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Dear Ms. Lamb: Ww; |

We continue to be deeply concerned about the Draft Environmental !
Impact Statement on the Southern Delivery System. The new public
comment period on the Supplemental Report provides Us an opportunity to
express additional reasons to require a new EIS for the project.

Colorado Springs' proposed realignment of the terminal storage
reservoir from Jimmy Camp Creek to Upper Williams Creek only serves to
remind everyone that the Draft EIS is fatally flawed. None of the SDS
reservoirs would prevent periodic flooding on Fountain Creek, a terrible event
that history teaches us will happen again in the future.

The additional SDS water would increase return flows and exacerbate
storm runoff that already have degraded the Fountain, damaging the water
quality and causing erosion and sedimentation not just on the creek but
downstream beyond the confluence with the Arkansas River. Pueblo and the
Lower Arkansas Valley should not have to bear the negative environmental
consequences posed by SDS.

A new EIS is necessary to address these monumental Fountain Creek
problems in great detail. All of us downstream from Colorado Springs are
imperiled by poorer water quality, channel instability, erosion and flooding
unless these flaws are addressed and corrected.

Water quality, alone, demands a more serious examination of moving
the SDS diversion from the proposed Lake Pueblo outlet to below a point
where the Fountain flows into the Arkansas. Then and only then would the
SDS participants have a stake in cleaning up the problem they will be
creating. The best feature of the downstream alternative is the incentive to
treat the water for reuse, providing greater efficiency of water resources as
called for by National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) review.
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Further, the Bureau must consider a flood-control dam or series of
dam structures to regulate and stem the increasing return flows and storm
runoff down the Fountain. The old Army Corps of Engineer levees, built in
Pueblo in the 1970s, are inadequate to hold back a surge of water
comparable to the flood of 1965 partially because of the buildup of
sedimentation in the intervening years.

We keep discovering additional and alarming information about the
environmental threat posed by SDS on Pueblo and the Lower Arkansas
Valley. Consider some of the concerns raised by Colorado Springs'
application for a 1041 land-use permit from Pueblo County: Construction of
a 14,000-square-foot pumping station, office building and parking lot below
Pueblo Dam with a pumping capacity of 78 million gallons or more of water
per day; a 66-inch diameter pipeline through Pueblo County, including the
urbanized area of Pueblo West; return flows in Fountain Creek; and other
negative impacts on the environment and people of the Pueblo area.

All this and more (see my letter of June 11, 2008, to the Bureau)
supply ample reasons for conducting a new EIS“_'j:o address problems that

have been given insufficient weight up to now. 1t' time Reclamation put the
emphasis back on "environmental" in the /enwro m/,ﬁntal xgnpact statement,
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