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Background

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA} of 1868, as amended, and
the Council on Environmental Quality’s Regulations for implementing the Procedural Provisions
of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1869 (40 CFR Part 1500-1508), the Bureau of
Reclamation has determined that an Environmental Impact Statement is not required for the
Proposal to Modify Operation of McPhee Reservoir and Acquire Additional Water for Fish and

Wildlife Purposes.

The Dolores Project was authorized by the Colorado River Basin Act of September, 30 1968
(Public Law 80-537) as a participating project under the Colorado River Storage Project Act of
April 11, 1956 (Public Law 84-485). The autharization was based on the feasibility report of the
Secretary of the Interior transmitted to Congress on March 17, 1968, and printed as House
Document 412, 89th Congress, 2nd Session.

Qriginal NEPA compliance for construction and operation of the Dolores Project was completed
with the approval of the 1977 Final Environmental Statement (FES). An Environmental
Assessment (EA) was prepared and a Finding of No Significant Impact was approved in 1981
for the addition of two hydroelectric powerplants to the Project. In 1989, a Final Supplement to
the Final Environmental Statement was approved covering the addition of salinity features to
the Project. Following is a chronology of NEPA compliance activities which have occurred for
the Dolores Project:

Draft Staterment No. INT-DES 66-44 dated November 1, 1876

Final Statement No. INT-FES 77-12 dated May 8, 1977

Environmental Assessment - Finding of No Significant Impact, May 11, 1881
Draft Supplement to FES No. INT-DES 88-11, March 2, 1988

Final Supplerment to the FES No, FES 89-10, March 24, 1989

Reclamation operated McFhee Reservoir according to the filling criteria from its closure in 1984
until it filled in 1987 and according to the criteria in the 1977 FES and the Definite Plan Report
(DPR) from 1987 until June 1920. This criteria specifies year-round minimum release to the
Dolores River of 20 cubic feet per second (cfs}) during dry years, 50 cfs during normal years,
and 78 cfs during wet years. Dry, normal, and wet years are defined in the DPR and FES
based on reservoir content and runoff predictions at specified dates. Minimum downstream
releases were set at 78 cfs from 1984 through 1989, the flow associated with a wet year in the
operating criteria. This was partially a result of the hydrology of the Dolores River Basin during
the period and partiaily a result of the Project’s limited development. During this time, a good
trout fishery was established in the river from McPhee Dam to Bradfield Bridge, a reach of
approximately 12 miles. Precipitation during water year 1989 was very low and the dry trend
continued in early 1990. In March 1990 a "dry year® determination was made in accordance
with the operating criteria and the downstream releases were set at 20 cfs for the first time in

the Project’s operating history.

Trout Unlimited, Colorado Division of Wildlife, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and others



immediately expressed concern for the {rout fishery and protested the reduced releases.
Meetings and negotiations were initiated with the interested parties and in June an agreement
was reached with the Dolores Water Conservancy District (ODWCD) to provide an additional
8,000 acre-feet of water for release downstream during the remainder of water year 1920.
Releases were increased to 35 cfs on June 15 and to 50 cfs on June 20. Subsequent studies
have shown that the period of 20 cfs release had a significant detrimental effect on the trout
fishery in the Dolores River below McPhee Dam.

In October 1990, an interim Operating Agreement was negotiated with the DWCD to provide
alternate operating criteria for McPhee Reservoir until a iong-term solution to the water release
and trout fishery issues could be developed and implemented. This agreement changed the
operation of McPhee Reservoir from the flow based release criteria specified in the 1877 DPR
and FES to a pool of water available from storage for release downstream. The poof consists
of 25,400 acre-feet (AF) of water reserved by the United States for downstream fish and wildlife
purposes and 3,900 AF of water to satisfy downstream water rights senior to the Project. An
additional 800 AF of water designated for use in Totten Reservoir was included in the interim
pool until November 1, 1993, Interim operation was initiated in November 1990 and has
extended to the present. Under this operation, the trout fishery has recovered from the effects
of the low flow in 1890.

In January 1995, Reclamation distributed a Draft £A for public review addressing the potential
effects of a proposal to medify the operation of McPhee Reservoir and to acquire additional
water for downstream fish and wildlife purposes. Numerous comments were received from
state and federal agencies, public and private entities, and individuals. Since that time
Rectamation has considered the commenis, evaluated the feasibility of implementing the
various alternatives, and negotiated for the acquisition of additional water for downstream
release. Through this process, Reclamation refined the proposed action, determined that some
of the alternatives previously considered were either not desirable or not feasible for
implementation, and secured commitments to provide the additional water. [n January 1996, a
second Draft EA addressing the proposed action and no action alternatives was distributed for
public review and comment.

Proposed Action

The proposed action consists of fwo parts: (1) modify the operation criteria for McPhee
Reservoir and (2) acquire additional water for release downstream to the Dolores River.
Following is a description of the action:

Modify the operation of McPhee Reservoir - Reclamation proposes to modify the operation of
McPhee Reservoir by changing from the 1877 DPR/FES downstream release criteria of 78, 50,
or 20 cfs {0 a managed pool of water availabie from storage for downstream release for fish and
wildlife purposes. An interagency team would manage releases from the pool to provide
seasonally fluctuating downstream flows for the benefit of downstream fish and wiidlife
resources. Releases would be made by DWCD under direction by Reclamation. For water
accounting purposes, releases will be measured at the parshall flume installed in the Dolores
River below McPhee Dam. This modification would require a separate operating agreement
between Reclamation and DWCD pursuant to Article 9 of DWCD's repayment contract.

Acquire at least 7,200 AF of additional water for fish and wildlife purposes - Reclamation



proposes to acquire 7,200 AF of water to establish a pool of storage in McPhee Reservoir with
a total annual volume of up to 36,500 AF for downstream release from McPhee Reservair to the
Dolores River. This volume has been recommended as a suitable goal by several resource
management agencies and Trout Unlimited. The 7,200 AF would be added to the 25,400 AF of
Project water reserved by the United States for fish and wildlife purposes and the up to 3,900
AF of water required to satisfy senior downstream water rights.

Additional water for the managed pool will be acquired in three increments:

Increment 1 (3,900 AF) - The DWCD has agreed to provide 3,900 AF of water annually, subject
to payment by Reclamation, to increase the pool of water reserved by the United States
for fish and wildlife purposes to 29,300 AF. This water would be added to the up to
3,500 AF of water for senior downstream water rights for a total managed pool of up to
33,200 AF. The acquisition of this 3,900 AF of additional water would resolve the
dgiscrepancy in the original project operation study regarding the average annual volume
of Project water required from storage to fulfill the 1977 DPR/FES downstream water
release criterta. Reclamation will solely fund the acquisition of this increment of water.

Increment Il (3,300 AF) - The Ute Mountain Ute Tribe has agreed to provide 3,300 AF of water,
on a lease basis for up to 5 years, to increase the pool of water reserved by the United
States for fish and wildlife purposes from 29,300 AF to 32,600 AF. Reclamation would
fund the lease arrangement. This water would be added to the water for senior
downstream water rights (up to 3,800 AF) for a total managed pool of 36,500 AF.

Permanent acquisition of increment Il water will require cost sharing participation by
others. Reclamation will appropriate $371,000 to establish an account for the
acquisition of water. Entities wishing to participate in water acquisition would make
deposits to this account. A coalition of entities and interested individuals would be
organized to administer the account and purchase water.

Increment I (Water in excess of 7,200 AF) - The trust account described above wouid remain
open and the acquisition process would continue. This increment may include
acquisition of water which could be managed for purposes other than fish and wildlife.

Summary of Impacts

The Draft EA was distributed for public comment to state and federal agencies, public and
private entities, and interested individuals. The final EA was modified to incorporate the
comments. The major concerns expressed related to the cost sharing requirement for
acquisition of water for increment Il and ], and the possible adverse affect to white water
boating opportunities. The cost sharing requirement remains as a part of the proposed action.
It has been determined that implementation of the proposed action will not significantly impact
future white water boating opportunities. Based on the final EA, it has been determined that
implementation of the proposed actions will not significantly affect the quality of the human
environment. The reasons for a Finding of No Significant Impact are addressed in detail in the
final EA. Following is a summary:

1. There will be no adverse impacts to federally fisted threatened or endangered species. The
Biological Assessment and response from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service are included in the



Final EA as Appendix .

2. The aguatic resources, including both the trout fishery and native fishery, in the Dolores
River below McPhee Dam will benefit from the proposed action. Implementation will eliminate
the adverse impacts associated with the year-round 20 ¢fs release required by a "dry year’
determination under the 1877 DPR/FES release criteria,

3. Recreation opportunities associated with fishing would increase as a result of the improved
trout fishery.

4. White water boating opportunities will be adversely impacted in some years and enhanced in
others as a result of the change in reservoir operation. There will be no overall significant

impact.

5. The change in reservoir operation and acquisition of Increment | water will slightly decrease
the overall average Project water supply for irrigation. The Project municipal and industrial
water supply and non-Project water supplies will not be impacted.

8. Indian Trust Assets will not be significantly impacted. The overall average Project irrigation
water supply for the Ute Mountain Ute Tribe will be slightly decreased. The Project municipal
and industrial water supply and non-Project water supply for the Ute Mountain Ute Tribe will not
be impacted. There will be a slight decrease in potential Project water return flow to McElmo
Creek and the San Juan River but there will be no significant impact to the water supply for the
Navajo Nation.

7. There will be no significant impacts to wildlife, wetland and riparian areas, water quaiity,
hydropower generation, senior water users, or cultural resources.
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PREFACE

In January 1995, & Draft Environmental Assessment addressing the potential effects of a proposal to modify the
operation of McPhee Reservoir and to acquire additional water for downstream fish and wildlife purposes was
distributed for public review and comment. This assessment evaluated the effects of four alternatives. Numerous
comments were received from state and federal agencies, public and private entities, and individuals. Since that time,
the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) has considered the comments received and continued to evaluate the
feasibility of implementing the various alternatives. Through this process, Reclamation has refined the proposed
action and determined that some of the alternatives considered are either not desirable or not feasible for
implementation. Reclamation has identified & provider for 3,900 acre-feet (AF) of the additional water required for
implementation of the proposed action and secured funding for the acquisition of this water. This document addresses

the effects of only two alternatives, the proposed action and no action,

Two alternatives (Alternatives 2 and 3) evaluated i the ariginal Draft Environmental Assessment have been
eliminated from consideration. Alternative 2 was similar to the proposed action except the pool of storage established
in McPhee Reservoir for downstream fish and wildlife purposes did not share shortages with other project water
users. This alternative was eliminated because it would cause unacceptable sdverse impacts to the other project water
users during drought periods. Alternative 3 was similar to the proposed action except the volume of additional water
acquired was limited to 3,900 AF resuiting in a total pool of water established in McPhee Reservoir for downstream
fish and wildlife purposes of 33,200 AF including the water for senior downstrearn water rights. This nlternative was
eliminated because it would not provide the desired benefits to the downstream cold water fishery.

Since Tanuary, 1995, Reclamation has been involved in negotiations with three primary Dolores Project contractual

beneficiaries, Dalores Water Conservancy District (DWCD), Montezuma Valley Irrigation Cormpany (MVIC) and the

Ute Mountain Ute Tribe, concerning completion of the Project. These negotiations have included the acquisition of

water for downstream fish and wildlife purposes in addition to completion of construction of work items. With limited
funding, Reclamation has negotiated for the completion of work iterns through cooperative agreements and grants
with each entity &5 opposed to traditional Reclamation construction methods, The cost saving from this approach will
be used for the acquisition of rdditional water. Grants and/or ngreements have been approved by MVIC, DWCD and
the Ute Mountain Ute Tribe. The DWCD agreements include the acquisition of 3,900 AF of water for downstream
purposes upon payment and the Ute Mountain Ute Tribe agreement includes the lease of 3,300 AF of water for up to

5 years.

A draft of this document was distributed for public review in January, 1996, Numerous comments were received
and the draft was modified as appropriate to incorporate the comments. The major areas of concern were the cost
sharing requirement for permanent acquisition of the 3,300 AF portion of the additional water for downstream fish
and wildlife purposes and possible adverse affect to white water boating opportunities. The Forest Service, Bureau of
Land Management, Fish and Wildlife Service, Colorado Division of Wildlife, and Trout Unlimited were opposed to
the cost sharing requirement. These entities expressed concern that this requirement may impede the acquisition of
water and preferred that Reclamation fully fund the acquisition. However, these entities preferred the proposed
action to the no action alternative and the cost sharing requirement remains as part of the proposed action. The white
water boating interests were concerned that acquisition of the additional water for downstream fish and wildlife
purposes may adversely affect white water boating opportunities. It was determined that boating opportunities under
full Project development would not be significantly affected by implementation of the proposed action as compared to

the no action alternative.



CHAPTER I
PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION

A. INTRODUCTION

The Dolores Project (Project) was constructed by the Bureau of Reclamation primarily to store flows of the
Deolores River for irrigation and municipal and industrial use. The Project also provides hydroelectric power
generation, salinity control, recreation opportunities, fish and wildlife enhancement and mitigation measures, aren
economic development, and cultural resources mitigation. Construction of the Project began in 1977 and all project

facilities are essentially complete.

B. PROPOSED ACTION

Reclamation, through an agreement with DWCD, proposes to modify the release criteria of McPhee
Reservoir and {0 scquire additional water to increase the volume of project water reserved by the United States for
downstream fish and wildlife purposes. The proposed reservoir eperation modification would apply only to water

released downstream to the Dolores River.

C. PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION

The purpose of the proposed action is to increase the benefits from the Dolores Project. The downstream
relense portion of the reservoir operating criteria specified in the Definite Plan Report {(DPR) and Final
Environmental Statement (FES) has proven to be unsatisfactory for managing the water reserved for fish and wildlife
resources in the Dolores River downstream from McPhee Reservoir. A demand for additional water for agricultural,
fish and wildlife, and other uses exists. This document intends to establish the size of, and management parameters

for, the fisk and wildlife pool.

. BACKGROUND

Reclamation operated McPhee Reservoir according to the filling criteria from it closure in 1984 until it filled
in 1987. The reservoir was operated according to the criteria in the DPR and FES and consistent with the repayment
contract between the United States and DWCD from 1987 to June, 1990. The operating criteria in the DPR and FES
specified year-round minimum releases to the Dolores River of 20 cubic feet per second (cfs) during dry years, 50 cfs
during normal years, and 78 cfs during wet years. Dry, normal, and wet years were defined in the DPR and! FES
based on reservoir content and runoff predictions at specified dates. The primary purpose of the releases was to
establish and maintain a trout fishery in the Dolores River from McPhee Dam to Bradfield Bridge (approximately 12

miles).

