22401 PRO - Power generation impact on Green River fishing

Page 1

7a

7b

From: "Lynn" <lynn@kathyquilts.com>

To: <fgeis@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Sat, Nov 13, 2004 10:58 PM

Subject: Power generation impact on Green River fishing

To: Peter Crookston
From: Lynn Barlow

Dear Sir,

I would like to mention to you how | enjoy visiting the Green River,
especially the A section below the Flaming Gorge Dam. | have visited
numeraus times and had different experiences each time. Out of all the
places | like to fish, the Green River can be the most fun and the mast
frustrating. There have been times when the raising of the river has
severely affected the fish. Since | live about 4 hours away from Dutch
John, in Brigham City, Utah, the time investment is quite significant. When
| visit the Green River | am rewarded with the beauty and awesome canyon
view as | float serenely down the river. The opportunity to catch fish
makes the trip all the more enjoyable.

It is come to my attention that the power generation can occur during time
periods when fishing will not be affected. This could make for more
enjoyable trips to the river as well as safer fishing. Not knowing whether
the river will be raised or lowered without warning really is a cause for
concern. It is my hope that a time frame can be reached for power
generation that will not affect the fishing.

Better fishing conditions will affect the amount of dollars for local
merchants as well as for Utah in general.

| thank you for reading this message,

Lynn Barlow
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7. LYNN BARLOW

7a

The issue of fluctuations for power is
outside the scope of this EIS; such
operational details would continue under
any alternative.

7b

Reclamation agrees that the safety of
fishermen and others along the Green
River is very important. There is
prominent signage along the river
warning fishermen of the potential for
sudden fluctuations. A warning horn at
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the dam is also sounded before increased
dam releases begin. Daytime fluctuations
have been a part of operations since the
dam was completed, and so the
fluctuations are common knowledge
among those who have visited the river in
the past. Nevertheless, Reclamation
continues as part of its management of
Flaming Gorge Dam to pursue all
reasonable means of providing
notification to the public of river
fluctuations and other public safety
concerns. Please see response to
individual letter 38 below.



'FGEIS 77401 PRO - Comment Addendum

Page 1)

8a

From: "Nancy Bostick-Ebbert” <nancyb@sbtnet.com>
Ta: <fgels@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Mon, Nov 15, 2004 9:39 AM

Subject: Comment Addendum

Below you will find a duplicate comment to which | have added my contact information that | inadvertantly
left off earlier.

Thanks,
Nanoy Bostick-Ebbert
To Whom it May Concem:

My name is Nancy Bostick-Ebbert. | am a fifth generation Utah resident and was born and raised in
Vernal. | very strongly support the action alternative for increasing flows every 10 years on the Green
River below the dam. | think it is eritical that we do everything we can to mimic conditions favorable for the
endangered species of fish in the Colorado River drainage. In addition, these releases help improve the
riparian ecosystems along the river and provide better habitat for the birds and animals who inhabit those
environs.

! appreciate the opportunity to comment on this and encourage you to make a decision based on good
science not fears and misinformation,

Sincerely Yours,

Nancy Bostick-Ebbert
1 North 2500 West
Vernal, UT 84078
(435) 781-1518

"If you want another to adopt your beliefs, you must first
become someone they wish to emulate...”

---nancy bostick-ebbert---
nancyb@sbtnet
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8a
Comment noted.
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9a

From: Allen Brisk <Allen.Brisk@paccoast.com>
To: “fgeis@uc.usbr.gov” <fgeis@uc.usbr.gov>
Date: Fri, Nov 12, 2004 5:06 PM

Subject: Green River

| am a 64 year old man who has fished the Green River for the past 25 years.

| take an average of 4 guided frips per year. | have fished when the water

is high and when it is low. | have fished and been caught In high water when
the water levels have flucuated. | have seen trees and debris washed
downstream when the water is increased.

in all cases when the level increases or decreases during normal fishing
hours, the experience decreases and is not so enjoyable.

Please do not change the flow pattern. Increase the volume at night if more
water is required.

From a financial point, my Green river float trips would cease and so would
the lodging.

| do not necessarly want to go to Montana to fish.
Please.

Allen Brisk allen.brisk@paccoast.com

Comments and Responses
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%9a

The issue of daily fluctuations for power
is outside the scope of this EIS; such
operational details would continue under
any alternative. Please see response to
individual letter 38 below.
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10a

10b

10c

From: "Bronston, Alan” <Alan.Bronston@USFOOD.COM>
To: <fgeis@uc.usbr.gov>
Date: Sat, Nov 13, 2004 10:57 AM

Mr. Peter Crookston

Flaming Gorge Environmental Impact Statement Manager
PRO-774

Bureau of Reclamation, Provo Area Office

302 East 1860 South

Provo, UT. 84606-7317

801-379-1152

Dear Mr. Crookston,

| am writing this note in regard fo the review of the Environmental Impact
Statement of the Flaming Gorge Dam that is underway. | would like to comment
on how the flows were managed this last year from two separate perspectives.

First, let me say that | live in Utah, dc business in Utah, recreats in

Utah, and do as much as possible of all three at Flaming Gorge. Flaming
Gorge has not only been the best place in the west for a top quality fishing
experience, it Is also the most convenient. This year, however, with the
daily rise and fall of the water levels; the fishing was so suppressed that

it was hardly worth the effort and expense to come, other than for the
scenery. Itis inevitable that if the flows are managed in the same way in
the future, |, and others like me, will have no alternative than to find

other places to go. This would be a real shame since Flaming Gorge by all
rights aught to stand alone as the prime fishing destination in the United
States, if not the world. The impact on the local economy cannot be
overstated.

Secondly, this is a serious safety hazard. Let me relate an experience that

I myself had this summer, which | understand was not unique from what others
have told me. We launched just after midday from the put in below the dam.
On board my drift boat was a young child and older man. Just after the
second or third bend we encountered a wading fisherman who had become
stranded in the middle of the river when the levels hegan to rise. He was
very close to loosing his footing when we came along. We had no choice but
to attempt fo rescue him, of course. However, due to where he was, the
current, and our having to ferry across to get to him, in the end the only

way we could get him was for him ta grasp hold of the upriver side of the
boat by the carlock. This crippled the maneuverability of the boat since |

no longer had the use of one car, and the additional weight and dragging
effect to the upriver side of the boat nearly swamped us. This was not an
event | would enjoy repeating.

| hope that when the Environmental Impact Statement is complete it will be
discovered that there is a way to accomplish whatever it is that is required
from the dam without having such a dramatic impact on those who are trying
to enjoy the river.

Thank You,

Alan Bronston
Territory Manager

Comments and Responses
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10a

The issue of daily fluctuations for power
is outside the scope of this EIS; such
operational details would continue under
any alternative.

10b

Implementing the Action Alternative is
expected to have an overall positive effect
to the three-county area near Flaming
Gorge Dam. Please see response to Town
of Manila, Utah, 3a.

10c

Reclamation agrees that the safety of
fishermen and others along the Green
River is very important. There is

prominent signage along the river
warning fishermen of the potential for
sudden fluctuations. A warning horn at
the dam is also sounded before increased
dam releases begin. Daytime fluctuations
have been a part of operations since the
dam was completed, and so the
fluctuations are common knowledge
among those who have visited the river in
the past. Nevertheless, Reclamation
continues as part of its management of
Flaming Gorge Dam to pursue all
reasonable means of providing
notification to the public of river
fluctuations and other public safety
concerns. Please see response to
individual letter 38 below.
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11b

228 —

From: "Michael Brown" <mike_utdairy@msn.com:
To: <fgeis@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Mon, Nov 15, 2004 8.36 AM

Subject: Daily Peak Restriction

Dear Mr. Crookston,

As a frequent visitor to the Flaming Gorge recreation area, primarily to fish the Green River below the
dam, | would like fo voice my support of a single daily peak hump restriction, but | believe its timing should
be in a manner that it has no impact on river recreation aciivities, especially fishing.

| know | am preaching to the choir when | falk about the revenue generated by those who fish the river, but
| think the drastic change in flows has the possibility of reducing that revenue. | know my frequency has
decreased since | was stranded on the West side of the river during a high flow.

Again, | understand the need to maximize the usefulness of the dam, but not at the expense of the
purpose for which the dam was authorized.

Respecifully,

Mike Brown
Riverton, Utah
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1la

The single daily peak hump restriction is
outside the scope of the EIS; such
operational details would continue under
any alternative. Please see response to
individual letter 38 below.

11b

The EIS states Reclamation’s intent to
balance the needs of all resources when
making operational decisions under both
the Action and No Action Alternatives.
We appreciate your concern that power

generation might have benefited at the
expense of fishing and other uses.
However, the analysis of the cumulative
effects on hydropower generation shows
that power has not been elevated above
other authorized purposes and that, in
fact, there have been losses to
hydropower over the last 20 years. Please
see section 1.4.2 for more information.
The proposed action will not have a
negative effect on the sport fishery, as
shown in chapter 4 in the EIS.
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12a

12b

230 —

From: "Bob Brownlee" <brwnle@earthlink.net>
To: <fgeis@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Sun, Nov 14, 2004 8:27 PM

Subject: Flaming Gorge Discharge Rates

Dear Mr. Crockston, | am writing to encourage use of the single daily peak hump restriction but in a
manner which does not impact fishermen. | have fished the Green River extensively and have been
negatively surprised by the flow changes more than once. Not only does the flow change turn the fish bite
off for 2 time but it also has some potentially dangerous consequences, | have been trapped twice by
rising flows and had to fill my waders to reach shore when | realized what was happening. People who are
not aware of the possible flow changes could be frapped on a shallow bar for an extended time, or worse.
If there are ways of preventing this potential | would certainly like to encourage the consideration of those
actions.

Tharks for your consideration. Bob Brownlee, Golden, Colorado,
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12a

The single daily peak hump restriction is
outside the scope of the EIS; such
operational details would continue under
any alternative.

12b

Reclamation agrees that the safety of
fishermen and others along the Green
River is very important. There is
prominent signage along the river
warning fishermen of the potential for

sudden fluctuations. A warning horn at
the dam is also sounded before increased
dam releases begin. Daytime fluctuations
have been a part of operations since the
dam was completed, and so the
fluctuations are common knowledge
among those who have visited the river in
the past. Nevertheless, Reclamation
continues as part of its management of
Flaming Gorge Dam to pursue all
reasonable means of providing
notification to the public of river
fluctuations and other public safety
concerns. Please see response to
individual letter 38 below.
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From: "scott brunk” <bighom1478@msn.com>
To: <fgeis@uc.ushr.gov>

Date: Sat, Nov 13, 2004 12:24 PM

Subject: Flaming Gorge water flows.

13a | have found that the fishing experience at Flaming Gorge can be dangsrous as well as frustrating do to
the peaks and valleys of water releases for power generation. Please try to do a better job of managing
the flows.

Scott Brunk
303-665-3261
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13a

The issue of fluctuations for power is
outside the scope of this EIS; such
operational details would continue under
any alternative. Please see response to
individual letter 38 below.

Comments and Responses
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From: "Ted Butterfield" <buttuhs@hetmail.com>
To: <fgeis@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Mon, Nov 15, 2004 6:10 PM

Subject: In regards to flaming gorge dam.

I'm writing in regards to the flow changes at flaming gorge in order to produce electricity, | beleive that a
14a constant fiow is preferable to fluctuating flows. This is due to experiences which | had in early july of this

year while fishing the Green just below flaming gorge. The fishing was severely affected by the flow

changes and i know of several men on that day who were stranded on the other side of the river as they

did not know that the flows would rise later in the day. One man even lost his driftboat when the river rose

and picked it up off the rocks. This causes personal loss and distasteful memories of what could have

been a long anticipated frip to a one off America's top rivers. Therefore | support the single daily peak
14b hump restriction, and hope that the timing off the pasked flow will be such that it will not disturb fishing or
14c place fishermen in needless danger. Thank you for your time.

Ted Butterfield
buttuhs@hotmail.com
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14a and 14b

The issues of fluctuations for power and
the single daily peak hump restriction are
outside the scope of this EIS; such
operational details would continue under
any alternative. Please see response to
individual letter 38 below.

14c

Reclamation agrees that the safety of
fishermen and others along the Green
River is very important. There is
prominent signage along the river

warning fishermen of the potential for
sudden fluctuations. A warning horn at
the dam is also sounded before increased
dam releases begin. Daytime fluctuations
have been a part of operations since the
dam was completed, and so the
fluctuations are common knowledge
among those who have visited the river in
the past. Nevertheless, Reclamation
continues as part of its management of
Flaming Gorge Dam to pursue all
reasonable means of providing
notification to the public of river
fluctuations and other public safety
concerns.
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From: "Renee Buzarde" <rbuzarde@unicn-tel.com>
To: <fgeis@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Thu, Nov 4, 2004 2:26 PM

Subject: Flaming Gorge EIS

I would like to join Dr. Romney in opposition to changes in operations of the Flaming Gorge Dam.
| live near the dam and love this area and hope we can protect it.

15a With the huge threat of the West Nile Virus and possible danger to our fishing industry, | strongly oppose
proposed changes in water flow.

15b We need to protect the trout in the Green River.

Please leave things the way they are.
A concerned citizen of Daggett/Uintah County.

Reneé Henderson Buzarde
670 Flaming Gorge Acres
Dutch John, Utah 84023
rbuzarde@union-tel.com
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15. RENEE HENDERSON
BUZARDE

15a

The EIS acknowledges (section 4.13.3.)
that the proposed action will increase
mosquito habitat to the greatest extent in
Reach 1, and to a lesser extent in Reach 2.
Based on our analysis, Reclamation
believes that the increased risk of diseases
such as West Nile virus, compared to
other potential vectors for the disease,
including standing water on private

property closer to population centers, is SO
small that it is insignificant. We do not
anticipate a linkage between
Reclamation’s proposed action and a
threat from West Nile virus or other
mosquito-borne diseases.

15b

Long-term negative effects to the
tailwater trout fishery are not expected
under the Action Alternative.
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16a

16b

From: "BRYAN CAMPBELL" <BCAMPBELL@wmccat.com>
To: <fgeis@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Fri, Nav 12, 2004 5:19 PM

Subject: flaming gorge dam...

It has come to my attention ihat the Bureau of Reclamation is
undergoing a Draft Environmental Statement on the Operation of Flaming
Gorge Dam and asking for comments. | was only able to fish my favorite
river, the Green River twice this summer, Both times the trip was
dramatically effected by fluctuating flows coming from the dam. On the
first occasion, our group crossed the river early in the morning, and we
underestimated the effect of the increase in flow, that evening we tried
several times to cross back over, but it was impossible. Finally we had
to return to little hole to cross where two of us took water over the
top of our waders, and a younger member of our group barely made it
across. On the second ocassion, we left very early in the morning to
make it to the river in time to fish, we were having a great day until
again the flow increased and the fishing came to a screaching halt
forcing us to leave earlier than we had hoped. | understand the purpose
of the dam, but | also feel that dramatic fluctuations during daylight
hours not only affects fishing, but affects the safety of people an the
river. Please change the fluctuation times to a time when people aren't
negatively affected.

Thank you,
Bryan Campbell

CC: fishgreenriver <dbreer@union-tel.com>
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16a

The issue of daily fluctuations is outside
the scope of this EIS; such operational
details would continue under any
alternative.

16b

The changes in releases, as part of the
operation of the powerplant, are designed
to help meet the demand for electricity as
usage of electricity increases during the
day and decreases at night. Increasing the

releases at night or having a constant
release during the day would not help
meet the peak demands for electricity.
However, in more recent years, the
ramping rates have been scaled back to
limit the changes in releases throughout
the day. Please see response to individual
letter 38 below.
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From: "Jay Carlson" <jpcvaili@msh.com:>
To: <fgeis@uc.usbr.gov>>
Date:  11/15/2004 8:49 AM

Ir Peter Crookston

Flaming Gorge Environmental Impact Statement Manager
PRO-774

Bureau of Reclamation, Provo Area Office

302 East 1860 South

Provo, UT. 84606-7317

801-379-1152

801-379-1159 FAX

Twould like to share something that frustrates many of us whe fish below dams especaily the Flaming Gorgre Datn is the erratic way
flows can suddenly jump up and down while we are fishing. This can often disrupts water quality and upset the fish for set periods of time.
The end result
17a isa speiling of our fishing day. know this is occurring, I would like to mention how my fishing dellats impact local businesses and Utahs
17b overall economy. I support the single daily peakhurnp restriction, but its timirg should bein a manner that it has no impacts on river
recreation activities, especiallyfishing. I would also like to address the issues of safety, a waders safety is effectednegatively when river
17¢ flows change abruptly.

17d You have the ability to do the power generation flows in non-fishing hours
or maintain a slightly higher steady flow that generates the same amount of electricity.

Please rectify this situation.

Jay P. Carlson
Jpevail@msn.com
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17a

Implementing the Action Alternative is
expected to have an overall positive effect
to the three-county area near Flaming
Gorge Dam. Please see response to Town
of Manila, Utah, 3a.

17b

The single daily peak hump restriction is
outside the scope of the EIS; such
operational details would continue under
any alternative.

17c

Reclamation agrees that the safety of
fishermen and others along the Green
River is very important. There is
prominent signage along the river
warning fishermen of the potential for
sudden fluctuations. A warning horn at
the dam is also sounded before increased
dam releases begin. Daytime fluctuations
have been a part of operations since the
dam was completed, and so the

fluctuations are common knowledge
among those who have visited the river in
the past. Nevertheless, Reclamation
continues as part of its management of
Flaming Gorge Dam to pursue all
reasonable means of providing
notification to the public of river
fluctuations and other public safety
concerns.

17d

The changes in releases, as part of the
operation of the powerplant, are designed
to help meet the demand for electricity as
usage of electricity increases during the
day and decreases at night. Increasing the
releases at night or having a constant
release during the day would not help
meet the peak demands for electricity.
However, in more recent years, the
ramping rates have been scaled back to
limit the changes in releases throughout
the day. Please see response to individual
letter 38 below.
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From: "mel cisneros" <mel_cisneros@hotmail.com>
To: <fgeis@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Mon, Nov 15, 2004 5.06 PM

Subject: Green River Flows

| support the single daily peak hump restriction, but its timing should be
18a in a manner that it has no impacts on river recreation activities,

especially

fishing.

Is their not a way to meet the needs for power in a maner allowing both

sportsman and consumers to enjoy their day?

Mel Cisneros
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18a

The single daily peak hump restriction is
outside the scope of the EIS; such
operational details would continue under
any alternative. Please see response to
individual letter 38 below.

Comments and Responses
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19a

19b

19¢
19d

244 —

From: "Connett, Randy" <Randy.Connett@VECO.CCOM>

To! "fgeis@uc.usbr.gov" <fgeis@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Mon, Nov 15, 2004 7:29 AM

Subject: Flaming Gorge Environmental Impact Statement Comments

Mr Peter Crookston
Dear Sir:

| am forwarding my comments regarding the desire of the operators of Flaming
Gorge Dam to respond to peak power requirements by varying the flows from
Flaming Gorge Reservolr. | am very concerned about the impact that this has
on this world class fishery, and the safety of those who are wading the

river.

