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 1.0 Executive Summary
The Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) is preparing an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for the proposed Southern Delivery System (SDS), a regional water
delivery project designed to serve current and future water needs of the City of Colorado
Springs (Colorado Springs), City of Fountain (Fountain), Security Water District
(Security), and Pueblo West Metropolitan District (Pueblo West) (Project Participants).
Reclamation is required by National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations to
develop a reasonable range of alternatives for detailed analysis in the EIS.  After
developing seven preliminary alternatives, Reclamation sought input from the public and
interested organizations and agencies in order to identify additional alternatives that
might address environmental issues.  This report summarizes comments received during
the alternatives analysis phase of the EIS.

Reclamation held a series of public and agency workshops between October 11 and 20,
2005.  These workshops were announced on the SDS EIS web site and through paid
advertisements, press releases and agency invitations.  Information about the alternatives
process was also available in Reclamation’s October 2005 SDS EIS Newsletter and on
the SDS EIS web site.  Reclamation requested public comments by November 15, 2005,
which was extended through November 18, 2005.

A total of 217 written submissions were received.  From these 217 submissions, 858
substantive comments were gathered.  An additional 326 comments were recorded on the
easel note pads during the public and agency workshops.  Forty-two additional
component options or alternatives were identified.  These options are being evaluated by
Reclamation using a tiered screening process and will be either eliminated or retained for
detailed analysis in the EIS.  The comments also confirmed that the significant issues
identified during public scoping (MWH 2004) remain valid.
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 2.0 Introduction
The Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) is preparing an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for the proposed Southern Delivery System (SDS), a regional water
delivery project designed to serve current and future water needs of the City of Colorado
Springs (Colorado Springs), City of Fountain (Fountain), Security Water District
(Security) and Pueblo West Metropolitan District (Pueblo West) (Project Participants).
As currently proposed, SDS would deliver Fryingpan-Arkansas Project (Fry-Ark) water
and non-Fry-Ark water from the Arkansas River near the City of Pueblo to the
Participants’  service areas.  Because the proposed project would involve long-term
storage, conveyance, and exchange contracts from Reclamation, Reclamation is the lead
Federal agency for compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

Reclamation is required by NEPA regulations to develop a reasonable range of
alternatives for detailed analysis in the EIS.  Alternatives were identified through public
scoping (MWH 2004), previous studies, Reclamation, and the Project Participants and
then narrowed to seven preliminary alternatives proposed for detailed analysis through a
tiered screening process.  These preliminary alternatives are described in the following
subsections.

Reclamation sought input from the public and interested organizations and agencies in
order to identify additional alternatives that might address environmental issues.  This
report summarizes comments received during the alternatives analysis phase of the EIS.
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2.1 Alternative 1: No Action Alternative
The No Action Alternative (Figure 1) represents the most likely future in the absence of a
Reclamation action, such as a storage contract.  Each of the Project Participants would
independently develop other water supplies in response to future growth.  Colorado
Springs, Fountain, and Security would expand ground water use.  Colorado Springs
would use Denver Basin ground water, Fountain would expand the Fountain Creek
alluvial wellfield, and Security would acquire additional water rights in the Widefield
aquifer.  In addition, Colorado Springs would treat its reusable return flows for potable
use and build two new reservoirs.  Pueblo West would obtain its water from the Arkansas
River near Pueblo Reservoir.

Figure 1.  No Action Alternative.
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2.2 Alternative 2: Participants’ Proposed Action
The Participants’  Proposed Action Alternative (Figure 2) represents the SDS project as
the Participants propose to construct and operate it.  Untreated water would be stored in
and diverted from Pueblo Reservoir, stored in a new reservoir on Jimmy Camp Creek,
treated and distributed to the Participants’  customers.  Colorado Springs’  reusable return
flows would flow down Fountain Creek, and be stored in a new reservoir on Williams
Creek prior to exchange down Fountain Creek

Figure 2.  Proposed Action.
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2.3 Alternative 3: Wetland Alternative
The Wetland Alternative (Figure 3) is designed to minimize permanent effects on
wetlands and to have the least surface disturbance.  Untreated water would be diverted
from Pueblo Reservoir, stored in a new reservoir on upper Williams Creek, treated and
distributed to the Participants’  customers.  Colorado Springs’  reusable return flows would
be piped from its existing and future wastewater treatment plants to the Arkansas River
near Florence, and would not be exchanged down Fountain Creek.

Figure 3.  Wetland Alternative.
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2.4 Alternative 4: Arkansas River Alternative
The Arkansas River Alternative (Figure 4) is designed to minimize water quality effects
on the Lower Arkansas River and to make available the highest minimum flows on the
Arkansas River through Pueblo.  Untreated water would be stored in Pueblo Reservoir,
released from the dam, diverted from the Arkansas River upstream of Fountain Creek,
stored in a new reservoir on Jimmy Camp Creek, treated and distributed to the
Participants’  customers.  Colorado Springs’  reusable return flows would be piped from its
existing and future wastewater treatment plants to the Arkansas River near Florence, and
would not be exchanged down Fountain Creek.  Pueblo West would not participate in
SDS if this alternative were chosen.

Figure 4.  Arkansas River Alternative.
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2.5 Alternative 5: Fountain Creek Alternative
The Fountain Creek Alternative (Figure 5) is designed to minimize erosion,
sedimentation, and water quality effects on Fountain Creek.  Untreated water would be
stored in Pueblo Reservoir, diverted from Pueblo Reservoir, stored in a new reservoir on
Jimmy Camp Creek, treated and distributed to the Participants’  customers.  Colorado
Springs’  reusable return flows would be piped from its existing and future wastewater
treatment plants to the Arkansas River near Florence, and would not be exchanged down
Fountain Creek.

Figure 5.  Fountain Creek Alternative.
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2.6 Alternative 6: Downstream Intake Alternative
Although this alternative did not pass alternative cost screening criteria, Reclamation will
study this alternative due to public interest.  Untreated water would be stored in Pueblo
Reservoir, released from the dam and then diverted from the Arkansas River downstream
of Fountain Creek, stored in a new reservoir on Jimmy Camp Creek, treated and
distributed to the Participants’  customers.  Colorado Springs’  reusable return flows would
flow down Fountain Creek and be stored in a new reservoir on Williams Creek prior to
exchange (Figure 6).  Pueblo West would not participate in SDS if this alternative were
chosen.

Figure 6.  Downstream Intake Alternative.
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2.7 Alternative 7: Highway 115 Alternative
Although this alternative did not pass alternative cost screening criteria, Reclamation will
study this alternative due to public interest.  Untreated water would be stored in Pueblo
Reservoir, exchanged upstream and then diverted from the Arkansas River at the Lester
& Attebery ditch near Florence, stored in a new reservoir on Jimmy Camp Creek, treated
and distributed to the Participants’  customers (Figure 7).  Colorado Springs’  reusable
return flows would be piped from its existing and future wastewater treatment plants to
the Arkansas River near Florence, and would not be exchanged down Fountain Creek.
Pueblo West would not participate in SDS if this alternative were chosen.