Minimum downstream releases were set at 78 cfs from 1984 through 1989, the flow associated with & wet
year in the DPR and FES operating criterie. This was partially a result of the hydrology of the Dolores River Basin
during this period and partially a result of the project's limited development. During this period, & good trout fishery
was established in the river from McPhee Dam to Bradfield Bridge. Precipitation in water year 1989 was very low
aod the dry trend continued in early 1990. In March 1990 a dry year determination was made in accordance with the
operating criteria and the downstream release was set at 20 cfs for the first time in the Project's operating history.

After several meetings and negotiations between Reclamation, Project water users, Trout Unlimited, and
Colorado Division Of Wildlife (CDOW), & short-term solution to the low flows was achieved. An agreement
between Reclamation and DWCD was reached for the release of an additional 6,000 acre-feet (AF) of Project water
to be released downstream from the reservoir through October 1990. Relenses were increased to 35 cfs on June 15,
1990, and to 50 cfs by June 20, 1990, to minimize adverse effects on the trout fishery, On September 4, 1990,

1



releases were reduced to 31 cfs until October 31, 1990,

An interim operation agreement for operation of McPhee Dam from November 1, 1990 through Gctober 3],
1993 (subsequently extended through the present) was executed between Reclamation and the DWCD. The interim
agreement provided for alternative dam operation until a long-term solution to the water release and trout fishery
issue could be developed and implemented. From November 1, 1990, to the present, McPhee Reservoir has been
2 ervol i Apreerment (TOA), as amended. Key

elements of the current IOA related to water releases for fish and wildlif purposes to the Dolores River are:

© An interim pool of up to 29,300 AF available for release each water year (November | to October 31),
The 29,300 AF volume is comprised of: (1) 25,400 AF reserved for fish and wildlife purposes; {2} up to
3,900 AF of senior downstream water rights. (After October 31, 1993, 800 AF of water reserved for Totten
Reservoir and included in previous versions of the IOA was not availuble for downstream release.)

© Water releases will be made by the DWCD under direction from Reclamation and in coordination with
other federal and state agencies snd local interests for fish and wildlife purposes downstream of McPhee

Dam.

@ No deduction would occur from the interimn pool at any time Reclamation directs & spill release from

McPhee Reservoir,

& The interim managed pool would not share shortages occurring to Project irrigation water users.

Figures 3 and 4 depict water releases from McPhee Reservoir in 1990 (using the DPR/FES water release criteria) and
releases from 1991 through October 1995 (using the interim managed pool). Note that periods of spills are indicated
in & darker shade. Figure 4 shows that the interim managed pool allowed relesses to the Dolores River to be
maintained in the 60 to 70 cfs range or higher during the critical summer months, and at 30 cfs or higher during the

winter.

Since late 1990, Reclamation has been coordinating with Project water users, Trout Unlimited, CDOW, the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service (USF&WS), the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) and other
interested individuals and groups to identify a long-term solution. A Biology Comimittee comprised of representatives
from Reclamation, CDOW, USF&WS, USFS, BLM snd Trout Unlimited (TUY was established to administer the
pool of water reserved for downstream use and (o recommend biolegical studies to determine the flow requirements
for a coldwater fishery. Reclamation, CDOW, and the USFS conducted the studies. Reclamation also reviewed the
Project hydrology and the 1977 Project operation study used to evaluate the Project water supply and to allocate
Project water. This review revealed a discrepancy in the volume of Project water reserved by the United States for
downstream fish and wildlife purposes and the actual volune of Project water that would be required to meet the

downstrearn DPR/FES release criterin.

The 1977 Project operation study simulales Project operation on a monthly basis for the pariod 1928 through 1973.
During the study period, the minimum release from McPhee Dam was 78 ¢fs in 13 years (28%), 50 cfs in 23 years
(50%), und 20 cfs in 10 years (22%). These releases were made up of spills (water excess to the Project), wnler
released to satisfy senior downstream water rights, and Project water released from storage. The study indicated that
the average annual amount of Project water required to be released from storage to make these flows was 25,400 AF.
Because the operation study is a monthly model, it is not possible to simulate managed releases in place of spills. The
model allows the reservoir to fill and spill in an uncontrolied manner. This results in much shorter spill periods with
higher flows than would occur in actual operation. To compensate, the model did not simulate releases of 78 cfs
during wet years but released 50 cfs during both normal and wet years and assumed the extra water needed for the
higher flows would be offset by the longer periods of managed releases in place of spills (fonger pericds when no
Project water was required to be released from storage). However, this assumption is probably not valid. When
minimum releases downstream were increased from 59 cfs to 78 ofs during wet years, the average annusl volume of
Project water required to meet the downstream criteria was increased to 29,300 AF. This results in a discrepancy of
3,900 AF between the volume of Project water reserved by the United States for downstream purposes and the
volume of Project water required to meet the DPR/FES downstreamn release criteria.



E. S5COPE OF PROPOSAL AND THIS DOCUMENT

The scope of this EA is limited to evaluating the effects of the proposed action and no action alternatives. If the EA
indicates that the consequences of implementing the proposed action do not have & significant impact an the human
environment, & Finding Of No Significant Impact will be prepared. If the EA indicates that the proposed action
constitutes a major federa] action having a significant impact on the quality of the human environment, a Notice of
Intent to prepare an EIS will be prepared and published in the Federal Register.
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CHAPTER II
PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

A. INTRODUCTION

Reclamation developed and evalusted a range of alternatives to the propesed action, Only the proposed action and the
no action alternative are feasible for implementation.

B. ALTERNATIVES

PROPOSED ACTION

Modify the operation of McPhee Reservoir - Reclamation proposes to wnedify the operation of McPhee Reservoir
by changing fram the 1977 DPR/FES downstream release criteria of 78, 50, or 20 cfs to a managed pool of water
available from storage for downstream release for fish and wildlife purposes. An interagency team would mansge
releases from the pool to provide seasonally fluctuating downstream flows for the benefit of downstream fish and
wildlife resources. Releases would be made by DWCD under direction by Reclamation. For water accounting
purposes, releases will be measured at the parshall flume installed in the Dolores River below McPhee Dam. This
inodification would require a separate operating agreement between Reclumation and DWED pursuant to Article 9 of

DWCD's repayment contract,

Acquire at least 7,200 AF of additional water for fishk and wildlife purposes - Reclamation proposes to acquire
7,200 AF of water to establish a pool of storage in McPhee Reservoir with a total annual volume of up to 36,500 AF
for downstream release from McPhee Reservoir to the Dolores River. This volume has been recommended as a
suitable goal by several resource managemnent agencies and Trout Unlimited. The 7,200 AF would be added to the
25,400 AF of Project water reserved by the United States for fish and wildlife purposes and the up to 3,900 AF of
water required to satisfy senior downstream water nghts.

Additional water for the managed pool will be acquired in three increments:

Increment 1 (3,900 AF) - The DWCD hus agreed to provide 3,900 AF of water annually, subject to
payment by Reclumation, to increase the pool of water reserved by the United States for fish and wildlife
purposes 1o 29,300 AF. This water would be added to the up to 3,900 AF of water for senior downstream
water rights for a total managed pool of up to 33,200 AF. The acquisition of this 3,900 AF of additional
water would resolve the discrepancy in the original project operation study regarding the average anpus]
volume of Project water required fromn storage to fulfill the 1977 DPR/FES downstream water release
criteria. Reclamation will solely fund the acquisition of this increment of water.

Increment 1T (3,300 AF} - The Ute Mountain Ute Tribe has agreed to provide 3,300 AF of water, on &
lease basis for up to 5 years, to increase the pool of water reserved by the United States for fish and wildlife
purposes from 29,300 AF to 32,600 AF.' Reclamation would fund the lease arrangement. This water

"Water to make up 3,300 AF of the fish and wildlife pool does not now exist. To acquire, lease, develop or otherwise
obtain an additional 3,300 AF of water for the 32,600 AF fish and wildlife pool, the cooperative effort of federal, state, and local
partics is needed. The aequisition of this additional 3,300 AF does not have acquisition priority over waler lo meet other Dolores
Project purposes. The acquisition and management of this addilional water for the fish ang wildlife pool requires: the identification
znd involvement of interested parties, the strucluring of the parties efforts, the identification 2nd analysis of potential water

sources, contribution and management efforts of the participants.

8



would be added to the water for senior downstream water rights (up 10 3,900 AF) for a total managed pool
of 36,500 AF.

Permanent acquisition of this increment of water will require cost sharing participation by others.
Reclamation will appropriate $371,000 to establish an account for the acquisition of water. Entities wishing
to participate in water acquisition would make depasits to this account. A coalition of entities and
individuals, including Reclamation, would be established to administer the account and acquire water as

opportunities &rise.

Increment [I¥ (Whater in excess of 7,200 AF) - The trust account described above would remain open and
the acquisition process would continue. This increment may include acquisition of water which could be
managed for purposes other than fish and wildlife.

Fish and Wildlife managed pool water year changed - The water year for the managed pool would be established
as 1-March 31. This is different from the water year of other Project water users which begins on November {.
The District would implement an accounting systern for the fish and wildlife pool sinilar to the accounting system for
other Project water users. The benefit of changing the water year for the fish and wildlife managed pool would be
that planning for the quantities and duration of releases would oceur when the best infonmation conceming the extent

of the spring runoff is available.

Managed pool not counted against during spills - The fish and wildlife pool would not be charged depletions during
periods of release from McPhee Dam in anticipation of a spill (controlled release of water which would be excess to

available storage space in the reservoir) or during an actual spill.

Major portion of managed pocl would share shortages during dry years - Portions of the managed pool would
share water shortages with other Project water users during dry years. The 25,400 AF of Project water currently
reserved by the United States for downstream fish and wildlife purposes would share shortages equally with Project
irrigation water. The 3,900 AF of water to he acquired from DWCD would share shortages. The water required to
satisfy senior downstream water rights (up to 3,900 AF) would be regulated by the State priority system. Whether
additional ecquired water would share in shortages would depend on its origin, For example, acquired Project
irrigation water would share in shortages, while acquired Project municipal and industrial water would not be subject
to shorteges. Acquired non-Project water would be regulated by the State priority system.

NO ACTION

Reclamation would operate McPhee Reservoir according to the 1977 DPR/FES release criteria of 78, 50, or 20 cfs
after expiration of the Interim Operations Agreement (or any extensions). Flows in the Dolores River would be
maintained at 78 cfs during wet years, 50 cfs during nonnal years, and 20 efs dunng dry years (DPR pg.68-69). A
wet year is considered to begin on May | and extend for one year if the end-of-April content of McPhee Reservotr
exceeds 82% of the active capacity. A normal year occurs when the end-of-April content is less than 82 % of the
active capacity and the March 1 prediction of the end-of-June content was grenter than 45% of the active capacity. A
dry year would begin on March | and extend for one year if the March [ prediction of the content of McPhee
Reservoir at the end of June is less than, or equal to, 45% of the active capacity.



C. SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES

Reclamation identified, through & scoping process and public involvement (described in Chapter V), the sigaificant
environmental resources that could be impacted (either adversely or beneficially) by the proposed action. The
impacts of the proposed action on Federally listed threstened and endangered species are addressed in the attached
Biological Assessment. The anulysis of impuacts in Chapter 111 focuses on the following resources:

1. Aquatic resources of the Dolares River downstream from McPhee Reservoir.

2. Wildlife associated with the Dolores River downstream from McPhee Reservoir.

3. Wetland or riparian sreas associated with the Dolores River downstream from McPhee
Reservoir.

4, Water quality in the Dolores River downstream from McPhee Reservoir.

5. Water supply of the Dolores Project and of non-project water users,

6. Effects on Indian Trust Assets.

7. Power generation,

8. Recreational opportunities, activities and facilities downstream from McPhee Reservoir associated

with the Dolores River.

9. Cultural resources along the Dolores River downstream from McPhee Reservoir,
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D. SUMMARY OF IMPACTS

The predicted impacts of the proposed action and no action are sumnmarized below.

PROPOSED ACTION

NG ACTION

Aquatic Resources

Would sustain a coldwater fishery at least to the
Bradfield Bridge area. Would beneficinlly
affect the native fishery.

Would pericdically adversely affect the
coldwater and native fishery

Wildlife

No significant effect.

No significant effect.

Wetland and Riparian
Areas

No significant effect.

No significant effect.

Water Quality

No affect on water chemistry or sediment
loading. Would maintain suitsble water
temperature to sustain a coldwater fishery to at
least the Bradfield Bridge area.

No affect on water chemistry or sediment
loading. Would not maintain suitable water
temperature to sustsin a coldwater fishery to
Bradfield Bridge during designated dry years
OF AVETrAgEe YEeArs.

Water Supply

Would slightly decrease the Project water
supply for irmigation. Would not affect the
Project M&I water supply or non-project water
supplies with rights senior to the Project.
Would increase the Project water supply for
fish and wildlife purposes.

May slightly decrease the Project water
supply for irrigation from the supply
presented in the DPR. Would not affect the
Project M&! water supply, Project fish snd
wildlife water supply, or the non-project
water supply.

Indian Trust Assels

Would slightly decrease the Project water
supply for irrigation. Would not affect the
Project M&1 water supply or the Project fish
and wildlife water supply for the Ute Mountain
Ute Tribe. Would slightly decrease the
potential Project return flows to the San Juan
Basin. Would not affect non-project water
supplies,

May slightly decrense the Project water
supply for irrigation from the supply
presented in the DPR. Would not affact the
Project M&I water supply, or the Project
fish and wildlife water supply for the Ute
Mountain Ute Tribe. Would not
significantly affect the potential Project
water retum flows to the San Juan Basin and
would not affect non project water supplies.

Hydroelectric Power
Generation

No significant effect.

No significant effect.

Recreation

Would increase fishing and other activities
related to fishing. Would not significantly
sffect rafting. Would not affect other
recreational activities.

Would periodically adversely affect fishing
and related activities. Would not
significantly affect rafting. Would not affect
other activities.

Cultural Resources

No effect.

No effect.
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CHAPTER I
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

A. INTRCDUCTION

Descriptions of the site and setting of McPhee Reservoir and the Dolores River downstream from McPhee Dam are
contained in the Final Environments! Statement (INT FES 77-12) and Definite Plan Report for the Dolores Project
(Reclamation 1977), the Fish and Wildlife Analysis for the Dolores Water Project (CDOW, 1974), the Dolores River
Wild and Scenic River Study Report (Depts. of Agriculture and Interior, Colo. Dept. of Nat. Resources, 1976), the
Draft Plan of Study for the Dolores Project Resources Optimization Study (Reclamation 19990), the Dolores River
Corridor Management Plan (BLM, 1990), the Dolores River Instream Flow Assessment Project Report (BLM, 1990),
and the Dolores River Native Fish Habitat Suitability Study (Bio/West, Inc., 1992). The ereas or resources
potentially affected by the proposed action and no action alternative are generally confined to the river channel and
floodplain of the Dolores River downstream from McPhee Dam. Emphasis has been placed on the first 12 miles of
the river downstream from McPhee Duin to the Bradfield Bridge vicinity because this reach was expected to support a
cold water sport fishery in the original DPR/FES. This chapter addresses in detail the significant environmental
issues/resources described in Chapter I potentially affected by the proposed action and no action alternative. Other
issues or resources are also briefly described.

