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Dear Ms. Lamb:

Colorado Springs continues to change its Southern Delivery System
plans, leading to the Supplemental Report that now is the subject of a new
public comment period ending Nov, 24. These recent changes, made public in
fits and starts, are all the more reason for the Bureau of Reclamation to
conduct an entirely new Draft Environmental Impact Statement because the
pending EIS is woefully inadequate.

Most recently, we learned that Colorado Springs proposes to build an
outlet from the north outlet of Pueblo Dam as an alternative to tying into the
joint-use manifold south of the Arkansas River. The purported rationale is that
the Bureau then could build or contghct for construction of a hydroelectric
power generator. What would the economic and environmental impacts be?
They and a host of other new developments on SDS demand further study.

What would be the impacts of the SDS pipeline, itself? The 66-inch
diameter pipeline would be buried in a trench about 12-15 feet deep. The work
area would be 100 feet wide and fenced off to prevent access.

As The Pueblo Chieftain reported on Oct. 24, life in Pueblo West would be
disrupted during construction. About 20 roads would be crossed and minor
routes temporarily closed. There would have to be tunnels made to avoid the
same traffic interruptions on such major corridors as U.S. 50 and Industrial
Boulevard. We know of at least one family, the Autobees, whose house is
squarely in the path of the proposed pipeline route. Many other landowners
would be affected, as well.

As stated in my letter to the Bureau of Oct. 10, another mafor Colorado
Springs change, moving the terminal storage reservoir from Jimmy Camp
Creek to Upper Williams Creek, serves only as a reminder that none of the SDS
reservoirs would prevent periodic flooding on Fountain Creek.
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A new EIS is necessary to study the myriad Fountain Creek problems in
great detail. The increased flows, both normal sewer-effluent return flows and

storm runoff flooding, generated by SDS pose great perils on everyone
downstream, including Pueblo and the Arkansas Valley below the confluence of

Fountain Creek and the Arkansas River.

Moving the SDS intake to the confluence would give Colorado Springs the
incentive to upgrade the deteriorating water quality through treatment before it
ts pumped back to users in El Paso County. This downstream alternative
allows for reuse of water, providing greater efficiency of water resources as
envisioned by National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) review.

The Bureau also 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. Because of erosion and sedimentation over the years, the
old Army Corps of Engineers levees are inadequate to hold back water
approaching the levels of the 1965 flood. The potential loss of life and property
from a flood is a terrible impact that demands further review under NEPA.

There are more reasons now than ever before (see my letter of June 11,
2008, to the Bureau) to order a new EIS and put the emphasis back on
"environmental" in the environmental impact statement:
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