Figure 7.  Highway 115 Alternative.
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 3.0 Public Outreach Activities
Public outreach activities included press releases and paid advertisements announcing
public workshops, as well as publication of project information on the SDS EIS web site
and Reclamation’s web site.  These activities are described in the following sections.

3.1 Press Releases
Reclamation sent press releases to solicit public participation in the alternatives
development process, and to invite the public to the public workshops.  Press releases
were sent to 58 local and national media organizations, public agencies, and other
potentially interested parties (Appendix A).

3.2 Paid Advertisements
Advertisements announcing public workshops and soliciting participation (Appendix B)
were published in the Colorado Springs Gazette, Pueblo Chieftain, La Junta Tribune
Democrat, Cañon City Daily, and Pueblo West Horizon (Table 1).

Table 1.  Publication and Dates of Paid Advertisements.

Newspaper
Number of

Advertisements Dates Published

Colorado Springs Gazette 3 October 7, 8, 9 of 2005

Pueblo Chieftain 4 October 7, 8, 9, 10 of 2005

La Junta Tribune Democrat 4 October 5, 6, 7, 10 of 2005

Cañon City Daily 4 October 7, 8, 10, 11 of 2005

Pueblo West Horizon 2 October 12, 19 of 2005

3.3 Web Sites
The date, time, and location of each public workshop were posted on the SDS EIS web
site (http://www.sdseis.com).  Following the public workshops, the preliminary
alternatives, newsletter, and public workshop presentation were posted to the SDS EIS
web site.  In addition, comments on the proposed alternatives could be submitted to
Reclamation directly through the SDS EIS web site.

3.4 Newsletter
Reclamation’s October 2005 periodic SDS EIS newsletter (Appendix C) described the
purpose and need, alternatives screening and selection process, preliminary alternatives,
and how comments could be submitted.  These newsletters were available at the public
workshops and agency meeting (described below), mailed to individuals and agencies on
the project mailing list (more than 1,500 addresses), and posted on the SDS EIS web site.



11

3.5 Public Workshops
Reclamation held five public workshops to solicit additional alternatives that may address
environmental issues.  Location, date, venue, and time of each public workshop are
provided in Table 2.

Table 2.  Public Workshops.

Location Date Venue Attendance Time

Colorado Springs October 11, 2005 Leon Young
Service Center

26 6:00 – 9:00 p.m.

La Junta October 12, 2005 Koshare Indian
Museum

21 6:00 – 9:00 p.m.

Pueblo October 13, 2005 Pueblo
Convention Center

66 6:00 – 9:00 p.m.

Cañon City October 18, 2005 Cañon Inn 35 6:00 – 9:00 p.m.

Pueblo West October 20, 2005 Inn at Pueblo
West

40 6:00 – 9:00 p.m.

Each public workshop included a presentation with one or more small group roundtable
discussions.  An optional open house was available for attendees to attend in addition to
Reclamation’s presentation and discussion session.  Attendees signed in at the door and
were provided an agenda, comment card, and newsletter and were encouraged participate
in the presentation and discussion or to peruse the open house.  Reclamation gave a slide
presentation that included purpose and need, the alternatives development process, and
preliminary alternatives (Appendix D).  After the presentation was complete, large
groups were randomly divided into smaller groups for roundtable discussion.  During the
roundtable discussions, comments were recorded by representatives from Reclamation,
MWH or ERO Resources (both Reclamation’s EIS consultants) on easel note pads.

During the open house, attendees could review informational posters (Appendix D), ask
questions, and make comments.  Representatives from Reclamation, MWH, or ERO
Resources were present to answer questions.  Comment cards (English or Spanish) were
supplied to all attendees so written comments could be provided.

A total of 188 people attended the public workshops.  The Pueblo workshop had the
largest number of attendees with 66.  The Cañon City workshop was attended by 35, the
Pueblo West workshop by 40, the La Junta workshop by 21, and the Colorado Springs
workshop by 26 attendees.  These counts reflect only those attendees that elected to sign
in at the door.  A few attendees elected not to sign in.

3.6 Agency Meeting
An agency meeting on alternatives was held from 12:30 p.m. to 3:00 p.m., October 11,
2005 at the Leon Young Service Center in Colorado Springs.  Letters were sent to 67
local, state, and federal agencies and organizations inviting them to attend the meeting.
The letter and list of invitees are presented in Appendix E.  Forty-three attendees from
various agencies and organizations participated in the agency meeting.
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The format of the interagency meeting was a slide presentation followed by a question
and answer period.  The slide presentation provided details of the alternatives analysis
and development process as well as the preliminary alternatives proposed for detailed
analysis, and Colorado Springs Utilities provided information on the purpose and need.
The information presented was identical to that presented at the public workshops.
Reclamation facilitated a question and answer period following the presentation.
Attendees asked questions and provided verbal comments and additional alternatives,
which were captured on easel flip charts by MWH.

3.7 Other Public and Agency Consultations
Representatives from Reclamation and Colorado Springs Utilities met with
representatives from the Colorado Springs Utilities Board, which also serves as the
Colorado Springs City Council, on October 6, 2005.  The meeting was initiated by
Reclamation and Colorado Springs Utilities to provide the Utilities Board with an
overview of the purpose and need and the alternatives development process.
Representatives from the City of Fountain and Pueblo West Metropolitan District also
attended this meeting.

Reclamation also consulted via telephone with representatives from the Colorado
Department of Public Health and Environment and U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency regarding potential return flow pipelines that would convey Colorado Springs’
reusable return flows to the Arkansas River near Florence, Pueblo Reservoir, or the
mouth of Fountain Creek.  Both agencies agreed that such options would be viable.
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 4.0 Public Review Results

4.1 Methods for Comment Collection and Analysis
Reclamation collected comments, questions, and concerns about the alternatives
development process and SDS through public workshops, an agency workshop, letters,
facsimiles, the project web site, and e-mail.  All comments were read and evaluated to
determine additional alternatives that should be considered or other specific issues or
concerns.  Each document was reviewed carefully and each substantive comment was
coded using a four-digit number representing a specific issue.  All comments were
recorded in a database.  All comments received since the close of the public scoping
period (November 24, 2003) were coded according to the following major categories:

·  Purpose and Need

·  Reclamation’s Seven Preliminary
Alternatives

·  Reasonably Foreseeable Activities

·  Surface Water Quality

·  Water Rights

·  Flooding

·  Dam Safety

·  Wildlife

·  Colorado Species of Concern

·  Land Use

·  Recreation Resources

·  Wetland and Riparian Resources

·  Air Quality

·  Suggested Mitigation

·  Comments about the EIS preparation
Process

·  Alternatives Development

·  Alternatives Suggested by the Public

·  Overall Environmental Impacts

·  Surface Water Flows

·  Ground Water

·  Sedimentation

·  Channel Stability and Morphology

·  Aquatic Life

·  Threatened, Endangered, and
Candidate Wildlife Species

·  Vegetation

·  Visual Quality

·  Socioeconomic Resources

·  Cultural Resources

·  Other Resources

·  Issues Outside of Scope of EIS

4.2 Source and Subject of Comments Received
A total of 218 written submissions were received.  From these 218 submissions, 859
substantive comments were gathered.  An additional 326 comments were recorded on the
easel note pads during the public and agency meetings.