B. AQUATIC RESQURCES
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Dolores River Trout Fishery - The tailwater trout fishery in the Dolores River downstream of McPhee Dam was
established soon after the dam was closed in 1984, Reclamation's FES identified a 12 mile section of the Dolores
River immediately downstreamn of McPhee Dam, which would provide suitable habitat for the development of a good
quality cold water (trout) fishery. This section of river was initially stocked by the Colorado Division of Wildlife

(CDOW) in 1984 with fingerlings of the following trout species:

Brown (3alwo trutia)
Cutthroat (Salmo elarks)
Rainbow (Oncerhynchus myKiss).

The brown trout population is self sustaining. While successful natural reproduction of rainbow trout does oceur,
natural reproduction is supplemented by the annual stocking of fingerling rainbow trout. Concurrent with the
establishment of the fishery, the CDOW restricted angling methods within the quality trout section to fly fishing and
artificial lures only and designated the 12 mile reach as a catch-and-release fishery., The CDOW initiated annual
population monitering studies of the fishery in 1986. Information gained from these studies over several years
provides a means to evaluate changes in the populution structure and density as well as providing an indicator of the

relntive quality and quantity of aquatic habitat,

From closure of the dmun in 1984 through Fébruary of 1990, releases to the river were 78 cfs or greater. Overall, the
trout fishery probably reached the 78 cfs carrying capacity of the river in 1988 and 1989 when a combined estimated

bioinass of over 44.6 Ib/ac of trout oceurred throughout the quality trout section,

In March 1990, a dry year was designated by Reclamnation and flow was reduced to 20 cfs. This flow was maintained
through June 14, 1990, when an additional 6,000 AF of water was obtained by Reclamation and flows were increased
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to 30 cfs immediately, 50 cfs on June 20, and remnined at 50 cfs for the remainder of the summer. Subsequent
sampling of the river in the fall of 1990 and twice in 1991 indicated that the low flows during 1990 caused a
significant loss to the trout fishery. Estimates of trout hiomnass made in the fall of 1991 were about i1 Ib/ac
throughout the quality trout section. The loss was attributed to a combination of elevated water temperatures in the
lower portion of the quality trout section and a severe reduction in available physical habitat.

From November 1990 to the present, McPhee Reservoir has been operated under an interim operating agreement as
described in the Background section of this document. The trout fishery had recovered significantly by the fall of
1992, Biomass estimates made in [992 and in 1993 indicated the river contained 40 and 64 Ib/ac of trout,
respectively. However, the biomass estimate made in 1993 included fish that were lost from the reservoir the
previous spring during & spill release. Agency biologists agree that 64 [b/ac represents a much higher biomass of
trout than the Jong-term carrying capacity of the river under the interim operations.

Dalores River Native Fishery - Since the closure of McPhee Dam, the most comprehensive study of the native
fishery was conducted in 1991 and 1992 by Bio/West Inc. During the course of this study, six native fish species
were collected from McPhee Dam downstream to the confluence with the Colorado River. The species were:

Colorado squawfish (Ptychocheilus lucius){federnlly protected}
Roundtail chub (Gila robusta)

Speckled dace (Rhinjichthys psculus)

Flannelmouth sucker (Catastornus Intipinnis)

Bluehead sucker {Catostomus discobolus)

Mottled sculpin (Cottys bairdi).

Colorado squawfish, the only endangered specie collected during this survey, were found within [.25 miles of the
confluence with the Colorado River. It was presumed these fish were not year-long inhabitants of the Dolores River,
but rather temporary migrants from the Colorado River. However, thirteen potential spawning sites for Colorado
squawfish were ideatified and it was concluded the Dolores River provided suitable habitat for the reintroduction of

this species and the razorback sucker (Xyruchen texanus), also federally protected.

Over the two year collection period native fishes comprised 19% of all fish collected, a reiatively high percentage
compared to many other rivers in the Upper Colorado River Basin.  Evidence of natural reproduction by all of the
five unprotected native fish species listed above was found, Roundtait chub was the fifth most comnen of the twenty
species callected during the course of the study. Evidence of roundtail chub reproduction was found in the CDOW
surveys of 1990-1994 at the penmanent sminpling station below the Dove Creek Pumps. Young-of-the-year roundteil
chubs were collected in relatively larpe numbers in both 1991 and 1992. Predation from non-native fishes was not
thought to be & significant limjting factor in the system. The Bio/West Inc. study concluded that timing, duration and
magnitude of spills from McPhee Dam coupled with maintaining adequate base flows in the river were important in
maintaining the downstream native fishery. The study recommended that 50 cfs be adopted as a minimum flow based

on the original operating criteria.

McPhee Reservoir Fishery - McPhee Reservoir provides habitat for numerous fish species. Although the CDOW
initially planned to menage the reservoir as a trout fishery, their fishery management plan for the reservoir changed to
include warm water species and Kokanee salmon. Initinlly, only rainbow trout were stocked in the reservoir.
However, brown and cutthroat trout that exist in the Dolores River upstream are also found in the reservoir in low
numbers. Fish species stocked in the reservoir include the following:

Largemouth bass (Micropterus salmoides)
Smallmouth bass (Micropterus dofomieui)
Bluegill sunfish (Lepomis macrochirus)
Black crappie (Pamoxis negromagulatus)
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Channel catfish (Jetalurus punetatus)
Kokanee salmon (QOncorhynchys nerka)
Rainbew Trout (Oncorhynchus myvkiss}

Other fish species present, but not stocked by CDOW or USF&WS include the following:

Yellow perch (Percs flavesgens)

Black bullhead (otalurus melas)

Green sunfish (Lepomis gyanellus)

White sucker (Catostomus commersoni)
Flannelmouth sucker (Catostomus latipinnis)
Bluehesd sucker {Cntostoimus discobolusg)

Reservoir fluctuations are related to spring runoff, releases to the Dolores River, and irrigation and municipal and
industrial water demands supplied by relenses through Grest Cut Dike and the Dolores Tunnel. Losses o the
reservoir fishery are associated with the method of spill releases. Use of the dam spillway in 1993, required by
ongoing repair of the outlet works, resulted in the loss of 5 number of trout and Kokanee salmon from the reservoir.
Manaped spill releases through the main outlet works have resulted in fur fewer fish being lost downstream.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Trout Fishery

Proposed Action - Aquatic studies concluded that during summer periods a flow of 50 cfs or Jess does not provide
suitable water temperatures during the sunmer months for trout throughout the 12 mile section. It was also
determined that flows of 50 cfs or less does not provide sufficient depth of water in several riffle areas to allow trout
to move throughout the system. [t was estimated that 70 cfs flows would be necessary to provide sujtable
temperatures and adequate depth in riffle areas for migration during the summer months and somewhat lower flows
would be adequate during the spring and fall due to lower temperatures. Winter flows of 30 cfs during the study
period did not appear to detrimentally affect the trout fishery. However, there is a possibility of icing problems
developing at low flows in severe winters but management flexibility would allow these problems to be corrected.
Prolonged severe drought periods will result in project water shortages. The 46-yeur project operation study indicates
droughts that would preduce significant shortages and adversely effect the trout fishery would occur in about 4% of
the years. Additional hydrological records indicate that significant shortages would occur in less than 3% of the years
and statistical annlysis of the data indicates that the oceurance of significant shortages would be even less. Releases
in anticipation of spills (controlled relense of water which wouid be excess to avatlable stornge space in the reservoir)
have occurred in all years of the interiin operation. Therefore, the adequacy of 1 30,100 AF or 29,300 AF fish pool

has never been evalusted,

Overall, the data clearly indicates that pool management s a much more effective way to maintain the tailwater trout
fishery in the Dolores River. In & report provided to Reclamation in 1993 by the CDOW, the fishery researcher
concluded that the "...Dolores River and the aquatic biota that support the trout fishery downstream from McPhee
Dam may well be in the healthiest condition since reservoir operations began in 1984," {(Nehring 1993),

hoplementation of the proposed action would provide flows in the river to improve habitat for trout in the Dolores
River below McPhee Dam. Sufficient water would be available to meet the summer flow requirements. The
management flexibility provided by the pool would allow the reserved water to be released in the best way possible to
benefit the downstrean fishery. Under this aiternative, both the quantity and quality of habitat would be increased
from the existing conditions and from the conditions provided by the no action alternative, The biomass of trout in

the river would be expected to increase.

No Action - The No Action Alternative would result in periodic loss of much of the trout fishery below the dam
during years designated as "dry” with 20 cfs releases under the DPR/FES criteria (approximately 20 % of the time).
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During years designated as "normal” with 50 cfs releases under the DPR/FES eriteria (approximately 50% of the
tirne) both the quantity and quality of trout habitat in the river below the dam would be adversely effected.

iNative Fishery

Proposed Action - Implememtation of the proposed action would benefit downstream populations of native fishes by
eliminating the extreme year round low flows associated with a "dry" year designation.

Mo Action - Native fish habitat would continue to be rdversely affected during designated “dry” years.

McPhee Reservoir

Iinplementation of either alternative would not affect reservoir fishery habitat.

C. WILDLIFE

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Wildlife species in the Dolores River Canyon below McPhee Reservoir which are clesely associated with the aquatic

environment include the following:

Beaver {Castor canadensis)
Muskrat (Ondatra zibethicus)
River otter (Lutra canadensis)
Mink (Mustels vison}
Raccoon (Procyon lotor)

Beaver, muskrat, and raccoon are comrnon in the area. Mink are considered to be rare. The niver ofter is listed as a
federal category 2 species and listed as endangered by the State of Colorado. River otter were believed to be
extirpated from Colorado earlier in the century. Otter were reintroduced to the Dolores River drainage in 1988 and
are currently thriving. Food habitat studies of river otters in the Dolores River show that cryfish (Qrconectes virilis)
constitute & major portion of their diet. Typically, otters consume the most easily caught prey species available,
which is the crayfish in the Dolores River. In winter months, otters prey extensively on channel catfish (Jetalurus

punictatus) and carp (Cyprintis earpig) in the lower Dolores River.

Numerous waterfowl species regularly use the river, The first few miles of the river downstream from the dam
appear important due to greater availability of slack water. This aren also tends to remain relatively ice-free during
the winter when open water becomes a limiting factor to waterfowl use. Watarfowl attracted to this open water
provide an sttractive prey base for wintering bald eagles. Mergansers (Mergus merganser americanus) use reaches
where small fish are rendily available. "Puddle ducks” such as mailards {Anas platyrhynchos), gndwall (Anas
strepern) and teal (Anas spp.) use slack water areas, beaver ponds, or inundated floodplain wetlands for feeding on
squatic plants and invertebrates, or for resting. Some waterfow!] nesting occurs within the floodplain,

Bald eagles overwinter in the area and regularly use the reach of the river just downstream from McPhee Dam. Since
closure of the dam, as many as thirty eagles have been reported in this area. The eagles are most probably attracted
by waterfowl and fish as food sources,

Numerous bird species are dependent on the tree and shrub habitats of floedplain riparian and wetland communities.
These habitats typically support among the highest diversity of species use of all habitats found in the southwest. The
following species feed on squatic river life, are dependent on dead and dying trees of the riparian cottonwood forest
for nest sites, or are closely tied to riparian shrub communities for nesting and feeding:
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Belted Kingfisher (Megaceryle pleyon)

Great blue heron (Ardea herodins trepanzai)

Dippers (Cinclis mexicsnus unicolor)

Woodpeckers (Picidee fanuly)

Swallows (Hirundinidae funily)

Black-Capped Chickadees (Paryg ptricapillus septentrionnius)
Flycatchers (Tyranmidae family)

Warblers (Parulidae family)

Sparrows (Fringillidee family)

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Proposed Action - Implementation of the proposed action would have positive benefits for aquatic life throughout the
upper reaches of the river and, therefore, the wildlife species dependent on aquatic life for food. Species dependent
on floodplain riparian and wetland cormumunities for nesting and feeding would not be significantly affected although
the higher flows during the summer and the elimination of extended perieds of 20 cfs release may benefit the riparian

one,

There is a potential for increased ice formation in the river near the dam due to lower winter flows than would occur
during “nonmnal” or "wet" years under the no action alternative. This would result in less apen water being available
for waterfowl during winter, However, the proposed action would allow the management flexibility to increase flows
during the winter if icing of the river becomes a problemn. River icing would not significantly affect waterfowl or
batld eagles. There would higher winter tlows and less icing than during designated “dry" years under the no-sction

alternative,

No Action - Year round flows of 20 cfs during designated “dry" yesrs would adversely affect aquatic life through the
upper reaches of the river and, therefore, adversely affect the wildlife species dependent on aquatic life for food.
Species dependent on floodplain riparian and wetlund communities for nesting and feeding would not be significantly
affected. There is 8 potential for increased ice fonnation in the river near the damn during designated dry years but

waterfowl or bald eagles would not be significantly affected.

D. WETLAND AND RIPARIAN

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The Dolores River supports several types of wetland and riparian vegetation communities downstream from McPhee
Dam, These include mature cottenwood forests, riparian shrub lands, and emergent wetlands. Due to the relatively
narrow floodplain in this portion of the Dolores River, these communities generally occur in narrow bands along the
river banks and in old overflow channels and oxbows.

Narrowleaf cottonwood (Populus angustifolin) forests are comnmon along the Dolores River. Cottonwoods form an
open to dense overstory with a variety of understary shrubs, grasses, and forbs including:

Slaunkbush (Rhus trlobats)

Desert olive (Forestiern neomexicana)
Bluegrasses (Poa spp.)

Brome prasses (Browmus spp.)

Rushes (Jupcus spp.).

Box elder is present in some habitat niches seemingly more suitable for cottonwoods in portions of the downstream
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canyon. Although some mature cottonwoods occur adjncent to the active channel, the denser overstory forests
generglly occur in old overflow channels and oxbows. These areas have become separated from the active river

channel and the trees are dependent on groundwater for survival,

Riparian shrub deminated communities hecorme incrensingly common further downstrenn from McPhee Dam and
become the dominant riparian community below Disappointment Creek. The invasion of salt cedar (Tamarix
ramosissima} is evident along the Doiores River downstream from the confluence of Disappointment Creek. These
shrub communities are generally dominated by coyote willow (Salix exjpua) but also include other shrubs such as
desert olive and gambel oak {Quercus gambelii. The understory is generally sparse and composed of a variety of

grasses and forbs,

Emergent wetland areas are not common in the Project ares. Some small communities dominated by wetland grasses,

spikerushes (Eleochars spp.) snd rushes (Juncus spp.) occur in small depressions and backwaters. A major feature
of the Lone Dome Recreation Area is a cooperative effort by Reclamation and CDOW to create, preserve, and
enhance about 75 acres of wetlands. The wetlands are approximetely seven niles downstream from McPhee Dam on

lands historically irrigated for pasture and hay.