Sudden increases in flow can lead to unobservant or unfamiliar river users
to wad water which becomes unwadable at higher flows, thus presenting a
safety risk to the public.

| am very oppased to allowing fluctuating flows to negatively impact the
fishing of this magnificent river. | do support the daily single hump
restriction, but encourage the Bureau to require the timing of the
fluctuating flows to avoid unnecessary impact to fishing or other river use.

Thank you

Randall M. Connett, PE
VECQO USA, Inc

9000 E Nichols, Suite 250
Centennial, CO 80112
(303) 268-3499

(800) 202-1012

{303) 548-3227 (cell)
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19a and 19d

The issues of fluctuations for power and
the single daily peak hump restriction are
outside the scope of this EIS; such
operational details would continue under
any alternative.

19b

Reclamation agrees that the safety of
fishermen and others along the Green
River is very important. There is
prominent signage along the river
warning fishermen of the potential for
sudden fluctuations. A warning horn at
the dam is also sounded before increased
dam releases begin. Daytime fluctuations
have been a part of operations since the

dam was completed, and so the
fluctuations are common knowledge
among those who have visited the river in
the past. Nevertheless, Reclamation
continues as part of its management of
Flaming Gorge Dam to pursue all
reasonable means of providing
notification to the public of river
fluctuations and other public safety
concerns. Please see response to
individual letter 38 below.

19c

The world class trout fishery was
established 40 years ago within the
context and limitations of dam operations.
Long-term negative effects to the trout
fishery are not expected under the Action
Alternative.
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20a
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From: "Robert W. Day" <abqbob@ix.netcom.com:>
To: <fgeis@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Sat, Nov 13, 2004 12.07 AM

Subject: Green River Flow changes

Mr Peter Crookston
Flaming Gorge Environmental Impact Statement Manager
Bureau of Reclamation, Provo Area Office

Sir:

1 have fishad the Green River below Flaming Gorge for over 10 years and have considered it as one of
the greatest trout rivers in the world, As in all tail water fisheries the change of water flow materially
deteriorates the the quality of the fishing as well as providing a serious item of safety to the fishermen. i
would seem that if these flow changes were to be made during the time that fishermen are not on the river
it would add to the atiraction of fishing the area. It is discouraging to travel a good distance and then find
that the fishing is artificially manipulated and so diminished.

The local economy, | am sure, would benefit from this change as well as Utah and Wyoming. |
understand also that fishing and recreation have a pricrity in the operation of the dam and this priority is
not always considered. |don't know what considerations are met by having the flow at mid-day but if there
are no overriding reasons for mid-day then it would seem the fishing and recreation priorities could be
used in having the flow changes at non fishing and recreation times.

Thank you for your attention.
Robert W. Day

2824 Cagua NE
Albuquerque, NM 87110

Robert W. Day
abgbob@ix.netcom.com
EarthLink Revolves Around You.
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20. ROBERT W. DAY

20a

Reclamation agrees that the safety of
fishermen and others along the Green
River is very important. There is
prominent signage along the river
warning fishermen of the potential for
sudden fluctuations. A warning horn at
the dam is also sounded before increased
dam releases begin. Daytime fluctuations
have been a part of operations since the
dam was completed, and so the
fluctuations are common knowledge
among those who have visited the river in
the past. Nevertheless, Reclamation
continues as part of its management of
Flaming Gorge Dam to pursue all
reasonable means of providing
notification to the public of river
fluctuations and other public safety
concerns.

20b and 20d

The issue of daily fluctuations is outside
the scope of this EIS; such operational
details would continue under any
alternative.

The changes in releases, as part of the
operation of the powerplant, are designed
to help meet the demand for electricity as
usage of electricity increases during the
day and decreases at night. Increasing the
releases at night or having a constant
release during the day would not help
meet the peak demands for electricity.
However, in more recent years, the
ramping rates have been scaled back to
limit the changes in releases throughout
the day. Please see response to individual
letter 38 below.

20c

Implementing the Action Alternative is
expected to have an overall positive effect
to the three-county area near Flaming
Gorge Dam. Please see response to Town
of Manila, Utah, 3a.

Comments and Responses — 247



| FGEIS ZZ401 PRO - Draft Environmental Statement _

R A T

_ Paget]

21a

21b

248 —

From: "James DeSpain” <despainjames@hotmail.com>
To: <fgeis@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Mon, Nov 15, 2004 5:30 PM

Subject: Praft Envircnmental Statement

Dear Mr. Crookston,

| am a native Utahn, living in Pennsylvania. | make three fishing trips

every year to the Flaming Gorge recreation area, specifically to fish the
Green River. There is a group of 5 that go, and generally have a great time.
it can be disappointing though when river flows change dramatically, and we
experience periods of bad fishing. It makes us re-think the money we spend,
and how we could have experiences in other parts of the country that are not
interupted by water changes. We love the area, and want to continue our
tradition. We support the single daily peak hump restriction, but its timing
should be in a manner that it has no impacts on river recreation activities,
especially

fishing. I'm sure you've also heard many times the risky situations sudden
changes present to waders and other fisherman. | hope you can take these
comments, and use them contructively as the draft environmental statement is
being created, and know that these views are possessed by almost all
fishermen | encounter on tha green. We love the river, and obviously want
our experience enriched, but at the same time understand the need of
electrical production. We just feet like it could be done in a more

controlled and predictable environment.

Thank you for your time,

James DeSpain
Telford, PA
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21a

The single daily peak hump restriction is
outside the scope of the EIS; such
operational details would continue under
any alternative.

21b

Reclamation agrees that the safety of
fishermen and others along the Green
River is very important. There is
prominent signage along the river
warning fishermen of the potential for
sudden fluctuations. A warning horn at
the dam is also sounded before increased

dam releases begin. Daytime
fluctuations have been a part of operations
since the dam was completed, and so the
fluctuations are common knowledge
among those who have visited the river in
the past. Nevertheless, Reclamation
continues as part of its management of
Flaming Gorge Dam to pursue all
reasonable means of providing
notification to the public of river
fluctuations and other public safety
concerns. Please see response to
individual letter 38 below.
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22a

22b

22¢
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From: "Franc Doyle" <francd1999@hotmail.com=>
To: <fgeis@uc.ushr.gov>

Date: Tue, Nov 16, 2004 4:15 PM

Subject: Flaming Gorge Dam

To Whom [t May Concern:

I would like to express my displeasure with the fluctuations in the river

levels that have been occurring on the Green River during the summer months.
| understand that demand for electricity goes up in the summer fo provide

air conditioning to the millions of people that have made a cheice to live

in a desert environment and can’t handle the heat, but | have my interests

as well. During the summer months, fishing and floating on rivers is my

main pastime. | am a teacher and have plenty of time to pursue my interests.

The awesome fishing on the Green for years past prompted me to buy a fishing
boat to use on the rivers. | fished over 30 days on the Green for 3 years

in a row, but | noticed a sharp decline this past year with the flow

fluctuations, so this year | only was up there for about 12 days. The

fishing was lousy when normally it is spectacular. | believe that the

fluctuations not only affect fish behavior but the timing of the bug hatches

as well. Due to this, | fished more in Colorado this year, but was unable

to use my boat as much because most of our rivers are too small to float.

| urge you to consider providing electricity by raising the flows to a level

that would allow the flow to be mare constant and deliver the power you need
for electric demand. This would create a win-win situation, you would
generate electricity, fishing would be more fun, and people wading the river
would be in less danger of getting stuck on the opposite bank.

Your engineers can certainly create a model that would average the flows to
equal the generating capacity of raising the flows with such a steep peak
and drop every day.

Frank Doyle
Denver, CO
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22a

The issue of fluctuations for power is
outside the scope of this EIS; such
operational details would continue under
any alternative. Please see response to
individual letter 38 below.

22b
The world class trout fishery was
established 40 years ago within the

context and limitations of dam operations.

Long-term negative effects to the trout
fishery are not expected under the Action
Alternative.

22¢

The changes in releases, as part of the
operation of the powerplant, are designed
to help meet the demand for electricity as
usage of electricity increases during the
day and decreases at night. Increasing the
releases at night or having a constant
release during the day would not help
meet the peak demands for electricity.
However, in more recent years, the
ramping rates have been scaled back to
limit the changes in releases throughout
the day.
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From: "Nancy Bostick-Ebbert” <nancyb@sbtnet.com>
To: .<fgeis@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Mon, Nov 15, 2004 9:36 AM

Subject: Action Alternative

To Whom it May Concern:

23a My name is Paul Ebbert. | am a resident of Vernal and a member of the UDWR Regional Advisory
Council. | am wriiing to express my support for the Action Alternative which allows for increased flows
down the Green River during the 10th wet year. The best information available indicates that this is

important for tha recovery of the endangered fish in the Colorado River system as well as improving
habitat along the river corridar,

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.
Sincerely Yours,

Paul J. Ebbert

1 North 2500 West

Vernal, UT 84078

{435) 722-5122 (work)
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23a
Comment noted.
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From: "Bryan Eldredge” <bryeld@zcloud.net>
To: <fgels@ue.usbr.gov>

Date: Fri, Nov 12, 2004 7:45 PM

Subject: Green River Water Flows

Dear Mr. Crookston,

It is my understanding that you are asking for comments in regards to the operation of the Green River
Dam at Flaming Gorge. | am an avid flyfisherman who very much enjoys the recreational opportunities
available below the dam, of fly fishing the River. This Past September | was part of a group of 5 men who
took valuable time off from our jobs to spend a few days fishing in the Litlle Hole area. We were very
disappointed to find the fishing so slow. None of us are very well off and it was quite some sacrifice
financially for all of us, not only to take the time off work but the cost of travel and fishing tackle as well. |
think we all left the river feeling that the saerifice of time and money was not worth it. | feel that the high
flows of the river in the middle of the afterncon were & big reasen for the fishing to be so slow. Further |
would like you to know that | support the single daily peak hump restriction, but its timing should be in a
manner that it has no impacts on river recreation activities, especially fishing.

Thank you for listening, Bryan Eldredge
This email scanned for Viruses and Spam by ZCloud.net
For more information on our $99 per year dial-up internel with filtered email please visit us at:
http:/iwww zcloud.net
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24. BRYAN ELDREDGE

24a

The single daily peak hump restriction is
outside the scope of the EIS; such
operational details would continue under
any alternative. Please seen response to
individual letter 38 below.

Comments and Responses
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From: <erkpsyd@cox.net>

To: <fgeis@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Mon, Nov 15, 2004 2:18 PM
Subject: Green River Flows at Flaming Gorge

Dear Mr. Crookston,
25a 1 would like to express my thoughts regarding the fluctuating flows at Flaming Gorge | experienced while
fishing the Green River this past season. Because of these flow changes, | chose not to fish the Green
after flying into Salt Lake because it ruins the dry fly fishing at mid day. Instead, | spent my vacation
25b dollars that day in the Heber area. Regarding safety, nothing gets one's attention like having the river rise
while one is wading near the opposite bank, leaving one 1o contemplate fording the river at walst to chest
25c deep levels! We support the single daily peak hump restriction, but its timing should be
in a manner that it has no impacts on river recreation activities, especially
fishing.

Respctfully,

Jeff Erkenbeck, Psy.D.
San Diego, CA
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25a and 25c¢

The issues of fluctuations for power and
the single daily peak hump restriction are
outside the scope of this EIS; such
operational details would continue under
any alternative. Please see response to
individual letter 38 below.

25b

Reclamation agrees that the safety of
fishermen and others along the Green
River is very important. There is
prominent signage along the river

warning fishermen of the potential for
sudden fluctuations. A warning horn at
the dam is also sounded before increased
dam releases begin. Daytime fluctuations
have been a part of operations since the
dam was completed, and so the
fluctuations are common knowledge
among those who have visited the river in
the past. Nevertheless, Reclamation
continues as part of its management of
Flaming Gorge Dam to pursue all
reasonable means of providing
notification to the public of river
fluctuations and other public safety
concerns.

Comments and Responses — 257



[ FGEIS Z2401 PRO - flow changes Page 1

From: "Kurt Finlayson®™ <KFinlayson@iconfitness.com:>
To: <fgeis@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Mon, Nov 15, 2004 8:28 AM

Subject: flow changes

26a |am an angler and | enjoy fishing the green River. | am strongly agaihst mid day flow changes. Itis my
understanding these can be done once a day, possibly at night. Flow changes are bad for fishing and are
26b unsafe for wading anglers.
Thanks

Kurt Finlayson
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26a

The issue of daily fluctuations is outside
the scope of this EIS; such operational
details would continue under any
alternative.

26b

Reclamation agrees that the safety of
fishermen and others along the Green
River is very important. There is
prominent signage along the river
warning fishermen of the potential for

sudden fluctuations. A warning horn at
the dam is also sounded before increased
dam releases begin. Daytime fluctuations
have been a part of operations since the
dam was completed, and so the
fluctuations are common knowledge
among those who have visited the river in
the past. Nevertheless, Reclamation
continues as part of its management of
Flaming Gorge Dam to pursue all
reasonable means of providing
notification to the public of river
fluctuations and other public safety
concerns. Please see response to
individual letter 38 below.
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From: "Fitz Fitzgerald" <troutbum@ecolorado.net>
To: <fgeis@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Fri, Nov 12, 2004 5:22 PM

Subject: green river flows

If possible please keep the green river flows consiant during the day
light fishing hours.

Thank you, -

Richard Fitzgerald
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27a

The issue of daily fluctuations is outside
the scope of this EIS; such operational
details would continue under any
alternative. Please see response to
individual letter 38 below.

Comments and Responses
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28a

From: "Robert Freestone" <rafreestone@earthlink.net>
To: <fgeis@uc.ushr.gov>

Date: Sat, Nov 13, 2004 9:29 PM

Subject: Flaming Gourge Environmental Impact Statement

Mr Peter Crookston

Flaming Gorge Environmental Impact Statement Manager
PRQ-774

Bureau of Reclamation, Provo Area Office

302 East 1860 South

Provo, UT. 84606-7317

Dear Mister Cookston

| was bom and raised in Utah. | now live in the Chicago area. The highlight of my vacation each year to
Utah is going fishing in the Green River below Flaming Gorge Dam.

This past June was a disappointing fishing trip. The low flows in the morning followed by the high flows in
the afternoon moved the fish from where they had been in past years. | prefer to fish from the bank of
the river. | have never seen so few visible fish as there was this year during the low flows. The fish
would appear with the higher waters but were not interested in feeding.

Some fisherman who waded across the river at the Little Hole boat ramp would have had a real surprise
when they fried to get back across the river.

| realize that the purpose of the dam is more than fo provide a place to fish. | support the single daily
peak hump restriction. Any daily peak hump should be in hours where the recreation activities of the river
are affected the least.

Thank you,

Robert Freestone
58400 Stewart
Naperville, IL 60563

Robert Freestone
rafreestone@earthlink.net
Why Wait? Move to EarthLink.
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28a

The single daily peak hump restriction is
outside the scope of the EIS; such
operational details would continue under
any alternative. Please see response to
individual letter 38 below.

Comments and Responses
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From: "bruce.gibbs@junc.com” <bruce.gibbs@juno.com>
To: <fgeis@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Maon, Nov 15, 2004 10:00 AM

Subject: Green River flows

1 received an email saying that you are considering jacking with the flows on the Green River at Flaming
Gorge. Please don't! This bouncing the flows makes it much less attractive to fish and raft. My kids and |
would like to use this river and enjoy this canyon and | don't want to worry about flows and related safety
questions.

Thanks!

Bruce Gibbs
8425 Wright St
Arvada CO 80005
(303) 467-2656
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29a

The issue of daily fluctuations is outside
the scope of this EIS; such operational
details would continue under any
alternative. Please see response to
individual letter 38 below.

29b

Reclamation agrees that the safety of
fishermen and others along the Green
River is very important. There is
prominent signage along the river
warning fishermen of the potential for

sudden fluctuations. A warning horn at
the dam is also sounded before increased
dam releases begin. Daytime fluctuations
have been a part of operations since the
dam was completed, and so the
fluctuations are common knowledge
among those who have visited the river in
the past. Nevertheless, Reclamation
continues as part of its management of
Flaming Gorge Dam to pursue all
reasonable means of providing
notification to the public of river
fluctuations and other public safety
concerns.
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266

From: <KMGSage@aol.com>

To: <fgeis@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Sun, Nov 14, 2004 8:36 AM
Subject: Green River flows

Dear Mr. Crookston,

I am a resident of the Denver metropolitan area. | have been fishing the
tailwater below Flaming Gorge for the last twelve years. | make an average of
three trips per year to Dutch John to pursue my passion for fishing, and | also
visit locations in New Mexico, Colorado and Montana with the same frequency. |
seldom travel alone. My two sons and my wife also fish, and we enjoy the beauty
of tha Green and the hospitaiity of the local tourism industry.

On a September frip to the Green this year, my wife and | fished the A

section for three days. On the second day, we particularly noticad the flow

fluctuation during the day. As we stopped for a [ate lunch, we noticed the rise in
stream flow. Our boat, which had been partially beached, became buoyant. We
adjusted the anchor line and continued to picnic and fish without incident.

However, we noticed that just downstream a large raft had become riverborne without
an oarsman. We watched helplessly as the party below us called out to fishermen
below them to save their raft. Miraculously, a rescue was mounted and the

raft was saved at the last moment. The runaway raft was commandeered and the
grateful boaters were reunited with their craft without mishap.

Did such an incident need to occur? No. Extreme flow fluctuations can occur
naturally on freestone rivers, but do not need to happen on "managed” rivers.
At least, not during the afternooen hours on a popular flyfishing and rafting
tailwater that is supposed to be "managed” for recreation. As an experienced
fisherman, | can state unequivocally that extreme fluctuations in flow also have
a deleterious effect on fishing. The fish simply stop feeding in reaction to

the drastic change in their environment. In freestone rivers, where

fluctuations occur normally, it often will take days for fish to resume their "normal”
feeding behavior. Drastic daily flow fluctuations simply can not be good for the
fish population. Certainly, flow fluctuations during the daylight hours are
terrible for the fsherman as well.

I am writing to ask you to reconsider this policy. The rivers in the West

{and the resident fish populations) are in serious trouble from a variety of
influences; de-watering due to drought and agricultural diversion; pollution from
mining, agriculture, and industrial runoff; whiring disease; non-native

species introduction; and erosion from wildfires. It is unconscionable to continue
a policy that creates further stress on this important resource.

Thank you for your consideration of this request. It is my fondest hope that

| can continue to visit the Green River with my friends and family for many

years to coms, and that the experience will remain as enjoyable as it has always
been.