Multiple comments on the same issues by the same commenter were only considered as
one comment.  For example, if an individual expressed their concern for overall
environmental impacts several times throughout their letter, it was counted as one
comment.  Table 3 is a summary of the number of comments within each of the major
categories.  The issue of greatest concern among commenters was surface water quality
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with 141 comments.  Sixty-seven comments provided alternative suggestions for the
project, which are discussed below under Suggested Alternatives.

Major Category
Number of
Comments Major Category

Number of
Comments

Surface Water Quality 141 Issues Outside of Scope of EIS 27

Reclamation’s Seven
Preliminary Alternatives

137
Wetland and Riparian
Resources

27

Alternatives Suggested by the
Public 128

Wildlife
22

Surface Water Flows 127 Aquatic Life 20

Socioeconomic Resources 100 Sedimentation 12

Alternatives Development 67 Suggested Mitigation 10

Affected Environment and
Environmental Consequences

59
Land Use

9

Purpose and Need
51

Threatened, Endangered and
Candidate Wildlife Species

9

Water Rights 45 Vegetation 6

Other Resources 6Reasonably Foreseeable
Activities 36

Ground Water 4

Comments about the EIS
Preparation Process

38
Visual Quality

4

Flooding 28 Dam Safety 4

Recreation Resources 34 Cultural 2

Colorado Species of Concern 1Channel Stability and
Morphology 30

Air Quality 1

4.3 Summary of Comments by Subject
The general topic of comments and the number received were tracked in a database.
Appendix F provides general comments and the number of commenters.  Comments for
each major category for which comments were received are summarized in the following
sections.  Comments on alternatives, which was the primary focus of the public review
are presented first, followed by additional comments provided by the public on
environmental issues and the EIS process.

4.3.1 Alternatives Development

At the public workshops, several general comments were made about the alternatives
development process; many people asked for clarification about one or more of
Reclamation’s screening steps.  Requests for additional alternatives analysis were as
follows:

·  Requests for Reclamation to reexamine selenium occurrence at Brush Hollow
Reservoir and compare it to the proposed Williams Creek Reservoir.

Table 3.  Number of Comments in Each Major Category.
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·  Request for a copy of a prior yield study by Colorado Springs Utilities for Brush
Hollow Reservoir enlargement and comparison to the proposed action.

·  Concern about perceived phasing (“piece-mealing”) of SDS alternatives analysis,
wetland effects analysis, and/or permitting under Section 404 of the Clean Water
Act.

·  Concern about how alternative cost estimates were prepared; one member of the
public stated that their independent cost study shows the Highway 115 alternative
would cost about $400 million.

·  Request for a re-evaluation of criteria used for cost screening.

·  Request to change Alternatives 6 and 7 to meet the cost criteria or change the cost
criteria such that Alternatives 6 and 7 would meet the criteria.

·  Concern about whether Colorado Springs’  Twin Lakes Reservoir and Canal
Company water would exceed the screening cost criteria ($21,000 per acre-foot
on an average yield basis, $25,000 per acre-foot on a firm yield basis).

·  Concern that assumed land costs for the proposed Jimmy Camp Creek reservoir
site are not realistic.

·  Concern about Reclamation’s obligation to correct any potential misstatements by
Colorado Springs Utilities.

·  Request for a re-review of a reuse alternative proposed during public scoping.

·  Request to study water supply options for the City of Colorado Springs in the
context of maximizing its reuse of imported flows from the Colorado River Basin.

·  Request for Colorado Springs and Aurora to work with the Lower Arkansas River
Valley to share water and preserve water quality.

4.3.2 Alternatives Suggested by the Public

Many commenters suggested alternatives to the project, diversion location, reservoir
locations, or return flow Table 4).  In cases where the suggestions were vague, an
assumed intent is noted.
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Table 4.  Suggested Alternatives.

Component Suggested Options

Great Plains Reservoirs
Regulating Storage

Brush Hollow Reservoir Enlargement

Use recycled water in all alternatives

Canada or Alaska and pipeline to terminal
storage

Wyoming and pipeline to terminal storage

Use water from the Western Slope with pipeline
from South Park to terminal storage

Twin Lakes and pipeline to terminal storage

Arkansas River at Buena Vista and pipeline to
terminal storage using gravity

Arkansas River at Cotopaxi and pipeline to
terminal storage using gravity

East side of Fountain Creek and Arkansas
River confluence and pipeline to terminal
storage

Arkansas River at Boone and pipeline to
terminal storage

Untreated Water Intake

Fort Lyon Ditch and pipeline to terminal storage
with regulating storage in Great Plains
Reservoirs (noted above)

Limit geographic area to Colorado Springs
(assumed to be associated with a reuse only
alternative)Untreated Water Conveyance

Avoid Walker Ranch area

Reservoir west of Colorado Springs
Terminal Storage and Water Treatment Plant

Brush Hollow Reservoir Enlargement

Lake Meredith

Construct two or more reservoirs [assumed to
be in the Fountain Creek Basin] that would be
alternately drained and sediment removed for
fertilizer

Construct a series of holding ponds [assumed
to be within the Fountain Creek Basin]

Return Flow Storage

Reservoir on Fountain Creek
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Component Suggested Options

Pipeline to Arkansas River near Penrose
included in Downstream Intake Alternative

Return flow pipeline discharge at confluence of
Arkansas River and Fountain Creek

Return flow pipeline discharge at Pueblo
Reservoir

Return flow pipeline discharge below Pueblo
Reservoir

Return flow pipeline discharge near Pueblo
wastewater treatment plant

Return flow pipeline parallel to untreated water
pipeline

Turkey Creek for return flow conveyance
[assumed to begin at Highway 115 crossing of
Turkey Creek with elimination of pipeline
discharge to Arkansas River near Penrose]

Return Flow Conveyance

Install taps on return flow pipeline for use by
agricultural producers along Fountain Creek

Divert dirty water and return it clean

Incorporate Tamarisk control

Divert street runoff, treat and return elsewhere

Maximize use of the existing Homestake and
Fountain Valley Authority systems first

Eliminate Pueblo Flow Management Program
Intergovernmental Agreement and SDS

Supply water to Fort Carson

Supply water to Palmer Divide Water Group in
northern El Paso County

Include more conservation

Cooperative agreements with agriculture

Electricity generation [assumed to be through
addition of turbines on return flow pipeline
options]

Other

Convey flood water, storm water or additional
Fountain Creek baseflow in return flow pipeline

Flood control reservoir on Fountain Creek with
potable reuse (as described in Pueblo Chieftain
on October 12, 2005)

Other flood control projects
Flood Control

Capture flood flows in return flow reservoirs
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4.3.3 Reclamation’s Seven Preliminary Alternatives

At the public workshops, information and maps describing Reclamation’s seven
preliminary alternatives were presented.  Comments were made for or against various
alternatives.  In general, the public was in favor of the No Action Alternative but against
the Highway 115 Alternative.