Historically, the wetiand and riparian communities along the Dolores River have heen affected by livestock prazing
and years of Jow/no flow in the Dolores River during the summer months. Grazing was discontinued on lands
administered by the BLM and the USFS along the Dolores River from McPhee Dam ta approximately four miles
upstream of Slick Rock in the late J980's. Grazing was discontinued on CDOW’s lands at about the samme time.
McPhee Dam was closed in 1984 and has since provided continues flows in the Dolores River. In the past | ] yents
there has been a substantial increase in riparian vepetation along the rver,

The lands acquired by the United States were infested with noxious weeds which proliferated in subsequent years dus
to lack of control measures. The most common noxious plant species include the following:

Musk thistle (Carduus_gutags)
Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense)
Russian knapweed (Acroptilon repens)

Attempts to control these infestations have focused on herbicide applications. During the past five years, the USFS
has conducted prescribed bums in the Lone Dame area in the fall, followed in the spring with selective herbicide
treatment. The BLM has conducted similar eradication efforts in the Bradfield Bridge area and the CDOW has
initiated control meussures on their lands. Recently, insect predators have also been introduced to combat musk
thistle. It is anticipated that the efforts will control the noxious weed problein.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Proposed Action - implementation of the propased action may beneflt the wetland and riparian hnbitats by providing
higher summer flows in the river, especially during years which would be designed as “normal” or "dry" under the no

action alternative

No Action - Iinplementation of the no action alterative may have a minor detrimental effect on the wetland and
riparian comrnunities during designated “dry” years.
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E. WATER QUALITY

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Little water chemistry date is available from the Dolores River below McPhee Dam. However, water chemistry is
monitored in the Dolores River immediately before it enters McPhee Reservoir. Data indicates all chemical
constituents are well below standard levels for aquatic life established by the United States Environmental Protection
Agency and the State of Colorado. Dissolved oxygen content was monitored st several sites in the Dolores River
below McPhee Dam during the spring and summer of 1990 during the period of low releases. The oXygen conteqnt
was found to be suitable for aquatic life in every measurement. The sediment content of the water released from
McPhee Dam is normally very low. Tributaries downstream from the dam contribute sediment during spring runoff

and after rainfall events,

A major component of water quality related to aquatic life is water temperature. Trout grow and thrive best in water
that is 50-65 degrees Fahrenheit, Water temperature has been monitored in 4 location on the river since sbout 1986.
During hot summer days at flows of abowt 50 cfs or less, the water reaches temperatures of over 70 degrees
Fahrenheit upstreamn of Bradfield Bridge. At flows of about 70 cfs or greater, water temperature will remain below
70 degrees at Bradfield Bridge during hot swnmer days. The water temperature at Bradfield Bridge has & daily
fluctuation of about 20 to 30 degrees Fahrenheit during the sumnmer. Maximum suinmer water temperature in the
river at the Dove Creek Pumping Plant is sinilar and ofien lower than the temnperature at Bradfizld Bridge.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Proposed Action - Implementation of the proposed action would not affect the water chemistry or sediment content of
the river. Water of suitable oxygen content for aquatic life would be provided. The proposed action would
allow the management flexibility to maintain water of suitable temperature to support a trout fishery to at least the

Bradfield Bridge vicinity.

No Action - Implementation of the no action alternative would not affect the water chemistry or sediment content of
the river. Water of suitable oxygen content for aquatic life would be provided. The no action alternative would
maintain water of suitable temperature to support a trout fishery to at least the Bradfield Bridge vicinity in designated
“wet” years. During designated “normal” years, water of suitable temperature would be muintained in & larpe poriion
of the river from the Dam to Bradfield Bridge but during designated “dry” years, water of suitable temperature would

only be maintained in a portion of the river near the dam.

F. WATER SUPPLY

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Project Water - The Doleres Project supplies an annual average of 90,900 AF of water for the irrigation of about
61,600 acres of land. An annual average of 13,700 AF is supplied to about 26,300 acres of supplemental service land
within the MVIC system, 54,300 AF is supplied to about 27,800 acres of full service land in the Dove Creek area and
22,900 AF is supplied to about 7,500 ncres of fuil service land on the Ute Mountain Ute Reservation. An annual
supply of 8,700 AF is reserved far municipal and industrial use within the DWCD. An annual average of 27,000 AF
of water is reserved for fish and wildlife use und is allocated as follows: 25,400 AF for release to the Dolores River,
800 AF for fish and wildlife purposes in Totten Reservoir, and 800 AF for fish and wildlife purposes witlin the Ute
Mountain Ute Reservation. Prolonged severe drought periods will result in project water shortages. The 46-year
project operation study indicates droughts that would produce significant shortages would occur in sbout 4% of the
years. Additional hydrological records indicate that significant shortages would occur in less than 3% of the years
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and statistical analysis of the data indicates that the cccurance of significant shortages would be even less.

Non-Project Water - Water from the Dolores River is used to irrigate approximately 2,300 acres of land in the
Dolores Basin above McPhee Reservoir, and transbasin diversions deliver water to irrigate approximately 42,100
acres of land in the San Jusn Basin. The major transhasin irrigation diversions consist of MVIC's diversion of up to
153,400 AF annually from the Dolores River for the irrigation of 37,500 acres of land and for stock watering
purposes, and Summit Irrigation Company's diversion from Lost Canyon to supply irrigation water to approximately
4,600 acres of land. Both are senior to the Project. There are other smaller transbasin water users senior to the
Project inciuding the municipal, industrial and domestic water rights held by the City of Cortez and the Montezuma
Water Company. There are water rights totaling 3,900 AF senior to the Dolores Project downstream from the

MePhee Dam.

Dolores River - The water supply for the Dolores River below McPhee Dam consists of Project water released from
storage, water passed through the reservoir to satisfy senior downstreaun water rights, and water released in
anticipation of spills and/or actual spills. The DPR/FES criteria for minimum releases to the river specifies either 20,
50, or 78 cfs during non-spill periods. These flows consist of Project water released from storage and water passed
through the reservoir to satisfy senior downstream rights. Water released in anticipation of spills and during actual
spills averages about 76,000 AF. Since November 1990, McPhee Reservoir has been operated under an interim
operating agreement which provides a pool of Project water in the reservoir available for release as directed by the

Biology Committee.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Project Water

Proposed Action - Implementation of the proposed action would not affect the Project M&I water supply, the 800 AF
of water reserved for fish and wildlife purposes by the Ute Mountain Ute Tribe, the 800 AF of fish and wildlife water
reserved for use in Totten Reservoir. The Project water supply for irrigation would be slightly decreased from the
supply presented in the DPR. During normal and dry periods, McPhee Reservoir would opernte at slightly lower
elevations and provide Jess carry-over storage for use during succeeding years. Also, more water would be released
downstream to the Dolores River during dry period. This will result in increased incidents of shortages to irrigators
and increased severity of shorlages during extended drought periods. During wet periods, McPhee Reservoir would
operate at slightly higher elevations and provide more carry-over storage for use during succeeding years. However,
the long term avernge annual water supply available for irrigation would only be reduced approximately 1% as

compared to the no action alternative,

No Action - Implementation of the no action alternative would slightly decrense the Project waler supply for irrigation
from the supply presented in the DPR due to the discrepancy in the 1977 Project operation study discussed in the
beckground section of this document. There would be no affect on the Project M water supply, the 800 AF of
waler reserved for fish and wildlife purposes by the Ute Mountain Ute Tribe, the 800 AF of fish and wildlife water

reserved for use in Totten Reservoir.

MNon-Project Water

Propesed Action - Implementation of the proposed ction would not affect non-project water users with water rights

senjor to the project.

No Action - Implementation of the no action alternative would not affect non-project water users with water rights
senior to the project.
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Dolores River

Proposed Action - Implementation of the proposed action would provide managed releases from a pool of Project
water in McPhee Reservoir to the Dolores River during non-spill periods, Flows in the river would fluctuate
seasonally. There would be a slight decrease in the volume of water released in anticipation of spills from the volume
described in the DPR/FES and more water released from storage during what would have been *dry” years under the
DPR/FES release criteria, The long 1enn average annual total volume of water released to the river will be slightly

grester than predicted in the DPR/FES.

No Action - Operation of McPhee Reservoir would return to the downstremmn release criteria directed by the
DPR/FES. Due to the discrepance in the 1977 Project operation study discussed in the background section of this
document there would be & slight decrease in the volume of water released in anticipation of spills from the vohune
described in the DPR/FES. The long termn average snnusl total volume of water released to the river will be slightly

greater than predicted in the DPR/FES,

G. INDIAN TRUST ASSETS

The United States has a trust responsibility to protect and maintain rights reserved by or granted to American Indian
tribes by treaties, statutes, and executive orders. Indian Trust Assets (ITA) are legal interests in property held in trust
by the United States for Indian tribes or individuals, or properly that the United States is otherwise charged by law to
protect. Examples of resources that could be ITAs are lands, minerals, hunting snd fishing rights, water rights, and
instream flows. Reclamation's ITA Policy was signed by the Commissioner on July 2, 1993. The policy states that
Reclunation will carry out its activities in a manner which protects ITAs and avoids adverse impacts when possible.
Reclamation has identified two Indinn tribes as potentinlly affected by the proposed action and alternatives, the Uta

Mountain Ute Tribe and the Navajo Nation.

No Native American religious concerns have been identified in connection with this proposal.

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Ute Mountain Ute Tribe -The Ute Mountain Ute Tribe hus an annual Project reserved water right of 25,100 AF
resulting from the 1986 Colorado Ute Water Rights Settlement Agreement. The water is allocated as follows:
23,300 AF for irrigation of approximately 7,500 acres of tribal land south of Sleeping Ute Mountain, 1,000 AF for
Mé&:l use in the Towaoc area, and 800 AF for fish and wildlife development. Project facilities to deliver the Project
irrigation and M&I water are complete. Both the San Juan River and McEhno Creek flow through the reservation.
The tribe also has reserved water rights in the main stem of the San Juan River (10 cfs} and McElme Creek (1 cfs).

Navajo Natior - The Navajo Nation is located south and west of the Ute Mountain Ute Reservation and the Dolores
Project ares. The San Juan River flows through parts of the Navajo Nation and forms the northern border of the
Nation from near the confluence of Montezuma Creek to the confluence with the Colorado River. McElmo Creek
and Montezuma Creek also flow through the Nation. The San Juan River, McElmo Creek, and Montezuma Creek

receive irrigation return flows from the Dolores Project.
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Ute Mountain Ute Tribe

Proposed Action - Implementation of the proposed action would slightly decrease the Project water supply for
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irrigation from the supply presented in the DPR. During nornmna! and dry periods, McPhee Reservoir will operate st
stightly lower elevations and provide less carry-over storage for use during succeeding years. Alse, more water
would be relersed downstream to the Dolores River during dry period. This will result in increased incidents of
shortages to the trrigation water supply and increased severity of shortages during extended drought periods. During
wet periods, McPhee Reservoir would operate at slightly higher elevations and provide more carry-over storage for
use during succeeding years. However, the long term average annual water supply available for irrigation would only
be reduced by approximately 1 % as compared to the no action alternative. There would be no affect on the M&l

water supply or the fish and wildlife development water supply.

Potential future return flows ta McElmo Creek, Montezuma Creek, and the San Juan River would be slightly

decreased.

No Action - Implementation of the no action alternative would slightly decrease the Project water supply for irrigation
from the supply presented in the DPR due to the discrepancy in the 1977 Project operation study as presented in the

background section of this document,

Navajo Nation

Proposed Action - Implementation of the proposed action wonld shightly decense potential future return flows to
McElme Creek and the San Juan River.

No-Action - Implementation of the no action would have no perceivable affect on the Navejo Nation,

H. HYDROELECTRIC GENERATION

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

A 1.35 megawntt baselond powerplant is located on the outlet works of McPhee Dam and a 12.2 megawatt baseload
powerplant is located on the initial reach of the Towaoc Canal. The power produced enters the Colorado River
Storage Project System for distribution to the points of use. Under the DPR/FES operating criteria, an average of
37,488,000 kilowatt hours (kWh) of energy is produced annually, about 22,498,000 kWh in excess of the Project’s

requirement.

McPhee Dam Powerplant operates year-round using fishery releases and water released in anticipation of spills. The
plent contains two turbines designed for variable head, one designed for optimum flow of 25 cfs and ane designed for
optimum flow of 50 cfs although each can be opernted over n limited range of flows, The turbines can be operated
separately or together to optimize power generation over a large range releases. Water is supplied to the turbines
from the selective level outlet works. Under the DPR/FES criteria, the powerplant would generate an average of

7,170,000 kWh annually.
The Towaoc Canal Powerplant operates from about mid-April to mid-October using irrgation water destined for use

by the MVIC and the Ute Mountain Ute Tribe. The plant consists of one generating unit designed for # coustant head
and fluctuating flows of about 40 to 475 cfs. The powerplant generates an average of 30,318,000 kWh annually.
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Proposed Action - Iinplementation of the proposed action will not sxguﬁcantly affect power production at either the
MePhee Dam Powerplant or Towaoc Canal Powerplant.

Ne Action - hinplementation of the no action alternative would result in both powerplants operating as designed.

I RECREATION

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Severa] types of recreational activity occur along the Dolores River downstream from McPhee Dam, The most
popular activities are fishing and rafting. Other ectivities include camping, hiking, photography and nature watching,

FISHING

Fishing is the primary recreational activity occurring on the reach of the Dolores River from McPhee Dam to
Bradfield Bridge. Fishing is also popular downstream to the Dove Creek Pumnp Plant in conjunction with float trips
and increasingly with hike-in or pack-in guided trips. The Dolores River tailwater fishery gained regional and
nationwide recognition in the first few years after the dain was built.  The significant loss of fish due to low releases
(20 cfs) in 1990 caused fishing use to decline drastically. Fishing has increased with recovery of the fishery since

1891,

A CDOW creel census during June-August 1990 (# period of extremely low flows) indicated approximately 1,500
angler days, with a total visitation of about 6,000 (Juphet, 1994). A voluntary cres| census station has been in place
at Bradfield Bridge since 1987; however, response rates are low, The responses may contain valuable information
concerning the quality of the fishing experience. During the lstest census period of October 1992 to August 1993,
52% of the 132 respondents were from out of state. This compares favorably with the results of another 1990 creel
census, which indicated that 57% of respondents were from out of state. USFS angler census figures for 1993
indicate that 2,044 individuals fished the reach of river down to Bradfield Bridge (Stewart, 1993); of these, 309 were

clients of outfitters, and 1,735 were mermbers of private trips.