Sincerely,
Kerry M. Gubits
1 Meadow Rase Lane

Littleton, CO 80127
303 972-81563
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30a

The issue of daily fluctuations is outside
the scope of this EIS; such operational
details would continue under any
alternative.

30b and 30c

The world class trout fishery was
established 40 years ago within the
context and limitations of dam operations.
Long-term negative effects to the trout
fishery are not expected under the Action
Alternative. Please see response to
individual letter 38 below.
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From: "uela" <uela@ubtanet.com>

To: <fgels@uc.usbr.gov.>

Date: Fri, Nov 12, 2004 11:50 AM

Subject: Flaming Gorge Dam Proposed Change of Water Flow

Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office

302 E. 1860 S,

Provo, Utah 84606-7317

Attention: Peter Crookston
Flaming Gorge EIS Manager
PRO-774

Dear Sir;

| believe one of the prime purposes for building the Flaming Gorge Dam
was to ameliorate the Ravages of flooding, not to enhance them. Speaking
as one who has had to deal with the high water surges along the Green
River, the idea of increasing the flow from "the dam” to correspond with
the flow of the Yampa borders on insanity. The liabilities certainly
outweigh the bensfits of such an action. Given the likelihood of above
normal precipitation, floeding will be severe enough, without making it
worse,

Signed,

J. Dean Hansen

2631 E 2500 8

Vernal, Utah 84078
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3la

The presence of the dam for over 40 years
has indeed served to moderate flooding.
However, this was never intended to
mean that the flood plain would remain
permanently dry. It means only that there
is increased ability to moderate
potentially catastrophic flows. Since the
dam was built, there have been a number
of wet years where high flows have
occurred, such as 1983. Whether or not
the proposed action is implemented, high
flows would be expected in the future;
and none of the high flow targets in the
Action Alternative exceed the very high
natural flows that have occurred
historically.

31b

Reclamation is not responsible for damages to
improvements or property in the flood plain.
Any improvements have always been made
by property owners at their own risk. Flood
plain inundation has always occurred along
the Green River, though less frequently since
Flaming Gorge Dam was built. Nevertheless,
though the frequency has declined since the
dam has been in place, there has always
remained the potential for significant flood
plain inundation in wet years, and that
potential will continue under either
alternative. As part of its operation of
Flaming Gorge Dam, Reclamation has in the
past and will continue to provide public
notification when flows are expected to
increase, to enable property owners along the
river to remove or secure equipment and
livestock.

Comments and Responses — 269



| FGEIS 22401 PRO - EIS for Flaming Gorge

__Page 1]

32a

32b
32c

32d

From: Virginia Harrington <vernalwriter@yahoo.com>
To: <fgeis@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Tue, Nov 8, 2004 3:17 PM

Subject: EIS for Flaming Garge

I am a Ph.D. medical anthropologist and former teacher
with the University of Utah and Weber State

University as well as the University of Maryland. |

have a thorough understanding of the evolutionary
relationship between the environment, disease
pathogens and resident mammal species, including
humans.

With this background, | am totally opposed to the
proposed change in the operation of Flaming Gorge Dam
to match the flow and temperature of water in the
Green River and the Yampa River at their point of
confluence. The flat bottomlands of the Grean River
would cause a massive increase in the breeding grounds
for all species of mosquitoes if this flooding is

allowed to take place. _

The mosquitoes would rapidly spread West Nile virus o
people, horses and other animals. In addition, the
spread of heart worm to family pets and working farm
dogs would be dramatic.

Dr. Steven Romney of the Uintah Basin Mosquito
Abatement District does an admirable job. However, he
cannot be expected to protect our health with his

limited funds if thousands of additional acres of
mosquito breeding grounds are created.

In addition, there are serious problems with trying to
match the flow of the two rivers. It is apparent from
statements made by local experts, including the
Department of Fish and Wildlife, that there is the
potential for damaging spawning bars used by at least
one of the four species of endangered fish that this
proposed change is supposed to protect. The fish are
making a comeback, granted a slow one, without this
change. Why take the chance on harming them while at
the same time endangering the health of Uintah County
residents and their animals?

| have one last concern with the proposed change. The
farmers and ranchers in this area already struggle

with hoxious weeds damaging their crops and
interfereing with grazing. (These noxious weeds also
damage the grazing grounds for deer, elk, etc.}
Increased flooding would spread the weed seeds across
many acres of farm land. The land would be unusable in
wet seasans and covered with weeds in dry seasons.
Please put the people of Uintah County first as you
make your decision on this proposed change.

Thank you for your consideration,

Virginia L. Harrington, Ph.D.

PO Box 3

Vernal, UT, 84078
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32. VIRGINIA HARRINGTON

32a

The EIS acknowledges (section 4.13.3.)
that the proposed action will increase
mosquito habitat to the greatest extent in
Reach 1, and to a lesser extent in Reach 2,
which includes the town of Jensen as well
as Uintah County. Based on our analysis,
Reclamation believes that the increased
risk of diseases such as West Nile virus,
compared to other potential vectors for
the disease, including irrigation and
standing water on private property closer
to population centers, is so small that it is
insignificant. We do not anticipate a
linkage between Reclamation’s proposed
action and a threat from West Nile virus
or other mosquito-borne diseases.

32b

The 2000 Flow and Temperature Recom-
mendations are intended to aid in
recovery of four endangered fish species
by restoring a more natural flow regime to
the Green River. The uncertainties
associated with operating Flaming Gorge
Dam under the Action Alternative,
summarized in section 4.19, would be
monitored and addressed through an
adaptive management process if the
Action Alternative is implemented. This
adaptive management process would
consist of an integrated method for
addressing uncertainty in natural resource
management. It is an ongoing, interactive
process that reduces uncertainty and
continually incorporates new information
in the decisionmaking process.

Damage to spawning bars due to the
proposed action is not anticipated but
would likely be addressed through
adaptive management projects designed to
evaluate channel maintenance and
endangered fish spawning activities.

32c

There are few data suggesting that the
four endangered species are making a
comeback; in fact, most data suggest that
populations of four species are either
stable at dangerously low levels or
declining in some cases. At best, all four
species currently exist at diminished
population levels which preclude
removing them from the ESA or
improving their ESA status.
Implementing the 2000 Flow and
Temperature Recommendations is one
measure which is expected to
substantially aid in their recovery. See
the Recovery Program website
<http://lwww.r6.fws.gov/crrip/rea.htm>
or call the Recovery Program at
303-969-7322, ext. 227 for more
information.

32d

Reclamation is not responsible for
damages to improvements or property in
the flood plain. Any improvements have
always been made by property owners at
their own risk. Since the arrival of
invasive species in the Unitah Basin
(tamarisk was probably present by the
1930s), flooding has facilitated their
spread. Flood plain inundation has
always occurred along the Green River,
though less frequently since Flaming
Gorge Dam was built. Nevertheless,
though the frequency has declined since
the dam has been in place, there has
always remained the potential for
significant flood plain inundation in wet
years and for the spread of invasive
species, and that potential will continue
under either alternative.
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From: "Corey Harris" <coreyi@big3consulting.com>
To: <fgeis@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Mon, Nov 15, 2004 11:25 AM

Subject: Graen River Flows

Peter,

Please accept my opinion about the proposed fluctuation of flows on the
Green River at Flaming Gorge Dam during peak fishing hours. As an avid
flyfisherman, | make numerous trips to the Green River each year to

float and fish the Green River and camp in local campgrounds.

Last summer the flow fluctuations during mid-day really impacted not
anly the fishing but the overall experience on the Green River. We had
to be conscious of where we could anchor our boat while eating lunch or
wade fishing and where we could wade safely. The flow changes also
dramatically impact the quality of fishing.

As fisherman and outdoor enthusiasts, we spend a lot of money on fishing
licenses, fishing equipment, boats and registration, fuel, lodging,
campground reservations and supporting local restaurants and gas
stations. The flow fluctuations on the Green continuing (especially

during peak fishing hours) will seriously affect my decision to own a

drift boat and make fishing trips from the Salt Lake valley to the Green
River. If the quality of fishing is not the same and we have to deal

with the flow fluctuations, | wili drive the other direction and spend

my time and dollars in Idaho on the Henry's Fork.

Please accept our comments and help us find "middle ground” between
power generation and fishing opportunities.

Regards,

Corey Harris, Managing Partner

Big 3 Consulting

724 West 500 South, Suite 700B

Bountiful, Utah 84087

801-677-6006 x2

801-677-6007 Fax

801-856-6795 cell

<mailto:Corey@big3consulting.com> Corey@big3consulting.com
<http:/iwww big3consulting.com> www big3consulting.com
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33a

The issue of daily fluctuations is outside
the scope of this EIS; such operational
details would continue under any
alternative.

33b

Reclamation agrees that the safety of
fishermen and others along the Green
River is very important. There is
prominent signage along the river
warning fishermen of the potential for

sudden fluctuations. A warning horn at
the dam is also sounded before increased
dam releases begin. Daytime fluctuations
have been a part of operations since the
dam was completed, and so the
fluctuations are common knowledge
among those who have visited the river in
the past. Nevertheless, Reclamation
continues as part of its management of
Flaming Gorge Dam to pursue all
reasonable means of providing
notification to the public of river
fluctuations and other public safety
concerns. Please see response to
individual letter 38 below

Comments and Responses — 273



34a

34b

34c

274 — Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Final EIS



34. CRAIG W. HAUSER

34a

The issue of daily fluctuations is outside
the scope of this EIS; such operational
details would continue under any
alternative.

34b

Reclamation agrees that the safety of
fishermen and others along the Green
River is very important. There is
prominent signage along the river
warning fishermen of the potential for
sudden fluctuations. A warning horn at
the dam is also sounded before increased
dam releases begin. Daytime fluctuations
have been a part of operations since the

dam was completed, and so the
fluctuations are common knowledge
among those who have visited the river in
the past. Nevertheless, Reclamation
continues as part of its management of
Flaming Gorge Dam to pursue all
reasonable means of providing
notification to the public of river
fluctuations and other public safety
concerns.

34c

The world class trout fishery was
established 40 years ago within the
context and limitations of dam operations.
Long-term negative effects to the trout
fishery are not expected under the Action
Alternative. Please see response to
individual letter 38 below.
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From: "Rick Hayes" <eps@sopris.net>
To: <fgeis@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Mon, Nov 15, 2004 10:18 AM
Subject: Flaming Gorges Releases of water
Dear Sirs,

As a concerned fisherman | would like to comment an the releases of water
fram Flaming Gorge Dam. | feel strongly that the releases could be timed
better so that the flows do not effect the safety of fisherman during

daylight hours. As well the fish do not respond well to fluctuations and it
sets them off. Thus, making the sport even more difficult. | love the Green
River and spend many dollars there each year along with my family and
friends. Please try to sef the fluctuations for nighttime hours. Thank You

for your help in this matter.

Sincerely,

Rick Hayes

257 Cheyenne Ave.
Carbondale, CO 81623

970-704-1154

cC: <dbreer@union-tel.com>
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35a

Reclamation agrees that the safety of
fishermen and others along the Green
River is very important. There is
prominent signage along the river
warning fishermen of the potential for
sudden fluctuations. A warning horn at
the dam is also sounded before increased
dam releases begin. Daytime fluctuations
have been a part of operations since the
dam was completed, and so the
fluctuations are common knowledge

among those who have visited the river in
the past. Nevertheless, Reclamation
continues as part of its management of
Flaming Gorge Dam to pursue all
reasonable means of providing
notification to the public of river
fluctuations and other public safety
concerns.

35b

The issue of daily fluctuations is outside
the scope of this EIS; such operational
details would continue under any
alternative. Please see response to
individual letter 38 below.
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36¢

From: <Jeh.Himsl@RxAmerica.com:>

To: <fgeis@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Fri, Nov 12, 2004 3:52 PM

Subject: DEIS on the Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam

Mr. Peter Crookston

Flaming Gorge Environmental Impact Statement Manager
PRO-774

Bureau of Reclamation, Provo Area Office

Dear Mr. Crookston:

The following is a comment regarding the operation of the Flaming Gorge Dam.

Spacifically, | cppose daily release fluctuations during daylight hours.
The reasons for my opposition are due to impacts on safety and environment.

I have been an avid floater of the Green River since becoming a resident of
Utah in 1986, Since that time, | have witnessed many dangerous activities
that are only complicated with increased flows. These range from waders
being stranded and attempting a crossing that had been previously safe, to
floaters that are simply unprepared to deal with the dangers of increased
hydraulics. Changing flow conditions during peak daily use puts users in
unanticipated situations. While there is no substitute for common sense,
changing flows and limited access points through the Green River corridor
actually increases the risks that users must confront. Inexperienced users,
which are the overwhelming majority on the Green, often make poor decisions
when confronted with the changing conditions.

Keeping flow constant during peak daily use periods minimizes risk and
improves safety.

As for the environment, changing flows during daylight hours also has an
adverse affect on the fishing resources of the Green. It changes the
distribution patterns of anglers, causing congestion and overuse during
certain periods of the day. It also affects daylime food availability to

the fish. Although I do not know the biological implications on a river
that is so dependent on terrestrial food sources, | do know the impact on
the recreational use of the fishery.

Please be sure to address these concerns in the DEIS and oppose ongoeing
daily flow fluctuations.

Thank you,
Jeffrey Himsl

2441 Cliff Swallow Dr,
Sandy, UT 84093
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36. JEFFREY HIMSL

36a

The issue of daily fluctuations is outside
the scope of this EIS; such operational
details would continue under any
alternative.

36b

Reclamation agrees that the safety of
fishermen and others along the Green
River is very important. There is
prominent signage along the river
warning fishermen of the potential for
sudden fluctuations. A warning horn at
the dam is also sounded before increased
dam releases begin. Daytime fluctuations
have been a part of operations since the
dam was completed, and so the

fluctuations are common knowledge
among those who have visited the river in
the past. Nevertheless, Reclamation
continues as part of its management of
Flaming Gorge Dam to pursue all
reasonable means of providing
notification to the public of river
fluctuations and other public safety
concerns.

36¢C

The world class trout fishery was
established 40 years ago within the
context and limitations of dam operations.
Long-term negative effects to the trout
fishery are not expected under the Action
Alternative. Please see response to
individual letter 38 below.
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37b

From: "Hunter, Jack" <jack.hunter@hp.com>

To: <fgeis@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: : Fri, Nov 12, 2004 8:18 PM

Subject; Green River Flows below Flaming Gorge Dam

To:  Mr Peter Crookston

RE: Flaming Gorge Environmental Impact Statement Manager

Dear Mr. Crookston,

As an avid sportsman and a frequent visitor to the Flaming Gorge area |
am cancernad about the recent Draft Environmental Statement being
considered but the Bureau of Reclamation. Specifically, | am concerned
about the apparent disregard for maintaining consistent flows from the
flaming gorge dam in support of fishing conditions below the dam.
Clearly this draft statement favors power production over the needs of
the fish and the fisherman. Last year | experienced the major change in
flows from 800 cfs to 1500 cfs during mid-day fishing. It completely
shuts down the fishing below the dam and negatively impacts both the
fish and the fisherman. If this plan is implemented again this year it

is fair to say that | will not visit the area because | will not be able

count of the consistent fishing and river flows of the past. Please
consider this input and that of other fisherman in making your decision
on this matter...

Best Regards,

Jack Hunter
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37. JACK HUNTER

37a

The issue of fluctuations for power is
outside the scope of this EIS; such
operational details would continue under
any alternative. Please see response to
individual letter 38 below.

37b

The EIS states Reclamation’s intent to
balance the needs of all resources when
making operational decisions under both
the Action and No Action Alternatives.
We appreciate your concern that power

generation might have benefited at the
expense of fishing and other uses.
However, the analysis of the cumulative
effects on hydropower generation shows
that power has not been elevated above
other authorized purposes and that, in
fact, there have been losses to
hydropower over the last 20 years. Please
see section 1.4.2 for more information.
The proposed action will not have a
negative effect on the sport fishery, as
shown in chapter 4 in the EIS.
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From: "Dale Huskey" <kayceejake@msn.com>
To: <fgeis@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Mon, Nov 15, 2004 7:23 AM

Subject: Fw: Green River Alert- Please Read This!

If this is accurate, and you can increase the flows during "non recreational” hours, wihy not? | have spent
a lot of money in the local economy for fishing trips. | take two annual trips with my customers. | may look

elsewhere if the fishing was not so good and predictable.
Please take this into consideration when making your decision.
Thank you,

Dale Huskey

Signode Western Operations

----- Original Message --—

From: Allen Brisk<mailto:Allen.Brisk@paccoast.com>

To: 'kayceejake@msn.com’<mailto;'kayceejake@msn.com’
Sent: Friday, November 12, 2004 4:51 PM

Subject: FW: Green River Alert- Please Read This!

From: fishgreenriver [mailto:dbreer@union-tel.com]
Sent: Friday, November 12, 2004 2:01 PM

To: Allen Brisk

Subject: Green River Alert- Please Read This!

GREEN RIVER ACTION ALERT!

Dear Green River fishers. We need your helpl November 12,
2004

The Bureau of Reclamation is undergoing a Draft Environmental Statement on
the QOperation of Flaming Gorge Dam and asking for comments.

One of the things that frustrates many of us who fish below dams is the
erratic way flows can suddenly jump up and down while we are fishing. This
can often disrupt water quality and upset the fish for set periods of time.

The end result is a spoiling of our fishing day. The Draft EIS allows for
fluctuating flows for power generation up once a day and then down. tn 2004
this was experienced by many of us on the Green as they went from 800 cfs to
1500 cfs every day (at 1:00 pm, right in the middie of the day) after our

high flows in early June to the end of September. We hated the reaction from
the trout, the fishing could and often did go flat for periods of time. Then

they brought the flows down while we were trying to start fishing again and
the process started again. The ups and downs and the disruption they caused
to our fishing experiences were uncalled for. They have the ability to do

the power generation flows in non-fishing hours or maintain a slightly

higher steady f

low that generates the same amount of electricity.

Recreation and fish have a priority over power generation under the

Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Final EIS
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38d
38e
38f

authotized purposes of the Flaming Gorge dam. They naver advertise this.
They have hoodwinked us into never protesting their exploitation of your
rights. Make your views known.

If you can share our frustration with this, e-mail or fax these guys and

tell them. Relate to them your experiences with changes in flows while you
were fishing. What happened and whether or not you are likely visit rivers
where you know this is occurring. You might mention how your fishing dollars
impact local businesses and Utahs overall economy. The fechnical sentence
you might include is- We support the single daily peak hump restriction, but
its timing should be in a2 manner that it has no impacts on river recreation
activities, especially fishing. You can also address the issues of safety, a
waders safety is effected negatively when river flows change abrupfiy.