4.3.4 Purpose and Need

The purpose and need of the proposed SDS project was summarized at each workshop in
Reclamation’s slide presentation, an open house exhibit, and provided in many of the
outreach materials.  Commenters voiced concern about the Participants’  need to meet all
or most of their future demands through 2046, and concern that adequate river flows will
be available to meet demand of the project.  Other general comments included
disagreement about whether the Participants’  Proposed Action meets the purpose and
need or is necessary, concern about the need for redundancy, and concern that Colorado
Springs’  water exchanges are too complicated.  Two requests for additional purpose and
need analysis were made:

·  Clarify that alternatives which meet the purpose do not need to meet all of the
need suggested, or refine the needs statement for inclusion of otherwise viable
alternatives

·  Make flood control an explicit component of the purpose

4.3.5 Reasonably Foreseeable Activities

Comments about reasonably foreseeable activities were made concerning the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers’  on-going Fountain Creek Watershed Study, which some thought
should be completed before this EIS, and consideration of future growth of the Lower
Arkansas River Valley.  Comments were also made about the Preferred Storage Options
Plan (PSOP), which some thought should be considered in the EIS as part of the project
or as a reasonably foreseeable activity.

4.3.6 Overall Environmental Impacts

General comments about the project’s potential environmental effects were coded to the
overall environmental impacts category.  Concern was expressed for overall
environmental impacts including direct, indirect, and cumulative effects.  Commenters
were concerned about overall environmental impacts on the Arkansas River, Fountain
Creek, and Williams Creek.

4.3.7 Surface Water Quality

Surface water quality was of concern to commenters.  Concern was expressed about
direct, indirect, and cumulative effects on water quality of the Arkansas River upstream
of Pueblo, in Pueblo Reservoir, downstream of Fountain Creek, downstream of the
proposed intake options, and in Fountain, Jimmy Camp, and Williams creeks.  The
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cumulative effects on surface water quality were also a concern of commenters.  Five
requests for additional analysis were made:

·  Request to study effects of return flow upstream of the Arkansas River at Portland
gage on water and wastewater treatment facilities

·  Request to ensure compliance with the Clean Water Act and study long term
effects of water exchanges and transfers on water quality in communities
upstream of the project

·  Request to study changes in water temperature and associated effects

·  Request to assess concentrations of metals, inorganics, and organics without the
influence of return flow discharges

·  One commenter provided several references for use in studying the relationship of
hydrologic changes and salinity changes in the Arkansas River

4.3.8 Surface Water Flows

Surface water flow was also a concern for commenters.  Of main concern was the amount
of surface flow in Fountain Creek and cumulative impacts due to stormwater.  Also of
concern were potential changes in streamflow in the Arkansas River, Jimmy Camp
Creek, and Williams Creek.  Concern was also expressed about potential changes to
Western Slope stream flows due to increased transbasin diversions, evaporative losses at
reservoirs, and change in Pueblo Reservoir water levels or storage allocation.  Four
requests for additional analysis were made concerning surface water flows:

·  Model flow impacts and water quality with and without all proposed reservoir
sites and existing reservoirs.

·  Request to study changes in flow velocity and concomitant impacts on
streambank stability

·  Request to determine minimum base flow in Fountain Creek and impact due to
projected storm water flows

·  Request to determine impacts to off channel springs that have influences on
Fountain Creek

4.3.9 Water Rights

Commenters expressed concern about whether the Project Participants have adequate
water rights, how other water rights could be affected, and about the possible effects on
agricultural water rights.  Some concern was expressed for water exchanges on the
Arkansas River and Fountain Creek, including concern that the Participants’  exchange
water rights aren’ t fair to downstream users and how the return flow pipelines could
affect water exchanges.  Three requests for additional analysis was made:

·  Request to examine legality of Participants’  water rights

·  Request to examine Southeastern Colorado Water Conservancy District policy
against waste of Fryingpan-Arkansas project reusable return flows
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·  Request to examine how a flood control reservoir on Fountain Creek may impact
agricultural users and the Arkansas River Compact

4.3.10 Ground Water

Concern was expressed about ground water quantity and quality impacts.

4.3.11 Sedimentation

Concern was expressed about direct and cumulative effects of sedimentation in Fountain
Creek and the Arkansas River downstream of Fountain Creek.  One request for additional
analysis was made:

·  Request to analyze changes in sediment transport in the Arkansas River

4.3.12 Flooding

Concern was expressed about flooding along Fountain Creek.  Commenters generally
believed that growth in Colorado Springs would contribute to flooding problems.

4.3.13 Channel Stability and Morphology

Commenters were concerned about direct and cumulative effects of channel stability and
morphology in Fountain Creek and the Arkansas River.  Erosion of the banks and
channel was the main concern.  Two requests for additional analysis were made:

·  Request to analyze the effects on streambank erosion, and gravel and sand bars in
the Arkansas River

·  Request to analyze the effects on channel migration in the Arkansas River

4.3.14 Aquatic Life

Concerns were expressed about direct and cumulative effects on fish and other aquatic
life in Fountain Creek and the Arkansas River.  Commenters also requested additional
analysis on the effects on aquatic life:

·  Request to study how changes in water flow would affect woody debris in the
Arkansas River from Florence to Pueblo Reservoir

·  Request to examine effects on fish survival and recruitment

·  Request to examine changes in shaded riverine aquatic habitat

·  Request to examine changes to amphibians and reduced amphibian diversity

·  Request to perform amphibian inventories if there is any potential to have effluent
flows placed in any creeks or ponds

·  Request for fishery data to be considered for streams that would cross the
Highway 115 alternative

·  Request to perform fish sampling on the Arkansas River above Pueblo Reservoir
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·  Request to acquire additional field habitat measurements at low flow levels

4.3.15 Wildlife

Concerns were expressed about general impacts on wildlife along Fountain Creek, Jimmy
Camp Creek, and the Arkansas River.  Some commenters were also concerned about the
potential impact of migratory birds on aircraft using local airfields.  Additional analysis
on wildlife was requested:

·  Request to assess changes to bird communities and reduced bird diversity

·  Request to assess changes to bighorn sheep population upstream of Pueblo
Reservoir

·  Request for additional wildlife surveys for black tailed prairie dogs, and ground
nesting birds along new alternative routes

4.3.16 Threatened, Endangered, and Candidate Wildlife Species and
Colorado Species of Concern

Commenters were concerned about the overall impacts to threatened, endangered and
candidate wildlife species, including the Bald Eagle, Preble’s Meadow Jumping Mouse,
and Mexican Spotted Owl.