RAFTING

White water bonting opportunities on the Dolores River were adversely affected by the Dolores Project. As e
mtitipation measure, Reclamation and DWCD are committed to manage water excess to the Project (spills) to provide
maximize boating opportunities consistent with project purposes. Reclumation meets annuslly in the spring with
white water boaters and other interested parties to plan spill releases based on runoff forecasts. Boating releases are
scheduled on consecutive days and announced to the public in advance in an effort to make the best possible use of

available excess water.

Very little rafting occurs on the reach of the Dolores River from McPhee Dam to Bradfield Bridge. Though the
USFS has issued a few pennits to outfitters atlowing thein to float this stretch of river in conjunction with fishing

trips, no permits have been issued to commercial rafting companies,

Rafting is very popuhlr on the Dalores River downstremn from Bradfield Bridge to as far as Bedrock. The differing
character of the river in two distinet reaches, one fromn Bradfield Bridge to Shick Rock (upper) and the other from
Slick Rock to Bedrock (lower), results in different types of rafting use on these reaches.

The upper reach contains stretches of white water and is favored by rafters wanting to experience this type of river
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trip. The scenery in this section is also an attraction as the river is located in a red rock eanyon with the vegetalive
community dominated by ponderosa pine and pinyon-juniper. It has been described as being one of the most scenic
floating reaches in the United States. In the past, the most frequently used watercraft on this reach have been
medium-to-larger sized (12-16 feet) inflatable rafts. However, smaller watercraft such as kayaks and inflatable
canoes are used especinlly during periods of lower flows. These smailer craft are often combined with fishing trips

by both private and commercial boaters.

The lower reach contains a riverbed made up of fewer rocks and a gentler gradient. The scenic values of this stretch
are also a major attraction, with the canyon being even deeper than in the upper reach. Rafts are used on this stretch,
but open canoes have also been very popular. This experience is attractive to those users not possessing or not
wishing to exercise advanced paddling skills, but desiring a more relaxing trip. Float trips along this stretch are
generally not combined with fishing trips due to the scarcity of gamefish in this reach.

The BLM manages the river corridor downstream from Bradfield Bridge, and has the responsibility for issuing
permits for river trips and maintaining use records for the river. Below is a stunmary of the 1992 to [994 boating
seasons. Boating season is considered to be consecutive days of releases of 800 cfs or greater.

Year Season Number of Days User Days
1992 April 17 to June 9 54 5,042
1993 Apnl 9 to June 27 80 8,779
1994 May 3 to June 11} 40 6,476
1995 April I8 to July 11 85 13,769

Other Recreational Activities

The Lone Dome Recreation Aren extends nlong the river from McPhee Dam to the BLM campground below
Bradfield Bridge, It was established as mitigation for construction of the dam. Land ownership in the Recreation
Area is & mixture of private, CDOW, USFS, BLM and Reclamation. There are four recreation sites within the
Recreation Area: Metaska, Ferris Canyon, Cabin Canyon and Bradfield Bridge (see Figure 2). The first three are
administered by a concessionaire under the direction of the USFS. Bradfield Bridge Recrention Site is administered
by the BLM, along with the associated rafting access point. All but Metaska feature campgrounds.

Hiking occurs on the upper reach in conjunction with fishing. The areas near the campgrounds are also used heavily
by hikers. While some bicycling occurs at present, this activity may increase in the future. No special provisions,
such as trails, have been made to acconunodate cyclists using this section of the river. Downstream, the Snaggletooth
Mountain Bike Tratl spans 26 miles from the Dove Creek Pump Plant to Slick Rock, Colorado. This trail is
considered one of the outstanding intermediate trails in southwest Colorado and is the focus of an annual mountain

bike event.

The reach from Bradfield Bridge to about five miles downstream is becoming more heavily used by hikers and
horseback riders. These activities are most often connected with fishing and increasingly are conducted by guides.
These activities do not occur with frequency in the lower reach because of the difficulty of access. The lower reach
is remote and vehicle access points are few. Photography is related to general enjoyment of the natural surroundings
and is generally a component of most camping and float trips and the primary attraction for recreation visitors, As
indicated earlier, the setting and scenery of the Dolores Canyon are aesthetically rewnrding and may offer one of the

most scenic floating opportunities in the nation.
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Areas of Special Designation

Wild and Scenic River Status - The Dolores River Wild and Scenic River Study Report recommended that 105 miles
of the Dolores River from the approximate location of McPhee Dam to Bedrock be designated a compoanent of the
National System of Wild and Scenic Rivers, with the following segments proposed for classification:

1. From 1.3 miles below McPhee Dam site to Bradfield Bridge (11 miles) - Recrentional
2. Bradfield Bridge to Disappointment Creek (41 miles) - Scenic

3. Disappointment Creek to Little Gypsum Valley Bridge (20 miles) - Recreations!l

4. Little Gypsun Valley Bridge to 1 mile upstream from Bedrock Bridge (32 miles) - Wild

These recommendations have yet to be acted upon by Congress. A withdrawal along the river corridor {Sec. 9, Wild
and Scenic Rivers Act} expired in Septernber 1981, This [05-mile reach of the river has also been designated as the
Dolores River Cunyon Special Recreation Management Area by BLM because of its diversity of resource dependent

recreation opporiunities.

Wilderness or Wilderness Study Areas - The 32-inile stretch of the Dolores River from Little Gypsum Creek to
Bedrock Bridge is located within the Dolores River Canyon Wilderness Study Area (WSA). This 29,415-ncre WSA
has been recommended to Congress as suitable for wilderness designation (BLM-October, [991),

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Fishing

Proposed Action - Implementation of the proposed action would improve the coldwater fishery downstream from
McPhee Dam. The fishery would become more self-sustaining and with the continuation of catch-and-release
regulations may support the sizes and munbers of trout to be designated a "Gold Medal Water* by the CDOW. An
unproved fishery with the opportunity to catch more and larger fish would result in increased fishing acrivity,

No Action - Implementation of the no action alternative would adversely affect the coldwater fishery and, therefore,
limit the fishing opportunities in the Dolores River,

Rafting

Proposed Action - linplementation of the propased action would not significantly affect the velume of water available
for release for boating flows. However, higher flows during the summer months may provide increased opportunities

for siall bonting during high runoff years.

No Action - Implementation of the no action alternative would not significantly affect the volume of water available

for release for boating flows.

Other Recreational Activities

Proposed Action - hnplementation of the proposed action would result in an increase in the use of the developed
recreation areas, hiking, horseback riding, photography, and other activity related to fishing, There would be no
significant effect on other activities described in this section.

No Action - inplementation of the no action alternative would result in a decresse in the use of the developed
recreation areas, hiking, horseback riding, photography and other activities related to fishing, There would be no

significant effect on other activities described in this section,

Areas of Special Designation
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The areas of special designation listed above would nat be affected by either the proposed action or the no action

alternative,

J. CULTURAL RESOURCES

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

There are numerous cultural resources present in the Dolores River Canyon below McPhee Dam. Evidence of
Archaic, Anasazi, Ute, Navajo and historic Euro-American occupations is present.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
Proposed Action Implementation of the proposed action would not directly affect the cultural resources present in the
Dolores River Canyon. However, increased use of the Canyon resulting from improved fishing opportunities

associated with the proposed action may increase the potential for damage to sites from vandalism or heavy use.

No Action - Implementation of the no action alternative would not affect the cultural resources present in the Dolores

River Canyon.
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CHAPTER V
CONSULTATION AND COORDBINATION

A, PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Reclamation prepared and mailed 4 Scoping Document on April 22, 1993 to interested individuals,
organizations gnd agencies that may be interested in or affected by the proposed actions. The purpose of the Scoping
Document was to: (1) notify the public that Reclamation was preparing an EA for the proposed actions; (2) solicit
public comment on significant envirommnental issues that should be addressed in the EA; (3) identify potential
slternative courses of action that the public believed Reclamation should consider. Brief summaries of the comments

in response to the Scoping Document follow:

Bureau of L.and Management

Reclamation's proposed action is over 19,000 acre-feet less than the BLM's identified needs for salmonid fishery
downstream from Bradfield Bridge; Questions how acquisition of 7,000 acre-feet would affect white water bonting;
The EA needs to adequately address downstream recreation resources in addition to fish and wildlife resources.

City of Cortez

Favors exploration of alternatives for acquisition of additions! water,

Colorado Division of Wildlife

Believed 36,500 acre-feet is the minimum annual reserved pool; Believes other provisions should be made such as:
(1) change in water year for accounting fish and wildlife water to April | to March 30 (presently November 1 to
October 31); (2) no charges 1o fish and wildlife pool during spills; (3) refill fish and wildlife pool st conclusion of
spiils and; (4) spill mansgement to prolong spill; Fish and wildlife water releases should not be subjugated to
operation of powerplant; Structural habitat modification are not a viable slternative to acquiring sdditional water,

Duranglers

Supports change to managed pool; Mininum of 36,500 acre-feet should be in pool; Fishery and business have been
adversely affected since 1990; The only real habitat improvement to maintein a quality fishery is more water.

FFossum, Hatter & Green

Supports Reclamation's proposal to acquire additional water; Indian and non-Indian project water users shouid not
solely bear the burden providing additional streamn flow.

Wiaynes, Bradford, Shipps & Sheftel

The Interim Operating Agreement is valid only through October 1993 (subsequently extended for six months); Noted
that the amount of water to satisfy downstream senior water rights is not fixed; The best mechanism for sharing
shortages among all Project water users, including the downstream fishery, must be studied; An alternative should be

studied that includes changes to CDOW's fish stocking nctivities,

Mountezuma Water Compiny

The Compuny is interested il water proposed to be acquired could utilize Company water,
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Taxpayers for the Animas River

Comment period should be increased; An EIS should he prepared; Dam releases must be coordinated with
endangered species protection; Dolores Project was poorly designed and built; mare water released downstreamn
should not be charged to the OM&R costs charged to the District; A mechanism should be found to allow
downstream release of water; proposed water for refease is inadequate for recreational and habitat purposes;
operation of McPhee Dam should be done in conjunction with examination of re-operation of all dams in the Upper

Colorado River.

Trout Unlimited

Water should be managed as a pool rather than a flow; 36,500 acre-feet is the minimurm pool; fish and wildlife pool
should not be charged during spills; fishery releases cannot be subject to any requirement for power generation.

U.S. Fish and Wiidlife Service

Considers 36,500 acre-feet the minimum pool - Potential impacts to aquatic resources, especially native fishes, should
be addressed; Operation of dam to avoid escapsment of non-native fishes should be addressed; Supports change of
water year to April | to March 30; Fish and wildlife pool should be credited with 36,500 after spills; Spill

management should closely mimic a natural hydrograph.

LS. Forest Service

Supports the change te managed pool; 36,500 acre-feet is minimam poal: Recommended considerntion of additional
water beyond 36,500 acre-feet; Water yerr should be changed; Recommends spill management to mimic natural
hydrograph; Supports CDOW's recommendation regarding powemplant operation; Structural habitat improvement may
be beneficial, but is not a substitute for acquiring ndditional water; A quality fishery is important to USFS recreational
activities and facilities; An alternative that supports a healthy aquatic ecosystem would also benefit other resources.

A public meeting was conducted at Anasazi Heritage Center on November 16, 1993. There were 24 attendees at that
meeting. The Scoping Document and this draft EA were sent to the distribution list shown at the end of this chapter.

B. COORDINATION WITH OTHER AGENCIES

Reclamation is the lead agency for preparation of this EA. Other key federnl, state, tribal and Jocal
agencies were consulted. They provided resource expertise, technical assistance, and ongoing review and input to the
environmental analysis during preparation of the EA. These agencies included:

Federal Agencies

Department of Agriculture
Forest Service, Durango, Colorado; Dolores, Colorado

Department of the Interor
Bureau of Land Management, Durango, Colorado; Montrose, Calorado

Fish and Wildlife Service, Grand Junction, Colarado

State Agencies

Colorado State Government
Division of Water Resources, Durango, Celorado
Division of Wildlife, Durango, Colorado; Dolores, Colorade; Fort Collins, Colorado
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Reclamation consulted with the USF&WS to assure compliance with the Endangered Species Act,
Reclamation requested a list of potentially affected federally-listed threstened and endangered species from the
USF&WS and prepared a Biological Assessment of the proposed action. The USF&WS will render a Biological
Opinion in response to the Biological Assessment. In addition, Reclamation coordinated with the USF&WS regarding
general fish and wildlife resources as required by the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act.