We need note writers and fast. These don't have to be extended notes uniess
you feel compelled to do so. Just give your feelings on the subject, if you

have experiences that you can relate to them, even better. Anything will

help. This is your chance to be heard. Time is unfortunately an issue. We

are nearing the comment periods ending, it closes next Monday, November 15,
2004. That's why we suggest e-mail or faxes.

Help us if you can, pass this note onto others that you know fish or that
appreciates the world class trout fishery at Flaming Gorge that might add
their voices as well. We know we are late in requesting your help, the
document is large and we have had to spend a ot of time determining issues
and their impacts on fishing. We would appreciate all the assistance we can
get. Denny. dbreer@union-tel.com<mailto:dbreer@union-tel.com:

Address your comments fo-

Mr Peter Crookston

Flaming Garge Environmental Impact Statement Manager
PRO-774

Bureau of Reclamation, Provo Area Office

302 East 1860 South

Provo, UT. 84606-7317

801-379-1152

801-378-1159 FAX

E-MAIL- fgeis@uc.usbr.gov<mailto:fgeis@uc.ushr.gov>

To unsubscribe from: fishgreenriver, just follow this link:
http:ffwww.quickbyte.com/cgi-bin/mojo/mojo.cgi?f=udl=fgrie=allen.brisk @pacco<http./Mmww.quickbyte.co
m/cgi-bin/mojo/mojo.cgi?f=u&l=fgr&e=allen.brisk@pacco>

ast.com&p=8026 )

Click this link, or copy and paste the address into your browser,
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38. DALE HUSKEY

38a

Daily fluctuating releases are permitted
under both the Action and No Action
Alternatives.

38b

Fluctuating releases during the day have
been the normal operations of the
powerplant since it began power
generation 40 years ago and would
continue under either alternative. The
changes in releases, as part of the
operation of the powerplant, are designed
to help meet the demand for electricity as
usage of electricity increases during the
day and decreases at night. Increasing the
releases at night or having a constant
release during the day would not help
meet the peak demands for electricity.
However, in more recent years, the
ramping rates have been scaled back to
limit the changes in releases throughout
the day.

38c

Reclamation seeks to meet all of the
requirements placed upon the reservoir
and dam and seeks to balance the benefits
among all authorized purposes of the
facility. The EIS states Reclamation’s
intent to balance the needs of all resources
when making operational decisions under
both the Action and No Action
Alternatives. Please see section 1.4 of the
EIS for authorized purposes of the dam.

38d

The single daily peak hump restriction is
outside the scope of the EIS; however, it
is noted that the changes in flows, as part
of the operation of the powerplant, are
designed to help meet the demand for
electricity as usage of electricity increases
during the day and decreases at night.
Hydropower is the best source available
for meeting peak demands. Meeting peak
demands is currently tempered; however,
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by the need to meet environmental
concerns and safety of anglers.

38e

Reclamation is well aware of the
recreation value created by the
construction of Flaming Gorge Dam,
including the trout fishery which did not
previously exist. The EIS acknowledges
the possibility of both positive and
negative effects under differing conditions
if the Action Alternative is implemented.
It should be noted that the nature and
timing of fluctuating releases, and other
daily operational details, would remain
substantially the same under either the
Action or No Action Alternative. The
trout fishery was established 40 years ago
within the context and limitations of dam
operations; and over time, certain
operational changes have benefited the
trout fishery.

38f

Reclamation agrees that the safety of
fishermen and others along the Green
River is very important. There is
prominent signage along the river
warning fishermen of the potential for
sudden fluctuations. A warning horn at
the dam is also sounded before increased
dam releases begin. Daytime fluctuations
have been a part of operations since the
dam was completed, and so the
fluctuations are common knowledge
among those who have visited the river in
the past. Nevertheless, Reclamation
continues as part of its management of
Flaming Gorge Dam to pursue all
reasonable means of providing
notification to the public of river
fluctuations and other public safety
concerns.
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From: <BISON1BOB@aol.com>

To: <fgeis@uc.usbr.gov>
Date: Mon, Nov 15, 2004 10:07 PM
Subject: Green River Flow Management

Peter Crookston

Flaming Gorge Environmental Impact Statement Manager
PRO 774

BuRec, Provo, UT

For safety, economic and recreation purposes, please do not allow the erratic
39a flow changes from Flaming Gorge Dam. Please find a flow pattern which does

not digrupt water quality and still permits adequate power generation. Please

uphold the pricrity that recreation and fish have over power generation. Past
39b  pehavior suggests that your agency has little regard ro these priorities.

Bob Johnston
p.0. box 0872
Henderson, NV §9018

bison1bob@aocl.com

CC: . <BISON1BOB@aol.com>, <dbreer@union-tel.com:
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39. BOB JOHNSTON

39a

The issue of fluctuations for power is
outside the scope of this EIS; such
operational details would continue under
any alternative. Please see response to
individual letter 38 above.

39b

The EIS states Reclamation’s intent to
balance the needs of all resources when
making operational decisions under both
the Action and No Action Alternatives.
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We appreciate your concern that power
generation might have benefited at the
expense of fishing and other uses.
However, the analysis of the cumulative
effects on hydropower generation shows
that power has not been elevated above
other authorized purposes and that, in
fact, there have been losses to
hydropower over the last 20 years. Please
see section 1.4.2 for more information.
The proposed action will not have a
negative effect on the sport fishery, as
shown in chapter 4 in the EIS.
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From: <DonxJane@aol.com>
To: <fgeis@uc.ushr.gov>
Date: Thu, Nov 4, 2004 9:09 PM
Subject: EIS report on flooding the Green River bottoms
Mr. Peter Crockston:
40a Lwould like to express my strong opposition to the flooding of green river

ottoms.
I live within one mile of Green River, and when the bottoms are flooded, the
bugs come

40b out in the millions. With West Nile probllem, it could be deadly.
To suggest a fish if more impertant than my family is very wrong. We know
the West
Nile will kill, and we don't know what the endangered will do, or if they
have any
benifit
Flease give this more and serious throught doing something that would kill
people
Thank You....Don E. Jorgensen
Comments and Responses — 287



40. DON E. JORGENSEN

40a

Flood plain inundation has occurred along
the Green River in the past, though less
frequently since Flaming Gorge Dam was
built. There has always remained the
potential for significant flood plain
inundation in wet years, and that potential
will continue under either alternative.
The presence of the dam for over 40 years
has indeed served to moderate flooding.
However, this was never intended to
mean that the flood plain would remain
permanently dry. It means only that there
is increased ability to moderate
potentially catastrophic flows. Since the
dam was built, there have been a number
of wet years where high flows have
occurred, such as 1983. Whether or not
the proposed action is implemented, high
flows would be expected in the future,
and none of the high flow targets in the
Action Alternative exceed the very high
natural flows that have occurred
historically.

As part of its operation of Flaming Gorge
Dam, Reclamation has in the past and will
under either alternative continue to
provide public notification when flows
are expected to increase, to enable
property owners along the river to remove
or secure equipment and livestock.
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40b

The EIS acknowledges (section 4.13.3.)
that the proposed action will increase
mosquito habitat to the greatest extent in
Reach 1, and to a lesser extent in Reach 2,
which includes the town of Jensen as well
as Uintah County. Based on our analysis,
Reclamation believes that the increased
risk of diseases such as West Nile virus,
compared to other potential vectors for
the disease, including irrigation and
standing water on private property closer
to population centers, is so small that it is
insignificant. We do not anticipate a
linkage between Reclamation’s proposed
action and an increased threat from West
Nile virus or other mosquito-borne
diseases.

Reclamation notes that the issue of
mosquito control along the Green River
has been discussed annually at the
Flaming Gorge Working Group meetings,
and we expect such dialogue to continue
in the future, whether or not the proposed
action is implemented. As noted in
section 4.21 of the EIS, Reclamation is
committed to continuing dialogue with
county officials to explore the potential to
assist with mosquito control.
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From: <DonxJane@aol.com>
To: <fgeis@uc.usbr.gov>
Date: Fri, Nov 5, 2004 2:15PM
Subject: EIS report on flooding the Green River bottoms
Mr. Peter Crookston:

41a | would like to express my strong opposition to the flooding of Green River
bottoms.

41p !live within one mile of Green River, and when the bottoms are flooded, the
bugs come out in the millions. With West Nile Virus on the movs, it could be a
great problem for those who live near by. | have esperienced some health
problems with severe bronchitis and other resporitoty infections. | would
strangly suggest that you take another look
at this issue.
Thank You, Dora J. Jorgensen
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4laand 41b
Please see response to individual letter 40
above.
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42a

From: Wade Kafkaloff <wade.kafkaloff@jpl.nasa.gov>
To: <fgeis@uc.usbr.gov>
Date: Mon, Nov 15, 2004 8:55 AM

Mr Peter Crookston

Flaming Gorge Environmental Impact Statement Manager
PROQ-774

Bureau of Reclamation, Provo Area Office

302 East 1860 South

Provo, UT. 84606-7317

Mr. Crookston, | have visited the Green River several times over the [ast
few years. This year | have been fishing in Northern California in part
because of the variable flows being experienced on the Green this year. |
urge yau to consider increasing/decreasing the flows during non-fishing
hours on the Green. Although my fly fishing buddy and | are only two
people, I'm sure their are many others with the same concerns. You're
compsting directly with the city of Redding California. It's an easy flight
from Southern California (I fly a small plane to my fly fishing
destinations). The Redding Airport, The Fly Shop, its guides, and the State
of California will be happy to continue receiving my fly fishing dollars if
you continue to adversely affect the fishing on the Green by varying flows
during the day.

Thank you for listening to my concerns.

Sincerely,

Wade Kafkaloff

South Pasadena, Ca.

818-354-4769

Comments and Responses
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42. WADE KAFKALOFF

42a

The issue of daily fluctuations is outside
the scope of this EIS; such operational
details would continue under any
alternative. Please see response to
individual letter 38 above.
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43a
43b

From: "Bruce Kautz" <blkautz@adelphia.net>
To: <fgels@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Mon, Nov 15, 2004 7:18 AM

Subject: Green River flows

Dear Mr. Peter Cookson,

I, my family and my friends frequently come to north eastern Utah to fish the Green River below the
Flaming Gorge Reservoir. The only reason we drive 8 hours is to fish. We always hire a guided drift boat
for at least 2 days of our trip. We spent 4 days there this past May and had an enjoyable time for the most
pari. We did notice that because of the way the outlet flow from the dam had been ramped up and then
turned down, the fishing was off a couple days. That made it very difficult for our guide and made the trip
less enjoyable as in the past. Again, our trips there are for 1 reason - to fish. Losing us and others
because of poor fishing due to sporadic flow changes will potentially send us to other rivers in Colorado,
New Mexico, Wyoming and Idaho in our pursuit of great fishing. That will affect the financial economy of
the Flaming Gorge / Dutch John, Utah area.

I would like to encourage you and your division to do whatever you can to keep flow adjustments in a
realm that continues 1o give the electrical power needed, yet maintain a great fishery every day of the year.

Sincerely,

Bruce Kautz

Comments and Responses
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43. BRUCE KAUTZ Implementing the Action Alternative is

expected to have an overall positive effect

43a _ _ to the three-county area near Flaming
The issue of fluctuations for power is Gorge Dam. Please see response to Town
outside the scope of this EIS; such of Manila, Utah, 3a.

operational details would continue under
any alternative. Please see response to
individual letter 38 above.
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MEMO

To:

FrOM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

Mr. Peter Crookston, Flaming Gorge Environmental Impact Manager
PRO-774, Bureau of Reclamation, Provo Area Office,

302 East 1860 South

Provo, Utah 84606-7317

Mzr. Ted E. Kulongoski, E.IT.

Graduate Student

Environmental Resources Engineering Department
Humboldt State University

1 Harpst Street

Arcata, CA 95521

Wednesday, October 06, 2004

Comment on Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Draft Environmental Impact

Statement (DEIS) ending November 15, 2004.

1.0

SUMMARY

To protect and assist in the recovery of four endangered fish species currently listed as

threatened by the Endangered Species Act, the Bureau of Reclamation is considering

whether to implement a Proposed Action under which the Flaming Gorge Dam would be

opetated to meet specified peak flows, water temperatures, flow durations, and base flow

levels on the Green River. Alternatives will require greater variation in annual river flow

as a means to recreate and reestablish a more histotic riverine ecosystem conducive to the

endangered fish populations.

Although the Bureau of Reclamation has made substantial progress in identifying and

addressing the many impacts associated with the two alternatives, the DEIS in its current

form was found incomplete in three technical areas:

1.

Groundwater Impacts

Both of the alternatives considered m the DEIS will increase the flows of the Green

River, resulting in increased infiltration and a potential impact on the groundwater

system. Further modeling of the groundwater system, in regard to the Action and No

Action Alternatives, will be needed fo better understand how the increased flows will

likely impact the basin groundwater.

Page 1 of 8
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2. Sensitivity Analysis for Models

The lack of parameter sensitivity information for any of the models used in the DEIS
casts a shadow of uncertainty on the results discussed. Much of the work completed
for the Flaming Gorge DEIS involved sophisticated modeling of the Flaming Gorge
Dam and downstream reaches. Evaluation of the model’s robustness by means of a
sensitivity analysis of key parameters was not included in the DEIS. Completing and
providing a documented sensitivity analysis is necessary in validating the model’s

results and supporting the conclusions derived from those results.

. Impacts of Future Diversions and Increased Consumption

The need to examine in greater detail scenarios of reduced flow is justified by the
Final Biological Opinion on the Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam where the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (1992) determined that flow depletions from water resource
projects, both up and downstream, would likely jeopardize the continued existence of
endangered fish. Further use of the Flaming Gorge Dam model will be needed to
adequately explore how future water diversions, increased consumption, and
depletions from the Green River will alter the flow regimes considered by the two

alternatives considered in the DEIS.

1 request the Burcan of Reclamation to consider these recommendations and to assimilate

the needed information for the Final Environmental Impact Statement.

BACKGROUND

The Bureaun of Reclamation is considering whether to implement a Proposed Action
under which the Flaming Gorge Dam would be operated to achieve the flow and
temperature regimes recommended in the September 2000 report Flow and Temperature
Recommendations for Endangered Fishes in the Green River Downstream of Flaming
Gorge Dam, published by the Upper Colorado River Endangered Fish Recovery
Program. The 2000 Flow and Temperature Recommendations specifically describe the

recommended peak flows, durations, water temperatures, and base flow critetia on the

Page 2 of 8
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Green River, to protect and assist in the recovery of four endangered fish species
currently listed as threatened by the Endangered Species Act. The four endangered fish
species are the humpback chub (Gila cypha), the Colorado pikemimnow (Piychocheilus

lucius), the razorback sucker (Xyrauchen texanus), and the bonytail ((ila elegans).

DEIS TECHNICAL POINTS NEEDING FURTHER ATTENTION

Although the Bureau of Reclamation has made substantial progress in identifying and
addressing the many impacts associated with the Proposed Action, the DEIS in its cutrent
form was found incomplete in three technical areas.

Groundwater Impacts

The Proposed Action Alternative and the No Action Alternative outlined in the DEIS
will increase river flows for the 410 river miles of the Green River below Flaming Gorge
Dam and inundate the historic flood plain. The increase in available surface water will
influence the groundwater of the Green River Basin. Although analysis and discussion
were presented in Chapter 4, Section 4.3.2, that “addresses impacts to water resources
within the affected environment downstream from Flaming Gorge Dam,” the DEIS failed
to identify groundwater as a hydrological impact. A search of the DEIS document
reveals that no consideration was made to groundwater impacts. The only mention of
groundwater 1s in Chapter 3, Section 3.3.2, regarding water salinity where drawdown of
the reservoir may result in bank storage (groundwater) flowing into the reservoir.
Neglecting to introduce the impact of the two Alternatives on the groundwater system of

the Green River Basin was a gross oversight and should be given due consideration,

Hydrology for a riverine system where there is an increase in flood plain surface water
will commonly result in an increase in groundwatet infiliration. The quantity of water
infiltrating depends on the soil texture, soil structure, vegetation, and soil moisture status.
Because soil characteristics vary over the 410 river miles of the lower Green River, the
amount of groundwater infiltration occurring from the proposed flow regimes is
unknown. Further modeling of the groundwater system, in regard to the Action and No
Action Alternatives, will be needed to better understand how the increased flows will
likely impact the basin groundwater. This is an important consideration given the

geographic location and environment of the Green River Basin.
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The Green River Basin is classified as a high desert environment and has an average
annual rainfall of less than ten inches (World Climate, 2004). Given the limited annual
precipitation, water rights and the development of water resources is critical to the
economic and recreational vitality of the area and is subject to numerous federal, state,
and county laws and regulations. Because the region can be described as water poor, an
increase in available groundwater will qualify as a significant impact to the Green River
Basin. Higher groundwater levels would significantly impact agriculture, ecology, and
land use around the Green River. If larger quantities of groundwater became available
due to the increased flows on the Green River (as a result of the Action and No Action
Alternatives) and that water was allocated for beneficial use through water rights, it
would be very difficult to substantially modify the Flaming Gorge Dam discharge
program in the future. A groundwater study of the Lower Green River Basin is therefore
necessary to evaluate and consider the possible impacts of the Action and No Action

Alternatives.

Sensitivity Analysis for Models

An important tool to assist in developing any model is a sensitivity analysis. The
sensitivity analysis illustrates the model’s response to slight changes in model
parameters. For a model to prove robust, it must produce similar results (output} when
small changes to key parameter values are made. If the model’s results vary significantly
after slight variation of the key parameter values, then the model may require further
calibration, or in some cases, the parameter values used will need to be documented

and/or tested to assure model validity.

Completing and providing a documented sensitivity analysis is necessary not only to help
in validating the model’s results, but also to support the conclusions derived from those
results. Much of the work completed for the Flaming Gorge DEIS involved sophisticated
modeling of the Flaming Gorge Dam and downstream reaches. Documentation of the
model building, calibration, and validation process was included in Appendix 2 —
Hydrologic Modeling. Unfortunately, no results of a sensitivity analysis on the Flaming

Gotge Dam model could be found in the Appendices or main DEIS. The same was true
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for the hydroelectric power model developed to compare electricity generation capacities
of the two alternatives (Appendix 5). The lack of parameter sensitivity information for
any of the models used in the DEIS casts a shadow of uncertainty on the results

discussed.

The inclusion of a sensitivity analysis will also allow the opportunity to document “What
if” scenarios. A “What if” scenario will document the model’s results when realistic
changes are made to the model’s parameters or input values.  An example of a “What
if” scenario for the Flaming Gorge DEIS is the economics of electricity generation using
the power model. The economics of the No Action and Action Alternatives are based on
net present value (NPV} calculations of the hourly value of Flaming Gorge electricity
generation over the 25-year study period. The value of generation is computed by
multiplying hourly electricity production by the hourly spot market price. All NPV
calculations are based on an annual discount rate of 5.5 percent. The model results

presented in the DEIS indicated no significant difference in electricity generated revenue

44d among the two alternatives, but that was for only the 5.5 percent discount rate. What if

44e

the model was run again but the discount rate was changed by +0.5 percent? Are the
results, the difference between NPVs of each alternative, still insignificant? What if the
discount rate were changed by £1.0 percent? What if the Average Spot Market Price was
changed by £$5/MWh? The sensitivity analysis would document the nuances of these

different variations and any significant findings they revealed.