4.3.17 Colorado Species of Concern

Commenters were concerned about the presence of the Arkansas Darter, a fish species
classified as threatened in Colorado, in the project area.

4.3.18 Vegetation

Concerns were raised about Tamarisk (salt cedar) growth along streams, and about
potential effects on rare plants.  There was also concern about cumulative impacts on
vegetation resources.  Two types of additional evaluation were requested:

·  Request to evaluate effects on vegetation survival and recruitment

·  Request to evaluate possible fragmentation of plant communities and reduction in
plant diversity

4.3.19 Land Use

Concerns expressed about land use pertained to changes in land use and effects on private
property.  Suggestions for and concern about use of State land for pipeline alignments
were also raised.

4.3.20 Visual Quality

Concerns were raised about the aesthetic effect of reduced flows in the Arkansas River.
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4.3.21 Recreation Resources

Commenters expressed concern about impacts to recreation on the Arkansas River
upstream and through Pueblo and on Fountain Creek.  Concern was expressed about
effects on fishing and boating on the Arkansas River upstream and through Pueblo.
There were also requests for additional analyses of recreation resources:

·  Request to include attractiveness of the local climate for recreation year round in
climate description

·  Request to use information sources provided by commenter in analysis

4.3.22 Socioeconomic Resources

Socioeconomic resources were a concern to commenters.  Commenters expressed
concern about overall socioeconomic impacts of the project as well as impacts on Pueblo
and surrounding communities, particularly those downstream of Pueblo on the Arkansas
River.  There was concern about effects on property values, particularly along the
Arkansas River, if flows were reduced.  Concern was expressed about the cost of
construction, operation and maintenance, water treatment by both the Participants and
downstream users, and mitigation.  There were several concerns about reduced
agricultural production from higher salinity.  There was concern about impact to overall
quality of life.  Two requests for additional analyses were made:

·  Proposal for a cost of community services-type study for the broader implications
of the SDS.  Concerned that population growth is made possible by making more
water available and that resulting development costs would be greater than the
Participants© tax base can afford.

·  Request to include PSOP in project in evaluation of utility rate effects

4.3.23 Wetland and Riparian Resources

Concern was expressed about impacts on wetland and riparian resources.  There was
concern about wetland impacts on Fountain Creek and riparian habitat on the Arkansas
River upstream of Fountain Creek.  There were also additional analysis requested on
wetland and riparian resources:

·  Request to evaluate effects of flow changes on Cottonwood reproduction

·  Request to evaluate the effect of woody debris changes in the Arkansas River on
formation of vegetative islands

·  Request to evaluate changes in riparian resources on aquatic biota

·  Request to evaluate changes to riparian woodlands

4.3.24 Cultural

Concern about cultural resource impacts at the proposed Jimmy Camp Creek reservoir
site was raised.
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4.3.25 Air Quality

Concern was raised about impacts to air quality from project operations.

4.3.26 Suggested Mitigation

Three mitigation measures were suggested including additional treatment of return flows
and modifications to Fountain Creek to control erosion as well as concerns about
adequate fisheries mitigation.

4.3.27 Other Resources

Comment was provided that biosolids from Colorado Springs’  wastewater treatments
should be land applied instead of the current disposal method.  There was also concern
about human health due to water quality in Fountain Creek and the Arkansas River as
well as impacts to the Participants’  rate payers.  One concern was raised about capacity in
Pueblo Dam’s South Outlet Works.

4.3.28 Issues Outside of Scope of EIS

Several comments were made that were outside of the scope of the EIS.  These are
discussed in the Issues Outside of the Scope of the EIS Process section below.

4.3.29 Comments about the EIS Preparation Process

Several comments about the NEPA EIS process were made.  For example, one comment
was made that studies from different agencies should be used, including the previous
Fryingpan-Arkansas Project EIS.  There was concern about the contracting process and
how Reclamation would choose a preferred alternative.  Others noted that State and
Federal laws must be followed and that the Upper Arkansas Council of Governments
should be consulted about potential effects on its Water Quality Management Plan.
Palmer Divide Water Group, which serves northern El Paso County, requested to become
a Participant.  One commenter was concerned about the use of eminent domain.

Other concerns were raised about Reclamation’s authority or that the EIS would be
biased.  One commenter suggested that the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency be
included as a cooperating agency.

4.4 Significant Issues to be Considered in the EIS Process
Through public comment, 42 additional component options were identified.  The options
will be evaluated using the same four-tier screening process as alternatives previously
identified.  The comments received during the public review of alternatives were
compared to the ten significant issues identified during public scoping (MWH 2004):

1. Surface Water Flow
2. Surface Water Quality
3. Channel Stability and Morphology
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4. Sedimentation
5. Water Rights
6. Fish and Other Aquatic Life
7. Wetlands and Other Waters of the U.S.
8. Wildlife
9. Socioeconomic Conditions
10. Recreation Resources

Comments collected during the alternatives development process indicated that these
issues remain significant.  Surface water quality and quantity on Fountain Creek and the
Arkansas River were the most common concerns.  Socioeconomic resources, which
received the most comments during scoping, remain a substantial concern.  No additional
significant issues were identified through these comments.

4.5 Issues Outside the Scope of the EIS Process
Several issues identified were not selected for detailed analysis in the EIS.  PSOP and
enlargement of Pueblo Dam were identified as issues.  PSOP and enlarging Pueblo Dam
are not a part of the proposed SDS project.  Concern was expressed about the stability
and safety of Pueblo Dam.  A comment was made about the Arkansas Valley Conduit
project, which is not part of the proposed SDS project.  Development of a stormwater
enterprise in Colorado Springs was suggested, and concern about wastewater spills in
Colorado Springs and Pueblo wastewater treatment plant effluent water quality were also
expressed, all of which are outside of the scope of the EIS.
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 5.0 Summary of Future Actions Pertaining
to Alternatives

Comments received during this period will assist Reclamation in choosing the final set of
alternatives that will be analyzed in detail in the Draft EIS.  Alternatives suggested during
this period will be evaluated using the four-tier screening process used to select the
preliminary alternatives.  Reclamation will select a final set of alternatives based on the
screening results.  These may include the proposed alternatives, modification of the
proposed alternatives, or additional alternatives.
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PRESS RELEASE AND
ORGANIZATIONS/AGENCIES SENT PRESS RELEASES