The Draft EA has been distributed to the following interested parties for review and commnent:

Federal Agencies:

Bureau of Land Munagement, Denver, Colorado
Bureau of Land Manegement, Montrose, Colorado
Bureau of Land Management, Durango, Colorado
Fish and Wildlife Service, Denver, Colorado

Fish and Wildlife Service, Golden, Colorada

Fish and Wildlife Service, Grand Junction, Colorado
San Juan National Forest, Durange, Colorado

San Juan National Forest, Dolores, Colorado
Natural Resources Conservation Service, Cortez, Colorndo
Bureau of Indian Affairs, Towane, Colorado

Bureau of Indinn Affairs, Window Rock, Arizona
Bureau of Indian Affairs, Albuquergue, New Mexico

State Apencies:

Colorado Division of Wildlife, Montrose, Colorado
Colorado Division of Wildlife, Dursngo, Colorado
Colorado Division of Wildlife, Denver, Colorado
Division of Water Resources, Durangao, Colorado
Division of Water Resources, Denver, Colordo
Colorado Water Conservation Board, Denver, Colorado

Cities & Counties:

Cortez, Colorado

Dove Creek, Colorado

Dolores Colorado

Montezuma County

Dolores County

Dolores County Extension Office

Newspapers:

Cortez Newspapers, Inc., Cortez, Colorado
Durango Herald, Durango, Colorado

Grand Junction Sentinel, Grand Junction, Colorado
The Times Independent, Moab, Utsh

Dolores Star, Dolores, Colorado

Dove Creek Press, Dove Creek, Colorado

San Juan Record, Monticeltlo, Ulah

The Daily Times, Farmington, New Mexica
Telluride Times Journal, Telluride, Colorado
Telluride Daily Planet, Durango, Colorado
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Water Districts & Companies:

President, Delores Water Conservancy District, Cortez, Colorado
President, Montezums Valley Irrigation Company, Cortez, Colorado
Company Manager, Montezuma Water Company, Dolores, Colorado

Indian Tribes:

Ute Mountain Ute Tribe, Towaoc, Coloradn
The Navajo Nation, Window Rock, Colorado

Organizations:

America Outdoors, Durango, Colorado

Antmas River Qutfitters Association, Bayfield, Colorado
Colorado River Qutfitters Association, Buena Vista, Colorado
Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund, Denver, Colorado
Taxpayers for the Animas River, Durango, Colorade

The Nature Conservancy, Boulder, Colorado

Trout Unlimited, Five Rivers Chapter, Durango, Colorado
Wilderness Aware, Buena Vista, Colorado

Colorado Wildlife Federation, Durango, Calorado
Canyonlands Field Institute,

Private Entities

Duranglers, Durango, Colorado

Guanison River Expeditions, Montrose, Colorado
Qutfitter Sporting Goeds, Dolores, Colorado

Over the Hill Outfitters, Durango, Calorado

Rafting Expeditions, Nathrop, Colorado

San Juan River Outfitters, Durango, Colorado

Telluride Outside, Telluride, Colorado

Telluride Whitewater, Telluride, Colorado

Telluride Fly Fishers, Telluride, Colorado

The Qutfitter,

Timberwolf Whitewater Expeditions

Peregrine River Outfitters, Durango, Colorado

Roaring Fork River Company, Frisco, Colorado

Rocky Mountain Adventures, Inc., Fort Collins, Colorado
Rocky Mountain Qutdoor Center, Howard, Colorado
Rocky Mountain River Expeditions

San Juan Troutfitters, Farming, New Mexico

Sheri Griffith Expeditions, Moab, Utah

Slickrock Kayak Adventures, Moab, Utah

Snowrnass White Water, Snowmass Village, Colorado
Independent Whitewater, Garfield, Colorado

McPhee Marina, Cortez, Colorado

Mountain Waters Rafting, Inc., Durango, Colorado
NOLS, Vemsl, Utah/Lander, Wyoming

Noah's Ark Whitewater Rafting Co., Buena Vista, Colorado
0.A.R.S., Angles Camp, Chlifornia

Outdoor Leadership Training Seminars, Denver, Colorado
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Outfitter Sporting Goods, Dolores, Colorado
Colorado Whitewater Expeditions, Poncha Springs, Colorado
Caountry Campground and Store, Dove Creek, Colorrdo
Durango River Trippers, Durango, Colorado

Far-Flung Adventures, Terlingua, Texas

Flexible Flyers, Durango, Colorsdo

Four Comers Expeditions, Buenn Vista, Colorado

Four Corners Marine, Durango, Colorado

Four Corners River Sports, Durango, Colorado
Wanderlust Adventures, Fort Collins, Colorado

Westfork Qutfitters, Dolores, Colorado

Whitewater Odyssey, Evergreen, Colorado

Wilderness Aware, Buena Vista, Colorado

Wildwater Discovery, Inc., Fort Collins, Colorado
Worldwide Exploration, Inc., Flagstaff, Arizona

Adrift Adventures, Fort Collins, Colorado

Dovorak's Kayak & Rafting Expeditions, Nathrop, Colorado
Artemis Wilderness Teurs, E| Prado, New Mexico
Bighom Expeditions, function , Texas

Buffalo Joe River Trips, Buena Vista, Colorado

Maynes, Bradfield, Shipps & Sheftel, Durango, Colorado
Fossum, Hatter & Green

Individuals:

Corey Hutchison
CHff & Leslie Stewart
Bill Boyer

Don Hicks

Michae] Black

Steve Pettit

David Porterfield
Vance Ragsdale

Jon Sink

Lee Sullivan

Randy Tate

Brad Thompson
Steve Toburens
Frank Waggoner

Lyn Waiz

Brian Wilkinson
Rocky Wilson

Tin Wolfe

Dan Woodard

Jack Irby

George Kakatsakis
John Law

Val Livengston

Ed Lowe

Russell Martin
Thomas C. McCulloch
Vince & Miki Moffitt
Martha Moran
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Rose Morse
James H. Moss
James Musto
Don Neff
Witbert Odem
Pete Barry

Tom Beck

Sam Carebajal
Dick Carpenter
Patrick Chant
Shannon Demoth
Reed Dills
Douglas Drummond
John Elliott
Steve Ferriole
Walt Foutz
Adam Gerber
Craig Hinton
Doug Capelin
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Jon Freeman
Dan Fritz
Warren Hurley

Kirk Lashrett

Jan McKee

Gary Patlon

Stan Powers

Leann Towne

Pat Schumacher

CHAPTER VI

LIST OF PREPARERS

Environmental Protection Specialist

Supervisory Environmental Protection Specialist

Archaeolopist

Environmental Protection Specialist

Wetlands Biolopist

Wildlife Biclogist Reclamation

Planning Team Leader

Civil Engineer

Southern Division Mannger

32

- buti
Reclamation
Reclamation
Reclamation

Reclamation

Contracter

Wildlife

Reclunation

Reclamation

Reclamation

Princips! avthor
EA review-editor
Cultural resources
Agquatic resources;
fishery and
threatened and
endangered species

Wetland and
rparian vegetation

Project bperation-EA
review

Project operation-EA
review

Project operation-EA
review



CHAPTER VII
REFERENCES CITED

Asplund, K.K., and M. T. Gooeh. 1988, Geomorphalogy and the distributional ecology of Fremonr corronweood
{Populus fremontii} in a deserr riparian canvon. Desert Plants 9: 17927,

Beck, Tom. 1993. Personal Communication. Fauna and riparian vepetation on the Dolores River. Colorado
Division of Wildlife, Dolores, Colorade. December |7, 1993.

Beegles, Ken. 1994, Personai Communication. Water rights downstream from McPhee Dam. Colorade Division of
Water Resources, Durango, Colorado. January 24, 1994,

Brinson, M.M., B.L. Swift, R. C. Plantico. and J.5. Barclay. 1981. Riparian ecosystems. their ecology and srarus.
USDI Fish and Wildlife Service, FWS/OBS®g1/17.

Colorado Division of Wildlife, U.5. Bureau of Land Management, U.S. Bureau of Reclamation and U.5. Forest
Service. 1986. Scoping Documens: Lone Dome Area Implementarion Plon,

Colorado Division of Wildlife. 1974, Fish and Wildlife Analysis for the Dolores Water Project.

Colorado Division of Wildlife. [993. Mexican Spomed Owl! Surveys in Colorade by All Agencies and Companies,
19901993,

Colorado River Outfitters Association. 1992, River Use in the Stave of Colorado,

Cook, Dave. 1993, Personal Communication. Habitat needs of the Mexican spotted owl. U.S. Forest Service,
Durange, Colorado. December 1993,

Craig, Jerry. 1993, Personal Communication. Bald eaple and Peregrine falcon use of the Dolores River. Colorado

Division of Wildlife, Ft. Collins, Colorado. December {7, 1993, )
Juphet, Mike. 1994. Personal Communication. Creel survey information for the Dolores River. Colorado Division

of Wildlife, Durango, Colorndo. January 7, 1994,

Jordan, Lucy. 1993 and 1994, Personal Communications. Occurrence of endangered plant species along the
Dolores River, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Grand Junction, Colorado. November 22, 1993 and January 3,

1994,

Kammerzell, Sharyl. 1993, Dolores Project, Dolores River, Colorado; A Case Study; EPA/BOR Water Study.

Nehring, R. Barry. 1993, Distribution and Abundance of the Fish Fauna in the Dolores River from McPhee
Reservoir Downstream io the Dove Creek Pump Plant, June 28-July 13, 1993

Ryan, Rick. 1993 and 1994, Personal Communications. Boating use on the Dolores River. U.S. Bureau of Land
Management, Durango, Colorado. December 16 and 17, 1993 and January 3 and 6, 1994,

Scoft, M.L., M.A. Wondzell, and G. T. Auble. 1993. Hydrograph characteristics relevans 1o the establishmenr and

growth of western riparian vegeration, Pp. 237246 in H.J. Morel®Seytoux
(ed.) Proceedings of the 13th Annual American Geoplysical Union Hydrology Days. Hydrology Days Publications,

Atherton, Californis,

Somers, Preston. 1993. Personal Communication. Riparian vegetation along the Dolores River. Department of
Biology, Fort Lewis College, Durango, Colorado. December 10, 1993,

33



Stewart, CHff. 1993. Personal Comumunication. Fishennen use on the Dolores River, U.S. Forest Service,
Dolores, Colorada. December 20, 1993,

U.S. Burean of Outdoor Recreation, U.S. Forest Service and Colorado Department of Natural Resources. March
1976. Dolores River Wild and Scenic River Srudy Report.

U.S. Buresu of Land Management. September 1985. San Juan/San Miguel Resource Management Plan and
Environmernal fmpact Statement,

U.S. Bureau of Lund Management. Februsry 1990. Dolores River Corridor Managemern: Plan.
U.S. Bureau of Land Managemens. 1990, Dolores River Instream Flow Assessment Project Report.

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation. April 1977. Dolores Project Colorado Definite Plan Report and Final Environmental

Statement.

U.S. Bureau of Reclamarion. May 1981, Environmental Assessment for the Addition of Hydropawer, Dolores

Project, Colorudo.

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation. Novemnber 1990, Drafi Dolores Project Resources Oprimizarion Study Plan of Study.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. March 19, 1976, Memorandum concerning the Ansicipared Effects of the Dolares
Project on Fish and Wildlife Resources,

U.S. Geological Survey. 1993. Survey Water Data Reporr UT-92-1.

U.S. Nationa!l Park Service. April 24, 1995, Letter fram Gary Weiner, National Rivers Program Manager,
concerning effects on recommended wild and scenic river status.

Valdez, Richard A., W.J. Masslich and A, Wasowicz, March 1990. Dolores River Native Fish Habitat Sutiability
Study. Final Report prepared for Utah Division of Wildlife Resources, Salt Lake City, Utah. Contract No. 90-2559.

BIO/WEST Report No. TR-272-02.

34



APPENDIX A

BIOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT

35



REC'D BOR WCAQ-SD

OFFICIAL FILE COPY
,, , H/AdF_
United States Department of the Interior JUN -6 95
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE _
. Emmgjj Scdn'i(c:):;r CLASS MY 7. 00
764 Eomon Do oo e 4 |FODER 3K T
I REPLY REFER O Grand Junerion, Colorado B1506-3946 1 PROJECT D o
' . . | CONTROL /,
ES/CO:BR-Dolores Project - | ame | jzgﬁﬁﬁiiLE%;s
MS 65412 GJ s N P [
3 ] ! ]
June 5, 1996 DEAA | |
APy [ |/
Memorandum L%Ei:;,ﬁd/ f Iﬁ::j
To: Southern Division Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, Uéper Colorado
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Assistant Field Supervisor, Fish and Wildlife Service, Ecological

From:
Services, Grand Junction, Colorado

Subject: Biological Assessment for Modification of Operation and
Acquisition of Water for Downstream Release for the Dolores
Project

The Fish and Wildlife Service appreciated receiving an updated biological
assessment for the subject project. The Service concurs with your "no effect”
determination for the bald eagle (Haliaeetus Jeucocephalus), peregrine falcon
(Falco peregrinus), Mexican spotted owl (Strix occidentalis Jucida), and
southwestern willow flycatcher (fmpidonax traillii extimus). The Service
believes that for the Upper Colorado River Basin there should be a "may
affect, not likely to adversely affect" determination for the Colorado
squawfish (Ptychocheilus lucius), humpback chub (Gila cypha), bonytail (Gila
elegans), and razorback sucker (Xyrauchen texanus) provided that the proposed
alternative is implemented. This determination can be made because of
increased flows in the Dolores River and management flexibility which allows
higher spring flows may be beneficial to the endangered fishes,

Less water may be returned to the San Juan River because of increased releases
to the Dolores River; however, there will still be additional water released
to the San Juan River from the Dolores Project which would otherwise not be
added to the San Juan River. Consequently, the Service concurs with your "no
effect” determination for the Colorado squawfish and razorback sucker in the
San Juan River. No further consultation is required for this portion of the
Dolores Project as long as the proposed alternative is implemented.

If the Service can be of further assistance, please contact Terry Ireland at
the letterhead address or (970) 243-2778.

pc:  FWS/ES, Golden
CDOW, Durango (Attn: Mike Japhet)
Tireland:DoloBA.mem; 060594
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A, INTRODUCTION

The Dalores Project (Project) was constructed by the Bureau of
Reclamatien primarily to store flows of the Dolores River for irrigation
and municipal and industrial use. The Project also provides
hydroelectric power generation, salinity control, recreation
opportunities, fish and wildlife enhancement and mitigation measures,
area economic development, and cultural resources mitigation.
Construction of the Project began in 1977 and all project facilities are

essentially complete.
B. FURPOSEE AND NEED FOR ARCTION

The purpose of the proposed action is to increase the benefits from the
Dolores Project. The downstream release portion of the reservoir
operating criteria specified in the Definite Plan Report (DPR)} and Final
Environmental Statement (FES)} has proven to be unsatisfactory for
managing the water regerved for fish and wildlife resources in the
Declores River deownstream from McPhee Reservoir.

c. BACKGROUND

Reclamation operated McPhee Reservoir according to the filling criteria
from it's closure in 1984 until it filled in 1987. The reservoir -was
operated according to the criteria in the DPR and FES and consistent
with the repayment contract between the United States and Dolores Water
Conservancy Districe (DWCD) from 1987 to June, 1950. The operating
criteria in the DPR and FES specified year~round minimum releases to the
Dolores River of 20 cubic feet per second {(cfs) during dry years, 50 cfs
during normal years, and 78 cfs during wet years. Dry, normal, and wet
years were defined in the DPR and FES based on reservoir content and
runoff predictions at specified dates. The primary purpose of the
releases was to establish and maintain a trout fishery in the Dolores
River from McPhee Dam to Bradfield Bridge {(epproximately 12 miles).

Minimum downstream releases were set at 78 cfs from 1984 through 1989,
the flow associated with a wet year in the DPR and FES operating
criteria. This was partially a result of the hydrology of the Dolores
River Basin during this period and partially a result of the project's
limited development. During this period, a good trout fishery was
established in the river from McPhee Dam to Bradfield Bridge.
Precipitation in water year 1989 was very low and the dry trend
continued in early 1990. In March 1990 a dry year determination was
made in accordance with the operating criteria and the downstream
release was set at 20 cfs for the first time in the Project's operating

history.

After several meetings and negotiations between Reclamation, Project
water users, Trout Unlimited (TU), and Colorado Division Of Wildlife
(CDOW}, & short-term solution te the low flows was achieved. An
agreement between Reclamation and DWCD was reached for the release of an
additional 6,000 acre-feet (AF) of Project water downstream through
October 1%90. Releases were increased to 35 cfs on June 15, 1990, and



to 50 cfs by June 20, 19%0, to minimize adverse effects on the trout
fishery. On September 4, 1990, releases were reduced to 31 cfs until

Octeober 31, 1920.