Impacts of Future Diversions and Increased Consumption

Future water demands need to be considered in the Flaming Gorge Dam model. In
Chapter 4, Section 4.19.1, the Flaming Gorge Dam DEIS (2004) states, “The Flaming
Gorge Model assumed that water development in the Upper Green River Basin and the
Yampa River Basin would continue at the rate projected by the Upper Colorado River
Commission.” The DEIS then continues, “it is uncertain what resource impacts would
occur as a result of future water development in the Green River Basin above and below
Flaming Gorge Reservoir.” Considering that the Affected Environment (Chapter 3) and
the Environmental Consequences (Chapter 4) depicted in the DEIS are based on the
results of the Flaming Gorge Dam model, it is disconcerting to read that no “What if”
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scenarios were performed to examine impacts from future water diversions and increased

consumption.,

The need to examine reduced flow scenarios is justified by the Final Biclogical Opinion
on the Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam where the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(1992) determined that flow depletions from the Duchesne and Green Rivers caused by
the Strawberry Aqueduct and Collection System, “would likely jeopardize the continued
existence of the endangered Colorado pikeminnow and humpback chub.”  This
Biological Opinion included a Reasonable and Prudent Altemative stating that, “Flaming
Gorge Dam and Reservoir would compensate for those depletions and be operated fot the
benefit of the endangered fishes in conjunction with its other authorized purposes.” The
concern raised by the Biological Opinion is, “What happens if the water in the reservoir

isn’t enough to compensate for depletions?”

A wider range of flow scenarios for modeling must be considered to protect and assist in
recovery of the populations and designated critical habitat of the four endangered fishes.
Further use of the Flaming Gorge Dam model will be needed to adequately explore how
future water diversions, increased consumption, and depletions from the Green River will
alter the two alternatives considered in the DEIS. Without considering the potential
impacts that less water in the system will have on the two alternatives, the alternative
selection process is incomplete. It is imprudent not to evaluate the two alternatives under
reduced flow conditions because the model’s results, based on reduced flow, may negate
the feasibility of one or even both alternatives. It would be disappointing to complete the
entire Flaming Gorge EIS process, select the preferred aliernative, and then have it
become infeasible because increased diversions and consumption produced insufficient

water availability for its implementation.

CONCLUSION
Although the Bureau of Reclamation has made substantial progress in identifying and

addressing the many impacts associated with the two alternatives, the Operation of
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Flaming Gorge Dam DEIS in its current form was found deficient in three technical

areas:

1. Groundwater Impacts
The alternatives considered in the DEIS will increase the flows of the Green River,
resulting in increased infiltration and a potential impact on the groundwater system.
Further modeling of the groundwater system, in regard to the Action and No Action
Alternatives, will be needed to better understand how the increased flows will likely

impact the basin groundwater.

2. Sensitivity Analysis for Models
Much of the work completed for the Flaming Gorge DEIS involved sophisticated
modeling of the Flaming Gorge Dam and downstream reaches. Evaluation of the
model’s robustness by means of a sensitivity analysis of key parameters was not
included in the DEIS. The lack of parameter sensitivity information for any of the
models used in the DEIS casts a shadow of uncertainty on the results discussed.
Completing and providing a documented sensitivity analysis is necessary not only to
help in validating the model’s results, but also in supporting the conclusions derived

from those results.

3. Impacts of Future Diversions and Increased Consumption

The need to examine in greater detail scenarios of reduced flow is justified by the
Final Biological Opinion on the Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam where the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (1992) determined that flow depletions from water resource
projects, both up and downstream, would likely jeopardize the continued existence of
endangered fish. Further use of the Flaming Gorge Dam model will be needed to
adequately explore how future water diversions, increased consumption, and
depletions from the Green River will affect the two alternatives considered in the
DEIS.

I request that the Bureau of Reclamation consider these recommendations and assimilate

the needed information into the Final Environmental Impact Statement.
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44. TED E. KULONGOSKI

44a

Reclamation believes that no significant
difference exists between Action and No
Action Alternatives for groundwater and
surface water interactions along the Green
River downstream from Flaming Gorge
Dam.

44b

Sensitivity analyses with regard to
specific parameters were reviewed by the
modelers during Flaming Gorge Model
development. Sensitivity to forecast
errors, depletion schedules, and specific
policy rules were evaluated during the
formulation of the Action and No Action
rulesets. In terms of the presentation of
the model results, however, sensitivity
analysis was not included in the EIS.

44c

Changing inputs would change the results
of the hydropower model, but most inputs
are defined by the operations of the
powerplant.

44d

The EIS used a discount rate of

5.5 percent to estimate present value of
the hydropower analysis with the given
results. Use of a lower interest rate would
increase the present value of both
alternatives by roughly the same amount,
and increasing the discount rate would
have the opposite effect. The net
difference between the two alternatives
would be slightly different with another
discount rate, but the percent difference
would be approximately the same. For
example, using a discount rate of

6.125 percent, a difference between
alternatives would be $18.3 million; using
a discount rate of 4.875 percent, the
difference is $21.7 million, with still
about 5 percent difference between the
two alternatives. Therefore, the
hydropower model lacks sensitivity to the
interest rate.

The hydropower model used hourly
forecasted prices, not average prices.
Changing the hourly prices by a given
amount would not affect the results as an
increase of $5 per megawatthour would
have the same effect on both alternatives.
However, an asymmetric change to prices
would impact the results depending on
how the prices were changed. For
example, arbitrarily changing prices such
that peak prices would be reduced would
decrease the net value of the Action
Alternative since this alternative generates
less energy. An infinite set of prices
could be generated, each changing the
results in a unique way. The price set that
was used was independently generated by
a group not connected with the analysis or
operation of the powerplant.

44e

Future water development was assumed
in the analysis of the Action and No
Action Alternatives. The Flaming Gorge
Model incorporated increasing future
depletions that were equivalent to the
rates of depletion projected by the Upper
Colorado River Commission (memo:
dated December 23, 1999 entitled
“Estimates of Future Depletions in the
Upper Division States”). Analyzing the
impact of future depletions is not within
the scope of this EIS.
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Memo

To: Mr. Peter Crookston

Flaming Gorge Environmental Impact Statement Manager, PRO 774
Bureau of Reclamation, Provo Area Office

302 East 1860 South

Provo, Utah 84606-7317

From: Heather Kuoppamaki, EIT.

Environmental Resources Student
Humboldt State University

1 Harpst St.

Arcata, Ca 95521

Subject: Comments on Flaming Gorge Dam DEIS.

Summary:

The comments on this DEIS are made by Heather Kuoppamaki, an Environmental
Resources Engineering senior and E.LT. at Humboldt State University, Califothia. My
emphasis in engineering includes river restoration. Due to this and my continued interest
in river health, I have chosen to comment on this DEIS. There are portions of the Draft
EIS which overlook important aspects of the project. These portions are summarized

below, and presented in further detail later in this memo.

General problems with the DEIR include:
® Formatting —

o The formatting of the report makes it difficult to locate information.
Rewording of section 4 from “Environmental Consequences” to “Impacts”
would follow the recommended format for NEPA.

o As well, there is no section or subsection for “mitigation”; this is a fault
that continues throughout the entire DEIS as little to no information on

mitigation is mentioned.
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o Significant jumps of information occur throughout the document. For
example, in the “Environmental Consequences” section, the logic which
allowed for sediinent transport increases to be considered insignificant is
not included in the report.

o A summary of abbreviations page, as well as a glossary would, make
reading of the document easier. These should be included to meet the

average reader comprehension requirement.

e Alternatives - The reasons for having only one action alternative are not
convincing. Many alternatives should be addressed before making a final

decision on the new flow release schedule of the dam.

¢ Exclusion of details included in the 1992 and/or 2000 studies - Often throughout
the document, statements were made based on the 1992 Biological Opinion
Report (BOR) and/or the 2000 Flow and Temperature Recommendations (FTR).
It would have been very helpful to include relevant sections, or at least the

executive summaries, of these documents in the DEIS appendices.

e Mitigation - There does not appear to be any funding for future mitigation,
including increased costs of operation and maintenance, clearly stated in the
DEIS. Most impacts are stated as being non-significant but will be addressed if
necessary. Who will perform ,and how this mitigation will occur, is not addressed

through the DEIS.

¢ Environmental Consequences — As mentioned above, the “Environmental
Consequences” section should be renamed to Impacts. Throughout the
environmental consequences section, negative environmental conséquences are
mentioned briefly without any nﬁtigatibn measures. This occurs throughout this

section of the document and should be addressed prior to finalization.
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Purpose and Need Statement:

The putpose and need statement is outlined as follows:

“The purpose of the Proposed Action is to operate Flaming Gorge Dam to protect and
assist in recovery of the populations and designated critical habitat of the four endangered
fishes, while maintaining all authorized purposes of the Flaming Gorge Unit of the
CRSP, particularly those related to the development of water resources in accordance

with the Colorado River Compact.”

The purpose and need statement limits potential alternatives by stating that all authorized
purposes of the Flaming Gorge Unit of the CRSP must be maintained. For example, an
alternative which is eliminated from further study is the total dismantling of the dam and
reservoir system. Because the purpose and need includes the maintenance of all
authorized purposes of the Flaming Gorge Unit, dam removal is not examined, when in
this case it may be the best alternative for the health of the river and the endangered fish

species located within the river.

Alternatives:

¢ The alternatives section should provide more detail into alternatives that were
considered yet not proposed.
¢ Further detail into varying dam operations (which were as a group, disregarded)
would increase the validity of the two alternatives selected. Information
regarding what dam operations were examined, and how they fit into the
alternative section would be useful.
45a s In the action alternative, why are flows in Reach 2 met first, with changes to the
flow regime if necessary to maintain flows in Reach 1?7 As mentioned in the FTR,
Reach 1 is the most significantly affected by flows from Flaming Gorge Dam,
while flows in Reach 2 are significantly affected by its tributary, the Yampa
River.
45b e The Modified Run River Alternative appears to be disregarded without enough

analysis, because the inflows are too variable due to agricultural water storage,,
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45¢

45d

45¢

which lets water back in to the river months later. It seems reasonable that with
analysis of a few gages upstream of Flaming Gorge Reservoir, actual inflows
could be interpolated.

Timing of the peak flows should be addressed in further detail. Table 2-1 of the
DEIS details duration of peak flows. How these peak flows occur relative to each
other may be an important issue for fish habitat as well as natural river
restoration.

A study of more than two alternatives would add to the validity of this EIS. The
no-action alternative would not meet the Endangered Species Act and is therefore,
for the most part, unreasonable. Analysis of further actions which would meet the
Endangered Species Act requirements would increase the substance of the EIS.

The remainder of the DEIS appears “stunted” due to the limitation of, basically,

“no alternatives. In the 2000 report, it is suggested that varying flows each year

would allow for the best long term improvement of the river. An alternative
which addresses altering the patterns used during low, medium, and high flow
yeats, could address this issue. Perhaps further alternatives with altering flow
schedules could be addressed in the alternatives section.

Allowing for changes in the flow regime during the year would allow for more
alternatives. This would also increase management options when the incorrect
flow regime is put in place for the year. I was raised near the Folsom, California
reservoir and remember numerous years when the incorrect flow regime was
scheduled, and reservoir levels at the end of the season were drastically low.

A maximum number of consecutive years where the minimum flow regime is
allowed should be included in all alternatives. Numerous sequential years of low

flow could drastically alter the downstream aquatic environment.
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DEIS comments 11/9/2004 Page 50f 8

Affected Environment

The affected environment is discussed in detail; few substantive comments are made in
this section of the DEIS. However, on Figures 3-1 and 3-2, a scale is missing but
necessary. This would enable further analysis of the figures with respect to algae blooms.
Tables 3-2, 3-3, 3-4, 3-6 should include.pre-dam temperatures for reference. Figure 3-4

should also include a pre-dam temperature regime for reference.

Environmental Consequences

As mentioned above, this section should be renamed “Impacts” for clarity and to follow
the NEPA recommendations. As well, increased usage of the terms “significant impact”
and “insignificant impact” would follow NEPA guidelines better. These terms would
allow the reader of the document to find conclusions to the findings very easily and

understand what the conclusions are.

Sediment Transport

Increased loads of sediment transport are mentioned as an expected effect of the Action
alternative. Reach 1 is expected to increase by 13,000 tons; Reach 2 is expected to
increase by 100,000 tons; and Reach 3 is expected to increase by 250,000 tons. Without
any supporting information, these increases are expected to have no change on the
channel morphology. Information on the process by which this conclusion was reached
would be very helpful. It is possible that this increase in sediment load would be
beneficial to altering the channel for increased fish habitat. Mentions of the expected

outcomes of this effect should be included, as well as necessary mitigations.

Agriculture _

In the agriculture section, numerous negative effects of the Action alternative are
mentioned. At the end of this section, these potential effects are disregarded, and no
mitigations are initiated. The Action alternative may not be the sole action responsible
for economic damages to the agricultural sector, but this does not excuse or exempt that

portion of environmental damage that the Action Alternative does cause. Economic
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DEIS comments 11/9/2004 Page 6 of 8

damages by the Action alternative should be mitigated so they can be considered less

than significant.

Vegetation

More impacts are associated with the possible increased occurrence of non-native as well
as invasive species. According to the report, invasive species would likely increase, but
mitigation again is not mentioned. These impacts should be addressed in more detail.
Are the increased flood occurrences due to the Action alternative mitigatable? Are
mitigations a necessary concern for this, and why or why not? Discussion of these

questions would be very useful.

Threatened and Endangered Fish
This section appears to include strong information for the decisions reached. To aid the
average reader in the comprehension of this section, include a figure which depicts the

predicted inundated flood plains for each of the flow regimes.

Terrestrial and Avian animals
Further analysis of why the action and no action alternatives have no impact on avian or
terresirial creatures would increase the validity of the report. Since variations in

vegetation are expected from the action alternative, effects on fauna are probable.

During further analysis of the impacts on terrestrial and avian animals impacts to
“terrestrial wildlife” are expected for a period of time which is not defined. A change in
species present may occur through this time of re-equilibrium. Mitigations for this period
of time should be implemented so that more animals are not added to the endangered
species act. During the time of imbalance, measures should be implemented to promote

native animal health and diversity.
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DEIS comments 11/9/2004 Page 7 of 8

Other Threatened or Endangered Species

Southwestern Willow Flycatcher

The Action alternative may temporarily decrease habitat 6f the Southwesterm Willow
Flycatcher. If this species is endangered, any negative effects must be mitigated.
Further, if flood flows are large enough, short term effects will be offset by long term
habitat development. What happens if the flood flows are not large enough? Are there

any mitigation plans for this possibility?

Overall all of the threatened or endangered species should have a plan for habitat
mitigation in case the Action alternative does negatively affect their lives., This would
decrease the time necessary to determine the mitigation plan once negative effects are

noticed.

Cultural Resources

In sectton 4.8.2.2, the effects of the action alternative are stated. Effects from
implementation of the new flow tegime appear to be minor with the exception to flooding
certain historic areas in Reach 1 in the Browns Park Area, which may receive more
flooding and longer inundation if the Action alternative is selected. Is it not important to
do whatever possible to preserve these historic aréas, even though it has experience

potentially harmful events in the past?

Addressing Uncertainties through Adaptive Management

This was the first section where any mention of mitigation occurred. Further explanation,
of the research and adaptive management practices which would occur, would be
beneficial. Particularly, what sort of research is going to cccur in the near future, who in
the dam operations will be responsible for implementing the management plan? Would
there be a special team included in the dam operators? Would the people chosen to
perform these duties have certain background characteristics to ensure proper research

methodology?
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Envirenmental Commitments

This section, as well as the above section, should be renamed to iﬁclude the word
“mitigation measures”. This would increase the flow of the document and follow NEPA
guidelines a little closer. As well, referencing of this section during analysis of the
environmental consequences would allow the reader to examine the “mitigations™ to be
implemented for the negative impacts.

Specific economic means which Reclamation will use to perform all of the monitoring

and adaptive management schemes presented should be discussed.

1992 Biological Opinion Report

This report should be either included in the DEIS as an appendix, or linked to the DEIS.
A further analysis of the 1992 Biological Opinion Report would allow me to discuss the
significant of the conclusions of the report and analyze the action alternative. Without
the inclusion of this report, the DEIS is incomplete as all the determining factors are not
accounted for. I would be even more beneficial to the outside person reviewing the
report if a summary of the information related in this report were included as a section of
the DEIS.

2000 Flow and Temperature Recommendations for the Green

River, Downstream of Flaming Gorge Dam

As with the 1992 Biological Opinion Report, numerous references to the 2000 Flow and
Temperature Recommendations are made. Often in the document, conclusions are
determined. It is assumed that these conclusions are made at Jeast in part due to the
tindings of the FTR. Whenever applicable, the FTR should be referenced with a section
number so that concerned individuals have the opportunity to examine the methodology.
Since the action alternative is highly based on the information portrayed in this report,
and the report formatting makes writing/reading difficult a concerned individual such as

myself cannot fully evaluate the action alternative without the report.
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45. HEATHER KUOPPAMAKI

45a

In the 2000 Flow and Temperature
Recommendations, the following
statements are made which support using
Reach 2 as the priority reach:

+»+ Section 5.2.1 “Recommended flows for
Reach 1... are those measured at the
USGS gauge near Greendale, Utah, and
are, for the most part, release patterns
from Flaming Gorge Dam needed to
achieve the target peak and base flows
identified for habitats of the endangered
fishes in Reaches 2 and 3.”

« Section 5.2.1 “Base flows in Reach 1
should be managed to ensure that within-
year and within-day variability targets for
Reach 2 are met.”

«» Table 5.4 General Recommendations:
“Peak flows in Reach 1 should be of the
magnitude, timing, and duration to
achieve recommended peak flows in
Reaches 2 and 3.”

Throughout the 2000 Flow and
Temperature Recommendations
document, it is stated that the critical
habitat for the endangered fish reside in
Reaches 2 and 3. This is also stated in the
EIS. Through modeling, Reclamation
came to the determination that it was
possible to reasonably predict future
flows in Reach 2 with enough precision
to efficiently augment these flows to
achieve the target levels established in the
2000 Flow and Temperature Recommen-
dations for Reach 2.