·  Denver Post Southern Bureau

·  Rocky Mountain News Southern
Bureau

·  Pueblo Chieftain

·  Pueblo West View

·  Pueblo West Horizon

·  Colorado Springs Gazette

·  La Junta Tribune Democrat

·  Lamar Tri State Daily

·  Lamar Daily News

·  Bent County Democrat

·  Ordway New Era

·  Hispania News

·  Aurora Sentinel

·  Arkansas Valley Journal

·  KCSJ Radio

·  KGHF Radio

·  KGSF Radio

·  KDZA Radio

·  KVAY Radio

·  KCCY Radio

·  KVUU Radio

·  KMOM Radio

·  Rev 89 Radio

·  KVOR Radio

·  KKMG Radio

·  KSPZ Radio

·  KKFM Radio

·  KRMX Radio

·  KNKN Radio

·  KRDO Radio

·  KSKX Radio

·  Representative Salazar

·  Senator Allard

·  Senator Salazar

·  Board of Water Works, Pueblo

·  CO Division of Water Resources—
Division 2

·  Fountain Valley Utilities

·  Colorado Springs Utilities

·  Pueblo West Metro District

·  City of Pueblo

·  Pueblo County Commissioners

·  Arkansas River Headwaters Recreation
Area

·  Lake Pueblo State Park

·  Southeastern Colorado Water
Conservancy District

·  Lower Arkansas Valley Water
Conservancy District

·  Bureau of Reclamation, Pueblo

·  Bureau of Reclamation Great Plains
Region, Billings

·  Bureau of Reclamation Denver Office

·  Bureau of Reclamation, Washington DC
Office

·  Universion Channel 27

·  Universion Channel 50

·  KKTV Southern Bureau Channel 11

·  KRDO Channel 13

·  KOAA TV Channel 5 and 30

·  KXRM FOX Channel 21

·  KOA Denver Radio

·  KUNS Denver Radio



Eastern Colorado Area Office
Loveland, CO

Media Contact: Kara Lamb, (970) 962-4326
klamb@gp.usbr.gov

October 6, 2005

Reclamation Hosts New SDS Public Discussions

This month, the Bureau of Reclamation is hosting a new round of public discussions on the
Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed Southern Delivery System. Over the course of two
weeks, Reclamation will present a public workshop and concurrent open house in five separate
locations.

After a lengthy screening process, a set of alternatives has been selected to move forward in the EIS
process and undergo detailed evaluation. Each workshop will present those alternatives, the screening
used to identify them, and then solicit additional public comment on other potential alternatives that
would address environmental issues.

A public open house will run concurrently with each workshop. Visitors are invited to attend the open
house at their leisure between 6:00 and 9:00 p.m. Workshops, which will include presentations and
roundtable discussions, will begin at 7:00 and run to 8:30 p.m. The schedule and locations are as
follows:

Tuesday, October 11                 Wednesday, October 12        Thursday, October 13
Leon Young Service Center      Koshare Indian Museum       Pueblo Convention Center
1521 Hancock Expressway       115 W. 18th Street                320 Central Main Street
Colorado Springs, CO               La Junta, CO                         Pueblo, CO

              Tuesday, October 18                                      Thursday, October 20
              Cañon Inn                                                       The Inn at Pueblo West
              Highway 50 and Dozier Avenue                    201 S. McCulloch
              Cañon City, CO                                              Pueblo West, CO

If you have questions regarding the SDS EIS or would like additional information regarding the public
workshops, please contact Kara Lamb at Reclamation or visit www.sdseis.com.

# # #
Reclamation is the largest wholesale water supplier and the second largest producer of hydroelectric
power in the United States, with operations and facilities in the 17 Western States. Its facilities also
provide substantial flood control, recreation, and fish and wildlife benefits. Visit our website at
www.usbr.gov.
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EXHIBITS
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ALTERNATIVES PUBLIC WORKSHOP SLIDE PRESENTATION
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INVITEES FOR INTERAGENCY ALTERNATIVES MEETING

Federal

Fort Carson
Peterson Air Force Base
Offices of Colorado’s Congressional Representatives
Office of Senator Salazar
Office of Senator Allard
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
U.S. Bureau of Land Management
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
U.S. Geological Survey
USDA – Natural Resource Conservation Service

State

Colorado Department of Agriculture
Colorado Department of Natural Resources
Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment
Colorado Department of Transportation
Colorado Division of Water Resources
Colorado Division of Wildlife
Colorado Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation
Colorado State Land Board
Colorado State Parks
Colorado State Soil Conservation Service
Colorado Water Conservation Board
Offices of Regional State Representatives
Kansas Department of Agriculture

Regional

Lower Arkansas Valley Water Conservancy District
Pikes Peak Area Council of Goverments
Pikes Peak Regional Building Department (including Floodplain Administration)
Pueblo Board of Water Works
Southeastern Colorado Water Conservancy District

County

Bent County Commissioners (invited individually)
Chaffee County Commissioners (invited individually)
Crowley County Commissioners (invited individually)
El Paso County Commissioners (invited individually)
El Paso County Department of Public Health and Environment



El Paso County Development Services
El Paso County Parks and Leisure Services
Fremont County Commissioners (invited individually)
Otero County Commissioners (invited individually)
Park County Commissioners (invited individually)
Prowers County Commissioners (invited individually)
Pueblo County Commissioners (invited individually)
Pueblo County Health Department
Pueblo County Planning and Development Department
Pueblo County Public Works

City

Aurora Mayor/City Manager
City of Aurora Utilities
Buena Vista Mayor
Cañon City Administrator
Colorado Springs Airport
Colorado Springs Mayor and City Manager
Colorado Springs Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services
Colorado Springs Planning and Community Development
Colorado Springs Public Works
Fountain Mayor and City Manager
Florence City Manager
La Junta Mayor
Las Animas Public Works
Manitou Springs Mayor
Pueblo City Manager
Pueblo City Council
Pueblo Parks and Recreation
Pueblo Planning and Development
Pueblo Public Works Department
Pueblo West Metropolitan District
Rocky Ford City Manager
Salida Mayor
Security Water District
Williamsburg Mayor
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SUMMARY OF NUMBER OF COMMENTS

Issue Major Category
Number of
Comments

Suggested Alternatives Alternatives Suggested by the Public 84

General comment about alternative
development

Alternatives Development 44

General surface water quality concern Surface Water Quality 39

Concern about surface water quality in
Fountain Creek

Surface Water Quality 34

Concern about overall environmental impacts Overall Environmental Impacts 27

Concern about water rights Water Rights 27

Issues outside of Scope of EIS Issues Outside the Scope of the EIS 27

Comments about process Comments about the EIS Preparation
Process

27

Concern about surface water quality in
Arkansas River downstream of Fountain
Creek