An interim operation agreement for operation of McPhee Dam from November
1, 1990 through October 31, 1993 (subsequently extended through the
present) was executed between Reclamation and +he DWCD. The interim
agreement provided for alternative dam operation until a long-term
solution to the water release and trout fishery issue could be developed
and implemented. From November 1, 1890, to the present, McPhee

Reservoir has been operated according to the Interim McPhee Dam_and
Reservoiz Ocerations Agreemept (IOA), as amended. Key elements of the
current IOA related to water releases for fish and wiidlife purposes to
the Dolores River are:

© An interim pool of up to 29,300 AF available for release each
water year (November 1 to October 31). The 29,300 AF volume is
comprised of: (1) 25,400 AF reserved for fish and wildlife
purposes; (2) up to 3,900 AF of senior downstream water rights.
{As of October 31, 1993, 200 aAF of water reserved for Totten
Reservoir and inciuded in previous versions of the IOA is not
avallable for downstream release.)

® Water releases will be made by the DWCD under direction fram
Reclamation and in coordination with other federal and state .
agencies and local interests for fish and wildlife purposes
downstream of McPhee Dam.

® No deduction would occcur from the interim pool at any time
Reclamation directs a spill release from McPhee Reservoir.

@ The interim managed peol would not share shortages occurring to
Project irrigation water users.

Operation under the IOA has allowed releages to the Dolores River to be
maintained in the 60 to 70 cfs range or greater during the critical
summer months, and at 30 cfs or higher during the winter.

Since late 1990, Reclamation has coordinated with Project water users,
TU, CDOW, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USF&WS), the Bureau of
Land Management (BLM), the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) and other
interested individuals and groups to identify a long~term solution. A
Biology Committee comprised of representatives from Reclamation, CDOW,
USF&WS, USFS, BLM and (TU) was established to administer the pool of
water reserved for downstream use and to recommend biological studies to
determine the flow requirements for a coldwater fishery. Reclamation,
CDOW, and the USFS conducted the studies. Reclamation also reviewed
the Project hydrology and the 1977 Project operation study used to
evaluate the Project water sBupply and to allocate Project water. This
review revealed a discrepancy in the volume of Project water reserved by
the United States for downstream fish and wildlife purposes and the
actual volume of Project water that would be required ta meet the
downstream DPR/FES release criteria.



The 1977 Project operation study simulates Project operation on a
monthly basis for the period 1928 through 1973. During the study
pericd, the minimum release from McPhee Dam was 78 cfs in 13 years
(28%), 50 cfs in 23 years (50%), and 20 cfs in 10 years (22%). These
releases were made up of spills (water excess to the Project), water
released to satisfy senior downstream water rights, and Project water
releaged from storage. The study indicated that the average annual
amount of Project water required to be released from storage to make
these flows was 25,400 AF. Because the operation study is a monthly
model , it is not possible o aimulate managed releases in place of
spills. The model allows the reservoir to fill and spill in an
uncontrolled manner. This results in much shorter spill periods with
higher flows than would occur in actuzl operation. To compensate, the
model did not simulate releases of 78 cfs during wet years but released
50 cfs during both normal and wet years and assumed the extra water
needed for the higher flows would be offset by the longer pericds of
managed releases in place of spills (longer periods when no Project
water was required to be released from storage). However, this
assumption is probably not valid. When minimum releases downstream were
increased from 50 cfs to 78 cfs during wet years, the average annual
volume of Project water reguired to meet the downstream criteria was
increased to 29,300 AF. This results in a discrepancy of 3,900 AT
between the volume of Project water regerved by the United States for
downstream purposes and the volume of Project water reguired to meet the
DPR/FES downstream release criteria.

b. SCOPE

The scope of this Biological Rssessment is limited to evaluating the
effects of the proposed action described below and in the January 1996
Draft Environmental Assesement entitled “Proposal to Modify Operation of
McPhee Reservoir and Acquire Additional Water for Fish and Wildlife

Purposes”.

E. ALIERHATIVES

Rectamation developed and evaluated a range of alternatives to the
propused action. Only the proposed action and the no action alternative

are feasible for implementation.

1. FPROPOSED ACTION

Modify the operation of McPhee Reservoir - Reclamation proposes to
modify the operation of McPhee Reservoir by changing from the 1977
DPR/FES downstream release criteria of 78, 30, or 20 cfs tp a managed
pool of water available from storage for downstream release for fish and
wildlife purposes. An interagency team would manage releageg from the
pool to provide seasonally fluctuating downstream flows for the benefit
of downstream fish and wildlife resources. Releases would be made by
DWCD under direction by Reclamation. For water accounting purposes,
releases will be measured at the parshall flume installed in the Dolores
River below McPhee Dam. This modification would require’ a separate



operating agreement between Reclamation and DWCD pursuant toc Article 9
of DWCD's repayment contract. This modification in operation would not
occur until an initial 3,900 AF of additicrnal water is acguired.

Acguire at lesst 7,200 AF of additional water for fish and wildlife
purposes ~ Reclamaticn proposes to acquire 7,200 AF of water to
establish a pool of sterage in McPhee Reservoir with a total annual
velume of up te 35,500 AF for downstream release from McPhee Reservoir
to the Dolores River. This volume has been recommended as a suitable
goal by several resource management agencies and TU. The 7,200 AF would
be added to the 25,400 AF of Project water reserved by the United States
for fish and wildlife purposes and the up to 3,900 AF of water required
to satisfy senior downstream water rights.

Additicnal water for the managed pool will be acqguired in three
increments:

Increment I (3,900 AF) - The DWCD has agreed to provide 3,900 AF
of water annually, subject to payment by Reclamation, to increase
the pool of water reserved by the United States for fish and
wildlife purposes to 29,300 AF. This water would be added to the
up to 3,900 AF of water for senior downstream water rights for a
total managed pool of up to 33,3200 AF. The acquisition of this
3,900 AF of additional water would reselve the discrepancy in the
original project operation study regarding the average annual
volume of Preject water required from Btorage to fulfill the 1977
DPR/FES downstream water release criteria. Reclamation will
solely fund the acquisition of this increment of water.

Increment II (3,300 AF) -~ The Ute Mountain Ute Tribe has agreed to
provide 3,300 AF of water, on a lease basis for up to 5 years, to
inerease the pool of water reserved by the United States for fish
and wildlife purposes from 29,300 AF to 32,600 AF. Reclamation
would fund the lease arrangement. This water would be added to
the water for senicr downstream water rights (up to 3,900 AF} for
a total managed pool of 36,500 AF.

Permanent acguisition of this increment of water will require cost
sharing participation by cthers. Reclamation will appropriate
$371,000 to establish an account for the acquisition of water.
Entities wishing to participate in water acquisition would make
deposits to this account. A coalition of entities and individuals
would be established to administer the account and acguire water

as opportunities arise.

Increment III (Water in excess of 7,200 AF) -~ The trust acccunt
described above would remain vpen and the acquisition process
would continue. This increment may include acquisition of water
which could be managed for purpeses other than fish and wildlife.

Fish and Wildlife managed pool water year changed - The water year for
the managed pool would be established as April 1~March 31. This is
different from the water year of other Project water users which begins
on November 1. The District would implement an accounting system for
the fish and wildlife pool similar to the accounting system for other
Project water users. The benefit of changing the water year for the



fish and wildiife managed pool would be that planning for the guantities
and duration of releases would occur when the best informaticn
concerning the extent of the Spring runoff is avajilable.

Managed pool not counted against during spills - The fish and wildlife
pocl would not be charged depletions during periods of release from
McPhee Dam in anticipation of a Spill (controlled release of water which
would be excess to available storage gpace in the reservoir) or during

an actual spill.

Hajor portion of managed Poel would share shortages during dry years -
Portions of the managed pool would share water shortages with other
Project water users during dry years. The 25,400 AF of Project water
currently reserved by the United States for downstream fish ang wildlife
purposes would share shortages equally with Project irrigation water.
The 3,900 AF of water to be acquired from DWCD would share shortages,
The water required to satisfy senior downstream water rights (up to
3,900 AF} would be regulated by the State priority system. Whether
additional acquired water would share in shortages would depend on itg
erigin. For example, acquired Project irrigation water would share in
shortages, while acquired Project municipal and industrial water would
not be subject to shortages, Acquired non-Project water would be
regulated by the State Priority system.

2. NO ACTION

Reclamation would operate McPhee Reservoir according to the 1277 DPR/FES
release criteria of 78, 50, or 20 cfs after expiration of the Interim

Operations Agreement (or any extensions). Flows in the Dolores River
would be maintesined at 78 cfg during wet years, 50 cfs during normal
Years, and 20 cfs during dry years (DPR Pg.68-6%). A wet year is

considered to begin on May 1 and extend for one year if the end-of-April
content of McPhee Reservoir exceeds 87% of the active capacity. A
normal year occurs when the end-of~April content is less than B2% of the
active capacity and the March 1 prediction of the end-of-June content
was greater than 45%% cof the active capacity. A dry vear would begin on
March 1 and extend for one year if the March 1 prediction of the content
of McPhee Reservoir at the end of June is legs than, ar equal tao, 45% of

the active capacity,



F. SUMMARY OF IMPACTS

The predicted impacts of the proposed action and no action are summarized below,

PROPOSED ACTION

NO ACTION —’

Aquatic Resources

Would sustain a coldwater fishery at least to the
Bradfield Bridge area. Would beneficially
affect the native fishery,

Would periodically adversely affect the
coldwater and native fishery

Wildlife

No significant effect.

No significant effect,

Wetland and Riparian
Areas

No significent effect.

No significant effect.

Water Quality

No affect on water chemistry or sediment
loading. Would maintain suitable water
temperature to sustein A coldwater fishery to at
least the Bradfield Bridpe aren.

No affect on water chemistry or sediment
loading. Would not maintain suitable water
temperature to sustain A coldwater fishery to
Bradfield Bridge during designated dry years
OT averafe years.

Water Supply

Would slightly decrease the Praject water
supply for irrigation. Would not affect the
Project M&I water supply or non-project water
supplies with rights senior to the Project.
Would incresse the Project water supply for
fish and wildlife purposes.

May slightly decrease the Project water
supply for irrigation from the supply
presented in the DPR. Would not affect the
Project M&I water supply, Project fish and
wildlife water supply, or the non-project
water supply.

Indian Trust Assets

Would slightly decrease the Project water
supply for irrigation. Would not affect the
Project M&I water supply or the Praject fish
and wildlife water supply for the Ute Mountain
Ute Tribe. Would slightly decrease the
potential Project return flows to the San Juan
Basin. Would not affect non-project water
supplies.

May slightly decrease the Project water
supply for irrigation from the supply
presented in the DPR. Would not affect the
Praject M&I water supply, or the Project
fish and wildlife water supply for the Ute
Mountain Ute Tribe. Would not
significantly affect the potential Project
water return flows to the San Juan Basin and
would not affect non project water supplies.

Hydroelectric Power
Generation

No significant effect.

No significant effect.

Recreation

Would increase fishing and other activities
related to fishing, Would not significantly
affect rafting. Would not affect other
recreational activities,

Would periodically adversely affect fishing
and related activities. Would not
significantly affect rafting. Would not affect
other activities,

Cultursl Resources

No effect.

No effect.




G. THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES

Under requirements of Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act {Act),
Reclamation requested from the U.S. Fish and wWildlife Service {(Service)} a list
of threatened and endangered species that may be present in areas affected by
the proposed action. The Service identified the federally~listed threatened
or endangered species that may occur in the area affected by the proposed
action on April 5, 1993. The service updated the list in December 1993 and

ggain verbally in February 1996,

Species Statuys
Bald eagle (Halipeetus lggggggpnglga} Threatened
Peregrine falcon {Falco keregrinus) Endangered
Mexican spotted owl (Strix ecgidentalis lucjida) Threatened
Colorado squawfish (Piychocheilusg luciusg) Endangered
Razorback sucker (Xyrauchen texanus) Endangered
Humpback chub (Gila cypha) Endangered
Bonytail chub (gjilas elegans) Endangered
Southwestern willow flycatcher (Epidomayx trailiij gxtimys) Endangered
Black~footed ferret (Mustela nigripes) Endangered
Mesa Verde cactus {S8clercgactus mesze-verdae) Endangered
Spotted bat (Euderma magulatum) Candidate
Black tern (Childonias niger) Candidate
Loggerhead shrike (Lanjus ludovicianus) Candidate
White-faced ibis (BPlegadis chici) Candidate
Ferruginous hawk (Buteo regalig) Candidate
Cronguist milkvetch (Astragalus crogujstii) Candidate
Schmoll milkvetch (Astragalus schmollae) Candidate
Mesa Verde stickseed (Hackelia gracilenta) Candidate

While the Act does not require federal agenciesg to address candidate gpecies
in a biological assessment, Reclamation recognizes the importance of

within any habitat potentially affected by the proposed action or they are not
known to occur in either the Dolores Or San Juan river floodplains. Since the
preposed action would affect federally protected 8species in hoth the Dolores

River and San Juan River basins, assesged impacts to species occurring in each

basin are described geparately,

The federally endangered black~footed ferret and the threatened Mesa Verde

Delores or Sarn Juan basins that would be affected by the alternatives.
Similarly, the spotted bat, black tern, loggerhead shrike, white faced ibis,
ferruginous hawk, cronguist milkvetch, schmoll milkvetch or Mesa Verde cactus,
all Candidate species, are alsoc not addressed as they are either strictly
associated with upland habitats or are otherwise not known to occur in
association with the affected area.



H. DOLORES RIVER BASIN

BALD EAGLE

Bald eagles overwinter in the area and regularly use that reach of the Dolores
River just downstream from the dam. Since the closure of the dam, as many as
thirty of these federally-protected raptors have been reported from this
portion of the Dolores River during the winter (pers., comm. Mike Zgainer,
CDOW, 1993). Strongly associated with riparian areas and open water, bald
€agles are attracted by an accessible food fource, consisting primarily of
waterfowl and fish. Over the last three years, the availability of open water
associated with a 30 cfs winter time flow is restricted to the first 1-2 miles
downstream of the dam. Water released during the winter has been averaging
near 38° F. From 1984 through 1989, wintertime flows through the dam were
never reduced below 78 cfs, as prescribed under McPhee Dam's original
operating criteria. It is expected higher winter releases would result in
more of the river remaining ice free; however, flows other than 30 cfs have
not been monitored. Further downstream, the river more frequently ices over,
as does much of McPhee Reservoir. Berause of limited open water in recent
years, waterfowl tend to concentrate in the tailwater area below the dam.
These waterfowl may well constitute the primary food source of bald eagles
wintering along this reach of the Dolores. Also, as has been documented in
numerous other reports, Reclamation assumes carrion, primarily elk and deer,
also are part of the bald eagles winter diet. The availability of a
concentrated and reliable food source, along with closure to public access of
the road paralleling the first 4 miles of the river beleow the dam, combine to
provide an attractive wintering site for bald eagles.