45b

The Modified Run of the River
Alternative releases on a daily basis
during the spring would be a percentage
of the previous day’s unregulated inflow.
In this way, the release regime would
closely match the inflow regime. By
varying the percentage from a low
percentage of up to 100%, we could test
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the reaction of the reservoir in terms of
reservoir storage. Because of the narrow
scope of this EIS, the Modified Run of the
River Alternative had to achieve all of the
flow objectives of the 2000 Flow and
Temperature Recommendations in
Reaches 1 and 2 of the Green River in the
same way that the Action Alternative did.
The suggestion regarding the use of data
from upstream gauges is unclear, but
absence of inflow data was not the reason
that this alternative failed to meet the
purpose and need.

The Modified Run of the River
Alternative did include unregulated daily
inflows to Flaming Gorge. These values
were used to determine what each daily
release would be. Perhaps this comment
refers to natural flow. It is possible to
roughly estimate natural flow from actual
measurements; however, the computation
of natural flows is a very complex and
involved process, and this work has been
done on a monthly time scale but not on a
daily time scale.

Based on sensitivity analysis of the
percentage rate, it was found that the flow
objectives could not be met even when
the percentage was set to 100%. There
were two main reasons for this result.
First, water consumption and diversion
above Flaming Gorge Reservoir reduced
the measurable unregulated inflow.
Second, the timing of releases from
Flaming Gorge Dam under this regime
were not optimally timed with the flows
of the Yampa River.

45¢

Decisions regarding the timing, duration,
and magnitude of peak flows within a
given year under the Action Alternative
would be made with input from the
Technical Working Group, which will
evaluate criteria listed in table 2-5 of the
EIS when making recommendations.
This allows opportunities to refine flow
attributes based on an adaptive
management process.



45d

The purpose and need of this EIS is
limited to alternatives that implement the
2000 Flow and Temperature Recommen-
dations while maintaining and continuing
the authorized purposes of the dam.
Reclamation acknowledges that a full
range of reasonable alternatives is
desirable. However, despite considerable
effort to develop additional alternatives
that meet the purpose and need of the EIS,
additional viable action alternatives could
not be identified. Please see

sections 1.4.5, 1.4.6, and 2.2 of the EIS.

45e

The target flows and durations to be
achieved each year are dependent on the
natural hydrograph of that year and the
hydrological classification of that year. If
6 consecutive drought years occur in a
row, as is currently the case, then only
low targets and durations would be
achieved. In very wet years, high targets
with long durations would be achieved.

45f

The scales are a measurement of
Chlorophyll a in micrograms per liter
(ug/L). The red scales are for
concentrations greater than 27 pg/L; and
in fact, they can reach several hundred
1g/L or hyper-eutrophic status at times in
the red zones. The scale was clarified in
the figures and in the text. Pre-dam
temperatures below Flaming Gorge
reached about 23-24 °C in the summer
and near freezing during the winter. The
pre-dam temperatures were warmer at the
peaks in the summer than now occur.

459

The resulting changes in average annual
sediment transport will likely produce
some channel morphological changes in
Reach 1. For example, increased local
erosion of bank materials could lead to
channel widening in some portions of
Reach 1. In Reaches 2 and 3, the
increases in sediment transport

conditions, on a percentage basis, under
the Action Alternative relative to No
Action conditions, are relatively smaller
than the changes anticipated for Reach 1.
For these conditions, changes in channel
morphology due to increased sediment
transport are anticipated to be subtle and
will likely be difficult to track. See the
Effects of Flaming Gorge Operations
Under the 1992 Biological Opinion and
the 2000 Flow and Temperature Recom-
mendations on Sediment Transport in
Green River Techinical Appendix for a
description and a discussion of the
sediment transport analysis completed for
the EIS.

45h

The analysis of potential effects to
agriculture (section 4.5) shows that there
are not significant differences between the
Action and No Action Alternatives.

45i

Recent research findings suggest that the
proposed action may encourage a shift in
location, but not an increase, in tamarisk
establishment (see sections 4.7.5 and
4.19.6 in the EIS). The EIS more clearly
reflects these new findings. One of the
predicted benefits of this shift in
establishment location would be positive
changes to fish habitat. As a result of
these new findings, Reclamation does not
believe that mitigation for this action is
warranted. However, unrelated to any
effects of this action, Reclamation has
recently supported research aimed at
defining those microhabitats most likely
to remain tamarisk free following
mechanical removal. Any improvement
in this arena may help Reclamation and
other management agencies along the
Green River more effectively control
tamarisk as per Executive Order 13112 on
Invasive Species, 1999.
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Please refer to figure 4-16 in the EIS; for
more information. See figure 3-1 in
Valdez, R.A. and P. Nelson. 2004, Green
River Subbasin Floodplain Management
Plan, Final Report to Upper Colorado
River Endangered Fish Recovery
Program, Denver, Colorado,

Project No. C-6. This report can be
obtained by writing the Recovery
Program.

45k

The no effect determination for animals
exploiting reservoir or river habitats was
made because variations in the vegetative
community attributable to dam operations
would be slight and occur over a
sufficiently long period that mobile
terrestrial and avian communities could
alter their ranges and habits in such a way
that no appreciable change in population
size or dynamics would occur to these
populations.

Perturbations to the vegetative community
(and, consequently, to the habitats of the
animals in question) below the dam that
are attributable to dam operations would
not be extensive enough to cause the
presence or absence of a species to
change within the entire study area. The
total area being discussed is large, and
resources for these animals are abundant.
Changes in the vegetative communities
and associated wildlife habitats would be
relatively localized and could contribute
to a somewhat different composition of
species within these areas.

451

Flooding of the riparian zone is a
important, natural, disturbance
mechanism for recharging vegetation and
resetting succession and the Action
Alternative purposefully attempts to
contribute to this process. Loss of
vegetation is a part of that process.
Reclamation believes that mimicking the
natural hydrograph is a positive step in
restoring and/or maintaining viable
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southwestern willow flycatcher habitat.
Since the identified territories are located
on low elevation surfaces, inundation of
nests by large flood flows would occur
under either alternative.

Regarding the question of whether flood
flows will be large enough to offset short-
term effects, section 4.7.8.1.2 in the EIS
has been rewritten to more clearly state
our intent—that is, if large enough, flood
flows should create additional habitat
above and beyond that which would
develop following any scour and
deposition event.

45m

Reclamation recognizes the importance of
potential disturbance to historic properties
within the project area. Please see
section 4.8.2.2 regarding cultural resource
data analysis with the relevant land
managing agencies.

45n

The adaptive management process
described in section 4.20 of the EIS would
rely on ongoing or added Recovery
Program activities for monitoring and
studies to test the outcomes of modifying
the flows and release temperatures from
Flaming Gorge Dam. Decisions
regarding the timing, duration, and
magnitude of peak flows within a given
year under the Action Alternative would
be made with input from the Technical
Working Group which will evaluate
criteria listed in table 2-5 of the EIS when
making recommendations. This allows
opportunities to refine flow attributes
based on good science in an adaptive
management process. See section 2.5.3 of
the EIS describing the Technical Working
Group and the Flaming Gorge Working
Group and how they would work together
in planning the flow prescription each
year.
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From: "Scott Marshall" <SMarshali@miscowater.com:

To: <fgeis@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Mon, Nov 15, 2004 11:26 AM

Subject: Green River flow fluctuations - comments from a fly fisherman

Mr. Peter Crookston,

It has come to my attention that the Bureau of Reclamation is performing

a draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the operation of Flaming
Gorge Dam. | wanted to share some thoughts with you regarding my most
recent trip to the Green River (below Flaming Gorge Dam) and how my
experiences, along with similar stories of other anglers, should be
considered befare any decisions are made.

{ am an avid fly fisherman and do my best to make it to the Green River
at least twice per year to enjoy the fabulous trout fishery. My last

trip to the Green River below Flaming Gorge was a bit unusual in that
fluctuating river flows caused a negative impact on my experience and
threatened my individual safety along with the other twa fisherman in my

party.

Unlike many anglers who visit the area, | prefer to fish the "B" section
of the river and choose to walk in and camp at the USFS camp sites along
the river. In all of my trips to the Green River, my friends and |
enjoy wade fishing both sides of the river. In my most recent trip to
the Green River (late June 2004), we arrived late in the day and barely
fished the evening hatch before we turned in for the night. We woke up
carly the next morning to a beautiful sunrise and low water levels. Wea
decided to cross the river in an attempt fo fish the opposite side (west
side) that generally receives less fishing pressure. We starfed out
having a consistent day of catching trout. After lunch, water levels
began to suddenly rise at which point several things happened:; the fish
stopped feeding and the route back across the river started to bacome
more and more dangerous. If my memory holds, river flows were
approximately 800 cfs in the mornings and increased to 1500 cfs in the
afterncons and evenings. The river flow basically doubled during the
46a early afternoon. The increased flow threatened our individual safety
(if you don't think this is life threatening, cross the river at 800 cfs
and then try and come back across when it is 1500 cfs - | have done it
and it is very dangerous). The fluctuating river flows caused the fish
to stop feeding (which reflected negatively on my experience) and
threatened the physical safety of my entire group. | believe this to be
consistent with all other wade anglers and most other float anglers.
Personally, | will be keeping an eye on any changes in dam (flow}
aperation and will base my decision for any fulure trips on this aspect.

Thousands of anglers visit the Green River below Flaming Gorge Dam each

year and have been doing so for many years. The thousands of dollars
46b fishermen bring to the local economies are crucial to the survival of

most people living in the area not to mention the wonderful experiences

on the river that are shared with each generation,

In general, | suppart the single daily peak hump resfriction but the

46¢c timing should be in a manner fo have no impacts on the river recreation
activities - in my case (and thousands of others), specifically fishing.
As | have witnessed in my last trip, increased flows made the fishing
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very poor and threatened my personal safety.

| hope that you can come up with an amiable sclution to the operation of
Flaming Gorge Dam that will create no significant impacts to the fishery
or the experience shared by thousands.

Sincerely,

Scott A. Marshall, P.E.
Misco Intermountain
3033 South Parker Road
Tower |, Suite 350
Aurora, CO 80014
office (303) 309-6150
fax {303) 309-6154
cell  (303)801-5215
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46a

Reclamation agrees that the safety of
fishermen and others along the Green
River is very important. There is
prominent signage along the river
warning fishermen of the potential for
sudden fluctuations. A warning horn at
the dam is also sounded before increased
dam releases begin. Daytime fluctuations
have been a part of operations since the
dam was completed, and so the
fluctuations are common knowledge
among those who have visited the river in
the past. Nevertheless, Reclamation
continues as part of its management of
Flaming Gorge Dam to pursue all
reasonable means of providing

notification to the public of river
fluctuations and other public safety
concerns.

46b

Implementing the Action Alternative is
expected to have an overall positive effect
to the three-county area near Flaming
Gorge Dam. Please see response to Town
of Manila, Utah, 3a.

46c¢

The issues of fluctuations for power and
the single daily peak hump restriction are
outside the scope of this EIS; such
operational details would continue under
any alternative. Please see response to
individual letter 38 above.
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From; "Jeff Martin" <bcstoneram@earthlink.net>
To: <fgeis@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Tue, Nov 30, 2004 6:26 PM

Subject: Green River Flows

Hello,

My name is Jeff Martin, | know you are probably very busy and | am greatful for vour time in reading my
email. | visit the Green River several times each year to enjoy the spectacular fishing that many take
advantage of in our state.

During this past year | have heen very dissapointed in the quality of the fishing there due to the eratic
changes in water flows out of the Flaming Gorge Dam. Many morings have started out great and then the
water flows kick up and upset the fish, thus creating a very tough fishing situation. | realize that folks
have got to have power, but to disrupt such an awesome fishing and outdoor recreation spot so that
47h people can make more money on power generated from the increased water flows seems unfair. It is

also a darn shame that a place with such a great reputation for fly fishing and recreation for so many
peopie in this country and abroad is suffering such a huge blow. With the Snake River in Idaho, and so
many other waters available in Wyoming, Idaho, and Montana | am afraid that continuing this practice in
the future will end up being counter productive for our great state. | and many others will take our dollars
to other states so that we don't have to deal with spotty fishing and dangerous conditions experienced on
the Green so that people can generate more power.

47a

The really sad thing here is that if you asked fly-fishermen in this state which river had the most fish per
square mile, scenic beauty, and overall best fly-fishing for larger fish, you would find the majority would tell
you the Green River. This isn't just any river to most fishermen, this is our Crown Jewel fishery. Why
compromise this and give our state’s fishing and recreation opprotunities a black eye?

| know you have to weigh things out, 1 just hope that you can sympathize with us in this regards.

Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Jeff Martin

Jeff Martin
bcstoneram@earthlink.net
Why Walit? Move to EarthLink.
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47a

The issue of fluctuations for power is
outside the scope of this EIS; such
operational details would continue under
any alternative. Please see response to
individual letter 38 above.

47b

The EIS states Reclamation’s intent to
balance the needs of all resources when
making operational decisions under both
the Action and No Action Alternatives.

We appreciate your concern that power
generation might have benefited at the
expense of fishing and other uses.
However, the analysis of the cumulative
effects on hydropower generation shows
that power has not been elevated above
other authorized purposes and that, in
fact, there have been losses to
hydropower over the last 20 years. Please
see section 1.4.2 for more information.
The proposed action will not have a
negative effect on the sport fishery, as
shown in chapter 4 in the EIS.
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48a

48b

From: Jerry McGarey <bldss 15@yahoo.com>
To: <fgeis@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Men, Nov 15, 2004 10:38 AM
Subject: Flaming Gorge Reservoir Draft EIS

Sir - | write today to express my dismay over the

timing of power generation fiow increases during prime
fishing hours in the A section of the Green River

below Fiaming Gorge dam. Over the last couple of years
(notably in 2004 ) the timing of mid-morning flow
increases and mid-afternoon flow decreases is
disruptive to trout feeding activity and had markedly
impacted my enjoyment of this otherwise wonderful
fishery.

| have travelled to the Flaming Gorge area several
times a year since 1892, spending my money with local
lodging, restaurant and fishing establishments. |

would strongly urge you to factor the needs of the
recreational fishing tourists into your plans and

timing for summer power generation in the future.

| believe recreational use of the Flaming Gorge area
is supposed to preceds that of dam power generation,
isn't it?

Respectfully, Jerry McGarey (bldss15@yahoo.com)

Bo You Yahoo!?

Tired of spam? Yahoo! Mail has the best spam protection around

http://mail.yahoo.com
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48a

The issue of daily fluctuations for power
is outside the scope of this EIS; such
operational details would continue under
any alternative. Please see response to
individual letter 38 above.

48b

The EIS states Reclamation’s intent to
balance the needs of all resources when
making operational decisions under both
the Action and No Action Alternatives.

We appreciate your concern that power
generation might have benefited at the
expense of fishing and other uses.
However, the analysis of the cumulative
effects on hydropower generation shows
that power has not been elevated above
other authorized purposes and that, in
fact, there have been losses to
hydropower over the last 20 years. Please
see section 1.4.2 for more information.
The proposed action will not have a
negative effect on the sport fishery, as
shown in chapter 4 in the EIS.
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From: "Patrick M. Mehle" <smachine@sweetwater.net>
To: <fgeis@uc.ushr.gov>

Date: Sun, Nov 14, 2004 10:43 PM :
Subject: Comments on Flaming Gorge Dam Qperation DEIS
11-14-2004

To: Mr. Peter Crookston
Flaming Gorge EIS Manager, PRO-774

Bureau of Reclamation, Provo Area Office

Dear Mr. Crookston,

The following are my comments on the Flaming Gorge Operation Draft EIS.

In reading over the DEIS, it seems that there are two very conflicting
assumptions made. On page 188, Section 4.8.1.1, is stated that "Fluctuations
of the water levels of the reservoir would not change from what has become a
normal, although flexible, operation”. Conversely, on page 230, first

celumn, it is seen that "Because of increasing water consumption in the
tributaries of the Green River below FG Dam, it is anlicipated that

releases... will have to be greater in the future." Just two paragraphs

after that we see that "Water consumption above FG Dam is also expecied to
increase, and this could reduce inflows into FG Reservoir,” It is clearly
impossible to have more water going out, less water coming in, and still
maintain a "normal” lake level.

For this reason alone, 1 feel that there is much more that needs to be done

to achieve a workable operations plan, | am a member of the Wyoming Water
Development Commission’s Green River Basin Advisory Group. Over the course
of the last several years and twenty-five or more meetings-| have last count

of how many- aur group has been exposed to many diversified points of view,
and has had the opportunity to hear from many different expert and credible
speakers. From this experience | have come to the conclusion that there are
several points that you need to consider in greater detail. First is the _

issue of drought. As you probabiy are aware, the Colorade River Compact
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49b

49c

49d

annual flow figures, as seen in the original compact agreement, have proven
to be lower than reality. Further, recent studies of tree rings going back

to about 1200 AD, have conclusively shown that the past 100 years have heen
exceptionally wet. Also mentioned was yet another study concerning the Wind
River Glaciers. These glaciers have been receding rapidly over the past
several decades, and assuming continuation of the current drought conditions
and warmer mean temperature trends, it is possible that the glaciers could

be completely melted in ten years. These glaciers are the primary source of
summer stream flow in the upper Green River Basin. The "demise” of these
glaciers could realistically lead to the Green River actually running dry--

in the worst case scenario. The Wyoming Water Development Comimission
considers conditions serious enough to where they feel a need to develop an
emergency plan to address issues of continuing severe/ exceptional drought.
| think that your EIS should address this possibility also.

Also at issue is the continued increasing demand for water downstream. Lake
Powell was at 58% of capacity in October. It is surely even lower now. If
current trends continue, the lake elavation will drop to the point where the
generators will have to be shut down in mid 20086. It is speculated that
upstream dams might be forced to lower their lake levels to supply enough
walter fo forestall that shutdown. | highly oppose a transfer of water under

those conditions. There is an old saying among airplane pilots-"The two most
useless things fo a pilot are runway behind you and altitude above you". For

a dam operation, it can be said in the same vein that the two most useless
things to power generation are water downstream and dam elevation above lake
level. it is fine to send water downstream for power generation since the

same water can he used several times to spin several turbines. The issue is
efficiency. Any water sent down to Lake Powell will be sent through their

power plant at minimum head, hence minimum efficiency. It makes no sense to
operate Flaming Gorge at a reduced elevation/reduced efficiency. Keeping
Flaming Gorge as full as possible will give the greatest possible gross

power production for the system as a whole.

| wish also to express concerns for the implementation of increased flows

the endangered fish recovery program. The potential damage to FG Dam caused
by increased fiows through the spillway is, in my opinion, much
underestimated, as are the safety issues that would result. Although the

fish recovery efforts are a worthy goal, the flows required to achieve this

goal do not justify the costs. The physical damage to the dam, the loss of
electrical generation, the erosion damage to downstream infrastructure, and
the flood damage to downstream landowners, far outweighs the benefits. It is
interesting to note that the water required for a single "flushing” is on

the same order of magnitude as the total annual domestic water consumption
for the entire state of Wyoming. | am left with the feeling that this

proposal will, at best, just serve as a vehicle to benefit the

over-allocated lower basin at the expense of the upper basin States. How can
these costs be justified?