Surface Water Quality 25

Comment in support of No Action Alternative Reclamation’s Seven Preliminary
Alternatives

23

Comment against Highway 115 Alternative Reclamation’s Seven Preliminary
Alternatives

23

Concern about surface water flow in
Fountain Creek

Surface Water Flows 23

Concern about Arkansas River flows through
Pueblo

Surface Water Flows 22

Alternatives to diversion point Alternatives Suggested by the Public 21

Concern about indirect impacts on surface
water flows, primarily stormwater

Surface Water Flows 20

Concern about channel stability in Fountain
Creek

Channel Stability and Morphology 20

General concern about socioeconomic
impacts

Socioeconomic Resources 20

Concern about water treatment costs of
downstream users

Socioeconomic Resources 20

Concern about Arkansas River flows
downstream of Fountain Creek

Surface Water Flows 17

Requests additional alternative analysis Alternatives Development 16

Comment against Proposed Action
Alternative

Reclamation’s Seven Preliminary
Alternatives

16

Concern about flooding in Fountain Creek Flooding 15

Alternatives to return flow conveyance Alternatives Suggested by the Public 14

Concern about need for future demand Purpose and Need 13

Comment against Wetland Alternative Reclamation’s Seven Preliminary
Alternatives

12

Comment against Fountain Creek Alternative Reclamation’s Seven Preliminary
Alternatives

12



Issue Major Category
Number of
Comments

Concern about surface water quality in
Arkansas River upstream of Pueblo

Surface Water Quality 12

General concern about wetland impacts Wetland and Riparian Resources 12

Reasonably Foreseeable Activities Reasonably Foreseeable Activities 11

General comments about future growth Reasonably Foreseeable Activities 11

Concern about Arkansas River flows
upstream of Pueblo Reservoir

Surface Water Flows 11

General concern about recreation Recreation Resources 11

General comments about Fountain Creek
Watershed Study

Reasonably Foreseeable Activities 10

Concern that project would enable future
growth

Socioeconomic Resources 10

Suggested Mitigation Suggested Mitigation 10

Comment against Arkansas River Alternative Reclamation’s Seven Preliminary
Alternatives

9

Comment in support of Downstream Intake
Alternative

Reclamation’s Seven Preliminary
Alternatives

9

Concern about sedimentation in Fountain
Creek

Sedimentation 9

Concern about the cumulative impacts on
surface water quality

Surface Water Quality 8

General surface water flow concern Surface Water Flow 8

Requests additional analysis on the effects
on aquatic life

Aquatic Life 8

Concern about economic effects/property
values along Arkansas River

Socioeconomic Resources 8

Concern about operation and maintenance
costs

Socioeconomic Resources 8

Reclamation©s Alternatives Reclamation’s Seven Preliminary
Alternatives

7

Alternatives to Reservoirs Alternatives Suggested by the Public 7

Concern about overall environmental impacts
on Arkansas River

Overall Environmental Impacts 7

Concern about surface water quality in
Pueblo Reservoir

Surface Water Quality 7

Concern about surface water quality in
Arkansas River through Pueblo

Surface Water Quality 7

General concerns about flooding Flooding 7

General concern about impacts to wildlife Wildlife 7

Concern about agricultural effects/crop yield Socioeconomic Resources 7

Does not agree with purpose and need Purpose and Need 6

Comment in support of Highway 115
Alternative

Reclamation’s Seven Preliminary
Alternatives

6

Concern about overall environmental impacts
on Fountain Creek

Overall Environmental Impacts 6



Issue Major Category
Number of
Comments

Requests additional analysis on surface
water quality

Surface Water Quality 6

Concern about Pueblo Reservoir storage
allocation

Surface Water Flows 6

Concern about water exchanges on
Arkansas River and Fountain Creek

Water Rights 6

Other Resources Other Resources 6

Concern that adequate river flows will be
available to meet demand of project

Purpose and Need 5

Comment in support of Proposed Action
Alternative

Reclamation’s Seven Preliminary
Alternatives

5

Concern about loss of agricultural water
rights

Water Rights 5

Concern about fish and other aquatic life in
Arkansas River upstream of Fountain Creek

Aquatic Life 5

Concern about impacts to wildlife along
Arkansas River upstream of Fountain Creek

Wildlife 5

Concern about construction cost Socioeconomic Resources 5

Concern about Reclamation©s authority Comments about the EIS Preparation
Process

5

Concern that EIS is biased Comments about the EIS Preparation
Process

5

Purpose and need Purpose and Need 4

Issues concerning contract Purpose and Need 4

Issues concerning storage contract Purpose and Need 4

Alternatives Alternatives Development 4

Comment against Downstream Intake
Alternative

Reclamation’s Seven Preliminary
Alternatives

4

Concern about overall cumulative
environmental impacts

Overall Environmental Impacts 4

Concern about impacts from pipeline Overall Environmental Impacts 4

Concern about water levels in Pueblo
Reservoir

Surface Water Flows 4

Requests additional analysis on participant©s
water rights

Water Rights 4

General concern about channel stability and
morphology

Channel Stability and Morphology 4

Concern about aesthetic effect of reduced
flows of Arkansas River

Visual Quality 4

Concern about overall quality of life Socioeconomic Resources 4

Requests additional analysis on wetland and
riparian resources

Wetland and Riparian Resources 4

Concern about Pueblo Dam stability Dam Safety 4

Concern about need for redundancy Purpose and Need 3



Issue Major Category
Number of
Comments

Concern about need for maximizing existing
water rights

Purpose and Need 3

General comment about significant issues Alternatives Development 3

Comment against No Action Alternative Reclamation’s Seven Preliminary
Alternatives

3

Comment in support of Wetland Alternative Reclamation’s Seven Preliminary
Alternatives