The nearest known nesting pairs of bald eagles have been reported in the Lost
Canyon area (10-20 miles from the dam) and west of Cortez (pers. comm. Jerry
Craig, CDOW, 1993). Neither of these two nesting pairs are dependent con the
bDolores River downstream from McPhee Dam, although the available of suitable
nesting habitat in the drainage could result in summer use of this portion of
the Dolores at some time in the future (pers. comm. Jerry Craig, CDOW, 1993}.

Over the long term, implementation of the proposed action would likely benefit
wintering bald eagles. The proposed action would avoid returning to the
extreme, chronic low flow (20 cfa) years (no action alternative), which would
reduce the extent of open water downstream of McPhee Dam during the winter.
Since downstream fish communities would benefit from pool management, a
valuable eagle prey base would remain available. The proposed action may
increase the potential incidence and extent of river icing during the winter
due to maintenance of lower base flows during "normal® (50 cfs) and "wet*® (78
cfs) years than would occur under the nn action alternative.

Reclamation has no data relating the winter time use of the Dolores River by
bald eagles at flow higher than 30 cfs. While more of the river may be open
at higher flow, Reclamation cannot project how many more bald eagles, if any,
the river might support under these conditions. In the absence of data to
the contrary Reclamation; therefore, believes the proposed action would not
adversely affect wintering bald eagles downstream of McPhee Dam.



PEREGRINE FALCOM

Another federally protected raptor, the peregrine falcon, also occurs in the
Dolores Canyon. BAn aerie is located appreximately ten miles downstream from
the Dove Creek pump plant, approximately 44 miles downstream from McPhee Dam
(pers. comm. Jerry Craig, CDOW, 1993). Further downstream, two other nesting
pairs are located in a stretch of river between Slick Rock and Bedrock,
Celorade. The canyon environment of the Delores River drainage from the dam
to Bradfield Bridge provides suitable nesting habitat, but no active nests are
known to occur within this reach (pers. comm. Jerry Craig, CDOW, 1993).

Feregrine falcons are unlikely to be affected by the proposed action because
these falcons are not directly dependent on the riparian system. Their
primary prey are relatively small birds, some of which are likely to be found
glong the river corridor. However, the proposed action is not expected to
alter the vegetaticn communities of the Dolores River floocdplain and;
therefore, should not have any effect on the bird communitiess inhabiting them.
Reclamation concludes that implementation of the proposed action would not
affect the peregrine falcon.

MEEZICAN SPOTTED OWL

Two stretches of the Dolores River have been surveyed for the Mexican spotted
owl (Bayle and Franklin, 1993), federally listed ag a threatened species. The
first stretch extends from Salter Canyon, six miles downstream of the dam) to
Bradfield Bridge {a distance of about six miles); the second from the Dove
Creek pump plant (thirty-three miles downstream of the dam) to Joe bavis Hill
{a distance of about ten miles). No spotted owls were discovered within the
river corridor. The closest nesting pair known in the general area is within
Mesa Verde National Park, appreximately 40 miles south of McPhee Reservoir.
The closest suspected individual identified was in the Beaver Creek drainage
near McPhee Reservoir (pers. comm. Dave Cook, USFS, 1983y,

This subspecies feeds, nests and roosts in multi-layered, old-growth
coniferous forest within deep, rocky canyons. It's primary food source is
small mammals, such as woodrats, typical of that habitat type. The Mexican
spotted owl is not believed to be dependent on the riparian corridor (pers.
comm. Dave Cook, USFS, 1993) and, if Present, would not be affected by

implementation of the proposed action.
SOUTHWESTERN WILLOW FLYCATCHER

The southwestern willow flycatcher is one of five currently recognized
subspecies of willow flycatchers in North America. The southwestern willow
flycatcher's historic and current breeding range includes southern California,
southern Nevada, southern Utah, Arizona, New Mexico, western Texas, and
southwestern Colorado. Southwestern Colorado (and the southern pertions of
Utah and Nevada) are believed to be the northernmost extent of its breeding
range. (Federal Register, 1995a; Tibbits et al.,1994)

The Bureau of Land Management and the Fish and Wildlife Serviece have conducted

surveys for willew flycatchers along the Dolores River from Bradfield Bridge
to Slickrock, and from just upstream of Paradox Valley to the confluence with

9



the Colorade River. An unconfirmed sighting at the mouth cof La Sal Creek was
reported during 1994 season but no birds were found along the surveyed reaches
of river. However, southwest willow flycatchers were located on the
tributaries of Roc Creek and West Creek which enter the Dolores River bhelow

the confluence with the San Miguel River.

The southwestern willow flycatcher is most frequently associated with riparian
habitats along rivers, streams, or other wetlands, where dense growths of
willows, seepwillow, arrowweed, buttonbush, or other native shrubs and medium-
sized trees dominate-often with a scattered overstory of larger, mature
cottonwoods (Federal Register, 1995a;Tibbitts et al., 1994). Suitable habitat
is limited in the surveyed sections of river. Willow communities are present
throughout the Dolores drainage, but the communities are limited in area and
the specie which occurs is small in size, Implementation of the proposed
action would not affect the existing riparian zone, and would therefor not

affect this subspecies.

COLORADO SQUAWFISH

Of the four federally protected fish species addressed in this assessment,
only the Colecrado squawfish has been historically reported from the Dolores
River (Valdez, et al., 1992). Historically, Colorado squawfish have been
reported as far upstream as Paradox Valley as recently as 1962. Several other
collectiens of squawfish have been reported from the Dolares River in the
1950's and 1960°'s. However, two surveys conducted in the 1970's and early
1980's of the Dolores River did not encounter this species (Valdez, et al.,
1992). Prior to the construction of McPhee Dam, extreme seasonal dewatering
due to irrigation diversions (primarily the Montezuma Valley Irrigation
Company Diversion near Dolores, Colorado} coupled with poor water quality
conditions could have restricted the use of the Dolores River by Colorado
squawfish. Operation of a uranium mill processing plant near the San Miquel
River at Uravan, Coloradc from the mid 1940's through the early 1970's is
known to have resulted in several toxic Bpills into the river. Valdez, et
al., 1992 also report a uranium concentrating plant was operational near
Slickrock, Colorado over generally the same time frame. Perhaps the most
adverse limitation to aquatic !ife in the Dolores River may ocecur through
Paradox Valley, Colorado, where water quality is severely degraded by the
natural inflow of brine ground water. During low flow conditions, the
concentration of salt in the river can exceed three times the concentration of
sea water virtually eliminating all aquatic life downstream to the confluence
of the San Miguel River. A fishery study conducted by BIOQ/WEST Inc. in 1991~
92, encompassed the section of the Dolores River from Bradfield Bridge (about
twelve miles downstream of McPhee Dam) to the confluence of the Colorado River

(Valdez, et al., 1992). During the course of this study, four Colorado
squawfish were captured from the Dolores River, all within 2 kilometers of the
Colorado River. It is not known if these fish were temporarily using the

Dolores River or were permanent regidents; however, since all of the squawfish
collected were in such close proximity to the Colorado River, it is probable
they were only temporarily inhabiting the Dolores River.

Colorado squawfish are known to occur in the Colorado River downstream of its
confluence with the Dolores River; however, the small magnitude in flow change
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in the Colorade River associated with any of the alternatives would not
adversely impact this species. The proposed action would be heneficial
compared to the no action alternative since the chronic 20 efs flow during dry
years would be avoided. Lower flows associated with the proposed action would
occur during the winter, but based on studies conducted over the last three
years, flow is not expected to be dropped below 30 cfs during this period.

The highest flow would be provided downstream of the dam during summer months.
If 3 sufficient volume of water was available, flow no leass than 70 cfs would
be provided during the hottest summer periods. A 20 cfs flow was considered
by valdez, et al., (1992) as being extremely detrimental to aguatic life.

They concluded, however, if sufficient flows were present, the Dolores River
would have suitable habitat for reintroduction of experimental peopulaticns of
Colorado squawfish. It is not known what magnitude of flow would be needed at
this time. The Service has no immediate plans for reintroducing an
experimental population of Colorado squawfish in to the Dolores River in the
near future {(pers. comm. John Hamil, USFWS, 1594). Reclamation doces not
believe that implementation of the proposed action would affect either the

Coleorado squawfish or its' critical habitat in the Colorado Hiver.

RAZORBACK SUCKER, BONYTAIY, CHUB, HUMPBACK CHUB

The razorback sucker, bonytail chub and the humpback chub have all been
reported from the Colorado River downstream of its' confluence with the
Dolores River. None of these species have ever been reported from the Doleres
River. As concluded above for the Colorado sguawfish, Reclamation does not
believe implementation of the proposed action would directly affect either the
species or their proposed critical habitat in the Colorado River.

I. SAN JURN RIVER BASIN

DOLORES PROJECT RETURN FLOWS

The Bolores Project diverts water from the Dolores River basin for irrigation,
municipal and industrial (M&I) use in the San Juan River basin. Project water
return flows enter the San Juan River via the Mancos River, Cowboy Wash,
Marble Wash, McElmo Creek, and Montezuma Creel. Average annual Project return
flows were estimated as 50% return from the municipal and industrial water
diverted, 18% of the full service irrigation water delivered on farm, and 35%
of the supplemental irrigation water delivered on farm. Following is the
estimated average annual return flows associated with each use under full

Project development.

Use ~Fe
Municipal & Industrial 4,350
Irrigation

Full Serwvice 15,850
Supplemental Service 4,800
Total 25,000
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Water use from the Dolores Project is not yet fully develeoped and the total
estimated average annual return flows have not been realized in the San Juan
River. For example, the City of Cortez and the Town of Dove Creek have
returned approximately 4,200 acre-feet (AF) of their Project M&I water
allocation to the Dolores Water Conservancy District (DWCD), indicating they
did not have a current use for the water and would not have a use in the
future. The Ute Mountain Ute Tribe currently irrigates only about 4000 acres
of their total 7,500 acres cof Dolores Project lands. Also, the average annual
demand for project supplemental water may be less than anticipated due to
improvements made to the delivery systems and the change from flood to

sprinkler irrigation.

The proposed action includes the acgquisition of at least 7,200 AF of water for
release downstream to the Dolores River. The water would be acguired in two
increments. The first increment of 3,900 AF would be provided permanently by
the DWCD as an additicnal project water use, thus not limiting full
development of the Project as planned. This action would slightly decrease
the return flows tc the San Juan River by slightly increasing the frequency
and severity of Project irrigation water shortages, The average annual supply
of Project irrigation water would be reduced by approximately 1%, reducing the
estimated average annual return flows by approximately 1% or 200 AF. The
second increment of 3,300 AF would be provided temporarily {up to 5 years) by
the Ute Mountain Ute Tribe from a portion of their currently unused Project
irrigation allocation. A permanent source for this water has not yet been
identified. The worst case scenario for acquisition of this increment 'of
water, as it pertains to potential return flows to the San Juan River, would
be to acquire 3,300 AF of currently unused Project M&I water. This action
would reduce the estimated potential average annual return flows to the San
Juan River by 1,850 AF. Therefore the maximum reduction of estimated average
annual potential return flows to the San Juan River resulting from
implementation of the proposed action would be 1,850 AF. It is important to
note that this is a reduction of potential flows, not actual flows, as the
water that would be acquired has never been diverted for use in the San Juan

basin.

The estimated average annual Project return flows of 25,000 AF, based on full
Project development, were included in the San Juan River baseline in the 1991
Final Biclogical Opinien for the Animas-La Plata Project. Estimated average
annual Project return flows were reduced to 22,000 AF in the San Juan River
baseline used in the 1996 Draft Biological Opinion for the Animas-La Plata
Project, based on implementation of the proposed action described in the
February 1995 Draft Environmental Agsessment of the Proposal to Modify
Operation of McPhee Reservoir and Acquire Additional Water for Fish and

Wildlife Purposes.

SPECIES ASSESSHMENT

The Colorado sguawfish and the razorback sucker are known to exist in portions
of the San Juan River downstream of where Dolores Project irrigation return
flows enter the river (Platania, 1990). The mazjority of these return flows
enter the San Juan River at the McElmo Creek confluence {RM 100).

Ryden and Pfeifer (1995) showed that Colorado squawfish adults used a small
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area between Bluff, Utah and Mexican Hat arcund RM 75. One sguawfish captured
at RM 74.8 made a 50-60 mile migration to the "Mixer” area (RM 133.4 to RM
129.8) during the suspected spawning season in 19%4. The fish then returned
to within 0.4 river miles of its original capture location. VYoung-of-the-Year
squawfish have primarily been found in the lower 4 miles of the San Juan River
and the Lake Powell inflow area as far as 6.3 miles below Piute Farms.
Lashmett (1993, 1994} collected a total of 12 Coleorado scquawfish in this area.
Archer et al. (1995) captured 7 YOY Colorade squawfish in 19%4, including 6
between RM B.0 and 25.2 and one at RM 122.6, during nursery habitat studies.

Only one razorback sucker has been collected since 31987 in the San Juan River
{BioWest 1995}. This adult was ccllected from a main channel run near Bluff
(RM B0) in April, 1988 (Platania 1990C). Additional adult razorbacks have been
collected from shoreline habitats in the San Juan Arm of Lake Powell. Studies
cf stocked razorbacks in 1995 and future years may provide information on
important subreaches for this species. While sexually ripe razorback suckers
have been collected from the San Juan River and the San Juan arm of Lake
Powell in recent years, no young-of-the~year or juvenile razorbacks have been
sampied from the system; therefore, recruitment by this species may not be

occurring (Platania, 1990).

In addition to federally listed species, a relatively large population of
native flannelmouth suckers (Platania, 1990; HioWest, 1995) and possibly a
small population of roundtail chubs also exist in the San Juan River.
downstream of McElmo Creek {(pers. comm. Tom Beck, CDOW, 1988). It is possible
that these species may attempt spawning in this section of the 8an Juan River.
Buntjer et al. {1994) collected young roundtail chubge in backwaters below RM
100 in the San Juan River in 1993. @Gido and Propst (1995) captured 8
roundtail chub in 1993 and 4 in 1994 in secondary channels between RM B7.4 and
134.9. It ig possible that most of the roundtail chubk in the main San Juan
River come from the Mancos River or other tributaries that harbor healthy

populations {(Buntjer et al. 1994}).

Implementation of the proposed action would not result in an actual depletion
from the San Juan River, only a reduction in the estimated volume of potential
return flows. Therefore, implementation of the proposed action would not
directly impact endangered or candidate fish populaticons existing in the San
Juan River. In summary, Reclamation concludes this action would not effect
either the protected Coclorado squawfish and razorback sucker or their critical
habhitat, or the candidate species; the flannelmouth sucker and roundtail chub.
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