Comments and Responses

323



| FGEIS 22401 PRO - Comments on Flaming Gorge Dam Operaticn DEIS

Finally, | would like to suggest that you consider formulating a priority

49e list for the operation of the dam. First, of course would safety- both for
the dam itself and for the public that it serves. Second would he the dam’s
original purpose-to serve as an instrument to help regulate the Colorado
River System per the Compact. Of the several priorities that you might feel
would follow these, the endangered fish recovery flows should place well
toward the bottom of the list-especially if the hydrological conditions that
existed hundreds of years ago should prove to be the true average.

Thank you for the opportunity to express my views on these important issues.

Patrick Mehle
1037 Cypress Circle
Rock Springs, Wyoming

82001

324 — Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam Final EIS



49. PATRICK M. MEHLE

49a

The Action Alternative does not
necessarily release more water than the
No Action Alternative. In some cases, the
Action Alternative would release less
water. It is recognized in the EIS
(section 4.16.1.1) as water consumption
increases through time that it will become
more difficult to maintain reservoir
storage while also achieving the flow
objective of the 2000 Flow and
Temperature Recommendations.

49b

Comment noted,; there is at present a
drought in the Green River Basin. The
hydrology that was analyzed for this EIS
did include droughts more severe than the
present drought.

The Flaming Gorge Model was run with
historic hydrology from 1921 through
1985. During this period, several
droughts did occur; the worst of which
occurred from 1934 to 1938 when the
average annual Green River flow
(measured at Greendale, Utah) was
550,000 acre-feet. For comparison the
average annual flow of the Green River
from 2000 to 2004 was 661,000 acre-feet.

49c
Comment noted. Lake Powell operations
are outside the scope of this EIS.

49d

Comment noted. As stated in

section 2.5.3.2 of the EIS, Reclamation
would annually coordinate the decision
whether to use the bypass tubes or
spillway to meet particular flow targets.
That same section, and other sections in
the EIS, note uncertainties associated with
use of the spillway that will have to be
monitored and addressed through the
adaptive management process.

49e

As stated in section 1.5 of the EIS,
Reclamation’s priorities are first, dam
safety and then second, meeting project
purposes in compliance with ESA. When
conflicts in operations arise,
Reclamation’s approach to conflict
resolution and decisionmaking includes
accepting input from all stakeholders and
formulating a strategy that meets the most
needs possible consistent with these
established priorities. Reclamation’s
intent is to continue balancing the needs
of all resources when making operational
decisions and would continue this practice
under both the Action and No Action
Alternatives.
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From: norman miller <nmillerca@earthlink.net>
To: <fgeis@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Fri, Nov 12, 2004 6:49 PM

Subject: Flows on Green River

Dear Sir;

The high afternoon flows experienced on the Green River this year made what
had always been a top fishing destination, an unneeded and unwanted
adventure. Please restore sanity and safety to the flows so that the great
fishing experience and return once again,

Thank you,

Norman Miller
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50a

The issue of daily fluctuations is outside
the scope of this EIS; such operational
details would continue under any
alternative. Please see response to
individual letter 38 above.
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From: <Richardmimms@aol.com>
To: <fgeis@uc.ushr.gov>

Date: Sun, Nov 14, 2004 8:23 AM
Subject: (no subject)

We support the single daily peak hump restriction, but its timing should be
51a in a manner that it has no impacts on river recreation activities, especially
fishing.

Richard L. Mimms
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5la

The single daily peak hump restriction is
outside the scope of the EIS; such
operational details would continue under
any alternative. Please see response to
individual letter 38 above.
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From: "Arthur Moeller" <moellerad@comcast.net>

To: <fgeis@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Sat, Nov 13, 2004 6:26 PM

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement on Flaming Gorge Dam

| do not favor the proposed fluctuating flows for power generation. |
52a feel it will have a negative impact on the fishing. | fish there

several times a year and if | have to put up with the fluctuating flows

| will consider going elsewhere and spending my moaney in a different

location. | could support the single daily peak hump restriction if it
52b was timed in a manner that does not impact river recreation activities,
52¢ especially fishing. | would also feel safer while wading if I did not

have to worry about the river rising suddenty.

A. D. Maoeller

4247 W, 4570 So,
West Valley City, UT 84120
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52a and 52b

The issues of fluctuations for power and
the single daily peak hump restriction are
outside the scope of this EIS; such
operational details would continue under
any alternative. Please see response to
individual letter 38 above.

52¢

Reclamation agrees that the safety of
fishermen and others along the Green
River is very important. There is
prominent signage along the river
warning fishermen of the potential for

sudden fluctuations. A warning horn at
the dam is also sounded before increased
dam releases begin. Daytime fluctuations
have been a part of operations since the
dam was completed, and so the
fluctuations are common knowledge
among those who have visited the river in
the past. Nevertheless, Reclamation
continues as part of its management of
Flaming Gorge Dam to pursue all
reasonable means of providing
notification to the public of river
fluctuations and other public safety
concerns.
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From: "Mark" <marco@wfrmls.com>

To: <fgeis@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Sat, Nov 13, 2004 8:24 AM

Subject: Green River at Dutch John River Flow impact

Mr Peter Crookston

Flaming Gerge Environmental Impact Statement Manager
PRO-774

Bureau of Reclamation, Provo Area Office

302 East 1860 South

Provo, UT. 84606-7317

533 | support the single daily peak hump restriction, but its timing should be in a manner that has no impacts

53b

on river recreation activities, especially fishing. It is dangerous to the fisherman wading across the river,
spoails the fishing and will keep many of us who bring the much needed dollars to the local economy of
Dutch John and the State of Utah. In addition it is the recreational users who have priority over the power
genaration.

Mark Naccarato
Holladay, UT.
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53a

The single daily peak hump restriction is
outside the scope of the EIS; such
operational details would continue under
any alternative.

53b

The EIS states Reclamation’s intent to
balance the needs of all resources when
making operational decisions under both
the Action and No Action Alternatives.
We appreciate your concern that power

generation might have benefited at the
expense of fishing and other uses.
However, the analysis of the cumulative
effects on hydropower generation shows
that power has not been elevated above
other authorized purposes and that, in
fact, there have been losses to
hydropower over the last 20 years. Please
see section 1.4.2 for more information.
The proposed action will not have a
negative effect on the sport fishery, as
shown in chapter 4 in the EIS. Please see
response to individual letter 38 above.
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From: “Sean O'Connor” <SOGConnor@sheppardmullin.cont

To: <fgeis@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Fri, Nov 12, 2004 8:01 PM

Subject: Draft Environmental Statement on the Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam

1 understand that the Bureau of Reclamation is undergoing a Draft
Environmental Statement on the Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam and asking
for comments.

| fly fish the Green River often, and it is frustrating how the erratic

way flows can suddenly jump up and down while | am fishing. This can
often disrupt water quality and upset the fish for set periods of time.
The end result is a spoiling of our fishing day. The Draft EIS allows

for fluctuating flows for power generation up once a day and then down.
In 2004 this was experienced by many of us on the Green as they went
from 800 ¢fs to 1500 cfs every day (at 1:00 prn, right in the middle of
the day) after our high flows in early June to the end of September. We
hated the reaction from the trout, the fishing could and often did go

flat for periods of time. Then they brought the flows down while we were
trying to start fishing again and the process started again. The ups and
downs and the disruplion you caused to our fishing experiences were
uncalled for. You have the ability to do the power generation flows in
non-fishing hours or maintain a slighily higher steady flow that
generates the same amount of electricity.

Recreation and fish have a priority over power generation under the
authorized purposes of the Flaming Gorge dam. Please recognize this and
act accordingly.

Sean P. O'Connor

DD: (714) 424-2848

This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you
received this fransmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and
any attachments.

Sheppard, Mullin, Richter & Hampton LLP

Please visit our website at www.sheppardmullin.com
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54a

The issue of fluctuations for power is
outside the scope of this EIS; such
operational details would continue under
any alternative.

54b

The changes in releases, as part of the
operation of the powerplant, are designed
to help meet the demand for electricity as
usage of electricity increases during the
day and decreases at night. Increasing the
releases at night or having a constant
release during the day would not help
meet the peak demands for electricity.
However, in more recent years, the
ramping rates have been scaled back to
limit the changes in releases throughout
the day. Please see response to individual
letter 38 above.

54c

The EIS states Reclamation’s intent to
balance the needs of all resources when
making operational decisions under both
the Action and No Action Alternatives.
We appreciate your concern that power
generation might have benefited at the
expense of fishing and other uses.
However, the analysis of the cumulative
effects on hydropower generation shows
that power has not been elevated above
other authorized purposes and that, in
fact, there have been losses to
hydropower over the last 20 years. Please
see section 1.4.2 for more information.
The proposed action will not have a
negative effect on the sport fishery, as
shown in chapter 4 in the EIS.
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MEMORANDUM

O PETER CROOKSTON
Flaming Gorge EIS Manager, Pro 774
Burean Of Reclamation, Provo Area Office
302 East 1860 South
Provo, Utah 84606-7317
FROM: MAURIA PAPPAGALLO,
Environmental Resources Engineering Student
Humboldt State University
1™ Harpst St, House 18
Arcata, CA 95521
SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON FLAMING GORGE DAM DRAFT EIS
DATE: 11/13/2004

SUMMARY

This memo is to inform you of my analysis of the Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). The critique is broken into sections
covering overall document suggestions, analysis of alternatives, the affected
environment, and environmental consequences. Owverall, I found the document to be a

good examination of the situation.

DOCUMENT SUGGESTIONS

The beginning of the document should be revised; information in chapter three should

come before the alternatives are assessed. The following are examples:

¢ A summary description of the natural habitat and environment of the endan gered
fish should be introduced before alternatives are discussed. The summary
description should include at least their average water temperature and flow
requirements. A description would also inform the reader of vital information

needed to assess the flows recommended by the alternatives.
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55¢

¢ A thorough description of the Green River System (GRS) should be introduced
catlier. A description at the beginning would help the reader become more
famihar with the system and point out important details that can not be obtained
from glancing at a map. For example, on page 19 of Chapter 1, the Browns Park
Highway EIS is discussed, but the document does not indicate why this is
relevant information. An earlier GRS description should state where the Browns
Park Highway is and why it’s important enough to be discussed in relation to the
Flaming George Dam project. A full description is given in 3.6.2, this but is too

far into the document; a summary should be given in the beginning.

The background of the dam situation includes authorized uses of the FGD project. Due
to the authorized uses being an important part of the purpose and needs statement, they
should be identified in the Purpose and Needs section and could be put into easy-to-read
bullets.

Inclusion of, or reference to, important sections of the 2000 Recommendations report and
the 1992 Biological Opinion as appendices to the document, would be helpful in
assessing the processes used to determine the recommendations. The important sections
should list the criteria used for making decisions in each report, or should list the
assumptions used in the modeling analysis. Furthermore, referencing appendices within

the text would direct the reader to additional information on important subjects.

The overall language of the DEIS is easy to read. A few words are not defined, but
would help the reader to better understand the document. One example is the “bypass
tubes”; an explanation of what they are and how exactly they affect power generation is
needed. The quantity of bypass tube use is discussed as a comparison between the two

alternatives but it is not clear what that means.

On page 142, 1n the last paragraph, where temperature changes are discussed, data should
be re-evaluated and checked; it is not possible for 9°F to equal 5°C. The same mistake is

made again on page 144 in the first paragraph.
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A discussion of the operation and maintenance for the new operating plan should be
included in the document. Where will the funding come from, and who is responsible for

the maintenance and operation of the operating plan?

SCOPING

From the scoping process, public issues were identified and separated into categories.
The process was conducted under the question: “How would operating the Flaming
Gorge Dam to meet 2000 flow and temperature recommendations affect...” Conducting
the scoping process under this heading defeats the purpose of scoping. Scoping is
conducted to Took at the issues that should be included in the altemaiive development and
impact analysis. This question limits the scoping process and produces “tunnel vision” in
determining the alternatives.  To improve this analysis, the scoping process should not
have been so narrow and the indicators should inciude measurable descriptions. For

example, an indicator for Issue 8 is “condition of vegetation and species composition of

" wetlands”,  Instead it should say “population density of vegetation, acreage and

condition of wetlands and their species composition”. This wording allows for
measurable conclusions. The following additional indicators should be similarly re-

worded;

* Issue 9, Effect on vegetation: Number and density of endangered plant species.

» Issue 13, Effects on sediment: Look at the predicted changes in salmonid
spawning gravel areas. “Area of spawning gravels before new flows and
predicted spawning gravel area after implementing new flows”,

* Issue 15, Effects on quantity and quality of water: Changes in temperature
ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS
The purpose and needs statement discusses two main points: 1) the need to operate the
dam to protect and assist in recovery of four endangered fish species and their critical
habitat, and 2) to maintain all authorized purposes of the Flaming Gorge Unit of the
Colorado River Storage Project (CRSP). To fulfill both points, the only feasible
altefnative would be to implement the 2000 Recommendations. Thus the alternative

formulation for this project should include alternative flow regimes, as well as the 2000
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55¢g
55h

55i

55i

Recommendations, with differing alternatives for impact mitigations along with looking
at a no action alternative. The alternatives discussed in this analysis focus on the flow
regimes instead of mitigations. Two alternatives are discussed, an Action alternative in
which the 2000 Recommendations are implemented, and a No Action alternative. The

No Action alternative follows flows recommended by the 1992 Biological Opinion.

The action alternative splits the Green River into three different reaches, with each being

affected by the FGD flows differently. It is stated on page 24 in the last paragraph that:

“The intent of the Action Alternative is first to meet the recommended objectives for
reach 2 and then, if necessary, make adjustments fo releases so that the recommended
objectives for Reach 1 could also be met. It is assumed that the flow objectives in

Reach 3 are met whenever the flow objectives in Reach 2 are met.”

This statement leaves me with a number of questions; 1) What are the recommended
objectives for each reach, 2) Why are they different? These should be stated in section
2.3.2 before this statement is made. 3) How can the assumption be made that the
objectives in Reach 3 are met when the Reach 2 objectives have been met? An
explanation of this assumption needs to be included in this section. The following
paragraph on page 26 goes into further detail of the 2000 Recommendations. This
paragraph then states that the primary focus of the 2000 Recommendations is on the flow
regimes in Reaches 2 and 3. The two statements seem to contradict themselves, ‘Why not
focus on Reach 1, the section of the river that is predominantly affected by the dam

releases?

In continued discussion of the action alternative flows, it is mentioned that by trying to
reach 2000 Recommendations for Reach 1, that the minimum 2000 Recommendations
would then be exceeded in the following reaches. Due to agricultural needs, I can
understand why water conservation is an important goal. However, based on the purpose
and needs statement, exceedence of minimum flows is a positive impact and a benefit to

the fish.
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551

55m

55n

550

340 —

When comparing the two alternatives under the context of agriculture, the impacts are
stated as the same whether the No Action or the Action alternative is used, thus these
impacts are dismissed. The DEIS states that under both alternatives, approximately 245
acres of cropland will be flooded each year. The Action alternative will cause the fields
to be inundated for 2 days longer which will hot cause any more significant impacts thus
the effects are the same. Though the impacts will be the same, they should still be

addressed within the document.

It is stated that the effectiveness of the action alternative will be measured by the long-
term frequency of achieving flow thresholds prescribed by the 2000 Recommendations.
The language should be changed to include a quantitative value for long-term. It is also
stated that an administrative record of the operational decision making would be
maintained and that this record would include analysis of previous operations and
effectives of achieving desired targets on a year by year basis. The word would should be

changed to will to ensure that this practice is done,

GREEN RIVER SYSTEM MODELING

The current description of the model analysis used to simulate the GRS doesn’t provide
enough detail. For example, the model requires natural flow volume inputs and estimates
the release volumes and storage volumes. There is no discussion of how the natural
inflows were chosen, or what range and number of hydrologic years were used in
analysis. The language indicates that the model simulates the system to the USGS stream
gauge 93 miles away from the dam, when the system being analyzed is 410 miles long?
Is only one gauge used for calibration? Is the rest of the system included in the model?
Further explanations should be used in the document. Placing this section within the

Affected Environment chapter would increase the flow of the paper.

I liked that the preparers of the 2000 Recommendations were asked to review the
document. In most situations, the reviewers found that the model properly simulates the
2000 Recommendations in Reach 2. This would indicate that it does not properly

simulate the 2000 Recommendations in Reaches 1 and 3. If this is so, it should be stated
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55p

55q

55r

55s

and further analysis should be done to find conditions that do meet Reach 2 and 3 goals.
Important impacts to the system could be missed or overlooked due to this inaccuracy in

modeling.

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

As mentioned earlier, sections from the affected environment should come earlier in the

document, prior to the discussion of the alternatives.

Under the Potentially affected area (3.2), a section for the Green River needs to be
included. Currently there is mention of the Green River downstream of the dam, but it

only mentions that the dam is 410 miles before the confluence with the Colorado River.

VEGETATION

The section on vegetation (3.7.1.3) does not fully discuss the current environment in
terms of the indicators previously stated in Issue 9 .(Pg 14). Further detail on evasive
species, numbers of populations including the flooded areas should be included. Further
more, in the environmental consequences section, no studies were conducted or

references given to backup statements made on vegetation impacts.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

A value for the average influence of the Dam releases on each Reach of the system
should be included in the analysis. An average percentage of overall river flow that
comes from the dam releases in each reach would provide a good value. For example, on
page 127, the statement “Impacts to flows from Flaming Gorge Dam diminish with
distance from the dam”, as a reason for not including Reach 3 flows into the model, This
statement should be supported with a value indicating that the effects of dam releases are

minimal at that location,

TERRESTRIAL AND AVIAN ANIMALS

Discussion of terrestrial and avian animals does not include any type of study or analysis
to back up the decision of no impact. Further analysis of terrestrial foraging and habitat

should be anatyzed to see if terrestrial and avian food sources will be impacted.
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342 —

The overall discussion of mitigations is insufficient. It would be easier for the reader if
the discussion of impact significance were discussed directly after impacts were
presented. There is no discussion of how impacts are rated for significance. 1 found it
hard to find mitigations or final decisions on significance. If there are proposed

mitigations for effects caused by the action alternative, I did not find them.

UNCERTAINTIES

This section includes a discussion of the uncertainties included in the models and the
assumptions that were required to make the models wotk. The assumptions and
uncertainties with the models should be included earlier in the document with the
discussions of information obtained from the model, thus allowing the reader to decide

how well they agree with the information presented. _

Inclusion of an adaptive management program will be very helpful in mitigating impacts
of uncertain significance. The adaptive management program should include measurable
and dated results. The wording on the adaptive management goals for numbers 6 through
10 should be changed from would to will. Using the word would indicates that it could
happen. Due the number of uncertainties involved in the project the implementation of
all aspects of the adaptive management program is very important to insure unrealized
impacts are mitigated. A discussion of possible mitigations would further support the

documents discussion of adaptive management.
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55. MAURIA PAPPAGALLO

55a

Please see section 1.3 for an explanation
of the EIS contents. The format is
consistent with the CEQ and Interior
regulations implementing NEPA.