3

Comment in support of Fountain Creek
Alternative

Reclamation’s Seven Preliminary
Alternatives

3

General comments about Aurora©s project Reasonably Foreseeable Activities 3

Concern about indirect environmental
impacts

Overall Environmental Impacts 3

Concern about adequate mitigation Overall Environmental Impacts 3

Concern about the cumulative impacts on
surface water flows

Surface Water Flows 3

Requests additional analysis on surface
water flows

Surface Water Flows 3

Water Rights Water Rights 3

Concern about indirect impacts of flooding Flooding 3

Concern about fish and other aquatic life in
Fountain Creek

Aquatic Life 3

Requests additional analysis on the effects
on wildlife

Wildlife 3

General concern about impacts on Federal
threatened or endangered species

Threatened, Endangered and
Candidate Wildlife Species

3

General concern about private property Land Use 3

Suggests using State land for pipeline Land Use 3

General concern about recreation along
Fountain Creek

Recreation Resources 3

Concern about wetland impacts on Fountain
Creek

Wetland and Riparian Resources 3

Concern about riparian habitat on the
Arkansas River upstream of Fountain Creek

Wetland and Riparian Resources 3

Believes project is not necessary Purpose and Need 2

Concern if there is sufficient need for project Purpose and Need 2

Issues concerning water exchanges Purpose and Need 2

Request Additional Analysis on purpose and
need

Purpose and Need 2

Comment in support of Arkansas River
Alternative

Reclamation’s Seven Preliminary
Alternatives

2

Alternatives to pipeline alignments Alternatives Suggested by the Public 2

Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequences

Overall Environmental Impacts 2

Concern about overall environmental impacts
on Williams Creek

Overall Environmental Impacts 2



Issue Major Category
Number of
Comments

Concern about surface water flow in the
Arkansas River at state line

Surface Water Flows 2

Concern about evaporative losses at
reservoirs

Surface Water Flows 2

Concern about transit losses down
Monument or Fountain Creek

Surface Water Flows 2

Concern about Pueblo Reservoir storage not
used for primary purpose

Surface Water Flows 2

Ground Water Ground Water 2

Concern about cumulative impacts of
flooding

Flooding 2

Concern about channel stability in Arkansas
River downstream of Fountain Creek

Channel Stability and Morphology 2

Requests additional analysis channel stability
and morphology

Channel Stability and Morphology 2

Concern about impacts to wildlife along
Jimmy Camp Creek

Wildlife 2

Concern about bald eagle Threatened, Endangered, and
Candidate Wildlife Species

2

Concern about the Arkansas Darter Colorado Species of Concern 2

Concern about tamarisk along the streams Vegetation 2

Concern about cumulative impacts on
vegetation resources

Vegetation 2

General concern about change in land use Land Use 2

General concern about recreation in Pueblo
Reservoir

Recreation Resources 2

General concern about recreation through
Pueblo

Recreation Resources 2

Concern about fishing through Pueblo Recreation Resources 2

Concern about floating opportunities on
Arkansas River or Fountain Creek

Recreation Resources 2

Concern about impacts to hiking Recreation Resources 2

Concern about kayaking through Pueblo Recreation Resources 2

Requests additional analysis on recreation
resources

Recreation Resources 2

General concern about recreation upstream
of Pueblo Reservoir

Recreation Resources 2

General concern about socioeconomic
impacts on Pueblo

Socioeconomic Resources 2

Concern about effects on low income and
minority communities

Socioeconomic Resources 2

Concern about Participant©s water treatment
costs

Socioeconomic Resources 2

Requests additional analysis on
socioeconomic resources

Socioeconomic Resources 2



Issue Major Category
Number of
Comments

General concern about riparian habitat Wetland and Riparian Resources 2

Concern about riparian habitat on Fountain
Creek

Wetland and Riparian Resources 2

Concern about cultural resource impacts at
Jimmy Camp Creek

Cultural Resources 2

Requests additional information regarding
why project is needed

Purpose and Need 1

General comments about Legacy Project Reasonably Foreseeable Activities 1

Concern about overall environmental impacts
on Pueblo Reservoir

Overall Environmental Impacts 1

Concern about surface water quality
downstream of diversion point

Surface Water Quality 1

Concern about surface water quality in
Jimmy Camp Creek

Surface Water Quality 1

Concern about surface water quality in
Williams Creek

Surface Water Quality 1

Concern about surface water flow in Williams
Creek

Surface Water Flows 1

Concern about Western Slope flows Surface Water Flows 1

Concern about ground water quantity
impacts

Ground Water 1

Concern about ground water quality impacts Ground Water 1

Concern about sedimentation in Arkansas
River downstream of Fountain Creek

Sedimentation 1

Concern about cumulative effects from
sedimentation

Sedimentation 1

Requests additional analysis on
sedimentation

Sedimentation 1

Concern about flooding in Arkansas River
downstream of Fountain Creek

Flooding 1

Concern about channel stability in Arkansas
River upstream of Fountain Creek

Channel Stability and Morphology 1

Concern about cumulative impacts on
channel stability

Channel Stability and Morphology 1

General concern about fish and other aquatic
life

Aquatic Life 1

Concern about fish and other aquatic life in
Pueblo Reservoir

Aquatic Life 1

Concern about cumulative impacts on fish
and other aquatic life

Aquatic Life 1

Concern about impacts to wildlife along
Arkansas River downstream of Fountain
Creek

Wildlife 1

Concern about impacts to wildlife along
Fountain Creek

Wildlife 1

General concern about migratory birds Wildlife 1



Issue Major Category
Number of
Comments

Concern about increase of migratory birds at
Jimmy Camp Creek Reservoir

Wildlife 1

Concern about increase of migratory birds at
Williams Creek Reservoir

Wildlife 1

Concern about Preble©s Meadow Jumping
Mouse

Threatened, Endangered, and
Candidate Wildlife Species

1

Concern about cumulative impacts on
Preble©s Meadow Jumping Mouse

Threatened, Endangered, and
Candidate Wildlife Species

1

General concern about impacts on State
threatened and endangered wildlife species

Threatened, Endangered, and
Candidate Wildlife Species

1

Concern about cumulative impacts on State
threatened and endangered wildlife species

Threatened, Endangered, and
Candidate Wildlife Species

1

Concern about Arkansas River darter Colorado Species of Concern 1

Concern about impacts on vegetation
resources

Vegetation 1

Concern about rare plants Vegetation 1

Concern about using State Land Land Use 1

General concern about recreation
downstream of Fountain Creek

Recreation Resources 1

Concern about fishing upstream of Pueblo
Reservoir

Recreation Resources 1

Concern about fishing downstream of
Fountain Creek

Recreation Resources 1

Concern about nature trail walking along
Fountain Creek

Recreation Resources 1

General concern about socioeconomic
impacts on Pueblo West

Socioeconomic Resources 1

General concern about socioeconomic
impacts on Colorado Springs

Socioeconomic Resources 1

General concern about socioeconomic
impacts on Fountain/Security/other
communities

Socioeconomic Resources 1

Concern about economic effect of recreation
in Pueblo

Socioeconomic Resources 1

Concern about economic effect of recreation
in Colorado Springs

Socioeconomic Resources 1

Concern about personal income Socioeconomic Resources 1

Concern about economic effects/property
values at Jimmy Camp Creek Reservoir

Socioeconomic Resources 1

Concern about the cumulative
socioeconomic impacts from the project

Socioeconomic Resources 1

Concern about property damages Socioeconomic Resources 1

Concern about mitigation costs Socioeconomic Resources 1

Requests further analysis to avoid wetland
impacts

Wetland and Riparian Resources 1



Issue Major Category
Number of
Comments

Concern about air quality impacts from
project operations

Air Quality 1

Suggested Cooperating Agencies Comments about the EIS Preparation
Process

1