55b
Comment noted. The term, “bypass
tubes,” was added to the glossary.

55¢

These references are not to specific
temperatures, but to changes in
temperature; thus a change of 9 °F is
equal to a change of 5 °C.

55d
Please see sections 1.5, 2.5, 4.19 and 4.20
for information regarding operations.

55e
Comments noted.

55f

The recommended objectives for each
reach are flow and temperature targets
defined by the 2000 Flow and
Temperature Recommendations. Please
see table 2-1 in the EIS.

55g-55i

Throughout the 2000 Flow and
Temperature Recommendations
document, it is stated that the critical
habitat for the endangered fish reside in
Reaches 2 and 3. This is also stated in the
EIS. Through modeling, Reclamation
came to the determination that it was
possible to reasonably predict future
flows in Reach 2 with enough precision
to efficiently augment these flows to
achieve the target levels established in the
2000 Flow and Temperature Recommen-
dations for Reach 2. The following
statements are made in the 2000 Flow and

Temperature Recommendations which
support using Reach 2 as the priority
reach:

+«» Section 5.2.1 “Recommended flows for
Reach 1... are those measured at the
USGS gauge near Greendale, Utah, and
are, for the most part, release patterns
from Flaming Gorge Dam needed to
achieve the target peak and base flows
identified for habitats of the endangered
fishes in Reaches 2 and 3.”

+« Section 5.2.1 “Base flows in Reach 1
should be managed to ensure that within-
year and within-day variability targets for
Reach 2 are met.”

«»+» Table 5.4 General Recommendations:
“Peak flows in Reach 1 should be of the
magnitude, timing, and duration to
achieve recommended peak flows in
Reaches 2 and 3.”

55j
Comment noted.

55k
Please see section 4.5.2 in the EIS which
identifies the impacts.

551

It is difficult to isolate a specific number
of years to evaluate the percentage of
targets and durations achieved because it
is unknown what the natural hydrograph
will be in the future. Over the long run
when several different natural
hydrological years have occurred,
Reclamation would be able to determine
whether the percentages are consistent
with the 2000 Flow and Temperature
Recommendations. The target flows
and durations to be achieved each year
are dependent on the natural hydrograph
of that year and the hydrological classi-
fication of that year. If 6 consecutive
drought years occur in a row, like now,
then only low targets and durations would
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be achieved. In very wet years, high
targets with long durations would be
achieved.

55m

Comment noted. Reclamation intends to
maintain an administrative record for how
decisions are made that will be available
to the public. Reclamation is considering
use of a web page and other means to
keep the public informed on
implementation of the proposed action.
The administrative record is portrayed in
section 2.5.3 in the EIS and will be
maintained if the Action Alternative is
implemented.

25N

It is recognized that much of the
supporting data regarding the Flaming
Gorge Model did not appear in the draft
EIS. The Hydrologic Modeling Team
produced an initial report entitled
“Flaming Gorge Environmental Impact
Statement Hydrologic Modeling Study
Report” issued in October 1, 2001. This
report contains much of the information
regarding how the Flaming Gorge Model
was constructed. This report was added
to the Technical Appendices.

The Flaming Gorge Model extends to the
stream gauge at Jensen, Utah. It was
assumed that if Reach 2 flows were met,
Reach 3 flows would also be met. This is
described in the October report.

550
Please refer to section 2.3.2 in the EIS.

55p

Reclamation chose to measure
distribution via a focus on those
mechanisms exerting the greatest
influence on establishment of invasive
species. Consequentially, this led
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Reclamation to focus as well on
microhabitats or geomorphic features
most associated with those mechanisms.
The anticipated small difference between
the No Action and Action Alternatives in
total acreage of invasive species
contributed to Reclamation’s decision to
focus research on those issues that can
best be addressed through adaptive
management efforts.

55q

Statements made in this section reflect
research discussed (and cited) for
vegetation in chapter 3. For clarification,
additional citations have been added to
section 3.7.2.6.

55r

Information describing flow conditions on
the three reaches of the Green River is
available in section 3.3.3 of the EIS.

55s

This section of the EIS was written to
disclose environmental consequences of
the No Action and Action Alternatives
affecting terrestrial and avian animals
existing on or near Flaming Gorge
Reservoir. Text has been added to
section 4.7.1.4 to clarify and support the
conclusion. Please refer to 46k above.

55t

The EIS analyzed the difference between
the Action and No Action Alternative and
did not find any adverse impacts that
required mitigation. Under the Action
Alternative, if there are concerns, they
would be addressed through the adaptive
management process described in
section 4.20 of the EIS. Please refer also
to section 4.21 of the EIS which lists
environmental commitments.



! FGEIS ZZ401 PRO - Ed Park: Comment on Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam for Draft Environmental Statement

TFase ]

56a

56b

From: "Park, Edward" <edward.park@IngramMicro.com>

To: "fgeis@uc.ushr.gov™ <fgeis@@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Man, Nov 15, 2004 10:34 AM

Subject: Ed Park: Comment on Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam for Draft Environmental
Statement

This message is for Mr. Peter Crookston, Flaming Gerge Environmental Impact
Statement Manager:

Sir,

i was referred to you by some friends that were advised of the option to
participate in submission of comments regarding the impact of flows in the
Flaming Gorge/Green River area.

As someone that was recently impacted by the flow management practices, |
decided to take a few moments fo relate to you an incident that happened a
few months ago as well as how that has convinced me of the importance of
making my voice heard.

Back in September, a group consisting of myseif and a few friends were
fishing the gorge on a sandbar in the area. We had reached the sandbar by
power boat and were wading in waist deep water,

Unknown to us, the dam started releasing a higher flow and we found
ourselves in a situation where the water level was rapidly increasing. . . .

we had to beat a hasty retreat into shallow water and then back into the
boat. Needless to say, we felt it was not only inconvenient, but

downright dangerous as some of our party had quite a way to go to get back
to the boat. By the time we retrieved the |ast of our party, the sandbar

was already completely underwater.

My comment with regard to this is that while there is an importance with
maintaining power generating optimization and water levels above the dam,
specific regard o recreation and preservation of human life below the dam
is important and any future planning and considerations should, in my
opinion, include this.

Not to mention, we spent a considerable amount of time, effort, and money to
make this special excursion and nat even halfway through the trip, the water
quality degraded enough to cancel all additional fishing throughout the
remainder of the weekend. | guess the worst aspect about all of this was

not the time, money, or driving to get there, but simply how difficult it is

to get the "weekend" pass from all of our wives at the same time.

Thanks for lending an ear. 1 hope my input has been helpful
best regards
Ed Park

AV, CA
949 395 1664

If you do not wish to receive promotional materials from Ingram Micro via
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56. ED PARK

56a

Reclamation agrees that the safety of
fishermen and others along the Green
River is very important. There is
prominent signage along the river
warning fishermen of the potential for
sudden fluctuations. A warning horn at
the dam is also sounded before increased
dam releases begin. Daytime fluctuations
have been a part of operations since the
dam was completed, and so the
fluctuations are common knowledge
among those who have visited the river in
the past. Nevertheless, Reclamation
continues as part of its management of
Flaming Gorge Dam to pursue all
reasonable means of providing
notification to the public of river
fluctuations and other public safety
concerns.
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56b

The EIS states Reclamation’s intent to
balance the needs of all resources when
making operational decisions under both
the Action and No Action Alternatives.
We appreciate your concern that power
generation might have benefited at the
expense of fishing and other uses.
However, the analysis of the cumulative
effects on hydropower generation shows
that power has not been elevated above
other authorized purposes and that, in
fact, there have been losses to
hydropower over the last 20 years. Please
see section 1.4.2 for more information.
The proposed action will not have a
negative effect on the sport fishery, as
shown in chapter 4 in the EIS. Please see
response to individual letter 38 above.



| FGEIS 22401 PRO - Green River Flows

57a

From: "Lex Patterson” <lex@dakcs.com>
To: <fgeis@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Mon, Nov 15, 2004 4:30 PM
Subject: Green River Flows

To Whom It May Concern:

As an avid fly fisherman and Utah resident who spends time fishing the
Blue Ribbon resource we enjoy in Utah, | would like to add my name 1o
the list of taxpayers who would like to see the flows on the river
stabilized during the daylight/ffishing hours. I'm sure a winfwin

situation can be worked out that will allow for the power needs, and

still keep this valuable resource fishing up to it's full potential.

Thanks for taking the time to read my comments.

Lex Patterson

V.P. of Technical Services

<http://iwww.dakes.com/> DAKCS Software Systems, Inc.
mailto:lex@dakes.com

3017 Taylor Ave.

Qgden, UT 84403

{801)394-5791 x242

The information and any attachments contained in this e-mail are
intended solely for the addressee. Access to this e-mail by anyone else
is unauthorized. If you are not the intended recipient, any form of
disclosure, reproduction, distribution or any action taken or refrained
from in reliance on it, is prohibited and may be unlawful. We would also
like to inform you that communication via e-mail over the internet is
insecure because third parties may have the possibility to access and
manipulate e-mails. If you have received this message in error, please
advise the sender and delete the message and any attachments.

Thank you.
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57. LEX PATTERSON

57a

The issue of fluctuations for power is
outside the scope of this EIS; such
operational details would continue under
any alternative. Please see response to
individual letter 38 above.
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FGEIS 77401 PRO - green river fishing

_ Page 1]

58a

From: Chet Preston <Chet.Preston@paccoast.com>
To: "fgeis@uc.usbr.gov" <fgeis@uc.usbr.gov>
Date: Mon, Nov 15, 2004 2:19 PM

Subject: green river fishing

Mr. Peter Crookston,

| take 1 to 2 fishing trips a year to the green river and the last
trip | took was the worst one yet the fishing was not very good at all it
was ol in the morning but by the time the river come up to the peck the
fishing stepped and got very slow | | stay at flaming George lodge and float
with one of the guides so | spend the money to have a great time fishing
that river but it's not wroth my time if | have to worry about the river
going up and down and how it will affect the fish. In years past | have done
very well fishing the river with at ieast 30 to 40 fish a day when | float
with the guide but this past year | had to work hard just to get about 15
fish so if there is any way that we could get around this it would be great
if not it's not worth my time or my money
thanks for your time
green river fisherman
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58. CHET PRESTON

58a

The issue of fluctuations for power is
outside the scope of this EIS; such
operational details would continue under
any alternative. Please see response to
individual letter 38 above.
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FGEIS Z2Z401 PRO - Green River

_Page 1

59a

59b
59¢

From: "Tom Preityman” <prettyfoto@adelphia.net>
To: <fgeis@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Fri, Nov 12, 2004 5:15 PM

Subject: Green River

Sirs,

I hope you will understand that my input is intended to be constructive for the Flaming Gorge area. There
have been flow fluctuations from the dam over the past several months that have resulted in a
degradation of fishing success and generally turned a lot of fishermen off from visiting the area. | do not
fully understand the reason for these fluctuations, but | do know that the end result must impact the local
economy somewhat when fishermen don't return due to a disappoeinting experience. | would think there
would be some way to compromise whatever electrical neads there are, with the recreational value to the
community.

Thanks for your attention to this issue.
Tom Prettyman

140 the Village #409
Redonda Beach, CA. 90277

Comments and Responses

351



59. TOM PRETTYMAN

59a

The issue of fluctuations for power is
outside the scope of this EIS; such
operational details would continue under
any alternative.

59b

Implementing the Action Alternative is
expected to have an overall positive effect
to the three-county area near Flaming
Gorge Dam. Please see response to Town
of Manila, Utah, 3a.

59c¢

The EIS states Reclamation’s intent to
balance the needs of all resources when
making operational decisions under both
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the Action and No Action Alternatives.
We appreciate your concern that power
generation might have benefited at the
expense of fishing and other uses.
However, the analysis of the cumulative
effects on hydropower generation shows
that power has not been elevated above
other authorized purposes and that, in
fact, there have been losses to
hydropower over the last 20 years. Please
see section 1.4.2 for more information.
The proposed action will not have a
negative effect on the sport fishery, as
shown in chapter 4 in the EIS. Please see
response to individual letter 38 above.



~_Page 1l

| FGEIS ZZ401 PRO - Green River Single Daily Peak Hump Restriction

60a

60b

From: "Jairo Ramirez" <jairoram@comcast.net>

To: <fgeis@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Fri, Nov 12, 2004 11:24 PM

Subject: Green River Single Daily Peak Hump Restriction

‘Mr. Crockston,

| want to voice my concern regarding the timing of the daily flow changes to the Green River below
Flaming Gorge Reservair. Increasing the flows during midday is both dangerous to wading fisherman and
very disruptive to the fishing in general. Me and a group of guys routinely travel from Denver to the Green
several times a year but have not been going recently because of this practice. | would encourage you to
change the peak increases in flow from midday to during the night. If we can be assured that this praclice
will change to during the night, we will return to the green much more frequently,

Thanks for listening.
Jairo Ramirez

jairoram@comcast.net
Denver, CO
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60. JAIRO RAMIREZ

60a

The issue of daily fluctuations for power
is outside the scope of this EIS; such
operational details would continue under
any alternative. Please see response to
individual letter 38 above.

60b
The changes in releases, as part of the
operation of the powerplant, are designed
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to help meet the demand for electricity as
usage of electricity increases during the
day and decreases at night. Increasing the
releases at night or having a constant
release during the day would not help
meet the peak demands for electricity.
However, in more recent years, the
ramping rates have been scaled back to
limit the changes in releases throughout
the day.



"FGEIS 2Z401 PRO - Flaming Gorge Dam DEIS~

Page 1]

6la

61b
6lc
61d

From: "Robert Rutkowski" <rutkowski@terraworld.net>
To: <fgeis@ue.usbr.gov>

Date: Mon, Oct 11, 2004 9:49 AM

Subject: Flaming Gorge Dam DEIS

Peter Crookston

Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office

302 East, 1860 South
Provo, Utah 84606
Phone: (801) 379-1152
Fax: (801) 379-1159
Email; fgeis@uc.usbr.gov

Ref; Flaming Gorge Dam DEIS Comments

Dear Mr. Crookston:

| ask the Bureau of Reclamation to begin a comprehensive basin-wide approach to the recovery of the
endangered fish of the Colorado River and its tributaries. The Bureau's plece-meal, one-dam-at-a-time
approach to endangered fish recovery has yet fo demonstrale any program success in the Colorado River
basin. This approach must thoroughly evaluate how and if dams such as Flaming Gorge should continue
to be operated.

Throughout the Colorado River basin, over 40 federal dams have reduced, or truncated, natural fish

-habitat to the meager miles set betwean large reservoirs. These altered habitats do not have the

conditions necessary o fully recover the native fish from their endangered status. Such altered conditions
include: reduced spawning beds, lower spawning temperatures, reduced water flows, reduced sediment
and nutrient loads, and isolation from improving their genetic viability.

| ask for a basin-wide, programmatic EIS that will truly restore the Colorado River ecosystem. | also ask
that the congressional ban on studying the need to decommission Glen Canyon Dam be removed. Finally,
I sk that alternatives for reservoir storage, such as recharging the depleted underground aquifers of the
basin, be fully considered for study.

Yes, it is possible to restore the original connectivity of the Green, Colorado and San Juan rivers for the
benefit of endangered fish and, at the same time, provide water for people.

Thank you for the opportunity to bring these remarks to your attention.
Mindful of the enormous responsibilities which stand before you, 1 am,

Yours sincerely,
Robert E. Rutkowski

cc:
Nancy Pelosi

2527 Faxon Court

Topeka, Kansas 6§6605-2088
P/F: 1 785 379-9671
r_e_rutkowski@myrealbox.com
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61. ROBERT E. RUTKOWSKI

6la-61d
Comments noted.
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| FGEIS 7Z401 PRO - To put it bluntly...please change your tactics

. Page1]

62a

From: Peter Sagara <morsaga@cybermesa.com>
To: <fgeis@uc.ushr.gov>

Date: Sat, Nov 13, 2004 8:18 AM

Subject: To put it bluntly...please change your tactics

Mr. Peter Crookston:

! fish the Green River below Flaming Gorge Dam and have been doing so
for years. During that time, | have been: with a friend who was caught
across the river when the water was raised, unable to wade back until a
guide in his boat stopped and brought him across; | have been there when the
fish stopped rising even with the recent hatch of insects still on top....as
the water rose up my waders and | had to make a hasty retreat to shore.

Over the years | have been helping to support the economy of that arsa
by staying at the Lodge, or at Red Canyon, and using guides and boats from
Trout Creek Flies and of course, getting my Utah fishing licenss.

| support the single daily peak hump restriction but suggest that the
timing could be managed so it has little or ne impact on fishing activity.,

Yours truly,
Peter Sagara

58A Loma Blanca
Santa Fe, NM 87506
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62. PETER SAGARA

62a

The single daily peak hump restriction is
outside the scope of the EIS; such
operational details would continue under
any alternative. Please see response to
individual letter 38 above.
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TFGEIS 72401 PRO - Draft EIS on the Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam _ Page1,

From: "Cris Shiffler" <cmshifi@nuskin.com>

To: <fgeis@uc.usbr.gov>

Date: Mon, Nov 15, 2004 9:1% AM

Subject: Draft EIS on the Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam

Mr. Crookston,

Good morning! 1 am writing te you this morning about a very
important issue to both my wife Amanda and | that you are involved in.
| have been made aware recently of a Draft Environmental Impact
Statement on the Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam that you are in charge
of. From my understanding of the Draft E13, it would allow for daily

63a fluctuating flows (once a day) from Flaming Gorge Dam into the Green

River.

I am actually intimately familiar with this practice, as both my
wife and [ fish ihe Green River below the dam many times each year.
This summer in particular, we have experienced these daily fluctuations
almost every day we visited this year ( approx. 8 different times), and
It was quite disturbing. It was disturbing to the fish, which seemed
like they would "turn off* like a switch, to the dismay of many
fishermen, some of which traveled a long way to experience this
magnificent river, | have noticed that this problem happens with minor
fluctuations in the river in years past, however this year seemed like
quite large fluctuations occurred {from 800cfs-1500cfs or so) frequently
throughout the week during the mid part of the day (around noon or so)
which would ruin fishing for everyone one the river for the rest of the
day. In addition to disturbing the fish, this practice disturbs not
only myself, but many other fishermen {and women) as well, Itis
disturbing to notice that while you are wading in an already swift and
large river, the water level begins to rise, sometimes rapidly in a
short period of time. There were a few times this past summer where we
noticed to our dismay that large sections of river were no longer
accessible to us during the afternoon due to higher flows blocking
wading access. Between lack of already limited access in some areas and
disinterested fish, it can sure put a damper on a fishing trip.

We only t